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Introduction

My aim in this paper is to shed a new light on
the question of how the configuration of post-
war Central and Southeastern Europe was
shaped during the Second World War by the
USSR through its relations with the Commu-
nist Party of Yugoslavia (the CPY). Relation-
ships between the CPY and the Soviet Union
in 1941-1945 depended on the concrete mili-
tary situation in Europe, and on the diplomatic
relationships between the Soviet Union and the
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ant Profe Algirdas Jakubcionis, University of Vilnius,
Lithuania for the reviewing of this article, and Professor
Dovid Katz, director of Center for Stateless Cultures,
University of Vilnius, Lithuania who revised English origi-
nal of the author. This article is dedicated to all Yugo-
slavs who fought for the national liberation either on the
side of the communist National Liberation Movement
of Yugoslavia (the partisans) or on the side of the Royal
Yugoslav Army in the Fatherland (the &etniks) in the
Second World War, but believed that a real national free-
dom and the personal liberty would come after the war.

other members of the Alliance. For that rea-
son, the Soviet Union and the CPY were co-
operating in two directions during the Second
World War. The concrete military situation in
the battleground of the Soviet Union after the
outbreak of the “Barbarossa” in June 1941,
and, the Soviet political plans after the end of
war in terms of the reorganisation of Europe
determined their interconnections.

The complexity of relationships between the
Soviet Union and the CPY has to be seen
through the diplomatic relations between the
USSR and the officially Moscow recognised
Yugoslav government-in-exile located in Lon-
don. Soviet policy toward Yugoslavia was di-
vided into two spheres. The first concerned
the CPY and the second involved the Yugo-
slav government in London. Soviet—Yugoslav
relations depended primarily on Moscow’s
relations with London and Washington, par-
ticularly in regard to the question of the open-
ing of a second military front in Europe. Dur-
ing the course of the war, when the opening
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of a second front in Europe was being de-
bated, the Balkans were mentioned as a likely
place, but the arguments in favour were more
political than military. For the Soviets, the open-
ing of a second front was to be the prelude to
final military operations, during which the strat-
egy for shaping postwar Europe would have
to be decided upon. However, for each mem-
ber of the Alliance it was clear that any hasty
step might have caused new rifts among the
allies, especially between London and Mos-
cow. In view of this fact, one can amply un-
derstand the complexity of CPY-Soviet rela-
tions during the war years.

The CPY-USSR relationships were carried
out by The Executive Committee of the
Comintern. The direct link between the CPY
and the Comintern was the secret radio con-
nection between Josip Broz Tito (appointed
by Stalin as General Secretary of the CPY in
1937), and George Dimitrov, the General Sec-
retary of the Comintern. On the other hand,
relations between the USSR and the Yugoslav
government-in-exile were officially conducted
by legations!.

Relations between the CPY and the Soviet
Union during the Second World War devel-
oped gradually. They started with the supply
of military and medical materials for the Yu-
goslav People’s Liberation Army, led by the
Yugoslav communists, and continued in direct
military cooperation in 1944-1945. The main
purpose of this Soviet support was to ensure
the success of the CPY in taking power and
introducing socialism in Yugoslavia. The fun-
damental aim of Moscow’s Yugoslav policy,
i. e. its support of Tito’s partisans and his CPY,
was to bring socialist Yugoslavia into the post-

' N. Popovic. Jugoslovensko-sovjetski odnosi u drugom
svetskom ratu (1941-1945). Beograd, 1988. S. 7;
B. Petranovic. Srbijau drugom svetskom ratu 1939-1945.
Beograd, 1992. S. 622-632.
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war Central-Southeastern European commu-
nity of Pax Sovietica controlled and governed
by the USSR. For that reason, although the
other members of the Alliance, the USA and
the UK, supported both Tito’s partisans (com-
munist forces) and Draza Mihailovié’s Cetniks
(royal forces), the Soviet Union supported only
the Yugoslav communists and their People’s
Liberation Army, especially during the final
stage of the war. Even though a second front
was not opened in the Balkans, the final op-
erations could not bypass this part of Europe
since the local people, particularly from Yugo-
slavia, had been fighting there from 1941. The
Soviet Red Army made use of the Yugoslav
resistance movement under communist lead-
ership and during the last eight months of the
war succeeded through military co-operation
to put Yugoslavia under its own political pro-
tectorate. It should be said that for Moscow,
the Yugoslav resistance movement and armed
fighting led by Tito had more political than
military significance. In a new guise and in
new historical circumstances, Central-South-
eastern Europe once more found itself directly
in the sphere of the conflicting interests of the
Great Powers. Throughout the war, the allies
clashed in their Central European and Balkan
policies and in their attempts to influence the
national liberation struggles within this portion
of Europe. The members of the Alliance were
convinced that they could resolve matters by
striking bargains among themselves. The re-
sult of this conviction was the division or “trag-
edy” of Central and Southeastern Europe de-
signed in Teheran and confirmed in Yalta and
Potsdam?.

Relations between the CPY and the Soviet
Union from 1941 to 1945 are variously ex-
plained in Yugoslav and Soviet historiography.

2 M. Kundera. The Tragedy of Central Europe / New
York Review of Books. New York, 1984. P. 33-38.



In the first, the chief conclusion is that Tito’s
partisan movement was independent, in other
words, not under the supervision of Moscow.
The CPY and its partisans were not a “pro-
longed hand” of Stalin and they did not pursue
the Soviet policy of spreading the socialist
revolution around the world. Besides, Yugo-
slav historiography pointed out that the mili-
tary help of the USSR given in autumn 1944
to Tito’s partisans was not the decisive factor
which crucially helped the CPY to take politi-
cal power in Yugoslavia. The main proponent
of this view is Josip Broz Tito (1892-1980)
himself, whose war memoirs, published in his
Sabrana djela, (All Works, Belgrade, 1979),
has the main aim of showing Tito’s independ-
ence from Stalin. The best representatives of
such an attitude in Yugoslav historiography
are: Branko Petranovic, Istorija Jugoslavije
1918-1988, (History of Yugoslavia 1918~
1988) second volume, Belgrade, 1988;
Miodrag Zecevi¢, Jugoslavija 1918—1992.
Juznoslovenski drzavni san i java (Yugosla-
via 1918-1992. South-Slavic state dream and
reality), Belgrade, 1993, and Vladimir Velebit,
Sjecanja (Memoars), Zagreb, 1983.

As opposed to Yugoslav historiography the
most common Soviet and popular version of
those relations hold that the CPY during the
whole war strongly depended on Moscow. The
actions of Yugoslav communists were directed
by Stalin in order to carry out his policy of
“world socialist revolution.” According to this
historiography, it was only Soviet military help
given to Tito in October 1944 which enabled
him to win political power over all of Yugosla-
via. One of the main defects in both of these
historiographies is that they minimised the role
of the Yugoslav Royal government-in-exile,
and of US and British diplomacy in relations
between Tito and the Soviet Union during the
Second World War. This defect was only par-

tially overcome in the book: Jugoslovensko-
sovjetski odnosi u drugom svetskom ratu
(1941-1945), (Yugoslav-Soviet Relations dur-
ing the Second World War (1941-1945) Bel-
grade, 1988, written by Nikola B. Popovic.
In this essay I will undertake an analysis to
explore relations between Yugoslav commu-
nists and the Soviet Union in the years 1941—
1945 setting out three new hypotheses which
are based on Yugoslav and Soviet historical
sources from the Second World War. Firstly,
the communist uprising in Yugoslavia in 1941
was ordered by the Comintern and organised
in favour of the Soviet Union. This hypothesis
derives from the view that Tito was sent from
Moscow in 1937 to Yugoslavia as a new Gen-
eral Secretary of the CPY with the purpose of
preparing the party for taking power in Yugo-
slavia with Soviet help. This was to be carried
out under the pretext of resisting the occupi-
ers. The actual goal was to carry out Stalin’s
policy of spreading Soviet influence in Cen-
tral-Southeastern Europe under the pretext of
“people” (socialist) revolution. The final re-
sult of Stalin’s policy was to be the Pax
Sovietica within the eastern portion of Europe.
Secondly, Tito’s partisan movement was infact
independent from Moscow far until 1944 as
material and military support is pointed. I came
to the conclusion that there were two reasons
for this: 1) Stalin could not give real military
support to Tito before 1944 because of his
relations with the UK and the USA and 2) only
in 1944 the appropriate transport conditions
for Soviet support delivered to Tito were es-
tablished. However, as will become evident,
Tito was receiving overwhelming material sup-
port from Moscow in 1944 and 1945 in what
turned out to be the crucial situation of con-
quering Belgrade in October 1944 and after
that to take political power in all of Yugosla-
via. Thirdly, the main character and aim of
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Tito’s partisans’ fight was a socialist revolu-
tion. What I am in effect arguing is that this
aim under instructions given from the
Comintern was not so publicly propagated by
Tito’s partisans in order to avoid upsetting
Moscow’s western allies.

