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INTRODUCTION

HEN the Bolsheviks made their revolutionin November
W1917, they felt themselves the heirs of the men who made

the great ' bourgeois revolutions' of 1688 in England and
1789 in France. At the same time their revolution was the first of
a new type. It was a 'proletarian revolution', made in the name
and on behalf of the industrial working class. It was expected to be
followed soon by similar revolutions in other countries, especially
in the advanced industrial countries.

The Bolshevik revolution established the Soviet system in
Russia, a country whose population to-day is some 200 millions.
Despite a few brief successes, however, Communism did not
establish itself elsewhere for thirty years. To-day the Soviet form
of government is being rapidly extended to a further 100 million
Europeans. World war gave the Russian Bolsheviks their oppor-
tunity in 1917, by shattering the cumbrous but brittle machinery
of the Russian state. World war again gave communists their
opportunity in 1945, by shattering the Reich of Adolf Hitler, who
had destroyed some of the East European states and placed some
under his protection. History made a present of chaos to the
Bolsheviks in 1917, but they had to fight their own civil war in
order to put their regime in the place of chaos. Alone in Eastern
Europe in 1944-5 the Yugoslav communists achieved this task:
elsewhere communists were placed in power by the victorious
army of Bolshevik Russia Even the Yugoslav communists had
had substantial foreign help, first from the West and then from
the East.

The Eastern European revolution then was imposed from out-
side and from above. It cannot justly be compared with the
revolutions of 1688, 1789 and 1917. But because it was imposed,
it is not less a revolution. The public and private lives of 100
million East Europeans are being transformed out of recognition
and at breakneck speed. The social structure and political regimes
of Eastern Europe (except Czechoslovakia) between the world
wars were nearer to those of Imperial Russia than of Western
Europe, but its culture was far more western than that of Imperial

vii



Viii THE EAST EUROPEAN REVOLUTION

Russia had ever been. And cultural traditions, though felt most
strongly by the fairly small educated class, or intelligentsia,
penetrated also to other classes, including even the impoverished
peasantry. The influence of school, and of the Catholic and
Protestant churches, ensured this. Therefore the change from the
pre-war civilisation to the civilisation of the Soviet world is far
greater and far more abrupt for the people of Eastern Europe
than it was for the people of European and Asiatic Russia after
the Bolshevik revolution. The pace is also quicker. Eleven years
passed between the Bolshevik revolution and the inauguration of
the first Five-Year Plan, twelve years between the revolution
and collectivisation of agriculture. Thefirst East European Five-
Year Plan, the Yugoslav, began in 1947, two years after Tito's
government had obtained power throughout the country. The
other countries are beginning their five- or six-year construction
plansin 1949 and 1950. Collectivisation was announced as the aim
in Eastern Europe in the summer of 1948, and by the end of
1949 it had gone a long way in both Yugoslavia and Bulgaria.

The changes in Eastern Europe then are truly revolutionary.
They are also immensely important for the outer world. By them
the Soviet world's supply of potential factory-fodder and cannon-
fodder has risen from 200 million to nearly 300 million. Moreover
the average level of manual skill and education of Eastern Europe
is far higher than that of European, let alone Asiatic, Russia. If
the sovietisation of Eastern Europe can be consolidated, it will
probably prove a more valuable gain to Moscow than the
sovietisation of China with its 400 millions.

The purpose of this book is both to describe and to analyse
the sovietisation of Eastern Europe. The obstacles and pitfalls are
of course obvious. Some information is unobtainable, and much
more is unreliable. The process is by no means complete. Inter-
national crises occur almost every month. Many details, and no
doubt some important points, will later be seen to be mistaken.
Y et still | think the attempt worth making. | believe thereisroom
for awork intermediate betweenjournalism and history. | believe
that the academic tool-box can be applied to current events.
| believe that the general pattern, and most of the detail, will bear
the test of time.

Three things seem to me desirable for one undertaking such
work—personal experience of Eastern Europe and knowledge of
its background; close attention to current events in Eastern
Europe over the period concerned; and study of the theory and
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practice of Russian bolshevism and European communism. In
an earlier work somewhat hurriedly composed in 1942-3,* and
dealing with the period between the world wars, | was, | hope,
reasonably well supplied with the first qualification, and to a
lesser extent with the second, but completely lacked the third.
I knew nothing of Russian history, the Soviet regime, or the
organisation of communist parties. | had seen communists in
Eastern Europe only as martyrs of fascist dictatorships, regarded
with sympathy by many democratic intellectuals and discon-
tented peasants. No indication could be found in Eastern Europe
of how they would behave should they themselves obtain power.
| was of course familiar with anti-communist propaganda: it was
impossible to visit Eastern Europe without being deluged by it.
But | did not feel disposed to believe what | was told by Iron
Guardists, by the scribes of Milan Stojadinovic, or by the disciples
of the late Dr. Joseph Goebbels. Nor was | impressed by the
arguments of the Balkan ruling classes, whose attitude to com-
munism was obviously determined by fear for their dubiously
acquired possessions. My reluctance to believe any of these
people was shared by older and wiser men than | on both sides
of the Atlantic.

In preparing the present work | have tried to some extent to
fill this gap. It is remarkable how much of current events in
Eastern Europe is explained by even a little reading of Russian
twentieth-century history, of the works of Lenin and Stalin, and
of the early history of the Comintern. The whole programme is
there in the speeches and articles of the prominent Soviet and
Comintern figures of the 1920's. Organisation, methods of politi-
cal warfare, political alliances and tactics, short-term and long-
term aims—all are explained no less frankly and much more
clearly than in Men Kampf. The enemies and the dupes are
named. But no one seems to have read or listened but the faithful.
For those outside the fold, uncritical praise or uncritical abuse,
panic or ostrich-headed optimism took the place of knowledge.

This personal reminiscence has, | think, a place in this intro-
duction, because | believe that my own ignorance was not
untypical of my generation, including those who tried or pro-
fessed to try to learn something about international affairs. And
though we are no doubt to blame for our ignorance, little less
blame attaches to the generation before us, who had more
than twenty years, between the Bolshevik revolution and the

! Eastern Europe between the Wars, 1918-41 (C.U.P., 1945).
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Second World War, in which to learn, yet did not read the signs.
As for the corresponding generation in Eastern Europe, who were
not only ignorant of the nature of communism but took few steps
to remove the social injustice on which communism thrived, they
have less reason than any one to pride themselves on political
wisdom. One must hope that in the West, on both sides of the
Atlantic, the lesson will now be learned, and that steps will be
taken in our schools and universities to tell the next generation
something about both Russian history and the theory and prac-
tice of communism. As far as Britain is concerned, it must be
admitted that so far there is mighty little sign of any change.

Throughout the period described in this book | have tried my
best to follow eventsin Eastern Europe. During the war | was con-
cerned in various official capacities with the affairs of various East
European countries—in 1939-41 in Eastern Europe, in 1941-4 in
the Middle East and 1944-6 in London. In the summer of 1946 |
visited Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, Rumania and
Hungary; in the spring of 1947 Czechoslovakia and Hungary; in
the autumn of 1948 Greece. | regret that | have not had an
opportunity to visit Poland since the war. In all thesejourneys I
met with help and courtesy from officials as well as from private
citizens. It is now more than two years since | was beyond the
‘iron curtain'. Such contacts as have been possible with people of
those countries, and with British people who have more recently
visited, or worked in, those countries, have of course been valuable
to me. Apart from this | have relied on a good deal of written
material, in both East European and Western languages, which is
described, and the most useful part of which islisted, in the biblio-
graphical note at the end of the book.

| have attempted to describe the process by which the East
European communists obtained power, and to analyse the regime
they have established. | have tried to show the impact of this
regime on the social classes and on the citizen. These things |
believe can be discovered with comparative certainty. How the
citizen feels about it, however, is much more difficult to find out.
Here the 'iron curtain' is a real obstacle. | have some idea how
the citizen felt under the pre-war regimes, and some idea how he
felt in the summer of 1946 and the spring of 1947 when | visited
Eastern Europe. My ideas of both may well have been misguided.
Since 1947 | can only guess, basing my guess on observance of
official policy and my previous knowledge, supplementing it
when possible by the accounts of those who have been more
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recently. | have tried to avoid generalisations about public
opinion to-day, and where they cannot be avoided | have tried
to warn the reader of the difference between guesses and facts.

