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CRISIS OF FAITH

Stalin’s Heirs

First of a series
By Michael Dobbs
Washington Post Forelgn Service

YALTA, U.S.S.R.—Standing in the white hall of
the Livadia Palace, the Soviet tour guide affects a
touch of reverence as she points to a nondescript
round table. “It was at this table . . .”—she pauses for
effect—“that the victors over Nazi Germany decided

. the postwar structure of Europe.”

Then she invites the group of middle-aged Soviet
tourists to examine a painting on the wall depicting
the scene in this same room on Feb. 11, 1945, the day
the Yalta agreements were signed. The leaders of the
three wartime allies—the United States, the Soviet
.Union and Britain—are seated around the table with
their advisers. Already gravely ill, Franklin D. Roo-
sevelt is huddled up close to the fireplace. Winston
Churchill looks somewhat grumpy.

Strive to Keep His Gains

It is only Joseph Stalin, the shoemaker’s son turned
unchallenged ruler of the Soviet empire, who seems
completely at ease.

The Livadia Palace in Yalta is a fitting place-to
begin an investigation of Russia’s East European fief-
dom as it enters a new era, the-era of Yuri Andropov.

REFORM OR REVOLT

Yalta has become a kind of historical shorthand for

the division of Europe between East and West. For

some, the word has come to mean the shameful be-

trayal by the Western allies of 100 million inhabitants

of Eastern BEurope. For others, it is the source of four
See EMPIRE, A23, Col. 1
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decadés of peace in Europe—the
longest period -of stability that the
contirient has known for centuries.

A former summer home of the
czars overlooking the Black Sea, the
Renaissance:style-Livadia Palace has

beén lovingly restored as a tourist.
attraction’By the present Communist-

government. Tens of thousands of

Soviet vacationers are shepherded -
through its marble-lined corridors

every year by guides who seem to
‘know their script by heart. The po-
litical message they drum into the

‘heads of the tourists is that. it was’

here, in the Crimea, that Soviet Rus-

sia achieved its rightful recognition
‘as a superpower following its ‘enor-

“mous sacrifices in World War II.
" A related message is that the re-
sults of that war must never be tam-

.pered with. To do so; in the view of.

the Kremlin’s léaders, is-to risk a
new and potentially even more di-
sastrous conflict.

History shows, however, that no

 man-made order is ever permanent.

Empires rise and fall. A generation
has passed since the end of the war
and—with the exception of Andrei
Gromyko, the veteran Soviet foreign
minister—all the men who helped
négotiate the Yalta accords are long
since dead or retired from active pol-

- ities. It is scarcely surprising, there-

fore, that the political status quo
associated with Yalta should today
appear shaky, even if it still remains
in place. :

During the past few years, the
Soviet Bloc has been beset by grow-
ing economic, political and ideolog-
ical strains. The crisis is most ad-
vanced in Poland where, a year ago,
a Communist government had to be
rescued by its own Army in order to
remain in power. But the symptoms
of decay are visible throughout the
region—from widespread political
apathy to ill-lit streets and empty
shops to massive and growing cor-
ruption.

The thesis that the Soviet Empire
is, in the long run, doomed has been
developed by President Reagan. In a

. speech to the British Parliament in

June,- he predicted that “the march
of freedom and democracy . .. will
leave Marxism-Leninism on the ash-
heap of history as it has left other
tyrannies which stifle the freedom
and muzzle the self-expression of the
people.” '

More surprisingly, Enrico Berlin-
guer, the leader of the Italian Com-
munist Party, has publicly doubted
“the capacity for development and
renewal” of the Communist societies
of Eastern Europe.

A tour of Eastern Europe provides
plenty of evidence to support one.
element of what could be called the
“Reagan-Berlinguer line”™ that the
Soviet Empire is undergoing a crisis
of faith more profound than any-
thing the West is currently experi-
encing. Conversations with Commu-
nist Party officials, dissidents, dip-
lomats, historians and ordinary cit-
izens reveal, however, a divergence of
opinion about whether the decline is
inexorable or whether, given dyna-
mic new leadership, it can be halted
or éven reversed.
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The crisis of faith—the crumbling
of the belief that communism can
provide the masses with a rich and
abundant life, let alone overtake
capitalism—assumes different forms
in different countries.

