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their strategy. In reality, things were not so simple
particularly as there was the German-Soviet pact which,
despite its temporary nature, represented a break in
continuity. In any case, the reference to the policy of
united front is not a valid argument for proving the
specificity and autonomy of the PCI, which, quite the
contrary, had once again adopted an orientation dictated
by the International leadership according to the needs of
the Soviet Union and its ruling group.’®

From Salerno to
theTwentieth Congress

Much has already been written about a third turn,
that called the “Salerno turn”. If one wants to refer to
this turn to assert that at that time — in 1943-44 — the
PCI had already adopted a democratic/institutional
perspective  and abandoned any revolutionary/
insurrectional perspective, then this argument is
undoubtedly pertinent.!! But this does not imply that
there was a specific and autonomous choice. In fact, the
line applied in a more and more systematic manner
after Togliatti’s return to Italy was shared by all the
Communist Parties in Western Europe — and in its
general lines not only in Western Europe — and had
been decided by the Soviet leadership and the
Communist International just before its dissolution.!?

Amendola insists on the fact that Togliatti’s
propaganda from Radio Moscow was already oriented
to anti-fascist unity before his return, but this only

10. We will not here take up another aspect of the problem: the line of
popular fronts did not and could not have in Italy the same practical
consequences as in France or Spain. The Popular Front was presented
as a project of unification of all the opposition currents against fascism,
including a critical, or supposedly so, fascist current. During the Cen-
tral Committee of the end of October 1935, Ruggero Grieco stated in
his conclusions: “We will be the leaders of the Popular Front if we are
capable —— as Ercoli said — of combining the anti-fascist opposition
with the fascist opposition.”

The slogan of “national reconciliation” and “ a programme of peace,
freedom, and defence of the interests of the Ttalian people” was then
launched. There was a statement of preparedness to fight alongside
critical fascists for the implementation of the fascist programme of
1919. In a resolution of the end of September 1936, it was even stated
that “the fascist trade unionists can even be an instrument of struggle
against the bosses and this should be considered as workers’ trade un-
ions in the current conditions in Italy.” Such positions provoked, as can
be imagined, strong polemics with the anti-fascist opposition, with re-
percussions within the party itself,

i1. In recent polemics, people have thought it a good idea to reproach
the PCI with a supposed incoherence because, during the resistance, it
called for insurrection. This argument is quite specious: this was an in-
surrection against fascism but not for an overthrow of capitalism, and
implied the collaboration of all anti-fascist forces.

12. In its last resolution (15 May 1943), the Communist Intemational
stated, among other things, “In the countries of the Hitlerite bloc, the
fundamental task of the workers and toilers and all honest people is 10
contribute to the defeat of this bloc. In the countries of the any-Hitlerite

‘coalition, the sacred duty of the broad popular masses. . .is to suppont

by every means the military effort of these countries.”

proves the opposite of what he wants to say. At the time
Togliatti was not linked to the leadership in Italy —
which as a body hardly existed — and could therefore
not be the spokesperson for a line that had been
developed independently by his party. In addition,
anyone who has even the vaguest idea of the
functioning of the Soviet regime at the beginning of the
1940s cannot seriously think that its leaders would have
given a foreign communist the means — in this case a
powerful radio transmitter — to express his ideas
independently of the orientations of the Kremlin. It is
just as inconceivable that Togliatti would take a
decision to return and introduce a new line which
provoked disarray in wide layers of the party
completely independently and without any approval
from higher up.?

More generaily, the choice of the national road to
socialism cannot be claimed as an expression of
originality and autonomy. It is enough to remember that
Stalin himself, before the start of the Cold War, during
a conversation with a delegation from the Labour Party,
and shortly afterwards in a meeting with the leader of
the Czechoslovak CP Gottwald, had envisaged the
possibilities of different roads to socialism. This
possibility had a favourable reception from several
Communist leaders. We should also remember that
after the creation of the Cominform in 1947 and the
criticisms of opportunism made by Jdanov during the
founding meeting in relation to the PCI and PCF, the
party adapted to the new climate and without
substantially changing its policy — which the Soviets
themselves did not ask — discreetly abandoned the
theme of national roads to socialism which was only
taken up again five years later during the 1956
Congress. 4

In reality, this congress represented another decisive
stage in the history of the PCIL. It was the texts of this
congress and not the three previous ones of the post-
war period, which systematized the conception of an
“Italian road to socialism”.'> This systematization had
been prepared by the previous congresses. But, once
again, the turn was inspired by the leaders of the CPSU.
In fact, in February of that year the Twentieth Congress
took place, where Khrushchev introduced the idea of a

peaceful and institutional transition to socialism in the |

13. The dramatic experience of Greece is a confirmation in negative of
the general orientation of the Communist parties. In fact, Stalin openly
condemned the movements with took place there and which led to a
confrontation between the partisan forces and the British army.

14. In July 1948, Togliatti declared:

There can only be one single guide: in the field of doctrine it is Marx-
ism-Leninism, among the real forces it is the country which is already
socialist and in which a Marxist-Leninist party forged by three revolu-
tions and two victorious wars plays the leading role.

15. The first post-war congress, the Fifth, took place during the last
days of 1945 and the first days of 1946; the the second, the Sixih, in
1948, and the third, the Seventh, in 1951. On the particular nature of
the Fifth Congress, see Archivio Pietro Secchia 1945-73, Annali Feltri-
nelli, Milan, 1979, p. 212.

industrialized countries. It was in the wake of
Khrushchev — to whom Togliatti explicitly referred in
his report — that the ideas and orientations of the
Eighth Congress of the PCI were developed. More
generally, it was only after the celebrated Khrushchev
report on Stalin’s crimes and the “thaw” in the USSR
that the PCI started — with prudent gradualism and not
without contradictions — a partial process of critical
revision of Stalinism and even its own past.

Between the Salerno turn and the 1956 Congress
there was an event which we have already mentioned
and which had heavy consequences for the communist
movement: the break between Moscow and Yugoslavia
in 1948. The PCI leadership did not hesitate for a
moment: forgetting everything it had written about
Yugoslavia and about Tito, it associated itself
unreservedly with the open campaign against
Yugoslavia. This campaign was marked by the use of
classical Stalinist epithets.'¢ After Stalin’s death, when
Khrushchev recognized the “mistake” which had been
made, the PCI went along with Moscow’s choice with
the same zeal. It reacted in the same way in 1956 in
approving the Soviet intervention in Hungary.

Stalinist organizational practices

As we will see later, in its organizational
functioning the PCI suffered less than the other parties
from the Stalinization process. But this does not mean
that even from this point of view this was
fundamentally a Stalinist party.

For example, it only had really democratic internal
discussion for a very limited period, during the first
years of its existence.!” Then the move to underground
activity encouraged the concentration of power at the
top and a functioning of the apparatus with very rigid
watertight compartments. Up to the end of the 1920s,
discussions continued, but they only concerned smaller
and smaller leading bodies which were reconstituted by
coopting rather than electing new members.

Already during the struggle against the Bordiga
tendency, before and after the Lyons congress,
disciplinary measures of a bureaucratic style had been
adopted. At the beginning of the 1930s, at the time of
the crisis provoked by the turn, the party crossed
another step in the road to bureaucratization: the
minorities were expelled by administrative measures

16. I was at that time in Venice and in contact with the leaders of the
Communist Federation. The announcement by radio at the end of the
evening of the Soviet Union’s break with Yugoslavia caused disarray
within the party. But the following moming, when the headquarters of
the regional Federation was opened, Tito’s portrait had already disap-
peared.

17. It should be added that Bordiga did not have a democratic concep-
tion of the functioning of the party either. His idea was that it would
have been preferable to talk about organic centralism rather than demo-
cratic centralism. It was not 2 purely terminological question because
Bordiga declared himself favoursble to “a military-type discipline”.
The Bordigist left was also in favour of the most centralization possible
within the International.

and attacked in a huge campaign of calumnies.

At the time of the Moscow trials, the anti-Trotskyist
campaign was also launched in Italy, where the
Trotskyist movemenit hardly existed (there was only a
small nucleus of comrades, almost all emigrants). This
campaign took place even in the prisons and the
deportation camps. Those who did not share the party
line or even only certain of its aspects (to say nothing of
the CPSU and Comintern line) were harshly attacked,
isolated and expelled by summary methods (the most
striking case is that of Umberto Terracini).*®

After Lyons, there was only one congress in twenty
years: that of Cologne in 1931. There was no discussion
on the turn of the previous year which had nevertheless
led to the expulsion of half the Political Bureau. Nor
should it be forgotten that in 1939, when the Comintern
decided to dissolve the Central Committee of the Italian
Party and to create an “ideological” or “reorganization
centre” in Moscow, designating ils new secretary
without consulting or informing anybody, that the PCI
did not have the slightest reaction. It lined up with
Moscow in the same way as did the other Communist
Parties internationally.’”

