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Viadimir Bukousky

Peace will be preserved and strengthened if the
people take the cause of peace into their own
hands and defend it to the end.

JosepH StavLiw, 1952

HE “struggle for peace” has always

béen a cornerstone of Soviet foreign
policy. Indeed, the Soviet Union itself rose out of
the ashes of World War I under the banner of
“Peace to the People! Power to the Soviets!”" Prob-
ably from the very first, Bolshevik ideologists were
aware of how powerful a weapon for them the
universal craving for peace would be—how gulli-
ble and irrational people could be whenever they
were offered the slightest temptation to believe
that peace was at hand.
banner, the most terrible prospect for any Russian
would have been to see an enemy burning down
his villages and defiling his churches. Yet once
blinded by the slogan, “A just peace without an-
nexations or tribute,” he was to rush from the
front lines, along with hundreds of thousands of
his fellow soldiers, sweeping away the last rem-
nants of the Russian national state. He did not
want to know that his desertion had done no more
than simply prolong the war for another year, not
only condemning thousands more to death on the
Western front, but ending in that very German
occupation of the Ukraine and Russia he had so
much dreaded just a year ago. For the moment
the only thing that mattered was peace—right now,
and at any price.

Hardly anyone taking part in the stampede
back home in 1917 knew the first thing about the
ideology of Communism—except possibly for a
couple of simple slogans and this one incendiary
word: Peace. In a country of 70 million there were

VLAPIMIR BUKOVSKY spent twelve years in Soviet prisons,
work camps, and psychiatric hospitals before being released
to the West in 1976 as a result of a public outcry. He now
lives in Cambridge, England, where he is connected with
Kings College. He is the author of an autobiographical
book, To Build a Castle: My Life as a Dissenter (Viking,
1979) and, most recently, of Cette lancinante douleur de la
Liberté: Lettres d’'un résistant russe aux Occidentaux (“This
Stabbing Pain of Freedom: Letters of a Russian Resister to
Westerners'), which was published in Paris last year.

25

only 40,000 Communists. Anyone who had taken
the trouble to read the Communists’ “fine print”
with just a little care could have discovered that
what their soon-to-be masters meant by “peace”
was not peace at all but rather the “transforma-
tion of imperialist war into civil war.”

The Russian people were in any case so fed up
with the war by then that they did not care. Any-
thing seemed better, or at least not worse. After
three years of civil war, however, in which some 20
million people were slaughtered or died of starva-
tion, cold, and typhoid (i.z.. t¢n times as many as
were killed at the front during the whole of
World War I), the war came to seem 2a trifle by
comparison, a sort of frontier skirmish somewhere
in the Byelorussian swamps.

And once again an irresistible craving for peace
drove people to accept Soviet rule—as a lesser evil.
Anything was now preferable to this monstrous
slaughter, starvation, and typhoid. They would
give anything for some kind of order.

The order imposed by the Communists was
nothing more than a permanent state of civil war,
both inside the country and around the world. Or

~as Lenin put it, “As an ultimate objective peace
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Sifipay mcans Communist
while comrade Chicherin, at the Conference of
Genoa in 1922, was appealing to the entire world
for total and immediate disarmament, crowds
of bewildered people in the Soviet Union were

marching to the cheerful song:

We'll fan the worldwide flame,

Churches and prisons we'll raze to
the ground.

The Red Army is strongest of all

From Moscow to the British islands.

Indeed, the churches were the first to be put to
the torch. As for the prisons, the Communists were
in no hurry to carry out their bold promise. Quite
the contrary, the number of prisons grew with
each year to accommodate tens of millions of
“class enemies” or “enemies of the people.” And
speaking of worldwide flame, one need only com-
pare the map of the world of, say, 1921 with that
of 1981 to see that the song’s promise was not en-
tirely empty.

Once they recognized the power of “peace” as a
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weapon, the Communists have never let go of it
in this respect, it must be admitted, Soviet politics
have invariably been most “peaceful.” We must at
the same time bear in mind that according to
Communist dogma, wars are the “inevitable con-
sequence of the clash of imperialist interests under
capitalism,” and therefore they will continue to be
inevitable as long as capitalism exists. The only
way to save humanity from the evil of wars, then,
" is to “liberate” it from the “chains of capitalism.”
Accordingly, there is a very precise distinction to
be made between “just wars” and “unjust wars.”
“Just wars” are those fought “in the interests of
the proletariat.” It is perfectly simple and perfect-
ly clear: just wars are absolutely justifiable be-
cause they lead to the creation of a world in which
there will be no wars, forevermore. Proletarians
are all brothers, are they not? So, once the world
is rid of capitalists, imperialists, and various other
class enemies, why should those who are left fight
one another?

