EASTERN EUROPE IN THE TWENTIETH CENTURY – ARTICLES FROM ‘HISTORY TODAY’.

The Theatre of Nationalism

Martin McCauley on a wide-ranging survey of national identity and politics in Eastern Europe

National Minorities in Eastern Europe 1848-1945 by Raymond Pearson

x + 249 pp. (Macmillan, 1983)

Eastern Europe has provided the spark which has ignited two world wars during our present century. Whereas it was the West's cordon sanitaire against Bolshevik expansion between 1917 and 1944, it is today the Soviet Union's cordon sanitaire against the West. The perception of the present US administration is that Moscow would go as far as nuclear war to defend its hegemony over the region. Almost certainly this is correct. What is so significant about this region to permit it to influence so deeply the evolution of Europe and the world in the twentieth century?

Raymond Pearson is concerned to analyse and explain the economic and social features of the various nationalities of the region. He examines demographic origins and traces the growth of the various nationalisms – with one feeding on the other. For example, the deliberate policy of Magyarisation of non-Hungarians stimulated self- protective nationalism among the minorities. He also compares the policies of the Habsburg, Ottoman and Romanov Empires before 1914 towards their minorities. Germans in the Habsburg Empire felt most under threat but the 1897 census revealed that Russians only made up 44.3 per cent of the population of the Empire and this spurred the Imperial government to adopt a more vigorous Russification policy – but this was doomed to failure.

Whereas Romania was the only independent nation before 1914, by 1920 a host of independent states had come into existence but most were plagued with substantial minority populations. The most dramatic loss of status was suffered by Germans in Czechoslovakia who were transformed from a leading into a minority nationality. This had fatal consequences for the Czechoslovak republic. The effects of the Second World War are traced with the Jews and the Poles as the great losers. Victory also permitted the Soviet Union to redraw the ethnic map to suit its own political ends.

This is a clear, well researched account of a very complex phenomenon and students will find it a most useful study. However it is mainly political and social and little attention is paid to economic aspects. Arguably they provide valuable insights into the problems of the region for the inter-war years revealed how weak economically the region is and the experience since 1945 has confirmed this. Eastern Europe needs to be associated with a larger political and economic grouping. One positive aspect of Soviet hegemony has been the absence of armed conflict among the various nationalities. However central planning has not led to the desired level of economic co-operation and Hungarians in Romania and Albanians in Yugoslavia complain bitterly about persecution. The Soviet Union can now indirectly encourage national resentments in the area for its own ends and the national consciousness of non-Russian nationalities in the Soviet Union is rising. Since nationalism is on the increase this book deals with an important topic.

    * Martin McCauley is a lecturer in Russian and Soviet institutions at the School of Slavonic and East European Studies, University of London 

Pursued by a Bear

The Making of Eastern Europe

    * Pursued by a Bear: The Making of Eastern Europe

      Z.A.B. Zeman - Chatto and Windus, 1989 - x+257 pp. 

Eastern Europe enjoys a shadowy existence. Nowadays it comes within the ambit of Moscow and is officially known as the socialist half of Europe. Before the First World War it was part of the German, Austrian and Russian sandwich. A few states – all in the Balkans – such as Romania, Bulgaria, Serbia and Albania could claim some autonomy. The ethnic mix was even more exotic. The French term for mixed vegetables – macedoine – originally coined to reflect the national melange to he found in the Balkans – could he applied to the whole region. National identity was often a complex problem. Baron Josef von Philippovich, commanding officer of the Prague garrison, in the Habsburg census of 1880, regarded himself as a German speaker of Croat nationality. He had distinguished himself as the commander of the Austrian forces of occupation in Bosnia-Herzegovina in 1879. Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina were to become part of Yugoslavia in 1918. There were Catholics, Protestants, Jews, Muslims, Greek Orthodox, Greek Catholics, to name only the main religious denominations. Some Slav languages had Latin alphabets – for example, Polish and Czech – and some Cyrillic.

The region has never had a common history and the only thing that ties it together is geographical location. Where exactly does Eastern Europe begin and end? After the above introduction it will surprise no one that there is no agreement on this subject. Most West Europeans lump all states professing a variant of Marxist socialism together as Eastern Europe. The inhabitants have quite different ideas. Hungarians, Czechs, Slovaks, Poles and East Germans regard themselves as belonging to Mitteleuropa or Central Europe. As far as the Poles are concerned Eastern Europe is a geographical term which divides Eastern and Western Europe from territories to the east. Hence the Polish-Soviet border is where Europe ends. The author of this interesting hook widens Eastern Europe to include the European part of the Soviet Union. In other words everything up to the Urals is European.

Zeman has not attempted to write a history of Eastern Europe during the first half of this century. His concern is to trace the reasons for the instability of the region which has produced two Balkan Wars, and the First and Second World Wars. Until recently nationality and nationhood were very fluid concepts and the need to develop nation states led to politics playing a decisive role. Fast growing populations, 'with their national identities either ambiguous or undefined', generated military conflict since no political solution could he found. A key role was played by Germans. Historically Germans had colonised the east and were to he found in all countries of the region. The population growth of the late twentieth century gradually eroded the German position and they would have been swamped eventually. Austria was a case in point. Resentment at this irreversible trend bred German nationalism with Hitler a product of this environment.

Zeman does not share the view of those who regard socialism as being imposed on unwilling populations after 1944. However he does not take the story beyond the Cold War when Stalinist socialism was imposed on reluctant states. It is only now that the Stalinist model has come to the end of its useful life. Eastern Europe can now shape its own destiny, providing it is acknowledged as socialist. What is most instructive is that countries in the region are reverting to the pattern of politics which was suppressed in the late 1940s. Countries such as Hungary and Czechoslovakia are again borrowing legal and other concepts from the old Habsburg empire. The Marxism-Leninism transplant has had remarkably little impact and is likely eventually to he rejected. Hence the countries of the region will gradually resurrect their old identities. This will inevitably lead to greater conflict. One of the few benefits of the pax sovietica has been to ensure peace in the area over the last forty-five years.

Eastern Europe Between the Wars

Anita Prazmowska unwinds the tangled skeins of grievance and interest that left the newly-emergent states east of Vienna unsure of who were friends or foes in the years following Versailles.

The Versailles powers created the new states of Eastern Europe' is a comment that just slips off the tongues of most experienced historians. The phrase is incorrect, but nevertheless it is a widely acceptable generalisation that does not challenge the prejudices of our audience. It is easy to imagine the great statesmen at Versailles pondering, deciding, and adjudicating, in between taking puffs at their cigars or tapping out their pipes. A caricature perhaps, but one that is almost a cliché.

The real problem is that while it is difficult to overlook the influence, direct and indirect of the great powers on the affairs of the small states, the precise degree of that influence is not always easy to discern. Once we come to deal with the causes of the Second World War the European big powers seem to come into their own. We study, teach and therefore view the problem almost exclusively from the perspective of the European balance of power, the contest between Germany, Italy, France and Great Britain and occasionally the Soviet Union. The small states figure as objects of policy, victims and at times a nuisance necessitating one of the big powers to take action.

