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ABSTRACT

The Polish-Soviet War of 1919-1921 was a direensequence of the ideological
objectives pursued by the belligerents. ldeologgpsil the political agenda and the
diametrically opposed war aims of both states, \aad implemented through the foreign
policy, diplomatic negotiation and military engagamts pursued. This proved to thee
principal obstacle to the establishment of cordehtions. As western democracy and
Russian Marxism battled it out, war was inevitable.

Externally, the Paris Peace Conference provittee necessary conditions for the
resumption of traditional Russian-Polish hostisitievhilst the Allied States consistently
demonstrated their absolute inability to directhflience either the development, or
outcome, of the conflict.

Redressing the balance of historiography tihesis includes a greater examination of
the conflict from the perspective of the Sovietimeg This firmly controlled the Russian
decision-making process. By charting the war, ddmes clear that both states deliberately
pursued a dual offensive: traditional diplomaticgoigation and military campaign as
conditions dictated. However, in addition, SovietisRia developed a unique and
innovative, revolutionary,agit-prop, diplomatic medium. This enabled adept Soviet
diplomats to win the majority of diplomatic battlesiring the conflict, although often
negotiating from a militarily weak position.

Nevertheless, the regime ultimately failedténobjective: to ignite socialist revolution
in western Europe. The mistaken Soviet decisioduly 1920 to cross the ethnographic
border to forcefully sovietise Poland, in oppositio Marxist doctrine, irreversibly altered
the complexion of the war and proved its pivotahing point. This culminated politically
with the short-lived establishment of the ProvisibrRevolutionary Committee in
Biatystok, and militarily, with the decisive defeaf the Red Army at the Battle of
Warsaw. It is now certain that the Red Army offeesinto Poland in July 1920 aimed not
only at the sovietisation of Poland, but at spnegadhe socialist revolution to Western
Europe and overthrowing the Versailles settlement.

The European revolutionary upsurge had lgrgetinguished during the previous year
and in August 1920, Communist ideology ultimatediyld to inspire the vast majority of
the Polish population. Thus, by utilising the Sovilitary to secure its war aims, Lenin
and thePolitburo inadvertently signed the death-warrant of sodia#solution in Poland

at the beginning of the twentieth century.
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Note on Orthography

Polish names are given in Polish (Julian Marchlews&liks Dziegynski). Russian names
have been transliterated from Cyrillic into Englissing the Library of Congress System.
Where accepted English versions of both place amplps’ names are well established,
these are used (Warsaw, Brest-Litovsk, Trotsky). ftaces which have been allocated a
variety of names in the period 1919-1921 (e.g. Lwawov, Lviv, Lemberg; Krakow,
Cracow; Wilno, Vilna, ViIniusﬁ, the name most widely used in 1919-1921 has been

adopted, with the exception of quotations wherg tygpear exactly as in the original.

Note on Dates

Until 31 January 1918, Russia followed the Julialerdar, which ran 13 days behind the
Gregorian calendar, used in Western Europe. TheleSdsovernment adopted the
Gregorian calendar on 31 January 1918. The follgwiay was dated 14 February. Dates
concerning domestic Russian events are given iduhan calendar until 31 January 1918
and in the Gregorian after that date. Dates rajatininternational events, including the

Great War, are given in the Gregorian calendar.

! For further details see, Appendix Bariant Place-names



Introduction
1. Introduction

The Polish-Soviet War of 1919-1921 was aadicensequence of the Soviet and Polish
leaders’ ideological objectives. Soviet Russia,dgdi by Marxist ideology, sought to
export socialist revolution to the western worldhilst rival federalist and annexationist
agendas fought to become the dominant philosophyoiand. Both states attempted to
implement these ideologies through the politicganatic and military policies adopted

during the conflict.

In examining the development of Polish-Sowations during these crucial years, this
thesis pays particular attention to the respedipéomatic and foreign policies pursued as
these directly reflected the ideological and pcéitiobjectives of both states. In this way, it
will address the principal obstacles to the essabtient of cordial relations between the
neighbouring states, from the outset of the coniftid-ebruary 1919 to its conclusion at the
Treaty of Riga in March 1921.

Previous accounts of the war have been wrfiténarily, from the Polish perspective.
To date, the most notable works in English on tésR-Soviet War were written by
Norman Davies, Piotr Wandycz and Adam Zamoy¥¥ite Eagle, Red Star: the Polish-
Soviet War, 1919-20y Davies, was one of the first historical workshighlight the war
and the possibility of further research into thgi¢pbut is primarily an examination of the
military conflict’ Likewise, Zamoyski'sThe Battle for the Marchlandgprovides an
important military evaluatioh.Soviet-Polish Relations, 1917-19&lan excellent account
by Wandycz, but it is two-dimensional, focusinggkely on relations between Russia and
Poland, and readily admits that it provides no itkdaanalysis of the international
situation® Moreover, these sources were first written thictjorty years ago and although
all three authors read Russian, they were unablesitoand utilise the sources stored in the
then Soviet archives. Consequently, an examinatidheir bibliographies demonstrates a

heavy reliance on Polish and Western sources.

! N. Davies,White Eagle, Red Star: the Polish-Soviet War, 180,9¢London, reprinted 2003, 1st edition
1972).

2 A. Zamoyski,The Battle for the Marchlang$New York, 1981).

% p. WandyczSoviet-Polish Relations, 1917-194Cambridge, Mass., 1969).
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Before 1990, detailed study of the history ofih-Soviet relations was forbidden under

the Communist authorities in both Russia and Polamdl careful analysis of existing
Soviet historical accounts is required. For insgantrotsky claimed that in the Soviet
sponsored documentary collectidftasnaia Kniga “...we reported all documents, not
concealing any at alf* This was untrue: the collection of diplomatic domnts is, in fact,
highly selective. Indeed, Soviet documentary cdiders often failed to mention the Red
Army defeat at the Battle of Warsaw and resultasitsR victory at alP Moreover, the
communist regime concealed all information which uldo have implicated Lenin
personally in subversive activities, including hssipport for the Polish Provisional
Revolutionary Committee Pplrevkom and his demands for a Soviet offensive into
ethnographic Poland in July 1920storiia Pol'shi is one example of extreme Soviet
historical bias in its treatment of the Polish-@aWVar’ Since the collapse of communism,
much new material has been published in Pofamdsharp contrast, the history of the
Polish-Soviet War has largely remained a blank spoRussian historiography. Even
today, many Russian historians appear keen to aaisthg inevitable difficult questions

about the first defeat experienced by the Red Aatyne hands of a foreign adversary.

This work seeks to redress the balance stbtiography, aided by the opening of the
Russian archives following the collapse of the 8blnion. A research trip to Moscow,
conducted primarily in the rich archives of fRessiiskii gosudarstvennii arkhiv sotsial’'no-
politicheskoi istorii (RGASPI(Russian State Archive of Social and Political tbtig),
allowed access to collections previously unuseavbgtern researchef$The thesis also
draws upon little used collections at the extensinahives of thénstytut Polski i Muzeum

im. Gen. Sikorskieg(Polish Institute and Sikorski Museunfrchiwum Instytutyu Jézefa

* 1.1. Kostiushko (ed.),Pol'sko-Sovetskaia Voina 1919-1920: ranee ne opobknnye dokumenty i
materialy, vol. 1, (Moscow, 1994), doc. 116, p. 18Fasnaia Kniga: sbornik diplomaticheskikh dokumento
0 russko-pol’skikh otnosheniiakh, 1918-19@@oscow, 1920)

® See, for example, V.I. LeniGollected Worksvol. 31, (Moscow, 1966), p. 14.

® When correspondence was especially sensitive,nLisiisted that no copies be made and the original
destroyed, R. Pipes (edlhe Unknown Lenin: from the Secret Archifidew Haven, 1996), p. 4.

" Istoriia Pol'shi, (Moscow, 1958)

8 These include: M. Drozdowski (edMliedzynarodowe Aspekty Wojny Polsko-Bolszewickiej9-19PR0:
antologia tekstow historycznyctWarsaw, 1996); U. OlechWojna Polsko-Sowiecka 1919-1921: Materiaty
do bibliografii, (Warsaw, 1990); J. SlusarczyRplska a Panstwo Radzieckie: Kalendarium 1918-1939
(Warsaw, 1996); S. Biete Polska-Rosja Czas Przewaftiowai, (Warsaw:Centrum Bada Wschodnich
Uniwersutetu Warszawskiegh995); A. Koryn (ed.)Wojna Polsko-Sowiecka 1920 roku: przebieg walki tto
miedzynarodowe(Warsaw, 1991); J. Szczeski, Spoteczéstwo Polski w Walce z Najazdem Bolszewickim
1920 rok (Warsaw, 2000).

% See, E. Kridl Valkenier, “Glasnost’ and filling the ‘Blank Spots’ in the History of Polish-Sovretations,
1987-1990,"in Polish Reviewyol. 36, (1991), pp. 247-267; P. Wandycz, “Hisbgriaphy of the Countries of
Eastern Europe: Poland,” Tthe American Historical Reviewol. 97, no. 4, (1992), pp. 1011-1025.

19 Some difficulties in using Russian archives doa@mAccess to the personal files of Feliks Dzyéski at
RGASPIwas denied to the author.
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Pitsudskiego(the Pitsudski Institute), and The National Arctivan London, and the

National Archives of Scotland, Edinburgh.

Research was also conducted using numeroomanyr source materials held at: the
Lenin Library, Moscow; Glasgow University Librarthe Mitchell Library, Glasgow; the
National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh; Stirlingnlversity Library; the British Library,
London; the Centre for Russian and East Europeamied Library, University of
Birmingham, and Manchester Public Library. A largenber of documentary collections,
including recent publications not available to poes historians of the conflict, have also
been consultet: Newspapers reflecting the involvement of the majaers in the war
have been analysed, including those from Russi&nBEp Britain and France, and this
international aspect is further reflected in tharmination of a large number of memoir

sources and original works by participants.

These factors have enabled the present reeatiom of the Polish-Soviet War,
including a greater examination of the conflictnfrahe perspective of the Soviet regime
than it has previously received. Its motivationbjeatives, victories and defeats in the
political, foreign policy and diplomatic battles tviPoland and the wider international
community, are assessed. This is essential if anbatl examination of the war is to be
reached. In order, however, to research eventsiguiling the Polish-Soviet War as fully
as possible, the present work also seeks to addhessPolish dimension, utilising
previously untapped resources in Polish and Briéisthival collections, to shed light on
Poland'’s political and diplomatic history at theaé of the war, 1919-1921.

Chapter 1 examines the historical contexhefwar as this was to prove crucial for its
outbreak, development and eventual settlementtiyimsxternally, the role of the Great
War and the resultant Paris Peace Conference pmabvide necessary conditions for a
resumption of the centuries’ old Polish-Russiantilities from 1919 to 1921. Until now,
the role of the Paris peace-makers on the developmok Polish-Soviet relations has
largely been overlooked. Secondly, internally, idga@al motivation directed the action of
both states throughout the conflict, yet the idgplof Soviet Russia, in particular, has
received little attention from historians of the rwaAs this is fundamental to our
understanding of the conflict, this thesis seek®tivess the balance. This chapter is based

primarily on the archival collections of the Polishstitute, the Pitsudski Institute, The

™ Including most notably, 1. I. Kostiushko.
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National Archives and the National Archives of $antl, supplemented by previously

underused documentary collections and eye-witnessuats.

Diplomatic negotiation and foreign policy tiatives were a continuous feature of
Polish-Soviet relations during the war and werecamjunction with military directives,
employed to implement the respective state ideekgChapter 2, firstly, addresses the
interdependent diplomatic-foreign policy relatioisin both Soviet Russia and Poland,
highlighting their ideological objectives. The Selvdecision-making process is examined,
for the first time in the context of the war, tapide insights into the direction pursued by
the regime in its Polish policy, whilst previousiynused archival documents clearly
demonstrate Polish strategy in the war with RusEie. chapter then assesses the practical
implementation of their ideologies during the fiystar of the war, through the diplomacy,
foreign policy and military objectives pursued. Fhiprimarily, draws on little-used

archival sources, memoir accounts and recentlyighdad documentary collections.

Chapter 3 charts the development of the wam flJanuary to July 1920, with particular
reference to the diplomatic field which directlyspended to changes and shifts in Soviet
policy. It answers the questions: why did the wamd the diplomacy surrounding it,
progress as it did? In addition, it assesses oggéilied involvement in the conflict,
building upon their positions adopted at the P&&mce Conference. Both Poland and
Russia continued to pursue dual policies: diplomaggotiation and military campaign,
but for the first four months of the year, it whe former which took centre stage. As the
year progressed, Poland became an increasing comfeerRussia and so the chapter
examines the three-pronged Soviet offensive lauwhchieditional and revolutionary
diplomacy, agitational-propaganda and military eyjgyaent, evaluating the ability of the
regime to successfully win the majority of diplomabattles, despite fighting from a

militarily weak position.

By April, a military solution was sought byitdeidski, driven by his ideological
programme, transforming the war in scale and it nisefore the following three months
witnessed a concerted Soviet counter-offensive hwiiiceatened the heart of the Polish
state. The decision in July to cross the ethnogcapirder to forcefully sovietise Poland,
taken in opposition to Marxist doctrine, irrevefgilaltered the complexion of the war.
This culminated politically, with the establishmenf a Provisional Revolutionary

Committee in Bialystok and militarily, with the dsive Battle of Warsaw the following
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month. For this chapter, the source material isvdrprimarily from the collections at The

National Archives, and previously unpublished doeuatary collections.

One of the most significant events of theigheBSoviet War was the establishment, at
the height of the conflict, of the Polish ProvisiiRevolutionary CommittedPplrevkom
in Biatystok, in July 1920, yet its origins, objeets and activities have been little studied
by historians. Chapter 4 will, for the first timprovide a detailed evaluation of the
Polrevkom,for its importance cannot be underestimated. IfRbésh-Soviet War formed
part of the Soviet regime’s earliest venture to aekprevolution by military force
westwards, thé&olrevkomwas its first attempt to establish a Soviet SosigRepublic in
ethnographic Poland. This was the culmination ef pinactical implementation of Soviet
ideology in Polish territory and consequently, testing implications for the evolution of

relations between Russia and Poland.

In particular, the relationship of tholrevkomwith the Russian Communist Party
(RKP(b)) will be examined, to determine the extentvhich the latter provided a blueprint
for its work. New light is shed on its aims, itsnmadiate tasks, most notably in the
pressing economic fields of industry and agric@fuand its heavy involvement in
disseminating Marxist ideology through the expansibthe Soviet propaganda offensive,
to both the Polish anBntentepopulations. The chapter will conclude by assessire
reception accorded to the Committee’s ideologicaggamme by the Polish inhabitants,
which proved crucial to its fate, before evaluatitgylasting consequences for the two
states. Its failings proved to be those of thereroviet foreign policy and diplomatic
agenda during the conflict, and as such deservatgresxamination than previously
received. This chapter is primarily based on saurgeld inRossiiskii gosudarstvennii

arkhiv sotsial'no-politicheskoi istorii.

Chapter 5 provides a reassessment the decrsimths of July and August 1920 for the
outcome of the Polish-Soviet War, by drawing onvimesly unused archival resources at
The National Archives and Polish Institute, anderdgly published Russian archival
collections. Both states stepped up their diplocaffensives and propaganda drives as
the military situation intensified and they conguouto play to an international audience.
Ententeintransigence, first witnessed at the Paris Pé&ameference, reached its zenith
during these two months, and this chapter will exanthe ineffectual responses of the
Allies to appeals from both Poland and Russia $sistance and demonstrate just how out

of touch they had become from the reality of theagion.
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This period proved absolutely critical. Ittmeéssed the climax of Polish diplomatic-
military advances, and Soviet Russia’s three-prdnigeological attack, first begun in
early 1919: diplomatic manoeuvringgit-prop offensive and military engagement.
Ideologically, these months were absolutely vital fhe Soviet regime: by temporarily
overlooking Marxist doctrine, it inadvertently sajled a turning point in its ideological
development. This would have lasting repercussitors the future of the Russian
Revolution. Consequently, the chapter will concluge asking if Soviet Russia was
misguided, idealistic and too optimistic in theipigs pursued, or was there a possibility
that international revolution could have broken duting the conflict? The answers to
these questions shed light on developments witbih Soviet Russia and Poland at the

cessation of hostilities.

Finally, chapter 6 considers the last diplomacts of the Polish-Soviet War. The
negotiations which began at Minsk in August 1920exf@ally concluded with the signing
of The Treaty of Riga in March 1921. This chaptélt examine how the Soviet regime,
yet again, tactically manoeuvred to gain the upgpard at the negotiating tables, despite
being militarily defeated. New information aboutetlpeace talks has been gathered
primarily from the archival collections, held atetiPolish Institute and The National
Archives, allowing a reassessment of the diplomatsiievements in the months leading
up to the treaty signing. Documentary collectiond amemoir accounts provide additional
information about the events. What were the objestiof both delegations and to what
extent did this reflect their initial ideologicahas at the outset of the war? How successful
was the treaty for the contracting parties? Was itlemlogical programme of either
belligerent implemented? How was the peace settiemezeived in Russia, Poland and
internationally? And did it successfully resolve thge-old Polish-Russian conflict? These
questions will be considered, before the conclusiotine thesis draws together its various

integral themes.

2. What was the Polish-Soviet War, 1919-1921?

An evaluation of the Polish-Soviet War by farticipants or by historians fails to
provide a consensus as to its definition and naititeat type of war was it? The conflict,
quite simply, represented a different war to thiedént sides and participants involved.
For the leadership of the Russian Communist Pa&tgP(b)), the contest was initially

viewed as both a continuation, and an extensionthefRussian Civil War, by which
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domestic and foreign opponents had threatened eédaloow the Soviet regime, since its

formation in October 1917. In contrast, for thegamajority of Poles, the confrontation,
from the outbreak of military engagements in Febyu19, was regarded as a national
war against a foreign adversary. Finally, for oshelincluding many Western
contemporaries and historians, the Polish-Soviet YWparesented not simply a clash of
socialist versus nationalist ideologies, but embdda continuation of centuries-long
hostilities between two neighbouring states, whigs to have lasting implications for

Europe and the wider world at the beginning ofttieentieth century?

2.1 Soviet/Russian Interpretation

The Marxist ideology of Vladimir Lenin, Ledirotsky and the RKP(b) conditioned the
Soviet leadership to regard the Polish-Soviet ecirdis a “class” war, to be fought against
the bourgeois ruling classes of “White-Guard Pdlai®n 6 March 1920, Lenin informed
the Moscow Soviet of Workers’ and Red Army Deputtest the conflict was a class war,
instigated by the Polish landowners, capitalistd immperialists, “...because they feel their
end approaching” Over the next year, this was to become a recurfeerne in the
writings and speeches of RKP(b) members. For igstaon 5 May 1920, in a speech to
Red Army soldiers departing for the Polish Frorenin confirmed that the regime was
fighting, “Polish magnates, landowners, and caigisll, not the working class, and
warned, “Remember, Comrades, we have no quarrdl wie Polish peasants and

workers”!®

However, despite the promotion of this viempothe Communist Party leaders were
persistently opposed by individuals, even withieittown party, who regarded the war as
having a nationalist component. For example, Evgereobrazhenskii felt compelled to
write about the national-class debate to Leninlater than 5 May 1920, and demand that
action be taken against colleagues who strayed fhentlass interpretation. He stated, “I

propose to cease the unseemly ‘patriotism’. Radek, speech, referred to the ‘National

2 5ee Chapter 1

13 Soviet contemporaries and historians advocatesi ittierpretation. For example, Soviet Western Front
Commander, Mikhail Tukhachevsky, who directed tbgi& advance towards Warsaw in July-August 1920,
spoke of Poland’s entry into the already existimgl avar, M.N. Tukhachevsky, “Pokhod za Vislu" in
Izbrannye proizvedeniiajol. 1, (Moscow, 1964), p. 114.

14y/.1. Lenin, Polnoe sobranie sochineniiol. 40, (Moscow, 1965) p. 196, (hereaf®39; Izvestiig 7 March
1920.

5 bid, vol. 41, pp. 110-111. This official line wasomoted by the RKP(b) newspapePsavda and
Izvestiig 6 May 1920 See alsopokumenty i materialy po istorii Sovetsko-Pol'skigmoshenii (Moscow,
1965), vol. 3, doc. 18, pp. 40-41, (hereafle M).
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war'. Today inAgitrostg Bergman published an indecent article conceriong of the

homeland by the true Russian peopféSo concerned was Lenin about the presentation of
the war that he immediately responded,

| propose the directive: all articles about Polatie Polish war, to be

looked through by responsible editors as their qreak responsibility. Do

not exaggerate, do not fall into chauvinism, alwaysingle ouPANSand

capitalists from the workers and peasants of Paland
In this policy, the Soviet leader was fully supgarty Leon Trotsky who, as Commissar
for War, knew only too well the importance of pnetsieg a united class programme to the
workers and peasants of Russia and Poland, whomedwred to enlist as Red Army
recruits. Consequently, Trotsky ordered the closiogin of the Soviet General Staff's
periodicalVoennoe Delafter it had published an article about the Palbikh had used
language,

...riddled through and through with a spirit ofude chauvinism. It is
enough to mention that the article speaks of theaie jesuitry of the
Polacks’, which is contrasted with the honest amndightforward spirit of
the Great-Russian race. There is no need to exptaingreatly this sort of
crude and false generalisation contradicts theitspir fraternity which
inspires the attitude of the Russian working clémsards the working
masses of Polard.

The Polish-Soviet War was not, however, idieat by the Soviet regime simply as a
continuation of the class war against domestic oppts in the Russian Civil War. With
the explicit objective of spreading socialist rexan across national borders, westwards
to the advanced capitalist countries, the Russ@nneunists aimed to turn the Russian
Civil War into an international war between thesslas. As a result, the inevitable danger
facing Soviet Russia from the class opponents e@fwbrldwide proletariat was a constant
refrain of the Soviet leaders in 1919-1921. Notyomhs the new opponent facing Soviet
Russia in 1919 a recently reestablished foreigte staut the Russian communists also
firmly believed that Poland was a puppet manipualdtem behind the scenes by Britain

and Francé?

16 1.1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 47, p. 88. S&ngraphical Notes

7 Ibid, pp. 88-89; V.I. LeninPSS vol. 51, doc. 338, p. 19RAN was the Soviet term for a Polish
landowner.

18 L.D. Trotsky, The Military Writings and Speeches of Leon Trot$low the revolution armedtrans. Brian
Pearce), vol. 3, (London, 1981), p. 209. Howeverthe war progressed, Trotsky increasingly appredia
the important role which nationalism could playsgcuring support for the Communist regime.

19 Traditionally, Soviet historians stressed thigiptetation of the war. For instance, B. Ponomargbal,
argued that, “...the imperialists were pushing Rdlato an adventure”, B. Ponomaryov, A. Gromykd/&
Khvostov (eds.)History of Soviet Foreign Policy, 1917-194Moscow, 1969), p. 128.
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This succeeded in giving the war an inteorati dimension and transformed the civil

war from a domestic affair into a conflict with miuevider implications. According to

Lenin, “...it is not only the Russian or Polish gtien that is being decided, but the
question of their [the imperialists’] own survivg® Following the failure of Allied
intervention during the civil war to bring abouttdownfall of the Soviet regime, Lenin
believed that the Polish-Soviet War, “...markedesvrattempt by the Allies to destroy the
Soviet Republic... this time with the help of Polaitiin a speech to the Joint Session of
the All-Russian Central Executive Committee, thesbtow Soviet of Workers’, Peasants’
and Red Army Deputies, trade unions and factory mitees, on 5 May 1920, he
reiterated,

...this war is a link in a long chain of events ealing the international
bourgeoisie’s frantic resistance to the victoripusletariat, a frantic attempt
by the international bourgeoisie to crush Soviesd$fa to overthrow the
first Soviet State at all costs and by all me#ns.

Even after the defeat of the Red Army atBlag¢tle of Warsaw in August 1920, Lenin
remained unshaken in his belief that the war haahldeught not only against their near-
neighbour, but had also been waged against thésiBr@tnd French. Accordingly, on 2
October 1920, ten days before the peace prelineiganhich ended the conflict were
signed, Lenin informed workers in the leather induthat,

...the chief thing pushing the Poles into war wih was, of course, the
power of international capital.... It was a new atperby the Allies to
destroy the Soviet Republic.... The Versaillestiréas turned Poland into a
buffer state, which is to fence Germany off fromntawt with Soviet
communism, and is regarded by tBmtenteas a weapon against the
Bolsheviks®

However, despite the Soviet leaders’ begireffto direct opinion on the nature of the
conflict, as the war progressed, a diverse rangendividuals began to regard it in
increasingly nationalistic ternf§. These included such unlikely bedfellows as the

Chairman of the Third Communist InternationaCo(ninterr), Grigorii Evseevich

20/ 1. Lenin,PSSvol. 41, p. 114.

21 |bid, pp. 320-321. Here, however, Lenin misreael situation. Throughout the conflict, the Poles aver
guided by Pitsudski who consistently acted on kg initiative, with little regard for Allied wishes

2 |bid, p. 112. Sed) & M, vol. 3, doc. 18, p. 40.

23 |bid, pp. 320-324Pravda 9 & 10 October 1920. Degras dated this meetif@c®ber 1920, J. Degras,
Soviet Documents on Foreign Poliewl. 1, (London, 1951), pp. 217-218.

24 Historians who view the conflict as a national waot an integral element of the Russian Civil War
include: Norman Davies, who wrote that, “...theigtolSoviet War was different”, N. Davied/hite Eaglep.

21; Beryl Williams argued that, “The Russo-PolislaMWas a separate affair”, B. Williamshe Russian
Revolution, 1917-192X0Oxford, 1987), p. 69, whilst Richard Pipes viemMibe conflict as, “...a conventional
war between two sovereign states over territory”Pipes,Russia under the Bolshevik Regime, 1917-1924
(London, 1994), p. 7.
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Zinoviev; prominent Polish Communists such as K&atlek and Pavel Lajski; former

Russian Tsarist officers, including Aleksei Alekgied Brusilov; and foreign statesmen,
such as the British Prime Minister, David Lloyd @gef” Indeed, disagreements over the
complexion of the war were to have serious impidcet for RKP(b) ideology as its leaders
were forced to acknowledge the potential supporcivicould be gained by playing the
national card.

As Marxists, the Russian and Polish commarhsid no respect for patriotic sentiment
and were fervently anti-nationalist. However, Rilski’'s offensive towards Ukraine in
April 1920, and resultant occupation of Kiev on 844y, had a dramatic impact on the
Russian population. Previously, the war had beamgtb on territory far from ethnic
Russian lands, but with the deep advance of théeslP@&rmy eastwards towards the
Russian border, Russians of all political persuasiwere stirred to action. According to
one British observer,

...partly despair and disillusionment in their hagfepeace, and partly the

traditional enmity which has grown up between thesdtans and the Poles,

were responsible for a sudden ebullience of Russadional feeling in what

was regarded as a war against unprovoked aggrelsion
This Russian national component of the war was r@sognised by foreign statesmen. On
29 February 1920, for instance, the Czechoslovakstir for Foreign Affairs, F.A. Benes,
observed that, “...the Bolshevik Government was making a national line... and a war
against Poland would undoubtedly be popular in Ri185 Speaking of the Poles’ April
offensive into Ukraine, Lloyd George remarked,

...the action of the Poles had consolidated Russidionalism.... Russians
of all classes were joining hands to defend Ruswartory. They might

fight between themselves concerning the way in twHussia should be
governed, but were united in opposition to foremggression with the
object of annexing Russian territofy.

Many Russians, including former Whites whd fiaught against the Bolsheviks in the
Russian Civil War, opposed the reestablishmentoitP independence, and regarded the

war as a traditional conflict between two opposstates’® As a result, numerous former

5 See Biographical Notes

26 National Archives of Scotland, GD193/327/64, p. G®reafter NAS).

2T The National Archives, FO 417/8, no. 27, p. 3&réafter TNA). See also, NAS, GD193/327/64, p. 52.
28 G. Riddell,Lord Riddell's Intimate Diary of the Peace Confererand After, 1918-1928L.ondon, 1933),
p. 199.