The Soviet zone of Europe to-day includes Eastern Germany
and to a lesser extent Eastern Austria and Finland. | have only
a very brief passage on the first two, and none at all about Fin-
land. Thisis because Germany and Austria can only be adequately
discussed in connection with Europe as a whole, and because
Finland is unknown to me and belongs to a quite different
cultural and strategic area from the Eastern Europe which is the
subject of this book. On the other hand, | have included Greece,
which is not sovietised, because it does belong inextricably to the
Balkans and because its regime presents an interesting comparison
both with the sovietised regimes and with the pre-war Balkan
regimes.

The present cannot be described without some reference to the
recent past. One of the less pleasant phenomena of contemporary
political controversy is the falsification of the past for the sake of
the present. It is as unpardonable to present the pre-war regimes
as happy democracies because one dislikes Communist dictator-
ships, as to depict all past history as black misery and oppression
because one loves the communist brave new world. | hope that,
whatever other errors | have committed, | have avoided these
two.

The first two chapters cover much the same ground as my
earlier book, but are differently and of course much more shortly
presented. The second chapter contains material on the origin of
the main political parties of Eastern Europe which is not | think
easily obtainable in English, or obtainable at all in one place.
The events described and discussed in the third chapter have
already figured in several brilliant works by professional diplo-
matic historians, which are listed in the bibliographical note. |
think, however, that the reader will find useful a brief summary
of the events of 1939-41 as far as they concern Eastern Europe
only. The history of the resistance movements and of the relations
between the exiled governments and the Great Allies has not, |
believe, yet been presented as awhole. Here | am well aware that
much important detail is not yet available, and very strong
differences of opinion are held in good faith by better and more
learned men than I. | venture, however, to hope that if ever all the
facts are known my account will not be found to be very far from
the truth.
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The seizure of power by the communists falls partly into the
wartime period and partly into the first years of armistice. In
Yugoslavia and Albania it took place, in Greece it was frustrated,
and in Poland it made much progress, already in 1944. The
eighth chapter, the first in the third part, gives a chronological
summary of political events in five countries up to the establish-
ment of complete dictatorship by the Communist Party (during
1948), and in Yugoslavia and Albania up to the Tito-Cominform
breach. Events subsequent to this are mentioned in the later chap-
ters, which are not chronological, but deal with economic policy,
social classes, distribution of political power and foreign policy.
The chapter on Greece is mainly chronological, divided into a
political and an economic section, and ending with a brief sum-
mary of problems and trends.

In the analytical chapters | have tried to point out the differ-
ences which still exist between individual countries, but my
emphasis is rather on uniformity than on diversity. This is because
| am convinced that in all the sovietised countries the trend of
government is identical, and that the differences are being rapidly
removed. It is the similarity between the regimes, and the close
imitation by all of the past history of the Soviet Union, which need
to be stressed for Western readers, to whom the theory and prac-
tice of communism arestill woefully unfamiliar. Itisno doubt true
that beneath the surface, national characters remain as distinct
as ever. But they have no direct political effects.

In the last chapter | have given my own conclusions on the
development of Eastern Europe. They fall into three sections. The
first concerns Soviet foreign policy and Eastern Europe's place in
it. The second considers the nature of the new regimes, the con-
cepts of 'political' and 'economic' democracy, and the forces
which support and oppose the new rulers. The last pages are an
attempt to explain the disruptive influence of Eastern Europe in
world affairs in the twentieth century, and to place it in some sort
of world perspective.



NOTE ON PROPER NAMES

GREEK names are transliterated from the Greek to the Latin
alphabet in the normally accepted way. Bulgarian and Russian
names are transliterated from the Cyrillic, and should be pro-
nounced as written. The only unfamiliar combination to English
readers will be 'zh'. This approximates to V in 'pleasure® or
to the French 'j " in 'jour'. Where a'z' or an V is followed by
an aspirate, it is shown by an apostrophe before it. Thus 'z'h®
or 's'h' should be distinguished from 'zh' or 'sh\ For the aspirate
in Bulgarian or Russian names | have used a simple 'h', which is
not very different from its sound, rather than the 'kh' beloved by
many phoneticians, which is meaningless in English.

The other East European languages use the Latin alphabet
with various modifications (Serbo-Croatian using the Latin in
Croatia and the Cyrillicin Serbia). Asitis beyond my power to
reduce these various uses of L atin letters to a system both uniform
and intelligible, | have kept the exact spelling used in each
country—except for certain well-known names which have a
recognised European spelling, e.g. Prague instead of Praha. The
following is an approximate explanation of the main letters in
proper names of each language which differ from English. If this
advice is followed, names will be pronounced intelligibly. No
attempt, however, is made to deal with quality of vowels or stress
of syllables.

POLISH
sz English shin 'show'.
s English s in 'sue'.
cz English chin 'church'.
¢ English tin 'venture'.
| varies between 11 in 'dull' and w in 'wed’
n English n in ‘'tenure'.
a anasalised version of French on in 'bon'.
e varies between en in 'hen' and French en in 'bien’'.
rz assin 'pleasure' or Frenchj in 'jour'.
z thesameasrz.
Xiii
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¢ English tsin 'lets',
] English y in 'yet'.

CZECH
c andj as in Polish.
s as Polish sz; £ as Polish cz; fi as Polish ri; z as Polish z;
t' approximately as Polish c.
f  varies between r followed by a y and the sound of a
Polish rz. Sometimes sounds like English sh in 'show'.
e  English yein 'yell".

SERBO-CROATIAN
¢, c andj as in Polish,
¢, s and z as in Czech.

HUNGARIAN
c andj as in Polish.
s English sh in 'show'.
sz English sin 'so'.
cs English ch in 'church’.
zs English s in 'pleasure’ or Frenchj in 'jour®.
ly varies between 11 in 'allure’ and y in 'yet'.
gy English d in 'verdure'.
ny English nin 'tenure'.
0 as in German.
u asin German.
0, u lengthened forms of o and u.
a English oin 'hot'.
a  English ain 'father'.

RUMANIAN

a English er in 'weather’,

a English e in 'garment'.

s English sh in 'show',

t English tsin 'lets',

i Frenchj in 'jour’,

oa approximates to French oi in 'toit'.

g before a, 0 and u as in English, before e and i as dg in
"bridge'. When ge or gi comes before a, 0 or u, thei is not
pronounced but the g has the sound of dg in 'bridge'.
When gh comes before e or i, the h is not pronounced but
the g is as English in 'get' or 'give'.
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c before g, 0 and u as in English, before e and i as ch in
‘church®. When ci or ce comes before a, o or u, the e
or i is not pronounced but the ¢ has the sound of ch in
‘church’. When ch comes before e or i the h is not
pronounced but the c is as in English 'cat'.

ALBANIAN
g English chin 'church'.
X English ds in 'heads’,
xh English dg in 'bridge'.
[l English 11 in ‘allure’,
gj English dg in 'bridge'






Part One
BACKGROUND

CHAPTER ONE
THE SOCIAL STRUCTURE

THE EAST EUROPEAN NATIONS

ASTERN Europe, as it is understood in this book, the area

stretching from the Baltic in the north to the Mediterranean

in the south, and from the frontiers of Germany, Austria and
Italy in the west to those of the Soviet Union in the east, is
inhabited by at least twelve nations. Seven of these—Poles, Czechs,
Slovaks, Slovenes, Croats, Serbs and Bulgarians—are Slavs. The
others are the Hungarians, Rumanians, Greeks, Turks and
Albanians. To the twelve should perhaps be added two more Slav
groups whose claim to separate nationhood is a little uncertain—
Macedonians and Montenegrins. Another special group are Slavs
of Moslem religion (Serbo-Croat-speaking in Bosnia, Bulgarian-
speaking (‘Pomak’) in Thrace), whose outlook, formed by their
religion, is so different from that of their Christian neighbours as
to constitute something like separate nationality.

The Poles are the most numerous of the East European nations,
and have the longest uninterrupted historical tradition. The
Polish state took shape after the establishment of Christianity in
the tenth century, and remained independent until the end of the
eighteenth. Poland had to face constant pressure from her German
neighbours—first from the religious order of the Teutonic knights
and then from the secular principality of Prussia. In the east she
was for long periods at war with the Grand Duchy of Muscovy,
which later became the Russian empire. In the fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries Poland was a Great Power, and her neigh-
bours were still weak, but in the seventeenth she was exhausted
by Swedish invasions and wars with Russia, and in 1772 began the
partitions between Russia, Austria and Prussia which were com-
pleted by 1795. From then until 1918 Poland was divided into
three portions—Pomerania under Prussia, Galicia under Austria,
and the 'Congress Kingdom' and historic Lithuania under
Russia.

