Communism in Europe
EDITORS' NOTE—Over the last two decades, considerable diversity has emerged in European
communism. In Western Europe particularly, a number of parties have attempted to adjust
their policies to the local circumstances of their polities and societies, and this effort has
produced substantial variety in the overall European picture. The following articles address
themselves to some aspects of this process. Mr. Devlin describes the events that culminated
in the "institutionalization of diversity" at the Conference of European Communist and
Workers' Parties held in East Berlin in June 1976. Mr. Mujal-Leon looks at the responses of the
Portuguese Communist Party to the changing situation in Portugal since the military coup
of April 30, 1974. Mr. Kitsikis examines the strategy and tactics of the newly legalized
Greek Communist forces against the background of their behavior during prior years and in
the context of the reestablishment of parliamentary democracy in Greece.

The Challenge of Eurocommunism
By Kevin Devlin
For years, Moscow . . . was our Rome. We spoke of
the Great October Socialist Revolution as if it were
our Christmas. That was the period of our infancy.
Today we have grown up.

he first pan-European conference of Communist parties was held in Karlovy Vary, Czechoslovakia, in April 1967; the second took place
in East Berlin in June 1976. A brief comparison of
the two offers one measure of the changes that have
come about in European communism—East, West,
and East-West—over the past decade.*

By 1967, the monolithic unity of European communism was already a thing of the past, due largely
to the disruptive impact of the Sino-Soviet conflict
and the wave of "revisionist" adaptation to environmental realities that affected many West European
parties, to varying degrees, in the early 1960's. The
clearest proof of this was the list of absentees: the
Karlovy Vary conference was boycotted by the Albanian, Yugoslav, and Romanian parties from the East,
and by the Dutch, Icelandic, and Norwegian parties
from the West, while the Swedes sent only an observer. Nevertheless, those that did attend maintained the tradition of unanimous solidarity under
the exemplary leadership of the CPSU. So the project
went through expeditiously, if not altogether smooth-

Mr. Devlin is a political analyst for Radio Free
Europe in Munich. He has published widely on
Europe's Communist parties and is currently engaged in a collective research project for a volume
to be entitled Imperium und Ideologie (Empire and
Ideology).

* The complete names and initial designations of the European
Communist parties mentioned in this article are listed below in
alphabetical order: Albanian Party of Labor (Partia e Punes e
Shqiperise—APL or PPSh); Bulgarian Communist Party (Bulgarska
Kcmunisticheska Partiya—BKP); Communist Party of Czechoslovakia
{Komunistlcka Strana Ceskoslovenska—KSC); Communist Party of
Denmark (Danmarks Kommunistiske Parti—KPD); Communist Party
(continued on p. 2)

—Santiago Carrillo at the East Berlin Conference of European Communist and Workers' Parties, June 29, 1976.
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Soviet Communist Party General Secretary Leonid I. Brezhnev (left) and CPSU Secretary and Candidate
Member of the Politburo Boris N. Ponomarev pictured at the Conference of European Communist and
Workers' Parties in Berlin on June 30, 1976.
—Alain Nogues/Sygma.

ly. The call for a pan-European conference came from
the loyalist French and Polish parties in January
1967; the only preparatory meeting was held in
Warsaw in February; and in April, the conference
itself unanimously adopted a collective document
calling in general terms for a long-range effort to
exploit detente but suggesting by its very generality
of Great Britain (CPGB or BCP); Communist Party of Norway
(Norges Kcmmunistiske Parti—NKP); Communist Party of the Soviet
Union (Kornmunisticheskaya Partiya Sovetskogo Soyuza—CPSU
or KPSS); Communist Party of Spain (Partido Comunista de Espana—
PCE); French Communist Party (Parti Ccmmuniste Frangais—
PCF); German Communist Party (Deutsche Kommunistische Partei
—DKP), West Germany; Hungarian Socialist Workers' Party
(Magyar Szocialista Munkaspart—HSWP or MSzMP); Italian Communist Party (Partito Comunista Italiano—PCI); League of
Communists of Yugoslavia (Savez Komunista Jugoslavije—LCY or
SKJ); Left Party—Communists (Vansterpartiet
Kommunisterna—
VPK), Sweden; The Netherlands Communist Party (Communistische
Parti] van Nederland— CPN); People's Alliance (Altydubandalagid
—PA), Iceland; Polish United Workers' Party (Polska Zjednoczona
Partia Robotnicza—PZPR);
Portuguese Communist Party (.Partido
Comunista Portugues—PCP); Romanian Communist Party (Partidul
Comunist Roman—PCR); Socialist Unity Party of Germany (Sozialistische Einheitspartei Deutschlands—SED), East Germany; Turkish
Communist Party (Turkiye Komunist
Partisi—TKP).—Eds.

the already divergent political interests of both East
and West European Communist leaderships.1
The contrast with the second European conference
is striking, not least with regard to the time and effort
consumed in bringing the latter about. The first calls
for another pan-European meeting—and for a world
conference to follow—came from pro-Soviet party
leaders (West German, Hungarian, and Bulgarian) in
November 1973. A 28-party consultative meeting
took place in Warsaw nearly a year later, in October
1974, after months of secret interparty negotiations
—the first of many preliminary events in a long preparatory process. The conference itself did not take
place until late June 1976, a full year behind schedule—and then, as we shall see, it was not the kind of

1
The divergence of political interests was dramatically emphasized 16 months later by the reaction of most West European
parties to the invasion of Czechoslovakia by Warsaw Pact forces.
In speeches at a PCI Central Committee plenum on Aug. 27 and 29,
1968, Secretary-General Luigi Longo criticized the failure of
"some socialist countries" to pursue the strategy of detente set
forth in the Karlovy Vary document, owing (he suggested) to
preoccupation with the subversive effect of "ideological aggression."
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conference that the Soviets and their supporters had
wanted, but instead one that marked the "institutionalization of diversity" in the European Communist
movement.
The "scenario" adumbrated in the Kremlin seems
fairly clear. The conference of Communist parties—
addressed to "the struggle for peace, security, cooperation, and social progress in Europe"—was to
be held in East Berlin "no later than mid-1975"; it
was to be linked primarily with the international
Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe
scheduled for Helsinki in the summer of 1975, and
secondarily with the 30th anniversary of the victory
of the anti-Fascist alliance in World War II. By producing a collective ideological interpretation of detente in Europe, the conference hopefully would
lessen the effect of the concessions that the East
Europeans would have to make in Helsinki with regard to "Basket 3" (the freer movement of information, ideas, and persons); at the same time, it would
at least implicity reaffirm the status of the CPSU as
primus inter pares (or impares) in the European
Communist movement.
In retrospect, it appears that the Soviet leadership
made a fundamental miscalculation in seeking to
obtain the participation of as many parties as possible—and more specifically, to bring in the Yugoslavs
and Romanians, who had boycotted the Karlovy Vary
conference. One concession upon which the Yugoslavs, backed by other independent parties, insisted
proved to be of crucial importance. This was the new
procedural principle of "decision-making by consensus," adopted at the start of the Warsaw meeting.
Indeed, the prolonged preparatory process which
followed—involving at least 16 meetings over 20
months—could be described as the story of repeated
and ultimately largely fruitless efforts by the loyalist
majority to reduce the effect of that initial concession.
After the Warsaw meeting and the first preparatory
session proper, held in Budapest in mid-December
1974, a curtain of official secrecy descended over
the proceedings, but the outlines of the confrontation over the character and content of the conference
document were clear enough.2 For the independent
2
For an analysis of the early stages of the preparatory process
(up to May 1975), see Kevin Devlin, "The Interparty Drama,"
Problems ol Communism (Washington, DC), July-August 1975, pp.
18-34.
3
At different times, spokesmen for the Yugoslav, Romanian,
Italian, and Spanish parties expressed the view that the conference
need not adopt any document—presumably as a bargaining position
to strengthen the demand for their kind of document.

parties—notably, the Yugoslav, Romanian, Italian,
Spanish, British, and Swedish CP's, later joined at
least on some issues by the French—it was a matter
of resisting repeated attempts (made through the
East Germans, who as hosts were charged with producing the successive draft texts) to secure the
adoption by the European Communist parties of
something like a "general line," expressed in ideological terms. Against this pressure the independent
parties stood by their demands: If there was to be a
collective document at all,3 it must be based upon
genuine consensus; it must emphasize the principles
of autonomy, equality, and noninterference in interparty relations (with the important corollary that
no special status should be accorded to the CPSU);
it must contain no criticism of any party, present or
absent (e.g., the Chinese); it must deal with political
action, not with ideology; and in any case it was not
to be binding upon any party.

Santiago Carrillo, Secretary-General of the Spanish
Communist Party, a prominent proponent of efforts
by national Communist parties to assert their independence from Moscow.
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The early stages of this debate took place at sessions of the so-called "working group," 4 which met
in East Berlin in mid-February and again in early
April 1975. This phase ended in deadlock. At the
April session, the East Germans produced a first
draft which a Yugoslav party source described as
calling for "a joint stand of all Communist parties in
their actions and ideology";5 it was rejected by the
independent parties.

