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Historiographical essay

Twenty years ago, Antoni Czubinski called the period between 1944 and 1989 a
“black hole” in Polish history.? Since then, substantial progress has been made. However, the
historiography often offers only fragmentary analysis. The Gomutka years of 1956-1970 fell
into even more significant and undeserved obscurity. Western and Polish scholarly efforts
have focused on the historical extremities. Western historians also tend to focus on the
tumultuous period when Polish communists rose to power and initiated a campaign of ethnic
cleansing.? Equally, there are great studies on the decade that preceded the fall of communism
in Poland.® The period between only recently began to be explored. However, in 1956, Polish
communists launched a project to transform almost every aspect of Poland's political, social,
cultural and economic life. The Polish leadership wanted to transform Poland into the second
most economically dynamic, militarily powerful and diplomatically active country of the
Soviet Bloc. In the mind of Polish communist leaders, achieving those goals would also allow
Poland to be the “freest” country in the Soviet Bloc. Although limited and fragmentary, the
current historiography of the events and developments that occurred between 1956 and 1970
still provides a good analytical framework and a starting point for further analysis. By
charting the existing literature, this project hopes to identify the most important contexts
crucial to understanding what motivated the Polish communist leadership and the immediate

contexts in which they operated.

Crisis - the beginning and the end
The significance of 1956 events in the Soviet Bloc

Having established the role ideology played for Polish, we can now move towards
analysing the events that made launching the so-called “Polish road to socialism” possible —
the tumultuous events of 1956. The crisis of 1956 in the Soviet Bloc marked a critical
milestone in the events of the Cold War. In February 1956, Nikita Khrushchev delivered a
speech at the 20" Congress of the CPSU. In that speech, Khrushchev denounced Stalin as a
ruthless dictator. This marked the official start of the de-Stalinisation process. The impact of

Khrushchev’s speech was enormous in the USSR itself, as well as in Poland and Hungary.

1 Czubinski, Antoni, Historia Polski XX Wieku (Poznani: Wydawnictwo Poznarnskie, 2000)., p.4

2 See for example Kemp-Welch, Anthony. Stalinism in Poland, 1944-56. (London: Plagrave McMillan, 1999);
Curp, David. A Clean Sweep? The Politics of Ethnic Cleansing in Western Poland, 1945-1960. Rochester, NY:
University of Rochester Press, 2006.

3 Friszke, Andrzej, ed. Solidarnos¢ Podziemna 1981-1989. (Warszawa: Wydawnictwo Instytutu Studiow
Politycznych PAN, 2006); Domber, Gregory F. Empowering Revolution: America, Poland, and the End of the Cold
War. (Chapel Hill, NC: Univ. of North Carolina Press, 2014).



The year 1956 is so important that it is almost universally analysed in broader monographs on
the Cold War. It was only in Poland and Hungary that a genuine change occurred. However,
here, this turn of events could be described as an open revolt. The year 1956 is thus presented

as a year that changed the internal dynamics of the entire Soviet Bloc.

In his seminal work, Pawel Machcewicz analysed the events in Poland between
February 1956 and January 1957 by looking at reports delivered by the security apparatus.*
This book offers an excellent analysis of the social mobilisation process that occurred in
Poland at that time. His book seems to hark back to the earlier considerations of Western
political scientists, such as those gathered by Chalmers Johnson, in a volume entitled “Change
in Communist Systems”. While Machcewicz focused on the societal demands for prosperity
and freedom, Richard Lowenthal focused on the desire of the communist elites to balance the
needs of the society and maintain party monopoly.® Johanna Granville offered a nuanced and
comparative analysis in her study of Polish and Hungarian revolutions. She analysed the
character differences of both Polish and Hungarian leaders. Johanna Granville concluded that
the Polish communists could use Polish anti-Soviet sentiments to prevent Soviet intervention.
In contrast, she argued that the events in Hungary were an “invasion by invitation.”® These
interpretations, although innovative, still tend to focus on the Soviet drive for expansion or
maintenance of power. Wiodzimierz Borodziej offers a nuanced perspective. He suggested
that the revolution was not only a grassroots movement. The revolution also occurred at the
state and top party levels. Polish leaders could claim autonomy, which was in line with
popular sentiments that rejected Soviet interference. Furthermore, after 1956, Polish
communists successfully defended their newly acquired autonomy.” Matgorzata Mazurek
presented a similar perspective regarding Polish-Indian relations, where she argued that the
year 1956 was not only a genuine turning point for Polish thinking but was also a necessary

step forward in the global Cold War.® This thesis will broaden the perspective used by

4 Machcewicz, Pawet. Rebellious Satellite : Poland 1956. (Washington, D.C. : Stanford: Woodrow Wilson Center
Press; Stanford University Press, 2009).

5 Richard Lowenthal in Johnson, Chalmers, and American Council of Learned Societies. Planning Committee for
Comparative Communist Studies. (Change in Communist Systems. Stanford, 1970).

6 Granville, Johanna. "1956 Reconsidered: Why Hungary and Not Poland?" The Slavonic and East European
Review 80, no. 4 (2002): 656-687, p. 668

7 Wtodzimierz Borodziej, “1956 as a Turning Point in Poland’s Foreign Policy,” in The Polish October 1956, 328—
29

8 Mazurek, Matgorzata. “Polish Economists in Nehru's India: Making Science for the Third World in an Era of De-
Stalinization and Decolonization.” Slavic Review 77, no. 3 (2018): 588-610. doi:10.1017/sIr.2018.201.



Mazurek and apply it to other countries that Poland engaged with — Vietnam and China, for

example.

The events of 1956 had long-term effects. There was a noticeable shift in Soviet policy
towards détente. Moreover, from 1956 onwards, the Soviet Bloc was more amenable to
cooperation with non-socialist countries, which changed the course of relations between the
two blocs. The literature concerning the events of 1956, although not directly relevant to this
project, offers the necessary background. Without such background, which demonstrated how
substantial were the changes in the Soviet Bloc dynamics and that these enabled the Poles to
launch their bid launch their efforts to make Poland the second most important Soviet Bloc

country.

The events of 1970

Just as the crisis of 1956 created a favourable condition for the new Polish project to
take place, the crisis of 1970 marked the end of it and signalled a new policy under Edward
Gierek. The literature on this particular crisis in Polish history, almost unexpectedly, is truly
abundant. There are approximately 50 scholarly attempts that analyse the background and
consequences of the crisis that unfolded in Poland in December 1970 and effectively led to
Gomulka’s ouster from power, recently summarised by Jerzy Eisler.® Jerzy Eisler, Balbus and
Kaminski, Edward Nalepa, Stawomir Cenckiewicz, and Michatl Paziewski have presented the
most notable examples, although this list is by no means exhaustive.'? The depth of analysis
can be used to understand various contexts in which the crisis occurred, as well as understand
both internal and external players that acted during the crisis and effectively led to Gomutka’s
downfall. All historians agree that the political crisis was much more complex issue, where

several political struggles overlapped.

Given such an abundance of scholarly material, it is highly doubtful that this project
can contribute anything original to the debate surrounding these events, but these detailed

monographs will provide an excellent starting point. This project aims not to challenge but to

9 Jerzy Eisler, “December 1970 — Half a Century Later: Current State of Research and New Perspectives,” Zapiski
Historyczne LXXXV, no. 4 (January 20, 2021): 5, https://doi.org/10.15762/zh.2020.33.

10 Tomasz Balbus and tukasz KamiAski, Grudzieri 70 Poza Wybrzezem W Dokumentach Aparatu Wtadzy.
Wroctaw: IPN, 2000 (Wroctaw: IPN, 2000); Stawomir Cenckiewicz, Gdariski Grudzier ’70. Rekonstrukcja —
Dokumentacja — Walka Z Pamieciq (Gdansk; Warszawa: IPN, 2009); Jerzy Eisler, Grudzier 1970. Geneza,
Przebieg, Konsekwencje. (Gdansk: DJ, 2000); Edward Nalepa, Wojsko Polskie W Grudniu 1970 (Warszawa:
Bellona, 1990); Michat Paziewski, Grudzieri 1970 W Szczecinie. (Szczecin: IPN, 2013).
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synthesise the conclusions of the most important historians who have analysed the December

1970 crisis in Poland.

The Warsaw Pact

The Soviet Bloc was the primary setting in which Poland operated; therefore, it is
crucial to understand it. In the period discussed, the chief political and military organisation of
the Soviet Bloc was the Warsaw Pact Organisation. The signing of the Warsaw Treaty on 14
May 1955 was an important Cold War milestone. From that moment on, the two opposing
blocs were formalised. Their competition lasted until the end of the Cold War, with the
Warsaw Pact's dissolution only slightly preceding the fall of the Soviet Union.!! The
dominating narrative focuses on the hegemonic role of the USSR in the Warsaw Pact and the
organisation's role as a transmission belt for Soviet interests. In the anglophone scholarly
world, Mark Kramer is one example of this orthodox approach. Kramer argued that the
ultimate goal of the Warsaw Pact was to "uphold communist regimes in Eastern Europe."!? A
collaborative effort edited by Heiss and Papacosma, is an important step a more nuanced
analysis. This work argued that both NATO and the Warsaw Pact, were not monolithic,
centralised institutions. On both political and military levels, the countries that formed part of
NATO and took part in the Warsaw Pact constantly disagreed over policy and strategy.*®
Mastny and Byrne take an even bolder step. They present a carefully-selected collection of
documents from the Warsaw Pact and demonstrate that it was not a static institution. It went
through crises and eventually matured into a genuine alliance.* Benefiting from a framework
provided by Mastny and Byrne, Laurien Crump ultimately breaks with the orthodox school of
thought. Crump argues that, following its establishment, the Warsaw Pact gradually evolved
into an alliance with a multilateralist decision-making process.'® Crump’s innovative
approach, however, focused primarily on the role that Romania played in the Warsaw Pact.
Romania is indeed a tempting example. Its obstructionism certainly attracts attention. Crump
also pointed out that the Romanians wanted to play the role of mediators in the Sino-Soviet

split. Unfortunately, Crump did not mention how other Eastern European states reacted to the

11 Warsaw Pact was dissolved on 1 July 1991. The USSR was formally dissolved on 26 December 1991.

12 Mark Kramer, “NATO, Warsaw Pact and the nature of international alliances”, Krakowskie Studia
Miedzynarodowe, VI(3), 2009, p. 117

13 Heiss, Mary Ann, and S. Victor Papacosma, eds. NATO and Warsaw Pact. Intrabloc Conflicts. (Kent, Ohio,
2008).

1 Vojtech Mastny and Malcolm Byrne, eds., A Cardboard Castle? : An Inside History of the Warsaw Pact, 1955-
1991 (New York: Central European University Press, 2005).

15 Laurien Crump, The Warsaw Pact, 2015
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Sino-Soviet split. Sadly, the general Cold War debate on this issue, follows a similar pattern.®

Eventually, Romania’s obstructionist policies, led to its exclusion from the decision-making
process.t’ Crump only indicates how collaborative decision-making went on without
Romania, which leaves a significant portion of the inner workings of the Warsaw Pact

unexplored.

The most contentious issue in the historiography of the Warsaw Pact is the invasion of
Czechoslovakia in August 1968. Western historians tend to emphasise the imperialist drive
within the USSR while presenting the leaders of Poland, GDR and Bulgaria as ideological
hard-liners.!® On the other hand, Eastern European historians, such as Oldrich Téima and
Mikhail Prozumenschikov, argued that the invasion was not an imperialist drive but a careful
political calculation. Manfred Wilke attempted to re-evaluate the motives of the GDR
leadership but ultimately failed to provide any new arguments.'® Thus, he concluded that
GDR’s involvement was purely ideological. Zhivkov’s and Gomutka’s stances still await re-
evaluation. The perception of Gomutka’s, Ulbricht’s, and Zhivkov’s hard-line ideological
stance is so entrenched that it found its way to academic textbooks.?’ Regarding those three
Eastern European leaders and their stance on the Czechoslovak issue, the scholars are
unanimous. Ulbricht, Gomutka and Zhivkov were staunch communists who believed in the
leading role of the USSR. They abhorred reforms and were more than willing to submit

themselves to the Soviet hegemony to crush the Prague Spring.?

In Polish historiography, the most damning account of the Warsaw Pact’s history is
presented by Ryszard Kaluzny. He emphasised the USSR's military, political and economic
hegemony in the Warsaw Pact. Katuzny argued that other WP countries could not exercise any
real influence on its forum, citing the predominance of Soviet officers within the Unified
Allied Command. ?2 There are, however, attempts to go beyond this narrative. The earliest
appeared in Polish historiography in 2008. Wanda Jarzabek argued that the Warsaw Pact could

be a forum where Eastern European countries, such as Poland, could assert their national

16 0dd Arne Westad, ed., The Cold War: A World History (2017; repr., London: Penguin, 2019)..

17 Ibid. p. 233

18 Bischof, Giinter, Stefan Karner, and Peter Ruggenthaler, eds., The Prague Spring and the Warsaw Pact
Invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 (Lanham, Md.: Lexington Books, 2009)., p. 54

1% Mafred Wilke in Bischof, Kramer, Ruggenthaler eds., The Prague Spring, p. 344

20 ), P. D. Dunbabin, The Cold War : The Great Powers and Their Allies (Hoboken: Taylor and Francis, 2014)., p.
567 and 569.

21 Crump, Warsaw Pact, 2015, p. 217

22 Qut of 523 staff, only 173 were non-Soviet; Katuzny, Ryszard “Uktad Warszawski 1955-1991,” Naukowe
WSOWL 1, no. 147 (2008): 190--198., p. 191
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interests. However, according to Jarzabek, the imbalance between the USSR's and Eastern
Europe's economic and military potentials ultimately prevented non-Soviet Warsaw Pact
members from exercising any degree of control over the institution.?® In Western
historiography, Laurien Crump was the most successful in establishing a new analytical
framework. By presenting the Warsaw Pact was a platform on which non-Soviet members

could assert and pursue their national interests.?*

Despite some limitations and an obvious omission of Poland's role within the Warsaw
Pact, the existing literature provides a good analytical framework. This project will utilise a
framework provided by Crump to analyse how the Poles saw the Warsaw Pact as the place
where they could gain and wield the political influence necessary to make Poland the most
senior ally of the Soviet Union. This understanding is critical for further analysis of Poland’s

actions both within and outside of the Soviet Bloc.

COMECON and beyond: economy, trade and shipping

To accomplish their goal of transforming Poland into the second most influential and
the most independent Soviet Bloc country, the Poles also needed an economy that would
enable them to fulfil those ambitions. Revenue generated by the nationalised economy could
be used by the PZPR not only to raise living standards and overcome economic
backwardness. but also to raise and maintain the second-largest Warsaw Pact army. All these
aspects could later be used as levers to extend the degree of Polish autonomy and
manoeuvrability within and outside of the Soviet Bloc. Unfortunately, the economic history of
Poland and the wider Soviet Bloc revolves around mainly outlining the shortcomings of the

centrally planned economic model.

Polish economy

When discussing economic issues, the discussion either focuses on shortages and
inadequacies or the period of transformation from a socialist to a free-market economy.?
Regarding the broad historical background, one monograph analyses the economic history of
Eastern Europe as a whole between the 16™ and 20" centuries.?® It traces the historical

developments and circumstances that led Poland (or rather the Polish-Lithuanian

23 Wanda Jarzabek, PRL w strukturach Uktadu Warszawskiego, 2008.

24 Laurien Crump, Warsaw Pact, 2015, p. iii

5 Kienzler, Iwona. Kronika PRL 1944—-1989. T. 33: Gospodarka i Pienigdze. (Warszawa: Edipresse, 2017);Slay,
Ben. The Polish Economy : Crisis, Reform, and Transformation(Princeton, N.J: Princeton University Press,
1998).

26 Kochanowicz, Jacek. Backwardness and Modernisation: Poland and Eastern Europe in the 16th-20th

Centuries. (Aldershot: Ashgate Publishing, 2006).
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Commonwealth), to develop a mostly agrarian economy, which did not demand as much
technological progress.?’ It also evaluates the impact of an even more crippling legacy of the
partitions. Particular emphasis is paid to the Russian Empire.?® Another useful resource is a
comparative study of the Polish and Hungarian socialist economies. This study compares the
two economies, looking at previously neglected aspects, such as the relationship between
education and working conditions.?® However, although very informative, this study falls
short of historians’ expectations by providing a largely statistical comparison rather than any
narrative analysis of the driving forces behind particular policies and how they were tailored
to specific circumstances in a given country. Janusz Kalinski delivers a functional analysis of
all aspects of the Polish socialist economy: military expenditure, foreign trade, living
standards, and even Poland’s foreign debt.3° However, apart from the overall statistical
analysis and a conclusion that “socialism doesn’t work”™, his work does not offer much insight

into the motivations, obstacles and goals the Polish leaders tried to achieve.

Jacek Tittenbrun analysed the background of Poland’s economic collapse in the 1980s
and only briefly dealt with the period between 1956 and 1970.3! Again, this study is more
quantitative than qualitative. Aside from providing the public debate on the shortcomings of a
centrally planned economy, it also provides some fascinating insights. For example, the 1960s
period of stagnation is criticised, but statistical data shows that the only country experiencing
economic growth in the whole of the Soviet Bloc, was Poland.®? This project does not intend
to argue about the economic success of the Polish economic model, although there were some
accomplishments in this field. The gap this project will fill, however, is that the Polish

leadership used the economy and foreign trade as the material means for their political ends.

Comecon

The ultimate economic failure of the Soviet Bloc in the late 1980s and early 1990s
cantered the scholarly debate on the issue of explaining why the Bloc collapsed and why
economic difficulties primarily triggered this collapse. Thus, historians and economic historians
compete in presenting the shortcomings of centrally planned economies and provide, often

convincing, explanations regarding the failure of communist or socialist economies across the

27 |bid. p. 95-96

28 |bid. p. 131-135

2% Kolosi, Tamas, and Edmund Wnuk-Lipinski, eds. Equality and Inequality Under Socialism. Poland and Hungary
Compared. (London: SAGE Publications, 1983), p. 182-183.

