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ABSTRACT

Since the Soviet Union entersd EBastern Burope in 1944,
esach twelve year period has been punctuated by a serious
challenge to their continued control and has besen responded
to with a Soviet military intervention. The events in
Poland which erupted in August, 1980, provids the most
recent example. This study, which cannot be all-inclusive
because of inforaation 3difficulties and +the currency of the
situation, addresses:

1) what is currently happening in Poland;

2) hov these events challenge the Soviet Union;

3) hov the Soviets have reacted to the avents thus far; and
4) the prospects of Soviet military 4intervention in the

future.
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I. LNIRODUCTION

In October, 1956, Huagary's coanmunist party revolted.
The Soviats intarvened twice within the succeeding two
veeks, the latter intervantion wmors widely r21aembered for
its bloodiness and 1its saccess at Juelling <“he revolt., In
January, 1968, Alexander Dubcek became the CTzachoslovak
Coanunist Party Pirst Secretary. B8y March, his reformist
trends were evident and in August, only fiv2 months later,
Soviet tanks rolled into Prague and brought 2n end to the
Prague spring. In pPoland, a severe challenge to tae
coasunist system became evident in August 1980. Yet the
Soviets have wvaited ten months to respond ¢o the challeage
in a w@manner similar t> those already related. Should
intervention be considerad probable? why has amilitacy
intervention been delayed? When might it finally occur? it
is to these questions that this study addresses itself.

Tvo sagas coantTibute ¢35 the answar. One is of the quest
of the Polish nation for expressions of its independence.
The other is of the Soviet and Russian nature to> expand and

mainti1in control of adjacent areas. While answers to the

questions cannot be definitively found without careful




consideraton of both stories, this analysis focuses on one,

the Soviet/Russian story. Sufficient elements of the other
are included as are necessary.

In pursuit, then, of answers t> the questions presented,
this study first reviews and analyzes the new social and
political situation emerging in Polang. It a*tempts to
relate the events which caase the Soviets concern. It also
attempts to determine the extent 2ai1 the depta of the roots
of the challenge vwhich is arising in Poland.

Chapter 1II surveys thae historical interaction of the
Poles and the Russians., 0Jnly with this perspactive can an
American hope ¢t5 share wvwith the current Soviet decision-
makers a similar Weltanshuaupdg, world perspsctive. The
chapter uncovers the strong continuity of Soviet and Russian
attitudes and habits with regard to Poland. ¢t also touches
on Polish «cultural traits which may continue to cause
probleas both to0 their success and to Soviet in*arvention.

Chapter III then returns to the present and revievws the
aultitude and variety of stakes which are challenged or
affected by the events in Poland. Current Soviat stakes can
be classified into one of four groups. The first group iare
those which threaten subsystea control structures, the

sacond are those which challenge the Soviet nmodel of a

10




socialist state?s political organization, the third, thqse
challenges which directly threaten the Soviat Union, and
finally, those competing challenges which are j=zopardized by
the Polish events.

With the background of the first three chapters, the
fourth analyzes the reaction of ¢the Soviets since 1last
August, East Buropean reactions are iacluded for their
veight as both inputs 3into and outputs from the Soviet
decision-making apparatus. Specific attention is paid %o
the =2arly Deceaber and latter March . time periods when
military intervention appeared to be urder serious
consideration.

Chapter Vv closes by integrating <the first four chapters
and by using the insights derived from them %o project into
the future. Alternatives to intervention, and the nature of
the intervention are addr2ssed as well as the ability of the
05 and the West to affect the Soviet decision.

This study has benefited greatly from the counseling and
assistance of Professor Jiri Valenta, Coordinator, Soviet
and East European Studies, Departaent of National Security
Affairs, at the Naval Postgraduate School. Dr Valenta
arranged ay interview with Dr Dmitri Simes of Johns Hopkins

School for Advanced International Studies whose comments

"




T rs-orsywe=rser —— -1

rendered valuable insight into tha nature 2f the Soviet
decision-makers and into their decision-making apparatus. Dr
Valenta also enabled me to review portions of ay work wi<h
2rofessor Andrzej Korbonski of the Rand Corporation, Dr
Robert Conguest, visiting professor at the Hoover
Institution, and John Campbell, S2nior Fellow at the Council
of Poreign Relations. I was also greatly aided by may lengthy
discussions with a Polish party official who provided an
appreciation of both the Polish people and situation as well
as the attitudes of one of its party members. Pinally, I
would like +to thank Dr Robert Looney for his advice and {
assistance wvhich Dbenefited Ry understanding of the
difficulties experienced in the Polish economic development.

His jovial banter during the long hours of work were also

not unimportant in maintaining the alertness reguisite %o a

study of this nature.

12




A. SETTING

It is iapossible to discuss Soviet reactions in general,
or the likelihood of their <intervention into Poland
specifically, without Jelving into Polish developments at
sose length. These developaments have received widespread
coverage thoughout the year and wirrant lengthy analysis on
their own merits. Such is not, however, the intent of this
author. This chapter seeks to paint a selective picture of
the details which either cause the Soviets concern or which
may affect their reactions. What has happened in Poland to
generate sSoviet conéern? Why has this happened? How has the
situation evolved? wWhy is Poland diffecent froa
Czechoslovakia?

Today, ve are continually assaulted by the news media
reports on the labor strife, political disorder, and the
economic shortages which are prevailing in Poland. Meat,
sugar, i1k, and bread are all in short supply, vwith soae
rationed. Poland has been called "the international Wew York
City,® and in several cases, festarn observers have becoae

concerned <that nmassive Soviet iptervention was actively

13
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under consideration. However, the Polish probleam has been
developing for a very long period of time. In 1957, ©Prof
Stanislaw Stoamma was elected féc the first ¢time to the
Polish geim (Parliament). In 1960, he authored a manuscipt
which argued for even closer alliance of Poland and the
USSR. But in 1977, he failed to return to the Sejm after he

had been reelected. He has since written another book

entitled The Tragedjes of Polish Reality, in which he argues

There are limits beyond which the realist may not qo -
vhen their repeate efforts at comproaise fznd
response froam t e other side, there is no other way but
open re31stance

Professor Stomma is not alone in his feelings. Many Poles
were genarally concerned that an explosion would occur
during the late seventies. Jacek Wejroch, an influential
member of the Catholic Intelligentsia Club (KIK), has said
that "if solidarity had not arisen... we would have met with
a civil var."2 sSeen in this light, <the August strikes 2and
the Gdansk agreeaents are but a samall chapter in the recent
history of Poland. These strikas did howevar call the

Polish and the Soviet leadership's attention to Poland. They

1 Adaa Bronke "Czechoslovakia 1968-Poland 197;- 9 Bilenna
for Moscow,® fntarpnational Journal 33 (Autuamn 1978):76

! Jacek Weir " Polish Situat he Vi t
hatEathal 4c0Fhte 1] Eoencata 1§ t°“ £73n HheelituRoans: ot
Januaty 1981. Translated by Cta g Holley.

14




did this by flagging three Polish trends. Tha first was to
the deterioration of the Polish economy. The second was to
the deepening of popular attitades against the present
regime and the organization of their expression of these
attitudes. The third was to the vweakening of the Party, a
veakness that has grown seriously since the Augus* accords.
Bach of these trends requires deeper understanding because

of their central nature to the problea at hand.

B. BCONOMY

Poland has a population of 35 million of whoa 19 million
are in the 1labor force. Seventy percent of these work in
industry and 26 percent work in private faraing.3
Notwithstanding the apparent prominence of *he industrial
sector, Poland has the ">nly centrally planned economy which
relies on farming."*¢ Polish GNP was the twelfth largest in
the world in 1978. 1In the late seventies, it wvas the second
largest exporter of coal in the world, following iammediately
behind the United States. Historically, it has also been an

Secretariat, b COnnc%élgor Mutual Economic Assistance,
§§?i 5 o

5 ’ (Londoa: IPC Industrial Press,
;orgéééigge J. angeggg;b§~ts aPOorish Ag gicul ?u 5: 901%c’£
%n g .§§ g§‘piat§6llect1§ L%% pap Eg %gbnégte§i§8

mit 5. ) ss (Wa o
.c.. Saptcngc: 1980), p. 84 ngr (Fashington,

15




exporter of food. Pifty-five percent of its ¢trade is
conducted with East Zurope and another 30% with the Soviet
Union.% Despite this seeaingly healthy background, Poland
has major economic problems. Today, estiaates of its foreign
hard currancy debt ranqé between $24 and $28 billion. It has
also recently become a1 major importer of agricultural
products. What actions contributed to this wmassive
reversal?
1.  Historical Summary

Followingy the German retreat froam Poland, and the
arrival of the Sovie%ts in 1944, Poland embark2d on a new
economic road guided by the needs of the Soviet Union.
Agricultural prices failed to satisfy the vorkers demands
for food and in 1956, bread riots expressed Polish
objections to the course in which the economy was
proceeding. The subsequent changa ian leadership brought
Wladislaw Gomulka into power. He halted collectivization of
agriculture in an attempt to incresase food production. 1In
the latter 'S0's, econoaic devalopment slowed <throughout
Bastern Burope. After a decade of stagnation, many Bast

Buropean countries sought to reform their econd>aies in the

Li%&i.d-ﬁﬁgea,faizhggg 1979 (London:  Europa Publications

16




late '60°'s. Poland, however, <chose to wait until afzer
another set of "bread riots" had forced another leadership
change and made 5ierek the new Pirst Secretary in 1970.

Briefly surveying the decade of the seventies,
internal developments caused chanjyas in policy towards:
agriculture and industry in 1970, agriculture in 1973,
agriculture and industry in 1976-1977, and are causing
changes to both sectors today. Additionally, external
developaents were 9f major importance 1in 1974-1975 and also
contributed to the changes in 1976-1977. This hasty
overviewv prepares the realer to axamine the pdlicies of the
'70's mora closely.

Gierek?!s general objectivas in 1970 wera to raise
living standards and involve the working class in
management. specific objectives of the '71-'75 Pive Yoar
Plan (FYP) were to increase sxports and satisfy hoae
markats.¢ He sought to do this by addressing both portions
of Poland's econsay -- industrial aad agricultuaral.

2. ¥ Development Strately

In 1970, Poland’'s economy vas burden2d by the lack

of competitiveness of its industry in foreign markets and by

its reliance on agriculture. In an attempt to ovarcoae

¢ Ibid., pp. 997-998.
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these deficiencies, Gisrek's "Naw Development Strategy"
(NDS) called for importation of whole new factorias from the
Hest, Massive borrowing from the West would finance their
purchase and construction. Thesa loans would subsequently
be repaid from the additional incoae generated by exports
produced in these same factoriss. This strategy involves a
major gamble, but it 1is sound from an abstract point of
viev.? 1In the years following its adoption, %the Polish
econoay witnessed dramatic growth rates.

Hovwever, these very high rates of growth only told
part of the story. The Polish planners failed to take into
account necessary infrastructure investments. Thesge
extremely high rates of growth required an addition ¢o the
labor force of at least 100,000 nev workers. It also greatly
exceeded the <capacity »>of construction and engineering
enterprises to process them.® Tha task was wmade more
difficult Dbecause, vhile the targeting of industries
eaphasized mechanical engineering, eslectrical, and chemical
sectors, in reality, the targeting was a shotgun approach

vhich caused the rapid diversification ¢to be poorly

7 See George "Conse nce -] Excegsive
Tavestyent™hels « Elif3es iERaEaflonile “Ry CSEldnic

Begznning Sttne '3%3?°”“°2%'291§§§ igé&fhp.3§°?°'1 at the

19
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planned.® Complications arose because "investaent goods wvere
imported without ensuring an adequate supply of all
nacessary complementary domestic inputs."19 These high rates
of industrial growth were also 1incompatible with the
increases in national incoame.

Difficulties were not limited to the ramifications
of these high growth rates. Strategy problems also arose.
Key to the NDS was an assumption that an excess of exports
would result from the adopted measures. However, planners
lost control over the imports 1ot only because of the
shotgun apprecach, but also because of th2 mechanism of
“special political linkages, favoritisa, and persoaal
contacts."11

Two other criticisms of this strategy can be seen at
a broader level of analysis. First, tieing in with the
foregoing discussion, auch of tha industry szlected for
import wvas materially intensive, and hence, was import
intensive. This rendered it very susceptible <to the
recession which occurred in the West in 1974. 3Second, these

industries, particularly the cheaizal sector, also tended to

; Gg;y Teske, "Polish Balance of Payments." in Paland., 1980,

10 Pallenbuchl, p. 38.
18 Ibid.' Po 38.




import the energy crises which developed in the West 1in
1973.

Pinally, the NDS required greater flexibility in its
administration but there was an absence of the bold reforas
necessary to allow this flexibility ¢to be exercised. This
deficien«sy was at the heact of the failure. It underlay many
of the pracading criticisms, and it jeopardizad the gaamble
almost froa the sutset, However, the signs of trouble were
not identified and hence «could not be addressed for some
time.

3. Directjons ia Farpy Rolicy, 13910

Great attention was also givea to agriculture at the
beginning of Gierek's tenure, The push to socialize
farming, always present in the Eastern Bloc, has met with
its stiffest resistance in Poland. By 1970, mora than 80% of
the agricultural population still worked in private (non-
socialized) farms.12 Policy makers in Poland hava routinely
experienced the ™dilemna that measures to increase private
farm output also strengthen the farmer's hold on their laand

and frustrate the government drive towards socialization.,"i3

12 secretariat, CMEA, statistical Iearbook, 1928, p. 15.

13 dillian Hewcoab "polish Agriculture: Polic
performance, and Prospacts." Tn gglggg? 1§§g. p. 98, Y

20
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Gierek answered the quastion of improving fara

output with a saries of incentives which included lowering
land tax rates, modifying rate structures, ibolishing a
system vhereby coal purchases by farmers were linked to
their output (an attempt to 1link the agricultural sector to
the centrally plannad econdmy), and by giving legal title to
the land to the farmer who wvorked it.1¢ These incentives
vaerse successful and t he agricultural sector grev
significantly in the '71+75 period.
4. Addressing Parm Bolicy Sycgesses, 1313

But success in these agricultural incentives was
apparent as early as 1973, and so the incentives ware
alloved to deteriorate as planners shifted their sights back
towards <the 1long-term goals of socializing agriculture.
This emphasis took on the form of acgquiring into the
socialized sector new farm land from tha private sector on a
voluntary basis. Parmer profits, which had also experienced
rapid growth during ¢the early 70*s began %0 reverse
theaselves as 1ilaports rose in cost more quickly ¢than the
value of their products.

The negative 1ilapact of planning wvwhich aimed a<t

socializing agriculture was asultiplied by other factors.

i1+ Newcomb, p, 104,

——




First, previously ralated, were the falling profits of the
farmers. Another was the growth 0of rational income which
manifested itself in part in higher meat consuaption. This
growing AJdomesticz demand and waning supply <combined to
created a necessity for a wmajor cutback in the Polish
axport of meat in 1974. These £falliag ameat =2xports were
folloved 1in 1975 by negative growth in agricultural
investaent and in 1976, by a reduction in general
agricultural output.

The declining health of agriculture f£ollowing new
policies of 1973 and the faltering gaable of the attempts at
re-industrialization resulting fros bad management, poor
strateqgy, Western inflation and the o0il c¢risis were all
prerequisites for the events of 1976,

5. BResponding :Q Agricultural Cifficuliiss

Declining aeat production lead ¢to an attempt %o
increase neat prices in the sumasr of 1976. These price
increases generated great civil disturbances. "Onable, or
unwilling <to adjust prices and wages,”!'S% the government
chose to ease the resulting +taansion by iaporting beef.
These events lead to readoption by <the government of the

generally pragmatic measures of the 2arly '70's. Governameat

ts Ibid., p. 97
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intent was *o increase food supplies and to encourage farm
upkeep while continuing o5 tie farmers more closely to the
state plan.!® One specific policy eased credit available in
an effort to help farmers buy land from the state. The
reversal of the trend of adding 1land to the socialized fara
sactor vas caused by two factors. During the preceding
years, land had entered the socialized sector so quickly
that it exceeded the absorption capacity of that sector.
Much of ¢the land was poor and because of its small size,
generally 2-5 hectares, it wvas not suitable to the
application of economies of scalsa necessary to becoame
productive. Another specific policy proaoted construction
investments vhich had fallen after 197S.

But the situation of 1976-1977 differed from that of
1970 in two ways. On this later occasion, expansion of the
food available to the consumers preceded the =2xpansion of
the supply by the producers and was brougant about only by
isporting the difference. Imports were also 1increased by
the requirement for feed for ¢the jomestically produced meat
because 2xpansion of these feed supplies had not been
emphasized. Both these necessitiss called into jJuestion the

success Of other Dpolicies yet to be related; A second

te rbid., p. 109.

-




difference of the 1976/1977 period arose because

expectations had changed <concsrning the benefits of
expanding production.!? Prequent reversals 3in government
farm policy caused the farmer to remain distrustful. Hence,
their reaction to the new incentives was much less
spectacular than it had been in 1970. #hile production
increased, the keys to this period are that the once strong
agricultural sector evidenced weakness aand novw accounted for
30% of all imports from the inlustrialized West.
6.  Nodified Economic agd EZinaacial Systes

Probleas were not snly 1limited to agriculture. As
related, the NDS led to large imports. The factories being
iaported vere not coming on line in tiae, and the
infrastructure and political-economic organization of the
country could not uee£ the deaands of this strategy.
Therefore, in Decembar, 1976, the industrial development
policy was overhauled with adoption 5f the Modified Econoamic
and PFinancial system (MBPS). This aew policy scught to
rationalize imports whila expanding a2xports to balance the
foreign trade. But the nev policy also marked a returnm to
orthodoxy by 1limiting ¢the initiativa of @managers. I+

instituted the use of indicators, but the indicators were

$7 rbid., p. 111.
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manipulatad against one another and failed ¢to reflect
significant improvement.!® However, most significant at the
basic level of analysis was its affect on the imports and
exports. Imports were arbitrarily restricted, and
conseguently, new industry, which was impor%t oriented, vas
choked. 2Zmphasis on exports subsequently reached a level
vhere production of £final products was maxiamized at *the
expense of the necessary 1inputs to these same final
products, compounding the "choking® problea. Tha attempt to
increase 2xports and liamit imports was ill-planned in the
industrial sector and unsupported by the agricultural
policy. Compounding all of these problems was the steadily
increasing national incone vhich taxad the system with
doaestic deaand.

The Polish government has attributed <+he poor
performance experienced during the period 1977-1979 to four
factors.!'? The first two reasons relate to the lack of
improvements in Poland's economic infrastructure and are
very much present today. They are <the energy crisis and
transport difficulties., rhe energy crisis refers %o Poland's

requirements for power generation which now outstrips its

t8 Pallenbuchl, p. 51.

19 Conlunigue roa the Central Statistic
n [

S office, Warsaw,
publishad qna Lydy, No. 34, 1980 4=-S.
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production capacity. During 1980, brownouts and blackouts

of industry and private dwellings have becoame frequent.20
The transportation difficulties are most evident by their de
facto limitation of greater Polish coal exports which must
be transported froam the amines in the south t2 the Baltic
ports in the nor+h. A third 1ifficulty pertains to lack of
sufficient supply of waaterials which has been previously
discussad. The final difficulty identifi2d Dy the
governaent has been a succession of severe winters.

But serious criticism must focus on bad management.
Decisions identified as reflecting bad management inclade
pushing development plans during the ®wvstern <tecession;
income, pricing, and agricultural policies; the shotgun
developaent approach; and inattention to infrastructure
requirements.2! driting under the pan name of P>wolny, one
Pole has captured the essence of th2 problem -- "those who
aust govern do not know how to govern."22 Prom this
background arise the difficultiss Poland is =xperiencing

today.

20 Interview with an official of the Polish Communist Party,
Monterey, California, 11 December, 1980.

21 Teske, pp. 86-89,

22 Antoni ovoln "letter from, Warsaw." Kultu ris
December 1979, zlted gn Richari T. Davieg%L";%éigt%c§5
Economric namics of Eastern Europe: The Polish Case.®™ in
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7. gcarrent Economic State

The close of the '7)'s has seen the economy in
shambles. In 1979, only 60% of the project coampletion
targets were met, Poland*s =2conomic planners are currently
living a "hand to mouth" existence according ¢» sne Western
analyst in Warsavw. Investament in industry has been trisamed
by $2.5 billion in an effort to curtail the most chpital
intensive projects which have long le2ad times.23 The success
of this atteampt represents only a saall recovery of a
greater loss. The author was told that over 38 billion of
industrial material was 1lying unus21 in Poland due to lack
of planning for the necessary ancillary requirements. Some
of these are as profound as the factory building in which to
put the factory.2* Even, at the Katowica foundry, a recently
coapleted project in which the Soviets have great interest,
large quantities of equipment valued at $800 aillion havé
been storad in la2ss than ideal cicrcumstances.

The plight of the farmer 1is not auch Letier,
Tractor parts are in extremely short supply. 1Ia 1980, oaly
8,000 of 22,000 required crankshafts were available. Normal

maintenance items vere also in short supply. Only one-

23 christian Scisence Monitar, 16 October 1980.
24 Intervievw, 11 Deceamber 1980.
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quarter of the necessary 52il filters, 1lass than half the
batteries, and one-third of the tires needed vwere
available. 2% Farm production in 1980 was the worst in 20
years. Potato and sugar beet harvasts showed 46.8% and 26.7%
reductions, respectively.2¢ |\ succession of seasons with
advarse wveather has had its effacts, but most of the
probleas of agriculture arise from the lack of machinery,
iaported fertilizer, and an abundance of bad plananing.

The August strikes have perhaps spurred the country
on to new prograas with better chances for success, but the
August strikes have not been without <their costs. East
German radio is quick to point out that since the strikes,
these cosés have included total pover cuts on 98 days and
partial cuts on another 25 days.2? Iron and steel production
have also been significantly reducai. The Polish press has
called coal production, which now stands at only two-thirds
of nornmal, a "fullscale collapse of 3eliveries,"28

The strikes have had a positive effect in forcing

the governaent to change. 1In January, a new economic refora

23 christian science Y¥onjtor, 18 March 1981,

26 j 3/81
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27 APN Past Berlin 9 December 1980 in ? - 10
Decelber(1980. P E-E: 4 BIS-ZEU,

28 jJarsav Domestic Service, 3 Pebruary 1981, in ~PEO, 4
February 1981, p. G215 - Y . ER1S-EED,
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aimed at industry vas drafted by the government. This refora
called for the introduction of salf-government into every
factory, decentralization of decision making, wi¢h the
decisions based on profitability, and finally, it demands a
sharp reduction in western imports., Agricultural refora has
also been addressed. The governaent reform seeks to
increase funds for agriculture and provides provisions to
allov farmers to buy unused state fara land. These changes
have only come about as a3 direct result of <the widespread

mobilization of the Polish population.

