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AN ABSTRACT OF THE THESIS OF James Seymour Wilson for the Master of Arts

in History presented February 21, 1977.

Title: In Their Hearts Forever: The Dynamics of Stalinism.

APPROVED BY THE MEMBERS OF THE THESIS COMMITTEE:

Carbone

Ladis K. D. Kristof

This thesis is a general examination of the Soviet and East
European crisis which followed the death of Joseph Stalin in March,
1953. Stalin's character, position, and power were such that the
methods he employed in the government of the vast multi-national and
multi-state empire bequeathed to his successors could ﬁot be made to
function in his absence without reform and redefinition. The post-Stalin
leadership realized that in order to comnsolidate its position at the head
of the empire a careful program of "de—Stalinization“ was mandatory.

The prosecution of that program from the announcement of collective



leadership in April, 1953; to the 1957 Moscow celebration of the
fortieth anniversary of the Bolshevik Revolution and the upheavals
associated with the period comprise the four year long Soviet and
East Eurépean crisis of de-Stalinization.

There can be little doubt that the crisis was genuine. The
violent convulsions of'l953 and 1956 belie an imperial system only
marginally, however finally, under control. Though the stability of
the bloc was re-enforced through a single~minded and determined
application of force and ideology many other complex factors were
involved. .MajorAreforms in all aspects of intra-bloc relations were
carried out. The system moved from one governed by diktat enforced
by military power to one governed by policy management grounded upon
a Soviet military and economic predominance., This study is primarily
concerned with the broad conditions and decisions made in the Soviet
and ﬁast'European system between March, 1953, and November, 1957. The

‘genéral, topical treatment seeks to identify the major pressures and
currents in the flow of events, rather than to isolate any one factor
and subject it to exhaustive analysis.

Because the treatment is genefal, the sources consulted were
general except where the realistic demands of exposition necessitated
more detailed research. Thus the more relevant of'Stalin's and
Khrushchev's speeches and various other documents have been treated
directly, while ''secondary" sources have provided thé bulk of the
research material. -

The image 'of the Soviet and East European system which emerges

from this study is one of fundamental, long-range continuity glossed



over and frequently hidden by mére transient ‘change. This is not to
say that‘major-éhanges did not occur, but that they did so within the
context of‘and were assisted by a more profound stability. Though it
had been redefined, reformed, and its rhetoric recast, Stalinism,
defined as the systematic codification and application of Leninism,
remained in force.

This is, therefore, a study of the dynamics and continuities of

Stalinism.
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INTRODUCTION

ON THE PROBLEMS OF SCOPE,

METHOD, AND PURPOSE

Since the early nineteenth century, industrialization has become a
question of geopolitical life and death. Economic development is the
central imperative of modern national existence. At issue is not whether
a state will industrialize but the method to be used. The vital appeal
of Communism is its formal commitmént to industrial development.

However, as the industrial development of a giﬁen Communist state
progresses, a point is usually reached at which Communist ideology, the
force which broke through the previous constraints and was able to impel
and compel economic development; becomes itself a constraint upon further
develbpment. At this point exclusively political and ideoiogical require-
ments can no longer produce economic growth, and the classic economic
modelg of Marxism-Leninism lose their fundamental relationship to economic
reality and policy. Industrial growfh stagnates as indicated and symbol-
ized by dramatically rising‘capital—output ratios. Political solutions
prove impotent for purposes other than the immediate retention of power.

In most instances, the bases of economic policy shift from purely
political to economic considerations. The Party's ultimate political
nbnopoiy is maintained; it is the dictatorship of the proletariat and

the concretion of its ideology.
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It was not until the early 1960s that East European economic re-
forms attempted to reach beyond the political confines of Stalinism.

In the late 1940s, the system which Stalin had developed during the

previous decade was transferred to Eastern Europe where it served as
the foundation of East European ''socialist reconstruction" and as a
central element of Communist political power. Since the middle 1950s,
however, the various Party leaderships have realized that reforms have
been necessary. To the extent that the proposed reforms jeopardized
the Parties' political monopoly, they were disallowed; to the extent
that they enhanced the Parties' position, they were adopted.

The events which forced that realization upon the East European
and Soviet Parties can be termed the crisis of de-Stalinization. The
process of dg—Stalinization began shortly after Stalin's death in
March, 1953, and continued in one form or another until approximately
1964, The crisis of de-Stalinization, on‘the other hand, also began
in mid-1953 but lasted only until late 1957. The focus of the present
" analysis is this four—yea; crisis and the efforts of the various post-
Stalin leaderships to perform the redefinitions of the Soviet and
East European system necessitated by Stalin's death. Within that
context, the primary purpose here is to examine those factors which
enabled the Sovief Union to weather the crisis and re-establish itself
at the head of the bloc late in 1957. This is, therefore, a study of

the continuities of Soviet power in Eastern Europe up)to the end of 1957.

That the crisis of de-Stalinization was real there can be little

doubt. The convulsions of 1953 and 1956 exemplify a system only

marginally, though finally, in control. The resolutions of the conflicts
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which led to those events demonstrated that Soviet military power alone °
could not enforce a favorable solution to the underlying crisis. A
"Carthageﬁian" solution, the Soviets realized, would have produced
further destruction and at a counterproductive cost. The miiitary
answer could be used only in the most extreme Hungarian case. Even
there, the enforced retention of a Communist government was accompanied
over the years by economic and political reforms. In Poland, Gomulka
was clearly threatened with Soviet force but promised armed resistance
to direct Soviet militéry intervention. The "Poiish solution" involved
the threat of force but also economic and political reforms both within
Poland and in Poland's relations with the Soviet Union. Though the
stability of the bloc was restored through the direct application of
force in Hungary, and therefore the implied threat of its use elsewhere,
and limited economic and political reforms, many other factors were also
involved: the functional absence of concrete Western aid; the ability
of mbs; East European Parties to maintain political control; the
‘interesfs of those Parties served by the centralist position of the
Soviet Union and the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU); the
security provided by close relationé with the Soviets against the threat
of future German aggressioﬁ, a tﬁreat which was very real in the minds
of many East Europeans; and the Communist commitment to industrialization.
It is these factors, military, political, and most importantly, economic,
which in their interaction comprise the dynamics of Stalinism: the basis
for the continuity of Soviet power in Eastern Europe.
The‘image of the Soviet and East European system which emerges

from this study is one of long-range continuity partially obscured by



moxre superficial changes.  This is not to say that important changes
did not occur, but that they took place within the context of a more
fﬁndamental stability. For example, the bilateral treaty network,
which formed the legal basis of the Soviet and East European collective
security system, was replaced in 1955 by the Warsaw Pact. This was a
shift from a bilateral to a multi-lateral form, but the substance of
the Soviet and East European collective security system remained.

This situation was roughly paralleled in other areas. As of 1957, the
fundamental elements of Soviet hegemony in Eastern Europe were intact.
The Stalinist economic system, despite some relaxations in agriculture,
the political monopoly of the bloc's Communist parties, the primacy of
the CPSU, the economic priﬁacy of the Soviet Union, the commitment to
world Communist revolution, and the essential commitment to industri-
alization-—-all remained in place. Though it had been redefined,
operationally reformed, and its rhetoric recast, Stalinism, as defined
as the systematic codification and application of Leninism, continued

B operation.‘

Therefore, this study is concerned with the broad conditions and
majof decisions made in the Soviet and East European system between the
last stages of the Second World War and the 1957 Mosccw‘celebration of
the fortieth anniversary of the Bolshevik Revolution. The treatment is
general and topical. It seeké to identify pressures and currents rather
than isolate one given factor and subject it to exhaustive analysis.
Because the scope is general, the sources used are also general. No
attempt has been made to research beyond geﬁeral works except where

the realistic requirements of balance and clarity necessitated.



To an extent, every piece of analysis, every research project,
is both a success and a failure. Its achievements are mitigated by
the limifations of the researcher, the scope of the enquiry, and the
methods of analysis employed. Guarded by qualifications, its tentative
conclusions s;and as open questions rather than as final answers. This
work is no exception and does not pretend to be. Therein lies its

chance of success.



CHAPTER I

THE FOUNDATION OF THE SOVIET BLOC

"Those last years with
Stalin were hard times." -- Khrushchevl

THE AFTERMATH

It was announced on March 6, 1953. '"The heart of Lenin's comrade-
in-arms, the standard bearer of his genius and his cause, the wise leader
and teacher of the Communist Party and the Soviet Union, has ceased to
beat."2 The "brilliant continuator,” the "indefatigable builder of .
Comnunism," the "Great Stalin" was dead. The nation wept and the Party
trembled., The epoch was finished.

It has beén speculated that the situation the new Soviet leadership
faced appeared to them as both bizarre and threatening. On the one hand,
it was possible that the struggle between the Party's factions for power
would threaten the achigvements of the Stalin era.3 On the other hand,
Stalin's absence would éliow needed innovations in the methods used in the
pursuit of Soviet goals.4 Reform had become vital. In April, 1953,
the East éermans requested economic assistance and a reconsideration of
the Stalinist capital-development program.5 The Easf German regime was
in serious danger. Albania immediately after Stalin's death dropped
its 1951-1955 economic plan.®

The Soviet leadership (Georgi M. Malenkov, Stalin's designated



successor and the new Chairman of the Council of Ministers; Lavrentii
P. Beria, the'éhief of the Soviet security forces and First Deputy
Chairman of the Council of Ministers; Viacheslav M. Molotov, a Bolshevik
since 1906 and diplomat in charge of foreign policy from 1959 to 1949
and again following Stalin's death; Nikolai A. Bulganin, a long-time
Bolshevik and government functionary who was Minister of Defense from
1947 to 1949 and again from 1953 to 1955; and Nikita S. Khrushchev,
Stalin's deputy in the Ukraine during the purges of the 1930s and
following the war and head of the Moscow Party organization from
1949 to.1953 when he became First Secretary of the CPSU) soon realized
that Stalin's immediate methods would not work without Stalin. There-
fore, a rapid and prudent course of de-Stalinization was essential.7
The first explicit move in that direction was taken in the form of an
April, 1953, Pravda article, entitled "Collectivity is the Highest
Principle of Party Leadership.' The article argued that all important
'decisions are the fruit of collective decisions. In the collective
process, 'mutqal and self-criticism are important to prevent error and
are base& upon ''collectivity.'" However, individual responsibility must
not be lost. Collective leadership'is neceésary for the initiative
of Party organizations an& the self-reliance of their members. The
article concluded with the assertion that collective leadership is a
necessity in the building of Communism. 8

The first faction to pose a threat to the Soviet collective
leadership was headed by Beria. He was the first to move. Long before
Stalin's death, Beria had begun building up hislposition. Indeed,

Beria's strength even before Stalin's death was such that Khrushchev



felt Stalin feared Beria. .KhrushcheQ also knew that it would be

~ necessary following Stalin's death to ensure that Beria did not hold
power.9 from his position as the second man in the hierarchy within
the collective leadership, Beria made a two—proﬁged bid for power.
He consolidated his hold on the secret police and maée a play for
public popularity. His power bid failed. It was subsequently
announced on July 10, 1953, that Beria had been "umnmasked.'" He and

several of his associates were tried the following December and imme-

diately shot.10

Thus ended the era of Stalin. It was "an era of tyranny which

in its cruelty and personal concentration of power stands without pre-

cedent in modern history."ll
FOREIGN POLICY OBJECTIVES

The empire the leadership inherited from Stalin and which they
had helped to build was based upon Soviet geopolitical realities, Stalin's
" application of Leninism to the Soviet Union, and the extension by force
.of that s&stem into new territories as a consequence of the Second World
War. 'The Soviet Union emerged from that war as what would come to be
"known as a super power, a position secured by the Soviet development of
an atomic bomb in 1949.

The Second World War shattered the European balance of power and
léft the Soviet Union in occupation of the traditionai Central and
East European "buffer zone." Little stood between the Soviet military
machine and Europe's Atlantic coast.l? Germany had been divided; Japan

" had been reduced to its main islands; Italy had been shorn of its



colonial possessions; and in general other Western colonial possessions
were in the process of being relinquished. In contrast, the Soviet
Union had directly annexed some 250,000 square miles of territory,
established satellite or client states in Europe and Asia, and stood
ready to £ill any political or military vacuum which might develop in
the immediate postwar turmoil, 13
Specifically, the annexed territories were the Tannu-Tuva Republic

which had been a part of Mongolia, Southern Sakhalin and the Kurile
Islands in the Far Eaét, the Carpatho-Ukraine taken from Czechoslovakia,
various areas from Finiand, Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, Eastern Poland,
Bessarabia, Northern Bukovina, and the northern half of East Prussia.l4
The long term East European satellite states have proven to be: Poland,
East Germany, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Rumania, and Bulgaria. In terms
of population, the Lithuanian, Moldavian, Latvian, Estonian, and other
minorities which were not a part of.the Soviet Union at the time of the
193§ census comprised in 1959 some 14,144,000 out of a total Soviet.
population of 208,827,000 or 6.9 percent.l5

. However, Soviet losses as a result of the war were also vast.
Some 20,000,000 persons bad been kiiled and the industrial plant had
been shattered.l16 Howevef, by 1950 the Sovief Union had largely recon-
structed its economic losses.l’7 Thus, contrary to their expectationms,
Stalin and those around him found that the state which they controlled
possessed an overwhelming strength vis-a-vis the rest of Europe. The
non—-Communist political forces in Eastern Europe were weak; Western
Europe and the United States were demobilizing rapidly, leaving a

power vacuum.l8 In those happy circumstances the Soviet Union intended



10
to "enjoy all the prerogatives" of its new position.l9
Soviet pdstwar foreign policy objectives can be grouped as geo-
political and intrabloc,20 Geopolitically, the maximum Soviet goal has
been considered by many scholars to be the "revolutionary conquest of
the world" and the active, as opposed to passive, defense of the Soviet:
Union, the "heartland of Communism."2l The World War II Teheran, Yalta,
and Potsdam agreements supported the Soviet claim to the creation of
governments in Eastern Europe which were 'democratic and friendly" to
the Soviet Union.22 At Yalta, the deiet Union sought its post-war
securitj through the complete dominance of Eastern Europe and a pre-
ponderant %nfluence in the rest of Europe itself.23 The Potsdam agfee—
ments in their turnAemerged as a confirmation of the Yalta agreements
both through explicit agreement and Western inaction.24
Stalin's "election speech'" given on February 9, 1946, established
.as an element of Communist ideology that one of the major results of
the'Second World War was the proof that the Soviet system was more
enduring than and inherently superior to any non-Soviet social system.25
Further, in his speech to the 19th Party Congress given on October 17,
1952, Stalin asserted that the intefests of the Soviet Union were
"inseparable from world péace."26 Given the ideology of Marxism-
Leninism, there can be little doubt that '"world peace" was possible
in the long run only after the "historically inevitable'" destruction
of all non-Soviet social systems.
This view of Soviet foreign policyeobjectives is also supported

by published Soviet sources. In History of Soviet Foreign Policy 1945-

1970, a standard Soviet text, A. Alexandrov writes in regard to Soviet
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and East European foreign policy coordination:
United action by the socialist countries in foreign

policy is a vital factor in preserving peace and
ensuring the progressive development of all mankind.Z27

Alexandrov continues:

Socialist international relations spell out not only

peace and genuine equality but also fraternal mutual

assistance between the free and sovereign peoples of

the socialist community, and they soon gave rise to

the idea of socialist integration. These relations

are the prototype of the relations that will be

established in future between all the peoples and

countries of the world.Z28

In a less ideological direction, it can be argued that at the

very least the Soviets were and are determined to expand their sphere
of influence to whatever extent possible-without rumning a serious risk
of global war.29

The simplest and most banal explanation is not necessarily

wrong; the Soviet Union was bent upon expanding her sphere

of power and influence but without incurring the risk of war. 30
. The Soviets viewed the postwar situation in Easteérn Europe as both an
opportunity in the "revolutionary conquest of the world" and as a
~ chance to finally achieve Soviet territorial security in line with
the active defense of the "heartland of Communism." Therefore, the
"Soviéet leaders demanded a safe and secure protective belt of countries
unquestionably loyal to themselves to cover their vulnerable Western
frontier,"31

Regardless of the specifics of emphasis. Soviet foreign policy

in the postwar period was expansionist. The vast territories added

directly to the Soviet Union and those brought under Soviet hegemony

were not acquired accidentally.
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By 1948, the Soviet Uniom had completed'the basic formation of
the East Européan bloc. Zbigniew Brzezinski, in his classic work,

The Soviet'Bloc: Unity and Conflict, has cited the following Soviet

objectives in Eastern Europe: to deny the area to Germany of any
other power; to ensure that the individual East European countries
would not be controlled by domestic elements hostile to the Soviet
Union; to use Eastern Europe as a buffer against Gefmany or any other
power; to ensure that the individual East European countries would not
be controlled by domestic elements hostile to the Soviet Union; to use
Eastern'Europe as a buffer against Germany or any other power; to use
the area as a capital source; to use the area to aid Soviet economic
recovery; to use Eastern Europe as a revolutionary springbéard in a
revolution which must "go forward," and to use Eastern Eruope as an
element in the integration of the "socialist bloc" into an independent
geopolitical unit.32

| In the postwar period, therefore, the Spviet Union ﬁad two main
objectives: to expand wherever and to whatever extgntﬁpossible and to
consolidate and integrate into a single poiitical and economic system
the territorial, political, and economic gains which had been or were

to be made.
THE EXPANSION INTO EASTERN EUROPE

From the standpoint of continuity with the postwar period, the
extension of the Stalinist system into Eastern Europe began in the
early stages of the war when the Soviets organized National Liberation

Committees for each of the East European countries.33 As a result of
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the rise of European Fascism in the 1930s, many European Communists had
fled to the Soviet Union where most of them fell victim to the purges
of the 1930s.34 However, it was from their surviving ranks that the
National Liberation Committees were staffed.3® The main postwar purpose’
of these committees was to serve as the core of each of the pro-Soviet
governments, with the exception of Yugoslavia, created between 1945 and
1948.36

Though the pattern varied substantially throughout Eastern Europe,
the Polish case is a good example. The process began in earmest with
the signing of the Nazi-Soviet pact on August 23, 1939, and the addi-
tional secret protocol on September 29; 1939. By this agreement, Poland
was "'divided" along the Vistula River into German and Soviet spheres of
influence. After Poland was overwhelmed in September, 1939, the line
demarking the Nazi and Soviet spheres of influence was redrawn in con-
formance with the 1793 second partition of Poland. Bet;neen late 1939
‘and june, 1941, the Soviets seemingly had no plans for the creation of
a éatellite government in the Soviet zone of conquered Poland. They
followed instead a policy designed to exterminate all Polish political
consciousness.. Indeed, the Polish £erritories were directly incorporated
into the appropriate Sovie£ republics.37

After the German invasion of the Soviet Union on June 22, 1941,
the situation altered slightly. On the one hand, Stalin socught a

P .
- rapprochement with the London-based Polish government in exile (see

Appendix A for the text of the mutual assistance pact concluded between

the two powers); while, on the other hand, Stalin set down the founda-
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tions for the future take-over of Poland by Soviet—spoﬁsored Polish
Communists., 38 .On Mafch 1, 1943, the Union cof Polish Patriots was
formally established in Moscow as the "true'" representative body of
Poland. This was the end result of much careful ground work. By
the middle of 1943, the Soviet Union had formed the two instruments of
its future policy in Poland: the Union of Polish Patriots and the
Polish Workers' Party, a political front organization.39

Following the defeat of German forces in eastern Poland, on
July 21, 1944, in Lublin, Poland, the Union of Polish Patriots was
merged with Polish Communist and other groups in the formation of
the Polish Committee of National Liberation. On July 26, 1944, the
Polish Committee of National Liberation signed an agreement with the
Soviets to administer Polish territory occupied by the Soviets in
the course of the war. Finally, on December 31, 1944, the Lublin
Committee declared itself to be the provisional government of Poland
and Qas recognized as such by the Soviets on January 5, 1945, the
Soviets having broken diplomatic relations with the Polish government
in exile in April, 1943. (See Appendix B for the text of the pact
concluded. between thé Soviet Union and its Lublin government.) One
of the results of these maﬁeuvers was that the Polish Workers' Party,
the Communist Party of Poland at that time, was deeply divided between
those brought from Moscow, the "Muscovites," and those who had fought
it out in Poland, the "natives."4l This situation was replicated
throughout the satellite countries and was to prove dangerous for

the Soviets as well as the Party factions involved.
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With its Westerp allies, the diflomatic maneuvering involved in
the extenéioh of Soviet hegemony began in 1941 and lasted until 1945.
The Sovief Union had legitimized its territorial acquisitions and its
sponsored East European border changes such as the westward movement of
‘Poland. The Soviets promised that the new East European governments
would be established through free elections which would be "responsive
to the will of the people."42

Also, an important pattern was established in Czechoslovakia.
As a result of Soviet énd Czechoslovak moves, which began with the
Soviet offer of aid in September, 1938,'the two governments signed a
treaty of Friendship, Mutual Assistance and Post-War Collaboration on

December 12, 1943,43 (See Appendix C for a text of the Soviet-

’ Czechoslovak treaty.) The Czechoslovak treaty set the pattern followed
in the creation of the bilateral treaty system which formed the legal,
that is, formal basis for the Soviet and East European system.%4

Hugh Seton-Watson, a British Sovietologist, has identified three
‘ phases in the Communist seizure of power in Eastern Europe. The first
stage waé that of genuine coalition governﬁent which allowed non-
Communist opposition parties freedom of action. In the second stage,
bogus coalition governments wefe formed and the non-Communist parties
lost their ability to criticize Communist policies. The third.phase
abolished or absorbed all non-Communist parties. The East European
states passed through these stages at varying rates, some entirely
skippiné the first or severely trdnkating it. By the end of 1948,

the Communist East European bloc had emerged.45
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THE BASES OF CONTROL

The fundamental system of control thus established by Stalin and

the Soviet Union was built upon five simple and direct fumdamentals:

111

ideology, ''socialist international relations," the economic and poli-

"socialist reconstruction" of

tical primacy of the Soviet Union, the
Eastern Europe, and the presence of the Soviet Army. Communist ortho-
doxy in the postwar pgriod was based upon four ideological assumptions.
The first was that Communism must by virtue of scientific and historical
necessity supersede Capitalism as the dominant method of social and
economic organization. The second assumption was that the historical
processes generating Capitalism's collapse required)purposeful promotion
through disciplined organization, direct action, and, of course, class
conflict. The third assumption was that social change must be accelera-
ted‘through rapid socialization and industrialization. This process
‘would also directly aid the destruction of Capitalism by broadening the
socialist economic base. ‘The iast assumption was that because of the
internal and external threat to thg Communist revolution, political
power must be exclusively held by the 1océl Communist parties and that
these Parties must maintain unity between themselves through the pro-
cesses of centralized leadership, uniformity of ideology, and an under-
lying uniformity of.action.46
Socialist international relations within the bloc were categori-
cally not confined to rel;tions between governments. The new inter-

national relations in Eastern Europe were to operate on all levels of

national life. These relations are described by Alexandrov as follows:
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In the old world the concept 'international relations'
is the equivalent of the concept 'interstate relations.'
It only embraces the system of relations between govern-
ments and their agencies. In the case of socialist
international relations, they cannot be reduced solely
to relations between states; they embrace all aspects of
the life of the peoples. The working people themselves

--workers, peasants, and working intellectuals of all

the socialist countries--take a direct and active part in

strengthening the socialist community and, conmsequently,

in implementing the principles of socialist interstate

relations. In promoting co-operation in the socialist

community, a key role is played by fraternmal relations

among the Communist and Workers' parties, which adhere

to the principles of Marxism-Leninism, and by friendly

relations between mass public organizatioms.47
Socialist international relations do not exist merely on the governmental
level. They exist on each of the definable levels of a state's socio-
economic structure and on a "level to level" basis. The most important
of course are government to government and Party to Party relations.

The Soviet Union was presented ideologically in Eastern Europe as
being economically and politically of primary importance. As the first
socialist state and the ultimate source of the socialist revolution,
that which strengthened the Soviet Union strengthened the international
Communist movement. If a temporary problem arose due to economic rela-
tions which favored the Soviet Union, the damage and difficulties were
outweighed by the increased strength of the Soviet Union, world Communism
as a whole, and, therefore, of the particular East European state exper—
iencing the damage or difficulty. What made the Soviet Union strong,
in the final analysis, according to this circular argument, made the
individual East European countries strong.48

Following Marxist thinking, the "socialist recomstruction" of

the East European countries would create, in Brzezinski's words, a

"solid, spirited, and single-minded phalanx which would stand together
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under any circumstances."*? The reconstruction was to work as follows:

.The parties, by becoming Stalinized, by purging them-
selves and destroying such sources of deviationism as
the Social Democrats, would tend to be more oriented
toward the USSR. -Terror used against the population
at large would destroy any sources of potential oppo-
sition to the régime and introduce such fear that
compliance with the policies and purposes of the system
would be assured. Collectivization would carry the
class struggle into the countryside and weed out the
normally conservative orientation of the peasants,
driving them into collective institutions where they
could be subjected to organized political and economic
control. Economic transformation through nationaliza-
tion and, more significantly, through industrialization,
would create the objective basis for socialism while
ripping apart the social fabric to such an extent that
the Communist Party--Stalinist and dependent on the
Soviet Union--would be the only source of social cohesion,
the only organization to which the youth, in particular,
could turn for guidance.30 :

Purges would strengthen and centralize the local Communist parties,
terror would silence all possible opposition,'collectivization would
enablé.economic and political'control of the peasants, socialization
‘and~industrialization would deliver the nétional economies into the -
Parties' control and would shagter the existing social patterns to such
an extent that only the local éommunist party organizations would
remain functioning.

Throughout the process, the Soviet Army stood ready to guide
events in the desired direction. It was that presence which made the
expansion of the Soviet system possible.51 For example, the Soviet
Union concluded an agreement with the Lublin Committee whereby the
Committee was assigned the authority to administer Polish territory
occupied by the Soviet Army.52 Further, examples of direct Soviet
intervention in the postwar period in support of the emerging Communist

governments included the arrest of Bela Kovacs, the leader of the
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Hungarian Smallholders' Party, on February 25, 1947.53 Mikolajczyk,
the former priﬁe minister of.the Polish government in exile, who had
been grudgingly included in the postwar Polish Government, fled Poland
in fear of his life in November, 1947.54 Indeed, the Soviet Army was
directly or indirectly the critical factor in the process of estab-
lishing Soviet control; local statesmen faltered under the pressure of
Soviet power.35 1In short,

Stalin's successes came where the Soviet Army was in a

position to lay a firm foundation for Communist domination,

and his failures occurred in areas where the case for

Communism had to be put by persuasion, propaganda, and
example.56

As subsequent events were to demonstrate, the Soviet Arﬁy was to remain
a central element in bloc affairs.

Upon this foundation the Soviet Union constructed a dynamic, inter-
locking system of control comprised of two definable subsystems:

extrasovereignty relations and intersovereignty relations.
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CHAPTER TII
EXTRASOVEREIGNTY CONTROLS

"You need not doubt that I shall do my
best to justify your trust." -- Stalinl

THE SEMIAUTOMATIC CONTROLS

For the purposes of this present analysis, the relations between
any two states or within a group of states fall into two general
categories: extrasovereignty relations and intersovereignty relations.
Extrasovereignty relations are those relations which take place beyond
the confines of formal diplomatic channels or which are not directly
covered by state to state treaties. Intersovereignty relations are
those felations which take place through formal diplomatic channels.
‘The relations between the government of the Soviet Union and, for example,
fhe goverﬁment of Czechoslovakia would be an example of intersovereignty
relations; while the relations between the respective Communist parties
would be examples of extrasovereignty relations. For Eastern Europe
as a whole dﬁring the period concerned "relations" between the Soviet
Union and the CPSU and the individual East European govemmén;:s and
Communist parties were such that those relations constituted methods
and channels of frequent‘ly blatant control.

The extrasovereignty controls of the Soviet Union in Eastern

Europe fell into three main categories: semiautomatic control systems,
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directed control systems,'and institﬁtional replication.

A semiaﬁtomatié control system can be considered to be any method
of control which functions with a minimal amount of supervision on the
éart of the controlling agent. This process is roughly analagous to
the concept of "management by exception' in accounting or business
administration in which only the exceptional conditjons are acted upon
by higher authority once the general operational objectives and proce-
dures have been set into motion.

The first of the semiautomatic systems was the reconstruction of
the local Communist parties which conducted local governmental admini-
stration in the image of the CPSU.3 This involved the obligatory
glorification of Stalin, the CPSU, and the USSR. The CPSU along with
Stalin were promoted via a massive propaganda program as, and to an
extent actually considered to be, incapable of any error. The cam-
paign's general aims were to eliminate '"negative conceptions of Soviet
life" and to "instill a positive emotional commitment to the USSR."

" In a sense the process worked too well., Between 1949 and 1953 many
of the most radical decisions ﬁere not made by Stalin, but by local
Communist leaders on the basis of their anticipation of Stalin's
reaction or wishes. This'éealousness was an attempt by the "little
Stalins" to do what Stalin might have done. This process and Soviet
policies in general led inexorably to the second semiautomatic system.

The radical political and economic programs (hafrassment of
opposition political parties, extreme labor norms, forced farm collec-
~tivization, and various types of press and cultural censorships, for

example) imposed by the local Parties upon their countries critically
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'increased‘their domes£ic unpopularity and at the same time their depen-
dence upon Stalin and the Soviet Union.

Because of his unwillingness to allow Stalin a free hand in
Yugoslavia, Tito, the leader of Yugoslav Communism, was exﬁelled from
the Cominform on June 28, 1948.4 The paranoid Stalinist reaction to
"Titoism," the cause of Tito's expulsion, sent a wave of Party purges
through Eastern. Europe. The tempo of Sovietization was also stepped
up. '"Separate ways to socialism became a crime."? The end result was
the creation of Parties and local leaders totally, and some would say,
blindly loyal to Stalin.

The third semiautomatic system arose from the territorial éhifts
resulting from the Second World War. The territorial gains assigned to
Poland were, among other things, a '"way to guarantee her staying within
the Soviet sphere."® Generally, the population and border shifts
throughout Eastern Europe, though approved by the West, established
the Soviet Union as the guarantor of the postwar frontiers. This
further increased the dependence of the individual East European states
upon the Soviet Union and upon Stalin.?

The fourth system was the maintenance of a constant atmosphere of
crisis, 'A crisis atmosphere is a virtual necessity to the Soviet poli-
tical system: the monopoly of political power held by the Party: thé
"party-police" system of control.8 Three elements were combined to
create the desired popular fear: the danger of "capitalist aggressiom," .

the "cold war,"

and the threat of a revanchist Germany. Unity and dis-
cipline were touted as necessary in the face of the "outside" threat.9

The fifth semiautomatic system was and is more profound. By
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1949 or 1950, the results of the "socialist reconstruction” had served
to preclude énjr anti-Communist resistance. The Church, generally a
last focus of opposition, was reduced to a "sanctuary' for alternative
values. In this period, it could not be a source of active'opposition.
Further, until 1951 or 1952, the Communist emphasis upon the future,
a future which contrasted sharply with the stark brutality of the
immediate past and the equally stark present, had broad popular appeal.
The uncertainty of the immediate postwar era bred a craving for
certainty. Only the Communist movement offered or was permitted to offer
both a future and certainty. '"'Thus even the unbelieving were brought
face to face with the dilemma of the one alternative--to oppose
Communism was to be against everything and for nothing."lo
| ' The "dilemma of the one.alternative" is, however, also the most
effective and long range of the informal mechanism used to maintain
Communism in power. Certainty in the face of grim chaos is powerful.
But‘more powerful, as Milovan Diilas, the Yugoslav critic of Communism,
~ has repeatedly pointed out, is’the unwillingness of a people to lag
behind economically in a world where to lag means social and political

extinction.ll Thus the present was made bearable by the image of a

brighter, industrialized future. The Communists controlled that image.
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- THE DIRECTED CONTROLS

Thé gsecond category of extrasovereignty controls was that of
directed control systems. A directed control system can be considered
to be any method or system of control in which the higher agency takes
a direct and continuing interest in the affairs of the managed agency.
In this method the higher agency plays an immediate and continuing
role in the decisions formally taken by the lower agency either by
the direct imposition of policy or through functioning as the necessary
approver of policy. The directed control systems used were: consulta-
tion between the Soviets and the individual East European countries,
which took the form of direct communication between the Soviet leader-
ship and that of a specific country; supervision by the Soviet ambassa-
dors of the domestic events in a given bloc country; maintenance of
close contact between the various Party organs through the frequent
exchange of experts and visitation by Soviet Party "experts";

‘ penetration of vital East European governmental functions by Soviet
agents; and, because diplomatic, economic, and political relations were
largely bilateral or were functionélly so, all communication and co-
ordination was channeled Ehrough the Soviet Union.

In the period concerned, the most important, formal, interna-
tional Party organization was the Communist Information Bureau
(Cominform). It was distinct due to its multilateral nature at a
time when'the burden of Soviet and East European relations was
carried through bilateral mechanisms. The establishment of the
Cominform marked the beginning of enforced wniformity in East European

Stalinism.1l2 The organization was founded in September, 1947, in
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Poland with its headquarters to be located in Belgrade, Yugoslavia.

The organizatioh's journal was titled For A Lasting' Peéce, For A

People's Democracy, the title having been proposed by Stalin. The

founding meeting declared that "two camps," one imperialist and one
socialist, had formed and that East-West collaboration was a thing of

the past.1l3 The Cominform helped to re-enforce the Soviet Union at

the head of world Communism.