B
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The Czechs had a national state in the Kingdom of Bohemia,
which lasted with varying degrees of independence from the
tenth century until 1620. Its heroic period was the Hussite wars
of the early fifteenth centruy, when the Czech religious reformers
defended themselves successfully against 'Crusaders'’ summoned
by the Pope from all over Europe. In the sixteenth century
Bohemia became a part of the Habsburg empire, and after 1620
was subjected to a process of religious persecution and germanisa-
tion. Not until the nineteenth century did a Czech national
revival begin, and independence was restored by the collapse of
the Habsburg empire in 1918. The Slovaks have some claim to be
considered the descendants of the Slavs who established a
Moravian kingdom in the Danube basin in the ninth century, but
the arrival of the Hungarian conquerors at the end of that cen-
tury engulfed them. They remained subjects of Hungary, without
any national self-government, until 1918. Then, on the grounds of
their close affinity with the Czechs, and somewhat vague promises
of autonomy made by the Pittsburgh agreement,® their political
leaders agreed to form a common state with them.

The Hungarians entered Central Europe at the end of the
ninth century, and conquered the Slav kingdom of Moravia,
which then occupied the middle Danube valley. In the year 1000
their king accepted the Catholic form of Christianity, and his
successors took their place among the established Christian rulers
of medieval Europe. Nothing remained of their Asiatic origin but
their language. The kingdom of Hungary was not confined to the
area inhabited by people who spoke the Hungarian language,
but was extended by conquest to the natural boundaries of the
Central European plain—the Carpathians, the river Sava and the
foothills of the Alps. Thus for a thousand years Hungary has cut
the Slav block in two, separating the Czechs, Poles and Slovaks
in the north from the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes in the south.
Withinits frontiers were large numbers of Rumanians, Croats and
Slovaks, who were treated as subject nations. By the treaty of
Trianon of 1920, Hungary was reduced to a territory which was
supposed to correspond to that inhabited by Hungarians, but
which in fact left some three million Hungarians as subjects of
neighbour states.

! The agreement signed in 1918 in Pittsburgh by Professor T. G. Masaryk (later
President of Czechoslovakia) and representatives of the Slovak emigrants in the
United States. The agreement promised self-government for Slovaks within the new
republic, but the terms were not made clear. Accusations of bad faith were sub-
sequently made by both sdes.
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The Rumanians are the descendants of the Dacians, a people
who were conquered by the Romans in the second century A.D.,
and under Roman rule accepted L atin as their language. After the
departure of the Romans, the country was conquered in turn by
Slavs, Hungarians, Mongols and Turks. But throughout the cen-
turies of foreign rule, the people kept their separate national
character. Their language to-day, in spite of many Slav and other
words, remains predominantly Latin in both vocabulary and
structure. The chief cultural and religious influencesin Rumanian
history have been Byzantine, and to-day the majority of Ruman-
ians belong to the Orthodox Church. The only exception to this
was the important Uniate fraction among the Rumanians of
Transylvania.* During the Middle Ages there were periods when
the Rumanian principalities of Moldavia and Wallachia were
independent, but in the sixteenth century they were conquered
by the Turks, who ruled them directly or indirectly for over three
hundred years.

The South Slavs settled in the Balkans in the sixth and seventh
centuries, at a time when the Byzantine empire was weakened by
wars in the East. The Slovenes penetrated far into Austria, but
were driven back by Charles the Great and his successors to their
present home at the north-east corner of the Adriatic. They never
had an independent State of their own, but were ruled by Austria
right up to 1918. The Croats founded a state in the ninth cen-
tury, and had independent relations with Venice and Con-
stantinople. In the twelfth century Croatia was conquered by the
Hungarians, and incorporated, with a measure of autonomy, in
the kingdom of Hungary. Both the Slovenes and the Croats
accepted Christianity from Rome, and until 1918 were linked
more closely with Catholic Central Europe than with the Balkans.

The Serbs were converted to Christianity by emissaries from
the South, from Constantinople, and have remained since then
an Orthodox nation. The main influences in their history have
been Byzantine rather than western. They had an independent
state for some centuries, and were for a brief period the strongest
power in the Balkans. In the fifteenth century they were finally
conquered by the Turks. The Bulgarians are also Orthodox, and

! The Uniate Church was founded in eastern Poland at the end of the sixteenth
century, and introduced in Transylvania in the eighteenth. It was hierarchically
subordinate to the Pope, but its priests were allowed to marry and it could use the
local languages in church services instead of Latin. The purpose of its foundation was
to win over the people of the Rumanian and Russian borderlands to Rome. In fact it
came to be a centre of Ukrainian and Rumanian nationalism, directed as much
against Poland and Hungary as against Russia. See also below, pp. 289-90.
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were still more profoundly influenced by Byzantine culture than
the Serbs. The first Bulgarian state was founded in the ninth
century by a conquering Mongol tribe called Bulgars, who sub-
sequently accepted the language and customs of the Slav in-
habitants whom they found on their arrival, who had themselves
occupied the country some centuries earlier. Medieval Bulgaria
enjoyed several brief periods of civilisation and military power.
It was conquered by the Turks a few years earlier than Serbia.

The Greeks have of course a far longer and more glorious history
than any other East European people. They were the domin-
ant nation of the Byzantine empire, whose thousand-year rule
was brought to an end by the Turkish conguest of Constantinople
in 1453. Under the Turkish regime the Greeks enjoyed more rights
than the Balkan Slavs. They controlled the higher offices in the
Orthodox Church, and also played a large part in the commerce
of the Turkish empire. The Albanians are probably the most
direct descendants of the Illyrians of Roman times. Their country
was ruled in turn by many different conquerors, until it fell to
the Turks in 1467 after a fierce resistance led by the national
hero Skanderbeg. After the Turkish conquest the majority of the
Albanians became Moslems. Catholic and Orthodox minorities
also exist in north and south respectively.

The Turkish empirein Europefell gradually to pieces during the
nineteenth century. The Serbs revolted in 1804, and the Greeks
did the same in the twenties. The Rumanians and Bulgarians
got their independence in the second half of the century, less by
their own efforts than as a result of wars between Russia and
Turkey. Macedonia remained in the Ottoman empire till 1912,
when it became the object of disputes between Bulgaria, Serbia
and Greece. Albania was made an independent state by agree-
ment between the Great Powers in 1913.

In Central Europe, the Hungarians obtained most of the
substance of independence by the Compromise of 1867 with
Emperor Francis Joseph. Under the 'Dual System' which it
established, Austria and Hungary had separate governments.
Each controlled internal affairs within its own territory, while
foreign policy and military affairs were conducted in common for
the whole empire. Under this system the Germans and Hun-
garians were privileged nations, and the Rumanians and Slavs
had an inferior status. The collapse in the First World War of the
three empires of Germany, Russia and Austria made possible the
restoration of Poland. The disintegration of Austria also allowed
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the Czechs to form a new state together with the Slovaks, who had
been subject to Hungary. Rumania was able to annex Transyl-
vania, Bukovina and part of the Banat from Austria-Hungary, and
Bessarabia from Russia.' From the southern territories of Austria-
Hungary was formed the new state of Yugoslavia, which also
absorbed Montenegro. The creation of Yugoslavia was the result
of a movement which had grown strong during the last decades
of the Habsburg empire, and which aimed at the creation of a
single state of all the South Slav nations, on a basis of equal
federal rights for each nation. This conception was opposed by the
leading politicians in Belgrade, who wished instead to create a
'Greater Serbia', a territorial extension of the pre-war kingdom.

THE RULING GLASSES

The ruling class of the East European countries on the eve of
the Second World War was composed of four elements in varying
mixtures—landowners, business men, bureaucrats and intellec-
tuals.