C. POLITICAL NOBILIZATION IN POLAND

The econoamic problems are only one facet of the Polish
experiment flagged by the August strikes. Econdaic demands
may be the earliast ones expressed because these demands are
safer to dispute inside a communist system, Existing
political undercurrents saly begin to be openly 2cknowledged
after momentum has been gainred.29 It is to the political
undercurrents, the mobilization of the masses in
institutions lieing outside the comamunist party, that we now

direct our attention.
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1. Catholic Church

Roots for the political wmobilization of Poland have
long been present in the form of the Catholic Church. In
the words of one Polish comaunist party offisial, "the
Church has for a thousand years been aligned with *he
people. It is part of the people, part of Polani's history.
It caanot be crushed under foot."30 Its role as a separate
political force within P>land has grown since the communists
came to power, although its political rola is «carefully
muted. Its contribution to the current situation, wvhich has
been the subject of auch 1ispute, <can be largely cleared up
if the significance of the Church is analyzed from two
perspectives, The first is from the perspective 3£ the roale
of its 1leadership and the second is through the profound
impact it has as a separate organizatioan which provides a
counter ileology and has a following of 30 million adherents
in a state of 35 million people.

During much of Poland's post war history, the Church
lsadership has largely acted 3in alliance with the state.
After winning sufficient reforas to maintain its own

existence, it has chosean to remain a predominantly passive

;:tﬂaigggtto in %igd Hgogg;eiggfgereg Not fignligflaliﬁa
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actor. This is not a surprising pattern of activity for the
institution responsible €for the preservation of <the Polish
nationhood throughout 200 years of Russian and Soviet
occupation. It is +the behaviour ome would -expect of a
survivor who views his existence and impact in the long-tern
to be more important that his impact on the short-tera
probleas.

Since last summer, +the Church, wvorking in various
manners, has broken this general policy and intervened in
short-term events four times, The first was in August when
it called for a return to work; the second was in early
November, when difficulties over Solidarity's registration
occurred; the third was in early December, during the periosd
of tension, nationwide strikes, and widespread concern for
the strong possibility of Soviet intervention; and the
fourth was at the end of the Bielska-Biala strikes in early
Pebruary. Howvever, public doubt of the leadership has been
raised Dby *he coansistent calls for moderation. The
leadership has responded to the government raquest on three
occasions vhile only once being rasponsive to the request of

a non~-government representative.31

31 Lech Walesa asked for the Primate to support the peasants
on reb:uarz 6 1981 This support was given speedily and was
isportan®t in br uqin about a solution to the Bielsko-Biala
sttikes that sama’da¥y.
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Notwitastanding «he attitudes of the populace, the
party has the perception that the Church leadership
excercises great power and it has, therefore, at“empted to
harness this power. In >ne 4instance in September, Church
appeals wvere given major air time in the government
controlled media. But there is <clear evidence of the
quastionable nature of this power. The appeals of Stefan
Cardinal Wyszynski which wvere usad were aised at women
because the aen were no longer listening.32 The death of the
Primate in May, 1981, can only serve to further weaken the
Church leadership's influance over short-term avents vhich
is already more valued than valuable because of the popular
perception that i+ has acted in alliance vith the
governsent.

If the iapact of the Church 1leadership has been
sosevhat limited, the impact of the existence of the Church
has been much more profound. It has been not2d that *he
Church praovides an idiom, a language, for the asxpression of
a challenge to the socialist systaa, The political essence
of the Church has been aptly described by a coamunist

political scientist as baing a ‘"perpetually competitive

32 “still vWworries for *he Putuyre,"
{338Ck3013’ “ 1" Septe-bg: 1980, in zaziégng?‘g§§§5ep§%§§§§
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ideological force Jjuxtapcsed betwazen the party and the

state,"33

The Church's importance in this devoutly Catholic
nation has increased in the last several years, especially
since the elevation of Rarol Wojtyla to the Papacy. His
rise sparked renewed interest within <the country and
increased the average Pole's national pride. Bven
Solidarity's 1leader, L2ch Walesa has remarked that the
Pope's visit ¢to Poland in June 1979 played a role in the
preparation of Poland for the curreat events.3* One form of
this preparation came through the use of a new osrganization
for crowd control during his visit. This #as a Catholic
militia, separate from the government and the party,
nuabering 40,000 monitors.3% Its success was demonstrated by
the absence o0f a single reported breach of order and its
value was Jerived froam the organizational experience which

it gained. 3¢

éi:gznqton nge::;dﬁg?h9 ¢B§3§3§§:ui °§?9§§§% P%gfigéiioggf
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Thus, the Church has provided one of the main keys

to the the population's ability to face up ¢5, deal with,
and express their sentiments about the problems within their
society. #hile its day to day <control over avents is
probably 1liaited, its iaportance comes through its
existence, the idiom it provides, and <the pride it has
encouraged.
2.  golidarity

Two other actors are much newer and morz profound in
their short-term impact. Trhe first is the Solidarity trade
union. It is ironic to reflect that East Europef’s first
coaaunist politicians arose not within the communist party
vhere they may have been expected, but froa the working
class so highly touted by Marx (but later discredited by
Lenin). Jozef Pinkowski, a2 former Polish Prime Minister, has
written that the Solidarity trade union movement was "born
of the will and the hope of the working class."37 Today it
encompasses approximately ten million people, including one-
taicd of the Polish United Rorkers Party (PUWP, the official
name of the Polish Coamunist Party). Solidarity started
publishing Jedpos¢c in December with a <circulation of one

37 Jarsav Domestic Service 24 Roveaber 1980 ia -t
26 Noveaber 1980, p. G-14.' ’ ERIS-2EU,
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hundred thousand, and in February, it received peraission to
expand publication of this weekly six-fold and tc open eight
regional papers. The lagislated right to axist, wmarried
with the approval of these publications, reflects a
revolutionary change because this potential power has been
delegated to another part of the society not directly
controlled by th2 comaunist party.

The impact of ¢this organization would not be so
profound without its unijue leader, Lech Walesa,. He is a
politically savvy ex~electrician who gaiaed earlier
experience during the disturbances of June 1970. He is also
a moderata. There is some evidenca that he was prepared to
accept a resolution to the August strikes on the sixteenth,
tvo weeks before the final resolution, and with only ainor
gains won.3® Walesa's zontribution to Solidarity is his
ability to mold a union consensus which first springs froa a
large unruly group which holds widely diverging ideas and
which, second, diverges from the established political norm

significantly, but thus far not tragically. "Everyone knows

ts, No cctober 1980. This report
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+hat he is essential for the movement's homog2neizy.39 It is
unclear whether one final anecdote is true or ndt. A member
of the Polish Catholic intelligentsia, while travelling in
the United States recently, relatad that two of Walesa's
children are orphans of workers killed during the 1970
riots.*9 True or not, this story serves to highlight the
popular support #alesa enjoys.

Solidarity has saveral difficulties. G&rowing froa a
foundation which was 1laid in the years preceding the
strikes, Solidarity has a very weak central organization.
Its National Consultative Comaission has at times evidenced
very little control over the members of the union. Because
of this loose organization, it is also highly susceptible to
the influences of internal politics. Some of the most
serious strikes, occurring in January over wvork-frae
Saturdays, were called by Walesa's subordinate, Zbigniew
Bujak, while Walesa wvas in Italy visiting the Pope. I+ was
known that Bujak was dissappointed at not being included in
Walesa's entourage to see the Pope.*! Solidarity's final

problea today steas from its quick growth. This has limited

39 "Warsawv Threatepe State of iege "
§§§(Alstgrd%|), Jeq April 1981, p. 4, ia ‘ggﬁg, ¥
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its control over its own grass roots. Mass psychology was

very evidant in Pebruary when it almost overcame the sirict
disciplina whiéh has marked the movement from its birth and
vhich has contributed so directly to its successes thus far.

Why has Solidarity, a loosely organized and
controlled organization succeeded? General agreemen%t on an
explanation exists, It includes nationalism, the existence
of the Polish Church, ¢the illegal cells of dissidents, <the
underground press, and one specific dissident group, the
KOR. Attention is now turned to these last three elements.

3. Dissidents

Mach of Solidarity's success is firaly based on the
eaergence, in Poland, of a variety of dissident groups
following the disturbances of June, 1976. The seeds for
this emergence had been sown Aduring the "March BZBvents" of
1968 vhen the intellectuals and students clashed with the
government over a questiosn of censorship. 1In reality, this
clash was over the government tendancy to act in a haphazard
and authoritarian manner in areas which were beginning to be
popularly felt to lie outside thier jurisdiction. Three days
of rioting and three weeks of sit-ins on Polish universities
in that month were coaplimented by the young Prague Spring

blossoming to th2 south. But both the Yarch 1968 and sumamer




1970 riots over meat price increases failed <o see a
coalition between the workers and the intellectuals which
wvas strong enough to stand long in defiance of the systenm.

The Polish dissident movement has been listinguished
by three qualities. The first is autonoay; they are totally
separate from the pacty. The second is openness; the
earliest group declared 1its formation in an opan letter to
tha Seim. Their third gJuality was their maintenance of
international ties in Easta2rn and Westarn Europe as well as
in the Soviet Union itself.*2 Although the many groups which
arose since 1976 share this general jualities, they are not
all alike., One group, the Movement for Defense >f Human angd
Civil Rights (ROPCi0) largely adopted the "political
traditions of the interwar period."43 The Confaderation of
Independent Poland (KPN), 1lead by Leszek Moczulski, was a
firebrand organization vhose goal vas a  radical
reorientation of Poland w«within the international systenm,
following i*s complete break with the Soviet Union.

As has been implied, the first and most important
dissident group is KOR, the Conmittee for the Defense of

Workers. It was formed in Septeaber, 1976 and renamed the

2 poland: copayaisa Adrift, pp. S53-61.

43 3Ada 3romke, "The 2 os t i P langd," e
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Comaittee of Social S21f Defense (KSS) one year later. It
used its limited funds %o press human rights charges on the
governnent when they detained workers. ts leaier‘is Jacek
Kuron, who is today one 3f the most vilified Poles in the
Soviet and East European press. In Western =2ayes, Kuron
appears to be moderate. He has been juoted as saying that
he is "unambiguously on the side of compromise."4* But, to
the Soviets, he 1is mora radical. His vision for Poland'’s
future international position is of another Pinland.

After 1976, he todk on the task of organizing future
events so that they could 1lead to success rather <than
failures as had been witnessed in 1956, 1970, and 1976.
Paraphrazing Lenin's famous question, what is to be done,
Kuron asked, what should ve 3o, His answer was to call for
the organization of a multitude of novements wvhich would be
individually incapable of success but which would have
sufficient unity between them to render their collective
demands indisputable, Be specifically envisioned movements
of the Church, the workers, +he peasants, and the writers,
artists, and scholars.*S It is this loose organization that

is manifested in Solidarity's loose central organizing

4+ New Statesman (London), 3 December 1980.
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conmittee. This collective orientation was clearly
evidenced when, after Solidarity's registration, it lent its
assistance to the farmers in their guest to gain their own
union - Rural Solidarity.

H Proa the tactical perspective, Kurom argyued that the
first requireament aust be +o break the state aonopoly on
cosmunication. In pursuit of this goal, by 1979, there were
tventy to thirty ﬁndergtound periodicals printing a wide
variety of material, 1including political +treatises and
literary works. One clandestine publishing house was named
Nova. In three years, it published 115 books while using
five tons of paper each aonth! An operation of this
magnitude could not succeed without tremendous organization,
influence, and the tolerance of the Geirek regime. Shedding
further light on these last observations is the
acknowledgement that the President of the Polish Academy of
Sciences vas one of fifty reviewers of a recent book.*®

Another interesting elam2nt in the issident
moveaent which arose was the organization of the Plyiag
University. This srganization took its nam2 froam a similar
organization wvhich existed prior to 1914 3during another

46 "The Silent Printin Presses '2Xpres
January 1981, p. i zn;s_gg_. T*384388, 99
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period of Russian subjugation. By the spriang of 1978 it had

acquired a semi-institutionalized form and taken the name of
tha Association of Educational Coursas(TKN). The University
spacialized in teaching courses that the comaunist systen
could not allow because of content or slant, such as Polish
history.

The dissidents played a major role in the July and
Auqust strikes, The most important periodical published by
the dissiden*s vas the KOR publication Rabotnik, (The
§orker). It attempted to forge ties vwith tha workers and it
Was apparently very successful. At the tiame of the strikes,
Rabotnik was in circulation of 27,000 to 35,000 copies and
each copy was read by many people. It was used to> list other
strikes occurring throughout Poland and to give advice on
hovw to conduct a successful strika. Kuron's home was usegd
as a clearing house for strike information. In recognition
of KOR's influence one Politburo member dubbed the factory
strike comaittees "KOR-Mafia." Robotnik's effectiveness was
also witnessed by the increased success of *he s*rikes in
locations where it had the greatest circulation. KOR's
success in breaking the government monopoly on communication
sust be assessed as its greatest contribution to the success

of the strikes.
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However, since the conclusion of the strikes, the
role of the dissidents has been much more muted. Today they
serve in reduced numbers as behind the scenes advisors and
strategists for Solidarity, and their guidance must be
tempered by the will of the workers.

4.  students

Brief aention should be made of yet 3another group.
In the middle of Pebruary, the Polish government made
concessions *to the students. ?Phese corcessions provided for
the end of compalsory courses in Marxisam and <the Russian
language. The absence of these compulsory courses is a
serious change because it strikes a major element of the
Soviets' atteapt to inculcate their system in Psland and is
magnified because of the role these students will quer play
in the Polish society. The students 3lso won *hs legal right
to form a union in these Pebruary agreements.

5. Pazpers

Parmers habitually face greater Jdifficunlties in
organizing *hemselves than do <their industrial chpatriots.
Thus it is naot surprising to fiad that their ¢fforts to
register an agricultural anion have been slower. |While they

can trace their origins to a meeting in September 1978 in




the village of Lisow,*? their renewed attempts 1id not begin
until October or become serious until after the new year.
Their tactics were generally siamilar to those used by
Solidarity earlier in the year. When initial attempts to
register were turned down by court ruling, which 1aust
certainly have reflected Party disapproval, the farmers
resorted to protast actions. Within agriculture, these are
more dangerous than those in industry because of the short
‘wvindows! for planting and the long lead <times required to
restore slaughtered livestock holdings.*® As serious as the
protest actions could be, ¢the government hesitated to allow
formation of this union. One explanation, which probably
reflects more deep-seated fear than a rational assessment,
notes that the <Church 1is the strongest <£force among the
peasantry, while the Party is wveakest among then. Perhaps
in recognition of this fear, and in a notable bhreak with
Solidarity, the proposed charter of the Rural Solidarity
took occasion to unequivocally racognize the PUWP as the
country's leading force.

Despite the Party's reservations, and in 1light of

the dire need of the country ¢to improve its agriculture and

o7 christian science Mopitor, 3 April 1981,
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avoid compounding the already serious economic conditioms,
Rural Solidarity was recognized on 16 April of this year.
While it only claims to represent one-third of the farmers
of the country,*?® it represents uynionization of the last
major element of the Polish society in a noa-Communist
organ. Students, laborers, professionals, and farmers have

all forced major reforas in their respective ar=as.

D. THE POLISH OUNITED WORKER'S PARTY (PUWP)

Rhile the dissidents provided the key ¢to the
organization which proved so successful during +the August
strikes, +the PUWP has given evidence of all that is bad in
Poland today. It has few politicians and few leaders. VNot
only is its organization weak, but even its legitimacy has
been directly questioned. Kuron has written that it has ao
legitimacy, that its appagat *is disqusted at the
leadership" which is ™afraid of the masses and incapable of
making decisions.%”s0 This is perhaps the @most succinct
evaluation that has been =made of the PUWP as it existed

prior to the newv year.

+9 christian science Mopitor, 3 April 1981.
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The PUWP got ditself into its present predicaaent by

refusing ¢to reform duriang the seventies when reform was
necessary. Evidence of ¢this was given during the previous
discussion of the econoay. One analyst characterized its
aims during the decade of the '70's when he observed +hat it
sought to Ypreserve and strengthen the traditional
heirarchical principles of power and control on vwhich the
system rested."st

Prom an analytical viewpoint, its present predicament is
evidenced by three features which cause alara. The first is
the loss of initiative at the top. It has been shocked by
the events which have transpired and has been unable,
through April, to regain the initiative. This loss is also
the result of a leadership divided by sharp Jdifferences, and
will be addressed below. The second is obstruction of
middle echelon members of <the party (regional party
secretaries and officials on city committees) who have been
targeted for <their incompetence by the attacks of the
population. Since the August strikes, thirty regional party
secretaries, over one-half of all those in Poland, and 80%

of the officials sn city committees have been replaced.s?2

3: poland: Commupism Adpift, p. 14.
$2 Jall Street Joycpal, 28 May 1981,
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The third feature is the push by 2a clear majority of the
rank and file for the reform which the wmiddle echelon
resists and over vwhich the leadership is divided.S3 In the
middle of Pebruary, party aembers were reported +to bte coming
to the conclusion that the reform process was illusory.

Party dissarray was noted in

r%geated and widespread attenpts by _both local_ party
icials and segments of its rank and file to develop
views and under take actions contrary to the instructions
of the central leadership.3s

Its weakness was also evidenced in its continual and routine
losses to Solidarity, by its appointaent of Gen Wojciech
Jaruzelski to the post of Premier in the aiddle of February,
and by 4its appointment of the first Catholic, Jerzy
Ozdowyski, to the Sefm in Noveaber. These difficulties have
lead the party to a new and dangerous fracturing and loss of
control. A mid~April decision taken by the Wroclawv party
organization wvas unprecedented. It decided to elect its
delegates to the upcoaing Party Congress by secret ballot.
This AQdecision has since been adopted by other regional

organizations.
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The move t0o secret ballot (frae) election of Party
congress delegates is only the first radical departure from
the orthodox Ssoviet political model. Aanother change strikes
at the heart of Leninist dognma. Democratic centralisnm,
verticle comnunication from higher to lower, has been
challenged with new horizontal 1linkages as reformist trends
in one region spread thoughout the country without the
approval or guidance of the senior party leadarship and as
party groups of varicus orders in the hierarchical chain
intermingle with each other. This gives cl=zar evidence of
the severity of the situation in the party today.

The PUWP has been characterized as having both moderates
and hardliners. While this is an over simplification which
fails to highlight the nuances of the present situation, it
does render its essence. 3enerally the hardliners are for a
centralized economic plan, tougher =measures tovards the
opposition, and a rather conservative ideology on party
affairs and internal security. The moderates favor econoaic
decentralization and expansion of tas cultural and religious
freedoms and more consultation with the workers. The
hardliners and moderates have been contesting control of the
Politburo since August. The moderates have the support of

the population while the hardliners have that of Moscow.




Since August, positions 2f the principle actors have
cleared. Today, the hardliners, vho lean somswhat left of
center, are Stefan Olszowski and Tadeusz Grabski while the
moderates, leaning slightly <to the right of center are
Tadeusz Piszbach and Kaziaierz Barcikowski. Stanislawv Kania
and Wojceich Jaruzelski sit in the center. Thus €£ar, a
standoff has resulted. But the balance should not be
expected to continue after the meeting of the Party
Congress, scheduled for 14-18 July, 1981, when reforms will
undoubtedly be ratifiad and in which @many, if not all, of
these people could fail to win reelection. Until that time,
it appears that the party will continue to be driven by
dissension from rank and file wishing reform, stymied by the
middle echelons seeking to preserve their jobs, and capped
by a divided leadership.

Jaruzelski holds out the hope for some 1iaprovement in
the futura viability of the governaent. Of him, Walesa has
said, "I had never before seen a member of the Sovernment
make decisions., #e have never had a1 Premier who justified so
much hopa,."3%5 He has rastored the post of Premier to a

position of power not previously seen. This 1is because of

ss ny : I Jant to L solidarity," ~50i
8 ;prﬂe?%m, PP 1.8, g:'gug;zaif 9’&9:5?9531?9%'? ‘ESFE’ f
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his unigue combination of his positions as Premier, Defense
Minister, and Politburo member. He is on a first name basis
with senior sSoviet military officers and 4is considered a
patriot who would not velcome outside intervention. He is
also extremely hesitant to use force. He Trose “hrough the
ranks of the wmilitary by :emﬁining uninvolved in the
factional politics which regularly removed his superiors.
In the gquest for illuminating analogies one Prench writer
has called Jaruzelski "the Polish Alexander Haig,%sSe
Committed to reform and a political solution to the crisis,
Jaruzelski is indeed important %®o the unfolding crisis.
While factional disputes within the party are deep and
dangerous, it has so far successfully avoided allowing
Soviet intervention. It 4is possible that ¢this has been
accomplished by being firm in the face of the Soviets during
their numerous conversations. Evidence that this firmness
is present within the leadership, certainly Stanislaw Kania,
the PUOWP Pirst Secretary, is given by the Belgian Minister
of Poreign Affairs who, after a visit to Poland on December

6, related that he was "iapressed with the insistence with

Sé Although unspeclified this analo is most applicable if
it is nadg ot Hgig duriﬁq the Wate:ggle period. PP
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which the Polish leaders affirmed that they have <the will

and capacity to solve the problams by themselves. "3S7?

Each of the major daily actors has now been addressed.
However, discussion of those elemants of the Polish
situation which give rise to Sovist concern or figure in the
calculations of alternativas is incomplete without attendirng

to the role of the Polish military.

E. POLISH MILITARY AND SECURITY PORCES

Two organizations in Poland are equiped and organized
for fighting. The first, the militia, is composed of tough
well-trained security forces, The second, *the military, 1is
made up of conscripts. The Polish aramy is today the largsest
and in many respects the most modern of the Non-Soviet
Warsaw Pact (NSWpP) armias. It has five tank divisions and
eight motorized rifle divisions. It is unique aaong the
NSWP armies in that it also has one airborne and one
anphibious division. In 1972, 81% of the army's officers

came from worker and peasant families.

" Brussels
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s? "Pore&qn uigiiter omaents on o&isb Situatisan
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"The Polish military has today partially revived its
traditional ethos as the guardian of the Polish nation."ss
One reflection of this 1is the coabined celebration on 29
November, of the anniversary of the 1830 revol:t against the
Russians and Polish Officer's Cadets Day.5%?