Deepening Differences
At this point, an attempt was made to find a way
out of the impasse by handing the problem over to
a balanced "subgroup" of eight parties—four independent ones (Yugoslavia, Romania, Italy, and Spain)
and four loyalist ones (the Soviet Union, East Germany, France, and Denmark). The subgroup met
three times—in mid-May, early July, and mid-July
1975 6 —but failed to reach agreement: a second
draft text, produced by the East Germans in July,
was no more acceptable to the independent parties
than the first had been. In an interview given at the
end of August, Sergio Segre of the Italian Communist
Party (PCI) said that "only a few small steps forward"
had been made, and that both East German drafts
"contained statements of political and ideological
principle that were frankly unacceptable—and not
only to the PCI." He went on to provide some useful
details:
On the concept of detente, agreement is general, but
we risk running aground on the first and third chapters of the document. The first chapter consists of
an analysis of Western capitalism and contains a
series of assessments of the function of the Socialist
and Social Democratic parties. The third . . . concerns the strategy of the Communist parties, and
here it is said that they play a vanguard role, pursue
identical objectives, and are guided by a single
4
The "working group" consisted of as many delegations as chose
to attend a particular editorial session (e.g., 16 in February 1975
and 20 in April). In this connection, nomenclature was significant:
when the delegation later met as the "Editorial Commission"—
as in November 1975 and May-June 1976—it was a signal that
consensual agreement was in sight.
5
See "The Interparty Drama," loc. cit., p. 32. Giancarlo Pajetta
of the PCI reportedly described this first draft as having been
"written in German, but translated from the Old Russian—of the
Cominform era." See "Great and Unclear Divergencies Among the
PC's of Europe," // Manifesto (Rome), May 17, 1975.
6
During a private conversation in September 1976, Sergio Segre
of the PCI told the writer that one of these subgroup sessions
(presumably the last one) had lasted eight days.

ideology. We believe, and we are not the only ones,
that these parts of the document do not reflect the
reality of the Communist movement and the orientations that were expressed by its components on various subjects—for example, Portugal.1
Segre's reference to Portugal was a timely reminder that events themselves—and particularly the
ferment of change affecting all of the Southern
European countries in different ways—were making
it more and more difficult for the European Communist parties to adopt a collective analysis of the continental situation. During the spring and early summer of 1975, the corner-cutting pursuit of power by
the Portuguese Communist Party (PCP), in alliance
with the leftist military and in conflict with Mario
Soares' Socialist Party (PS), became a source of
deepening disunity and even polemics.8 The Italian
and Spanish CP's, whose domestic fortunes were
directly and negatively affected by the Portuguese
drama, openly criticized PCP policies and made their
sympathy for the PS equally clear (while the more
reticent Yugoslav and Romanian party presses made
much the same point by giving favorable publicity to
Soares and not the "Muscovite" Alvaro Cunhal).' On
the other hand, the independent British and Swedish
CP's went along with most other Communist parties
in giving fraternal support to the PCP. But it was the
French party (PCF) which distinguished itself above
all others by its systematic and vociferous support of
Cunhal, even though the latter's undisguised contempt for constitutional democracy (most memorably
expressed in an interview with Oriana Fallacci10) was
in conflict with principles proclaimed domestically
by the PCF—for example, in the impressive "Declaration of Liberties" published in May 1975."
While the PCF's stand on Portugal involved it in
counterproductive polemics with its French Socialist
ally/rival, the PCI repeatedly linked its criticism of
the PCP with its strategic emphasis on a multiparty,
gradualist approach to a pluralistic socialist order in
which "bourgeois" liberties would be guaranteed and
7
L'Espresso (Rome), Aug. 3 1 , 1975. In a later L'Espresso interview,
in mid-October, Segre said that after the last eight-party meeting,
"the margin of disagreement was so wide that some even thought
it impossible to reach a settlement."
8
See K. S. Karol, "The Portuguese Obsession," Le Nouvel observateur (Paris), June 2, 1975.
9
In late 1974, Yugoslav and Romanian delegations attended a
congress of the Portuguese Socialist Party in Lisbon—but not one
of the Communist Party.
10
This interview was published in L'Europeo (Milan), June 15,
1975.
11
See L'Humanite (Paris), May 16, 1975.
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extended—a perspective which it applied not only to
Italy but to advanced Western societies in general.12
The interparty debate over Portuguese developments
therefore raised issues of regional significance (while
making it more difficult to achieve consensus on
them); these included "national paths," the nexus
between socialism and democracy, the "vanguard
role" of the national Communist party, and—not
least—relations between Communist and Social
Democratic parties.13
The debate was not confined to the Western
parties. Until August 1975, Soviet comment on Portuguese events and the issues raised by them was
relatively restrained, probably because of preoccupation with the Helsinki conference. Once the EastWest summit was over, however, Soviet and East
European commentaries on Portugal and on the
"ideology of transition" in general became more outspoken and more hard-line.14
Of particular significance was an article which
Konstantin Zarodov, editor-in-chief of Problems of
Peace and Socialism (Prague), published in Pravda
(Moscow) on August 6.'5 Commemorating a 70-yearold work by V. I. Lenin, Zarodov insisted on the unchanged necessity for "a revolutionary democratic
dictatorship of the proletariat," led "from above" by
the Communist party, and stressed that it should be
based on a "political" majority not an "arithmetical"
one. The rebuke to "modern conciliators" {i.e., Communist parties seeking electoral progress through
broad political alliances) was clear: "This Leninist
idea . . . completely debunks the still fashionable

opportunistic conceptions which make out that possession of the levers of power should be . . . the
results of some kind of nationwide referendum."
The Zarodov article (and a series of similar, earlier
ones by Boris Ponomarev, Aleksandr Sobolev, and
others) could be viewed as an effort by a more conservative element in the Soviet leadership to "balance" the strategic emphasis on detente by reasserting the CPSU's revolutionary legitimacy. Yet it also
involved reasserting the CPSU's magistral right to
impart ideological and political lessons to other CP's.
Most Western CP's ignored the article, but there
were strong reactions from the Italian," British," and
French parties. Of these, the last was the most significant. In an initial response, Secretary-General
Georges Marchais emphasized at a press conference
on August 8 that "PCF policy in all spheres is determined in Paris and not in Moscow," and that his
party's attitude toward "the future of democracy and
personal and collective freedoms . . . does not stem
from any existing model or models." Four weeks later
(and the delay added weight to the riposte), the PCF
unexpectedly returned to the attack with a frontpage L'Humanite' article by Central Committee member Jacques Chambaz, who criticized Zarodov for
presenting the conclusions that Lenin drew from the
Tsarist Russian situation in 1905 as being "valid
everywhere and always, and hence also in France."
In particular, the PCF's goal of an "advanced democracy" was "incompatible with the idea of scholastic
distinctions setting an arithmetical majority against
a political majority."18 This considered rejection of

12
As Piero Pieralli of the PCI Secretariat put it: "We affirm once
more that all we have done and said, all we shall do or say,
with regard to Portugal, is based on what we consider to be questions
of principle—on the way in which we think the essential, crucial
issues of the struggle for democracy and socialism in Western
Europe must be tackled." "A Pig-headed Demand," Rinascita
(Rome), Aug. 20, 1975.
13
The importance of Communist-Socialist relations in Southern
European countries and of the disunity among Communist parties on
this subject were demonstrated by reactions to Soares' proposal in
late August 1975 for a conference of Socialist and Communist
leaders of Portugal, Spain, France, and Italy to discuss "the transition
toward socialism in society while preserving democracy." The
Italian and Spanish CP's promptly joined the Socialist parties concerned in accepting the proposal; the Portuguese CP rejected it;
and the French CP eventually expressed a heavily qualified and
polemical acceptance which amounted to a rejection. (See "The
Response of Georges Marchais to Ma>io Soares," L'Humanit6,

movements that follow a path of revolution reminiscent of the
victorious path followed by fraternal socialist countries up to now.
Such a practice objectively harms the revolutionaries and the
revolution." In this article, Hlivka also denounced "any neutrality
toward the current policy of China"; again, the relevance to the
struggle over the conference document was obvious.
15
Was it a coincidence that Zarodov's article appeared on the day
that a PCI delegation headed by Pajetta arrived in Moscow to
discuss "questions concerning the international situation and the
international Communist movement"? The Communist-line daily
Paese sera (Rome) of Aug. 11 had no doubt that the circumstances
made the article "a severe doctrinal warning" addressed to the
PCI and other parties taking "pluralistic and autonomous paths."
16
The Pravda article was critized in t.'Unita (Rome) statements
of Aug. 9 and 12. The latter said: "The attempt to dictate rigid and
general rules is groundless. . . . The relationship between democracy and socialism is understood by us in an extremely different
fashion from the way in which it is outlined in the doctrinaire
thinking of Zarodov."
17
A British CP spokesman, George Matthews, commented: "The
policy of the British Communist Party is independently decided
by our party and by no other. The time has long since passed
when Communist parties subscribed to a single political center."
Morning Star (London), Aug. 14, 1975.
18
L'Humanite, Aug. 9 and Sept. 4, 1975.

Oct. 23, 1975.
" A good example is Ivan Hlivka's article in Pravda (Bratislava),
Aug. 26, 1975: "Unfortunately from time to time it happens in our
movement that certain comrades, under the fabricated pretext
that they want to win the broadest possible circles of allies for their
party, criticize the socialist countries and particularly the Soviet
Union at any price. And often they also criticize those revolutionary
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Soviet ideological arguments can now be seen to
have heralded much more significant changes in
PCF-CPSU relations.
It was against this background of rumbling polemics and divergent political interests that the eightparty subgroup failed, both in regular sessions and
in a series of bilateral talks that continued through
September, to end the deadlock over the conference
document. The confrontation would have to be transferred back to the wider forum.
Meanwhile, the Spanish CP (PCE) struck a weighty
blow for the independent grouping by adopting, at
its Second National Conference in early September
1975, a resolution detailing its position on the panEuropean conference.19 This stated that "the differences existing among the Communist parties of
Europe on essential questions, such as that of the
democratic way to socialism," were such that "it
would be negative to seek through ambiguous formulations to convey an impression of false unanimity."
In the PCE's view, the conference "could have a positive outcome even without a final document"; but,
if there was to be one, it could only cover questions
on which there was consensual agreement. In any
case, "the PCE could not approve a document of a
programmatic and ideological type which could
[even] appear obligatory for ail the parties."