In Poland, statues of Vladimir
Ilyich Lenin, the founder of the So-
viet state, have been set on fire by
enraged workers chanting slogans
like “Long live Reagan” and “Junta,
back to Moscow.”

In Czechoslovakia, now “normal-
ized” after the crushing by Soviet
tanks of “socialism with a human
face” in 1968, the odd political slo-
gan still appears on a stretch of
whitewashed wall, known as “De-
mocracy Wall,” in Prague’s Old
Town. But most people have with-
drawn into themselves.

In Hungary, the first Soviet Bloc
country to introduce serious econom-
ic reforms, energies are devoted to
getting rich quick. ,

In the Soviet Union, one of the
best illustrations of the ideological
malaise is the revival of interest in
Stalin. The latest Stalin cult has
sprung up from below and is the
product of a centuries-old yearning
for a strong ruler who will make
Mother Russia respected abroad and

From left, Churchill, Roosevelt and Stalin take a moment out from their talks Europe at Yalta during February 1945. The decisions made there greatly

During the past
few years, the
Soviet Bloe has
been beset by

. growing
economie,
poelitical and
ideological strains
oo lhe
sympioms of
decay are visible
throughout the
region—~from
widespread
pelitical apathy to
ill-lit streets and
empty shops to
massive
corrupiion.

maintain order and discipline at
home.

In the guest book at the Livadia
Palace, some visitors have com-
plained about the lack of official rec-
ognition for Stalin’s achievements.
One typical comment, from a “war
veteran,” read: “I find it a great pity
that there’s no separate portrait of
Stalin here. He was as much a part
of our history as Churchill is of Eng-
land’s.”

Later, over dinner, a young Rus-
sian actress who was certainly born
after Stalin’s death in 1953 told a
Western visitor why she thought the
late dictator was “a great man.”

“Our lives at the moment have no
direction,” she said. “Ten percent of
the people work while the others
cheat. We need someone like Stalin
to get this country into shape again.”

It is difficult to believe that the
actress, whose main interests ap-
peared to be Western fashions and
Western music, would really have
welcomed a return to the days of the
great purges and the gulags. But her
feelings about Stalin, which were
evidently absorbed from her parents,
reflect the unease of many Russians
with the drift and stagnation that
accumulated during the 18-year rule
of Leonid Brezhnev.

It is significant that at Brezhnev’s
burial in Red Square last month,
there was none of the wild grief that
accompanied Stalin’s funeral. Stalin
was seen by Russians as the auto-
cratic ruler of a vast empire, the
spiritual heir of men like Ivan the
Terrible and Peter the Great. Brezh-
nev, by contrast, was perceived more
in the role of a powerful bureaucrat
administering the emperor’s legacy.

This psychological difference is
also felt by the people of Eastern
Europe. When Stalin died, there was
widespread anticipation of sweeping
changes—a mood that resulted in
the subsequent upheavals in East
Germany, Poland and Hungary be-
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because of strength of independent church
and independent peasantry.
CZECHOSLOVAKIA: 15.4 million. Mixed
Catholic and Orthodox population. Gus-
tav Husak president. Communists consol-
idated power in February 1948 following
coup. Country with strong left-wing and
democratic traditions. Sfalinism persisted
longer than elsewhere in Soviet Bloc, up to
1968 “Prague Spring” which was sup-
pressed by Soviet invasion. Half a million
people lost their jobs or were expelled
from the Communist Party.

HUNGARY: 10.8 million. Predominantly
Catholic. Janos Kadar first secretary of
Communist Party since 1956 Soviet inva-
sion. Communists consolidated power in
February 1947. Rrst Soviet Bloc country to
introduce economic reforms.

EAST GERMANY: 17 million. Predom-
inantly Protestant. Created in 1949 out of
former Soviet occupation zone. Berlin Wall
constructed in 1961 to stem outflow of
refugees. Erich Honecker became Com-
munist Party leader in 1971,

ROMANIA: 22.3 million. Predominantly
Orthodox. Nicolae Ceausescu became
Communist Party leader in 1965. Pursues
relatively independent foreign policy, only
Soviet Bloc state to have diplomatic re-
lations with lsrael. Domestically severest
political repression and lowest living stan-
dards of any Soviet Bloc country.
BULGARIA: 8.9 million. Overwhelmingly
Orthodox. Todor Zhivkov has been Com-
munist Party first secretary since 1954
Kremlin's most loyal ally.

tween 1954 and 1956. Now, however,
there is little expectation of major
change coming from above: for all its
failures, the system has become
much more entrenched.