This measure did not have the same tragic
consequences as did similar measures in other
Communist Parties, for example in Poland, which was
literally destroyed (an episode in which Togliatti is
certainly not completely innocent). But it could only
worsen the leadership crisis which existed at the time
and we can legitimately ask whether, with a more
democratic solution to this crisis, would the party have
been able to face the crucial test of the war in more
favourable conditions??

During the period opened by the crisis and the fall
of fascism, some very vigorous discussions started
within the party, which remained nevertheless strictly
limited to the leading groups, that is to say the two
centres in Milan and Rome, without any participation
from the organizers and thus even less from the rank
and file.2! After Togliatti’s return and the meeting of the
National Council which had approved the Salerno turn,
the new line was rapidly imposed. To use Spriano’s
words: it was the end of the regime of free discussion.?

The Togliatti cult then developed in more and more
open forms, while the most important decisions were

18. According to certain testimonies by fonner deportees in the islands,
ex-members, above all during the last years, were correctly treated by
their comrades who remained in the party. We do not have any reason
to cast doubt on these testimonies. But there are others, more numer-
ous, which state the contrary: those who had left the party or had been
expelled were the victims of real persecution campaigns. Similar ati-
tudes were also widespread during the Resistance {for example in rela-
tion to militants of Stella Rossa in Turin and Bandiera Rossa in Rome}).

19. This secretary was Giuseppe Berti,

20. Amendola, whose book reeks of justifications, writes: The PCl ar-
rived at the testing period of the war in conditions of severe organiza-
tional weakness and political confusion. (op. cit. p. 369}

21. Spriano, op. cit. ¥, p. 79.
22, Spriano, op. cit. V, p. 326.
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and 1930s, and young members for whom the opposi-
tion to fascism also took on the the dimension of a
struggle against capitalist society. They were inspired
not only and not so much by an ideological differentia-
tion but more by the practical consequences of the par-
ty’s orientation. Their Achilles’ heel was the lack of a
complete strategic vision, which flowed basically from
a mistaken analysis of the evolution of the PCI and
above all of the USSR’s policy. )

The most striking case is that of the Bandiera Rossa
movement which, while it sometimes took up some
vaguely Trotskyist themes, considered the USSR a so-
cialist country and identified with Stalin without the
slightest critical thought. It even reproached the PCI
and Togliatti for not applying the orientation of the So-
viet leadership which, in its opinion, put forward a rev-
olutionary line."

It is worth remembering that the thesis that the line
of the PCI was in opposition to that of the CPSU and
Stalin was partially taken up during the 1950s by an-
other communist group — Azione Comunista (Commu-
nist Action) — which was also a passing phenomenon.
Such an interpretation of Stalin’s position was proved
false by, among other things, an episode related by Pie-
tro Secchia. During a visit to Moscow, Secchia had ex-
pressed some reservations about the party’s line, un-
doubtedly with the hope of being encouraged by the
Soviet leaders. But Stalin had not hidden his agreement
with Togliatti.

It was this fundamental weakness which made the
existence of above-mentioned groups inevitably precar-
ious and condemned them to a rapid disappearance.
This was all the moretrue as the PCI, having attacked
them in the most classic Stalinist style by accusing
them even of being enemy agents, then used clever ma-
noeuvres to coopt them. !

Similar considerations could be made in relation to
a rather singular —from several points of view — per-
sonality. Lelio Basso moved from a criticism of the po-
sitions of the PCI and Stalinism to opportunistically ac-
cepting them as far as to justify the trial of Laszlo Rajik
in Hungary at the beginning of the 1950s. Some 15
years later Basso went back to his judgement of 1943-
44, speaking of “a real historic opportunity lost” and
adding:

There was a lot at stake. In the final analysis it was a question of
deciding if post-war Ttaly was going to be really “new” and there-
fore break with the old monarchist and fascist order, build itself on
the basis of popular wishes and initiatives manifested at the base, or

whether it was going to follow a line of juridical and political conu-
nuity with the old state, legitimizing the past and leading to a resto-

13. See for example the articles in Bandiera Rossa and the resolution of
the Naples conference(January 1945) which proclaimed the identity of
Lenin and Stalin and accused Togliatii of not implementing the line of
“international communism and Stalin™ (see also the pamphlet La via
maestra, published in December 1944).

14. In 1947 most members left the Communist Movement of Italy and
joined the PCI (although some of the leaders were not accepted). A
small nucleus continued to exist until 1949, One of its best-known rep-
resentatives, Francesco Cretara, later joined the Fourth International.

ration from above. The left parties subordinated all their demands
to the war effort and accepted a whole series of compromises which
finally encouraged the restoration of the old structures and social
forces. It was the famous ‘Togliatti tum’ which was mainly respon-
sible for all that.3

We can accept this critical judgement as a starting
point but at the same time note that the speeches about
an alternative remained quite vague, and above all did
not challenge the fundamental choice of integration into
the system. Basso was equally ambiguous when he
dealt with questions of workers’ strategy.'®

Similar positions were expressed by Rodolfo Mo-
randi who summarized them in an article that appeared
during the Liberation. In relation to the role of the CLN
Morandi wrote “Today the supreme authority of the
state can only be represented and expressed by a gener-
al conference of the Liberation Committees.™” Later he
dealt with the question of what were called at the time
“structural reforms” from a rather different angle from
the prevailing orientation. In his opinion these reforms
should be conceived of as “a rupture of the system”.
But these statements, as well as many others, remained
simply allusions or very vague indications without ever
having any practical application or being placed in the
context of a more general critique of the action of the
national and international workers’ movement.

Pietro Secchia and Umberto Terracini

Pietro Secchia should be mentioned among those
who envisaged, on important occasions, orientations
and points of view which were different from those of
the majority of the leading group. The fact that his criti-
cal positions were only expressed openly in the notes to
his archives, while he had been marginalized for a long
time, does not reduce their intrinsic importance; particu-
larly from the point of view which interests us here.

Secchia had already taken a particular position at
the end of the 1920s, when, with Longo, he represented
a tendency within the youth organization which rejected
a correction to the line which was in his opinion reform-
ist. Against the adoption of the slogan for a Constituent
Assembly, he favoured maintaining the slogan of a
“people’s revolution for a workers and farmers govern-
ment” which the party had previously adopted.

Starting from this critical attitude Secchia had en-
thusiastically accepted the “turn” of which he could
consider himself partly the precursor. Forty years later
he still stubbornly defended this interpretation. In his
opinion it was imperative for the party to concentrate
most of its forces on building the party within the coun-
try. From his point of view the criticisms of opposition-
ists appeared unacceptable (as far as we know he al-
ways evaded the problem that among them were many

15. Lelio Basso, f1 Psi, Nuova Accademia, Milan, 1958, p. 248.

16. In relation to this ses our judgement in /! movimenio operaio in una
fase critica, pp. 141-6

17, Avanti of 28 April 1945,

imprisoned activists and Gramsci himself).!®

As a result his judgement largely coincided with
that of Giorgio Amendola who, while recognizing the
mistaken nature of the party’s analysis and the smalli re-
sults obtained, justified, even in his 1978 book, the con-
demnation of the opposition of the “three” (Leonetti,
Ravazzoli and Tresso), explaining that the tun was the
condition for the later growth of the party. This is a typ-
ical example of the tendency to justification of which
Amendola was a master, even when he pretended to
play the role of an iconoclast who defied the traditional
taboos and raised questions that others preferred to
avoid.”

Secchia several times came back to the problems
which were posed in the last stages of the war and the
early post-war period. In his opinion, it was above all in
this period that the party should have adopted a differ-
ent line. For example, in 1958 he wrote:

I do not think that we could have made the revolution in 1945. Our
country was occupied by the Anglo-Americans, etc. I share com-
pletely the analysis made by the party as well as the conclusion it
arrived at. It was rather a question of relying more on the mass
movements, defending more strongly certain positions and having
more effective action when we were in government. In addition,
sooner or later, the Anglo-Americans would have to lead and we
could have become more intransigent. %

Ina 1971 text, he stated:

Already during the Resistance and particularly on the eve of the in-
surrection, the conflict between the left forces, particularly the PCI,
and the moderates, came out clearly particularly on the question of
the form of the state and the type of democracy which should be
built. The attack against the CLN which represented the new struc-
tures of power and which were the pillars of the new democracy
was launched just after the liberation and we were not able to re-
spond adequately. We gave in to the blackmail and did not have
confidence in the possibility of creating a new state, different from
the precious pre-fascist state. We were frightened of a confrontation
and of repeating the Greek experience.?!