Moscow's Vacillations
At this point came the first of several successive,
dramatic shifts in Soviet attitudes toward the conference project. It was signaled by the British CP's
announcement in late September that a delegation
would attend a meeting in Berlin on October 9-10
"to consider the next stage in the preparations for
for the conference." The fact that the independent
British party was able to add that it would "continue
to work for the successful holding of the conference
before the end of this year"20 suggested that "the
next stage" would involve concessions by the conservative majority to the independent minority.
And so it proved. The meeting of October 9-10,
with 27 delegations present (the San Marino CP
having excused itself), was confronted with a third
19
The writer has been unable to obtain the text of the PCEs
resolution. This account is synthetically based upon reports in
L'Unita of Sept. 25, 1975; // Manifesto of Sept. 20; Frane Barbieri's
article in // Giornale (Milan) of Sept. 23; and a six-point summary
given by Manuel Azcarate of the PCE Executive Committee during
a private meeting in October 1975.
20 Morning Star, Sept. 2 7 , 1 9 7 5 .

East German draft that was evidently very different
from the first two: it seems to have been essentially
devoted to the uncontroversial subject of postHelsinki detente, covered in the original second
chapter. Commenting with satisfaction on the outcome, L'Unita (October 11) said that, while the latest
"synthesis" still required further "elaboration and
clarification," it had been agreed that it could be
"taken as a basis for discussion with the aim of arriving at a document that can receive the agreement of
all the parties." It was further agreed that, on the
basis of the discussions of October 9-10 "and of the
observations and proposals that can be put forward
by all the participating parties," the full Editorial
Commission would meet some time in November to
draw up the final draft "on the basis of the agreement
of all the parties."21
The apparent victory of the consensus principle
and the concomitant agreement to refer the synthesized result back to all the central committees for
approval seemed to mark the institutionalized recognition—in a new way and on a new level—of the
principle of the autonomy of each Communist party.
It also meant that the lowest common denominator
would be very low indeed.
One party which accepted this with notably bad
grace was the PCF, as Jean Kanapa made clear in an
address at the session and in interviews afterwards."
In his speech, he complained that as the months
passed, "the political content of the document has
been reduced, impoverished. That has not been our
doing." On the demand of "numerous parties," the
text would now be limited to the post-Helsinki "strug21

In his speech at the session of October 9-10 (text in L'Unita,
Oct. 14, 1975) and in a later Central Committee report {ibid., Oct.
30, 1975), Pajetta expressed the PCI's wary satisfaction over the
way things now appeared to be going. His CC report stressed that the
conference would be "based on the principle of consensus insofar
as it relates to the drawing up of a joint document and full freedom
of debate. This signifies not only the full and explicit recognition of every party's equality and independence but also the
renunciation of any organizational bond and the rejection of directives which could represent an obligation not arising from direct
responsibility to the workers' movement and people of one's own
country." Of the PCI's role in the preparatory process, he said:
"We were faced with a complex document which in our opinion tried
to cover too many issues, for which we thought the process of
joint research and agreement was not yet ripe. We asked for brevity
in the formulations and a reduction in the number of subjects
covered, even at the cost of a conclusion which might seem too
succinct and too limited in subject matter." See also Pajetta's
interview, "No Common Strategy," Le Nouvel observateur, Oct. 19-25,
1975.
22
Text of speech in France nouvelle (Paris), Oct. 2 0 , 1975; interviews in Agence France-Presse (AFP) d i s p a t c h of Oct. 1 1 , 1975, a n d

L'Humaniti, Oct. 13, 1975.
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20), it decided that an "editorial group" open to all
parties would meet in December "to continue work
on the draft, taking into account the points brought
up"; the Editorial Commission would meet again in
January to discuss the result and "consider" setting
a date for the conference.
The postponement (and the reversion from "Editorial Commission" to "editorial group") showed that
something had happened to block the consensual
agreement that was in sight a few weeks earlier. And
it was a last-minute development. Only a few days
before that mid-November session a Yugoslav spokesman had declared: "Barring the unexpected, we are
on the way to creating a [conference] document, a
political communique, which will suit everyone." "
What had happened? Later statements by Spanish,
British, Italian, and Yugoslav party spokesmen cast
some light on the matter. In an interview published
in the PCE organ Mundo obrero immediately after
the November session, the leader of the Spanish
delegation, Manuel Azcarate answered the editorial
question "What is the reason for the postponement
of the conference?" He said:

Jean Kanapa, Member of the Central Committee of
the French Communist Party and participant in the
protracted interparty negotiations leading to the
East Berlin gathering in June 1976.
—Robert Cohen/AGIP via Pictorial.

gle for detente, peaceful coexistence, disarmament,
and cooperation." His party regretted this limitation
and in particular the failure to produce a collective
analysis of "the grave crisis affecting the capitalist
countries, the workers' struggles for democracy and
socialism, and the possibilities for a broad union
of democratic forces." The PCF therefore demanded
that the document should at least note that, since
peaceful coexistence "does not in any way signify the
social and political status quo, each Communist party
pursues its class struggle . . . in full independence
and without outside interference."
At this juncture, however, the Soviet position unexpectedly changed again—"zig" being followed by
"zag," so to speak. For when the 28-party Editorial
Commission met on November 17-19, the outcome
was very different from what had clearly been anticipated in October. The meeting did not adopt a
revised draft or set a date for the conference. Instead
(the British Morning Star reported on November

Let us recall that from the start of the preparatory process there was manifested a tendency to
present to the conference a document which would
be a sort of "general line" for all European parties.
Various parties, including the Spanish CP, declared
roundly that that was impossible. Considerable progress had in fact been made toward a concrete document limited to certain themes on which the parties,
each acting in full independence, were in agreement.
If that path had been followed, perhaps the recent
meeting would have brought the preparatory work
to a close.
That was not the way it happened. The tendency
to press for a document of what may be called an
"ideological type" reasserted itself. Faced with this,
the position of a certain number of parties was maintained very firmly.
The only solution lies in continuing the discussion.
On the other hand (and I do not think that this is a
coincidence), my impression is that certain parties
which plan to hold their conferences [sic2*] in the
" J u r e Bilic, Secretary of the LCY Executive Committee, in an
interview with the fortnightly publication Oko (Zagreb), reported by
the Yugoslav Telegraph Agency (TANJUG), Nov. 13, 1975.
24
Pending congresses included those of the French, Soviet, Polish,
Bulgarian, and Czechoslovak parties; but it seems obvious that
Azcarate was referring primarily to the 25th CPSU Congress,
scheduled for late February 1976.
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near future, and which earlier had shown interest in
having an early conference, now prefer to have it
postponed. . . .
In any case, as far as we are concerned, this process of preparation is helping to reemphasize, in a
new form, a very important principle: the independence of the Communist parties."

ing, had "for the first time provided a working basis
for all participants . . . since the chief element of
discord was eliminated. This element was the discussion of issues—which, after all, are not part of
the agenda and which refer to ideological problems
in the Communist movement—that are more or less
known to be issues in dispute." The fact that the
preparatory process had been so prolonged, he suggested, "is in itself proof of the efforts being made
to express the interests, concepts, and policies of
all parties." " This studied optimism was the more
striking because of the contrast with the stand taken

A later statement by the British delegate Reuben
Falber substantially confirmed Azca>ate's account.
He indicated that the basic confrontation had all
along been between the parties pressing for "a document which could be interpreted as laying down a
general line" and those opposed to such a pronunciamento. At the October session "agreement
appeared to have been reached . . . providing for
a final document which would be limited in scope
and [which would] primarily deal with united action
in carrying forward the struggle for peace and
detente in Europe." The British delegation therefore
went to the November session "hopeful that the final
draft would then be agreed and the date fixed for
an early conference. The whole character of the
document, however, was again called into question.
Some wanted it shortened and still more limited in
scope, while others favored a more extensive and
basic document." "
There were other, less direct allusions to the reverses at the November session. In an interview in
L'Unita of November 23, Giancarlo Pajetta elaborated on the PCI's known positions, saying of the
November meeting only that it had not had "a positive result" and that there was still "a long way to
go." A statement by the Yugoslav chief delegate
Aleksandar Grlickov was significant precisely because it ignored the November session. Without referring to the clearly controversial draft text submitted to the session by the East Germans—their
fourth such effort—Grlickov noted that the third
East German draft, produced at the October meet-

25
"Conference of the Communist Parties of Europe: A Declaration
by M. AzcSrate," Mundo obrero (no place of publication given),
Nov. 25, 1975. The Dec. 2 issue of the British CP daily, Morning
Star, published almost the complete text of Azcarate's statement; no
other East or West European party newspaper seems to have
mentioned it.
« Morning Star, Dec. 19, 1975.
27
Interview with the editorial staff of Komunist (Belgrade),
reported by TANJUG, Nov. 30, 1975. Grlickov serenely took it for
granted that interparty differences were now such that the elaboration of "joint strategy and tactics for Communist parties—and even
the very idea of harmonizing their foreign policies—is today an
anachronism."