The military can theoretically perform two iirect roles
in crises situations. 9Jne is in maintaining or restoring
domestic order and the other is in countering external
threats. The role of the wmilitary in maintaining or
restoring domestic order, through the active—usa of ¢roops,
must be regarded as unlikely. The Army disobeyed orders tc
fire during the 1956 Poznan riots and wvas used opnly in a
lisited fashion to break up strikes in 1970. Jaruzelski has
claimed that this latter action was only conducted after
"uncoordinated orders" were issued.®0 Furthermore, their use
in 1970 coapounded serious soul-searching within the armed
forces which arose after their participation in the Czech

invasion 4in 1968. Even ¢the Soviets commenteld on their

invasion attitudes which they criticized as heing marked by

A. Ross Johnsizgaaobe tt W. Dean, and Alexander Alex*ev
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$9 Warsaw Domestic Service, 29 Noveamber 1980, in IS-E? 5
December 1980, p. 3-30. ' ’ EBISCEZU,

60 2ast Bupopeaa HMilitary Establishments, p. 60.
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"passivity"® and “*"lack of coamittaent”® to the goals of the
invasion.%! This was even mor2 striking because it disputed
the traditional animosities which exist between the Poles
and the Czechs. The natur2 of the resolution of this debate
vas signalled in 1976, when it is widely believed that
Jaruzelski cautioned that "Polish soldiers will not fire on
Polish workers."¢2 7The likelihood that the security forces
wvould be used for internal control is higher by their nature
and history, but lower in reality. They nuaber only 77,000
and their regular units were unable to handle riots in 1956
or 1970. Furthermore, their demorilization today is of such
serious dimensions that questions of their effectiveness
must be raised. It is tharefore unlikaly that they will be
able to play a major role in the current crisis either.
Turning to the role of both the amilitary ard the
security forces in responding *o an external threat, one
finds a different picture, As would be expected, both have
been generally neutralizad by the presence 0of Soviet
of ficers and advisors. Hdwever, on isccasion, 2lements of the

Aray and security forces have been succeeded in acting with

¢t 1bid., p. 60.
62 Dale ngsgringce "The olish uxlltary and the Policy

Process," am;;d:i D. m‘ and aoger *. Kazet, eds. .,
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independence, In October 1956, when one Soviet division
stationed in Poland began moving towards Warsaw, elements of
tha Polish security forces wvere @aoved into positions around
WNarsaw to block Soviet access, &3 clearly threataning armed
res;stance.

puring the current crisis, it has been reported that
Polish wmilitary units took up positions n2ar one Soviet
division at HWroclaw in 1 move reminiscent t9 that of the
sacurity forces in 1956.%¢ They participated in the
Brotherhood-in-Arms exercise in Septeaber 1980 only in
reduced numbers and when the Sovist amphibious units were
employed, the Polish ones were not exercised at all. This
lends interesting evidence to the sensitivity of the Soviats
¢o0 the role of the Polish armed forces in a possible future
intervention, Use of the security forces in 0c*ober, 1956
was a result of the commanders' allegiance to the Polish
governaent and their ability to thwart the Soviet advisors.
One should not, therefore, discount their potential for
future usa in this role either.

The current orientation of th2 amilitary commanders has

been made clear in a variety of ways. In one statement, the

3 2ast Europeap Military Establishmepts, p. 23.
6+ Newsweak, 29 September 1980, p. 36.
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silitary leaders noted that they favored "th2 bilateral and

unequivocal impleamentation” of the August agraemsnts.®% In a
statement that was yet stronger, 50 generals and 200 staff
officers said that "Poland*s military chiefs ar2 secretly
pledged to fight with th2ir people against any invading
communist army."%¢é¢ The great extent of the integration of
the ailitary leadership with that of the PUWP has also been
reported.®? Thus, with their recent emphz2sis 3in the
officer's corps on professional mwmilitary criteria over
political preparation, and the general de-Sovietization that
has occurred since Gomulka's rise in 1956, <¢t%2ir role in
countering a future intervention into Poland must not be

discounted.

F. REVIEW

This chapter has demonstrated the great econoaic
instability in the country and ¢ths 2conomic calamity facing
that nation, the unity, osrganization and vocal nature of %he
opposition which has emerged in Poland, and the veakness of

the adherants to that systsem, <the PUWP. One last comament

63 Jarsav Domestic Television 29 Noveaber 1980 in -
EEU, 29 November 1980, p. 3-11. ! EBls=

66 Daily 2xprgss(london), 3 December 1980.

87 n1f the USSR Intervenal i Poland, its Intervention Would
Be 'Lau‘ul'6 D& §§(Btusse )é 3 Decenber 1980, p. 2, 1in
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must be made. Until the new year, the Polish crisis was
marked by teing distinctly different from the <cases of
Czechoslovakia and Hungary. In both of these la%ter two
cases, the Commuaist party vas in the forefront of the
rafora movement, rather than being dragged alony as is true
in the Polish case. UUnlike Czechoslovakia and Hungary, the
calls for reforma in Poland were issued from outside of the
PUWP and were amuch aore broadly based than the earlier
calls. However, recently, and certainly since February, a
breakdown within the party has become apparent and has
affected a dramatic change. This wmay portand the most
serious omen yet against the «continuation of the Polish
experiment beyond the na2xt fawv months. Strong arquments
have been made that in the past the issue at stake in East
zﬁtopean interventiocs has always been control of the local
communist party.®® It is this control which sesas to be in

jeopardy today.

Pangh ﬁiprigéf"%s'n 35‘-3 Igg5et Hs&g?%%n%%ﬁ%é%%%é"&’é‘&g's’;
"Soviet He 9 Bastern Europe," Politics
29 (January 77) %231,
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III. HISIORICAL IHREADS

Today, wmuch of the world is wondering whether Poland's
current difficulties will trigger a Soviet response similar
to their interventions in Aungary (1956) and Czechoslovakia
(1968) . The question is very complex and there are a variety
of avenues open which may provide answers to it. Basic to,
and early in, any discussion of Soviet intervention must be
one guestion. What is Poland to the Soviet Union?

Chekov, +the nineteenth century Russian playwrite, orce
wrote that the past "weighs upon a Russian aind like a
thousand-ton rock." With this in mind, it appears important
for the non-Russian observer to have an appreciatiom for
past Russian experiences. If Chekov is «right, +this can
render a gliapse of reactions and predispositions of the
current Soviet decision aakers., What follows, therefore, is
a review of Soviet-Polish history which attempts to
illuminata the attitudes which the Soviets maintain of the
Poles, and the nature of the historic 1interaction.
Additionally, some attention will be paid ¢t> drawing a

sketch of the Polish political culture.

56




A. POLISH VITALITY

Ironically, +the conversion, by Catholic priests, of
Poland's first historical ruler, Mieszko I *o Christianity
in 963 A.D. establishes the beginning of both the official
Polish history and the deep-rooted cultural coaflict which
marks Poiand's historic relationship with Russia. The
history of Poland since that date <can be brokemn down iato
tvo periods. During the first, which ended in 1697, Poland
was an important international actor. Copernicus, studying
at the OUniversity of Krakow, is today's most familiar
example of the heights to which Polish culture rose in the
golden age it experienced during the Jagiellonian Dynasty
{(1368-1572) . Poland's importance ia the politico-military
arena is also clearly revealed by the role it played in the
relief of vienna (1683), when Polish cavalry, operating in
a coalition army under the leadership of Sobielski (King
John IIXI of Poland) defended the city and halted the advance
of the Turks into western central RBurope.

The interplay between Russia and Poland for influence
and control had already begun during this first period when
Poland extended its boundaries west and south ¢5 include the
lands of historic Lithuania, modern Byelorussia and the

Okraine, and the city of Kiev, The climax of this interplay
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occurred in 1610 wvhen Sigisaund II's Polishk armies

capitalizad on Russia‘'s Tiae of Troubles and occupied Moscow
in support of the Thief, ¢the Second Pretender to the Thrown
of Muscovy.®? This event marked the nadir of Russian powver.
The Polish occupation of the Kremlin ended in Noveamber 1612.
While Polish ¢onversion to Catholicism marked the beginnning
of the contest for influence, the occupation of MNoscow
shaded it with deep emotion.

As is frequsently the case, seeds for change are sewn
long hefore the change ¢they induce becomes evident. The
Polish prestige and influence evidenced during the relief of
Vienna in 1683 were undermined by a change made in 1572. 1In
that year, the last Jagiellonian king died leaving no heir.
The Polish response ¢t2 this crisis was to invoke a
Constitution whose mwmajor article wmade the aonarchy an
elective office. Unique among its Suropean neighbors, these
changes opened the Kingdom to oJutside interference both
during succession crises and during the 4intervening vears
vhen the nov successful candidates catered to their foreign

benefactors.

69 Tn an intetesging aside, Daitri the Palse drew froa *“he
Poles not only his 3upport, but also his heritage.
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This change arose directly from internal politics. The

szlachta, the Polish gentry, having fallen under the spell
of the Western ideas of 1liberty and freedom preserved thess
for themselves by severely limiting the power o5f the king.
They further limited his power with another major provision,
called the ljberum veto which allowad any siagle deputy in
the Sejms to veto any bill passed in that body. These are
early examples of a general Polish c¢ultural trai+t of
intense, almost fierce, indivildualism. Clarifying the
ranifications of this trait, one observer has noted that
Polish individualism has been a serious impediment to their

efforts

to establish the institutions which, when they function,
assure the state a firm base of political and econoaic
concord that peramits it to exercise its sovereignty to
the limits of strength and opportunity.?9

Several themes important <to this study are already
evident in the first period of Poland's history. One was
the Catholicization of Poland. This eveat served ¢to
philosophically separate the Polish Slavs from <*he Russian
Slavs who nmaintained their Orthodoxy with its Byzantine
heritage. Catholicization may also have provided Poland with

the urge to convert the Orthodox populations t5 the East.

Culfits (dev Haven: ncat BRERRS® (33§ Rspelg. iis Soclety. its
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Another theme results from the occupation of Mosccw
(1610-1611) . Accomplished during a period of extreme Pussian
weakness, this event set the tone of the struggle at a basic
lavel. A final theme relates to the constraints which the

Polish culture was placing on its own political viabiliey.

B. BUSSIAN ASCENDANCE

Russian recovery from and response to tha 1610/1611
occupation was short in develsping and leads to the second
period of Polish history, one which reveals a fragmented,
weak, and divided Poland prograeassively fallinjy under the
power of Russia. During the first Northern Wac (1654~-1667),
Poland was unable to defend its own borders. Rising Russian
strength lead in 1667 to the Treaty of Andrusovo vwhich
divided the previously exclusively Polish Ukraine with
Russia. During the Great Northern War(1700-1721), further
trends in Polish <culture and in Russo-Polish relations
became evident. During the later seventeenth century, the
Polish political situation was ™"chaotic." Polanl wvas headed
vtoward political disintegration and anarchy.” It wvas, with
a population of eight wsillion, an "impotent giant." A
contemaporary English diplomat 4described Poland. "This

ungettled nation [is] 1like the sea, it foamss and
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roars...{but it} only wmoves when it is agitated by some
superior power."?t Russia, occupied by Poland only ninety
years earlier, did not fail to capitalize on its new found
strangth. Growing Russian preeminence over Poland resulted
not only from Russia's success at battle with the Swedes
during the Great Northern War, but also because Peter's
agents "learned to exploit the Polish Constitution and to
play the nobility against each other and the king."7?2 This
is only the first of many curious examples revealing the
continuity of the patterns of interaction which have marked
these two countries for the last 350 years.

Political weaknesses, arising from the Polish pclitical
culture continued to undermine the nation’s strength. While
Russia's influence in Poland in the eighteenth century was
limited by its Je facto nature, Polish political viability
vas liamited by its "wretched systea of government." One
historian has wvwritten that "the triumphant class (the
szlachta)failed to organize its power in such a manner as to
give the country an effective government." But his most

enlightening description dJdepicted the nation 1living "in

sz.“b%%%%i%&r 1&%%—15!8“15%&“5559 1 L N
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aparchy thinly concealed under ¢the forms of an elaborate
republican Constitution."?3 These observations were also

shared by conteamporary Russians. In 1762, ore wrate

Pola is constagt bein lunged into internal discord
an& agsorde:s uagcgytake 3 ?her?uhole attention~ as long
as she preserves her Constitution she does not deserve
to be considerad among the European Powers.?¢

C. CATHERINE AND THE PARTITIONS

Into this @milieu entered Russia's Catherine the Great.
Her interast in Poland had far reaching importance. Her
first najot‘ act was to 1influence the election of Poland's
new King in 1763. Her prefarsnce was faor Stanislaw !

Poniatowski; it vas a preference based on his loyalty to her

- indubitably proven during their earliasr romantic
association, Her tactics to secure the election involved an

early, although by no means unparalleled, use of Russian

troops. Z2ncamped around RFarsaw during the election, the
psychological iapact of their prasenca was sufficient ¢to

secure Catherine's choice.

73 N, Bobrzynski i 3 vols. Cracod
1890), 2:35 ci€e&1§§J§oE%%%B&.g_Eg§§§3§ﬂ% Sa¢2ad g#g}i;;gé
9{ Eglggg (éalbridge :Harvard Un;versity ress, 1 e P
. ¥aphasis added.

7+ Letter from Chagcellor #.V. Vorontsov to Peter IIXY, cited
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The next few years proved gqui2t, but the Russian quest

for greater influence <continued, Ia 1767, a major
confrontation over the severely 1limited rights of those
meabers of <the Ponlish population who were OJrthodox or
Protestant was engineered by Prince Nicholai Repnin, the
Russian Aambassador to P2land. A sound Russian purpose
existed for this choice. In 31 not2 to Repnin, Nikita Panin,
the Russian Minister of Poreign Affairs, who wvas considered

to be Catherine's mouthpiece,?S wrote

It is necessary to resolve the Dissident affair not for
the sake of propagatan our faith and the Protastants xn

it it tn LI, Sonii. Bl
na @ af of Poland.?

During the caapaign for Dissident rights, Repnin was "in
every respect absolute monarch.”?? Again the pattern of
interaction reveals its curious continuity. Repain wrote "I

will place 15,000 troops at the Diet, and the Diet will be

compelled to do what the Dissidents demand vith the

7S Lord, The Second Raztition, p. 47.

76 Letter fros Pa in to , Repnin czted by Sergei ulkhazlovxch
Solov'ev, Igtordia agﬁ# gg eisliki vtasen
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protection of the Empress."?7® To ensure favorable votes,

uncompromising Poles were placed unier house arrast. Despite
these aeasures, the initial attempts to secure these
Dissident rights eluded Catherine's subordinates.

However, this situation was reversed vhen Repnin
proposed that Catherine be proclaiamed the guarantor of the
Polish Constitution. Poles who were intramsigent to this
new idea, including the Bishops of Krakow and Kiev, were
ordered arrested and imprisoned by the Russian Ambassador.
Without these strong opponents of Dissident reforam, the
remaining Poles acjyuiesced to the demand that Catherine be
made the guarantor of their Coanstitution, which wvas
thereupon amended ¢to provide for the vrights of the
Dissidents.

This iaportant periosd of Russian interaction with the
Poles was not Yyet complete. In response %9 Russia's
interference in Poland, a patriotic uprising occurred under
the leadership of the Bar Confederation. Typical of many
future Polish attempts to throw off Russian dominance, ¢the
confederation wvas strongly patriotic but weakly organized.

While considering support of the Bar Confederation, the

’.' d l 2 [ 4 A4
16, tgtzg g;,xgggg'2§§1g§§i Kaziasierz 2ulasgki, zrciorys, p
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French wondered if it was "one of those ephsmeral moveaments

to which 20lish £flightiness is given." The Preach emissary
from Loius XV, travelling in gognito, confirmed the
suspicion. It is easy to confuse whether he was talking of
historic or contemporary Poland. He found it in a "state of
confusion, dissension, ignorance,/ and disorder."?9 Further
evidance of <the Confederation®'s +«e2ak organization came in
June 1768 when Russian troops crushed it one day before a
major element in Krakow Joined the Confederation. Polish
defeat after four more years of warfare which sometimes was
fought with guerilla tactics, lead to the Pirst Partition of
Poland in 1772.
1. The Eigst Rartition

The Pirst Partition was conducted in concert with
Prussia and Austro-Hungary and saw 1limited areas on the
perimeter absorbed by the outside powers. Catherine
explained her actions duaring this period by invoking calls
for the return 2f "Russian lands" and the repatriation of
ethnic Russians, but these explanations verz lame. The
subjects of Catherine's interest were the population of
modern Byelorussia and the Okraine. Unlike today, however,

during the eighteenth century, the former were referred to

7 rbid., 97.
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as Lithuanians and the latter as the Cherkassian nation. 8o

This clearly exposed Russian acceptance of the population's
non-Russian characters. Catherine's interest was far aore
accurately explained by self-defense and acquizitiorn of a
passage %o Europe. But with ths2 Partition, Russia had traded
de facto influence throughout the whole Polish Commonwealth
for de ijure control of only a small part. Clearly,
Catherine's goals had not yet been satisfied.
2. The Second Rartition

A new chapter opened shortly after the French
Revolution in 1789 when, 3in 1791, the Poles adopted a
progressive and more liberal Constitation. The
liberalization lead in 1792 to the Targowica Confederation,
to wvhom the king, still Poniatowski, turned over control of
the statae. The Confederation failsd to be effective, and
Russia's 2xpansive attitudes sav opportunity. One Russian
diplomat noted in late 1792, that "this nation [has] shown
itself so hopelessly perverse that it aust be reduced to a
state of perpetuai impotence “o harm its neighbors."™ dHe

added that considerations to expand Russian control in

e0 Lord, 1he Second Rartition, p. 42.
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Poland were "reinforced by the long-felt desire for the
finest acguizition the Empire could ever make."8! Ca+therine
perfected her plans and only when they were set 3id she tell
the Prussians what their part would be. The Polas, much as
before, were unprepared. The Russian and Prussian move to
conduct the partition of the remainder of the Commonwealth
in 1793 came after the Pd>les had had sufficient +time for
s,military and diplomatic preparation. However, the Poles
were caught in a state >f unreadiness. The open knowledge
that Catherine's opposition to the new Constitution was
growing, in combination with suspizious troop movements, vas
not sufficient to alarm the Poles. A conteaporary account
reports that on the eve of the partition, "Warsaw was never
more thronged or more brilliant® and coapared Poles to
Poapeians, dancing over the volcano on their last day.82
While Poles <continued to behave in 2 pattern the
reader is growing accustomed %o, <the Russians, who had
reminded others that they never did anything halfway, 83 were

also predictable. Catherine's nilitary commander in Warsaw,

81 Letter rom Markov to S.R. Varontsov 8/19 Novenmbhe
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General Ijelstroam, refused to allov a single Polish regiment
or a single cannon from tha Warsawv aresenal %o be sent
against the Russians.®* The Second Partition of Poland,
which totally divided Poland and thus ended Pd>lish state
existence, was accomplished more easily that the battles
which followed.
3.  PRolish Defiapge and the IThigd Paptition

Polish military response again commenced after the
opportune timse. Led by General Tadeusz Kosciuszko, whbo had
previously distihguished himself in tha American
Revolutionary War, the Poles wrung out™ several victories.
Iaportant was an early battle im which the General lead
sythe-bearing éghsants o victory against professional
Russian troops. This success rallied Polish support for his
rebellion and contributed to victories in s2veral more
battles, but timing and Russian predominace denied him a
victorious campaign. Pollowing the Polish defeat at
Maciejowice, vhere Xosciuszko was captured, the Polish
rebellion faced inevitable defeat, However, it 1id1 not occur
antil aftar Catherine's troops, tnder the command of General

Suvorov, %% slaughtered not only the defenders but also the

- S Gl ED ED . Ay o e o

8+ Lord, lhe Second Pagtitionm, p. 395.

83 He was only later prosoted to his more faailiar rank of
Narshal.
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population of Praga, outside Warsaw. This ruthless act,
unnaecessary in the military sensa, underscored the enmity
felt between the two cultures. With the Russian defeat of

Kosciuszko's rebellion, came the Third Partition of Poland.

D. RUOSSIA'S POLISH PROVINCE

During the eighteenth centary, Russian strength flows.
Russian desire to expand combines with memoriss of Polish
interference and orients the Russians in part towvards the
West. Russian influence over poland grows by stages until,
uader Catherine, Polish statehood has been axtinguished.
This process is accompanied by ruthless acts which serve
only to increase the enmity already clearly in evidence.
While the second period of Rolish history, referred to at
the beginning of this chapter, is not viewed as ending with
the Partitions, there 1is a notable delineation at <this
point. The shifting balance of power which 1lead to the
Partitions becomes a gtitus gquo power balance which exists
throughout the nineteenth <century and to which this review
now turns.

The history of Polish-Russian relations in the
nineteenth century startad with Napoleon, but was punctuated

by major rebellions in 1830 and 1863. Between 1807 and 1809,




Napoleon created the Duchy of Warsaw from the Prussian and

Austro-Hungarian partitions. Prench support for Poland had
alvays been high, and the Prench presence in the Duchy, with
the revolutionary encouragement which that provided to the
Poles across the Nieman River 1in the Russian Partition,
prompted Tsar WNicholas I +o grant his ©Poland a new
constitution which gave it great aatonomy and guaranteed the
freedoms of speech, press, and association while granting
special protection and priviledge to <the Roman Catholic
Church. At the same time, the I'sar added "I have created
such organs of ra2pression as will make the Poles understand
that they aust not go beyond a certain liait."®% While this
statement sounds moderate, it also bears a r2semblance to
modern Soviet statements rTegarding the 1limits of current
Bast Buropean initiatives. At least one contemporary
conservative thinker expressed sharper views when he wrote
in 1811 that his nation's interests demanded that "there be
no Poland under any shape 5r name."87

Napolaon's attack into Russia with the Gragje Armee in

1812 wvas viewed by the Poles as another opportunity to

8¢ Jalsh, Russia and the soviet Union, p. 173.
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regain their independence. Their ailitary support of the
Arpee was praised by the Emporor. But the venture failed,
and vith the Prench retreat €from Moscow through the Duchy
came Russian troops. The Congress of Vienma (1815) ceded
the Duchy to Alexander I.
1.  Bevoluytion of 1830

Russian thought and attitudes towards Poland begin
to reflect a shift after 1815, Asi}as implied 1in earlier
discussion, ethnically Russian territory was recovered with
the Treaty of Andrusovo in 1667. Pollowing the Partitions,
the new territories gained wera called the "pPolish
provinces,” the "provinces detached from Poland," or simsply,
"polish lands." These titles reflected Russian acceptaace
of the non-Russian character of the Polish territory in
question. However, after 1819, thay came to be referred to
as the "Wastern provinces."®® As the belief that Poland vas
an integral part of <the Russian Eapire grev in Russian
minds, so to did the Polish desira to remove the Russian
y;ke.

The Russian yoke was next assaulted by the November

1830 rebellion. It wvas started wvwithout any unity of

ze;:%giﬁggi Hgggglgzﬁniv§%§i§§:§8%§§9 53&3?%93?'5.121121231'
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purpose.8? Divisions existed within the revolutionary's and
between them and the general population. It coamenced with
an ill-planned rebellion lead by the most Junior officers.
They succeeded in expelling the Russian garrison €from
warsaw, but the pre-existing internal dissensions soon
veakened the revolutionaries. The Polish governaent
contributed further to the weak Polish response by waiting
too long to call up more Polish forces.

On the other hani, Nicholas I, of Russia, ordered
Russian troops into Poland to crush the Rebellion as soon as
he learned of it. The slowvw Polish reaction intaracted with
the speedy Russian response in a predictable manner. Polish
disorganization and lack of unity were debilitating. In one
instance, General Dwernicki "fought a fine cavalry battle at
Boreamb, but later, being iasufficiently assisted Ly the
local ipsurgents, he was forced into Austria and out of the
war."%% ghile noting the heroism of <the Polish soldiers,
"the war ended in def=2at because ¢there wers no capanle

leaders. "1t

89 1bid., p. 9.
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Por their unsuccessful rebellion, the Poles were

ravarded with loss of their autonomous status and increasing
efforts to Russify thea. Tsar Nicholas I allegedly said
that he "knew only two sorts of Poles, those whom he hated
and those whoa he despised."?2 A final reflection of PRussian
attitudes towards the Poles was rendered by Pushkin, who in
To Russia's Slanderers asserted his country's right tc¢ crush
the Polish rebellion, and promised foreign interventionists
the "same treatment previously meted out to Napoleon.,"?3
Russia's conviction that it possessed a right to Polish
territory was growing stronger with the passage of tinme.
Integration after 1830 included an act vhich made the
Russian ruble the official currency in Poland.