In another text, he expressed the same judgement, in
a wat which poses the problems more clearly:

It is a question of seeing whether, with more decisive action and
broader more united struggles by the labouring masses, it would
have been possible to prevent the ‘restoration of capitalism’ with
the retum to power of monopolist groups and the big industrialists.
If it was possible to have more coherent action to promote the eco-
nomic, political and social renaissance of the country, to reform its
structures and create a really democratic regime. All the anti-fascist
parties, without exception, should have deepened this study with a
self -critical attitude and abandoning any parochialism.??

18. According to Terracini, the perspective of a possible return to the
“democratic method”, that is to say of a perspective opposed to that of
the tum “went without saying in the ideas of communists of Regina
Coeli (the prison in Rome)”

19. Amendola ventured to write a history of the Communist Party,
which cannot at all be compared 1o that of Spriano. His justificationism
appears very clearly in relation to Stalinism (in 1978!) and even the
Moscow Trials {op. cit. p. 307).

20. Archivio Pietro Secchia, p. 192.

21. Pietro Secchia, /I PCI ¢ la guerra di liberazione, 1943-45, Annali
Feltrinelli, Milan, 1971, p. 581.

22. Thid p. 1061.

For Secchia, a particularly serious mistake was:

To have considered DC as a democratic and popular party, which
represented the peasants, the middle layers and the labouring class-
es. The mass influence of this party did not change either its nature
and its class character or the function which it accomplished after
the Liberation.

Another theme in Secchia’s criticism was that of-
workers’ struggles. Referring to the 1947-48 period, he
considered that “in trade-union policy and mobilization
of the broad masses — particularly in the industrial cen-
tres — we could have done more”.% Elsewhere he add-
ed “It is certain that there were delays in the struggles
to defend the workplace committees and democratic
freedoms in the factories.”?

Other remarks deal with more specific problems.
For example Secchia expressed his disagreement with
the party’s decision to vote for Giovanni Gronchi as
president of the Republic in 1955, and did not hide his
scepticism concerning the slogan for democratic control
of the monopolies.? At the time of the struggle against
the legge truffa, in 1953, he criticized Togliatti’s atti-
tude which was in his opinion too moderate and re-
vealed “once again a parliamentarist conception.”?

These were not unimportant overall criticisms and
always developed from a leftwing standpoint. However,
they were more a harder and more uncompromising
perspective for implementing the general strategy of the
period than a real alternative to the party line. This is
confirmed unambiguously by the fact that Secchia ex-
pressed his agreement with the central goal of “gradual
democracy” even if he proposed a more radical version.

The goal of the Resistance could not be socialism but had to be a
new, gradual, democracy, based on new institutions directly repre-
senting the popular masses and the structures which were created
during the Resistance.?®

However, Secchia's fundamental limit did not lie
only in his way of approaching strategic questions at a
national level, but above all in his inability, even in the
last few years of his existence, to settle accounts with
Stalinism. Concerning the 1930s for example, he never
questioned the arguments with which his party justified
the Moscow trials, nor tried to understand the roots and
the dynamic of events in the USSR. Even after the
Twentieth Congress of the CPSU, he wrote that the
USSR “must be at the centre of the Communist move-
ment, because, whether we like it or not, the Soviet Un-

23. Archivio Secchia, p. 583.
24.Tbid. p. 427.

25.1bid. p. 268

26. Ibid. p. 267 and 269.
27.Tbid. p. 237.

28. Ivid. p. 585. To our knowledge, neither did Secchia later challenge
the general line of the party. His reservations — expressed cautiously
and more indirectly than directly — on the lialian road to socialism ap-
peared at most ideological, without any implications at the level of po-
lical strategy.
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ion is the vanguard of the socialist world.” At the same
time, he did not cease to defend an, in the last analysis,
Stalinist conception of unity of the world Communist
movement.”®

We have mentioned the positions of Umberto Terra-
cini in 1929-30 and in relation to the German-Soviet
pact of 19393 In a document written in autumn 1941,
Terracini laid out perspectives for the period which
would, follow the fall of fascism which was rather dif-
ferent from that envisaged by the Communist Parties.

We should envisage that in this situation (particularly in the defeat-
ed countries, Germany and Italy, in which, even before the installa-
tion of a new authority, the defeat will break the apparatus of the
dictatorship and start a chaotic process of reorganization of old and
new political formations), political struggle will start at an in-
creased speed, determined by a growing polarization on irreconcil -
able positions of forces that at the beginning would agree in a con-
fused fashion on the same platform of basic democracy. It is not
excluded that, in 2 few months, a revolutionary situation would be
created capable of once again pushing the bourgeois parties into the
camp of open reaction. The result of the struggle will then depend
on the ability of the revolutionary forces to exploit the period of
freedom and their skilfulness in manoeuvring tactically in 2 chang-
ing transitional situation.?!

In the appeal he made against his expulsion from the
party in February 1943, he reaffirmed:

I think that the formation of the first post-fascist government will
escape the direct influence of proletarian forces... This is why we
should immediately start activity — with not only a political but
also an advanced economico-social programme — to organize the
masses, along the line of the experiences of 1919-21 (factory coun-
cils) and of 1925-26 (the united peasant commiltees), in bodies
which can help their mobilization for direct struggles and function
as the basic nuclei of a revolutionary government. Thus, by exploit-
ing to the maximum the limits of restored bourzgeois democracy, we
will forge the arms necessary to go beyond it.*

This is a summary of the elements of an alternative
line which we will come back to. There remains the fact
that Terracini gave up developing his project: less than
a year later, in a letter to Togliatti, he did not hesitate to
express his “total agreement with the party line”, and
reasserted this position in another letter just before the
Liberation

Later, Terracini several times expressed opinions

25. Op. cit. p. 429. It is worth noting that when he wrote the passage
quoted, Secchia referred to the New Course of Trotsky, particularly in
relation 10 “the problem of generations and renewal of the Communist
parties” (p. 434). Previously, he had quoted passages from 7905 and
The Revolution Betrayed (pp. 300-1).

30. Terracini’s positions are illustrated above all in his books La svolta,
La Pietra, Milan, 1975 and Al bando del partito, La Pietra, Milan,
1976. On the German-Soviet Pact, Terracini insisted on the distinction
which had 1o be made between the legitimate demands of the USSR as
a state and the orientations of the international communist movement.
Later, against the official thesis, he defended the idea that, for capitalist
countries, the war remained an imperialist war, despite the interest of
the USSR in establishing an alliance with them.

31. Umberto Terracini, Al bando del partito, p. 44.
32. Ibidp. 126.

33. 12 April 1945, “The party line is my line, without reservations, and
my discipline is also unreserved,” (p. 185).

different from the leading group of his party. For exam-
ple in a 1947 interview, he underlined the dangers
which flowed from the division of the world into two
blocs, which provoked an immediate denial from the
party secretariat. Just after the Twentieth Congress, he
raised in the Central Committee the problem of the
elimination of Bela Kun, and of the dissolution of the
Polish Communist Party and he stated in an article that
the PCI should eliminate the causes and consequences
of Stalinism. Some twenty years later, during the Four-
teenth Congress of the PCI, he criticized the fact that
Christian Democracy was no longer characterized as a
bourgeois party. But none of these positions led him to
challenge the general line of the party some of whose
premisses were even pushed to extremes in some of his
formulations.* We cannot say either that he contributed
very much to the critique of Stalinism.3s

What alternatives?

Therefore possible alternatives were sketched out at
almost every crucial point in the history of the party.
But they were always partial alternatives, lacking an in-
ternational strategic dimension. This was the reason for
the intrinsic weakness, their ephemeral character and
their limited influence.

This does not mean that a different evolation was
inconceivable. It was perfectly possible to develop dif-
ferent options and strategy, which would have stimulat-
ed a different dynamic to events. But the alternative
project would have had to have an international dimen-
sion from the start. From a rigourous analysis of what
was happening in the USSR and its repercussions with-
in the Communist International, it was possible and
necessary to fight against the development and consoli-
dation of the Stalinist bureaucracy before it was too
late. It would of course have been a very hard struggle,
whose favourable outcome was hardly assured. But to-
day everybody can see the catastrophic outcome of the
realistic “choices” which were made.

To go back for an instant. In 1929-30 it was possi-

34. For example, during the Seventh Congress (April 1951), in reject-
ing the thesis of the Constitution as a compromise, he asserted that if
“in making an absurd hypothesis, the PCI had found itself in 1946
alone in writing the Constitution of the Republic... in its general line
and fundamental principles it would be identical to that we have to-
day.” (VII Congresso del Pci, Edizioni di Cultura Sociale, Rome,
1954, p. 298.) Here is another example: during the Ninth Congress, to
Justify the alliance policy of the party, he had even distorted a passage
of the Communist Manifesto, pretending that the phrase "the fall of the
proletariat” meant not only a* declassing but also a convergence of in-
terests, a coming together of the classes”. (IX Congresso del Pci, Edi-
tori Riuniti, Rome, 1960, Vol I, p. 297.)