Vadim Zagladin, a Candidate Member of the Central
Committee of the Soviet Communist Party, who
represented the CPSU in the final stage of preparations for the Conference of European Communist
and Workers' Parties.
—Sven Simon via Katherine Young.
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by less official Yugoslav commentators.28 The Yugoslavs, it seemed, had decided to treat the November
draft as a merely temporary deviation from a consensus-paved path to which the pro-Soviet majority
would be obliged to return because of the unyielding
stand of the independent parties.
This confidence was not groundless. In December, there occurred another shift in Soviet position,
back toward a "softer" line. These successive shifts,
indicative of uncertainty in the Kremlin, could be
connected with changes in the CPSU delegation: at
the October meeting, the chief delegate had been
Boris Ponomarev; in November, he was replaced by
Konstantin Katushev; and in December, the latter
was in turn replaced by an ascendant protege of
Brezhnev, Vadim Zagladin. A few days before the
December 16-19 session of the "editorial group,"
Zagladin flew to Rome for what appears to have been
a "turning point" meeting with leaders of the PCI.
"Informed" reports from various capitals subsequently indicated that in these talks Zagladin expressed the CPSU's willingness to drop controversial
("programmatic") sections of the November draft
and to reconsider passages dealing with certain debatable issues (e.g., the relationship between the
blocs, an analysis of the situation in Western Europe,
and the Communist parties' relations with other
forces).29
Even on this basis, however, progress toward a
consensual document would be slow (a "marathon"
editorial session on January 13-22, 1976, evidently
brought agreement on much of the text, but left
major issues unsettled).30

matic change which took place in the positions of
the traditionally loyalist French CP in late 1975 and
early 1976. The shift was marked by a more emphatic commitment to pluralistic democracy and
civic liberties—and by a consequent, sometimes
almost ostentatious, readiness to criticize the Soviet
regime, which led to unprecedented polemical exchanges between the PCF and the CPSU.
The change in the French Communists' posture
took place within the framework of preparations for
their 22nd Congress (scheduled for February 4-8,
1976) and was accompanied by the emergence of
a strategic alliance between the French, Italian, and
Spanish CP's. This alliance was formalized by the
adoption of bilateral communiques proclaiming the
parties' commitment to the pluralistic-libertarian
ideals of what was soon to be known as "Eurocommunism." 31 The PCI-PCF statement, which
Berlinguer and Marchais issued in mid-November
1975 after talks in Rome, could justly be termed a
manifesto of Eurocommunism. It committed the two
CP's to support "for the plurality of political parties,
for the right to existence and activity of opposition
parties, and for democratic alternation between the
majority and the minority." The eventual building of
a socialist order in Italy and France would be characterized by "a continued democratization of economic, social, and political life," while existing
bourgeois liberties would be "guaranteed and developed." The statement went on: "This goes for
freedom of thought and expression, of the press, of
assembly and association, of demonstration, for free
circulation of persons at home and abroad, for inviolability of private life, for religious freedom." It
also pledged "complete freedom of expression for

The Emergence of Eurocommunism
In the meantime the prolonged confrontation over
the conference document had helped to develop
among the major Western Communist leaderships an
increased awareness of convergent interests—and
of their ability to band together in defense of those
interests. Of special importance here was the dra28
For example, in a Radio Zagreb broadcast on Dec. 15, 1975,
Milika Sundic charged that "some parties want the end of the
conference to be accompanied by the publication of a 'strong'
communique containing some obligations for all parties," and
called this "a deviation from what had been agreed on at the
beginning of the preparations." In an earlier broadcast of Dec. 10,
Sundic was even more direct: criticizing Leonid Brezhnev by name,
he assailed the CPSU's insistence that "there is only one way to
socialism and only one acceptable prescription for cooperation, particularly for the socialist countries."

29
Reporting "the new Soviet volte-ioce" in a dispatch from
Moscow published in Le Monde (Paris), Dec. 30, 1975, Jacques
Amalric said of the harder-line November draft: "Moscow demanded
in effect that the document . . . solemnly condemn 'the hegemonic
pretensions of the United States over Western Europe' and
denounce 'the dangers that NATO poses for the European socialist
community.' The Soviet Union also demanded that the final document give a very restrictive definition of the leftist alliances in which
the Western Communists could take part."
30
After the ten-day January session, the Yugoslav delegate
Grlickov told Austrian journalists that there had been no agreement
yet on the principles of interparty relations, the role of nonaligned
countries, relations between Communist and Social Democratic
parties, disarmament, and the assessment of "the crisis of modern
capitalism" (Reuters and AFP reports from Vienna, Feb. 1, 1976).
The list could obviously have been extended—e.g., to the assessment
of NATO and the EEC, or to such concepts as "anti-Sovietism" and
"proletarian internationalism."
31
The November 1975 communique (PCI-PCF) was preceded by
a similar PCI-PCE statement in July 1975, and followed by a PCF-PCE
communique later in November.
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all currents of philosophical, cultural, and artistic
opinion." Within a regional and not merely national
context, the two parties vowed to promote "the common action of the Communist and Socialist parties,
'of all the democratic and progressive forces of
[Western] Europe." "
The sincerity of these pluralistic/libertarian commitments could be questioned (and was widely questioned, particularly in France). The present point,
however, is that the PCF-PCI manifesto represented
an implicit challenge to the East European regimes—
and one which the PCF soon made explicit. The
French Communists were already embarked on a
course of cautious criticism of the Soviet handling
of internal dissidence. On November 1, L'Humanite
expressed editorial concern over the fate of the
Soviet dissident Leonid Plyusch, reportedly interned
in a psychiatric clinic; if this were true, the editorial
intoned, the PCF would register "total disapproval." "
On November 12, PCF Politburo member Jean
Kanapa indicated disagreement in L'Humanite's
pages with the Soviet refusal to grant Andrey
Sakharov an exit visa to collect his Nobel Peace
Prize: "Liberties are indivisible, and include in particular freedom of movement as well as freedom to
publish all writings." A more decisive step toward
criticism of Soviet repressive policies came on December 12, when the PCF Politburo issued a statement expressing its "most formal reprobation" of
Soviet labor camps, as depicted in a television documentary film which the Politburo clearly accepted
as genuine.34
Other issues, notably the PCF's abandonment of
the doctrine of the dictatorship of the proletariat,
added fuel to the polemical flames, but the PCF
obviously relied on recurrent criticism of Soviet repression as the most crucial tactic in its imagebuilding campaign to sell "socialism in French
colors." "Socialism is synonymous with liberty,"
32
L'Humanite and L'Unita, Nov. 18, 1975. The pattern of bilateral
"Eurocommunist" communiques was later extended to several
minor West European parties (e.g., the British), as well as to the
distant Japanese CP. At its congress in July 1976, the JCP went
further along the road of doctrinal deviation than any West European
party by eschewing not only the dictatorship of the proletariat
but also "Marxism-Leninism"—the latter being replaced by "scientific
socialism."
33
In January 1976, after Georges Marchais had intervened with
the Kremlin, Plyusch was released and allowed to go to Paris.
34
UHumanite", Dec. 13, 1975. Noting that "there have in fact been
in the Soviet Union trials of citizens prosecuted for their political
stands," the Politburo said that it was "against all repression
affecting the rights of man, and notably the freedom of opinion,
expression, and publication."

Marchais told an interviewer on January 7. "This
idea is valid in all countries, under all circumstances. . . . There is a divergence between us and
the CPSU with regard to socialist democracy." "
Despite taunts from the French Socialists, the Communists would not, however, go a logical step
further to conclude that where liberty was violated,
as in the USSR, true socialism did not exist.36 The
new look had its limitations.
The new posture of demonstrative independence
was emphasized at the 22nd PCF Congress in early
February, when Marchais explicitly criticized Soviet
repression in his opening speech. Referring to "certain developments in the Soviet Union," he said:
We cannot admit that the Communist ideal . . .
should be stained by unjust and unjustifiable acts.
. . . This is why we express our disagreement when
violations of human rights occur in a country that
made its socialist revolution 58 years ago.37

Events at the CPSU Congress
A few weeks later, the 25th Congress of the CPSU
gave Marchais another chance to draw attention to
the widening gap between the two parties—by declining to attend in person. In a radio interview on
February 27, he said that he had made this unprecedented decision "because there is a divergence between our two parties on the problems of socialist
democracy . . . [and also] on the evaluation of
French foreign policy." Then, when asked about the
prospect of a meeting between himself and Brezhnev, he went significantly further: "The conditions
for such a meeting do not exist today, and for the
moment there is no question of it." 3'
In place of Marchais, PCF Politburo member
Gaston Plissonnier headed the French delegation to
35

Le Monde, Jan. 9, 1976.
In a report on the "evolution" of the PCF issued in late January 1976, a national secretary of the Socialist Party, Lionel Jospin,
said that condemnation of Soviet labor camps did not constitute
a "real turning point" in PCF-CPSU relations: this would come only
if French Communist leaders were to "draw the logical conclusions
from what they are affirming" and state that "since freedom is
synonymous with socialism, there is no socialism where there is
no freedom." Ibid., Jan. 29, 1976.
37
L'Humaniti, Feb. 6, 1976. The same day's issue of the
Czechoslovak organ Rude pravo (Prague) carried an editorial which,
without mentioning the PCF, denounced the rejection of the doctrine
of the dictatorship of the proletariat as "rightist revisionism," saying
that those who disavowed the doctrine could not be called socialists.
38
L'Humanite;
Feb. 2 8 , 1976.
36
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An exchange of views between the Italian and Soviet CP's in Moscow at the time of the 25th Congress.
From the left: Boris N. Ponomarev, CPSU Secretary and Candidate Member of the Politburo; CPSU General
Secretary Leonid I. Brezhnev; Enrico Berlinguer, Secretary-General of the Italian Communist Party; and
Mikhail A. Suslov, CPSU Secretary and Politburo Member.
—V. Musaelyan/TASS via Sovfoto.

the Soviet congress. His address—delivered February 28—was unprovocative, but it was followed by
a rather theatrical challenge. After speaking to the
congress, Plissonnier led his delegation to the
Kremlin press center to give a press conference at
which he declared:
The abandonment of the notion of the dictatorship
of the proletariat [by the PCF] is not negotiable. . . .
We have not come to Moscow to negotiate. . . . As
for proletarian internationalism, if this is reduced to
a mere identity of views among Communist parties,
it would be better to finish quickly with this rudimentary form. . . . The PCF does not share Leonid
Brezhnev's assessment of French foreign policy."
The other two major Eurocommunist parties also
used the 25th Congress, in instructively different
ways, to reaffirm their positions. Like Marchais,
Santiago Carrillo of the Spanish CP did not attend
the congress (in his place the aged President Dolores
Ibarruri, resident in Moscow, delivered an unpro39
Le Monde, March 2, 1976. It may be noted that these provocative remarks were not reported in L'Humaniti
in the covering
dispatch of March 1, which merely said that Plissonnier and
Kanapa had again put forward the views of the PCF at the Moscow
press conference.