Origin of the Yugoslav Uprising and
Civil War and the Soviet Union

In occupied Yugoslavia (partitioned by Ger-
many, Hungary, Bulgaria and Italy after twelve
days of the April War of 1941) popular resist-
ance to the invading forces took the form of
an armed uprising. This uprising followed by
the Yugoslav civil war initiated early in July
1941 when the Central Committee of the CPY
called upon the peoples of Yugoslavia to take
up arms, and in the course of that same year
the uprising spread to all parts of Yugoslavia,
but in the first instance to the parts of the coun-
try settled by Serbs. The proclamation of the
uprising of all Yugoslav people was populated
by the Politburo of the Central Committee of
the CPY on July 4%, 1941, the day after Sta-
lin’s speech to the Soviet people on the radio.
This proclamation became an inspiration to
transform previous sabotage actions to the
partisan war against occupiers®. From that
moment the passive conduct of the CPY, in-
fluenced by the Ribetrop-Molotov Pact (Au-
gust 234, 1939) was transformed into a “mo-
bile state”. Considerable territory in western
Serbia was liberated. After proclamation of the
liberated territory as the UZice Republic, the
Supreme Headquarters of the Yugoslav parti-
sans under Tito’s command established itself
there.

3 B. Petranovié. Istorija Jugoslavije 1918-1988.
Beograd, 1988. T. 11, s. 78-79; V. Dedijer, I. Bozic,
S. Cirkovié, M. Ekmecic. Istorija Jugoslavije. Beograd,
1973. S. 478.
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The CPY had direct radio communication
with the Comintern which was facilitated by
Josip Kopinig, a very good friend of J. B. Tito.
J. Kopini¢ was sent by the Comintern to Yu-
goslavia in February 1940 to “carry out a spe-
cial task™. The headquarters of this radio was
located in Zagreb and J. Kopini¢ was sending
his reports to Moscow from there until 1944.
Tito started to use this radio from January 1941
in order to inform Moscow personally?.

This radio was part of a Soviet agency in
Yugoslavia which was established in summer
1940. The Soviet military attaché in Yugosla-
via set apparatus with a secret code to the
correspondent of the United Press, Mi$a Brasic,
in June 1941, when the Soviets left Belgrade
after the German attack on the USSR.

After the outbreak of Tito’s partisans’ up-
rising in July 1941 this radio-apparatus was
used by the Supreme Headquarters of the par-
tisan units®. Moreover, in the summer of 1941
the CPY maintained connections with Mos-
cow with three independent radio-apparatuses
operated by Josip Kopini¢ in Zagreb, Mustafa
Golubi¢ and MiSa Brasi¢ in Belgrade. Itis gen-
erally acknowledged that due to them, the
Comintern collected very important informa-
tion about the political and military situation in
Yugoslavia during the critical period of the
German attack on the Soviet Union (June-
December 1941).

The Soviet Union was the only country
which broke off diplomatic relations with the
Yugoslav government-in-exile (May 1941).

4 J. B. Tito. Sabrana djela. Beograd, 1979. T. VI, s. 41;
B. Petranovié. Srbija u drugom svetskom ratu 1939-1945.
Beograd, 1992. S. 64, 161-162, 180.

5 M. Bosié. Partizanski pokret u Stbiji 1941. godine i
emisije radio-stanice “Slobodna Jugoslavija”, NOR i
revolucuja u Srbiji 1941-1945. Beograd, 1972. S. 167;
J. B. Tito. Sabrana djela. Beograd, 1979. T. VII, s. 48.

6 N. Popovié. Jugoslovensko-sovjetski odnosi u
drugom svetskom ratu (1941-1945). Beograd, 1988.
S. 39-40.



Acting in this way, the USSR recognised de
facto the occupation and partition of the King-
dom of Yugoslavia by Italy, Germany, Hun-
gary and Bulgaria. However, in July 1941 the
Soviet Union restored diplomatic relations with
the Yugoslav Royal Government in London.
Consequently, it was beneficial for Moscow
to have double relations with Yugoslavia: one
was public and legal (with the Yugoslav gov-
ernment in London) and the other one was
secret and nonofficial (with the CPY as one
of sections of the Comintern). Soviet
historiography claimed that the Comintern,
as an international organisation, was independ-
ent (did not work under orders from the So-
viet government). However, Yugoslav
historiography disagrees with this opinion. It
stresses the fact that the Comintern was lo-
cated in the Soviet Union which was domi-
nated by Stalin and that the Comintern was an
“extended hand” of the official Soviet govern-
ment. Yugoslav historians have concluded that
the policy of the Comintern was precisely the
policy of the Soviet government.

Moscow interferd and supported any re-
sistance movement in Europe which could
weaken German military pressure on the East-
em front, and bring advantage to the military
situation of the Soviet Union. Consequently,
the Balkans, Yugoslavia and the CPY, were
seriously taken into consideration by Stalin,
the Comintern and the Soviet government. The
Soviet Union’s policy, based on Stalin’s de-
sires, to destroy the Kingdom of Yugoslavia
because being a member of the “Versailles
system” Yugoslavia maintained to stop So-
viet influence in Europe. Soviet policy to-
wards Yugoslavia was carried out through the
Comintern, in fact through the CPY as mem-
ber of Comintern’. The Comintern required

7 V. Vinaver. Ugrozavanje Jugoslavije 1919-1932 //
Vojno-istorijski glasnik. Beograd, 1968. S. 150.

from the other communist parties to under-
take all measures necessary in order to weaken
the Nazis’ attacks on the Soviet Union. It was
implicitly emphasized immediately after the out-
break of “Barbarosa” in June 22°4, 1941 when
the Executive Committee of the Comintern sent
amessage to the Central Committee of the CPY
informing it that the defence of the Soviet Un-
ion was the responsibility of the other enslaved
nations and their leaders — the Communist par-
ties. The Comintern required that during the war
any local contradictions and conflicts be post-
poned and replaced with the fight against Fas-
cism®. This Comintern demand implied that the
CPY should temporarily halt the call for class
struggle and unite all forces for the fight against
Nacizm and Fascism®.

I would argue, on the basis of historical
sources, that the uprising in Yugoslavia, or-
ganised by the CPY in the summer of 1941,
was ordered by the Comintern (the Soviet
government behind it) to reduce Nazi military
pressure on the Eastern front. This was mani-
fested in a telegram of the Comintern sent to
the Central Committee of the Communist Party
of Croatia at the end of July 1941. This tel-
egram answered Kopini¢’s reports to Moscow
about the situation within the Communist Party
of Croatia. The Comintern stated that all mem-
bers of the CPY were obliged to join the army,
to defend the Soviet Union if it would be nec-
essary and to give their lives for “the freedom
of the Soviet Union”. Every member of the party
was expected to be a soldier of the Red Army 0.

8 B. Petranovié. Istorija Jugoslavije 1918-1988.
Beograd, 1988. T.II, s. 78-79.

9 R. Bulat (urednik). OstroZinski Pravilnik 14. XII
1941. Historijski Arhiv u Karlovcu-Skup3tina Op¢ine
Vrginmost. Zagreb, 1990; ¥. Dedijer, I. Bozic, S. Cirkovic,
M. Ekmecic. Istorija Jugoslavije. Beograd, 1973. S. 474.