30 Kalinski, Janusz. Economy in Communist Poland. 2014, p. 78; 100-1 and 110

31 Tittenburn, Jacek. The Collapse of “Real Socialism” in Poland. (London: Janus Publishing Company, 1993).

32 |bid, p. 232.
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globe. In Polish historiography, Janusz Kalinski demonstrated that the intensive push for
industrialisation between 1948 and 1955 caused Poland’s economy to become excessively
reliant on exporting natural resources, which focused on Poland’s economic development on
heavy industry. That, in turn, pushed Poland to rely on technological imports and
disincentivised modernisation. All internal inadequacies and major global crises ultimately led
to Poland’s bankruptcy in the 1980s.3® Poland’s economist, Jerzy Osiatynski, also outlined the
shortcomings of the Polish economy. However, he argued that the political pressures largely
distorted the sound economic planning that followed the thaw of 1956.34 The Soviet Bloc and
COMECON, its chief economic organisation, were also criticised. As one of the first, Antoni
Marszatek argued that COMECON was the primary example of failed economic integration.®®
Western scholarship later mirrored Marszatek’s conclusions. Western scholars, such as Steiner
and Petrak-Jones, argued that COMECON, which aspired to be an alternative to the Western
market, failed because planned economies could not push beyond certain limits of economic
exchange. The trade was primarily bilateral rather than multilateral, which left the COMECON
countries unwilling to abandon ‘national egotisms’. Bureaucratisation and failure to reform led
to the decline and dissolution of the Soviet Bloc as an economic system in the 1990s.%® Both

Eastern and Western historians confirmed these arguments.>’

However, although some historians acknowledge the shortcomings of the centrally
planned economic model, they offer a more nuanced analysis. Ben Fowkes, for example, argued
that by 1969, the development gap between the East and the West was significantly narrowed.
The failure, Fowkes argued, ultimately came not only because the Soviet Bloc countries focused

too much on the heavy and military industries but also because the West limited access to more

33 Kalinski, Janusz. Gospodarka w PRL. (Warszawa: Instytut Pamieci Narodowej, 2012); Kaliriski, Janusz.
Gospodarka Polski w latach 1944-1989: Przemiany strukturalne. Warszawa (Paristwowe Wydawnictwo
Ekonomiczne, 1995); Kalinski, Janusz,and Zbigniew Landau. Gospodarka Polski w XX wieku. (Warszawa:
Panstwowe Wydawnictwo Ekonomiczne); Kalinski, Janusz. “Transformacja” Do Gospodarki Centralnie
Planowanej w Polsce (1944-1950).” Optimum studia ekonomiczne 95, no. 1 (2019): 32-45.

34 Osiatynski, Jerzy. Michat Kalecki on a Socialist Economy. (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1988).

35 Marszatek, Antoni. “Planowanie i rynek w RWPG: Geneza niepowodzenia.” Acta Unicersitas Lodziensis, Folia
Oeconomica 133, (1993): 3-144.

36 Steiner, André, and Kirsten Petrak-Jones. “The Council of Mutual Economic Assistance — An Example of
Failed Economic Integration?” Geschichte und Gesellschaft (Géttingen) 39, no. 2 (2013): 240-25,. p.257-8

37 Vardomskiy, L. B. “Forgotten Integration: The Failure and Lessons of the Council of Mutual Economic
Assistance.” Outlines of global transformations: politics, economics, law 13, no. 3 (2020): 176—195; Metcalf, Lee
Kendall. The Council of Mutual Economic Assistance : the Failure of Reform. (Boulder, CO: East European
Monographs, 1997); Gerocs, Tamds, and Andras Pinkasz. “Conflicting Interests in the Comecon Integration:
State Socialist Debates on East-West-South Relations.” East Central Europe (Pittsburgh) 45, no. 2-3 (2018): 336—
365; Radisch, Erik “The Struggle of the Soviet Conception of Comecon, 1953-1975,” Comparativ 27, no. 5-6
(March 20, 2017): 26-47, https://doi.org/10.26014/j.comp.2017.05/06.02.
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advanced technologies.®® There is an attempt to re-evaluate COMECON as an organisation.
Crump and Godard argued that COMECON was another forum, alongside the Warsaw Pact,
where the Eastern European countries could ‘resist Soviet concepts and shift the balance of
power in their favour.”*® These scholarly attempts, however, tend to focus only on intra-Bloc
relations. There are notable attempts to provide a global context by Sanchez-Sibony, Mark and
Paul. However, these tend to focus on the Bloc and its relations with the so-called Global South

or, like in Sanchez-Sibony’s case, primarily on the USSR.*

Shipping
The issue of shipping as a means of economic competition has attracted no academic

scrutiny, at least among historians. As is often the case, the research focused predominantly on
the Soviet Union. The Soviet “threat” was first observed by Philip Hanson, and further
analysis was offered by Simon Bergstrand, who explored how the Soviet merchant navy, by
undercutting freight rates, posed a serious threat to Western, but mainly British, shipping
operations.*! John Harbron wrote an analysis of the Polish shipping and shipbuilding industry.
His perspective proves very useful, since it was an eyewitness account of the emerging Polish
shipping and shipbuilding industry.*? Other attempts to explore the role of shipping are scarce
and offer only the Western perspective.*® The Soviet Bloc and Polish shipping operations
might not have garnered much attention from Cold War historians, but they have garnered
significant attention from maritime logistics specialists. Michael Roe is the most prominent
scholar investigating Eastern European shipping operations. His work offers excellent

statistical analysis. Unfortunately, the historical aspect is non-existent, given the nature of his

38 Fowkes, Ben. Eastern Europe 1945-1969: From Stalinism to Stagnation. (Routeledge, 2014), p. 90-1. See also:
Libbey, James. “CoCom, Comecon, and the Economic Cold War.” Russian History (Pittsburgh) 37, no. 2 (2010):
133-152.

39 Crump Laurien, and Simon Godard. “Reassessing Communist International Organisations: A Comparative
Analysis of COMECON and the Warsaw Pact in Relation to Their Cold War Competitors.” Contemporary
European History 27, no. 1 (2018): 85-109, p.95.

40 Mark, James and Paul Betts, Socialism Goes Global : The Soviet Union and Eastern Europe in the Age of
Decolonisation (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2022).; Sanchez-Sibony, Oscar. Oscar Sanchez-Sibony, Red
Globalization : The Political Economy of the Soviet Cold War from Stalin to Khrushchev (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2016).

41 Hanson, Philip. “The Soviet Union and World Shipping.” Soviet studies 22, no. 1 (1970): 44—60; Bergstrand,
Simon, and Rigas Doganis. The Impact of Soviet Shipping. (London: Allen & Unwin, 1987).

42 Harbron, John D. Communist Ships and Shipping. (London: Adlard Coles, 1962.)
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work. Nevertheless, his works prove that Poland was a major maritime power connected

closely to the global economy through its global network of liner services.*

Global Outreach and Cold War Contexts

The less immediate context in which the Poles operated was the broader Cold War
setting. Understanding how and why the Poles operated in this broader context is vital to
understanding how they used their political position within the Soviet Bloc to gain more

leeway on the global stage.

Foreign policy

In three volumes, Andrzej Skrzypek attempted to reconstruct the dynamics of Polish-
Soviet relations between 1944 and 1989. The first volume focused on the initial subjugation
of Poland in the decade after the war.*® In his second volume on the subject, Skrzypek
analysed Polish attempts to improve Poland’s stance vis-a-vis the USSR.*® He claimed that,
although Poland did attempt to improve its position, Poland’s leader — Gomutka - was only
acting as “Moscow's plenipotentiary."* In his last volume, Skrzypek analysed Poland's
transformation into a client state, ultimately arguing that it was only after the fall of the Soviet
Union that Poland could improve its standing on the international stage. He drew similar
conclusions with respect to Poland's post-1956 foreign policy.*® The only historian so far who
argues that Poles could negotiate whilst maintaining a degree of autonomy is Anita
Prazmowska*. It is also vital to notice that inter-bloc relations are often left unexplored.
Work in this field has only been attempted by Robert Skobelski, who produced an excellent

factual presentation but entirely failed to identify the motives driving Polish policies.

The issue of the Oder-Neisse line and non-proliferation

The Oder-Neisse line and the non-proliferation were closely connected contexts,

especially for Poland. The Poles tried to use their nuclear-free zone proposal in

4 Roe, Michael, ed., Shipping in the Baltic Region (Routledge, 1997); Roe, Michael, Polish Shipping under

Communism (Routledge, 2001)

45 Skrzypek, Andrzej Mechanizmy Uzaleznienia. Stosunki Polsko-Radzieckie 1944-1957 (Puttusk: Wyzsza Szkota
Humanistyczna im. A. Gieysztora, 2002).

46 Andrzej Skrzypek, Mechanizmy Autonomii: Stosunki Polsko-Radzieckie 1956—1965 (Puttusk: Wyzsza Szkota
Humanistyczna im. A. Gieysztora, 2005)..

47 Ibid. p. 309

48 Skrzypek, Andrzej Mechanizmy Klientelizmu: Stosunki Polsko-Radzieckie 1965-1989 (Puttusk: Akademia

Humanistyczna im. Aleksandra Gieysztora, 2008).; Skrzypek, Andrzej. Dyplomatyczne Dzieje PRL W Latach 1956-

1989 (Puttusk: Akademia Humanistyczna im. Aleksandra Gieysztora, 2010).
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Central/Eastern Europe not only to minimise the risk of a nuclear conflict but also to
formalise the Oder-Neisse line as Poland's Western border. One such proposal - the Rapacki
Plan — was analysed by James Ozinga. Even though it was written in the last year of the Cold
War, Ozinga distanced himself from the traditional Cold War divide. Ozinga argued for the
plan's feasibility and attempted to demonstrate that Moscow’s and Washington’s short-
sightedness prevented détente and disarmament in the early 1960s. Ozinga is also the only
scholar who emphasised the global significance of the Rapacki Plan.*! His approach can serve
as a useful starting point. However, it may benefit from a more internationalist approach.
Polish analyses of the Rapacki Plan still follow the orthodox paradigm of Soviet Bloc
expansionism.>? The analysis of the Gomutka Plan — a later and more modest Polish
disarmament proposal — is absent from scholarly debates. Throughout the 1960s, the Polish
proposal was transformed from a narrow concern over national security into a global,
transnational initiative. The more recent analysis was provided by Piotr Dtugotecki, who
better contextualised the issue and argued that the roots of the Rapacki plan dated back to
1955 and that the initiative was discussed with the Soviet leaders more than a year before the
plan was announced.®® The Canadian attempts to limit nuclear sharing in response to the
Polish proposal were outlined by Ryan Musto.>* A more significant contribution was made by
Piotr Wandycz, who summarised the entirety of Poland’s denuclearisation and collective
security proposals in the late 1950s and 1960s.% The scarcity of scholarly analysis of Poland’s
role in various and very often significant Cold War disarmament initiatives would suggest that
the archival evidence for Poland’s role is equally scarce, and the role Poland played in those
initiatives was relatively insignificant. This project, however, will demonstrate that Poland, in
pursuit of its national interest, significantly contributed to the global discussion about nuclear

non-proliferation.
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The German question gave rise to the Cold War. The German reunification and the fall
of the Berlin Wall are lauded as the end of the global Cold War. This global issue was closely
linked to Polish security concerns. Following the Yalta and Potsdam conferences, Poland
received the German territories of Silesia, Pomerania and part of East Prussia (the USSR
annexed the former city of Konigsberg and the surrounding territories). These German
territories were supposed to compensate for former Polish territories annexed by the USSR in
1939. The rise of Cold War tensions over Germany led to the establishment of the two rival
German states — the FRG and the GDR. Mounting tensions prevented any lasting solution to
the German question. Additionally, formal recognition of the new Polish border on the Oder-

Neisse line was blocked.

Debra J. Allen highlights the significance of the Oder-Neisse during the Cold War. Her
book promised to be a truly international history of the Oder-Neisse line. However, the book
fails to deliver on that promise. Allen’s work is solely based on American sources. Polish,
German and Soviet sources are absent. Therefore, the picture that emerges is clearly one-
sided. Allen argues that the Oder-Neisse line was ill-conceived. But, as the Cold War
persisted, the Oder-Neisse line became acceptable by default and was formalised in 1990.5¢ |
am not convinced that the development was so clear-cut. Many international interests
converged on the Oder-Neisse line. The formalisation of the post-1945 Polish-German border
took decades and was an important milestone in the long process of German reunification.
The border was not accepted by “default”. It was a conscious political bargain. Poland
secured its Western possessions, while Western Germany obtained tacit approval for future

reunification.

The Berlin Crisis was, likewise, an important milestone in the Cold War. Therefore, it
has attracted considerable attention from various academics. Jack Schlick convincingly argues
that, during this crisis, the GDR forced Khrushchev into a standoff.>” Frederic Gloariant and
Cyril Buftet claim that French and British concerns equally influenced the response on the
other side of the Iron Curtain. In addition, Paris and London wanted to use the crisis to

challenge the solidifying bipolar global Cold War order.%® Schlick argues that the GDR could

56 Allen, Debra J. The Oder-Neisse Line. The United States, Poland, and Germany in the Cold War (Bloomsbury
Publishing USA, 2003).
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influence Soviet decision-making during the crisis and mentions Eastern German diplomatic-
propaganda campaigns. However, he fails to name the channel through which the GDR
disseminated its propaganda. The GDR was only recognised by the Soviet Bloc countries,
while the West had no diplomatic representatives in East Berlin. Thus, the East German
leaders had to have a go-between — a Soviet Bloc country that was universally recognised.
The USSR would have been an obvious choice, but an apparent conflict of interest excluded
Moscow as a diplomatic channel for the GDR. All diplomatic notes, demarches and
memoranda were delivered from East Berlin to the West via Warsaw. In this situation, Poland
was a mediator between the Soviet Bloc and the West. The GDR’s lack of diplomatic ties with
the West gave Warsaw considerable leverage over its Western neighbour. The failure to
account for this factor leaves us with an incomplete picture of the Berlin crisis. How Warsaw

filtered or altered messages from East Berlin is an unresolved debate around the Berlin Crisis.

Vietnam War
Vietnam was a crucial theatre of the Global Cold War. The Geneva Accords of 1954

established the ICC in the former French Indochina. Non-aligned India chaired the ICC.
Representatives of NATO (Canada) and the Warsaw Pact (Poland) joined India in this
peacekeeping endeavour. In his pioneering research, Ramesh Thakur explored the power
struggle that ensued within the ICC. Thakur oscillates between an orthodox and post-
revisionist school of thought. Therefore, some inconsistencies are observable in his
arguments. For example, the Soviet Bloc is portrayed as a centralised empire governed by
Moscow.>® However, when Polish relations with the West are concerned, the same centralised
empire follows the principle of “socialist polycentrism.”® It would serve no purpose to blame
Thakur for such inconsistencies. His work was published as the Cold War was still taking
place. The inconsistencies are, therefore, likely due to the mindset of the Cold War, which
would still have been present in the 1980s. Despite his suspicions of communist intentions
(mainly regarding Poland), Thakur argued that the ICC, during its initial years, played an

essential role as an international peacekeeping instrument.

James Hershberg’s work offers an international approach to the Vietnam War and

Operation Marigold®. He draws from the Soviet Bloc, American and other Western archives

9 Thakur, Ramesh. Peacekeeping in Vietnam : Canada, India, Poland and the International Commission.
(Edmonton, University of Alberta Press, 1984), p. 26
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to create a detailed account of global, regional and national diplomatic manoeuvring to end
the hostilities in Vietnam. Such an international approach, which looks at the full context of
the Vietnam War, is still absent in debates on the Cold War. Soviet Bloc archives offer a more
in-depth insight into North Vietnam, just as American sources provide unique access to the
developments in the South. Both Thakur and Westad describe the mediation carried out by
North Vietnam between China and the USSR following the Sino-Soviet split. Polish archives
unveil inadequacies of economic assistance provided by the Soviet Union that explain DRV’s
closer alliance with Beijing in 1958-68. Unlike Thakur, Hershberg focused on multilateral
diplomacy outside the ICC. Despite providing a very detailed account, Hershberg did not
analyse the motives behind Poland’s involvement or describe how this involvement could
have been beneficial for Warsaw. The work of Thakur and Hershberg provides a good starting
point to move the debate forward and to expand the analysis of Polish motives and

considerations throughout the Indochina Wars.

Africa

The role of Poland and Eastern European states in the African theatre of the Cold War
is still developing. Most of the focus is still on the Soviet Union. The most recent examples of
historians attempting to analyse the role of the USSR are offered by Alessandro Iandolo, who
explored the Soviet involvement in Guinea, Ghana and Mali, and Natalia Telepneva, who
investigated the role the Soviet Union played in the collapse of the Portuguese colonial
empire.%? African scholars, such as Ayumoboh, Ifidion and Osarumwense, also predominantly
focus on the USSR’s role. However, they concluded that in the case of Nigeria, Soviet
involvement failed to produce any substantial political or commercial relations.®® More
broadly, the analysis of the role of Poland and other Eastern European countries in Africa and
the Global South can mostly be found in edited volumes. The most notable examples include
the volume edited by Telepneva and Muehlenbeck and a collection edited by James Mark and

Paul Betts.®* Despite providing new and interesting perspectives, these volumes only present
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an incidental analysis of Poland’s and Eastern European involvement in Africa. The Polish
historiography is also rather scarce. The Polish-African relations are often tackled from an
international relations perspective and tend to focus on post-Cold War developments.® Jacek
Knopek offered the most comprehensive analysis of Polish-West African relations. Given the
nature of the monograph and the broad perspective it adopted, Knopek’s attempt provided a
very detailed and factual account of how Poland’s relations with West African developed but
offered very little analysis of Polish motives behind involvement in the region.®® A volume
edited by Stanistaw Plaszewicz offers a very detailed account of the Polish presence in
Nigeria. It is a mixture of historical analysis and accounts of Poles who lived and worked in
Nigeria during the Cold War. The perspective offered by Plaszewicz is unique, but yet again,
by focusing on personal accounts, it fails to provide a more concrete analysis of Polish

motivations and the role Poland played in the region.®’

People and mechanisms of power
Mechanisms of power

The mechanisms of power in Poland between 1944 and 1989 proved hard to define.
The general expectation was that these power structures were rigidly hierarchical. At least
three edited volumes discuss how the PPR/PZPR functioned and how it wielded power in the
country. It is agreed that the Party controlled all the key positions of the government and local
administration, as well as all state enterprises of the nationalised economy. Thus, one ought to
look at the decision-making within the Party as a centralised machine of power to trace back
the policy formulation and implementation process. With this assumption, several historians
associated with the Institute of National Remembrance (pol. Instytut Pamigci Narodowej —
IPN), a conservative institution responsible for scholarship deeply rooted in anticommunism
and anti-Soviet sentiment, started their work. To their credit, they all concluded that the
mechanisms of power and decision-making were much less rigid and, thus, much harder to
retrace. To this date, the question of how exactly decisions were made, communicated and

implemented remains only partially answered.®® According to the PZPR statute, the party's
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highest authority was the Party Congress, which set the direction of main party policies. In
between Party Congresses, the Central Committee (pol. Komitet Centralny — KC) was
responsible for policy formulation and implementation.®® Mirostaw Szumito has offered the
most convincing representation of how the PZPR operated. He identified the three key
executive organs of the Party — the KC headed by the top Party officials in the Politburo,
Central Commission for Party Control (pol. Centralna Komisja Kontroli Partyjnej - CKKP)
and the Central Auditing Commission (pol. Centralna Komisja Rewizyjna — CKR). However,
the sheer number of people — approximately 500 — did not automatically mean that
membership in one of them meant a real influence on state affairs. The KC would meet
annually and be attended by Ministerial Undersecretaries, so that would at least explain how
some discussions and their result were communicated to the government. However, these
meetings were too infrequent for effective state governance. The Politburo met more
frequently but often did not formulate policies; it merely approved them or addressed a

pressing issue.”

The existing literature is inconclusive as far as the mechanisms of power go. However,
it allows deducing a model that, for the purposes of this project, should be sufficient. The
general outline was established at the Party Congress and communicated to all party and
government levels and state enterprises and institutions. The Ministries, state companies and
other institutions would then concretise these general guidelines for their own purposes and
implement them. Various state agents could then present drafts, decisions, and policies to the
KC or the Politburo for approval. Annual KC meetings could be used to modify and readjust
existing policies, and since they were attended by representatives of the government and state
enterprises, the decisions would then be disseminated easily, albeit informally. This model is,
however, by no means exhaustive. Without rigid and formal structure, it often appears that
various state agents operated as if in a vacuum or even in competition with one another.
Which also could have been the case. As Szumito argued, the PZPR was not a monolith but

had various “cliques” and “interest groups” within itself. They often competed with each
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other for power and influence or to get more resources for the economic sector they

represented.’!