2% These included A.l. Denikin, head of the anti-Coumist forces in Southern Russia during the civit,wa
who fought for the reestablishment of an indivisiRlussia, see A.l. Denikifiyagediia beloi armii: kto spas
sovetskuiu vlast’ ot gibel{(Moscow, 1991), pp. 3-12.
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tsarist officers joined the ranks of the Red Aramgluding most famously, A.A. Brusilov,

who wrote on 1 May 1920, that the, “...first meas(of the Soviet regime] must be
agitation of national patriotism, without which aarmy cannot be strong and

battleworthy”*°

Unable to suppress this Russian nationalighauring, the Bolshevik leaders decided
to harness it to their war effort and for the fitishe invoked the defence of the Russian
nation. Lenin, himself, was forced to acknowledge impact of this national movement,
when he informed a conference of workers and RadyAmen in Moscow, on 13 May
1920, that, “Even former Tsarist generals consillat Poland’s claims are unjust and are
helping us™* This temporary ideological shift from actively puing internationalism to
promoting the rising tide of Russian nationalisrm ¢z clearly observed in an appeal
issued by Trotsky fifteen days later, which reafhltinteers are needed... Russian officers,
who have understood that tRed Army is saving the Freedom and Independendeeof
Russian natiohThe Western Front calls you aff’In the same vein, Radek wrote in July
1920, “We preach that this is a war... not primatdydefend the Soviet Government and
communism, but to defend the independence of Rusleonically, Zinoviev, Chairman
of the Comintern the organisation established by the RKP(b) tealithe worldwide
socialist revolution, also advocated the utilisatiaf Russian patriotic sentiment for the
Soviet cause in July 1920. In an address to Russiionalists, he stated,

The war is becoming national. Not only the advaneedtions of the
peasant population but even the wealthy peasamatsaatile to the advance
of the Polish landowners... we Communists musabée head of this
nationalist movement, which will gain the suppdrttee entire population
and which daily grows strongét.
This remarkable statement graphically demonstjattshow far the Soviet leadership was
willing to bend its ideological beliefs during ther, in the very short-term, to achieve the

vital long-term goal of securing the world’s figicialist state.
2.2 Polish Interpretation

For the majority of Poles, the war with SaviRussia in 1919-1921 was

overwhelmingly perceived as a national, not a ¢lessflict. A long history of traditional

%0.1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 44, p. 75.

3LV.1. Lenin, PSS vol. 41, p. 121Kommunistichesky Trydo. 44, 14 May 1920.
32 K. Radek, “O kharakter voini s beloi Pol’'shei”,fravda 12 May 1920.

¥ K. Radek, “The War with Poland”, ireiheit, 27 July 1920 & 7 August 1920.
% Pravda 18 May 1920.
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hostilities between the two neighbouring statedisRadentification of Soviet objectives as

a continuation of Tsarist imperialism, and an ugeun patriotic sentiment after the Red
Army crossed Poland’s eastern ethnographic fronirerJuly 1920, promoted this
interpretation. Consequently, as noted by a Weslgiomat residing in Warsaw during
the war,

...there would not appear to be any newly-createddbof sympathy

between the working classes in the two countriesgtenough to do away

with the contempt and hatred which 99 per cenhefRolish race feels for

all Muscovites®

Although exhausted by four years fightinghe Great War, much of which had been

waged in Eastern Europe on Polish territory, whestihities broke out between Poland
and Soviet Russia in early 1919, the vast majmftyPoles rallied to defend the newly
established Polish state. For centuries, antagomisdhdisaffection had scarred Polish-
Russian relations, culminating in the eighteenthtwey partitions of the Polish nation by
Russia, Prussia and Austffa.This resulted in a strengthened and steadfaststPoli
patriotism, the primary objective of which was theestablishment and defence of the
Polish state. As Aleksandra Pitsudska recollectetiear memaoirs, throughout the Polish
lands there was an, “...atmosphere of secret rebellithe flames of resistance... were
always there because never for a moment in ouy theds were we allowed to forget the

Russian yoke®’

This Russian repression was a reality for yraoles, whether their eastern neighbour
was the Tsarist Empire or a Soviet-led regith&ladimir Lenin was regarded as the
successor of Tsar Nikolai Il, albeit in a differgmblitical form, and his objective of
subjugating and occupying the Polish lands was etkas a continuation of the Russian
imperialist tradition. As noted by the Polish diplat, Roman Debicki, during the war
many Poles felt that, although, “Revolutionary Ras$ad recognised Poland’'s
independence in principle... it was soon evideat the old Czarist imperialism had merely
been transformed into a new one, with revolutiorslogans™® Pitsudska concurred, and
argued that, “Whatever government Russia has, besoam imperialist government

because she herself is essentially imperialistie I$as only exchanged the imperialism of

% TNA, FO 417/7, no. 14, p. 31, report by Douglase®y, a diplomat accredited to the British diploiat
corps in Poland during the war, to the Foreign €ffiDecember 1919.

86 SeeChapter 1: Historical Conflict and the Great Wd914-1918for further details.

37 A. PitsudskaPitsudski: a biography by his wifé\ew York, 1941), p. 81. For further details seegtives
of the Institute of J6zef Pitsudski, Kolekcja 2e(bafter Pitsudski Institute).

%8 TNA, FO 417/7, no. 8, p. 23.

39 R. Debicki,Foreign Policy of Poland, 1919-1939: from the rebiof the Polish Republic to World War |1
(London, 1963), p. 14.
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the Czars for the Red imperialism of the SoviéfsEven Julian Marchlewski, a leading

Polish communist and one of Lenin’s closest adsisguring the war, was forced to

concede that due to the tradition of conflict wheotisted between the two countries, many
Poles inevitably continued to regard all Russiaagardless of their political persuasion,
with deep-seated hatréd.

Polish suspicion of Soviet intentions heiglet® considerably when the Red Army
crossed the ethnographic Polish border in July 19285 was of decisive importance in
encouraging the majority of Poles to view the cohfhs a war for the defence of their
homeland?> The Polish newspapekurjer Poranny on 22 August 1920, succinctly
reported the impact of the offensive, when it state

The Bolshevik Muscovites have entered into a comgge with Tsarist

methods, and so, by overstepping Poland’s frontleeg have overstepped
the culminating point of their strength and thaicsess. The Bolshevik
Muscovites have betrayed the idea of Commurifsm.

Indeed, the inability of the RKP(b) to win Polishpport for the Red Army advance was
central to their failure to spread socialist revioln to Poland”* The Polish Socialist Party
(PPS), for instance, rejecting outright the notiloat the conflict was a class war, actively
presented the hostilities as a national war, foagfainst a foreign adversary. On 15 July
1920, a party manifesto denounced the Russian advas being driven by Russian racial
hatred, whilst on 5 August, it spoke of,

....the Imperialism of the Soviets... the Red Army @ anly a safeguard of
the Russian revolution, but is also destined ta the independence of the
neighbouring nations.... Who would dare reproachisRosocialists for
wishing to save the independence of their countity® revolutionary mask
of the invader cannot possibly prevent them frormglaheir duty towards
Poland®

0 A, Pitsudska, p. 308.

41 J. Marchlewski, Pol'sha pod inozemnym igon{Moscow, 1920), p. 24: M.N. ChernykHulian
Markhlevskii o Sovetsko-Pol'skikh otnosheniiaki®¥8 1921 gg.(Moscow, 1990), p. 28.

“2 Even the Polish Socialist Party (PPS), which havipusly called for an end to hostilities, advechthe
staunch defence of the Polish nation after July019he only Polish political party which unequivbiga
supported Lenin’s view of the war as a class conflias the Communist Workers’ Party of Poland (KPRP
3 Kurjer Poranny 22 August 1920.

* For a detailed examination of the Soviet atteroptricourage and implement this revolution egpter
4: The Polish Provisional Revolutionary Committee

5 Polish Institute and Sikorski Museum, A.12.P.2i8¢. 9, pp. 30-31, (hereafter Polish Institute)ligho
Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 24, pp. 177-178.
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2.3 Conclusion

The Polish-Soviet War was, therefore, intetgd by its participants in very different
ways. The understanding of the conflict by the siseolved was largely dependent upon
their nationality, political affiliations and idemgical beliefs. Two predominant and
opposing schools of thought developed: an intesnatj class-based interpretation and a
national diagnosis. Absolute consensus on the eaifithe war failed, however, to be
reached in either Poland or Soviet Russia, andenisyy voices from the dominant

interpretation continued to be raised throughoetdabnflict.

3. When did the Polish—Soviet War begin?

This ambiguity continues when examining thesei of the Polish-Soviet War. The
failure of either the Polish Government or the $bvegime to issue a formal declaration
of war against their neighbouring state in 19191620 makes it extremely difficult to
accurately date the outbreak of the war. This und conflict developed and escalated as
both sides were able to field increasingly largenias with the progression of time and as
the hostilities became of greater importance to adety of the two regimés.
Traditionally, Poles have dated the conflict fromoMdmber 1918, January 1919 or
February 1919, whilst Soviet and Russian accounhteeowar cite April 1920 as the date
for the commencement of hostilities. The reasomstiiese divergent interpretations are
numerous and varied. The terms of the German Awlrigt November 1918, which ended
the Great War, and the subsequent withdrawal flemOber-Ostby German troops, were
of crucial importance for Polish-Soviet relatidisiction taken by the local populations in
the borderlands lying between Poland and Russiaaleasdecisive in promoting military
action between the two states in 1919, as waditigtaneous advance, supported by their

respective governments, of both the Soviet andsRalimies.

3.1 Polish Interpretation

The Armistice between Germany and the AlRedvers, signed on 11 November 1918,
succeeded in ending four years of fighting in threas War. It failed, however, to bring
peace to Eastern Europe. Fear that Bolshevism winddfertile soil for growth in the

volatile, unstable regions of Eastern Europe, herlAllied statesmen to insert Article 12

6 A, Zamoyski, p. 2.
" The Ober-Ostwas the land occupied in Eastern Europe by then@erArmy during the Great War.
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into the Armistice, requiring that the German Armeynain in these territories until further

orders were issu€l.This proved to be impossible, however, after nefva revolution in
Germany reached the army and the soldiers begauartender their positions. As one of
the three Regents in German-occupied Poland, Prdistas Lubomirski, recounted,

...on the morning of November 11 everything wastat Warsaw and the

Germans were patrolling the streets as usual. Aboeto’clock news came

of the revolution, which had broken out in Berlihhe garrison at once

proceeded to disarm its officers and to form se&dieommittees. The Poles

on their side disarmed the Germ&ns.
On 14 November, the newly appointed Polish Hea8tafe, J6zef Pitsudski, agreed to the
German Army’s evacuation of Polish territory ane @ber-Ost® As the German forces
had gained control of much of Eastern Europe bydxadwer 1918, including Poland,
Ukraine, Belorussia and the Baltic States, thethdriawal from the region resulted in a
complete redrawing of the map of Eastern Europes fdsultant political and military
vacuum in the borderlands between Poland and R{si&resy led to the first clashes
between the Polish Army and the Red Army as eat# cuilickly attempted to advance and

fill the gap created"

As a result, many Poles date the Polish-$dMar from November 1918, including
Pitsudski, who believed that, “The beginning of thar of Poland against the Soviets was
in 1918 the very year when Poland had... beguivéodn independent life* In contrast,
the Polish Legation in London dated it from theeairsf the Soviet advance, reporting that,
“The war between Poland and Soviet Russia was tthiusn Poland in January 19197,
whilst a British Foreign Officéemorandum on Polish Foreign Relatioesorded,

The conflict in Polish-Russian relations practigalhtes from the signature
of the armistice with Germany on 11 November 1908 evacuation of
the German forces... began in December 1918, and eueminued
throughout the following January and February (3919

“8 papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the W% Paris Peace Conference, 191@l. 2,
(Washington, 1942), p. 4.

* TNA, FO 688/1/6, p. 560, conversation reportedStgphen Tallents, British Commissioner for the Balt
Provinces.

°0J. Karski,The Great Powers and Poland, 1919-19@%nham, MD., 1985), p. 31.

®1 Thekresywere the borderlands lying between Poland andiRuss

52 3. PitsudskiRok 1920 (London, 1987), p. 147. See also, S. GrabBkg Polish-Soviet FrontLondon,

1943), p. 7; P. Wandyc&oviet-Polish Relationgp. 67 & 90; J. KarskiThe Great Powers and Poland,
1919-1945(Lanham, MD., 1985), p. 26.

53 TNA, FO 417/9, no. 31, p. 37; TNA, FO 417/9, n6, pp. 49-50. See also, Polish Institute, A.12537.3/
doc. 4, pp. 15-17. Davies argued, “By any strefcth® imagination, the Polish-Soviet War cannoshil to
have been in progress before [February 1919]", Hvi&s, “The Genesis of the Polish-Soviet War,” in
European Studies Reviewgl. 5, no. 1. (1975), pp. 54-55.
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There was, nevertheless, little divergencemhion in Poland as to the cause of the

outbreak of war with Soviet Russia. With the exaapbf the Communist Workers’ Party
of Poland (KPRP) and the PPS-Left, almost all Pales many Western observers, pointed
to the advance of the Red Army into fBeer-Ostas the trigger for the commencement of
hostilities between the two recently establishedest* According to Jan Ciechanowski,
the PolishChargé d’Affairedo Britain,

This war was simply the result of the fact that @ermans carried out their

evacuation of Lithuania and of the Eastern confofeBoland on purpose in

such a way as to vacate the territory starting ftoenRussian side first, and

evacuating the parts bordering on Poland at the aénitheir occupation.

This resulted in the occupation by the Bolshevikshese territories and

their gradual approach to and even partial occapatif ethnographical

Polish territories?
A British Foreign OfficeMemorandum on Polish Foreign Relatioagreed, observing
that, “As the Germans retired, the Bolshevik trosfepped into their place and by March
had penetrated well into ethnographic Poland as$aBialostok®® Within a short time,
the Soviet Western Army, created on 16 November813iccupied large areas of
Lithuania, Belorussia, Latvia and Estonia, and ndaw¢o lands which had belonged to the
Polish nation before the partitions. These includeel important population centres of

Minsk, Wilno, Grodno, Brest-Litovsk and Biatystak.

The Soviet military advance, entitld@rget Vistula(Tsel’ Vislg, did not however,
represent the launch of a general offensive ag&iakind, despite propaganda statements
that the collapse of the German occupation predeweiet Russia with the opportunity of
“liberating” the Baltic territories? Instead, it was a gentle probe, aimed at testieg t
ground for the spread of communism to the borded&hThis operation had originally
been outlined in October 1918 when the Gerrfdrer-Ostwas still in existence, and

before the reestablishment of the Polish stateiHmitlirectives issued used very cautious

54 See, for instance, Polish Institute, A.12.P.2(%. &, p. 19Memorandundelivered by Colonel Willey at a
British Parliamentary debat@n the Polish-Bolshevik Wa26 May 1920; Polish Institute, A.12.P.3/5, doc. 1
p. 1.

5 Polish Institute, A.12.P.2/3, doc. 11, p. 35; Bulinstitute, A.12.P.3/5, doc. 2, p. 5; Polish itng
A.12.p.3/5, doc. 4, p. 15; TNA, FO 417/9, no. 313p.

* TNA, FO 417/9, no. 35, pp. 49-50. See also, Pakilthstitute, Kolekcja 2, 2/7/2a/1/1, p. 3.

S"TNA, FO 417/9, no. 31, p. 37; Polish Institute12.P.3/5, doc. 4, pp. 16-17.

%8 pravda,14 January 1919.

%9 S, Blank, “Soviet Nationality Policy and Soviet rEign Policy: the Polish case 1917-1921" The
International History Reviewyol. 7, no. 1, (1985), p. 118.



25
language and Soviet Western Army action was resttiby the small numbers of troops at

its disposaf®

Moreover, Polish reporting of the war freqiestressed that Pitsudski and the Polish
Army had embarked upon an offensive eastwards lRdeéence and in response to
appeals for help by the local populations of thedbdands recently occupied by the
Soviets. One Polish Foreign Ministry report asskettat,

...the population... of these districts [Wilno, @Gno, Brest-Litovsk and

Biatystok] sent dramatic appeals to the Polish Govent, the Chief-of-

State, and begged for Polish intervention and ditben from Bolshevik

oppression.... The Polish Government had no choitéhlati of forming an

army, at the time composed mainly of voluntee@nd of sending it to

liberate the population suffering from Bolshevikagny®*
It is essential, however, to stress that, be thig anay, Pitsudski’s prime motivation for
launching an eastward advance at the end of 1948 twvsecure the recently established
Polish state, establish her eastern frontier witlisda and defend the country against the
Soviet menac& After the Bolsheviks' annulment of the eighteemntury Partition
Treaties, on 29 August 1918, the majority of Pobedieved that they were simply
reestablishing control over territory which had dmgled to Poland prior to the illegal
partitions®® Pitsudski was initially hindered in this objectjveowever, by the German
Army'’s refusal to allow the Polish Army to crosgdrthe Ober-Ostat Biatystok until 5

February 1918?

On which date, then, did the two sides nilgaclash for the first time? A front
between the Polish Army and the Soviet Red Armyettgped only gradually. A report
issued by the Polish Army General Headquarteredttiat, at 4pm on 1 January 1919,
Wilno was partly evacuated by German troops, whitvdvew to the suburbs of Pohulanka
and Komuny, resulting in the peaceful establishn@@ng demarcation line between the

German and Polish troops in the difyt continued,

60 Direktivy komandovaniia frontov Krasnoi Armii (191820). Sbornik dokumentowol. 4, no. 13,

(Moscow, 1969), p. 51 (hereaftbKFKA); N. Davies, “Genesis”, p. 55.

®1 TNA, FO 417/9, no. 31, p. 37; Polish Institute 2R.3/5, doc. 4, pp. 16-17. For an expansion & thi
theme see, Polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 1135 Polish Institute, A.12.P.3/5, doc. 2, p. 5fukther
Polish Foreign Ministry report stated that, “Therdic sympathies of the whole nation respondelde T
Polish authorities had no choice. A policy of naterference would have caused immediate revolutitan.
hesitation was possible. It was a case of rescBiolish nationals from certain doom”, Polish Inggtu
A.12.P.3/5, doc. 1, p. 3.

2 See Chapter 1for an assessment of his aims.

83 p, WandyczFrance and her Eastern Allies, 1919-1925: Frenclkeewslovak-Polish relations from the
Paris Peace Conference to Locarnp@/estport, Conn., 1974), p. 120.

%D &M, vol. 2, doc. 68, pp. 84-88.

% Polish Institute, A.12.P.1/3, doc. 2, p. 5.
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During the night of the '8 January the Germans left the city which was
immediately attacked by the Bolsheviks, acting ewity in full accord with
the Germans.... Polish troops resisted until theinitmans were completely
exhausted®
Similar scenes were reenacted throughout the Hardky as the Germans withdrew and

the Soviets advanced.

An extremely important document was issuedhgyPolish Army General HQ on 20
March 1919. This official account dated the outkred fighting between Poland and
Soviet Russia to the beginning of the previous mohy which time Polish troops had
crossed the eastern frontiers of the former KingdainmPoland and advanced in two
separate directions: White Ruthenia and VolhyniaisTeport, dispatched to the Polish
Government and Polish Foreign MinistriM$2, stated that on the White-Ruthenian
[Belorussian] front,

The first encounter with small detachments of Belsk troops was near

Purzany on February"? Cavalry Captain Dabrowski at the head of the

Wilno Volunteers occupied after victorious fightjnhe town of Pruzany...

and occupied Liskowa and Zabinka (district Kobr$h).
The Polish Army advanced, occupying the importaspiydation centres of Brest-Litovsk
(9 February), Biatystok (19 February) and Antopotl @rohiczyn. On 21 February, they
encountered Bolshevik forces aidtidbowa, before reaching the linalyowa, Szczucin and
Zaludek on 23 Februafj.Meanwhile, on the Volhynia Front, the Polish ArBgneral
Staff reported that their troops, under the comnan@eneral Ryd&migty, had occupied
the important railway junction of Kowel, evacuateylthe Germans on 5 February 1919.
They then advanced on Kowel, Poworsk and Holobjgreeengaging the Bolsheviks on
18 February at ManiewicZ.By 25 February, Polish troops held the line StoRiiisk and
tuck.™

It is, therefore, certain that by the outsétFebruary 1919, hostilities had bedﬂm.
Although no formal state of war existed betweenaRdl and Soviet Russia, over the

following twelve months the Polish Army extendesl fitont more than 250 miles east of

66 H

Ibid.
57 polish Institute, A.12.P.1/3, doc. 3, p. 6. Intrast, Davies dated the outbreak of fighting betwBeviet
Russia and Poland to 14 February 1919, at Berertaidt@ in Belorussia, N. DavieGgenesisp. 54.
68 H

Ibid.
59 |hid, p. 7, “Taking 52 guns, 3 trains (one armal)rand immense stores of war material”.
70 H

Ibid.
" The majority of contemporary Polish observers histbrians and many Western accounts date theiconfl
to various dates in February. See, M.K. Dziewanawlke Communist Party of Poland: an outline history
(Cambridge, Mass., 1976), p. 82; P. Wandyaance p. 120; P. Stachur®oland between the Wars, 1918-
1939 (Basingstoke, 1998), p. 44; R. Pipes, pp. 178-179
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the ethnographic Polish border, before haltingnatRiver Berezina. The conflict thereafter

developed into a war on a much larger scale andfawsght with increasing numbers of
troops and resources, as both Poland and SoviaidRsgught to establish control of the

borderland territories necessary to secure th&ntrregimes.

3.2 Soviet Interpretation

For communists, politicians, military leadensd official historians of Soviet Russia,
the starting date for the war with Poland was imsily given as April 1920. Although
military engagements between the Polish Army andeSdroops, throughout 1919, were
of crucial importance for the security and develepinof the Polish state, these
manoeuvres were largely conducted on territoriegchvinad belonged to pre-partition
Poland and did not, therefore, directly threatemi&dRussia. Indeed, until April 1919, the
Soviet authorities asserted that the fighting waishetween Poland and Soviet Russia at
all, but was fought by Poland and the LithuaniateBessian Soviet Socialist Republic
(LitBel SSSRR™

It was only with the Polish offensive towardi®v, under the leadership of Pitsudski,
and the occupation of the city on 6-7 May 1920t tha Soviet regime considered itself to
be at war with Poland. If the Polish advance hadtinoed, they would soon have
approached ethnographic Russian territory and Rutsslf would have been endangered.
The Soviet Government even went so far, on occasasnto claim that this Polish
offensive had resulted in the actual invasion o§s®al* It is significant that by this date
the Red Army had secured victory in the Russiaril @itar over their White opponents:
N.N. ludenich (October 1919); A.V. Kolchak (Novemtd919) and A.l. Denikin (April
1920), with only Baron Wrangel remaining in oppiosit to them in the Crimea.
Consequently, by April 1920, the Soviet regime was the first time, in a position both

politically and militarily, to turn much of its amtion towards Poland.

An examination of the speeches and writinfghe Soviet leadership in both the

political and military spheres, demonstrates thatdutset of the war was, indeed, regarded

"2 This interpretation was mirrored by Soviet histgriaphy, see M.N. Chernykh, p. 4; V.I. Semenenkbg"
Soviet-Polish War of 1920, the Idea of World Revialn and the Position of L.D. Trotsky”, ibournal of
Trotsky Studieg. 59. The Soviet regime, however, providedltheBel SSSRwith their XVI Western Army
for this task.

3 Prior to this they were keen to stress that Kiess wart of Soviet Ukrain@VP, vol. 2, doc. 329, pp. 492-
495.
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as being April 1920. There is no mention of theflioiwith Poland in the collected works

of Vladimir Lenin, Soviet Russia’s chief policy mexk between late 1918 and the end of
19197 In fact, on 27 February 1920, he still rejected itea that a state of war existed
between the two nations, writing to Trotsky, “...vmist put out a catb preparefor war
with Poland”’® As Commissar for War, Trotsky was directly respioilesfor Red Army
engagements, and on 28 January 1920, warned gia$sbility of an imminent Polish
attack along the entire froft.Indeed, as late as 29 April 1920, he acknowledted
although the struggle on the Western Front wasngpkin extensive dimensions, he

believed war with Poland still lay in the future fbe Soviet regimé’

Soviet Western Front Commander, from 29 Ap8R0, Mikhail Tukhachevsky, fully
endorsed this interpretation, informing the Red dilitary Academy in 1923, that war
between the two nations had commenced only, theatmoment when the Poles developed
their attack on our South-Western Front and occlifiev”.”® Dating the outbreak of war
to Pitsudski’'s advance on Kiev in April 1920 allodvehe Soviet authorities to present the
war as a direct result of Poland’s aggressive, msipaist designs. For instance, in his
autobiography, Trotsky portrayed Russian involvenasrentirely defensive, asserting,

The Polish Government... consciously and deterdiynbegan the war in
spite of our indefatigable efforts to preserve peaforts that made our
foreign policy a combination of patience and pedgcal persistence. We
sincerely wanted peace. Pitsudski imposed war dil us

It would have been extremely difficult for Sovieti$sia to evade its share of responsibility
for the outbreak of hostilities if it had acknowdedl the conflict as beginning with the
German withdrawal from th©ber-Ostafter November 1918 and its orders to the Red

Army to immediately advance westwards at that time.

This official line was, unsurprisingly, camtied and promoted by historians from the
Soviet period. For instance, Kalenichenko wrote,

It is true that a... clique of Polish landownersl aapitalists... carried out
hostile policies in their relations with the Soveghte.... This aggressive

V1. Lenin, PSS vols. 37-40.

5 J. Meijer (ed.),The Trotsky Papers, 1917-192%l. 2, (The Hague, 1971), doc. 443, p. 21. Iplye
Trotsky concurred, “...it is essential to make opegparations... for the war with Poland whichhieatening
us”, ibid, doc. 485, p. 81.

®Ibid, vol. 2, doc. 443, p. 21.

"1.1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc 42, p. 70.

8 M.N. Tukhachevsky, “Pokhod za Vislu”, p. 114. Heaastated, “...in the spring of 1920 we were dble
throw almost all our armed forces on to the Westenont, and thus enter upon an arduous struggle wit
Polish “White” forces”, ibid, p. 115)KFKA, vol. 4, p. 529.

"9 L.D. Trotsky,Moia zhizn’: opyt avtobiografiivol. 2, (Berlin, 1990), p. 190.



character was seen in the war by the reactionalighiPgovernment against *

the Soviet state, beginning on 25 April 1520.
As late as 1990, Chernykh advocated that respditiltey with the Polish Army,
“..which began the Polish-Soviet War in 1935"Much Western historiography shared
this interpretation, placing blame solely on théigPonation for the outbreak of hostilities
in April 1920. For example, Benedict Sumner wrotg“the Polish-Soviet War of 1920,
begun by Pitsudski”, whilst Louis Fischer regardbd war as commencing on 26 April
1920 with the Polish advance into Ukraffie.

4. Conclusion

Soviet Russia and Poland, therefore, faitedetich a consensus with regard to either
the nature of the Polish-Soviet War or its dateamhmencement. The divergent schools of
thought which had emerged during the conflict, oared to be promulgated both by the
belligerents and subsequent historians, and thestigne raised have failed to be
satisfactorily resolved in the years since its d&wsion. The conflict was undoubtedly
complex and multi-dimensional in character. In @erapt to shed light on the debates,
these themes will be expanded upon in the followdhgpters. In Chapter 2, the role of
historical disputes, national identity and terigbrand religious disagreements will be
examined, as will the role played by the Great \Afad, in particular, the statesmen at the
Paris Peace Conference, for the development o§liR8loviet relations at the start of the

twentieth century.

8 p_ Kalenichenko, “O deiatel'nosti Polskogo Vremega Revoliutsionnogo Komiteta” iA. Manusevich
(ed.),Oktiabr'skaia revoliutsiia i zarubezhnye slaviareskiarody (Moscow, 1957), p. 150.