35. During the Eighth Congress of the PCI, he also had used the pain-
ful argument that “we didn’t know” zdding that “what we knew about
the functioning of political institutions in the socialist countries was
very Limited”. T saw Terracini’s effons to convince a Jewish group of
the capital that the Slansky iral was not a manifestation of anti-
Semitism and had taken place according 1o Czechoslovak “state law™.

ble to reject the — obviously false — analyses of the
third period and to create the conditions for united ac-
tion of the workers’ movement against the dictatorship
of Mussolini (and, in Germany, to oppose the rise of
Hitler). It was perfectly possible to organize the work
within the country without having to accept the most
unrealistic perspectives, the ultimatism and adventurist
initiatives. The basis for a relaunch would thus have
been created. All this is not only said now, after the
event. Indications going in this direction were already
put forward at the time, not only by some isolated acti-
vists but by cadres, indeed leaders, of the PCI and the
Communist International itself.

At other important points, during the Resistance or
the post-war period, the line adopted was not the only
one possible either. Once again, critiques and different
hypotheses were put forward. They had a certain echo
in broad sectors of the masses; among activists and or-
ganizers of new and old generations, who mobilized not
only with the perspective of overthrowing fascism and
chasing out the Nazi Army but also changing radically
the existing order and building a socialist society.* Dif-
ferent sources and many historical studies confirm,
moreover, that often the line of national unity was ac-
cepted as a tactical demand wit the understanding that
at the right time they had to go further to take on the
struggle to conquer power.*

We know the arguments of defenders of the official
line. It was absurd to put forward a revolutionary per-
spective on 25 April, the day of the Liberation, because
the Occupation Armies would have intervened along-
side the reactionary forces. It was a question of giving
struggles a different perspective, of developing all the
elements of power and workers’ control created during
the Resistance, ensuring that the hegemonic role of the
working class and its organizations should not be evac-
uated of all content and wiped out by systematic collab-
oration with bourgeois parties and by the failure to have
independent action, refusing integration into the tradi-
tional state apparatus and not collaborating in rebuild-
ing society on a capitalist basis. In other words, rather
than trying to suffocate or stamp out class conflicts, it

36. Spriano wrote in his book / comunisti europei e Stalin, Einaudi, Tu-
rin, 1983,

In each country, civil war, or at least deep divisions and social conflicts
accompany the development of the war on the fronts. There are forces
who rally to the occupiers, there are passive and resigned social
groups, there are also sincere freedom fighters who do not want to col-
laborate with the communists. Moreover, these latter are fighting for a
socialist revolution even if it is not fixed on the agenda by official doc-
uments. The interpretation of national unity is subject to an infinite
number of variations and nuances. From top to bottom, at the tops of
the parties which really act in the underground and in their worker and
peasant bases, among the intermediate cadre which become decisive
for organizing the armed struggle. (p. 175}

37. The PCI leaders were very conscious of this and this is why they
feared the emergence to their left of another party arcund critical ele-
ments, groups and movements which we have already mentioned
(fears of this type were expressed for example by Scoccimarro at the
end of 1944).

would have been necessary to try to develop them in
line with a dynamic which was rooted in reality, to ori-
ent them in an anti-capitalist direction, thus encourag-
ing a rise in consciousness of broader and broader mass
sectors. Nobody could know when the question of pow-
er would be posed. But it was essential to maintain this
strategic perspective, independently of any hypothesis
concerning the stages and forms of the struggle.

This was not done. Worse, while the PCI waged
sometimes very stubbomn struggles to defend workers’
rights and living standards, it was already timid, if not
absent, from the terrain of struggles for important dem-
ocratic demands. It is enough to think of the enormous
concessions that it made in relation to relations between
state and Church when it voted the sadly-famed Article
7 of the Constitution, or again its refusal for several
decades to wage a battle for the rights to divorce and to
abortion, to the point where in the end it had to follow
the initiatives taken by other forces.

Similar considerations to those enumerated for the
period 1943-45 could also be made about the enormous
popular and workers’ mobilization which, in reply to
the attack against Togliatti, shook Italy for several days
with almost insurrectional movements. Certainly, the
conditions for a revolutionary struggle for power did
not exist. But, once again, it was necessary to make the
conclusion that the movement should be blocked, chan-
nelled and stopped as soon as possible. Between a
protest strike and an insurrection there is a whole range
of possibilities which can be exploited. For example,
political objectives could have been set such as the
purge of fascists who resurfaced; an immediate halt to
all charges against Resistance activists for acts of war;
the introduction of management councils into the facto-
rie; workers’ councils in factories and big agricultural
properties with a power of control, etc. At the same
time economic goals could have been fixed which start-
ed from the trade-union struggles underway (end to
sackings, re-employment of workers sacked, general-
ized revision of wage system, etc.). The movement
should not have ended before these goals were won,
Stuike committees directly elected by the workers
should have taken the leadership. A possible success
would have been a major riposte to the attacks against
the workers’ movement that had started, by making it
possible to create the conditions for an upturn in strug-
gles in a more favourable situation.

One last example, towards the end of the 1960s, Ita-
ly was shaken, more deeply and more lastingly than
other European countries, by a social and political crisis
which took on in 1969-71 features of a pre-
revolutionary crisis.® The PCI approached the situation
with its usual tactical adroitness by trying to integrate

38. The crisis of 1969-71 was at the origins of the formation and
growth of the far left organizations which, at their high point were able
to exercise considerable influence over sections of the masses. In this
sense they carry their share of responsibility for the outcome of this
critical period. See on this our work Verifica del leninismo in [talia, al-
ready cited.
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To come back to the period of the crisis of
Stalinism, we can certainly not consider meritworthy
the positions he took of total condemnation of the
Yugoslav communists and unconditional support to
Stalin in 1948. But even after the Twentieth Congress,
Togliatti insisted on fixing precise limits to the

condenmnation of Stalinism. For example in a famous .

interview published in the review Nuovi Argumenti, he
went so far as to put on the same level those guilty of
the worst repression and their victims. When the Soviet
leaders complained of the criticisms of them — which
were after all very moderate — he immediately
retreated and for some time avoided returning to the
ideas he had sketched out.®

Still in 1956, not only did he approve the Soviet
intervention against the revolution in Hungary, but he
participated in the campaign against the insurgents. He
published an article in Rinascita an article condemning
a collection of writings of Hungarian intellectuals in the
harshest terms which is perfectly typical of his fashion
of polemicizing, of his bureaucratic — in the fullest
sense of the word — conceptions and the real nature of
his “deStalinization”. He did not even hesitate to
criticize contemptuously the grandiose funeral of
Laszlo Rajk, a ceremony which rendered justice to a
victim of Stalinism and was one of the most moving
ceremonies of the Hungarian anti-bureaucratic mass
movement.? Nor should we forget the coldness with
which he at first received Gomulka who, at the time,
expressed the anti-Stalinist feelings of the masses, nor
his typically Stalinist interpretation of the workers’ and
people’s struggles at Poznan, which he attributed to the
action of the “enemy”.

What is more, after the Twentieth Congress of the
CPSU (1961), Togliatti opposed those who wanted to
further develop the critique of Stalinism and even
threatened to take the initiatives to create a pro-Soviet
tendency.!® A year later, in a note intended to explain
his laudatory judgements of Stalin, he reused an old
argument:

The revelations and criticisms which were made about Stalin during
the Twentieth Congress of the CPSU do not diminish his grandeur
or genius.

The analysis of the causes and meaning of Stalinist
degeneration — as it was laid out in the interview in
Nuovi Argumenti already mentioned or again in the
special issue of Rinascita for the fortieth anniversary of
the October Revolution — is in itself quite revealing of
his conception of “deStalinization” and his desire to
cover up his past responsibilities.!* Certain of his
assertions would merit publication in an anthology of
self-justifications. For example:

We did not have and could not have any knowledge of the facts
which are denounced today...We now leam that in the Soviet
Union under Stalin there were trials which ended in illegal and
unjust sentences.’®

No more than anybody else who has put forward
similar arguments did he realize that, even if such an

argument was accepted, then the judgement on those
who used it would still be negative. Although he had
spent many years in the USSR, he had seen and
understood nothing of what was happening. A good
balance sheet for a Marxist leader and intellectual!

Togliatti’s more general attitude on deStalinization
gives us, in the last analysis, a key to understanding his
personality. He was now perfectly conscious that the
methods and conceptions of Stalin were obsolete,
including from the point of view of preserving the
existing bureaucratic regimes, and that it was necessary
to change course. But for him changing course meant
innovating to the extent necessary (0 maintain
continuity in substance. His interventions from 1956
until his death in 1964 prove this without any
possibility of equivocation.