Russian standards as to what was proper in the arts,

literature, and science were to be applied in other

Communist parties as well. This was something new,

even by the standards of pre-i939 Communist uniformity.l4
The Cominform's purposes were: to politically integrate the CPSU, the
East European, and some Western Communist parties; to convey the accep-
ted ideological dogma; guide its application; and monitor its progress,
under the watchful eyes of the CPSU and Stalin. In short, the Cominform
was to pﬁt'a stop to "initiative in the ranks.'"1l5

The most reasonable conjecture must be that the Cominform

was to serve to cover up the increasingly centralized

direction of foreign Communism now assumed by the Soviet

Union and especially as a means through which she could rap

the knuckles of a dissident member Party-—-the rebuke or

discipline coming ostensibly not from the Kremlin but

from the collective body.16

The Cominform's first tactical objective was opposition to the

Marshall Plan,17 the second was the purge of Tito. After the failure
of the campaign against Tito, the Cominform was allowed to linger on in
Bucharest where its headquarters had been moved following the Stalin-~

Tito break.l® The organization was finally disbanded in April, 1956,

as part of the' Soviet rapprochemenf'with Yugoslavia. 19

In summary, the extrasovereignty relations, both semiautomatic
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and directed, focused upon two primary objectives: the gontrol of the
llocal East Eurapean Parties by the CPSU and the control of the East
European gévernments by their associated Communist parties. Subsequent
events were to show that these issues would cause Soviet tanks to roll

on more than one occasion.
INSTITUTIONAL REPLICATION

The third type of informal control was the replication of Soviet
institutions in Eastern Europe. Stalinism in the new 'people's demo-

cracies,"

was built not only upon the "enforced claim to infallibility"
of Stalin and the CPSU and the military presence of the Soviet Union,
but also upon the replication of Soviet experience and Soviet institu-
tions.20 The guiding principle of this process was that countries with
similar or identical institutions would develop similar outlooks upon
impoftant questions and would therefore be more easily led. After 1948,
the'Soviet Union became the universal model to be copied in all impor-
tant policy questions.2l

Stalin's 1952‘artic1e restated and reinforced Marxist dogma
regarding the relationship between th§“9c0n6mic bg§e and the political
and cultural superstructures of a society. Stalin wrote, ". . . the
relations of production must necessarily conform with the character of
the productive forces."22 Industrialization within the context of
state ownership was to create the institutional and political similari-
ties needed to hold the Soviet bloc together. Institutional reproduction
became a vital necessity. Therefore, the socialist reconstruction of

Eastern Europe was to proceed by radical and rapid industrialization,

as it had in the USSR in the 1930s. The effect would be social chaos,
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a revolutionary situation in which the Communist party would be the
only source of social cohesion, and the "only source of direction"
would be "the leadership's will."23 Brzezinski has critiqued this aspect
of Stalinist dogma:

A belief in environmental influence tends to exaggerate

the importance of a community ¢f views between the

various leaders and the identity of institutions and

socioeconomic systems. Similarity of material conditions

becomes one of the vital guarantees of unity of action,

and such a similarity can best be established through

the duplication elsewhere of the institutions of the

dominant power.24

This Soviet policy was to prove ill-advised as well as dangerous.

Institutional reproduction operated in three important areas out-
'side of the Party, which itself relied upon the Cominform and democratic
centralism to enforce uniformity. These areas were: the new constitu-
tions of the East European states, the collectivization of agriculture,
and the organizations and methods of economic planning.

Beginning in 1947, the new atmosphere of political uniformity led
to a series of East European constitutional reforms. In line with
Communist ideology, the new constitutions were created as both a reflec—
tion of then current social and political realities and as instruments
to be used in the construction of East European "socialism."2? Between
late 1947 and 1952, Bulgaria, Rumania, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and
Poland adopted constitutions alosely patterned after the 1936 Soviet
"Stalin" constitution. The constitutions of Hungary and Poland even

included praise for the Soviet Union, an unusual practice for a national

constitution.
These constitutions were set up as instruments in the "socialist

reconstruction” of Eastern Europe. For examﬁle, the Polish document
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defined any act "injurious to socialist property" as the equivalent of
sabotage or diversion. Czechoslovak legal thought at the time went
furtherLAnd equated such acts with treason.

In their constitutions most of the East European states declared

1
v

themselves to be "people's democracies."

However, the East German
constitution followed a slightly different train of thought regarding
its political situation. In its 1949 constitution, it declared itself
to be a "democratic republic." Supposedly the East Germans had not
reached the historical stage in the building of socialism reflected in
the term "people's democracy."

The central point regarding ﬁast European constitutional revision
in this ﬁeriod is that alliance with the Soviet Union became no loﬁger
a matter of policy but "an 'organic' quality of the People's Democracy,
maturing and strengthening as the People's Democracy transformed itself."

Soviet attitudes toward agriculture and industrial planning weré
also reproduced in Eastern Europe. The collectivization of agriculture
in Eastern Europe had four main goals: to assure state control of the
food éupply; to generate a labor surplus through farm mechanization;
to allow the extraction of capital needed for industrialization throﬁgh
the ﬁanipulation of agricultural prices, and to prevent the peasantry
from exercising political influence. Collectivization proceeded uneven~-
ly in Eastern Europe. In terms of farm production, the results were
far from good. By 1953 only two states, Yugoslavia and Bulgaria, had
reachéd or passed bread grain production levels set in the period from
1934 to 1938. (See Appendix D.)26 In agriculture the impact of

Stalinism was disastrous. The "class strugglé" was extended into
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agriculture with the idea that the worse the agricultural situation
became, the sooner socialization would occur. "Established methods
of good farming suffered accordingly."27

There was, héwever, some degree of relaxation of Stalinist
agricultural policies following Stalin's death. The percentage of
farm land in the "socialist sector" dropped in Czechoslovakia from
48 percent to 44 percent in 1954, in Hungary from 37 percent to 32 per-
cent, and in Bulgaria from 62 percent té 60 percent. However, in
Poland the '"socialist sector" increased.from 17 percent to 19 percent
in 1954 and in Rumania from 21 per@ent to 26 percent. The greatest
increase was in East Germany where the amount of collectivized ian&
increased from 8 percent in 1953 to 30 percent in 1954. (SeelAppendix
E.) A bloc régime's ability to "overcome internal resistance' to farm
collectivization can be considered an indicator of that régime's
strength.28

In 1950, various actions taken by the Soviet Union and the East
European states, in accord with the Soviet and East European political
agreements of 1943 to 1947, resulted in the East European'adoption of
mandatory economic planning mechanisms. Seﬁiautomatic or semi-market
planning mechanisms were rejected. The Soviet "material balances"
method of economic planning was uniformly adopted by Comecon members. 29
The institutiénalization of the nonmarket economic model by the East

European countries was not voluntary.

It was imposed on them particularly as a consequence
of the outbreak of the Korean War, when individual
socialist countries, under Soviet pressure, revised
their long-term plans and reshaped them for a speedy
militarization of their economies.30
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One of the more importaﬁt results of the adoption of the "material
balances" mechanism was that the initial economic plans of the group
favored individual domestic sources of materials over foreign onmes. Bloc
‘ trade, both within the bloc and outside of it, was motivated, therefore,
by the single need to open economic bottle necks.3l A situation resulted
which militated against trade and economic efficiency long after Stalin's
death.32

In summary, the post-Stalin léadership came into an extensive,
flexible, and highly useful system of extrasovereignty controls, controls
which operated outside the bounds of formal diplomatic agreements and
which were in fact superior to them. These informal controls served as
the foundation for the structure of formal alliances by which the Soviet
Union established its power and influence in Eastern Europe. At those
times when the formal alliance étructure has shown signs of weakening
or breaking down altogether, the Soviets have been able to fall back upont
the informal methods of control and/or outright military intervention to
restore order, to set the formalities back in their proper, from the
Soviet point of view, position and to interpret the alliances' meaning

for the East European leaders. -



CHAPTER III
INTERSOVEREIGNTY CONTROLS

"I jokingly said to Comrade Bierut,
'Why don't you pay for our trip and
our consultations by giving us half
the electric power which we will

restore in Warsaw?'! -- Khrushchevl

ECONOMIC INTEGRATION

The intersovereignty control mechanisms used by the Soviet Union
fell into two broad subsystems. The first was economic integration
involving bilateral trade treaties, the Council for Mutual Economic
Assistance (Comecon or CEMA), and Soviet and East European joint stock
companies. The second subsystem consisted of a network of treaties
of "Friendship and Mutual Assistance" concluded between the Soviet
Union and the East European states and between the individual East
European states themselves between 1943 and 1952. This collective
security subsystem enfailed military alliances and formal and subsi-
diary informal programs of military and police integration.

Before the Second World War, Eastern Europe's main tradiné re-
lationships were Qith Germany. However, the establishéd Soviet hegemony
prevented any renewal of the prewar trading patterns.2 For Bulgaria,

Hungary, Poland, Rumania, and Czechoslovakia, their 1937 trade with the

Scviet Union and other East European bloc countries, as a percentage
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generation. Even the emphasis on rapid industrialization,
albeit destructive in some of its social consequences, was
not without its appeal. Communism seemed to offer a key to
the understanding of a complex and often brutally unpleasant
past and a straight causeway to a socially controllable
future. The era of uncertainty bred many who craved such
certainty. The Communists seemed to enjoy a monopoly on the
tomorrow to which those who opposed them were no longer able
to provide any alternative. Thus even the unbelieving were
brought face to face with the dilemma of the one alternative
--to oppose Communism was to be against everything and for
nothing."

1lsee Milovan Djilas, The New Class (New York: Praeger, 1957),
Pp. 11-14; and Milovan Djilas, The Unperfect Society (New York:
Harcourt, Brace and World, 1969), pp. 102~-103.

12Brzezinski, p. 62,

13Ulam, PP. 460—461.

l41pbid.

15Nicholas Halasz, In the Shadow of Russia: Eastern Europe in
the Postwar World (New York: Ronald Press, 1959), pp. 251-252.

'16Ulam, p. 461,

17The celebrated Marshall Plan was a United States postwar aid

program, the central purpose of which was the economic reconstruction
of Europe. See below Chapter III.

18ylanm, p. 449.
19Brzezinski, p. 183, See beiow Chapter VII.
201bid., p. 301.
2l1pid., p. 71

223, v. Stalin, "Economic Problems of Socialism in U.S. S R.," in

Bruce Franklln, ed., The Essential Stalin (Gardem City, N. Y. Doubleday
and Company, 1972), p. 449.

23Brzezinski, pp. 100-102.
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24Brzezinski, p. 135,

23The following analysis of East European constitutional revision.
and the direct quotes included derive from Brzezinski, pp. 77-80.

26Nicolas Spulber, The Economics of Communist Eastern Europe (New
York: The Technology Press of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology
and John Wiley and Sons, 1957), p. 349.

27Brzezinski, PP. 141-142,
281hid., pp. 98-99.

29Kaser, P. 33. A detailed discussion of the material balances
method of economic planning can be found in Robert W. Campbell,
The Soviet Type Economies: Performance and Evolution.

30Radaslav Selucky, Economic Reforms in Eastern Europe: Political
Background and Economic Significance, trans. Elias Zdenek (New York:
Praeger, 1972), p. 25.
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CHAPTER II

lStalin, "Stalin's 'Election' Speech, February 9, 1946," in
Dmytryshyn, pp. 450-459.

2The following analysis of semiautomatic and directed control
systems derives largely from Brzezinski, pp. 111-124, with the excep-
tions of the emphasis placed upon the '"dilemma of the one alternative,"
the discussion of Djilas' work on the appeal of Communism, and where
otherwise noted.

3Kaser, p. 17.
“4An analysis of the Soviet-Yugoslav dispute follows in Chapter VII,

5Ulam, p. 466. It should be noted that "Titoism" was only one of

several charges used in the East European Communist party purges between
1947 and 1952, '

6ylam, p. 508.

7Poland was not the only case, only the most celebrated. The
Rumanian and Hungarian and the Rumanian and Bulgarian frontiers are
guaranteed by the Soviet Union. The case of the Polish and Czech fron-
tier as well as the Czech and Hungarian frontier offer two other examples.
The position of the Soviet Union as the arbiter of political frontiers,
which was especially the case in the period in question, has given a
great boost to its power and influence. Most of the states in Eastern
Europe must ask themselves the question regarding their frontiers: If
not the Soviet Union, then who will guarantee them?

8Schwartz, p. 23.

9Brzezinski, pp. 80-81 and 133-134; R. E. H. Mellor, Comecon:
Challenge to the West (New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1971), p. 133.

lOBrzezinski, p. 146, The whole passage from which this particular
quote derives provides a development of this concept:
". . . Probably until about 1951-1952, the Communist emphasis on
the future, contrasted with a reality still bearing the marks of the
German occupation, appealed to many, particularly among the younger



.40 .
of their own‘total foreign trade, ranged from a low of 7 percent for Poland
to a high of 18 percent for Rumania. By 1951 these trade percentages
ranged from a high of 92 percent for Bulgaria to a low of‘58 percent for
Poland. (See Appendix F.)3

Following the Second World War, the traditional Soviet emﬁhasis upon
heavy industryAwas reaffirmed and applied in Eastern Europe. In his elec~-
tion speech of 19464 and in his oft-cited article of 1952, Economic

Problems of Socialism in the USSR, Stalin argued, and thereby reaffirmed

Soviet economic development and defense policies, that heavy industrial
development was necessary for defense and economic growth and that a
shift to consumer goods production would have the effect of destroying
« « « the possibility of the continuous expansion of our
national economy, because the national economy cannot be
continuously expanded without giving primacy to the
production of the means of production.>
The long-standing dogma, coupled with the Soviet policy to rehabilitate
economically at a rate comparable with that of Western Europe, led to. the
application of methods which imperiled Soviet policy in Eastern Europe;6
As an_example, a manager's failure to fulfill his assigned economic plan
quota could lead to criminal charges of negligence and economic crimes
_against the state. Offenders could be imprisoned or shot. The results
of this policy upon the managerial group can be easily imagined.7
Between 1945 and 1956, about 20 billion dollars were extracted from
Eastern Europe in line with Soviet objectives to use Eastern Europe as a
capital and Aaterial source. 500 million dollars of that total were

extracted between 1946 and 1956 from Poland through the manipulation of

the prices paid by the Soviet Union for Polish coal. This is the most
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familiar example of Soviet price manipulation, but it is not an atypical
example.8

This 20 billion dollar figure can be placed in perspective if it
is recalled that the dollar value of the entire wartime destruction of
Poland has been assigned a value of i8 billion dollars. Britain's |
foreign debt at the close of the war totaled 12 billion dollars. Also,
the total amount expended during the course of the Marshall Plan (1947
to 1951) was 13.5 billion dollars.? For the economic period concerned,

20 billion dollars was an immense sum.

Building upon the foundation of the 1943 Soviet and Czechoslovak :
treaty, the economic integration of the East European states and the
Soviet Union began in 1947. Through 1947 and into 1948, a series of
trade treaties granting reciprocal "most favored nation" status was
concluded between the Soviet Union and: Rumania (February 20, 1947),
Hungary (July 15, 1947), Czechoslovakia (December 11, 1947), and Bulgaria
(April 1, 1948). A similar treaty concerning "reciprocal goods deli-
veries' valued at one billion dollars was signed by the Soviet Union and
Poland on January 26, 1948. Also, beginning in 1950 and continuing
into 1952, a series of long-term trade agreements, which generally focused
upon the perioa from 1951 through 1955, was negotiated between the Soviet
Union and the East European countries.10 1In addition, between 1950 and
1951 a network of ldng-term trade agreements was concluded betweeﬁ Albania,
Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, Hungary, and
Rumania._.(See Appendix c.y11

AThe most durable instrument of So%iet an& East European economic

integration has proven to be the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance
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or Comecon. - Comecon was founded ét a Moscow conference held by Bulgaria,
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland, Rumania, and the Soviet Union on
January 5-8, 1949. The founding members were joined the following
February by Albania, the German Democratic Republic in September, 1950,
and by Mongolia in June, 1962.12 Comecon's founding marked the end of
the use of strictly bilateral economic mechanisms in the Soviet bloc.

Though the dangers of economic isolation and defections after
1948 prompted the formation of Comecon,13 the main purpose of the organi-
zation was to provide a necessary alternative to the Marshall Plan for
Eastern Europe.14 In the stated Soviet view, the Marshall Plan was a
violation of the participating countries' national sovereignty and
meant their economic and political subordination to the "interests of
the U. S. monopolies."15 This objection was stated in Comecon's founaing
communique and was also motivated by a Soviet desire to prevent the
formation or pressures for the formation of regional coalitions in
Eastern Europe.16, However, the Soviet emphasis upon national sovereignty
was at sharp variance with East European realities. At no time were the
indiviéual East European governments, with the exception of Yugoslavia,
mre subject to Soviet command. 17

Comecon is particularly significant because it is the first formal,
multilateral organization of the governments of the Soviet Union and
the East European states.18 Comecon, the economic counterpart of the
Cominform, was founded as a multilateral, economic control mechanism,
just as the Cominform was founded as a multilateral, Party contfol
mecﬂanism; |

Comecon's founding communique was published on January 22, 1949,

and served as its only policy statement for 8 years and as its
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constitution for 11 years. The January communique (see Appendix H)
stated that as a result of the "considerable success" in the 'develop-
ment of economic relations' between the Soviet Union and the bloc

countries, the 'great rise in the turnover in trade,"

the "implementa-
tion of economic cooperation' between the new people's democracies and
the Soviet Union, and in the face of a trade boycott led by the United
States and Great Britain, Comecon was founded by the nations convened
with three main objectives. These were: “to accelerate the restoration
and development of their national economies," to exchange economic
experience, and to extend technical aid and @aterial assistance with
particular emphasis upon raw materials, foodstuffs, machines, and other

equipment.19

7

The long-term significance of Comecon's founding communique lay in
the Soviet determination to divide Europe economically as well as

politically.20 This method was in line with stated Stalinist perceptions
of postwar economic and political realities.2l These views, which formed

the official line, were given concrete, systematic expression by Stalin

in his article, Economic Problems of Socialism in the USSR. Stalin wrote:

The disintegration of the single, all-embracing world
market must be regarded as the most important economic
sequel of the Second World War and of its economic
consequences.,

The economic consequences of the existence of two opposite
camps was that the single all-embracing world market
disintegrated, so that now we have two parallel world
markets, also confronting one another.22

The '"two camps: two markets' dogma was an outgrowth of the need to

generate an atmosphere of crisis as one method to ensure discipline

and to legitimize the economic and political primacy of the Soviet Union.



&4

Under the force of this political and economic dogma, economic contact
with the West was considered dangerous, and Western attempts to expand
trade with Eastern Furope were treated as 'cumning" attacks upon the
sovereignty of the East European countries.23

The question of East-West trade is important. One of the central
arguments for Comecon's foundation was that it was necessary to enable
the East European states and the Soviet Union to counter a Western
trade boycott which had been motivated by the East European refusal to
"submit . . . to the dictatorship of the Marshall Plan."2%4 That East
European refusal was not altogether voluntary. Czechoslovakia had
announced its intention to participaté in the Plan, but as a result
of direct Soviet pressure, the Czechoslovaks withdrew. Their forced
withdrawal brought home to the Czechoslovak government the point that
their country was indeed within the Soviet sphere.25 It must also be
recailed that in 1947, Czechoslovakia was perhaps the last functioning
democracy in Eastern Europe; the era of boéus coalition goverﬁment had
set in.

The Comecon charge of Western trade boycott is unfounded. However,
two elements, beyond Soviet trade policy itself, did restrict trade in
the 1948-1953 period. The industrialization of Eastern Europe severely
altered the traditional trading patterns of the area and adversely
affected the compo;ition and amount of traditional agricultural products
available in Eastern Europe for export. The second element was a
Western restriction upon the sale of military and militarily related
goods to Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union. This restriction func-

tioned in terms of the nature of the items traded but did not address
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the voluﬁe of trade. These'restrictions were begun, for example, in
March, 1948, by the United States.26

The volume of trade between the Soviet bloc and Western Europe
and the United States, as measured in then current unadjusted dollars,
ranged from a low of 908 million in 1947.to a high of 1.3 billion in
1948. The figures for 1949 and 1950 are 1.2 billion and 1.0 billiom,
respectively. Trade outside the bloc as a percentage of total foreign
trade for the bloc countries ranged from a low of 11 percent for
Bulgaria to a high of 33 percent for Poland in 1952. (See Appendices
1 ana J.)27 Subsequently, critical supply bottlenecks in Eastern
Europe between 1953 and 1956 forced a reopening of trade with the West, 28

Within the Stalinist context of the period, economic restoration
and development was to be accomplished through the operation of tﬂe
"law of preferential growth of the output of producers' goods." Emphaéis
was placed upon the autarkic conmstruction of capital goods industries,2?
The conceﬁtration of each country- on the development of heavy industry
required vast raw material resources which only the Soviet Union could
supply. As the pattern developed, the Soviet Union exported raw materi-
als to and imported finished goods from Eastern Europe.30 Consequently,
the intrabloc competition for favor wifh Stalin and the CPSU was further .
accelerated. The allocation of Soviet raw materials further bound the
East European govefnments and Communist parties to the Soviet Union
and to Stalin.31

Kaser, a British expert on Soviet economics, has identified three
phases in thg development of Comecon frior to 1956 when ﬁhe organization

began to take on a more definite structure:
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1) 1949-1951: During this period "an initial round of
consultation brought long-term agreements on mutual
trade, the introduction of triangular deals which
began to break the restrictiveness of bilateralism,

and permanent arrangements for technical assistance,"32

2) 1951-1953: This was a period of Soviet insistence,

without regard to the costs or consequences, upon

heavy industry and upon munitions manufacture.

During this period, Comecon did not play any sub-

stantial role.

3) 1953-1956: This was a period of experimentation

during which the mixed companies in several states

were dismantled, Soviet extraction of Polish coal

ceased, the emphasis upon heavy industry was

relaxed, and other reforms were implemented.
The period immediately in question (1949-1953) was one of little activity
for Comecon as such. In fact, various sources entirely skip the whole
1950-1959 period, while others begin only with Comecon activities after
1955.33 However, from January, 1949, through November, 1950, there
were six sessions of the Comecon council: the constituent conference;
the acceptance of Albanian membership; an organizational meeting; a
session concerned with scientific and technical cooperation and the
consideration of long-term economic plan coordination; the approval
of membership of the German Democratic Republic; and a conference on
inter-regional trade.34 The acceptance of the Albanian and East German -

memberships were apparently done by correspondence. Three of the

sessions were held in Moscow and one in Sofia. From September, 1950,
to March, 1954, there were no sessions of the Comecon Council, 35
Comecon served as an umbrella under which Soviet economic
exploitation of Eastern Europe proceeded.
From its inception until Stalin's death, there appears
to have been  little intensive economic cooperation and
technical help, apart from Russia's search for know-how

and skills for its own industry among East European
workers. Little attempt appears to have been made to
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increése inter-member tréde, but effort was devoted to

series typification and standardization of products

to Soviet types and norms.36
This process provided the Soviet Union with valuable economic and
political leverage. The system went even further in this period. 1In
1950, Comecon introduced the ruble as the intrabloc trading currency.
The Soviets thereby gained ultimate power over currency exchange rates
within the bloc. This and the consistent lowering of the prices of
goods sold to the Soviet Union were the two principal achievements of
Comecon in this period.37 Ulam is more blunt. "Until 1953, Comecon
was simpiy a new piece of machinery for milking the satellites."38

As was the Cominform, the Comecon was also used in Stalin's con-
flict with Yugoslavia. Beginning in 1949, Comecon was the central
mechanism in the Soviet economic boycott of Yugoslavia,39 playing the
ecoﬁomic counterpart of the political boycott led by the Cominform.
The third major mechanism of Soviet and East European economic

integration was the network of Sovie£ and East European joint stock
companies established largely upon the basis of war reparations paid
to the Soviet Union. Some of these companies were the Meszhart, for
navigation on the Danube; Maszanlet, .a Hungarian-Soviet company conc-
cerned with civil aviation; Sovrompetrol, a Soviet-Rumanian oil
exploration and development company; and Gorubso, a Soviet-Bulgarian
company concerned with mining.40 The wartime alignment of the indivi-
dual East European countries caused a marked difference in their post-
war relations with the Soviet Union. The former allies, Czochoslovakia,

Poland, and Yugoslavia,vwere able to conduct large—scale nationalization

programs, receive reparations payments, and in general enjoyed more
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flexible relations with the Soviet Union. The former enemy states,
Hungary, Rumania, and Bulgaria, had to pay reparations, were much more
tightly bound to the Soviet Union, and in general had to adopt a slower
pace of econcmic nationalization.4l The fact that in 1945 the Soviet
Union became the main holder of former "German" assets in the former
East European axis states was a prime conditioner of the economic
integration of these countries.42 For Hungary, Rumania, and Bulgaria,
reparations payments had been established as part of the armistice
agreeﬁents which they signed with the Soviet Union. For Germany,
reparations had been established in principle by the Yalta and Potsdam
agreements, The Soviet Union was allowed to receive reparations in part
by taking over various German and Italian assets in the former East
European enemy>states.43

German economic penetration of Eastern Europe had resulted in a
substantial German control of the banking, industrial, and commerical
structures of its prewar allies. Following the war, Czechoslovakia,
Poland, and Yugoslavia recovered those economic assets seized by Germany
during the war. However, the Soviet Union received the German assets,
many of which had formerly belonged to Britain or France, in Bulgaria,
Hungary, and Rumania, despite the fact that many of those assets had
been seized by Germany and had in turn been declared by the Soviets
themselves as German 'war loot." Thus the Soviet Union came into the
possession of the fundamental structure of German East European economic
penetration.44

The reparations agreements also established that: Hungary was to

pay a total of 300 million dollars in reparations, 200 million to the
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Soviet Union, 50 million to Céechoslovakia, and 50 million to
Yugoslavia; Rumania was to pay 300 million to the Soviet Union; and
Bulgaria was to pay a total of 75 million, 25 million to Yugoslavia
and 50 million to Greece. By 1948, the period in which these vast sums
were to have been paid was extended from 6 to-8 years. The composition
of the goods to be used in payment was changed, and the ouétanding
balances were halved.45
Reparations payments to the Soviet Union comprised 26.4 percentv
of the Hungarian national budget in 1946-1947 and 17.8 percent in
1947-1948, The respective figures for Rumania were 37.5 percent and
46.6 percent. However, these rates were reduced in 1948.46 Nicolas
Spulber has made the following observation:
Having imposed drastic conditions at the begiﬁning, the
Russians could continuously play the role of 'lenient
friend' by reducing the bill at the most critical
moments .47

Therefore, reparations payments were also a political weapon.

After the Soviet dismantling programs proved quite counterproduc-
t:'Lve,Z*8 the Soviets invested some of their reparations receipts in
Eastern Europe in the form of wholly-owned Soviet companies. These com-
panies concentrated in the financial and distribution areas. The Soviet
and East European joint companies, in which the Soviets invested the
balance of their plant and equipment reparations receipts, operated mainly
in the areas of mining and manufacturing.49 These companies enjoyed many
special conditions of operation. In general, they were exempt from

taxation, were guaranteed profits from the moment of foundation, had

various privileges in the use of foreign exchange, received the use of
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special facilities, and were éranted "extraterritorial" status. In
addition, the joint companies were able to promote their interests across
state boundaries. The ;eal §ower in these companies was held by the
general manager, as distinct from the company president, who, interes-
tingly enough, was always a Soviet national.>0 To a large extent,
therefore, the joint companies developed as an international network
in which Moscow acted as the hub and which frequently operated against
the economic interests of the specific country in which a given company
happened to be located.5l As a result, for the East Europeans, the
joint companies were a further burden hampering thelr postwar economic

recovery.22 The Soviets, however, found these companies extremely

profitable.53
COLLECTIVE SECURITY

The second major area of intersovereignty control was the Soviet
and East European collective security system. This system was built
upon: the foundations laid during the establishment of Soviet hegemony in
Eastern Europe. As early as April 1945, Stalin is quoted as séying that
"whoever occupies a territory" will impose "his own social system" upon '
it.54 Thus the Soviet East European bloc received a primarily Soviet
military foundation. The Soviet troop level in Eastern Europe in 1947
and 1948 was around 500,000 men, organized in some 30 divisions.35 As
each of the Bast European countries passed through the various stages

of "socialist reconstruction," the Soviet military and secret police

were present to "discourage" resistance.>6
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Between December, 1943, and 1949, a series of treaties of friend-
ship, cooperation, and mutual assistance was concluded between the
Soviet Union ana the various countries of Eastern Europe. (See Appendix
K for the text of a répresentative treaty.) From 1947 through 1949 an
additional series of bilateral treaties of a similar nature was concluded‘
between the individual East European countries.57 The bilateral treaties
between the Soviet Union and the East European states stressed the
latter's sovereignty, equality, and independence. Nothing in these
formal agreements sanctioned the domestic interference of the Soviet
Union.38 This would prove to be a weakness of the system under later
conditions.

Brzezinski has characterized these treaties as cloaks "fo; a
relationship of political subservience, with the juridical fiction.of
equaiity serving both to mask this relationship and to perpetuate it."29
Ulam has stated, regarding the process of negotiations in the Stalin era:

The past pattern of negotiations between the U.S.S.R. and

the satellites was not that involved; representatives of

the latter had agreements thrust under their noses and

were told to sign.60
The process was simple and direct; the treaties were meaningless except
as interpreted by the Soviet Union.

This network of friendship and mutual assistance treaties formed
the legal basis for the bloc's collective security system. Alexandrov
has expressed the Soviet view of these treaties as vital to the promo-
tion of "fraternal friendship between the peoples of the socialist
countries and ensuring their security and economic and political inde-

pendence." 1In line with the Soviet assertion that German imperialism

showed "ominous signs" of "resurgence" and that the United States and
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other "imperialist powers" were making 'preparations for a war against
the USSR and the People's Democracies'; the treaties provided for

"joint action" to eliminate the threat of aggression by Germany or amny
combination of states involving Germany. If one of the signatories

of these bilateral treaties was'attacked by such a combination, the
other was bound to respond with military and other assistance. In the
Soviet line, "'These treaties were thus directed entirely against the
possibility of further aggression by German'imperialism."61 The Soviet-
Hungarian treaty (signed on February 18, 1948), for example, provided
that the signatories would "undertake jointly all the measures in their
power to avert any threat of a repetition of aggression' by any German
and/or imperialist combination. Further, the signatories pledged: not
to join any "alliances or coalitions or take any action or steps airected

against the other party," to consult each other on all important inter-
national issues, and to act "in a spirit of friendship and cooperation"
in cultural and economic relations which were to be founded upon the

basis of "mutual respect for independence, sovereignty, and non-inter—

' After its formation in

ference in each other's internal affairs.'
October, 1949, the German Democratic Republic was brought into the
system of'"fraternal relations with the socialist states.'62

The German—-Imperialist threat was used, at least officially, as
the emotional cornerstone of the Soviet and East European collective
security system. That system érovided for close military and diplomatic
cooperation between the '"countries of people's democracy" and the Soviet

Union. Through the Communist political power monopoly and a Soviet-

enforced '"democratic centralism," the Soviets defined the operative
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terms and conditions of the treaties. ‘"Consultation," and "all the
measures in their power," and "friendship and cooperation' were exactly
what the CPSU and Stalin said they were.

A central element of this collective security system was the inFe-
gration of Soviet and East European secret police agencies and, similarly,
thé pre-Warsaw Pact integration of Soviet and East European military
establishments. These integrations proceeded on both the formal and
informal levels and had devastating results. Radaslav Selucky, an
economist who was a member of the "Prague Spring,'" has identified two
essential characteristics which differentiate Stalinism from Leninism.
The critical features of Leninism are the dictatorship of the proletariat
énd democratic centralism., In practice, the result is the actual dic—
tatorship of the Communist party apparat (its bureaucracy) within the
éontext of Party and governmental centralization. However, Stalinism
is characterized by the dictatorship of a single individual, in the place
of the Party apparat, and the imposition of the state security organs
over the Party apparat. The result is political terror. "The suppress-
ive role of the organs of power lacks any sense or system; it is terror
existing beyond any legal norms as well as beyond any laws of logic."63

One result of thé East European Communist party purges was that
the East European secret police organizations became independent of the
iocal Party apparat.and subject only to the Soviet authorities.®% In
Poland, Bulgaria, Rumania, and Hungary, the Soviet Union's representa-
tives controlled fhe intelligence services, recruited agents for the
‘Soviet Union, and had access to local secret informationf65 The Soviet
penetration of fhe secret police organizations had two primary goals:

to ensure their absolute loyalty to the Soviet Union and to prevent
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the local Party from gaining'control of them. In this manner potential
opposition to the policies of the Soviet Union was denied the power
inherent in access to the state security organs.66 In Czechoslovakia,
for example, the Soﬁiet secret police network from 1949 onward was a
separate power within the state, responsible only to the Soviet Union.67
The East European secret police agencies became states within states,
controlled from the Soviet Union and feared by both the general popula-
tions and the Communist party memberships.68

After 1949, the East European armies were revitalized and remodeled
on the Soviet pattern.®9 Between 1945 and 1949, the local armed forces
were placed in the background, and their officer corps purged of members
who were likely to be anti-Communist. The Yugoslav army was unaffected
because of the international tensions over Trieste and because the gov-
ernment and Party had firm control of the army. The junior men who
were promoted to fill the posts made vacant by tﬁe purges could be
trusted by the Soviets because the new officers' new status was the
result of Soviet policy. 'In addition to arms standardization and other
measures, a system of political control and training was instituted
following the Soviet practice.?o

In short, the Soviets had created in Eastern Europe a 'separate
yet subordinate arm of the USSR army."’l Yet, in the period 1949
through 1953 and léter, the burden of Soviet military activity, as a
function of 'the East European bloc, was executed largely by Soviet

forces. 72
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CHAPTER IV
THE STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF STALINISM

"Concerning Stalin's merits, an

entirely sufficient number of books,
pamphlets and studies had already been
written in his lifetime." -- Khrushchev.l

In assessing the strengths and the weaknesses of the system the
new Soviet leadership inherited, it is important to recognize that many
of Stalinism's strengths became weaknesses after Stalin's death. The
converse is also true. Many of the weaknesses of the Stalinist system
became strengths, recognized or not, when the new leadership emerged.
The criteria by which an element of the system is evaluated are also
influenced by the conditions of the specific period in question and
whether overall system survival or the ability of the Soviet leadership
to exert detailed control is concerned. For example, the radical pace
of indﬁstrialization in the Stalin era was a principal strength of the
system. It helped to- ensure Soviet control of the bloc. Yet without
Staliﬁ; and because of many additional factors, the pace of industriéli—
zation became a weakness, Stalinism is a sharp, two-edged sword of

intrabloc relations;
STRENGTHS

The Stalinist system had three central strengths which were

carried over into the post-Stalin era and beyond: the informal, extra-
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sovereignty component; the willingness and ability of the Soviets to
intervene militarily both within the context of a collective security
system and outside of it; and the genuine Soviet commitment to indus-
trialization. Stalinism relied heavily upon informal and indirect
devices to hold the bloc together. Stélin himself was the most impor-
tant informal instruﬁent of control.2 When Stalin died this linchpin
of the system was removed., Stalin, the object of adulation and the
source of rigor, was gone. More importantly, the uniformity andlconti—
nuity of unquestioned leadership were broken. The Communists who topk
control in Eastern Europe in the late 1940s were totally loyal, despite
a growing domesticism, to the CPSU, to Stalin, and to the USSR. "For
years they had been physically supported by Soviet funds and emotionally
nourished by Soviet myths."3 The pathos of apostates such as Milovan
Djilas is testimony to the profundity of their commitment. It is true,
however, that many were simple opportunists, But, whether through
idealism or opportunism, by 1950 the internal factional struggles and
purges had eliminated from powef/;hose whom the Soviets did ﬁot trust
or who were not considered experienced Stalinists.” This informal
element continued to be a strength'of the system after Stalin's death.