8 M.N. Chernykh, p. 4.

82, SumnerSurvey of Russian Histgr{l.ondon, 1944), p. 198; L. Fisch@ihe Soviets in World Affairs: a
history of the relations between the Soviet Uniod the rest of the world, 1917-1928l. 1, (Princeton, N.
J., 1951), p. 259. See also, H. NicolsGurzon: the last phase, 1919-1925, a study in p@stdiplomacy
(London, 1934), p. 203.
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Chapter 1: Background

The Polish-Soviet War of 1919-1920 cannotviewved as an historically isolated
event. Historical relations between the two protagts were to prove decisive in
determining the outbreak, development and evergetlement of the conflict at the
beginning of the twentieth century. For over oneudand years, a deep estrangement and
persistent hostility had marred relations betweeaslaf®l and Russia, a resentment
sustained, throughout the nineteenth century, eyethergence of the “Polish Question” in
Europe. Interest in this question gained momentunng the Great War of 1914-1918 as
numerous manifestos and proclamations were issu#itetPoles by the belligerents. With
the establishment of the world’s first socialisatetin Russia in October 1917, and the
reestablishment of Polish independence thirteentinsdater, the foundations were laid for
a resumption of the centuries’ old hostilities imvar which would engulf both states for

two years.

Ideology was of paramount importance for tbgoas of both Soviet Russia and Poland
during the war. In Russia, the ideological beligfshree men shaped the development and
direction of the new socialist regime above alleosh Karl Marx, Vladimir II'ich Ul'ianov
(Lenin) and Leon Davidovich Bronstein (Trotsky). Weheir ideologies uniform, or did
they contain distinguishing features? For examiptay compatible was Lenin’s advocacy
of national self-determination with the central Mat doctrine of international socialist
revolution? How did ideology impact upon their altjees towards Poland? These
guestions have received little attention from histts of the conflict but are of vital

importance to our understanding of it.

Although the Polish dimension has been rebeardy historian$,it is essential to
provide a brief analysis of Polish ideological b&di and aims, particularly those of the
Head of State and Commander-in-Chief, J6zef Pildudand his chief National
Democratic opponent, Roman Dmowski, in order to eusthnd the fundamental
motivation of both states during the war. The diffg Soviet and Polish ideologies were,
moreover, to have serious implications for negmtiest of the Paris Peace Conference,
which ultimately proved either powerless or unwijito affect the outcome of the Polish-
Soviet War

! Notably, Piotr Wandycz, Norman Davies, Titus Konieki and Adam Zamoyski.
2 A detailed examination of Paris peace-makers’ onliéhe development of Polish-Soviet relations lyeen
largely overlooked by historians.
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1. Historical Conflict and the Great War, 1914-1918

At the height of the Polish-Soviet War inyddl920, the Polish Legation in London
correctly observed that, “The entire past histdreorope shows Poland’s role as that of a
bulwark between east and wedtTerritorial conflict between Poland and Russia
frequently characterised their interaction from thath century onwards as both states
struggled for control of thé&resy the borderlands situated between the two nations.
Russia’s most blatant and destructive interventiocurred in 1772, 1793 and 1795 when,
in conjunction with Prussia and Austria, Polishestrritory was divided, resulting in the
loss of Polish independence at the final partifidiis paradoxically served to strengthen
the Polish nation and a growth of Polish natiomali®s society, culture and language
continued to promote a bond between Poles in tteethccupied zonésA further, most
significant consequence arising from the partitioh®oland was a tentative expansion of
the Polish question from being an inter-Slav condera matter of interest for the wider

international community.

It was during the Great War, however, thatPolish question underwent a remarkable
evolution. The international community’s initialtimence at openly declaring sympathy for
the Polish cause dramatically shifted as the Giéat progressed from its outbreak on 28
June 1914 to its conclusion on 11 November 191@edd, the warring powers were soon
falling over themselves in a bid to outdo their oppnts’ concessions to the PoleBhis
was, primarily, guided by military necessity. Botie Allied and Central Powers needed to
win and maintain Polish support for their respextivar efforts. The territory inhabited by
the Poles was strategically important, lying at¢katre of the European continent, and the
frontline moved back and forth across this lan@udighout the conflict. As a result of the
eighteenth-century carving up of their country, Bades found themselves on both sides of
the fighting lines and, consequently, appeals tisPsympathies were forthcoming from
both armed camps. This inevitably advanced thesRotiause and added a strong
international dimension to the Polish question. thes, Russia was strenuously and

resolutely opposed.

3 Polish Institute and Sikorski Museum, A.12.P.216¢. 1, p. 2, (hereafter Polish Institute). Durthg tenth
century, Poland converted to the Roman Catholicr@huwvhilst Russia adopted as its religion the Gatix

Church of Byzantium, thereby directing their syniyias West and East respectively.

* Polish Institute, A.12.P.3/5, doc. 1, p. 2.

® Polish Institute, KOL 180, p. 6.

® Western archival collections attest to its risingportance in the nineteenth century. See, for glam
National Archives of Scotland, GD 371/14/21, (h&exaNAS); Polish Institute, A.12.P.3/5, doc. 1,1p.

" See, Polish Institute, KOL 82/1/3-5.
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Tsarist Russia argued that the Polish issie ared must remain, a domestic question to

be resolved by Russia alone. Sergei Sazonov adpnigiénded this position throughout
his tenure as Russian Foreign Minister and on 11 AP16, asserted that,

To deny the importance of the Polish question waulkan closing your
eyes to the reality. But by acknowledging thisytrio means follows that
its solution must be handed over to Europe and roirdgernational
conference. | believe that Russia must not allowm#d international
arranging of the Polish question and is obligedtbyast and for the sake
of its future to solve it itseff.

What then was Tsarist Russia’s Polish policy dutimgGreat War?

As almost three-quarters of ethnic Polisidé&awere incorporated within the Russian
Empire in 1914, on 14 August of that yeaManifesto to the Polewas issued by Grand
Duke Nikolai Nikolaevich, uncle to the Tsar. Thiscthred, “Poles!... May the frontiers
which have divided the Polish people be uniteder the sceptre of the Russian Emperor
Under this sceptre Poland will come together, firedaith, in language and in self-
government® Its publication by a military authority prevent#ae Manifestofrom having
any constitutional power, however, and the unwgifiass of either the Tsar or the Russian
Government to sign it, ultimately made it little reothan a propaganda manoeuvre. It
failed to offer even nominal Polish independene#, her future borders undefined and
continued to tie the Polish question solely to asstan solution. Furthermore, its
implementation was dependent upon a Russian victeey the Central Powers, and retreat
by the Russian Army on the battlefield in 1915 &tadled any attempt to enforce its

proposals.

Tsarist policy was further marred by dividsalinsel and failure to pursue a coherent
and structured programme. On 29 June 1916, Sazwomaposed a draft bill aimed at the
establishment of Polish autonomy, but although eygxt by the Tsar, it was decisively
rejected by the Council of Ministet® The final order of Nikolai Il to the Russian Army,
delivered on 23ecember 1916, called at last for, “...the restorabf a free Poland,
composed of her three portions"However, the boundaries, government and internakio
status of this envisaged Poland remained undefametiwithin ten weeks the Romanov

dynasty itself was irrevocably overthrown. Ultinlgtetherefore, Tsarist Russia’s Polish

8 M.G. Valetskii & N.M. Lapinskii (eds.)Russko-Pol'skie otnosheniia v period mirovoi voifioscow,
1926), doc. 15, p. 87.

® K. Jaworski & K. Blaszcski (eds.),Zmartwychstanie Polski viwietle dokumentéw(Pozna, 1928), pp.
6-7;Gazeta Warszawsk&6 August 1914. Author’s italics.

193, sazonowrateful Years, 1909-1916: the reminiscences ofS8ayonav(London, 1928), pp. 312-313.
M. PaléologueAn Ambassador's Memoijr_ondon, 1923), p. 725.
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policy failed on two counts: it did not develop @ncise programme for the Polish lands,

and it was unable to resolve the Polish questioitsieyf.

The subsequent internationalisation of thestjon, to which the Russian monarchy
had been so vigorously opposed, was clearly demaiadtby the numerous appeals issued
to the Polish people by both the Central Powers taedWestern Allies. The first such
proclamation was Manifesto of the Austro-Hungarian and German Sugr€&ommands
on 10 August 1914, which entreated, “Poles trust motection willingly and with full
confidence and support us and our struggle whotedaig’.*> Then, on 5 November 1916,
the German Emperor William Il and Franz-Joseph, &mp of Austria and King of
Hungary, issued a joint declaration, announcingdfeation of, “...an independent State
with a hereditary monarchy and a constitutionalegoment... the Kingdom of Polantf.
Crucially, the envisaged state was to be autonopmmmisndependent, and was to comprise
only the territory of Russian Poland. Furthermdreunited in friendship and interests”,
with the Central Powers, the armed forces of theseswere to be regulated by mutual
agreement in, “...organisation, training and comaidf The declaration did succeed,
however, in enhancing the international status haf Polish question, being the first

document to be signed by the heads of state obfvizurope’s leading Empires.

This renewed interest in the Polish situati@s, in turn, greatly encouraged by events
taking place within the Russian Empire in early 29Many Russians and Poles
enthusiastically welcomed the overthrow and abatioawf Tsar Nikolai 1l, on 3 March, as
a direct result of the liberal, democratic revalatithe previous month. Their common
enemy — Tsarism — had been removed. A new duaéemystf rule was established in
Russia, as both the Petrograd Soviet and the RvoaisGovernment struggled to secure
the reins of power and both bodies quickly issuedatations on “Polish independence” in

an attempt to win support.

The Petrograd Soviet acted first and issuedappealTo the Polish Natioron 14
March 1917, in which it announced that,

...Russian democracy stands for the recognitiomatfonal-political self-
determination of peoples, and proclaims that Polaiad the right to
complete independence in national and internatiafairs.... We... wish it

125 Horak (ed.)Poland's International Affairs, 1919-1960: a calamaf treaties, agreements, conventions
and other international act¢Bloomington, 1964), p. 212.

13 K. Kumaniecki, Odbudowa Pastwowdci Polskiej najwaniejsze dokumenty, 1912-sty¢z&924,
(Warsaw, Krakéw, 1924), p. 48.

 |bid.
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success in the forthcoming struggle for the esthbiient of a democratic,

republican order in independent Poldnd.
The Soviet, however, rested on a precarious powse lat this time and had no real
opportunity to further its support for Polish in@eplence, given that Germany and

Austria-Hungary still retained control over Poligiritory.

Two days later, the Provisional GovernmentéssaDeclaration to the Polish Natign
drafted by the Russian Cadet Party leader, PaulikdV, which stated,
The Russian Provisional Government considers that dreation of an
independent Polish state from all territories whéehe Polish people
constitute a majority is a certain guarantee ofablle peace in a future
unified Empire*®
Like all pronouncements on Poland made by the dezkint nations during the war, this
document contained important qualifications. Unwglto preside over the decomposition
of the multi-national Russian Empire, the Provisio@overnment advocated the creation
of a state federation of which Poland would be animer. Consequently, “United to Russia
by a free military alliance, the Polish State wikcome a strong bulwark against the
pressure of the Central Powers on Slavism”, althoitgvould remain for the Russian
Constituent Assembly to ratify the new alliarté&his effectively enabled the Provisional

Government to delay taking any concrete actioruppsrt of Polish independence.

Until this date, out of respect for their RassTsarist ally, the Western Allies had
refrained from commenting upon what Russia considl@r domestic matter. However, the
Provisional Governmeri2eclarationfacilitated open international discussion on té&gh
guestion. The United States of America had beeriittsteAllied nation to directly support
Polish independence claims, when on 22 January, Mdédrow Wilson declared before
the US Senate, “I take it for granted... that statssmverywhere agree that there should
be a united, independent and autonomous Pofnii".reality, no such agreement had
been reached by the Western Allies, but this asseloly the President of the USA created
a huge impression. Wilson’s programme for restmictuthe post-war world, his Fourteen

Points, issued in January 1918, drew further atiento the plight of the Poles. His

5 Dokumenty i materialy po istorii sovetsko-pol'skitmoshenii vol. 1, (Moscow, 1963) doc. 5, p. 26
(hereafterD & M). Davies incorrectly labeled this a “...Bolsheiiltiative”, N. Davies,God's Playground:

a history of Poland: 1795 to the presemtl. 2, (Oxford, 1981), p. 387. It was, in factafted by N.D.
Sokolov, a member of the Menshevik faction of thes§tan Social Democratic Labour Party (RSDLP). In
March 1917, the Bolsheviks played only a minor iioléhe Petrograd Soviet.

D & M, vol. 1, doc. 13, p. 35.

7 Ibid, pp. 35-36.

18US Congress, Senate, Congressional Reddshington, 1918), LVI, Part 1, p. 681.
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thirteenth point not only provided an internatiogabrantee of Poland’s independence, but

also announced that,

An independent Polish State should be erected wéliduldinclude the

territories inhabited by indisputably Polish poptitas... assured a free

and secure access to the sea, and whose politidaeeonomic integrity

should be guaranteed by international covefant.
Finally, on 3 June 1918, at an Inter-Allied Confere, Clemenceau, Lloyd George and
Orlando issued a joint declaration which confirntadt, “The creation of a united and
independent Polish State, with free access toghecontinues to be one of the conditions

for a just and durable peace and of the rule ditiiig Europe™®

The ability of the Petrograd Soviet, Proumsib Government or the Western Allies to
resolve the Polish question was, however, draniti¢arestalled by domestic events
within Russia. On 25 October 1917, the left-wingdBevik faction of the RSDLP, under
Vladimir Lenin, staged a&oup d’état seizing political power in the country. This had
tremendous implications for the Polish cause amtj tdtimately, to the onset of war
between the two neighbouring states in 1919. Dritsgnthe ideological objective of
removing Russia from the Great War, one of thd firds of the newly established Soviet
regime was to issuel2ecree on Peaceén which they proposed,

...to all belligerent peoples and their Governmémesimmediate opening of
negotiations of a just and democratic peace... anithannexations (ie.
without seizure of foreign territory, without the@r€ible annexation of
foreign nationalities) and without indemniti@s.
This appeared to many Poles as encouragement forrekstablishment of their
independent state, especially asiieereedefined “annexations” as,

...the incorporation into a large or powerful statea small or weak
nationality, without the definitely, clearly andluatarily expressed consent
and desire of this nationalityegardless of when this forcible incorporation
took place®?

Within six weeks, negotiations between Soffassia and the Central Powers began at
Brest-Litovsk. The Poles were denied any representaand when the final Treaty was
signed on 3 March 1918, Soviet Russia renouncedialhs to sovereignty over Poland,
Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, Finland and Ukrafiierhe majority of Poles were outraged at

this further partitioning of their territory, buhé Brest-Litovsk Peace was to have no

9 |bid. Author’s italics. Ambiguously, it did not tieeate Poland’s borders.
20 T Komarnicki, Rebirth of the Polish Republic: a study in the diphtic history of Europe, 1914-1920,
(London, 1957), p. 141. SeRiographical Notes
2! Dokumenty vneshnei politiki SSSAL. 1, (Moscow, 1957), doc. 2, pp. 11-14, (hereeitVP).
22 i
Ibid, p. 12.
2 For the full text, se®VP, vol. 1, doc. 78, pp. 119-166.
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lasting influence on the geography of Eastern Eewrdis boundaries were soon erased by

Point 15 of the November 1918 Armistice, which fat¢he Germans to renounce all gains
made by the Treaty and two days later, a Sovietegeannounced that, “The toiling

masses of... Poland... are now called upon to dehieir own fate®*

Surprisingly, although during the Polish-SwVar, the Soviet regime quickly became
adept at utilising diplomacy and agitation-propatg@rtheir first official proclamation on
the Polish question was not issued until ten moatftsr they came to power. On 29
August 1918Sovnarkonproclaimed that,

All agreements and acts concluded by the Governnoénthe former

Russian Empire with the Governments of the KingdufnPrussia and the

Austro-Hungarian Empire in connection with the pans of Poland, in

view of their being contrary to the principle offsgetermination of nations

and the revolutionary legal conception of the Rarsshation, which

recognises the Polish nation’s inalienable righintlependence and unity,

are hereby repealed irrevocably.
Many Poles subsequently assumed this to mean mptleat Russia no longer recognised
German and Austro-Hungarian interests in Polantftat the Soviet regime accepted the
independence of Poland, comprising the Polish Igmits to the first partition of 177%.
This, however, was certainly not the Soviet's ititem and throughout the period of the
Polish-Soviet War, 1919-1920, the regime refusedrenounce their interest in the
borderlands. As international treaties cannot Ipeaked by one of the contracting parties
alone, in reality, the annulment decree had nol tb.gmdation?7 It was, instead, a tactical
manoeuvre aimed at gaining support for the Sovatsboth from the Polish population
and the international community.As a direct consequence of the Bolsheviks' dual
annulment of the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk and thetifian treaties, however, a new
territorial settlement was urgently required in €ahand Eastern Europe. This would be
achieved domestically and internationally, firdtly the reestablishment of an independent
Polish state, secondly by the work of the PariscBdaonference and the resultant Treaty

of Versailles, and thirdly, and ultimately, by tRelish-Soviet War of 1919-1920.

24D & M, vol. 2, doc. 4, p. 16.

25 Sobranie zakonov i razporiazhenii pravitel'stva BRS$917-1918(Moscow, 1933-1940), no. 64, p. 775;
Izvestiig 5 September 1918.

% Umiastowski mistakenly argued that the 29 Augusti®e, “...quite clearly shows that the Bolsheviks
considered the Polish Republic as the Poland ofili® frontiers”,R. Umiatowski,Russia and the Polish
Republic 1918-19411 ondon, 1945), p. 79.

27 A. Korzyhski, “From a Triple Yoke to Independence”, The Polish Reviewol. 14, no. 4, (1969), pp. 11-
13.

28| enin wrote on 28 December 1919, “It is by recsird the independence of the Poliststate that we are
slowly but steadily winning the confidence of tladuring masses of the neighbouring small statés?,
Lenin, Polnoe sobraniie sochineniipl. 40, p. 44, (hereafté®Sg; Pravdg 4 January 1920.
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2. Reestablishment of Polish Independence

In spring 1914, Jézef Pitsudski declared that European situation was, “...infinitely
rich in possibilities... Poland’s hour of destirsyapproaching and we must be ready for
it”.2° This proved to be the reality in November 1918niastically, the Poles were ready
and willing to demand the reestablishment of arepmhdent Polish state. A strongly
united community, joined together by language, welt outlook and historical ties, this
reserve of strength was drawn upon by the Polebeatend of 1918 Politically and
diplomatically, the action of Poles during the Gré&#dar had increased international
awareness of their cause, canvassing their dentanddlied statesmen and refusing to
accept a Russian, German or Austrian solution & Rolish problemi* This was of
decisive importance for the reestablishment ofrtirelependent state. If Polish national
sentiment had collapsed after 1795, the Polishonatvould not have been restored in
1918%

Domestic readiness combined with a favouratiernational situation to realise the
establishment of Poland as a European nation oga&.aThe Great War resulted in the
abdication of the Russian, German and Austro-Huagamonarchs and destroyed the
partitioning powers’ unity in their treatment of IRod. It was, therefore, with relative ease
that Poland reconstructed itself within the ensyogrer vacuum and was declared to be
an independent state by Jozef Pitsudski on 14 Nbeern918* The Allied Governments
played no direct role in this assumption of poenstead, like Lenin the previous year,
Pitsudski grasped authority in his hands, becomihg Republic’'s Head of State,
Commander-in-Chief and Poland’s first independerérr since the eighteenth century.

According to one contemporary Polish diplomathfs.prestige as creator and commander

29 A PitsudskaPitsudski: a biography by his wiféNew York, 1941), p. 211.

30 Archives of the Institute of Jozef Pitsudski, Kiadga No. 2, 2/7/2a/1/1, p. 1, (hereafter Pitsudsktitute).

31 These included Dmowski in Britain and France, &gréicy Paderewski in the USA, Polish Institute, KOL
82/1/3.

321t cannot, therefore, be argued that, “...the w§shnd actions of the Polish population were toség last
moment, largely irrelevant”, N. Davie§&ods Playgroundp. 392. For Polish attempts to secure their
country’s independence before November 1918, se8, oD 40/17/873/1-2; NAS, GD 40/17/877.

%3 A Regency Council, established by the Central Rswe administer the Poles during the Great War,
invited Pitsudski to form a National Government dakle over organisation of the army, Pitsudskiitos,
Kolekcja no. 2, 2/7/2a/1/1, p. 4.

34 A Minorities Treatyof 28 June 1919, declared, “... the Allied and Assted Powers have by the success
of their aims restored to the Polish nation theepehdence of which it had been unjustly deprivadie
National Archives, FO 93/129/1, doc. 1, p. 3 (h&teaTNA); TNA, FO 418/53, p. 229.
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of the Polish Legions, his links with the stronglgopular Polish Socialist Party and his

outstanding personality singled him out for thesrof leader®

On 16 November 1918, Pitsudski notified thdied Powers and Germany that the
Polish state had been restored on a democratis hasi defined the country’s territofy.
In response, the Allies sent official diplomaticcognition of Polish independence by
February 1918’ On 25 February 1919, for example, Arthur BalfoBritish Foreign
Secretary, informed his diplomatic colleague indadl Sir Esme Howard, that,

H.M.G. has decided to recognise the independend®laind. Please offer
General Pitsudski congratulations of H.M.G.... infoMn Paderewski that
His Majesty’s Government henceforward recogniseGuosernment as the
official Polish Government... as soon as praciicedingements are possible
they will be happy to enter into formal diplomatéations®®
This Allied response did not, however, ensure @y ea unhampered birth for the renewed

Polish state.

3. The Paris Peace Conference

The first year of the Polish-Soviet War wasnihated on the international scene by the
Peace Conference, which met in Paris from Janu@t@.1Motivated by the necessity of
concluding a peace treaty with Germany after thigedlvictory in the Great War, the
discussions, debates and negotiations conductdakifrrench capital were to have lasting

ramifications for both Poland and Russia, and teeguing military conflict.

The decision-making process adopted by tlaeqraakers played a crucial role for both
the Polish and Russian questions and for Alliedbivement in the Polish-Soviet War
itself. The resolution of Polish ideological diftgiIces and subsequent presentation of
claims by the Polish delegation, under the chaishgnof Roman Dmowski was vitally
important to the work of the Commission of Polistiads. Allied failure to allow Russian

representation in Paris as a result of their alemme of Soviet ideology, and the

%R, Debicki,Foreign Policy of Poland, 1919-39: from the rebiwhthe Polish Republic to World War II,
(London, 1963), p. 9. See also, Pitsudski Instjtli@ekcja no. 2, 2/7/2a/1/1/, p.1.

% pitsudski Institute, Kolekcja no. 2, 2/7/2a/1/14p

%7 The USA on 30 January 1919, France on 24 Februargat Britain on 25 February and Italy on 27
February 1919. Germany recognised Polish indeperdisn factoon 21 November 1918 amtk jureon 18
May 1919.

3 TNA, FO 688/1/755, p. 385. See also, TNA, FO 99/12no. 1, pp. 17-18; NAS, GD 40/17/879/1-2.
Until 1929, Polish diplomatic representation intBim was awarded only Legation status, Polish tunst
A.42/112a. In contrast, Allied recognition of SaviRussia was withheld during the Polish-Soviet VIN&S,
GD 40/810/1-2; NAS, GD 193/330, p. 20.
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conflicting policies pursued by the peacemakersatdw their former ally, similarly

intensified difficulties for Russia in the interi@tal arena. The resultant Treaty of
Versailles, signed on 28 June 1919, reflected bt insurmountable problems
experienced by the Conference in its treatment @&l and Russia, and its absolute

inability to influence the escalation of hostilgibetween the neighbouring states.

3.1 Decision-Making in Paris

Paris, in 1919, was the centre of world goweent®® The decision-making process
rested initially with the Supreme Council of thefiprincipal Allied and Associated
Powers: France; Great Britain; the United StatesAaierica; Italy and Japan, the
delegations of which were headed by Georges CleeaencDavid Lloyd George,
Woodrow Wilson, Vittorio Orlando and Saioniji Kimmuicrespectively’ In reality, the
peacemaking process came to be directed by thateathtesmen of France, the USA and
Britain, in a Council of Thre&" The Conference was presided over by the FrenahiBre
Clemenceau, but an assassination attempt upoifehis IFebruary 1919 lessened his grip
on proceeding® Wilson, supported by the political and militarywer of the USA,
played a crucial role in defining the peace progremibased on his Fourteen Points, but his
participation in the Conference was his first visitEurope, of which he had no first-hand
experience. Decisive influence was, therefore, desdly exercised by Lloyd Georde.
Suspicion of the statesmen’s motives was interskig their conduct of secret negotiation
which largely freed them from domestic control oveslicy and ensured that the
delegations outwith the Big Three, often receiviéttelinformation before decisions were

made?*

This distribution of authority had a tremendampact upon both the Russian and
Polish questions at the Conference. The Russians denied any official representation.
The smaller states, including Poland, were siddliaed limited to a restricted role, often
only being invited to attend the Plenary Sessiohthe Conference, held infrequently.

Indeed, the principal role of the smaller countmess simply to sanction the decisions of

3% Over 30 countries were represented at the Conderel. MacMillan, Peacemakers: the Paris Peace
Conference of 1919 and its attempt to end,\lasndon, 2003), p. 5.

40 3. Man,The War To End Wars, 1914-18ondon, 1998), p. 139.

“H. Nicolson,Diplomacy (London, 1963), pp. 200-201.

42 The wife of Arthur James Balfour, recorded thas thad, ... a weakening effect on the OId Tiger...he
[was] not the man he was”, NAS, GD 433/2/136, p. 17

a3 According to Arthur Balfour, “Clemenceau is noethame since his wound; and the only man who did
anything was Lloyd George”, NAS, GD 433/2/363, #p-41. SeeBiographical Notes.

“NAS, GD 433/2/18 (restricted), p. 52.
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the Supreme Council, thereby denying them anyr@alin the decision-making proce'ss.

The Poles were allowed to participate in discussiooncerning their territories in two
ways: their delegates could submit written repousining the concessions desired and
they were, very occasionally, invited to verbaltgts their claims before the Countil.
Roman Dmowski, Poland’s principal delegate, corma@di however that although the
Conference, “...asked the Polish delegation to sulisy demands with regard to the
eastern frontier, it did not undertake any disarssiith us about these demand5This
lack of consultation inevitably produced Polishimig far in excess of their real

expectations.

The peacemakers, themselves, faced a numi@portant obstacles at Paris. Firstly,
they faced enormous expectations, not only fromyrRomies and Russians, but also from
their own public, and as a result, there was atgrad very real risk of disappointment
from the outset. Time was also of the essenceCthdference was constantly fighting to
address and resolve issues as quickly as possithee. four years of bitter fighting, there
was little patience throughout the world for a lgrygpeace process and events frequently
outstripped the Paris statesmen. The decisiveipositfforded to the leaders of Britain,
France and the USA allowed the views and prejudidasdividuals to shape the peace
and their failure to consult technical experts tedpoor decisions being takéhEach
delegation had its own agenda, inevitably leadiogatclash of interest between the
victorious powers. Nowhere can this divergenceiisabe seen more clearly than in the

Paris Peace Conference’s Polish and Russian mlicie

3.2 Poland and the Paris Peace Conference

When the Polish State was reestablished wvehder 1918, one of the most pressing
problems it faced was the delineation, establishraed protection of its frontiers. This
proved to be one of the most complex issues tdwesno the post-war period and it was
not until 1921, with victory secured over RussisttPoland’s boundaries were finally
drawn. When the Peace Conference held its inaug@sdion on 18 January 1919, the

Polish state was already in existence. War brokewvith Russia the following montH. It

5 H. Nicolson,Diplomacy p. 201.

“6 H. Nicolson,Peacemakingp. 94.

*” R. Dmowski,Polityka Polska i odbudowanie panstwa: z dodanieemorialu “Zagadnienia srodkowo- i
wschodnio-europejskie” i innych dokumentow politgkiskiej z lat 1914-1919%0l. 2, (Hanover, 1947), p.
404.

“8NAS, GD 1/839/1, p. 7.

“9 A situation further complicated by the Polish-Ukian War, November 1918-July 1919.
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was against this background that the Conferencamated to resolve the question of

Poland’s eastern bordets.

What did the Poles hope to achieve at Pariktanwhat extent was this driven by
ideological motivation? As Polish Head of State @wmmander-in-Chief of the Polish
Armed Forces, Pitsudski was largely responsibledigtermining Polish policy in the war
with Soviet Russia, whilst Dmowski was appointeadef the Polish delegation at Paris.
Consequently, an examination of the ideologicalivatibn of both men is necessary if
Polish conduct is to be understood.