The case of Danzig and German aggression against Poland is a very good example of this approach. A.J.P. Taylor's revisionist work on the origins of the war has unfortunately also defined the Danzig problem as a mistake made by the British in their dealings with Germany. Had Britain not guaranteed Poland, he argues, the Poles would not have been so obdurate in their dealings with Germany, over Danzig and their common border. The quarrelsome Poles would not have been able to precipitate the war in this way. This view conveniently overlooks the question of whether the British guarantee was seen by the Poles as a commitment to the defence of their security and whether it did cause them to make their foreign policy more disagreeable (in the presumed belief that the British would protect them). Only the study of Polish foreign policy shows conclusively that this was in fact not the case.

The study of history from the perspective of the big powers obscures the question of the extent to which the small states of central and south Eastern Europe decided their own fate and responses to difficulties. Looking only at great powers relations, we fail to appreciate the extent to which those smaller states did not look to the big powers, either for assistance or advice on matters relating to their security. The small states might rarely have had means of following through their policies, and frequently their internal and foreign policies might have been imprudent and deplorable in their consequences, but a lack of statesmanship is not exclusively found in small, impoverished and backward states.

In central Europe the decision to create new states and to define their boundaries was determined by the force of national aspirations of given people, the degree of their organisation and their military presence at the time of the collapse of the German-Austrian effort. Although the central powers were in a better position to influence directly and exploit the strength of national self-determination than were the Entente powers, they nevertheless only acted in so far as it suited them. At times a number of provisional authorities emerged, vying for the support of the big powers. On other occasions self-appointed committees which emerged within the region came into conflict with those which were formed outside. In the case of Yugoslavia the Serb government in exile, supported by Tsarist Russia confined itself to trying to obtain the incorporation of Bosnia-Hercegovina and securing access to the Adriatic. Simultaneously, in Italy a committee was formed with the aim of uniting all of the South Slavs, that is the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, This proclaimed itself the Yugoslav Committee. These two managed to arrive at some understanding and in December 1918 they committed themselves jointly to the creation of a South Slav Kingdom. Similar movements had in the meantime emerged in Zagreb and Montenegro campaigning for the creation of a united Yugoslavia.

The Polish case is equally interesting as the variety of committees and organisations established reflected both political differences and international orientation. In Paris a national committee emerged with the explicit aim of obtaining the Entente states' support for the creation of an independent Polish state. Meanwhile the German occupation authorities in Warsaw sought to harness Polish nationalist sentiments by similar promises. As the German armies withdrew from Warsaw Pilsudski emerged as both a politician and national hero of sufficient standing to head a provisional administration. In the meantime in Lublin a socialist 'People's Government of the Polish Republic' emerged, while in what previously had been Prussian Poland another Polish governing body appeared. It was some time before agreement was reached between these assorted aspirants to the status of a provisional government.

There were losers in the battle for national self-determination. The Ukrainians, who throughout the war campaigned for independence and whose case had been supported at one and the same time by the German authorities and by the American State Department, were from the onset aware that the creation of an independent Polish state would spell the end of their hopes.

Territorial claims and readjustments were made in an equally haphazard manner. The collapse of the European Empires, which had hitherto governed that part of Europe, created a vacuum. None of the Eastern European states exercised circumspection in claims to territorial readjustments. As the boundaries of the pre-war order were irrevocably destroyed, the victorious big powers were neither willing nor able to affect the course of change. The result was that borders that were established by 1920 were invariably unfair to someone, whether it be the inhabitants of a region or the neighbouring state. Causes for tension, disunity and instability in Eastern Europe were legion.

The signal features of Eastern European politics during the whole of the inter-war period were dictatorship and political disunity. The strength of nationalism and a determination to justify territorial acquisitions prevented the states of that region from combining together against any common foe (even if such could be defined), while their national minorities were antagonised and shamefully mistreated.

The curious fact is that with hindsight one feels that surely Germany was the most likely aggressor towards Eastern European states. That was in fact never the case and that was not how it appeared at the time. Yugoslavia was hostile to Italy, with whom there had been a conflict over the Istrian peninsula and political interference in Dalmatia and Albania. With Austria there was a conflict over the Klagenfurt region and with Hungary over Baranja, Backa and Banat. Additionally Yugoslavia had bad relations with Romania over the Banat region and with Bulgaria over the Dragoman Pass.

Romania, which had nearly doubled her territories, created for herself innumerable sources of conflict; with the Soviet Union over the region of Bessarabia, with Hungary over Transylvania occupied by the Romanian troops in a war of intervention against the Red regime of Bela Kun. The two million Hungarians thus included in Romania were far from grateful.

Further north, Poland occupied the town of Vilnius and its surroundings in a rather spurious coup by General Zeligowski in 1920 which created a source of friction between the Poles and the Lithuanian government. This was not rectified by the somewhat crude expedient of issuing an ultimatum to the Lithuanians during the Anschluss, demanding that diplomatic relations he restored if hostilities were to be avoided. They were restored but, not surprisingly, neither the old territorial claims nor the boorish manner of resolving the diplomatic impasse created the preconditions for good relations. The Poles had obtained the Poznan region and the Corridor, a strip of land dividing German held Western Prussia from Eastern Prussia. This gave them direct access to the sea, but the area was inhabited by a sizeable German minority. Their claims for the town of Danzig were thwarted by the Versailles powers which instead created there a Free City protected by the League of Nations. These and several inconclusive plebiscites, followed by uprisings by local Poles in the Silesian region, all meant that Polish-German relations were characterised by deep distrust and anxiety. Polish-Czechoslovak relations were strained throughout the inter-war period over the region of Teschen, which the Czechs had occupied during the Soviet-Polish conflict in 1920.

But the Eastern European states were at least united in seeing the Soviet Union as the common enemy during the inter-war period, either because of genuine territorial differences, in the case of Poland and Romania, or because of anxieties about the nature of the Communist regime. States which had authoritarian regimes that were brutal in their internal repression, used anti-communism as part of their propaganda. Hungary after 1919, and Poland after the Pilsudski coup d'etat in 1926, were outstanding examples.

Internal security and external dangers were inextricably linked in the eyes of the East European regimes. Persecution of national minorities, religious dissidents and even those who did not tit into any of these categories was rife. Discrimination against Jews and in most cases their active persecution was symptomatic of more general developments in this period.

For both economic and political reasons the states of Eastern Europe looked to the big and wealthy states of Western Europe for aid and assistance. They all subscribed to the ideas of the League of Nations, either in the hope that their grievances would be supported, or because they sought to obtain guarantees of the status quo which had been favourable to them.

Britain was most heavily involved economically in Eastern Europe, but this was nevertheless rarely, if ever, translated into political dependence and economic contacts tended to be unsupported by the government. In any case Eastern Europe, with the exception of Greece, lay outside the British zone of political influence and therefore attracted attention usually because of an impending crisis or a conflict in which France might be involved.