" The second strength of the system was the pervasive fact of Soviet g
power. This power derived from the Soviet position in international
affairs and from Soviet willingness to use military force to maintain
its interests. Therefore, any domestic tendencies or "efforts to
loosen Soviet control" on the part of the various East European leader-
ships were absolutely constrained by the threat of "a violent Soviet

reaction."® As the events of 1953, 1956, aﬁd 1968 were to prove,. the



62
"military imperative" has remained a durable instrument.
Regardless of military power, the leading role of the CPSU, or

simple idealism, the most vital element of Stalinist control, indeed of

Communism as a global, ideological movement, is its commitment to indus- -
trialization. This promise was used by Lenin, by Stalin, and by all
subsequent leaderships of the Communist movement, both Soviet and non-
Soviet, to justify the sacrifices, to gloss over the failures and the
horrors, and to legitimize Communist control. In his '"secret speech,"
Khrushchev made a special effort to draw a clear distinction between

true industrialization and the "cult of the individual," between genuine
economic growth and Stalinism.6 The dream, the promise, and the aéhieve—
ment of industrial power are the lifeblood of Communism. It is a
commitment, both exploited and fostered, which finally matures and
becomes stronger than Communism itself,

Milovan DPjilas, the Yugoslav critic of Communism and a one-time
close associate of Tito, is eloquent in his description of the desperate
appeal of Communism: |

The countries which were not yet industrialized . . . found
themselves in a dilemma; they had either to become indus-
trialized, or to discontinue active participation on the

stage of history, turning into captives of the developed
countries and their monopolies, thus doomed to degeneracy

No society or nation allows production to lag to such an
extent that its existence is threatened. To lag.means to
die. People never die willingly; they are ready to undergo
any sacrifice to overcome the difficulties which stand in
the way of their economic production and their existence.?

It is not the absolute level of production which is important. What is

important is the international economic and industrial position of a
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nation. It is this situation, true of all planned and unplanned econo-
mies, which allows the Stalinist system to operate.

Herein lies the diabolical genius of Stalin: he

realized that Communists, in spite of their troubled
human consciences, would go along with his falsehoods
and crimes because these were accepted as expedients

and sacrifices that had to be made on the Communist
party's journey to its true end.8

WEAKNESSES

As aisystem for the management of the East European bloc, Stalinisﬁ
had several critical weaknesses. These fall into four broad categories:
1) the dependence of the system upon Stalin; 2) the over~dependence of
Soviet hegemony in Eastern Europe upon thé Soviet military; 3) the in;
herent nationalism of the East European states which Stalinism could
only suppress; and 4) the rigidity of the Stalinist economic model. The
central role which Stalin played in the Soviet and East European system
has already been touched upon. His image was a real strength while he
was alive. Stalin was the object of massive glorification campaigns.
His image was a central factor in the stability of the East European
regimes. But, with Stalin's death that central figure was gone. Contix
nuity was broken; there was no "center" for democratic centralism. The
importance of the role played by the Stalin myth in Eastern Europe, gnd
the importance of the roles played by'those whom Stalin had placed in
power was to be learned by the new leadership in 1956 when de-Staliniza-
tion turned its belated attention to Stalin the man and some of the less
praiseworthy 6f his fratermal achievements.

As a result of Stalinist economic and political policies, the

" Communist political monopoly had been established. But the processes
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had generated suffering and bitterness, and the promised.results were
still far from being realized by the East European populationms. The.
"socialist reconstruction' had worked both ways. The rule of the
Communist party had been established, but the generated hostility had
made the majority of East European regimes dependent upon direct Soviet °
support. It is doubtful that in 1952 any of the East European regimes<
could have maintained themselves in power without Stalin's active
support.9 While Stalin was alive, this situation acted in his favor;
with his death, it became an intolerably dangerous situation for the
new Soviet collective leadership.

The third weakness of the Stalinist system was the tension genera-
ted as a result of the conflicts between the economic and political
primacy of the Soviet Union and the irreducible, domestic interests‘of
the East European nations. National 'ways to socialism," domesticism,
and nationalism had been expressed as early as 1948.10 That expression
had focused -upon "national ways to socialism' within a context of econo-
mic_bilateralism and autarky and was permitted in the period before the
Stalin—Tito split. That rupture resulted in the suppression of all
typeé of domesticism. The period from 1948 to 1957 was a period, over
all, of cﬁnformity to the Soviet model.ll However, if for no other
reasons, nationalistic pressures were kept alive and occasionally brought
into sharp focus by ‘the process of economic integration. As Kaser has
observed:

When the members of an economic union are scvereign nations,
their separate interests will make explicit the conflict

of advantage which decision-makers within any one centralist
state may pass over.l2

The processes of economic integration will make explicit a nation's



.65
economic advantages and intereéts. Nationalism is reinforced by this
process.

The fourth major weakness of the Stalinist system was the rigidity
of the Stalinist economic model. Eastern Europe was made into a-cafbon
~ copy of the Soviet Union in terms of economic institutions and central
economic goals.l3 The process went further. Most of the industrial
development and reconstruction was done in conformance with Soviet
economic and engineering standards and requirements. Much of the new
East European capital construction was geared to the use of Soviet raw
materials both in terms of technology and resource availability,l4

However, the economic model itself is of central importance. That
model was the Soviet nonmarket model, applied rigidly and absolutely.

The political system created by Stalin . . . equated the

nonmarket model with socialism itself. Any deviation

from that model was considered heresy, treason against

socialism, revisionism, and an attempt to restore

capitalism.,
The Soviet economic structure was transferred to the new East European
economic planners in its totality. With regard to the rigidity of that
structure, Kaser has written, '"Soviet planning decisions were made on
rules rather than judgements, and rationalized . . . as demonstrating
conformity with Marxist laws . . . ."16 Economic planning decisions
were not made with regard to economic considerations, but with regard
to Marxist dogma.

Unlike a market mechanism, a material balances economic management‘
and planning system does not, in and of itself, gravitate toward an

optimal structure of industrial output.l? Rigidity in the ﬁroduction

of consumer and capital goods is one result. In support of this point
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Kaser has explained one of its basic causes as follows:

For a national 'material balance' the fact that production

is the starting-line tends to induce a certain automatism in

allocation: users are put down for the same shares year

after year because assessment of the relative utility of

each use is not the responsibility of the producer.18
The pattern of production once set is slow to change, each planning period4
being little more than a gross update of the last period's allocation and
production schedules.

The virtually uncompromising drive toward heavy industrial develop-

ment in the Stalin era had four basic roots: Stalinist ideology, the
political need for an atmosphere of perpetual crisis generated by "social-

ist reconstruction,"

the quite genuine need to industrialize to shorten
the economic lag between the Soviet bloc and the West, and the automatism
of the planning process. Once set as a priority and as a criteria for
resource and production éllocation, heavy industry proved virtually
impossible to renounce.

Fundamentally, . « « the Soviet policy favoring the

creation of fuel and metal industries in the countries

was an autarky inherent in the planning system.l9
The priority of heavy industry and national economic autarky placed tremen-
dous strains upon the East European economies.

These strains took various forms in several areas. The first area

of interest is resource allocation. The industrial targets set left

little scope for domestic resource shifts or changes in trade agreements.20

Once a plan was set, there was little that could be done to change it.
The'second-area of strain was the inefficiency introduced into the
system by the pricing mechanisms used. Planning was done in terms of

physical production targets.



The consistency of these goals was effected, as it
had been since 1930, by a complex of 'material balances'
but because the units of each were physical (tons,
meters, boxes, bales), there was no aggregation, and
hence no procedure to reach an optimum, that is, a set
of plans which would maximize output and minimize input.
More importantly, . . . the prices of the goods balanced
in physical terms were all but irrelevant for the pro-
. duction enterprise.2l ’
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But, the problem of allocation and prices was even more extensive.

Aggravating the difficulty of assessing the comparative
costs in physical units is the parallel operation of
price measurements. Enterprises and countries cal-
culate their transactions in money: the one uses the
domestic~price relationships, the other prices in the
capitalist world market. Neither set of prices reflects
the physical-input coefficients used by the planners—-
national or internmational--and the concerns of the
monetary planners (the enterprise accountants, the
Ministry of Finance, or the foreign settlement depart-
ment of the national bank) will differ from those
running the physical programmes.22

Thus, efficiency in resource and production allocation are excluded

from the system.

The third area of strain is foreign trade. Under the Stalinist

economic model, foreign trade had the exclusive function of relieving

supply bottlenecks in national economic plans.23 The East European

economies were, and are, much more dependent upon foreign trade than is

the Soviet economy. Foreign trade is very poorly handled by the Soviet

model. This aspect is one of the "conditioners" of the East European

reaction to .the Soviet model.24

Stalinism, as a system for the political and economic control of

the East European bloc, has several strengths and weaknesses.

The basic

strengths of classic Stalinism resided in its ability tb enforce the

political monopoly of the various East European Communist regimes, its

consequent ability to control those regimes both politically and



68
économicaliy, and in Marxism-Leninism's fundamental commitment to
industrialization and economic growth. The basic weaknesses were the
inability of "democratic centralism” to overcome nationalism and the
fundamental inability of the Stalinist economic model to provide econo-
mic efficiency, balanced industrialization, and the spectrum of

economic growth which were the well-springs of its support.
THE IMPERATIVES OF CHANGE

The specific weaknesses of the system did not in themselves
necessitate change. The weaknesses cited have remained in one form
or another well into the current periéd. The strengths of the Stalin-
ist system, many of them inherent strengths of Communism itself, enabled
the new leadership té revise the system while remaining in ultimate
control. However, Selucky has identified six factors in Stalinism as
it operated in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union which made change
imperative; The first of these elements was the backlog of economic
reforms which had been impossible to implement while Stalin had been
alive.25 Brzezinski and Kaser support this view. Stalinism was
"noticeaﬁly untouched by innovation and experimentation."26 Economic
reforms were either stifled or reversed until after Stalin's death.27_
ﬁnder the then prevailing circumstances, it is undersﬁéndable that
this was the situaéion. Selucky has written:

While the dictator with the authority of an infallible
leader was still alive, any attempt at changing the
state of affairs that had been petrified by Stalin

was tantamount to attempted suicide.28

The second element was the inexplicable, irrational terror which
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was growiﬁg in thé latter pefiod of Stalin's life. It could not be
explained upon the basis of Stalin's personal power requirements.

It could, as far as Selucky is concerned, only be apparently explained
upon the basis of Stalin's character.29 Brzezinski is, in a way, more
charitable. In 1952 and 1953, Stalin was building the foundations for
another series of 1930s style purges in order to revitalize the system.

In other words, increasingly suspicious that somehow

his system was becoming brittle and static, Stalin

was preparing to deal with it in the only way he

knew how. 30
But, as Selucky has noted, the purges were contrary to the interests of
the Party apparatus, particularly those who lived in constant danger
under the direct authority and control of the secret police.

The third element was that the system was contrary to the iﬁterests
of the technocracy, i.e., the technological and managerial elite., Any-
thing which caused the disruption of the frequently unrealistic
economic plans could bring charges of sabotage and counter-revolutionary
activity against them. '"The managers of Soviet enterprises lived almost
lite?ally with one foot in prison throughout the period."31

The fourth element was that the system ran counter to the interests
of the military. "Ideological limitations delayed the development of
cybernetics, physics, and other scientific fields connected with the
build-up of Soviet.nuclear and rocket power."32 As far as the milita¥y
was concerned, it must have appeared as a question of advance technolbgy
now or ''pay in blood" later.

The fifth element was the intolerably low standard of living

which the Stalinist system created. Within the framework of Stalinism,
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an iﬁprovément in the standa?d of living could not be expected. In
terms of agriculture, Stalinism had created such economic conditions
"that any coincidence of unfavorable weather conditions could have
resulted in famine."33 1In this respect Stalinism was operating at
sharp variance with Soviet ideology. Schwartz has observed that the
Soviet system is finally dependent upon a steady increase in the
material standard of living.34

The sixth element was the over-centralization and militarization
of the Soviet economy and the resulting economic losses. These losses
were the result of several.factors: the deep imbalance of the economy,

' national and regional

rigid management, a "'monsensical pricing system,'
autarky in terms of economic development, and direct, inexpert "inter-
ventions'" in the operation of various branches of the economy.

Stalinism was a block upon the interests of the Party, the tech- '
nocracy, the military, and the general populace. The critically
negative aspects of Stalinism were well known. As Selucky has observed,

It was, therefore, no accident that almost immediately
after Stalin's ‘death (after June, 1953, upon the liqui-
dation of Lavrenti Beria as a potential perpetuator
of Stalinism), a movement started for their gradual
elimination.35 :
Stalinism, as a total system and in its classic and extreme form, could

not endure. It could not survive the death of its creator. It stood

between the members of the New Class and their interests.
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_ CHAPTER V
THE NEW COURSE

"As anyone who knew Malenkov will tell
you, after Stalin's death he was com—
pletely without initiative and completely
unpredictable." -- Khrushchevl

THE OBJECTIVES

In June, 1953, workers first in Pilsen, Czechoslovakia, and'thgn
in East Berlin, rioted. The immediate sources of the flare-ups were
economic.2 Of the two, the East German demonstrations are the mofe
significant. The East German regime, highly dependent upon Soviet
support, was in a dangerous situation in 1953. As early as April,
the East German leadership pleaded with the Soviets to allow an eco-
nqmic relaxation in the form of a reconsideration of the extant capital
development policy. Finally, on June 9, 1953, the East German Polit-
buro made a public statement which admitted that "aberrations' had
occurred in the past and announced an economic relaxation designed to
relieve the most pressing economic hardships. The program involved
a reduction of taxes and delivery quotas, the granting of government
loans to private businesses, and an increase in various material allo-
cations.3 However, the situation was beyond the control of the East
German regime. On June 16, 1953, a demonstration against an increase
in compulsofy work norms in the construction industry spread through-

out the German Democratic Republic. The Soviets decided to intervene.
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' By June 18, as a resulp of Soviet milifary action, order and the
Ulbricht government had been restored.4

The East German riots are important because they demonstrated
the ultimate and direct dependence of the East German government upon
Soviet military powér5 and, by implication, that the "socialist camp"
was held together by little other than the Soviet ability to militarily
intervene as necessary. Howevef, the riots left the Soviets with little
choice but to recognize that change in the bloc was vital.6 After all,
the Soviet army could not.be everywhere at allltimes. Therefore, the
central goal of the new Soviet collective leadership with regard to
Eastern Europe was simply to maintain Soviet power in the area. Because
the main pressures which threatened the unity of the bloc were expressed
in terms of economics,’/ the Malenkov period was primarily concerned with
the economic legacy of Stalinism;z.8

The Soviet need to focus their attention upon conditions within
the bloc and the stark realities of nuclear war made a relaxation of
the Cold War necessary. In August, 1949, the Soviets exploded their
first atomic bomb. This development was followed in September, 1953,9
by the first Soviet hydrogen detonation.l0 The Soviet thermonuclear
capability was quickly coming of age. First-hand knowledge of the
destructive potential of nuclear weapons had a profound influence upon
the new leadership. Global war was no longer an international, revolu-
tionary option.ll The threat embodied in nuclear war made a policy
of "peaqeful coexistence" an absolute necessity.l?

Because of these circumstances, the 'New Course" had three

primary objectives: to avoid a nuclear war with the West; to maintain
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and further consolidaté Soviet hegemony in Eastern Europe and o;her
areas; and to reform the Soviet and East European system so that it
would function more efficiently, but to reform it in such a manner
that the substance of Soviet power would not be relinquished. These
goals existed within the context of historic Soviet foreign and econo-
mic policies. Their object was not the renunciation of the goals of
Stalinism and of Marxism-Leninism, but the preservation of the total

Soviet system.

1

THE POLICIES AND SCOPE

The "New Course," usually associated with Malenkov, who had
apparently been designated as Stalin's successor at the 19th Party
Congress in 1952, was based upon two policies: an improvement in the
general standard of living in the bloc as a whole and a degree of
relaxation in Soviet foreign policy. Politically, Malenkov's policies
were characterized by a continuation of Stalinism balanced by a limited
economic relaxation. It was an attempt to "pursue a new course in econo-
mics without basically altering the framework of essentially Stalinist
politics."13

The "New Course' was intended to apply to both the Soviet Union
and to the people's democracies.l% Just as they had followed Stalin,
the East Europeans were now expected to follow the "New Course."

Absorbed, in its own succession struggle, Moscow's
perception of Soviet-East European relationships
continued much in the Stalinist mold.15

The East European regimes were to duplicate the "New Course' just as

they had duplicated classic Stalinism.1®
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The "New Course' involved concessions both real and rhetorical.
That concessions were made by Stalin's successors, men politically
matured in the traditions of Stalinism, indicates how urgent they con-
sidered the post-Stalin situation and how dangerous they believed a
continuation of the more odious aspects of the "old ways" to be.l7
In essence the '"New Course" was a period of re~examination and intense
power struggle. The struggle itself forced a debate on many aspects
of Soviet policy.l8 The most crucial of these debates was between the
Khrushchev and Malenkov factions regarding industrialization.19

Those debates and the actions necessitated by the East European
situation resulted in a number of policy changes. The pattern was set
by the solution worked out for the East German affair. It contained
no political concessions, but economic concessions were made to relieve.
the political tensions.20 The following concessions were made in the
German Democratic ﬁépublic: there was an admission that the pace of
industrialization had been too rapid; the allocation of investment
was altered by a reduction in the investment made in heavy industry;
work norms were lowered; wage taxes and prices were reduced; more
consumer goods were made available; travel was made less expensive;
pensions were increased; a partial amnesty was granted to minor
offenders; on January 1, 1954, reparations payments to the Soviet
Union were terminaéed; and the con£r01 of various East German enter-
prises was feturned to East Germany.2l It is important to note that
though the pace of industrialization was admitted to have been too
fast, heavy industrialization itself was not rgpudiated. The issue

was one which turned on the rate of industrialization on the one hand

and the living standard on the other.
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In Hungary, the results of Stalinist policies had been dangerous-
ly sharp. The firét five~year plan had called for a 380 percent
increase in the production of capital goods. In Jpne, 1953, a meeting
was held in Moscow between the Hungarian leadership, headed by Matyas
Rakosi, a member of the Hungarian National Liberation Committee and
Stalinist hardliner, ana a Soviet delegation. The Soviets castigated
the Hungarians for economic excesses and insisted on an immediate
economic reform to prevent a catastrophe. The Hungarian leadership,
the Soviets charged, had driven the country too far.22 Rakosi was
forced to resign as premier, though he remained the First Secretary
of the Hungarian Communist party. Imre Nagy, a Hungarian moderate who
supported the "New Course," was appointed in Rakosi's place as premier
in a strictly formal implementation of the principle of collective
leadership.
| Nagy initiated the "New Course" with an address to the Hungarian
Parliament. While the main focus of his speech was economic, the
whole system was essentially criticized. The Hungarian "New Course"
in;luded the following elements: the institution of collective leader-
ship, both Nagy and Rakosi holding positions of authority; a partial
amnesty along the East German line was declared; prices were reduced;‘
wages increased; compulsory obligations reduced for the labor force;
some agricultural deliveries were canceled; peasant taxes were reduced
by 15 percent; withdrawal from collective farms was sanctioned; greater
religiqus tolerance was introduced; the internment camps were abolished;
the judiciary and the secret police were institutionally separated;

and the investment rate in heavy industry was reduced.
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Rumania, Bulgaria, and Czechoslovakia were the next states to

adopt the '"New Course.” The Czechoslovak reform had five elements:
taxes were re.duced; wages were increased; delivery quotas were re-
duced; a limited permission to withdraw from collective farms was

granted; and the rate of industrial.growth was reduced. Poland was

' The Polish economic con-

the last state to adopt the "New Course.'
cessions were: a reduction .in taxes, delivery quotas, and of accumu-
lation in national income; and an increase in the availability of
consumer goods.,

Dmytryshyn has summarized the uniform elements of the "New Course':

Each satellite regime adopted the principle of 'collective
leadership,' and promised (alongside continued industriali-
zation) to improve the standard of living; to abandon the )
policy of economic autarky; to increase wages and to decrease
prices; to give increased attention to agriculture; to slow
the tempo of collectivization; to encourage initiative in
small production and trade; to curb the activity of the
police; and to release those who had been imprisoned

unjustly.

Though the first bilateral steps toward truly joint economic
planning were taken during the "New Course," the most striking economic
reform was the dismantling of the network of Soviet companies and Soviet
and East European joint stock companies which operated in Eastern
Europe.24 Most of these companies, located in Hungary, Rumania, and
Bulgaria, were dismantled by a series of bilateral agreements in the
autumn of 1954 with the remaining companies disbanded in 1955 or 1956.
The more important of the companies to the Soviets were the last to be
transferred to local state ownership. Those states were to pay for
the Soviet's equity in yearly installments. Due to the terms of the

transfer of ownership, Spulbeéer has asserted that those payments could

be termed a "second round of reparations." The companies had been
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extremely.profitéble for the'Soviets. .Only Soviet awareness of the
,.pent—up East European resentment to the companies caused the Soviets
to transfer ownership to the local states. 2 |

The policies of the '"New Course" were a mixture of Stalinism and
a relaxation of both internaitonal tension26 and the methods by which
the Soviets maintained their hegemony in Eastern Europe. What is *
important to note is that neither the maximum goal of Soviet‘foreign
policy, nor the leading role of the CPSU, nor the diplomatic and
economic primacy of the Soviet Union, nor the fundamental commitment
to the development of heavy ihdustry were abandoned.

The '"New Course" lasted from June 26, 1953, the date of Béria's
arrest, until February 8, 1955, the daté of Malenkov's "resignatiop"
from his post as chairman of the Council of Ministers. It existed as
an attempt through economic, political, and foreign policies to re-
define Stalinism in such a way that the Marxist-Leninist system and

' would function and endure. The 'New Course"

the "socialist camp'
was not revolutionary; in the final analysis, it was a métter of
degrees. The general standard of living did improve, but it did not
receive absclute priority over heavy industry. The power of the secret.
police was reduced, but the basic organizational étructures, with some

reforms, remained in operation. Foreign tension was relaxed, but-the

Cold War was hardly'a thing of the past.

AN ASSESSMENT

Because the 'New Course" existed within the context of Stalinism,

it rétained the principal strengths and weaknesses of Stalinism. It



81
both lessened the tensions aéting to disintegrate the "socialist camp"
and, in many ways, critically increased them. In terms of the Soviet
East European bloc ifself, the strengths of the ''New Course'' were:
foreign trade increased;27 the standard of living increased; as a
result of the East European replication of 'collective leadership,“
many new, sometimes more popular figures were brought into the various
East European leaderships, for example, Imre Nagy in Hungary; there
was an increased recognition of peculiar domestic factors in the
application of Soviet policies to the East European states;28 the
total flexibility of the system was increased; and none of the substance
of Soviet power had been renounced.

However, the '"New Course' was a period of power struggle cha;aé—
terized by a continual crisis of authority. In such a period, and
pargicularly in the Soviet system, the operational capabilities of a
government are reduced.29 Marxism-Leninism is a governmental system
which tends to focus power in the hands‘of a single individual. 30
The "New Course" was that period in which the system, in the form of
the choices and the actions of individual men, began to concentrate
that power in the person of Nikita Khrushchev. It is from this con-
dition of'"leaderlessness" that the main weaknesses of the "New Course"
derive, These were: Soviet policy in Eastern Europe as a whole lacked
coherence; 31l in Poland and Hungary the "New Course" was "insufficient
to resolve the dilemmas bequeathed by Stalinism without a clear and .
sustained Soviet involvement";32 under the policies of the "New Course,"
controls were ;elaxed to permit slight variations from the Soviet norm,

yet there were no clearly defined limits to those variations;33
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ideological fissures were opened by the "New Course"; the Soviet lea-
dership itself was deeply divided about the wisdom of the '"New Course";

and finally, many of the "little Stalins," such as Rakosi, were still

active.
THE SOURCES OF FAILURE

There were, consequently, two reasons why the 'New Course" failed.
%he first was that it left unresolved, almost by definition, the
question of Soviet leadership. The clear, uncompromising direction
which so characterized the Stalin era was critically lacking. The
ability to maneuver- and to respond quickly, except in the most clear-
cut cases, was lost. The second reason is attendant upon the first.
There were no clearly defined limits set upon the national variations
of socialism which had been enabled by the '"New Course." To an extent
this was inevitable. Without defined and recognized leadership, defined
policies afe impossible,

The power struggle within the Soviet Communist party, which had

been the source of the principal weaknesses and ambivalence of the

] 1

"New Course," was iargely resolved with the

'resignation' in February,
1955, of Malenkov as Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR.
From that time, Khrushchev was to emerge as the clearly dominant
figure 'in the Soviét leadership. The conditions under which the power
struggle was resolved and the concrete questions of policy upon which
it turned set the immediate tone for the active concern of the Soviet

Union in the affairs of Eastern Europe for the balance of 1955 and

most of 1956.. The resolution of the struggle itself set the foundations
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for the révitalization of thé "leading role" of the Soviet Union in
the bloc.

In 1953 Malenkov and Khrushchev held similar views regarding eco-
nomic policy and of the role of the development of heavy industry in
that policy. However, Malenkov's position shifted in favor of the
development of light or -consumer goods industry. A conflict developed
between them in terms of the "actual priorities in the allocation of
resources to producer and consumer industries."3% Khrushchev's position
continued to stress the development of heavy industry. His view found
its way into the official Soviet press by late 1954. The conflict
broke into the open.on December 21, 1954, Pravda, the Party journal,
supported Khrushchev's position, while Isvéstia, considered to be the
government.publication, supported Malenkov. The public broaching of
the issue left the East European leaderships without a clear direc-
tion;36

Howe&er,-in late 1954 or very early in 1955, Khrushchev gained
the support of the Party's Central Committee and the military for his
position regarding the rate and method of heavy industrial development.37
During the course of the debate, Khrushchev "assumed the role of a
Leninist revolutionary" struggling against the bureaucrats by his
support of "new and dynamic schemes of internal reconstruction.'38
At the same time, ﬁalenkov's pro—consumer goods position was charged
with being an "un-Marxist abandonment of heavy industry" and a threat
to Soviet defense capabilities.39 Under such pressure, Malenkov was

forced to resign on February 8, 1955.40
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However, there was an equally important issue to that concerning
the relative priority of heavy industry. It centered on the defense
policies of the Soviet Union, the importance and geopolitical meaning
of nuclear‘weapons, and military doctrine. Again, Malenkov and
Khrushchev took different sides. Stalin had established as Party
doctrine the view that the Soviet system was automatically superior
to any other. In the immediate post-war period this view, which neces- -
sitated tﬁe adoption of the correlary docerine that the Soviet Union
could not be defeated regardless of the specific military circumstances,
had led to stagnation in Soviet military thought and systems innovation
and to an underestimation of the nuclear potential. At the Supreme
Soviet session of March, 1954, the Malenkov faction declared that the
Soviet military possessed all that was needed to properly defend the
country. On the other hand; the Khrushchev faction called for a further
strengthening of the Soviet military.4l The issue was joined.

The defense debate hinged on the role that nuclear weapons would
play .in a future war. Through 1953 and 1954, Malenkov's position was
that the destructive potential of nuclear weapons acted as a deterrent
of global‘war and that such a war would destroy human civilization.

This threat see limits beyond which the nuclear powers could not go in
the pursuit of their goals. However, within those limits the Soviet
Union and the United States were viewed as still being able to maneuver
much as before.%2

On the other side of the debate was Khrushchev's faetion and the
main group of toﬁ military professionals. Their position stressed the

possibility of a surprise nuclear attack by the United States and that
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this possibility required a "drastic reorganization of military doctrine."
The theory upon which the Malenkov faction relied, the mutual deterrence
of nuclear weapons, was specifically repudiated by Marshall Georgii
Zhukov, the most prestigious Soviet commander of the Second World War.
The object of the Khrushchev faction was the establishment of a Soviet

~military which was capable of not only "preventing a nuclear war, but
of waging it" also.%3

It seems that Mr. Khrushchev agreed with the Generals

that once a weapon had been invented in this world of

strife it was the duty of statesmen and their military

advisers not to rely on its deterrent qualities, but

to prepare the country for its use, both defensively

and in the context of a forestalling blow agalnst an

enemy about to strike.44
Thus Khrushchev's position called for caution and capability, while
Malenkov's called for caution and a very non-concrete trust in the

deterrence of nuclear weapons and in the inherent superiority of the

Soviet system.
THE RESULTS

Following his "resignation," Malenkov retained his position in
the Party Presidium and continued to hold a ministerial position. His
position in the Soviet leadership may have been "down graded" even
before February, 1955. Malenkov was absent from a delegation headed by
Khrushchev and Buléanin which went to China in September, 1954.45
However, Malenkov was not powerless. From his position on the Party
Presidium, he was late; to organize a group which tried unsuccessfully

to oust Khrushchev in 1957.
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The resolution of the éarty power struggle did not immediately i
result in a more clearly defined Soviet East European policy; it only
increasea'the ability of the Soviets to form such a policy. Brzezinski
has characterized the situation faced by the East Europeans as late as
the summer of 1955 as follows: |
The internal Soviet ambivalence in policy and the
reduction in international tensions produced the belief
that the People's Democracies could now afford to frame
their policies to fit their domestic requirements.46
Without clear directives from the Soviets and within the context of
reducéd international tensions, the East Europeans mistakenly assumed
that the time had come in which they could formulate and implement
policies more in keeping with their own national interests. The subse-

quent course of events was to demonstrate that where East European and

Soviet interests were at odds, the East European leaders were wrong.
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CHAPTER VI
THE SOVIET REASSERTION

"There's no single model or mold which fits

all the countries of the world. To think

that there is is just plain stupid, . . .

Every working class should be able to choose
its own course of development on the basis

of local historical and economic circumstances
--on the one vital condition, of course, that
the means of production and the banks belong

to the people, and the state is run by the
dictatorship of the proletariat.'--Khrushchev.l

THE OBJECTIVES RECAST

It would be convenient to argue that the reassertion of the cen-
tralist position of the Soviet Union and the CPSU neatly began on
February 8, 1955. That would, however, be wrong. The real substance
of the Soviet Union's position in Eastern Europe had not been jeopar-
dizeé by Stalin's death as such. Indeed, in the long run, Stalin's death
made possible the adjustments and reforms necessary if the Soviet system
was not to eventually shatter in a torrential bloodletting. After March
5, 1953, the treaty systems, the leading role of the Soviet Union and
the CfSU, and the economic dominance of the Soviet Union in Eastern
Europe remaiped in place. Malenkov's resignation is a turning point
because it marks the new beginning of continuity in Soviet leadership.
There waé no return to classic Stalinism; but the unworkable myth- of
"collective leadership" in a situation of intense power struggle was set

aside. The focus of democratic centralism was restored. It was
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Nikita S.VKhrushchev.

The Soviet Union's position in Eastern Europe had, however, been
weakened by the reforms of 1953 and 1954 and by the lack of coherence
generated by the power struggle. The weakness lay in the failure of the
reforms to clearly and explicitly define the limits to the processes,
.planned and unplanned, which had been setAin motion by the reforms and
in the greater failure of the reforms to regularize and perform the
necessary restructuring of the Soviet and East European system. There-
fore, the reassertion of Soviet centralism was a reform of the previous
reforms, the setting of defined limits, the regularization of thg frag-
mented bilateral treaty network, and the formalization, i.e., explicit
codification, of the Soviet and East European system. In short, after |
February 8, 1955, the Soviet government began again to function vigor-
‘ously with consistency and continuity. This was not an overnight shift,-
but it wés the beginning. The time of.mourning and confusion was over.

Khrushchev's policies had three primary objectives: the avoidance
of ‘a- general nuclear war or "peaceful coexistence' as it was phrased,
the economic and political integration of the socialist camp, and the
regularization of the Soviet and East European system. Seven policies
were generated in support of these goals: 1) the continuation of the
policy of "peaceful coexistence" from the "New Course" period; 2) the
limited admission 6f Western intellectual currents, a necessity for
economic, cultural, and scientific progress; 3) an increase in the rate
of heavy industrial development over the rate in the period of the
"New Course";‘4) an improved standard 6f living through an increase
in the production of c;nsumer goods, the continuation of another "New

Course" policy; 5) the limited recognition of a degree of local East
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European autonomy;-é) an improvement in the general support given to the
East European régimes; and, 7) the establishment or revitalization of
multilateral control mechanisms.Z These policies concentrated upon the |
major areas of Soviet concern: the unity of the Communist movement within.‘
the system, economic integration, and the Soviet and East European

collective security system.
. THE METHODS

As had been the case with the '"New Course," the policies of the
Khrushchev era operated within the context of Marxism-Leninism and within
the context of many of the more important goals and policies of postwar
Stalinism such as the commitment to industrialization and the consolida-
tion of the Soviet hold on Eastern Europe. In order to reduce the
necessity for constant Soviet involvement in East European affairs and
to coﬁtain the pressures of the diversity which Stalinism could only
suppress or paper over, Khrushchev altered the Stalinist system to créate
a socialist "commonwealth" based upon economic and institutional processes.
At the same time, Khrushchev reaffirmed the imperative nature of ideolo-

gical unity, defined as adherence to the following basic principles: the
leading role of the CPSU in the international Communist movement; the
maintenance of the political monopoly held by the bloc Communist parties;
and the principle tﬁat industrialization and agricultural collectivization
were essential components in the process of socialist transformation.3

Nor was the historic maximum goal of Marxism—Leniniém and of Stalinism
forgotten. In 1955 the Soviets perceived their opportunities for expan-

sion as being very limited in the Western world. No spectacular situa-
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tions beckoned. This situation was to change sharply, however, the
following year. But, especially in 1955, the policy of "peaceful co-
existence" cost the Soviets little,* With limited opportunities in the
West; the Soviet Union followed a long-established precedent.

Khrushchev's other grand strategy was the old Russian

one of expanding in Asia (or the less developed nations

in general) to draw strength to fight the West.5
Thus, the continuity of Soviet foreign policy was'maintained through a
re—émphasis upon the revolutionary opportunities which existed or which
could be created in the colonial or semi-colonial areas of the world.

Only the immediate focus and the most extreme method permissible in the

promotion of world: Communism had changed.
THE REGULARIZATION OF STALINISM

. In the most general sense, the regularization of the Stalinist
syséem took the form of the revitalization of Comecon through the ex~
pansion of its functions and the creation of the Warsaw Pact® which was
a restatement and redefinition of the Soviet and East European collective
security system. These two institutions, both with solid foundations
in Stalinism, were to form the un&erpinnings of the multilateral, inter-
sovereignty relations which were to play an increased role in the
Soviet East Europgan system.