For Pitsudski, a co-founder of the patriotiglifh Socialist Party (PPS), the practical
implementation of socialism was unthinkable, withdbe establishment of national
freedom and his overriding concern was not clasgygte, but the attainment of Polish
independence. He chiefly viewed socialism as a omedio be utilised in the fight for
Polish independence, in exactly the same way aghaewed national self-determination
as a vehicle for the establishment of worldwideiaist revolution>* A PPS Conference
resolved on 29 October 1919 that,

The party... is desirous that the eastern frostieuld be settled on the basis
of... self-determination.... The party welcomes aoarbetween Poland, the
Ukraine, Lithuania, White Russia, the Baltic Stadesl Finland as being of
the greatest importance for the development ofrmatigonal socialism in
Eastern Europ¥.

This formed the basis of Pitsudski’s federalisoidgy >

What did this programme hope to achieve? Tidependent states of Lithuania,
Belorussia and Ukraine, and possibly also Latvstp&ia and Finland, would voluntarily
unite with Poland in a democratic alliarieThis would safeguard Polish independence,
provide an essential buffer between Poland andrhesh larger Russian neighbour and

resolve the traditional Polish-Russian competitfon control of the borderlands. By

*0 This difficulty was compounded by Poland’s lackaohatural, geographic frontier and by the extrgmel
complex ethnographic composition of tkresy Indeed, Lord Derby acknowledged, “...nobody hasl¢ast
idea of what territory should be included in PolfadAS, GD 433/2/18, p. 65.

51 He informed a group of Communists, “Gentlemen wéhliook a ride on the same red tram, but while |
got off at the stop markeelolish Independencgpu wish to travel on to the stati@ocialism” A. Zamoyski,
Paderewski(London, 1982), p. 178.

®2TNA, FO 417/7, no. 4, p. 8.

%3 Leon Wassilewski outlined Polish foreign policy 4s.a programme for the establishment of a tresity
alliance between the border states from the A@tean to the Black SeaVanchester Guardignl4 May
1920, p. 1. Sediographical Notes

* Lithuania, Belorussia and Ukraine had formed phthe pre-partition Polish Commonwealth.
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removing political and economic barriers betweer tmaller states, their future
development would be assured. As Pitsudski argued,

Poland cannot be really free as long as nationsnardner are subjected to
terror imposed on them from outside. Having regaittee most precious
thing on earth, her freedom, Poland... decided tohpasway from her

frontiers anything that threatens that freedom.

Thus, the confinement of ethnographic Russia, waretisarist, White or Red, behind a
federation of secure border states was deemedfeit&oland’s survival: the expansionist
aims of all three regimes imperiled Polish indeman@ and as such, it was Russia itself,
which was a vital consideration for Pitsudski’s nda He confirmed this at a secret

conference obiet members on 5 November 1919, when,

The question of the eastern frontier, stated Gémdlsudski, wagde facto
the Russian question.... The object of the wartivaslefence of Poland and
the freeing of her neighbours from the Bolshewkith a view to giving the
latter the possibility of deciding about their fretand their destinf,

The PPS planned to hold plebiscites in any remginiisputed borderlands occupied by
Polish troops, allowing the inhabitants to choodectv regime to belong to: communist

Russia or democratic Poland.

Moreover, Pitsudski viewed the Russian commisnas violators of socialism and
condemned what he regarded as the destructiveim®atf Bolshevism. As noted by his
wife,

He was too true a disciple of Socialism which l@sthe root of all

democracy to cherish any illusions regarding Bolm. When Lenin

himself had expounded his creed to him, years befor had rejected it. He
stated..."Bolshevism is a disease which is pecubaRtssia. It will never

grow deep roots in any countries, which are notr&gtRussian. In those
countries which formed part of the ancient Rusbiat, where the social
organisation is not definitely Russian, such asaRwdl.. Bolshevism may
flourish for a while but it will never be masterh@ whole base of its
teaching is class vengeance. The ideal of Sociaksoomplete equality in
rights and in laws®

He feared and distrusted the Soviet regime, belgevhat it would destroy any state in

which it took hold, and vigorously asserted thét,.“it was the will of Providence that the

55 J. Pitsudski,Year 1920 and its climax: Battle of Warsaw durihg Polish-Soviet WafLondon, 1972),
pp. 13-14.

*®*TNA, FO 417/7, no. 8, p. 23.

5" TNA, FO 417/7, no. 5, p. 9.

%8 A. Pitsudska, p. 287. He, therefore, opposed lbéh Russia threat and the Bolshevik's violation of
socialism.
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world should try the Russian experiment, we Polesild be the last to try it® In his

personal account of the Polish-Soviet WRwk 1920 Pitsudski clearly defined his goals as
follows,

As early as 1918, with no aid from outside, | hathe to a clear conclusion
about the objectives of our war against the sovi&tsongst other things, |
had decided to make every possible effort to renas/éar as possible from
the place where the new national life was burgepaind taking shape, any
attempt that might be made or any snare that nbghset with a view to
imposing once more a foreign life upon us, a lifet mrganised by
ourselves?
As a result, in order to prevent the Soviet regimeen imposing socialist revolution on
Poland, through the use of military force, he saugh“...interpose between Warsaw and

the Soviets the greatest possible extent of teytitt}

Therefore, despite Soviet claims to the @mwirPitsudski was driven by a federalist
agenda, not desire for the imperialist conquefwdsia. Although in early April 1920, the
Polish Army was in a position to march into Ruski@,refused to issue this order for two
reasons: firstly, he did not know what he wouldvdth any Russian territory occupied by
the Poles, as his federalist plans did not incRdssian lands; secondly, such action would
arouse Allied condemnation as being militaristial amperialistic, an outcome he was
keen to avoid? A Polish invasion of ethnographic Russia wouldr@ower, have stretched

the infant Polish Government, economy and admatis® structure to breaking point.

Polish support for federalism was mixed, baswhe most popular programme for the
solution of thekresyquestion for a time. It was advocated by the RRS|eft wing of the
Peasant Party, the centre parties and a numb@nskovative groups, and the PolBiet,
on 16 May 1919, unanimously resolved that Polandpstt a voluntary union with
Lithuania, based on self-determinatfSrStaff of the Polish Foreign MinistryMS2 also
endorsed it, reporting that the Poles,

...had to push the Bolshevik forces as far as tiedband Dnieper, and help
in forming a system of smaller states which linkongto Lithuania, Latvia
and Finland in the North, and Ukraine and Rumanighe South, would
constitute a temporary safety belt, which would smidate the Polish-

%9 . PitsudskiRok 1920 (London, 1987), p. 205; TNA, FO 688/1/746, p. 48A, FO 688/1/746, p. 479.
Pitsudski’'s mistrust of the Soviet regime compelleoh to regard negotiations with it as extremelyuaus
throughout the conflict see, TNA, FO 418, part @, &; TNA, FO 418, part 2, p. 30; TNA, FO 417/7, B9
p. 9.

®0J. PitsudskiRok 1920p. 147.

% |bid, pp. 200 & 203.

®2TNA, FO 417/8, no. 46, p. 64.

83 TNA, FO 417/9, no. 31, p. 38.
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Bolshevik barrier. This policy was in no way hastifo the idea of a
regenerated Russia. These states were to ariseheorbdsis of self-
determination, and in the course of events coulteeiremain independent,
or federate with Poland or Rus§fa.

However, this concept for the restructuring of EastEurope led Pitsudski into open
conflict with a number of opponents at the Parigf€ence, including notably the Polish
National Democratic leader, Roman Dmowski, and&hgsh Prime Minister, David

Lloyd George.

Dmowski, leader of the National DemocratictipaChairman of the Polish National
Committee and chief Polish delegate at Paris wasrding to the Polish diplomat,
Henryk Sokolnicki, “...the principal Polish figune Western Europe and our spokesman
with the British and French Government3As a result, his ideology was of great
importance for the promotion of Polish foreign pglat the Conference and to Polish-
Soviet relations. He fully agreed with Pitsudskitbe need for the establishment of a
strong Polish state between the two much largem@erand Russian nations, but the two
men differed on how best to achieve Polish statalitd on how far east the Polish border

should lie.

Dmowski regarded Germany as Poland’s chiefrivettional opponent and argued that
cordial Polish-Soviet relations were vital to ersuhe prevention of German-Russian
cooperation against PolaftiConsequently, he believed that federalism woubitably
create Polish-Russian tension, threatening therisgod the Polish state. A devoted Polish
patriot and nationalist, he instead advocated micerporation of the westerkresy into
Poland but, to appease Russia, was willing to aftmva Russian sphere of influence in the
eastern borderland4.However, the National Democratic Party officiabgramme still
specifically aimed at the inclusion into Polandfudse regions, which had belonged to the
country prior to the partition of 1772 and whichaieed a Polish cultural influence,

centred round a sizeable Polish minoffty.

% Polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 11, p. 38; Bolinstitute, A.12.P.3/5, doc. 2, pp. 8-9.

% polish Institute, KOL 180, p. 48.

% See, R. DmowskNiemcy, Rosja i KwestijgLwéw, 1908).

57 |bid; see also R. DmowskRolityka Polska R. Dmowski, Wybor Pism(Warsaw, 1990), for a further
examination of his objectives.

58 p, Wandycz, France and her Eastern Allies, 19%18rench-Czechoslovak-Polish relations from the
Paris Peace Conference to Locarno, (Westport, Ci®it4), p. 121, the remaining inhabitants of thersas
were to be Polonised.
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Incorporation was supported by many PolesthadPolish Government itself on

occasion advocated this programme. For instancg,May 1919, thé&ejmdeclared that
Belorussia, “...belongs to Poland and is an inalia part of the Polish state”,
contradicting Pitsudski’s proclamation to the iniabts of Minsk issued the previous
month, and further demanded the annexation of tioeli@®, Wilno and Minsk provinces to
Poland®® Opponents denounced the policy as nationalisexationist and imperialist, as
its implementation would have incorporated a large-Polish population within the
Polish state boundaries. Pitsudski viewed the Mati@emocratic programme with
distrust and suspicion and believed, as Hugh Gib&orerica’s Minister to Poland
recalled that,

...an ethnographical Poland with a homogenous pdpulavould be a

much stronger element than one which straddled tneborder territories,
and such a Poland would in the course of time exddr greater force of
attraction on any border states. The problems wRmand had to face both
as regards administration and reconstruction wéeady grave enough,
and he had no desire to see them aggravated.

Rumbold also expressed concern of possible, “.. bieowith Russia in the future if

Poland attempted to include in her boundaries largas inhabited by Russiard$”.

To enable Polish claims to be presented aPdaxe Conference a unified Polish policy
was urgently required. As Major Julian Coolidges thSA’s Chief Officer with the Polish
National Army reported on 11 December 1918, “Itaalised by all intelligent Poles that,
unless unity of action can be found, the Peace @ssgwill deem Poland incapable of
self-government and will be little disposed to #i@ Polish cause” A comprehensive
programme of Poland’s territorial aspirations hadbé drawn up, presented and defended.
The existence of two parallel Polish authoritieRitsudski’'s government in Warsaw and
Dmowski's National Committee in Paris — would unessarily complicate the Polish
cause A compromise was reached. Pitsudski would remaiRaland to concentrate on
the domestic problems facing the new state. Inrmetoe conceded that, “...the country’s
sole official representatives at the conferenshauld be Dmowski and Paderewsk”.

Both Dmowski and Ignacy Paderewski, a world renalvp@&nist and the Polish Prime

69 Zhizn’ natsionalnosteino. 13, 16 February 1919, p. 3.

O TNA, FO 417/8, no. 46, pp. 64-65.

"L TNA, FO 688/3, p. 13.

2 papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the tethiStates, 1919: the Paris Peace Conference
(Washington, 1942), vol. 2, p. 415.

'3 That rivalry existed between the supporters ohesicthe Conference, can be seen in a humorous enmm
made by Dmowski's secretary, when he recorded|st anet Pitsudski’'s agent, Dr. Moc, a man of radica
views and an expert on venereal diseases”, Paisitdte, KOL 180, p. 52.

" Polish Institute, KOL 180, p. 50.
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Minister and Foreign Minister from 16 January 191fhd crucially been awarded

diplomatic recognition by the Allied Powers durithg Great Waf®

Dmowski’'s annexationist policy was officialdopted by the Polish delegation at the
Peace Conference on 2 March 1919 and despite atdahgiwg that he was not a diplomat
by temperament or inclination, Dmowski successfuilgintained a tight grip on the work
of the Polish delegatioff. As his secretary, Sokolnicki, recorded at Paris, himself,
“...had little to do, as Dmowski had an exceller@mory and drafted all his own speeches
and notes in Polish.... Dmowski's memorandum ornsRalemands, was prepared... in the

course of a single morning®.

From March 1919 onwards, however, Ignacy Radeki assumed an increasingly
dominant role within the Polish delegati6hAs one delegate observed, “Dmowski was
formally head of the delegation, but Paderewsknsghioy his eloquence in four languages
and was a friend of President Wilson’s”At a meeting of the Commission on Polish
Affairs on 12 April 1919, Paderewski set out hisnoposition when he stated, “Poland

today is the country most capable of assuming drdEastern Europe™

Although Poland was later regarded by manthadinchpin of the Versailles Treaty,
the Polish delegation soon realised that they lkeadgdro-active supporters seated around
the negotiating table in Pafi5.Of primary concern for the leading statesmen ofope
was the restoration of peace and stability througliee continent and this consideration
greatly motivated their decisions on Poland. Maiatee of the balance of power was
paramount and British policy, in particular, wasidgal by a desire to limit French
hegemony in Europ®. A conviction that the traditional friendship besveFrance and
Poland would once again result in Poland beingsulesl by French influence encouraged
Britain to limit Polish claims. Lloyd George wasnoerned that an extensive Polish state

would hinder the economic revival of Germany, neaegfor the recovery of the continent

S Ibid, pp. 52-53; Polish Institute, KOL 82/2

%D, Lloyd GeorgeMemoirs of the Peace Conferenee). 1, (New Haven, 1939), p. 313; vol. 2, pp. 972
976; R. DmowskiPolityka Polskayol. 1, p. 106.

" Polish Institute, KOL 180, p. 51.

"8 Dmowski fell ill in November 1919 and withdrew fropolitics for a time.

9 Polish Institute, KOL 180, p. 50.

80TNA, FO 374/7, p. 111.

81 For active opposition to Polish claims by the Jwiobby see, M. Levene, “Nationalism and its
alternatives in the International Arena: the Jew@estion at Paris, 1919, ilournal of Contemporary
History, vol. 28, no. 3, (1993), pp. 511-531.

8 polish Institute, A.11.49/SOW/20, p. 5.
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as a wholé® The British Government was further suspicious afthb Pitsudski’s

Government in Warsaw and Dmowski’s representativdzaris, regarding the former as a
radical who had fought against the Allies in therwaad the latter as a right-wing, anti-

Semite®*

To help formulate Britain’s Polish policy,dyd George turned to randomly selected
“experts”, including diplomats who had served insBia and whose knowledge of Polish
affairs, gained through Russian contacts, was takli one-sided> According to the
British Prime Minister, all departments, includinbe Foreign Office, “...were fully
represented in Paris during the whole of the nagotis by their ablest officials, whose
assistance and guidance the peace negotiatorsandgssought™® In reality, he relied
heavily, not upon the trained staff of the ForeiQffice, but upon his own personal
secretariat, including Sir Maurice Hankey and Bhierr, for which he was criticised by

professional diplomats, who were increasingly s$igl during the Conferenéé.

This situation had dramatic consequencedifmussions on both Poland and Russia at
the Conference, and was not restricted to the SBritlelegatio® The opinions and
prejudices of Lloyd George himself were also deeisiHaving, “...never been guilty of
pro-Polish sentiments”, Lloyd George argued agaiDstowski's demands at Paris,
modifying reports by the territorial commissions ttee detriment of Polarfd. As he
informed the House of Commons on 3 July 1919, & wat easy to determine the borders
of the new Polish State, given the fluctuation ef historic borders over the yed?dn the
pre-partition era, Poland had included large acddsthuania, Belorussia and Ukraine up
to the Dnieper River but by 1919, ethnic Poland veisiated hundreds of miles

westwards?!

8 A. Micewski, “Polish Foreign policy: historical mpectives”jn A. Bromke & J. Strong (eds Hierek’s
Poland,(New York; London, 1973), p. 185.

8D. Lloyd GeorgePeace vol. 1, p. 204.

8 polish Institute, A.11.49/SOW/20, p. 6, includihg/!. Keynes and E.H. Carr.

8 D. Lloyd GeorgePeace vol. 1, p. 132.

8 NAS, GD 433/2/136, p. 17. See, for example, C.ditaye, Old Diplomacy: the reminiscences of Lord
Hardinge of Penshurs{lLondon, 1947), p. 22®Biographical Notes

%8 0n 26 January 1919, Nicolson cautioned, “The Bag,Tor the Big 5... seldom take the trouble taceot
the facts and arguments prepared for them by sheifs. Sooner or later this disregard for techrogénion,
will lead to a smash”, H. NicolsoReacemaking, 1919London, 1945), pp. 203-204.

89 H. Nicolson,Curzon: the last phase, 1919-1925, a study in p@stdiplomacy (London, 1934), p. 203;
insisting on holding plebiscites in Eastern Prussid Upper Silesia, and withholding Danzig and &ast
Galicia from the Poles.

% D. Lloyd GeorgePeace vol. 2, p. 631.

1 NAS, GD 40/17/897/1-3; NAS, GD 433/2/24, p. 145 fges 51-70; NAS, GD 40/17/898Kurjer
Warszawski5 & 6 May 1919.
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A Memorandum by the British Delegation on the ForifiRessian Empirgeported on

20 January 1919, that, “Poland has hardly anywlabear frontiers, ethnological or
natural”®? It continued,

...the first necessity appears to be the creatiom strong and compact

Poland, which should include all indisputably Polirritory, but from

which should be excluded, as far as possible, lalg& minorities, which

can only tend to weaken and render impossible ttipn of the new

Polish Staté?
If Poland was to receive large numbers of Ukraisjdelorussians, Lithuanians, Germans
and Jews, Britain feared that this multi-natiortates would face both domestic unrest from
discontented minority groups, and an external threan surrounding enemies who would
await any opportunity to reclaim their fellow comnmhen?* Crucially, these enemies
included two of the great European powers: Russ@h @ermany. Suspicion of Polish
motives was rife in Britain, with Lloyd George angg that, “When the Poles presented
their case to the Conference their claims were Wgrye canon of self-determination
extravagant and inadmissabf8”He feared that excessive demands would lead to the
outbreak of a new war, into which the Allies wolld drawn. Consequently, the British
delegation recommended in January 1919, that theRwish state should be based upon

Russian or Congress Poland, though not even #tigt®

In turn, Clemenceau was motivated throughbatPeace Conference by the need to
secure alliances and strengthen France’s posiidiurope. He acknowledged, “There is
an old system of alliances called the Balance avd?e- this system of alliances, which |
do not renounce, will be my guiding thought at Beace Conferencé®.Despite romantic
attachment to the Polish cause, France initialliedgor Polish territory in the East to be
restricted to her ethnographic bord&rét was hoped that this would avoid conflict with
her former Russian ally. France fervently hoped tha Whites would gain victory over
the Red Army in the Russian Civil War, restoringsBia to Great Power status and
becoming a potential ally against Germany once mésea result, the French delegation
believed it expedient to limit concessions to th®eB, restricting active support to the

Polish-German border debates.

92TNA, FO 374/20, doc. 16, p. 71.

% |bid.

% This became a reality during the Polish-Soviet \After the Polish offensive towards Kiev in Apré20.

% D. Lloyd GeorgePeace vol. 2, p. 631.

% TNA, FO 374/20, doc. 16, p. 71, Poland’s border,should leave the East-Prussian frontier just wést
Suvalki, and pass north... to the Niemen... it willda the old frontier along the Niemen past Grodhen
joining the Bug and following that river as farthe old frontier line between Poland and Galicia”.

9" M. MacMillan, p. 31.

% H.W.V. Temperley (ed.)A History of the Peace Conference of Pavisl. 6, (London, 1924), p. 238.
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It was only on 23 December 1919, when it apgebdhat the Bolshevik regime may

become permanent following victories in the civiamover ludenich and Kolchak, that
Clemenceau formulated his policy fif de fer barbelé This aimed at imposing @rdon
sanitaire composed of all Russia’s neighbours, includingaRd] as a means of isolating
Bolshevisnt® Following the loss of her Russian ally and driven fear of a revived,
strengthened Germany on her eastern border, Fiéeed the creation of a large, secure
Polish state as essential for the prevention off i&¢rman and Soviet expansion in the
east:”’ Clemenceau argued that Poland, strategicallyiposi in the heart of Europe, was
central to this new alliance system and as a rethdtFrench delegation, in contrast with
their British colleagues, consented to Eastern dizalbeing given to Poland and was
sympathetic to Poland’s plans for the proposedsRdlithuanian federatiotf

The United States of America, like Franced h@emories of strong historic ties with
the Poles and it was hoped in American circlesdhaincrete decision on Poland’s eastern
borders could be reached at Pa¥s.For instance, Major Coolidge argued in a
Memorandumon 11 December 1918, “It is to be hoped that atswiuwill be quickly
found as, otherwise, Poland is sure to become & sed@olshevist revolution®®?
Nevertheless, although Wilson was convinced thagsRun or Congress Poland should
form part of the reestablished Polish State, herdit pursue a clearly defined policy
regarding her frontiers at Paris. Essentially, hented a Polish state, based on self-
determination, to be confined within her ethnograpborders, although he was not

entirely clear as to where these 14.

Finally, the two remaining principal Alliechd Associated Powers, Italy and Japan,
were convinced that although Poland should be abkshed along ethnographic
principles, it would be inadvisable to go furthardeciding the fate of a region in which
Russia was so strongly concerned. ltaly, especials interested in Poland’s borders,
given her geographical proximity to the region, amds favourably disposed towards
supporting their incorporation of Eastern Galicn dahe establishment of a direct frontier

% Polish Institute, A.11.49/SOW/20, p. 13.

190 |bid, pp. 6-7.

191 |bid.

102 By 1914, Poles comprised the largest single grofipmmigrants from central Europe to the US,
numbering around 4 million, M. MacMillan, p. 222.

193 papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of thetethiStatesvol. 2, p. 415.

104 3. Karski,The Great Powers and Poland, 1919-1945anham, MD., 1985), p. 38. His views were not
fully representative of the American electorate #mel US Senate refused to ratify the Treaty of &#es
after it had been signed and negotiated by thedenets
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with Rumania® The collapse of the Austro-Hungarian Empire theeatl an expansion of

Russian influence to Bohemia, Yugoslavia and Budgavhich the Italians hoped to limit

through the establishment of a strong Poland.

Consequently, the Peace Conference invitedrdd representatives to appear at its
first session on 18 January and by doing so, gaxadl recognition to the reestablished
State'®® The Supreme Council decided to establish a Coniwnissn Polish Affairs the
following month, with a remit to define Poland’s rbers*®” Dmowski’'s Memorandum
outlining Polish claims for her eastern bordergspnted to the Commission on 3 March
1919, did not demand the borders of 1¥anstead, he argued that the boundaries must
reflect the changing ethnographic composition of territories after that date. This
required an expansion of Polish lands in the was@lreduction to the line of the second
partition in the east® Consequently, Dmowski maintained that the, “.terasfrontiers of
Poland should be curtailed and a large portion heraader Russia**° Wilno was to be
handed over to Poland, comprising as it did a Ratgjority, whilst the areas of Vitebsk,
Mogilev, Kiev and Minsk had, over the years, beemaoved from the Polish sphere of

influence and so were renounced by the Poles & Par

The Polish-Russian situation was discussetheyCommission on 20 March 1919 at
which time a Sub-Commission of General Le Rond,Caairman, (France); Dr. Lord
(USA); Mr. H.J. Paton (British Empire); Marquis telTorretta (Italy), and K. Otchiai
(Japan), was appointed to make a preliminary stidlye questiort*? On 12 April, the full
Commission again met to listen to a speech by lgRaderewski, in which addressed the

question of Poland’s eastern fronttét.

There was no lack of information available fiois body to consult on the question of
Poland and the borderlands. Under the Historicati®e of the British Foreign Office,
Handbook 51, entitleRussian Poland, Lithuania and White Russiad been prepared in

195 polish Institute, A.11.49/SOW/20, p. 7.
198D, Lloyd GeorgePeace vol. 2, p. 631.
197 TNA, FO 374/21, doc. 20, pp. 147-153. This Cominissheld more meetings than any other at the
Conference.
198 R Dmowski,Polytika Polskavol. 2, pp. 166-168; Polish Institute, KOL 82/65.
108 This left Russia with 120,000 square miles westthaf 1772 frontier, whilst Poland would receive
Boriséw, Mozyr, Kamenets and Polotsk.
10 papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of thetethiStatesyol. 3, p. 782.
M1 For further details see, NAS, GD 40/17/874; NAS), ®/17/875/1-2; TNA, FO 374/7/1, p. 16; TNA, FO
374/7/2. Pitsudski's military advance into theseaarin 1919 and 1920 directly opposed Dmowski'sidge
ﬁz Ibid, p. 147. This Sub-Commission reported toftHeCommission on 10 April.

Ibid.
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April 191914 This 149 page document, available for consultaadrthe Conference,

provided extensive details outlining the positidrRussian Poland in Eastern Europe, her
borders, surface area, race, language and populdigiribution and movement, fully
supported by maps. It also contained details ofbs history, contemporary social,
political and cultural conditions, education, conmuation networks, industry, commerce

and financial systems?>

The Commission on Polish Affairs unanimoustyyeed on 14 April, “...to propose the
line defined in Appendix | of this Report as thestan Frontier of Poland™® The line
ran: Grodno, Vapovska, Nemirov, Brest-Litovsk, Dguek, Ustilug, east of Grubeshov,
Krilov, west of Rawaruska, and east of PrzemysheCarpathians, largely corresponding
to the boundary of the Polish Congress KingddfriTo avoid antagonising Russia the
Commission agreed that it would be guided by d$yriethnographical considerations as far
as possible and declared that those districts, “.wimich doubt arises as to the
ethnographical character or wishes of the populatiannot at present be assigned to the
Polish State™!® These were to be subject to an enquiry, sent tanBicto examine the
ethnological, linguistic and religious character thie region and the wishes of the
inhabitants. However, crucially, tieeportconcluded that, “...a definite settlement of the
guestion of the Eastern Frontier of Poland shoutd lbade as soon as a Russian
Government is established, with which the Great &eswan deal*!® This enabled the
Polish question to remain unresolved by the Allgdtesmen for the remainder of the

Peace Conference.

As aMemorandum of Polish Foreign Relatigmssued by the British Foreign Office on
17 August 1920 recorded, “There is no record of time having been formally notified to
the Polish Government, although it became publmiadge in Poland and maps showing

it were circulated®? This reticence in informing the Poles of their idem may have

MATNA, FO 373/3/8; TNA, FO 417.

115 |pid. Similar handbooks were issued for Prussiataid, TNA, FO 373/3/9, and Eastern Galicia, TNA,
FO 373/3/10.

118 TNA, FO 373/3/8. For Appendix | see, TNA, FO 374/2loc. 20, pp. 150-151. This was outlined in
Report No. 2 of the Commission on Polish Affairastérn frontier of PolandTNA, FO 374/21, doc. 20, p.
147. This outlined the number of borderland peaéémed by the Poles at Paris (18,153,000) andethos
assigned to Poland by the Commission (11,790,@00%,489,000 Great, White and Little Russians ckdm
only 749,000 were assigned to Poland; of 352,0@@ukinians claimed, 40,000 were assigned, and 6028,
Letts (Latvians) claimed, none were assigned, @. 13f 274,870 square kms claimed, the Poles were
assigned 112,879 square kms, p. 151.

M7 TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 35, p. 50.

H8TNA, FO 374/21, doc. 20, p. 148.

119 |hid.

120TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 35, p. 50.
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been due to their strong suspicion that it woulddjected by the Polish Government or

because the Allies were awaiting the outcome ofRbksh-Soviet War before suggesting
concrete measures, or both. The frontier outlimnedhle Commission on Polish Affairs in
April 1919 was, nevertheless, extremely importanit avas later promoted by the Supreme

Council, on 8 December 1919, as Poland’s recogréastern frontier.