Another subject for dispute which arose during the
sid~nineteenth century wvas that of Pan-Slavisa. Various
interpretations included those of Pan-Slavisnm and
Slavophilisn, One contenmporary writer addressed the
distinction between the two. Slavophilism, he noted,
reflected the views of the Poles and aimed at "independence

and equal dignity... of all branches of this great [Slav]

LSRR B R P 3 The Toles wieo
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tribe." This ran directly counter t5> the Pan-Slavise of the
Russians which, as Pushkin had said, was "understood as the
flowing of all Slav rivers into the Russian sea."?+¢ Russian
Pan-Slavisa "envisiged not a Slavic collaboration in freedom
and equality, but a Russian domination over the Slavs."9?S%
This dispute nmarks another major philosophical difference
between the Poles and the Russians. It is time to return to
the chronological thread of this review.

After the 1830 Revolution, Russian domination
increased. It was signalled in part by Polish loss of
autonoay and by the monetary intergration of 1841, However,
following the Russian defeat in the Crimean War (1854¢-1856),
this trend subsided. Adam Ulam notes that this defeat
brought to an end an ideological phase of Tsarist Russia's
foreign policy which had begun in 1815 at the Congress of
Vienna?¢ and had been highlighted in part in the dispute
over Pan-Slavisna, The turn away from ideological

considerations resulted in the easing of Russian domination

- - dpa G Y D - - e > = o

9¢ wandycz, soviet-Polish Belations, p. 11.
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of Poland and this in turn 1lead almost directly to the
Revolution of 1863.
2.  Bewolution of 1863

Phrases used to describe the Revolution of 1863 are
reasarkably siailar to those describing 1830, 1794
(Kosciuszko), as well perhaps as the Bar Confederation
(1767) . This revolution, while the most heroic, was ill-
advised.®? The revolutionaries were2 again split betwveen the
moderates and the radicals and apart from the peasants who
vere indifferent or hostila to <the revolt. This revolt was
also the bloodiest. Polish peasant soldiers, serving in the
tsarist aray, were released in order ¢to stiffen the
resistance against the revolt. When the insurgents
discovered this, those soldiers who were caught, vere
hung.?® Atteapts by the Polish revolutionaries to gain
support from nearby nations strength2aned traditional Russian
suspicions of collusion with the West.?9 The war, at tiaes
fought with guerilla methods, was concluded in 1864. Russia

defa2ated the Poles by accentuating the divisions within

” Reddauay, casbridge History, II:384.
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*® dandycz, §Soviet-Polish Relations. p. 14.




L_IQA\Q S w

Polish society and by giving the Polish peasants their own
land.

This revolution was viewed very seriously by the
Russians. Mikhail Katkowv, an ex-liberal, stated that "the
insurrection threatened the sacred interests of Russia.™100
Ronald Hingley notes that in Dostoavsky's novels, his most
"girulent contempt is reserved for the Poles:
topographically adjacent, Catholics, rebels against Russian
rule in 1863, and damned in all three <capacities."™ This
contenpt is evidenced by his frequent use, as a figure in
his novels, of the "wretched little Pola.mto1

While the Poles had formerly possessed a spirit of
romanticisnm, both they and the Russians now adopted an
attitude of realisa. That of the Russians was far more
pronouncead. poland became an occupied state and future
nation of Russia, A strong poiicy of Russification was
instituted. Russian became the sole language of
adainistration, Polish geographic names wers changed to
Russian names and the RKingdom of Poland unofficially became
Wisla or d#istula land.to2
100 1bid., p. 13.

104 Hingley, Russianp dind, p. 148.
102 Jandycz, Soviet-Polish Relations, p. 16.
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Pan-Slavisa, with its two interpretations, gained a

third one when Sergei Solov'ev wrote "Poles are called
reneqgqades and traitors" and have "lost all right to
participate in the future greatness of Slavs." If this was
not enough, the Poles were determined by <the ethnographic
congress held in Moscov in 1867 to be the "Judas of
Slavdom."® Finally, ™A Russian citadel and a huge orthodox
church in the center of Warsaw proclaimed to the world that
Wisla 1land was a Tsarist colony."193 This fira Russian
reaction to the revolution of 1863 closes another phase.
Puture developu;nts vere ¢to be formed and determined by
forces new to the scene >f Polish-Russian relations.
3. Ihe Twentdieth Century and the Rolish Iatarvenption

In the latter nineteenth century, a new movement of
political thought was receiving attantion throughout Europe.
Marx's writings vere read in Poland and his thoughts lead to
the formation of several parties. The major party wvas the
Polish Socialist Party (PPS). Its program adopted in 1892,
proclaimed as its aim an "independent democratic Polish
Republic.” This aias accurately revealed Polish

interpretation of both Marx and Engels. The philosophy of
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Polish communism linked the Marxian expression of class

exploitation with the Polish concern over foreign

PR

oppression.19¢ The growing strength of <the PPS militia lead
to the first Polish clash with the Russians when PPS militia
exchanged shots with Russian gendarmes and soldiers in
Warsav in Noveamaber 1904.1908 However, this small incident did
little to alter Poland's subjugation. Not until World War I
(WWI) did change appear possible. The importance of ®WI vas
prophetically outlined girga 1906 by one Pocle whdo understood
that although Austro-Hungary and Prussia shared in the
partition of his country, Russia was the primary enemy and
that should war come to Burope, the Poles*' final aim would
be their independence. This Pole, an ex-socialist of the
PPS, was named Jozef Pilsudski, 10s

AWl sav Poland again become the battleground for
other nations* disputgs, but with the destruction of the
three partitioning powvers in that war, Poland seized its
independence, #ith independence came the need to define and
control Poland's boundaries. Soviet-German collusion as

German troops withdrew from Poland allowed th2 Soviets to

106 Tt intergsting to note  that both Marx and Engels
endorsed the Polish stuggle for independence.

103 Wandycz, govigt-Polish Belatiops. p. 27.
106 1pid., p. 31.




occupy Polish territory and served to deny the Poles control
of their territory. The need to define and control these
lead the Poles, undsr the leadership of Pilsudski, to launch
an attack on the infant Soviet Union. Newly formed Polish
units moved deep into Soviet territory in 1919 but were then
forced to retreat to the gates of Warsaw. A counterattack,
ordered by Pilsudski, reestablished control of the Polish
frontiers and the ¢two sides finally ended ¢the Polish
Intervention with the signing of the Treaty of Riga.

Closer =xamination of statement made by the
participants reveals a Soviet attitude largely unchanged
from that of their forebearers, the Tsarist Russians. Leain
spoke of Poland as ™a Wall."197 Apother Soviet statement
related the Soviet perception that Poland was either a
bridge or a barrier to the spread of Communism. It added,
poignantly, that if she was the latter, she must be smashed
wvhile if she was the foraer, she must becoae a Soviet
Poland.198 In a similar vein, Karl Radek, a Galician Polish

Jew by birth, wrote in Izvestia

{Poland] hgs pcoved to us bg deed that she capnot exist
gide by side with Soviet Russia. If the white guard

o7, FRFIELORIR B, QTL, wne Teseosroe
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Poland canpot exist side bx side with Soviet Russia,
then a Soviet Poland will.to

Stateaents like these left little of the Sovist political
aspirations unclear.

The comments above referr=d1 to Poland, the country.
Others, equally poignant, referred ¢ the Poles, themselves.
Much has been said of\the vituperative comments printed in
Soviet papers in 1920 while the Russians had the upper hand.
voenpoe Delo, a Soviet military daily, referred to “he Poles
as "Lakhs" - a derogatory term. After these and other
- statements, Lenin instructed the nailitary papers %o tone
down their chauvinistic overtones and insistad on promoting
the distinction "between the Polish lords, and the peasants
and workers."110 However, shortly thereafter, he underscored
the tactical nature of these iastructions when he wrote
wfrom a political point of viev it is most important to kill
Poland.112

The similarity of the Soviet views %o their Tsarist
heritage was not the only continuity evident. Coamenting on

the Polas, Dzerzhinskii wrote that when the Soviets reached

109 Ibido, po “2-

110 Y k ] {(Moscow 1942) XXXIV:293 cited by
wand czfnigéisigzgiiéh Relations, p. 201. ’

111 otsky Archives ile A, August 1920 cited by Rorbel
zglagﬁ betyeep East iaﬁ dests p. 5¢. ‘ ’
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Bialystok, the first Polish city, they "“felt n> power." He
wrote further that the lsaders of the Polish Communist Party
"did not know how to master the masses or the political
situation." He added “they miss a leader - a Lenin."t12 He
vas well based in his coaments; he was a Pole by birth.
While Polish political lealership was wanting, its
military leadership was batter. The countarattack lead by
Pilsudski in 1920 which reestablished the Polish boundaries
illuainated the Polish tendency to wait until <¢he last
opportunity to organize. Many Poles remember that "the guns

near Warsaw became a tocsin which warns and awakesns.™113

E. INDEPENDENT POLAND EMERGES

With the Treaty of Riga came peace. Marshal Pilsudski
retired and the Poles continued to operate ia manners %hat
have never stood the test of reality. The constitution

provided for a weak executive,

Ptae elections brought into the legislaturs a multitule
golltlca groups and factions dnable to produce a
sta le majority except in extreme situations...Numerous

- S s D = e W e -

112 P B, Dzecrzhinskii Dyev Moscow
1958), p. 258-260, 1le Eers ~of . anslis Aug ;gdn¥326. cited

by dandycz, Soviatipo Relations, p.
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changes in _cabinets, frequent parliamentary crises
cog;tguous bickerings, persdonal quarrzls, and clashes of
ambitions

marked Polish government.t1*

Themes of the Polish political culture and Russo-Polish
relations, already familiar, were given added credence by
the experiences of 1independent Poland between the wars.
After observing that Poland's parliamentary dzmocracy vwvas
"reviving the anarchy of the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries," Marshal Pilsudski returned to the leadership of
the <country in 1926.t15 Colonel Beck, his Hd¥inister of
Poreign Affairs, noted that "the authority of Marshal
Pilsudski was the decisive factor in the ... affairs of
Poland."11¢ The New YJork Times using the same metaphor as
the eighteenth century English diplomat, supported this view
vhen its obituary noted that "no other such human rock to
dominate and direct ¢the Polish <tide" existed after his

death.117?

L T L)

t1e Barpett q: t ople . 21, In__another
ravealing 5sid§%l§n%he ;ans%gtgfién Prof <1921 officiaily
recogpizeéd the leading position" of the <Catholic Church,
This’ 1s remarkably similar to the current dispute over the
vleading role" of "the Communist Party for Solidarity. Ibid.,

p. 11,
133 tbid., p. 22.

116 Colonel Jozef Beck + New ark: Robert
SpQISerogn Sons, Publiéhe%éei}ng?gg$957)f p- 2§u.

1172 13 NMa 1935 cited by Bohdan B.
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Marshal Pilsudski's €oreign policy ¢to the Fast called

for the astablishment of buffer states from the Baltic
republics through Byelorussia and the Ukraine to Romania, on
the Black Sea. His Jesire to unite these in alliance
against the Soviets flew directly in the face of the
Soviet/Russian urge to open the Wast. Tension with the
Soviet Union reached the level of disturbing Soviet military
activities in 1930, 1936, and 1938.118 3oviat attitudes
registered little change as Molotov revealed when he called
Poland, in 1939, "an ugly off<spring of Versailles."1t®
Hitler's intrigues allowed th2 Soviets to realize the
partial fulfillment of their designs to regain control of
Poland later that year. The Polish Government in BExile
(London Poles), with whom the Russians wmaintained minimal
contact was "riven by dissensions and clashing views as to
how to deal with [the Soviet might]."120 Soviet relatioams
deteriorated as their battlefield successes multiplied.
Relations were finally broken off over the Polish protest of
the rather clear Soviet murder of thousands of Polish

officers in Katyn Porest. A final Soviet underscoring of

118 1bid., p. 8 and p. 893, Beck, Final Report, p. 168.

119 glas, Expapnsion and zoaxistsence, p. 210.
120 1bhid., p. 342.
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their position towards the nationalist Polish elements canme
with <their total 1lack of support of the Warsaw Uprising
which lead to the extinction of the remaining Polish
nationalists. With the end of WWII, the Soviets were in
position to reestablish their +traditional hegemony over

Poland.

P. A NOTE ON POLISH POLITICAL CULTURE
This review has also provided sxamples of the Polish
political cultur=s. Jan Szczepanski, currently President of
the Polish Writers® Union, has provided a succinct list of
traits of the Polish political culture. Of these *traits,
three have been well developed and are simply listed below.
They are:
1) the cult of individualisa,
2) the intransigence of the gentry to subordination, and
3) the inability to organize collectively for any long tarm
efforts.
Pour more traits are listed by Szczepanski. Cne |is
bravery. The case of Kosciuszko's sythe-bearing peasants is

clear evidence. Napoleon also gave praise on this point when
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he said, "I love Poles on the battlefield, they are brave

people, 121 ) second trait related 1is of a highly developed
feeling of honor 2and personal dignity. Harder to support,
one indication of <this juality is provided by another
observation from the Napoleonic wars. In writing of hte
allied contingents of the Grande irasee, one author wrote,
"hby far the most loyal and aggrassive were the Poles.,"t22
Szczepanski also felt that 1eep patriotism and national
pride were notable gualities 5f the Polish political
culture,123 Poland has experianced greatness and
subordination each for 1long periods of its thousand-year
history. Cultural +trait weaknesses did not appear evident
during its period of power, and were key to its fall.
Later, analysis will focus on whether a fundamental or
significant change has occurred and is contributing to the
success, thus far, of the current course of events unfolding

in Poland today.

121 Bugenae Tarle on's vasi o i New York:
Octaqog 800ks, 1§71F%2§%g7837 lovasion of Russia

122 g, P, Delderfield
Athaneua, 1967), p. 28,

123 Jan Szczepanski, Poljish Society (New York: Random House,
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G. CONCLUSION

This review posed a question at the opening. ¥hat is
Poland to the Soviet Onion? The clearest answer to this
question is provided by a2 Russian who wrote in 1811, "Let

foreigners condemn the Partition of Poland - we took what
was ours."12s since then, they hava had almost one hundred
seventy years to build in their minds the legitimacy of
their claims. Indeed, this is not pure speculation. Daitri
Simes has stated that there are still people in high
governaent positions in the Soviet Union who cannot refer to
Poland as anything but the "Wisla Provinces."!2S To thenm,
Poland is Russia.

But there are also other answvers. Poland is a
culturally different entity. The combination of cultures
has developaed a pattern of domination of one by the other
over a period of almost four hundred years. Historically,
and continuing to this day, Poland has been the gateway to
Burope and the conquerors thouroughfare to Moscow. Chekov's
observation on the weigh®t of history underscores this
importanca. Finally, Poland is a land whose peoople have

12¢ pipes, Karaazin's Memoizr, p. 132.

123 Interview with Dmictri Sipes Johns Hopkins School for
Advanceg Internationai Stu es: Washington, d.c., 22
Deceaber 1980.




avidenced an inability to govern themselves and who thus
pose a continual nuisance and +%hreat <to Russian/Soviet
security.

%hile these are the Soviet <claims on Poland, they have
only bean able ¢o exercise <theam when Polish cul*ure was
anarchic. 1Is there a change today? Has Poland overcoae
organizational problems and preparad in time? These must be
quastions which are weighing heavily on the ainds of the

Soviet decision makers today.
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IV. SQVIET 3TAKES

In the last chapter, we oxamined the historical
interplay of Russia ani Poland in an effort to gain an
appreciation for Poland froa the Soviet perspective. While
this revealed how +the <current events challenge that
Sovier/Russian worldview, it offered only one view of
Poland's significance. At a level of analysis vhich
considers shorter-term ramifications there are many other
challenges. It is to the Soviet stakes which these
challenges attack that this analysis now turms.

At the root of the current disturbance is the Soviet
role in and control of Bastern Burope. Eastern Europe is to
the Soviaets unlike any other area of the world VbDecause
there, rather than seeking additional influence, the Soviets
are attempting to prevent loss of an established and
internationally recognized influence.!2é The nature of this
influence is novhere more clearly characterized than in the

words of Leonid Brezhnev. nTt is an invincible ailitary

126 Apndrze Korbgons aster )4 a4 ¢t S t
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union, characterized by a unity of world views, a unity of
H goals, and a unity of will,m12?
ﬁ In one sense, Soviet attempts to secure influence in
Bastern Europe since World War IT have been characterized by
the words cohesion and viability.t28 Cohesion implies

conformity to the Soviet msdel and, conceptually, 1leads to

absolute control. This absolute control can only be
maintained with physical force. Because of the extreme cost
of this, the Soviets have tried to balance the goal of
cohesion with that of viability, a quality ¢that lends
laegitimacy to the East EBuropean political structures. The
history of postwar Eastern Europe then reflects the shifting
equilibriua between these two concepts, and today's
difficulties can be seen as a 3Soviet dilemna between the

two. Just vhat are the Soviet stakes in Poland? What is

the threat to the Warsaw Treaty Organization (WT0) and the
Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA)}? How does
Poland challenge the Soviet model for a domestic political

system? Are there challenges which strike directly a% the

3§;d§°bef§balgd ﬁ&%e Biieb GRr365,209,30548 Iopgign, Rld

epteaber 1980, p. 1.

basiit: adioams, \RHARIER PORIEY 140, BETMOR MO AR i

89




hearts of Russians? What are the competing interests the

Soviets may have to trade off?

4. CHALLENGES TO THE EAST EUROPEAN CONTROL STRUCTHRES

The principle structures created by the Soviets ¢to
secure control of Bastern European coun%tries collectively
have been the WTO and the CMEA. While the s+tructures
themselves are a quarter century oli, <the wmanner of their
use has evolved since they were aestablished. Each of thenm
nust be addressed in detail.

1.  Harsaw Tgeaty Ocganjzation

Today, the Soviets station two tank divisions with

approximately 35,000 troops and 650 tanks in western Poland.
Their disposition is indicative of a2 role against a threat
envisioned to lies further to the west, Conventional wisdonm
calls for pPoland to play an important role in any future
European wvar. It is vital as a resupply, reinforcement and
communications link to Warsaw Pact forces in PEast Germany
(GDR). It is perhaps more important as an asseably area for
Soviet second echelon forces necessary in any offensive
action planned according ¢to current Soviet military
doctrine. Pinally, it is anticipated that Polish airfields

and seaports would replace ones farther to the West, in the
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GDR, which are expected to be lost early in any scenario,t29
These make Polani's contribution to the Warsaw Pact clear.
Any instability in Poland wnust Jjeopardize future Pact
effectiveness.

But the traditional view of the WTO which sees it
primarily as a response to counter the threat of NATO and to
defend Bast Europe and the Soviet Union from Western
aggression must be questioned. The WTO has another
important function. At the 24th and 25th Party Congresses
(April 1971 apnd Pebruary 1976, respectively) Leonid Brazhnev
said that the WTO "has served and continues to serve as the
main center for coordinating the €foreign policy activity of
the fraternal countries.”130 Statements by Soviet General S.
M. Shtenenko, former commander of the Warsaw Treaty
Organization, are even mora illuminating. The mission of the
WTO is ‘'"supression of counterrevolutionary and aggressive
action against socialist countries."t31 Lest there be any
doubt, Shtemenko added that the Soviet intervention in

Czechoslovakia in 1968 was an =xamplzs of such x mission.

129 "Poland’s Geo g aihy. Rugsia's Gateway to the dest,"” Drew

¥iddleton, ipes, 6 April 1981, p. A-11,

130 Ch:isto her Jones, "Soviet ﬂaienong in Eastern :urope:
The % 2 Ei itical n¥ 1litary
Iatervent on " Wo gigg 29 (January 1977), p. 222.

131 1bid., p. 232.
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Offering a final piece of corraborating =vidence are
the war plans of the only two East European countries who
have developed even nominally viable unilateral defense
plans. The threat envisioned by both Yugoslavia and Romania
numbers between .75 and 1.25 million troops who would
operate 1in a non-nuclear environment.132 This threat
contrasts with the general conception of a Z2uropean war as
recently popularized in Gemeral Sir John Hackett's The Third
World Har, August 1385 but bears greater siamilarity with
previous interventions legitimized by the WTO.

A corollary to the second mission identified by
Shtemenko is to limit the establishment of Jjust such
ailitary organizations as the 7Yugoslavs and the Romanians
have, It is not without reason that these are the only two
countries in the Soviet Bloc which can also be sharacterized
by their much greater freedom from Soviet guigance.
Questionable loyalty of Poland's 350,000 aman citizen's
militia (not previously addressed) aust be causing the

Soviet military great uneasirass,133

132 Ch s:opher Jones, “"The Farsawv Pact: Military Exerciseg
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The Sovizts have sought to limit the independence of

the Non-Soviet Warsaw Pact (NSWP} armies by keeping key
elements of logistics in the arsas of coamunications,
transport and supply under Soviet <control. Subject to
greater argument are claims that spscial units, such as the
rocket and air defence forces, are under the command of
soviet officers and would effectively remain outside the
control of the NSWP organizations of which they are legally
apart.13e

If the principle purpose of the WTO is to maintain
the Soviat position in NSWP nations, as G211 Shtemenko
stated, then <current activities in Poland pose a serious
challenge to the Soviet stake of 2an effective WTO, even
though the Poles have gone %5 great 1lengths to acknowledge
their WTO responsibilities.

2. gouncil for HMutual Egopomic Assistapce (CHER)

Continued wviability of the Council for Mutual
Economic Assistance (CMEA) is a second Soviet stake. While
in the early years of its existence the CMEA was a2 mechanisnm
which made Soviat exploitation of Bast EBuropean industrial
capability more efficient, the 1970's witnessed increasing

integration of the member states. In July, 1971, the CMEA

136 Ibida. PQ 18.
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adopted a "Comprehensive Program"® leading ¢c the afore-
mentioned long~tern aconomic integration through
transnational enterprise cooperation. This was followed in
1975 by the first Joint Coordinating Economic Plan. This
plan was distinct from the national ©plans, I+ first
targeted raw materials, minerals, and mineral fuels. One
example of the ventures which followed these agreements is a
company named PetroBaltic. Tha USSR, GDR, and Poland
established it to wexplore and develop oil £fields in the
Baltic Sea. Coincidentally, 1its headquarters were located
in Gdansk.

The integration desired by the Sovists and called
for in these agreements are seriously threatened by the
unrest 3in Poland. During the August strikes, Baltic
seaports in the USSR and the GDR were <forced to handle
Polish bound cargo which could not go through the
strikebound Polish ports, This additional burien was not
carried without expense to the G3DR and the USSR. The
disturbance of the CMEA plans and <the national econoamic
plans which started then has continued. In December 1980,
the GDR claimed that ™no deliveries of Polish anthracite
coal from Silesia have been delivarad in recent months"™ and

that ¢this was "forcing slovwdowns in +*he production of
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electricity and steel", 13% Increased exports from the GDR to
Poland have resulted in shortages within the GDR i*self.

In evidence of the Soviet avareness of this stake
were meetings between Polish Deputy Premier Mieczyslaw
Jagielski and the sSoviet GOSPLAN <chief Nicholai Baibakovw
held in late Deceaber. Specific topics of discussion
included the plan for Soviet-Polish cooperation 1in the
period 1981-1985.