Khrushchev's ability to reform Stalinism was limited. His own
position iﬁ the CPSU leadership was not unquestioned. In 1957 opposi-
tion to Khrushchev was to solidify into a challenge from the "anti~Party"

group. Also, reforms which might threaten the political monopoly held
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by the Coﬁmuﬁist parties couid not and would not be tried.’? Further-
mére, given the still very active factions within the CPSU, a clear
definition of "threaten" was not yet possible. In any reform program,
Khrushchev could only go so far as his inclinationms aﬁd the situation
within the CPSU dictated. With regard to Khrushchev's situation in
1955, it has been asserted that:

Neither then nor in the future was Khrushchev's position

as the leader of his country and of world Communism to be

strong enough to enable him to effect really fundamental

changes in the Soviet system or in foreign policy.8
On the other hand, the question must be asked: Beyond what was nece;;ary
to protect themselves from it, did Khrushchev and the Soviet leadership

ever wish to make really fundamental changes in the system which they

inherited from Joseph Stalin?
ECONOMIC REFORM AND INTEGRATION

Despite Khrushchev's insistence upon the need for ideological
unity, Stalin's death, the turmoil of the "New Course'" period, and the
growfh of the East European states themselves, made ideological unity
a somewhat tenuous affair, The Soviet desire for unity had not lessened,
but the ability of previously successful methods to obtain it was brought
into serious question. As a result the Soviet leadership decided to
generally build the unity of the bloc upon the revitalization of Comecon
and the foundation of the Warsaw Pact.? This Shift to a greater reliance
ﬁpon multil;teral, formal organizations proceeded against the background
of a Soviet mandated return to the primacy of heavy industry and its
atténdant high .economic growth rates. Within the context of lessened

international tensions and the new doctrine of "peaceful coexistence,"
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a more claésic industrial devélopment program was in fact a test of
the willingness and abilitylof the bloc leaderships to follow the Soviet
Union.10 Poland and Hungary were to fail that test.

The average growth of industrial outpuf measured as a percentage
of the previous year's outpuﬁ for the bloc as a whole (Bulgarta,
Czechoslovakia, East Ge%many, Hungary, Poland, and Rumania) in 1951 waé
123.1 percent; in 1952, 119.8 percent; in 1953, 112.8 percent; in 1954,
107.3 percent, and in 1955, 110.3 percent. From the last full year of '
the Stalin period the rate dropped from 119.8 percent to 107.3 percent
in the full year of the "New Course." In 1955, the year the "reassertion"
began, the rate rose to 110.3 percent.11 These figures are, of course,
only indicative and must be treated with a good deal of caution. None-
theless, they do indicate a certain relaxation. In 1952, the rate of
industrial output ranged from a high of 124 percent in Hungary to a
low of 116 percent in East Germany. In i954, these rates ranged from
103 percent’for Hungary to 111 percent for Poland. Imn 1955, these rates
ranged from 108 for East Germany and Hungary to 114 for Rumania. There-
fore, though the pace of industrial development was resumed, there was
no return to the counteproductive growth rates characteristic of the
Stalin era. (See Appendix L.)12

The pace of industrialization slowed in 1953 and 1954; however,
economic growth con&inued. With the resolution of the power struggle
within the CPSU, the emphasis upon heavy industrial development was
restored, though not to the extent characteristic of classic Stalinism.
The growth rates fell as part of the "ﬁew Course," but that was only
part of the reason. The pace also slackened in some part due to the

confusion within the Soviet leadership and, therefore, within the
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East European leaderships as well,

Within this situation, the Soviet leadership hoped'to proﬁote
Soviet and East European economic integration as a material foundation
for bloc unity. Though Comecon has gone through substantial reorgani-
zation and evolution, the Soviet leadership's hopes for it as the basis
of economic integrétion have been somewhat disappointed.l3 This has
been largely due to the inability of the Soviet and East European sys-—
tem to shed the basic economic autarky of Stalinism.l4

Until the early 1960s, economic reform in Eastern Europe and the
Soviet Union was limited to bureaucratic and administrative reforms
of the basic Stalinist model. For example, the degree of economic
liberalization which took place in Poland between 1956 and 1958 was
followed by a return to more Stalinist methods, 1° Further, the adﬁinis—
tration of the Soviet economy was reorganized in 1953, 1954, and 1957.
However, though the leadership was willing to try ''radical" innovations
in the bureaucratic structures, they remained firm on the maintenance
of_"Fhe primacy of state planning, the dominant role of the Communist

Party," and "the continuance of socialized farming."16 Until 1955 or
1955, Soviet diplomats and advisers in Eastern Europe simply "'gave
orders to local officials on major questions of economic policy."l’
Though the fundamental attitudes of economic autarky and the
"command" system of economic planning remained in force to a greater
or lesser extent, the importance of foreign trade both within the bloc
and outside of it steadily increased followipg Stalin's death.18 At

a symposium sponsored by the West German Institute for the Study of

the USSR in April, 1956, J. M. Letiche, who was then an associate
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professor of economics at theiUniversity of California at Berkeley,
stated that Soviet trade'with Eastern Europe had "become a means of
coordinating the plans aﬁd directing the economic development of the
Soviet and satellite states."l9 Letiche also identified several objec-
tives of Soviet foreign trade: to limit Western influence within the
bloc; to help increase the Soviet economic growth rate; to channel the
éontrolling proportion of foreign trade of the bloc through the Soviet.
Union; to promote the socialist development of the bloc; and to create
the impression of a market for Western industrial surpluses, while at
the same time creating an "atmosphere of needless defense in Westerm
Europe.'20 |

For these reasons, until the middle 1950s the burden of econgmic
integration 'and the coordination of economic planning in the bloc was
carried by intrabloc trade. However, the coordination of foreign trade
wa; augmented by economic loans, credits, and scientific and technical
assistance.2l On the other hand, working against economic integration,
the centrally directed state foreign trading organizations made an effort
to insulate their domestic economies from the fluctuations iﬁ the markets
outside their countries,22

The modest move away from economic autarky increased the importance
of intrabloc trade. At the éOth Party Congress, Khrushchev emphasized
the necessity for intrabloc economic specialization to free industrial

capacity and other resources for the development of agriculture and light

industry.23 This was necessary if the bloc was to both improve the
general standard of living and at the same time renew the pace of indus-

trial development as called for by Khrushchev's policies. However, in

terms of foreign trade as such, political, economic, and military oﬁjec-
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tives, as‘distinct from consumer objectives, were given priority.24
The new emphasis on the division of labor within the bloc was an integral

part of economic integration and further increased the dependence of

the East Eurobeans upon the Soviet Union.25 However, with regard to
product specialization, the Soviet attitude in 1955 and 1956 was that,
though the East European states were to specialize, the Soviet Union

would reserve the right to produce a full line of products.26 Product

specialization began to make some real headway in 1956, but as the
product of bilateral arrangements, rather than action taken within the

structure of Comecon, though the problem was discussed there. 2’

The Soviet decision to establish Comecon as the major institution
of economic integration was finalized in May, 1956, with the formation
of the first group of Comecon's various standing commissions. Thié
decision was taken in response to several factors, among which were:
the successful, increasing economic integration of Western Europe, the
political need within Eastern Europe for the creation of a more multi-
laCe;al agency to promote economic integration which at the same time
could be subject to Soviet control, and the objective superiority of
multilateral methods of economic integration as opposed to strictly
bilaterél ones. Since the early middle 1950s, Soviet and East European
economic cooperation had taken the form of a drive toward economic inte-
gration through the coordination of investment plans, specialization,
various joint undertakings, and financial, scientific, and technical
coopefation.zs In 1954, these efforts involved the founding of various
specialvcommittees.29 These committees were given a more formalized

status in 1955;30 and in May, 1956, were established as formal, standing
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commissions. Kaser has noted:

It was not until some of the eastern European members
had begun seriously to examine the standards by which
integration could be judged that Comecon took on opera-
tional form-by the establishment of standing technical
commissions in 1956,.31
Needless to say, this could not have been done without active Soviet
support and involvement. The standing commissions created gave a new
scope to Comecon's activities,32 and demonstrated the Soviet Uniomn's
commitment to revive Comecon as a viable organization.33
These standing commissions were: agriculture, chemicals, coal,
electric power, engineering, ferrous metals, non-ferrous metals, foreign
trade, oil and gas, forestry, timber and cellulose, and geology. The
latter three were abolished in 1958 when four other commissions were
added: construction, transport, economic questions, and light and food
industries.34 The commissions allowed a much broader opportunity for
experts and professionals to meet and exchange views than had existed

before 1956. Additionally, in 1955 and 1956 the standing commiséions

and their predecessors became genuine mechanisms for negotigtions.35

On balance, it must be concluded that Comecon was functionally
inactive apart from its rcle in propaganda until 1956. Before that
time, economic cooperation had proceeded through other channels,36
such as bilateral inter-Party contacts and interstate contacts. Comecog.
was established as a multilateral institution in fact, but bilateral

economic mechanisms were not set aside nor would they be.
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THE FOUNDATIONS OF THE WARSAW PACT

The second post-Stalin instrument of Soviet and East European inte-
gration was the Warsaw Pact.37 With regard to the East European states,
the Warsaw Pact

. « . represented the single most important formal commitment
binding the states to the USSR, officially limiting their
scope of independent action, and legalizing the presence
(and hence the political influence) of the Soviet troops
stationed in some of them.38
The Warsaw Pact was created and evolved as the central, multilateral
institution of the Soviet bloc.

The Pact was created for a number of reasons. The most immediate
geopolitical reason was the rearmament and admission of West Germany to
NATO.39 The treaty itself makes this assertion. The Warsaw Pact was a
response to West German remilitarization and integration into the '"north
Atlantic bloc."40 The Soviet position, as stated by Alexandrov, is
that the Warsaw Pact is a "purely defensive organization' directed at
"safeguarding" European and global peace.

Signed six years after the formation of NATO, the Warsaw

Treaty is a retaliatory measure of the peace-loving

states against the aggressive activities of NATO and

other imperialist military bloes.4l
Ulam has observed that it was only after West German inclusion in NATO
that the Soviets came to consider NATO a '"direct menace" and responded
by the formation of the Warsaw Pact.%42 Remington extends this general
argument further. The formation of the Warsaw Pact was a response to
and an attempt to prevent West German participation in NATO. 43 Indeed,

for Remington, .'the Warsaw Treaty Organization was not intended to fight

but to gain another bargaining card in the Cold War."44 1n addition,
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Remington observes:

From a political point of view the minimal nature of

that structure was not particularly important to Moscow.

For at that time the Warsaw Treaty was designed to be

primarily a prop of Soviet strategy at the Four Power

Geneva Conference in July.45
Based upon the information publicly available regarding the‘Januarf,
1956, meeting of the Warsaw Pact's Political Consultative Committee,46
Remington asserts that two views of the Warsaw Pact operated withih'
the Soviet leadership. In line with Remington's thesis, the Khrushchev
faction viewed the Warsaw Pact as an organization not intended toAplay
a direct military role, but as an asset "in the Cold War." On thelother
hand, Molotov viewed the Pact as "a vehicle for socialist consolidatiqn,
militafy preparedness, defense.'" Because Molotov was caught up iﬁ a
power struggle in 1957 and "relegated to Outer Mongolia," Remington
considers that his view lost in the debate.?’

Though Khrushchev ﬁay have viewed the Pact as a new "megotiable'"
asset in the Cold War, it is unlikely that his view of the Pact was so
limited. A structure beyond "minimal" was‘not neéessary, nor even |
desirable, to the Soviets due to the political control they were able.
in 1955 to exercise and due to the extent to which Soviet personnel
were directly integrated into the East European military. KXhrushchev's
position in the power struggle with Malénkov, his promotion of military
interests, and his alliance with Zhukov indicate that the First
Secretary's view of the new Pact was much closer to Molotov's.

In addition to the "German motive,"

the Warsaw Pact was created
to replace bilateral, Stalinist methods of control and integration

which would not work effectively in the post-Stalin era. The political
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uncértainty of the period created a situation in which a more formal
arrangement governing military and political matters appeared very
desirable to the Soviets.48 This second motive is not ignored in

Remington's analysis. In 1955, Soviet analyses of the Pact used the
terms "participants of the Warsaw Pact' and "members of the socialist
camp" interchangeably. 'Within this context Moscow clearly perceived
the substance of the Warsaw Pact as derived not from its stated aims
but from the political system of its member states."49 Brzezinski
has summarized the political aspects of the Pact as follows:

The gradual return of 'content' to the forms of

state independence was in this fashion balanced

by a treaty which provided for joint consultation

on all major issues and Soviet command of all

troops, and which did not provide any procedures

for withdrawal from such treaty arrangement or
for the removal of the Soviet forces,>0

Therefore, though the "German motive" was the most immediate in 1955,|
the more profound reason lé.y in the Soviet desire to counter-balance
the nationalistic forces set in motion by the death of Stalin and the
"New Course."

On the other side cf the coin, the Pact also promoted some East
European interests. Many Pact members deeply feared Germany.51 Well
into the 1960s, the West Germans were a real threat in the minds of
many East Europeans and were used as a pretext bytseveral East European
regimes for close.relatious with the Soviet Union, the only means
considered available for protection against a remilitarized West
Germany.32 For Poland and Czechoslovakia a territorial question was
also involved. In the absence of a general European peace treaty,
the Warsaw Pact provided those countries with some assurance of

territorial security.53
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Within this context, the timing of the Warsaw Treaty is important.
in Decgmber, 1954, the Soviet Union announced.that if the Paris agree-~
ments regarding German entry into NATO were ratified, the Soviet Union
would take counter-measures. On May 5, 1955, the Paris agreements were
ratified; and on May 14, 1955, the Warsaw Treaty Organization was formed
in Warsaw between thé Soviet Union, Albania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia,
East Germany, Hungary, Poland, and Rumania. However, only the timing
of the Pact was influenced by the entry of West Germany into NATO. 4

A second influence upon the formation of the Pact was the Austriah'
question. In April, 1955, the Soviets held talks in Moscow with the
Austrian governm.ent.55 Under the terms of the 1947 peace treaties be-
tween the Soviet Union and Hungary and Rumania, Soviet troops were
required to withdraw from Hungary and Rumania upon the completion of
a peace treaty between the Soviet Union and Austria.”® The Austrian
state treaty was signed on-May 15, 1955, one day after the formation
of the Warsaw Pact. The Pact allowed the continued presence of Soviet
troops in Hungary and Rumania.57 Indeed, the Warsaw Pact was used to
legalize the presence of Soviet troops throughout Eastern Europe.58

From the brief analyses given above, it is reasonable to conclude
that the "German motive" was a substantial part of the Soviet decision
to form the Pact, but that the Pact would have been formed regardless
for more fundamental political reasons. The German threat in the minds
of the East Europeans was used by the Soviets to promote their position
in the bloc and to generate support for a more extensive collective
security organization. In the face of the realities of nuclear war,

it is hard to credit that the Soviets felt threatened by West Germany
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as such., .Therefore, it must 5e considered that the Warsaw Pact had its
origins within the dynamics of the bloc and the need for a new basis of
unity. The formation of the "Warsaw Pact" would have taken place in
any event; only the giming and the specific content of the treaty were
genuinely influenced by the then contemporary geopolitical questions
operating outside the bloc.

The Warsaw Security Pact is a treaty of friemdship, cooperation,
and mutual assistance. The main provisions of the treaty are that the
contracting parties shall: strive for "effective measures for universai
reduction of armaments and prohibition of atomic, hydrogen and other
weapons of mass destruction'; consult with one another on all important

international issues "affecting their common interests,"

especially in
the case of the development of a military threat; in the event of an
armed attack upon one or more of the contracting parties, the other
parties shall come to ifs éid immediately; establish a joint command
for the armed forces; 'mot participate in any coalitions or alliances
and not . . . conclude any agreements whose objects conflict with the |
objects'" of the Warsaw Pact; "promote economic and cultural relations
between the parties to the Pact.'" The treaty also provides that the
Warsaw Pact shall cease to operate upon the conclusion of a "General
European Treaty of Collective Security.'>?

The operations of the Warsaw'Pact are administered by two bodies.
The Political Consultative Committee coordinates all Pact activity not
of a purely military nature. It considers questions of foreign policy

and economic and cultural cooperation. The Unified Command of Pact

Armed Forces has authority over those troops assigned to it by the
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member states. Both bodies are located in Moscow.®0
Considered simply as an instrument of control, the Pact has

allowed the Soviet Union to conduct political and military monitoring
and has provided a reminder of common ideology, emphasized formal ties,
and provided a political forum subject to Soviet domination, especially
with respect to ideology. It has also acted to facilitate the solution
of the problems attendant to the stationing of Soviet troops in Eastern
Europe and has furthered the integratiqn of the East European military
establishments into an East European defensive perimeter.61 |

In many ways, the political benefits to the Soviet Union from
the Warsaw Pact have probably been as great or greater than the purely
military ones. 52 Apart from air defense issues, for the first ten years
the Pact provided a political énd propagandistic answer to the inclusion
of West Germany in NAT0®3 and provided a focus for bloc unity. It was
not until the late 1950s ?hat the first steps were taken to elevate the
military importance of East European troops in terms of military plan=
ning and a truly joint role for Soviet and East European forces.b% |
Prior to that time, military integration was largely 1imited.to air
defehse and the information exchanges necessary for East European
production of Soviet-type Weaponry.65 It was not until 1961 that
annual combined military training exercises were begun.66 Further,
the actual "loyalty" or reliability of East European troops could not
be taken for granted by the Soviets. During the upheavals of 1956,
Hungarian troops actively fought the Soviets, and in Poland a "decisive
portion' of the Polish army was prepared to resist Soviet miliﬁary
intervention. 57

Over the years, the Warsaw Pact has proven its value to the Soviet
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Union. It

. « . has proven more effective than any other multi-

lateral institution in holding the bloc together and

still provides the basic treaty obligation binding

the East European states to the Soviet Union.68
The Pact has developed as the central institutional foundation of bloc
unity.

Thus between 1955 and 1956 the foundations were set down for the
two institutions, the Comecon aﬁd the Warsaw Pact,'which would prove
to be the foci and operational constructs of Soviet and East European
economic and military integration, indeed of bloc unity. Both organi-
zations derived from the advantages to be gained by the Soviets and,
to a much lesser extent, by the East Europeans through thé reworking
of previously bilateral economic and military arrangements into more
clearly multilateral forms. To be sure, the movement was neither total
nor absolute nor exclusive, Other organizations and bilateral treaty
systems covering such things as nuclear power and special military
accords also played and still play a vital role in the Soviet and East
European system. However, the period following the "New Course" saw
the formation of the basic institutions through which and around which
the subsequent unity of the bloc has been maintained and by which the
pressures which have threatened to shatter the position of the Soviet

Union in Eastern Europe have been vented.
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CHAPTER VII

”
THE RAPPROCHEMENT WITH TITO:

THE FIRST ERROR

"After such a long period of hostility,

there was more to restoring relations than
just sitting down at a table and drinking
a glass of wine together." -- Khrushchev.l

”
THE PURPOSES OF RAPPROCHEMENT -

Following Stalin's death, two main pressures militated against
the ability of the faltering Soviet leadership to restore the unques—
tioned, centralist position of the Soviet Union and the CPSU. These

' as symbolized and prac-

pressures were ''separate roads to socialism,'
ticed by Yugoslavia after 1948, and the Soviet-sponsored de-Staliniza-
tion program. Both elements rose from the Soviet leadership's ill-
guided efforts to reform and redefine the Stalinist system in such a

way that the bloc woﬁld both endure under Soviet influence and function
at a reasonable level of efficiency. A policy which allowed "differing
paths to socialism" was hoped by the Soviets to provide a structure
within which the pressures generated and suppressed by Stalinism could

be "harmlessly" vented. It was hoped that a carefully measured increment
of "nationalism'" would provide a safety valve. In line with these hopes,

the Soviets sought to bring Yugoslavia back into the "camp" under

conditions that would restate the '"Yugoslav path'" as an acceptable and
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workablé "middle ground" between the unworkable extremes of classic
Stalinism and the unacceptable diversity of "Titoism" and remove
Yugoslavia as an example of Soviet failure and alternative model of
Communism. -

The removal of Stalin as an image and source of Communist unit§
and coherence had two basic sources. Past a certain point, the reforms
could not proceed without an explicit denunciation of Stalin and
Stalinism. The leadership found in late 1955 that its authority could
not be maintained without turning the point of the resentment and
hatred released in part by the "New Course'" from themselves and the
Soviet Union to Stalin and Stalinism. Beria could no longer be made
to serve as a proxy for Stalin. The other basic source is grounded in
Khrushchev's drive toward power. He used de-Stalinization as a poli-
tical weapon against the factions which were to emerge in 1957 as the
so-called anti-Party grouﬁ.

However, subsequent events were to prove that the Soviet leader-
ship 's hopes were sadly and perhaps even‘tragically misplaced. The
attempts to coax Tito back into the "camp" and the denunciation of
Stalin were to prove to be, from the Soviet standpoint, two critical

errors, the results of which still hang threateningly over the Soviet

Union. 2
THE ORIGINAL CONFLICT

The Yugoslav Communist Party gained power after the Second World
War and stayed in power through their own efforts rather tham through

"Soviet might."3 It is widely held that in 1947 and 1948, only the
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Communist regime headed by Tito, the principal architect of Yugoslav
Communism and 1eadér of the partisan army during the war,4 had popular
support; the other East European regimes, with the possible exception of
Czechoslovakia, were kept in power either directly or indirectly by the
Soviet army.5 This condition was at the source of the conflict betwéen
Stalin and Tito. The proximate cause of the conflict was Tito's quite
understandable unwillingness to place Soviet interests above those of ‘
Yugoslavia.6 ”

As early as 1942 Tito and Stalin had had differences of opinion
over operational procedure.’ By 1945 or 1946, the Soviets viewed Tito's

then ultra-loyal brand of Communism, in a period of professed diversity,

in paternalistic terms, as one would tolerate a '"precocious" child.8
In September, 1947, the Cominform was founded with its headquarters
located in Belgrade, the capital of Yugoslavia. Regarding the location
of the organization's headduarters, Phyllis Auty, a British historian
and a biographer of Tito, has made this observation:

It sounded 1like a compliment to the Yugoslavs but was

actually intended by Stalin as a means of controlling

Tito and gaining more information about what he was ’

doing.9

By early 1948, the coming split was beginning to materialize.

Tito made a clear distinction between inter-state and inter-Party rela-
tions which made Soviet information gathering activities in Yugoslavia
more difficult than elsewhere in the bloc. The Yugoslavs made an
absolute objection to and would not permit Soviet intelligence activities

within Yugoslavia.lo There were several key privileges which Stalin

sought in Yugoslavia: control of Yugoslav intelligence organizationms,
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Soviet freedom to recruit agents for the Soviet Union, access to
Yugoslav secret information, and freedom of movement for CPSU per-
sonnel. These privileges, which could have made a satellite of
Yugoslavia, were denied to the Soviets by Tito. 1l

In a last-ditch effoft to control Yugoslavia, Staliﬁ'insisted‘
in March, 1948, thaﬁ Yugoslavia and Bulgaria unite. Yugoslavia
refused.12 On June 28, 1948, Yugoslavia was expelled from the Comin-
form and chafged with a long list of anti-Communist actions, among
them that Yugoslavia had taken a position incompatible with Marxism-
Leninism and that the country had deviated into bourgeois nationalism;13
a very serious charge in 1948. On the Yugoslav side, they counter-
charged in 1949, among other things, that Stalin had "reduced the
'creative' substance of the theory [Marxism—Leninism] to a sterile
rationalization for his personal dictatorship."l4 In the final ana-
lysis, it was the Soviet‘; inability to control Tito that led to the
split.15

The ensuing campaign against Yugoslavia was long and bitter. In
the face of the Cold War, the anti-Tito campaign took on the character
of a préventive measure directed against factionalism in the "socialist
camp."l6. Any '"laxness" toward Tito within the Communist movement was
considered "treasonous" By thé Soviets.1’ The bloc also undertook an
economic blockade of Yugoslavia.18 The conflict reached such propor-
fions that Stalin sent agents into Yugoslavia to try to cause a revolt

and to assassinate 'I‘ito.l9
RECONCILIATION

Following Stalin's death, the first "peace" overtures from the
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Soviet Union began in the summer of 1953 with a proposal to exchange
ambassadors.20 1In general, between March, 1953, and early 1954 the

Soviets reduced the level of anti-~Tito propaganda, proposed the above

mentioned "resumption of normal diplomatic relafions," pressured the
East European régimes to reduce their hostility to Tito, made conceé-,
sions regarding rivér traffic on the Danube, "résumed railroad traffic,"
and released Yugoslav ﬁrisoners held in the bloc.zi

The rapprochemenf'with the Soviet Union had begun as a result of

Soviet initiative., Khrushchev, in view of the temsions building in
the East European states, 'meeded Tito's support to consolidate his
position among the Communist states of eastern Europe."22 For this
reason a more public demonstration of the '"new relations'" between the
Soviet Union and Yugoslavia was needed. A visit by the Soviets to
Yugoslavia was announced for May, 1955. For his part, Tito was cautious
with both the Soviets and.the United States, which had extended a sub-
stantial amount of aid to Yugoslavia following the 1948 break. Tito
Qas careful to ensure that the United States understood that Yugoslavia
was still grateful for the aid received from the West and that no change
in Yugoslav foreign policy was 'presaged" by the scheduled Soviet
visit.23 However, at this juncture Tito felt some need of a new under-
standing with orthodox Communism, with the Soviet Union, in order to
counter the growing restlessness within the Yugoslav Communist Party.24
On May 26, 1955, Khrushchev, Bulganin, and Anastas Mikoyan arrived
in Yugoslavia and awkwardly blamed the past troubles on Beria.25 After
a series of talks, tours, and parties, a joint statement'by the Soviet
Union and Yugoslavia was issued which recognized separate paths to

socialism. It is important to note that Tito re-enforced his position
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that the talks were between two states and not between two Communist
parties by insisting that Bulganin as the Soviet premier sign the
communique.26 Khrushchev, however, was anxious to re-establish Party
relations. During the next year, Yugoslavia assumed the role of trusted
adviser to the Soviets on East European affairs and to the East Europ'ean
régimes on de-Stalinization. However, thé new role which Yugoslavia
and Tito were playing in the bloc was having a demo;alizing effect upon
many of the still very conservative East European régimes. Tito had
become a symbol of relaxed control by the Soviet Unioﬁ over the East
Eﬁropean states,27 a symbol which strengthened the liberal factions
within the East European parties and weakened the Stalinists.

One result of the pivotal 20th Congress of the CPSU held in
February, 1956, was the formal adoption of the "many roads to socialism" -
theory with the important restriction that the Party remain in political
control. In line with the.newly adopted policy, in April and May many
East European leaderships were reformed and formal apologies made to
Tito for past wrongs énd slanders. In Bulgaria, Vulko Chervenkov, a
hard-line Stalinist, resigned as Bulgarian Prime Minister. In Poland,
Gomulka, a Polish national Communist who had run afoul of Stalin in
the late 1940s, and others were rehabilitated. In Czechoslovakia,
former "Titoists" were also rehabilitated. In Hungary, Mathias Rakosi,
a Stalinist of the old school who had been a member of the Hungarian
National Liberation Committee during the Second World War, admitted his
faults and many 'Titoists" were rehabilitated. Even Albania, where
suspicion of Yugoslav intentions was high due to past border disputes

and proposals for "union," managed an apology to Yugoslavia,28
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Many of the rehabilitations of former "Titoists" were, of course,
posthumous.
Additionally, in 1955 and 1956 various steps were taken to improve
economic relations between Yugoslavia and the bloc. And, as a symbol
of the new times, the Cominform was disbanded on April 17, 1956. 29 it

should, however, be pointed out that the Cominform never did a great

deal beyond publishing a newspaper, For A Lasting Peace, For A Peqple's
Dembcracz. The organization had held three meetings: one in Belgrade,
at which the publication was started, one to expel Yugoslavia, and one 4
to "combat Titoism."30 Apart from propaganda purposes, Stalin had had

little use or need for the organization.
THE SECOND DENUNCIATION

During these maneuvers, Tito's attitude remained one of caution.

He insisted that relations.proceed on a government to government basis.
Despite Khrushchev's overtures in 1955, it was only after the "secret
speech" that Tito felt able to move towards genuinely closer relations
with the Soviet Union. To the Yugoslavs, Stalinism had become identified
as the bureaucratization of the state and the transformation of socialism
into a form of '"state capitalism." Only after Khrushchev had shown
decided "proof of his desire and capability to deal with" the bureaucracy
were the Yugoslavs able to consider that the "objective'" circumstances
had changed. |

The final proof came only with the Twentieth Congress

and with the destruction of Stalin. From that moment

on Tito considered himself as Khrushchev's first ally

in the crusade against the remmants of Stalinism.31l

In June, 1956, Tito went to Moscow. He offered his support for

Soviet foreign policy if the Soviet Union would remove the remaining
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anti-Titoists, allow him a '"greater voice in Balkan affairs" outside of
Yugoslavia, and recognize "separgte paths to socialism" and the "inde-
pendence of the satellites,” Tito's requests were 4"politely," refused, 32
On June 20, 1956, the Soviets and the Yugoslavs issued a communique
which affirmed the communique issued in Yugoslavia by the two states
the previous year. The communique ''stressed the permissibility of each
Communist country seeking its own way to socialism.'33

On the other side of the coin, long before the thaw in Soviet-
Yugoslav relations, Tito had resolved that Yugoslavia would not and
should not rejoin the bloc. Therefore, despite the Soviet efforts,
Soviet and Yugoslav relations could come no closer than the re-estab-
lishment of limited economic and political ties. Tito could not be
brought back into the bloc, even at the price of Soviet admissions
of error,34 )

On the Soviet side, the Hungarian revolt in late 1956 strengthened
the position of the Soviet conservatives, such as Molotov, and marked
the end of direct Yugoslav influence on Soviet policies regarding
Eastern Europe.35 From that time on, Soviet-Yugoslav relations were
of an "on again, off again" character. The liﬁit beyond which the
Yugoslavs would not go in their efforts to better relations with the
Soviet Union and the CPSU was established by the Yugoslav refusal to
agree to the declaration issued at the fortieth anniversary celebration
of the Bolshevik revolution. Finally, the cooling thaw ended in 1958

with Chinese and Soviet denunciations of the "Yugoslav path."36
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THE INFLUENCE OF YUGOSLAVIA

The influence of the "Yugoslav path" in 1§55 and 1956 upon Soviet
and East European relations was by no means minor. Khrushchev ﬁad
hoped that the Yugoslav example could be made to provide some ground
upon which relations within the bloc could be reformed and the growing
ferment contained.37 However, Tito's blueprint for reform, "liberali-

" was increasingly brought into ques-

zation combined with nationalism,
tion by the Soviets under the influence of the developing Polish and -
Hungarian crises. It became clear that Tito had over—estimated the
popular support which Communism had in Eastern Europe, at least in
Hungary.38

Among the various East European leaderships, in 1955 and 1956

the Soviet rapprochement with Yugoslavia "could not have been viewed

. . . with favor."3? For the East European Communists a great deal
was at stake.

The Soviet leaders might undermine their own positions

if their Yugoslav policy failed; the East Europeans

stood to lose their positions as soon as the policy

was implemented. 40
In Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Bulgaria, and Rumania, a shift in attitude
in the direction of a more favorable stance regarding Yugoslavia by the
local Communist parties was considered by them to be a serious threat to
their internal solidarity, a solidarity which had been built in large
part through an "anti-Tito" campaign and which had been seriously dis-

rupted by the adoption of the "New Course." For example, in 1956, after

the Nagy period of 1953 to 1955, when Rakosi was finally able to have the
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"liberal" Nagy expelled from the Hungarian Party, Rakosi Wés only
beginning to cope with the issues and turmoil caused by the shifts in
policy,41 which were the result of the reassertion of the Soviet cen- -
tralist position and the abandonment of the '"New Course." '"The reten-
tion of‘some forms of Stalinism, and therefore only a partial reconcili---

ation with Yugoslavia, was a sine que non of most of these régimes'

political stability."42

The events which followed the June 20th communique issued by the
Soviet Union and Yugoslavia provided sobering evidence of "Khrushchev's
miscalculation concerning Tito" and the additional miscalculation re-
garding ''the capacity of some of the East European régimes to operate
beyond the Stalinist framework."43 The result of the Soviet-Yugoslav

4 x
rapprochement was that the common core, the source of ideological unity,

was to a limited but critical extent threatened by the Yugoslav support
of a "polycentric" view of Communism. In addition, as long as the

Soviets supported the rapprochement'with Tito the disintegrating

pressures of "Titoism" were more or less free to operate without contra-
diction. Despite the growing Soviet awareness that this situation was a
threat to their hegemony, despite their attempts to narrowly limit the
"interpretation" to be placed upon the Yugoslav example,

. « « By September 1956, Soviet redefinitions could no

longer contain the developments nurtured by the dissipation

of Stalinism and crystallized by the reconciliation with
Belgrade. 44

Instead of containing the pressures, the Yugoslav model had only sexved

to increase them.

The existence of the Yugoslav model acted as a "spur" to "national
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sentiment" in Eastern Europe..45 The power of that model was enhanced by
the Yugoslav support of Gomulka's return to power as being a 'great
victory for socialism."406 However, except for Poland and Hungary, "'thé
influence of Titoism in other Eastern European satellites was more
psychological than institutional."47 Poland adopted a carefullx measﬁred
degree of Titoism and was able to withstand the growing crisis. Hungary
attempted to go beyond "Titoism'" and was not éble to withstand it.