Biographies of Gomutka

Biographies are often very good background literature. They can provide much useful
information regarding a particular figure and their motivations. Unfortunately, the
historiography does not offer abundant material in this regard. The only person who seems to
have attracted historical scrutiny is Wtadystaw Gomutka, who was the leader of the Polish
communists between 1944 and 1948 and again between 1956 and 1970. Peter Raina and
Nicholas Bethell made the earliest biographical attempts.’® Both biographies focus mostly on
the pre-war and WWII periods in Gomutka's life.

Given that they were published while Gomutka was still in power, they could not
cover the entire period of his rule or his life. Additionally, both Raina and Bethell, in their
writings, imply a somewhat personal disappointment in Gomutka, who seemed to have
betrayed the liberal ideals that had brought him to power in 1956 and eventually slumped to a
dictatorial style of governing.” Bethell gives a more balanced analysis of Gomulka's policies
and emphasised that he allowed freedom of speech. Bethell has considered both internal and
external pressures on Gomutka's regime and acknowledged his ability to maintain the balance
between the two.”* These biographies are of great historical value, not necessarily as scholarly
works, but as historical accounts of the events as they unfolded. Andrzej Werblan's biography
provides a more balanced approach but only covers the period before 1956.7° Anita
Prazmowska, in her recent biography of Gomutka, successfully grapples with the
complexities of his attitudes and actions. It is the only biography of Gomutka that
acknowledges his initiative and presents his vision vis-a-vis the USSR. Unfortunately,
Prazmowska’s analysis is confined to the pre-1956 period and does not extend to the later
period, which is only summarised. ’® Although many issues are highlighted, they are not
treated in such a comprehensive manner. Another recent attempt is not a typical biography but
more of a collective biography of the key figures in the regime, with Gomutka being the focal

point of the analysis. This attempt, however, does not bring anything new to the
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historiographical debate. It lacks depth and complexity. It stipulates that Gomutka was not
necessarily impressed by the Palace of Culture and Science, which had been built while he
was imprisoned. However, according to Gajdzinski, he remained a dogmatic and authoritarian
Communist.”” Additionally, Gomufka figures in Jerzy Eisler's work on all the First Secretaries
of the Polish United Workers Party. However, this is a rather short biographical essay, and due
to the nature of Eisler's work in this particular case, the work thus lacks any depth of analysis.

It ends up simply reiterating the conclusions of previous scholarly attempts.®

Biographies of the regime's key figures

There is even more scarcity of historical biographies regarding other key political
figures of the Gomutka regime. There are only two notable biographies of Jozef Cyrankiewicz
- who served as the Prime Minister of Poland in 1947-1952 and 1954-1970 — and only one of
Mieczystaw Moczar, who served as the Minister of Internal affairs between 1964 and 1968.
Lipinski's attempt is deeply grounded in orthodox thinking. ”® Thus, Cyrankiewicz is
portrayed as a cynical opportunist, who blindly followed orders. Syzdeks' work is much more
balanced and thorough. It not only draws on archival sources, but also examines
Cyrankiewicz's family and acquaintances. Their account of Cyrankiewicz's life is a sound
historical analysis, but it is possible to feel Sydzeks' sympathy towards the "eternal Prime
Minister". Despite this, these writers do not provide a rash judgement of his political career.?
The analysis of Moczar by Lesiak is quite thorough. He presented an accurate and balanced
image of Moczar. At the same time, this work tangentially explores a rather complicated and
delicate matter of anti-Semitism, both concerning Moczar, and the regime as a whole.
Notably, the scholarly biographies of such influential people as Marian Spychalski (Defence
Minister), Adam Rapacki (Foreign Minister), Zenon Kliszko (Gomuika's closest associate),
have not yet been published. Unfortunately, the biographies of key regime figures are rare and
cannot be effectively used to for deeper historical analysis or for background of key Polish

communist leaders.
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Memoirs, interviews and document collections
Document collections
Document collections can be a good supplement to original archival research.
Carefully selected by experienced historians, they can point one’s research in the right
direction. Polish historiography shows an unusual tendency to publish a collection of archival
material demonstrating Poland's ability to maintain a considerable degree of independence,
with little or no historical commentary — leaving all the conclusions to the reader.?! Similarly,
a collection of very carefully selected documents illustrates the events of December 1970,
ultimately bringing down the Gomutka regime. 8Additionally, there is a collection of
documents regarding only Gomutka and his close associates.?* The documents found in these
collections allow for a historical reconstruction of events on an almost day-by-day basis.

However, no analysis, apart from a short introduction, is provided.

Memoirs

Several memoirs may allow for a closer analysis of this period.®* Most notably, there
are political diaries by Mieczystaw Rakowski, which span the period between 1958 and 1990
and provide a detailed account of political developments in Poland on an almost day-by-day
basis. ®Additionally, there are two volumes of Gomutka's memoirs.®® These do not cover the
period in question. However, they do provide historical context and explain the causes of the
Polish-Soviet tensions after 1956. The war memoirs of General Spychalski are slightly
different but give an analogous account of the communist anti-German resistance.?’ Despite
their potential usefulness, memoirs concerning the period discussed are rather scarce. They
can be used as background and allow a deeper understanding of only some, and often very

personal, issues.

Interviews

Since the fall of communism is a relatively recent event, the key figures and members
of the communist party were — until recently — still alive. Many journalists and historians

seized this opportunity to obtain a first-hand account of Polish communist history. The first
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such series of interviews was conducted by Teresa Toranska in the mid-1980s, with the key
"Polish Stalinists", such as Jakub Berman — the infamous party secretary in charge of the
repression apparatus and Edward Ochab — Gomutka's direct predecessor as First Secretary of
the Polish United Workers' Party.®8 Toranska took her chance to interview General Jaruzelski
— the last leader of communist Poland, on the eve of the 20" anniversary of the declaration of
martial law in Poland.®® She then carried out interviews with crucial communist leaders in the
early 2000s.%° Despite the openly accusatory tone of these interviews, they provide a
somewhat surprising perspective. The interviews illustrate their fears and dilemmas, their
concern for the country and the nation they ruled. Despite Toranska's effort to demonise them,
they indeed appear more human. In this series of interviews, a new picture emerges, not one
of the high and mighty autocrats, by the grace of Moscow, but of people who desperately tried
to make the best of the circumstances they found themselves in. In a similar vein, the memoirs
of Ryszard Strzelecki, Gomutka's son, are gathered by Eleonora Syzdek.%! An even earlier
effort to collect and organise the memoirs of Gomutka's close associates was carried out by
Bronistaw Sydzek in the late 1980s.% The most recent endeavour is the extended interview
with Andrzej Werblan, which sheds additional light on intra-party conflicts and
developments.®® Despite their usefulness, these interviews provide a limited number of
personal perspectives on the events in Poland between 1956 and 1970 since only very few

important leaders have survived.

Summary/justification

Between 1944 and 1990, the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe engaged in a new
relationship, one that should have been uniquely familiar to all the communist leaders. It was
a Marxist dynamic between the oppressor and the oppressed — or between the leader and the
follower, to be more general. The irony of such a state of affairs may have been lost on the
Soviet leadership, but as historical events of 1956 and 1968 show, it was most certainly not
lost on the leaders of the so-called "satellite states". The scholarly debate slowly moved
toward acknowledging that the Soviet Bloc was not a monolith and that Eastern European

states, in the period post-1956, gained more leeway. Yet this increased freedom for political
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manipulation was not merely bestowed on Poland, Hungary, Romania and other Eastern
European states by the USSR. Countries in Eastern Europe also fought for it, not from a
military stance, but from a political one. Discovering the motivation behind that struggle will
allow for a better understanding not only of Polish history but also how it relates to Cold War
developments. Nevertheless, the literature rarely provides concrete examples of how the
Eastern Europeans used their newly acquired autonomy. It is time to push the debate forward
and show that not only did the Poles and other Eastern Europeans have considerable leeway,
but they also could fully benefit from it. The Stalinist period created a long-lasting legacy the
Eastern Europeans had to grapple with. But, their newly acquired autonomy warranted that
each state would grapple with the Stalinist legacy differently. The Poles would focus on
overcoming the economic shortcomings of the Stalinist model. That attempt would lead to
Poland’s truly global outreach. Economic contacts often created political entanglements and
thus, the Poles were involved, at least to some degree, politically and economically on all
continents by 1970. It is time to acknowledge that Poland was not only more autonomous and
free to pursue policies deviating, often significantly, from the Soviet model but that Poland
was an important Cold War actor, in many cases capable of influencing Cold War events and

Soviet Bloc policies.

Moreover, the motivations underlying Polish policy between 1956 and 1970 were
much more complex than currently acknowledged. Ideological considerations were
undoubtedly present in many cases. However, post-1956, ideology was hardly ever the
dominant factor. With a degree of certainty, it can be claimed that national and economic
considerations were also important if not primary, factors influencing Polish policy.
Sometimes, they were more open; in other cases, it was more subsumed and implicit.
Nevertheless, that sense of narrowly defined national interest stemming from Poland's long
history pushed the Poles to pursue a particular path. The planned path was to lead them to
independence. To achieve this, they needed to create a state that was modern, cohesive and
secure. Paradoxically, this rather narrow nationalist concern pushed Polish communist leaders
to engage with the most critical global issues concerning the Cold War, as it was here that they

could assert autonomy and independence on an international stage.

The historiography concerning Poland between 1956 and 1970 provides a solid base
for further discussion. However, the analysis offered is often fragmentary and incidental. The
historiography lacks a synthesis or a monograph of this period, which could analyse the Polish

motivations and goals. A monograph that could use the framework provided by the recent
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scholarly efforts and cast a new light on Poland's role in the Cold War. That is the main, albeit
rather ambitious, purpose of this project. This dissertation will serve not only to enhance the
debate on Poland but on the Cold War in general. It will show that Poland’s motivations were
underpinned by national interest and economic considerations. In their attempt to make their
country the second most influential Soviet Bloc country, the Poles had to reach out globally.
Such global economic entanglements, in many cases, like the case of Nigeria and the DRV,
resulted in important political and diplomatic involvement. This thesis will demonstrate that
Poland, and Eastern Europe more broadly, in its attempt to overcome its satellite status,

influenced many important Cold War developments.
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Background
After World War II, Poland found itself in the Soviet sphere of influence. Due to its

geographic location (the Polish plains were the easiest and shortest way of reaching Soviet
Western borderlands), the country was of “crucial importance” to Stalin. As Norman Naimark
argued, the Soviet dictator was unwilling to compromise on Poland. The Finnish or Austrian
models could not be granted to the Poles.** A Soviet-backed communist regime was installed
in Poland as the Soviet troops were advancing westward through Polish territories on their
way to Berlin. Despite Poland’s importance and Stalin’s determination, in the immediate post-
war years, Poland and its leader, Wtadystaw Gomutka, enjoyed a significant degree of
autonomy.” As Mark Kramer argued, anti-Soviet sentiment was prevalent throughout Eastern
Europe. Moreover, local nationalisms constantly undermined the power of Soviet-backed
communist regimes.* Despite these factors, the process of Stalinisation in Poland was
comparably longer than elsewhere in Eastern Europe.®” Most likely because Polish
nationalism was stronger, and the ethnic cleansing campaign, which made Poland a
homogenous nation-state, further galvanised the nationalist sentiment.®® It is difficult to
ascertain when Stalin forced the Soviet model onto Eastern European regimes. Khlevniuk
argued that such a decision was a response to Soviet setbacks in the West, such as the Berlin
Airlift and the establishment of NATO. In response to a perceived threat from the West, the
Soviet dictator chose to speed up the process of consolidating his empire.*® The process
reached its peak in the early 1950s, as illustrated by Stalin personally editing the draft of
Poland’s constitution in 1952.1%° However, shortly after the brutal consolidation of his empire,

Stalin died.
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The death of Joseph Stalin in 1953 triggered a process of change throughout the
Soviet Empire. The political situation in Poland between 1954 and 1956 was in a state of flux
The Politburo no longer set the tone or gave instructions. The state had to still run somehow,
therefore, in a vacuum created by an escalating power struggle, and autonomous decision-
making centres sprung up into being. Ministries, among them the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
(pol. Ministerstwo Spraw Zagranicznych - MSZ), would play such a role. These decision-
making centres were not coordinated in any way; various bodies made many contradicting
decisions. Thus, it was almost impossible to present the state of affairs in Poland coherently at
that time. The disintegration of the security apparatus following Jozef Swiatto’s defection to
the West was coupled with a prolonged power struggle at the Kremlin. These two factors
produced a power vacuum in Poland. Moscow, for the time being, no longer set the political
line. Polish party officials did not know how to act, so they decided to do nothing. At that
time, there were two most commonly known political factions in Poland — Natolin and
Putawy. The former was supposedly constituted of hard-line, pro-Moscow communists who
followed a nationalist and anti-Semitic policy. The latter were those who played a critical role
in establishing the Stalinist model in Poland post-1945 but advocated the most far-reaching
reforms, arguably to divert attention from their past. The 20™ Congress of the CPSU, held in
February 1956, sent shock waves throughout the global Communist movement. In Poland, it
intensified the factional struggles at the top of the political hierarchy. The deepening chaos

made various independent decision-making centres, such as the MSZ, more important.

A special meeting was called in the MSZ to address the implications of the 20
Congress of the CPSU. The significance of this meeting is highlighted by the fact that not
only Heads of Departments were called in, but also all ambassadors from Europe and North
America. Franciszek Mazur, a Politburo member, gave a speech at the meeting. He explained
at great length that in the post-war period, Poland “did not fully use its potential to pursue an
active and independent foreign policy.”'%! As the debate progressed, Jozef Winiewicz
remarked, “many people are stopping here, on their way to Moscow. We must take it upon
ourselves so the guests come directly to us. We should not be a waiting room [for
Moscow].”2% In light of Mazur’s speech and the following debate, the MSZ staff concluded
that an opportunity presented itself for Poland. China was not interested in worldwide affairs

and focused mainly on Asia. In such circumstances, Poland could play “the second fiddle” in
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the Soviet Bloc. At the meeting held on 30 October 1956, the MSZ concluded that Wiadystaw
Gomutka, who regained power slightly more than a week earlier, agreed to the objectives
formulated by the MSZ in April 1956.1% Gomutka’s agreement, in this case, hardly comes as
a surprise. The MSZ has not discovered anything new. The original proponent of the “second
fiddle” concept was Gomutka, although he phrased it differently. When he led the PPR in
1947, he announced his plan to “make Poland, politically and economically, the most active
and dynamic state, exclusive of the USSR” in the Soviet Bloc.!% This suggests a continuity of
Poland’s policies and ambitions. They were subsumed in 1948, with Gomuika’s ouster and

Stalinisation, but spontaneously reemerged once the Soviet grip on Poland was weakened in

1956.

Hypothesis and research questions

“Playing second fiddle” is commonly believed to be a pejorative term. Regarding
Poland, such a policy goal was a sign of remarkable political realism by Gomutka and the
Polish leadership. As a comparatively small country, Poland could never match the Soviet
Union’s economic, military and political potential. But, given China’s absence in European
affairs, it could play the role of the second most important country of the Soviet Bloc. In this
respect, the period of 1956-70 was nothing short of extraordinary for Poland: it arose not only
from the position of the most senior Soviet ally but also from a country that could influence
Cold War events. In 1956, Gomutka and the Polish leadership launched, or rather, re-
launched, a project to make Poland the country with the second-largest economy, army and
most dynamic diplomacy in the Soviet Bloc. Yet, this project was only a means to an end, not
the goal on its own. The Polish United Workers’ Party leaders aimed, first and foremost, to
safeguard Poland’s national interest. For that purpose, Poland needed its own model of
socialism. Gomutka first presented the new Polish model in his speech in October 1956. By
1959, it was fully developed and announced at the III Congress of the PZPR. It was then
implemented during the 1960s. In 1970, riots caused by increased food prices led to a change
of party leadership. Edward Gierek replaced Gomulka as the new party secretary. Under the
new leadership, previous policies were replaced by new concepts of the Polish road to

socialism

The 1956-1970 governance model was structured around a centrally planned economy

and strict social discipline; however, it allowed for ideological flexibility. Collectivisation was
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abandoned, and elements of private enterprise were permitted (coexisted with state-controlled
enterprises). When socialist methods clashed with nationalist goals, ideology was replaced by
more pragmatic approaches. First, Polish leaders believed that to play an important role in the
Soviet Bloc, they had to develop diplomatic contacts to break Poland’s Cold War isolation.
Therefore, from the outset in 1956, they sought to establish closer ties with non-communist
countries. Secondly, the Polish economy needed to produce globally desired goods not only to
reduce Poland’s dependence on the USSR but also to assure further economic development.
Entering the global stage allowed Poland to use the economy as a foreign policy tool. Finally,
the post-1956 modus vivendi did not clearly define the limits of Polish independence. This
meant that Poland would push specific policies until it met Soviet resistance. However, Polish
leaders were able to re-align Poland’s interests, so they rarely clashed with the security
concerns of the USSR. This way, Poland could pursue some policies unilaterally without
consulting the Soviet Union. This ability enabled Poland to play an important role on a global
stage and ensured that Poland never met Soviet resistance or intervention as Czechoslovakia
did in 1968. To achieve these objectives, this dissertation will be guided by the following

research questions:

1. To what extent did national and economic considerations underpin Polish policies
between 1956 and 19707

2. To what extent in that period Poland began to act independently within the Soviet Bloc
and on a global stage?

3. To what extent could Poland influence the Cold War events in various theatres of
conflict?

4. To what extent was Poland’s rise to sovereignty a unique case in the Soviet Bloc
context?

5. To what extent was the Polish project launched between 1956-1970 successful?

Answering those questions will allow a greater understanding of Polish motivation and

Poland’s role in the Global Cold War between 1956 and 1970.