10 N. Popovi¢. Jugoslovensko-sovjetski odnosi u
drugom svetskom ratu (1941-1945). Beograd, 1988.
§.55.
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In the Announcement to the Montenegrin peo-
ple at the end of June 1941 issued by the Pro-
vincial Committee of the CPY for Montenegro,
SandZak and Boka Kotorska it was written that
“the biggest guarantee for success for national
freedom in the fight against the occupiers is
the powerful and almighty Red Army and the
revolutionary forces of the international pro-
letariat”!! The Comintern, during this period
of the war, even required from Yugoslav par-
tisans that they collaborate with Mihailovi¢’s
royal &etnik forces in order to be able to fight
the Germans!2. Thus, Tito attempted to enlist
cooperation of the Eetniks under Colonel (later
General) Draza Mihailovi¢ who was located
in a nearby part of Serbia in joint fighting
against the enemy. However, the Getniks sup-
ported by the Royal Yugoslav government-in-
exile in London and the UK went back on their
word and even attacked the partisan detach-
ments during the German offensive against the
liberated territory in November and Decem-
ber 1941.

The British strategy concerning Yugoslav
affairs (i. e. the civil war) was to give support
to that movement that would ensure restora-
tion of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia after the
war. The enigma, which liberation movement
official London would support, was resolved
in the autumn of 1941 when Great Britain was
beginning to send military missions to the
Cetnik high command. Not a single British or
Soviet mission at that time was sent to the
Supreme Headquarters of the partisan detach-
ments!'3. Nevertheless, the British attitude
about the Yugoslav civil war (i. e. the struggle

"1 Zbomik doks i podataka o Narod: 1
bodilag¢kom ratu naroda Jugoslavije. Borbe u Crnoj Gori
1941. Vojno-istorijski institut jugoslovenske armije.
Beograd, 1950. T. III/1, s. 14. g

12 M. Zecevié. Jugoslavija 1918-1992. JuZnoslovenski
drzavni san i java. Beograd, 1993. S. 105.

13 E. Kardelj. Se¢anja. Beograd, 1980. S. 25-40.
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between the partisans and the ¢etniks) changed
after the Soviet victory over the Germans in
the Stalingrad battle early 1943. As it became
clear for London that after Stalingrad the Red
Army would drive further toward Central Eu-
rope and the Balkans, the British government
decided to make direct contacts with Tito in
order to increase its own and decrease Soviet
influence among Yugoslav partisans. The pur-
pose of this revised British policy in Yugosla-
via was not to allow Moscow to establish its
full domination over postwar Yugoslavia. Con-
sequently, in April 1943 the first British mis-
sion was sent to the National Liberation Army
of Yugoslavia (the NLAY), but afterwards they
continued to arrive regularily and included even
American military officers. The competition
over Yugoslavia among the allies continued in
early 1944 when the Soviet Union also sent a
military mission to Tito!4.

Moscow and the Question of
Socialist Transformation of Yugoslav
Society

The intention of the Yugoslav communists to
achieve a social transformation of Yugoslav
society as their final goal in the war in Yugo-
slavia (1941-1945), was stimulated by Sta-
lin’s speech on November 7%, 1941, when he
predicted the end of the war the following year.
Stalin’s statement was instigated by success-
ful Soviet counterattack in the battleground of
Moscow.

Tito considered Stalin’s speech to be a sig-
nal to prepare the CPY for taking power in
Yugoslavia before the end of the war. How-
ever, Tito’s partisans faced defeat by the Ger-
man Nazis in Western Serbia in December
1941, which postponed achievement of his

1 Ibid., s. 50-54.



ultimate political aims in Yugoslavia!S. Never-
theless, J. B. Tito always emphasised that the
CPY in its struggle for power in Yugoslavia
would get support only from Moscow!6. In
order to encourage partisan units after their
failure with Nazi troops, Tito continued to
believe that he would gain a quick victory by
the Soviet Union against the Germans. This
influenced Tito to rearrange the organisational
structure of the Yugoslav Communists and
partisan units according to the Soviet model.
Partisan units were shaped according to So-
viet norms with Soviet symbols and a politi-
cal-commissar structure. In liberated territory
(the Uzice Republic in Western Serbia) the
People’s Liberated Councils were formed on
the model of the soviets in the USSR'7. Spe-
cific features of the war of liberation and the
reintegration of Yugoslavia include the fact that
the territories liberated by Tito’s partisans be-
came established as the communities of a na-
tion at war, which had no direct links with the
previous local authorities in the old system of
government that had collapsed. The CPY as
one of the mobilizing and organising forces
for the uprising and war of liberation, adopted
the principle of the soviets in order to elabo-
rate a strategy for the emancipation and re-
integration of Yugoslavia in the course of its
liberation. In many parts of Yugoslavia
(Montenegro, Slovenia, Serbia, Bosnia and
Herzegovina) the local committees of national
liberation (or national liberation and revolution-

15 Dj. Vujovié. O lijevim greskama KPJ u Crnoj Goriu
prvoj godini Narodnooslobodilackog rata // Istorijski
zapisi. Titograd, 1967. S. 79; B. Petranovic. Srbija u
drugom svetskom ratu 1939-1945. Beograd, 1992.
S. 319-328.

16 J. B. Tito. Sabrana djela. Beograd, 1979. T. VIII,
s. 35.

17 Zbornik dokumenata i podataka o Narodno-
oslobodilatkom ratu naroda Jugoslavije. Vojno-istorijski
institut jugoslovenske armije. Beograd, 1950. T. 1/20.

ary councils) were created on the liberated
territories to perform government functions.
But, all of them were organised and functioned
according to the Soviet model. Consequently,
on November 16, 1941 the Supreme National
Liberation Committee of Serbia was set up on
liberated territory of the UZice Republic. Like-
wise on February 1942 the National Libera-
tion Committee of Montenegro was formed
on liberated territory of Montenegro. Further-
more, the creation of a military unit called “The
First Proletarian Brigade” was formed on Sta-
lin’s birthday (December 21%) in the Bosnian
village of Rudo in 1941. Such actions by Tito
were criticised by the Comintern which, or-
chestrated by the Soviet Union, tried to stop
Tito’s “socialist revolution” at that moment,
since the Soviet government attempted to keep
positive diplomatic relations with its western
allies. This caused distant relations between
the USSR and the CPY for the latter’s achieve-
ment in “the socialist revolution” in Yugosla-
via. The Comintern took all responsibilities to
detach Tito’s actions from Soviet policy in
order not to deteriorate the British and Ameri-
can relations with the Soviet Union. This
Comintern position was dispel to disband the
suspicions of Great Britain and the USA about
the partisans’ socialist revolution and its com-
munist character in Yugoslavia.
Relationships between the Soviet govern-
ment and the Yugoslav Royal government-in-
exile in London, which in the eyes of the allies
represented the legal government of Yugosla-
via, became seriously complicated in the sum-
mer of 1942. The reason for this was the ques-
tion of the Cetnik movement in Yugoslavia, led
by General Dragoljub Draza Mihailovi¢ and
officially supported by the Yugoslav govern-
ment-in-exile. On August 15, 1942 the Soviet
government published the Resolution, which
was mistakenly represented as written by the
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“patriots” from Montenegro, Boka Kotorska
and Tjentiste. This document detailed the “col-
laboration and treachery” of General Draza
Mihailovi¢. For the first time, the Soviet me-
dia published such resolution. Previously So-
viet newspapers described only the partisans
fight and their military successes, but nothing
was mentioned about the etniks and their
“treacherious activities”!8. The Yugoslav Royal
Government officially protested to the Soviet
ambassador in London. This diplomatic pro-
test inspired the Soviet government to write
the Memorandum handed to S. Simié, the Yu-
goslav ambassador in Kujbishew on August
3, 1942. Presenting this Memorandum, the
Soviet Ministry of Foreign Affairs overtly ut-
tered its opinion that General D. Mihailovi¢ had
been a collaborator. The Memorandum pro-
vided the “facts”, received from Tito’s parti-
sans, about Mihailovié’s collaboration with the
Germans and the Italians in Dalmatia, Bosnia,
Herzegovina and Montenegro!®. This an-
nouncement of the Soviet government indi-
cates the recognition of its relationships with
the CPY, on the one hand, and the changing
relationships with the Yugoslav Royal govern-
ment, on the other. The counter-Memorandum
of the Yugoslav Royal government (August
12th, 1942) explained the &etniks’ activities
against the occupiers and tried to improve the
deteriorating diplomatic relations with Mos-
cow?. However, the Soviet government de-
cided to rupture relations with officials of the
Royal Yugoslav government-in-exile.