In Poland, in the pre-1918 Kingdom of Hungary, and in
Rumania, big landowners were both politically and economically
powerful. Up to the end of the First World War they were the
chief element in the ruling class. Formal serfdom was abolished in
the middle of the nineteenth century, but the dependence of the
peasants on the landowners was only slightly reduced, as there
was no large-scale redistribution of land. When American cereals
began seriously to compete in the European market, in the third
quarter of the nineteenth century, many Polish, Hungarian and
Rumanian landed estates were ruined. A large part of the 'gentry’
(owners of a few hundreds of acres) sold their land, and went to
the towns, where they entered the civil service or free professions,
or became professional army officers. Their land was acquired,
partly by the * magnates' (owners of thousands, or tens of
thousands, of acres), and partly by the banks.? These changes did

! These regions are shown on the map on pp. 8-9. In both Transylvania and the
Banat, which had been part of Hungary for centuries, the Rumanians were the most
numerous nationality, while Hungarians and Germans formed considerable minor-
ities. The population of Bukovina was partly Rumanian and partly Ukrainian. In
Bessarabia the Rumanians were the most numerous nationality, followed by Ukrain-
ians, Russians, Bulgarians, Germans and Turks. Northern Bessarabia had been
acquired by Russia from Turkey in 1812, Southern Bessarabia in 1878. For further
historical and ethnical details sse R. W. Seton-Watson, History of the Rumanians, and
M acar tney, Hungary and her Successors.

2 An exception to this statement is Galicia, where a large part of the land sold by
impoverished Polish landowners passed into the hands of Polish peasants. See War -
riner, The Economics of Peasant Farming, pp. 22-3.
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not lead to any marked class conflict between the magnates and
the gentry, though this might have been expected on purely
economic grounds. Both belonged to the same traditional aris-
tocracy, and had a similar history and education. They were
intermarried, and treated each other as social equals. The aris-
tocracy considered itself a single class. The children of the gentry
who had settled in the towns kept the aristocratic mentality of
their fathers. Though their economic position was that of a
middle class, their mentality was different from that of either the
West European or the Balkan bourgeoisie.

After the First World War, land reforms were carried out in
Rumania, Czechoslovakia and Y ugoslavia. The landowning class
lost the economic basis of their political power. The political basis
was at the same time removed by the introduction of universal
suffrage. The result of these measures was that the landowners
became a small and relatively uninfluential element in the ruling
classes of Yugoslavia and Rumania. In Poland, land reform was
on a more modest scale, and with the passage of time the pace of
redistribution was slowed up. In Hungary only a small part of
the land changed hands. Thus in both these countries landowners
continued to play an important part in politics. Power was in
effect shared between the great landowners and the aristocratic
middle class described above. Even in Rumania and Croatia the
aristocratic origin of a portion of the middle class had political
and cultural effects.

In the Balkans landowners were unimportant even before 1918.
In Serbia and Bulgariathe native feudal aristocracy was destroyed
by the invading Turksin the fifteenth century. The Turks them-
selves created no hereditary landowning class. Such land as was
in the possession of Turkish pashas or beys at the time of libera-
tion was divided among Serbian or Bulgarian peasants. In
Greece large estates had slightly more importance, but a reform
carried out by Venizelos on the eve of the First World War went
far towards eliminating them. In Albania a class of big land-
owners formed a pseudo-feudal ruling class in the southern, or
Tosk, provinces, while the northerners, or Ghegs, were organised
on atribal basis somewhat similar to the Scottish clans.

An East European business class came into being towards the
end of the nineteenth century. The earliest industrial centres were
Warsaw, Lodz and Dombrowa-Silesiain Poland, the Czech lands,
and Budapest. A Czech business class grew up in Bohemia and
Moravia in competition with the German from the end of the
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nineteenth century. In Poland and Hungary, thefirst business men
tended to be Jews or Germans. Poles began to enter business
shortly before the First World War, particularly in the provinces
ruled by Prussia. Hungarian Jewish industrialists and bankers to
some extent intermarried with the Hungarian landowning families
and had a share in their political power, though they were seldom
prominent in public life. It was not until after the First World War
that ethnic Hungarians began to go into business in considerable
numbers. Both Polish and Hungarian business men thus found
themselves in direct economic conflict with the Jews. This gave a
strong stimulus to anti-semitism, which until then had been mainly
an intellectual and religious phenomenon, with a certain material
basis in the form of rivalry in the free professions. In the thirties the
growth of ethnic Polish and Hungarian business classes was rapid
and was accompanied by the spread of fascist ideas. The process
was encouraged by the governments, and a form of State capital-
ism came into being, under which it was hard to say whether the
politicians controlled or were controlled by the new business men.
In Czechoslovakia the Jewish element was too small to produce
these effects, and the political traditions of the Czech people were
opposed to anti-semitism. The Czech business class grew in
numbers and produced its own wealthy capitalists. But the balance
of social classes and the democratic outlook of the nation made the
Czech bourgeoisie resemble that of Western Europe rather than of
neighbouring countries.

Rumanian development resembled that of Poland and Hun-
gary, but at a more primitive level. In 1918 most of Rumanian
industry and banking was in Jewish hands, but certain ethnic
Rumanian families, mostly of'gentry' origin and connected with
the dominant Liberal Party, played an important part. The
following twenty years brought a further influx of ethnic Ruman-
ians into business, of whom many were of humbler social origin
(for instance, sons of small officials or of wealthy peasants), and
from the newly acquired provinces (especially Transylvania and
Bukovina). Their competition with Jewish business led to violent
anti-semitism. In Rumania, as in Poland and Hungary, the
governments of the thirties had a policy of State capitalism, which
favoured especially metallurgical, chemical and engineering
heavy industry.® On the eve of the Second World War the
interests of the State and of big business were hardly separable.

! The social and political effects of this economic development are discussed in a
work by the Communist intellectual Patrascanu, Sub trei dictaturi (Bucarest, 1945).
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The business class of Serbia and Bulgaria was of more recent
growth. It was derived from the wealthy peasants, pig-dealers,
moneylenders and craftsmen of the villages and small towns. At
the end of the last century contacts between these elements and
western business interests (Austrian, German, French and
British) developed, and something like a capitalist class came into
being. After 1918 the comparatively large state Yugoslavia
offered new opportunities of enrichment to the Serbian business
men, who tried to use political power to impose their will on the
older bourgeoisie of Croatia. In Bulgaria, impoverished by defeat,
there were fewer prizes to be won. The Albanian bourgeoisie had
not advanced beyond the village shopkeeper or usurer stage.
Greek capitalism was much older: in a sense it may be said to go
back to Byzantine or even classical times. It was based mainly on
import and export business, and on shipping. After 1913 atobacco
industry grew rapidly in Macedonia and Thrace, and after the
First World War factories sprang up in the Athens-Peiraeus
and Salonica areas.

An important element in the ruling classes were the heads of
the bureaucracy. The Polish bureaucracy was based on a mixture
of Russian, Prussian and Austrian traditions, with the first on the
whole predominating. The Czechs had been trained in the
Austrian school. Hungarian and Croatian officials owed some-
thing to Austrian and something to oriental models, while the
bureaucratic traditions of Greece, Rumania, Serbia and Bulgaria
were entirely Turkish. Corruptionwas undoubtedly widespreadin
East European bureaucracy. At the low levels it was due to bad
pay, which made it almost impossible for officials, with families to
support, to refuse bribes for minor transgressions of the law. At
the top, corruption took the form of embezzlement by ministers
or senior officials of 'discretionary funds', sale of favourable
tariffs to foreign business interests, large bribes from employers
to labour inspectors, and similar abuses.

A second unpleasant characteristic of bureaucracy was brutal-
ity. Peasants were often robbed and beaten by gendarmes. In
the prisons torture was widely used, particularly for political
offences. Even when bureaucrats were not guilty of physical
violence, they showed an utter contempt for 'the masses. Only
too frequently the main ambition of the peasant's son who
obtained higher education was to secure a place in some sort of
government employment, where he would be able to parade his
superiority over the people of his native village. The bureaucracy
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was enormously inflated to givejobs of this kind, but in the slump
of the thirties the strain was too much for it. There were then
thousands of 'unemployed intellectuals', who formed an impor-
tant element of instability in Danubian politics.

The professional class or ‘intelligentsia’ was not strictly a
separate class. Part of it belonged to the ruling class, and part
provided the nearest equivalent in Eastern Europe to a 'middle
class' of a western type. Before 1918 the intelligentsia of Poland,
Hungary and Rumania was recruited partly from the Jewish
population and partly from formerly landowning ‘'gentry’
families. After 1918 the great development of popular education
opened it to sons of peasants, small officials and skilled workers.
The accessibility to the masses of the education ladder—the main
means of rising into the ruling class—varied between countries.
It was least in Hungary and greatest in Czechoslovakia. The
education system of the Balkan countries had already before 1918
been comparatively 'democratic' in the sense of opportunity, and
this was still more the case afterwards. But throughout Eastern
Europe it was of course more difficult for children of workers or of
poor peasants to rise than for those more favourably placed, and
the depression of the thirties made things still worse. The quality
of education varied greatly. It was highest in Czechoslovakia and
Poland, probably lowest in Rumania.' The leading universities
of all countries maintained a fairly high standard, but in the
village schools teaching all too often degenerated to the three R's
plus atraining in national hatred.