The French political commenta-
tor, Andre Fontaine, has described
the Soviet Bloc as “an empire with-
out an emperor.” In an article in Le
Monde on Brezhnev’s death, he
wrote that none of Stalin’s succes-
sors had filled his role of charismatic
leader capable of exciting and chan-
neling patriotic devotion. He de-
picted the -Kremlin as militarily
strong but ideologically enfeebled—
the headquarters of a worldwide re-
ligion with scarcely any true believ-
ers left.
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The decline in the ideological ap-
peal of communism has, however,
made little difference in the way So-
viet leaders look at Eastern Europe.
Transcripts of the Yalta Conference
show that Stalin was brutally frank
with Roosevelt and Churchill. He
couched his arguments in terms of
realpolitik and Soviet national in-
terest: After years of war, Russia had
earned the right to secure borders.
And security, in Stalin’s view, meant
the installation of “friendly” govern-
ments in Eastern Europe.

The Soviet interpretation of what
was agreed at Yalta has been dis-
puted by Western historians. They
point out that the Yalta agreements
committed Moscow to allowing “free
and fair” elections in Poland—a
promise that was never kept. In ad-
dition, there is no explicit mention of
the division of Europe into spheres
of influence.

The fact remains, however, that
the Western allies did in practice
recognize an overriding Soviet inter-
est in Eastern Europe at Yalta. This
was not because Roosevelt and
Churchill were somehow outwitted
by Stalin. It was simply the result of

the military situation at the time.
When the “Big Three” met in the
hastily refurbished Livadia Palace,
with the devastation ‘of war still vis-
ible around them, the Red Army al-
ready had battled its way across Po-
land and was preparing for a final
assault on Berlin.

Stalin’s position was similar to
that of the Russian czar, Alexander
I, at the Congress of Vienna in 1815
following his victory over Napoleon.
“The emperor,” noted the British
foreign seeretary of the time, “insin-
uated that the question of Poland
could end only in one way, as he was
in possession.”

The territorial results of World
War II were summed up by the for-
mer Yugoslav ambassador to Mos-
cow, Veljko Micunovic, who noted in
his diary that Western powers such
as Britain had lost most of their co-
lonial possessions.

In some wonderment, he added:
“Only the U.S.S.R. increased its na-
tional territory, both in the West
and in the East. So this state, which
was already the higgest in the world,
became even bigger—and its small
neighbors became even smaller. And
I am not even speaking of the fact
that the USSR. included in its
orbit another seven European social-
ist states.”

All Soviet leaders since Stalin
have done everything possible to
protect this inheritance. Safeguard-
ing “the gains of socialism” was the
argument used by Nikita Khrush-
chev for invading Hungary in 1956.
The same logic was used to justify
the Soviet intervention in Czecho-
slovakia in 1968 and the military
crackdown in Poland. It is a deeply
ingrained Russian view that territory
won must never be given up—or the
whole empire could start to crumble.
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During the Solidarity days in Po-
land between August 1980 and De-

By Dave Cook—The Washington Post

cember 1981, there was talk in the
West of the possible “Finlandization”
of Eastern Europe. Western pundits
argued that decades of Communist
domination had turned the region
into a chronic source of political and
economic instability. Finland, by
contrast, seemed to provide a model
for a prosperous, Western-style de-
mocracy that scrupulously respects
the foreign policy interests of its
large Soviet neighbor. Might not the
Soviets agree to the same formula
being applied in countries such as
Poland rather than face the trauma
of recurrent crises?

Hopes of “Finlandization” col-
lapsed abruptly following the mili-
tary crackdown in Poland. In fact,
they were always based on a false
comparison. The way the Kremlin
looks at Finland, a country of less
than 5 million people on the political
periphery of Europe, is quite differ-
ent from the way it views Poland, a
country of 36 million that straddles
its main communications lines with
the 20 Soviet divisions stationed in
East Germany.

An independent Polish economist,
Rafal Krawczyk, noted in a private
memorandum circulated in Warsaw
recently that the Kremlin was very
sensitive to any questioning by the
West of Soviet rights in Poland. Po-
land, he said, is “the key to Soviet
policy toward Germany” and “the
foundation of the Yalta system.”