Thus, the Paris Peace Conference ultimatblgd to implement Poland’s proposed
eastern border as outlined by the Commission orstPélffairs. Firstly, the Conference
faced serious limitations on its power. It coulteatpt to enforce its proposals through
promises or threats, but a lack of available, ngllarmed forces after the cessation of the
Great War, committed to defending its resolutiosmsyerely hampered its work. It was
unable, therefore, to prevent Pitsudski's marchveaslis in 1919 and could do little but
protest, as he presented the Conference with assefifait accompli** Secondly, its
actions were severely hampered by the Russiantisitudt was impossible to establish
Poland’s borders in the east whilst Russia was edemfficial representation at the
Conference and the Russian Civil War continuedaddught in territory of the former
Russian Empire. Only after the conclusion of tlesnéstic conflict, could the Conference

have potentially recognised a Russian Governmethtwiich to negotiate the questitf.

3.3 Russia and the Paris Peace Conference

Despite the absence of official Russian regméation at the Peace Conference, the role
of Russia in Europe and the peacemakers’ fear tsfhgoism, greatly influenced decision-
making in Paris in 1919. According to Woodrow Wiiso

The effect of the Russian problem on the Paris €anice... was profound:
Paris cannot be understood without Moscow. Withawer being

represented at Paris at all, the Bolsheviki andsB®lism were profound
elements at every turn. Russia played a more yitat at Paris than
Prussia?®

The Soviet regime’s removal of their country frofmetGreat War had forfeited any
opportunity for Russia to participate in the Coerfere. She could neither be classed as a

victorious power, nor as a liberated nation. Havicgncluded a peace treaty with

121 It could do nothing about the Polish occupatiorMifisk, Wilno and Kiev, NAS, GD 40/17/898. Allied
reaction was tempered by fear that if Poland wadt dégth too harshly over her military victorietiere was
a real danger of Bolshevism spreading westwards.

122 The Allied Powers sincerely hoped that the Whitesild be victorious and that they could treat with
government headed by Kolchak or Denikin.

123 R, Stannard BakekVoodrow Wilson and World Settlement: written frois impublished and personal
material,vol. 2, (London, 1923), p. 64.
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Germany, whilst her former Allies continued to figRussia’s name did not appear on the

list of victors after the war. Neither, howeverdhehe been defeated by the Allied Powers
and so did not appear on the list of losers. TheeRter 1918 Armistice, at one stroke,
annulled the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk between SoRassia and Germany, but nothing had
replaced it. In the international arena, Russia wdanbo, cut off and removed from the

system of alliances.

This isolation was underlined and compoundgdhe ideological gulf between the
Allies and the Soviet regime, as Western democeaty Russian Marxism battled it out
during the Polish-Soviet War. Karl Marx was onetloé 19" century’s most influential
philosophers and economic critics, although hisneadc, political and social theories
made no immediate impact on the workers’ movemaeiit after his death in 1883. The
coming to power of the Bolshevik Party in RussiaQntober 1917 provided the first
practical implementation of his principles and asls the importance of his writings for

the Soviet regime cannot be underestimated.

Marx provided no detailed model for the ekshinent of a future socialist or
communist society. Instead, his life’'s work prowdda critical analysis of the capitalist
economic systertt* According to Marx, the fundamental aim of capiaii was profit,
based on the ownership of private property andexel through the exploitation of the
proletariat’s labour. His alternative to this systeias socialismi?® This aimed at the equal
distribution of wealth through the total abolitiof private property and overthrow of the
ruling classes by a bourgeois revolution, in tuself to be replaced by an international
socialist revolution. Although it was the respoilgyp of communists to guide and direct
this process, Marx argued that “...the emancipawbrthe working classes must be
achieved by the working classes themsel\}é%OnIy when social classes ceased to exist
and common ownership was established, could thmatk objective of communism be

achieved.

Internationalism is central to Marxist idegyjo He believed that socialism could

become a movement capable of destroying nationahdries and nation-states. As they

124 5ee, K. MarxPas Kapital,(Moscow, 1957).

125 with his close collaborator, Friedrich Engels, MasublishedThe Communist Manifeston 1847,
outlining a theoretical programme for the developta socialist systems and establishment of conishun
parties.

126 K. Marx & F. EngelsCommunist ManifestqLondon, 1967), pp. 78, 95-96 & 121. The Soviefime
overlooked this fundamental Marxist dictum whenythged to impose revolution on Poland from outside
July 1920, for which they paid the price of defeat.
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did not own property and thus, had no loyalty te #fate, the proletariat would welcome

the demise of nationalishi’ Crucially, this doctrine failed to recognise tlanflicts can
and do take place, not only between classes, Isot latween the working classes, as
occurred in both the Great War and the Polish-$oer !

Marx believed that assisting “historic” naitsy including Poland, against autocratic
oppression would benefit the proletarian revolutiorihe long term as, “...the restoration
of Poland means... the thwarting of Russia’s biddmihate the world**® Consequently,
both Marx and Engels demanded the reestablishniemt mdependent Polish state. In the
second Polish edition dflanifest Komunistycznyublished in 1892, Engels reiterated the
basic Marxist tenet that the emancipation of thisRavorking class was the responsibility
of the Polish workers themselves, stating,

Polish independence... is a necessity for the hamosncollaboration of

the European nations. It can be gained only byytheg Polish proletariat,

and in its hands it is secure. For the workerslliatha rest of Europe need

the independence of Poland just as much as theshPalorkers

themselved®

Initially, Marx dismissed Tsarist Russia abaakward, repressive country, lacking the

well-developed urban workforce deemed necessagnture a successful revolution. In
1882, he surmised that, “If the Russian Revoluti@eomes the signal for a proletarian
revolution in the West, so that both complementeather, the present Russian common
ownership of lananayserve as the starting point for a communist desraknt”*! It was,
however, left to Marx’s followers to assess thetahility of Russia for this socialist

revolution.

In 1917, Vladimir Lenin became titular leadsdrthe world’s first socialist state, the
establishment of which he had unfailingly workedaods, planned for and more than any
other contemporary was responsible 'férHow can Lenin’s ideology best be defined?
What did he expect would happen? And were his dafieas met? In order to answer
these questions, it is essential first to stresesnfost well known, but equally the most
significant, element of Lenin’s persona: he wasanhst. His faith in Marxism as the only

positive, progressive world doctrine remained ukehathroughout his life. He was

127 |hid, p. 102, asserting, “The working men havecoontry”.

128K Marx & F. EngelsCommunist Manifestdintroduction by A. J. P. Taylor), p. 33.

129D, McLellan,Karl Marx: his life and thought(St. Albans, 1976), pp. 361-362.

130K, Marx & F. EngelsCommunist Manifestq. 73.

131 K. Marx & F. Engels, “Marx to the Editorial Boamf the Otechestvenniye Zapiskiin K. Marx & F.
Engels,Selected Correspondend®oscow, 1955), p. 377.

132 See Biographical Notes
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fiercely, passionately and zealously devoted tcctieelo of Karl Marx, arguing that, “...the

Marxist world outlook is the only true expressidntioe interests, the viewpoint, and the
culture of the revolutionary proletaridt® In keeping with the central Marxist demand for
continual critical analysis of changing world cingstances, Lenin was not, however,
afraid to rework and reevaluate Marxist ideology take into account current

circumstances.

Through revolutionary means, Lenin sought alerthrow of the Tsarist dynasty, its
replacement by a socialist regime, the removabofad classes and their substitution by a
classless society, the abolition of religion, amel éstablishment of the common ownership
of all property. The ultimate historic stage fornir, as for all Marxists, was the
establishment of a communist system, under whiehdibtatorship of the proletariat and
the existence of the state would wither away. Wosild leave individuals as equals, free
from exploitation, working towards the good of alid taking joint responsibility for their

social, cultural, economic and political developmiéh

As with Marx, internationalism lay at the yefoundation of Lenin’s ideological
beliefs!*® The complete victory of socialist revolution wasedhed impossible, if confined
to one country. During the Polish-Soviet War, heagistently stressed that the Soviet
regime could be secured only with the support ef filrmerly oppressed peoples of the
Russian Empire, including the Poles. On 1 March019@r instance, he commented, “We
have never made a secret of the fact that our w&wal is only the beginning, that its
victorious end will come only when we have lit iy twhole world with these same fires
of revolution [as in Russia}**® Following the initial establishment of a federatiof soviet
republics, his ultimate objective was the formatioh a single worldwide Soviet
Republic**” In theory, force was not to be used in this precksstead, Lenin argued,

We want avoluntary union of nations — a union which precludes any
coercion of one nation by another — a union founaed complete
confidence, on a clear recognition of brotherly tynion absolutely
voluntary consent®

A hostile opponent of nationalism, Lenin’svadacy of a nation’s right to self-

determination was conditional upon and provisiomatil the eventual agreement of all

133y/.I. Lenin, PSS vol. 41, p. 337.
134y/.1. Lenin, PSS vol. 33, pp. 1-120.
135 This was an unchanging element of Lenin’s writirgse, for example, V.1. LeniRSS vol. 40, p. 43.
136 [|a;
Ibid, p. 169.
137 bid, p. 43.
138 |bid. In reality, brute force was employed by Rasa an attempt to sovietise Poland in July andjusi
1920.
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nations to unite within this Soviet federation.The Russian Social Democratic Labour

Party (RSDLP) Programme in 1903, advocated, “Théatrof all nations in the state to
self-determination”, on condition that each be eatdd, “...from the standpoint of the
interests of overall social development and of tweletarian class struggle for
socialism”**° Lenin concurred,

Our unreserved recognition of the struggle for dira for self-
determination does not in any way commit us to sujpy every demand
for national self-determination. As the Party oé throletariat, the Social-
Democratic Party considers it to be its positivd arincipal task to further
the self-determination of the proletariat in eaationality rather than that
of peoples or nation$?!

Although, in theory, Lenin supported the aa#il demands of smallenations,
including Poland, against the domination of larggypressive nations, this was a clever
tactical manoeuvre aimed at utilising the strongomalist sentiments, existing throughout
Europe at the beginning of the twentieth centuny, the socialist cause. Regarding
national self-determination as a revolutionary dyita he advocated a three-stage process:
the separation of nations into independent stalbesestablishment of a revolution within
each, encouraged by local communists, and theurntaly reunification into the Soviet
Socialist Republic, driven by economic necessitd &me international solidarity of the
working class*? As a result, in 1917, the looming collapse of Russ a multinational
empire encouraged the Bolsheviks to state thepauor, “...the right of all nationalities
which are now part of the Russian state freely épasate and to form independent

states™*®

How then did Lenin view the specific questiohPolish national self-determination,
which was to prove central to Soviet policy duritige war with Poland? The Polish
question had been of interest to Lenin for manyrg,egiven its position as a formerly
independent state, suppressed and partitionedrbg tireat autocratic nations. The Poles,
he regarded, as providing an excellent opportutatytilise national sentiment for the

socialist cause, a central theme of his 1903 ertithe National Question in our

139V/.1. Lenin, PSS vol. 27, pp. 252-266.

140 “vtoroi s'ezd RSDRP” inVsesoiuznaia kommunisticheskaia partiia (b) v fiesilakh i resheniiakh
s'ezdov, konferentsii i plenumov TsKI. 1, (Moscow, 1936), p. 22.

141v/.1. Lenin, PSS vol. 7, p. 233-234, rhetorically questioning, ‘“®orecognition of theight of nations to
self-determination really implgupportof any demand of every nation for self-determioa®’

142y 1. Lenin, PSS vol. 20, p. 338.

143 |bid. On 2 November 1917, the Sovieclaration of the Rights of the Peoples of Russinounced the
right of the former oppressed peoples of Russisetbdetermination, up to secession and the foonatif
independent stateB, & M, vol. 1, doc. 80, pp. 163-164.
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Programme™** Quoting Karl Kautsky, Lenin observed that, “Onbe proletariat tackles

the Polish question it cannot but take a standaiodr of Poland’s independencé®.
Crucially though, he did not seekdotivelyfight for Polish independence, arguing,

Russian Social-Democracy does not in the leashdhte tie its own hands.
In including in its programme recognition of thght of nations to self-
determination, it takes into accousit possible, and even atbnceivable
combinations. That programme in no way precludes atloption by the
Polish proletariat of the slogan of a free and pealent Polish republic,
even though the probability of it becoming a realiefore socialism is
introduced is infinitesimal*®
The article concluded with reiteration of the Matxprinciple that only alliance of the
Russian and Polish proletariats could guarantee stiecessful restoration of Polish

independence.

Lenin continued to formulate his ideas onBodish question between 1912 and 1914,
when he lived in Krakéw!’ He believed that Polish hostility towards the Rarss
Austrian and Prussian autocracies had made theitically conscious and as a result, he
was willing to accept Polish national aspiratiorig]ly convinced that once their
independence was assured, the development of cassciousness would lead to
reunification with Soviet Russia. Consequently,angued, “In Russia we must stress the
right of separation for the subject nations, wirilé>oland we must stress the right of such
nations to unite®*® The slogan “national self-determination” was to bsed as a
propaganda tool, aimed at securing Polish supporthe socialist cause, while Polish
communists would simultaneously demand reunificatiith the Russian Soviet Republic.
This was regarded by Lenin as essential not oniytlie development of the Polish
revolutionary movement, but also for the safetyhef socialist regime in Russia during the
Polish-Soviet War.

One of the most important documents settintglte Soviet leader’s Polish aims during

the conflict was published for the first time in9pd*° At the 9" All-Russian Conference

14%1skra, No. 44, 15 July 1930.

145y 1. Lenin, PSS vol. 7, p. 236. Sediographical Notes.

148 |bid, p. 239. Polish independence was, of cowstblished without the assistance of socialishlteion
in November 1918.

147 Although he spoke English, French and German flyehe failed to learn Polish, communicating with
Polish communists through German and Russian.

148y 1. Lenin, PSSyol. 20, p. 312.

149 |storicheskii arkhiy vol. 1, (1992), pp. 14-29, reprinted and trareslain R. Pipes (ed.J’lhe Unknown
Lenin: from the secret archivéNew Haven, 1996), doc. 59, pp. 95-115. Piperdensistent in dating this
speech, stating itnknown Leninthat it was made on 20 September 1920, pp. 9486dating it 22
September 1920, in R. Pipdussia under the Bolshevik regime, 1919-1924ndon, 1994), p. 181. The
latter is the correct date.
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of the RKP(b), convened in Moscow on 22-25 SepterdB@0, Lenin’s conclusion to his

political report provided an excellent insight iffiis real aspirations and objectives in the
war with Poland. This secret speech, delivered tdosed session of the conference,
examined Soviet conduct in the war and provideddlexplanations for the Red Army’s
overwhelming military defeat at Warsaw in Augus2@9Given its highly sensitive nature,
Lenin requested that it not be published, ordethng stenographer, “Please take fewer

notes. This should not get into the preS&’As a result, he spoke without reserve.

Indeed, the document remained hidden fromlipwzxrutiny in the Russian State
Archive of Social-Political History Rossiiskii gosudarstvennii arkhiv sotsial’no-
politicheskoi istorii(RGASPY)) for over 70 years as it blatantly contradicted official
Soviet interpretation of events. During the spedotnin acknowledged the need for
deception, remarking,

When the Comintern Congress convened in July [1920Yloscow, we

were settling the question in the CC. We couldragge the question at the

Comintern Congress because that congress haddequ@penly — that was

its enormous revolutionary, global political sigoince’>*
He further admitted that because a number of caesgdelegates, including German
Independents, opposed the forceful sovietisatioRadénd as un-Marxist, “...this question
was deliberately not raised at the Congréss’As noted, Marx argued that socialist
revolution must be the responsibility of the pral&t of each country and could not be
imposed from outside through the use of militarycéo The Red Army should, at most,
assist the efforts of the working class of the giwountry. It should not be used as a
decisive instrument in bringing about this chan8eviet plans to use the Red Army to
spread revolution to Poland, therefore, had todp kecret™

Even more importantly, for the first time, rike acknowledged that the Red Army
offensive into Poland in July 1920 aimed not ortlyhe sovietisation of Poland, but also at
taking the military campaign further westwardsparticular, to Germany and Englahd.
This intention was unknown to earlier historiangkirng on the subject® Lenin believed

that the Red Army offensive would ignite the spafkrevolution across Europe, as it

150R, PipesUnknown Lenindoc. 59, p. 98Pravda 29 September 1920, published a concise version.

51 |bid, p. 99.

152 |bid.

153 Lenin criticised delegates at tB®minternCongress for their pacifist tendencies, ibid.

54 |bid, p. 100.

%5 For example, Davies argued, “The political purpo$ehe Red Army’'s advance was not to conquer
Europe directly. The Red Army of 1920 could hardéy sent with 36 divisions to achieve what the B$ari
Army of 1914-1917 had failed to achieve with 156 purpose was to provide a social revolution”, N.
Davies, “The Soviet Command and the Battle of Wiafsan Soviet Studiesrol. 23, no. 4, (1972), p. 576.
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advanced, drawing fresh recruits into its rankst had during the Russian Civil W&t In

this way, the Polish-Soviet War could be used asititial engagement in a war against
the capitalist Allied states, for the overthrowtloé Versailles settlement, admitting,

This was a most important turning point not onlytle politics of Soviet

Russia but also in world politics... now we said na/e become stronger,
and we will respond with a counterattack to eachyofir attempts at

attack... you risk that each of your attacks will arg the territory of the

Soviet Republic¢®’

Lenin clearly acknowledged in the speech kieahad advocated and supported the use
of the Red Army to take the revolution to Polandfdmgze and would not have hesitated to
employ this measure in the rest of Europe, admgittiiVe used every opportunity to go
from the defence to the offencE® Warsaw represented the heart of the international
imperialist system and the Polish-Soviet War wasveid by the Russian communists as a
unique opportunity to influence politics not only Poland, but also in Germany, Britain

and all of Western Europé’

Marxist ideology was further developed in SdWussia during the Polish conflict by
Leon Trotsky, through his development of the theofryPermanent Revolution?° This
doctrine was intimately connected with the Marxgetl of international revolution, as for
Trotsky,

The completion of the socialist revolution withinational limits is

unthinkable.... The socialist revolution begins or thational arena, it
unfolds on the international arena, and is comglete the world arena.
Thus, the socialist revolution becomes a permar@ridlution in a newer
and broader sense of the word; it attains compladidy in the final victory

of the new society on our entire plan®t.

He believed that the class unrest steadily intgimgjfin Western Europe could lead the

international workers, in a fraternal union, toetef the revolution and argued that,

The dictatorship of the Russian working class vii# able to finally
entrench itself and to develop into a genuinesialéd socialist construction
only from the hour when the European working clasgs us from the
economic yoke and especially the military yoke dfe t European

156 He was out of touch with the reality of the sitaaf drastically exaggerating the revolutionarygmatal of
the working class in Germany and England, whicledrapared favourably with Russia in 1917.

157 R. PipesUnknown Lenindoc. 59, p. 99. He admitted, “We in the Centrainittee knew that this was a
new, fundamental question, that we stood at th@rigrpoint of the entire policy of the Soviet poiver. 97.
158 |bid, p. 95.

159 |bid, p. 100.

160 see, B. Knei-PazThe Social and Political Thought of Leon Trotsi@xford, 1978), pp. 108-174; I.
Thatcher,Trotsky (London, 2003), pp. 36-42.

161 |.D. Trotsky,Permanentnaia revoliutsjgBerlin, 1930), p. 167.
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bourgeoisie, and, having overthrown the latter, e®to our assistance with
its organization and technolod§?
The retention of Soviet power in Russia and therrutof socialism were reliant upon

European working class support. For Trotsky, asMarx and Lenin, the confinement of

socialism to one country was impossible.

In contrast with Lenin, however, Trotsky waery little concerned with the national
question prior to the war, and the plight of nasibminorities, including the Poles, lacked
interest for him®® He was convinced that the nationality question lohecome
redundant with the establishment of an internatishasocialist movement and the
advancement of an increasingly developed prolétdtiss, therefore, somewhat ironic that
it was Trotsky, not Lenin, who correctly apprecthtbe importance of Polish nationalist
sentiment throughout the conflict, taking this imonsideration when arguing against a

Soviet military advance into ethnographic Polanduty 1920'%*

As Commissar for War and active participantha conflict, Trotsky was the Russian
communist leader who wrote most extensively onvwae®® For him, as for the RKP(b),
Poland was not a pressing priority in 1989Portraying himself as a reluctant participant
in the Polish-Soviet War, Trotsky recorded, “I didt want this war, because | realised
only too clearly how difficult it would be to prosete it after 3 years of continuous civil
war”.*®" Trotsky is disingenuous here. Even if he did notvaly seek war, he believed

that revolutionary war with Poland was possiblelBg02%®

He fully believed that after the
Polish proletariat had become masters of their tgua fraternal alliance between Soviet
Russia and Soviet Poland would be forged. Trotskg wvilling to use the Red Army
machinery, over which he presided, but crucialljyan tandem with the wishes of the

Polish populatiort®® On 2 May 1920, he acknowledged,

62| D. Trotsky, The First Five Years of the Communist International. 1, (London, 1973), pp. 86-87;
Izvestiig Nos. 90 & 92, 29 April-1 May 1919
163 | D. Trotsky,Moia zhizn": opyt avtobiografiivol. 2, (Moscow, 1990), p. 63.
184 Trotsky did not believe that revolution could ieated abroad by the Soviet military authorititsstead,
true to the teaching of Marx, he argued that tek tf the regime was simply to support the European
revolutionary movement as it developed.
185 |_D. Trotsky,How the Revolution Armed: the military writings aspeeches of Leon Trotskapl. 3,
(London, 1981), pp. 127-243, contains his artiodssays, telegrams, orders, appeals, speechesemed bn
the conflict.
166 | D. Trotsky,First Five Yearsp. 89.
187 _.D. Trotsky,Moia zhizn! vol. 2, pp. 189-190.
188 \Writing, “War... is the continuation of politics bgther means”, as originally stated by the Prussian
(izjegneral, Karl von Clausewitz, L.D. Trotskyirst Five Yearsp. 56.

Ibid.
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We must inflict a thorough military defeat upon #mened forces of White-
Guard Poland, so as to make politically and psyadjioklly inevitable the
revolutionary defeat of the Polish bourgeoisidis second task must be
wholly carried out by the Polish proletariaDur duty is only to facilitate
this task"®

This endorsement of Marxist ideology by th€FRb) meant that the Soviet leadership
failed to acknowledge the authority of the Peaca&f@ence and prevented the regime
from seeking diplomatic representation at Parisdh9. The Conference, in turn, reflecting
the Allies fear of Bolshevism, refused to recogritse Soviet Government, eithde facto
or de jure or have any official dealings with the regime.eTAbsence of Russia was
striking and made it impossible to resolve anyésstelating to the country. This has been
condemned as one of the Conference’s greatestdgsiii*

The Conference did have unofficial contacthwiepresentatives of non-Bolshevik
groups, who had united in January 1919, to formRbssian Political Conference. Headed
by Sergei Sazonov, and including Prince Georgii\,\Raul Miliukov, Boris Savinkov and
Basil Maklakov, this body was not officially invileto participate in proceedings.
However, it met daily, discussed current matteid sent numerous notes to the Supreme
Council, presenting their requesté Savinkov informedsazeta Porannaon 1 July 1920,
that,

The fate of Europe and of peace depends entirelh@mway in which the

future Russo-Polish relations are going to be @edn Should an alliance

between Poland and Russia be frustrated we shattob&onted by an

ominous Russo-German alliance. It is thereforerdieat the Eolicy of the

Allied Powers should work for a Russo-Polish rappement.’
They recognized the right of Poland to independ®astence within its ethnographic
borders west of the River Bug, but disputed aligbotlaims to territories further east. The
border, established in 1795 by the Third Partitiwas deemed the rightful Polish-Russian
frontier!”* The Political Conference also reserved for thesRunspeople the final decision
on the composition of the border statéslts lack of official status at Paris prevented its
members from submitting authoritative demands, hawneand Russia suffered from
having no representative who could speak for thentg as a whole. The former Russian

Chargé d’Affairego Britain, Konstantin Nabokoff, decried this sition and argued, “I am

0ihid, p. 144. Author’s italics.

171 3. Man,p. 143, as was the absence of Germany.

172 polish Institute, A.12.P.2/1, doc. 10, p. 22. Theyl only limited support from the rival governmenof
Denikin and Kolchak.

17 polish Institute, A.12.P.2/1, doc. 10, p. 22.

17 |bid; NAS, GD 40/17/777/1-2.

175 |bid.
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firmly convinced that since the Peace Conference im®aris, the influence of Russian

politicians, diplomats and casual advisers uponpiblicy of the Entente was reduced to
naught”*’® As a result, the Russian case at Paris was badipqied and only partially
understood.

Moreover, in 1919 there was still much coidosand disagreement amongst the Allied
Powers as how best to deal with Soviet Russia. [bhg-term impact of the Russian
Revolution on the world stage remained unclear drede was a severe shortage of
accurate, reliable information on Russia availatilethe peacemakets’ The Allies
desperately needed to formulate a coherent, censiahd coordinated Russian policy, but
were unable to do so. They neither establishedisakwith Sovnarkomnor declared war
on the Soviet state. They wanted, paradoxicallydewelop relations with the Russian

nation whilst simultaneously fighting Bolshevik @egy.

The most vehement opposition to Russian reptation at the Paris Conference was
expressed by ClemenceH8.Indeed, he went so far as to threaten, with thenimous
backing of his Government and Cabinet, to resigrpbist as President of the Conference if
Russia was admitted to the negotiatibfid-rance had entered the Great War in support of
her Russian ally and as a result, regarded thetyl tdaBrest-Litovsk as an unpardonable
peo

betrayal.”™ Woodrow Wilson, in turn, supported a Soviet Russigolicy of non-

recognition and non-interventidftt

British policy was first defined in Blemorandum by the British Delegation on the
Former Russian Empiréssued on 20 January 1919, which stated,

...until some state of order and established Goveminie evolved in
Russia, it would seem useless to lay down anyesepiblicy as regards the
country as a whole. We must wait on events, anchegethey shape.... it
would be impossible, for a long time to come, ttabksh definitely the
Western frontiers of Russt&?

An astounding naivety was displayed by the Britigiegation’s assertion that they would

consider entering into, “...semi-official relationwith the Soviet Russia on condition,

176 K .D. Nabokoff, The Ordeal of a Diplomafl.ondon, 1921), pp. 304-305.

17 The Allies had withdrawn their diplomats from Riasi: the summer of 1918 and almost all Western
newspaper correspondents had departed by thehirearis Peace Conference convened.

8D, Lloyd GeorgePeace vol. 1, p. 211.

19 |bid, p. 227.

180 On 30 November 1915, France, Britain, Italy, Japad Russia had signed a pact, agreeing not to
conclude a separate peace during the Great War, BBSL93/327/6.

181 M. MacMillan, p. 79.

182TNA, FO 374/20, doc. 16, pp. 64-65.
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“That we cannot in any circumstances have dealmitjs Lenin, Trotsky, Zinoviev, and

possibly some others, who are responsible for tinees committed by the Bolshevik&?
Thesewere the leading Bolsheviks with whom would be necessary to deal if relations

were to be established.

Lloyd George played as important a role i Russian question at Paris, as he did the
Polish question, and came into conflict with hilofe statesmen as a result of the policy
he advocated* In his opinion, if Poland, which had claims on Bias territory, was
invited to Paris, then Russia ought also to hawenhaficially represented and consulted.
He recorded,

| was becoming more and more convinced that workhcp was

unattainable as long as that immense country wasugside the Covenant

of Nations. | acted upon that conviction up to ¢mel of my Premiership....

The affairs of nearly 200 million people could et settled without hearing

them?!®

On 16 January 1919, he outlined the Supremm€ils Russian policy choices: fight to

destroy Bolshevism; isolate it from the rest of #erld, or invite Russians, including the
Bolsheviks, to the Conferend® Lloyd George argued that the first two measurddiied
Intervention and Allied Blockade — had made onlyited gains, and consequently, he
strenuously called for adoption of the third opt{8hAn invitation was dispatched inviting
Russia to send representatives of all politicakpasions to the Princes Islands in the Sea
of Marmora, to discuss bringing, “...peace to Rausand a good understanding between
Russia and the rest of the worlf® The Whites refused to attend and the idea wasethel
The shooting and wounding of Clemenceau on 19 kepri919, the very day discussion
on Russia was due to resume in the Supreme Coywustponed any decision on the

Russian question indefinitef{f?