Higher education had high prestige in Eastern Europe. Even
bureaucrats were not ashamed, but honoured, to call them-
selves ‘intellectuals'. It was especially valuable to put 'Dr.'
before one's name. Lawyers and professors were prominent in
politics, both in the pseudo-democratic period of party politics
and under the dictatorships which replaced them. Apart from
those who became public political figures, there were many
others whose task it was to produce legal and ideological theories
tojustify the policy and methods of the various regimes. But the
intelligentsia was also arevolutionary force. It was through it that
foreign political ideas reached Eastern Europe. In the nineteenth

! Rumanian universities of course produced some first-class and many competent
graduates. But the prevalence of fascist and anti-semitic toughs, seeking not knowledge
but an opportunity to beat up Jewish students or shopkeepers, was a blot on the
Rumanian education system. The same phenomenon was also found to some extent
in Poland. Chauvinist propaganda passed for teaching of history in the greater part of
the Balkan peninsula as well.
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century, students who visited France or Germany brought back
with them the ideas of liberalism and nationalism, which pro-
foundly affected their countries’ development. After 1918 it was
through the younger generation of the intelligentsia that com-
munism, and later fascism, spread in Eastern Europe.

The East European intelligentsia arose from contact with the
West. Scientific discoveries, literary and artistic influences, and
the main political ideas, came from France, Germany or the
Anglo-Saxon countries. East European intellectuals felt them-
selves to be part of a single European culture, and their ambition
was to be accepted as equals by their western colleagues—as
indeed many of them fully deserved to be. But if the East Euro-
pean intellectuals were western in outlook, this cannot be said of
their peoples as a whole. The social structure of Eastern Europe
more closely resembled that of Russia, or even of Asiatic countries,
than that of France, Britain or Germany. This will be seen by a
brief description of the peasantry and working class.

PEASANTS AND WORKERS

Eastern Europe is still a predominantly agricultural region.
In the thirties the peasantry formed fifty to eighty per cent of
the population in all countries of the region except Czecho-
slovakia.®

Before 1918 the agriculture of Poland, Austria-Hungary and
the old kingdom of Rumania was largely based on great landed
estates, while in the Balkans small holdings prevailed. After 1918
less than one million acres were redistributed in rump Hungary,
which left most of the great estates almost or completely intact.
In Poland, disagreement between the political parties retarded
the execution of land reform, and in the thirties such distribution
as had been decided was still further delayed. Between 1921 and
1937 about six million acres were divided up. In Rumania more
than ten million acres were transferred from big landowners to
peasants. In the following twenty years it is true that many of
the new owners were compelled by economic pressure to sell their
land, of which some found its way back to the old landowners,
and some was acquired by wealthy peasants, who began to
constitute a new class of landowners. Nevertheless the contrasts
in the size of holdings were very much smaller in Rumania than

1 Approximate figures for the proportion of peasants in the thirties are: 34 per cent of
the population in Czechoslovakia, 55 per cent in Hungary, 50 per cent in Greece,
63 per cent in Poland, 75 per cent in Yugoslavia, 78 per cent in Rumania, and 80 per
cent in Bulgaria.
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in Hungary or Poland. In Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia fairly
radical land reforms also took place. It is probable that a similar
process occurred after the reform as in Rumania, but this cannot
be stated with certainty owing to the absence of recent statistics.
Bulgaria and Greece were already countries of small holdings. In
Albania large estates continued to exist in the southern provinces.

The social and economic problems of the peasantry differed in
the two types of society—the reformed and the unreformed—and
deserve brief separate consideration.

In Hungary and Poland there was a large class of landless
agricultural workers. Some of these were casual labourers, who
found employment during the seasons of greatest agricultural
activity, and were given low money wages supplemented by some
payment in grain. For a large part of the year they were unem-
ployed, and drifted round the country in search of work. Others
were estate servants permanently employed in the various jobs
connected with the upkeep of the big estates. They had the
advantage of a certain minimum security, but enjoyed less per-
sonal freedom. On some estates housing and nourishment were
extremely bad.

Two features of this system are worth stressing. One was the
existence of a permanent reserve of agricultural labour, which the
landlords used to keep down wages. The political power of the
landlords enabled them to some extent to prevent this superfluous
labour from being wholly absorbed by industry. The other feature
was the weakness or absence of agricultural workers' trade unions.
In Hungary such unions had been founded in the 1890's, when
they carried out 'harvest strikes' which seriously alarmed the
government.® Special legislation had then been introduced to
prevent strikes of land labourers. After the counter-revolution
of 1919 trade union activity in the villages was made quite
impossible. In Poland similar unions appeared in 1919.> They
were to some extent led by communists, and after the war of
1920 with the Soviet Union the authorities tended to treat them
as subversive organisations.

On the eve of the Second World War there was considerable
pressure by public opinionin both Hungary and Poland in favour
of land reform. Its opponents tried to justify their attitude by
economic arguments, insisting that a reform would dangerously

! See Kovacs, A nema forradalom (‘The Silent Revolution') (Budapest 1937).

2 See article by Misko in Voprosy Istorii, the Soviet historical journal, of October
1948, entitled 'Revolutsionn[oe dvizhe]nie v Polshi v 1918-19 godah\ ('The Revolu-
tionary Movement in Poland in 1918-19'.)



THE SOCIAL STRUCTURE 15

dislocate production. There was of course some force in these
arguments. But the social and political discontent caused by the
great contrasts in wealth represented a still more serious danger.

Land reform could only be a step forward: it could not solve
the problems of the peasants. This was shown by the experience
of the Balkan countries and of Rumania. The new owners of land
received little help from the governments. They were poorly
supplied with livestock and even with essential agricultural tools.
Credit was hard to get, and many peasants became heavily
indebted to village usurers or banks. Technical education was
neglected. Sons of peasants who obtained higher education only
too often studied law, settled down in the towns and cut them-
sdlves off from peasant life. There was a shortage of trained
agricultural engineers. Co-operatives were managed by the pros-
perous minority of the peasants in their own interests, and were of
little use to the smallholders.

These factors weakened the smallholders already in the 1920's:
with the slump of the thirties their plight became desperate.
Agricultural prices fell more steeply, and recovered more slowly,
than those of industrial goods. The few essential things which the
peasants had to buy in the towns—salt, oil, some articles of
clothing—became intolerably expensive. The burden of debts and
of taxation was enormously increased.

On the eve of the war, between two-thirds and three-quarters
of the peasants of Eastern Europe were smallholders, whose land
was insufficient to support their families. The fundamental
problem was overpopulation. The general density of population
in any of these countries was very much smaller than in Western
Europe. But the number of people engaged in agriculture per
unit of agricultural land was very much higher. Granted the low
level of industrialisation and the backward methods of agricul-
ture, Eastern Europe was overpopulated. The yield of crops was
low, and had made very little progress for the precedingfifty years.
In existing circumstances there was not enough land to go round,
and there was not enough work for the population living on the
land. On a given unit of land in Yugoslavia, Rumaniaor Bulgaria
three times as many people produced three times less than in
Denmark.’ One or two members of the average smallholder

! Density of agricultural population was 36-6 per square kilometre in Denmark,
116*3 in Rumania, 157.4 in Yugoslavia. Output of wheat per hectare in quintals
was 29-2 in Denmark, 9-1 in Rumania, 11 in Yugoslavia. These figures come from
Madgearu, Evolulia economiel romanesti, 1940. They are of course approximate, as both
population and output changed year by year. But they give a substantially true picture.
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family were obliged to seek work on the land of a larger holding
or in industry. Many failed for long periods to find such work.
Very few peasants were completely unemployed, in the sense in
which workers in industrial centres may be unemployed. But
almost every peasant from the smallholder class was permanently
under-employed. Experts calculated that between one-third and
one-half of the labour power of the villages was superfluous.