vocative speech). Instead, he went to Rome with
a delegation of other Spanish opposition leaders for
talks with Italian politicians, serenely explaining that
this was "more important." While in Rome, he gave
the Milan newspaper Corriere delta sera an interview
in which he expressed very outspoken views about
the Soviet regime and its relations with the Western
parties.40 Soviet socialism, Carrillo said, was "in the
primitive stage," and Western socialism, when it
came, would have to be profoundly different: "In the
West we can have socialism only if the democratic
and pluralistic systems are respected, and if it is
based on majority consensus, with a readiness to
give up power if this majority ceases to exist." Asked
if he did not fear that this idea of communism would
be condemned by Moscow, he replied: "By what
right could they condemn us? They can criticize us,
as we criticize them. Condemnation is excommunication from a church, and the Communist movement
was a church but now no longer is one."
Berlinguer of the PCI, on the other hand, did
attend the congress—and used the occasion to
present the PCI's Eurocommunist positions, offering
some very challenging formulations (without, how40
Giovanni Russo, "The Eurocommunism of Santiago Carrillo,"
Corriere delta sera (Milan), Feb. 26, 1976.
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ever, criticizing his hosts).41 Subsequently, Berlinguer met Brezhnev, Mikhail Suslov, and
Ponomarev for an "exchange of opinions" on the
Communist movement, inter alia. The joint communique was unrevealing, but the key sentence bore
an "Italian" stamp: "The common wish was expressed to continue broadening internationalist cooperation between the two parties on the basis of
fraternal friendship and reciprocal respect for their
independence"—no mention of proletarian internationalism." While the French seemed to feel the need
to draw repeated attention to a newly-assumed posture of independence, the Italians could strengthen
a substantive independence gradually developed
over two decades by acting suaviter in modo, fortiter
in re.
On the Soviet side, Ponomarev and especially Suslov must have signed the PCI-CPSU communique
with more reluctance than Brezhnev; for by this time,
there was growing evidence of difference and uncertainty in the Kremlin over how to deal with the
conference project and the related challenge posed
by Eurocommunist ideas. A survey of the congress
speeches strengthened this impression.43

Continuing Confrontations
The developing debate between loyalists and
Eurocommunists found more explicit expression before and after the 25th Congress in statements and
articles by regime spokesmen—notably, Soviet, East
41
Berlinguer—whose speech was published in full in Pravda
(Moscow)—said that his party was working for an Italian foreign
policy "which, within the framework of the international alliances
of our country (i.e., NATO and trie EEC), would make an active
contribution to detente and firmly defend the sovereignty of the
Italian people against any foreign interference in our internal affairs";
the PCI, he added, was struggling to achieve a "pluralistic and
democratic" socialist society which would guarantee "all the
individual and collective liberties, [including] religious liberties
and freedom of culture, the arts, and science," L'Unita,
Feb. 28, 1976. Emphasis added.
42
Ibid., March 2, 1976.
43
Brezhnev himself was unabrasive in his emphasis on "proletarian internationalism" and "general laws" and in his veiled
warnings against "concessions to opportunism" (Pravda, Feb. 25,
1976); but other Soviet speakers were more direct in their attacks
on "right-wing opportunism" and on "attempts to 'modernize'
Marxism . . . and to cut it up into national slices" (P. Masherov,
alternate Politburo member, quoted in ibid., Feb. 26). On the
other hand, as the congress opened, Novoye vremya (Moscow)
published an article in which Vadim Zagladin spoke approvingly of
the diversity of ways to socialism as being advantageous to the
USSR; his only stipulation was that "one must not throw away the
baby with the bathwater, and socialism, notwithstanding all its
diversity, must remain socialism." Reported in L'Unita, Feb. 28, 1976.

German, Bulgarian, and Czechoslovak44—and in
Western Communist reactions. The debate generally
concerned such doctrinal issues as proletarian internationalism, the dictatorship of the proletariat, and
"general laws" for the building of socialism. Another
controversial question was the extent to which
Western Communist parties should seek political
progress through alliances with other forces. But
behind these lay a more basic issue: the challenge
to Soviet authority posed by major Western parties
increasingly determined to give priority to their own
political interests over those of the Kremlin and to
reinforce their claim to independence by selective
criticism of Soviet policies. This challenge was the
more significant in that it came at a time when the
Soviets were making obvious efforts to strengthen
integration among the East European regimes in
many areas—a fact that had much to do with the
vigorous Yugoslav interventions in the debate on the
side of the independent Western parties.45
Against this background of generally indirect
ideological polemics, preparations for the panEuropean summit made fitful headway in the early
months of 1976. After the ten-day editorial session
in January, when the fifth East German draft was
discussed, there was growing evidence that the tide
was now flowing in favor of the independent parties.
In a Rinascita article of early February, the Italian
delegate Antonio Rubbi claimed that agreement had
been reached on "the fundamental lines" of the
document, although "there still remain questions to
be clarified and discussed." 46 He pointed to one of
these questions in criticizing Soviet and East German
spokesmen who saw in solidarity with the USSR/
44
Czechoslovak CC Secretary Josef Kempny was particularly
outspoken in a speech c r i t i c i z i n g " t h e transformation of MarxistLeninist parties into opportunistic parties of a Social-Democratic
n a t u r e . " Nova svoboda (Ostrava), March 15, 1976.
45
One interesting example of t h e Yugoslav-Eurocommunist alliance
may be noted. In m i d - M a r c h 1976 a booklet attacking "revisioni s m " a n d " o p p o r t u n i s m " was published in Moscow. The author
was one Venyamin Midtsev, an obscure " c o l l a b o r a t o r " of t h e foreign
affairs section of t h e CC-CPSU, w h o made his target clear by
devoting a third of the work to c r i t i c i s m of the PCI ideologist
Luciano Gruppi. An editorial in L'Unita ( M a r c h 19, 1976) scornfully
refuted Midtsev's " a b e r r a n t " d o g m a t i s m . But the Yugoslav reaction
was even more vigorous: o n March 2 3 , c o m m e n t a r i e s o n Radio Zagreb
and Radio Belgrade denounced t h e booklet as an attempt to
impose o n other C o m m u n i s t parties " t h e theory of limited sovereignty."
46
A. Rubbi, "Interpretations a n d Reality," Rinascita,
Feb. 6,
1976. A few days earlier, in a n interview in Le Nouvel
observateur
of Feb. 2, Giancarlo Pajetta had said that t h e draft d o c u m e n t was
" n o w ready," a n d that " n o t h i n g has been decided that is contrary
to our preoccupations or to what we judge it necessary to affirm
t h r o u g h such a conference."
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CPSU the essence of proletarian internationalism, or
held that the European conference should declare
that "there cannot be an anti-Soviet communism or
a communism turned against existing socialism,
against the Warsaw Pact, against Comecon and the
community of socialist countries" (quoted by Rubbi
from an article by V. Korionov in Pravda of January
24, 1976). Rubbi put forward a compromise formula
(which would be substantially adopted in the final
document), stressing the need to distinguish between
the "a priori anticommunism" of imperialists and
reactionaries and "criticism of individual aspects and
particular or even fundamental choices of the socialist countries."
A more revealing account was given by Sergio
Segre in his report to a PCI Central Committee commission in mid-February. Segre said that, although
work still remained to be done, "the agreement that
now seems to be taking shape on the draft document
agreed upon at the Berlin meetings of December
and January is consistent with the stand defended
from the first by the PCI." This stand, he went on,
"had as a premise the fact that a document acceptable to all could only be one that identified the points
of convergence, without claiming to delineate general lines and strategies, to take on a binding character, or to tackle themes—such as ideological
[issues]—on which there exist diverse and divergent
positions." "
Another preparatory meeting took place on March
16-18, and ended with the announcement that the
results would be "discussed at a session of the
Editorial Commission." The change in nomenclature
indicated again (as it had, deceptively, in OctoberNovember 1975) that considerable progress had
been made toward an agreed text.
Shortly afterward, however, there came reports
that such progress had been put in question by a
new development—a memorandum presented by
the French delegation at the mid-March session.
The reports from Belgrade, Moscow, and Paris all
told substantially the same story.48 The memorandum
reportedly criticized the current draft for its lack

of a "class analysis": it demanded a more militant
document, with particular reference to the "crisis
of capitalism" and its consequences for Western
Communist parties. The reports also linked the
memorandum with the PCF's current criticism of
Soviet attitudes on French foreign policy. Finally,
the memorandum warned (and the PCF later confirmed) that the French had not yet decided whether
to attend the conference.
As these plausible reports indicated, the lines of
confrontation on various issues had become more
complex as the unprecedented debate developed,
often cutting across the familiar division into "centralizers" and "autonomists." Thus, if the French
now joined the Italians, Spanish, and Yugoslavs in
emphasizing independence, they strongly disagreed
with them on other important questions—notably,
on NATO.
Nevertheless, the central issue was still whether
the new rule of consensus would prevail. In a threepart interview in a Yugoslav newspaper at the end
of April, Grlickov was officially confident that it
would; because of the progress made, he said, there
now existed "realistic possibilities for the conference
to be held in June." *'
At the Editorial Commission session on May 4-6,
the ironing-out of remaining differences continued:
the communique said that the "final" meeting of the
commission would be in early June and that the conference itself could take place "in the near future."
But there were still clouds around the summit. On
May 12, Grlickov reported to the LCY Executive
Committee that "an important step forward" had
been made in coordinating views on certain parts of
the draft through "satisfactory formulations," but
that the questions on which agreement had not been
reached were mainly "issues of principled and fundamental significance." 50 A few days before, he had
expressed the hope that the remaining problems
would be "solved" at the session in early June—
adding that in this connection he expected "other
parties to take the LCY's position into account, and
to accept it." 5I

" L'Unita, Feb. 14, 1976. Another indication of concessions being
made to the independent parties came from Jean Terfve of the
Belgian CP. In an interview about the 25th CPSU Congress, he said
that the Soviets accepted "without great difficulty" the idea that
Western CPs could develop a "unitary strategy," adding: "This is,
by the way, said explicity, with the agreement of all, in the document
drawn up in the course of the preparations for the conference. . . .
As to whether [the Soviets] accept this strategy with enthusiasm, that
is another question." Le Drapeau rouge (Brussels), March 12, 1976.