Thus, the rapprochemenf'with Tito, the temporary acceptability

which it placed upon national Communism, or more simply, nationalism,
comprises a major Soviet error in the reform and redefinition of

Stalinism,
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CHAPTER VIII

THE SECRET SPEECH:
‘ THE SECOND ERROR

"For three years we were unable to

break with the past, unable to muster

the courage and the determination to

lift the curtain and see what had been

hidden from us about .the arrests, the

trials, the arbitrary rule, the execu-

tions, and everything else that had

happened during Stalin's reign." -- Khrushchevl

One of the central issues facing the Soviet leadership in 1956
was the "proper level" of de-Stalinization. At such a level past abuses
could be exposed and eliminated in such a way that the Communist party
political monopoly would not be threatened.2 The "secret speech" deli-
vered by Khrushchev to the 20th Party congress on the night of February
24-25, 19563 was a crucial event in the search for that "proper level™
as well as in the emergence of Khrushchev as the real head of the
CPSU. 4
According to Khrushchev, the material in the speech was developed

by an inquiry which rose out of the trial of Beria in 1953. Khrushchev
felt that the Party leadership would have to give an accounting for
Stalin's practices and the remaining aspects of "Stalinism" in the
Soviet system. One way or another, sooner or later, the camps would

discharge those whom Stalin had imprisoned without cause. Khrushchev

argued that it would be better if the "truth" were learned from the
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Party leadershiplrather than from Stalin's returning victims., In a
real sense, the 20th Party congress was the right time for the leader-
ship to make a "‘full'l' disclosure of the abuses of the Stalin era and
hope for the best. The 21lst congress would be too late. If the Party
leadership did not denounce Stalin and Stalinism, the ferment cfeated
by the return and rehabilitation of Sfalin's innocent victims was
likely to be uncontrollable. The practice of blaming "it all" on Beria
simply would no longer work. '"After Beria's trial we had found our-
selves trapped by the version which we'd created in the interests of
protecting Stalin's reputation."5 That reputation could no longer be
protected. As Khrushchev wrote, '"Murder will out. You can't keep
thihgs like that a secret for long."6 So, to protect the Party and
the leadership, the report of the inquiry commission was recast as a
speech and Khrushchev delivered it to the 20th Party congress.7_

Four major reasons fér the "secret speech" have been identified:
1) the three-year old de-Stalinization program could not proceed safely
without a specification of the root causes of Stalinist abuses; 2) by
performing the exposé themselves the leadership hoped to géin credit
with the Party membership and to ideologically ?eactivate the Party
rank and file; 3) the regime was in a stable position and felt that it
could say in February, 1956, what it could not have said in March,-
1953; and, 4) Khrushchev had not been as visible in the Stalin era as
the other members of the leadership and by making the speech he cou;d
strengthen his position in 'the power struggle by attracting to himself
those who did not wish to see a return to Stalinism.$

The speech itself made four main charges against Stalin: 1)
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Stalin engaged in "wild terror" in which many good Communists were
liquidated; 2) Stalin lost his nerve at the beginning of the Second
ﬁorld War; 3) Stalin ignored the Party and at the same time demanded
personal glorification; and 4) on the eve of his death, Stalin was
plotting another massive purge of the Party.9 Among the secondary
charges were: that ényone who opposed Stalin's ideological viewpoint
was in danger of being removed from the leadership-and subject to both
moral and physical annihilation; Stalin had invented, according to
Khrushchev, the coﬁcept "enemy of the people" in order to murder his
opponents in the 1935-1938 purges; and that Stalin had become psycho-
logically unstable.l0 A1l togethér, the ''secret speech" made some 25
charges against Stalin.ll 1In addition, Beria was presented as Stalin's
chief henchman and as an agent of foreign imperialism.}2

It is also important to note those things with which Stalin was
not charged and those aspects of the Soviet system which were not
brought into question: Leninism was reaffirmed, though it is doubtful
that classic Stalinism could have emerged without its Leninist founda-
tions;13 Khrushchev was also silent about his own role ana the role of
the rest of the leadership with regard to the glorification of Stalin;14
Stalin was praised for his efforts againét the various factions within
the Party, e.g., the Trotskyites, etc.;l° with the exception of Soviet-
Yugoslav relations, Sfalin's foreign policy was not mentioned in the
speech;16 and, there was a clear distinction drawn between industriali-
zation, so long associated with Stalinism, and Stalinist abuses. 17

Generally, thebresults of the speech were devastating. The older

Party members had known or had suspected what the nature of the abuses
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had been, but the younger Party members were caught unprepared. The
revelations made were a "devastating shock."18 Though the results in
the Soviet Union itself were not, on balance, as overhwhelming as many
had feared, the effects of the speech in Eastern Europe were shattering.
The East.European leaderships knew that they would be expected to follow
the Soviet lead, but they did not have a clear answer to the critical
question: How far should de-Stalinization be taken? It was not a
simple question. Widespread de-Stalinization, it was feared, was very
likely to spark violent protests against the East European régimes and
to ignite the nationalism which Stalinism had only been able to suppress.
The abuses could no longer simply be blamed on the excesses of the var-
jous security chiefs. Another result was that the intra-Party feuds
which the Soviets had held in check now split the various central commit-
tees and spilled over into the Party rank and file,19

The only source of sécurity left to the East European régimes was
the Soviet troops stationed there under the provisions of the Warsaw Pact.
The situation was such that the allegiance of the East European armies.
"could not be taken for granted.”"20 The "secret speech" had two other
important political effects. The first was that by destroying the myth
of Stalin it allowed Khrushchev to choose those elements of Stalinism
which he wished to continue and to conveniently discard the rest.2l The
second effect was that the speech, combined with the reconciliation with
Tito and the abandonment of the "New Course,” had created a dangerous
"disintegrative process." This was especially the case in Poland and
Hungary.22

The "secret speech" opened fissures in the Communist world; "people
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saw no more reason for blind obedience, and the organs of repression
‘seemed to have lost the will to repress.'"23 And at the same time, the
central problem remained, and to an extent still remains, the deter-

mination of the permissible limits to the process of de-Stalinization.Z24
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CHAPTER IX
THE OCTOBER-NOVEMBER CRISIS

"The trouble we had had there was far
less serious than the trouble in Hungary.
There hadn't been an armed uprising in
Poland, and an acceptable Polish leader-
ship had already been formed by Comrades
Gomulka and Cyrankiewicz and by other
comrades we trusted." -- Khrushchevl

By September, 1956, the disintegrating pressures which the "New

Course,"

the Soviet reassertion, the reconciliation between Tito and
the Soviets, and finally the '"secret speech'" had generated could no .
longer be easily contained.2 However, when the ruptures occurred,
they did not follow a uniform pattern. The events in Poland and
Hungary were the most radical and the most violent., There were a num—
ber of reasons for this. First, the economic crisis of 1956 was not
as acute in the other East European staﬁes as it was in Poland and
Hungary. One result of this was that only in Poland and Hungary were
the intellectuals at the center of the storm supported by the urban
workers, Second, neither Czechoslovakia nor Bulgaria had the deep
hatred for the Russians which the Hungarians ahd the Poles had. Third,
in the German Democratic Republic the failure of 1953 was a very fresh
memory. Lastly, in Rumania there simply was not a viable political

alternative to the régime.3 Thus, Poland and Hungary became the focal

points for the political upheavals of October-November, 1956.
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THE POLISH CRISIS

The stagAe was set for the Polish crisis when in 1948 Gomulka was
expélled from the Polish Communist party for Titoism. Gomulka's "crime"
had been his unwavering suppért for a moderate policy regarding sociélist
reconstruction and his advocacy of a Polish way to socialism.4 In
February, 1956, the Soviet denunciation of Stalin's "personality cult"
put the "little Stalin" Boleslaw Bierut, who was in charge of Polish
Communism, "on the spot." 1Indeed, the whole leadership of the Polish
Communist party, which had followed Stalin's lead in condemning Titoism,

Gomulka, and '"separate paths to socialism,' were brought into serious

question. "

+ o« « The discrediting of Stalinism was a risky operation,
because for most Poles Stalinism and communism [éic] were one and the
same thing."5 In April, 1956, a conference of Party activists was
assembled to discuss the résults of the 20th Party congress. Edward
Ochab, an old Party functionary who had replaced Bierut as head of the
Party following the latter's death in Moscow in February, 1956, admittéd
various mistakes and announced the release andlrehabilitation of Gomulka.
Ochab also promised: to democratize the Polish Communist party, to
remove ''disproportions' in the economy, to restore economic balance
between agriculture and industry, to increase wages for the lowest paid
workers, and to curtail defense spending.® And, on April 20, 1956, an
amesty was declared for some 28,000 people, many of whom had been
political prisoners.’

Through the spring of 1956, the ferment continued to grow as

demand and concession followed one upon another, each building upon the
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last, Things, as far as the Party was concerned, were gettipg out of
hand. 8

Now, the 'thaw' became really dangerous for the party
because the people began openly asking whether
Stalinism alone was responsible for the soulless
society created in Poland during the last decade.

The party leadership was simply carried away by a
trend which it considered dangerous, yet unable to
stop.9 '

The immediate crisis in Poland began in June, 1956, with the
famous Poznan strike. The issues centered around the worker's living
standards and the working conditions at the Zispo plant. The strike
became violent, and the Polish army was called upon to restore order.
Estimates of the dead range from 38 to 53; and for the wounded from
270 to 300. Once order had been restored, the Soviet Union reacted to
the situation with an offer of 25 million dollars worth of consumer
goods to offset the worst of the shortages.

The strike set off aApolitical struggle within the Polish Communist
party which eventually ended with the return of Gomulka to power in
October, 1956.10 The Party was divided into those who felt that the
riots and demonstrations weré the direct result of the relaxations and
those who felt that further relaxations were nécessary.11 The Polish
leadership decided in June thaﬁ it could no longer rely on troops to
maintain order and the régime. On Jﬁly 6, 1956, a series of financial
concessions was made to the Polish workers.1? On August 4, 1956, nego-
tiations were begun for Gomulka's return to power. Gomulka was a
popular figure.

In the eyes of some people, he had been a martyr for
the cause of Polish independence from Moscow, because

of which they were willing to forgive many of his
past excesses,l13
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By October, however, the situation in Poland had deteriorated to the
verge of full-scale revolt and civii war. This growing chaos had not,
of . course, been lost upon the Polish leadership. Finally, on October'
19, 1956, Gomulka was installed as First Secretary of the Polish
Communist party.lé

The situation in Poland had been allowed to progress to the danger
point by the pgralysis of the Soviet leadership. Therelwas no way for
the Soviets to '"speak with one voice."ls‘ However, by October 19 the
Soviet leadership had become concerned to the point that a delegation
headed by Khrushchev and including Molotov went to Warsaw to take the
situation in hand. Soviet troops were alerted for possible action.16

The new Gomulka leadership managed to convince the Soviets that
the Polish leadership was in control of the situation and that the
Polish Communist party was committed to Marxism-Leninism and to close
relations with the Soviet ﬁnion. They also made it clear that it was
unlikely that the Polish army would obey Rokoessovsky, the Soviet~
appointed head of the Polish armed forces. In short, the Gomulka
leadership convinced the Soviets that everything was under control,
the Party monopoly would be maintained, and that Poland would follow
the Soviet Union in all foreign policy matters. There would be no
withdrawal from the Warsaw Pact.l’/ But all of this was not clear at
the time.

On October 19 there‘was a real danger of fighting between Soviet
and Polish forces. The Polish leadership had threatened to give orders
for armed resistance if Soviet forces weré to try to enter Warsaw

itself. This threat did not end until October 22 or October 23,18
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Soviet military intervention in the Polish crisis was prevented by a
Soviet fear that their intervention would spark a real war. Also, the
repercussions in the West, in China, and in the Soviet Union itself
could not be known.19 oOn the night of October 19-20, the Soviets went
back. to Moscow without reaching a complete agreement with Gomulka.
Finally, on October 23, 1956, it was announced in Warsaw that Kh£ushchev
had called Gomulka and had stated that there was nothing to prevent
better relations between the two countries.Z20

Gomulka's "Polish way to socialism' was based upon five factors:
Gomulka's recognition of the peculiarities of the Polish nation which °
made the wholesale transfer of Soviet institutions counterproductive;
widespread hostility to Communism among the Polish people; the specifics
of the agrarian situation in Poland and the independence of the Polish
peasants; the higher level of industrialization in Poland than was the
case at a comparable stage.in the '"building of socialism" in the Soviet
Union, which was an additional factor that made the strict translatiom
of Soviet practice into Poland impractical and which further increased
the attractiveness of a "separate path to socialism"; and finally, the
agreement, which allowed the "solution" to function, that a close
alliance between Poland and the Soviet Union would be maintained in
all extra-bloc foreign affairs with the stipulation that the Poles would
be free to exercise a large degree of local autonomy so long as the
Party remained in power. Soviet acceptance of the "Polish path" was
aided by the fact that Poland had no ideological ambitions, unlike
the Yugoslavs, either within the bloc or outside of it,2l In an address

to the Polish Central Committee Gomulka criticized the abuses of the
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"personality cult" and promised the democratization of the Party, a
return to legality, and criticized previous economic policy for a lack
of attention to consumer goods and agriculture. He promised basic
economic reforms, factory self-government, and material work incentives
for the industrial workers, peasants, and artisans. Economic compulsion
was rejected.22

On November 18, 1956, the Gomulka leadership went to Moscow to
regularize their relations with the Soviets. The Soviet Union agreed
to cancel 2.4 billion rubles of the Polish debt to the Soviet Union and
to recall Marshal Rokossovsky. Poland agreed to strictly support Soviet
foreign policy and to allow the continued stationing of Soviet troops
in Poland under certain conditions relating to troop disposition and
movement ., 23

The agreement between the Soviets and the Poles was to become the
patterm for the 1956 readjﬁstments in the bloc. Like the agreement
between Czechoslovakia and the Soivet Union in 1943, and the East German
settlement in 1953, the 1956 arrangement with Poland was to serve as tﬁe
pattern for similar agreements with other people's democraéies.24’

The Polish settlement established the critical limit for which
the Soviets had been searching. Beyond that limit nationalism and de-
Stalinization would not be allowed. The events in Hungary were proof

that those limits could not be crossed with impunity.
THE HUNGARIAN CRISIS

The proximate cause of the 1956 Hungarian revolt was the power
struggle between the Nagy and Rakosi factions within the Hungarian

Communist party.25 Imre Nagy was cloéely associated with the Malenkov
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"New Course."' Rakosi was a Stalinist hardliner, oﬁe of the Hungarian
Muscovites. In early 1955 following the downfall of Malenkov, the
Rakosi faction returned to power, Nagy having achieved prominence,
not on his own, but only as part of the "New Course.”

Rakosi's policies were unpopular and even went beyond the bounds
set by the Khrushchev leadership. Rakosi's policies involvéd a re-
emphasis upon collectivization, the arrest of some kulaks (or rich
peasants), and a Party purge.26 On July 18, 1956, Rakosi was finally
replaced by Erno Gero, a Hungarian Stalinist who lacked Rakosi's
.political "talent," amid acknowledgements of bad policies and promises
for improvements. However, Gero came to power with no clear policy.
Neither hé nor the Soviets had formulated one. Because of this vacuum,
Gero's régime rested entirely upon the organs of physical power: the
secret police, the army, and the Soviet occupation forces. By late
October, Gero's power was Eased entirely upon the Hungarian secret
police. He lacked both Hungarian and Soviet support.27

Apart from the irresolution in the Hungarian government attendanfl
to the political turmoil, three basic elements.contributed to the 1956
revolt. The first was the very bad economic situation in Hungary in
1956. The main weaknesses were the incredibly bad harvests that year,
a coal shortage, and the resulting unemployment., Adding to the already
bad situation were the continued deliveries éf coal and other goods
to the USSR in payment for previous economic aid. The second element
was the Soviet underestimation of the gravity of the Hungarian situatiom.
The last element was the situation in Poland,28 as symbolized by the
widespread discussion of it in such student-intellectual groups as

the Petofi Clubs.-
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On October 23, a demonstration was held in support of various
student demands, known as the Sixteen Points. Among the demands were:
the withdrawal of Soviet troops, free elections, a new economic policy
for Hungary, freedom of the press, and new Communist party electionms.
The demonstration, which turned out the people of Budapest, was led ﬁy
university students and factory workers.2? The demonstration became
violent, and on October 24 Soviet tanks were used to restore order.

As one result of the increasing pressures upon the Gero régime,
Imre Nagy was returned to the Hungarian collective leadership in early
Octobgr, 1956. 1In late October, a Soviet delegation went to Budapest
and authorized Nagy and Kadar to begin reforms. The withdrawal of
Soviet forces in the near future was also promised. Thus, Nagy was
placed in real power by the Soviets on October 25, 1956, in an attempt

to save the Communist régime in Hungary. 30

It appears that confingency plans to use Soviet military force to
Mrestore order" in Hungary had been made by the Soviets as early as
October 23 or 24,31 Khrushchev indicated that after extensive talks
with the Chinese, Marshal Ivan Koﬁev, commander of the Warsaw Pact
trosps, was inst?ucted to prepare to restore order in Hungary. ¥orce
was recognized at this stage as a possible necessity.32 Therefore it
is clear that when the Soviet troops were removed from Budapest follow-
ing their functional defeat between October 24 and 27, it was only to
regroup and to be ready for a possible return.33 This view is also
reinforced by Khrushchev. The Soviet decision to pull Soviet troops
out of Budapest was taken independently of Imre Nagy's requests.34

The Nagy government as of October 27 included members who were
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non-Communists. The most notable was Bela Kovacs, who had been a leader
of an opposition party prior to 1947 when he had been arrested. This
created a situation which was 'too fluid to be viewed with equanimity"'
by the Soviets.3> On October 28, 1956, in a Pravda editorial, the
Sovieﬁs set down the limit on what they would allow politically in
Hungary: a more responsive government in terms of popular aspiratioms,
but nonetheless, a solidly Communist one. There was to be no compromise
with regard to the political monopoly of the Hungarian Communist part};.36

On October 30 the Soviet officials declared (see Appendix N) that
they would re—examine their economic relations with Eastern Europe,
recall their economic and military advisors, conduct all future rela-
tions on the basis of the strict observance of national sovereignty,
and that they would renegotiate their military agreements with the
various East European countries within the framework of the Warsaw
Pact. 37 However, the Soviet declaration did not lessen the tension
nor did it contain the events. Instead of heeding the Soviets, the
Hungarians instituted a coalition government, permitted a free-press, '
restricted the police, asked the United Nations to exert pressure on
the Soviets to remove Soviet troops, and withdrew from the Warsaw Pact
while at the same time declaring Hungarian neutrality.38

~ On the Soviet side, at the same time the declaration on "friend-
ship and cooperation' was issued on October 30, Soviet troops were
already moving toward Hungary from the central Ukraine.3? Indeed,
Soviet troops were crossing into Hungary before Nagy announced Hungarian
withdrawal from the Warsaw Pact.%40 On November 1 heavy Soviet rein-

forcements were moving into Hungary while the Soviets made denials that
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there was any intent on their part to use force.4l

The situation got out of hand because the Hungarians lacked a
coherent plan of action. Had Nagy remained in control of the situation
and been able or willing to follow a more moderate path, it is likely
that Hungary would still ﬁave been occupied, but that the subsequent
events of November 34would not have occurred.*2 However, it is possible
that rather than being unable to control the course of political events,
Nagy became the leader of the Hﬁngarian revolt. 43 Nagy's situation was,
however, more complex. He was the leader of a faction which had been
held together by a single issue: Rakosi. Once that issue had been ’
removed, the coalition could not stay together. The dynamics of Nagy's

group pushed it toward an "openly national Communist policy."44 At

the same time, it was functionally impossible to really form any. sort
qf governing policy. For one thing,.time was far too short.

On November 2 the Soviets decided finally upon a second military
intervention. In preparation for the intervention, on November 3 a
rival Hungarian government was set up and was to be "led" by Janos Kadar,
who had gone over to the Soviets. On November 4 Kadar announced the
formation of the new government and asked for the assistance of the
Soviets to restore order. The Soviet attack begah the same day. The
Soviet action had the endorsement of all the other East European
régimes.%45 At the end of several days, order was restored, with 2900
Hungarians dead and 13,000 wounded! Soviet losses in the action are
not known.%46 Finally, on November 22 Imre Nagy and various members of
his government were arrested as they left the Yugoslav Embassy where

they had sought assylum. Nagy was later "tried" and executed.47
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Brzezinski has made the following observation:
On November 4 Soviet artillery fire signaled the
Soviet determination not to tolerate national

- Coomunism within the Soviet fold, while the failure
of Nagy to contain the events demonstrated the

inability of national Communism to maintain domestic

stability in the wake of brutal Stalinism.48
There could now be little doubt. Soviet force was the primary element
which held the bloc together. 1In the streets of Budapest:there was

neither Communist ideolegy nor economic development, only the treaded

" imperative of geopolitics.
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CHAPTER X
THE NEW LENINISM

"Long live the victorious banner of our
Party —- Leninism!" —- Khrushchevl

COMPARISONS

ThevPolish and Hungarian revolts had their causes in the postwar
histories of the two states. Those histories were conditioned by the
development of the Soviet East European system. The causes of the two
revolts were deeply embedded in nationalism, in the manner in which
Communist contrgl was established, in the economic chaos brought about
by the Soviet economic model, and in the senseless brutality engendered
by Soviet policies. The hope for political and economic relaxation
brought about by the "New Course' was frustrated by the revitalized
centralism of the Soviet Union after February, 1955. The roots of the
revolts must also be sought in the poorly-defined character of the
Soviet de-Stalinization program. This Soviet failure, which arose
from the Soviet Party power struggle, became critical following the

20th Congress of the CPSU. The warning implicit in the "Polish solu-

tion," the warning in the Pravda editorial of October 28, and the
warning implicit in the declaration of October 30 were not sufficient
to contain the events in Hungary. For Hungary the definition of limits

to the relaxation had come too late. In fact, by the summer of 1956,
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the time for the definition of limits had passed. It was the settlement
of the Polish and Hungarian revolts the following winter which estab-
lished the long overdue, explicit definition of Soviet policies in
Eastern Europe.

The success of the "Polish October'" was based upon the limited ‘
scope of the Polish "path" as defined by Gomulka and the Polish leader-
ship in October, 1956. The Polish "path" was restficted to domestic
affairs and was not a challenge to fundamental Soviet interests. The
main elements of Gomulka's program, which enabled its success and
acceptance by both Poland and the Soviet Union, were: Gomulka's past,
which made of his assumption of power on October 19 an assertion of
Polish nationalism; the retention of all political power in the hands
of the Polish Communist party; and the Polish assertion that the reforms
were domestic in nature and would not involve Poland in any sort of
foreign policy independent from that of the Soviet Union. Also, it is
equally important to note that the Soviet action in Hungary gave to
Gomulka‘a meaningful ability to guide the Polish reforms and to retain
Communist power as those reforms were elaborated following October 23.2

In Hungary the situafion was quite different. Accordiné to his
memoir, Khrushchev thought of Imre Nagy at the time of the revolt as
the leader of a small "clique'" which took power through the exploitation
of Rakosi's errors and proceeded to overthrow the legitimate government
of Hungary. Supposedly, Nagy spoke only for himself and a small group
of emigrees who had returned to "help the counter-revolution."3 Simi-
larly, the object of the Soviet military interventions was the preser-
vation of international "fraternal proletarian solidarity" and not

Soviet national goals.4 Though the pattern of justification is clear, -
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Khrushchev and the Soviet leadership must have been aware of the true
dimensions of the Hungarian revolt.

The news of Soviet concessions to Polish autonomy served as an

additional pressure upon the Gero and Nag§ régimes. In the end, Nagy
placed Hungarian national interests over those of the Soviet Union.S.
Polish concessions were not considered, only the Soviet. Soviet tolera-
tion of the Polish "October" signifiéd a Soviet realization that a "mqfe
profitable" relationship was needed between the Soviet Union and the

East European states.® It did not signify a Soviet willingness to

allow Withdrawal from either international Communism or the bloc.

To dwell on the relationships between the Polish and the Hungarian
revolts is misleading. Each developed along its own course with a
minimal influence from the other. The events of November in Hungary
served as a demonstration that the Soviets would, when pressed closely
enough, use froops; but this was already known to the Polish leadership.
The Polish crisis came to a head on October 19 before the Hungarian crisis.
And, the Hungarian economic and political situation was critical enough
that a revolt would have developed from any attempt at reform, regard-
less of events elsewhere. |

The essential difference between the two revolts, the fundamental-
determinant in the decision by the Soviets to use force, was that the
Polish liberalization was led and contained by the Polish Communist
party, while in Hungary the Party lost all semblance of control.’
Therefore, Khrushchev's actions in Poland can be seen roughly as an
effort to cut his own domestic political losses as well as those of

the Soviet Union in the hope of reasserting Soviet dominance at a later
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date. In Hungary the Soviet effort was focused upon the re-establish-
ment of Communist control as such.® Thus the Soviet use or threatened
use of military power established the permissible limits to de-Stalini-
zation and "national Communism."9 The limits were based upon the
primacy of the Soviet Union balanced against the domestic needs of the

various Communist leaderships in Eastern Europe.l0 From Communism and

the bloc there could be no desertion.
'RECONSTRUCTION

Following the events of October and November of 1956, the Soviet
leadership set about the reconstruction of geopolitical stability in
Eastern Europe and the position of the Soviet Union in that stability.
The Soviets had made four principal errors which had led to the severe
crisis out of which they were emerging in the later winter of 1956.
These errors were: an underestimation of Tito's ambitions; an over-
estimation of the extent té which the "foundations of socialism" had
been built in Eastern Europe, which created a further overestimation
of Communist strength and an underestimation of East European hostility;-
the failﬁreito comprehend the forces which acted to create a domestic
focus within the various East European leaderships; and, finally, the

"Soviet practice of generating foreign policy for the bloc as a whole
on strictlf Soviet criteria.ll These errors in judgement led to the
reconciliation with Yugoslavia and to the explicit destruction of the
Stalin myth. The result was the dissipation of the Stalinist unity of
ideology and power in Eastern Europe.l2 The development of this situa-

tion was latent within the Soviet and East European system.
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The Stalinist legacy, in the terminology of the
initiated, was the mounting contradiction between

the imperatives of the political superstructure
and the dictates of the material and social base.l1l3

The Stalinist interstate system was essentially political in
nature. This was due to the necessity to transform the economic base
of Eastern Europe along Soviet lines and to create the necessary ties
;6 the Soviet Union.l%4 While the redefined system which the Soviét
leadership and Khrushchev instituted in the course of 1955 through 1957
certainly did not abandon the political instrument, the political as-
pect was greatly augmented by an increasing reliance upon the Comecon
and the Warsaw Pact.l5 1In a very real sense, the redefinition of the
system began with the Soviet declaration of October 30th.16 The end
result of the process was the replacement of the Stalinist, totalitarian
system with what came to be called the socialist commonwealth: a group
of allied, totalitarian states containing the seeds of pluralism and,
at the same time, which acknowledged Soviet leadership.17

The formal control mechanisms which emerged as central elements
in the redefined system were: the Warsaw Pact, the Comecon, the Institute
for Nuclear Research and other such technical and scientific research
institutions, bilateral treaties of friendship and mutual trade, bila-
teral treaties regarding the stationing of Soviet. troops in Eastern
Europe which augmented the provisions of the Warsaw Pact, bilateral
trade treaties which augmented the Comecon and which involved coordina-
ted but not integrated economic planning, and cultural and mass media
co-operation.18 It should be noted that each of these functions had
‘ counterparts in classic Stalinism.

In terms of extrabloc foreign policy, Khrushchev moved away from
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‘the position of continual military struggle and confrontation and
adopted the policy of "peaceful co—existence"-which had been set in
motion by the "New Course."l9 However, the "basic legitimacy of non-
Commmist régimes" was "still not accepted.'20

In terms of intrabloc diplomacy, a great deal of regularizatioﬁ
of basic diplomatic channels and consular conventions took place in
1957 and 1958. The roles of the Soviet ambassadors to Hungary, Poland,
Rumania, and East Germany as direct superiors for the domestic leader-
ships of these countries decreased.2l

Writing in 1961, Brzezinski identified six major points of contrast
between the Stalinist era and the period that followed. The post-
Stalin era was: most evidently, not as politically monolithic and in-
vulnerable to change; better equipped to absorb strain; more vulnerable
to ideological erosion; characterized by growing evidence of the Sino-
Soviet éonflict; the transformation of the national empire of the Soviet
Union in Eastern Europe into an international Commumist empire; and a
grbwing reliance on political and economic ties to cement the unity of
the East European bloc.22 Thus, in most respects, the majbr contrasts
between the Stalinist era and what followed it were a matter of degree:
thT end result of the confrontation between the unworkable or counter-
productive policies of classic Stalinism and the geopolitical and
economic realities of the middle and late 1950s. The major areas.in
which that confrontation and the Soviet and East European redefinitions
were hammered out were political, economic, and military. In each case,
the Soviet leadership was able, to a greater or lesser degree, to
reassert the central and primary position of the Soviet Union and the-

CPsU.
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'The explicit political reconstruction began with the Soviet
declaration of October 30, 1956, and was followed in November with the
Suslov formula. The main elements of that formula were: the maintenance
of the political monopoly of the various Communist parties within thgir
respective states, the strengthening of the ties between the proletariat
and the peasantry, sécialist ownership of the means of production, and
the resolute defense of the gains made by the "revolution."23

The Suslov formula was supplemented and further elaborated by
the Chinese declafation of December 29, 1956, which set forth a program
for the restoration of bloc unity. The main elements of the Chinese
program were: political and ideological unity with an allowance made
for local.diversity, the maintenance of the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat, the maintenance of proletarian internationalism, and the asser-
tion of the primacy of the Soviet Union.24.

Throughout 1957,AEas£ European Commupism and the position of the
Soviet ﬁgion in the bloc was repaired largely along the lines of the
Chinese declaration. The Soviets asserted the primacy of the CPSU and.
the Soviet Union within the structure of proletarian interﬁationalism.
The internal and external struggle against imperialism and the Communist
political monopoly were reaffirmed. And, the "either-or" monolithic
‘unity of the classic Stalinist era was replaced by a degree of diversity
within the bloc.25

From November, 1956, to April, 1957, a series of bilateral meétings
was held between the Soviets and the East Europeén leaderships. These

meetings reaffirmed the loyalty of the East Europeans to the Soviet

Union and the CPSU. The Soviets on their part made adjustments in the
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character of their economic and military relations with Eastern Europe.
The supply of raw magerials and foodstuffs was increased, various loans
and grants ﬁere made, and various debts were canceled. The status of
SQviet troops stationed in Eastern Europe was regularized. 26

In addition, Khrushchev called a meeting of the East European
parties which took place on Jaﬁuary 1, 1957, in Budapest. The meeting
was between Hungary, Rumania, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, Albania, and
the Soviet Union; Poland did not attend. The conference issued a
communique proclaiming the unshakable unity of the Soviet bloc and
affirming the Soviet view of the Hungarian revolt,27

A further interesting facet of the reconstruction of the Soviet
position in Eastern Europe was the reminders made by the Soviets that
Stalin had not been entirely without merit. As early as November, 1956,
favorable references to Stalin appeared in various official Soviet
statements. In January, 1§S7, while in China, Khrushchev mentioned
that Stalin had known how to deal with the enemies of Communism,28
These statements were in keeping with the position taken by Khrushchev
in the "secret speech." It had been in the "ideological fight" with
the "Trotskyites, rightists, and bourgeois nationalists" that Stalin
had "played a positive role."29

The.completion of the political reconstruction of the bloc took
place at the November, 1957, celebration in Moscow of the fortieth
anniversary of the Russian Revolution. At that meeting the "state
ruling" parties reaffirmed the re-instated principles of international
Party discipline.30 The meeting's declaration (see Appendix 0) set out

the parameters for pelitical umity. It affirmed the Soviet doctrine
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of peaceful co-existence; set down that both revisionism (defined gener—
ally as right—wiﬁg_opportunism and a manifestation of bourgeois ideology)
and dogmatism (the refusal to take the objective situation into account
in decision-making) must be overcome; and stated that each Party was toi
decide;for itself which danger was the greater for it as the situatioﬁ
arose.31

The declaration made a seven;point definition of revisionism.
Revisionism: declares that Marxism-Leninism is obsolete as a guide °
for social development; tries to undermine the faith of the workers in
Marxism; denies the historical necessity of the proletarian revolution
and the dictatorship of the proletariat; denies the leading role of the
Communist parties in that revolution; denies proletarian international-
ism; attempts to abandon Leninist norms in Party relatiomns, especiall§
the principle of democratic centralism; and tries to convert the
Communist party into an oréanization little better than a debating club, 32
The declaration also emphasized the danger of factionalism, while stating
that the forms of the tramsition to socialism in specific countries may
vary. It also set down that the revolution could proceed ﬁhrough par--
liamentary means, provided those means were turned to the purposes of
the revolution. However, the use of violence was not entirely ruled
out. The declaration also called for "unity of action" on any problems
which might face the bloc.33

The declaration also reaffirmed the maximum Soviet goal. It stated
that the objective of the Communist and Worker's parties was the victory
of the revolution "for the cause of peace, democracy and socialism on a

world scale.'"34
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At the celebration, the Chinese were firmly behind the Soviet
cgntralist position. The Polish Party was alone in its opposition to
the Soviet line.3? However, Poland was retained_ in the bloc due to a
concession made by Gomulka which "implied" a "recognition that there
were highér considerations than the peculiar requirements of the con;
struction of socialism in Poland."36 The conference, therefore, de-
fined for Poland and Gomulka the fine line which divided loyalty to
the Soviet Union and to Communism from treason.37 By makiﬁg that
definition for Poland, the definition was also made for the rest of
the Soviet bloc. It should be noted in addition that theAmeeting
established Gomulka's formal subservience to bloc unity.38 Despite
Khrushchev's desires, Yugoslavia chose to remain outside the newly
reformed camp.39 The Yugoslavs did not sign the declaration.40

The re-establishment of bloc unity had been, for the time being,
completed, It was symptoﬁatic that the campaign against Yugoslavia
was renewed; an independent, uncriticized Yugoslavia could not be
tolerated either by the Soviet Union or by China. By 1958, out of
fear of the implications of friendly relations with Yugoslavia, the
Chinese resumed the attack upon Yugoslavia. They were joined by the
Soviets. The 1948 Cominform anti-Tito declaration was in its own tumm
"rehabilitated." However, there was no return to the extremes of
Stalin's anti-Tito campaign; the 1948 economic blockade was not
repeated, 41

Regarding the declaration of the November, 1957, Moscow celebra-

tion, this observation has been made:
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. . . any progress from Stalin's handling of the
satellites was more apparent than real. The crucial
point was that the camp declaration re-established
the priority of the parties over the governments.42

Thus the Soviet Union, despite the events of 1956 and the introductiomn
of a certain degree of flexibility, was able successfully to reassert
its central position, the leading role of the Soviet Union and of thé

CPsu.
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CHAPTER XI
INTEGRATION

"The goal of our foreign policy hasn't been
to enrich our own state at the expense of
other states; we have never believed in the
exploitation of man by man, of state by
state. On the contrary, both by our stated
policies and by our deeds we have encouraged
countries to enjoy the fruits of their own
labor." -- Khrushchev.l

ECONOMICS

After 1957, economic integration and the Soviet and East European
collective security system were to carry the principal burden of Soviet
and East European integration and ultimate unity. The re-establishment
of the Soviet centralist position had not been so complete as to eli-
minate the vulnerability of Soviet ideological and political control.
Khrushchev set about the attempt to counter that vulnerability through
increased economic and military integration.2

The immediate problem was the economic situation in Hungary and
Poland. The Comecon countries acted to provide funds to Hungary and
Poland. In 1956 and 1957 Hungary received 305.74 million dollars in
credits, including 50 million from China. The Soviet Union also
canceled the outstanding Hungarian debt from its purchase of the
Soviet shares of the Soviet-Hungarian joint stock companies and put
a moratorium on Hungarian debt service payments to the Soviet Union

and Czechoslovakia. 3
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Funds were also channeled to Poland. 1In consideration of the
900 million dollars gained by the Soviet Union from the terms of trade
established for Polish coal from 1946 through 1953, 528 million dollars
of the Polish debt to thelsoviet Union was canceled. In additionm,
Poland received 113 million dollars in loans from East Germany and
Czechoslovakia. There was also a relaxation in the growth rate set
forth in the Polish economic plan.4

In line with Khrushchev's policies, Comecon took up the issue
of economic planning. The 1956 and 1957 sessions of the Comecon
council established that plamning beyond the normal five-year period
was necessary.”® In 1957 it was announced that Soviet and East European
economic plans were to be coordinated.6 The June, 1957, session and
the January, 1958, session of Comecon set up specialization commissions
for the specialization and standardization of products and the coor-

dination of economic plans-for the coming 15-year period.7 The coor-

dination of economic plans did present some difficulties. Under
Comecon's founding rules, economic integration based exclusively on
a centralist procedure was precluded. Further, there were no operative‘
economic criteria which were independent of the authority of national
leaders and by which national interests could be measured against
extra-national interests.8 However, the main obstacle to economic in-
tegration was, and has continued to be, the inability to harmonize

the various forms of central economic planning operativé in the bloc.?
The problem was due to the fact that although prior to 1956 each East
Eur&pean economic plan was modeled after the Soviet plan,l0 since 1956
the members of Comecon had become increasingly autonomous. 1l Until

1956, the role of the Soviet Union was decisive in Comecon.l2 After
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that date, however, the situation began to change. This is indicated
by the fact that from June, 1954, until 1962, all sessions of the
Comecon council were held in capitals other than Moscow.l3

Though by 1957 the role of Comecon had grown, the organization
had not displaced bilateral mechanisms. Technical aid projects pro-
ceeded on a bilateral4basis, as well as the coordination of specific
economic plans between states.l4 1In 1957, the firstlbilateral ventures
began between Comecon members exclusive of the Soviet Union. East
Germany and Poland laid the foundations for 'decentralized" technical

and administrative relations between Comecon members.l3

In sum, up to 1957, only in the area of tramnsportation was exten-
sive, bloc-wide cooperationAachieved.16 Not until 1960 did economic
integration as a function of Comecon begin to take hold in Eastern
Europe. It was, after all, only in 1960 that Comecon.received an

explicit charter.l7
COLLECTIVE SECURITY

Khrushchev considered the Warsaw Pact a valuable instrument of
socialist consolidation.l8 The role of the Soviet military presence
in Eastern Europe was, and still is, to facilitate the adoption of
Soviet military organizational forms and field doctrine, to aid the
standardization of weaponry and weapons production, and to guarantee
the existence of a political atmosphere in line with Soviet interests.l19.
Brzezinski has summarized the function of the Warsaw Pact within this

framework:

The political importance of the WIO is that (1) it provides
a formal framework binding the various states together,
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(2) supplies the juridical basis for limiting the exercise
of their sovereignty, and (3) serves as a useful forum for
the articulation of unanimity, expressing ritualistically
the bloc's support of Soviet foreign policy initiatives.Z0
Therefore, the Warsaw Pact developed into the central.institution of
the Soviet and East European collective security system.