By this same impeccable logic, the interests of
the proletariat are best known to the advance-
guard of the proletariat, that is, the Communist
party, and should be defined by Lenin, Stalin,
Khrushchev, and Brezhnev, since they are in turn
the advance-guard of the Communist party.

As soon as we have pinned down this formula
and deciphered its terminology, the course of his-
tory becomes absolutely clear. For instance, Soviet
occupation of the Baltic states and Bessarabia,
or the war with Finland in 1989-40, were of
course perfectly just, as was the partition of
Poland, achieved in cooperation with Nazi Ger-
many in 1939. On the other hand, the Nazi attack
on the Soviet Union in 1941 was blatantly unjust.
By the same token, any attack by the Arabs on
Israel is just, at least insofar as it is successful. If
Israeli resistance to attack is successful, however,
then all peace-loving peoples must protest.

T GoEs without saying that world pub-

4 lic opinion must accept the distinction

I have outlined above and direct every effort in
the struggle for peace toward establishing it. For-
tunately, there are a great many “progressive” peo-

ple in the world, people for whom any direction

taken by Moscow is progressive because by defini--

tion it is taken in the service of socialism. Thus,
before the Molotov-Ribbentrop pact of 1939 was
signed, the energies of all progressive people were
mobilized against fascism, whether in Spain, Italy,
or Germany. As soon as the pact was signed, the
notion of what was progressive and what was not
changed drastically.*

On February 2, 1940, {or example, the German
Communist leader, Walter Ulbricht, later to be-
come head of the East German state, was per-
mitted by the Nazi government to publish an
article in Die Welt in which he said: “Those who
intrigue against the friendship of the German

and Soviet peoples are enemies of the German
people and are branded as accomplices of British
imperialism.”

The British Daily Worker adopted a similar
line and greeted the new aliiance as a victory for
peace, as did the American Daily Worker. On
September 19, 1939, when the war was raging in
Poland, it published a declaration of the National
Committee of the American Communist party pro-
claiming the war declared by France and Britain
on Nazi Germany to be an imperialist (that is,
“unjust”) one, which should be opposed by the
workers. This appeal was immediately supported by
fellow-travelers like Theodore Dreiser, and Com-
munist trade unions set out to sabotage produc-
tion in munitions factories, lest any aid reach
Britain or France. Right up to the eve of the Nazi
invasion of Russia, Communist propaganda did
everything possible to dissuade the United States
from helping the European democracies in their
war against Nazi Germany. These pages in the
history of the glorious “struggle for peace” by the
progressive social forces are not much spoken of
any more, particularly where the young might
hear.

But nowhere was this “struggle for peace” as
influential as in France, where the Communist
party and its fellow-travelers were openly defeatist
before, and remained so during—and some time
after—the Nazi invasion of France. The French
Communist party, which was quite considerable
in strength, worked so energetically to undermine
the French war effort as to suggest a fifth column.
Within a2 month of France’s declaration of war
the party’s leader, Maurice Thorez, fled to Moscow
to direct the resistance to French preparations
against Germany. In November 1940 Thorez and
his associate Jacques Duclos exulted openly over
the fall of France, Thorez declaring that “the
struggle of the French people has the same aim as
the struggle of German imperialism.”

The Franco-German alliance alluded to by
Thorez expressed itself in concrete terms. German
propaganda leaflets dropped-over the Maginot line
pointed *out that “Germany, after her victory over
Poland and since her pact with Russia, disposes of
inexhaustible resources in men and material,”
while all the Communist deputies petitioned Presi-
dent Herriot to make peace in response to Hitler's
appeal. After Communist publications had been
suspended by decree in France, the party continued
to publish its propaganda on German presses. Its
leaflets urged troops, dockers, and others engaged
in essential war work to resist and to sabotage the
country's effort. In March 1940, a party leaflet
claimed that the Allied failure to launch an offen-

* Much of the material that follows here on the early
days of World War 11 is taken from the book by Nikolai
Tolstoy, Stalin’s Secret War (1981), where the appropriate
references can be found.



sive was due to the effectiveness of the party's de-
featist propaganda. And there can be no doubt
that this effective spreading of defeatism, coupled
‘with a serious campaign of sabotage in munitions
factories, played a major role in the catastrophic
French defeat of June 1940.

At the very time that General de Gaulle, in
London, was issuing his appeal for resistance, the
French Communist paper '"Humanité said: “Gen-
eral de Gaulle and other agents of British capital
would like to compel Frenchmen to fight for the
City. . ..”