But there is another aspect which is not secondary.
If we consider in an abstract fashion his cultural
propensities, his education, his mentality and his style,
we could think that Stalinism was not very suited to his
character. This explains his reservations as well as
certain attitudes in the last years of his life and certain
forms of practical application of Stalinism when it was
still at its height. By his temperament and his
tendencies, Togliatti was rather on the side of the
rightwing current in the Communist International,
which explains his affinities with Bukharin during a
period of the history of the CPSU and the Third
International. In this sense he was much more at ease
with the popular fronts that with the third period, with
the anti-fascist coalition than with the Cold War, and he
would have preferred paternalist conceptions and
practice rather than terrorist and repressive ones.
However, it would be arbitrary to hide the fact that he
never opposed Stalinism (even when he was privately
convinced of the mistaken character of the line
imposed) and, concretely, he was for decades its
instrument, even at the cost of a deformation of his own
personality. In the last analysis, his specificities
increase his responsibilities rather than decreasing
them.

An exceptional importance has been given to the

8. It was only at the Ninth Congress, in 1959, that Togliatti said he had
not given up this standpoint.

9. The collection was published even in Italy (Laterza, Ban, 1957) un-
der the title Iridalmi Ujsag (Literary Gazette). Contrary to what Togli-
atti claimed, most of the writers were in favour of a democratic trans-
formation of Hungary in a socialist direction. In relation to the funeral
of Rajk, he talked of a “macabre, absurd and exasperating parade”.

10. See Giuseppe Fiori, Vita di Enrico Berlinguer, Laterza, Bari, 1989,
p- 118

11. “Momenti della storia d’Ttalia”, Critica marxista, special issue, p.
206.

12. According to Secchia, Toghatti “did not want a discussion on the
past because he would have appeared as the main one responsible for
our positions and the policies in Italy... He wanted to wait and above
all not change the leadership methods.” (Archivio Secchia, p. 303).

13, In the interview mentioned.

last of his writings, the Memorial of Yalta, which
certainly constitutes a faithful reflection of his
conclusions in relation to central problems of the
communist movement. If this text is judged from the
point of view of its intrinsic value, its importance is
quite relative. His most important and least
challengeable remarks — for example the criticisms of
bureaucratic structures in the USSR, the explanations of
the specificity of the dialectics of art and culture, and
the need to coordinate trade-union struggles at a
European level in the epoch of the Common Market —
are simply repeating, timidly and very late in the day,
ideas that several currents in the workers’ movement
had been putting forward for a long time. Revolutionary
Marxists from the 1930s, the Yugoslav communists
from the 1950s, but also, in certain ways, the reformists
of the golden age of social-democracy and, in Europe,
trade-union groups and tendencies in different
countries. It is therefore not an original and innovative
document, as it is still presented.

Its importance lies in the fact that some things are
said — even if late and not without reticence — by a
person like Togliatti and by a Communist Party with a
big mass influence and international prestige. It was
important that the leader of the PCI should make a
statement against any new .authoritarian control of the
international communist’ movement, denounce the
fundamental weakness of certain Western European
Communist Parties and the ineffectiveness of certain
trade-union organizations (like the World Federation of
Trade Unions) and emphasize — even if not in a very
explicit way — the limits to the political and theoretical
elaboration of the questions of the struggle of colonial
and neo-colonial peoples.

The Memorial also looks at positions already taken
by the PCI, further developing its reformist and neo-
reformist conceptions and orientations, and questioning
still more openly the Leninist conception of the state.
But, even on this, its originality is open to discussion.
In reality, the contributions of other leaders and
intellectuals of the party have been, on this terrain,
more important and more concrete. Efforts to
understand the reality of the capitalism in the 1950s and
1960s were made through analytical work which was
immeasurably more thorough that the vague and
allusive formulations of Togliatti (marked among other

14. Rinascita, October 1955.

15. According to Spriano, the original aspects of Toghiatti’s theoretico-
political contribution were his judgements on religion and religious
conscience and on the question of nuclear war (Critica marxisia, spe-
cial issue). It would be really exaggerated to state that these were origi-
nal and systematic contributions. But it is true that Togliatti was one of
the first to raise these questions within the Communist parties.

16. Quoted in the Archivio Secchia, p. 158.

17. Ibid. pp. 298-9. At the moment of Togliatti’s death, Secchia made a
more favourable judgement, which however did not eliminate the pre-
vious considerations (ibid., p. 546).

things by very obvious weaknesses in the economic
domain). It is also significant that Togliatti did not take
a position on major events such as the revolutionary
processes then unfolding in Algeria and Cuba.

In an article on the work of the Christian Democrat
leader Alcide de Gasperi, Togliatti indicated in the
following way what in his opinion was the “touchstone”
for the qualitics of a political personality:

To what extent his ideal orientations and his personal perspicacity
make it possible for him to understand the course of events, to
grasp over and above the confusion of the reality of the situation,
what is essential and new, and thus the seeds of the future? To what
extent can he draw from his principles a line of conduct which
makes him master of events, to the extent of making a permanent
mark on them?'

If we apply these criteria to the person who outlined
them, the resuit will not be very favourable to him. It
would in fact be difficuit to assert that Togliatti had
foreseen “the course of events™ and still less that he was
able to “grasp... the seeds of the future” during the
1930s and in the immediate post-war period, to0 give
just two examples. He accepted, took responsibility for
and “theorized” Stalinism and, in 1944-45, formulated a
strategic project which turned out to be intrinsically
incoherent.

In the following period, he gradually adapted to
events, often very skilfully, but, to use his own words,
he was never able to become “master of events”. In
particular, to the extent that he tried to explain after the
event what had happened in an attempt at self-
justification, he could not be an original thinker.'

People who knew him well at different times have
made very negative judgements of him. According to
Pietro Tresso, Togliatti:

Does not believe in any policy, but he is an advocate always ready
to defend all the causes and support all the political lines, to know
the priority causes and political lines at any given moment. When
the Communist Intemational was led by Bukharin, he was for Buk-
harix1l;6afler the tum he lined up on the victorious side, on Stalin’s
side.

The judgement made by Pietro Secchia was
basically no less severe. In relation to the statements by
Togliatti on the dissolution of the Cominform, he
wrote:

These wise comments, like many others of this same Togliati,
always come several years late, that is to say when it no longer
takes any courage to give, they come when the ‘turn’ has already
started, the ‘decision’ has already been taken and it would even be
imprudent to resist or oppose them.

And then, rather than confining himself to doing the same as the
others; that is to say to recognize that we have to change, he takes
the attitude of being top of the class, the attitude of he who would
like it believed ‘I always said that’, of he who had previously
accepted only by discipline and can finally exclaim ‘See, I was
right’. In reality he has almost always accepted all the different
orientations first of the Communist Intemational and then of the
Cominform. He had always accepted and fiercely defended them,
giving proof of deep conviction and fighting against all those who
expressed doubts. )’

In the first case we can take into account a tendency
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to polemical exaggeration, due to a very hard faction
fight, and in the second, a form of resentment for the
wrongs done. This does not alter the fact that Tresso
and Secchia have grasped an incontestable and non-
negligible aspect of Togliatti’s personality. After all,
these judgements go in the same direction as Gramsci’s
remarks in relation to Togliatti’s criticisms of the
famous letter to the Central Committee of the CPSU:

We would be poor revolutionaries, and irresponsible as well, if we
stayed passive watching the events as they happen and justifying
their necessity before the event.-... Your way of thinking makes a
very painful impression on me.!®

However, within an overall evaluation we can
consider as a specific contribution of Togliati —
although it was obviously not an exclusively personal
contribution — the actions during a period of twenty
years which transformed a Stalinist party into a neo-
reformist, social-democratic type of party, while
maintaining and increasing its mass influence and even
its strength of attraction at a cultural level.

This project had not been conceived in a systematic
fashion from the outset because Togliatti was far from
foreseeing all the national and international factors
which made it possible, and, in fact, at different time
and with different arguments, he wanted to underline
the division separating his party from traditional
reformism. However, the positions taken on specific
questions, more than his overall strategy, made it
possible to conclude that Togliatti had begun to sketch
out a neo-reformist project from 1944-45.

For example, in his report to the Fifth Congress, in
1945, he presented in a favourable light a speech by
Turati in June 1920, that the old reformist had always
considered as one of his masterpieces (and which in
return the communists and “maximalists” had criticized
harshly). In this speech, Turati made proposals for the
reconstruction of the post-war period which were quite
similar to those of the Communist Party 45 years later.

Another example: in a speech of May 1950,
Togliatti noticeably corrected, indeed reversed, the
traditional judgement of the PCI and Gramsci on
Giolotti, by presenting the old bourgeois leader as a
progressive liberal concerned with popular demands.*

In addition, according to Lelio Basso, he said to him
one day:

You should not think that the PCI will never change. Sooner or
later it will even have to change its name 1o become a big single
party of the workers.?®

Thus Togliatti — precursor of Occhetto.