18 Tpya. Mocksa, aansaps 12 1942; BonblueBuk.
Mocksa, 1942. T. 2; Kpachas 38e3na. Mocksa, HIOHb
12 1942; Ipasna. Mocksa, uions 19 1942; JI. 4. I'ubiu-
ancknH. Cosercknii Colo3 n HoBas FOrocnasus 1941-
1947 r. r. Mocksa, 1987. C. 49.

9 B. Krizman (urednik). Jugoslovenske vlade u
izbeglidtvu 1941-1943. Dokumenti. Beograd-Zagreb,
1981. S. 334-335.

20 J. Marjanovié. Draza Mihailovig izmedju Britanaca
i Nemaca. Beograd, 1979. S. 278.
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In 1942, J. B. Tito requested permission
from the Comintern to discredit publicly the
Yugoslav government-in-exile and its protege
in Yugoslavia — General D. Mihailovi¢. Tito’s
final intention was to receive international sup-
port in order to replace Yugoslav Royal gov-
emment in London as the representative of the
Yugoslav people. The leader of the Yugoslav
partisans had been a waiting the reply from
Moscow during the whole of 1942 and 1943.
Nevertheless, in the meantime, a favourable
moment for public dissmis of General
D. Mihailovi¢ and his proponents in London
did not occur. Ultimately, Tito decided to make
use of the meeting of the “big-three” at the
Teheran conference for his political aim to
present himself and his partisan movement as
the real and moral representatives of the Yu-
goslavs. Tito organized the second session of
the Anti-Fascist Council of the National Lib-
eration of Yugoslavia (the ACNLY) in the
Bosnian town Jajce (November 2930,
1943), exactly coinciding with the sessions of
the Teheran conference. The ACNLY, when it
was formed in November 1942 in the Bosnian
town of Bihac, did not have any prerogatives
of a supreme organ of government because
of foreign policy considerations. But, one year
later, conditions were changed and the sec-
ond session of the ACNLY adopted far reach-
ing decisions connected with the establishment
of the new (socialist) Yugoslavia. The depu-
ties of the ACNLY decided to create the Na-
tional Committee for the Liberation of Yugo-
slavia (the NCLY) which would play the role
of new Yugoslav government. At the same
time, the ACNLY was transformed into the
people’s assembly. The return of the Yugoslav
king and Royal Karadjordjevi¢ dynasty to Yu-
goslavia was forbidden until the war was over.
The question of the political structure of the
state (republic or monarchy) was supposed
to be discussed after the liberation. The fed-



eral structure of the future Yugoslavia was
proclaimed in advance. The federal internal
structure of Yugoslavia, instead of centralist
model, was propagated by Yugoslav commu-
nists even before the war broke out. For Yu-
goslav communists, federalisation of the coun-
try was designed from 1937 onward as one
of the crucial achievements of socialism. They
took the Soviet Union’s federal model of in-
ternal state organisation as an example for the
federal organisation of socialist Yugoslavia2!.
For Yugoslav communists, a federal organisa-
tion of Yugoslavia was a cornerstone of a new
union of liberated nations?2.

While Moscow disapproved the creation of
the ACNLY (November 261-27th, 1942) be-
cause of possible negative reactions from the
Anglo-American side?, a convocation and the
legislative work of the second session of the
ACNLY a year later were supported by Mos-
cow?4, From the very beginning of the war
J. B. Tito strongly insisted that the Soviet gov-
emnment would recognise the partisan units in
Yugoslavia as the regular army of all Yugoslav
nations. In Tito’s mind this recognition was
supposed to be followed by a Soviet military
mission sent to the Supreme Headquarters of
the Yugoslav partisans’ National Liberation
Movement of Yugoslavia®s. Tito’s main diplo-
matic goal in the autumn of 1943 was to ob-
tain from Moscow public recognition of the
alliance between the Soviet government and
the CPY.

To be sure, according to relevant historical
sources, Tito utilised the preparation for the

21 B. Petranovié, M. Zecevié. Agonija dve Jugoslavije.
Beograd, 1991. S. 45.

22 E. Kardelj. Seéanja. Beograd, 1980. S. 42-43.

2 V. Dedijer: Interesne sfere. Beograd, 1980. S. 352.

24 N. Popovié. Jugoslovensko-sovjetski odnosi u
drugom svetskom ratu (1941-1945). Beograd, 1988.
S. 108.

25 J. B. Tito. Sabrana djela. Beograd, 1979. T. XVI,
s. 153.

Ministerial Conference in Moscow between
the USSR, the USA and Great Britain (held
from October 19™ to October 30%, 1943) to
present his war aims in Yugoslavia to the So-
viet government. The leader of the Yugoslav
partisans sent a message to G. Dimitrov (Octo-
ber 1%, 1943) informing the Soviet government
that: 1) the Yugoslav National Liberation Move-
ment recognises neither the Yugoslav Royal
government in London nor the Yugoslav king
because they supported D. Mihailovi¢ —“a col-
laborator and traitor of the Yugoslav nation”;
2) the National Liberation Movement would not
allow Yugoslav government-in-exile and Yu-
goslav king to return to Yugoslavia because
their arrival in Yugoslavia could give rise to
civil war in the country; and 3) “the sole le-
gitimate government at the present time is rep-
resented by the national liberation committees,
headed by the Anti-Fascist Council” 26. Tito in
the same telegram presented his main revolu-
tionary (socialist) claims to the Comintern as
well. The message influenced the Soviet gov-
ernment and during the Moscow Ministerial
Conference Soviet foreign minister Molotov
demanded from the USA and the UK two
approvals: 1) to send a Soviet military mis-
sion to the Supreme Headquarters of the Na-
tional Liberation Movement of Yugoslavia and
2) to establish military base in the Middle East
in order to supply war materials to Tito’s par-
tisans?’.

Tito’s telegram, sent to Dimitrov, proves
for me at last that the Soviet government was
well acquainted with the revolutionary aims
of the National Liberation Movement of Yugo-
slavia. In the autumn of 1943 Moscow recog-

26 ¥ Dedijer: Interesne sfere. Beograd, 1980, s. 312.

21 B. Petranovié¢ (urednik). Jugoslovenske vlade u
izbeglidtvu 1943-1945. Dokumenti. Beograd—Zagreb,
1981. S. 291.
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nised the revolutionary claims of the CPY28
giving Tito a “green light” to prepare the Jajce’s
session of the ACNLY. I believe after detailed
investigation, that the official Soviet govern-
ment in Moscow was using the Comintern for
its political purposes. Because the Comintern
did not answer Tito negatively about his in-
tention to hold the ACNLY’s session in Jajce
with a prevouosly designed schedule of work
and prepared decisions, one can only conclude
that the Soviet government sustained Tito’s
intention to change the political system in Yu-
goslavia by revolutionary means?. For that
purpose, regular reports of Soviet officials on
this region expressed the view that the CPY
appeared like the only political power in this
country which was capable of restoring the
Yugoslav state. In the backing of this Soviet
policy to manipulate the CPY in order to cre-
ate a new satelite, a socialist Yugoslav state,
was the Soviet claim to establish political
dominantion over Central and Southeastern
Europe. Socialist Yugoslavia would play a very
important role in Stalin’s concept of the Pax
Sovietica Commonwealth as the country con-
necting Central and Southeastern Europe’s ter-
ritories under Moscow’s control and guidance.