Even though the Warsaw Pact as such played a very limited role in
the Polish and Hungarian cfises of 1956,21 j¢ ﬁas directly affected by
the Soviet redefinitién of intra-bloc relations and the reassertion of’
Soviet primacy. In the course of the Hungarian crisis, the Soviet
Union established that Soviet troops could be withdrawn from a Warsaw
Treaty'state only upon the agreement of all member states and that of
the state in which the troops were stationed.?2 The Hungarian crisis
also gave rise to a series of Soviet and East European bilateral trea-
ties which augmented the Pact itself. Beginning in December, 1956, and
continuing until May, 1957, the Soviet Union and Poland, East Germany,
Rumania, and Hungary completed the series of agreemenfs. The Polish
treaty was the first and set the pattern for the rest. This treaty
contained four major provisions: an agreement that Soviet troops in
Poland did not impair Polish sovereignty and weére not to interfere
with internal Polish affairs; a definition of the number of Soviet
troops to be stationed in Poland; a provision concerning legal aid
with regard to the prosecution of crimes and misdemeanors committed
by Soviet troops stationed in Poland; and an explicit definition of
the conditions for the movement of Soviet men and materiel through
Polish territory.

The crux of the treaty was that it made Polish consent
mandatory for troop movement, training, and maneuvers outside

the base area. A joint Soviet-Polish commission was set up
in Warsaw to settle any disputes arising under the treaty.23
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As an instrument of military integration, the Warsaw Pact grew
in importance with Soviet realization of the gains to be derived from
consistent military integration and developed upon the augmented nature
of the Pact provided by the 1957 status of force agreements and upon
the "comradely bonds" developed through joint military maneuvers.24.
The Warsaw Pact became oﬁe of the major institutions holding the bloc
together in the face of the necessary Soviet tolerance of East Euro-
pean national interests.25 The Warsaw Pact has also taken on a more
political character as the East European states have become less subject
to detailed Soviet diktat.26 The Pact functions in the interests of
the East European régimes in that it underwrites those régimes and safe-
guards their frontiers.2’ 1In short, if the Warsaw Pact serves Soviet

interests, it serves East European interests as well.
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CHAPTER XII

THE DYNAMICS OF CONTINUITY

« « « Allow me to thank you for the
confidence you have shown me."
-- Stalinl

CONTINUITIES

History is a continuous rather than a discrete phenomenon. Each
new period builds upon the foundations set down by the choices and
conditions of those which went before it. The clarity of historical
definition is the product of rigorous historical analysis rather than
of the historical process itself. In the development of the Soviet
and East European systém from the period of its active foundation, which
took place from 1939 to 1948, until the narrowly defined current period,.
there have been seven crucial events. The first was the death of Stalin
Which allowed the exploration and implementation of vital reforms. The
second was the realization by the Soviet leadérship in 1953 or 1954 that
nuclear war on a global scale was not a policy option. The third was
the de-Stalinization speech by Khrushchev at the 20th Party Congress
which aestroyed the continuity of Stalin's image as a symbol of unity
at a time when such a symbol was most necessary. The fourth was the
crisis of 1656-1957 which resulted in the redefinition of the Soviet
centralist position and establisﬁed the limits of East European nation-
alism, The fifth was thé emergence of Yugoslavia and China as compe-

titors with the Soviet Union for leadership of international Communism.
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The sixth was the removal of Khrushchev from office in 1964 which
demonstrated that there were limits upon the amount of power which could
be concentrated in the hands of a single mémber of the Soviet leadership.
And finally, the invasion of'Czechoslovakia in 1968 which again demon- -
strated Soviet willingness to use military force as a last resort iﬁ
the maintenance of bloc unity. In its own way, each of these events
points to fundamental change and to a more fundamental continuity.

The death of Stalin allowed many reforms to be tried which could
not have been attempted while he was alive. However, none of the
reforms seriously threatened the foundations of Soviet power in Eastern.
Europe. The fundamental elements of the system which Stalin had set
in place remained there. The reforms were a matter of degree-—an effort
to prevent the explosion of the system. |

The realities of neclear,war may have forced the Soviets to aban- '
don global war as a revoiutionary instrument, but the ideological
struggle continues, and proxy wars still occur. The maximum goal of
Marxism—Leninism.has not been abandoned. Only the extreme method has
been redefined.

The de-Stalinization speech at the ZOtﬁ Party Congress may have
destroyéd the continuity of Stalin's image as a symbol of unity within
Communism, but the functions which that symbol performed were transferred
to other institutions such as Comecon, the Warsaw Pact, and the CPSU
itself. Also, in his own sloﬁ, cautious turn, Stalin is being rehabi- .
litated. It must also be noted that Khrushchev's use of de-Stalini~
zation as one method to consolidate his own power is very bharacteristiqﬂ
of the system itself. In a very general way, Stalin's "Stalin" was

Trotsky.
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The crisis of 1956-1957 led to the necessary regularization and
reform of a system which was in need of an overhaul. The '"New Course".
had failed to provide the necessary redefinitions required for bloc
stability. The November, 1957, declaration firmly re-established the
unquestionable nature of the Soviet position at the center of the East
European bloc. The 1968 invasion of Czechoslovakia further re- -
enforced that position.

The removal of Khrushchev from office was a demonstration that.
the leadership of the CPSU would no longer allow the over-concentra-
tion of power in the hands of a single individual. Stalin maintained
his power by setting one faction against another. Following Stalin's
death, Khrushchev rose to power through participation in factions
which won and by building his own faction. The crucial distinction
is that, generally, Stalin manipulated factions while remaining out-
side of them, while Berié, Malenkov, Khrushchev, and Brezhnev were, or .
are, very much members of factions.

Yugoslavia has emerged as one competitor with the Soviet Union '
for the leadership of international Communism, particularly in the
underdeveloped and 'meutral" areas of the world. However, that chal-
lenge relative to the Soviet East European bloc was firmly turned
aside in 1957 and 1958. A second chéllenge came from China. The
Chinese challenge has increased the value of the East European states
and therefore indirectly allowed them more room in which to maneuver
with regard to the Soviet Union. The influence of China within the
bloc has not becdﬁe decisive, but it is quite real. Indeed, it could.

be argued that the extrabloc challenge from China has made the Soviet
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Union more flexible in its policies in §rder to maintain bloc unity.
Howeﬁer, the Soviet Union's influence in the bloc remains decisive in
the final analysis.

Though a detailed analysis of these brief examples remains
beyond the scope and competence of this work, two more detailed ex-
amples, based upon the above, are in order.

Following the purge of Beria in June, 1953, and the "resignation"
of Malenkov on February 8, 1955, Khrushchev emerged as the central
figure in the Soviet leadership. His position was challenged in June,
1957, by Malenkov, Molotov, Kaganovich, and Saburov. However, with
the aid of Marshal Zhukoy and at the end of a week of bitter struggle
in the Central Committee, Khrushchev prevailed. Malenkov, Molotov,
Kaganovich, and Saburov were dismissed from their posts in the govern-

ment and the Party.2

In a resolution of £he Central Committee made on Jumne 27, 1957,
titled "On the Anti-Party Group of G. M. Malenkov, L. M. Kaganovich,
and V. M. Molotov," the anti-Party group was accused of the obstruction
of the Party's work as set out by the 20th Party. Congress. Molotov
was singled out for opposition to the '"virgin lands" program and for
opposition to better relations with Yugoslavia.3

Late in October, 1957, Zhukov was also stripped of his authority,
and on March 27, 1958, Khrushchev replaced Bulganin as Chairman of the‘
Council of Ministers. Thus, Khrushchev became both head of the govern-
ment and head of the Party.%

That de-Stalinization was one of Khrushchev's political weapons

is further evidenced by the events of the 22nd Party Congress held in
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1961. 'At that congress, Khrushchev publicly launched a frontal assault
upon Stalin's image. However, Khrushchev also moved against Stalin's
"chief" accomplices: Molotov, Kaganovich, Malenkov, and Voroshilov.5

Since Khrushchev's removal in 1964, there has been a partial
return to many of the cﬁérac%eristic practices';% the Stalin era.® ‘it
is interesting to note that on December 21, 1969, for the first time
since 1955, Pravda celebrated the anniversary of Stalin's birth.7

Thus de-Stalinization, like Trotskyism, has become a consistent
political weapon.

The second example of continuity is from the area of bloc inte-
gration. Khrushchev's consolidation of power and reassertion gf the
Soviet position made it possible for the Soviet Union to "respond with
greater energy to the problems of unity.'8 The Warsaw Pact and the
Comecon became the central instruments of suppressing East European
domesticismd and hence of.promoting bloc unity. Though the megbers of
Comecon have become more autonomous since 1956, the role of the Soviet
Union remains decisive. Given the reiative economic strength of the
organization's members, the unanimity required for a Comecon decision
is "meaningless."10 However, this does nét mean that the Comecon is
a mere rubber stamp. Genuine disputes do develop.ll Though the
Comecon is not a rubber stamp, the role of the Soviet Union is deci-
sive.1l2 1In 1961, Brzezinski made the following judgement:

At the present time, CEMA is doubtless the single
most important organ for actively shaping policies
designed to promote the camp's unity.

The functions of Comecon have been developed to

. » . mold a 'world socialist market' as the basis
for the camp's political and ideological unity.l3
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M. Lesechko, Deputy Chairman of the USSR Council of Ministers and
permanent Soviet representative in Comecon, in an article titled "Stages

of Comecon Economic Integration" published in Kommunist in the latter .

half of 1975, outlined in summary fashion the program adopted by the
29th Session of Comecon held in Budapest in June, 1975, to promote tﬁe
economic integration'of the Soviet Union and the East European satellite
states. (The. full text of Lesechko's article is included as Appendix P.)
The members of Comecon agreed to the joint construction of "large eco-
nomic projects" in the areas of fuel, raw-materials, and power genera- J
tion. Agreements have also been reached in the areas of production
cooperation and joint scientific and technological research and develop-
ment projects. Further, the coordination of economic planning for the
period 1976-1980 has been established with a central objective being the -
elimination of economic universalism as a further spur to integration,
while at the same time Secﬁring the independence of the bloc in terms
of fuel and raw-materials. Various capital investment, transportation
and distribution projects have been undertaken to implement these
objectives under the Agreed Plan for Multilateral Integrafion Measures
for 1976-1980. This current, agreed plan is seen, of course, as simply
one stage in the implementation of the Comprehensive Program for
Socialist Economic Integratiom.
Coordination of economic development plans as the main

method for the organization of cooperation and advancement

of international socialist division of labor is becoming

increasingly established as the basis for the agreed develop-

ment of the economies of the fraternal countries. Plans for

the new five-year period are being dove-tailed to accomplish

the tasks laid down by the Comprehensive Program for Social-
ist Economic Integration.l4
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The salient point regarding the program adopted by the 29th Session
of Comecon'is that, though the Comecon presents itself as open to trade
"and economic agreements outside of itself, a major objective remains
basic economic self-sufficiency for the bloc as a whole. This in turn
is a reflection of the classic Stalinist concepts of economic autarkf
and the basic divisioﬁ of the world market now more fully developed and
expanded to apply to the entire bloc. Thus Comecon has developed as
the central organ of economic integration.

The Warsaw Pact, on the other hand, is the single, most important'

interstate organization binding together the bloc.1> The critical

distinction is that Comecon operates within a framework secured through
the operatioﬁ of the Warsaw Pact. Comecon is important in terms of the
generation of bloc policy, while the Warsaw Pact is at the core of the
Soviet and East European collectivé security system and responsible

for the final enforcement 6f bloc policy.

In October, 1961, the Warsaw Pact held its first well-publicized
joint maneuvers. Khrushchev in this period increasingly came to view
the Warsaw Pact as an instrument of bloc integration. Up to 1961,
Comecon had largely failed in this regard; the Warsaw Pact was viewed
as capable of generating political solidarity.16 However, in 1966 it
appeared that the Warsaw Pact's Peclitical Consultative Committee had
been unable to generate political unity, or to counter the'more national-
istic policies of the East Europeans which had begun to develop in the
early 1960s.17

In 1966 it appeaféd that the statements of the 23rd Party Congress

held in March, 1966, regarding "equality and independence, non-inter-
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ference -in each o;hers' internal affairs, mutual support and inter-
national solidarity" as the bases of intrabloc relations were not
"hollow words." It appeared that the Soviet Union was prepared to
accept the increased nationalism and resulting independence of the
bloc states. By doing so, the Soviet Union was considered to be
attempting to preserve the unity of the bloc and the militaryland
political effectiveness of the Warsaw Pact.l8

The source of this apparent shift in attitude can be found in
the Sino-Soviet conflict. That conflict served to increase the Soviet's
need for East Eufopean support and, therefore, has increased the maneu-
verability of the East European governm‘ents.19

In earlier periods, the East German uprising and the Hungarian
revolt demonstrated that the Soviet Union would use military power to
enforce its controls in Eastern Europe.20 The invasion of
Czechoslovakia in 1968 waé to make this point all over again. The
conflict with China notwithstanding, there were limits beyond which
the Soviet Union would not allow East Europeén nationalism to go.21
The immediate Soviet motive for the 1968 intervention was the preser-
vation of Communist orthodoxy, as defined by fhe Soviets, in
Czechoslovakia. With regard to Rumania, an outwardly independent
state which seeks its own way while remaining inWardly the most
Stalinist of the European Communist states, the Soviet intervention
served as an unsubtle warning. Just as there were limits for
Czechoslovakia, there were aléo limits for the other bloc states,
Rumania not least. of all. The continued ability of Soviet troops
to hold maneuvers in Rumania and Rumania's continued membership in

Comecon and the Warsaw Pact indicate that, despite the verbiage by
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both thé Soviets and the Rumanians, Rumania remains within the Soviet
sphere, however uncooperatively.22

The invasion of Czechoslovakia had two principal causes. The
first was the defense of the western-most extension of the Soviet and
East European defense perimeter. The second was Soviet fear that the
main elements of the "Prague Spring" would spread outside of
Czechoslovakia, perhaps even to the Soviet Union itself. 1In the final
analysis, the invasion can be considered to be an exercise of Soviet
imperial prerogatives.23 It was the concrete definition of the limits
beyond which the Soviet Union would not allow domesticism to trespass.
As one result of the example made of Czechoslovakia, the Rumanians

ceased their demands for more political freedom of action for their
state. 24

Writing in 1961, Brzezinski asserted that the Soviets have
established the principle that the political practice of one Communist
state is materially relevant to another, 'that each Communist state
must continually fefer its practice to the general practices of the
camp.25 The subsequent development of the Warsaw Pact and the Comecon
have served to support Brzezinski's contention; However, like the
Comecon, the Warsaw Pact is not simply a rubber stamp for Soviet poli-
cies; though it is a principal instrument of those policies.

The multilateral character of the Warsaw Pact is underscored by
Andrei Gromyko's 1974 statemen£ that an almost causal relationship
exists between the "struggle for peace and socialism" and the coordi-
nation of Pact policies.2® This means that the East Europeans are

bound to the Soviet Union and the maximum goals of Marxism-Leninism
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through the meéhanism of the Warsaw Pact. It should be noted, however,
that regardless of the specific social system of the Soviet Union aﬁd
given the results of the Second World War, the security of the East
European states is necessarily bound to the Soviet Union. This is,
moreover, a feciprocal relatioﬁship. Also, the interests of the Party
elites throughout the bloc are éuite parallel. And, because their
interests are parallel, their policies are parallel. Those interests
are not served by the violence typicél éf past policies. The Ysocial-
ist reconstruction" of Eastern Europe has taken on a more subtle
character in recent times.27 B

Currently it is not entirely clear that the Warsaw Pact apd
Comecon are the instruments of absolute political control whiéh they
once were, legitimizing Soviet control ideologically and providing the
necessary support to maintain the Easf European Communist régimes in
power. Though this situation is nét clearly the case, it is eqﬁally
not clearly the case that the Warsaw Pact and Comecon have developed
into organizations which function in accord with the provisions of
their charters and stated purposes. Though recent developments "may
point in that direction," it remains an open question.28

A vital distinction must be made between the genuine evolution
of the Soviet system as it operates in Eastern Europe and the changes
whichvmay have taken place in that complex structure of relationships
under the pressures of the Sino-Soviet conflict, the Soviet pblicy of
"détente" with the West, and the evident need for further economic |
,réforms to increase the productive cépability of the bloc as a whole,

A clear distinction must be also drawn, and this is perhaps the most
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difficult, between a "relaxation'" which takes place within the system
and the evolution of the system. It is vital to note that none of the
central, fundamental mechanisms of Soviet power in Eastern Europe have
been abandoned.  Those mechanisms have evolved in a multilateral direc-

tion, but théy are still very much in place and quite operative.

’

DYNAMICS

The death of Stalin, the riots of 1953, the establishment and sub-

sequent abandonment of the 'New Course,"

the power struggle within the
Soviet leadership, the‘de—Stalinizgtion‘program, the attempted recbnci—i
liation with Tito, the shift from a predominantly bilateral sys#em to
a more multilateral one, and the events of October-November, i956,
taken together, constituted a three and a half year crisis for the
Soviet and East European system: an EastlEuropean "time of troubles."
The reconstruction of the Soviet position in Eastern Europe took a
full year of intense effort and in the end di& not achieve the total
re-establishment of the pre-1953 Soviet prerogatives. Following the
events of 1956, for example, the Soviet extraction of capital from
Eastern Europe at an annual rate of one biliion dollars stopped.29
Indeed, after 1956 there could be no question of a return to the ex-
tremes of classic Stalinism., History had moved too far. For the
Soviets, the 'task after 1956 was to establish some commonly-held
ideo;ogical criteria and to forge new bonds of unity to prevent the
diversity from becoming political disunity."30 The problem was the
reassertion of Soviet political and economic hegemony in such a manner

that the position of the Soviet Union was beyond serious question and,
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.at the same timé, there would be no resurgence of the highly counter-
productive features of Stalinism. A balance was necessary between the
centralist position of the Soviet Union and the pressures generated by
East European nationalism.

That neéessary equilibrium was established between late i956 and
the end of 1957. It was given concrete expression in the less exploi-
tative economic policies of the Soviet Union, such as the cancellation
of various East European financial debts‘and the extension of economic
grants and other aid; the negotiation of the 1957 status of force agree-
ments; and in the declaration issued at the November, 1957, Moscow |
celebration. The equilibrium was based upon the primacy of the Soyiet
Union and the CPSU within the bloc and in extrabloc foreign affairs on
the one hand and the domestic rights of the various East European states
which operated within that context of Soviet primacy on the other.3l
It was, like so many other things in Soviet and East European affairs,
a matter of degree, a more productive balance between the imperatives
of Soviet power and the realities of Eastern Europe.

A final éuestion, however, remains to be answered. ﬂhat enabled
the Soviet Union to re-establish its centralist position? However,
given the geopolitical realities, the power relationships operative in
Eastern Eurcpe in 1956 and 1957, was the question ever seriously in
‘doubt? Yes, it was. In all likelihood, had the Soviet position been
weake;, had the Soviets not had some support from the rest of the bloc
and, in a guarded yet functional way, from Yugoslavia,32 the military
operation in Hungary could well have proved to be counterproductive,

forcing the Soviets to accept the neutrality of Hungary. This is not
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idle speculation, for if there had not been basic support for Soviet
policies in the other bloc Parties, had they not been in control domes-
tically and in support of the Soviet position, the Hungarian revolt
may well have been replicated throughout the bloc. Also, if their
support had rniot been forthcoming, the Poles may well have been able
firmly to establish their individualist position at the Moscow cele-
bration and follow a Polish version.of the ''Yugoslav path." The Poles,
like the Yugoslavs in 1948, were united and prepared to resisf. True,
the Soviets could have imposed a "Carthagenian" solution to the entire
question of "nmational Communism," but it is probable that such a policy
would have cost more than it would”have gained Fnd certainly more than
the course eventually adopted. On the othér hand, given the hiétofy of
Western attitudes toward Eastern Europe as demonstrated in 1938, the
period 1945 to 1948, and most starkly in 1956, there was little chance
that the East Europeans had any tangible support outside the bloc such
as Yugoslavia had had in 1948.

If this argument does not clearly demonstrate that thevunity of
the bloc was seriously at issue, neither can it be said that it was not.’
It is perfectly possible to construct an argument in favor‘of the posi-
tion that thé "national Communism'" of Poland in late 1956 and early
1957, as expressed for example in Poland's refusal to attend the
January, 1957, conference in Budapest, could have taken root in other
bloc Parties. Under that condition, the reassertion of the Soviet
centfalist position would have been impossible for the time being.
Therefore, it is necessary to conclude, at the very 1eést, that the

Soviet centralist position in the bloc, and in a very real way the
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ultimate unity of the bloc as a whole, were indeed at issue in 1956 and
1957,

Certainly the fole of the Soviet military in the re-establishment
of the Soviet position cannot be discounteq. Through 1957 Hungary was
a fresh, grim example of Soviet willingness to employ ultimate sanctions °
when Soviet interests were seriously endangered. And, predicfébly,
there was a. renewed emphasis upon Soviet military might in the first'
months of 1957,33 an emphasis which was not lost upon the East Europeams.
But the Soviets' ability to rebuild the system upon a nakedly military
basis simply did not exist. If thaF had .been the case, there would have
been no necessity for the Soviets to negotiate the status of force
agreements, hold the January, 1957, meeting in Budapest, negotiafe the
declaration of November, 1957, cultivate the Chinese and the Yugoslavs,
or, for that matter, to issue the October 30, 1956, declaration. There
was clearly a limit to what an exclusively military solution could have
achieved given the political and economic pfice the Soviets were willing
or able to pay at that particular time.

In the redefinition of the Soviet centralist positioh, the Soviets
drew upon the inherent strength of the systeﬁ. That strength was the
direct and the indirect result of the operation of several factors. The
most fundamental of these was the Communist commitment to industriali-
zation, the ability of the Party to industrialize and to maintain an
acceptable rate of economic development. Milovan Djilas' analysis of
this foint bears review.

No society or nation allows production to lag to sﬁch
an extent that its existence is threatened. To lag
means to die. People never die willingly; they are

ready to undergo any sacrifice to overcome the
difficulties which stand in the way of their economic
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production and their existence.34
To repeat, it is not the absolute level of industrialization but the
relétive rate of industrialization which is crucial. Stalinism and
its excesses were tolerated, in general, by East European Communists
because they Qere "accepted as expedients and sacrifices that had to
be made" in the course of industrialization within the Communist frame-
work.35 Within the Party, this issue was also vital. With regard to .
intra-Party power struggles, Djilas has asserted that it was that
faction which was "the most consistent and determined" in its'supbort
of "industrialization along Communist principies" that would win.36
The example of the Khrushchev-Malenkov contest is a case in point.v}The

"socialist reconstruction" was

commitment to industrialization and to
vital. Industrialization was vital to the nation as a whole; the
"socialist reconstruction" of society was vital to the Party. Radislaw
Selucky has summarized this condition:
The formal and declared goal of the economy is to
satisfy social needs and to foster growth of the
population's living standard. The informal and pri-
mary goal of the economy is to strengthen socialist
production relations and the existing political system.
The formal economic goal expresses the interests of the
population; the informal economic goal expresses the
interests of the power elite.37 '
Regardless of the specific goal involved, industrialization and further
development were primary for political power.
Following Leninist and Stalinist principles, economics became ‘a
- subordinant function of politics. A political and economic system was
formed in which the "economic facts'" were "far less important than the

ideological considerations."38 Economic policy developed as an instru-

ment of political control within the context of the idéological unity
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of the bioc. The Soviet Pérty was the guarantor of functional ideolo-
gical unity. '"Without such central power . . . the unity rooted in
ideology could disintegrate under the impact of time, change, specific

interests, and differing conditions."?

Any loss of ideological unity
threatened the political unity of the bloc and, by exﬁension, the control
of each East European Party. If the Parties were to remain in power,
the ideological primacy of the Soviet Union was essential. Unlike the
Yugoslav Party and the Chinese Party, thé'East European Parties had not
come to power in their own rigﬁt, but had been placed in power as a
result of Soviet actions and were therefore dependent upon the Soviet
Union. Individually they were not strong enough to retain power without
Soviet backing. This is why Nagy was unable to control the Hﬁngarian
upheaval, and why Gomulka finally accepted the centralist position of
the Soviet Union and the CPSU in November, 1957.

In the system which was developed after 1948, any economic decision
was a political one,40 and Party elites_"were‘reluctant to change the
command system" which formed “the basis of their absolute power."4l

Indeed, as Djilas has observed, "Without industry the new class cannot
consolidate its position or authority."42 ﬁut, because of the fundamen-
tals of their leéitimization, the Party elites must also produce sustained
economic growth.

It was not uﬁtil the early 1960s that it became clear that the
continued subordination of economics to purely ideological considerations
could not produce the needed results.43 Through the 1950s, the Stalinist:
economic model worked well as lohg aé there was labor which could be

transferred and capital was available for reinvestment. 44 During the
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1950s, capital grew more rapidly than the labor force; the growth in out-
put exceeded the growth of the capital stock. But, in the 1960s, the
growth of output dropped, while capital investment continued to grow;
capital investment had reached a point of diminishing returns under the
conditions of'the operative, ideologically based economic ﬁodel.45

But, in 1957, the Stalinist economic mode, with relatively minor
reforms,%46 was still able to produce the economic growth necessitated by
ideology, political control, and the mosf fundamental stated purposes
of Communism. Thus, at least aé far as the Party apparats were concerned,
the primacy of the Sovief_Haian was essential -for. the retention of their -
own domestic control. The economic threat to their control inhefenf in
the rigid or semi-rigid subordination of economics to ideology‘and the
subordination of that ideology to the dictates of Soviet power impera-
tives had not yet become clear.

The second source of strength upon which the Soviets drew in the
reconstruction of their authorityAin the bloc was the ability of multi-
lateral organizations such as the Warsaw Pact and Comecon to act as
"shock absorbers' between the East Europeans and the Soviefs.47 The
progressive development of multilateral orgaﬁizations as instruments
of bloc integration began in 1955 with the revitalization of Comecon
and foundation of the Warsaw Pact. Though both of these organizations
were surrounded by gilateral treaties and agreements which augmented
their decisions, fhey provided a formal structure which, to an extent,
stood between the East Europeén states and the Soviet Union. How
meaningful this intermediate structure was in the middle 1950s is hard

to evaluate. Those organizations did not function in controvention
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of basic éoviet interests, but the purely exploitative character of those
structures began to taper off after 1956. If Comecon and the WIO opera-
ted in support of Soviet interests, they also began to operate more
clearly in the interests of the other member states. This is indicated
by the fact that these bodies took on the character of organizations
within which genuine negotiations take place.

The development of these institutions and the growth of the Soviet
commitment to them in the course of the éarly and middle 1950s suggest
that even though the Soviet‘Uhién retained its dominant position, that
position was expressed "through a more formal institutionalized set of
arrangements."48 Those arrangements provided not only a buffer between
the SoVie£ Union and the East European states, but also providéd.a
greater flexibility and a broadened scope for maneuver on the part of
both the Soviet Union and the-East European states.

The third element was, curiously enough, the still largely opera-

tive rapprochemenf'with Yugoslavia and, less curiously, the active support

of the Chinese. The reconciliation with Tito did not actually founder
until the November, 1957, Moscow celebration, by which timé the support
of fugoslavia was no longer necessary or, as it developed, even desirable.
During the course of the post-1956 reconstruction, both the Soviets and
the East Europeans could point to the example of Yugoslavia and draw
support for their separate positions. The Yugoslav example was used

in a highly qualified form as a central element in the opening stages

of the reconstruction as a quasi-model for bloc relationships. With the
progressive re-establishment of Soviet centralism, that "model" became

less and less relevant until it became an actual threat to bloc unity,
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at which time it was égain condemned,

'At the time of the Moscow celebration the Chinese were firmly
behind the Soviets. - Unlike Yugoslavia, China signed the November, 1957,
declaration. Further evidence is provided by the fact that the Chinese
led the renewed attack upon the Yugoslavs in 1958. Sino-Soviet relations
did not begin seriously to deteriorate until the late 1950s. Economic
relations between the two states started to go bad only in late 1957.49
As for relations in general, several datés for the begimning of the rift
have been advanced. The Chinesé set the date for the beginning of the
deterioration at 1956; the Soviets cite both 1958 and 1961.50 1In any
event, the Sino-Soviet rift did not come into the open until the eafly
19605,51 by which time the Soviets had reconstructed their posihién in
Eastern Europe.

The po;nt is that at the critical moment, through the course of
the reconstruction and particularly at the Moscow celebration, there
was neither én ideological nor a geopolitical alternative for the East
European Parties. The Yugosla§ poéifion was not strong enough to counter
the Soviets except by a Yugoslav withdrawal from the conference; the
Chinese §upported the Soviets. Without a viéble alternative, there was
no choice for the East European Parties.

The fourth element of Soviet strength was the continued ability of
the Soviet Union and the CPSU to act indepgndently within the bloc.
Though the tremors of 1953 and the upheavals of 1956 necessitated various
policy changes and procedural reforms, none of these ac;ions sériously

compromised the Soviet's ability to maneuver, to institute and abandon

policies as circumstances dictated. The most serious threat in this
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regafd'came from within the Soviet Party itself as a necessary consequence
of the internal power struggles between the Malenkov and Khrushchev
factions., Indeed, the various reforms, by reducing the tensions within

the bloc, finally served to strengthen the ultimate Soviet position.
CONCLUSIONS

, It is necessary to conclude, therefore, that the resolution of the
1953-1956 crisis set in place a redefined éoviet and East European system
which in its continuities with fhe pre-1953 system is more striking and
important than in its divergencies.; Though, from an East Europe_an view-
point, the most blatant and objectionable aspects of Soviet primacy had
been cancelled, having been realized as counter;prOductive to the bloc
as a whole and finally to purely Soviet interests, in 1957 the bloc was
firmly in Soviet control.

In that redefined system, the central elements of the pre-1953
system, which were the sources of its strength, re-emerged in new forms.
The previous bilateral institutions and methods, though hardly abandoned,
had been reconstructed in a multilateral mode. For examplé, the bila-
teral collective security network was restatédlin a multilateral form——
the Warsaw Pact, which was augmented by bilateral treaties. And, the
pre-1953 multilateral institutions were either abandoned where they
proved ﬁo longer practical or were revitalized and given a real function.

Many of those factors which allowed the Soviet Union and the CfSU
to resolve the crisis more nearly in line with their desires had formed
part of the basis for the pre-1953 system. Those factors were: a

4

functional Western indifference toward Easterh Europe, or the inability
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of the ﬁest to act decisively on behalf of the strictly East European
states; the Communist commitment to industrialization and economic growth;
the economic'and ideolqgiéal dependence of the East European states upon
the Soviet Union; and, finally, the ébility of the Soviet Union both to
resolve its own internal power struggle and to retain through the course
of the crisis its flexibility of maneuver with regard to its East Euro-
pean political and economic policies.

There can be no doubt that the 1953—1956 crisis was real., The
sources of that crisis can be found in the weaknesses of the pre-1953
Soviet and East European system; buF'the-resolution of that crisis had

its sources in the strengths of that same system.
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APPENDIX A
AGREEMENT BETWEEN POLAND AND THE SOVIET UNION, 30 JULY 19411

"The Government of the Republic of Poland and the Government of
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.have concluded the present
Agreement and decided as follows:

"l. The Government of the Union of Soviet Soqialist Republics
recognizes .that the Soviet-German ;reaties of 1939 relative to terri- .
torial changes in Poland have lost‘their validity. The Governﬁent'
of the Republic of Poland declares that Poland is not bound by any
Agreement with any third State directed against the U.S.S.R."

"2. Diplomatic relations will be restored between the two Govern-
ments upon the signature of this Agreement and an exchange of Ambassa;
dors will follow immediately."

"3, The two Governments mutually undertake to render one another
aid and support of all kinds in the present war against Hitlerite
Germany."