With coal production in Poland down by 25%, and
other production diminished to lesser, though s+till
significant degrees, the Soviets have ample evidence to
support fears that their ©plans for coordinated economric

development will be thwarted,?3e

B. CHALLENGES TO THE SOVIET MODEL

The two regional extranational contrpl structures
discussed above are only one group 9f challenges and stakes
wvhich the current Polish situation threatens. A second
group of stakes currently challenged are of increasingly
fundamental value to <the Soviets because :they constitute a

latent threat to the style of Soviet communisa. These

13s gashiangton star, 7 December 1980.

136 The section on the e gnoiv in Chapter I provides greater
fficulti

detail of these current di cu es.
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challenges to the Soviet model include the topics of party

control, national economic management, and ideology.
Potential ramifications o>f unsatisfactory answers to these
guestions are amplified by the last topic to be addressed in
this section, that of spillover into other nations of
Bastern Europe.

1.  Rarty Control

Party control is paramount to the Sovist system of
national political organization. It is @aanifested and
promoted in a variety of ways, many of wvhich are being
challenged in Poland today.

One aspect of party control is the pr2eminence of
the party. Dual power, which arises in many situations when
the party has lost its "leading role" gainad a very bad
reputation in the Soviet 2ind during the revolution when the
Bolsheviks controlled Petrograd and the provisional
Governaent controlled Moscow, Neither government was
effective during the period of March~October 1917 while this
situation existed. V.I.Lenin's views of the jangers of dual
pover aust haunt Soviet lsaders daily.

This Soviet sensitivity has not inhibited Kania froa
routinely referring ¢to the dyarchy arising within Poland

today. Froa his perspective, and not his alone, the




Solidarity trade union has assumed the role of a political

institution which 1is Jjuxtaposed to <the Polish Onited
Workers Party (PUWP). Lant greater significance because its
author is an EBast German dissident is Robert davemann's

observation that

Alloving free trade unioas means nothing less than that
the only big working class organization recognized b
the mas§es asS their rfepresentative is to be independen
of the party and thus of the Politburo.

In his words, this spells the "end of power of the
Politburo.m137

The rtole of Solidarity as a coapeting power center
is only one way in which the prescription of party control
has been attacked by recent developments in Poland. Another
is in the wveakening of the systam of npomenklatura. This
system allows installation of approved coamunist party
members into all organizations of a country. It provides for
the anecessary control by and feedback *o the ruling
coamunist party. While claiming one million members of PUWP
in its own membership, Solidarity has no pomenklatura. This

underscores the separation of the power of Solidarity from

137 "DpA Cites GDR Dissident!s Letter on Bvents in Poland,"
ggg&ﬂa;bugg%, 14 September 1980, 1in PBIS-EEU, 15 September
p Peo &= 10,

97




that of ¢the POWP and must be difficult £or *he Soviets to

accept.

Party con¢rol is also being attacked in a variety of
other ways, One is in the weakened security services.
Solidarity's success at obtaining and dessiminating a "state
secret" document in Noveaber 1980 must be viewed with horror
by a variety of Soviet 1leaders. Another attack on party
control comes with the abolition of strict censorship and
the decision ¢o open the media to the Catholic Church and
the trade auaions. This is of profound significance.
Control of the media 1is a central requirement <for party
control. One observer viewed it as so iaportant <that in
August he vwrote that it would be the sticking point for
Moscow. 138 Again, from these discussions, and those in
Chapter I, it is evidant that party control is facing a
broad and serious challenge in Poland today.

2. goviet Nodel of Ecomomic Yagagemeant

Economic problaas in Poland were previously
discussed. Problems of inadeguate incentives, worker apathy
induced by disquised unesployment, poor consumer goods and

services, housing scarcities, and inefficient agriculture

138 M3poviet ppea s to Acceg Polish Unrest Calaly So Par,"
Ya¥ Xork Tiae August 1380, p. 3.
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limit per capita productivity in Zastern EBurope to something

less than +that 2f Western Europe and are a ra2flection of
systeaic problems arising from the Soviet systesm of economy
and the organization of production. "Yet the Soviets shy
avay froam economic experimentation and reform because of its
short run economic costs and its potential political
dangers."t39 This reticence to experiment was amply
demonstrated vhen the chairman of GOSPLAN wrote that "there
is no and cannot be any alternativa to centralized control
for a unified national econoaic coaplex,."”140 Surrender to
thae demands made by Solidarity "means the negation of the
state's economic functions and the party's leading role.mte!
Current Soviet concern over this challenge is supported by
quotes to the effect that V.I., Lenia "was sharply agaianst
this.”

While the problems and direction of attempts at
refora are not agreeable to the Soviets, they are certainly
avare of reality. Polish probleas are similar to probleas

experienced throughout the Soviet/East European Bloc. They

139 J, riska

ERTELR IV pd P 0 il T i EETRRER
noo ?°§§°§a§§§§g§§1£,§hg§§;§1138g?.Anna‘.s January 1981, p.

181 ny, T, 3onin on the TIrade Unions," Nosc g;ggga. %5
’ L]
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are wmore acute simply because they are more advanced.
Indicative of this sansitivity are actions such as those
taken by the Czechs in August 1980 (during the strikes) when
Czech party groups were admoanished to "head workers
suggestionsg."1e2
3.  Ideology
One should not fail to mention that at the heart of
many of the challenges discussed both above and below is the
stake of Soviet ideology. It is <closely bound to the
legitimacy of soviet actions and goals. At a specific level,
challenges of how trade unions are integrated within
society, the economic organization of society, aand the role
of the party within society all raise questions of the
Soviet Marxist-Leninist ileology. But ideolagy is being

\
even mora fundamentally challenged. One scholar has written

that
“"The e of the Soviet communist garty is %o
£u1£1 a cal mission to transform bpth Russia
§n§g n% i 2giety first into socialism and
then u tin ull"zommunism, as defined by Marx

Lenipn."

W(gﬂguoi’?’ﬁ‘ﬁ%i’éi 19887 5. 0 IR Ears BRECT 57 audieE

143 John Keigi "Russia and the Sovist Unicn," ia Eg*igg

eu to%% aegerngggiis&ers ?856)ed'p Ge939e hasis
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Evidence of a aore general acho within =Zastern zurope
increases the drama of the events occuring in Poland today.
4. spillover into Eastern Europe

This analysis returns to the familiar root stake and
challenge~control of Eastern Europe. Do these probleas,
thaese precedents, foreshadovw unrest elsevhers in Eastern
Europe? Both suspicion and evidence tend to ansver this
gquestion in the affirmative. Rendering the clearest
evidence is the perception of other Eastarn Buropean leaders
as reflected in their recent activities and statements.

In Czechoslovakia, increasing attention has been
given to insuring adequate food supplies and stress has been
placed on worker-sanagemant relations.!*¢ ghile the role of
the Catholic Charch in <Czechoslovakia in no way coapares
wieh its role in Poland, it 4is intriquing to note that
Gustav Husak's aessage to a Catholic professor on the
occasion of his 70th birthday received media attention. 1In

is greeting, the Czech CP chairman noted the clergyman's
*highly appreciated public activity, significant
contributions to the development of socialist society, and

the positive development of relations between the church and

144 Radio 558 gurgpe Research, {ackground Reports/263, 30
'} L] [ ]

October, 1
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the state.™143 ghile this single report may refiect less, it
appears to be high praise for a non-Comaunist mzmber of the
Czech society. rhis is only one way +the East Euaropean
states are demonstrating their increased sensitivity to the
Polish events.

The GDR has reacted somevwhat differently. Lying
between the 'liberal?! West Germany and a Poland struggliag
for liberties, the salvation of Zrich Honecker's coamunist
raegime has become his absolute priority.!*¢ a very harsh
tone towards both Poland and the PRG give some credence to
the observation that Honecker has probably adopted the
strateqy which considers the best defense to be a strong
offense.14? Intervention in Poland may cause unpredictable
events in the GDR becausa of the major strains which exist

vwithin the country.1+e

Other Bastern European countries show less

sensitivivy, Questions have arisen over potential trouble

within Roaania, but the <¢threat seems <¢to be less rabidly

:;;1CTK(PEAQ“G). 29 January 1961, in FPIS-BEU, 3 February
s P D=

B:S--Zi% *%83 12 riiggied 1ga5§£albera 8%6 Siga-g%lﬁ' 16

Le? 'Tonsion-?roof zast Gerna I--The PRG, an Intimate

Foolir,T3558: ke §epde Sltuacy 1980, @ ia’zail-2R3,""%9

tes gaghington Stac, 7 Deceaber 1980.
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regarded. Hungary, guaietly conducting an econoaic

experiment far from the Soviet norm has gona so far as to
invite Walesa for a visit while noting the "unabated
interest in the Polish issues™ during the Hungarian trade
union's congress held during mid-December, 198)0. Indeed,
interest throughout Eastern Europe in what has been called a
third model of political organization is generally high
vhile degrees of sensitivity vary across a wide spectrus.
The Soviet fear of a spillover of the contagion of Polish
refora is sufficiently supported by evidence to be
consideredAiupottant. While pre-dating the August events,
words from a purported manifesto written by Bast German mid-
and high-level of ficials accurately reveals what must be the

one Soviet concerr.

The worldwige tendenc; of the international worker's
movement will result 1in the decay of  the Moscov theory
and practice. Creativa, undogmatic, Jemocratic-
husanitarian comsunisa is developing.ie?9

C. DIRECT CHALLENGES TO THE USSR
Of a uniquely different nature are a final group of
stakes. Those already discussed had direct impact on Soviet

control of Bastern Europe. This concluding set of stakes is

1e9 lent " Bast E "
propdia in EhaRiiten, "PRERANGEL 10F) U5L003, eToRe
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made up of those which directly challenge USSR. Continuing
from the last section is spillover, but nowv into the Soviet
Union itself.

1. spillover of Irade Upion ¥ovements into the USSR

Question: What is proletarian internationalism?

Ansver: Thgt's when there's no meat in _Moscow
and there are strikes in Poland.

As @many Jokes do, this one gives a unigue
understanding of the Soviet sensitivity to spillover, The
cities can be as easily reversed in the joke as in reality.
Greatest opportunities for the spillover into> the Soviet
Union arise from increased workar militancy and increased
expressions of nationalisa. The first attacks the current
socio-econonic order while the sacond attacks the political
order.

Trade unions play an important and particular role
in this transforma%*ion. Lenin and Trotsky disputed the role.
Trotsky arqued that trade unions were a aere aljunct of the
proletarian state apparatus vhile Lenin's c¢onception of
their role wvas nmuch 20re emphatic. "Oonly in close
cooperation with and under the 3irect 1leadership of ¢the

party of the working class™ could they fulfill this role.

104

-




Long and continuing Soviet animosity towards Trotsky, and

the seablance of a Trotskyites <trade union in Poland today

stoke the fire of Soviet indignation and <concern yet
further.

Soviet workers have provided the authorities with
what they percieve to be serious and apparently growing
probleas. Contributing further evidence of <the Soviet
sensitivities is the elusiveness of data on this subdect.
From the rumored bloody suppression of the Novocherkassk
strike of the early 1960°'s, the Soviet workers have
proceeded auch in the manner of the Poles, that is, with
increasing wisdonm, Strikes at the Togliatti automobile
plant vwere followed in the winter of 1977-1978 with the
formation of the Pree Association of Workers headed by
Vladiair Klebanov. His organization was active for several
months during the summer of 1978 until his detention and
subsequent "treataent" at a psychiatric hospital in
Dnaepropetrovsk. Polloving him came Vladimir Borisov, leader
of the Pree Interprofessional OUnion of Workers (SMOT). He
vas iaprisoned in 1980 and later exiled to the West. These

were doubtlessly small and very local challenges to the

Soviet authority.




However, recently, evidence has come ¢5 light of a

quantum leap in organization of unofficial Soviet trade
anions. In an interview in March 1981, Alexander Ginsberg
claimed ¢that the Polish events are having an "enoramous
effect in the USSR." He revealed a new underground
organization existing in seventeen large Soviet cities
including Moscow, Leningrad, Sverdlovsk, and Yovosibirsk.1so
If this report is true, the Soviets have much reason %to fear
hearing the Polish echo in Moscow. Given their brutal
handling of these tendencies in the past, the observer aust
conclude that the Soviet saasitivity in the face of
increasingly strong opposition is correspondingly

heightened.

2. seillover of Zxpressions of Natiopalisa into the
OSSR

Concern over the trade union movement is only one of

tvo major forms which spillover can taka up. A second is in

the form of intensified nationalisa. Events in Lithuania

and Estonia have demonstrated this possibility. Estonia has

presented the wmost significant problem especially since

Septeaber 1980. In late September, twenty dissidents from

0 n i . v
iiggaggﬁiigﬁg n rch 1%81, En ggngﬁégﬁ, 6 u%ggh 198??13.
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the Baltic republics issued 2 statement which congratulated

Walesa for his success in part for bringing about democratic
reforas. 135 At about the same time, school children
protested in Estonia for "complete independence for
Estonia,. ™" This was accompanied by a strike at a local
tractor factory. In late October, the "Appeal of the
Pourty® echoed the school <children's demands.!S2 Soviet
concern was amply deamonstra*2d by Yuri Andropov’s sudden
visit and equally sudden firing of his KGB chief in Talina.

Trouble in the Baltic republics has apparently not
been limited to Bstonia. The borders of Lithuania were
closed to pPoland in July, 1980, during tha most initial
stages of the Polish strikes. Subsequently, other
unexplained closures of the Republic's borders to foreigners
have occurred. These challenges are of the highest order of
magnitude since they threaten the Gcontinued existence of an
anchanged USSR. Difficulties have also been noted in the
Ukraine wvhere trade union questions are subject to
combination with nationalistic urges.

While clear evidence 2xists that the Soviets have

ample reason to be concerned with internal security and

131 geydiup News Abstracts, No. 4, October 1980, p. 8.
132 "ippea f the 40," Sy det {Stockhol 10
rebrusbh®34e1°8 15 o1 805 5B 10053, RERR24SH {5 SOk bl
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challenges to tha current econoaic order, more strident and
effective control of information has 1lead Roy Medvedev to
believe that this chance remains small.t%3 As always, in
questions of difference between reality and perception, the
latter has greater wveight. The chance for épillover into
the Soviet Union to occur nust be on Soviet ainds

continually.

D. COMPETING STAKZS

Thus far the discussion has been liamited to the stakes
which have been raised by the events in Poland. However,
these are not the only stakes vhich the Soviets have.
Others compete with the first and add to the <challenge of
the Soviet decision making process. Oone stake of wmajor
importance to the Soviets is letente. While essantially dead
with the US, the spirit of a selective detente within
vestarn Europe is still very auch alive. While the long term
Soviet intentions are heatedly argued, certain short-ternm
benefits seem clear. #ith the naissance of detente, the
Soviets wvere able to maintain thair economic systea and

their domastic order without reform while making up for the

133 "Moscow Do ¥ot Pear 'polis Contagiont'," L
Ségsg%éT?S%BZ,‘n§§:§optenber 1980, p. ;, in EgI§_£§§3, §
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inefficiencies of both of these with increased ¢trade with

the dest.

Since August of 1980, the Europeans have wmade it very
clear that all aspects o5f detente would end upon the event
of a soviet intervention in Poland. The Italians issued a
comnunigue of non-interference in Poland in the middle of
December. The Germans, wvhose Qstpolitik hinges on relatioas
with Poland, and who are the West's largest trade partner
with Poland, would be expected to have the most to lose with
the end of this selected detente. Not withstanding this, on
December 9, Chancellor Helmut Schaidt warned the Soviets
against intervention. Klaus von Dohnanyi, the Minister of
State for Foreign Affairs, clarified the German position by
announcing shortly thereafter that West European help would
only occur in the absence of outside interference in
Poland's internal affairs. The French have nmade similar
statements, Although the new Prench government'’s attitude
yis-a-vis Poland has not been amade clear, Prancois Poncet,
the £former Prench foreign minister, agr2ed with West
Germany's position on Poland stating that "the Paris and

Bonn 1leaders have identical feelings."1%¢ The British

1S “Prancois Poncet Sa¥s in opn: Poreign Intervention
Would Create *Extrenely Stave Crisis'’," Paris, Le Monde, 9
Noveaber 1980, in PBIS-WE, S December 1980, p. K-1,
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position is not wunlike those of the Prench and Gernmans.

Lord Carrington, British FPoreign Secretary, noted that the
cost of Soviet intervention in Poland would include the end
of detente., Indeed, this level of European unity has not
been seen for years. dest Gerwmany's Foreign Minister, Hans
Dietrich Gemnscher, spoke for the European'’s when he said
that their cosbined position “was being assessed uniforaly
and in full accord.”15% The end of detente would mean the
loss of western technology, aid and agricultural products.
perhaps the largest single loss would be the proposed
pipeline which the Soviets are hoping to build with 311
billion of financing and equipment from West Germany. At
writing, the fate of this pipeline is already in jeopardy
due to rising European interest ratas, While interest rates
have been blamed, <this may signal Soviet acceptance of the
fact that, politically, the loss is ipevitable.

However, the end of detente with western Europe is not
all the Soviets stand to5 1lose. The Soviet economy needs
detente because it is already approaching severe growth
limitations. It is already currently involved in supporting

Cuba and viet Nam and its agriculture has never been strong.

- e D Ay S - - o

188 nGgenscher Concerned by Eaststn Criticism >f Polangd,"”
gng(ua nz), 7 December 1980, in PBLS-HE, 9 December 1980, p.
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The Polish debt, already extensively covered, would become a

Soviet responsibility wupon their intervention. Given the
limitations within their acononmic systen, this additional
burden would be very expensive both financially and
socially.

A third competing stake wvhich the Soviets have lies in
their relations with the Coemmunist Parties of Western
Europe. BEurocommunism is an affliction which causes the
soviets great concern. Its foundation shares with the
Soviet's the same observations and beliefs of Marx. This

allows it to appear very similar to the Soviet Coammunisa.

If appearances reflected the perceived reality,
Burocomaunisam woald bode ao ill for the Soviets. It is,
however, substantially 31ifferent. It is the result of

interpretation of %arx and ULenin through the eyes of a
vestern Catholic/Protestant heritage rather than the
Byzantian perspective of <the Russians. This renders it
fundasentally if only subtly different. Because of ¢the
fundamental difference, it is in opposition to> the Soviet
line, It is dangerous because its subtlety leads the
Soviets to fear that it may pass through the Iron Curtain by
ossosis, Because of this Soviet perception, they seek to

either split <the Eurocoasunist parties or to maintain
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control of them through official contact. Poland challenges
thase wishes.

The Eurocommunists have adopted a position against
external intervention in Poland and they have made this
clear to the Soviets. Leading thea in this Jemarche has
been the Italian Communist Party (PCI). In early Deceaber,
1980, it released a statement which said “ve regard military
intervention in Poland by the Warsaw Pact couatries as a
very serious matter, entirely umacceptable to us."156 Ij a
private letter to the 1leaders of +the other European
Communist Parties, The PCI has warned of “"irreparable
conseguences" to the intercomaunist relations if <there is
intervention., Soviet displeasure with the PCI has reached
such a point that at a meeting of Carlo Pajetta of *the PCI
and vadim Zagladin, CPSU Foreign Affiirs Chief, the Soviets
expressed "concern over a situation which they are trving to
get out of without breaks in relations taking place.” The
most recent escalation occurred at the end of Pebruary when
the Soviets published a confidential letter from the CPSU
Central Coamittee addressed to Enrico Berlinguer, ¢the head

of the PCI. In this letter, the Soviets accused hiam of

i;éaggiigégé), gloggcelgggt198ses°in FB ;ﬁrgﬁi: ,nggéiﬂﬁar
'po-.
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disloyalty.1s7 The Spanish Communist Party (PCBE) has

annourced that it would sever relations with the CPSU if the

feared armed intervention occurred. Puture Soviet influerce

in the major West European Comnunist Parties is gravely
challenged by tha Polish events.

Another competing stake with which the Soviets aust
contend is the threat to <their own legitimacy which could
arise if a country under their tutelage, such as Poland,
vere to remove itself from this position of subservience.
This possibility threatens both the expansionist tendencies
which have long been present ia the Russian and Soviet {
experience as wvell as the legitimacy of <the current
government., Robert W, Tucker has racently written that the
Soviet leaders could not "assume that development leading to

the 1loss of their eapire in Europe c¢ould be kept froa

endangering the structure of power within the Soviet Union
itself.n138 The close relationship of several of these
stakes is becoming evident. Ideological security, influence

in the EBurocomaunist parties, and legi«imacy are <%ightly

bound and cannot be solved by the saae single siaple stroka.

237 Tiae, 2 March 1981, p. 40,

186 Rob ucker *Trading Poland for the &ulf,"
Hazpsess., Ap:-l 193 p. 18. 9 .
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The Soviets also have two physical security probleas.
The first arises with their involvement in Afghanistan, bat
this involvement seems limited in a relative sense. Whiie
they will be forced to wmaintain forces there, the
psychological dimension 5f being tiad down in that country
will be far more important than the amilitary diamension.
Without denying <the significant adversities which they are
faging in that country, they seem to be willing to accept
the status guo in that country at 1least as long as other
iaportant issues remain tabled. Th2 Soviets second physical
security probleam lies with China. Chinese military reaciion
is certainly feared, but the potential iamprovement of
Chinese-Us ties, including a major initiative to strengthen
the Chinese nilitary with US assistance must be regarded as
a more cealistic outcome and a significant development
because of <the unappreciated Soviat sensitivity to the
Chinese.

One of the last competing stakes the Soviets have to
lose has already been highlighted, although in a different
manner. It has been argued that Soviet global strategy
includes driving a wvedge between the US and its West
Buropean allies. In rsceant years, this wedge has becoae very

pronounced, as was evidenced by the discussion of the

14




Selectiva detente., Soviat intervention in Poland would do
more to drive the Europeans back under the leadership of the
us than anything else they c¢oull do. nlike the gquick
resunption of the SALT talks following the 1968 Soviet
intervention into Czechoslovakia, the effects 2f this move

today can be expected to last amauch longer.