Thus, ideology was of crucial importance Ire tformulation of Polish and Soviet
objectives in 1919, and in determining the treatiodrboth states at Paris. Failure to deal

decisively with either regime was one of the maospartant missed opportunities of the

183 |bid, pp. 65-66.

184 D. Lloyd GeorgePeace vol. 1, p. 86, notably George Curzon, British éign Secretary, and Winston
Churchill, British Minister for War.

185 |bid, pp. 207-211.

18 Documents on British Foreign Policy, 1918-1945' Series, vol. 2, (London, 1946), pp. 744-748,
(hereafteDBFP).

87 The Allies raised the blockade on 18 June 1919SN&D 193/327/40. Lloyd George believed that by
ensuring Russia’s economic recovery, the appeaBaihevism in Europe would diminish, NAS, GD
193/327/14-21.

188 NAS, GD 752-767; NAS, GD 754/40/17.

189 M. MacMillan, p. 86.
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Peace Conference and procrastination, thereafemanbe the defining characteristic of

Western policy for the duration of the Polish-Sowear. For Soviet Russia, Marxism
remained the guiding tenet throughout the confléthough its leaders were not afraid to
adapt the ideas of Marx as and when circumstanicéstet. Thus, directed by Lenin, the
Soviet regime cleverly promoted a policy of natioealf-determination as a short-term
propaganda move, in order to strengthen their tengr aim of establishing worldwide
socialist revolution. Ideological motivation alsrdely determined the aims of the Polish
state and in pursuit of their objectives the Patese guided by two distinct, incompatible
ideological agendas: federalism and annexationh Bohools of thought were to play a
crucial role in the development of Polish-Sovigildmatic, political and military relations
during the critical years 1919-1921.

3.4 The Treaty of Versailles and the Outcome of the  Paris Peace Conference

After five months of deliberation, negotiatiand debate, the Treaty of Versailles was
formally signed on 28 June 1919, signalling theabasion of the Great War between the
Allied Powers and Germarly® Whilst Poland’s sovereignty was assured by thafjrand
the reestablished state was welcomed into thenat®nal community, recognition of the
Russian stataje factoandde jure was denied. In the difficult matter of establighinew
state borders in Central and Eastern Europe, thsailles settlement had mixed success.
Poland’s western frontier received detailed atteni' Her eastern border, however,
proved too contentious an issue for the peacemakdrs were unwilling or unable to
resolve the questiofi? Any frontier drawn by the Peace Conference wouldhave been
recognised by either the Russian or Polish Statbgh were, at that time, embroiled in a
military conflict to resolve the question themsealvinstead, the Polish-Soviet frontier was
referred to only once in the 200-page documenth witticle 87 stating that, “The
boundaries of Poland not laid down in the preseaaly will be subsequently determined
by the Principal Allied and Associated Power$"This clearly demonstrated to both the
Poles and Russians that the Allied Powers lackgdeal authority to enforce their wishes

on the Polish-Soviet War and its outcome.

19 Twenty-seven nations were signatories to the P&eeaty in the Hall of Mirrors, Versailles, J. Maup.
139-142.

191 plebiscites were ordered in Upper Silesia and Aescwhilst Danzig was established as a free city a
Poland was guaranteed access to the sea, NAS, G/R/48, pp. 41-43; NAS, GD 433/2/18, file 64.

192 1t agreement failed to be reached by Poland anssi@uthe Allies planned to refer it for League of
Nations arbitration, TNA, FO 417/8, doc. 26, enales1, p. 32.

193 |bid. Kutrzeba incorrectly argued that the Treatgde no mention of the Polish-Russian border, S.
Kutrzeba, “The Struggle for the Frontiers, 1919-392n W. ReddawayMarshal Pilsudski(London, 1939),

p. 512.
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Although the Paris Peace Conference and #rsailles settlement largely defined the
world order for the rest of the twentieth centutyalso left many problems unresolved.
The Europe which emerged in June 1919 was drarfigtiddferent from the pre-war
order: the Austro-Hungarian and Ottoman Empires tiadppeared entirely; Russia and
Germany had been significantly reduced in size strehgth; and nine new independent
European states were born. It proved to be muclerets break-up the multi-national
empires than it did to replace them with ethnichliynogenous staté Much remained

unresolved when the Paris Peace Conference wound @f January 1926°

Nevertheless, one of the most striking outesmf the Peace Conference was the
reemergence of the Polish State, more than a geatfter its partition. For Poles, despite
having many grievances over the terms of the Pd&aeaty, the most important factor
contained within the settlement was the internaiaommunity’s recognition of Poland
as an independent state. As the Prime Ministereieacski, acknowledged to the Polish
Diet on 12 November 1919,

Today we are a free nation, one of the largest unoge. We gained a
victory at the Peace Conference, for even thougldidenot obtain all we
desired, still we received very much. We have oun gea coast... through
Danzig... Lemberg [Lwow] is out of danger; Galiciaxcept for the
temporary solving of the problem, is not menacedno/ [Wilno] and
Minsk are freed from the enem3f.

Versailles, however, also left the new state tcefamormous domestic problems and

potentially life-threatening border disputes.

For the Russian communists, the Treaty ofs¥iéles embodied Allied policy of
erecting an insurmountable barrier between Sovissi and the West. At the heart of this
programme lay Poland. On 15 October 1920, Lenieréesd, “It has come to pass that the
Peace of Versailles now hinges on Polatid'This interpretation of events inevitably led
to an escalation of hostilities between Polandlaardeastern neighbour. Indeed, the failure
of the Paris Conference to define the Polish-Ruads@der left the issue to be resolved by

two methods: Polish-Soviet diplomatic negotiatiowl @irect military action.

19 The Conference was criticised as, “...one of thight have been’s’ of history”, by Philip Kerr'ssetary

in Paris, NAS, GD 1/839/1, p. 7.

19 Its executive functions were entrusted to The Asshdors’ Conference, represented by the five Allied
and Associated Powers, NAS, GD 433/2/18, p. 49. fiise official involvement of this body in Polish-
Soviet relations was to ratify the Treaty of RigalB23, two years after it was signed.

199 TNA, FO 417/7, no. 18, pp. 18-19.

1971, Lenin, PSSyol. 41, p. 353.
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4. The Path to War

The difficulties facing the infant Polish ar@bviet regimes early in 1919 were,
however, enormous and very similar. Neither coumtngyered the Polish-Soviet conflict
from a position of strength. Indeed, the war wasgxert such a tremendous strain on the
belligerents, that by October 1920, both nationsedaserious domestic crises, which
threatened the survival of their respective reginfiedand and Russia had suffered huge
losses as a result of the Great War, in terms ofdmncasualties and destruction of their

country’s infrastructure.

Pitsudski remarked upon the enormous problemmg the Poles in Becree to the
Polish Peopleissued on 14 November 1920, in which he statgdgpoh my release from
the German prison, | was confronted with the mosaotic internal and external
conditions"**® Indeed, according to the Polish Head of Statepl§Rd’s] far fields were
laid waste, her cities were in ruins, her peoplenadown and wearied by war... which had
left them with neither the exaltation of the victoor the claim to pity of the
vanquished™® Isolation compounded these difficulties. Enemigsainded Poland on all
sides and the incorporation of a large number sém&ul ethnic minorities into the new
state created much domestic unrest. There wasesesskiortage of financial reserves and
eight different currencies were in circulation. Teeonomic base of the reestablished
country was predominantly agricultural and Polaad lonly a small industrial heartland.
The new state lacked a coherent administrativetstre and education systefii.An army
had to be created from Polish units, which hadexdidrmed part of the divergent Russian,
German and Austro-Hungarian armies, in order tdgotoher long and, as yet, undefined
frontiers. Crucially, the Poles first had to esisibla government and a political system,
before they could even begin to deal with the proid facing the country, the most

threatening of which at the beginning of 1919, eswar looming with Soviet Russia

Like Poland, Russia in 1919 remained predamty an industrially undeveloped,
poor, agricultural state. The peasant majority \eagely uneducated and illiteracy was
extremely high. The aftermath of the Great War &mal two revolutions of 1917 had
created severe disruption within the former Rus&earpire. Desperate shortages of food,

1% bziennik Praw Pastwa Polskiego(Warsaw, 1918-1919), doc. 17, p. 40.
19% pitsudski Institute, Kolekcja no. 2, 2/7/2a/41p1 3.

200 polish Institute, KOL 180, p.10.

201 polish Institute, KOL 82/1/5.
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raw materials and consumer goods were experienc&bbsians and minority populations

alike. At the time of Poland’s reemergence in Noklem1918, Russia was embroiled in a
violent civil war, facing both Allied interventiomnd a blockade. War weariness and
discontent was rife, and diplomatic isolation frothe international community
compounded the country’s difficultié® The Soviet regime had no experience as rulers
and no clear blueprint to follow in order to deathathe crises it faced. Both Poland and
Russia were, thus, seriously unprepared for the wach broke out between them the

following month.

202 Trotsky argued that, at the beginning of 1919,rtfpe resembles a mad-house... even its inmates do not
know for one half-hour at a time whom they are gofo butcher and with whom they will fraternise”,
Pravda 26 January 1919.
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Chapter 2: Polish-Soviet Diplomacy, 1919

Diplomatic negotiation was a continuous featof the Polish-Soviet War, from its
outbreak in February 1919, until the Treaty of Rigas signed in March 1921. Employed
by the statesmen of Poland and Soviet Russia, muootion with military directives,
diplomacy reflected both the nature and developmehtthe conflict. The term
“diplomacy” has a number of connotations, includitige conduct of relations between
states by peaceful means; the business or arteopitbfessional diplomatist; skill in the
management of international relations, and tact nrediation, negotiation and
representation. An assessment of Polish-Soviet diplomacy mustrefbee, necessarily
include an examination of the diplomatic correspora® between the two states.
However, “diplomacy” can also be used as a synofgmioreign policy or to describe a
division of the Foreign Office, the aim of whichtis create international confidence and
attain national objectives. The formulation of thiicy by statesmen and its execution by
diplomats are interdependent, and both dimensiamst ime examined to fully understand
Polish-Soviet relations in the period 1918-1921.

1. Foreign Policy and Diplomacy

1.1 Soviet Russia

The decision-making process employed by theeSoegime was of crucial importance
to its Polish policy during the war. Which bodiextermined the course pursued by Soviet
politicians, diplomats and military leaders? Was inogramme state or party-controlled?
The answers to these questions provide much insigbtthe direction pursued by the

Soviet regime but have previously been overlookedistorians of the conflict.

As demonstrated by the following diagram, dirribution of state authority in Soviet
Russia in 1919-1921 was based on three cruciahizgeéons’
Voting population
v

All-Russian Congress of Soviets/

! Collins English Dictionary(Glasgow, 1991). Lord Robert Cecil informed the s®wf Commons on 31
July 1918, “...we have passed the day when diplgnmmerely concerned with international duties ithw
peace and war and things of that kind. It has tavilb a great deal more than that”, National Arasof
Scotland, GD193/115/9, 1-43, p. 26, (hereafter NAS)

2 Diagram modified from D. McLellararl Marx: the legacy (London, 1983), p. 87.
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All-Russian Central Executive Committee

v
Council of Peoples’ CommissaiSqvnarkom
v
Commissariats

V —elections

Article 12 of the Soviet Constitution of 198&creed that supreme authority in the
Russian Socialist Federative Soviet Republic (RF®Rs vested in the All-Russian
Congress of Soviets, and during the periods betw@engresses, in the All-Russian
Central Executive Committee (CE€Yhese two institutions were responsible for sgttin
general policy and had wide-ranging powers whidiecéd Soviet conduct in the whr.
These included: the direction of foreign and domegblicy; the establishment and
alteration of frontiers; the right to declare wagnclude and ratify peace, and the

appointment and dismissal 8bvnarkomits chairman and members.

Soviet policy was then studied and elaboraiedbvnarkomunder the chairmanship of
Lenin, before being passed to the individual corsenists for implementatioh.
Commissars were, in turn, responsibleStovnarkomand the All-Russian CEC. Of the
sixteen commissariats in 1919, the most criticaltyportant for the war were the
Commissariat for Foreign Affairs, led by G.V. Chéchm and his deputy, L.M. Karakhan,
and the Commissariat for War, under Trotsky andsaond in command, E.M. Sklianskii.
In theory, therefore, the formulation, elaboratiand implementation of foreign and
diplomatic policy rested with state organisationise reality, however, proved somewhat

different.

Throughout the conflict, Soviet policy wasatt governed almost exclusively by the
Russian Communist Party (RKP(b)). The followinggilean demonstrates the decision-

making process adoptéd.

Regional, provincial and local RKP(b) organisations
v

% National Archives of Scotland GD193/327/64, p. @reafter NAS). The Congress of Soviets comprised
representatives of Russian provinces and townsmitte than 25,000 inhabitants.
* However, as the All-Russian Congress of Soviets imegularly, and for only short periods, the All-
Russian CEC made the majority of state policy decss ibid, p. 23.
5 .

Ibid, p. 27.
® Diagram modified from D. McLellan, p. 87.
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Congress of Russian Communist Party

v
Central Committee (CC RKP(b))
v
Political BureayPolitburo)
V¥V —elections

After the October Revolution of 1917, RKP(b) ruleciieasingly became equated with
Russian state authority as the party ceased totifum@as a distinct organisation,
appropriating to itself all important decision-madgi The resulting deliberative apparatus
was invested within the Central Committee andmately, within the Political Bureau.
As the leading figures in the Congress of Sovietd Sovnarkomwere also the leading
lights of the CC RKP(b) andPolitburo, this proved to be a relatively straightforward
process.

The CC RKP(b) in January 1920, mid-point lie wvar, had 18 members, including,
Lenin, Trotsky, J.V. Stalin, G.E. Zinoviev, L.B. Kenev, and two Poles, Feliks
Dzierzyaski and Karol Radek.It was these party members who held Soviet degisio
making largely in their hands. As Trotsky obsereed26 July 1920,

...now that we have received an offer of peace froenRolish Government,

who decides the question?.... We have our Coumdieoples’ Commissars,
of course, but that, too, must be under a certaimrol. Whose control? The
control of the working class as a formless chaat&ss? No. The Central
Committee of the Party is called together to discaisd decide the question.
Andgwhen we have to wage war... to whom do we tura2hE Party, to the

CC.

The large Central Committee proved too unrgeable when rapid decisions were
required, however, and as a result, one month #ierPolish-Soviet War broke out in
February 1919, a 5-man Political Bure®wlftburo) was created to guide and direct Soviet

policy between CC sessiotfsThis body soon became the most powerful decisiaking

" As the only officially recognised party in Russiaring the conflict, RKP(b) members dominated state
institutions.

8 NAS, GD193/327/64, p. 30.

° Ibid, pp. 127-128.

19 |bid, p. 27, consisting of Lenin, Trotsky, ZinovieKrestinsky, and Menzhinsky.
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institution in the country. As Lenin conceded on M8arch 1920, “The Political Bureau

adopted decisions on all questions of foreign adestic policy™*

Western statesmen and diplomats correctlytifilesh Lenin and Trotsky as the two
leading Russian communists during the ¥aks a member of the CC RKP(Wplitburo
and Sovnarkom Commissar for Foreign Affairs until March 1918, arbdereafter
Commissar for War and Chairman of the Military Rietonary Council, Trotsky played
an important role in determining Soviet policy. etheless, he acknowledged that, in
this, he faced limitations as,

The Civil war [and the Polish-Soviet War] kept nveag from the work in the

Council of Commissars. | lived now in a railway-gage or in an automobile.

After weeks and months of such traveling, | gotcempletely out of touch

with the current business that | could not pickhgthreads again in my brief

visits to Moscow??
As a result, he confessed that his involvementeicision-making was largely confined to
military matters during the waf. Indeed, during these turbulent years, the frequent
absence of leading communists, required on theowsrfronts, prevented tholitburo

from meeting regularly in MoscoWw.

Consequently, it was possible for Lenin, thee @wommunist who remained in the
capital, at the centre of party and governmentakwo assume the role of Soviet Russia’s
chief policy maker. As recognised leader of the RiPtitular head of th&olitburo and
chairman of Sovnarkom he concerned himself with policy-making’'s elaltiona and
execution at all level¥ With a primary support base in the RKP(b) andantipular, the
Politburo, he directed the Soviet agenda, adeptly coordigaboth individuals and
institutions in pursuit of his objectives. This il@ated a flexible policy, which could shift

rapidly to meet existing conditions.

1 bid, p. 31. V.l. LeninPolnoe sobraniie sochineniol. 40, (Moscow, 1956-1965), p. 238 (hereaR&S;

a fact clearly recognised by contemporaries see, National Archives, FO 418, part 2, doc. 41, p8,12
(hereafter TNA).

12 NAS, GD 433/2/18. A number incorrectly accordedt$ky a more senior role than Lenin, including Sir
Hugh MacKinder M.P. who reported to the British &gn Office in December 1920, “Trotsky now
overshadows Lenin”, TNA, FO 418, part 2, doc. &23.

13 L.D. Trotsky,Moia zhizn": opyt avtobiografiivol. 2, (Berlin, 1990), pp. 84-85.

14 Ibid. George Kidston misunderstood the situatidrewhe reported on 4 October 1920 that, “He [Trdtsk
speaks almost exclusively on military questiohte is afraid of contradicting Lenin and is theved,
reserved in all political mattefsTNA, FO 418, part 2, doc. 41, p. 128.

1S TNA, FO 418, part 2, doc. 41, p. 130.

18 He also chaired the Council of Workers’ and Pes@efence, organising the war effort from July209
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According to the British diplomat, George Kials, with the exception of Lenin and

Trotsky, other Communists &olitburo sessions, “...have so little influence that they a
only allowed to appear, but scarcely ever offeppmion”” The available evidence does
not support this assertion. Indeed, Lenin’s wrigsirdemonstrate that he was in constant
contact with all hisPolitburo colleagues during the war, requesting not onlgrimation,
but seeking their opinions and advice on curresuds™ In this way, he not only gathered
all available information before deciding policytbalso kept his colleagues involved,
preventing their isolation from the process. Thisic@ally allowed Lenin to deflect

criticism by sharing responsibility for decisiomken.

Although following the Bolshevik seizure of wer in October 1917, Lenin had
guestioned the need for foreign policy, asking 3kgt “What foreign policy will we have
now?”, under his guidance the conduct of Soviegifpr policy during the conflict became
a well-defined process. Politburo directives were transmitted t&ovnarkom for
development into specific policies, before beingided over to the Commissariat for
Foreign Affairs Narodnyi komissariat po inostrannym delam (NKIEy implementation.
Diplomats of theNKID, in turn, provided théolitburo with crucial first-hand information
from abroad, including the Polish communist, JulMarchlewski, who was frequently
consulted by Lenin during the war, heading Soviptodnatic negotiations with the Poles
in both July and autumn 19%9.

In turn, Marxist theory provided no clear iration of the role diplomacy would play
in a socialist society and consequently, the Sdeedership had no diplomatic blueprint to
follow after the October Revolution. Initially, tliegime believed that diplomacy — a hated
tenet of capitalist society — would become obsolt#owing the establishment of
worldwide socialist revolution. Lenin’s suspiciohtbe diplomatic medium was observed
by Trotsky, who commented that,

When Lenin... listens over the radio to a parliamsnspeech by one of the
imperialist politicians, or to a text of a diplontatnote of immediate
interest... he looks like a shrewd muzhik not to dleet in by smooth words
and fooled by polite phrasés.

" TNA, FO 418, part 2, doc. 41, p. 129, report tof@e Curzon, 4 October 1920.

18 Rossiiskii gosudarstvennii arkhiv sotsial’no-paliteskoi istorii, f.68, op. 1, d. 8, Il. 1-23 (hereafter
RGASP). Lenin recorded, “...the questions were so numetbhasthey frequently had to be decided under
conditions of extreme haste, and it was only bezamsmbers of thePplitburg)... were so well acquainted
with each other..and had confidence in each other, that this workdchave been done at all”, V.I. Lenin,
PSS vol. 40, p. 239.

19|D. Trotsky,Moia zhizn: vol. 2, p. 63.

20 See Biographical Notes

2L .D. Trotsky,On Lenin: notes towards a biography.ondon, 1971), p. 146.
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As a result, one of the first acts of the new regithe publication of Becree on Peacen

26 October 1917, effectively removed Russia from tfaditional European diplomatic
system. If world revolution proved imminent, thel&teviks would have no inducement to

negotiate with their ideological opponents.

The signing of the Treaty of Brest-LitovskMarch 1918 demonstrated, however, that
this objective was not immediately attainable, #ralsubsequent deterioration of relations
with the West heightened Soviet diplomatic isolafibPriority was thereafter given to the
consolidation of the infant socialist state, andass to diplomacy that the RKP(b) turned in
an attempt to regulate relations with the outsideldv Throughout the Polish-Soviet War,
contrary to initial expectation, the Soviet regimedied heavily upon tactical diplomatic

negotiation to pursue its objectives in a capitalesgely hostile world.

To facilitate this, th&lKID was quickly establishedinder the direction of TrotsKy.
The latter hoped that this appointment would allbimm to concentrate attention on
domestic affairs, famously declaring, “I will issadew revolutionary proclamations to the
peoples of the world, and then shut up shdpfle was not attracted to diplomacy by
temperament or outlook, and failed initially to @gaise the important role it would play in
the consolidation of the Soviet state. For Trotsg, for all communists, diplomatic
negotiation was regarded as a temporary expedeggssary only until the international
revolution negated the need for inter-state diployn&onsequently, he did not find it a
“gratifying field” in which to be involved and coe$sed, “I absolutely cannot understand
revolutionaries who willingly accept posts as ansbasrs and feel like fish in water in
their surroundingsa.5 He further admitted, “l used to leave the runnifighe Ministry of
Foreign Affairs entirely to Comrades Markin and ial | limited myself to producing a

few notes of a propagandist character and recewvisimall number of visitors®

Nevertheless, Trotsky was forced to concedg tiThe business [of diplomacy] proved

a bit more complicated than | had expect€dTo develop an almost entirely new

22 The Allies withdrew their diplomatic corps from &ia following the signing of this Treaty, K.D.
Nabokoff, The Ordeal of a DiplomafLondon, 1921), p. 230.

2 |D. Trotsky,Moia zhizn’ vol. 2, p. 63.

24 |bid. He later argued that he had intentionallyaggerated his viewpoint as he had, “....wanted to
emphasise the fact that the centre of gravity watsim diplomacy at that time”, I. Zalkin, “lz periiy
mesatsev narodnogo komiteta po inostrannym delamiezhdunarodnaia zhizn(Moscow, 1922), no. 15,
pp. 55-61.

% bid, p. 88.

%6 |.D. Trotsky,On Lenin p. 117.

7 |bid.
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diplomatic service, he employed exiled revolutioesrwho, having lived abroad before

1917, had knowledge both of foreign languages dmed political situation in various
European state¥. This ensured that by the end of 1917,MdD, with a staff of 126, was

the first commissariat to become fully operatiofial.

Crucial for the future development of the ®bwvdiplomatic profession, Georgii
Vasil'evich Chicherin, a revolutionary much moreitesth by both experience and
temperament, took over the role of Soviet Russéssing diplomat, on 8 March 19$8A
former tsarist foreign office employee and membéracfamily long involved in the
diplomatic profession, Chicherin’s extensive knadge of international diplomacy, first-
hand experience of negotiation, and contacts vateifin diplomats, combined with his
abilittes as an excellent linguist, prompted Lenia appoint him as Trotsky's
replacement’ This was a clever move as Chicherin’s tact in idgalith the outside
world was well recognised and appreciated by coptearies. Lord Derby, a British

diplomat posted to Germany, deemed him to be, Mietance, “... an agreeable and
intelligent Russian with no special sign of fanstic nor anything to suggest the

Machiavelli he is supposed to b&”.

Despite being one of Europe’s leading diplavaatd Soviet Russia’s chief negotiator in
the war with Poland, Chicherin was, nevertheledsyitied only a limited role in the
decision-making process. Communist distrust ofaiidcy and, consequently, of
diplomats, was reflected in his inferior statushivitthe RKP(b) and a number NKID
officials outranked him in party status, includinigvinov, loffe and Krestinskir® Instead,
he loyally implemented the foreign policy formulat@ thePolitburo, renouncing
independent initiatives to follow the guidance @in3* He did, succeed, however, in
raising the prestige of Soviet diplomacy and waibquent spokesman, conducting
skilful negotiations with the Poles and the Wesirdythe conflict.

2 For example, M. Litvinov, residing in Britain prido the revolution, was appointed Sovighargé
d’Affairesin London. The British Government withheld officiacognition of his appointment.

2T, O’Conner,Diplomacy and Revolution: G.V. Chicherin and So¥ietign affairs, 1918-1930Ames,
1987), p. 55.

%0 seeBiographical NotesTrotsky noted that after his release from Britisison on 3 January, Chicherin,
“...arrived in Moscow at the most opportune moment,aitid a sigh of relief, | handed the diplomatic el
over to him. | was not appearing at the ministrglathen”, L.D. TrotskyMoia zhizn; vol. 2, p. 72.

st Noting, “Chicherin is an excellent, conscientiougglligent, knowledgeable worker. It is necesstary
value such people”, V.I. Leni®SS vol. 50, p. 111.

%2NAS, GD 433/2/18.

33 Chicherin did not become a CC RKP(b) member W95 and he was never admitted toRaditburo.

34 G.V. ChicherinSbornik stateip. 3.
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Prior to the outbreak of the Great War, sedi@lomacy, unaccountable to the general

public, was accepted international pracfitédowever, worldwide condemnation of this
system as one of the principal reasons for thereakbof the First World War gained
momentum, with the Russian socialist newspdperstiiaarguing, on 18 March 1917,
Secret diplomacy is the natural offspring of auaoyr It is afraid of light and
prefers to hatch its dirty ploys in darkness, aahgfprotecting itself from
public control... because such diplomacy has dmeyinterests of the ruling
class in mind and is always directed against thoples®
The subsequent demand for open, easily scrutirdg@dmacy gained impetus following
the overthrow of the German, Austro-Hungarian angdtan monarchies in 1917-1918,
and accelerated a move towards a more democrapeigrly controlled foreign policy on
an international scale. Indeed, the first of WoadiYilson’s Fourteen Points in January
1918 demanded the establishment of, “Open coveranpgace openly arrived at, after
which there shall be no private understandingsngf kind, but diplomacy shall proceed

always frankly and in the public view”.

The Soviet regime was, in fact, the first gmment to announce its intention of
actively practising open diplomacy, when it unanloigsly stated in it®ecree on Peage
“The Government abolishes secret diplomacy andopart expresses the firm intention to
conduct all negotiations absolutely openly befdre entire people®® Support for this
diplomatic genre intensified during the Polish-@dwVar, when the RKP(b), as excellent
tacticians, realised the benefits to be gained tiising open diplomacy for propaganda
purposes. Indeed, for much of the war, Soviet digloy and propaganda were virtually

synonymous.

Consequently, revolutionary appeals, procteona and peace proposals were
addressed directly to the Polish working class ughoopen radio transmissions. This
provided the Soviet regime with a new, unorthodadgh-profile and widely disseminated
political weapon against which the Poles were umdbl defend themselves. As Lenin

acknowledged, “We must immediately appeal to thésRgeople and explain the real

% “In the days of the old diplomacy it would haveehean act of unthinkable vulgarity to appeal to the
common people upon any issue of international gglid. Nicolson,Diplomacy p. 168.

36 |zvestiig 18 March 1917, pp. 1-2.

57'3. Horak, (ed.Poland's International Affairs, 1919-1960: a calamaf treaties, agreements, conventions
and other international act¢Bloomington, 1964), p. 222.

% Dokumenty vneshnei politiki SSSRI. 1, (Moscow, 1957), p. 13, (hereaf@VP). Trotsky argued, “The
abolition of secret diplomacy is the primary coratit for an honest, popular, truly democratic foreig
policy”, L.D. Trotsky,How the Revolution Armed: the military writings asmeeches of Leon Trotskyl. 1,
(London, 1981), p. 164.
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state of affairs. We know full well that this methof ours has a most positive effect in

tending to disrupt the ranks of our enemy/”.