Later Khrushchev was to recall that “Stalin
once told me that Hitler had sent a request for a
favor through secret channels. Hitler wanted
Stalin, as the man with the most authority and
prestige in the Communist world, to persuade the
French Communists not to lead the resistance
against the German occupation of France.” Evi-
dently Hitler's request was not denied.

Even in Yugoslavia, where the Communist
movement had directed 2ll its efforts to vilifying
the British and French, Tito’s first appeal for a
struggle against the German invaders did not come
until june 22, 1941. It was not the German con-
quest of Yugoslavia that aroused his ire, but the
German invasion of the Scviet Union. Even in far-
off Buenos Aires, a British diplomat had noticed
that Nazi diplomats were ‘“‘collaborating with local
Communists in a very dangerous attempt to win
over the masses with the cry of ‘away with British
capitalism and commercial exploitation.””

As soon as Nazi Germany turned ' against its
great Eastern ally, the “struggle for peace” was
instantly terminated. Indeed, the sudden outburst
of patriotism among the “progressive social forces”
was remarkable. No strikes, no condemnation of
Western imperialism—as if the latter had never
existed. For the remainder of World War II the
Allies were to enjoy a happy time of industrial
peace and a relaxation of the class struggle. The
war, of course, was now a “just” one.

pDLY, the passion for peace was resur-

O rected shortly after the war was

over, while the Soviet Union was swallowing a
dozen countries in Central Europe and threaten-
ing to engulf the rest of the continent. At that
time, some ‘‘imperialist warmongers” were sound-
ing the alarm over Soviet conduct and even sug-
gesting the creation of a “very aggressive” NATO
alliance. The ‘“reactionary forces” in the world
were starting a “cold war.” Beyond this, the Soviet
Union was troublesomely lagging behind the U.S.
in thé development of nuclear weapons. For some
curious reason, however, the “imperialist military-
industrial complex’—all those Dr. Strangeloves—
failed to drop the atom bomb on Moscow while
they still enjoyed a monopoly on it. This should
undoubtedly be ascribed to the success of a great
movement of peace-lovers. How could it be ex-
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plained otherwise, short of the reactionary sugges-
tion that NATQO generals were not in the least
aggressive?

In any case, members of the older generation
can still remember the marches, the rallies, and
the petitions of the 1950’s (particularly the famous
Stockholm Appeal and the meetings of the inde-
fatigable World Peace Council). It is hardly a
secret now that the whole campaign was organized,
conducted, and financed from Moscow, through
the so-called Peace Fund and the Soviet-dominated
World Peace Council—where a safe majority was
secured by such figures as Ilya Ehrenburg, A.N.
Tikhonov, etc. This was the period when comrade
Stalin presented his memorable recipe for peace
that is the epigraph to this article. Stalin’s formu-
lation was enthusiastically taken up by millions,
some of them Communists, some loyal fellow-trav-
elers, a number of them muddleheaded intellec-
tuals, or hypocrites seeking popularity, or clerics
hungry for publicity—not to mention profession-
al campaigners, incorrigible fools, youths eager
to rebel against anything, and outright Soviet
agents. Surprisingly, this odd mixture constitutes
a fairly sizable population in any Western
society, and in no time at all the new peace cam-
paign had reached grandiose proportions. It be-
came fashionable to join it and rather risky to
decline.

The purpose of all this peace pandemonium
was well calculated in the Kremlin. First, the
threat of nuclear war (of which the Soviets peri-
odically created a reminder by fomenting an inter-
national crisis) combined with the scope of the
peace movement should both frighten the bour-
geoisie and make it more tractable. Second, the
recent Soviet subjugation of Central European
countries should be accepted with more serenity
by Western public opinion and quickly forgotten.

" Third, the movement should help to stir up anti-

American sentiment among the Europeans, along
with a mistrust of their own governments, thus
moving the political spectrum to the Left. Fourth,

it should make military expenditures and the

placement of strategic nuclear weapons so un-
popular, so politically embarrassing, that in the
end the process of strengthening Western defenses
would be considerably slowed, giving the Soviets
crucial time to catch up. Fifth, since the odd mix-
ture of fools and knaves described above is usually
drawn from the most socially active element in the
population, its activism should be given the right
direction.

The results were to exceed all expectations.

‘Soviet money had clearly been well spent. The

perception of the Soviet Union as an ally of the
West (rather than of Nazi Germany) was still fresh
in peoples’ minds, which undoubtedly contributed
to the success of the “struggle for peace.”
Subsequently, the death of Stalin, the shock cre-
ated by the official disclosure of his crimes, the