E. SUMMARY

surveying the discussisn of the chapter so far, ve see
that there are many important stakes involved. The Soviets
will be unable to gain one group without ©placing another
group in jeopardy. As the Soviets approach the decision in
Poland they are presented with many Ligh stakes both for and
against interveantion. Just vhat and how 4o the stakes and

costs line up?
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Table 1 reflacts the situation in late May, 1981, aad
must be read carefully. Conclusions drawn from a comparison
of short and 1long term reasons should be aixed very
carefully. The gquestions of party control seems %o be one
key. A second key appears to be the balance which exists

betwveen the argumaents for and against intervention. Purther

! ' ise ror discugsians of spillover into Eastern B2urope, see
i pp. 103 and 175.
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V. 3OVIET REACTIONS

In the pursuit of greater understanding of future Soviet
actions towards Polang, this analysis first looked at the
reality, as clearly as it is currently understood, of
Poland. It then traced the historical relationship of the
two countries to one another. 1In the last chapter, it askad
what , from the Soviet perspective, was put at risk by the
current state of affairs in Poland. However, before
projecting Soviet bhehaviour into the future, a fourth
dinension must be added t> this analysis. This dimension
addresses soviet reaction to the current crisis. “hat has
been the nature of their interaction and response to this
crisis? Wwhat capabilities do they have with which they may
respond? What measures have the Soviets adopted thus far in
response to the crisis? Is there a trend in thase

responses?160

160 It i alnosi itzte io note thit aistarn undetstand-gg °§
the sSoviet positions 1is extremely limite se
nature of their systen. In an unclassxfzed su:vey, one is
thaerefore, _left with 3 llnitid nuuhe f tools. These
inc u e: detecting and recording s “lf cant events such
as 'r gs and qrants' categully wvei h% stat ments {ven
Soviet vari ety of ences. revxev ng et news
Leports, vhich are also made for a variety of audxences. A
final source are the statements and actxons made by the Past
uropeans themselves. This is a shaky foundation to use, but
¢ is the oniy one available.
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A. POLAND REARS ITS TROUBLESOME HEAD

Strikas in Poland began on July 1, but it was not until
mid-August that the nature of these strikes becaae extremely
serious. Soviet reaction revealed alarm ard an
understandable sensitivity. Hore curious was their apparent
indecision; the press was silent until August 19 and no
meetings between Soviet officials and HWesterners were
conducted during this period. Without clear 3Jirection of
their own, they apparently decided <to support Polish
government initiatives, While already accusingy others of
attempting to use the situation for "revanchist® aims. One
American diplomat likened the Soviet response during this
period to a group of @men "wringing their hands in
embarrassaent."

The first action the Soviets took in response to the
crisis was the announcement on August 14, of the scheduled
dates for the Brotherhood-in-Arms military exercise. While
this exercise vas planned previously, its anounceaent
necessarily took on political overtones. On the fifteenth,
the Soviets published a book of Gierek's works which
"detailed the socialist building of Poland.™ Not until the
nineteenth were the first work stoppages reported by Moscovw.

Oon the following day, Russian language broadcasts of Voice
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of America, British Broadcasting Zorporation, 3and Deutsche
#elle began to be jammed.t &t Soviet raporting became more
animated on August 25 when changes in th2 political
leadership of Poland occurred. On the next day, one Soviet
Poreign Ministry spokesman «as forced into making the first
official Soviet statement, The Polish problems he said were
"purely an internal affair."m162 The Sovigt position was most
definitively given by Brezhnev in a speech on August 28, "He
shall always know how ¢to stand up for our rights and
legitimate interests."183 [Lipited usa of <the military
instrument during this time was probably 3due ¢to the
practical impossibility >f achieving a solution by its use
due to the widespread nature of the strikes, especially when
conpounded by lack of time for thourough planning.

Bast Zuropean reactions throughout the period varied.
Yugoslavia and Hungary remained <calm while Rosania wondered
from whom the strikers wished to be "independent™; this may
have been a reflection of concern caused by strikes which
occurred ip their own country on 16 anéd 18 August. The GDR,

163 Ironically since the 1968 Soviet intervention in
czechoslovakia ha Deutsche Welle been jammed.

162 A?P(Paris), 26 August 1980, in FRIS-USSR, 27 Augqust
1980, p. P-1

163 Noscow Domestic Service, 28 Aujust 1980, in 2
Septesber 1980, p. R-S. ’ 3 . EB3IS-USSR,
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revealed its hardline perspective at the outset, already
speaking of the "interna*tiornalistic duty" of ths East Geraman
armed forces on August 24,1 6e
1. 30 August - 6 Sepiember

The conclusion of the 5ldast strikes in the Northern
ports on 30 August allowed the Soviets to identify those who
vere responsible, At one level, they seemed to blame anti-
socialist forces for inflicting what they called diract
damage to real socialisa. On September 1, only two days
after signing of the Gdansk agreements, the semi-official
Alexei Petrov editorial in Pravda spoke to another level. He
identified further responsible parties. The editorial bore
some implicit criticisa of the PUWNP leadership while it
grudgingly accepted the solution they had arrived at, and
finally, it warned the 1leadership to limit further
concessions.1%5 The most significant East European reaction
came from the GDR when Honecker cancelled a aeeting with

Schmidt, without explanation, for a second time.

166 Ngw Jork Times, 24 Aagust 1980,
163 stydiug News Abstracts, No. 4, October 1980, p. 8.
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B.

AUTUMY 1980
1. Sgpteamber

#ith the end of the asnth of August and <the
conclusion of its AJdramatic events, the Poles sat down and
began to address the many recently promised reforms. It wvas
froa this sanme pétiod that sprang a *hree-pronged Soviet
prograa which has continued consistently since then. The
first element of this program provides for support of the
2xisting regise, ¢the second saeks td> influence the internal
developaents in Poland, and the last seeks to isolate Poland
from its neighbors.

The Soviets AJdemonstrated their support of +*he new

Polish regime when Polish Deputy Premier Jagielski flew t«
Yoscov for meetings on 12-14 September. Ris first major
accomplishment was ¢to receive promises of seconomic suppori
in the form of £ood and 1limited amount of funds ($150
million). While he was there, he 131lso met with Suslov and
Brezhnev. It can be surmised that the Soviets were seeking
to find out what was happening in Poland from a Pclish
leader while at the same time demonstrating ¢their support
through the very fact that the meeting occurrad.
The Soviets also sought to influence the events in

poland and support the regime with the conduct of <che
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3rotharhood-in-Arms military exerziss. It began on September

9 and was continuing as late as September 20 and included
the largest manuevers in the WT0 in the last %en years. In
many respects, these exercises were rehearsals for <the
possibility of a later intervention. These Soviet attempts
vere successful in displaying Soviat support for the regiame,
but they wvere of only questionable succass in influencing
future events within Poland as was witnessed by the
broadcast on Septemper 21 of the first 1live Catholic
service.

Moscow's perception of what was happening in Poland
was apparently bifurcated. On the one hand, there was the
perception of a return t> normalcy. Brezhnev spoke at the
time of his confidence that the Poles would solve their
probleas “within a short time.m166 Opn tha other hand, the
Soviets also perceived great danger. KOR was attacked and
the imperialists, both internal and 2xternal to Poland, were
charged vith impeding the return to normalcy. Can +¢his
Soviet bifurcation be attributed to wishful ¢thinking? In
the opinion of ¢the author, it is not. It is more likely
that the conclusion of the strikes and the de £acto and de

166 Moscow Domestic Service, 6 September 1980, in I5~-0S3R
8 SEptember 1980, p. F=10. ' P v EBIS-USSR,
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jure settlements with which the Soviets were not terribly
satisfied, allowed increased emphasis orn other important
events in the international environment while it allowed a
less than totally satisfactory situation +o5 continue in
Poland. The Soviet stake in Germany lent great importance
to the Germans elections, scheduled for October 4, and in
which a strong right wing candidate, P?ranz Josef Strauss,
wvas in the running. Nor should the U0US elections be
forgotten. Tc a somewhat smaller extent, the Madrid
confaerence may also have contributed ¢to Soviet reticence to
intervene in Poland. Further evidence against the wishful
thinking argqument is a comment by a Polish Central Committee
aeaber. "Je know that some comrades in the Soviet Union do
not like our ideas, but others are watching our 2fforts with
great intarest,mi 7

The initial Soviet reaction which reflected a return
to normalcy began to *take 5n an edgy gJuality towards the end
of September as Soviet sensitivity over the qualities of the
emerging trade unions, which implicitly challenged the

Soviet system, became apparent. As the Poles prepared to

167 LQgp} 10 September 1980, in jat 2 o) 15
octoﬁagnﬁﬂb. 9. 69 . sovist Horld 3utlook,
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approve the first charters, the Soviets spoke in Pravda of

Lenin's views of trade unions.l168

#hile the Soviets adopted a moderat2 approach
towards the events in Poland at this early date, some of the
Bast Buropeans continued with their strident line which had
started even in the midst of the strikes. Czechoslovakia
detained members of its Charter 77 dissident srganization
and charged that antisocialist forces were hidiang behind the
shield of necessary reforn. They added that they could not
be indifferent to the 2vents and stressed that <they were
loyal allies, The GDR statements focused on "revanchist®
West Germany but the GDR also sent to Poland market
commodities with a value of $150 aillion above those called
for in the existing CMEA agreements. The Germaas continued
to see dangerous sigas. September was largely a month for
the world and the Scviet bloc to catch its breath and to
consider the future.

2. Qctober

The guiet of September was marked a+ the beginning

of October by the registration of <the first trade union.

The third prong in the Soviet campaign, the isolation of

168 ny enin o t e Trade Unions Moscow 8
Septeuber 198& -n;__g§§3?n §§3¥=%ée: 13855 5.
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Poland, now hecame evident. Polish newspapers were banned in
Lithuania in early Oc*ober and portions of thaz Soviet-Polish
border were closed. The Bast Germans placed severe travel
restrictions on travelers crossing its border vith Poland.
I'n this manner, much of Poland was sealed to international
travel.

The Soviet perception of the avents ir Poland and
their satisfaction, or lack thereof, of the unfolding events
vas revealed in their domestic reports carrying the text of
Kania's October 4 speech. These copies of his speech failed
to include his call for a redefinition of the
responsibilities and working relationships between the party
Pirst Secretary and +the government Preaier. The theme of
the dichotomous thread continued and vwas perhaps became even
deeper. On the same day as Kania's speech, Georgi Arbatov,
Director of the USA Institute, was guoted as saying *hat he
savw the foundation of Poland being "solid and <€firm.mte9
While this may only be a fluke which arose from the lack of
comprehension or pcor communication, a statement made a week

later by Lt Gen Lushnichenko, head of the Political Command

169 Now Jork Tipes, 5 October 1980, p. E-3.
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of the Northern Group of Soviet Armed Forces, revealed a
similar estimate of the situation existing in Poland.!?9 He
did not, of course, fail to add that the Northern Group of
forces vere well awvare of the complicated character of the
present times and of the weight and responsibility for the
tasks involved in defending the Western approaches of the
community. During October, military units were reported to
be moving around Poland.

Many of the events related above occurred early in
the month. As *he month progressed, tensions had Dbeen
growing. On 20 October, Gromyko made a trip to Warsaw. Twvo
days after his unannounced visit the charter for Solidarity
was approved after much wrangling within Poland. This could
not have occurred without some kind of taci+t support or
approval from the Soviets. The month of Octobar closed on
the thirtieth with a delegation of high ranking Poles
visiting Moscow. !

While the Soviets saw both normalcy and danger, the
Bast European hard~liners 4id not. Czechoslovakia savw
"counter-revolution® already underway and the GDR, vhose

attentions had 1lately been directed more towards ¢the FRG,

170 "Heetings, Speeches §§t§ Arm Da¥98Celeb:ations,“

§34uigRg “9sagheaMarsay), Tio1z october 1985, p. Z, in
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redirected their attention to Poland. They called the
existing situation "most serious® and volunteered that
“friends ensure socialisa,."171 Moderate Hungary begarn
shovwing expected signs of sensitivity over its own reforms.
In ar article on the Hungarian economic model, vords and
phrases 1like "methods" and "raply %o reality® were
substituted <for "model® in an attempt to avoid drawing
excessive Soviet attention,. 172

In October, rising tensions caused the Soviet
program of suppoct for the regime, influencing the internal
developments and isolating Poland met with mixed results.

Attempts to influence internal d4developments were clearly

overridden by the approval of solidarity's charter on 22

October and the aforementioned gain by reformers in the
Polish leadership.
3.  November
buring November the Soviets nade the largest
commitaent yet in support of the Polish regime with a $1.1
billion loan %o thenm. gfforts to physically isolate tae

Polish contagion were completed on November 13 when

- A - - e o e - o

173 ADN (Bast Berlin 30 October 1980 in 7 =EZ0
October‘1980.1g.°g€gz;and ADN(Bast Berlin), 13 33%%5
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Czechoslovakia placed stringent new restrictions on travel
across the border of the two countries. Soviet perceptions
of the events in Poland shif*ted 3uring mid-November. This
shift wvas foreshadowed by Romanian 2resident VNicholai
Ceascascu's 4 November comments in which ae arqued tha+ the
time for appropriate action had been missed.1?3 The implicit
criticism of the USSR was perceived by them and evidenced in
their failure 5 rebroadcast +this portion of his speech.
Prom the aiddle of November, events begin an exponential
climb in both their quality and quantity. Oa Noveaber 12,
2aris Match, a Prench aagazine, published a poll of 510
Poles.1?4 In this poll they found that 66% of the Poles were
willing to fight for Polish independence while only 3%, the
stalwart members of the Communist Party, supported the
existing regime. A period of three to four weeks of tension
started concurrently with the publication o0f this poll.
Soviet statements during the latter portion of the nmonth
revealed a subtle shift in their perceptions. While the

Poles wer2 still portrayed supporting the system, there was

nt Stage of Polxsh

173 "Krenlxn Obgerves Discretion at Pres

Crisls e {Paris 4 Noveab
USSR, 6 " yigap0de ‘930, ’: paz. oORE

17¢ chriastian Science Houitor, 14 Noveaber 1980.
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no longer evidence that the system wvwas returaing to a state
of normalcy.

Soviet propaganda was soraly challenged by this poll
but it persisted on its original track. Leonid Zamyatin, a
sember of the Suprem=2 Soviet'!s Poreign Affairs Committee,
disputed the poll in a TV interviaw given in the USSR on the
fifteenth,17S Jther analysts have iaterpre%ed this inte?vieu
to be tougk. Zaayatin noted anti-socialist ties of a few
with the West and arqued that a majority continued +*o
support the system. However, in another interview conducted
tWwo weeks later, this so-called tough stance was moderated
by his additional acknowledgement that <+the situvation in
Poland was complicated.*?7¢® Events in Poland continued to
accelerate, The Polish secret police raid on trade union
quarters vhich found state secrets occurred on November 21,
On the 22, an avowed Catholic was elevated ¢o the position
of Deputy Premier and on 25 Noveaber a strike occurred in a
t-actor factory. Two days later a national strike alert wvas

called.

173 PTASS (Moscow ftg+ydio Nine,” 15 November 1982 in P -
15383, 17(uovelbL§ 1980, p. cc-8 ’ LBis-

176 pragye Domest TV Service 27 November 1930 in -
USSR, 1903ceaber %880, pe =11, ° r . ZBIs-
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As these avents occurred, East Europsan coament
bacame more acerbic. Czechoslovakia c¢ontinued to paint a
picture of the iaminent 1loss of Poland %o the West.
Conditional credit assistance offered by the West wvas
“blatant interfarence."1?? Pinally, Solidarity was an
opposition force vhich caused a “feverish state anad
threatenad the vdestruction of the antirce social
organisam."1?78 8y the end of Noveaber, they were noting
deliberate acts 2f sabotage at factories and other signs of
collapse. Czechoslovak anxiety was echoed by the GDR.
dalesa was a '“rabiin person holding tanti-communist
viaws."179 They wen%t so far as to juote the Czach report on
the destruction of the social organisa. In contrast,
Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, and Hungary r2mained much calnmer. In
one of the aore incisive analyses, Yugoslav writers notad az
aii-month that the Polish historical compromise aight not be
aimed at overthrowing the systen,180

- D P - -
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Soviet and darsaw Pact pra2parations had continued

since the Brotherhood-in-Arms exercise held in Szpteamber but
now in Noveamber, 4increased activity was noted. 1A temporary
restricted area (P’RA) was proclaimed in the GDR across a
fourty kilometer area for the period 29 Y¥ovember -~ 9
Deceaber. These =military preparations were accompanied by
azteapts to preclulde what was considered to be an otherwise
inevitabl2 event. News of intar-training with Polish
ailitary units was carried in Kgasnpaya Zvezda, the Soviet
military daily, on 29 November. The moderate reactions of
Septemaber and Octaber became cloulded and revealed great
sensitivity in Noveaber.
4. B Decision %o Intacvene: [ia Eirst Iteratiop

The even®s of ¢the first week of Deceaber wece
surrounded in a cloud of confusion. sStudy of these events
renders valuable insight into the Soviet Politburo and the
role of <the Soviet OUnion in ¢ths 2astern Bloc. Late in
Noveaber, the Soviets appear to have made a decision to
intervene. Signs of active planning became evident only
during this period. This lata Noveaber 3Jecision to
intervene is reflected in a variety of wvays. 0n 29 Yovember
Senator Charles Percy was closely questioned by Brezhnev,

Suslov, and Groamyxo while om a2 trip to the Soviet Onion, The
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artention displayed in and by these conversations leaves one
with the view that more than the nev 0S5 President was on the
ninds of the Soviet leaders. Did the Soviets, hope through
these discussions, to gqlean information 2about official
American attitudes towards Soviet intervention? OQn November
25, the sSoviets made their first statements which noted
concern over the security and national interests affacted by
the upcoming nationvide Polish strikas.!®! Between 25 and 30
Novemnber, commentaries coming forth remainad mixed. Gierek
nade a curious visit to the Soviet Union betwe2en 28 Jovember
and 5 Deceaber.t82

By the thirtieth, Soviet media had stabilized on a
line that seemed %to indicate praparation of the Soviet
populace for an intervention. Radio Moscow noted that broad
circles of Polish society were concerned about the crisis in
Poland and quoted the Polish press ia saying that the Polish
aunthorities had in the past few days heen receiving
rasolutions ard decisions froam social organizations and
trade union groups expressing deep concern about the current

situation.'®3 On Hovember 30, Vilnius, the capital of

. w  Pap W - -

tstr Radio Liberty 455,80, 2 December 1980, p. 1.

182
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183 gadio Liberty 456/80, 30 Novembar 1980, p. 7.
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Lithuania vas unexpectedly closed <o foreign visitors. on
Decamber 2, the entjire 3DR-Polish bhorder was clased. ox 3
Decemher, the GDR aobilization was confirmed by both Bonn
and Washjngton. On that same day, Soviet forces in position
around Poland went on alars. Other indications of a high
state of military preparedness included the forward
telocation of command posts, the stockpiling 52f ammunition
and fual, the establishment of mobile field hospitals, and
the callup ¢of reserves.18¢

There is further evidence that <ais Jdecision had
been only’recently taken. The Soviets rely on gold sales to
provide a major source of their hard currency, bu*t as late
as October, they were still eangaged in  heavy gold
trading. 9% Because gold habitually increases in value after
events such as the one under discussion, it would have be=an
logiecal for thea to hold up these sales if intervention had
been a under serious consideration only a short tinme
2arlier. These gold sales had only recomaencel, aftar an

absence of a year, in September,.,18¢
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18e gashington stap, 18 Deceaber 1980,
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A second piece of evidencs supporting the skort-tera

nature of this decision comes from the change of command of
t¥o sanior Soviet counandef;.in the Warsav Pact. The
coamanders of both <the Central Group of Forces in
Czechoslovakia and of the Group 3f Soviet Forces Germany
wvere rotated between the third and the fifth of Decenmber.
These rotations could easily have been postponed if
i .ervention had been considered adre probable only a short
time earlier, bafore the plans for their rotations vere
videspread knowledge. That they occurred may be explained by
Soviet corfidence or deception. Neither of these arguments
are strong by theasselves,

Another explanation for their replacement can also
be made, It arises from the dates of their rotations. This
author bel;eves that between 3 and 5 December, %:he Soviats
pay have been persuaded not %o intervene. Reports emerging
since that time have indicated that Hungary and PRomania
pressured the USSR in*o 3 postponement of the vardict at the
Deceaber S ameeting,!87 but the decision was more 1likaly
_taken prior to the meeting, It has been reported that
President Ceauscescu did not deciie to attend the conference

L T 2 2 2 22 g

187 ngargaw Pact Will Decidg in Moscow How %3 ‘'Testqare
order?'," gg;giggg Della Seca(Milan), 4 Pebruary 1981, p. 4.
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until after Brezhnev assared him ¢that he would not bde

present at  a meeting which would ratify tha intervention
vhick Ceauscescu opprosed,188 Other evidence is also present
to support *he contention +that th2 5 December meeting was
not set to ratify intervention. One is the £fact that the
Poles were also in at%tendance at-the latter neeting. Had a
decision to iptervene been anticipated, it is nighiy
unlikely that they would have been in attendence.

The BEast Buropean leaders were able to influence and
reverse the Soviet decision because of a deeper division
vithin the Soviet Rolithuro itself. I+t has been reported
that very influen+ial members of the Politbhuro were lined up
against the principle advocate of intervention, Defense
Minister Dmitriy Ustinov. According to his rapart, Brezhnev
did not take sides and no agreement was reached.i69

There is further support for the contention that the
S5 December meeting in fact ratified a decision for non-
intervention. Trhe careful wording and the even more careful
requoting by all majer East European sources of <the 5

ise "Romania's 'uoderatin? 8Role' at Sunnlt Not

e n
Bgnng {(Parig 9 Decenber g 3, E ;5;_§ 8, #?
acember 19§6 p. BB=1. It's ould be noted eRat 3 ndtmall
chbeduled Ministers meering of the WTO had been conducte

uriag the eriod 1-3 December in Romania and that ¢this
Decenber meeting in Moscovw was very {iapLoapty.

189 gaghipngton Star, 30 December 1980.
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December Warsaw Pact coarunique is remarkable. This

comnmunique said ir part that the participants

expressed, their conviction that Poland's _compunists,
working class and working people would be able ¢o master
the ex »1ng dsz;cultles and problems and to secure the
future d o of their coyntry touards soc1a1i$m.
6* ey) SO r ;xrue tha socxallst Poland,

nited workers Partg nd the Polish peopla aay rely on
the fraternal assis ance of the meamber~countries of the
Wac-saw alliance.

That the decision was taken within the Soviet Union prior to
the meeting may also have been evidenced by a December 5
article published in the morning edition of Pgavda, fully
tvo days after the Polish Plenum. It noted that dqcisiomns
taken at the plenua wvoull noromote E peaceful
atmosphere, ™90 This is a major change in tone from the 390
November Radio Moscow report related above.

Bvidence that the decision of the fifth was fcr non-
intervention also caame sut in negative fashions. On the
seventh, East German officjals were reporting that a number
of railroad trains carrying meat from Germany to Poland had
been diverted by "rebel" Polish workers.19% The tone of this
report gives it the appearance of an attempt to lobby for a
decison to intervene., This is implicit evidence that the

190 n"Praternal Nevsg pers: gt the Center of aAttention
E§é§§%£"°s ga).. ‘p_ cember 19 p. S, ia gg;s 3 9
¢

¥91 Haghinton Star, 7 Deceaber 1980.

137




decision had not yet been *taken. Also on thea saventh, the
Washington Star gquoted "a fai¢hful and precis=" informant
inside the GDR who noted that a military move into Poland
would occur within four wveeks jf the Polish 1leadership
failed to restore its authority.t92

inlike the Germans, who on December 7 appeared *¢o be
lobbying for a reversal of a decision for non-intervention,
on the evening of 5 Deceaber, the Czechs broadcast an radio
editorial which said that "there 430 not exist problems *hat
cannot be solved by political means."!'93 As can be expected,
this contrasted with the alarmist reports the Czechoslovak
press had published during the entire preceding crisis
period.