"4, The Government of £he Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
expresses its consent to the formation on tﬁe territory cf the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics of a Polish army under a commander appoin-.

ted by the Government of the Republic of Poland, in agreement with the

lereat Britain, Foreign Office, British Foreign -and State Papers,
"Agreement Between Poland and The Soviet Union, 30 July 1941," vol. 144,
pp. 869 ff., in J. A. S. Grenville, The Major International Treaties
1914-1973 (New York: Stein and Day, 1974), pp. 214-215.
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Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. The Polish army
on the territory of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics will be
subordinated in operational matters to the Supreme Command of the
U.S.S.R. on which there will be a representative of the Polish army.
All details ‘as to command, organization and employment of this force
will be settled in a subsequent agreement.'

"5. This Agreement will come into force immediately upon its

signature and without ratification. The present Agreement is drawn'up
in two copies, each of them in the Russian and Polish languages. Both

texts have equal force."

"Secret. Protocol"

"l. Various claiﬁs both of public and private nature will be
dealt with in the course of further negotiations between the two
Governments."

"2. This Protocol enters into force simultaneously with the

Agreement of the 30th of July, 1941."

"Protocol"

"l. As soon as diplomatic relations are re-established the
Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics will grant amnesty
to all Polish citizens who are at present deprived of their freedom on
the territory of the U.S.S.R. either és prisoners of war or on other
adequate grounds." |

"2. The present Protocol comes into force simultaneously with

the Agreement of July 30, 1941."



APPENDIX B

AGREEMENT REGARDING FRIENDSHIP, MUTUAL ASSISTANCE AND
POST-WAR COOPERATION BETWEEN THE SOVIET UNION AND

THE POLISH REPUBLIC, MOSCOW, 21 APRIL 19451

"The President of the National Council of the Homeland and the Presidium
of the Supreme Council of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics moved
by an unéhakeﬁ determination to bring, in a common effort? the war with
the German aggressors to a completé and final victory;

"Wishing to consolidate the fundamental change in the history of
the Polish-Soviet relations in the direction of friendly cooperation,
which has taken place in course of a common fight against the German
imperialism;

"Trusting that a further consolidation of good neighbourly rela-
tions and friendship between Poland and‘her direct neighbour - the
U.S.S.R. - is vital to the interests of the Polish and Soviet peoples;

"Confident that friendship and close cooperation between the
Polish people and the Soviet people will serve the cause of successful
economic development of both countries during the war as well as after
-the war;

"Wishing to support after the war by all possible means the cause

of peace and security of peoples;

ltnited Nations, Treaty Series. Treaties and International
Agreements Registered or Filed and Reported with the Secretariat
of the United Nations, vol., 12, "Agreement Regarding Friendship,
Mutual Assistance and Post-War Cooperation Between the Soviet Union
and The Polish Republic, Moscow, 21 April 1945," pp. 391ff., in
Grenville, pp. 361-362.
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"Have resolved to conclude this agreement and have . . . appointed
as their plenipotentiaries:

"The President of the National Council of the Homeland - Edward
Osobka-Morawski, the President of the Council of Ministers and the
Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Polish Republic,"

"The Presidium of the Supreme Council of the Union of Socialist
Soviet Republics - Joseph Vissarionovitch Stalin, Chairman of the Council
of People's Commissars of the U.S.S.R.:‘

"Who, after exchange of full powers which were recognized as being
in order and drawn up in due form, have-agreed as follows:

"Article 1. The High Contracting Parties jointly with all United Nations
will continue the fight -against Germany until final victory. -In that
fight the High Contracting Parties undertake to give one another mutual

military and other assistance using all the means at their disposal."

" "Article 2. The High Contracting Parties, in a firm belief that in the

' interest'of security and successful development of the Polish and Soviet -
peoples it is necessary to preserve and to strengthen lasting and un-
shaken friendship during the war as well as. after the war, will strengthen
the friendly cooperation between the two countries in accofdance with the
principles of mutual respect for their independence and sovereignty and

non-interference in the internal affairs of the other Government."

"Article 3. The High Contracting Parties further undertake that even
after the end of the present war they will jointly use all the means
at their disposal in order to eliminate every possible menace of a new

aggression on the part of Germany or on the part of any other Govern-
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ment whatsoever which would be directly or in any other manner allied
with Germany."

"For this purpose the High Con.tractin‘g Parties will, in a spirit of
most sincere collaboration, take part in all international activities
aiming at enéuring peace and security of peoples and will contribute
their full share to the cause of realization of these high ideals."

“"The High Contracting Parties will execute this Agreement in‘
compliance with the international principles in the establishment of

which both Contracting Parties took part."

"Article 4. If one of the High Coatracting Parties during the post-war
period should become involved in war operations against Germany in case
she should resume aggressive policy or against any other Government
whatsoever which would be allied with Germany directly or in any other
form in such a war the other High Contracting Party will immediately
extend to the other Contracting Party which is involved in military

operations military and other support with all the means at its dis-

posal."

"Article 5. The High Contracting Parties uﬁdertake not to.sign without
mutual consent an armistice or a peace treaty with the Hitlerite Govern-
ment or any other authority in Germany which menaces or may menace the
independence,‘territorial integrity or security of either of the two

High Contracting Parties."

"Article 6. Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes not to
enter into any alliance or to take part in any coalition directed against

the other High Contracting Party."
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"Article 7. The High Contracting Parties will cooperate in a spirit of
friendship also after the end of the present war for the purpose of
developing and strengthening the economic and cultural relations between
the two countries and will give mutual assistance in the economic re-

construction of the two countries."

"Article 8. This Agreement comes into force from the moment of signing
and is liable to ratification within the shortest possible period. Ex-.
change of ratifying documents will take place in Warsaw as soon as
possible."

"This Agreement will remain in force for twenty years after the’
moment of signing."

"If one of the High Contracting Parties does not make a statement
twelve months beforg the expiration of the twenty years period to the
effect that it wishes to give notice, this Agreement will remain in
force for a further period of five years and so on until one of tﬁe High
Contractiné Parties makes a statement in writing twelve months before
the expiration of a successive five years period to the effect that it
intends fo give notice of the Agreement.”

"In witness whereof the mandatories have signed this‘Agreement
and have apposed their seals thereto."

'"Drawn up in Moscow on April 21, 1945, in duplicate, each copy

in Polish and in Russian, both texts being equally binding."
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"By authority of the President of the National Council of the

Homeland."
Osobka-Morawski
"By authority of the Presidium of the Supreme Council of the
U.S.S.R."

J. Stalin.

"After consideration this Agreement has been recognized equitable in its
T - -
whole as well as in individual provisions contained therein; it is,

therefore, announced that it has been accepted, ratified and approved

and will be strictly complied with."

"In witness whereof this Act has been issued with the seal of the
Polish Republic duly apposed theretq."
WARSAW, September 19, 1945 |
President of the National Council of the Homeland
Boleslaw Bierut
President of the Council*of Ministers
Edward Osobka-Morawski
Vice-Minister of Foreign Affairs

P. P. Z. Modzelewski"



APPENDIX C

TREATY OF FRIENDSHIP AND MUTUAL ASSISTANCE AND POST-WAR
COOPERATION BETWEEN THE SOVIET UNION AND CZECHOSLOVAKIA,

MOSCOW, 12 DECEMBER 19431

"The Presidium of the Supremg.Soviet of ‘the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics and the President of the Czechoslovakian Republic,Adesiring to
modify and sufplenent the Treaty of Mutual Assistance exisfing between'
the Uniqn of Soviet Socialist Repuéliés and the Czechoslovakian Republic
and signed in Prague on May 16, 1935, and to confirm the terms of the
Agreement between the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics and the Government of the Czechoslovakian Republic concerning
joint action in the war against Germany, signed July 18, 1941, in London;
desiring to cooperate after the war to maintain peace and to prevent fur-
ther aggression on the part of Germany and to assure permanent friendship
and peaceful post-war cooperation between them, have resolved to conclude
for this purpose a Treaty and . . ; have agreed to the following:
"Article 1. The High Contracting Parties, having agfeed mutually
to join in a policy of permanent friendship and friendly post-war
coopefation, as well as of mutual assistance, engage to extend to each’
other military and other assistance and support of all kinds in the
present war aéainst Germany and against all those States which are

associated with it in acts of aggression in Europe."

lereat Britain, Foreign Office, British Foreign and State Papers,
" "Treaty of Friendship and Mutual Assistance and Post-War Cooperation .
Between the Soviet Union and Czechoslovakia, 12 December 1943,"

vol. 143, pp. 238ff., in Grenville, pp. 215-216.
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"Article 2. The High Contracting Parties engage not to enter
during the period of the present war into any negotiations with the
Hitler Government or with any other Government in Germany which does
not clearly renounce all éggressive intentions, and not to carry on
negotiationé and not to conclude without mutual agreement any armistice
or other treaty of peace with Germany or with any other State associated
with it in acts of aggression in Europe."

"Article 3. Affirming their pre;war policy of peace and mutual
assistance, expressed in the freaty signed at Prague on May 16, 1935,
the High Contracting Parties, in gése one of them in the period after
. the war should become involved in military action with Germany, wﬁich
might resume its policy of 'Drang nach Osten,' or with any other State
which might join with Germany directly or in any other form in such a
war, engage to extend immediately to the other Contracting Party thus
involved in military action all manner of military and other support
and assistance at its disposal."

"Article 4. The High Contracting Parties, having regard to the
security interests of each of them, agree to close and friendly co-
operation in the period after the restoration of peace and agree to
act in accordance with the principles of mutual, respect for their
independence and sovereignty, as well as of non-interference in the
internal affairs of the other State. They agree to develop their
economic relations to the fullest possible extent and to extend to‘
each other all possible economic assistance-after the war."

hArticle-S; Each of the Higthontracting Pgrties‘engages not
to conclude any alliance and not to take part in aﬁy coalition directed

against the other High Contfacting Parfy."
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“"Article 6. The present Treaty shall come into force immediately
after signature and shall be ratified within the shortest possible time;
the exchange of ratifications will take place in Moscow as soon as
éossible."

"The pfesent Treaky shall remain in force for a period of twenty
years from the date of signature, and if one of the High Contracting .
Parties at the end of this period of twenty years does not give notice
of its desire to terminate the Treaty twelve months before its expira-
tion, it will continue to remain in force for the following five years
and for each ensuing five-year perjod unless one of the High Contracting
Parties gives notice in writing twelve months before the expiration of

the current five-year period of its intention to terminate it."

"Protocol"

"On the conclusion of the Treaty of Friendship, Mutual Assistance
and Post-War Cooperation between the Union of Spviet Socialist Republics
and the Czéchoslovakian Republic the High Contracting Parties undertake
that, in the event that any third country bordering on the U.S.S.R. or
the Czechoslovakian Republic and donstituting in this war an object of
German aggression desirés to subscribe to this Treaty, it will be given
the opportunity, upon the joint agreement of the Governments of the
U.S.S.R. and the Czechoslovakian Republic, to adhere to this Treaty,

which will thus acquire the character of a tripartite agreement."
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"By authority of the Presidium of the Supreme Council of the

U.S.S.R,

V. Molotov

"By authority of the President of the Czechoslovakian Republic

Z. Fierlinger"



APPENDIX D

INDICES OF MAJOR CROP PRODUCTION

IN THE BLOC, 1948-19551

(1934-1938 = 100; "b": All grains totaled under bread grains)

BREAD GRAIN COARSE GRAINS
1948 1953 1955 1948 1953 1955
Czechoslovakia  81.8 83.0  8l.1 97.8  107.9 - 112.0
Poland 89.8 76.0 108.8 75.3 79.0 82.9
Hungary 80.8 94.1 92.4 97.1 105.3 115.9
Rumania 90.4 75.7b  151.4b 104 - b - b
Bulgaria 99.0 132.3 112.0 81.5 105.9 151.9
Yugoslavia 104.2 105.6 101.1 87.7 85.4 84.1
POTATOES SUGAR-BEETS
1948 1953 1955 1948 1953 1955
Czechoslovakia 55.2 71.7 ? 74.5 94.7 ?
Poland 70.3 114.5 98.6 70.8 162.8 172.0
Hungary 103.2 93.8 98.6 123.0 265.0 220.0
Rumania 87.8 185.3 ? 203.5 326.6 502.5
Bulgaria 89.2 ? ? 178.1 344.1 349.3
Yugoslavia 100.0 140.9 153.9 294.8 298.0 271.7

spulber, p. 349.




APPENDIX E

PERCENT OF AGRICULTURAL LAND IN THE SOCIALIST SECTORL

("-": wunavailable)

1952 1953 1954 1956 1957 1958
Poland 13 .17 19 24 14 15
Czechoslovakia 24 48 44 45 76 77
Rumania 19 a2 35 50 - 51
Hungary - 25 37 32 33 22. - 23
Bulgaria 50 62 60 62 90 92
East Germany 5 8 30 33 40 -
Yugoslavia - 24 - 9 - -

lBrzezinski, p.'99.



APPENDIX F

BLOC STATES'FOREIGN TRADE WITH THE USSR AND OTHER BLOC

STATES AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL FOREIGN TRADEL

1937 . 1948 1949 1950 1951

Bulgaria 12 74 . 82 88 92
Hungary 13 34 - 46 61 . 67
Poland 7 34 43 59 58
Rumania 18 71 82 83 79
Czechoslovakia 11 30 45 52 60

11bid., p. 127.



APPENDIX G

NETWORK OF LONG-TERM TRADE AGREEMENTS CONCLUDED

BETWEEN COMECON MEMBERS IN 1950-19511

ALBANTA

BULGARIA

CZECHOSLOVAKTIA

GDR

HUNGARY

POLAND

RUMANTA

SOVIET UNION

lKaSer’ p. 61.

Albania
¥ Bulgaria
¥ * Czechoslovakia
* *  GR
* % Hungary
* * ¥ ¥ ¥ Poland
¥  Rumania
* * * ¥ * L ¥  Soviet Union



APPENDIX H

COMECON'S FOUNDING COMMUNIOUE:

JANUARY 22, 19491

"In January of this year an economic conference was held in Moscow
attended by delegates from Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland, Rumanig, the USSR,
and Czechoslovakia. The conference noted considerable successes in the
development of the economic relati;ns among the countries concerned and‘
above all the great risg in the turnover of trade. As a result of the
above-mentioned economic relations and the implementation of economic
co-operation between the countries of people's democracy and the USSR,
conditions have been created to accelerate the restoration and develop-
meﬁt of their national economies. The conference further observed that
the Governﬁents of the United States of America, of Great Britain, and
of certain western European states had boycotted trade relations with the
countries of people's democracy and the USSR because these countries did
not consider it appropriate that they should submit themseives to the
dictatorship of the Marshall Pian, which would have violated their
sovereignty and the interests of their national economies. In the light
of these circumstances, the meeting studied the question of the possi-
bility of organizing wider economic co-operation between the countries
of people's democracy and the USSR. To establish this wider economic

co-operation between the countries of people's democracy and the USSR,

111¥%ChaE1 Kaser, Comecon (London: Oxford University Press, 1965),
PP. Ll
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the conference considered it necessary to create the Council for Mutual
Economic Assistance between the countries represented--on the basis of
equal representation and with the task of exchanging economic experienée,
extending technical aid to one another and rendering mutual assistance
with respect to raw materials, foodstuffs, machines, equipment, etc.

The meeting decided that the Council for Mutual qunomic Assistance

Wouid be an organization open to other countries of Europe sharing the’
principles of the Council for Mutual Aséistance and desirous of parti-
cipating in the widening of economic co-operation with the above-mentioned
countries. The Council for Mutual Economic Assistance would take a deci-
sion only with the agreement of the interested country. The Council
shall meet periodically in the capital of each of the signatofy countries
in turn under the chairmanship of thé representative of the country in

whose capital the session takes place."
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APPENDIX H (continued)
THE COMECON CHARTERL

"At its 12th session in December 1959, the Council drafted a
Charter, which was signed on Dec. 14, 1959, and came into force on
April 13, 1960."

"A summary of the Charter is given below:

In the preamble the signatories state their determination
'to continue developing all-round economic co-operation
on the basis of the consistent implementation of the inter—
national socialist division of labor in the interests of
building Socialism and Communism in their countries and
ensuring a lasting peace throughout the world.' They also
state their 'readiness to develop economic relations with
all countries, irrespective of their social and State systems.'

Art. 1. The purpose of the CMEA is to facilitate, by
uniting and co-ordinating the efforts of the Council's
meitber countries, the planned development of the national
economy, acceleration of economic and technical progress
in these countries, a rise in the level of industrialization
in countries with less developed industries, uninterrupted
growth of labor productivity, and a steady advance of the
welfare of the peoples in the Council's member-countries.

Art. 2 deals with membership of the CMEA. Membership
is open to any European country sharing the Council's
aims and principles. Any member-country may leave the
Council with six months' notice. This article was amended
at the 16th session of the Council, when admission to mem~-
bership was extended to non-European countries.

Art. 3 states the functions of the CMEA to be to:
(a) 'organize all-round economic, scientific and technical
co-operation of all the Council's member-countries in the

1*The coMECON Charter," Treaties and Alliances of the World,
An International Survey Covering Treaties in Force and Communities
of States (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons; 1974), pp. 129-132.
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most rational use of their natural resources and acceleration
of the development of their productive forces'; and
(b) 'assist the Council's member-countries in elaborating
and carrying out joint measures for:
(i) the development of the industry and agriculture of
the Council's member-countries: (ii) the development of
transport . . . ; (iii) the most efficient use of principal
capital investments allocated by the Council's member-
countries for the development of the mining and manu-
facturing industries and for the construction of major
projects which are of interest to two countries or more;
(iv) the development of trade and exchange of services
between the Council's member-countries and between
them and other countries; (v) the exchange of scientific
and technical achievements and advanced production ex-
perience.’

Art. 4 states that 'recommendations shall be made on
questions of economic, scientific, and technical co-opera-
tion' and on 'decisions on organizational and procedural
matters.' Recommendations and decisions apply only to
those members who have declared an interest in the ques-.
tion from which they arise. ‘

Art. 5 names the constituent organs of the Council as
the Session of the Council; the Conference of Members'
Representatives (since replaced by the Executive Commit-
tee); the Standing Commissions; and the Secretariat.

Arts. 6, 7, 8 and 9 give details of the composition and
functions of the organs of the Council.

The remaining articles deal with the Council's interna-

tional relations and financial arrangements, and with such
matters as the ratification and amending of the Charter.

""ORGANIZATION OF THE COﬁNCIL"

"Summit Conferences"

"Since June 1962 the first secretaries of the Central Committees
of the Communist and Workers' Parties and the Heads of Government of
the ‘member-countries of Comecon have met in conference from time to time
to discuss the expansion and consolidation of economic co-operation |
among Comecon countries. At these summi t coﬁferences the geﬁeral lines

of Comecon's work are laid down."
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"Session of the Council"

"The supreme permanent organ of Comecon is the Session of the
Council, whiéh meets at least once a year in the capital of each member-
country in turn, the host-country providing the chairman for each Session.
The program of work discussed at the summit conferences is here deter-
mined in greater detail. Recommendations, which must be passed unanimous-

ly, are put into effect by inter—govérnmental agreements."

"Executive Committee"

"The Executive Committee was set up at the 16th Session of the
Council on July 7, 1962. It consis;s of Deputy Prime Ministers of the
Comecon member-countries, their deputies, and advisers. Meetings are held
at least every two months, the function of the Committee being to co-ordi-
nate national economic development plans and to supervise éollaboration
in scientific and technical research. A branch of the Executive Commiftee
is the Bureau for Common Questions of Economic Planning, in which each
Comecon country is represented by the Députy Chairman of the State Planning

Organization."

"Secretariat"

The Secretariat consists, at present, of the Secretary of the
Council and six Deputy Secretaries. It is responsible for preparation
of material for the Council, the Committee, and the Permanent Commis;ions,

and for the drafting of reports and the compiling of statistics."

"Permanent Commissions"
"Iwenty-three Permanent Commissions were set up at various times

to study different aspects of Comecon's work. All the Comecon member-
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countries are represented on each of the committees and sub-committees
of the Permanent Commissions."’

"Thé Commissions are listed below, together with their date of foun;_
dation and present headquarters.

Agricultﬁre (May 1956; Sofia)

Forestry (May 1956; Bucharest)
Power (May 1956; Moscow)
Coal Industry (May 1956; Warsaw)
Machine Building (May 1956; Prague)
0il and Gas (May 1956; Bucharest)
Ferrous Metals (May 1956; Moscow)
Non-ferrous Metals : (May 1956; Budapest)
Chemical Industry (May 1956; Berlin)
Wood, Cellulose, Paper (May 1956; Budapest)
Transport ‘ . (June 1958; Warsaw)
Construction (June 1958; Berlin)
' : Created as a

Light Industry (July 1963; Prague)) single commis-
Food Industry ' (July 1963; Sofia) ) sion in December,
Economic Questions ' (1958; Moscow) 1958,
Foreign Trade (May 1959; Moscow)
Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy (Sept. 1960; Moscow)
Standardization (June 1962; Berlin)
Co-ordination of Scientific.

and Technical Research (June 1962; Moscow)
Statistics (June 1962; Moscow)
Finance and Currency (Dec. 1962; Moscow)
Radio and Electronics Industries (July 1963; Budapest)
Geology ‘ (July 1963; Ulan-Bator)"

"The creation of a Permanent Commission for Posts and Telecommuni-
cations was decided upon by the Council at its 25th Session held in
Bucharest, July 27-29, 1971."

"The Permanent Commission for the Co-ordination of Scientific and
Technical Research was at the same time replaced by a Committee for
Scientific and Technical Co-operation, and a Committee for Co-operation

in the Sphere of Planning was also set up."
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"INTERNATIONAL INVESTMENT BANK"

"An International Investment Bank, with its seat in Moscow, was
set up on July 10, 1970, by 7 countries as founder-members (Bulgaria,
Czechoslovakié, the German Democratic Republic, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland,
and the Soviet Union). Romania became a member of the bank on Jan. 12,
1971."

"Starting operations on Jan. 1, 197i, with initial capital sub-
scriptions totaling 175,000,000.rub1es (to be increased by another
175,000,000 rubles in 1972 and a total of 650,000,000 in later years),
the bank was to concentrate resources for capital construction and fbr
co-ordinated expenditure through the granting of 1ohg— and medium—-term
credits. Membership subscriptions were based on the volume of members'
exports in mutual trade turnover, with the Soviet Unieon providing near}y
40 percent and Eastern Germany about 17.6 percent of the capital. The

bank was also authorized to use loans and investments from third countries."

"INTERNATIONAL BANK FOR ECONOMIC

CO~OPERATION" .

"An International Bank for Economic Co-operation, formed by Comecon's
eight member-countries with an initial capital of 60,000,000 rubles (to

be increased to 300,000,000 rubles within five years), came into being on

Jan. 1, 1964."

"OTHER INSTITUTIONS"

"Other permanent bodies created by the Council are a Working Party
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for the Co-ordination and Delivery of Finished Articles (founded probably
in 1959) and a Central Dispatcher Administration (founded in 1962)."

"A Standardization Institute was established in 1964, its funcfion
being the creation of a progressive standardization of industrial préducts
among the Comecon member-countries." |

"The creation of an International Iﬁstitute of Economic Problems of
the World Socialist System was approved by Comecon's Executive Committee

on July 24, 1970."
"Division of Labor"

"The work of Comecon‘is largely based on the principle of the
division of labor. In Sessions of the Council from 1956 to 1961 a number
of plans were approved for specializatiog, in various industries, among
the Comecon countries. At the Session of the Council from Dec. 12-15{
1961, the draft of the 'Fundamental Principles of Internmational Socialist
Division of Labor' was adopted. The details of the document were published
on June 17, 1962. Described as 'a planned and consciously molaed process,
which takes into consideration the objectively operating économic laws of
Socialism,' the Principles are contrasted with the competitive system of
capitalist international division. All later resolutions of Comecon in

the field of the division of labor are based on this document."

""COMPLEX PROGRAM"
"The Council published on Aug. 7, 1971, a 'Complex Program for the
Further Deepening and Improvement of Co-operation and Development of the

Socialist Economic Integration of the CMEA Member-Countries.'"
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The purpose of the program was stated to be 'the promotion of
the growth of the economic power of the Socialist world system
and the strengthening of the economic system of each country.'
Socialist economic integration, however, was to take place on
the basis of 'complete voluntariness' and would not be linked
with the creation of supra-national organs. There would be
intensified co-operation in planning, with joint forecasts
for energy, petrochemicals, and automative systems in the
period 1971-75, and also in -joint research projects in science
and technology.

The program further provided for a new form of trading, i.e.,
trade in non-quota goods which would not need to be balanced
bilaterally but would, for clearing purposes, be counted in
the total trade of the resPectlve countries.

The 'transferable rouble' (the collective currency used for
accounting in the internal Comecon clearing accounts but not
transferable otherwise) was to be strengthened so as to attain
'real transferability' and be used in clearings with non-Comecon
countries, and new parities would be established between the
currencies of the member-States and in relation to the 'trans-
ferable ruble.'

The proposed increased co-operation was to include the creation
of a network of express trains and of long-distance roads, joint
shipping enterprises, and the introduction of standardized
container transport systems.

"The negotiations on the 'Complex Program' during the Council's
25th session in Bucharest, July 27-29, 1971, revealed 'serious contro-
versy on questions of integration,' and, in pafticular, strong reserva-
tions on any surrender of a country's sovereignty to Comecon were

expressed by Romania.
"Scientific Co-operation"

"The Eastern Joint Institute for Nuclear Research at Dubna (U.S.S.R.)"

"A preliminary agreement on the esfablishment of an Eastern Joint
Institute for Nuclear Research, made on Mérch 26, 1956, was implemeﬁted
on July 12, 1956. The:members of the joint Institute are Albania,
Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, Hungary, North
Korea, the Mongolian People's Republic, Poland, Roﬁénia, the Soviet Union,

and the Democratic Republic of Vietnam. The People's Republic of China,
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formerly a membef, withdrew its scientists in Jul§ 1966."

"On its inception the Joint Institute comprised the former Institute
of Nuclear Problems and Electro-physical Laboratory of the Soviet Acadgmy
of Sciences. -Its equipment included one synchrotron generating 10,000,
000,000 electron volts and another generating 680,000,000 electron volts.
Othef sections of the Institute, which have comeAinto operation since its
establishment, are the Laboratory of High Energies, which began operating
in 1957; the Laboratory of Neutron Physiés, equipped with an experimental
fast neutron pulse reactor (in 6peration since 1960); and a Laboratory of
Nuclear Reactions equipped with a cyclotron for accelerating multi-
charged ions (also coming into operation in 1960). The Joint Inétifute

also has a Computing Center and a Radiochemical Laboratory." |

"The supreme authority of the Joint Institute is the Eommittee of
Government Plenipotentiaries, the members of which are the heads of the
étomic energy authorities of the member-countries. The Committee is
responsible for policy and finance. The program of work is the respon-
sibility of a Scientific Council, while the practical administration is
carried out by a Management consisting of a Director, two Vice-Directors

and an Administrative Manager."

"Other Scientific Centers"

- "Agreements signed in Moscow on April 28, 1971, provided for the
esfablishment of seven new scientific centers to study such matters as
new chemical compounds, prevention of pollution, control of weeds and
agriculturdl pests, automated systems for medical institutions, anti-

corrosion measures, research in biological physics, and uses of timber."
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"ADMISSION OF CUBA"

"At the Council's 26th session, held in Moscow July 10-12, 1972,
Cuba was ﬁnanimously admitted as a full member of Comecon.”

"In the communiqué issued at the end of the session, it was stated
that .from 1970 to 1971 the Comecon member-countries had increased their
national income by 6.3 percent; their industrial output by 7.8 percent;
their transactions in 'transferable rubles' by 11 percent; and their .
foreign trade by 8.3 percent, that with the rest of the world having

risen by 8.5 percent."
"INCREASING PARTICIPATION BY YUGOSLAVIA"

"At the same time the Yugoslav Federal Prime Minister signed a
protocol on the undertaking of joint projects between Comecon member-

countries and Yugoslavia."



APPENDIX I

BLOC TRADE WITH THE U.S.A. AND WESTERN ERUOPE AND

EUROPEAN NEUTRAL STATESI

(Figures cited are in unadjusted thén current millions of U. S. dollars.)

1947 908.1
1948 © 1347.6
1949 1281.8
1950 1039.3
1951 ' 1243.1
1952 1120.2
1953 1005.2
1954 1183.7

lSpulber, p. 463.



APPENDIX J

CENERAL BLOC TRADING PATTERNS, 1937-19521

(Figures cited are in percentages of a given state's total foreign trade.)

- WITH THE SOVIET UNION -

1937 1948 1952
Czechoslovakia | 1 16 35
Poland 1 22 : 32
Hungary , h - _ il l29
Rumania | 1 25 58
Bulgaria - 54 57

- WITH OTHER BLOC STATES -

Czechoslovakia 10 14 36
Poland 6 12 | 35
Hungary : L 13A ' 23 - 42
Rumania ‘ ’ 17 46 27
Bulgaria ' 12 20 . 32 -

Ispulber, p. 10.



APPENDIX J (continued)

— WITH. THE SOVIET UNION AND OTHER BLOC STATES -

1937 1948 1952

Czechoslovakia 11 30 71
Poland 7 34 67
Hungary 13 34 71
Rumania 18 71 85
Bulgaria 12 74 89

- WITH THE REST OF THE WORLD -

1937 1948 1952

~ Czechoslovakia . 89 70 29
Poland 93 66 33
Hungary 87 66 29
Rumania 82 29 15
Bulgaria 88 26 11
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APPENDIX K

TREATY OF FRIENDSHIP, COLLABORATION AND MUTUAL ASSISTANCE BETWEEN
THE RUMANIAN PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC AND THE SOVIET UNION,

MOSCOW, 4 FEBRUARY 19481

[A treaty in similar terms was concluded between Bulgaria and the Soviet
Union, lé March 1948; and between Hungar& and the Soviet Union, 18
February 1948.7

"The Praesidium of the Rumanian Popular Republic and the Praesidium
of the Supreme Soviet of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,

"Desirous of consolidating friendly relations between Rumania and
the Soviet Union;

"Desirous of keeping-up élose collaboration, with a view to comsoli-
dating peace and general security, in accordance with the purposes and
principles of the United Nations Organization;

"Convinced that the keeping up of friendship and g?od‘neighbour-
liness between Rumania and the Soviet Union is in accordance with the
vital interests of the peoples of both States; and will bring the best
possible contribution to their economic development;

"Have decided to conclude this Treaty, and have to that end full

powers:

"Article 1. The High Contracting Parties undertake to take jointly all

lUnited Nations, Treaty Series, Treaties and International Agree-
ments Registered or Filed and Reported with the Secretariat of the
United Nations, vol. 48, "Treaty of Friendship, Collaboration and Mutual
Assistance Between the Rumanian People's Republic and the Soviet Union,
Moxcow, 4 February 1948," pp. 189ff., in Grenville, p. 364. Enclosed
in brackets are Grenville's annotationms.
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measures in their power to remove any threat of repeated aggression on
the part of Germany, or of any State allying itself with Germany direétly‘
or in any other way."

"The High Contracting Parties state that it is their intention to
participate with full sincerity in any infernational action aimed at
ensuring the peace and security of nations, and that they will fully

contribute to the carrying out of these great tasks.”

"Article 2. Should one of the High Contracting Pafties be involved in

armed conflict with Germany, éttempting to renew her policy of aggress-

ion, or with any other State allying itself with Germany, directly or

in any other way, in her aggressive policy, the other High Contracting

Party will lose no time in giving the High Contracting Partyiinvolved

in a conflict military or other aid with all the means at its disposal."
""This Treaty will be applied in accordance with the principles

of the United Nations Charter.™

"Article 3. Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes to conclude
no alliance and to participate in no coalition, action or measures

directed against the other High Contracting Party."

"Article 4. The High Contracting Parties will consult with regard to
all important international issues concerning the interests of the two

countries."

"Article 5. The High Contracting Parties state that they will act in a
spirit of friendship and collaboration, with a view to further develop-
ing and strengthening economic and cultural relations between the two

States, with due regard for. the principles of mutual respect for their
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independence and sovereignty, and of non-interference in the internal

affairs of the other State."

"Article 6. This Treaty will remain in force for twenty years, as from
the date of its signing. If, one year before the expiry of the twenty
years, none of the High Contracting Parties expresses the wish to cancel
the Treaty, it will remain in force another five years, and so on, until.
one of the High Contracting Parties, one year before the expiry of the
current five-year period, announces in writing its intention‘to put an

end to the validity of the Treaty . . . ."



APPENDIX L

PERCENTAGE INCREASES IN INDUSTRIAL OUTPUT, 1951-19551

(Previous year's output = 100.)

1951 1952 - 1953 1954 1955
Bulgaria 119 | 118 112 109 110
Czechoslovakia 115 118 110 104 111
East Germany 122 | 116 112 110 108
Hungary © 130 124 i1l 103 108
Polénd : 124 120 118 111 111
Rumania 129 123 114 117 114

lBrzezinski,p. 170.



APPENDIX M

TREATY 'OF FRIENDSHIP, COOPERATION AND MUTUAL ASSISTANCE
BETWEEN ALBANIA, BULGARIA, HUNGARY, THE GERMAN DEMOCRATIC
REPUBLIC, POLAND, RUMANIA, THE SOVIET UNION AND CZECHOSLOVAKIA

[WARSAW PACTJ, WARSAW, 14 MAY 19551

"The Contracting Parties,"

"Reaffirming their desire to create'a system of collective security
in Europe based on the participétion of all European States, irrespectivg
of their social and polifical structﬁre, whereby the said States may be
enabled to combine their efforts in the interests of ensuring peaceAin
Europe;" |

"Taking into consideration, at the same time, the situation that has
come about in Europe as a result of the ratification of the Paris Agree-~
ments, which provide for the constitution of a new military group in the
form of a 'West European Union,' with the participation of a remilitarized'
West Germany and its inclusion in the North Atlantic bloc, thereby increas-
ing the danger of a new war and creating a threat to the nafional security
of peace-loving States;"

"Being convinced that in these circumstances the peace-loving States -
of Europe must take the necessary steps to safeguard their security and
to promote the maiﬁtenance of peace in Europe;"

"Being guided by the purposes and principles of the Charter of the

1United Nations, Treaty Series, Treaties and International Agreemeénts
Registered or Filed and Reported with the Secretariat of the United Nations,
vol. 219, "Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance Between
Albania, Bulgaria, Hungary, The German Democratic Republic, Poland, Rumania,
The Soviet Union, and Czechoslovakia | Warsaw Pact] Warsaw, 14 May 1955,

pp. 3ff., in Grenville, pp. 365-367. Enclosed in brackets are Grenville's
annotations.
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United Nations;" | ‘ '

"In the interests of the further strengthening and development of
. friendship, cooperation and mutual assistance in accordance with the
principles of respect for thé independence and sovereignty of States and
of non—intervéntion in their domestic affairs;"

"Have resolved to conclude the present Treaty of Friendship,
Cooperation and Mutual Assistance and have appointed as their pleni-

potentiaries . ... who have agreed as follows:"

"Article 1. The Contracting Parties undertake, in accordance with the

Charter of the United Nations, to réfrain in tﬁeir international rela-

“tions from the threat or use of force and to settle their international
disputes by peaceful means in such a manner that international peace

and security are not endangered."