There are indications from the sources that
Stalin designed for Yugoslavia a leading role
among postwar Balkan member-countries of
the Soviet commonwelth. Such indications can
be found in Svetozar Vukmanovi¢-Tempo’s
memoirs Borba za Balkan (Struggle over the
Balkans). Specifically, from March 1943 on-
wards (i. e. immediatelly after the Red Army
defeated the Germans at Stalingrad) Tempo
was working to set up a joint Balkan head-

28 N. Popovi¢. Jugoslovensko-sovjetski odnosi u
drugom svetskom ratu (1941-1945). Beograd, 1988.
S. 111,

29 J. B. Tito. Sabrana djela. Beograd, 1979. T. XVII,
s. 54-170.
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quarters to coordinate military operations in
the border regions of Yugoslavia, Albania, Bul-
garia and Greece against the Germans and Ital-
ians. The command of the joint Balkan libera-
tion forces would be given to the Yugoslav
communists, a sign that postwar Yugoslavia
would play a chief role among other Balkan
members of the Pax Sovietica Commonwealth.
Tempo was working in haste “especially con-
sidering the fact that the landing of allied troops
from Africa in the Balkan Peninsila was ex-
pected any day, and this would have greatly
affected the balance of power in each Balkan
country. There was no time for delay!"3 How-
ever, developments did not take the expected
course, since Anglo-American forces invaded
Sicily and later on southern Italy but not the
Balkans. The idea of a Balkan Union under the
Soviet supervision seemed to be realized in
1946-1947 when Tito and Dimitrov negoti-
ated upon a Yugoslav-Bulgarian Confederation.
At last, the idea turned out to be quite illusory
in 1948-1949 with the Tito-Stalin confronta-
tion and the Yugoslav departure from the Pax
Sovietica Commonwealth.

The Soviet Union Increases its
Domination Over the National
Liberation Movement of Yugoslavia

One of the important agreements of “the big
three” in Teheran was to give aid to Tito’s
NLAY which practicaly meant that assistance
to General Mihailovi¢ and his royal ¢etnik
movement was ended. The western allies ob-
viously reversed their attitude towards events
in Yugoslavia in view of the successes of the
NLAY. The British as well were at that time
becoming more interested in the liberation
movements in other Balkan countries with a

30 S, Vukmanovié-Tempo. Borba za Balkan. Zagreb,
1981. S. 80-88.



view to the opening of a second front. How-
ever, agreement on aid to the NLAY became
beneficial mostly beneficiary to the Soviets
since the Red Army could give this aid faster
than the British or Americans. As a result, de-
cisive Soviet influence in Yugoslavia at the last
stage of the war was expressed by way of
material support for the Yugoslav communists.

Soviet support given to Tito’s combatants
had four features: 1) war equipment and ma-
terial; 2) medical aid; 3) financial support and
4) support for education of officers of the
National Liberal Movement of Yugoslavia (the
NLMY).

These Soviet provisions had a material and
an ideological basis. During the war the NLMYY
did not have any factories for production of
war material at its own disposition. Therefore
that the CPY and the Supreme Headquarters
of the NLMY applied for material support from
the Allies. However, the NLMY could expect
this support only from the Soviet government,
because the USA and the UK favoured the
cetniks of General Mihailovi¢ until the sum-
mer of 1944. The ideological reason stay in
the hopes of the Central Committee of the CPY
that Moscow is the natural (political and ideo-
logical) ally of the Yugoslav communists.

Nevertheless, the first consignments and
medical materials were received from the
Anglo-American side as part of their anti-Nazi
program in June 1943. The Soviet Union de-
livered its first material support to Tito’s
NLMY in March 19443!. It came after the visit
of a Soviet military mission to the Supreme
Headquarters of the NLMY on February 23,
1944 as the Soviet answer to Tito’s requests32.
The Soviet government was forced to react

31 P. MiloSevié. I5¢ekivanje sovjetske pomoéi na
Durmitoru 1942 // Istorijski zapisi. Titograd, 1970. S. 1.

32 Arhiv Centralnog Komiteta Komunisticke Partije
Jugoslavije. KPJ — Kominterna. Beograd, 1944. S. 12.

to possible Anglo-American power in Balkans
immediately, in order to prepare the soil for its
own sphere of inluence in Yugoslavia, Central
and Southeastern Europe afther the war.

A great success of Tito came when the So-
viet State Committee of Defence decided on
September 7', 1944 that weapons and equip-
ment for twelve infantry and two air-divisions
would be transferred to the NLMY. This mili-
tary aid was contemplated during the conver-
sation between Tito and Stalin in Moscow from
September 21% to 28, 194433, In order to ful-
fil this decision, the Soviet government organ-
ised a military base in Romania (Craiova). The
Soviets continue to deliver war material to Yu-
goslav partisans from Bari and started to do it
in autumn 1944 as well from Sofia (with
trucks) and Craiova (with aircraft and trains).
Some military help came also from the Head-
quarters of the third Ukrainian front. During
October 1944, from all these Soviet military
bases, 295.000 tons of war material were trans-
ferred to the NLMY. I claim that this huge So-
viet military support, sent to the Yugoslav parti-
sans in October 1944 played a crucial role in
the battle for Belgrade (October 181-20%). After
“the Belgrade Operation” and the taking of the
Yugoslav capital, and establishment of their own
military and political control Tito’s partisans fi-
nally won a victory over Mihailovi¢’s etniks.
As aresult, the Yugoslav civil war was resolved
in the Tito’s favour with great Soviet military
support. After “the Belgrade Operation” the
Soviet government started to send to Tito food
shipments ordered by Stalin on November 20%,
1944. The first Soviet food aid, comprising of
50,000 tons of grain, was delivered to Yugosla-
via at the begging of December 19443,

33 N. Antié, 8. Joksimovié, M. Gutié. Narodnooslobo-
dilacka vojska Jugoslavije. Beograd, 1982. S. 487.

34 Hosble moxyMeHTs! Benukoil oTeuecTBEHHOMH
Boitsbl // Kommyhucr. Mocksa, 1979. C. 80.
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According to the Tito-Tolbuhin agreement
signed on November 15, 1944 in Belgrade,
the NLMY received two air divisions and one
air base with technical equipment, weapons
and manpower from the Soviet side. From then
until the end of the war, 350 Soviet aircraft
were given to the Supreme Headquarters of
the NLMY?. It is evident that these air-craft
and war materials received from Moscow af-
ter the partisans entrance to Belgrade were used
by the Yugoslav Army for the purpose of tak-
ing control over the whole territory of Yugo-
slavia as well as for entering Trieste on May
1, 1945. In April 1945 with Soviet support,
forty two storming (IL-2) and eleven hunting
(Jak-3) air divisions were formed and included
into Yugoslav Army3. During 1944 and the
first five months of 1945 the total Soviet sup-
port for the NLMY (from January 1%, 1945
transformed into the Yugoslav Army) was:
96,515 rifles; 20,528 pistols; 68,423 machine
guns and submachine guns; 3,797 anti-tank’s
rifles; 3,364 mortars; 170 anti-tank’s guns;
895 field’s guns; 65 tanks; 491 airplanes and
1,329 radio stations>”. After the end of the war
all Soviet aircraft from the Bari military base
were given to the Yugoslav Army which be-
come the forth largest army in Europe in man-
power and military equipment. The total So-
viet air support of Tito’s partisans during the
whole war came to 491 aircrafts.

Soviet help in training Tito’s army was also
important. From autumn 1944 to February
1945, 107 Yugoslav pilots and 1104 techni-
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S.311.
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cians were trained in the USSR. In April 1945
3,123 members of Tito’s Yugoslav Army were
in Soviet military schools. The total number
of Yugoslav pilots and technicians trained in
Soviet schools during the war was 4,516,

Soviet medical support sent to the NLMY was
variegated and voluminous. It comprised medi-
cal material, medicaments and hospitals. Soviet
doctors gave help to approximately 11,000 sol-
diers of the NLMY including those soldiers who
were hospitalised in Bari®. In Yugoslavia seven
Soviet mobile and four surgical field hospitals
were operating during the whole war.