In review, this author fesls that several decisions
were taken. The first was taken by the Soviets in the last
week of November ﬁnd called for a gquick 1intervention.
Certain East Puropeans determined that <+this 3ecisfion had
been made and, capitalizing on a weak Soviet consensus
within <the Soviet Politburo, caused it to be Treversaed

between 3 and 5 December, This reversal vas accepted by the

192 Ipid,

193 prague Domestic Service, 5 Deceaber 1980, in -Re 8
Decembes 1980, p. aA-2. ’ ’ ERI3-220,
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Soviets before the Warsaw Pact meeting and ratified at the

meeting.

5. A Decision to Intscvene: A Second Iteration

December 6, as has been noted, marks a sudden shift
in the signs and signals which the Soviets were sending. On
that day, both Krasnaya Zvezda the Soviet military daily,
and pravda revealed a significantly new tone. The military
journal reported that the USSR-Polish relations were pnoted
by "good neighborliness™ and the Moscow radio report on the
Polish plenum was unemotive in the manner in which it spoke
of the constructive nature of Kania's efforts.19¢

But two pieces of good evidence indicate that the 5
December decision did not stand for long. The first comes
from a London limes article which reported the release of
Swedish intelligence from the Deceaber time period.19% The
report maintains that on December 6, an unusual amcunt of
Soviet ailitary shipping was observed in the Baltic. Between
7 and 9 December, three divisions were moved from garrison

locations to tents in the vicinity of Kaliningrad and that

lliance ber 1
§ Q g“? 81%eu s _and Hoscow 6omestié
Ser aber 1980, §E§-Q§§g, 8 Deceaber 1980, p.
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during that time a direct radio communications link was set
up with Moscow. This report is corraborated by 3rzezinskits
statement that the US learned on Deceaber 7 of an impending
movement of a Soviat airborne division 1into Poland.t9e
Brzezinski added that in response to this knowledge,
President Carter sent a stern message to Brezhnev and the
Times report noted a sudden halt of preparations on 9
Deceaber.

This seems to offer indisputable ewidence that the
Soviets were planning for intervention soametime after the
fifth, Did this reflect one decision which was never
altered, one vhich was never taken, or, as argued, two
decisions which were both cancelled. The evidence 1is not
clear. Jiri valenta argued that the Soviet decision %o move
into Czechoslovakia was taken only three days before the
operation.19?7 This further supports the argument <that two
decisions were taken. History msakes it clear that both vere
cancelled. Regardless of which 4interpretation is favored,
the perspective that one gains of the Soviat Politburo

during this time is one of weakness and indecisiosn., This is

194 Sap Zrancisce chropicle, 2 Pebruary 1981,
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the same indecision that was noted during the August strikes

and is important to the future analysis. It clearly
indicates that the Warsaw Pact collectivity and +the Soviet
Politburo was giving the Poles the chance to solve their own
problean again. Certainly, 3 variaty of amilitary actioms
taken during this period serve to induce firmer actions on
the Polish communists and may have intimidated <the Polish

workers for a period of tinme.

C. WINTER 1980-1981
1. Deceaber

The Soviat attitudes during the balance of December
are distinct from those of the preceeding two weeks and are
subject to less interpretation. Between 11 and 20 Deceamber,
there vera numasrous attempts td> cala the international
environament. Most of this calaing was accomplished through
interviews of ranking Soviet officials coaducted in the
dest. On the eleventh, Vadia Zagladin gave an interview in
Rome and Soviet Aambassador K. Chervonenko gave ope in
Prance. On December 14, Boris Ponomarev, Central Committee
secretary overseeing the International Departaent, gave
another one in Prance followed on the fifteenth by Soviet

Aabassador Valentin Palin's in the FPRG. The final one was
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granted by Zamyatin in Helsinki on the 20. In e2ach of these,
the same theme was apparent. The Soviet Union was supporting
the Polish solution to the Polish problem.

During this period there was a resurgence in the
econoaic support of the CMEA to Poland. On December 16,
Soviet radio gquoted the Polish newspaper Tribupa Ludu, when
it noted that all the CMEA countries had announced a speedup
of trade deliveries +o Poland.t98 Starting on the December
12, Soviet reports notad the ceturn of rhythm to the Polish
vorkplace. 199 This new attitude was clear by 25 December
when the Moscow World Service noted that "coamonsense,
coastructive attitudes and realism are gradually gaining the
apper hand in Poland.n290 Similar to their September
rLeactions was the reemergence at this time of discussions of
' coapeting stakes in their propaganda. This was 10st notable
in the Soviet attempts to split the US from its allies. It
came at the same time that the US was attempting to provide
leadership to its allies in the event of possible Soviet

i{ntervention. Attacks accused the US of being responsible

198 Yoscow World Service, 16 December 1980, in P - 17
December 1980, p. P-2. = ’ IB13-033R,

199 Yoscov Domestic Service, 12 December 1980, in TS-033R
12 Deceaber 1980, p. P-d. ’ ERIS-U33R,

200 Mogcow World Service, 25 December 1980, in PFBIS-~USSR, 29
December 1980, p. P-5.
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for "whipping ap an attitude of hysteria and noted that the
reasons for the disturbance in Poland were all due ¢to
western generated agitation,201

Pinally, Soviet attitudes in this period included an
acceptance of the Polish situation . The Soviets seea to
have erased their old 1line and redrawn it to include
Solidarity. 2Zagladin gave evidence to this view when he
yrote that the Soviet Union "denies that Solidarity deviates
from the socialist system." This may have been due in part
to another growing Soviet perception also confirmed by
weonid Zaayatin, The Soviets understood that "the econoamic
and social problems now affecting Poland could hit any other
country."202 Implicit in this understanding is recogni*ion
that the Soviets do not have the milizary forces sufficient
o0 garrison the whole of Bastern Europe 2and the Soviet
Union. Perhaps they are being forced to recognize that soame
reform is an absoclute necessity.

Soviet attitudes during ¢he balance °f December

reflected a reversal awvay from the increasing tension levels

101 Soscow Domestic Setvice, 9 December 13890, g uss
gecegber 1980, and "Yilitary Polltlca R"z
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waich started in September, continued through October and
accelarated through November into> early Dacember. The

changeover did not occur uniformly throughout the decision-

- making hisrarchy. on Deceaber 10, Ustinov called for a

raising of wvigilance against the aspirations of inmperialist
forces.293 Coming immediately before the 11-20 December
international campaign related above, and after the sudden
halt of preparations on 9 Deceamber, it appears to give
evidence “o the fact that the Soviet military was indeed a
proponent of intervention and was slow in accepting the
political decision ratified at the Warsaw Pact ageting.

A second ailitacy occurrance after the fifth, was
the continued staffing of the Polish armed forces by Soviet
officers including those in the Nianistry of Defense. Some of
these officers wore Polish ailitary uniforms in an effort %o
maintain a low profile and in some respacts, this was a
subtle but sure fora of intervention.29¢ Another unigue and

new quality was the announcement juring this period of a
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military exercise which never occurred, or occurred only in
a much smaller scale than reported.?29S

December was noted by a Soviet reacceptance of the
solidarity <¢rade union in particular and the Polish
situation in general, a willingness to £ind a new solution
originally not of their liking, and giving some evidence of
bureaucratic politics within the Soviet decision wmaking
hierarchy, more specifically, 2f the lack of concensus
vithin the Politburo.

2. J3anyagy

In Poland, the peace of Deceaber was followed, in
January, by a dispute over <the iamplementation of the
provision of work 2oa Saturdays. This dispute was ‘the center
of Soviet coaaent during the aonth, but tha Soviets
continued to support Poland. Deputy Premier Jagielski went
to Moscow to celebrate the nevw year by receiving a 3465
million package of assistance from the Soviets and Brezhnevw
made a statement in which he expressed hope that the task to
overcome the present difficulties would be £fulfilled under

the leadership of the PUWP,

20% fadio Pree Eurg Research t /304 18
Decesper 1980. p. 3v° arch, Background 3eRrtl3gs,
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Oother January themes were not as positive, however.
Against the increasing rhythm and heightened activities
aoted at the enl of Deceamber and the beginning of January
there was a growing threat of counterrevolution, The
expraessions ‘'"healthy £orces,”™ and "anti-socialist forces
against the state"™ were used with increasiang resgularity.20e
At the beginning of January, reports on Solidarity carefully
drev the distinction between it and <the anti-socialist
forces who used it as a cover.20? However, the trade union's
strong advocacy of Saturday wvork recast it in +he Soviet
minds into the chief perpetrator of the aggravation. In 1
fact, the bid to aggravate this situation pgoved to the
Ssoviets, as they said, that Solidarity was not part of the
solution.298
Soviet concern was evidenced when Marshall Victor G.
Kulikov, the Soviet ¥TO Commander, made a surprise visit to
warsaw on January 13. Following his meeting with Karia, he
ié dropped out of sight leading to speculation that he was
|

conferring with military leaders. 32n., Anotoly I. Gribkov,

206 "Bajalski Reports_ Soviet Reaction to Polish_Events

Sg;igi a Belqradeio 9 January 1981, p. 1-2, in EBIS-EEU, 13
anuary 1981, p. 1.

207 "Ptovoc tive Deman " TASS u cow 1 Janua 1981 i
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209 uoscow World Service, 23 Januazy 1981.
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Chief of staff of the WTO, and Gen. Afanasi F. Schleglov,
conmander of Soviaet forces in Westarn Poland, wevre seen in
pablic with him during his wvisit.

Pinally, Western interference continued ¢to be a
theme of Soviet propoganda. It may have reflected the
Soviets true perceptions., Articles referred to work done by
Brzezinski during the 1960's as a long-tera plaan being used
by the US to undermine Soviet strength in the Eastern
Bloc.209 The US was not tha only country in the Weast
tesponsible for interfering in Polish affairs. The British
were also targeted for their complicity in helping an emigre
organization in London.

The East European press was different €from the
soviet press only in that it continued to be morz vitriolic.
The Czechs coatinued to be extremely negative while the GDR
chose <o remind the Poles of the debt <they had to the
Soviets vhose troops had liberated their country at the end
of WWII. Conversely, VYugoslavia maintained its much more
rational and cauntious approach waile noting that Polish
party members were exressing concern over %he continuing

tension in Poland.

209 Mogcow, shortvave to Hungarc 3 January 1981 in -
USSR, 3 January 1931, Pe po17 1 Y v ERI3z
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Soviet military operations showed some decrease in

the readiness, but Soviet military preparedness continued to
be evidenced by better shelter for the troops, a staff
exercise with the Hungariaas, and another small exercise
vhich was given publicity much in excess of its size. Gen.
A. A. Yepishev, the chief of the Main Political Directorate
foy the Soviet armed forces, was quoted on January 16 as
saying that reationary imperialist circles werz <trying to
disrupt the prevailing balance of power within Poland.210
In January, the Soviets became disturbed with the
new line of tolerance which they had made in December and
which had included Solidarity. Their magnanimity of December
could only continue in a period of Polish social peace.
dhen this started slipping during the month, their tolerance
also slipped. The end of January found the Soviasts
increasingly concerned, East Burope continuing to attack,
and bureaucratic political advocates of firmness now making
public speeches.
3. Pebruargy
Pebruary opened to a serious situation. The Soviets

had the constraint of 26th Party Congress, scheduled for

210 mnpaking the Lead 2and Showin Leadership: Party

Conferences," Moscow 16 January 1981 .
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February 26, with which to concern themselves and yet Poland
was experiencing serious social disruptions as Solidarity
protested against slov enactment of the Gdansk agreements.
The GDR clamored about falling Polish exports disturbing the
CMEA production plans. The Czechs were emphasizing the heavy
handed ways of Solidarity and quoting Poles who wrote that
the situation was deteriorating.

The Soviets maintained twenty six divisions on alert
status around Poland and on the ninth, sent a clear message
that their patience was not infinite when <¢the Soviet
Ambassador to East Germany, Petr Abrasimov, warned that the
USSR could not remain indifferent <to the current events
which included observations that dual powver was becoming a
reality in Poland. Soviet dissatisfaction was also
displayed in their much delayed first use of a Polish
government document published on November 25 which detailed
the role of the «centers of foreign subversion who are
"carrying out psychological varfare "against socialist

countries,2tt A [Ljiteraturnaya 3ageta article also portrayed

211,35 (Moscow), 7 Pebruary 1981, in PBIS-USSR, 9 February
1981, p. P=-3.
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the Western interference in Poland?'s extreus difficul%ties in

very base terms,212 TASS properly summarized the Soviet
fears in this -reqard by noting that T™counter ra=volutionary
forces are actually starting a frontal attack on party."213

The situation in 'Poland took on a 12w hue with
Kania's appointment of Gen. %ojciech Jaruzelski as the new
Premier on 12 February. Soviet acquiescence but not firm
support greeted his appointment, however, Soviet attitudes
once again siezed on the hope that the Polish situation was
not yet out of control. Solidarity's ratification of
Jaruzelski's call for a three month moratorium on strikes
gave them some reason for their positive attituies.

East Buropean activities were not ina full unison.
On the fourteeath, the Bulgariams offered fraternal support
and international assistance.21¢ Czechoslovakia spoke of
Poland as a "Trojan horse,"21S and the GDR continued its its

strong rhetoric. It wvwas "horrified"®™ at the ‘“yielding

212 +n#3ehind the Mask of 'Solxda:zt aratur
gez yeta (Moscow) , 11 ;ebruacy 1981, p. v ln é& §:%ssg?g¥3

pruary 1981, p.

213 TASS (Moscow), 6 Pebruacy 1981, in FBIS-US38, 9 February
1981, p. P-1.
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attitudes of the Polish authoritiss."2té (On Pebruary 13,

tkey demonstrated their dissatisfaction by practiciag river
crossings on the Neisse River at the Polish borier. Kania
made trips in late Pebruary to reassure Gustav Husak (CZ) and
Erich Honecker (3DR) and ¢o gain the time he needed to
reestablish firm control over Poland.
4. Magch

March started gquietly as Polish workers returned %o
their Jjobs,. Again, the Sovists noted that industrial
production was gradually returning to normal. 9n March 6,
Soviet leaders expressed confidence that "the Polish
communists have every opportunity and are strong enough to
eliminate the dangers to their socialist gains." On March
12, the Soviets were still resporting that the situation in
Poland vas noramalizing. They weat on to add that it would
take years of intensive work to rebuild Poland. The Soviets
also seeaed to again view Solidarity, in its basic nature,
as an acceptable feature in a communist systea. Through
aid-Marcch, the Soviet concern sprang f£rom the long-ternm

significance of the Polish events, Poland was gquiest enough

216 DPA (Hamburg), 20 Pebruary 1981, in PBIS-ERU0, 20 Pebruary
1981, p. E-1,
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that no discussion of i* was included in the Soviet TV news
shows of mid-March.
5. Soyuz 81

But against the background of these statements were
the upcouing Soyuz 81 amilitary exercises, A large meeting
of military commanders of the GDR and USSR took place in
Moscow between <the 5 and the 8th.217 Senior officials in
attendance vere Ustinov, VYepishev, Kulikov, and Marshal
oéarkov from the OSSR and Gen. (leinz Hoffmann and Col Gen
Heinz Kessler froa <the G5DR. Tha Soyuz =2x2rcises were
anpounced on 10 March. They were planped as a "Joint
headgquarters exercise of the allied armies and air forces®
and "sought to improve coordination and work ou%t questions
of cooperation betwen <the superior headquarters of the
fraternal countries,n218

The relative calm of early March was shattered two
days after the exercises started when protesting farmers
vwere beaten in the town of Bydgoszc® on 19 MNarch. The
tension this produced 1lead directly to anothar serious

military scare. Soyuz 81, announced as largely command and

1;; :Pg?eq?lzn Heetingsn'5§%§§;§ghz¥§§%gg(uogcowi. 6 March

218 Moscow Donesti Sarvice, 10 March 1981, in ~0SSR, 11
sarch 1587, B B8-1. ’ a in EBIS=OSSR,
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staff exercises, in fact, +%ook on the appearance of a dress
tehearsal for a future intervention. Between 17 March and 7
April, a wide variety of manuevers were held. BRBast German
forces conducted advances to comtact which closely matched
taeir anticipated <future actions. 3y both day and night,
they advanced fourty kiloaseters, including making a water
obstacle crossing (100 meters), and then met an enemy who
offered stiff resistance.2!9 In othar exercises, Polish aad
BEast German seaborne forces simulated 1landings on tae
Baltic.220 some vere conducted in <¢he vicinity of Talinn22t
and may have served the dual purpose of deaonstratiag Soviat
resolve to the restless Estonians. (See preceding chapter)
The serious nature of the military exercises wvere
evidenced by the highest military alert called since World
War II in Sweden.222 BBC carried a report on 27 Narch of a
West European intelligence rapor:t which claiaed that the
Soviets had decided in the list several Jays to intervene.
The option was clearly available. A breach of protocol
caused the Soviet Warsaw Pact coamander, Kulikovw, to be

219 ADN (Zast Berlin), 1 April 1981, in PBIS-EED, 3 April
1981, p. AA-1.

220 chriscian Science Monitor, 31 Yarch 1981,
221 Tiges(London), 6 April 1981, p. 4.

222 chrigtlan Sglignge Nopitor, 2¢ March 1981,
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named exarcise commander. On previous occasions, the
coamander has come from the host country, in this case, Zast
Germany. 223 The Soyuz 81 exercises failed to ba halted at
thair expected tisme. The exercises ran an additional veek
and even after the Soviet announc2ment of their successful
conclusion, the activities tapered off only very slowly.
6.  April

The end of March witnessed Solidarity calling a
nationwide strike for April 1 in protest over the events an
and subsequent to Bydgoszcz. April came early, on the
thirtieth of March vhen Solidarity called off this strike
because of the certainty of bloodshed. Later, a Solidarity
spokesman was quoted saying that they had heard of a rusor
to close “he Warsav airport and had learned that reservists
had been recalled to their barracks and that the Polish
Transport Company, PKS, had been ordered to prepare buses
for what could only have been troop aovement. This threat
case frea the manuevering troops.22¢ The cancellation of the
strike seemed, though only slowly, to take the wind €from the

sails driving the Soviet ship towards intervention.

223 jew JIork Times, 27 March 1981,

2z2e #Warsay Threatened a State of Siege "
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Orther Soviet statements from this eazly April period
gave indication to the serious state of affairs. One Pole
was quoted saying, ‘'morally, Pascism stands higher that
darxisa.223 Another "Polish" listener "wrota” ¢ a Moscow
radio netwvork. “rhe socialist order must be reestablished
quickly if wve vant to defend our fatherland and
socialism."22¢ Finally, Izvestia noted ¢that events have
recently "proven <that the 'creeping counterrevolution' has
risen to its feet and attained its full height.,"227

on April S, Brezhnev made a surprise visit to
Czechoslovakia to atteud their communist party mseting. His
speech was moderate in tone, but it contained a subtle shift
in attitude. Of Proland, nhe said in part, "Poland's geruine
patriots will be able, one should suppose, to give a
necaessary rebuff to the schames of the eneaies of the
socialist system."228 The "conviction" of December's Warsaw
Pagt coamunigque gave way to " one should suppose"™ in April.
But vhile the certainty of a Polish solution vas diminished,

228 ®“)Anti-socialist Assemblage | ov 2 Aapril
1981, pors,S0e g atodsRT a0y ] (BERTA (Mpsqon) P

22¢ Noscow, in Prench, 5 April 1981, in -USSR, 6 April
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the speech was viawed as moderate in view of the fact that

the Soyuz 81 amanuevers, wvhich possessed such serious
potential, wvere continuing a week beyond their scheduled
conclusion.

While the highast 1level Soviet stataments vere
showing subtle shifts, changes in EBast Furope were auch more
pronounced., In early April, T. 2Zbivkov, the Bulgarian
Communist Party Pirst Secretary, expressed Bulgaria's
nfraternal solidarity with all trua Polish patriots."229 For
the first time, the Hungarians, the only Bast European

country with a history of friendly relations withk Poland,

strongly criticized solidarity and echoed their Bast German |
and Czech counterparts, 230
In mid-april, following the conclusion >f Soyuz-81,
the Soviats were acknovwledged to be <capable of moving
120,000 wmen, eight divisions, into Poland within a few
hours. They were openly regarded to be capable of comamiting
an additional 100,000 troops, seven divisions, into Poland

within one week.23t But the tone of their statements again

229 rnPurther Re ort e 1 th Bul arian Con ress
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quiated as April passed and they could be claarly vieved as

loosing in their war of nerves with the Poles. It has
bacome apparent that the Soviets gave the Poles a new lease
on life in April.

Reviewing the past several months, what trends can be
seen? The Soviets have wused three threats to keep East
Burope in line since WWII.232 These threats have been
political, economic, and military. The military threat is
clear, but its success has been less so. Two exercises have
been held within Poland. During the last exercise, the Poles
held a nationwide 4-hour strike. This leads one to question
the capability of <this threat to gain any important goals
for the Soviets. The Soviet economic threat towards Poland
has routinely been, instead, an inducement. When <the
Soviets have had problems with the Poles in the past, they
have extended aid. This pattern has been used frequently
since August in this crisis, If the Soviets consider
intervention to be inevitable, one might expect them ¢to
refrain froam extending it much as they did in Czechoslovakia
in 1968. But Soviet economic support appears to continue

through today. Political <threats have also had varying

232 Korbonski “Bastern EBurope 2and the Soviet Threat,"
beageny of poiltical ‘Scieace Bioceedings 33 (Wo. 1 1978f:




success. political threats include ideological wvarnings,
official visits, and statements. In Poland today, they have
failed to preveat the workers contagion from spreading to
the party. mhys it is evident that the standard methods of
coptrol available to the Soviets have been wvell exercised

and, in the final analysis, have failed,
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Iv. LOOKING IQ IHE RUTURE

Observers of the present situation in Poland are today
presented with a great challenge. No one would dispute that
the events in Poland have <far exceeded other =Easterm Bloc
disturbances since World #ar II and yet, no intervention has
occurred. In the absence of a key to future Soviet
reactions, wvhat threads have we uncovered which give light

to the future events?

A. REVIEW

It appears clear that the events transpiring in Poland
will con tinue. The transformations of the power
ralationships inside Poland give 1little evidence of a
tendency to return to the g$tatus guo apte in the short-ters.
The pattern of change has maintained its direction and
increased in its forcefulness despite strong r2actions froa
the Soviets and their Bastern Buropean neighbors.
Ratification of reform proposals which wmust undoubtedly
occur during the July PUWP Congress will substantially
bolster these new patterns of relationships. Thus, it is

unlikely that the probleas in Poland will disappear soon.
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The historical survey also amakes it clear that the

Soviets have a predisposition to intervene founded on years

of history and numerous precedents dating to the mid-
seventeenth century. Their historical claia to Poland is
equally supported, according to their world view, by the
f cost they bore during the Great Patriotic War (World War II)
| vhose end saw them in control of Poland. No events have yet
occurred ¢to lessen any of these claims. Finally, the

discussion of +the Soviet stakes in Poland makes it clear

that <the changes occurring thersz ars both serious and

diametrically opposed to Soviet desires. !
Puture Soviet actions in Poland will largely be

determined by the events unfolding in Poland, itself. Both

the Soviet stakes in Polandg, and the costs implicit with

Soviet intervention are extremely high while the competing

stakes and their associated costs are of less value. This

makas it important to focus on the indicators aand trends in
Poland and the Soviet Union over actions taken by
‘ participants elsawher2 in the international system. While

actions by the latter actors will be important in ¢he long-
i ters by displaying resolve, continuity, stability, and for
setting a Western/American example, they will generally have

only a small chance of 2altering the short-<erm decisions of




the Soviets. With this premise in mind, pessiaistic from the
American decision maker's viewpoint as it is, is it possible

to determine why no intervention has yet occurred?