Ideology
The role that ideology played throughout the Cold War is crucial. It could be argued

that ideology fuelled the global conflict from the late 1940s to the 1980s. Communism, in its
20th-century application, always warranted state control over the economy and many other

aspects of social and political life. In the Soviet Union, communism was primarily to
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consolidate the “might of the Soviet state” and expand its influence beyond its borders.%
Similarly, assessing the post-1945 Polish history without understanding the ideological
context would not be feasible. Given that Marxism, in its various interpretations, such as
Leninism or Stalinism, was such a momentous force in shaping Poland and Eastern Europe,
there is remarkably little written on the subject. In most cases, historians assume a rather rigid
and dogmatic ideological commitment.%®® Unfortunately, the debates on how the PZPR
defined its ideology and how its members adhered to it are rarely analysed. Nevertheless, the
PZPR had a unique historical background, which certainly influenced its approach to the
Marxist/Communist doctrine. The roots of the Polish communist and socialist parties can be
found in the late 19" century. These parties operated after the Polish statehood had been
extinguished in the late 18" century, and many of them tied the cause of
socialism/communism with the cause of national liberation. The Polish Socialist Party (pol.
Polska Partia Socjalistyczna — PPS) would be the main representative of the independence
struggle on the Polish Left, which actively joined the efforts to reconstruct the Polish state in
the 1920s.1%” However, the immediate predecessors of the party that would rule Poland after
WWII were the two movements which opposed Polish independence. The Social Democracy
of the Kingdom of Poland and Lithuania (pol. Socialdemokracja Krolestwa Polskiego i Litwy
— SDKPiL) and the more radical fraction of the PPS — PPS-Left (pol. PPS-Lewica), which
united in December 1918 to form the Communist Party of Poland (pol. Komunistyczna Partia
Polski — KPP), in response to Poland regaining independence.'® The KPP was completely
dependent on Moscow. Yet still, the national aspirations shaped by Poland’s 19th-century
experience caused a break in the party in the 1930s, when a nationalist and pro-independence
group broke away from the KPP.1%® The Communists assembled in the KPP remained on the

margins of the Polish political scene despite, or maybe because of, Moscow’s direct and open
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support. In 1938, the KPP was disbanded, and its leadership executed, which deeply
traumatised those members who survived (among them Wiadystaw Gomutka, who was only
saved because he was serving time in Polish prison) and possibly filled them with distrust

towards Stalin and the Soviet leadership.'*

The immediate successor of the KPP, the Polish Workers’ Party (pol. Polska Partia
Robotnicza — PPR), was established in Warsaw in January 1942.1!* In November 1943, the
leadership of the PPR was arrested, and Wtadystaw Gomutka became the General Secretary
of the PPR. Shortly after becoming the leader of the PPR, Gomutka established the National
Council (pol. Krajowa Rada Narodowa — KRN) without the approval of Stalin or the
Comintern, which shows he was willing to act independently and was not subservient to
Stalin at all times.'? Gomutka also believed that the PPR should gain broad support and
began negotiations with other left-wing Polish parties, like the PPS, to convince them to join
the KRN. This immediately started a conflict between Gomutka and Bolestaw Bierut, who
was also a leading member of the PPR. Unlike Gomutka, Bierut was more pro-Soviet and
believed that the future dominance of the PPR could only be secured with the support of the
Red Army.!"® With the fall of Germany in 1945, the Polish state re-emerged. This time, it was
led by the PPR, with the Soviet Union’s backing. Between 1945 and 1947, a certain degree of
political pluralism existed in Poland while the country enjoyed relative autonomy.
Nevertheless 1948, the so-called “Stalinisation” process began in Poland and Eastern Europe.
Gomutka was ousted from power and replaced by more pro-Soviet Bolestaw Bierut. The PPS
and the PPR were merged to form the PZPR. In this process, the PPR absorbed the PPS with
all its members and its traditions of fighting for Polish independence. Some key Polish
leaders, like Jozef Cyrankiewicz, Poland’s Prime Minister in 1947-1952 and again in 1956-
1970, or Adam Rapacki — the Minster of Foreign Affairs, were PPS members.!** To
successfully wield power, the PZPR needed to become a mass movement. It needed to appeal

to larger portions of Polish society. The PZPR chose a nationalist appeal, which proved quite
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successful. However, an appeal to nationalism and the admission of thousands of new

members significantly diluted the PZPR’s ideological commitment.!®

More recently, a new side emerged in the scholarly debate. It focuses on presenting the
Polish United Workers’ Party not as a group of ideologues but as corrupt technocrats
desperately clinging to power. Zbigniew Siemigtkowski argued that de-Stalinisation provided
an intellectual stimulus and pushed the PZPR to search for new solutions and models. But that
change was short-lived. The liberalisation, Siemigtkowski argued, was a tactical manoeuvre.
Eventually, all the reforms would have been halted or overturned. Yet the “conservatives”
were not powerful enough to restore the pre-1956 regime fully. This, in turn, forced the Polish
leadership to search for a new formula for socialism in Poland. A formula that would replace
the Stalinist order that collapsed in 1956. In this attempt, the PZPR attempted to create a
“national communism”. The marriage between communism and nationalism was, according
to Siemigtkowski, ultimately unsuccessful. In 1968, it led to an antisemitic campaign that
further undermined the leadership and was ultimately discarded. Between 1968 and 1970, the
Polish party turned to technocracy as a governance model. With that turn, Gomutka, who
failed to reform the regime, was replaced by the ultimate technocrat, Edward Gierek, in
1970.11® Furthermore, Antoni Dudek argued that Poland’s allegiance to Moscow was
primarily geopolitical, albeit somewhat flavoured by ideological commitment. Moscow’s
dominance in the region was seen as a permanent fixture. Moreover, it warranted a certain

political and economic model.

Finally, the Soviet Union was the only guarantor of Polish post-1945 territory, which
proved crucial since, throughout the 1950s and the 1960s, Poland’s border on the Oder-Neisse
line was either not universally recognised or, as in the case of Western Germany, openly
contested. The Polish leaders were deeply critical of the Soviet Union. Gomutka even claimed
that “the former Russian chauvinism, like a chameleon, adapted to the new Soviet reality and
became the general line of the CPSU”. However, for pragmatic reasons, none of the Polish

leaders dared to start an open conflict with Moscow since it was the Soviet Union that

115 For more see Marcin Zaremba, Komunizm, Legitymizacja, Nacjonalizm (Warszawa: ISP PAN, 2001) and Piotr
Oseka, Rytuaty Stalinizmu:oficjalne Swieta | Uroczystosci Rocznicowe W Polsce 1944—-1956 (Warszawa: Trio/ISP
PAN, 2007).

116 Zbigniew Siemiagtkowski, Miedzy Ztudzeniem a Rzeczywistosciq. Oblicze Ideowe PZPR Pod Rzgdami
Wtadystawa Gomutki (Warszawa: Adam Marszatek, 2019). p.231-268 and 322. For a similar perspective, see
Mirostaw Karwat, Sami Swoi: Rzecz O Rozktadzie Partii Rzqgdzgcej (Warszawa: FiKK, 1991).
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guaranteed Poland’s territorial integrity.!” Even though the literature on PZPR’s official
ideology is not often debated in historiography, it allows the conclusion that the commonly
assumed ideological rigidity of the PZPR is a myth. The party’s troubled relations with the
VKP(b)/CPSU warranted at least some distrust towards Moscow by Gomutka and other
Polish leaders. The absorption of the PPS in 1948 warranted that the PZPR would inherit at
least some of the PPS’ independence struggle traditions. Making the PZPR a mass movement
and appealing to nationalism further weakened its ideological cohesion. It is safe to assume
that the PZPR accepted some of the communist tenets — the leading role of the party and its
control over all aspects of Poland's political, economic and cultural life. But, as Dudek
argued, these were dictated by Soviet regional dominance. Thus, ultimately, we are left with a
party which openly praised the Soviet communist doctrine while secretly criticising it. As this
project will demonstrate, the official lip service paid to Communism cannot be taken at face
value. It was part of a ritual. While openly declaring Communist orthodoxy, the PZPR showed

a much less rigid and more pragmatic approach to its actions.

Similarly to the Polish rather relaxed attitude towards communist orthodoxy, one also
cannot find a rigid government structure. The power structures created by the PZPR seemed

to have been more dispersed and less centralised than commonly believed.

National Interest

This dissertation intends to argue that Poland, in the period 1956-1970, wanted to
secure its autonomy and national interest. Recent scholarly attempts also emphasise that
Poland, alongside other Eastern European states, focused on its national interests, even in
relations with its ideological allies.!'® However, these attempts do not explain what the Poles
understood as their “national interest” at that time. Even the Central Intelligence Agency
observed that “the development of the Marxist movement in Poland was influenced by
nationalism” and “preoccupation with Poland’s national peculiarities”. Those “peculiarities”
were the loss of independence and the destruction of Poland as a separate polity between 1795
and 1918. Thus, the Poles were very sensitive about national sovereignty and
independence.''® This popular sentiment influenced the Polish post-1945 leadership, which,

although not always able to safeguard “sovereignty”, was keen to maintain Poland as a

117 As cited in Antoni Dudek, “Wybrane Czynniki Historyczne Wptywajgce Na Polityke Wtadz PRL,” in Polityka
Czy Propaganda. PRL Wobec Historii, ed. Tomasz Wiscicki (Warszawa: Muzeum Hisorii Polski, 2009), p. 19
118 Christopher Lash, “Taking Third World Solidarity with a Pinch of Salt: Socialist Poland’s Policies towards
1960s Mali,” Cold War History, December 27, 2023, 1-22, https://doi.org/10.1080/14682745.2023.2269850.
119 C|A-RDP81-01043R001900120003-1, Gomutka and Polish Communism, 28 February 1958, p.1
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separate polity. The Yalta and Potsdam Conferences warranted significant territorial changes
for Poland. Its Eastern borderlands — Vilnius, Hrodna, Luck and Lviv provinces — were ceded
to the USSR. As compensation, Poland received German provinces of Warmia and Masuria,
Pomerania, West Pomerania, and Upper and Lower Silesia. Poland’s new frontier came to be
known as the Oder-Neisse line. The Oder-Neisse line was not universally recognised as
Poland’s border in the West, especially in West Germany. The Soviet Union was the only
major power that recognised Poland’s post-1945 borders and the sole guarantor of a third of
Poland’s territory.'?° Such geopolitical circumstances warranted that one of the key
foundations of Poland’s post-1945 foreign policy would be an alliance with the Soviet Union

and other Soviet Bloc states not only for ideological but also for geopolitical reasons.?

To safeguard their “autonomy” and “national interests”, the Poles believed they
needed to make Poland have the second largest Soviet Bloc army, second best technology,
infrastructure and production base that could finance those needs. All these were costly goals.
Gomutka described one of the core tenants of his policies as “security and material and
economic development of the country”.*?? To put it simply, the Poles needed money to finance
a large army and the modernisation of the economy. Thus, the economic relations they
favoured were ones where they could obtain tangible benefits to the national economy. The
aforementioned aspects allow us to identify the following core tenets of how the leadership of

the PZPR understood Poland’s national interest:

1. Preserving Poland’s status as a separate territorial and political entity.

2. Maintaining Poland’s territorial integrity and security through an alliance with the
Soviet Union until the country’s post-war borders become universally recognised.

3. Obtaining maximum economic benefits through trade relations with other states,
regardless of their ideological aftfiliation.

4. Using economically beneficial relations to finance Poland’s economic and military

development.

120 R, Gerald Hughes, “Unfinished Business from Potsdam: Britain, West Germany, and the Oder-Neisse Line,
1945-1962,” The International History Review 27, no. 2 (June 2005): 259-94,
https://doi.org/10.1080/07075332.2005.9641060.

121 Antoni Dudek, “Wybrane Czynniki Historyczne Wptywajace Na Polityke Wtadz PRL,” in Polityka Czy
Propaganda. PRL Wobec Historii, ed. Tomasz Wiscicki (Warszawa: Muzeum Hisorii Polski, 2009), p. 19

122 “przemdwienie Koricowe Tow. Wtadystawa Gomutki Wygtoszone W Dziewigtym Dniu Obrad lll Zjazdu PZPR,”
Gazeta Biatostocka, March 20, 1959.
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5. Translating Poland’s economic, military and political position to influence within the

Soviet Bloc to ensure as much autonomy as possible.

The above five principles seemed to have guided Polish decision-making in the period of
1956-1970. These were the main Polish objectives, and these are what this dissertation

will mean whenever using the term “national interests” in relation to Poland. The archival
research conducted as a part of this project uncovered new archival evidence that supports

the existence of such objectives.

Methodology
Archival materials

This exploratory study adopts a mix of qualitative research approaches. Being
concerned with political events that occurred between 1956 and 1970 and their impacts on
later developments, this research project also adopts a historical approach. After reading
appropriate literature concerning the topic and formulating research questions, it moves
towards the selection of appropriate primary historical sources found in archives (both in
digital and hard copy form) and national libraries. The primary research can be divided into
two categories — hard copy in situ resources found in archives and, secondly, their digitalised
form. The in situ archival resources were accessed during numerous research trips to Poland
between September 2019 and January 2023. The in situ archival materials were gathered at
the Archive of Modern Records (pol. Archiwum Akt Nowych — AAN), the Archive of the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs (pol. Archiwum Minsterstwa Spraw Zagranicznych — AMSZ), the
Archive of the Institute of National Remembrance (pol. Archiwum Instytutu Pamieci
Narodowej — AIPN), State Archives in Katowice, Kielce, Szczecin and Wroctaw, and finally

the National Archives in Kew.

The in situ research was supplemented by archival material available online in digital
form. The digitised material was gathered from the CIA Freedom of Information Act Reading
Room, Lyndon Bines Johnson Library, the Digitised Collection of the National Australian
Archives, the Institute for the Study of Totalitarian Regimes (cz. Ustav pro Studium
Totalitnich Rezimi) and the digital collection of the Federal Archive (de. Bundesarchiv).
These to the best extent served to illustrate the developments in Poland and their external
assessments. There is a notable absence of Russian archives, which would have provided
definitive confirmation. However, the linguistic barrier and the fact that the majority of this

research was conducted throughout the COVID-19 pandemic made the archival research
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difficult. With the escalation of conflict in Europe in 2022, the access to archives was further
limited. Despite these limitations, the author believes that external assessments of the events
gathered in Western archives is a sufficient confirmation of evidence discovered in Polish

archives.

Structure

To prove the central argument, this dissertation will provide several test cases to
demonstrate the validity of the hypothesis. Firstly, Poland’s role in the Warsaw Pact will be
analysed. The Soviet Bloc and its chief political and military organisation were the primary
contexts in which the Poles operated. Understanding how the Poles negotiated their role
within the Bloc is crucial to understanding how Poles could then interact with non-communist
actors on the global stage. Then, this dissertation will present the economic motives that
underpinned Poland’s policies within the Warsaw Pact and on a global stage. After that, it will
move towards analysing Poland’s interactions with the Western Bloc, through diplomacy and
trade. Having analysed Poland’s objectives in its interaction with Western powers, this
dissertation will analyse what motivated the Poles in major Global Cold War conflicts. The
first such major conflict was the Vietnam War. The second was the Civil War in Nigeria.
Finally, it will present an overall analysis of the test cases presented throughout the

dissertation.

Chapter I will discuss how Poland operated within its primary geopolitical context — the
Warsaw Pact. It will analyse how the Poles were able to use the Warsaw Pact structures to
negotiate greater autonomy and how this newly negotiated role allowed them to improve their
standing not only within the Soviet Bloc but also in the West and the Global South. Chapter
II will analyse the economic underpinnings of Poland’s foreign policy within the Bloc and
globally. Chapter III will focus predominantly on Poland’s relations with the West and will
focus on Polish non-proliferation initiatives. Chapter IV will analyse Poland’s role in the
Indochina conflict and will explore how purely ideological relations gradually gave way to
Poland’s economic concerns and how these concerns motivated the Poles to increase their
engagement in the Vietnam War. Chapter V will analyse how Poland’s initially purely

economic entanglements evolved into political involvement in the Nigerian Civil War.

The test cases selected here are believed to be sufficient, but the list presented here is
by no means exhaustive. Poland’s relations with South America, India and China have not
been included. The reason why Polish interaction with Latin American states and India has

not been selected to support the central hypothesis stems from the fact that these relations
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were purely economic. In contrast, interactions presented here are often a mix of economic
and political entanglements, which most clearly demonstrate Poland’s role in the Bloc, in
Europe, and in the Global Cold War. They were important, but the constraints placed on this
project made it impossible to include them. The case of Polish-Chinese relations seems to be
similar. However, these relations were more subtle and complex, and this complexity warrants

a separate and in-depth analysis.
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Chapter 1 - Poland in the

Warsaw Pact



The signing of the Warsaw Treaty on 14 May 1955 was an important Cold War
milestone. As the Soviets had to start recognising the “sovereignty” of their Eastern European
and Asian satellites and allies. From that moment on, the two opposing blocs were formalised.
Their competition lasted until the end of the Cold War itself, with the dissolution of the
Warsaw Pact only slightly preceding the fall of the Soviet Union.'?® The ongoing scholarly
debate is still dominated by the orthodox approach to Cold War studies. The dominating
narrative focuses on the hegemonic role of the USSR in the Warsaw Pact and the
organisation's role as a transmission belt for Soviet interests. In the anglophone scholarly
world, Mark Kramer is one example of this orthodox approach. Kramer argued that the
ultimate goal of the Warsaw Pact was to “uphold communist regimes in Eastern Europe.”?*
In Polish historiography, the most damning account of the Warsaw Pact’s history is presented
by Ryszard Katluzny. He emphasised the military, political and economic hegemony of the
USSR in the Warsaw Pact. Kaluzny argued that other WP countries could not exercise any
real influence on its forum, citing the predominance of Soviet officers within the Unified
Allied Command.? There are, however, attempts to go beyond the orthodox narrative. The
earliest appeared in Polish historiography in 2008. Wanda Jarzabek argued that the Warsaw
Pact could be a forum where Eastern European countries, such as Poland, could assert their
national interests. Unfortunately, in her conclusion, Jarzgbek reverted to the orthodox school.
The imbalance between the USSR's and Eastern Europe's economic and military potentials,
according to Jarzabek, ultimately prevented non-Soviet Warsaw Pact members from
exercising any degree of control over the institution, although they did have some leeway
within its framework.?® In Western historiography, Laurien Crump was the most successful in
challenging the orthodox school of thought. Crump argued that the Warsaw Pact was a

platform on which non-Soviet members could assert and pursue their national interests.'?’

123 Warsaw Pact was dissolved on 1 July 1991. The USSR was formally dissolved on 26 December 1991.

124 Kramer, Mark, “NATO, the Warsaw Pact, and the Nature of International Alliances: Theoretical Expectations
and the Empirical Record,” Krakowskie Studia Miedzynarodowe : [Czasopismo Krakowskiej Szkoty WyZszej Im.
Andrzeja Frycza Modrzewskiego] 6, no. 3 (January 1, 2009): 115-23., p. 117

125 Out of 523 staff, only 173 were non-Soviet; Ryszard Katuzny, “Uktad Warszawski 1955-1991,” Naukowe
WSOWL 1, no. 147 (2008): 190--198. p. 191

126 Jarzabek, Wanda, PRL W Politycznych Strukturach Uktadu Warszawskiego W Latach 1955-1980 (Warszawa:
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The most contentious issue in the historiography of the Warsaw Pact is the invasion of
Czechoslovakia in August 1968. The orthodox/revisionist divide, in this case, mimics the
former Cold War East/West divide. Western historians tend to emphasise the imperialist drive
within the USSR while presenting the leaders of Poland, GDR and Bulgaria as ideological
hard-liners.*?® On the other hand, Eastern European historians, such as Oldrich Tima and
Mikhail Prozumenschikov, argued that the invasion was not an imperialist drive but a careful
political calculation. Manfred Wilke attempted to re-evaluate the motives of the GDR
leadership but ultimately failed to provide any new arguments.*?° Thus, he concluded that
GDR’s involvement was purely ideological. Zhivkov’s and Gomutka’s stances still await re-
evaluation. The perception of Gomutka’s, Ulbricht’s, and Zhivkov’s hard-line ideological
stance is so entrenched that it found its way to academic textbooks.**® As far as those three
Eastern European leaders and their stance on the Czechoslovak issue is concerned, the
scholars are unanimous. Ulbricht, Gomutka and Zhivkov were staunch communists who
believed in the leading role of the USSR. They abhorred reforms and were more than willing
to submit themselves to the Soviet hegemony to crush the Prague Spring.**! This chapter will
demonstrate that their concerns were more nuanced and that pragmatic, security-focused

considerations played an important role in the decision-making process.