The first financial contract between the
Yugoslav partisans and the Soviet government
was signed in Moscow in May 1944. Stalin
allowed financial support of $10,000,000. In
June 1944, Tito’s General Velimir Terzi¢ signed
a new financial contract, also in Moscow. It
was an interest free loan of $2,000,000 and
1,000 roubles. This financial aid was given by
Moscow in order to help the NLMY to de-
velop and organise its own legations, missions
and to make a new Yugoslav currency. In
December 1944 the Soviet Union delivered
three billion new Yugoslav dinar. On January
1%, 1945 the NLMY had $1,233,480 and
300,000 roubles on its own account in Mos-
cow’s “Gosbank™41.
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The Victory of the Socialist
Revolution in Yugeslavia and Moscow

The Second Session of the ACNLY held in
the Bosnian town Jajce (November 29t-30th,
1943) showed overtly that socialist transfor-
mation of Yugoslav society was the main aim
of the CPY and its fight against the occupiers.
The conclusions of this session were used by
Moscow for its own political purpose in rela-
tions with its western allies and the Yugoslav
government-in-exile. Moscow refused to sign
the Yugoslav-Soviet pact of friendship and co-
operation proposed by Yugoslav Prime Minis-
ter Bozidar Puri¢ on December 2219, 1943 with
the explanation that the Soviet government did
not see any possibility for negotiations with
the Yugoslav Royal government because of the
“totally confused, unclear and unresolved situ-
ation in Yugoslavia”. However, real reason for
such a Soviet attitude toward the Yugoslav
government-in-exile was Moscow’s intention
to recognise Tito’s government, established in
Jajce, as the only legal government of Yugo-
slavia. For the same reason Moscow rejected
the British initiative that the USSR and the UK
should pursue a common policy toward Yu-
goslavia. The Soviet government recognised
the changes in the political organisation of
Yugoslav society in the case of communist
victory during the war with a public procla-
mation of all decisions of the Second Session
of the ACNLY via the Free Yugoslavia radio
station located in Moscow and controlled by
the Comintern and the Soviet government. At
that time, Ralph Stevenson, the new British
ambassador at the Yugoslav court, observed
that it was not possible to think that the Soviet
government could allow anything to be pro-
claimed on the radio station Free Yugoslavia
that was not in acordance with Soviet policy*2.

2 D. Biber (urednik). Tito — Churchill. Strogo tajno.
Beograd-Zagreb, 1981. S. 67.

British policy toward Yugoslavia during the
war was to help the Yugoslav king, Petar II
Karadjordjevi¢ to return to his country in or-
der to combine the partisan and ¢etnik move-
ment. The leadership of these united forces
would be shared between Tito and the king.
This was proposed by Churchill in a letter sent
to Tito on February 5%, 194443, This proposal
Tito delivered to G. Dimitrov in order to get a
piece of advice from Moscow. Tito received
Dimitrov’s answer on February 8, 1944 with
the Soviet decisions: 1) the Yugoslav govern-
ment-in-exile had to be dismissed together
with General Mihailovi¢; 2) the Yugoslav gov-
ernment in the country (the National Com-
mittee for Liberation of Yugoslavia) should
be recognised by the British government and
other members of the Alliance as the only
Yugoslav government; 3) the Yugoslav king
had to be subordinated to the laws issued by
the ACNLY and 4) cooperation with the king
would be possible only if Petar II would rec-
ognise all decisions proclaimed by the ACNLY
in Jajce.

The Soviet government recognised the
NCLY as the only legal Yugoslav government
in May 1944 with the signing of the first fi-
nancial contract with the NCLY’s mission in
Moscow. It was the first international con-
tract which was signed between the NCLY
and a foreign government. This contract was
a result of the new Soviet policy toward Yu-
goslavia which was quite different from Mos-
cow’s attitude toward the Yugoslav political
and military situation at the beginning of the
war.

Soviet diplomacy during the autumn and
winter of 1941 required that Tito cooperate

43 Ibid., s. 83-84.

4 M. Dzelebdzi¢ (urednik). Dokumenti centralnih
organa KPJ, NOR i revolucija (1941-1945). Beograd,
1986. T. XV, s. 449.
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with Mihailovi¢’s ¢etniks. General Mihailovi¢
was officially appointed to the position of Min-
ister of Defence by the Yugoslav Royal gov-
emment in London in the winter of 1941. The
reason for this Soviet policy at that time was
Moscow’s wish to cooperate with the British
and the Yugoslav governments in considera-
tion of the difficult position of the Red Army
right near the Soviet capital. As the position of
the Red Army was much better in the sum-
mer and autumn of 1942, Moscow started to
change its policy toward Yugoslavia by pub-
lishing “information” about collaboration be-
tween the Cetniks and the occupiers in Yugo-
slavia. This “information” was sent by Tito’s
partisans to the Comintern. Such kinds of “in-
formation” the Soviet government continued
to receive from the Supreme Headquarters of
partisan units in Yugoslavia and after the abol-
ishment of the Comintern in the summer of
1943. During the whole war the Soviet gov-
ernment was very well informed about the
military situation in Yugoslavia, particularly
about the balance of power between the two
domestic but ideologically and politically an-
tagonistic resistant movements: Mihailovi¢’s
¢etniks and Tito’s partisans. After the battles
of Stalingrad and Kursk, when the USSR won
two crucial victories in the war and became
the supreme partner in relationships with the
USA and the UK, Moscow gradually improved
its relations with Tito. Officially, Moscow sup-
ported the British policy of compromise in
Yugoslavia. It was a great encouragement for
Churchill to force the Yugoslav government-
in-exile to find a modus vivendi with Tito, but
only under the condition that General
Mihailovié¢ would be dismissed and that the
Yugoslav Royal government would recognise
all decisions issued by the ACNLY in Jajce.
The British government was well aware that
supporting Tito its relations with the Yugoslav
government-in-exile would be deteriorated
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tremendously. The British vision of the politi-
cal and military situation in Yugoslavia was ex-
pressed in the Memorandum from the British
Foreign Office submitted by Anthony Eden to
the cabinet on June 7, 1944. In this docu-
ment Tito was seen as the victor in the Yugo-
slav civil war but quite surprisingly a leader
who would pursue an independent policy af-
ter the war! According to the authors of the
Memorandum Great Britain should support Tito
in order to benefit later from his policy of in-
dependence from Stalin. At the same time, the
Soviet Union was trying to exploit its ideologi-
cal bonds with the CPY and its national libera-
tion movement. Surely, in the summer of 1944
London saw in its joint Yugoslav policy with
Moscow the best means to reduce Stalin’s in-
fluence on the Yugoslav partisan leader. This,
in my opinion, can be confirmed by the above
mentioned British Memorandum where full
support to the Yugoslav communist-led move-
ment was proposed in order to influence Tito
“to follow a line which would suit us, thus
taking the wind off the Russian sails”. It was
necessary if Great Britain was planning to play
an active role in Yugoslav (and Greek) internal
affairs. The new British policy regarding Yu-
goslavia was verified by Churchill who pro-
posed to Tito during their meeting in Naples in
the summer of the same year that allied (Anglo-
American) military forces, in cooperation with
the NLAY would enter Istria.

This common Soviet-British policy of com-
promise in Yugoslavia achieved a full success
when the Tito-Suba$i¢ agreement was signed
in the island of Vis on June 16', 1944 which
Tito negotiated in the name of the NCLY and
Ivan Subai¢ in the name of the Yugoslav gov-
ernment-in-exile as its Prime Minister. This
agreement was a great victory for Tito’s par-
tisans, supported by the Soviet government
which announced the conditions of the agree-
ment on radio Free Yugoslavia. The “Tito-



Subasi¢ agreement” required: 1) federal organi-
sation of the future Yugoslavia; 2) recognition
of the National Liberation Army of Yugoslavia
(led by Tito) by the Yugoslav Royal govern-
ment; 3) that the NCLY and Yugoslav govern-
ment in London would create a common Yu-
goslav government; 4) all anti-fascist fighting
forces in Yugoslavia would be united with the
NLAY and 5) that the question of monarchy
in Yugoslavia would be re solved after the
war®S. The Tito-Subasi¢ agreement gave offi-
cial sanction to the ACNLY’s decisions and
further consolidated the international position
of the NLMY. This agreement was signed in
full accordance with Soviet policy and diplo-
matic tactics. Formally, the Soviet government
cooperated with the western members of the
Alliance but in reality Moscow supported Tito
in his fight to take a power in Yugoslavia. The
Soviet press was overwhelmingly on Tito’s
side in 1944 and 1945, charging Mihailovi¢’s
cetniks with collaboration. Indirectly, Moscow
charged the Yugoslav government-in-exile with
the same collaborations with the Germans be-
cause General Mihailovi¢ was under its pro-
tection.