Berlinguer; historic compromise and
Eurocommunism

Enrico Berlinguer joined the party in 1944, in
‘Sardinia, at the timewhen the island was cut off from
the continent. As a result, not only did he not have the
accumulation of experience of the 1920s and 1930s
becanse of his age, but nor did he participate in the

Resistance. He was rapidly co-opted into the leading
bodies and all his experience occurred when he was
already in the highest levels of the apparatus? The
needs and mechanisms of the apparatus and the leading
group determined the stages of his rise (as well as his
temporary declines). Even his election as secretary was
not due 1o a recognition of his qualities as superior (0
the other members of the leadership, and even less to
greater popularity in the party and among the masses. In
fact, there was a convergence around him of “currents”
and “sub-currents” which existed at the time and none
of which would have accepted a leader from an
opposing grouping.

If we consider that Togliatti was topographically at
the centre of the party then we can say that Berlinguer
wanted to and did take up his torch. But he became
secretary at a period when the party now had
conceptions, orientations and an international position
which were very different not only from those of the
post-war period but also from those of the end of the
1950s. More particularly, Berlinguer, who had been
Stalinist when everybody was, but was not educated at
the time when Stalinism was at its height, had a
different cultural formation from that of his
predecessors. He was better placed to accompany,
stimulate and accentuate the later evolution of the party
towards a complete break with the umbilical cord which
tied it to the USSR and the “communist movement” and
its transformation into a neo-reformist party.

Berlinguer’s work during the twelve years he spent
at the head of the PCI will be remembered above all for
the adoption of the strategy of the historic compromise
and the Eurocommunist project. The strategy of the
historic compromise was formulated for the first time in
an essay which appeared in the review in Rinascita, just
after the military coup d’état in Chile. His aim was was
not simply to take into account this dramatic experience
in the development of a governmental perspective for
the left but also at the same time to propose a solution
to the now chronic instability of the centre-left
governments and to the political and social crisis which
existed since 1968.

Berlinguer in general allied himself with Togliatti’s
approach which saw gradual reformist transformations
(the formulation “historic compromise” was itself
borrowed from Togliatti), The concept of “gradual
democracy” was replaced by that of “democratic

18. See La construzione del Partito Comunista 1923-26, Einaudi, Tu-
rin, 1971, p. 135,

19. The historian Gaetano Salvemini polemicized with Togliatti's
judgement in the review JI Ponte of February 1952. Even Secchia is
critical from this point of view (Archivio, p. 453). We have dealewith
the meaning of Togliati’s speech in Attualité di Gramsci e politica co-
munista, Schwariz, Milan, 1955, pp. 32 ff.

20. Corriere della Sera, 21 August, 1985,

21. In a joke of Pajetta, Berlinguer as a young man joined the party
leadership.

cleansing and renovation” of the whole society and
state, and presented as the only way of “creating from
now the conditions for building a socialist society and
state”.

In reality, insofar as there can be a comparison
between an under-developed and neo-colonial country
like Chile and an industrialized capitalist or indeed
imperialist country like Italy, the Chilean experience
should have made it possible to understand what was
the alternative which existed when a project of gradual
transformation towards socialism was started. There
would be one of two things. The first would be that the
project would remain simply on paper and there would
only be marginal transformations. In this case there
would be no direct confrontation between opposing
classes for the very simple reason that the existing
regime would not feel threatened. The second would be
the undertaking real structural reforms, in the context of
growing mobilization of the working class and other
popular layer. In this case confrontation would be
sooner or later inevitable.

This is what happened in Chile with the resuli we
know. The ruling class. and their apparatus were
prepared for the test of strength, whereas Salvador
Allende, the socialists, the communists, the trade-union
organizations, the peasant movements, etc were not,
and had the necessary measures of sclf-defence were
not taken, or only very late in the day. Berlinguer
simply avoids this problem, putting the emphasis on the
question of alliances and the social and political bloc
that he considered necessary for his project. It was not
enough, he explained, to bank on a majority of 51% of
votes for the left forces, there had to be:

intense collaboration with the popular forces of socialist and
communist leanings, with the forces of Catholic inspiration, as well
as with other democratically-inclined formations.

More concretely, Christian Democracy should be
part of this operation. Foreseeing a possible objection,
Berlinguer rejected any definition of Christian
Democracy as an “ahistorical almost metaphysical
category”, which is simply to state an obvious truth,
But he added that Christian Democracy is determined
by two factors: on the one hand the “leading layers of
the bourgeoisie” and on the other “other layers” stating
that these could turn out to be decisive. So he now used
his gradualist approach even in the definition of
Christian Democracy.

Thirty years of Italian history had already proved
that this hypothesis did not have any basis: at the end of
the war, Christian Democracy had already been the
fundamental political instrument of the bourgeoisie and

22. Interview in la Repubblica, 28 July, 1981, Nevertheless it should
be added that the scope of the self-criticism is limited by the fact that
on the one hand Berlinguer made clear “or better, the means used did
not achieve their end”, and, on the other, stated “For us, the democratic
alternative is a necessary tool for the transformation of parties, includ-
ing Christian Democracy.” Thus the — illusory — perspective of “re-
newing” DC was not yet abandoned.

made it possible, given its eclectic and flexible
ideology, to ensure the hegemony of the ruling classes
over broad layers of society. It is difficult to affirm that
it no longer played this role in the following two
decades. We could say, on the contrary, that it became
more conservative and less democratic. The historical
compromise therefore did not have any solid basis.
Berlinguer himself had to recognize ten years later that
he had been mistaken when he thought that “DC could
have really renew itself, change and modify its methods
and politics™ #

Nevertheless, it should be admitted that at the
Fourteenth Congress of his party, in 1975, he made a
further effort to better define his strategy and integrate
it more systematically into a historical and theoretical
framework. On this occasion he laid out a new variation
of “gradual democracy” (or “democratic and socialist
transformation” in the formulaton of the 1956
congress): the second stage of the democratic and anti-
fascist revolution (the first having been halted in 1947),
whose final outcome would be to “leave the logic of the
mechanisms of the capitalist system”,

To justify this approach he used historical
arguments which are worth recalling, because this is
one of the rare occasions when Berlinguer tried to
motivate his assertions without referring to the past
positions of Togliatti and the party:

If we look at the history of our country, we will find that the
progressive and revolutionary forces which have had, depending on
the period, different natures and class orientations, have been really
able to make things move forward only when they have taken into
account two elements, the intemational and the national; and when
— with an impetus to renewal and vigilant realism — they have
been able to draw other forces which, without being revolutionary,
were nevertheless interested in or sensitive to the goal of general
progress of Italian society, towards the goals of positive
transformation of the social and political order. But, in Italian
history, we also find the opposite, that is moments when the
revolutionary and progressive forces have not been able to play this
role of renovation and stimulation.

The strategic lesson of more than fifty years of national history is
that the revolutionary forces really change the course of events
when — avoiding the opposite errors of opportunism and radical
and extremist sectarianism — they know how to stay in the
direction of the advancing current and know how to associate the
most varied forces to their struggles. All advance, all real historical,
political and civil progress has always been the fruit of an alliance
between different, non-homogeneous forces. But here we are not
laying out a strategy which is only political and and only ours. For
us it is a question, and we think that this should be valid for all, of a
general vision of the way in which Italian society could develop,
political relations could develop, the relations between individuals
and this moral life itself. This is one of the permanent
characteristics of Italian Marxism.

This interpretation of Italian history — and
particularly of the Risorgimento — as a process marked
by compromises is not new and Berlinguer could very
well have claimed identification with Gramsci on this.
But what was for others an interpretation of events for
him was a lesson in political strategy, almost a world
outlook. It is on this terrain that he sees the deepest
specificity of the “Italian road to socialism”,

Do we have to recall that the interpretation of the
Risorgimento as a compromise by Gramsci or in
different waygi by Gaetanc Salvemini or Guido Dorso
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institutions. Even from a purely theoretical point of
view, it is a mistaken conception because the party —
this goes without saying — is a voluntary organization
which one joins to achieve certain goals and not to
reflect society as it is (nor with the sectarian-idealistic
perspective of transforming the party into a sort of
embryonic nucleus of a future society). To do otherwise
would mean identifying with institutions which, leaving
aside their deformations, have objectives which -are
different from those of a party. It would also mean, in
the last analysis, giving up playing the role of a force
which expresses and contributes to developing a
strategic proposal which unifies the interests, the needs
and the aspirations of certain classes and certain social
layers, which are necessarily counter to those of other
classes and social layers.