“The Russians have learned one
basic lesson about Poland from their
history. The periods when Poland
has been out of Moscow’s sphere of
influence have coincided with the
loss by Russia of its dominant influ-
ence in Europe,” he wrote.

Poland certainly has a special sig-
nificance in Russian history and cul-
ture. Stalin labeled it “that corridor
through which the Germans march

into Russia,” and Soviet propagan-

dists never tire of pointing out that
600,000 Russian soldiers died on
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Polish soil in World War I1. The two
nations are historical enemies: At the
monastery of Zagorsk near Moscow,
Russian Orthodox priests still regale
visitors with stories of the atrocities
committed by Polish troops there in
the 17th century.

A memorial tablet reads: “Three
plagues—typhus, Tartars, Poles.”

In the Bolshoi Theater’s produc-
tion of the opera “Boris Godunov,”
there is a striking change of atmos-
phere as the scene shifts from the
lavish palace of the autocratic Rus-
sian czars to the refined Polish court
with its stained glass windows and
elegant manners. Poland is depicted
as a place where Roman Catholic
prelates wield a sinister influence
behind the throne.

“That’s how Russians see Po-
land—and, for that matter, Eastern
Europe too. It represents a different
culture of which they are part en-
vious, part contemptuous and part
afraid. The region is both their gate-
way to the West and their protective.
barrier from Germany and fears of
U.S. encirclement,” a Western diplo-

~mat in Moscow commented.

[ ]

Despite the latest events in Po-
land, many East Europeans acknowl-
edge that there has been some loos-
ening in the Soviet stranglehold. As
evidence, they point to the length of
each successive revolt. The Hun-
garian uprising in 1956 lasted just a
few days before it was crushed. The
“Prague Spring” in Czechoslovakia
blossomed for seven months in 1968.
The Solidarity era in Poland lasted
for 16 months—and its effects are
still reverberating around the bloc.

Romuald Kukolowicz, 60, a soci-
ologist who acted as an adviser to
Solidarity, believes that it is possible
to trace a steady evolution in Soviet
attitudes to Eastern Europe. He first
encountered Soviet soldiers in 1939,
when, as a result of the pact between
Stalin and Hitler, they overran his
hometown of Vilnius, which later
was incorporated into the Soviet
Union. Like many other Poles, he
was forced to migrate to the western
part of Poland at the end of the war.

“While Stalin was alive, every-
thing in Poland had to be a copy of
the Soviet Union. After Khrushchev
took over, we got more room for ma-
neuver. And however we assess
Brezhnev, he certainly showed more
concern for consumption than his
predecessors,” he said.

Kukolowicz believes that success-
ful revolutions can be divided into
four phases. The first generation
(Lenin) comprises the creators of the
revolution and the second (Stalin)
its consolidators. The third genera-
tion (Khrushchev and Brezhnev)
seeks simply to maintain and con-
tinue what already has been
achieved, while the fourth presides
over its erosion.

“Right now, we’re somewhere be-
tween the third and the fourth
stage,” Kukolowicz said.

Brezhnev’s death marks the end
of an era for Eastern Europe as
much as for the Soviet Union.
Throughout the region, a new gen-
eration of politicians is coming to
power. The changeover already has
taken place in Yugoslavia with the
death of Marshal Tito and Poland
with the removal of Edward Gierek.

Hungary’s Janos Kadar is 70, Bul-
garia’s Todor Zhivkov 71, East Ger-
many’s Erich Honecker 70, Czech-
oslovakia’s Gustav Husak 69, and
Albania’s Enver Hoxha 74. Nicolae
Ceausescu of Romania, physically
the most vigorous of East European
leaders, is 64.

During the past decade, Brezhnev
made a tradition of inviting other
Soviet Bloc leaders to join him on
his summer holiday in the Crimea.
One by one, they would have their
pictures taken with Brezhnev at his
dacha just a mile down the road
from the Livadia Palace. It was a
kind of symbolic annual outing for
the political heirs of the Yalta agree-
ment.

As the years went by, the faces in
the holiday snapshots became visibly
more decrepit and the words in their
communiques steadily more empty.
Last summer the ritual was broken
when three of the leaders failed to
show up. It was a sign of the times.
Within three months, the caretaker
of the Soviet empire was dead, leav-
ing a legacy to his successors of huge
territories, massive military might
and a host of unresolved problems.
Next: Economic chaos breeds unrest