Finally, a turning point in relations between
the Soviet government and the CPY occurred
in September 1944 when Tito for the first time
during the war visited Moscow. In three meet-
ings with Stalin (September 215-28h) Tito
made a deal with the Soviet leader to send the
Red Army across the Danube in order to sup-
port Tito’s partisans to take the Yugoslav capital
before Mihailovié’s Eetniks would do so%.
Likewise, Soviet troops were allowed to op-
erate against the Germans in a limited part of

45 J. B. Tito. Jugoslavija u borbi za nezavisnost i ne-
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Yugoslav territory. Officially, the Soviet gov-
ernment asked Tito for permission to cross
the Danube and to enter Yugoslav territory. This
Soviet “application” was interpreted by the
Americans and the British as the Soviet de facto
recognition the NCLY as the legal Yugoslav
government. The NCLY’s prohibition of the
British navy to use Yugoslav sea ports became
a part of the Tito-Stalin agreement. With full
Soviet military support Tito’s partisans con-
quered Belgrade on October 20%, 1944. The
Yugoslav Royal government and its exponent
in the country, General D. Mihailovi¢ lost the
civil war against Tito. To conclude, the so-
cialist revolution in Yugoslavia achieved a vic-
tory through extensive coordination between
Tito’s communists and the Soviet government.

British diplomacy tried at the last moment
to save what could be saved in the Balkans by
dirrect negotiations with the Soviet govern-
ment. For that purpose, the British Premier
went to Moscow in October 1944 and had a
meeting with the Soviet leader. On this occa-
sion Stalin and Churchill decided on a division
of spheres of interests (in percentage) in
Southeastern Europe: in Yugoslavia and Hun-
gary 50:50, in Rumania 90 for the Soviets, in
Bulgaria 75 for the Soviets and finally in Greece
90 for Great Britain. Without any doubt an
important consideration for London in grant-
ing such concessions to Moscow was the
Soviet penetration into the eastern portion of
the Balkans and the real possibility that the Red
Army would move rapidly into Central Europe.
Thus the question of Yugoslavia became once
again very important in the minds of the crea-
tors of the postwar division of spheres of in-
fluence. At first sight it looked like Churchill
lost the batlle over Yugoslavia with Stalin as
immediatelly after the war Tito followed Sta-
lin’s policy of incorporation of the new Yugo-
slavia into the Soviet block. Even in March
1945 Churchill complained in vain to Stalin that
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Marshal Tito had taken power in Yugoslavia
completely, and a little bit later, that Great Brit-
ain’s influence in Yugoslav affairs was reduced
to less than 10 percent. However, it turned
out in 1948-1949, that Tito’s Yugoslavia left
Stalin’s community of people’s democratic
countries and continued its existence with sub-
stantial western help to get out of the border-
lands of the Pax Sovietica Commonwealth*.
In fact, the Cold War started in Central and
Southeastern Europe with Tito-Stalin split
1948-1949 and lasted till the disolution of the
Soviet Union. I would conclude that the first
serious “cleft” in the building of the Soviet in-
ternational communist empire was made by
Tito’s separation from the Pax Sovietica Com-
monwealth in 1948-1949, backed by the west-
ern material, political, financial and military
support, that was followed later by similar at-
tempts by Hungarian (in 1956), Czechoslovak
(in 1968) and Polish (in 1956 and 1980-1981)
national communist leaderships.

Conclusion

The Soviet Union had two types of relations
with Yugoslavia during the Second World War.
The first type comprised relations with the
Yugoslav Royal government, which was in
exile and located in London. These relations
were officialy set up on the diplomatic level
and carried out through legislation. The other
type comprised relations with the Communist
Party of Yugoslavia and the National Libera-
tion Movement of Yugoslavia. These relations
were secret and illegal, carried out at the be-
ginning by radioapparatus and later by mili-
tary missions.

The radioconnections between the Commu-
nist Party of Yugoslavia and the Soviet gov-

47 J. B. Tito. Jugoslavija u borbi za nezavisnost i nesv-
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ernment were carried out through the
Comintern until its abolishment at the summer
of 1943 and after that personally with
G. Dimitrov. These relations were various but
the most important was Soviet material sup-
port given to the National Liberation Move-
ment of Yugoslavia. The turning point in these
relations occurred in September 1944 when
Tito made a deal with Stalin in Moscow about
real military support by the Red Army in order
to help Yugoslav partisans to take power in
the country.

Approaching the question of the social revo-
lution in Yugoslavia the Soviet government had
a two-fold policy (or Soviet policy went
through two stages). During the first half of
the war (until the summer of 1943) Moscow
basically supported the British position that both
resistance movements (led by J. B. Tito and
General D. Mihailovi¢) should be united in
Yugoslavia into one anti-fascist alliance. Dur-
ing this period the Comintern required from
the Supreme Headquarters of the NLMY that
it give up socialist propaganda and the revolu-
tionary way of taking power. After the great
victories of the Red Army (Stalingrad and
Kursk) the behaviour of the Soviet govern-
ment was radically changed. From the autumn
of 1943 onward, Moscow supported the new
(communist) government in Yugoslavia, and
pointed its “Yugoslav” policy toward revolu-
tionary (socialist) changes in the country. Evi-
dently, the Yugoslav partisan resistance move-
ment and the spread of the war of liberation in
Yugoslavia by Tito’s NLMY were factors
which in the eyes of Stalin, the Comintern and
the Soviet government fitted with their own
objectives, more in a political than in a military
sence. In other words, Tito’s military efforts
were used by Moscow for Soviet political
purposes, for which they were often manipu-
lated. The roots of this Moscow policy in Cen-
tral and Southeastern Europe run deep, back



to established Soviet foreign policy in the 1920s
and implemented by the Commintern in the
1930s. This Soviet policy of domination would
ensure the obedience of communist parties in
other countries and more importantly to exert
direct Soviet influence over foreign and do-
mestic affairs of those countries under com-
munist leadership, by their incorporation into
Moscow’s political system of a Pax Sovietica
Commonwealth. According to Stalin’s concep-
tion of postwar Europe, Yugoslavia would be-
come one link in a Soviet chain composed of
Central and Southeastern European socialist
countries.

The Cetnik movement, led by General
Dragoljub Draza Mihailovi¢, was the source
of the main discord in relationships between
the Soviet government and the Yugoslav gov-
emment-in-exile supported by the British gov-
emnment. In these relations, a distinctive turn-
ing point occurred in December 1942 when
Moscow overtly required from London that it
influence the Yugoslav Royal government to
change its policy toward the Eetnik movement.

The crucial support which during the en-
tire war the CPY obtained from outside Yugo-
slavia was that which it received from Mos-
cow. That was the principal reason that the
Yugoslav civil war was resolved in the favour
of Tito’s Yugoslav communists. Finally, this
policy of Moscow towards Tito’s partisans

ultimately benefited the USSR in fixing the
Central and Southeastern European border-
lands of Pax Sovietica on the eastern littoral
of the Adriatic and the eastern Alps. Conse-
quently, “the bridge” connecting Europe and
Asia was immediately after the Second World
War divided between “Eastern” and “Western”
political-military blocks since the major por-
tions of the Balkans and Southeastern Europe
were left under Soviet control while Asia Mi-
nor and Greece were dominated by the west-
ern alliance. Furthermore, historical Central
Europe was also divided between the Soviets
and the Westerners in East Central Europe and
West Central Europe. And finally, the political,
military and economic division of Europe —
Pax Sovietica and Pax Occidentalica — was
sanctioned by the “big three” at the Yalta and
Potsdam conferences in 1945. In conclusion,
itis obvious that during the Second World War
the allied plans were not as concerned with
the contribution made by resistance move-
ments to the overall war effort as with the
political importance such movements might
acquire, to the detriment of the interests of
some of the Great Powes and their agreements.
The fighting for the liberation of the Yugoslav
people from 1941 to 1945, and the politics of
the allies, especially of the USSR, regarding
this resistance serve as an ample illustration.