The primary purpose of this chapter is to analyse Poland’s role in the Warsaw Pact.
This dissertation has argued that Poland wanted to play “second fiddle” (see Introduction) in
the Soviet Bloc. We need to bear in mind that it was the primary political and economic
milieu for Poland. The Poles did not need diplomatic offensives to secure trade with the
USSR and other Eastern European states. More than 60% of Poland’s total trade in the 1950s
and the 1960s occurred within the Bloc.'®? There was no need for Warsaw to woo its allies to
obtain goods Poland needed to develop its economy. The intra-Bloc trade guaranteed Poland
access to the resources it needed. If something was not produced in the East or was scarce, the
Poles could relatively easily get the goods in the West or the Global South. As this thesis will
demonstrate (see Chapter II — Going Global), the COMECON was not an organisation that

exerted significant influence over the national policies of the Soviet Bloc states. Contrary to

128 Mark Kramer in Bischof, Giinter , Stefan Karner, and Peter Ruggenthaler, eds., The Prague Spring and the
Warsaw Pact Invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 (Lanham, Md.: Lexington Books, 2009), p. 54

129 ibid. p. 344

130 jp. D. Dunbabin, The Cold War : The Great Powers and Their Allies (Hoboken: Taylor and Francis, 2014)., p.
567 and 569.
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132 Rocznik Statystyczny 1970, Warszawa: Wydawnictwo GUS, 1970, p. 2-4
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the COMECON, the Warsaw Pact was such an institution and, as such, was an ideal forum to
assert and formalise Poland’s role as the USSR’s most important ally. The Poles attempted to
use the Warsaw Pact as a means to convert Poland’s economically advantageous position as
the Bloc’s major transit hub to political influence within the Bloc. The Polish leadership
methodically and persistently pursued this goal within the structures of the Warsaw Pact. The
chapter will prove that they were successful in this endeavour. It will also challenge the
reductive and contradictory narrative that presents Gomutka as an ideological hard-liner over
the issue of Czechoslovakia. The chapter will argue that Gomutka’s decision to send troops to
the CSSR was not based on ideological concerns but sober geopolitical calculation. Moreover,
the decision to intervene was not handing back control to the Soviet Union.'® It was the exact
opposite. By pushing to intervene militarily, Poland pursued its national security interest. The
invasion allowed Warsaw to once again assert its role as USSR’s most important ally and co-
decider within the Warsaw Pact framework. Poland’s endeavours to use the alliance to its
political advantage were not unique. Romania, Czechoslovakia and even the GDR attempted
to use the organisation to pursue their national interests. The Poles might not have been
unique in attempting to do so, but their strategy was markedly different from other
approaches. To emphasise how unique and successful the Polish strategy was, this chapter
will attempt to compare it to other strategies employed by Eastern European states. The most
notable example in this regard was Romania in the 1960s and, to a lesser extent,
Czechoslovakia for a brief period during the Prague Spring of 1968. The Romanian and
Czechoslovak strategy was to publicly voice opposition to the USSR to court potential allies
from the West or even China. On the other hand, the Polish leadership sought to transform
Poland from a satellite into a strategic ally. As a result, Polish-Soviet differences were sorted
out behind closed doors, while Poland always asserted loyalty to the USSR in public. These
opposed tactics yielded very different results for Eastern European leaders. By 1968
Czechoslovakia was under occupation by Warsaw Pact forces, while Romania found itself
isolated within the alliance. On the other hand, Poland could pursue more independent
policies and had more extensive trade and diplomatic links with the West than Romania and

Czechoslovakia, while Poland’s position within the alliance was never threatened.

To analyse the issues mentioned above, the chapter will be divided into three sections.
The first will cover the years 1955-1963, which were the Warsaw Pact’s formative years. It

will analyse how Poland successfully formalised its military relations with the USSR to gain

133 Crump, Warsaw Pact, 2015, p. 240
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greater autonomy. In this period, the Polish leadership also successfully sought to modernise
and reorganise the Polish Armed forces, thus making them the second largest and most
modern military force in the Warsaw Pact. The second section will focus on 1964-67, when
the first attempts to reform the Warsaw Pact were undertaken. The third section will analyse
the period of 1968-1970. There Gomutka and Ulbricht's motives behind their decision to push
for intervention will be analysed. Next, the chapter will present an analysis of the situation in
Czechoslovakia in 1968 and will demonstrate that the crisis began to draw increasing Western
involvement — mostly West German and American. Then the chapter will focus on the Polish
concerns and preparations for the invasion. Finally, it will analyse the post-invasion political
manoeuvring — both in Czechoslovakia and in a global arena and the subsequent formalisation
of the Unified Allied Command and the significance of the 1970 Warsaw Treaty. In its
conclusion, it will demonstrate that Polish attempts to become Soviet Union’s strategic ally

were successful and explain the failure of Czechoslovak and Romanian approaches.

The signatories of the Warsaw Pact Treaty agreed that each member state would
commit a proportion of its armed forces to the Unified Armed Forces. Political leaders further
agreed that the chief decision-making body would be the Political Consultative Committee
(hereafter the PCC).*** The PCC would be a gathering of all party/state leaders of all member
states. The first meeting of the newly created Warsaw Pact was held in Prague on 27-28
January 1956. There all Warsaw Pact leaders agreed to the statute of Unified Armed Forces
and agreed to incorporate the GDR into the military structure of the pact.}3> All members also
agreed that the PCC should meet as needed but no less than twice a year. They discussed the
issue of European security and expressed a desire to resolve the conflict between NATO and
the Warsaw Pact peacefully.!® Given the systemic crisis that engulfed the Soviet bloc in 1956,
the PCC would not reconvene until 1958. Since this dissertation already discusses the events
of 1956 and their significance for Poland and other Eastern European countries (see

Introduction), this chapter will focus only on the aftermath of the October 1956 crisis.

The concept of Poland playing “second fiddle” was formulated in late 1955, although
the Polish leadership did not use this very expression, and the Polish leadership attempted to

134 There were eight signatories: the USSR, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, the GDR, Romania, Bulgaria and
Albania.
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pursue it at the earliest opportunity. Emboldened by their newly broadened autonomy, Poles
put forward their first proposal to reform the Warsaw Pact. On 11 November 1956, the Chief
of Operational Staff, General Jan Drzewiecki, presented a memorandum in which he called
for a “thorough analysis and revision” of the Warsaw Pact Treaty.'®’ The memorandum was
not aimed at dismantling the Warsaw Pact. Eastern European leaders saw the need for the
Warsaw Pact but wanted reform to safeguard their national interests. Poland, was leading the
way in this effort.'®® Drzewiecki's memorandum argued for collective decision-making within
the Unified Armed Forces. Drzewiecki understood well that Poland was “the main
communication hub” of the Warsaw Pact. He was aware that Poland was strategically the
most important for the USSR and that this resulted in a heavier military load for Poland. The
Polish Army and political leadership did not want to alter the situation but wanted to use it to
their advantage.!® The memorandum called for the revision of the bilateral Polish-Soviet
military agreement and called for an agreement formalising the legal status of the Soviet
Armed forces in Poland. 1*° Drzewiecki wanted also to reduce the number of Soviet military
advisers and strove to assert Poland’s independence within the Warsaw Pact structure.*! In
the course of Polish-Soviet negotiations in November 1956, Drzewiecki’s main proposal for
collective decision-making was rejected by the Soviet leadership. However, the Soviets
agreed to Poland’s demands for formalising the legal status of Soviet troops in Poland. The
agreement itself, signed in November 1956, was modelled on Western solutions, such as the
US-Libyan defence treaty signed in 1954.1%2 In negotiations, the Poles were successful in
reducing the number of Soviet advisors and gained approval for establishing a Permanent
Commission for Cooperation in the Defence Industry.}*® All these efforts were undertaken
because “state sovereignty demanded it.”'** Polish leadership was attempting to position their
country as a sovereign entity, with which the USSR had to negotiate and obtain formal
approval. The initial Polish attempts to reform the Warsaw Pact were not successful, but it did
not mean they were abandoned altogether. For the time being, Poland had to focus on re-

establishing itself as a sovereign state in the context of Polish-Soviet military relations.
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Before the signing of the Agreement on the Legal Status of Soviet Armed Forces
Temporarily Stationed in Poland in November 1956, the Soviet troops proved problematic for
Polish authorities. In the first place, Soviet military authorities did not want to disclose the
location of Soviet units. The Ministry of Interior devised a scheme to trick the Soviet army
into doing so in the late 1940s. Every Soviet unit had a radio station, which had to be
registered under Polish law. Citing these regulations, Polish customs officers would then
obtain addresses, but still, Polish authorities would only have a rough idea about the location
of Soviet troops on Polish territory.!*® Polish fishing industry suffered since Soviet soldiers'
favourite practice for fishing was throwing grenades in water and then collecting the stunned
fish.14® Soviet soldiers training on proving grounds were often responsible for widespread
fires. Additionally, any claims for damages caused by Soviet troops made by Polish civilians
were adjudicated by Soviet military authorities, which rarely found themselves at fault for

causing damages.*

The agreement signed on 18 November 1956 was a revolutionary act on its own. By
signing it, the Soviets obliged themselves not to violate Polish sovereignty. Furthermore, all
troop movements had to be approved by Polish authorities on a case-by-case basis. Soviet
military and civilian personnel were subject to Polish laws and regulations. Polish Military
Prosecutors and Courts were granted jurisdiction over Soviet soldiers on Polish territory. The
only instance when Polish authorities had no jurisdiction over Soviet troops was if they
committed “an act against the Soviet Union.” Lastly, the Soviet authorities were obliged to
compensate all damages caused by Soviet troops, including retrospective claims dating back
to 1945. The agreement established a Bilateral Commission, which would handle all matters
on the stationing of Soviet troops in Poland.'*® Immediately after the agreement was signed,
the Polish Ministry of Finance informed the MSZ that it had filed a compensation claim. The
claim concerned the failed military intervention that occurred in Poland in October 1956. The
Soviet troops marched on Warsaw, but as Gomutka and Khrushchev managed to find a
political solution, they were halted and ordered to return to their bases. In the process, they
damaged numerous roads and bridges all across Poland. On 19 March 1957, the Soviets

accepted the claim and agreed to pay 35 818 582 ztotys for their own failed military
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16 |bid, p. 42

7 |bid, p. 52

148 AMSZ. Z-7W-7T-54, p. 50-54.

49



intervention, which was an equivalent of 2,5% of Poland’s total expenditure budget of 158

billion ztotys approved for 1958.14°

Throughout 1957, the negotiations were held on additional agreements that would
supplement the principal agreement from 18 November 1956. All infrastructure used by
Soviet troops, such as telephone lines, municipal waste disposal, water and electricity
supplies, train tracks and railway transportation, was strictly regulated. In all instances,
special charges were levied on Soviet troops using them.'* Until early 1957 Polish authorities
had only a vague idea of where Soviet troops were located, what buildings and the land they
occupied and utilised. Under the new agreement, Soviet troops became leaseholders of all
buildings and lands they occupied.'® That meant all property used by the Soviets was
carefully inventoried. In 195, Soviet troops rented 4891 buildings, 3409 linear meters of
waterfronts and a total area of 2 599 173 square meters. All this cost the Soviet troops
approximately 210 million zlotys annually.’®? The final agreement was signed on 23 October
1957 and warranted that the maximum number of troops stationing in Poland at any given
time could not exceed 66 000 soldiers and personnel, most of them located in western parts of
the country.!® These concessions were, of course, not always welcomed by the Soviets, who
consistently paralysed the proceedings of the Bilateral Commission. By February 19, the
Commission hadas not met even once. Thanks to incessant Polish interventions in Moscow,

the Commission started its work on 18 March 1958.1%%

The formalisation of Polish-Soviet military relations and numerous compensation
claims of Polish authorities served two purposes. Firstly, Poland formalised the Soviet
military presence. All signed agreements served to enshrine Polish sovereignty in binding
agreements between both states. More importantly, these agreements were not a dead letter.
They provided real instruments for controlling Soviet troops on Polish territory. The practice
of “fishing” that so infuriated Polish authorities was completely eradicated by 1959, while
fires started on Soviet proving grounds ceased by 1957.2° Polish civilians were compensated
for all damages resulting from Soviet presence in Poland. But the whole formalisation process

had another very important meaning. It was an exercise that showed both sides how much
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Poland was worth to the Soviet Union. Drzewiecki rightly identified Poland as the main
communication hub of the Warsaw Pact. Thus, the Poles were also testing their geostrategic
significance, which could, later on, be used (and often was) as leverage in Polish-Soviet
negotiations. The Polish leadership was willing to lend Poland's territory to the Soviets with
all risks it carried, but they expected to be fully compensated for those risks. On the other
hand, the Soviet leadership learned the lesson from October 1956. They realised that it was
more beneficial to yield to some Polish demands rather than risk any unrest in Poland. Since
that unrest would cut off vital supplies to Soviet troops stationing in the GDR, leaving them
dangerously exposed. Having normalised Polish-Soviet military relations, the Polish
leadership could now turn to transform Poland into USSR strategic ally by expanding
Poland's diplomatic outreach while at the same time modernising and strengthening Polish

Armed Forces.

The proposition for a de-nuclearized zone in Central Europe originated in the Polish
MSZ in late 1955. Before it could be officially announced, it was interrupted by the unrest of
October 1956. The post-October need for stabilisation meant that the plan had to be set aside.
The project was back on the MSZ agenda in early 1957. Polish-Soviet negotiations
concerning the final version of the plan took several months, and the plan was officially
announced in October 1957 (see Chapter III). Laurien Crump argued that the plan was
indicative of a “Polish propensity to put forward proposals that were both in their interests and
the interests of the Soviet bloc at large.”*% In this case, Crump misjudged Polish intentions. It
was not a “propensity” but a conscious and consistent action. The Polish leadership aspired to
make Poland the second most important and influential Soviet Bloc country. To achieve their
goals, they needed to re-define Polish national interests so they would be fully congruent with
the interests of the Soviet Union and the rest of the Bloc. This task was easier than it
appeared. Traditionally Poland was West-oriented, but after 1945 , it was forced to accept
Soviet dominance. After the Warsaw Pact was established and Poland's situation vis-a-vis the
USSR also improved, Poland was probably more secure than ever in its history. The country
was surrounded by its allies from the East, South and West. In the North, Poland had largely
neutral and peaceful Scandinavian states as neighbours. For the Polish leadership, the solution
was a simple one — advancing the interests of the Soviet Bloc, while at the same time

improving Poland’s standing within the alliance.
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This strategy yielded concrete results relatively quickly, given how responsive
Kremlin was to Warsaw's tactics. A new dynamic began to emerge for the very first time. We
can observe it in the example of the Rapacki Plan. The plan itself concerned the territory of
Poland, CSSR, the GDR and the FRG. Although the plan implicated two other Warsaw Pact
states, only Poland and the USSR conducted the negotiations. Once an agreement was
reached, Poland and the Soviet Union passed on instructions to other Warsaw Pact countries
on how to pursue disengagement.'®’ In his drive to ease the Cold War tensions, Khrushchev
wanted to combine the Polish proposal with troop number reduction of the Warsaw Pact itself
and every Warsaw Pact member individually. The tactic was approved by the PCC, which
convened in Moscow on 24 May 1958. Additionally, the PCC approved a decision to
withdraw Soviet troops from Romania.'®® Party and state leaders discussed Moscow Soviet
proposal for a non-aggression pact between NATO and the Warsaw Pact. The PCC failed to
reach any binding decision in this matter because of Polish criticism of the Soviet proposal.
Rapacki used the PCC forum to obtain an official Warsaw Pact approval for his de-
nuclearization plan.® The PCC approval was only a rubber stamp since the actual diplomatic
initiative was launched in February, and by May 1958, Poland was already conducting
negotiations with all major Western powers. This move can only be described as an official
display of Polish influence within the Warsaw Pact structures. However, it was a very
meaningful display. Rapacki showed all other non-Soviet leaders that a new hierarchy was
emerging within the alliance. One with the USSR and Poland at the top. Additionally, the
Polish delegation used the PCC meeting to push for greater cooperation in the area of the
military industry within COMECON. The conference was held between 27 October and 5
November 1958 by economic planners and Ministers of Defence. At this conference, Poland
secured key concessions, such as the Soviet agreement to launch T-55 tanks production in
Poland, as well as air-to-air missiles and P-35M radio locators.®® Such an agreement meant a
huge transfer of military technology from the Soviet Union to Poland; it also meant that
Poland was considered by the Kremlin as a strategic ally. Granting licences to produce the

newest Soviet military technology was a sign of trust and partnership.
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A newly established Polish-Soviet partnership was soon to be tested by the events
unfolding in the international arena. Soon after the conference that established close Polish-
Soviet military cooperation, Khrushchev abandoned his policy of peaceful coexistence and
issued an ultimatum over Berlin in December 1958. On top of mounting Cold War tensions,
the still-new Warsaw Pact showed first cracks. The tensions began mounting between Tirana
and Moscow. Hoxa never accepted the de-Stalinisation process launched by Khrushchev in
1956. In 1957 the Albanian leadership was still assuring all socialist leaders “of fraternal
love” between Albania and the Soviet Union.'®! However, by 1959, the Polish ambassador in
Tirana reported that the Kremlin not only had to compete for influence in Albania with
Beijing but that Khrushchev was losing that competition. These developments, coupled with
Khrushchev's failure to achieve his goals in the Berlin crisis of 1958-59, demanded that the

Soviet bloc reformulate its foreign policy.