With the best will in the world, it was difficult to find a solution
to this problem, and impossible to devise a rapid one. Long-term
results could be hoped from a general improvement of methods of
agriculture. Such improvement required a great increase of
technical education, provision by the State of cheap credit
facilities and tools, new roads and railways, drainage and irriga-
tion schemes, regrouping of strip holdings into economically
workable units, and the organisation of much more efficient and
far-reaching forms of co-operatives. | mprovement of agricultural
methods would make possible specialisation in more valuable
crops, such as vegetable oils, industrial plants or fodder, the
development of livestock and dairy produce, and a reduction
of the hitherto excessive cultivation of cereals. Side by side with
these measures in agriculture, it was essential to develop industry.
And this meant a careful planning of available resources, and the
creation of such industries as could be based on native raw
materials, provide some of the needs of the home market, and
afford employment to an increasing proportion of the excess
population of the villages.

The need for such an agricultural and industrial policy was
universally recognised in Eastern Europe between the two World
Wars, but very little was achieved. Industry made considerable
progress, but in haphazard fashion. It was determined rather by
the wishes of foreign capital interests than by the country's real
needs. These of course often, but by no means always, coin-
cided. The agricultural policy of the governments was mainly de-
voted to the protection of the minority (15-20 per cent) of medium
farmers, who produced for the big internal markets and for export
trade, and neglected the smallholders. For instance, in Yugoslavia
a policy of high grain prices benefited the medium farmers of the
grain-growing provinces of Slavonia and Voivodina, but harmed
the smallholders of the wooded and mountainous districts of
Bosnia, Dalmatia or Montenegro, who had to buy their food.
But the medium farmers had more influence in the political
parties, and so were able to exercise more pressure on the govern-
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ments than the smallholders. Most of the time the governments
had no systematic agricultural policy. They confined themselves to
carrying on 'somehow® and making demagogic speeches about
the stern solid virtues of the sound peasantry. But when they did
try to formulate a consistent policy, for instance King Carol's
governments in 1938-40 in Rumania, their aim seemed to be to
create a strong yeoman farmer class, owning from 25 to 120 acres
of land. In this they were following the policy of the Imperial
Russian statesman Stolypin, or of Hitler's Minister of Agriculture
Walter Darre. But if agriculture was to be based on holdings of this
size, what was to happen to the majority of the peasantry for
whom there would be no land? The governments had no answer.
Spokesmen shook their heads sadly, murmured about industry,
and left it at that.

All governments were agreed in detestation of a policy of
co-operative cultivation. Yet there would appear to be much to
be said for co-operative farming in these countries, at least in the
grain-growing plainlands. It would make possible arational use of
machinery, and prevent the exploitation of the poorer peasants by
the wealthier. Such a policy would however only win popular
support if it were pursued without the injustices and excesses
which occurred in Russia in 1929-33.

Land reform continued to be the desire of the Hungarian and
Polish peasants, many of whom did not think further ahead. In
the Balkan countries the misery of the thirties brought a great
disillusionment to those who had expected great things of the land
reforms. But the reaction of the peasants to poverty and under-
employment varied according to the generation. The older men
tended to regard their misfortunes as temporary and abnormal,
and to hope for a return of the better times they had known. The
younger men, who had never known anything but misery,
regarded it as normal, and were more inclined to attribute it to a
fault in the whole social system. They listened with greater sym-
pathy than their fathers to revolutionary propaganda.

A separate working class, with a mode of life and outlook quite
distinct from those of bourgeoisie or peasantry, was an important
factor in Western and Central Poland, in the Czech lands, and
in Budapest. In all these regions trade unions were firmly estab-
lished by 1918, and even in the face of police pressure between
the wars they kept their hold on the workers. In the south-eastern
countries industry was less advanced, but it was growing quickly.
Rumania was ahead of her southern neighbours. The petroleum

c
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industry, centred on Ploe8ti and the Prahova valley, was the
oldest. But during the thirties metallurgical industry, supported
by very high protective tariffs, made rapid progress. Bucarest and
Bra8ov were important industrial centres, and there were others
in various parts of the country, especially in Transylvania. In
Y ugoslavia the most industrialised region was Croatia, which had
been developed already under the pre-1918 Hungarian regime.
In Serbia progress was made in the thirties. In Bulgaria there were
the big coal mines of Pernik, a number of factories in and round
Sofia, textile mills in the central provinces and a flourishing
tobacco industry in Plovdiv. Tobacco was aso the largest industry
of Greece, but other factories grew up in the Athens area. Albania's
only industrial resource was oil, which began to be mined in the
twenties.

The problems of the skilled worker in Eastern Europe were
much the same as in the West, and so do not need much attention
here. But a special problem was provided by the unskilled workers
from the villages. These were peasants whose families owned small
holdings which provided part of the subsistence needs of their
members, but who came to the factories to earn a bit more, in
order to buy the few essential town-made products (clothes, salt,
lamp-oil, etc.) which they could not do without, and to pay taxes
and debts. They were therefore content with less than the wage
required by workers who lived in the towns and maintained their
families there. They provided a useful reserve of labour to the
employers. When industry prospered, the influx of new recruits
from the villages kept wages down, and when times were bad the
village recruits returned to alife of under-employment and under-
nourishment at home. They were not recorded in the official
unemployment statistics.

These conditions were a serious obstacle to Rumanian and
Balkan working-class organisation. An additional difficulty was
the hostility of the police, which was inclined to view all trade
unions as 'nests of Bolshevism'. The Rumanian trade unions had
few liberties even in the Parliamentary period. Two big strikes,
in 1929 in the Jiu valley coal-mines and in 1933 in the Grivitsa
railway workshops in Bucarest, were suppressed with loss of life.
The unions were formally abolished in 1938 when King Carol's
dictatorship was created. Bulgarian trade unions were strong imme-
diately after the First World War, but were much weakened in the
repression of 1923. In 1934 they were abolished after Velchev's
military coup d'etat and replaced by 'corporative' organisations.
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In Yugoslavia trade unions grew rapidly, and organised a
number of serious strikes, during the disordered years 1919-21. In
the following years they lost ground and suffered from police
repression. They were perhaps strongest in Slovenia, where the
traditions of Austrian Social Democracy had left some mark.
In Croatia, there were special nationalist trade unions, controlled
by the Croatian Peasant Party. In Serbia the Stojadinovic
government of 1935-8 created a new trade union organisation,
known as 'jugoras'. Its members wore uniforms, and the organ-
isation was modelled on Mussolini's fascist 'corporations'. The
Greek trade unions became active in the early thirties, especially
in the tobacco centres in the north. A general strike in Kavalla,
organised by communist-led trade unions, was the immediate
occasion of the installation of General Metaxas's dictatorship,
under which trade union activity became impossible.

NATIONALISM

In Eastern Europe nationalism is a more powerful and explosive
force than in the West. This is of course not surprising in view of
the history of the region. Many nations, none of which has a large
population, are concentrated into a comparatively small space.
A series of migrations, conquests and reconquests have caused an
intermixture of nationalities in certain areas, which cannot be
straightened out by any 'ethnical frontier'. Moreover all these
nations have experienced long periods of foreign rule, and this
has made them particularly sensitive in questions affecting their
independence and national prestige.

But the East European nationalism of the last twenty years
cannot be explained entirely by these causes. Nationalism was
systematically propagated by the governments, almost as a State
religion. In the schools children were taught to regard neigh-
bouring nations as culturally and morally inferior to their own.
In the teaching of history the greatest emphasis was laid on the
brief periods in the Middle Ages when each nation had dominated
areas at present held by its neighbours. These ephemeral medieval
frontiers were represented as the 'natural' boundaries of the
nation. Nothing was done to promote mutual knowledge and
understanding between neighbours. For instance, many Ruman-
ians had some knowledge of France, some even had good know-
ledge, but hardly any one knew anything at all about Y ugoslavia,
Bulgaria or Poland. Intellectuals prided themselves on their
ignorance of the benighted Balkans.
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Eastern Europe bristled with minority problems. In 1939, of a
population of about no million, some 22 million people belonged
to minorities.! In Poland the German minority was fairly well
treated, but could never reconcile itself to the fact that it was no
longer the ruling nation. The Ukrainian and White Russian
minorities were badly treated. In Czechoslovakia better treatment
was given to national minorities than anywhere dse in Eastern
Europe. But neither the Germans of the Czech lands nor the
Hungarians of Slovakia and Ruthenia could forget that they had
once been the master nation. In Rumania and the Balkans
almost all minorities were badly treated. The exception were the
Germans, who in Yugoslavia and Rumania received favoured
treatment as a counter-weight to the Hungarians. They had in
practice something like cultural autonomy and greater political
freedom than the members of the majority nations. In Hungary
their political independence was morerestricted, but their economic
position was, as also in Yugoslavia and Rumania, extremely
favourable. The other national minorities (for instance, Hun-
garians in Yugoslavia and Rumania, Albanians in Yugoslavia,
Bulgarians in Rumania, and Turks in Bulgaria) suffered serious
disabilities. They had insufficient schools in their own language,
were ruled by officials of the majority nation who did not speak
their language, had little opportunity of official employment, and
were exposed to various economic disadvantages. In part this was
due to a deliberate policy of national discrimination by the
governments, in part to the more general fact that the regimes
were oppressive dictatorships, which weighed heavily on the
majority nation as well as on the minority.