French involvement in the political, territorial and economic developments of Eastern Europe was always more apparent and more weighty. Anxiety about the loss of the Russian partner and unease about the absence of British involvement in European politics meant that French politicians took a direct interest in that region. They would have wanted to see some unity, preferably of an anti-German character. French banks and industrialists sought to replace investment opportunities lost in Russia, and trading partners scattered with the break-up of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. French support for the Czechs during the Polish-Czechoslovak crisis over Teschen in 1920 is explained by their desire to obtain good coking coal from Czechoslovakia. But French political involvement in Eastern Europe was neither single-minded nor consistent and fluctuated depending on a variety of factors, including the changing fortunes of relations between France and Britain, Germany and the Soviet Union. Business investment, in particular that supported by the government, varied depending on the state of the French economy. The import of cheap agricultural foodstuffs from Eastern Europe became a bone of contention at a time when French farming was in recession.

The result was that while the Eastern European states looked to France for political and economic assistance, that country could not exercise consistent, effective and exclusive political patronage over them. For this reason, and because of their own inconstancy, the Eastern European governments were permanently on the look-out for other opportunities. At times of close cooperation between France and an Eastern European state, excessive familiarity merely led to deep distrust rather than allaying it.

Poland was a very good example of this type of perverse relationship. Politically Poland appeared to be closely bound to the French camp. The political agreement signed in 1921 was subsequently augmented by a military convention. French military contacts with Poland were extensive. The Polish military academy had been established by the French and French military teaching and ideas were the ones to which the Polish military leaders (who ruled the country from 1926) subscribed. After the death of Pilsudski in 1925, military men were placed in senior banking and civil service posts, as well as in the government. These men were French speaking and frequently trained in France.

The result of this French influence was the opposite of what might have expected. In 1932 the new minister for foreign affairs, Colonel Josef Beck was virulently anti-French. Financial and political contact were maintained and extended, but these were always characterised by distrust and suspicion. Petty jealousies and intrigues permeated Polish-French relations even at times of crisis. The French Ambassador to Warsaw during the crucial period prior to the outbreak of the war, Leon Noel, on the whole advised his government to resist the temptation to strengthen military and political commitments and subsequently blamed the September defeat on the Poles exclusively. His reports and memoirs are characterised by half-truths and recriminations against the Poles in which historical veracity was only respected if it placed the French in a good light.

Differences of opinion notwithstanding, the Eastern European states did try to establish some regional pacts. The Little Entente and Josef Beck's 'Third Europe' were the two best known. The first consisted of series of bilateral treaties initiated by Romania in the years 1920-21 and included Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and Romania. Though France was credited with being the architect of the agreements it was the Romanian foreign minister's brain child. France clearly took an interest in the Little Entente as it complemented her own policy in the region. The maintenance of the status quo was its main object, but anxiety about Hungarian revanchism was the only foreign policy issue uniting the signatories. In reality it was aimed against any attempt by Hungary to regain the territories in Slovakia, Transylvania and Yugoslavia, which had been removed from Hungarian control at the end of the First World War.

From the onset it was hoped that Poland, Bulgaria and Austria would join it, but Poland refused to join, even though Polish-Romanian relations were good. But anti-Hungarian feelings were not shared by the Poles. It was fear of the Soviet Union and the determination to limit Soviet influence and territorial readjustments that were the common foreign policy objectives shared by Poland and Romania. During the crisis years of 1938 and 1939 the Little Entente was of no significance either to its members or the French.

Beck's subsequent 'Third Europe' initiative took a similar form. He conceived the idea of a middle-European bloc, opposed on the one hand to Germany and on the other to the Soviet Union. At its most ambitious it was to span the Scandinavian states, the Baltic states, the states of Central Eastern Europe South Eastern Europe and include Italy. A less ambitious version of the 'Third Europe' was to be confined to Poland, Hungary, Romania and Yugoslavia.

Beck's problem was that the Scandinavian states, though interested in some sort of Baltic pact, looked no further than that. But relations between Hungary and Romania were the most obvious obstacle. Whereas Hungary was not prepared to abandon Transylvania, Romania was not likely to return it to Hungary. Mediation and conciliation between the two states could only be partially successful and only if some prize could be offered to Hungary. Interestingly the Soviet Union and Romania had been able to reach a limited accommodation over Bessarabia in the mid-1930s and therefore neither anti-Soviet nor anti-German policies appealed to them. The French came to view Beck's policy as an attempt to oppose the spread of French influence in Eastern Europe and clearly they had good reason to be distrustful of any initiative from Josef Beck. Close Franco-Czechoslovak economic ties and the excellent political relations that were associated with them were the source of particular irritation to the Poles.

The emergence of a Nazi government in Germany in 1933 had little immediate impact on Eastern Europe. Only Poland and Czechoslovakia had reasons for concern. In any case Poland appeared to have been uniquely successful in removing all obstacles to the negotiation of all grievances with her western neighbour when in January 1934 she signed a Pact of Non-Aggression with Germany.

The Nazi war of nerves against Czechoslovakia in no way suggested that the Eastern European states needed to close ranks. In fact Poland and Hungary watched the developments with the aim of exploiting Czechoslovakia's weaknesses rather than resisting Germany. Both states let Germany know that they would not view the break-up of Czechoslovakia as undesirable. Poland resentfully castigated Czechoslovakia for being France's stooge in Eastern Europe and looked to resuming control of the Teschen district. The anti-Polish activities of Ukrainian nationalists, which had been encouraged and financed by the Czechs, provided additional justification.

The Poles envisaged the break-up of Czechoslovakia into the Czech, Slovak and Ruthenian areas, of which Ruthenia would be incorporated into Hungary, and a puppet regime under Polish control would be established in Slovakia. The Poles looked forward to being able to offer the Hungarians the prize of Ruthenia, which would be a sweetener to enable them to re-establish good relations with Romania without loss of face. Bringing Hungary into the 'Third Europe' in this way, together with territorial adjustments in Poland's favour was to enable it to emerge as the controlling power in Eastern Europe.

During the Czechoslovak crisis of 1938 and in particularly during its final stages in September and October the Poles and the Hungarian's joined Germany into bullying Czechoslovakia into submission. For Poland the prize was snatched from their hands when French and British co-operation enabled Hitler to destroy the Czech state. The political vacuum thus created was filled by German power. Hungarian territorial readjustments were completed by a series of Vienna Agreements in the autumn of 1938. Although Poland's demand for the return of Teschen was satisfied, her failures were more significant.

By 1938 a process which had been taking place since 1936 had yielded fruit. Gradual, but nevertheless aggressive economic penetration of the Eastern European states by Germany had resulted in both economic dependence and a pro-German orientation of the ruling elites and therefore also of their foreign policy. By the autumn of 1938 Hungary and Romania looked to Germany for economic assistance and political cues. Poland was not merely isolated, she now became the object of German aggression. The return of Danzig to the Reich and an extra-territorial) link across the Corridor, were linked with propaganda claims that the German minority in the Corridor and the Poznan region was being mistreated. Polish attempts now to capitalise on good relations with the Italian dictator and the Yugoslav government elicited positive statements, but in reality neither was prepared to jeopardise their relations with Germany to support Poland. Nor was it possible for the Poles to obtain any further mileage from their anti-Soviet policy. To the Romanians good relations with Germany appeared to be a more tangible guarantee of security.