The third PCC meeting was held in Moscow on 4 February 1960. Warsaw Pact leaders
discussed the “important” international problems, which included the Soviet draft peace treaty
with Germany.'®? Warsaw Pact leaders also discussed the possibility of withdrawing Soviet
troops from Poland and Hungary, but given the uncertainty regarding the tensions over Berlin,
the issue was neither discussed thoroughly nor adopted.'®® Coincidentally, the solidifying
Cold War stalemate pushed the Warsaw Pact leaders to expand their political and economic
outreach. The PCC passed a resolution that called for increased assistance to underdeveloped
countries.®* The PCC summit was yet again an excuse for the Polish delegation to push for
increased military cooperation with the Soviet Union. The initial talks that started in Moscow
were resumed in October 1960 and concluded in January 1961. The Soviets agreed to a
comprehensive reorganisation and modernisation of the Polish Army. Poland was given access
to the newest Soviet military equipment including missiles, fighter and transport planes, and
warships.1® Thus with the new five-year plan of 1961-1965, Poland embarked on a mission to
make the Polish army the second largest, best equipped and organised army of the Warsaw
Pact. This endeavour was indeed a costly one and the Polish leadership had to sacrifice wage

and living standards increases to achieve this. However, the Poles believed that it was a
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sacrifice worth making. Having the second strongest army could easily be translated into

military and political influence within the Warsaw Pact structures.'®

While Poland was beginning to solidify its position within the Warsaw Pact, thus
adopting a very pro-Soviet stance, other Warsaw Pact states, like Albania, attempted to
pressure the Soviet Union, using the Sino-Soviet split as leverage. The Albanians were the
first ones to use the split to advance their national interests.’®” The Soviet-Albanian conflict
erupted in full force just before the PCC summit was scheduled in March 1961. On 23 March
1961, both sides issued their accounts of events at a Soviet-built naval base at Vloré. The
Soviets cited numerous accusations about the unilateral actions of the Albanians, accusing
them of unilaterally withdrawing the mixed crew (Soviet-Albanian) submarines from the
command of Soviet advisors. The Soviet letter outlined instances where Albanian actions led
to submarine collisions and subsequent damages. On 19 February 1961, the naval base radar
located a group of unidentified ships near the Straight of Otranto. According to the Soviet
account, the Albanians did not raise the alarm or make any attempts to initiate reconnaissance.
Instead, the duty officer unilaterally ordered auxiliary rafts and motorboats to advance.
According to the Soviet advisors, such practices could have resulted in an accidental eruption

of a large-scale conflict.1%®

The Albanians in turn blamed Soviet advisors and government for not adhering to
agreements, while vehemently asserting that all actions were undertaken in cooperation with
Soviet command stationed at the Vloré naval base.'®® When the PCC meeting finally
convened, the Warsaw Pact leaders hoped to resolve the matters. They were surprised to learn
that to a meeting that customarily consisted of first secretaries and prime ministers, the
Albanians sent one of the junior secretaries. Junior secretaries could not make any binding
decisions, thus the other Warsaw Pact leaders unanimously voted to exclude the Albanian
delegation from the summit.!’® Understandably, the summit dealt with the Albanian issue and
on 29 March 1961 passed a resolution on Albania. The resolution criticised Albanian actions
and Hoxha's speech at the 4™ Albanian Party of Labour Congress. In this speech, Hoxa
alleged that Albania would imminently be attacked by Greece, Yugoslavia and the Sixth Fleet
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of the US. Warsaw Pact leaders condemned the Albanians who failed to notify the Supreme
Commander of the Unified Allied Forces of the Warsaw Pact of this alleged danger. Thus,
Albania violated Articles 3 and 5 of the Warsaw Pact. Eastern European leaders issued a stern
demand that Albania should substantiate its claims.!’* The exclusion of Albania and
condemnation of its actions resulted in further repercussions. Khrushchev was convinced that
Albanian actions were supported by the Chinese. This deepened the Sino-Soviet rift and
resulted in the removal of Asian observers from PCC meetings from 1961 onward.!’? In the
Soviet-Albanian conflict, Khrushchev was able to rally all his allies behind him. To a large
extent, it was not his success and ability to persuade. Eastern European leaders believed that
Albanian unpredictable actions undermined their security. Thus, persuading them to strip the
Albanians of any influence over the Vloré naval base was an easy task. The submarines at
Vloré, the PCC ruled, were to be manned and operated exclusively by Soviet personnel®’3.
The Albanians refused to execute the PCC orders and after a prolonged and bitter quarrel, the
Soviets decided to evacuate their submarines from Albania on 26 April 1961.1"* Thus, the
Warsaw Pact lost its only naval base in the Mediterranean. Although it seemed like a strategic
setback, it was received with relief among other Warsaw Pact members. The pact might have
lost a naval base, but it also minimised the risk of being accidentally dragged into a global
conflict. But the incident allowed non-Soviet Warsaw Pact leaders to use the Soviet-Albanian
fallout to advance their national agendas.'’ In this particular event, they rallied behind
Moscow. This was caused not by Khrushchev's diplomatic skills. Eastern European leaders
saw a real threat in Albania's unpredictable actions and presented a united front. Moreover,
they were motivated by other factors such as the prolonging conflict over Berlin, that
Khrushchev failed to resolve. The deepening Sino-Soviet split did not affect Eastern Europe
directly, but by 1961 the Warsaw Pact found itself wedged between two hostile forces — the
PRC in the Far East and NATO in the West. In such circumstances, the Eastern Europeans
needed to pick a side. Moscow proved much more reliable ally, moreover it was Eastern
Europe’s largest trading partner, so undermining that would not have been considered in
Bucharest, Pankow, Sofia or Warsaw. During the Sino-Albanian tensions the Poles, and other

Eastern European leaders, supported the Soviet Union. The mounting Cold War tensions also
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encouraged, Warsaw Pact leaders to restructure and modernise their armed forces and tighten

military production cooperation.’®

In 1961/62 the Warsaw Pact faced two major international crises — over Berlin and
Cuba. Berlin involved the Warsaw Pact directly, thus it required a more hands-on approach
from the non-Soviet Warsaw Pact members. In 1960 both Poland and the GDR felt threatened
by ongoing encirclement. Warsaw was even willing to assist Berlin in forcing a more fervent
Soviet action to resolve the issue (see more in Chapter III). But, , Ulbricht “overplayed his
hand in the Berlin crisis.”'’” A separate peace treaty and handing over access routes to West
Berlin to the GDR would provoke West German economic retaliation. This in turn would
require increased economic assistance to prevent GDR's collapse. This of course met with
Gomutka’s vehement veto. Other Eastern European leaders rallied behind Gomutka. The
separate peace treaty concept was abandoned. A compromise solution to stabilise the GDR
and stop an exodus of its citizens to West Berlin was found — West Berlin was sealed, while

the status quo was maintained.'’

In 1962 the world was closely following the developments in Cuba. But in this case,
the crisis did not directly involve non-Soviet Warsaw Pact members. Just as in Berlin, all
differences were settled exclusively by direct Soviet-American negotiations. That of course
did not mean that Eastern European leaders did not closely monitor the situation. Rapacki
offered mediation (see Chapter III), but the Polish leadership was increasingly frustrated by
Khrushchev’s brinkmanship and Soviet unilateralism. Other European communist leaders
found themselves increasingly worried by Soviet unilateralism. The mounting international
tensions pushed Poland to seek to supplement Soviet military technology, to strengthen Polish
military security. Such attempts started in 1958 with an order from the Minister of National
Defence issued on 29 April. In this order, the Minister asked all relevant institutions to
develop technologies with military applications.}’® One of such institution was the Military
Institute of Communications, which cooperated with Elwro.*®° They began developing the
first Polish military IT systems. In 1962 first military programme codenamed “Pancerz”

(“Armor”) was implemented.'®! This software catalogued all Polish tanks and monitored their
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combat readiness and produced monthly reports on needed maintenance. By 1963 all three
Polish military districts possessed a Station of Computing-Analytical Machines.!®? These
stations' main task was to gather and process military data supplied from all military units.
Data collected was used to improve the combat readiness of all Polish armed forces. '8
Military preparations were not sufficient enough. Both Polish and other Eastern European
leaders saw the Warsaw Pact as a forum where their concerns should be taken into account.
Gomutka sought to use the Warsaw Pact as a tool to moderate Khrushchev’s increasingly

erratic and unilateral policy.'84

The first instance where Gomutka could temper Khrushchev’s increasingly
antagonistic foreign policy occurred in 1963. On 15 July 1963 Mongolia, nudged by
Khrushchev, formally applied to join the Warsaw Pact Treaty. The letter of application was
sent to Warsaw since Poland was Warsaw Pact Treaty's depositary. In his letter, the first
secretary of the Mongolian party, Tsedenbal, asked the Polish Prime Minister to request the
consent of other signatories formally.!8 Shortly after, Rapacki presented the Polish leadership
with reasons why Poland should be against Mongolia's accession. Rapacki saw through
Khrushchev's ploy and warned that accepting Mongolia would antagonise the PRC. In
Rapacki's estimation, for such a move to yield concrete results, Warsaw Pact membership
should also be extended to North Vietnam and North Korea.'8 Rapacki warned about further
splits within the Pact that might result from MPR's accession and ultimately concluded that
Mongolian security is guaranteed by a bilateral agreement signed with the Soviet Union in

1946.187

At first sight, the Polish opposition seems only an attempt to moderate Khrushchev's
irresponsible foreign policy. But a Polish opposition had a more concrete motive. Rapacki
rightly saw the application as an openly hostile act against China. Poland remained pro-Soviet
and owed its position as the second most important Warsaw Pact country to the Sino-Soviet
split. On every other occasion, Poland, before 1963, gladly supported moves to antagonise

China. Sustaining Sino-Soviet antagonism was one of the key objectives of Polish foreign
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policy.'® Yet this time, Rapacki was resolutely opposed to any move that could antagonise
China. Within the framework of the Warsaw Pact alone, such a decision made little sense. Any
possibility of Sino-Soviet rapprochement meant that Poland would lose its status almost
immediately. But such a conciliatory gesture makes more sense if we note that Poland was
slowly escaping the confines of regional Warsaw Pact politics and was entering a global stage
with its foreign policy. In 1959 the combined Colleges of the MSZ and the Ministry of
Foreign Trade identified Vietnam as Poland’s springboard to global politics. Vietnam was
deemed ideal because of the Sino-Soviet split. Both the USSR and China would never agree
for Vietnam to become either a Soviet or Chinese sphere of influence.®® There Poles saw an
opportunity for themselves. By acting as a Soviet proxy, they could count on Soviet support.
Poland was also acceptable to the PRC. Although the Poles did everything in their power to
sustain the Sino-Soviet conflict, they maintain cordial relations with the PRC. Both countries
even had a joint venture enterprise — Chipolbrok established in 1951. That shipping company
might have been jointly operated, but all ships were owned by Poland.'®® Since the Poles
aimed to monopolise all trade between the Soviet bloc and Vietnam, they needed Chinese
assistance and were willing to share some of the profit with the PRC.!! Therefore, Polish
opposition to the admission of Mongolia would not only showcase Polish independence but
would send a clear signal to Beijing.!% And thus, we can clearly see that Poland was also

using the Sino-Soviet split to advance its national interest.

The year 1963 was also the first time that Romania began to assert its independence,
and, tellingly, also by courting the Chinese. The Romanians also opposed admitting Mongolia
to the Warsaw Pact and wanted to place themselves as mediators between the Chinese and the
Soviets.!® When met with initial opposition from Romania, Khrushchev withdrew the item
from the agenda, and it was never raised again.’®*. The Soviet volte-face on the Mongolian
admission issue was mainly pre-empting Polish criticism.!*> Such a move demonstrated that
Polish opinion mattered to the Soviet leadership, thus confirming the hypothesis that Poland

was the key ally and had an influence on the overall bloc policy. Since Poland did not choose
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to inform the Soviet Union of its opinion on the Mongolian question, the Soviets must have
judged the Polish opinion from the reaction of the Polish delegation when the issue was raised
at the PCC. 1% Khrushchev could have dealt with Romania, but opposition from both
Romania and Poland effectively blocked Mongolia’s admission. At the 1963 summit,
Khrushchev finally faced the consequences of his unilateral policies. That PCC marked a
milestone in the development of the Warsaw Pact as an organisation. Soviet unilateralism or
even informal Polish-Soviet bilateralism was no longer sufficient. The Warsaw Pact began
moving toward a more formalised and multilateral structure. The fact that the Soviets had to
remove the issue of Mongolia's admission from the agenda signifies the loss of the USSR's
hegemonic status. July 1963 saw a new player use the Warsaw Pact forum to advance its
interests. The era of unilateral or bilateral moves was gone. Now, the Warsaw Pact countries

could focus on formalising the multilateral structure of the alliance.

By October 1964, Gomutka’s frustrations over Khrushchev’s foreign policy were
incited once again.'% Alexei Adzubei’s — Khrushchev’s son in law — visit to the FRG was
received in Warsaw with a mixture of panic and fury. Gomulka feared that Poland might fall
victim to Soviet-German negotiations, just as it did in 1939. Fortunately for Poland, the
Soviet leadership was also tired of Khrushchev. Crump emphasised that Poland played a role
in the ouster of Khrushchev. Polish intelligence services in the FRG recorded Adzubei’s
compromising conversations in the FRG and delivered them to KGB Chief Yuri Andropov.
These tapes provided damning evidence and served an important role in Khrushchev's fall

from power.1%

Although Khrushchev did not have time to change his policy, he too realised that
Soviet unilateralism was no longer sufficient and acceptable. Thus, in early October,
Khrushchev informed Gomutka he intended to carry out talks that would lead to more
“frequent consultations” among the Warsaw Pact members while also proposing to
institutionalise the consultation process.'*®® A few days later, Khrushchev was forced to resign
his position, but his successor would continue on this path. The MLF issue also galvanised the
GDR. Walter Ulbricht wanted to use the issue to improve his position within the Warsaw

Pact.?® However, the GDR was out of touch with the developments in NATO and ultimately
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failed to “cast its national interests into a wider network.”?%! In late 1964 Brezhnev was busy
consolidating his position as the Soviet leader, while Gomutka remained assured that the MLF
would be effectively torpedoed by France and the UK. Unlike Ulbricht, neither Gomutka nor
Brezhnev were in a rush to attend a PCC summit. The PCC eventually convened in Warsaw

on 19 January 1965.

Ulbricht decided to continue playing the MLF card to elevate his position within the
Warsaw Pact. A day before the summit was due to begin, the GDR submitted its draft non-
proliferation treaty and insisted it became an item on the agenda. This move antagonised the
Romanian delegation, which voiced its complaint to the host — Gomutka. Gomutka informed
both Dej and his foreign minister lon Gheorghe Maurer, that all parties were allowed to
submit their proposals about issues they found worthy of discussion, and that Warsaw Pact
reform will constitute “the theme of our session.”?%? By 1965, the Romanian leadership
adopted a pro-Chinese stance. They believed that a non-proliferation treaty would be
considered an anti-Chinese move, given the ongoing Chinese nuclear programme. Despite
Romanian reservation, Gomutka included non-proliferation as one of the items in the agenda.
Other items under PCC consideration were a resolution calling for a conference of Foreign
Ministers, which would discuss global issues and formulate Warsaw Pact responses to those
issues. The final item was the creation of the Warsaw Pact General Command and Staff.?%
With the issue of non-proliferation, Dej almost immediately noted that the issue should not be
used against the PRC. Gomutka countered by noting that the PRC had already become a
nuclear power, thus non-proliferation would not undermine the Chinese position. The
Romanians attempted to play the role of mediators in the Sino-Soviet conflict. Thus, they
attempted to elevate themselves above other Warsaw Pact members, but also to present
themselves as the only nation capable of exerting some influence in Beijing. Gomutka was
acutely aware of the Romanian game and noted that he knew the Romanians feared
antagonising Beijing. He also added that “we [the Poles] can also influence the views of
Chinese comrades.”?** Despite heavy criticism from all other leaders, Dej and Maurer stood

their ground, thus effectively blocking any further discussion of the non-proliferation issue.
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The next issue the PCC discussed was the resolution to order Foreign Ministers to
meet regularly to discuss foreign policy issues. In this case, Gomutka apologised for Poland's
unilateral move in making a call for European conference security. This was not a real
apology but an opportunity to showcase Poland's ability to act unilaterally and with
impunity.?%® In his call for multilateralism, Gomutka was convinced that Poland's concerns
would always be taken into account. The modernisation of the Polish army into the second
most powerful military force in the Warsaw Pact was nearly completed. Polish diplomacy and
trade links were global in their reach. The informal Polish standing, Gomutka believed,
needed to be formalised. If all foreign policy issues were to be discussed with all Warsaw Pact
members, Poland could always secure its interests. Romanian strategy in obtaining influence
within the Pact was different. Romania relied on external powers, such as the PRC to elevate
its position and cast itself into the role of a mediator. In such circumstances, the Romanians
wanted to avoid any binding foreign policy decisions. Romanian strategy relied on external
perceptions of Romanian manoeuvrability. Any formal bodies and binding decisions would
shatter the image of Romanian independence, thus Dej and Maurer vetoed that the initiative
for a standing committee on foreign policy.2%® Similar motives were behind Romanian
objections against the initiative of establishing the Warsaw Pact General Command and Staff.
The only issue the Romanian delegation agreed with was the resolution on Albanian non-

participation in the PCC summit.?%’

The erosion of Soviet hegemony proceeded further in 1963. By 1965, the process of
multilateralization had advanced. Apart from Poland and Romania, the GDR also entered a
bid to use the PCC forum to advance its national interests. But Ulbricht’s bid was
unsuccessful. Gomutka might have been able to showcase Poland’s independence to other
Warsaw Pact members, but the Romanians were the real victors at the January 1965 PCC
session. Dej and Maurer managed to achieve their objectives could limit perceptions of
Romanian sovereignty. The Polish-Romanian disputes at the PCC were, in fact, a clash of two
competing visions for the alliance itself. Poland chose to build up its economic and military
potential, which could then be recast into a political influence within the Warsaw Pact
framework. Romania, on the other hand, was not as populous, and its economy could hardly
match that of Poland. Thus, the Romanians focused on external factors and allies to bolster

their independence and elevate their position within the Warsaw Pact. Romania needed to
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appear independent so its external allies — namely China — would continue to lend their
support. Therefore, unlike Gomutka, who wanted to formalise the structure, Dej and later
Ceausescu opposed any binding decisions and organisations. The fact that the future modus
operandi of the alliance was predominantly playing out through Polish-Romanian disputes
signified that by 1965, Poland and Romania had become the most influential non-Soviet

Warsaw Pact members.?%®

Despite the Romanian opposition, other Warsaw pact countries continued to refine
their ideas for the reform of the Warsaw Pact. The ideas on how to improve the functioning
and structure of the Pact was this time delegated to Foreign and Defence Ministers, who met
on several occasions in the first half of 1966 to fine-tune the reform proposals. In February
1966, the Soviet Ministry of Defence put forward proposals for a new Warsaw Pact budget
structure and the project for the Statute of the Unified Allied Command. The Soviets were
willing to give up a considerable amount of control over the Warsaw Pact forces in exchange
for greater financial participation from Eastern European countries. For example, the Soviets
would relinquish any control over national troops assigned to the Unified Armed Forces. The
proposed Warsaw Pact General Staff, in the time of peace, was to coordinate military
preparations and issue recommendations. In the time of war, the Unified Allied Command
would assume fool control over the Unified Armed Forces and would additionally coordinate
efforts of national armies. Finally, the Unified Allied Command and General Staff would be
formally extracted from the structures of the Soviet armed forces.?%® In exchange, the Soviets
wanted a large financial contribution from Eastern European countries. The Soviet proposal

for a financial contribution is summarised by the table below:

Country Financial contribution Proposed financial
currently contribution
Bulgaria 7% 9%
CSSR 13% 13.5%
GDR 6% 10%
Poland 13.5% 16.5%
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Romania 10% 11%

Hungary 6% 9%

USSR 44.5% 319,210

It is possible to see that the largest increase was proposed for the GDR (4%), Poland and
Hungary (3%). The Polish proposals to the reform included the establishment of a Permanent
Secretariat and a Standing Committee on Foreign Policy. Additionally, the Poles wanted the
PCC to convene 2-3 times a year to assert that the Warsaw Pact as a whole could swiftly

respond to international crises.?*!