All these themes are taken up, in a more
summarized form, in the majority draft resolution for
the Twentieth Congress of the PCIL. Thus the idea that
the “market economy” is irreplaceable comes up again,
co-management within the workplace is advocated,
there is reiteration of the readiness to “reform” the
Italian political system and reaffirmation of the
objective of transforming the EEC into a European
federation. However, with the aim of escaping the
criticism of abandoning the socialist goal to shift into
the field of “radicalism and liberal democracy”, a short
introduction explains that the new party will “retain the
great goal of socialism” and “the idea of democracy as
the road to socialism”. This does not commit it to
anything, but leaves a glimpse of the difficulties
Occhetto and his supporters will meet in their project of
a total break with the tradition of the party.®

As we know, the Occhetto project ran into quite
broad opposition, provoking stormy discussions within
the party. At the March 1990 congress, the opposition
was divided into two currents: one led by the old leader
Pietro Ingrao and the former secretary Alessandro
Natta, and another led by Armando Cossutta, usually
characterized, in too summary a fashion it is true, as
pro-Soviet. Ingrao and Natta reaffirmed fundamentally,
the conceptions which had characterized the party as
much at the time of Togliatti as of Berlinguer,
expressing an unreservedly favourable judgement of
Gorbachev, and not rejecting the idea of joining the
Socialist International. Cossutta put forward his
criticisms in more drastic terms, but also claimed the
past of the party of Togliatti and his gradualist reformist
strategy, and, in questions of international policy, lined
up with the position of Gorbachev while adding some
marginal criticisms of the Socialist International.

For the Twentieth Congress, the two currents
presented a united motion which took up the themes of
their previous texts without any important changes.
While proclaiming the need for a “refoundation”, not
only did this motion fail 1o develop any critical thinking
about the historical experiences of the PCI but it did not
hesitate o identify with the merits of Berlinguer, of the
Seventeenth Congress (the one in which the PCI had
stated its “complete adherence 10 the European left™)
and even with the “new party” of Togliaiti®

In other words, it reaffirmed the criteria which had
inspired a gradualist reformist strategy, both on the
domestic and international level (for example in
demanding the central character of the European
parliament and the “sovereignty” of the General
Assembly of the United Nations, control of
multinationals, etc). In taking up the themes which the
Manifesto group had developed during its constitution
as an independent organization, it developed a
conception which avoided posing the problem of power
(which is easier on paper than in reality!) and which
was gradualist in its very fashion of posing the question
of communism.!°

On the other hand, it took on a Berlinguer colouring
when it expounded a “new democratic cycle” which
runs the risk of being reduced to a variation of the
formulation of the 1970s cited above, that of the
“second stage of the democratic and anti-fascist
revolution”. They avoided the party question by using
the rather vague metaphor of a “network”, an empty
formulation of which they did not bother to explain the
content.

The proceedings of the Twentieth Congress did not
really contain any surprises in the sense that all the
currents and sub-currents reasserted their analyses and
their approach. In return, the new state of affairs was
represented by the fact that the split took place at the
end, when one current of the united opposition current
decided not to participate in the formation of the PDS.
In fact, this rupture had been prepared for several
months, despite the tactical cover used. It only
concerned a minority of the current because in
particular the former leaders, like Ingrao, Natta and
Tortorella, and the former members of the /1 Manifesto
group, like Magri and Castellina, stayed with the party

7. See I'Unitd of 19 November 1990 (supplement). The democratic
character of certain of the reforms envisaged is very open to question.
For example, the choice of a governmental coalition by the electors —
which opens the way to the bonus for the majority — could lead to0 an
attack on the right of minorities to be represented in line with their
strength. As to the elimination of the preferential vote, the competition
between candidates through corrupt propaganda is undoubtedly scan-
dalous but the pure and simple abolition of preferences would have the
risk of increasing the power of the party leaderships and apparatuses.

8. To the extent that it is not simply a tactical operation the “Bassolino
motion” expresses a feeling within the party which, although not op-
posed to the 12 November operation, wants to retain certain elements
of the Berlinguer approach.

9. It is true that the text makes references to the “failings” in the analy-
sis and strategy of the party in the 1960s and 1970s, but these are quite
partial criticisms.

10. “Today, for us, the word ‘communism’ implies building in the
present from an autonomous point of view and practice, capable of
achieving, here and now, forms of liberation from the oppression and
domination typical of capitalist social relations. This way of seeing
communism is not dead with the collapse of the Eastern European re-
gimes of the Soviet model. What has failed in the East is a society
product of a conception of socialism in the centre of which there was
the taking of state power and the statization of the means of produc-
tion.”

majority. But the split and the birth of what is for the
moment called the Movement for Communist
Refoundation was noticeably bigger than expected, for
various reasons including because some former
members who had left the party individually,
particularly over the last ten years, associated
themselves with it.!

The new contradictions

Finally, there is a question which has to be asked:
what will be the future of the new party?

As always, a distinction should be made between
what is projected and what will happen in reality. First
of all, it is difficult, if not excluded, that a completely
new organization could develop (as was implied by the
idea of a “constituent assembly” put forward at the
beginning). The new party will not be, in general,
anything but a new metamorphosis of the PCI with
liberal-socialist or radical-democratic features and with
a more eclectic political profile than today. In fact, it
will continue to play a role similar to the role played by
the social-democratic parties in the other West
European countries, deepening the dynamic of a
“progressive” party. Over and above the possible
quantitative variations, its social base will remain
fundamentally the traditional workers’ and popular
social base of the PCI.

The PDS will be deeply marked by the coexistence
of different positions and currents. There are already
within it militants and groups which attempt to defend,
in mitigated terms, a perspective of “‘antagonism” to
capitalist society by using for example the rhetoric of
Berlinguer on the “third road” (this is what was done at
the last congress by a small minority represented by
Antonio Bassolino which, while accepting the change
of name of the party, did not share a series of
Occhetto’s orientations). In the opposite pole there is a
current which wants to link itself to a more classical
form of reformism and which advocates convergence, if
not short-term unification, with the Socialist Party
(Giorgio Napolitano is the best-known spokesperson of
this current).

The “new” party will not escape, in any case, the
contradiction specific to social-democratic parties
which, as we have seen, on the one hand, take on more
and more direct responsibility for the management of
the system and, on the other, have to be careful not to
lose the support of the worker and popular masses
which still constitute the basis of their strength.

Such a contradiction will become a lot sharper if the
PDS becomes a governmental party. There is no need to
be a prophet to imagine what it would do in such a
situation. It would do, in general, what the French
Socialist Party (PS) and the Spanish Socialist Workers’
Party (PSOE) have done since the beginning of the
1980s. The strategy, political programme and ideology

11. On this see my article in Infernational Viewpoini, No 203, 1
April 1991

of these two parties were substantially shared by the
PCI, and thus will be even more so by the PDS. The
fact that the PCI has‘never tried to make a balance sheet
of the governmental experiences of Gonzalez or
Mitterrand or — even less — to say in what way its
actions in government would be different from either of
these, reflects the intrinsic weakness of its perspectives.
Even if it succeeded — which is not guaranteed in
advance — in halting a decline which started quite a
long time ago and avoiding being torn apart by
centrifugal pressures, the transformed party would run
into major obstacles on the very terrain on which it
wants to act that it could only overcome with difficulty.

Specific features and typical character

One of the keys to understanding the trajectory of
the PCI, which its leaders, intellectuals and historians
— whether Italian or not — have always underlined, is
its specificity if not its exceptional character. There is
no doubt that the whole history of the party has been
marked by very particular elements. From the
beginning it has had two leaders — Amadeo Bordiga
and Antonio Gramsci — who for different reasons are
difficult to compare to those of other Communist
parties.

Secondly, the fact that it acted as an underground
party during the 1930s and experienced its greatest
growth in the second half of the 1940s, meant that its
Stalinization was less deep and less systematic than that
suffered for example by the PCF. Particularly since
1956, it has developed analyses of the society in which
it acts and of the wends of its development which,
despite their international conditioning, were notable
for a greater relationship to reality than those of the its
sister parties, including those in Western Europe. Thus
it has been able to insert itself into institutions (at
almost all levels) more deeply and with more continuity
than these other parties. Despite its reticences,
hesitations and withdrawals, it has confronted the
problems posed by the crisis of Stalinism since 1956.
For example, certain polemics of that time time —
around its Eighth Congress — revealed its particular
way of understanding the relationship between
immediate goals and more general goals, which

. provoked some harsh criticism, particularly from the

French Communist Party.!? The influence of the
political and theoretical conceptions of Gramsci also
contributed largely to shaping its specificity. Despite
the mystifications of his thinking, his contributions has
acted as at least a partial counterbalance to the
schematism and methodological aberrations of
Stalinism,

Another important element was the existence in
Italy of a Socialist Party, also very specific, which, first
as an ally and then as a rival, often forced the PCI 10
look at domestic and international questions from a
point of view which did not exactly coincide with that
of the Soviet leadership and Communist movement,
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whether Stalinist or post-Stalinist. In addition, between
1968 and 1975, it had to deal with mass movements and
organizations that were the product of a prolonged
social and political crisis: to meet this challenge and
win back the ground lost it had to use not only all its
tactical flexibility but also undergo some quite radical
revisions and break, at least partly, with its former
organjgational practices (for example in adapting its
relations with the trade unions to new situations).