A special case were areas of mixed population, where it was
difficult to speak of 'majority' and 'minority® nations, as these had

! According to the official census figures of the various states the numbers of
national minorities were as follows (to the nearest 10,000, census year in brackets):
Poland (1931)—Ukrainians 3,230,000; White Russians 990,000; Germans 740,000.
Czechoslovakia (1930} —Germans 3,230,000; Hungarians 690,000; Poles 80,000.
Hungary (1920)-—Germans 550,000; Slovaks 140,000; South Slavs 80,000. Rumania
(1930)—Hungarians 1,430,000; Germans, 740,000; Ukrainians 580,000; Russians
420,000; Bulgarians 360,000. Yugoslavia (1931)—Germans 510,000; Hungarians
470,000; Albanians 440,000; Rumanians 230,000. Bulgaria (1934)—Turks 620,000.
Of these figures, the Czechoslovak and the Rumanian are probably the most reliable.
The Yugoslav figuresfor Albanians, and the Polish figures for Ukrainians and White
Russians, fall far short of the truth at the time, possibly not showing much more than
half the real numbers. Jews numbered 2,730,000 in Poland and 720,000 in Rumania
according to the same censuses. In Hungary they were only recorded as a national
group in the 1941 census, taken when south Slovakia, Ruthenia and north Transyl-
vania formed part of Hungary. They were then recorded as 160,000, which seems a

very low figure. Jews in Czechoslovakiain 1930 were recorded as 190,000, of whom the
majority came from areaswhich in 1941 werein Hungary.
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lived together for centuries and become inextricably interwoven.
The most important example of this is Transylvania. For cen-
turies the Hungarians ruled this province, and the Rumanians
had no rights. In 1918 it was acquired by Rumania, and it was
the turn of the Hungarians to be underdogs. For twenty years
Transylvania was a bone of contention between Hungary and
Rumania, whose relations with each other were continuously bad.
Another example is Macedonia, the variety of whose population
has given French cooks a word for fruit salad. It has been for fifty
years a bone of contention between Serbia (or Yugoslavia), Bul-
garia and Greece.

A further special problem was created in two states, Czecho-
slovakia and Yugoslavia, where there was more than one 'state
nation'—in the first case Czechs and Slovaks, and in the second
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. In both cases one nation (the Czechs
in Czechoslovakia and the Serbs in Yugoslavia) obtained control
of the state machine and identified its own nationalism with
‘national unity'. The problem was complicated by different cul-
tural and administrative traditions. The Czechs were 'more
western' than the Slovaks, while the Serbs were 'more oriental’
than the Croats or Slovenes. Thus the Slovaks enjoyed better
government under the Czechs than they had previously known,
while for the Croats there was a decline in standards. But both
Slovaks and Croats were strongly nationalist, and caused in fact
far more trouble to the new states than did the national minorities
in the strict sense.

Nationalism was deliberately used by Danubian governments
as a means of diverting discontent from home problems. If the
depressed peasants could be persuaded that their poverty was
due, not to the failures of the government, but to the wickedness of
a neighbouring nation, this could relieve the regime of dangers in
internal politics. For instance, 'Revisionism'* was used by the
Hungarian rulers to divert public attention from the question of
a land reform. The Jews were a most convenient scapegoat in
Poland, Rumania and Hungary. Despite their demagogic and

! 'Revisionism' meant revision of the treaty of Trianon (1920). This could mean one
of three things—improved treatment for Hungarian minorities in neighbour states,
frontier revision designed to restore to Hungary areas inhabited mainly by Hungarians
and adjoining the frontiers of Hungary, and restoration of the 1914 frontiers. The first
was in theory acceptable to the neighbour states. The second was officially refused, but
was not utterly inconceivable. The third, which would have put millions of non-
Hungarians back under Hungarian rule, was obviously unacceptable. The word
‘revisionism' became a bogy-word to the publicists of the Little Entente countries
and a mystic war-cry to those of Hungary.
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pseudo-revolutionary character, the nationalist movements fur-
thered the interests of social conservatism. In the late thirties they
also became the tools of Nazi Germany. It is curious that those
who most stridently declaimed their devotion to their nations'
‘greatness’, and who advanced the most extravagant nationalist
claims with regard to their neighbours, all became the most
subservient agents of German Imperialism.

It was clear already before the war that the only method of
treatment for the disease of nationalism was to end the identi-
fication of nationality with the state apparatus. Each nation has
a language and culture of its own, which requires respect, and as
long as these are trampled on by another nation each will react
with violence. Between the wars it was a dogma that nationality
could only be protected by national states. This meant that every
nation must have a state of its own, within whose frontiers all
members of the nation are included and no other nation may have
any rights. But Eastern Europe cannot be organised on this basis
unless one nation succeeds in exterminating all the others, which
with the existing balance of numerical and military strength is
improbable. The only way out would seem to be a closer associa-
tion of states, which would reduce the importance of frontiers.
Within the states so associated, members of different national
groups would have equal right to use their language in schools
and administration and equal opportunities of recruitment into
the civil service. Thiswould in fact not weaken but strengthen the
states.

Social reforms, by removing internal tensions, could help the
chances of such a policy. No less essential is a minimum of inter-
national stability. If these two essential conditions were fulfilled,
then at least a beginning could be made. Ultimate success must
depend above all on the adoption of an entirely new educational
policy, designed to encourage citizens from their earliest years to
regard fellow-citizens of foreign speech, not as enemies but as
friends.



CHAPTER TWO
PARTIESAND POLITICS

HE many political parties which existed in Eastern Europe

before 1939 can be roughly divided into four types, which

we will call bourgeois democratic, peasant, Marxist and
fascist. The present chapter will contain a brief summary of the
part played by the most important parties from these four
categories. From the summary a general picture should emerge
of the development of the East European countries from parlia-
mentarism to dictatorship and should render possible some broad
conclusions on that subject.

BOURGEOIS DEMOCRATIC PARTIES

These parties stood for western parliamentary democracy. They
did not have a specifically class programme. Rather they sought
by progressive general principles to appeal to all classes. They said
much of political freedom and something of social reform. They
received the votes of many peasants, small officials and factory
workers, but their leaders were for the most part lawyers, business
men or teachers from the towns. This became still more the case
as the numerical and economic importance of the bourgeoisie
increased. Their policies in practice favoured mainly the urban
business class and the richer peasants. The economic difficulties of
the thirties accentuated the conflict of interests between their
leaders and the poor in both town and village. Rising social dis-
content alarmed them, and diminished their enthusiasm for even
political democracy, sinceit might give power to the unprivileged
to overrule their policy. They split into fractions, some of which
joined the new dictatorships and abandoned all pretence of
liberal principles, while others remained in ineffectual opposition,
divided within themselves by personal quarrels and cut off from
the majority of their peoples by their conservatism and inertia.

The most important party of this type in Poland were the
National Democrats, who were led for more than thirty years by
Roman Dmowski. This party to some extent stood for the tradi-
tions of the French Revolution but its nationalism was more
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important than its liberalism. To some extent this was inevitable
at a time when Poland's division between three empires was a
bitter grievance to every Polish patriot. But Dmowski introduced
a new and aggressive type of nationalism. In his famous book
Thoughts of a Modern Pole (1893) he repudiated the old liberalism,
and held up Bismarck's Prussia as a model to be followed by Poles.
Prussian methods should be used to overthrow the hated Prussians.
One of his close associates, Balicki, expressed similar views in a book
significantly entitled National Egoism. Dmowski's nationalism was
directed not only against the great oppressing nations, the
Germans and Russians, but also against nations suffering from the
same oppression but who were real or potential rivals of the Poles—
the Ukrainians and theJews. The National Democratic Party was
closely linked with the rising Polish middle class, largely of aristo-
cratic origin, which was entering the free professions and business.
Polish business was increasingly linked to the great Russian
market, and Dmowski therefore worked energetically though
unsuccessfully for Polish-Russian co-operation within the frame-
work of a "neoslav' policy which was above all directed against
Germany. At the same time the entry of Poles into business,
hitherto largely a Jewish preserve, gave a powerful impetus to
anti-semitism. After 1918 the National Democratic Party was the
strongest in Poland. Pilsudski's coup d'etat of 1926 threw it into
opposition, where it remained until the Nazi conquest. During
the thirties it was very much influenced by fascism. It became
more and more anti-semitic, but its anti-German nationalism
prevented most of its supporters from falling a prey to Nazi
propaganda. On the eve of the war it was a reactionary and
chauvinistic party, led by the professional and business class, but
possessing wide popular support largely through the influence of
the Catholic Church.