B. WHY NO INTERVENTION

At least one scholar must be satisfied with his
explanation of why the Soviets have failed to intervene.
While perhaps not precisely correct 3in matching today's
avents, he nevertheless captured the essenca vwhen he vwrote

that of past events,

what really determined whether the Soviets woull resort
to military intervention against a domestic faction was
vhether that domestic faction demonstrated to Moscow the
capacity to_and will to mobilize its country for armed
resistance.233

The Polish threat to respond to intervention with armed
force has been clear both during the recent crises and in
preceding ones. ¥Not only has a largs group of senior Polish
aray officers gone on record that it would fight an invading
aray, but a Prench poll revealed that 66% of the Poles would
also resist.23¢ Pinally, recent rTrepor%s indicate that

Solidarity is building up defense plans and caching weapons

233 Chr1sto her Jones, i et Hegemony zn E itern
gurope: nané?s gf Pol‘t cal Autonony an 1 litary
Inte vention. litics 29 (January 1977
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to defend the factories.23% They may also be joining ¢he
ailitia. Soviet perceptions of the direct costs of
intervention in casualties and 1long~term garrison forces
nust.be high. The Poles have manifested their will to meet
a Soviet intervention with force clearly and in a variety of
vays. One might also wonder, however, if the Polish leaders
are not acting in a more sophisticated manner that the Czech
predecessors who also strove <*to avoid triggering Soviet
intervention while conducting their own reforas. Pinally,
it is indeed possible that the Poles are learning <+to work
together. This has been a major factor, both historically
and recently, in inhibiting any lengthy peaceful interaction
in poland. Gen Wojciech Jaruzelski has appeared capable,
during the spring, of balancing the Soviets, the Party and
Solidarity at the same time that Walesa appears to be
holding his own balanciag the Party and the workers. This
very shaky state of affairs may have been sufficient ¢to
preclude Soviet intervention thus far.

The absence of Soviet intervention may also be explained
by “he unique and far-reaching natur2 of the problem. Siace

WWII, <the world has witnessed Poland experience a series of

23s 7g.§5. ¥s apngd #Wo Report 11 May 1981, . 21 and
cazifilin §515, 32 B0 8%ks 211" 108Y) ° ’
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explosions, Zach of these have <contributed ¢5 gradual but
increasing differentiation of Poland fron the Soviet
model.23¢ Direct Soviet involvement to halt the current
process "would only intensify the Polish resentment (for)
the Russians, (and) it would precipitate another, even more
bitter, political confrontation in the future.®23? The
Polish problem today has been called a "new reality"23s
wvhich transcends Poland itself by portending future change
*o the Bloc wmembers both indiviiually and collectively.
Daitri Simes succinctly characterized <the innappropriate
nature of a forceful intervention in Poland as a "desparate
solution,"239 and ¢the Soviets have given one <clear signal
that acknowledges their acceptance of the fact that <the
Polish problea is unigue. Unlike their reaction %o
Czechoslovakia, +t9 which they refused any aid in 1968, in
1980, they have given sizeable aid to the Poles, 1including

scarce hard currency reserves.

236 ")  gider Rybicon than in 1968," 2 (Paris 1
Deceaber 1988 9 n FBIS-HE, 12 Decembér *380!984‘é-% 1)y

237 jAdam Broak "Poland at the Crossroads," e World T

34 (April 1978):956 +" Ihe Ho Today
238 Jacek wez 'The Polish Situation from the Viewypoint
of the Catho fntelli entsia " sgeech given in Polish in
January 1981, Translate by Ctalg olley.

239 pige, 1 Septeamber 1980, p. 26.
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Another explanation for th2 Soviet failure to react with
an intervention thus far may stem from their own nature.
Many events, with the notabls exception of <th2 1962 Cuban
Missile crisis, support the view that they act with caution.
Jiri valenta has argued <that their decision to move on
Czechoslovakia in 1968 zame in part because of their
percaption of the low risks associated with this action.2¢9
More recent evidence has argued the tentative nature of
their initial interference in Angola in the mid-seventies.
Changing focus slightly, and avoiding the generalization of
single word characterizations, Jan P. Triska has argued that
the Soviets would generally use force only slowly for two
reasons.

1) Since 1968, the Soviets have demonstrated
sensitivity to the socio-politizal consequences of a
decline of welfare in Bastern Europe which can be
wavoided by prudent policies based on established,

sensible relations."”
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2) The only real military/political allies the Soviets

have are the Eastarn Europeans who therefore they have a

high priority and are worthy of investment.24t?
Roy Yedvedev, a member >f the Soviet intelligentsia, gives
corraboration t3 this view. He w@maintains that at the
conclusion of the August strikes, the CPSU adopted a long-
term strateqy which counted on the slow recovery of the
preexisting institutions,2¢2 Purther defining Soviat pature,
and showing its consistency are comments of one noted Soviet
expert made in 1967. The Soviets seek to "reserve the
always risky policy of armed force as a last
alternative.”2¢3 2nother adds that in response to coamplex
situations, Soviet leadership "tries to keep all its optioas
opan for as long as possible and to evade, repeatedly,
decisions on matters of principla.%2¢¢ jaApnother aspect of
their nature is evident throughout history. They hesitate

to get involved in two places at one time. Their current

241 Jan Triska, "50v1et-East opean elatio
igiigfogﬁi Hoovég“ing%ifut on Pr§§s7‘1980§, p.Rg

242 "Moscow Does Not '*Polis onta on' "
§iampa (Turin), 28 sepiesber 1580, "o o3, “OntRiidlpssp, 4
c er 1980, Annex.

%ﬁﬁ‘“%ézmi332*“3“%5:d&%&%ééhy%i’%és. TeESF, 244
;!gaiio Soates,l; g a n ;g, 29oes It Exist?," A+lantic
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occupation of Afghanistan presents them with this
dilemna.2%S However, the absence of interventiosn thus far
reflacts only a decision to delay it for later
consideration. It bears great similarity to the decisions
taken in Hungary in 1956 and in Czechoslovakia in 1968 when
intervention occurred only after 1loag deliberation and much
effort to solve the crises by other, more peaceful means.
The Soviet nature is closely tied to their decision

making, to which ve must also turn to explain their lack of
intervention. Vernon Aspaturian has identified four goals
of Soviet decision makers. These are

1) Security of their territory and population.

2) Preservation and enhancement of their power, prestige,

and influence.

3) Preservation of the social order at hoae.

4) EBxtension of their ideological values elsevhere.246

- - -

243 This author does not by %ny means wish to convez the
imprassion that their occupatiofi of Afghanistan recludes
action in Poland. The Soviets have thuas far ieuonstrated
tolerance for the BXISt ng uilita:y balance in Afg anistan.
Hovever the gsycho ogi al npgc of their _ianvolvement is
30r3 {aportan ) lita:y requirements this
involve-ent levies on then.

2450 Vernon isgaturian, “Internal Politics and Foreign 9011c

in the ten," in g;;%g; ;g %} ye

ﬁ s%gn § 3::3 uvanston.
es ern Un ve:s %x PEess, 6 ) s p. spa urxan
i when in each other, secur

preen nent over ideoloqical considetatlons.
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In Poland today, ¥e have saen that all four are being

tested. They are muinally reinforcing, acting to drive the
dacision in the same direction, towards intervention. But,
in light of the balance of this extended analysis, this
direction should not be sarprising, it is <the decision to
avoid intervention so far which we are currently seeking to
axplﬁin.

Jiri valenta has presented us with an in-depth analysis
of the last Soviet intervention in Eastern Europe. ¢+ sheds
light on our guestion, because of its value as a yardstick
with which we can make estimates of the status of the
current Soviet decision saking. His paradigm distinguishes
as deteramining factors

1) consensus building,

2) deadlines, and

3) wmanipulation of the rules.247
The absence of a consensus in early Deceamber and its effect
on their actions at that time have already been noted. The
serious challeng2 made to the Soviets in Afghanistan nmay
also have strengthened the hand of the moderates in the
politburo. Neither has an irrevocable deadline yet passed.

The Poles may have been aware of this significance of the

2¢7 valenta, Soviet Ipterveptioam, p. 155.
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Party Congress as an action forcing elemeat when they
postponasd until July.

It is more difficult to uncover evidence of rule
changes. Valenta demonstrated that the boundaries of the
gréup responsible for decision making were altered to affect
the outcome of the decision. Since August, perhaps the most
striking avent has been the retirement of Aleksei Kosygia.
But this appears to have been clearly related t> his failing
health which lead to his death in December rather ¢than to
the stand he took on Poland. The only other factor then
apgarent is the reelectisn, without a single change, of the
entire Politburo at the 26th Party Congress held in February
of this year. This tends to indicate great caution and
concern on the parts of the amost senior Sovist decision
makers.

The emphasis on the interplay of various actors within
the decision making apparatus highlighted by the
bureaucratic politics paradigm, hides another important
factor. In 1968, Leonid BSrezhnev had only been in power
four years and his leadership was still shared, in the
fasiliar Russian $Loika, vith Kosygin and Presilant Nicholai
podgorny. In 1981, Brezhnev has firm and undisputed control

of the Politburo. The Soviet leadership is also marked by
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greater homogeneity today arising froa his appointment,
through the years, of many subordinates who ars 1loyal to
him, It is also apparent that his health has improved in
the last tvo years. This gives him greater streng*h with
vhich to exert his influeace within that body. These né}
realities in the Soviet Politburo may help explain their
reticence to move on Poland. However, the =vents of early
December indicate that we cannot rely on these or on the
tested and failing policy related by Roy Medvedevw, to
preclude a future decisiosn to intervene.

One final reason is less importan* but highly
illuminating. The lack of Soviet intervention thus far amay
revolve about the severe difficulties which the Soviets
experienced during their mobilization in August Jduring the
strikes. One report noted extraordinary confusion and
discipline problems.248 A second one was aore definitive,
noting that the party First Secretary in the Transcarpathian
military district 1lost his Jjob because of the discipline
problaas which included mass desertions of assembly points
and vhich led to dragooning on tha streets of the district.

nSevere demoralization®™ and "syapathy" for the Poles may

2¢¢ jFashiangtopn Post, 13 February 1981.
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have steamed from the reservists' Polish and Czech ethnic
backgrounds, 249

This one report reveals indisputable proof of the
sensitivity of both the western regions %to ¢the events
occurring in Poland and of the Politburo to its own western
problenms. In 1968, the same Pirst Secretary of the
Transcarpathian Regional Coamittee, Yuri Ii'nitski was used
by <the Politburo to dramatize the situation in his
reqion.2%% In a largely unprecedented manuever, he was
invited to speak in the Politbhuro. Yet in 1980, i%* appears
that his zealousness in ocrdering dragooning and the
commandeering of automobiles was visved as potentially
destabhilizing in the precarious anvironment. Rather than
being called to the Politburo ¢35 urge the intervention he
obviously wanted, he was removed. Again the thread of Soviet
caution and conceran emerges.

The Polish threat to respond, the unigue nature of the
problem, the nature of the Soviats, and their decision
making apparatus have combined to thus far liai* Soviet
initiatives in Poland. However, they can all be svercome by

a serious turn of events in Poland. What other responses

2¢9 The FPipancial Iimes(London), 13 February 1981,
250 Valenta, Soyvist Intecvaation, p. 60.
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could the Soviets make to answer increasing tensions ia

Poland?

C. ALTERNATIVES TO INTERVENTION

Pive alternatives present theaselves as possible means
to alleviate the need t> resort to the forceful use of the
soviet military. The first is to accept the siztys gquo. The
Soviets bave not yet adopted this approach in its entirety.
Their statements and press releases, accoapanied by the
vitriolic East Geraman and Czech attacks which the Soviets
allow, give evidence to their continuing pressura. However,
allowing this distinction, Soviet acceptance of the statys
qua, of Polish renewal within the 4international coamunist
subsysteam, would be a surprise. Although @most observers
feal that eventual Soviet intervention is almost a
certainty, it has Dbeen noted ¢that in previous crises
situations <the Soviets nave always surprised the West.
Argquments for and against their acceptance of the gtatys guo
have been made throughout this analysis.

The second and third alternatives have already been

axercised. The second one is adsinistrative intervention.
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This occurred in late November and early December of last
year.2%1 Its importance as an alternative is very limited.
It has two principle roles. In the first, of information
collection, it has presumably met with success. In its
second, to freeze Polish forces 1in the event of
intervention, no evaluation can be definitive, but it should
be regarded as 1less 1likely to succeed in view of past
experience and Polish deterwnination. The third alternative
to intervention is to use @manuevers to strengthen the Party
and to intimidate the masses. Jiri Pelikxan gJuotes Vasil
Bilak, a Czechoslovak Presidium meaber, as observing that in
1968, the manuevers were an "important fora of Soviet
assistance to the Czechoslovak Coamunist Party in mobilizing
itself and expelling the revisionists.”2%52 This alternative
must be viewed as a failure after the March strikes which
occurred in the midst of Soviet manuevers.

A fourth alternative appears to have only the remotast
of possibilities. This would be for independent action on
che part of Poland's East European neighbors. It seess

anlikely because of the small Bast Serman armed forces and

2sy CBS, "Bvening News," 9 Deceaber 1980 and % ingt
star, 18 Decesbar 1980, " ' Hashington

252 "Moscow Working for a Break," Rome 29-30 March
1981, ppo 1,20, inqgaxgzggg, 8 Xpr%fi?§§{, p.’é-uo. are

172




the extreme Polish sensitivity to them, and tha lack of a

Czech military tradition.

The last alternative 1is perhaps more serious tham that
of Soviat intervention because of its unknown gqualities.
This alternative would see a civil war break out in Poland.
This alternative draws its potential from the state of
Poland as revealed in the first chapter and aust continue to
causa concern, It could be induced by external pressure on
the Polish 1leaders to renege on their agreeaents with the
Polish citizenry. 1It.could also arise from the replacement
of the present moderate PURP leaders with some of the
Party’'s more hardline members, Because 1its unpredictabdle
nature would unquestionably threaten the Soviet perceptions
of their own security, this aventuality would doubtlessly
lead directly to Soviet intervention.253 However, possible
alternatives are not necessarily probable ones. It seems
unlikely that the Soviets would deliberately set the stage
for a c¢ivil var. This is far from a cautious approach.
International ailitary intervention 4into a civil war
involves too many variables, While it would serve to lower

the costs and increase the perceived legitimacy of the

2353 "Two Co nt gdictions the Polish Crisis,"

of
v Tur 14-15 December 1980 Culture Supplement .
ggié( g_kﬁ, 29 Decesber 1980, p. D-5. ee « P
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action, the unquantifiably increased difficultiss incumbent
in the option would more than offset the benefits gained.
This leads to the conclusion that the Soviets have two
practical alternatives. Pirst, to maintain ° their present
course, incorrectly identified as a status guo, and two, to
order a military intervention. W#hat developmeats could be

expected to trigger an intsrvention?

D. WHEN INTERVENTION COMES

Andrzej Rorbonski writes "it is virtually impossibie to
identify a situvation that can trigger Soviet araed
intervention because it is capable of changing the rules at
any time."2se¢ Notwithstanding this gloomy prognosis, we must
endeavor to determine which situations may trigger Sovie:
intervention ints Poland within the next year. Many previous
triggers have baen pulled by the 3vents occurring siance last
August, but none have yet fired a round. This has rendered
a situation imn which increasingly higher peaks of tension
and increasingly stronger challengss have been backed away

from alamost without exception. This forces the analyst to

25‘ Andrze Korbogski stern Euro and the__Soviet
eat cin 9.2 Bszh;isﬂ sciance E.masunss 33(No. 1,




work on shaky ground far outsije the constraints he has

worked within uatil recently.

The search for a trigger must lead £first to the most
significant event which has not yet had to have been
accepted, the total breakdown of the party's coatrol. This
has already been identified as the single fundamental change
to occur in Poland since Auagust. Party dissension is
continuing to grow and is attracting greater degrees of
Soviet attention as the days pass.

The free election of delegates, addressed ian Chapter I,
is pointing the way towvards a general turnover of the cadres
which is awvesone. Ther2 is every possibility that a new
Central Committee can be elected which will in turn elect a
new Politburo, Pinally, Stanislaw Kania stands a
surprisingly serious chance of b2ing replaced. 7This is
dramatic but also dangerous for the new leaders who could
replace ¢them are not established and will have 1little
experience running the country or dealing with their Soviet
and 2ast Buropean neighbors. This peaceful revolu“ion might
not, by itself, be unpalatable to the Soviets, but any
affort by the current Polish alites <to amaintain their
positions in the face of this wvellspring could be the spark

in the powder kegq. It is inconceivable <that intervention
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would not be ordered if they should they decide that the
pesty had lost «control o5r that the country was out of
control.

The other situation which could foreshadovw a Soviet
intervention would be a Soviet perception that <failure to
act would seriously wveaken Soviet authority withia the
region. This perception would bear a direct correlation
with the probability of a2 spillover of the Polish contagion
into neighboring eountries. But is is not <¢l2ar ¢that the
Soviets would amove in Poland to preclude a spillover
elsevhere. They a2ight fiad it advantageous %o allow the
spillover to occur. They could then follow thair own 1956
precedent when intervention in Poland was deferred by a
sudden crisis which arose in Hungary. As in +*he earlier
case, this would send an unaabiguous signal to <%he Poles
vhile also reducing many of ¢the unavqidable costs which a
Polish intervention would entail.2ss

Thus far, both Czechoslovakia and the GDR have remained

largely insulated from the Polish evants, reducing, so far,

233 These incumbent costs include the resistance expected
fzom the large _ailitant gopulation, large, *erritor
teguirgng control, an he central 1location whic
eopardiZes the 1lines of communication to the GDR. More
aportantlg, a_ move into another country would allow thea to
overcome the mistake, of the deferrad action for wvhich the

you have to ay in Poland. § James Cable
nzgig;;gz, (New eo¥k: praegeg Publzgherg. 19?1), P 1%5?995
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this possibility. But this insulation has ver little

durability. The East Germans have accosplished this by
redirecting attention with sharp attacks of West Germany.
Hungary continues in a skeptical view and only Yugoslavia
still mak2s comments in its media that renewal of the PUNWP
is possible. The reality of the problem of remaining
isolated form the contagion of freedom is aaply evidenced by
a recent Romanian defector who told of widespread "awareness
and admiration" in her country of the Polish experimen%.256
It should be expected that <the Fast Europeans will continue
to generally assault the events 1in Polaad and counsel the
Soviets for the intervention which the latter are so
hesitant to make.

Should the Soviets decide to intervene, <their decision
vould be taken only a fevw days prior to the operation. Their
action would be characterized by three conditions. Pirst, it
is clear that they would attempt ¢to pre-ieploy as many
forces as possible throughout Poland, as they may have been
atteapting in December when they requested to transit four
divisions of 4*roops through Poland to East Germany. Airborne
and air wmobile forces would also play a major role in the

initial stages. Second, as in Czechoslovakia in 1968 and in

2se christian science Mogitor, 8 april 1981.
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Afghanistan in 1979, as well as ir Manchuria and Berlin in

1945, large numbers of forces wvould be available. This cost
is high, but mass is a principle well-founded in their
history and is a key element in their military doctrine.
Finally, the move would be attended by a clever deception
plan. This is also key to %heir doctrine.

Neither should the Soviet capability to achieve their
objective of guelling the Polish ravolution in the short-run
be doubted. Sewaryn Bialer has offered a very real scenario
in which the Soviets withhold food from striking Poles and
their families.257 +Wwhile a Western +thinker wmight wish to
feel that this wvas a totally alien plan, We aus+t remember
that the situation which brought it about, Soviet domination
of an extranational popalation, is also alien to our
acknowledged thought processes,

In light of these statements, what sort of actions can
the West in general and the US in particular, ¢take ¢to
militate against Soviet intervention? This author maintains
that the decision to prepare, accurately and in a wmost

detailed fashion reported by Representative L2s Aspin's

257 christiap Science Mouitor, o April 1981,
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subcommittee in January 1981 is very different from the
decision to intervene.2%58 While the first wmay levy a
constraint on the ainimum time raquired for a prepared
Soviet reaction, it should not be confused with the very
short-tera decision to intervene. Both the events in the
Czechoslovak crisis in 1968 and those detailed in the
December 1980 periods give credenca to this observation.

If the decision to act is takem only in the short-ternm,
then effective Western response must become  operational in
the same time fraame, short of significant military action
perceived to be capable of successful completion in the same
time period, few alternatives are available. There is soae
evidence that Western intelligencz was transmitted to the
Poles during early December, thus further limiting the
Soviet ability to gain surprise., This may have been and can
be effective in the future, dther options should be
developed within ¢the coastraints of high cost to the
Soviets, of requiring a short-term to operationalize, and of
directly challenging the decision we seek to influence. Use
of these options should also occur prior to the event they

seek to preclude. Only within these constrajnts can we hope

- A A a w a w -— -  - » ap

238 2 Januar 1981. Report 323f the House
%n%e%f% e%c%soséf§§ght subcoanittee entit lgd "The Worst ?s
e o one.
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to be successful. If we do not develop options matching
these constraints, ¢then we will confirm the pessimistic
analyses of wmany scholars whose observations are reflected
in the words of Robert W. Tucker. “There ars no counter-
measures we can credibly propos2 that would be @more than

marginally detercent,"259

E. CONCLUSION

The Soviets have many powerful long-term arguments for
intervention. Trhus far, they have perceived tha*t the short-
term arquaents to refrain from dirsct military intervention
have been more powverful. The ability of the Poles to
successfully bring about the changes which the vast majority
of the population supports has heen amply revealed by Soviet
acquiescence, thus far, of radical change. Acceptarce of
the reality of Solidarity appears to be genuine. The Soviets
have also acknowledged both the similarities of the Polish
economic problem in other East European countriss and that
some renewal of leaders is necessary because mistakes on
their part «contributed to <the problem at hand. But the
progress of events in Poland gives every indication that it

is only a matter of time before the Poles issue a challenge

239 Robert W, Tucker, "Trading Poland for the Gulf,"
dazpsets., APrll 1981, p. 18,

180




that Soviets will not be able to overlook. If intervention
occurs, it will be Dbecause the Poles failed to properly
conduct their quest, But this quest is terribly difficult.
No lass a philosopher than Montesquieu has noted ¢that
palitical authority in the state begins to be eroded from
the moment its principles of legitimacy begin +to be
guestioned. The history of <this crisis has revealed an
eight to ten vweek cycle of quiet and tension. The last ended
in early April. As this is written, the next period is
almost upon us, and the deadline of the Party Congress
approaches. Thus, we too, should heed the words of Jozef
Lenart, a member of the Czech Central Coammittee Presidium.
"It is of supreme iamportance to ramain vigilant"260 to the

continuing and growing threat to Poland today.

264 "gorkin class Van ua v Moscow 20 PFPebruar
1981, p. ,gin g 5 re5§3535‘1991, %’ F-4. !
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