1976; Jacques Amalric's report from Moscow in Le Monde, March
28-29, 1976. It should be noted, however, that some weeks later a
PCF Politburo statement (of May 21, 1976) denied an AFP report
that the French party had proposed certain "tough" amendments
to the conference document, calling the report "entirely imaginary."
"Nova Makedonija (Skopje), April 30, May 1 and 2, 1976.
so Borba (Belgrade), May 13, 1976. Grlickov was presumably
referring primarily to the continuing dispute over proletarian internationalism and "anti-Sovietism," but perhaps also to the difficulties
posed by the PCF's stand.
51
Politika (Belgrade), May 8, 1976. Emphasis added.

48
See AFP dispatch from Belgrade, March 23, 1976; Paolo
Garimberti's report from Moscow in La Stampa (Turin), March 27,
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In late May, the last act of the long drama was
heralded by a flurry of interparty diplomacy, involving bilateral communiques by the independent
parties and Soviet visits to Bucharest and Belgrade.
Of decisive importance were the talks which
Katushev had in Belgrade with LCY Secretary Stane
Dolanc at the beginning of June. According to a
Yugoslav source, "Brezhnev's messenger ended by
unexpectedly accepting all the demands which until
that moment the Soviets had opposed." " On the
eve of the conference, Grlickov confirmed that at. the
May session the LCY presented "seven decisive
amendments . . . on which we particularly insisted,"
implying that they had eventually been accepted.
One, dealing with proletarian internationalism, "was
concerned with whether it was possible to describe
any one country as a major factor, or the main
force";53 the implicit reference to the Soviet Union
was obvious.
The final session of the Editorial Commission
adopted the consensual text (produced by Soviet
acceptance of the Yugoslav demands) on JunelO-11,
before adjourning until June 24. This last interval
was allowed to let the individual party leaderships
give formal approval to the final draft—but perhaps
also to await the outcome of the Italian parliamentary
election of June 20, which clearly could have
affected the timing of the conference had the results propelled the PCI into negotiations to participate in a coalition government. While this did not
come about, the PCI got an unprecedented 33.7
percent of the popular vote in the elections, only
narrowly failing to overtake the Christian Democrats,
and this near victory was an important factor in
strengthening the positions of the independent
parties vis-a-vis the Moscow loyalists. During the
campaign preceding the election, the PCI was more
outspoken than ever in proclaiming its autonomy and
differentiating its stance from that of the loyalist
parties. In a mid-June interview, for example,
Berlinguer said that he had no fear of meeting the
"unjust" fate of Dubcek because "we are in another
area of the world"; and, asked whether NATO could
constitute a "useful shield" for the construction of
socialism in liberty, he readily agreed: "I feel more

secure being on this side." Again, on the eve of the
elections L'Unita (June 18) published a letter which
unidentified leaders of the Prague Spring had sent
to the PCI, praising its commitment to a socialist
order based on pluralistic democracy, and saying
that its positions helped East Europeans who wanted
"a socialistic society in which there no longer exist
inequalities, privileges, and injustices"—a reminder
of the relevance of Eurocommunist ideas for the
"socialist opposition" in the East.

52
Quoted in Frane Barbieri's dispatch from Belgrade, published
in // Giornale, June 20, 1976. See also Francois Fejto's report
from Belgrade in ibid., July 17, 1976, giving what are said to be
extracts from the protocol of the talks.
53
Radio Belgrade television interview, June 26, 1976. In a
conversation with the author in September 1976, Sergio Segre of the
PCI accepted the suggestion that Katushev's visit to Belgrade was
"the final turning-point."

Yugoslavia's Tito and the Soviet Union's Brezhnev
confer on June 28, 1976, in East Berlin on the eve
of the Conference of European Communist and Workers' Parties, the first such gathering attended by Tito
since his break with Moscow in 1948.

At Last, the Conference
When the delegates reassembled on June 24, it
was to announce that the conference would take
place on June 29-30. On the eve of the opening,
Brezhnev and Tito held private talks in East Berlin.
There was an irony of history here, for that day was
the 28th anniversary of the Cominform's "excommunication" of Yugoslavia. Now the great heretic
had returned to "conciliar communism" essentially
on his own terms. After nearly two years of complex
interparty confrontations, the newly promoted
Marshal Brezhnev had been outmaneuvered by that
indomitable veteran, Marshal Tito.

—Alain Nogues/Sygma.
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Consensus, of course, involved concessions on
both sides; nevertheless, it seems indisputable that,
with regard to the conference document, the independent parties had their way on almost every major
point." It was a lowest-common-denominator text
based on the new principle of consensus, itself a
formal recognition of the equality and autonomy of
all Communist parties; it contained no criticism of
the Chinese and no praise of the Soviets; it dealt
with political action and not with ideology; and it
was not binding upon the participants (in fact, it was
not even signed by any of them). The victory of the
independent parties on these central issues was
emphasized by the unexpected arrival of a 29th
delegation, that of the independent Dutch party,
which had boycotted all the preparatory meetings.
Thus, in the end the only absentees were the isolationist Icelanders and the intransigent Albanians.
The document was more important for what it
did not say than for what it did say. Most striking
was the fact that the sacrosanct formula, "proletarian internationalism," was omitted and replaced
by a distinctly "Italian" formulation:
[Communist parties] will develop their internationalist, comradely and voluntary cooperation and
solidarity on the basis of the great ideas of Marx,
Engels, and Lenin, strictly adhering to the principles
of equality and the sovereign independence of each
party, noninterference in internal affairs, and respect
for their free choice of different roads in the struggle for social change of a progressive nature and for
socialism. (Emphasis added.)
Again, no special status was accorded the CPSU
or the USSR. The only minor concession to tradition
here was a reference to campaigns by imperialist
and reactionary forces "against the Communist
parties and the socialist countries, beginning with
the Soviet Union"; and even this was qualified by a
prior sentence with the Italian stamp: "The Communist parties do not consider all those who are not
in agreement with their policies or who take a
critical attitude toward their activity as being antiCommunists." 55 Also of note was the "Western"

emphasis on Communist parties' dialogue and collaboration with "all other democratic forces, each of
these forces fully retaining its identity and independence." Finally, for the first time in a collective
Communist document, there was recognition of "the
movement of nonaligned countries . . . [as] one of
the most important factors in world politics"—
an important point for the Yugoslavs.
It is true that the long list of political objectives
was broadly in harmony with Soviet foreign policy
goals. Still, one should remember that the differences between independent and conservative Communist parties are generally concerned not with
foreign policy but with ideology, domestic policies,
and interparty relations."
The main interest of the conference, however, lay
not in this largely anodyne text but in the "institutionalized diversity" of positions manifested in the
speeches. Thus, loyalist speakers, having reluctantly
agreed to the dropping of proletarian internationalism and the abandonment of special status for the
CPSU/USSR, proceeded to insist on the continued
validity of both. In this regard, Brezhnev himself
was more subtle and flexible than, say, Todor
Zhivkov of Bulgaria or Yoldas Bilen of Turkey; and
his performance at the conference could be viewed
as, in part, a reassertion of his authority over
ideological hardliners like Suslov.
At the other end of the spectrum, non-Communist
journalists found their liveliest "copy" in the
speeches of the Eurocommunist trio of Berlinguer,
Marchais, and Carrillo." The most provocative, to
loyalist ears, was Carrillo: he explicitly rejected
Soviet authority, made an obvious reference to
former Soviet support for Enrique Lister's splinter
party, and suggested that socialist states should set
an example by withdrawing their troops from foreign
countries.
The most complete statement of Eurocommunist
positions came from Berlinguer, who called on all
present to accept the qualitative change in interparty relations: "Methods which are now outdated
56
For a n interesting " b a l a n c e s h e e t " of t h e c o n f e r e n c e , drawing
broadly similar conclusions, see Heinz Timmermann, Die Konferenz
der europaischen Kommunisten in Ost-Berlin: Ergebnisse und
Perspektiven (The Conference of the European Communists in East
Berlin: Result and Perspectives), Cologne, Berichte des Bundesinstituts fur ostwissenschaftliche und internationale Studien, No. 28,
1976.
57
The 800-odd journalists covering the conference were able to
follow the entire proceedings through closed-circuit television and
to interview delegates, the holding of an "open" conference having
been another basic demand of the independent parties.