The Soviet proposals concerning financial contribution met with a categoric Polish
veto at the meeting of Foreign Ministers in Moscow on 27-28 May 1966. The Soviets had to
yield in one more aspect of their proposal. The proposed Warsaw Pact General Staff would
not issue “recommendations” to national armies, but “only make suggestions.”?'? We can
observe an interesting dynamic here. The USSR was preoccupied with the military and
financial aspects of the WP, while Poland was interested in purely political matters. This
chapter has already mentioned that by 1965 Poland indisputably had the second-largest army
and economy of the Warsaw Pact. The Poles were interested in converting their
military/economic power into political influence within the alliance. Poland was not keen to
increase its input into the Warsaw Pact. As such, the Poles were not even interested in most
military matters and were quite willing to cede most military matters to the Soviets. As far as
the proposed Warsaw Pact General Staff, the Poles believed it should be manned by
approximately 500 people and should consist of no less than 50% of Soviet military
personnel.?!® This completely undermines Katuzny's argument that Soviet overrepresentation
in the Warsaw Pact General Staff was signifying its hegemony. By engaging in reform Poland
wanted to solidify and formalise its position as the second most powerful Pact country and
was not seeking any additional cost to strengthen its position. Ultimately, the Soviets yielded
to Polish demands and the levels of financial contribution were maintained at their pre-1966

levels.
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The meeting of Foreign Ministers truly reflected the internal dynamic of the Warsaw
Pact. The Soviet Union and Poland were the driving force for reform. All major negotiations
occurred between those two countries. Other members like Hungary, the GDR and
Czechoslovakia followed the Polish-Soviet lead and approved all proposals previously
negotiated by Polish and Soviet delegations.?'* The Romanians continued their
obstructionism, which surprised their Soviet hosts. Before the meeting, the Soviets had
conducted talks with the Romanians and were not expecting so many objections from the
Romanian delegation.?'® The Polish-Soviet tandem that was yet again dominating all Warsaw
Pact proceedings was exactly what the Romanians wanted to avoid. In 1965 Romanian
obstructionism was aimed to obtain Chinese approval. By 1966 the Romanians began courting
the FRG to boost their economy, therefore they had to avoid any openly anti-German course
of action.?!® Poland sought to steer the Warsaw Pact to adopt an openly anti-FRG rhetoric in
an attempt to force the FRG to recognise the Polish border on the Oder-Neisse line.?!” Polish
resolve was motivated by the change in the West German foreign policy. In early 1966 Todor
Zhivkov reported that the FRG began courting Sofia, promising economic support in
exchange for the establishment of diplomatic relations.?'® Zhivkov declined the offer, but
Gomutka was determined to keep all Warsaw Pact members from establishing diplomatic
contacts with the FRG. He feared that Poland’s bargaining position in the Oder-Neisse would
be compromised if other Warsaw Pact members did establish diplomatic relations with the

FRG.

The PCC Bucharest summit of July 1966 would revolve around three major issues:
Warsaw Pact reform, Vietnam and FRG’s new Ostpolitik. The first order of business was the
issue of Vietnam, where the Americans recently scaled up their military operations. The draft
declaration on Vietnam was initially tabled by Romania. Only a night before the summit,
Poland presented its draft. Gomutka was highly critical of the Romanian draft and likened it
to “a rally resolution” or a “journal article” and claimed that a declaration of such importance
should have carried more substance. In retaliation, Ceausescu accused the Polish delegation of
“capitulating under the American aggression.”?!® Brezhnev tried to reconcile the Poles and

Romanians but quickly lost control of the situation. Ceausescu asked if the Polish project was
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consulted with all Warsaw Pact members except Romania. Gomutka called Naszkowski to
explain. Naszkowski informed that nobody was consulted. The Polish project was delivered to
all delegations with a letter explaining its objectives.?”® The GDR and Bulgaria supported the
Polish draft. Ulbricht proposed that was where the discussion should end. At this point,
Brezhnev momentarily regained his resolve and objected to Ulbricht's proposal. The Soviet
leader pointed out that discussion could not be stopped since so far it had not achieved
anything. After Brezhnev's remark, Ceausescu suggested the Polish project should be
carefully analysed since the Romanians had many amendments. Kadar seconded Ceausescu.
At this point, Brezhnev was completely lost and asked: “Do we accept this project [as a basis
for our work]?”” To which Ceausescu yelled: “No! We will work on the old one!”. At this
point, Brezhnev lost his temper and threatened that only six countries could sign the
declaration. Ceausescu accused Brezhnev of blackmail. Unexpectedly, Antonin Novotny
successfully diffused the tense situation. Romanians accepted the Polish draft as a basis, but
Foreign Ministers were ordered to study every word of it and make changes.??! Novotny

suggested the Ministers could work on till 4 pm.???

Once all differences were sorted out, all delegations could sign the declaration at 5
pm. As it turned out the meeting of Ministers lasted till 7 pm. Romanian Minister Manescu
proposed 20 amendments. He was forced to withdraw ten, under pressure from others. Over
the other ten, a compromise was reached. As a result of the discussion, Ceausescu withdrew
his objections and the declaration on Vietnam was signed at 9 pm.??® The other order of
business — the Declaration on the Strengthening of Peace and Security in Europe proved only
slightly less controversial. The Romanians wanted not to antagonise the West Germans to
secure a possibility of expanding bilateral relations. Gomutka and Ulbricht saw the new West
German initiative as a vital threat to their interests. Unlike Ceausescu, Gomutka and Ulbricht
were able to rally their allies. According to the Bulgarian account, the Romanian draft was
swiftly rejected. In this case, the other six Warsaw Pact members presented a united front and

Ceausescu had to concede. The document known as the Bucharest Declaration stipulated that
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unless the Federal Republic recognised the post-1945 Polish and Czechoslovak borders, the

Warsaw Pact countries would not establish diplomatic relations with Bonn.??*

In 1966 the Warsaw Pact countries successfully countered Romanian obstructionism.
Just like Ceausescu in 1965, in 1966 Gomutka was victorious. The Polish perspective was
adopted in both key PCC declarations. Vietnam proved to be a very contentious issue. Both
Poland and Romania had high stakes in Vietnam and wanted to control the narrative.??®
Crump claimed that by 1967 Romania became the third-largest aid supplier to North Vietnam,
being surpassed only by China and USSR.??® Crump got that information from Eliza Georghe,
who cited Romanian sources.??” Unfortunately, neither Crump nor Georghe provide any
figures that would allow us to confirm their claim. The Poles, as those responsible for all
Eastern European supply shipments to Vietnam, could provide credible numbers (See Chapter
IV). According to the MSZ, by 1970, the cumulative (economic, military aid and loans)
assistance by Warsaw Pact members was as follows: USSR — 614 million Rbl; Poland — 94.4
million Rbl; GDR - 84.6 million Rbl; Hungary — 58.6 million Rbl; Bulgaria — 26.2 million
Rbl; CSSR — 24.7 million Rbl and Romania with a total of 12.9 million Rbl.?? The stakes
could have been high for both parties, but Romanian assistance was the least significant of all
Warsaw Pact countries. Romanian policy was about appearances and courting external allies
by avoiding any binding decisions within the Warsaw Pact structure. In the Vietnam question,

the Romanians followed a similar tactic.

Even though the 1966 PCC session was Gomutka's success, he would soon find
himself desperately trying to protect its outcomes. On 1 February 1967, Romania officially
established diplomatic relations with the FRG.??® Eight days later, six Foreign Ministers of the
Warsaw Pact met in Warsaw to devise a common policy towards the FRG. All Ministers were
greeted by Gomutka, who not only warned of the dangers of disunity but effectively ordered
the Ministers to follow the Polish political line. He claimed that establishing a diplomatic
relationship with Bonn is not “an internal matter”, but “our common cause” that required

unity. The Ministers could, however, only unite around the Polish position.? In this case,
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Gomutka yet again managed to rally his allies behind him. The West German tactic of
attempting to isolate Poland and the GDR proved a failure. Instead, the Romanians became
isolated within the Warsaw Pact. Crump points out the Romanian vulnerability, while also
emphasising the Polish ability to force Poland’s will on other Warsaw Pact members.?*! The
Ministers approved Polish demands as the result of creating the so-called Warsaw Package — a
list of terms and conditions the FRG had to fulfil to establish diplomatic relations with Eastern

European states.

The period between 1965 and 1967 saw a drive for reform and multilateralization of
decision making within the Warsaw Pact. The drive was however, yet again obstructed by
Romania. That period also saw the competition between Romania and Poland to assume the
position of the second most influential Pact member. Romanian strategy attracted much
attention, but the Polish strategy proved successful. By 1967 Poland could restrict the foreign
policy of its Warsaw Pact allies, while Romanian obstructionism left Ceausescu isolated. The
remaining six, would simply bypass the pact structures and focused on cooperation, leaving
Romania out of the decision-making process. By 1967 we can clearly distinguish that
Gomutka was more successful than Ceausescu. While Ceausescu could only block certain
Warsaw Pact initiatives, Gomulka could effectively impose his will on other leaders. Between
1965 and 1967, Poland was always at the table and could influence decisions made, while

Romania would find itself isolated, unable to influence any decision of its allies.

The events that occurred in Czechoslovakia in 1968 had a profound impact on the
Soviet Bloc. To understand the Prague Spring, we must move back to 1956 and its
consequences for Czechoslovakia. After Khrushchev announced de-Stalinization, the stability
of the Soviet Bloc was undermined. Countries like Hungary and Poland soon became
engulfed by popular revolutions. Czechoslovakia also embarked on reforms, but these were
soon abandoned. The Communist Party of Czechoslovakia (CPCz) did revert to its old
political course.?*? Lack of reforms, mainly economic ones, by 1963 resulted in an acute
economic crisis. The Czechoslovak leadership, however, was not able to obtain Soviet loans

to help them overcome the crisis.?*® These events sobered up the CPCz leadership, which
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decided to embark on a course of gradual reforms.?** Some overtures of closer economic
cooperation with the West were initiated by March 1964.23° By May 1964 changes in
Czechoslovakia attracted American attention. State Department officials noted that the change
was initiated later, and was slower in Czechoslovakia. But in their estimation, Czechoslovakia
was more western-oriented, had a larger industrial potential and changes there could be more

lasting and important for the US, than anywhere else in Eastern Europe.?*®

In October 1964 the Czechoslovak official newspaper Rude Pravo published a defence
of Khrushchev. American officials rushed to a conclusion that Prague was “exploiting the turn
of events to recast” its relationship with Moscow?®’. In November 1964, the State
Department deemed the developments in Czechoslovakia as an excellent opportunity to
extend their relations with Prague, and to attempt “extending US influence.”?®® A direct
opportunity to do so was presented to the Americans on 18 November 1964. In a conversation
with Helmut Sonnenfeldt, Milos Vejvoda- Deputy Chief of CSSR Mission to the UN —
expressed Czechoslovak disenchantment with the COMECON. Vejvoda claimed that the
Czechoslovak economy was hard hit by the Sino-Soviet split and that the CPCz leadership
was keen to expand economic ties with the West.?%® Indeed, Czechoslovakia began expanding
its ties with the West. Negotiations started between the US and CSSR for a civil aviation
agreement in 1966, the agreement was signed in February 1968.24° Simultaneously,
Czechoslovakia expanded its trade contacts with the FRG. Warsaw closely monitored socialist
countries’ moves toward the FRG and in this case was also aware that Czechoslovak-West
German trade was steadily increasing from 1965. But in 1967, although closely monitoring
the situation, Warsaw was not alarmed by CSSR-FRG economic ties. Gomutka believed that
Czechoslovak foreign trade was CPCz's internal matter. The MSZ was instructed to monitor

the situation but received no instructions to raise objections to these developments.?*

By late 1967 Antonin Novotny, the President of CSSR and CPCz I Secretary,
embarked on intensified reform and liberalisation process. The deep crisis that started in the

early 1960s could not be overcome by cosmetic changes and a gradual increase of economic
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ties with the West. In January Novotny was forced to resign as CPCz I Secretary and was
replaced by Alexander Dubcek. The new leader launched a more comprehensive reform
process. Dubéek would become the symbol of liberalisation and democratisation opposed by
such hardliners as Gomutka and Ulbricht. Despite that, as Mikhail Porozumenshchikov points
out, in January and February Dubcek’s ascension to power and new reforms, were received
with calm in all other Warsaw Pact capitals.?*?> The only capital that almost immediately
responded with great interest was Bonn. In February 1968 Werner Ruget departed to Prague
to become the new Deputy Chief of West German Trade Mission. The Czechoslovak Statni
Bezpecnost (Czechoslovak State Security Services, hereafter the StB) reported that Ruget was
known to be an agent of the Bundesnachrichtendienst (West German intelligence services,

hereafter the BND) and that he would most likely continue his work as a spy.?*3

The developments in Czechoslovakia attracted increasing attention from Warsaw Pact
capitals, but the StB reported that the entire diplomatic corps in Prague was very interested in
Czechoslovak developments.?** The March 1968 incidents in Poland warranted that Gomutka
was in a vulnerable position and feared that the Prague Spring could spill over to Poland. In a
meeting of Eastern bloc leaders in Dresden, Gomutka was the most vociferous opponent,
while Brezhnev remained undecided.?*® In April the CPCz announced its Action Plan and
continued the reforms. Censorship was relaxed and the press and cultural institutions launched
an anti-Soviet and anti-Polish campaign.?*® Liberalisation of the regime also weakened the
StB's grip on the entire situation. Not only it could not control the Czechoslovak population,
but apparently, it could not also prevent espionage. The StB reported that in April the deputies
of the French Military Attaché — mjr. Servant and cpt. Vallat toured North Moravia and
photographed military installations. At some point, the StB lost Vallat and Servant near
Olomouc. That unobstructed tour encouraged the British and American attaches. Throughout
April, military attaches of NATO countries (US, UK, France and even Italy) could freely

collect intelligence on Czechoslovak soil. 24

The deepening chaos in Czechoslovakia caused grave concern in Warsaw.

Additionally, what aggrieved Gomutka the most was the fact that the CPCz leadership
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informed the Polish ambassador in Prague that it no longer wished to fight for the recognition
of the GDR and that Prague was openly considering establishing diplomatic relations with
Bonn. Moreover, the MSZ reported that the CPCz was considering compensation to Sudeten
Germans, who were forced to leave Czechoslovakia after 1945.2*8 Not only was Prague
openly defying the Warsaw Package, which would on its own deeply undermine Poland's
position concerning the Oder-Neisse line. It would have created a dangerous precedent and
expose Poland to a similar claim from West Germany, for expulsions of Germans from Silesia
and Pomerania.?*® The Soviet ambassador -Aristov -reported to Moscow, that Gomutka was
very concerned about the situation in Czechoslovakia and pushed for an intervention.
According to Aristov, Gomutka established a “hotline” with Brezhneyv, so they could
frequently discuss possible responses.?®® By the end of April, the CPCz entered secret
negotiations with the FRG. For the first time an offer of economic assistance was mentioned
(200-300 million DM).?®! The situation attracted more attention and hitherto undecided
Brezhnev decided to meet with Dubcéek. The meeting took place in Moscow on 4-5 May.
Dubcek informed Brezhnev that he received economic assistance from the FRG. Brezhnev
warned Dubcek that the FRG is looking to expand its influence and that other Warsaw Pact
members are increasingly concerned about the developments in Czechoslovakia. The Soviet
leader pointed out that Czechoslovakia’s western border is open and that “tourists” who enter
are not controlled and could engage in subversive activities. Dub¢ek promised to handle the

issue, but informed Brezhnev that he could not deal with it swiftly?2.

On 8 May 1968, the Warsaw Pact five met in Warsaw to discuss the Czechoslovak
crisis. Notably, Romania was absent, since thanks to Gomutka's efforts, Ceausescu was
isolated within the Warsaw Pact. To avoid Romania's obstructionism, the Warsaw Pact powers
simply bypassed the institution. At the Warsaw Pact Five summits, two groups emerged —
Gomutka, Ulbricht and Zhivkov, who pushed for intervention, while Kadar and Brezhnev
opted for a political solution. Effectively, the Five decided in favour of a political solution.
Both Brezhnev and Kadar believed that Dubéek could restore order.?® Gomutka was much

less confident in Dubcek’s willingness and ability to control the situation. With Gomutka’s

248 AMSZ, Z-17W-40T-177, p.39-40

249 1/3 of Poland’s territory was taken over from Germany, the inhabitants of these lands were forced to flee to
Germany between 1945 and 1949.

250 Navrétil, Jaromir. ed., The Prague Spring 1968 : A National Security Archive Documents Reader (New York:
Central European University Press, 1998)., Doc. 24, p. 103

21 bid, Doc. 25, p. 111

252 bid. Doc. 28, p-117-123

253 |bid. Doc. 31, p. 137-139

70



full approval the Polish Internal Military Service began the preparation process for the
invasion on 10 May 1968.%>% The WSW begun reconnaissance near the Polish-CSSR border
and within the area of Hradec Kralove and Plisen. Polish officers began recruiting agents
within the StB and the Czechoslovak Defence Ministry. Finally, they began preparations for
dislocation of Soviet units through Polish territory.?®> Gomutka acted unilaterally since there
is no mention of Polish-Soviet cooperation in this regard. But Gomutka's concerns were not
caused by the issue of reform or even the maintenance of order in Czechoslovakia. Gomutka
was aware of secret West German-Czechoslovak negotiations. If the situation in
Czechoslovakia was uninterrupted, the best-case scenario that Gomutka could be faced with
was Czechoslovakia ignoring the Warsaw Package. This could lead other Warsaw Pact states
to establish diplomatic relations with the FRG, removing Polish leverage in negotiations over
Oder-Neisse. In the worst-case scenario, Gomutka believed that if Czechoslovakia left the
Warsaw pact or became neutral the Warsaw Pact could disintegrate. The GDR would fall, and
Eastern Europe could once again fall victim to Soviet-German negotiation. In Gomulka's
estimation, the Soviets could easily be pressed to evacuate from Eastern Europe, given Sino-
Soviet tensions in the Far East. But, even if the Warsaw Pact survived and the Soviets were
not pushed out, the remaining Warsaw Pact countries would have to severely heighten their
defences, while Poland could be subject to an increased Soviet military presence.
Additionally, any long-term destabilisation of Czechoslovakia, or any change of its
relationship with the Warsaw Pact, could have serious consequences, even if Czechoslovakia
“remained socialist”. term destabilisation of Czechoslovakia, or any change of its relationship
with the Warsaw Pact could have serious consequences, even if Czechoslovakia “remained
socialist”. Gomutka feared that the GDR would collapse or the Soviets would be forced to
withdraw from it. In such a case, Poland would become a frontline state, bordering a state that
repeatedly made territorial claims against Poland. It is clear that Gomutka’s main concerns
were not ideological but geopolitical. Poland’s safety and territorial integrity were paramount
to him, and he was willing to achieve them him and he was willing to achieve it by any means
necessary.?®® It is worth noting that Gomulka’s estimations in regard to Czechoslovak
developments mimic CIA estimations. The Americans identified Poland as the main
communication axis of the Warsaw Pact, and even a neutral Czechoslovakia would leave that

axis dangerously exposed. In CIA estimations, the minimal increase of Soviet presence in
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Czechoslovakia’s neighbours (Poland, GDR, Hungary) would have to increase fourfold.?’
Gomutka was also aware that Czechoslovakia, due to its open western border, became an
escape route for Eastern Germans.?®® If the situation remained unchecked, soon enough
Poland would have to deal with instability and crisis in both the GDR and CSSR. The exodus
of East Germans via CSSR could also explain Ulbricht’s motives for demanding an

intervention.