The Czech National Democratic Party resembled the Polish in
its nationalism and in the social character of its leadership. It was
however less linked with the Catholic Church, and it had much
less popular support after 1918. Its leader Kramaf was an old
friend of Dmowski, and was with him prominent in the neoslav
movement before 1914. The party was socially conservative, and
was backed mainly by business men and senior bureaucrats. In
the thirties it lost much ground among these classes to the advan-
tage of the Agrarian Party. The other bourgeois democratic party
among the Czechs was the National Socialist Party. Its most
distinguished member was Dr. Eduard Benes, but his constant
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tenure of the Foreign Ministry or the Presidency prevented him
from playing a role in party politics. The party was socially
radical and strongly nationalist. Because of the former association
of the Catholic Church with the Austrian imperial dynasty and
ruling class, and because of a patriotic glorification of the Hussite
tradition, the National Socialists tended towards anti-clericalism.
In many ways they can be compared, in outlook and policy, with
the French Radical Party. Their main strength was among the
professional class and state officials, but they also enjoyed con-
siderable working-class support.

Hungary hardly had an important party of the bourgeois
democratic type. For lack of a better description one must how-
ever include under this title the 'government party', which under
various names dominated Hungarian politics from 1920 to 1944.
Its essential basis was the landed gentry and the Hungarian
middle class. The latter consisted mainly of bureaucrats and pro-
fessional men of aristocratic origin, but from the thirties onwards the
purely Hungarian business element began to be important. The
non-Hungarian (mainly Jewish) business class supported the
government party, but had little direct influence in it. Hungarian
politics were very largely a personal affair. The leaders depended
on the support of the Regent, Admiral Horthy. Local party bosses
obtained their positions, and rose in the party hierarchy, mainly
by personal connections with influential men. From 1921 to 1931
the government party and the country were dominated by Count
Stephen Bethlen, a member of a famous Transylvanian aristo-
cratic family, a social conservative with elements of whiggish
liberalism. After 1933 the dominant personality was General
Gombos, a middle-class man of German origin, who inclined
rather more to a fascist style of demagogy, but still did not carry
things to an extreme. Under his successors, especially the banker
Imredy (Premier 1938-9), the fascist trend within the party grew.
The Churches (Catholic, Calvinist and Evangelical) usually
had some influence within the party. Mildly liberal elements
remained within it to the end. It is difficult to generalise about so
heterogeneous a group, but it is probably true that with the
passage of time the landowning gentry lost some power within it
to the advantage of the rising middle class, itself largely of gentry
origin, and that it thus began to pay more attention to the
interests of industry and less to those of agriculture. But when
agricultural questions arose it defended the landowners at the
expense of the smallholders or labourers.
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The dominant Rumanian party was the National Liberal,
which represented the middle class in business, the professions and
the bureaucracy. The party is inextricably associated with the
family of Bratianu, above all with the father and son, Ion and
lonel, who were many times Prime Minister between 1880 and
1927. Before 1914 the liberals alternated with the conservatives,
representing the landowners. But land reform and universal
suffrage, both introduced by the liberals during the war, deprived
the landowners of economic and political power, and thus
destroyed the Conservative Party. In the ten years after 1918 the
great majority of the wealthier people in town and country, and
the bulk of the civil service and business (including Jewish
business), supported the liberalsin the old kingdom of Rumania.
But in the new province of Transylvania the main political force
was the National Party, founded under the Hungarian regime. Its
support came from the peasants, but its leaders were middle class
—small-town lawyers, school teachers and merchants.' It might
have been expected that these two parties would merge after
1918 and form a united bourgeois democratic party of Greater
Rumania. That this did not happen was due partly to the clash
of two powerful personalities, the two leaders, lonel Bratianu
and luliu Maniu, for whom there was not room within one
party, and partly to the desire of the business elements within
the Liberal Party to get their hands on the considerable economic
resources of Transylvania, including the new industries which
the Hungarians had encouraged since the end of the nineteenth
century. Consequently the liberals remained a party of the
old kingdom. They stood for rigid centralism, both adminis-
trative and economic, and also for economic nationalism. They
were especially hostile to foreign capital. Their great days ended
with the death of lonel Bratianu in 1927. They were out of office
until 1933. They then returned for four years, but were only a
shadow of their former selves. Their main leader was now
Tatarescu, who became a willing instrument of King Carol IPs
plans for a personal dictatorship. The liberals were now a
thoroughly reactionary party, dominated by big industrialists
(especially from the new heavy industry which made quick
progress in the thirties), and tolerating the growth of fascist
movements. After the establishment of a royal dictatorship in
1938 the liberals split up into little cliques.

The corresponding party in Yugoslaviawas the Serbian Radical
Party. The founders of the party in the seventies were Utopian
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socialists, pupils of the Russian writer Chernyshevski. During the
eighties the socialist elements in their programme disappeared,
and they became a militant peasant party fighting for politicl
democracy as understood in the West. They had to fight the
despotic Prince Milan and the Progressive Party, which was based
on the top bureaucrats, professional army officers and merchants,
and pursued a policy of modernisation by the introduction of
capitalism, making the peasants pay. The radicals led a peasant
revolt in 1883, which was suppressed with some bloodshed. In
the next twenty years they were occasionally in the government,
but the opposition of the Crown prevented them from exercising
real power. Only with the overthrow of the Obrenovic dynasty
in 1903 and the accession of a constitutional monarch, King
Peter | Karadjordjevic, did they have their chance. Now they
had become the 'party of power', and they remained in that happy
position for some thirty years. Pasic, their leader, who had started
as arevolutionary, became a respectable and fanatically nation-
alist politician. The party attracted to itself all the business and
bureaucratic elements which had previously supported its rivals
the Progressives.

By 1914 Serbia already had the beginnings of a capitalist class,
and with the creation of Yugoslavia in 1918 this class's chances of
new wealth enormously increased. The Serb-Croat struggle, which
began with the controversy between centralism and federalism at
the Constituent Assembly of 1921 and which poisoned Y ugoslav
politics for more than twenty years, was to a considerable extent
due to the rivalry between the capitalist classes of Belgrade and
Zagreb. The former now controlled the Radical Party, and used
the state power to further their interests at the expense of their
Croat rivals. That they were not always successful in no way
diminished Croatian resentment. After the death of Pasic in 1926
the party was led by lesser men. When King Alexander introduced
adictatorship in 1929, it was largely from the ranks of the Radical
Party that he chose his collaborators. Thus, even though the
radicals, like other parties, were unable to carry on strictly party
activities, they were still relatively privileged. The social elements
which controlled the Radical Party were also favoured by the
dictatorship. After Alexander's assassination, his successor Prince
Regent Paul also relied on the radicals. Milan Stojadinovic,
Premier from 1935 to 1939, was aradical. He created a new party,
the Yugoslav Radical Union, which combined the radicals with
the Slovene Catholics and the Yugoslav Moslem organisation.
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The last two groups controlled Slovenia and Bosnia, but in the
rest of the country the radicals were supreme. This policy was not
accepted by the whole party. The remaining genuine democrats
broke away, and collaborated with the opposition parties. But
by now the radicals were, like the Rumanian liberals, a shadow of
their former selves. Stojadinovic modelled himself increasingly and
openly on Italian fascism, while the radical opposition was weak
and badly led.

Another Serbian bourgeois party worth mentioning is the
Democrat Party. Thiswas derived from the Independent Radicals,
who had broken away from the main party after 1903, and from
the Serb democrats of the formerly Hungarian provinces. In the
1921 elections it won the second largest number of seats after the
Radicals. The Democrat Party's programme hardly differed from
that of the Radical. On the whole it 