54
The text of the document is published in New Times (Moscow),
No. 28, July 1976, pp. 17-32.
55
This formulation was significantly reminiscent of that used by
Antonio Rubbi of the PCI in his Rinascita article of Feb. 6, 1976.
Note that, while it apparently refers primarily to non-Communist
criticism of Communist parties, it could also be taken to justify
Western Communist criticism of East European regimes.
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[must] be abandoned." The new methods he proposed included the free confrontation of ideas in
open debate, with the consequent right of criticism
(in this connection, he made the only public reference at the conference to the invasion of Czechoslovakia—a disappointing result for the former
Prague Spring leaders who, like a group of Soviet
dissidents, sent an open letter to the delegations
protesting against regime repression).58 Stressing
that the Italian road to socialism lay "within the
framework of the international alliances to which
our country belongs" (i.e., NATO and the EEC), he
noted that other West European Communist parties
now shared the PCI's perspective of a socialist society
based upon "the principles of the secular, nonideological nature of the state and its democratic
organization; the plurality of political parties and the
possibility of alternation of government majorities;
the autonomy of trade unions; religious freedom;
freedom of expression, of culture, and of the arts
and sciences." "

kind, Marchais of the PCF suggested that it was also
likely to be the last of its kind. "Conferences like
this one do not appear to us to correspond any longer
to the needs of our time," he said. "Since any elaboration of a strategy common to all our parties is
henceforth absolutely ruled out, it seems opportune
to seek new forms of collective encounters, more
lively, flexible, and effective," which could produce
frank discussion of topical problems, and would "not
always end with the adoption of a document." 60
The French and the other independent parties made
clear, too, their opposition to loyalist plans for a
world Communist conference, which the Kremlin
had obviously envisaged as a sequel to the European one.61
58

Reported in L'Unita, June 3 0 , 1976.
Ibid., July 1, 1976.
60
L'HumanitS, July 1, 1976.
61
In September 1976, Sergio Segre of the PCI told the author
that he thought the precedents established at the European conference (e.g., consensus) would also apply to any future world
meeting, adding that he believed the Soviets, as "realists," would
quietly drop the world conference project since they knew that the
major West European parties would not attend.
59

If such an open display of radical divergences
made the East Berlin conference the first of its
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The first day of the Conference of European
Communist and Workers' Parties, June 29,
1976, in the Stadt Berlin Hotel of East Berlin.
The two-day gathering was finally convened
after two and a half years of complex
negotiations. Delegations from 29 European
Communist parties attended.
—Koard/ADN-Zentralbild via Eastfoto.

On balance, those observers who evaluated the
conference as a victory for the independent parties
were undoubtedly correct. But it is important not to
overestimate the scope of that victory—as, for example, the dissident East German intellectual Robert
Havemann did when he declared:
The great significance of the Berlin conference for
European communism lies in this—that an end has
been put to hegemonic efforts by one party. This
hegemony of the CPSU has been removed not only
from the parties of the capitalist West but from all
parties, including those of the East."
A first indication of the limitations of the autonomists' "victory" was provided by the blatant censorship which East European media applied—particularly with respect to Western Communist speakers—
in their coverage of the conference" (the only excep« D e r Spiegel (Hamburg), July 5, 1976.
63
See J. L. Kerr, "The Media and the European CP Conference:
A Study in Selective Reporting," Radio Free Europe Research
(Munich), RAD Report 171, Aug. 11, 1976.

tion was Neues Deutschland, which as "host organ"
was obliged to publish all the speeches in full, as
Pravda had at the Moscow international conference
of 1969).
At the same time, these media, with Soviet
journals in the lead, opened a campaign to present
the conference in triumphal terms, as having
strengthened the unity and cohesion of the Communist movement on the basis of proletarian internationalism; the Bulgarians were particularly zealous
in arguing the corollary that the USSR "inevitably
serves as the universal model for other socialist
revolutions." "
The Yugoslavs reacted with polemical vigor to this
"falsification of the consensus reached in Berlin," 65
but Western parties at first generally ignored signs
of recidivism (although one PCI spokesman com64
CC m e m b e r N. Iribadzakov in Rabotnichesko
delo (Sofia),
A u g . 1 1 , 1976.
65
Vlado Teslic in Borba (Belgrade), Aug. 14, 1976. See Zdenko
Antic, "Belgrade Attacks East European Views on Berlin CP Conference," Radio Free Europe Research, RAD Report 180, Aug. 18,
1976.
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plained about "partial and sometimes distorted
interpretations" " ) .
However, as the clearly regime-inspired polemics
continued, with criticism of "opportunism," "bourgeois democracy," and "anti-Sovietism," and a corresponding insistence on "general laws," the French
CP launched a counterattack. In mid-October, it sent
Pierre Juquin to a rally demanding the release of
several political prisoners in the USSR, Czechoslovakia, and Latin America; speaking for the party,
he declared: "We shall never accept that methods in
violation of human rights should be used in any
country in the name of socialism." " And when
Hungarian Politburo member Deso Nemes argued
that any socialist regime, "irrespective of the national form it assumes," must perform "the historic
function of the dictatorship of the proletariat," Jean
Kanapa of the PCF rejected the East European
model as irrelevant to French conditions and did so
in offensive terms:
If one considers that in order to install socialism in
France it is necessary to have recourse to the dictatorship of the proletariat, as was done in Hungary
(and also in the Soviet Union and elsewhere), [then]
it is necessary to state that one must ban opposition
parties, establish censorship, deprive part of the
population of the freedoms of expression, association, demonstration, etc., and one must tell the
French workers, "This is one of the consequences of
what the Communists propose to you," because the
dictatorship of the proletariat, no matter what its
form, is exactly (not entirely, but exactly) this.™
The divergence of political interests that lay behind such polemical exchanges was clear enough.
On the French side of the Kanapa-Nemes clash, there
was an obvious effort to build up the PCF's electoral
credibility by dissociating it from unpopular practices of the Communist regimes, and also to
strengthen its position vis-a-vis its Socialist ally/

66

A. Rubbi, " B e r l i n , Beyond t h e Polemics," Rinascita, July 3 0 ,
1976.
67
L'Humanite,
Oct. 2 2 , 1976. The rally at w h i c h J u q u i n spoke
was organized by a c o m m i t t e e of French mathematicians c a m p a i g n ing specifically for t h e liberation of two Soviet, one Czech, a n d
three Latin A m e r i c a n political prisoners. Rejecting Soviet and
Czechoslovak c r i t i c i s m of J u q u i n ' s participation in " t h i s dirty enterprise" (TASS), t h e PCF reprinted 7 million copies of his speech.
68
France nouvelle, Oct. 5, 1976. Kanapa w a s r e p l y i n g to N e m e s '
a r t i c l e in Problems of Peace and Socialism (September 1976) o n
the "lessons" that Western Communists should draw from Hungarian
experience.

rival. On the East European side, a factor of growing
importance was the obvious concern of authoritarian
regimes over the "subversive" effect of Western
Communist ideas on their populations. That effect
was already being evidenced in the welcome given
to Eurocommunist ideas and positions by East European dissidents in a position to do so—e.g., Andrey
Sakharov and Roy Medvedev of the USSR, Robert
Havemann and Wolf Biermann of the GDR, or Edward
Lipinski and Adam Michnik of Poland. The only
Communist leader, East or West, who has spoken
forthrightly about this important but sensitive factor
is Carrillo of the Spanish CP. In an interview given
(provocatively) to the Italian dissident-Communist
daily, // Manifesto, he said there should be no illusions about the fact that the USSR would "view with
concern" the emergence in Western Europe of
pluralistic socialist regimes "not dependent upon
the USSR itself, and [with] a political structure different from that of the peoples' democracies. There
is no doubt that the latter will look more and more
toward [West] European models of socialism, if we
reach that point." "

A Challenge with Limits
The challenge which Western Communist ideas
pose to Soviet authority and to Soviet interests is
therefore obvious enough. But this challenge has
limitations which it is also important to recognize.
First, if Eurocommunism is a regional phenomenon
of sociopolitical adaptation which affects virtually
all West European CP's to some degree—as evidenced by the Brussels conference of 18 West European parties in January 1974 and by the frequent
thematic conferences which have been taking place
since late 1973—the explicit challenge comes from
a handful of parties, and mainly from the "Big
Three" of Italy, France, and Spain. Other Western
parties do not go so far.70
Secondly, even the most independent and "revisionist" of the Western parties are concerned—as
they seek alliances de convenance with Social Democratic forces—to maintain their identity as Communist parties, as national components of the inters ' / / Manifesto, Nov. 1, 1975.
7
° For example, the Danish CP dropped the formula of the dictatorship of the proletariat at its congress in September 1976, as the
Portuguese CP had done two years earlier—but neither would
think of making this a ground for disputes with the ruling parties,
as the French have.
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national revolutionary movement. While endeavoring
to extend their autonomy, they want to avoid anything
like an open break with Moscow;" and this, in turn,
sets limits on their critical independence. Dissident
Communists like Roger Garaudy and Pierre Daix of
France, or Franz Marek of Austria, may urge the
Western CP's to undertake thoroughgoing analyses
of the Eastern regimes and to draw the conclusion
that the latter are not socialist—but they urge in
vain." Again, the differentiated character of the
criticism by the Western CP's weakens the claim that
it is principled: contrast the PCI's championing of
imprisoned leaders of the Prague Spring with its
embarrassed reaction to the shooting of an Italian
Communist truck driver at the Berlin Wall in July
1976, or the PCF's criticism of Soviet treatment of
political prisoners with its failure to respond to the
persecution of Polish workers after the Ursus-Radom
riots of June 1976. It is to be noted, too, that the
most thoroughgoing criticism directed at the regimes
concerns not the present but the past, and especially
the Stalinist past."
Furthermore, as noted earlier, the independent
Western CP's generally support the USSR on issues
of foreign policy; and this is of importance to a
Soviet leadership that fairly obviously puts raison
d'etat before raison d'ideologie. On this level, however, some significant departures from the pattern
are to be noted. The line of the Italian and Spanish
parties on NATO and the EEC is now strikingly
deviant. Since its 14th Congress in March 1975, the
PCI has officially opposed any "unilateral change"
in the East-West power—a stipulation which
is explicitly applied not only to Italy's membership
in NATO but also to Yugoslavia's nonalignment. As
for the Spanish CP, its foreign affairs spokesman,
Manuel Azcarate, has said that "the problem of the
US bases [in Spain] can be solved only in the process

of overcoming the blocs," and that entry into the
EEC is the "only alternative" for a democratic
Spain.74 Finally, the PCF now publicly criticizes the
Kremlin on one key issue—its benign attitude toward
President Giscard d'Estaing's foreign policies. In all
three instances, the element of political opportunism
is obvious—as is the fact that on most foreign policy
issues the three parties habitually support the Soviet
line75—but then, Eurocommunism might be described as the tendency for Western CP's to give
priority to their own political interests in the course
of adaptation to their sociopolitical environments.
It is precisely because of this tendency that the
major West European parties—with the exception
of the deeply-divided Finnish CP, coping with its
internal conflict in the geopolitical shadow of the
Soviet regime—seek to maintain and if possible
extend their freedom of maneuver vis-a-vis Moscow.
This was recently demonstrated by their reactions to
the death of Mao Tse-tung. Both L'Unita and
L'Humanite devoted four pages to the passing of
what Marchais called "one of the greatest figures in
history." 76 The French Communist tributes were
particularly significant in that the PCF's attitude to
Maoism had been, until shortly before Mao's death,
one of vigorous criticism.77 Now the French were
concerned not only to play down this past hostility
but to indicate a readiness for rapprochement with
the Chinese—a move the Spanish and Italian parties
had already made.78 "We profoundly regretted that
74