SANDRAUGOS PAX SOVIETICA RIBY SUSIDARYMAS VIDURIO IR PIETRYCIU EUROPOJE:
JUGOSLAVIJOS KOMUNISTY PARTIJA IR SOVIETY SAJUNGA PER ANTRAJ]

PASAULIN] KARA

Vladislav B. Sotirovié¢
Santrauka

Straipsnyje aptariamos soviety pastangos sukurti Pax
Sovietica Vidurio ir Pietry¢iy Europoje naudojant liau-
dies pasiprieSinimo judéjimus naciy okupuotose Salyse.
Nagrinéjamas Jugoslavijos atvejis. Autorius analizuoja
soviety vyriausybés ir Kominterno santykius su Jugos-

lavijos komunisty partija, kuri buvo jtakingiausia kari-
nio antinacistinio pasiprie$inimo organizator¢, ir so-
viety poziiirj | oficialiai pripaZistama Jugoslavijos vy-
riausybg tremtyje (isikiirusia Londone) ir jos karines
pajégas Jugoslavijoje — Cetnikus bei ry$ius su jais. Straips-
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nyje kritikuojama tiek Jugoslavijos istoriografija, aiski-
nanti, kad Tito panizaninis judéjimas buvo nepriklau-
riografija, teigianti, kad Jugoslavijos komunisty partija
per visa kara stipriai priklausé nuo Maskvos. Autoriaus
manymu, abi istoriografinés tradicijos nepagristai su-
menkino karaliskosios Jugoslavijos vyriausybés trem-
tyje ir JAV bei DidzZiosios Britanijos diplomatijos vaid-
menj Tito ir Soviety Sajungos santykiuose Antrojo
pasaulinio karo metu. Straipsnyje iskeliamos trys nau-
jos hipotezés: 1) 1941 m. komunistinis sukilimas Ju-
goslavijoje buvo tvarkomas Kominterno ir organizuo-
tas del Soviety Sajungos interesy; 2) Tito partizaninis
judéjimas buvo faktiskai nepriklausomas nuo Maskvos
iki pat 1944 m., kada buvo pradéta teikti matieraliné

sankcionuotas ,,didZiyjy trijy“ Jaltos ir Potsdamo kon-
ferencijose 1945 m. Apibendrindamas autorius teigia,
kad Antrojo p linio karo metu sajungininky planai
buvo susij¢ ne tiek su realiu pasiprieSinimo judéjimy
indéliu { karo veiksmus, kiek su galima 3iy judéjimy
politine svarba po karo ir potencialia jy daroma zala
kai kuriy didZiyjy valstybiy interesams bei susitarimams.

Lietuvos istorijos horizontas pleciasi

Lietuvos istorijos horizontas pleiasi. Negalime svars-
tyti miisy valstybés XX a. patirty sukrétimy nenusima-
nydami apie platesnj Vidurio Europos konteksta, o Piet-
ry¢iy Europa yra kone terra incognita. Taéiau akivaizdu,
kad ten vyke istoriniai procesai yra sudedamoji miisy
regiono raidos dalis. Straipsnio autorius, naudodamasis

ir kariné pagalba; 3) pagrindinis Tito parti kovy
tikslas buvo socialistiné revoliucija, nors tai nebuvo
vieSai propaguojama, siekiant nepykdyti Maskvos sa-
Jjungininky Vakaruose.

Autorius daro i§vada, kad Soviety Sajunga Antrojo
pasaulinio karo metais palaiké dvejopus santykius su
Jugoslavija: oficialius diplomatinius su karalikaja Jugos-
lavijos vyriausybe Londone i u' slaptus nelegallus su Jugos-
lavijos partija ir Ji
silaisvinimo judéjimu. Pastanuq santykiy pasikeitimas
ivyko 1944 m. rugseéji po Tito susuanmo su Stalmu dcl

ijos i§-

Jugoslavijos pavyzdziu, parodo, kaip buvo realizuojama
nuosekli Vidurio Europos visuomeniy komunizacijos po-
litika. Tyrinéd Antrojo p karo jvykius Ju-
goslavuqe jis pateikia 3altojo karo genezés Vlduno Eu-
ropoje prielaidas. Anali soviety ir k
angly bei amerikie¢iy interesus pokario pasaulio tvarka
i3aiSkéja, kad Jugoslavijos komunisty partija, vadovauja-
ma Josifo Broz Tito, tapo skirtingy politiniy bloky
irankiu dar pasaulinio karo metu. Abu blokai nuolat
teiké karing, materialia ir politing pagalba minétai par-
nja| nuo 1943. Sovietai sieké kontroliuoti Jugoslavijos
isting valstybe kaip ir kitas { jy valdZig pate-
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reallos kannes Raud de

Jugosl. .,w pamzanams paxmtl vaIdznq

kusias sahs Sajungininkai taip pat turéjo savo interesy

salyje. Cetniky judéji g lo D. Mi-
chailovi¢iaus, buvo pagrindinis nesutanmu tarp soviety
vyriausybés ir Jugoslavijos vyriausybés tremtyje, remia-
mos brity, 3altinis. Esminis $iy santykiy pokytis jvyko
1942 m. gruodj, kai Maskva atvirai pareikalavo Londo-
no paveikti Jugoslavijos karaliskaja vyriausybe, kad $i
pakeisty savo politika Cetniky atZvilgiu. Autoriaus tei-

oti isting Jugoslavijg iSvaduojant i§ so-
vien.[ d: istines Vidurio E vals-
tybes. Vakany sajungininkai savo propag; skelbe,
kad Jugoslavija, bidama komunistine valstybe, islaike
savo suverenitety ir gerus santykius su Vakarais. Toks
pavyzdys turéjo skatinti Vidurio Europos komunistines
Salis i§sivaduoti i§ sovietinés priklausomybés ir, nepakei-
tus K istinio rezimo, savarankiskai tvarkyti Saliy

imo k

gimu, Jugoslavijos komumstq partija esming p a i§

ienio per Antraji p i kara gavo i§ Maskvos. Tal
buvo pagrindinis veiksnys, nulémes Jugoslavijos pilieti-
nio karo baigti Tito Jugoslavijos komunisty naudai. Ga-
liausiai 3i Maskvos politika jtvirtino Vidurio ir Pietry&iy
Europos Pax Sovietica pasienio sritj rytinéje Adrijos
pakrantéje ir rytinése Alpése. Taigi, anot autoriaus, ,til-
tas“, jungiantis Europa ir Azija, buvo iSkart po Antrojo
pasaulinio karo pasidalytas tarp ,.Ryty“ ir ,,Vakary* po-
litiniy-kariniy bloky: didZioji dalis Balkany ir Pietry¢iy
Europos liko soviety kontroléje, o Mazoji Azija ir Grai-
kija tapo vakarie¢iy sajungininky jtakos zona. Panasiai
ir istoriné Vidurio Europa buvo padalyta j Vidurio Vakary
Europa ir Vidurio Ryty Europa tarp soviety ir vakariegiy.
Galiausiai Sis politinis, karinis ir ekonominis Europos
padalijimas { Pax Sovietica ir Pax Occidentalica buvo
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vidaus ir uZsienio politika. Saltojo karo genezés kon-
tekste skatinamas naujas poZziiiris | Antrojo pasaulinio
karo jvykius, pasipriesinimo judéjima bei jy vertinimus
Ryty ir Vidurio Europos 3alyse, kurias sovietai kontro-
liavo iki paskutiniojo XX a. deSimtmecio.
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