Between 10 May and 17 June 1968, preparations were conducted for Warsaw Pact
military exercises. Polish counterintelligence services received a perfect cover for their
preparations. But the Sumava military exercise served yet another purpose. A military show of
strength was aimed to dissuade the Czechoslovaks from making any moves that could
undermine Warsaw Pact security. The exercise was marked by Czechoslovak-Soviet tensions.
Instead of dissuading the CPCz from pursuing a pro-Western course and to bolster “healthy
forces” as Manfred Wilke argued, Sumava triggered an even greater resolve to align
Czechoslovakia with the FRG. %° In July 1968, further negotiations were conducted between
Czechoslovakia and the FRG. West Germans offered loans; Czechoslovaks promised they
would coordinate their industrial production with West German enterprises.?®® When Sumava
failed to achieve its objective, the Warsaw Five convened again to discuss the Czechoslovak
crisis. The meeting took place in Warsaw on 15 July 1968. In his opening speech, Gomutka
warned his allies that the West Germans were attempting a takeover of Czechoslovakia and
that these preparations were well advanced. 168 The Warsaw Pact Five issued a letter that
expressed their concern over the developments in Czechoslovakia.attempting a takeover of
Czechoslovakia and that these preparations were well advanced.?®'The Warsaw Pact five
issued a letter that expressed their concern over the developments in Czechoslovakia. The
letter failed to achieve anything substantial. Brezhnev was still determined to find a political
solution rather than a military one. A Soviet-Czechoslovak summit was scheduled for 29 July

1968 at Cierna nad Tisou.

But under pressure from Gomutka, Brezhnev began preparing a military alternative.
Shortly after the 15 July meeting, the WSW began the final stages of the preparation.

Increased tensions served as an excuse to remove all suspicious foreigners and Western spies.
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Routes were prepared for Soviet troops to march from Poland to the GDR. WSW agents
began to divert the attention of foreign diplomats from the areas where Soviet columns would
march. On 24 July 1968, the Chief of the Hungarian Army General Staff was asked by Soviet
generals to take part in “manoeuvres” on the Czechoslovak territory. The Soviets emphasised
the need to prepare for “exercises”, but hoped that it would not be necessary to go ahead with
them. The very same day at the meeting of the Federal Cabinet in Bonn, Willy Brandt was
assuring other members of the West German cabinet that the Soviet Union will not opt for
military intervention. 262 Brandt warranted caution since West German meddling in
Czechoslovakia was detected by Warsaw and East Berlin.?®® On July 25 1968, the Polish
Minister of Defence, Wojciech Jaruzelski received a telegram from Marshal Jakubovsky with
a formal request for the Polish army to assume the position on the Czechoslovak border.?%*
Two days later Soviet general Kozmin issued an official request for Poland to approve the
movements of Soviet columns through Poland.?®® Kozmin provided the routes and his request
was formally approved. Just as Cierna nad Tisou negotiations begun, all Warsaw Pact forces
were in combat-ready positions.?®® Just as the Warsaw Pact five was getting ready for the
invasion, the CPCz leadership was exploring its options. Prime Minister Cernik in his report
to the party leadership pointed out Western willingness to economically assist
Czechoslovakia. Based on his contacts, Cernik reported that military intervention was “most
unlikely.”?%” Both sides, having considered and prepared their alternatives would now sit at
the negotiating table. After Soviet-Czechoslovak negotiations were concluded, other Warsaw

Pact leaders were summoned to Bratislava on 3 August 1968, to approve the results.

According to the Soviet ambassador in Warsaw, Gomutka was angry that Brezhnev
agreed to yet another round of negotiations. The Polish leader did not believe that the
Bratislava conference would resolve the issue. But the Ambassador assured the CPSU
leadership that Gomultka might voice his discontent, but ultimately will accept the result of
Soviet-Czechoslovak negotiations.?®® At Bratislava, Dubéek promised to restore order and to
re-introduce press censorship and remove anti-Soviet members from top party positions.

Despite Brezhnev’s high hopes, Gomutka was proved right. On 7 August 1968 Brezhnev was
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informed that Dub&ek had done nothing to implement the agreement.?®® Two days later
Brezhnev called Dubcek to inquire about progress made but also offered assistance. Dubcek
made several evasive answers and demanded more time to get the situation under control.?”
Brezhnev called Dubcek again on 13 August, but only received evasive answers and demands
for more time.?’* The ultimate warning to Dubd&ek was issued by Kadar on 17 August but to
no avail. On the same day, the Soviet Politburo decided in favour of military intervention and
asked other Warsaw Pact five leaders to convene in Moscow the following day.?’? At the
Moscow meeting, all Warsaw Pact five leaders agreed to proceed with the invasion. Gomutka
even gave Brezhnev a list of acceptable CPCz leaders, to which Brezhnev promptly agreed.?”®

The Warsaw Pact five troops crossed the Czechoslovak border at 1 am on 21 August 1968.27

The Prague Spring was a momentous period in the history of the Warsaw Pact. But,
contrary to the common historical narrative, it was not caused by ideological reform. The
danger was indeed real, the Czechoslovak chaos was pulling in increasing Western
involvement.?”> The West was not ready to clash with the Warsaw Pact but was certainly
offering assistance in economic terms. The Warsaw Pact leaders could not have been certain
that Czechoslovakia would remain loyal if the situation remained unchecked. Crump and
Kramer were equally wrong when they described Gomutka and Ulbricht's motives as purely
ideological. Gomutka feared a domino effect might cause the Soviet Union to withdraw from
Eastern Europe, thus depriving Poland of the only guarantees of its territorial integrity. Even
if Czechoslovakia only wanted to undermine the Warsaw Package and establish diplomatic
relations with the FRG, Poland’s position would be threatened. Gomutka was determined to
use all tools at his disposal to prevent that. Even Ulbricht had cause for concern.
Czechoslovakia in the second half of 1968 was becoming another West Berlin. GDR could
not allow another mass exodus of its citizens to the West. Ulbricht’s vulnerable position most
likely pushed him to demand radical solutions. Crump also argued that the Czechoslovak
crisis re-established the Soviet hegemony in the Warsaw Pact. Her thesis does not hold under
closer scrutiny. For Gomutka Poland’s security was paramount. He was willing to begin the

preparations for the invasion unilaterally and was constantly pressuring Brezhnev. Even with
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the case of the invasion of Czechoslovakia, the traditional Warsaw Pact dynamic was
maintained. Poland and the Soviet Union negotiated a move to launch preparations for the
invasion. Once the Poles and Soviets agreed on a course of action, other Warsaw Pact
members were brought on board. The meeting on 18 August was just a formality, the troops

had been prepared in advance.

In their assessment of the Czechoslovak crisis, both Crump and Kramer emphasise
that the Warsaw Pact five severely misjudged the situation. The five counted that a pro-Soviet
government would emerge as a result of the invasion. This government never materialised.
When Dubéek and Cernik were brought to Moscow it soon transpired that they could not be
removed from their position. A Warsaw Pact summit was called to Moscow on 24 August
1968. Brezhnev had a difficult time explaining to Gomutka, Ulbricht and Zhivkov that both
Dubcéek and Cernik will have to remain on their posts. This announcement was met with a
lengthy tirade by Gomutka. In his speech, Gomutka was very agitated and spoke of
counterrevolution that destroyed everything in Czechoslovakia. The Polish leader frantically
insisted that the flank of the Warsaw Pact cannot be exposed.?’® Eventually, Gomutka
managed to calm down and showed his practical side. Gomutka concluded that if Dubcek
could not be ousted, he could be used. In Gomulka's estimation, Czechoslovakia's leaders
should sign a document that would compromise them in the eyes of their nation. Once
Dubcek lost popular support, he could be the Secretary for as long as needed. Then he could
easily be removed.?’’” The summit followed the usual pattern of Gomutka fleshing out the
details with Brezhnev, while Ulbricht, Kadar and Zhivkov making occasional and minor
contributions. Brezhnev was more than keen to follow Gomutka’s idea. He informed his allies
he needed to conduct negotiations with the Czechoslovak delegation (on 24 August the
Czechoslovak President Svoboda arrived in Moscow). The document that Gomutka spoke of,

became known as the Moscow Protocol and was signed on 26 August 1968.

Polish intelligence reports quickly confirmed Gomutka's assumptions. Society in
general, and local party leaders have lost faith in Dubcek, soon after the signing of the
Moscow Protocol was announced publicly. A CPCz party secretary called for the leadership to
“distance itself from those who signed the document.”?’® Gomutka made an additional safety

precaution, to dissuade the CPCz from further resistance. As soon as the troops crossed the
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Czechoslovak border, Poland blocked all Czechoslovak trade from passing through Polish
territory. Since Czechoslovakia was a landlocked state it relied on Polish ports to distribute
most of its foreign trade. Soon Czechoslovakia was on its knees begging for the restrictions to
be lifted. The embargo was lifted in early September, but it did provide a powerful warning
against disobedience.?’® Dubéek was in Prague but was unable to undertake any major
political initiative. The Polish authorities announced their success in halting Bonn's Ostpolitik
aimed at undermining Warsaw Pact unity and territorial integrity of the GDR and Poland.?®°
By September 1968 the situation returned to normal. The Warsaw Pact leaders resumed their
work on reforming the Warsaw Pact and establishing the Unified Allied Command and
General Staff. On 24 September Gomutka met with Jakubovsky to discuss the draft statute of
the Unified Allied Command. Romanian obstructionism was once again predominant in
debates concerning the reform. But both Jakubovsky and Gomulka agreed that if Ceausescu
will attempt to block the reform this time, the remaining Warsaw Pact members would

proceed without Romania.?8!

As the reform negotiations progressed and the situation in Czechoslovakia stabilised,
Polish and Soviet diplomacy coordinated their efforts to minimise the adverse consequences
of the invasion. The MSZ reported by late September that joint diplomatic efforts were
already yielding tangible results.?®? France, after initial consternation sustained its pro-Soviet
course. Italy and the US believed the intervention to be an internal matter of the Warsaw Pact.
No recourse was undertaken by the US government and Polish-American relations proceeded
“without any disruption.””?8® The only area that proved troublesome to Polish diplomacy was
Africa. An overwhelming majority of African countries condemned the invasion. Poland's
West African partners, Guinea and Nigeria, did not assume an official position on the matter.
The MSZ was concerned, that the invasion could be condemned on the forum of the
Organisation of African Unity. Africa was an important Cold War theatre and Warsaw Pact
could not afford any setbacks there. Thankfully, Polish involvement in West Africa proved
advantageous. Nigerian struggle over Biafra was attracting international attention, Nigerian

government requested an international observer team from the UN. In exchange for Poland's
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favourable presence, Nigeria blocked discussion over the invasion at the Organisation of

African Unity (for more, see Chapter V).284

A diplomatic catastrophe was abated. The Warsaw Pact survived a challenge to its
integrity and security. At the Bucharest PCC summit in March 1969, the statute of the Unified
Armed Forces and Unified Command was approved. The PCC also established a Military
Council of the Pact, agreed on a unified air-defence system and created the Committee on
Technology of the Unified Armed Forces?®. The meeting also issued the so-called Budapest
Declaration in which the Warsaw Pact members called for a European security conference.
Gomutka managed to insert the Warsaw Package into the declaration but was forced to
compromise on his anti-West German stance in light of Ceausescu's opposition.?3® By 1969 it
was clear that the West German Ostpolitik had failed, the Cold War status quo was
maintained.?®” Gomutka was quick to capitalise on this victory and in May 1969 announced
that Poland was ready to enter negotiations with West Germany over the establishment of
diplomatic relations. By December 1969 both Poland and the FRG entered the first phase of
negotiations. The PCC meeting on 20 August 1970 was dominated by Polish and Soviet
accounts of their negotiations with the FRG.?® Poland concluded its negotiations and signed a
treaty with the FRG in Warsaw on 7 December 1970. The FRG renounced its claims to Polish
western territories and both countries established diplomatic relations. The conditions
stipulated by the Warsaw Package were fulfilled and the other Eastern European countries
soon followed Poland. The GDR signed the Basic Treaty on 21 December 1972789,
Czechoslovakia signed the Treaty of Prague on 11 December 19732%°, Hungary and Bulgaria
established their relations with the FRG in 1973. Faced with Warsaw Pact unity, Bonn
abandoned its attempts to pick the Eastern European states one by one, in an attempt to isolate
Poland and the GDR. Thanks to Gomutka's ability to use the Warsaw Pact as a transition belt
for Polish national interests, Poland's territorial integrity was no longer solely dependent on

the Soviet Union. Shortly after the Warsaw Treaty of 1970, Gomutka fell from power. His
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successor, Edward Gierek, could benefit from Gomulka's success. The normalisation treaties
of the early 1970s paved the wave for a security conference that Rapacki called for in 1964. In
1975 the Helsinki Accords were signed, and Polish borders became an integral part of the

European security system.

Between 1955 and 1970 Poland pursued a consistent policy that allowed it to play an
important role in the structures of the Warsaw Pact. The Polish march through that institution
was a long one, and the Polish leadership had to overcome many obstacles. Firstly, in the
initial period, Poland had to regulate the status of Soviet troops on Polish territory. The
agreement signed in 1956 regulated the legal status of Soviet troops and handed the most
important prerogatives to Polish authorities. Then Poland launched a costly modernisation of
its armed forces, equipping them with the most modern Soviet military equipment. At the
same time, Poland pioneered the application of IT technologies in the military. By 1965 Polish
armed forces were the second most powerful military force of the Warsaw Pact. Polish efforts
were then recast into political influence within the Warsaw Pact structure. Between 1967 and
1970, Poland was able to use the Warsaw Pact as an instrument of its foreign policy in its
confrontation with West Germany. The Poles were a driving force behind the reform efforts
and in preparation for the invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968. We also need to note that
unlike in the West or the Global South, the economic considerations did not underpin the
Polish action. The Soviet Bloc was responsible for the majority of Poland’s trade. The Cold
War setting warranted that the Bloc countries mostly traded amongst themselves, while trade
with the Global South and the West covered goods and technologies unavailable or scarce in
the Soviet Bloc. Thus, in its dealings within the Warsaw Pact, the Polish leadership was
primarily focusing on political outcomes. However, Poland’s advantageous position in other
Cold War theatres such as Asia (see chapter IV) and Africa (see chapter V) greatly helped
Warsaw in solidifying its position as the second most important Soviet Bloc member. The
Poles pushed for multilateralization of the Warsaw Pact to formalise their position within the
Bloc. Although the Poles engaged in a costly modernisation of the army between 1961 and
1965, they were not interested in taking on more responsibilities and sharing an increased
share of costs linked to the military structure of the alliance. Warsaw just wanted political
influence which it could establish within the PCC. The military expenses and running of the

Unified Allied Forces were left to the Soviet Union.

Understanding Poland's role and tactics within the Warsaw Pact sheds some light on

the efforts of other Warsaw Pact countries to assert their independence — namely Romania.
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Czechoslovakia did not explicitly use the Warsaw Pact forum to pursue its national interests,
but in some regards followed a similar pattern. Both tactics, however, were starkly different.
In 1955 Poland decided to reevaluate its national interests and cast them into the framework
of the Warsaw Pact itself. Thus, Polish attempts to advance the interests of the bloc would
indirectly serve to improve Poland's position both within the Pact and on the global stage.
This explained the Polish “propensity” to advance initiatives that served both the Pact as a
whole, as well as Polish interests. These initiatives increased trust between Moscow and
Warsaw, and subsequently, Poland became a strategic ally. As such Poland was allowed to
conduct a more independent foreign policy and establish wider contacts with Western
countries. Moscow was always certain of Warsaw's loyalty, thus, even Poland's unilateral
moves did not carry negative consequences. Polish push for multilateralism was therefore a
natural consequence of this policy. By formalising the collective decision-making process,
Warsaw would always have a say in all policy issues. Poland's position as Warsaw Pact
second most senior member would guarantee that Polish interests would be protected in all

cascs.

Romania could not follow a policy similar to the Polish one. It did not have the
economic or military resources to compete with Poland over influence. Instead, Romania
based its sovereignty on external allies and their support. To court such support from the West
or China, Bucharest needed to maintain great manoeuvrability since, otherwise, external
support could be directed to more economically and militarily powerful Warsaw Pact states.
Multilateralism would severely limit Romania's manoeuvrability and could thus deprive it of
external support. For that reason, Romania attempted to block all initiatives aimed at
collective decision-making, thus becoming a champion of unilateralism. Unfortunately for
Romania, other Warsaw Pact members believed that collective decision-making was the best
way to secure their national interests. As the Pact moved closer and closer to formalising
multilateralism, Romanian tactics of unilateral actions aimed at maintaining an aura of
sovereignty became obsolete. By 1967, Romania became isolated within its only military,
political, alliance. Other member states bypassed the formal structures out of necessity. Thus,

Romania became unable to influence its allies’ policies or decisions.

Czechoslovakia behaved similarly in 1968. Its westward push was unilateral. Just like
Romania, Czechoslovakia removed itself from the formal decision-making process. Despite
numerous warnings, Prague chose to pursue its very narrowly defined national interest at the

expense of its neighbours' security. The process of Czechoslovakia's isolation was much
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quicker than Romania's. It took less than two months for Czechoslovakia to be excluded from
the negotiating table. In March, Dubcek could defend his position in Dresden, but in May he
was absent at a Warsaw Pact five meeting. Of course, the situation was much more complex
in Czechoslovakia. As Ttiima argued, the Prague Spring was not a reform process but a
systemic crisis.?®! Dubé&ek's unilateralism, in this case, manifested in his unilateral decision
not to carry out any agreements he signed with his allies. If Dub¢ek was unable, but not
unwilling, to carry out these agreements, he failed to inform his allies of this fact. As a result,
his allies lost faith in him and decided to intervene. By 1968, unilateralism was obsolete.
Thus, the Soviet Union could not invade on its own. It needed its allies. Gomulka, Ulbricht
and Zhivkov were more than willing to offer their military support. They did not do so at the
Soviet request. The evidence shows it was quite the contrary. It was Brezhnev who, for five
months between March and August, resisted pressure from Poland, GDR and Bulgaria to
intervene. By July 1968 he yielded and agreed to prepare military intervention as an
alternative. When he finally lost confidence in Dubcek, the approval for an invasion was just a

formality. Allied armed forces for almost a month waited for that decision.

Despite the severe crisis of 1968, the Warsaw Pact survived and was consolidated.
Military decision-making was collective, and policy consultations between member states,
although still informal, became an unbreakable rule. By 1970 the alliance crystallised, and so
did its internal hierarchy. The Soviet Union remained the most senior of the Warsaw Pact
members. Poland emerged as the second most senior Warsaw Pact state. The Polish strategy,
when compared with Romania’s, proved more successful. Between 1956 and 1970, Poland
was always at the negotiating table, capable of defending its interests. Moreover, on several
occasions, Warsaw was able to force others to adhere to its political will. The Poles played
their cards wisely. They wanted to play second fiddle in the Soviet bloc. The Warsaw Pact

proved a forum they could use to do so.
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Chapter 11 - Going global:
Poland’s economic outreach
between 1956 and 1970



The ultimate economic failure of the Soviet Bloc in the late 1980s and early 1990s
centred the scholarly debate on the issue of explaining why the Bloc collapsed and why
economic difficulties primarily triggered this collapse. Thus, historians and economic historians
compete in presenting the shortcomings of centrally planned economies and provide, often
convincing, explanations regarding the failure of communist or socialist economies across the
globe. In Polish historiography, Janusz Kalinski demonstrated that the intensive push fo