Statements made at a private meeting of poitical scientists and
politicians in Cologne in October 1975, at which the writer was
present. It may be noted that Spanish-ltalian-Yugoslav resistance
was probably responsible for the omission from the European
conference document of the customary attacks on the US and
NATO.
75
In conversations w i t h " l e a d i n g PCI p o l i c y m a k e r s " Michael
Ledeen recently "asked them to describe the conflicts, if any, between
their party and the Soviet Union in t h e area of foreign policy.
They answered with a single voice: no such conflicts exist."
See his " T h e Soviet Connection," Commentary
(New York), November 1976, p p . 51-54.
76
See issues of Sept. 10, 1976.
17
At the 22nd PCF Congress in February 1976, M a r c h a i s — w h i l e
stressing the party's new independence of t h e K r e m l i n a n d c r i t i c i z i n g
Soviet repression—was still d e n o u n c i n g the " p r o f o u n d l y reactionary . . . senseless and d a n g e r o u s " policies of Peking.
L'Humanite',
Feb. 5, 1976.
78
In September 1971 Secretary-General Carrillo led a PCE delegation to Peking in a not very successful attempt to resume normal
relations with the Chinese CP. A m o n t h before Mao's death,
Giancarlo Pajetta revealed that on that occasion Carrillo took w i t h
h i m a message f r o m the PCI, " t o let t h e m know that we desired
meetings with leaders of t h e Chinese CP, in Italy or in C h i n a "
(L'Unita, Aug. 1 1 , 1976). The offer was ignored—as were other
Italian Communist approaches to Peking, made t h r o u g h t h e
Romanians and the V i e t n a m e s e — b u t Pajetta made clear that it
still stood.

71
Exceptions are the Dutch and Icelandic CP's, which for years
have in effect had no relations with the CPSU and other ruling
parties.
72
It is significant that the most radical indictment of the East
European regimes produced by the PCI's publishing house was
written by a dissident Polish Communist (in exile). See Wlodzimierz
Brus, Sistema politico e propriety sociale net socialismo (The
Political System and Social Characteristics of Socialism), Rome,
Editori Riuniti, 1974.
73
Of some interest, Italian and French Communist writers have
recently produced notably objective histories of the Soviet Union
under Stalin. See Giuseppe Boffa, Storia dell'Unione Sovietica (The
History of the Soviet Union), Rome, Mondadori, 1976; Jean
Elleinstein, Histoire du phSnomene stalinien (History of the Stalinist
Phenomenon), Paris, Grasset, 1975, and his four-volume Histoire
de I'U.R.S.S. (History of the USSR), 2nd ed., Paris, Editions
sociales, 1972-75.
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these divergences changed our relations," said the
PCF Central Committee's message of condolences to
Peking. "This was not our doing, and it is not our
desire." "
Equally significant was the mild reaction of the
PCI and PCF, particularly the latter, to the Chinese
rejection of their condolence messages. Jean Kanapa
said that this would not change the PCF's "deeprooted conviction that, no matter how grave our
divergences may be, they should not result in a deterioration of relations . . . and that in future another
form of relations between our parties can be established—relaxed, comprehensive, and friendly." sc
This benign response strengthened the impression
that the Franco-Italian "signals" to Peking were
primarily prompted not by the hope of renewing
relations with the Chinese but by the desire to affirm PCI-PCF autonomy vis-a-vis the Soviets—in
short, less a move toward Peking than a move away
from Moscow. Thus, when Sergio Segre was questioned about the affair, he dismissed the suggestion
that the PCI still kept up "a special, or at least
preferential, relationship with Moscow," and added:
"If there is a priority in the development of our
relationships, today this clearly applies to parties in
the geographical area facing problems similar to
those of Italy—not only Communist parties but also
Socialist and Social Democratic parties." 81
Political developments in Italy, France, and Spain

will surely continue to strengthen this tendency;
accordingly, one may also expect a continuation of
intermittent polemics between the major Western
CP's and Eastern regimes, whether on ideological
questions or through Western Communist reactions
to image-harming events in the East. But the Eurocommunist parties, as argued earlier, have no interest in severing relations with the ruling parties. It is
therefore most unlikely that they will go beyond
sporadic, dissociating criticism to anything like a
thoroughgoing analysis of the failings of the Eastern
regimes.82
On the other hand, the CPSU, while clearly concerned about the destabilizing influence of Western
Communist ideas on the East European bloc, would
also seem to have no interest in a serious deterioration of relations with these parties—the more so
since the challenge of Eurocommunism is not posed
only, or even primarily, to Soviet authority.83 For its
developing role in strategically important countries
of Southern Europe has made Eurocommunism a
factor of growing, if still largely potential, importance
in what the Kremlin may hope will eventually lead to
the controlled destabilization of the adversary NATO
alliance. But that is another story.
82
The small British CP has perhaps come nearest to encouraging
open debate on these regimes. In January 1975 its monthly organ,
Marxism Today (London), carried a 27-page anti-Stalinist article
by former General Secretary John Gollan, and "discussion contributions" by readers were invited. The debate opened in the March
issue and was still going on in November—generally with a monthly
"ration" of two letters criticizing the Soviet regime and one
defending it.
83
See Heinz Timmermann, "Eurocommunism—A Challenge for
East and West," Deutschland Archiv (Cologne), December 1976, pp.
1276-98.

79
L'Humanite, Sept. 10, 1976.
s° Le Monde, Sept. 17, 1976.
81
Corriere della sera, Sept. 15, 1976. Cf. Santiago Carrillo's
statement in an interview in La Stampa of Dec. 14, 1975: "Contacts with the state parties of the East can remain; there can be
cooperative relations; but the priority lies in the West."
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The PCP and the
Portuguese Revolution
By Eusebio M. Mujal-Leon

O

n April 25, 1974, following the military coup
d'etat which overthrew the regime of Marcello
Caetano, the Portuguese Communist Party
(Partido Comunista Portugues—PCP) emerged from
nearly 50 years of clandestinity. For almost two years
thereafter, the PCP and its allies, operating with a
strategy premised on the viability of revolutionary
Leninist politics, were near the fulcrum of power.
Since the failure of a leftist coup attempt in November 1975, however, the party's fortunes have been
in decline, the election of Antonio Ramalho Eanes as
President of the second Portuguese republic in June
1976 and his subsequent designation of Socialist
Party Secretary-General Mario Soares to head the
first constitutional government being the latest major
defeats the PCP has suffered. With the prospects
for a West European-style parliamentary democracy
in Portugual clearly better now than they have been
at any time in the last 2 to 3 years, it is an appropriate moment to stand back and assess the recent
course of Portuguese communism and to discuss its
possible future direction.1
Accordingly, this essay will explore in some detail
how the Portuguese Communists adapted to the
political and social reality that they encountered
after April 1974. A concluding section will look at
possible future patterns of PCP participation in
Portugal's political process and consider what the
prospects are for a shift in the party's orientation,
away from the avowedly Leninist approach to politics
that the party has followed so far and toward a more

accommodating, pluralistic, and consensual stance
typical of other major West European Communist
parties.

The Legacy of Clandestinity
The PCP entered the post-April 1974 period with
a long history of underground activity, having experienced harsh repression at the hands of Portuguese authorities. Nearly 50 years of internal exile
(the PCP was legal only five years, from its founding
in 1921 until 1926) had a profound impact on the
Portuguese Communists and their attitudes, reinforcing the view that only an organization which was
cohesive, unyielding (particularly in doctrinal matters), and well-disciplined—one which gave life to
Lenin's steel-fist metaphor—could lead the working
class to socialism. This comes through vividly in an
article entitled "The Moral Superiority of Communists" which PCP Secretary-General Alvaro Cunhal
published in early 1974.2 Cunhal's repeated references to "moral strength" and his exhortations to
"moral endurance" reveal the almost religious intensity with which he (and we may presume his
party) held it the Communists' duty to be not only
"the revolutionary political vanguard of the proletariat" but also its "moral vanguard." Even the
1
For an earlier assessment of the PCP, see Arnold Hottinger,
"The Rise of Portugal's Communists," Problems of Communism
(Washington, DC), July-August 1975, pp. 1-17. See also George W.
Giayson, "Portugal and the Armed Forces Movement," Orbis
(Philadelphia), Summer 1975, pp. 335-78, and Kenneth Maxwell,
"The Thorns of the Portuguese Revolution,'' Foreign Affairs (New
York), January 1976, pp. 250-70.

Mr. Mujal-Leon is a doctoral candidate in political
science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology
(Cambridge) and holds an International Doctoral
Fellowship from the Social Science Research Council. He is currently in Madrid doing research on
Iberian politics.

2
The title is translated from the Portuguese text, which was
published in Lisbon by Edicoes Avante, 1975. When published in
World Marxist Review (Toronto), January 1974, pp. 25-35, the article
bore the more neutral title "Communist Ethics." All quotes are
from the latter version.
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