It is no coincidence that throughout the w&oyviet propaganda and revolutionary
diplomatic initiatives regularly coincided with entsified Red Army activity. In response
to Pitsudski’s Kiev offensive in April 1920, for stance, the CC RKP(b) issued a
Manifesto to the Polish Peoplen 7 May 1920 and a number of revolutionary
proclamations to thEntentepopulations?® In one suctAppeal to the Workers of the Allied
Countries,on 18 April 1919, Chicherin protested,

...your rulers have created and are supportinyagedy reactionary regime in
Poland, where thanks to them, Polish workers amegb&hot down en masse,
and the Polish workers’ and peasants’ movemenrgirsgbsuppressed with the
utmost ferocity*

In this way, the Soviet regime attempted to infleeriPolish andEntentepublic opinion,
foster revolution, prevent military action agaifaissia and reduce support in Poland for
the war effort. As Chicherin remarked,

...the basic feature of our foreign policy was tbeolutionary offensive. It

took its bearings from the immediate prospect @f world revolution, for

which the Russian revolution was to serve as theasi It was directed, over
the heads of Governments, to the revolutionaryepaoiat of all countries,
and both in its actions, sharply opposed to thereemtature of existing

capitalist Governments, and in its words, its gjtpragitational offensives
were calculated to stir up the revolutionary pratiett of all countries to an
international revolutionary struggle against impksm, against the capitalist
system’?

The international community observed the develognwnthis new diplomacy with
increasing concern. As Lenin remarked,

...the fact that our new diplomacy is entirely umeentional, unanticipated
and unprecedented in the history of the monarclaodl bourgeois states, it
can in no way as yet be accepted by the other deantWhen the Bolsheviks
make straightforward statements, literally no oneai single country is

capable of understanding that we are really comugictiplomacy on the basis
of open statements and methods of special diplorfiacy

39V/.1. Lenin, PSS vol. 40, p. 97

“CDVP, vol. 2, doc. 339, pp. 507-509.

41 v, Kluchnikov & A. Sabanin, vol. 2, p. 238. On Ray, the Central Committee again appealed to the,
“Allied peoples to protest against Polish actioRimssia” Manchester Guardigni28 May 1920.

42 |zvestiig 5 July 1918. Soviet appeals also targeted thsiRupopulation to increase domestic support for
the war, se®okumenty i materialy po istorii sovetsko-pol'skikhosheniivol. 3, (Moscow, 1965), doc. 98,
pp. 173-177. For Polish Government propaganda mstoi$ to inhabitants in Poland and the Polish Army
see, Polish Institute and Sikorski Museum, A.124& .8ocs 17-22 & 26, (hereafter Polish Institute).

“3R. PipesUnknown Lenindoc. 59, pp. 95-96. International suspicion ofi8bmotives was, indeed, rife.
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Nevertheless, to the communists’ surprisecthreduct of traditional diplomacy proved

increasingly important as the war progressed. Agt@hin informed the B All-Russian
Congress of Soviets on 4 July 1918, Russia’s forgiglicy required to shift from the
revolutionary offensive to the defensive, both &xige the Soviet regime, politically,
economically and militarily, and to allow the imeational revolution time to develdpBy
establishing cordial relations with Russia’s westerighbours — Germany, Poland,
Ukraine, Estonia, Latvia and Finland — he hoped #hiauffer would be created against the

West, whilst the regime simultaneously worked foesate thé&Ententestates’

In 1919-1921, Chicherin’s aim, first and fim@st, was to consolidate Soviet power
within Russia, and alleviate Russian isolationha international sphere fell. As his own
position was dependent upon his ability to maintalations with the outside world, it was
essential that he present Soviet policy as comeifaand throughout the war, he
consistently asserted that, “The policies of SoRRassia in their relations with Poland, as
in their relations with the other nations, was &nd peaceful policy“.6 As he noted in the
latter stages of the war in September 1920,

Since in America and in many other countries thekimg masses have not
conquered power... the Russian Government deemsdseary to establish
and faithfully to maintain peaceful and friendlylations with the existing

governments of these countrifs.

Consequently, he was extremely wary of declaringe&dntentions outright®

By embroiling Poland in a carefully constedt diplomatic offensive, whilst
concurrently pursuing concrete military objectivé® Soviet authorities hoped to forestall
a Polish attack on Russia, alienate the Poles frenktntenteand remove Poland as an
obstacle to the sovietisation of Eastern Europe &wmany. Their efforts to
diplomatically play the British and French Govermiseagainst one another sought to
divide Ententesupport for Poland during the war. Soviet commaitidns with the Western
Governments thus alternated in tone from appeadeamehcooperation to overt hostility
and opposition. As Lenin acknowledged to the closedsion of the ™ All-Russian

Conference of the Communist Party on 20 Septem®20,1'We merely tried to exploit as

44 |zvestiig 5 July 1918.

4 The Treaty of Tartu with Estonia, 2 February 1928ded Soviet diplomatic isolation, and it was lois t
foundation that Chicherin wished to build.

“6 G.V. ChicherinKrasnaia kniga: sbornik diplomaticheskikh dokumentaRussko-Pol’skikh otnosheniiakh
€ 1918 po 1920ggMoscow, 1920), p 7.

7V, Kluchnikov & A. Sabanin, vol. 3, part. 1, p. 56

8 See, for example, 1.1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc, 1.941.
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broadly as possible the splits emerging betweernvén®mus countries of the Entente, in

order to defend ourselve?”.

Thus, in its relations with Poland, alongsigevolutionary diplomacy, théNKID
endorsed the traditional diplomatic medium: fornmagotiation and the exchange of
diplomatic notes, as circumstance dictated. Moreodespite claims to the contrary,
Russia occasionally reverted to negotiating wite Boles in the strictest secrecy. The
Marchlewski-Boerner discussions, for instance, heldutumn 1919, used the Red Cross
Societies of Russia and Poland as a cover fordhkpeace negotiations taking place. It
has also recently come to light that Chicherin egped concern to Lenin on 21 August
1920, that secret Soviet diplomatic codes were angédr of being deciphered by the
enemy, reporting,

| have always regarded our codes with skepticissagemot reported the most
secret things at all, and several times have caedimthers against making
such reports.... The most secret reports shouldoaotonveyed other than
through special courier§.

The theory and practice of Soviet diplomacy weteroiery different.

These two apparently divergent methods of aotidg Soviet foreign policy were
ultimately embodied in the establishment of tNKID and the Third Communist
International Comintern: whilst the former frequently pursued a tradifbmliplomatic
approach, the latter represented the institutieatibn of revolutionanagit-prop on an
international scale. Th€omintern dominated by the RKP(b), chaired by Zinoviev, and
rigorously controlled by Lenin, proved a second pdwl instrument in the
implementation of Soviet foreign policy.How easily, then, did these two bodies coexist

during the Polish-Soviet War?

On paper, the aims of ttNKID and Cominterndiffered greatly: the latter’s ultimate
objective was to incite revolution abroad by anyame necessary, and to overthrow the
capitalist governments with whom the former attesdptio establish traditional diplomatic
relations. The agitational work of tH@ominternfurther undermined\KID attempts to

securede factoand de jure recognition of Soviet Russia from the West. Indesd

“9R. Pipes, (edThe Unknown Lenin: from the secret archiféew Haven, 1996), doc. 59, p. 97.

*0 |bid, p. 93. Lenin immediately responded, “I prepo1) changing the system immediately, 2) chantjiag
key [to the cipher] every day”, ibid, doc. 57, 8.9

SLLD. Trotsky, The First Five Years of the Communist Internatipaal. 1, (London, 1973), p. 36.
Ironically, Chicherin protested to Curzon that @swnot in any way identifiable with the Russian
Government, TNA, FO 418/55, doc. 8, pp. 11-14.
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concerned was Chicherin about its negative impadhe work of his Commissariat, that

he requested both Lenin and Trotsky resign fromGbminternExecutive Committee to
improve Russia’s relations with the Western Govesnts' > Moreover, theNKID, guided
by Chicherin, appreciated the importance of suptiatd tact in negotiating with foreign
diplomats, whilstCominternrepresentatives, as propagandists and agitatacsnb time

for such an approach.

Nevertheless, although tiNKID remained unrepresented in tRelitburo and the
Party CC during the war, whilst a numberQdminterndelegates were members of both,
the Politburo remained the ultimate maker of Soviet foreign pglimediating between the
two organisations and utilising each as, and wtike, situation demanded. Moreover,
despite the different diplomatic methods employgdbbth, theNKID and Comintern
driven by Marxist ideology, ultimately sought idea objectives: the spread of revolution
on an international scale, the protection and datesion of Soviet Russia, and the need to
divide Soviet Russia’s enemies: tBatentefrom Poland, and Britain from France. These
shared goals united the Soviet leadership andatsyrsupporting organisations throughout

the conflict.

1.2 Poland

The formulation of a coherent diplomatic adgerand a realistic foreign policy were
also of vital importance to the infant Polish stafter its rebirth in November 1918. As
Chief of both the State and Army, Jézef Pitsudskigéd an inextricable link between
Polish politics and the military, and throughout teriod of the Polish-Soviet War, Polish

foreign policy directly responded to the strategiaves of the country’s armed forces.

An enlightening document, detailing PolangFscipal foreign policy objectives in the
war with Soviet Russia, entitledhe Polish-Bolshevist Wawas written by the Polish
Chargé d'Affairesto Britain, Jan Ciechanowski, on 18 July 1§2@s such it deserves
closer examination than it has previously receivEdom the outset, Ciechanowski
declared that, “The Polish-Bolshevik War was notlentaken by Poland in the name of

imperialistic aims”, and he listed a number of dacing arguments to support this

52/ 1. Lenin, Leninskii sbornikvol. 36, pp. 338-339.

53 polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 11, pp. 54-%ee, Polish Institute, A.12.P.3/5, doc. 2, foeaond copy
of this report. A further analysis by CiechanowsRgland and the Sovietpenned on 14 August 1920,
contains similar, and in parts, identical obseorai TNA, FO 417/9, no. 31, p. 38.
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assertion’ The Polish nation was already engaged in combtt ather neighbouring

states, including Germans in Posnania, Czechs sohBm, Ruthenians in Eastern Galicia,
and was faced with local unrest in Upper Silesia. cbntend with these multifarious
opponents, Poland could only rely upon a small anfrgpproximately 30,000 men, which
was hampered by a serious lack of equipment arwiress. Furthermore, her boundaries
were as yet unsettled and her industrial and filntfrastructures were in ruins after the
partitions and the destruction of the Great War. Agesult, “Under these existing
circumstances, there was and could be no questotine part of Poland of waging an

imperialistic war on a powerful neighbout”.

If Polish aims in the war with Soviet Rusgiare not guided by imperialist ambitions,
what factors were decisive in encouraging the Raddigte to militarily engage with its
eastern neighbour? Poland’s first and chief objecin the campaign was the liberation
and protection of her inhabitants from the impegdBolshevik advanc® The pressing
need to secure their eastern frontier made it absyl essential that a settlement be
reached in the borderlands. As Ciechanowski obderve

Owing to Poland’s geographical position, her inadgg military resources,
the hesitating attitude of the Allies... and to t&eer-growing Bolshevik

propaganda, conducted in Poland by Germany an8dkieets, Poland had to
aim at pushing the Bolsheviks as far eastwardsasspessible and to obtain
territorial guarantees for her future saféty.

By securing her eastern frontier, Poland hopedteguiard her independence and facilitate
her economic reconstructiéfi Her geo-strategic position, sandwiched betweenmibeh
larger German and Russian states, was vital inré@teng her foreign policy, which
aimed at rendering a Bolshevik-German rapprochemergossible. As Pitsudska

commented,

We had never had any illusions as to the perilBaénd’s position since her
geographic situation made her a barrier to the msipa of both Germany and
Russia. Under my husband’s guidance all our forepgticy had been
directed towards maintaining a balance betweerettves powers?

54 polish Institute, A.12.P2/2, doc. 11, p. 54; TNAQ 417/9, no. 31, p. 38. Lloyd George, in particula
believed that to be a dominant objective of theeRol

%5 polish Institute, A.12.P2/2, doc. 11, pp. 35-36jish Institute, A.12.P.3/5, doc. 2, pp. 5-6; TNRQ
417/9, no. 31, p. 38.

*% |bid.

" TNA, FO 417/9, no. 31, pp. 38-39. The only natsiahtegical line of defence which may secure Rblan
from the threat of Bolshevik aggression was the dhthe rivers Dvina, Beresina and Dnieper.

58 polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 11, pp. 38-B8jish Institute, A.12.P.3/5, doc. 2, p.10; Polisktitute,
A.12.P.3/5, doc. 5, p. 8; TNA, FO 417/9, no. 3139.

%9 A. PitsudskaPitsudski: a biography by his wiféNew York, 1941), p. 15.
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All state resources were directed, in its first rgeatowards Poland’s consolidation,

geographically, politically, economically, militiyiand internationally. To achieve this,
the Polish leadership turned increasingly to digoynduring 1919-1920, in an attempt to
secure relations with its powerful eastern neighband ideological opponent, Soviet

Russia.

Despite Pitsudski’s inherent distrust of diphktic channels, preferring to endorse
military solutions wherever possible, diplomacyy&d especially important in providing a
breathing space for the Poles, as they struggletbrtoulate a clearly-defined foreign
policy after the emergence of their state onto latile world aren&° Pitsudski remained
unshaken in his belief that Soviet diplomacy wa$enently untrustworthy, and
consequently remained deeply suspicious of NMlID diplomatic proposals received
during the war year$. Soviet Russia’s revolutionary diplomatic practicesmbined with
their aggressive, widely-disseminated propagantinsive, further convinced him of the
insincerity of their diplomacy. However, as withv# Russia, it proved essential for the
Poles that diplomacy be utilised as a means ofrserboth Poland’s internal development

and stability and her position within the widergmtational community.

In contrast with the Soviet regime, howevére important role of diplomacy was
immediately recognised by Poles of many politicafspasions. As a result, a Polish
Diplomatic Service was created by the joint effatsthe Polish National Committee in
Paris KNP), the Provisional Council of the Statd R§ and the Supreme National
Committee KKN).%2 Although the Polish Ministry of Foreign Affaird{nisterstwo Spraw
Zagranicznych(MS2) suffered initially from a severe shortage of lified personnel, a
network of foreign missions in Paris, London, Wasgiton, Rome and other cities had
already been established by the Polish Nationalr@itiee®® Work progressed rapidly and
prior to the outbreak of the conflict, in early dary 1919, theMSZ employed 252
individuals® On 15 August 1919, th&NP missions were transformed into Polish

diplomatic legations, and foreign diplomatic missiavere, in turn, sent to Wars&w.

€0 This process was greatly hampered by the numerongicting political parties which fought for cant

of Polish politics after November 1918 but was stesi by the appointment of Paderewski to lead tedni
government 16 January 1919, as a compromise betilvegositions of Pitsudski and Roman Dmowski.

51 See, for instance, his reaction to the Soviet @sals at Mikaszewicze and to the Soviet Note of 22
December 1919.

62 3. Sibora, “The Origins of the Polish Foreign Miny, 11 November 1918-January 1919”, in P. Latawsk
(ed.),The Reconstruction of Poland, 1914-19@3ndon, 1992), p. 179.

®3 Ibid, p. 190.

4. Sibora, p. 185.

% |t was no coincidence, given their traditionalefrilship, that a French delegation had already been
dispatched to Warsaw in April 1919, W. RoszkowsKihe Reconstruction of the Government and State
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Unlike the Soviet diplomatic service, partffiliation was no hindrance for those
wishing to pursue diplomatic careers in Polandtelad, a good knowledge of foreign
languages, education and contacts with the outsiddd were regarded as essential
qualifications by theMSZ®® The continued pressing need, during the war, Herttaining
of professional diplomats was well recognised l® Bolish Prime Minister and Foreign
Minister, Ignacy Paderewski. Addressing the Polsat on 12 November 1919, on the
topic of Schools for Officials and Diplomatke argued, “We need great political schools
to prepare a number of state officials for the &amstand Western districts, where all
spheres and classes can learn foreign languaggmrptery to representing Poland

abroad™®’

Thus, like the Soviet regime, the Poles were awthre that the hostilities could
not be resolved purely by military engagement: rinitent diplomacy was to prove
central to the foreign policy of both from the aitand, increasingly, as the Polish-Soviet

War developed and intensified.

2. Polish-Soviet Diplomacy, 1918

Poland faced great uncertainty from Novermt®t8 until the war with Soviet Russia
commenced in February 1919. Surrounded on all diglgsotential enemies and with her
borders as yet undefined, the political, econosicial and military structure of the state
had to be built from scratch. These difficultiesreveompounded by the advance of the
Soviet Red Army into th&resyin November 1918. The existence of the Geri@aer-Ost
administration in the occupied lands preventedctliRolish-Soviet communication, with a
basic radio system serving as the only link betwteemeighbouring states. Inevitably, this
restricted the development of diplomatic relatioaad heightened Polish and Russian

isolation.

Nevertheless, attempts were made to foskations. Even prior to the establishment of
Polish independence, Chicherin had moved to estabiplomatic contact. On 29 October
1918, he addressed a note to the Polish Regencyic@owffering that the Polish
communist andNKID member, Julian Marchlewski, be appointed as thd-3%&s

diplomatic representative to Poland, and requestite a Polish delegate be sent to

Apparatus in the Second Republic”, in P. Latawski165. A Polish legation was finally established i
Moscow after the conclusion of the Polish-Sovietr\iaJune 1921.

% Ibid, p. 164.

8" TNA, FO 417/7, doc. 15, p. 21.



83
Moscow in returr?® To this offer no immediate reply was forthcomifigre Poles had no

wish to recognise the Soviet regime in Russia, Wwhibe establishment of formal
diplomatic relations would have implied. The movernef Soviet troops westwards and
arrest of the Regency Council’s leader in Moscovexander Lednicki, provided the
Polish Minister of Foreign Affairs, Leon Wasilewskiith a credible excuse for rejecting

this proposal outright’

The following month witnessed an intensificat of diplomatic correspondence
between the two states. On 2 December, Chicherotewto Wasilewski regarding the
establishment of safe conduct for Poles in Russid, again on 12 and 15 December, he
attempted to persuade the Poles to remove anyrexisistacles to the ‘normalisation’ of
relations’® Embroiled in a violent civil war, and facing bo#fllied intervention and an
Allied blockade, Soviet isolation was complete. Tagime, lacking any recognition by the
international community, desperately needed to béista relations with her near-
neighbour. As a result, on 24 December, Chicheggquested permission for Russia’s
diplomatic representative to enter Poldh&ix days later, th&1SZissued an official note
in which it refused to open diplomatic relationsedto Russia’s, “...aggressive and
imperialist policy”, demonstrated by the advancdrefl Army troops into the borderlands
of Lithuania and Belorussia, towards the Polishritexad/? This was the final act in the

theatre of Polish-Soviet diplomacy for 1918.

3. Polish-Soviet Diplomacy, 1919

3.1 January-March

Militarily, the year 1919 saw the Poles @i and maintain a clear advantage over
Soviet Russid® Enmeshed in civil war, the Soviet regime remaiabsorbed by domestic
concerns throughout the year, lacking both the time resources to direct full attention on
the Poles. In contrast, from the outset, Polisardittn was trained on the defence of their
former eastern territories. As Paderewski rematke@olonel House at the beginning of
January 1919,

®8 Dokumenty i materialy po istorii sovetsko-pol'skikhoshenii vol. 1, (Moscow, 1963), doc. 276, p. 460;
Izvestiia,29 October 1918.

%9 See Krasnaia knigadocs 6-15, pp. 22-29.

" Ipid, doc. 6 & 12, pp. 22 & 27. See al&y/P, vol. 1, doc. 416, pp. 579-58; & M, vol. 2, docs. 22 & 26,
pp. 32-33 & 36-37.

! Krasnaia knigadoc. 16, p. 30.

2 |bid, doc. 17, pp. 30-3D & M, vol. 2, doc. 37, pp. 48-49.

3 See, U. OlechWojna Polsko-Sowiecka 1919-1921: materialy do biptafii, (Warsaw, 1990), pp. 27-32.
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...Situation most critical. Bolshevist invasionfofmer Polish territory still in
progress. Thousands of people tortured, murderadyrburied alive. Vilna,
Minsk, even Grodno menaced.... If action is delagad entire civilisation
may cease to exist. The war may result in the gskabent of barbarism all
over Europé?

Initial military engagements witnessed botmed forces manoeuvring for position,
until by March a 300-mile front was establisHédThe following month the first
significant Polish gain was made, with the Polismya occupation of the strategically
important city of Wilno. Immediately following thishere was little activity on the front as
the Poles concentrated on the situations develdpihgvow, Cieszyn and Pozhaand the
Soviets concentrated on their civil war opponemgnikin, Yudenich and Kolchalk.
Consequently, by July 1919 the troops engaged enPilish-Soviet Front remained
relatively limited in scopé’ The three internal Polish conflicts in Lwéw, Cigszand
Pozna were, however, settled the following month, freeRitsudski to devote resources
to the Russian front. An immediate result was aade the occupation of Minsk, on 8

August, by the Pole¥.

By the close of 1919 Polish forces had adgdnmto the Wilno region, Polesia,
Volhynia, and Eastern Galicia and controlled almaistof Lithuania and Belorussia. As
noted by Stanistaw Grabski, a Polish diplomat aaierl Polish delegate at the Riga
negotiations, during 1919 the Polish armies freednf Russia the entire area gained by
Russia at the third partition in 1795As a result, at the close of the year, the Pdfiekiet
border ran from the Latvian border on the River Davin the north to the Rumanian

border on the River Dniester in the soffth.

However, tempting though the prospect offfartmilitary gains was, Pitsudski ordered
a halt to his troops’ movement at the end of thary®enikin's forces were advancing

against the Red Army and a White victory in thalaiar threatened Polish independence

" papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the tethiStates, 1919: the Paris Peace Confergnce
(Washington, D.C., 1942), pp. 424-425.

S N. DaviesWhite Eaglep. 47.

8 A. Zamoyski,The Battle for the Marchland@New York, 1981), p. 6.

7], PitsudskiYear 1920 p. 27. Polish forces were also engaged in mylieonflict at this time against
Ukrainians in Eastern Galicia.

8 A. Zamoyski Battle, p. 6.

® 5. GrabskiThe Polish-Soviet FronfLLondon, 1943), p. 7.

8 N. Davies, “The Genesis of the Polish-Soviet War'European Studies Reviewgl. 5, no. 1. (1975), p.
57.
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even more than a Soviet succl'sis.benefited the Poles, therefore, to await the@me of

the Russian Civil War before attempting to estdblielations with her neighbour.
Furthermore, it would have been extremely diffidolt the Poles to inflict a decisive blow
on the Red Army: the latter always had the optibretreating deep into Russia. A Polish
advance over such a vast distance would have Iséettihe Polish economic and political
systems to breaking point, whilst it would have maémost impossible for the military to
defend and consolidate their gafisNevertheless, 1919 was a year of great military
success against Russia for both the Polish arnmredd@nd their Commander-in-Chief. As
Pitsudska remarked of her husband, “It was a yeatumph and fulfillment for him.... He

faced the winter confidently?

For Soviet Russia, the precedence accordatbiioestic considerations in 1918 and
1919, allowed Polish military gains to be viewed afssecondary importan&é.The
resultant allocation of military resources to contrinternal opponents, forced the Soviet
regime to rely increasingly upon international dipacy to secure the state in 1919. As
noted by Trotsky, although initially sceptical bktrole diplomacy could play in the new
regime, “With patience and system which truly desethe highest recognition, our
diplomacy did not let a single opportunity go bgydafter day, for stressing that peace was

possible and necessafy".

The Soviet leadership had already decidedpril A918 that revolutionary agitation in
Poland required to be directed by experienced mapdists and agitato?s This was first
implemented under the cover of a Russian Red Qwtission, the official objective of
which was to secure the release of Russian prisafawar interned in Poland during the
Great Waf’ Led by the Polish communist, Wesotewski, the misssecretly entered
Poland on 20 December 1918. Despite initial apdrbyathe Polish Government for the
visit, the mission failed to notify the authoritiekits arrival and its members, accused of

engaging in political agitation, were arrestedftiwing day®®

81 Mistrust of Denikin by Pitsudski is further dismesl later in the chapter, p. 92. In reality, heardgd
neither the Russian Reds nor Whites as reliabléiegamwith whom the Poles could conduct serious
negotiations.

82 N. DaviesWhite Eaglep. 65.

8 A. Pitsudska, p. 294.

84 |zvestiig 5 July 1918.

8 |.D. Trotsky,Military Writings, vol. 3, p. 151.

8 M.K. Dziewanowski,The Communist Party of Poland: an outline hisiq@ambridge, Mass., 1976), p.
80.

87 .D. Trotsky,Military Writings, vol. 3, p. 151.
8 |bid; D & M, vol. 3, p. 558. Dziewanowski incorrectly argubdttMarchlewski was its leader, M.K.
Dziewanowskip. 81.
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On 29 December, the KPRP organised a denatiostr to protest against the

internment of the mission, during which the Polishitary opened fire, killing 6 people
and injuring 14° Two days later, th&lKID sent a note to Wasilewski, in which Chicherin
strongly protested against the imprisonment of Reel Cross memberS.An agreement
was reached with the Polish Government for theassdeof the prisoners and assurances
given for their safe return to RussfaHowever, on 2 January 1919, at tapy station, the
Polishgendarmesscorting the mission murdered four of its membBraVesotowski, M.
Al'ter, M. Aivazova and L. Klotsman, and seriousiypunded L. Al'ter’® The perpetrators
declared that they sought to avenge relatives meddby the Soviet Secret Police, the
Cheka® Reaction was immediate. Trotsky condemned théngil as a, “...hateful and

savage baiting of Soviet Russi#".

A breakdown in Polish-Soviet diplomatic reas ensued® The event signified the
Soviet regime’s first failed attempt to provide tRelish revolutionary movement with
experienced leadership, a process which culminiatddly 1920 with the establishment of
the Polish Provisional Revolutionary Committee iatigstok. On 16 January 1919, a new
Polish Coalition Government, established under Rk,

...immediately informed the Soviet Government alibeir nomination of an

investigation into the assassination of the Reds€idission and proposed
that all current news be dispatched to Moscow thinoa special mission,
under Ventskovsky?

The Soviet regime hoped that this would lead togsiablishment of diplomatic relations

with the Poles, for as Chicherin acknowledged,

The Soviet Government did not wish to confine agreet to routine,

practical questions. It strove to a general, prditagreement with Poland....
to cleanse the disputed area from the military othbsides and to allow
workers to vote for the determination of the destifi these regions. Time,
however, passed — and from the Polish Governmemligvaot receive a reply
to the question of a general agreeniént.

89D &M, vol. 3, p. 558.
22 Krasnaia knigadoc. 18, p. 32DVP, vol. 1, doc. 461, p. 636.
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Feliks Dzieeynski, ordered the erection of a memorial to thosedered, P. Kalenichenko, “O deiatel'nosti
Polskogo Vremennogo Revoliutsionnogo Komiteta” AinManusevich, (ed.)Oktiabr'skaia revoliutsiia i
zarubezhnye slavianskie narodljoscow, 1957), p. 185. The guards responsibléifermurders were tried
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% |zvestiig 11 January 1919.
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TheNKID further aimed to exploit the situation by playtagthe Allies. Chicherin sent
a communication to the Governments of Great Brjtkiance, Italy, Japan and the USA,
on 18 February 1919, in which he portrayed the $a@ls entirely unreasonable. This
propaganda document stressed Russia’s desire fmepeith Poland and highlighted
Soviet Russia’s interest in the disputesy bound as it was to Soviet Lithuania and
Soviet Belorussia, “...in firm and close friendshiff"lt included a veiled warning to the
Allies to refrain from interference in the dispwed instead, presented itself as mediator
stating,

As to the territorial questions, requiring negatias with the Governments of

the Lithuanian and White Russian Soviet Republit® Russian Soviet

Government expressed to the Government of thelPBkpublic its readiness

to offer its services in working out a peacefulusioin to these questiors.
This was the first step in Soviet Russia’s diplamatfensive: firstly, to isolate Poland
internationally; and secondly, to remowntente support for the Polish war effort.
Tactically it was an astute move. In sharp contrastl contrary to Allied wishes, Pitsudski

continued to seek a military solution to Polandsilpus position in the spring of 1919.