In March 1939 Britain made an unusual break with her traditional policy of dissociation from Eastern European affairs. Acting on a tip-off that Germany was planning to establish total control over the Romanian economy, more importantly of course over the Romanian oil production, Britain took the initiative in attempting to act as doyen of Eastern European collective security system. Resolutely determined to pledge nothing of her own economic and military potential the British government nevertheless hoped that the vision of Eastern European unity would in some way cause Hitler to hesitate before his next aggressive step.

After some hesitation the Polish foreign minister, Beck, extracted from the initial British proposal (which was for a set of inter locking agreements between Britain and a number of Eastern European states, most notably Poland and Romania) a bilateral Polish-British agreement. Still confident that he could handle Hitler, he declined to work for the extension of that agreement to other states. In any case the only tangible goal which the Polish and Romanian ministers for foreign affairs shared was a desire to see the removal of the Jewish communities from their respective states. The economic penetration of Romania by Germany was not something to which Gafencu, the Romanian foreign minister, was opposed in principle. While both were opposed to the Soviet Union, Beck was unwilling to entertain any agreements – even in the face of a direct German threat. Gafencu, on the other hand, believed that the inevitable economic dependence on Germany could he offset by improving relations with the Soviet Union.

The signing of the Ribbentrop-Molotov Pact of Non-Aggression confounded everyone in the European capitals. It was that, rather than either the actions of the Western democracies or the unconvincing attempts of the small Eastern European states to defend the status quo, which set the pace for the revision of the borders of the region. The union of the two powers which had a direct interest in the balance of power in that region and which dominated it militarily, was decisive. The reasons for their unlikely unity of purpose are not important here. What is important is that they were able to effect territorial adjustments in their own favour, most notably when they occupied Poland, and when in 1940 the Soviet Union reclaimed Bessarabia and Bukovina from Romania.

The wisdom of standing together might have, in retrospect, been obvious. But to the Eastern European states during the inter-war period the question was not whether to stand resolute but against whom to stand resolute.

The Experience of Eastern and South-Eastern Europe

Martin McCauley continues our series of articles on the Post-War Reconstruction.

In 1945 eastern and south-eastern Europe resembled a body with some limbs shattered and some almost completely intact. Bulgaria was least affected, followed by Czechoslovakia; at the other extreme were Poland and East Germany. The dominant military and political force in the region was the Soviet Union – it had liberated Poland and Czechoslovakia and had played a leading part in clearing the Germans from Yugoslavia – but Romania, Bulgaria and Hungary had supported the Nazi invasion of the USSR in June 1941 and Slovakia had sent some troops as well. It is true that Romania and Bulgaria changed sides but they were still treated as ex-enemy countries. The bureaucracy and the army survived the war almost intact in Bulgaria, Romania and Hungary but administrations had to be built from scratch in Poland, East Germany, Yugoslavia and Albania.

Economic development was very uneven. Industry was only developed in East Germany and Czechoslovakia and agriculture predominated in the other countries. War damage varied: for example, Romania claimed to have lost 29 per cent and Hungary 40 per cent of its national wealth, East Germany 45 per cent of its industry and Poland was shattered – besides being moved westwards. Human losses were highest in Poland and East Germany. Besides these tragedies, the Germans had to abandon parts of their own country: Silesia, Pomerania and East Prussia; and they were also expelled from Czechoslovakia and Hungary. In all about 11-12 million Germans were obliged to migrate of whom about one quarter settled in East Germany. The property they left behind became the booty of war.

The Soviet Union's chief post-war concern was security and the goal of its foreign policy was to hang ain to its wartime territorial gains and to expand its influence beyond its frontier without provoking a .military conflict with the United States. Stalin understood that President F.D. Roosevelt and Winston Churchill, the British Prime Minister, had acknowledged that eastern and south-eastern Europe constituted a Soviet zone of influence. The death of Roosevelt in April 1945 and the defeat of Churchill in the British general election in July 1945 led to new leaders, President Truman and Clement Attlee, joining Stalin around the conference table. The Americans were keen to gain diplomatic advantage from their atomic monopoly but the Soviets were not moved since they correctly judged that the Americans would never drop the bomb to secure an advantage.

Since the Soviet Union had suffered grievously during the war it was keenly interested in America's surplus stock and large credits to finance imports. Again the Americans tried to strike a bargain: economic help would be forthcoming if American industry and commerce were given access to markets in eastern and south-eastern Europe. The Soviets placed security ahead of economic growth and rejected the conditions.

The Marshall Plan, in 1947, was the last major all-European economic initiative by the United States. Under its terms all war-damaged countries qualified for economic assistance. When the countries of eastern and south-eastern Europe, after initially demonstrating a positive attitude, rejected the plan, it signalled the beginning of the division of Europe.

The Cold War gathered momentum in 194'7, and given the ambitions of the United States and the Soviet Union it was almost inevitable. It had a profound effect on eastern and south-eastern Europe and caused much more damage there than in western and southern Europe. Whereas the east was denied economic aid (Poland and Czechoslovakia, it is true, received some United Nations aid but this ended in 1946) and some countries were encumbered with reparation payments as well, the west enjoyed American economic assistance. (One estimate states that every West German received a bonus of DM 140 – after taking into consideration reparations, Marshall Aid, private gifts and equipment – whereas the average East German was saddled with a debt of DM 2,500 for reparations, dismantling and so on.) This is why reconstruction proceeded much more rapidly in the west than in the east.

As a consequence, rationing lasted until the mid-1950s in the east. The Cold War led to an embargo being placed on strategic and other valuable goods to those countries under Soviet influence and. this meant that traditional trade flows had to be totally revised. Whereas previously eastern and south-eastern Europe had sent the lion's share of its exports to the west it now had to reorient these exports towards the east – the Soviet Union. At a time when they were reconstructing their economies they had to forego imports of Western machinery and equipment. The currency reform of June 1948, which introduced the Deutsche Mark to West Germany and West Berlin, split Germany economically. From 1948 onwards eastern and south-eastern Europe moved closer to the Soviet Union while the rest of Europe moved further away.

Economic recovery falls into three phases: the first covers the period from the end of hostilities to 1948-49; the second until the death of Stalin in March 1953; and the third until 1955-56. Generally speaking industrial progress during the first phase was slow, during the second phase it was rapid and during the third much slower. Agriculture, for reasons indicated below, was neglected until the third period. Industry was back to its 1938 output by 1947-49 except in East Germany where this goal was achieved in 1950, if the 1936 level of production is used, but if the 1944 level of output is taken, then the country only achieved parity in 1955. The per capita output of bread grains, coarse grains and potatoes in 1953 was still below pre-war levels in all countries except Poland. Livestock numbers per thousand of the population in the region remained, in 1953, generally below pre-war numbers except for sheep and pigs. However by the mid-1950s agriculture had recovered to its pre-war level.