"Article 2. The Contracting Parties declare that they are prepared to
participate, in a spirit of sincere cooperation, in all international
action for ensuring international peace and security and will devote
their full efforts to the realization of these aims."

"Iﬁ this connection, the Contracting Pérties shall endeavour to
secure, in agreement with other States desiring to cooperate in this
matter, the adoption of effective measures for the general reduction of
armaments and the prohibition of atomic, hydrogen and other weapons of

mass destruction.”

"Article 3. The Contracting Parties shall consult together on all im-
portant international questions involving their common interests, with a

view to strengthening international peace and security."
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"Whenever any one of the Contracting Parties considers that a
threat of armed attack on one or more of the States parties to the

Treaty has arisen, they shall consult together immediately with a view

to providing for their joint defence and maintaining peace and security."”

"Article 4. 1In the event of an armed attack in Europe on one or more of
the States parties to the Treaty by any State or group of States, each
State party to the Treaty shail, in fhe exercise of the right of indi-
vidual or collective self—defenpe, in accordance with Article 51 of the
United Nations Charter, afford the State or States so attacked immediate
assistance, individually and in agréemenf with the other States pafties
to the Treaty, by all the means it considers necessary, including the
use of armed force. TheAStateé parties to the Treaty shall consult
together immediately concerning the'joint measures necessary to restore
and maintain international peace and security.“

"Measures taken under this Article shall be reported to the Security
Council in accordance with the provisions of the United Nations Charter.
These measures shall be discontinued as soon as the Security Council takes
the necessary action to restore and maintain international peace and

security."

"Article 5. The Contracting Parties have agreed to establish a Unified

- Command, to which certain elements of their armed forces shall be allo-
cated by agreement between the parties, and which shall act in accordance
with jointly established principles. The parties shall likewise take such
other concerted action as may be necessary to reinforcé their defensive

strength, in order to defend the peaceful labour of‘their peoples,
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guarantee the inviolability of their frontiers and territories and afford

protection against possible aggression.”

"Article 6. For the purpose of carrying out the consultations provided
for in the present Treaty between the States parties thereto, and for
the consideration of matters arising in connection with the application
of the present Treaty, a Political Consultative Committee shall be estab-
lished, in which each State party to the Treaty shall be represented by
a member of the Government or by some other specially appointed represen-
tative." |

"The Committee may establish ;uch auxiliéry organs as may prove to

be necessary."

"Article 7. The Contracting Pérties undertzke not to participate in any -
coalitions or alliances, and not to conclude any agreements, the purposes
of which are incompatible with the purposes of the present Treaty."

"The Contracting Parties declare that their obligations under inter-
national treaties at present in force are not incompatible with the pro-

visions of the present Treaty."

"Article 8. The Contracting Parties declare that they will act in a
spirit of friendship and cooperation to promote the furtﬂer development
and strengthening of the economic and cultural ties among them, in
accordanee with the principles of respect for.each other's independence

and sovereignty and of non-intervention in each other's domestic affairs."

"Article 9. The present Treaty shall be open for accession by other

States, irrespective of their social and political étructure, which
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express their readiness bf participating in the present Treaty, to help
in combining the efforts of the peace-loving States to ensure the peace
and security of the peoples. Such accessions shall come into effect with
the consent of the States parties to the Treaty after the instruments of
accession have been deposited with the Government of the Polish People's

Republic."”

"Article 10. The present Treaty shall be subject to ratification, and
the instruments of ratification shall be deposited with the Government of
the Polish People's Republic.”

"The Treaty shall come into force én the date of deposit of the last
instrument of ratification. The Government of the Polish People's Repub-
lic shall inform the othér States ﬁarties to the Treaty of the deposit

of each instrument of ratification.”

"Article 11. The present Treaty shéll remain in force for twenty years.
For Contracting Parties which do not, one year before the expiration of
that term, give notice of termination of the Treaty to the Government of
the Polish People's Republic, the Treaty shall remain in force for a
further ten years."

"In the event of the establishment of a system of collective securi-
ty in Europe and the conclusion for that purpose of a General European
Treaty concerning collective security, a goal which the Contracting
Parties shall steadfastly strive to achieve, the present Treaty shall
cease.tb have effect as from the date on which the General Eurbpean

Treaty comes into force."
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"Done at Warsaw, this fourteenth day of May 1955, in one copy,

in the Russian, Polish, Czech and German languages, all the texts

being equally authentic. Certified copies of the present Treaty shall

be transmitted by the Government of the Polish People's Republic to

all the other parties to the Treaty."



APPENDIX N

DECLARATION BY THE GOVERNMENT OF THE USSR ON THE PRINCIPLES
OF DEVELOPMENT AND FURTHER STRENGTHENING OF FRIENDSHIP AND
COOPERATION BETWEEN THE SOVIET UNION AND OTHER SOCIALIST

STATES, OCTOBER 30, 19561

"A POLICE OF PEACEFUL coexistence, friendship, and cooperation among all
states has been and continues to be phe firm foundation of‘the foreign
relations of the Union of Soviet Socialisf Republics."

"This policy finds its deepest and most consistent expression in
the mutual relations amoné the socialist countries. United by the common
ideals of building a socialist society and by the principles of proleta-
rian internationalism, the countries of the great coﬁmonwealth of social-
ist nations can build their mutual relations only on the principles of
complete equality, of respect for territorial integrity, state indepen-
dence and sovereignty, and of noninterference in one another's internal
affairs. Not only does this not exclude close fraternal cooperation and
mutual aid among the countries of the socialist commonwealth in the
economic, political, and cultural spheres; on the contrary, it presupposes

these things."

l'peclaration by the Government of the USSR on the Principles of
Development and Further Strengthening of Friendship and Cooperation
Between the Soviet Union and Other Socialist States, October 30, 1956,"
Pravda, October 31, 1956, in Paul E. Zinner, ed., National Communism and
Popular Revolt in Eastern Furope (New York: Columbia University Press,
1956), pp. 485-489. ’ '
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"The system of people's democracies took shape, grew strong and
showed its great vital power in man& countries of Europe and Asia on
this foundation after the Second World War and the rout of fascism.,"

“"In the process of the rise of the new system and the deep revo-
Jutionary chaﬁges in social relations, there have been many difficulties,
unresolved problems, and downright mistakes, including mistakes in the
mutual relations among the socialist countries--violations and errors
which demeaned the principle of equality'in relations among the socialist
states."

"The 20th Congress of the Com@unist Party of the Soviet Union quite
resolutely condemned these violations and mistakes, and set the task of
consistent application by the Soviet Union of Leninist principies of
equality of peoples in its relations with the other socialist countries.
It proclaimed the need for taking full account of the historical past»
and peculiarities of each country that has taken the path of building a
new life."

"The Soviet Government is consistently carrying out these historic
decisions of the 20th -Congress, which create conditions fdr further
strengthening friendship and cooperation among the socialist countries
on the firm foundation of observance of the full sovereignty of each
socialist state."

"As recent events have demonstrated, it has become necessary to
make this declaration of the Soviet Union's stand on the mutual relations
of the USSR with other socialist countries, particularly in the economic
and military spheres." |

"The Soviet government is prepared to discuss together with the
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governments of other socialist states measures ensuring further develop-
ment and strengthening of economic ties among the socialist countries in
order to remove any possibility of violation of the principles of national
sovereignty, mutual benefit, and equality in economic relatisns."

"This principle must also be extended to advisers. It is known that,
in the first period of the formation of the new social system, the Soviet
Union, at the request of the governments of the people's democracies, sent
these countries a certain‘number of its spécialists--engineers, agronomists;
scientists, military advisers. in the recent period the Soviethovernmeqt

~has repeatedly raised before the socialist countries the question of re-
calling its advisers."

"In view of the fact that by this time the people's democfacies
have formed their own qualified national cadres in all spheres of econo-
mic and military affairs, the Soviet Government considers it urgent to
review, together with the other socialist states, the question of the
expediency of the further presence of USSR adviéers in these countries."

"In the military domain an important basis of the mutual relations
between the Soviet Union and the people's democracies is thé Warsaw Treaty,
ﬁnder which its members adopted respective political and military obliga-
tions, including the obligation to take 'concerted measures necessary for
strengthening their defense capacity in order to protect the peaceful labor
of their peoples, to guarantee the inviolability of their borders and
territory, and to ensure defense against possible aggression.'"

"It is known that Soviet units are in the Hungarian and Rumanian
republics in accord with the Warsaw Treaty and governmental agreements.

Soviet units are in the Polish republic on the basis of the Potsdam
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four-power agreement and the Warsaw Treaty. Soviet military units are not
in the other people's democracies."

"For the purpose of assuring mutual security. of the socialist coun-
tries, the Soviet Government is prépared to review with the other social-
ist countries which are members of the Warsaw Treaty the question of Soviet
troops stationed on the tergitory of the above-mentioned countries. In so
doing the Soviet Government proceeds from the general principle that sta-
tioning the troops of one or another stafe which is a member of the Warsaw
Treaty on the territory of anotﬁer state Whicp is a member of the treaty
is done by agreement among all its gembers and only with the consent of
the state on the territory of which and at the request of which these
troops are stationed or it is planned to station them."

“"The Soviet Government considers it necessary to make a statement in
connection with the events in Hungary. The course of events has shown
that the working people of Hungary, who have attained great progress on
the basis of the people's democratic system, afe rightfully raising the
question of the need to eliminate serious defects in the sphere of econo-
mic construction, the question of further improving the living standards
of the population, the queétion of combating bureaucratic distortions in
the state machinery. However, this legitimate and progressive movement
of the working people was soon joined by the forces of black reaction-
and counterrevolution, which are trying to take advantage of the dis-
satisfaction of a part of the working people in order to undermine the
foundations of the people's &emocra;ic system in Hungary and to restore
the old landowner-capitalist ways in that country." |

"The Soviet Government, like the whole Sovieélpeopie, deeply

regrets that the development of events in Hungary has led to bloodshed."
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"At the request of the Hungarian people's govemment, the Soviet
Government has granted consent to the entry into Budapest of Soviet mili-A
tary units to help the Hungarian people's army and the Hungarian agencies
of government to bring order to the city."

"Having.in mind that the further presence of Soviet military units
in Hungary could serve as an excuse for further aggravation of the situa-
tion, the Soviet Government has given its military command instructions
to withdraw the Soviet military units frém the city of Budapest as soon
as this is considered necessary.by the Hungarian Government." -

"At the same time, the Sovie;JGovernment is prepared to enter into
the appropriate negotiations with the Government of the Huﬁgarian Péoplé’s
Republic and other members of the Warsaw Treaty on the questioh of the
presence of Soviet troops on the territory of Hungary."

"To guard the socialist achievements of people's democratic Hungary
is tﬁe chief and sacred duty of the workers, peasants, intelligentsia, of
all the Hungarian.working people at the present moment."

"The Soviet Government expresses confidence that the peoples of
the socialist countries will not permit foreign and domestic reactionary
forces to shake the foundations of'the peopie's democratic system, a
system established and strengthened by the self-sacrificing struggle
and labor of the workers, peasants, and intelligentsia of each country.
They will continue all efforts to remove all obstacles in the path of
furthgr strengthening the democratic foundations, independence, and

sovereignty of their countries; to develop further the socialist foun-

dations of each country, its economy and its culture, for the sake of

an uninterrupted rise in the living standards and cultural level of all
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the working people; they will strengthen the fraternal unity and mutual
aid of the socialist countries to buttress the great cause of peace

and socialism.



APPENDIX O

THE REAFFIRMATION OF INTERNATIONAL COMMUNIST SOLIDARITY1

In November, 1957, a world-wide conference of Communist parties
(excepting only Yugoslavia) was held in Moscow to repair the
damage done to Communist discipline by de-Stalinization and the
Polish and Hungarian revolutions. While some flexibility of
tactics was admitted, the aim of Communist dictatorship was

made clear, and unyielding doctrinal orthodoxy was demanded.

"The Communist and Workers' Parties taking part in this conference
declare that the Leninist principle of peéceful coexistence of the two
systems, which has been further developed in contemporary circumstances
in the decisions of the 20th Party Congress, is the firm foundation of
the foreign policy of the socialist countries and the reliable foundation
of peace and friendship among the peoples. The five principles advanced
jointly by the Chinese People's Republic and the Republic of India and
the program adopted by the Bandung conference of African and Asian coun-
tries correspond to the interests of peaceful coexistence. .The struggle
for peace and peaceful coexistence have now become the demands of the
broadest masses in all countries of the world."

"The Communist Parties regard the struggle for peace as their

foremost task. Together with all peace-loving forces, they will do all

in their power to prevent war."

1'Declaration of the Conference of Representatives of Communist
and Workers' Parties of Socialist Countries, Moscow, November, 1957,"
in The Current Digest of the Soviet Press 9 (January 1958): 4-7, in
Robert V. Daniels, ed., A Documentary History of Communism, vol. 2,
PpP. 270-273. '
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"The coﬁference considers that strengthening of the unity and
fratermal cooperatiop of the socialist states and of the Communist and
‘Workers' Parties of all countries and closing of the ranks of the inter-
national workipg class, national-liberation and democratic movements take

on special importance in the present situation. . . . "

"Intensification of the struggle against opportunist trends in
thé workers' and Communist movement is of great importance at the present
stage. The conference stresses the necessity of resolutely overcoming
revisionism and dogmatism in the ranks of the Communist and Workers"
Parties. Revisionism and doématism in thé workers' and Communist m&ve—
ment are today, as they have been in the past, of an international nature.
Dogmatism and sectarianisﬁ hinder the development of Marxist-Leninist
theory and its creative application in specific changing con&itions,
replace study of the épecific situation with quotations and pedantry, -
'and lead to the Party's isolation from the masses. A party that has
locked itself up in sectarianism and that has lost contact with the broad
masses can by no means bring victory to the cause of the working class."

"In condemning dogmatism, the Communist Parties consider the main
danger in present-day conditions to be revisionism or, in other words,
right-wing opportunism, as a manifestation of bourgeois ideology that
pa?alyzes the revolutionary energy of the working class and demands the
preservation or restoration of capitalism.. However, dogmatism and
sectarianism can also be the main danger at different stages of develop-
ment of one party or another. Each Communist Party determines what -
"

danger is the main danger to it at a given time. . . .

"Present-day revisionism seeks to defame the great teaching of
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Marxism-Leninism, declares that it is 'obsolete' and that it hés allegedly
lost its importance for social development. The revisionists are trying
to destroy the revolutionary soul of Marxism, to undermine the faith

of the working class and the working people in socialism. They deny the
historical necéssity of a proletarian revolution and the dictatorship of -
the proletariat during the period of tramsition from capitalism to- so-
cialism, deny the leading role of the Marxist-Leninist party, deny the
principles of proletarian internationalisﬁ, demand abandonment of the
Leninist principles of Party organization and, above all, of democratic
centralism and demand that the Comm%nist Party be transformed from a
militant revolutionary organization into a kind of debating club.,"

"The entire experience of the international Communist mo#eﬁent
teaches that resolute defense by the Communist and Workers' Parties of
the Mafxist—Leninist‘unity of their ranks and'the banning of factions
and groups that undermine its unity are a necessary guarantee of the
successful accomplishment of the tasks of the éocialist revolution and
the building of socialism and communism. . . ."

"The forms of the transition of different countries from capitalism
to socialism may vary. The working class and its vanguard—fthelMarxist—
Leninist party--seek to bring about socialist revolution by peaceful
means. Realization of this possibility would accord with the interests
of the working class and of all the people and with the over-all national
interests of the country." |

"In present-day conditions in a number of capitalist countries the

working class, headed by the vanguard, has the possibility--on the basis

of a workers' and people's front or of other possible forms of agreement
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and political cooperation among the different parties and public organi-
zations--to unite the majority of the people, win state power wifhout civil
war and ensure the transfer of the basic means of production to the hands
of the people. Relying on the majority of the people and decisively re-
buffing the dpportunist elements incapable of relinquishing a policy of
compromiée with the capitalists and landlords, the working class can
defeat the reactionary, antipopular forces, win a firm majority in par-
liament, transform the parliament from aﬁ instrument serving the class
interests of the bourgeoisie iﬁto an instrument serving the working
people, develop a broad mass struggle outside”the parliament, break the
resistance of the reactionary forces and create the necessary coﬁdifions
for bringing about the socialist revolution peacefully. All fhis will be
possible only by extensive, steady deﬁelopment of the class struggle of
the workers, peasant masses and middle urban strata against big monopoly
capital, against reaction, for profound social reforms, for peace.and
spcialism."

"In conditions in which the exploiting classes resort to violence
against the people, it is necessary to bear in mind another possibility--
nonpeaceful transition to socialism. Leninism teaches and history con--
firms that the ruliné classes never relinquish power voluntarily. In
these conditions the severity and forms of the class struggle will depend
not so much on the proletariat as on the resistance of the reactionary
circles to the will of the overwhelming majority of the people, on the
use of force by thgse circles at one or another stage of the struggle for -
socialism."

"In each country the real possibility of one or another means of
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transition to socialism depends on the specific historical conditions."
"The Communist Parties stand for the establishment of cooperation
with socialist parties both in the struggle for improving the working
people's living conditions, for extending and preserving their democrafic
rights, for winning and defending national independence and for peace
among peoples and in the struggle for winning power and building social-.
Vism. Although the right-wing leaders of the socialist parties are trying
in every way to impede this cooperation,‘there are increasing opportunities
for cooperation between the Comhunists and the socialists on many ques-—
tions. The ideological differencesgbetween the Communist and socialist
parties should not keep them from establishing unity of action on the
many current problems that today confront the workers' movement. . . ."
"The participants in the conference unanimously express their firm
confidence that, by rallying their ranks and thereby rallying the working
class and the peoples of all countries, the Communist and Workers' Parties
will undoubtedly surmount all obstacles on the‘path of progress and hasten
great new victories for the cause of peace, democracy and socialism on a |

world scale."



APPENDIX P

STAGES OF COMECON ECONOMIC INTEGRATIONI

"In keeping with the objective process of internationalization of
production, the Parties and Governments of the fraternal socialist coun-
tries are advancing along planned lines of socialist economic integration
which represents the highest form of this process at the current stage.
The interim results of the work already done in this direction were, as
we know, summed up by the 29th Sessi;n of the Council for Mutual Economic
Assistance (COMECON) held in Budapést in June 1975. The Session was
attended by the Heads of Government of -the member countries."

"The period between the 28th and 29th COMECON Sessions was marked
by new successes in the member countries' internal and foreign policy
and in fufther strengthening their friendship, unity and cohesion.

Making optimal use of the advantages of socialist production and steadily
expanding their economic, scientific and technological cooperation, these4
'.coﬁntries have secured considerable results in the fields of the economy,
science and technology, and also in securing higher living standards for
their working people. COMECON members are implementing the Comprehensive
Program for Socialist Economic Integration; the countries concerned have

signed agreements on the joint construction of large economic projects

Iy, Lesechko, "Stages of COMECON Economic Integration," Kommunist
No. 16 (1975), in Reprints from the Soviet Press 22 (January 1976): 45-55.
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in the fuel, raw-materials and power-generating industries, on speciali-
zation and cooperation in production and collective work on a number of
scientific and technological problems.”

"In summing up preliminéry resuits in the coordination of their
economic development plans for 1976-80, the Session took note of the
tremendous work accomplished by the COMECON member countries gnd the
bodies of the Council in this undertaking. They have now determined
the main lines of economic, scientific and technical cooperation for
the forthcoming five-year period and have reached agreement on the con-
crete measures necessary for their Fealization in the different sectors 
of the national economy. They have paved the way for the steady and
dynamic growth of their combined production and for expansion of the
economic potential of each separate country and of the entire community."

"Coordination of economic development plans as the main method for
the organization of cooperation and advancement of international sociél—'
ist division of labor is becoming incregsingly established as the basis
for the agreed development of the economies of the fraternmal countries.
Plans for the new five-year period are being dove-tailed to accomplish
the tasks laid down by the Comprehensive Program for Socialist Economic
Integration."

"A distinguishing feature of the COMECON coordination today is that
it has achieved a qualitatively higher level. In the past, it dealt
mainly with the sphere of foreign (export;import) trade, determining
the ﬁutual deliveries of commodities. As a result, matters bearing on

the advancement of production, specialization and cooperation, research,

development and design, all of which logically preéede and determine the
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delivery of goods, remained in the background. But now marked progress
has_been made in this respect."

"Coordination of the economic development plans for 1976-80 helped
establish the necessary interconneétions in cooperation in the spheres of:
production,'science, technology, and economic planning. Businesslike
contacts between the national planning agencies, broad participation in
various forms of cooperétion on the part 6f branch ministries and depart-
ments, of scientific research, design and other organizations, and of
whole industries of the COMECON member countries have acquired special
importance. Hundreds, eveﬁ thousands of organizations and enterpriées,
and tens of thousands of various sﬁecialists are now directly partici-
pating in this extensive process." |

"In coordinating their plans, the parties concerned paid special
attention to the extension of international specialization and coopera-
tion in the field of machine-buildings" This has chiefly affected the
production of tractors and other farm machinery, machines for light
industry and the food industry, motor vehicles, and material handling
equipment. The proposed specialization will make it possible to build
separate industries of optimal size, cut down on small—quanpity production
and eliminate universalism. All this will improve economic performance.
The accord reached has been consolidated by long-term bilateral and
multilateral agreements, thus already forming the basis for considerable
growth in reciprocal deliveries of plant and machinery."

"For instance, according to preliminary estimates, the overall
volume of such deliveries between the USSR, on the one'hand, and the
other COMECON members and Yugoslavia, on the-other; will in the 1976-80

period show a rise of nearly 75 percent over the level reached in the
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Ninth Five-Year Plan period. The Soviet Union is to expand considerably
its export of power-generating equipment, motor vehicles (cars and trucks),
tractors, other farm machinery, construction and road-building machines,
mining equipment and other machinery. This will help the fratermal coun-
tries solve more successfully the serious problems confronting them in

the field of power generation, metallurgy, chemical engineering and
petrochemistry, radioelectronics, transport, farming and other sectors

of their national economies."

"The COMECON countries will in turn considerably increase -their
deliverieé of machinery and other eguipment to the USSR on the basis of
cooperation and specialization in production. These deliveries will be
of increesingly comprehensive character, with a view to accelefating the
development of the Soviet oil refining, petrochemical and chemical indus-
tries, light industry and the food industry. They will also meet the
demand of the USSR in vessels and rolling stock."

"In coordinating their plans, the members of the socialist community
looked thoroughly into the problem of providing themselves with fuel and |
raw materials. This is to be solved by the joint efforts ef all the
COMECON member countries, and is conditioned by the tremendous scope and
high rate of their economic growth, as well as by their steadily rising
demand for fuel and raw materials. A qualitatively new feature here has
been the agreement reached on joint expansion of the output of their vital
fuel and raw-materials industries in accofdance with the Comprehensive
Progrem."

"Such factors as strict adherence to the principies of international-
ism and mutual assistance are helping the COMECON ﬁember countries provide

their rapidly expanding economies with vital raw materials and fuels.
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As in the past, the Soviet Union will make a sizable contribution to this
undertaking. It has already undertaken to considerably expand in the
next five-year period its deliveries of oil and gas, iron ores, rolled
steel and other commodities to the socialist countries to meet a large
share of their demands.™

"Proceeding from the preliminary results, it is now possible to
conclude that in the forthcoming five~year period commodity exchange in

trade between the COMECON countries will grow at high rates."

"Long-Term Capital Investments'

"Experience has shown that with the national economies of the
socialist countries having grown to their present proportions,'if will
not be possible to solve all of the more complicated problems of pro-
duction and economic growth in the course of a single five-year period.
Implementation of man& of the undertakings promoting the growth of
material’production calls for large capital iﬁvestments and considerable
time. That is whykit is going to be necessary to extend joint work in
planning for a longer period."

"Take the problem of fuel and energy supplies to the COMECON member
countries. This is a problem facing the whole world economy. The social-
ist community has for some time now been solving it far more successfully
than the capitalist’world. In recent years the latter has been afflicted .
with another recurring crisis of overprodﬁction, aggravated, moreover,
not only by a monetary and credit crisis, but also by an unprecedented
energy crisis." |

"The COMECON counfries have created a vast fuél‘énd energy complex’

and their demands are being met in the main out of their own production
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facilities. Here the.Soviet‘Union plays a leading role. It has been
making every effort to increase deliveries and to create for its buyers
favorable economic terms, despite the unsteady conditions of the world
market. In 1975 the COMECON members will have receivgd from the USSR
close to 130 million tons of conditional fuel. In the next five years,
it has been decided to boost these deliveries to about 800 million tons
of conditional fuel. This will mark an increase of 43 percent over the
level of deliveries in the 1971-75 periéd. About half of these deli-
veries will be oil and oil products."

"Forecasts show that the demand for energy after 1980 will sky-
rocket. Here it should be mentioned that the fuel resources in the
socialist community are distributed unevenly. Moreover, the conditions
for prospecting and extraction of minerals are becoming more and more
difficult. Unless timely measures are taken, the production of raw
materials will lag behind the demand. In particular, though on the
whole the USSR has adequate fuel and raw-material resources, they'are
either scarce or altogether lacking in the European part of the country.
Studies have shown that in the 1976-90 period the USSR will develop its -
fuel and to a great extent its rav-material industries mainly on the
basis of the resources located in the eastern regions of the country.

It should be noted that these territories are characterized by extremely
ﬁarsh climatic aﬁd geographical conditions. As a result, the distance
from the source of supply of raw materiais to the consumers will increase
by several thousand kilometers. This gives rise, among other things, to
the problem of transportation, which now has acquired'pfimary importance.'

"The above circumstances plus a steadily rising demand prompt the
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countries concerned to work out joint measﬁres‘in advance in order to
provide themselves in the future with fuel and raw materials; The COMECON
bodies have been instructed to formulate concepts of long-term development
of the fuel, energy and raw-materials base. They are to work on this
together with the national organizations. Taking into account that to
develop these industries much capital and time will be required, the

29th Session made provisions for the drawing up of comprehensive long-
term, special-purpose programs of coopefation to fill the rational needs
of the COMECON countries in the main types of energy as well as fuel and
raw-materials resources. Mbreover? it is important to find ways to

secure considerable savings in energy resources and to 1imit the expan-
sion of enérgy—consuming industries in regions lacking adequate sources

of such energy. All this still remains an important scientific and
technological problem. It will be necessary to pay special attention

to the introduction of new equipment and advanced production processes

and to the improvement of power-generating facilities.”

"It will be essential for each country in the COMECON alliance
intensively to increase its own production of mineral fueis. This refers
above all to anthrécite, brown coal, 1ignité and shale. There is reason
to hope that it will be possible to increase the extraction of oil and
gas from the continental shelf, i.e., from the seabed. There are still
considerable untapped possibilities for more complete utilization of
water power resources.' |

| "In the field of power engineering, proper utilization of nuclear
energy offers considerable promise. By the end of thé 1970s it is pro-

posed to build several large atomic power stations in the COMECON
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countries. This will be done with the technical assistance of the Soviet
Union. In the subsequent period, many more atomic power stations will be
built in these countries. The 29th Session instructed the COMECON bodies
to draw up a broad program for the development of atomic technology on
the basis of Iarge—scale cooperation and specialization in production.
The international economic association Interatomenergo is to play an
important role in this. The countries which have founded it have good
reason to expect vigorous activity from it and quick realization of the
possibilities of socialist international divisioﬁ of labor."

"The 29th Session of COMECON ﬁlso decided that a project for a
General Grid for a United Electric Power System should be drawn up for
those European COMECON members who are interested. When compléted, this
system will be a large-scale international undertaking and a new step
in the advancement of socialist economic integration. The economic
efficiency of the construction of electric power stations and trans-
mission 1ines,.as well as generation and consumption of electricity will
ipcrease. This in turn will improve the indicators characterizing the
consumption of fuel and energy resources. The first elemeﬁt of the sys-
tem will be a large 750-kilovolt power transmission line. Planned to go
into operation in 1978, this line will be bﬁilt on a multilateral basis."

"The reequipment of certain sectors of the national economy on tﬁe
basis of the latest achievements in science and technoloéy is a éroblem
of equal importance and complexity. Obviéusly it will be impossible'to
solve it within a single five-year period.”

"The 29th COMECON Session decided that a long—terﬁ'comprehensive
program for the development of machine-buildiﬁg on'the(bésis of the

most far-reaching specialization and cooperation in production should
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be drawn up. This program will enable the COMECON countries successfully
to coordinate their efforts in meeting their needs in advanced equipment

and reequipping the leading sectors of their national economies."

"Agreed Plan for Multilateral

Integration Measures for 1976-80"

"The 29th Session paid special attention to the discussion of the
Agreed Plan for Multilateral Integration Measures for 1976-80, which is
a vital outcome of the effort to éoordinate the national plans. It re-
flects a qualitatively new»stage in the advancement and improvement of
economic cooperation. In actual f;ct this is the first collective docu-
ment by éovereign socialist states to appear in the history of‘intér-
national relations, one which expresses their common will and combines
their efforts in the solution of specific economic problems."

"The Agreed Plan covers measures for the construction of projects
and additional capacities in the fuel and raw-materials industries, with
investments to be made by the countries concerned. Among these are:
the'2800—kilometer Orenburg-Western Frontier (of the USSR) main gas
pipeline; the 860-kilometer 750-kilovolt Vinnitsa, West Ukrgine (USSR) -
Albertirsa (Hungary) power transmission line; one of the world's largest
pulp mills (in Ust-Ilim) with an annual production capacity of a half-
million tons of high-quality pulp, and the Kiyembayevski asbestos mining
plant."

M"The joint efforts of the fraternal countries in the building of
additional capacities for the production of nickel in the Republic of
Cuba and the broad assistance rendered to Mongolia'ip the accelerated

development of her nationsal economy, in keeping with the Agreed Plan,
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are indicative of the genuinely internationalist character of cooperation
betweenithe COMECON member countries. An International Geological
Expedition has been organized to assist Mongolia in the development of
her natural wealth. It is intended to carry out a comprehensive geolo-
gical prospecting program for numerous minerals. The COMECON countries
will provide financial backing for this effort on a gratis basis."

"The Agreed Plan has covered measures for specialization and
cooperation in the manufacture of electronic computing equipment,
machinery and other equipment for the oil and gas industries, material
handling equipment, equipment and other facilities for the container
transportation system, equipment for atomic power stations, ete. In
the field of specialization and cooperation in production, speéial'
attention has been paid to item, unit and element manufacture as the
most efficient form of division of labor with the most promising future.
The Session also determined concrete ways to achieve specialization and
cooperation in the production of many vital types of products turned out
by the chemical engineering industry.”

"The section dealing with scientific and technologicél problems forms
a component part of the Agreed Plan of Multilateral Measures for Inte-
gration. It covers a range of vital economic problems, such as deter-
mining the most rational utilization of fuel and energy resources,
combining efforts‘to solve problems in atomic power engineering, finding
new methods for the_production of proteiné,.raising the nutritive wvalue
of existing foodstuffs and developing new high-quality foods, developing

methods for the comprehensive utilization of timber, measures for the

inhibition of corrosion, and others. The pooling of scientific effort
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in the solution of these problems will help raise the general scientific -
and technical potential and the efficiency of research, and accelerate
the assimilation of the latest scientific and technological achievements
in production."

"It is obvious from the content, the character and principles govern-
ing the structure of the Agreed Plan that it is an important political and
economic document of the COMECON member countries. It marks a new-stage
in théir joint activity, which is characferized by a desire to take the
fullest possible account of their mutual interests. The realization of
the Plan will further strengthen the national economies of the fraternal .
countries along principles of socialist internationalism. At the same ‘
time it will considerably further the practical realization of the

Comprehensive Program for Socialist Economic Integration."

"Economic Potential of Socialist Community

Steadily Rising as Result of Cooperation”

"The advances already made in the promotion of socialist economic
integration convincingly testify to the vitality of the Mérxist—Leninist'
policy pursued by the ruling Communist and Workers' Parties in the COMECON
countries. Thanks to their efforts, which are guided by the principles'
of proletarian socialist internationalism and directed toward the steady
extension of cooperation and coordination of the activities of COMECON
members, both in the sphere of foreign policy and in the field of the
economy, the economic potential of each socialist country and of the
entire community is steadily growing. At the same timé the new community

of countries united in the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance is
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becoming ever more attractive (as a trading partner) to the rest of the
world,"

"In the period from 1950 to 1974, the overall national income of
the COMECON member countries increased 520 percent, as compared to a
growth of 190 percent in the countries of the European Economic Community
and 180 percent in all the economically developed capitalist countries.
During the same period, the industrial output of the COMECON countries
increased by 820 percent, as compared to.240 percent in the economically
developed capitalist countries."

"Those COMECON countries which were less developed in the past have
now built up modern industries, including the most advanced industrial
sectors., The economic levels of the countries belonging to the socialist'
community are being constantly raised. Their growing national incomes
form the basis for the steadily rising living and cultural standards of
their peoples. Production of consumer goods is being increased, with
quality being improved and the choice widened. Hausing construction is
being conducted on a vast scale."

"The economic achievements and adherence to democratic principles
in relations between the fraternal countries have also enhanced the
international prestige of the Council for Mutual Economié Assistance.

The Council has been granted the status of observer in the United Natioms.
The agreement on cooperation between COMECON and Finland is being put
into practice. Not so long ago similar agreements were signed with Iraql
and México. Other countries and organizations have been showing serious
interest in contacts with COMECON. The COMECON member'cduntries have

not only not set themselves the goal of isolating fhemselves from the

rest of the world, they have been constantly working to establish
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equitable relations and to promote trade with third countries on the
basis of mutual advantage, regardless of social and state systems. The
fruitful results of the Conference on-Security and Cooperation in Europe
will, beyond doubt, open new, highly favorable prospects in this respect.ﬁ

"The 29th Session of the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance
adopted important decisions which determine the patterns for the further
advancement and extension of socialist economic integration.‘ The results
of the Session have been approved by the'Central Committees of the
Communist and Workers' Parties énd by the Govermments of the COMECON
member countries."

“"In their decision on the work of the 29th COMECON Session, the
Politbureau of the Central Committee of the CPSU and the USSR Council
of Ministers have expressed confidence in the fact that implemen£ation
of the measures it outlined wouid help to utilize additional possibili-
ties for the solution of economic problems confronting the socialist
countries, and to advance cooperation and socialist economic integration

both in the forthcoming five-year period and in the longer term."



	In their hearts forever : the dynamics of Stalinism
	Let us know how access to this document benefits you.
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1464376219.pdf.33c8z