It also showed more openness and tolerance in its
internal functioning, despite the continuation of
authoritarian leadership methods and the ban on
forming tendencies and critical currents. The
discussions which continued for several months after
the Twentieth Congress of the CPSU, with broad
participation from organizers and members, had been
an important indicator of the changes which were
taking shape. Finally, it is unnecessary to recall the
leading role that the PCI played in the evolution of
relations between the Soviet leadership and the
leaderships of the Communist parties, and thus to
changing the structures and the articulation of the so-
called Communist movement even before its
dissolution. ,

All this cannot be underestimated. However, if we
limit ourselves to this type of remark we will not get to
the bottom of the problem: the tensions and
contradictions which marked the evolution of the PCI
and, in the last analysis, its transformation into a neo-
reformist party, qualitatively similar to the social-
democratic parties, classical and modern, were inherent
in all the Stalinist Communist parties. They shared the
contradiction between subordination to the Stalinist
system, that is to say to the interests of the USSR and
its ruling caste, and the requirement to express the
demands and interests of the exploited classes in their
respective national societies. They shared the
contradiction between their international position, and
the growing real insertion — in the cases of greatest
growth — into the mechanisms and institutions of
bourgeois society, In other words, its tensions and its
fundamental contradictions were — and still are to the
extent that the problem has not been resolved - not
specific but absolutely typical.

The PCI was able to play a vanguard role — from
its point of view and from that of the Communist
parties which rallied to its positions — not because of a
qualitatively different nature, or because of greater
clairvoyance of its leaders, but because of the specific
factors which we have already analysed. The
conclusion is therefore that it is thanks to these specific
factors that it was able to express better than the others,
the typical feature of the nature and dynamic in the
given historical context of the Communist parties
which, born as revolutionary parties then became
Stalinist parties.

A similar discourse should also be made for the
current evolution. Once a materialist analysis of society
is abandoned, by inmterpreting its conflicts and its
‘tendencies no longer in terms of class struggle but
within the framework of “modern” sociology — that is

unilaterally empirical and, despite any pretension to
concreteness, fundamentally abstract; once a strategy
not only of coexistence but even of collaboration
between qualitatively different social parmers is
adopted, both at the macro-economic scale (with
support to common development models) and in the
organization and management of enterprises; once any
revolutionary perspective is given up, then it is logical
that there is a tendency to “go beyond” the class
conception of the party and the very notion of the
workers’ movement.

This trend to transforming the former traditional
workers’ parties into radical or progressive democratic
parties is thus — both in' practice and ideologically —
present in all the reformist and neo-reformist parties as
they have evolved in the last two decades.

While the PCI was the first to move more openly
down this path with its turn of 12 November 1989, this
is once again explained by a series of specific factors:

@ the particular form of the crisis of a party which
still has broad mass influence and is thus more pushed
to find a solution

® the convergence of its decline sharpened by internal
factors and the ravaging repercussions of the collapse of
the bureaucratized transitional societies

® the sharpening danger represented by the
competition of the Socialist Party; the existence in Italy
of a liberal-socialist tradition, more significant than is
usually believed in the 1930s, represented during the
Resistance by a formation like the Action Party, and
able to exercise considerable influence on the political
and cultural discussion, despite its ephemeral existence,
and remaining alive in the following decades thanks to
the activity of incontestably prestigious intellectuals.!®

In conclusion, even on this level, the typical feature
predominates thanks to the combination of a series of
specific features.

The end result of a process

We will not return to the international context in
which the transformation of the PCI into the PDS ook
place. But it would be useful to recall the national
context.

In the last ten years, the main capitalist groups and
more generally the conservative forces, have been able
— successfully from their point of view — to carry out
large-scale restructuring and concentration, (0
consolidate themselves socially and obtain a relative
political stability. The workers and their organizations

12. See paricularly the polemic with Roger Garaudy, at the time one
of the main leaders of the French CP. This is discussed in my book Te-
oria e politica comunista del dopoguerra, pp. 91-95.

13. This is a reference in particular to Norberto Bobbio, one of the rare
people who can claim an unchallengeable coherence of thought and in-
tellectual honesty from the beginning of the 1940s until today. Unfor-
tunately, he also was carried away in the “Desert Storm™ and justified
the Gulf war as 2 “just war”.

have always been on the defensive, have recorded
important defeats, and even the specific weight of the
working class is diminished because of the reduction of
certain industrial sectors and many processes of
fragmentation. At the same time, petty-bourgeois layers
whose radicalization played such an important role in
the crisis of the late 1960s and early 1970s experienced
a political and ideclogical retreat and were less and less
influenced by the workers’ movement and the
Communist Party. The involvement in institutional
mechanisms continued, but with still more negative
effects in this context and with greater pressure on the
Communist Party, which was more and more pushed to
seek a way in which this involvement over several
decades would finally lead to involvement in the
government of the country.*

On the other hand, the social composition of the
party underwent considerable changes. This did not so
much concem the different proportions of the total
membership — although a decline in the number of
workers should be noted — but above all the level of
participation in the activity and internal life of the party,
where elements of petty-bourgeois origin occupied
more and more important places and were in the final
analysis predominant. Inevitably, since the 1960s a
transformation had also taken place at the level of the
organizers and leaders.

While just after the was most of the decisive cadres
came from the anti-fascist struggle and the Resistance,
with a clear preponderance of elements from proletarian
and popular layers; little by little the prevailing trend
became cadres whose political experience tended to be
identified with a presence at different levels of the
institutions, and as a result, the old fulltimers who had
internalized the role of professional revolutionaries,
were replaced by careerists who gradually lost any
living link with the layers of society who electorally
remained the decisive strength of the party.

More generally, there was a change in the
relationship between these layers, particularly the most
politicized among them, and the party as such. At the
end of the war, and for the following period, it was a
relationship of confidence, with almost mystical
aspects: despite its tactical attitudes, the party was
considered as a political force decided to struggle
against the existing society and for a socialist Italy, and
its leaders enjoyed and unchallenged authority. Later
things began to change. At the end of the 1960s, the
PCI continued to collect the popular vote but this was
no longer the expression of confidence in its strategy
and still less in its desire to challenge the system. It was
rather the fact that it appeared as the sole opposition
force and as the only useful instrument for winning

14. An extreme case of insertion in the mechanisms, in this case eco-
nomic, is represented by the evolution of cooperatives which are in-
creasingly managed according to purely capitalist criteria, regardiess
of national borders.

certain partial gains and containing the power of the
ruling class and its hegemonic party. This attitude was
expressed above al electorally, and was at the origin in
fact of the strengthening of the party towards the mid-
1970s and its following consolidation. It was only later
that the crisis of confidence took more obvious forms
and that a growing number of electors began to no
fonger vote for a party which seemed to be without
perspective, even on the particular terrain of its strategy
and action.

Finally, there was a radical change in the role of
intellectuals. To avoid misunderstandings, let us repeat
that in joining the PCI or participating in its actions, a
considerable number of intellectuals played a
progressive role and some of them, thanks to their
capacities, undoubtedly contributed to the spreading of
the conceptions and methodological instruments of
historical materialism, and, more generally, of
Marxism. But what we would like to underline here is
the evolution — or the regression — which took place.
Just after the war most of these intellectuals considered
themselves, in Gramsci’s definition, ‘“organic
intellectuals” whose work and action were intrinsically
linked to the struggles and destiny of the working class
and the party which represented it. During the Stalinist
period such an attitude had enormous dangers.
Nevertheless, a quite important number of inteliectuals
enriched the patrimony of the workers’ movement with
a positive influence on Italian culture as a whole.

If we leap forward by several decades and look at
the current situation we see that the picture has changed
radically: the intellectuals who are members or
sympathizers of the party act as an independent force,
assuming the role of judges on all questions and
occupying an increasingly important role in the media
as opinion-formers. It is above all them, with different
elements of the petty bourgeoisie, who try to shape, and
to a large extent do in fact shape, the ideology of the
party and even claim to define its strategic perspective,
its tactical attitudes and organizational forms. They act
in this way while they suffer, still more than the bulk of
the party, all the negative impact of the international
situation and the complicated trends in the national
situation.

These are all the elements which explain the deep
crisis of a party which, in order to maintain its strength
and experience a new growth, could no longer rely on
“sociological weight”, on the unchanging nature of the
social context, nor hope for an indeterminate
continuation of the traditional loyalties or for a resigned
acceptance of the lesser evil. In this sense, at the root of
Occhetto’s initiative there were certainly questions of
the life or death of the party. But the answers which he
gave are either mystifications if not totally fantastic:
they go in exactly the opposite direction to that which
the workers’ movement should take to lead it out of this
dead end.
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