During the first phase, although the Red Army was the dominant force in those countries it occupied, the local Communist parties were not allowed to seize power. Instead they were obliged to share it with bourgeois parties in a national front. This meant that the middle classes had a right to continue to exist and that a planned economy along Soviet lines was not envisaged in 1945. Indeed the recovery plans of Poland and Czechoslovakia covering the years 1945-47 entailed a mixed economy – state and privately owned concerns existing side by side. It was a marriage of convenience between Marx and Keynes. The Soviets were well aware of the mistakes they had made during their own industrialisation drive and the Poles, for instance, were advised not to attempt to collectivise their agriculture forcibly. A different course was followed by those states in which there was no Soviet military presence: Yugoslavia and Albania. Here the local Communist party did not share power with any bourgeois parties and as a consequence set about constructing a socialist economy immediately.

Generally speaking mining and heavy industry were nationalised everywhere. It was common practice for former German and Austrian enterprises to be seized by the Soviet Union and they were often dismantled and shipped home. Romania was especially hard hit and here the Soviets took what they thought would be of most immediate use to their own economy. Between August 23rd and September 12th, 1944, the USSR removed machinery, equipment and shipping to the value of $2,000 million. They counted towards reparations and these were a severe burden not only to the Romanian but also to the East German, Hungarian and Bulgarian economies. In 1946 37.5 per cent of the Romanian and 26.4 per cent of the Hungarian budget went on reparations. Many nationalised factories became Soviet companies and in East Germany in 1947 these accounted for 19.5 per cent of industrial production. This rose to 22 per cent in 1948. They were concentrated in key sectors: for example, they produced 56.7 per cent of the output of chemicals and 40.8 per cent of electrotechnical production in 1948. These firms were later sold back to their respective governments.

The expulsion of Germans from Poland, Czechoslovakia and Hungary freed some agricultural land for resettlement but the major source of new land came from the nationalisation of all estates over 50 hectares in Bulgaria and Yugoslavia and over 100 hectares in East Germany, Czechoslovakia, Poland and Hungary. Some of this land was retained by the state but most of it was distributed among poor and landless peasants and workers. The motive behind this agrarian reform was political not economic. Communists and socialists wished to remove the political, social and economic influence of the landlord in the countryside. In so doing, however, they accepted that agricultural production would drop in the short term since the large estates had been the prime source of marketable produce. The new holdings were rarely large enough to make farming a viable proposition: for example, in Poland 483,000 farmers shared 4 million hectares, an average of 8.3 hectares each. Again this was deliberate policy; the left hoped that farmers would come to realise that collective farms represented a much more sensible way of working the land. A few collective and state farms did come into existence but collectivisation did not get under way until 1950 when coercive methods were applied. The oncoming cold war led Moscow to convene a conference in September 1947 during which the Communist parties of the Soviet Union, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Romania, Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, France and Italy decided to establish the Communist Information Bureau (Cominform).

The expulsion of Yugoslavia from the Cominform in June 1948 was a watershed. Hitherto Yugoslavia had been enthusiastically pro-Soviet and had advanced the farthest along the road to socialism. Increasing co-operation between Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, Romania and Hungary had aroused Stalin's ire. By intervening the Soviet Union was arrogating to itself the right to decide how the countries of the region should develop. This signalled increased sovietisation and the slow death of the mixed economy.

The Stalinist command economy flowered between 1950 and 1953 and then faded. Based on Soviet industrialisation experience, and hence on abundant reserves of raw materials and labour and a large internal market, it assumed that a high level of development could only be achieved by a 'communist pattern of industrialisation'. It was fundamentally autarkic and as such aimed at expanding the domestic market in preference to exports. Eastern and south-eastern Europe could be protected from world competition by trading with the USSR. It also saw a direct relationship between the share of national income invested and the rate of economic growth. Investment was to be concentrated in heavy industry. Iron, steel, coal and machinery were the key sectors. Consumer goods should. be neglected and the 'non-productive' sector, education, science and health, reduced to an absolute minimum. This involved the elimination of the market economy and the strict centralisation of planning and decision making.

The goal of the economic upsurge of the period 1950-53 was not to lessen the disparities between the individual countries but to raise all to a higher level of development. The command economy was applied uniformly throughout the region and it was only in the mid-1950s that national characteristics were taken into account. Had Stalin not died in 1953 the model would have had to be modified since it was unsuited to the countries involved. All countries developed iron and steel industries irrespective of whether they had the raw material base; all countries attempted to produce as wide a range of products as possible, blithely ignoring economies of scale and international specialisation.

East Germany's developmental strategy was particularly ill-advised but in the mid-1950s it began to concentrate on electrical engineering and instrument making. The average rate of accumulation was about 25 per cent in all countries except Czechoslovakia and East Germany, where it was lower. Such rates of investment, allied to a rapid rise in the industrial labour force, produced spectacular industrial growth but it led to unbalanced expansion and depressed living standards. Since agriculture was the stepchild of the economy, planned food output was not achieved.

The New Course placed much greater emphasis on consumer goods industries, and in agriculture families could leave collectives if they so wished. Industrial growth rates plummeted. Hungary only recorded 2 per cent growth and Czechoslovakia 4 per cent in 1954 and by 1956 East Germany had dropped to 6 per cent. Living standards, on the whole, rose and agriculture staged a recovery.

The path of development adopted by the countries of eastern and south-eastern Europe was not the one of their choice. International tension forced them into a Soviet mould, one which was ill-suited industrially and agriculturally to their needs. If the region was the loser, the beneficiary was the Soviet Union. For example, reparations cost the East German economy $15,800 million between 1945 and 1953; at Yalta the USSR had asked for $10,000 million. Economic progress, nevertheless, was achieved by the region and by the mid1950s industrial output was over double that of 1938;:in Poland it was over four times as great. The price paid for this expansion was high. Food output and general living standards did not come up to expectations. By the mid-1950s it was clear that the economies had recovered but they were not ready for a take-off towards sustained growth. One of the striking factors about development during the first post-war decade was its melange of high and low industrial growthrates – presumably unplanned.

This economic growth did not produce political stability. The East German uprising of June 1953, the Hungarian Revolution and the events in Poland in 1956, all bear testimony to the fact that the class in whose name the ruling Communist parties were ostensibly acting was not impressed by the statistics and was very disgruntled about its living standards. The countries of the region gradually learnt that they had to adjust the Soviet model to their own circumstances but Moscow always had the right to intervene if changes were judged inimical to Soviet interests. Hence changes in eastern and south-eastern Europe had to keep pace with changes in the Soviet Union. The inefficient command economy generated the Czechoslovak crisis of 1968 and the Polish crises of 1970, 1976 and 1980-82. It should come as no surprise that the Soviet model cannot achieve planned goals in eastern and south-eastern Europe since the Soviets themselves cannot attain their own targets.

This general malaise has added interest to the development of these countries over the period 1945-55 and especially during the years up to 1950. After abandoning Stalinism the Yugoslavs dropped collectivisation and developed workers' self management. The Poles have also almost given up collective farming and Hungary has a thriving private sector and legalised the setting up of private businesses in 1982. The harsh winds of international competition will force the region to become more competitive since the Soviet Union is unwilling or unable to supply all the energy and raw material needs of the area.

It is to the mixed economy of the immediate post-war years that they may turn for a solution. Mining, energy and large enterprises can remain in state hands but consumer goods and light industry may be more efficient if privately run. Agriculture is more productive when there is a large private sector. It was the region's misfortune to be drawn into the confrontation between East and West, thus distorting its whole developmental pattern. Along with economic disappointments have gone political repression and an increasing militarisation of society. It is possible that continued economic failure will induce the countries of the region to rejoin the road of development they were forced to abandon in 1949.

Dependant Independence? Eastern Europe 1918-1956

After the First World War a new Europe of independent states was created from the ruins of the old empires. By 1956 these countries were locked into the Soviet system. L.P. Morris asks how could this have happened?

The Map of Europe was redrawn in 1918. It was a historic moment. The traditional dynastic empires of eastern Europe disappeared and in their place new, independent nation states emerged. In the euphoria of 1919 these seemed to be the embodiment of the idealism and sense of purpose that had animated the peacemakers at Versailles.

The Peace treaty, which was based on the fourteen-point peace proposal of President Wilson of America, was framed to ensure self-determination for the people of the new European nations. It was believed that nationality and democracy assured order, peace and stability. The avowedly democratic nature of the governmental system of the new states of Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, Poland and Romania seemed to confirm such hopes. The traditional storm center of Europe would be quietened: surely the whole continent would benefit. Twenty years later such hopes seemed ill-conceived.

Eastern Europe had been amongst the most backward areas of the continent both economically and socially. Independence brought the new governments face to face not only with political problems but also with those of development. Their social and economic policies were under pressure, made worse by the looming example of parallel measures pursued in the USSR. Collectivisation, nationalisation and forced industrialization would involve social revolution, utterly unacceptable to them. Whether an acceptable alternative could be devised remained to be seen.

Far from being the products of idealism, the new states were the children of war, conceived in bitterness. The peace settlements did little more than acknowledge faits accomplis and recognise commitments entered into as part of the war strategy by the victorious powers. The numerous nationalist aspirations of the subject people of the Central Powers were obvious targets of the belligerent propaganda. Romania was promised territorial gains in August, 1916; on December 25th, 1916 the Tsarist government declared a free Poland to be a Russian aim, and by the August, 1918 the new Bolshevik regime had annulled the partition treaties and the Allies had accepted the creation of an independent and united Poland.

From 1916 onward Masaryk and Benes were actively pushing the idea of a united Czechoslovakia and the Serbians were canvassing for a vastly enlarged state embracing all the southern Slavs. By August, 1917 the Allies had recognized the Czechoslovak argument and conceded to the Czecho-Slovak National Council the status of belligerent government.

The Yugoslavs had come into collision with Italian ambitions, but the extensive expansion of the old kingdom of Serbia at the expense of the Dual Monarchy and of Bulgaria had been accepted.

As the Habsburg and Hohenzollern Empires followed the Romanov Empire into oblivion, the new states emerged. Allied armies overran the territories of the southern Slavs and the Serbs moved in to assert their claims. Romanian forces advanced into Transylvania, Bulgaria and Bessarabia. In the Czech and Slovak lands, local politicians followed the directives of the Czecho-Slovak National Council. In Poland, two separate nationalist governments emerged, a German-sponsored one under Pilsudski and the other representing the Paris-based Polish National Committee. The Peace Treaties did not create these new states: they confirmed their existence and regularised their frontiers.

In the excitement of victory it was easy to overlook serious problems. Defeat cost Bulgaria her access to the Aegean and frontier adjustments in favour of Yugoslavia, but overall her territorial losses were relatively minor. Hungary however was a shadow of her former self, her population reduced from twenty-one to about eight million. These two, the smallest of the successor states, were confronted by the problems of contraction.

For Poland, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and Romania the problems were ones of growth. The first two were new creations, with inhabitations accustomed to widely different systems of government. Harmonisation took a long time. Postal systems, railways, currencies, administrative procedures, taxation and educational systems amongst others needed reorganization. Communications had been built to tie the component parts of each state to their erstwhile capitals, and internal road and rail links continued for long to be inadequate. Similar difficulties confronted Romania and Yugoslavia, both of which had to absorb extensive new territories into their existing state systems.

The practical problems were enormous. They were vitiated by the attitudes of superiority amongst the various national groups. Czechs regarded themselves as culturally superior to Slovaks, Croats looked down on Serbs, Poles from the former Prussian provinces looked upon those from the former Austrian and Russian ones as backward. Such attitudes helped breed resentment and the internal weakness which were to be so important during the inter-war years.

These problems formed only part of the difficulties confronting the new states. Others arose from the war, and were not unique to them. The economies of eastern Europe were in chaos. Inflation rates varied from the serious to the astronomical, and the presence of currencies of defunct regimes compounded the problem. It was not until 1924 that stable currencies were re-established.

Such industry as existed in this predominantly agricultural region was organised on the most advanced lines. It had been converted to war production and faced all the problems of re-adjustment to peacetime. It was heavily concentrated: in Bohemia, where much of the industrial capacity of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy had been located; around Budapest where there had been a flourishing light consumer-goods industry; and in eastern Poland were there were considerable textile and mining industries. In each case the former empire-wide market for its goods had disappeared and supplies of raw materials disrupted. Productivity slumped and unemployment rose sharply.

As for agriculture it, too, was faced by severe problems. Over half the population was engaged in agriculture and forestry. The figure varied from 55.5 per cent in Hungary to 75 per cent in Bulgaria and Yugoslavia. As in other respects, Czechoslovakia was atypical. The 39 per cent of its population so engaged had not suffered the ravages of war. Every other state had been fought over and pillaged. Severe deficiencies in livestock affected milk and meat yields, prevented adequate ploughing and reduced fertiliser production. Overall, agricultural output fell by one-third between 1913 and 1919-20.

The process of disintegration compounded the difficulties. Military defeat and the collapse of the empires destroyed the old forces of control. In the ensuing vacuum of authority pent-up forces of social and economic frustration were released to add to the political ones, thus creating a truly revolutionary atmosphere. The immediate challenge to the new national governments was to master and control it. Social and economic revolution was not wanted. The new rulers were drawn largely from the ranks of the intellectual élites that had already emerged before independence. In Poland and Hungary these were closely linked with the gentry classes whose size and social dominance had allowed them to flood the educated and official world. Elsewhere such groups were urban and middle class, with little or no contact with the countryside. It was the ambition of able peasant children to secure government posts, leaving their villages to settle in towns. Higher education was already closely geared to entry to government service and remained so after independence, with law the most popular single subject of study. The university law graduate unsuccessfully seeking a post in an overcrowded market was to become a stock figure in the inter war-years. This bureaucratic élite was remote from the problems of the mass of the population and contemptuous of what it regarded as backwardness.

Between 1919 and 1939 these problems persisted. The widespread strikes and violence common throughout the region after 1919 were repressed by armies and armed gendarmeries. The worst violence was in Hungary where after an abortive attempt by Karoly's Liberal-Democratic regime to win the favour of the victors and mitigate the proposed peace terms, there emerged a Marxist regime under Bela Kun. Its Red Terror against the old ruling élites was exceeded in ferocity by the White Terror which followed the ousting of Bela Kun by the combined forces of Hungarian Conservatives and the Romanian army. Elsewhere strikes by industrial workers and public servants and sporadic outbursts of peasant violence were crushed.

By the mid-l920s an uneasy peace had been established, as worldwide economic improvement enabled the economies of the region to be stabilised. High unemployment rates fell, industrial production painfully revived, and the indices of agricultural production rose. By the end of the decade the economies of the new states modestly exceeded their performance in 1913. But within two years they were plunged once more into chaos as the blizzard of the Great Depression hit them. As suppliers of primary products, especially agricultural ones, they found the value of their exports falling drastically to remain at the new, low level throughout the 1930s until these states were drawn into the Nazi economic sphere of influence on the eve of the Second World War. The balance of payments swung adversely. This was true even of Czechoslovakia, the only state with a major industrial capacity and an economic structure akin to that of western Europe. Deflationary policies and the drive to economic self-sufficiency produced high unemployment, lowered living standards and finally destroyed the limited trading relations which had existed in the region. The pattern of the 1920s ; was repeated. Labour unrest and strikes increased. In Poland the worst labour troubles of the period occurred in 1936 and 1937. A wave of unrest hit Romania in 1933 and there were similar troubles even in overwhelmingly rural Bulgaria.

Confronted with these problems, governments responded with repression in an atmosphere of heightened nationalism, by rousing appeals to a glorious past, part-heroic, part-mythical. The romantic legacy of early empires, lost in the haze of time, was invoked and attention turned to the enemy within and without. Every state possessed substantial minorities. Poles comprised less than 70 per cent of the population of Poland. Nearly one-quarter of that of Czechoslovakia were Germans. Substantial minorities could easily be made the object of irredentist ambitions, or portrayed as disloyal subjects. Jews, cast as cosmopolitan exploiters, were especially vulnerable. Governments sought to concentrate political and economic power in the hands of loyal ethnic groups such as Serbs or Poles. This confirmed antagonisms and deepened divisions. Moreover, each state had claims on its neighbours. Secure, stable and mutually accepted frontiers did not exist. As the problems of the area required greater co-operation, not less, this exclusivist shrill nationalism compounded the difficulties. It penetrated the provision of education, where noticeable advances were otherwise made. As primary instruction spread, illiteracy rates fell impressively. This was the effect, however, of educational systems unfortunately based on the most strident nationalism. The culmination of these mutual antagonisms was to be seen in the response of Hungary and Poland to the Munich settlement in 1938. Hungary secured nearly one million new subjects and some 4,570 square mites of territory while Poland claimed the disputed and industrially important area of Teschen, with a quarter-of-a-million inhabitants.

Not surprisingly, the democratic systems established in 1919 foundered. Small parties represented particular constituencies and lacked adequate strength to govern. This was true of even the most successful democratic system, that in Czechoslovakia where there were always more than twenty parties. Some degree of stability was maintained there by a willingness to compromise and by the personal authority of President Masaryk. These were lacking elsewhere. A characteristic feature was numerically powerful peasant parties. Peasant Party deputies played a vital role in Czechoslovakia, where they formed the essential nucleus of successive coalitions. Although starting life as the political arm of the peasantry, such parties all too easily became the front for right-wing, traditionalist and authoritarian governments which paid lip-service to the peasant as the embodiment of national values whilst quietly ignoring his social and economic needs. Such was the fate of the Smallholder’s Party in Hungary, the Agrarian Party in Yugoslavia and of the National Peasant Party in Romania. Poland had two such parties, one of which formed a part of the ruling bloc after 1926. Only in Bulgaria did a Peasant Party government really try between 19 18 and 1923 to carry through a revolutionary policy. It was bloodily suppressed. The brittle democratic system survived in Czechoslovakia until outside pressures destroyed the state.

Elsewhere a succession of coups , with more or less bloodshed, installed more or less overt dictatorships. Admiral Horthy led the way between November, 1919 and April, 1921. In June, 1923 Stamboliiski was overthrown in Bulgaria. In May, 1926 Pilsudski installed a semi-parliamentary system of government with himself as virtual dictator after three days of street fighting. January, 1929 saw the declaration of the royalist dictatorship in Yugoslavia, and in Romania between June, 1930 and December, 1933 King Carol by labyrinthine manoeuvre effectively destroyed all the political parties. Democracy in eastern Europe was not a success. It established no enduring traditions, apart from the one that governing parties win elections, as exemplified in Romania, Yugoslavia and Hungary. The conservative régimes which took over were anxious to avoid economic development and social change. The internal disorders confirmed them in their fears.

For all of these countries there loomed the problem of relations with the Soviet Union. With the exception of Czechoslovakia, all were faced by internal problems strikingly similar to those of tsarist Russia: discontented peasants, a small, heavily concentrated industrial workforce, serious economic dislocations caused by uncontrollable world market forces, a ruling bureaucracy that lived apart from the rest of the nation and relied on oppression to meet discontent had all contributed to the revolutions of 1905 and 1917. It was not surprising that the new states felt insecure. Furthermore, the Soviet Union proclaimed its support for international revolutionary forces through the Communist International or Comintern. If Germany was a potential threat it was Russia which seemed the more menacing.

History reinforced these fears. Poles, Hungarians and Romanians differed from their Russian neighbours in religion or race. They remembered Russian military action against them during their struggles for independence in the nineteenth century. The other states' recollections were different. Bulgarians remembered with gratitude the Russian troops who had liberated them from the Turks, whilst Czechs and Serbs had for long looked to Russia for protection against German hegemony. However, in every case recent developments had strained relations with the USSR. Poland and Russia went to war in 1920 before large areas of erstwhile Byelorussia were incorporated within the new Poland. Romania had annexed the disputed province of Bessarabia. The remnants of anti-Bolshevik White Russian forces found a home in Yugoslavia, where they established the General Union of Old Soldiers of Russia. Czechoslovak relations with the Soviets were strained by the part played on the anti-Bolshevik side in the civil war by the Czechoslovak Legion in Siberia. Bela Kun had been converted to Bolshevism whilst a prisoner of war in Russia, and his Soviet government of 1919 looked to Moscow for support. As for Bulgaria, King Boris, himself of German origin, had witnessed Stamboliiski's peasant government join the Moscow-based Peasant International - Krestintern. After its overthrow and the murder of the ex-premier, the King had been the target of a Communist assassination attempt when the Cathedral in Sofia had been blown up in 1925. Disaffected socialists found refuge in Moscow, whence came some financial assistance. In fact Soviet support was strongest in rhetoric, but east European governments preferred to ignore this and found Bolshevism a convenient explanation for internal unrest.

Fear of Russia dominated foreign policy in the region. Britain and the USA withdrew form continental affairs and France became the focus of diplomacy. The so-called Little Entente of France, Poland, Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia sought to prevent revision of the status quo. French links with Romania were also close. The governments of Hungary and Bulgaria gravitated to Germany, perhaps predictably since they were all defeated in 1918. This process intensified after 1933. Even in the spring of 1939 when the German menace overshadowed the whole region and both Poland and Russia feeling threatened sought and obtained British guarantees, neither was willing to enter a military agreement with the Soviet Union, fearing Russian troops on their territory more than they feared German invasion.

The Nazi-Soviet Pact and the outbreak of the war in 1939 threw the weakness of these eastern European states into stark relief.  Poland and Yugoslavia followed Czechoslovakia into oblivion. The Russian ultimatum demanding Bessarabia, issued with German concurrence in 1940, revealed Romanian helplessness. Bulgaria and Hungary strove to avoid involvement in war, but booth succumbed as their economies were tied to closely to Germany to permit independence. Hungarian and Romanian troops fought in Russia. As for Bulgaria, her neutrality in the Russo-German War was heavily biased towards the Nazis and in September, 1944 the victorious USSR declared war on her. The east European states were either conquered by the Nazis and thereby became allies of the USSR – or allies of the Nazis and thus at war with the Soviet Union. In either case internal resistance movements sponsored by, and led from Moscow formed the basis after the war of the Communist parties of the region.

The nucleus was provided by émigré Communists such as Paukers, Radkiewicz, Nagy and Rakosi. They had lived in Moscow since the 1920s and 1930s and were trusted by their Soviet colleagues. They were joined by newcomers deserting from the armies of Germany’s allies or fleeing persecution. Many were socialists and many were Jews. Politically re-educated prisoners of war added to their numbers. As the Red armies advanced they accompanied them, sometimes in strength: the Czech battalions under General Svoboda numbered over 20,000.

New organs of local government were established and staffed with reliable men, and trade unions were formed or reorganised. Martial law and acute shortages were powerful weapons for securing support and were used with determination. So, too, was the purge of the collaborationists. Few in positions of authority during the war could avoid the charge, however farfetched. Before the London-based exiles return, those from the USSR had established effective control over large areas.

This was at first disguised by the tactic of the popular front, broad-based coalition government agreed to by the Allies at the Conferences of Tehran, Yalta and Potsdam. Between 1945 and 1947 relatively free elections were held in Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Romania and Poland. Only in Czechoslovakia did the Communist Party emerge with a substantial vote of 38 per cent. Elsewhere, even when it was the single largest party, its share of the vote never exceeded 22 per cent. In both Yugoslavia and Bulgaria the Communist parties capitalised on their military strength acquired in the underground Resistance movement and succeeded in destroying all rivals before the elections in November and December, 1945, from which they emerged with a monolithic dominance.

In the other East European countries once the elections were new, broad-based coalition governments were established. A common pattern soon emerged. Land redistribution on a large scale took place as the large estates were broken up and the German minorities expelled. Communist officials kept a tight control over the process of division. The ministry of the interior was always taken by a Communist minister who purged the police and stood aside whilst non-Communist newspapers, party offices and meetings were attacked by mobs and deputies and party members intimidated. Prominent politicians were implicated in treasonable activities at carefully-prepared show trials of minor figures. On occasions a prominent non-Communist public figure would be tried such as the Romanian Maniu or the Serb Jonanovic. Behind such pressures stood Soviet military force. Eventually the combination succeeded. In each state the culmination was the calling of new elections from which non-Communist parties were banned whilst broad parties under Communist control swept the board. New constitutions were promulgated, closely modelled on the Soviet one of 1936. The new states were known as People’s Democracies. By May, 1948 this stage had been reached everywhere in eastern Europe.

The new governments launched ambitious economic and social schemes modelled closely on those of the USSR. They were confronted by problems strikingly familiar to those of 1919, rampant inflation, war destruction, looting, reparation demands. Their solutions were however radically different. State power and centralised planning were resolutely used to achieve an economic and social revolution. This policy was the exact antithesis of that pursued after 1919, when governments had sought to damp down social upheaval.

This process of radical change brought about the nationalisation of large-scale industry owned by Germans or those accused of collaboration, beginning in Czechoslovakia in 1945 and following elsewhere in 1946 and 1947. The transformation was completed by 1948, or in 1949 in the case of Hungary. In fact, it was not only large-scale industry that was affected. Virtually all privately-owned industrial action was ended, either by nationalisation or by ending the supply of credit and raw material. Similarly by 1950 wholesale trade was firmly in the hands of the state, and the process of absorbing the retail trade well advanced. These developments were precisely the same, though much faster than, those in Russia after 1917. Yugoslavia apart, each country introduced short-term state plans between 1947 and 1949 to meet the immediate requirements of the national economies. In fact, they differed little from the Five Year Plans which followed between 1949 and 1950. Yugoslavia indeed proceeded at once to its Five Year Plan in 1947. All of these followed closely the Stalinist economic plans introduced after 1929, which provided virtually the only model available at the time. The defects as well as the virtues were assiduously imitated, as was admitted in the public recantations of leaders disgraced after Stalin’s death in 1953.

The wave of popular unrest that affected all states between 1953 and 1956 was further eloquent testimony to the mistakes as well as the merits of the system adopted. Everywhere there was massive investment in heavy industry at the expense of living standards and capital for agriculture. As much as 20 per cent of Gross National Product was invested in heavy industry and the infrastructure of a modern state. Consumer goods and food were in short supply. The economic case for this was undeniable, but probably as attractive to the governments was the social revolution produced. Eastern European society became proletarianised. The pace varied form state to state and a disproportionate level of investment found its way into armaments, but overall the economies and societies were transformed.

Dependent on Soviet equipment, procedure and expertise, the new industries of the area were in many ways extensions of their Soviet models. This economic domination by the USSR was intensified by the increasingly close trading links between her and each of the states. The Cold War severed links with the West and a network of bilateral pacts emerged. The terms of trade were usually highly advantageous to Russia and the rouble became the unit of international trade in the region as its economy was tied ever closer to her. Only Poland and Czechoslovakia succeeded in maintaining significant trade links with the West. Yugoslavia was compelled to establish such trade links after her expulsion in June, 1948 from and ostracism by the Communist Information Bureau, or Cominform, which in 1947 had replaced Comintern.

Along with industrialisation went the collectivisation of agriculture. The events of 1929-32 in Russia were re-enacted. Peasant passive resistance, general impoverishment and lack of investment produced a massive decline in agricultural yields. Forced economic and social change and deprivation and shortages created a tense atmosphere. Stalin’s death in 1953 led to political relaxation and freer discussion, and unrest flared. Violent uprisings in East Germany, Poland and Hungary were bloodily suppressed by Soviet troops. Disturbances elsewhere underlined the message, and compelled reassessment. The pace of forced change slackened, a better provision of consumer goods was made and the pressures on the peasantry eased. Yet only in Yugoslavia and Poland was agriculture de-collectivised, if for different reasons. Overall however the Communist governments continued to pursue their policies with determination if with greater flexibility. The social and economic transformation continued and the ties with the Soviet Union were maintained.

By 1956 the social and economic structure of the region was transformed. It was not however the fiercely nationalistic, sovereign, independent states of 1919 that achieved this. It took the vigorous exercise of state power under Soviet auspices to remove the deficiencies that had been so debilitating before 1939. Independence alone had been insufficient. The cooperation lacking prior to the Second World War had been imposed from outside; and paradoxically the hopes of 1919 had been achieved by means not of independence and democracy but by quasi-dependence and democratic centralism.