3.2 Polish-Soviet Conflict, April-August

With the establishment of the Polish and w#thian states in 1918, both of which
desperately needed to quickly establish their feost conflict between the neighbouring
states was inevitable. During the Polish-Soviet \Whe strategically important city of
Wilno was claimed as Polish, Russian and LithuanRaolish claims were founded on
ethnographical and strategic factors, whilst Lithiags challenge for control of the area
rested on historical consideraticf!$The population of the city was predominantly Folis
and control of Wilno would provide the Poles with direct border with Latvia,
strengthening the country’s eastern border agfustiet Russia. For Pitsudski, on a
personal level, the question of Wilno was especiatiportant. He acknowledged, “One of
the most lovely things in my life had been Wilnoy mative city... that dear city, full of so

#01

many memories®.” Control of this city was pivotal if his ideologicarogramme for a

federation of the borderland states was to be waetieln sharp contrast, for many

%8\ Kluchnikov & A. Sabanin, p. 229.

% |bid.

100 For further details of Lithuanian involvement ihet Polish-Soviet War see, M.M. Drozdowski,
Miedzynarodowe aspekty wojny polsko-bolszewickiej 19P®: antologia tekstéw historycznydhvarsaw,
1996), pp. 131-138.

101 A, Pitsudska, pp. 46-47.
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Lithuanians, Soviet rule of Wilno was preferablePwlish occupation: unlike Poland, the

Soviet regime was unable to command support aP#res Peace Conference. This, they

hoped, would serve to strengthen their own claimghe city™%2

Whilst the statesmen at Paris deliberated ¢hve issue, Pitsudski decided to take
matters into his own hands. According to Pitsudska,

He considered that he had ample justification ferdttions. The destinies of
Poland and Lithuania had been linked together fenturies.... Polish
influence and culture had always extended overuaitha. Her educated
classes spoke only Polish and lived according lsfPcustom. The citizens
of Wilno had considered themselves to be Polesctorturies.... of the
inhabitants of the city less than one per cent wétheianians-®

In mid-April 1919, he sent a Polish delegation ®muKas, with a proposal to launch a joint
Polish-Lithuanian military offensive against SovRtssia, but this was rejected by the
Lithuanians'® As a result, the Polish Army entered Wilno on 2&iA'% That same day,
the Polish Marshal issued a proclamatida,the Inhabitants of the Ancient Grand Duchy
of Lithuanig in which he set out the Polish agenda, stating,

The Polish Army which came here under my commandriter to expel

violence and oppression, to abolish a governmemtiwbpposes the will of
the population, this army brings to you full indedence and liberty... | want
to give you the possibility of solving your intetnaational and religious
questions according to your wishes without any tan# or pressure on the
part of Poland.... | will not institute here a naly Government, but a Civil
Administration to which | shall call men of thiswry, born amongst yojl.‘ff5

The administration was to organise and hold freetelins on the basis of equal, direct,
universal and secret suffrage; maintain order agace; organise the food supply and

work-force of the country, and aid all citizensgaedless of their nationality or religidfy’

Thisfait accomplimet with a mixed response. Chicherin informed\tg&Zon 25 April

1919 that Soviet Russia was immediately withdrawiragn the current Polish-Soviet

192 A, Senn, p. 109. The Allies in turn, hoped that foles and Lithuanians could resolve the question
themselves.

193 A, Pitsudska, p. 293.

104 A, Senn, p. 107.

195 Gerson incorrectly dated the Wilno offensive tdumn 1919, L. GersorWoodrow Wilson and the
Rebirth of Poland, 1914-192Q\New Haven, 1953), p. 36.

1% polish Institute, A.12.P.3/5, doc. 4, p. 21. Foe full text see, TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 31, pp. 42-43
Monitor Polskj 28 April 1919, no. 95. S. Horak, pp. 231-232edait 21 April, and N. Davied\Vhite Eagle,

p. 51, dated it 22 April. Jerzy Osmolowski headeelddministration.

197 1bid. On 6 August, the Polish Council for Natioriaéfence reported that following this declaration,
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Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 22, p. 86.
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diplomatic negotiation&’® Lenin, in turn, demanded a prompt military resgobg the Red

Army.*®°n contrast, the inhabitants of Wilno overwhelmjngelcomed the Polish forces.

Even Pitsudski was surprised at the strength oféleeption accorded to them, remarking
to Paderewski, “I did not expect so warm and toogla welcome.... It surpassed anything
one could have imagined. The people wept for jdiae. only exceptions have been the

Jews who under the rule of the Bolsheviks wereggtherning classes™®

The Wilno campaign proved to be one of thesinsoiccessful operations of Pitsudski’s
career. It signaled the virtual end of communiske rin Lithuania for a time and
demonstrated the failure of Soviet ideology to apge wide sections of the Lithuanian
population. The diplomatic battle for the city waswever, just commencing. On 16 May,
the PolishDiet unanimously resolved, “...that the Polish Republas mo intention of
annexing the former Grand Duchy of Lithuania, bottbe contrary the Diet desires the
union with the nationalities of this country on thasis of self-determinatiorf*! This was
followed by the publication of a®fficial Polish Military Communiquévhich stated that,
“...the Polish Government has on July 6 recogniged facto the independence of
Lithuania”1*? Throughout the Polish-Soviet War, the Lithuaniaestion remained an area
of constant discord between the Poles and RusSians. spring 1920, Marchlewski
participated in Soviet Russian-Lithuanian negatiagi held in Moscow, and on 12 July, a
treaty was signed between the two statéBy this, Lithuania received the region and city
of Wilno, in return for secretly allowing the Sovieed Army to pass through Lithuanian

territory unopposed->

Two months later, Polish-Soviet communicatioesumed, when on 3 June 1919,
Chicherin complained to Paderewski about the caertinadvance eastwards of Poland’s
armed forces'*® The hands of the Soviet regime were tied by coretihdomestic unrest in

Russia, and once again it was to diplomatic nejotighat the Soviet leadership turned in

1%8p & M, vol. 2, doc. 131, p. 22QVP, vol. 2, doc.92, pp. 142-143.
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an attempt to stabilise relations with their Poligsighbour in mid-1914'" The task of

reopening discussions, which had halted in Apeill, to Marchlewski. As a leading figure

in the Polish communist movement aNKID employee from October 1918, he was
familiar with the existing volatile diplomatic reéians. Consequently, when he offered to
initiate renewed, secret and unofficial negotiagiobenin grasped the opportunity. Loyal
to the Soviet regime and in full accord with itsefign policy aims, he was, “...empowered

by Lenin to conduct far-reaching negotiations ia thatter of peace™®

Marchlewski departed Moscow for secret talish Poland’s representatives, M.
Kossakowski and A. Wencikowski, in the Biatowéeforest, on 18 June 1919. His remit
was to: establish diplomatic relations between ibland Russia; gain Polish recognition
of the Soviet Government; reach agreement to bpgate preliminaries, and recognise
Polish territory within the boundaries of the Caegg Kingdormt® It was hoped that this
would allow the Red Army to concentrate all itso@ses on the Russian White forces, by
neutralising the Polish threat on her western hordée negotiations were, however,
marred by mutual distrust, a consistent featurePofish-Soviet diplomatic contact
throughout the war. The Poles, guided by Pitsudsikire convinced that the talks were
simply a delaying tactic, whereby the Red Army douégroup, before launching an
offensive on Poland’s eastern territory, and seatejd participation in any official peace
talks?® On 30 July, Marchlewski, disheartened and temjipralefeated, returned to
Russia-** It was not until the middle of October that faceface diplomatic negotiation
between Poland and Russia resumed. In the interggu@riod attention turned, once more,
to the battlefield.

The continued eastwards drive of the Polish Arm$949 resulted in the occupation of
the city of Minsk on 8 August? As with the movement of Polish troops into Wilrauf
months earlier, the offensive was accompanied thgcdaration of Polish intentions, issued
by Pitsudski on 13 August® The Declaration to the People of Minsknmediately
proclaimed the city to be Polish territory. Thissmaf absolute necessity if his federalist

programme was to succeed. Nevertheless, as witkattier declaration to the Lithuanians,
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Pitsudski announced that the inhabitants of Mingluld be free to determine their own

government, declaring,

At this moment when at the head of my army, | pytfaot on this my native

soil, | have proclaimed that nothing will here Imepbsed by violence, that
this land will utter its free voice among the otheand that it will decide of its
own accord how and under which laws to live. | Ebalfaithful to my words

— confirmed by the highest authority — the Poligin®">*

The Polish Army advance pushed the Red Army furé@estwards until by the end of the
month, Pitsudski ordered his troops to halt. By tliine, the three vitally important cities
for the implementation of his federation were un&elish control: Wilno, Lwoéw and

Minsk. The military had had its day for the timdrge secret diplomatic negotiation once

again came to the fore to influence the developrokRblish-Soviet relations.
3.3 Mikaszewicze Negotiations, October-December

Thus, two and a half months after the Marcklavikossakowski discussions ended in
the Bialowieza forest, communications resumed. By autumn 1919 Red Army was in
danger of defeat at the hands of General Anton Kieim the Donbass, whilst the Poles,
lacking a solid military ally in the war against $%in, were experiencing serious
difficulties in their relations with th&ntente The initiative was seized by ttNKID on 12
August, when it outlined its readiness to open RumsPolish Red Cross Society
discussions® Utilising a non-diplomatic agency enabled Sovietisfla to conceal
discussion with the Polish Government, whilst si@gously facilitating agitation and

propaganda against the Polish authorities: thisth@siew Soviet “diplomacy” in action.

Officially, the exchange of hostages, civilieaaptives and refugees between the two
countries was sought® On this basis, on 3 September, i®Zand the Polish Ministry of
War instructed Michat Kossakowski, Chairman of tRelish Red Cross Society in
Volhynia, to enter negotiations with its Russiamim@rpart:>’ The location chosen for the
meeting was the railway station of Mikaszewiczegrmeuck in the Volhynia region and it
was to here that the Polish and Soviet delegatitregded by Kossakowski and

124 polish Institute, A.12.P.3/5, doc. 4, p. 25.

125 As Chicherin recorded, “..an attempt to renew atiegjons... the Soviet Government... entrusted
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Marchlewski respectively, made their way in earlgt@ber 1919? The prolonged

discussions which followed lasted from Qgtober until 14 December. Although officially
the talks aimed to secure the release of PolishRars$ian hostages, in fact, according to
Chicherin,

Comrade Marchlewski, during his repeated tripsh® dreas occupied by the
Poles, simultaneously, with authorisation for thesgnt political tasks, stood
as a double representative... repeatedly strivingepresent the aims of the
Soviet Government — for the conclusion of a fultesgnent with Poland and
to discontinue military activities between Polamdi &ussid?*®

Marchlewski’'s remit was to secure Polish neutralitghe Russian Civil War. To achieve
this the Soviet regime was willing to recognise #hasting frontline as the political

boundary between the two stat&.

In turn, the Polish leadership hoped to exple recent victories of Denikin over the
Red Army, to secure concessions from the SovietregPitsudski had failed to establish
diplomatic negotiations with Denikin and greathafed a White victory in the Russian
Civil War as crucially, and in direct contrast witie Soviet regime, the White Generals
refused to recognise Poland’s right to independeree a result, Pitsudski informed
Marchlewski that, “Poland will not be the gendarmie Europe”, and that the Polish
Government would welcome peace negotiatidhsie gave a personal guarantee to Lenin
that Polish troops would not cross the existingntifoe until the defeat of Denikin by the
Red Army was achieved if, in return, the Sovietdteuh their propaganda offensive
amongst the Polish soldiel& Although he remained deeply suspicious of the &ovi
authorities, he hoped that@mporarycompromise could be reached. Pitsudski, therefore,
allowed the lengthy negotiations at Mikaszewiczéatee place, fully aware that this was
of great military assistance to the Soviet regifielhe cessation of hostilities would free
him to promote his federalist programme in #resy,whilst leaving the Bolsheviks to

consolidate their authority, unhampered, in Ru§¥ia.

128 3. SieradzkiBiatowieza i Mikaszewicze: mity i prawdy. Do genezy wojonpdzy a RSFRR w 192Q r.
(Warsaw, 1959).
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Dual negotiations, therefore, proceeded:cidfiy to resolve the hostage situation;

unofficially to secure an armistice and peace es@itint to end the Polish-Soviet War. The
former took place openly, in full view of the publand in keeping with the spirit of the
new diplomacy adopted by the international comnyyndt varying degrees, after the Great
War. In contrast, the latter were hidden from pubiew andEntentediplomats, resident
in the Polish capital, remained oblivious to thel neature of the talks. Horace Rumbold,
Britain’s Minister to Poland, informed his Foreigdecretary, George Curzon, on 19
October 1919, that,

A mixed commission of representatives of the PdRsld Cross... has opened
up negotiations with the representatives of theigo@overnment for the

exchange of hostages. The number of Polish hosiagRsissia amounts at
present to several thousands, whose conditionpsried to be lamentable.
The Poles hold fewer, but as great stress is lpahuhe release of some of
them, it is hoped that the result of the negotiatiwill be satisfactory>>

Positive results were achieved at Mikaszesiid2n 2 November 1919, an official
agreement was concluded, by which Kossakowski selctire release of Polish hostages
held within the RSFSK® This was followed exactly one week later with #igning of an
accord for the mutual exchange of civilian priseddf However, Polish-Soviet
correspondence regarding implementation and vaiabf these agreements continued to
be dispatched throughout the conflict. For instanoea letter marked “strictly secret”,
Chicherin complained to Marchlewski, on 11 Decent#9, about Polish obstacles to the
exchange of both hostages and civilian prisonard, an 3 January 1920, contacted the
MSZ regarding Poland’s failure to carry out the terofishe exchang&® Nevertheless,
progress was made, and the following day Rumbaldrdzd,

The Polish Red Cross delegates... have... reportedthieafirst party of
Polish prisoners and civilian hostages amountingbimut 500 prisoners in all
are alreadyen routefor Poland and have almost reached the place athwh
they should cross the fronti&¥

In sharp contrast, the unofficial diplomatic negttins held at Mikaszewicze were

veiled in the strictest secrecy. Trotsky observed the negotiations were, “...kept entirely
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138D & M, vol. 2, doc. 271, pp. 433-43Mrasnaia knigadoc. 67, p. 83.
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secret” at Poland’s instigation, whilst Marchlewskiported in aMemorandum to the

Politburo on 26 October 1919, that the Soviet delegateseateds to discuss an armistice
and peace, were not made public, due to Polishezost®® He wrote,

[lgnacy Boerner] stated that he had no written ausiations; the situation in
Warsaw is such that they do not wish to put angthmwriting. | said that
this was not necessary: we would not exchange as#tions but would
show them to one another and then hide them ipockets or burn thert!

To facilitate talks between Marchlewski and Pitdddsenvoys, Captain Boerner and
Lieutenant Birnbaum, “...the ultimatum demanded l®/Boles was the preservation of the

negotiations in complete secrecy?.

This was essential given Poland’s tenuousrmattional position at the end of 1919. If
the discussions had become widely known, Enéente and in particular France, at that
time pushing Poland to assist the White Russianem@&nt and launch a joint offensive
against Soviet Russia, would have been outrageel.Pidles were placed in an extremely
difficult position. As the Whites vehemently refds® recognise Polish independence, a
White victory in the Civil War was not in their grest. Nevertheless, France remained the
chief supporter of Polish claims at the negotiatialgles in Paris and Poland’s principal
overseas supplier of military equipment and resesirds such, Pitsudski could not risk
arousing French hostility towards the infant Poksate. Consequently, whilst negotiation
continued, the Polish Army moved troops along #stern border to convince the Allies
that they were making serious preparations to laumanajor offensive against the Red

Army.1#

Initially, the Soviet regime was suspiciodghe secrecy surrounding the talks and at a
Politburo meeting on 4 May 1920, resolved, “To propose tod¥iewski that if there is no
refusal on his side, to announce in the press gneement™** The following day, Lenin
read Marchlewski’s report regarding the armistind an 7 May, reconsidered his position,
informing Trotsky, “Comrade Marchlewski is alagainstpublication of his negotiations
with Boerner. It is necessary to secure this desish the Politburo’.'* Despite the

regime’s earlier promise to avoid secret diplomatcwas, like the Poles, very much in the

140 3. Meijer, (ed.Jhe Trotsky Papers, 1917-192@). 1, (The Hague, 1964), p. 759.

11 R, PipesUnknown Lenindoc. 1A, Appendix, p. 179.

42| 1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 14, p. 36rom a Protocol of the Politbouro Meeting CC RKP(l}
November 1919.

143 M.K. Dziewanowski, “Pilsudski's Federal Policy,1991921", p. 125.

1441 ). Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 46, p. 86.

145R. PipesUnknown Lenindoc. 1A, Appendix, pp. 179-180; V.1. LenBiograficheskaia khronikayol. 8,
(Moscow, 1977), p. 581, Lenin, Trotsky and Kameweted against its publication.
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Soviet’s interest that the diplomatic discussia@mmained unacknowledged. Demonstrating

the willingness of Pitsudski to negotiate with SsvRussia would have invalidated the
latter's assertion that the Polish Government wasatente puppet, and would have
fatally undermined Soviet propaganda in Poland tredwider international arena. This

could not be sanctioned.

The secret negotiations did succeed in segumvo crucial objectives: a temporary
truce between the armed forces of Poland and S&uesia for a period at the end of
1919, and the presentation, for the first time, Rafland’s peace terms. Firstly, both
delegations were united in their goal of securingaamistice, at least until the army of
Denikin had been defeated. Invlemorandum from Julian Marchlewski to the Politburo
penned on 26 October 1919, the chief Soviet dedegaiorded, “...for me it was enough if
[Boerner] informed me verbally that there is a digéi and clear decision by the Polish
command: Polish troops will not go farthéf®. Boerner concurred, “It is important to us
that you beat Denikin; take your regiments, senemthagainst Denikin, or against

Yudenich, we will not touch you**’

To ratify this agreement, Boerner suggestet Pitsudski send a representative to
Moscow. A Soviet delegate would not be welcomedhie Polish capital, for fear of
inciting Entente opposition, and presenting the Soviet regime wath international
platform from which to launch a propaganda offeasiMarchlewski, in turn, expressed
concern that Polish dependence on thetente would invalidate any Polish-Soviet
agreement reached, and that the Poles would rdlaaunailitary campaign at the behest of
the Allies!*® To this the Polish envoy replied,

No, we will not do that; it is one thing to entatd political deals that are not
advantageous to us and another thing to attagkntit advantageous for us to
attack; we have already gone against the will & Entente a number of
times, and we will not go along with it in this easThe guarantee is the
person of PitsudsK{*®

146 R. PipesUnknown Leninp. 179.
147 |bid, pp. 179-180. Marchlewski further reporteBotand cannot desire the victory of Denikin, it siomt

148 He argued, “In that case the entire agreemeniesano weight. If Poland depends on the Ententith
an extent, then there is no guarantee that tomothevEntente won't order you to attack and [thai]y
[won't] do it”, ibid, p. 180.

149 bid. This was true. By holding unofficial, sectatks with Marchlewski, the Poles were alreadyragin
direct contravention of Allied instructions.
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This answer satisfied Marchlewski. Five days dffisrreport was sent to thlitburo, he

again wrote to Lenin of his determination, “...vath fail to secure ‘the suspension of
military action,’ ie. the matter of stopping therv&® He continued,

This is everything... since to conclude peace tleenot now dare, fearing the
Entente, on which they depend, not only for parthefir finances, but, apart
from that, on the question of their southern bordeusiness with

Czechoslovakia) and also the border in the Ukr&ntespering together with

Petlura, but hoping that the border there will blvesd to their advantage by
the allies). To conclude peace, to recognise th@eBgovernment — this
means to break from the Entente, but to stop mylitection is possible....

And | am sure that this can be achieved.

On 14 November 1919, tHeolitburo met to discuss the Polish ceasefire offer,
entrusted Chicherin and Trotsky to work out dethi®nditions for the armistice, and
defined a demarcation line at which the Red Armyulohalt at the cessation of
hostilities!®? The resultant armistice strengthened the Sovisitipn against Denikin,
freeing troops for the Reds’ Civil War campaign.Furthermore, so confident was the
Soviet leadership that peace with Poland would dmosettled, that they began to remove
troops from active duty, transforming them intodab armies>* In reality, however, the

truce secured only a temporary suspension of tsit>®

Secondly, the Polish delegation presentedcéasefire conditions, formulated by
Pitsudski on 3 November, for the first time. Thas@ounced that,

The Chief-of-State —

1. will not order the Polish army beyond the line Ngxad Volynsk -
Oleysk - River Ptich - Bobruysk - River BerezinBerezina Canal - River
Dvina

to avoid misunderstandings, suggests that a batniOwide shall divide
the two armies

declares that he will support the Latvian’s claoxDunaburg

demands an end to communist agitation in the Palisty

demands that the Soviets shall not attack Petlura

not believing in the Soviets’ power of discretiomarns that any
indiscretion will engender serious consequences

no

ook w

150 1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 12, pp. 32-33.

51 |bid, p. 33. On 7 December, Savery incorrectlyorégd that a ten day armistice had been conclulbed) a
a sector of the Eastern Front, solely for the psepaf allowing the transportation of hostages fRussia to
Poland, set free by the Soviet regime, TNA, FO 41d@6c. 13, p. 30.

1521 1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 14, p. 36; K. Rad&tneshnaia politika Sovetsko Rogéiloscow, 1923), p.
56. Present at the meeting were Lenin, Trotsky, &@aw and Krestinskii.

153 The Red Army transferred 40,000 riflemen from fhalish Front to take part in the Battle of Tula at
which they inflicted Denikin’s first defeat, A. Zawyski, Battle, p. 8.

154 Despite the KPRP Executive Bureau in Russia, oN@6mber 1919 voicing concerns to the CC RKP(b)
that, “Neither the present stage of negotiatior®, even the anticipated conclusion of an armisticié
permit a relaxation of the defense of the frotihe. ‘peace’ aspirations of the Polish governmemtoutntedly
wears a temporary character”, I.I. Kostiushko, gldoc. 15, pp. 37-38.

155 Krasnaia knigap. 6.
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7. affirms that, if the Soviet government agrees tm{so02, 4 and 5, a duly

authorised representative will be sent to discllsghe conditions directly
with Mr. Lenin in persor>®
When thePolitburo met to discuss these terms on 14 November, itveddo,

Accept the conditions... in general as acceptablé) e exception of the

point about ceasing the armed struggle with Petludacline this point and

make reference that with Petlura there are takit@cep independent

negotiations and consequently we do not think th&t possible to discuss

these relations with a third party.
Pitsudski rejected the Soviet response to the Retlandition, believing that Poland had
demonstrated goodwill by refusing to attack the Reahy whilst Denikin threatened the
Soviet regime. As a result, he unequivocally andrna@mently suspended the negotiations.

On 14 December, the Polish and Soviet delegatifhdlikaszewicze for the last tinfe®

What then was the outcome of the Marchlevigieérner negotiations? Firstly, they
secured a temporary armistice between the two mgamations and prevented the military
escalation of the Polish-Soviet War at the end 9191 Yet lack of trust and mutual
suspicion scarred the discussions. Marchlewskirinéml Trotsky, “We had withdrawn
units and weakened the front, while they had asksind striking force”, whilst Lenin
recorded, “We made huge concessions. These coanessere understood as weakness
on our part, and led to wat®?

In truth, both Lenin and Pitsudski would ordgal on their own terms. Once the
Russians had satisfied themselves that Poland wuildooperate with Denikin, they saw
no reason to accept Poland’s ceasfire conditiooisstPaction, too, was driven by the need
to secure the defeat of Denikin and it was thigglein shared objective which was
ultimately responsible for the limited Polish-Sdvaemistice achieved at the end of 1919.

In all other areas, compromise proved to be oth@iquestion.

3.4 The Soviet Peace Proposal of 22 December 1919

Finally, on 22 December 1919, tN&ID reopened official negotiations, addressing a

formal peace proposal to the Polish Governmentragdesting that the latter fix a date

158 A. Juzwenko, “Misja Marchlewskiego w 1919 rokutteastosunkéw polsko-radzieckich”, thbadan nad
wplywen i znaczeniem rewolucji rosyjskich 1917 rdleuziem polskikh(Wroctaw, 1968), p. 76.

15711, Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 14, p. 36. This neplas passed by Boerner to Pitsudski on 26 November

158 N. DaviesWhite Eaglep. 73.

159 3. Meijer, Trotsky Paperspp. 765-767; A. Richardsoim Defence of the Russian Revolution: a selection
of Bolshevik writings, 1917-192@ ondon, 1995), p. 138.
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and place to conclude a peace tré&hSigned by Chicherin alone, the document argued

that it would prove relatively easy to secure agreet between the two states, despite the
fact that the previous proposal remained unanswanedthat Polish troops continued to
advance on Soviet Republics, friendly to SovietdRar$® After apportioning blame for the
previous failed negotiations, Chicherin stated,

All the greater was the astonishment of the So@ewernment when it
learned that on 28 November... Skiigki [Poland’s Deputy Minister for
Foreign Affairs], replying to a question in the Bbl Sejm, declared that the
Russian Republic had never proposed peace to Rothat it threatened

Poland with invasion, and that it had no inclinatiwhatever to make an

agreement which would meet the wishes of the Ppksiple!®?

As a result, the Soviet Government was now williogaddress the present formal peace

proposal to the Polish Government.

The abandonment of the unofficial armisticegotiations at Mikaszewicze the
previous week, led the Soviet regime to turn td tither bastion of Soviet negotiation:
open diplomacy. In sharp contrast with the previtalks, theNKID directly utilised the
proposal for propaganda purposes, transmitting ithe Poles over an open wireless
channel. According to Trotsky, this ensured thattfe entire world read it%® It also
provided an opportunity to encourage Polish worldtags support for the Soviet regime
declaring,

While thus meeting the Russian workers’ and peasaesire for peace, the
Soviet Government is equally aware that its prolsoalso meets the wishes
clearly expressed by all workers’ organisationBatand, irrespective of their
party allegiance, by numerous democratic orgamisatilocal authorities and
other Polish public bodig§?

Chicherin argued that the proposal was driverby the aspirations of the Polish
masses to peacé® This was misleading. In actual fact, two primagncerns directed
this diplomatic manoeuvre. Firstly, it was prompteyd fear that following the failed

autumn negotiations, Pitsudski’'s forces would cowate an attack with the Whites against

180 TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 35, p. 50; Polish Institute 1 A49/SOW/20, unnumbered doc., p. 26. Rumbold
incorrectly dated this proposal to 28 December, TR® 688/1, p. 620.

161 |bid. The document was neither signed by Lenintitatar head of the Soviet regime and Chairman of
Sovnarkomnor Trotsky, as Commissar for War, raising questias to the sincerity of the proposal.

182pvVp, vol. 2, doc. 207, p. 312. Trotsky also recordeat Skrzyiski, “...impudently and lyingly affirmed in
the Sejm that the Soviet Government had never pytpgace proposal to Poland”, L.D. Trotskjilitary
Writings vol. 3, p. 152.

163 | D. Trotsky,Military Writings, vol. 3, p. 152.

184 DVP, vol. 2, doc. 207, pp. 312-313. This sweepingestent was not supported by any concrete example
of which Polish organisations supported the Soviets

185 Krasnaia knigap. 6.
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Soviet Russia. Secondly, it was an immediate respdo the Allied Supreme Council’s

declaration, on 8 December 1919, of their envisdigedfor Poland’s eastern bord&f.As
the Curzon frontier lay more than 100 miles westhe Polish troops’ frontline on 22
December, the Soviet proposal was a clever attéonwiden the gap between Poland and

the Entente Almost all of Belorussia was offered to Polismtrol as were both Wilno and

Grodno®®’ To widen the PolistEntentedivide, the Polish Government was castigated as

anEntentepuppet and the proposal commented,

We are not unaware of the existence of some olestagchich may make it
difficult for the Polish Government to conclude agreement with Russia...
from foreign sources, which in this case are inflacinwith the real interests
of the Polish people. The Soviet Government hogest the peaceful
aspirations of the overwhelming majority of the iBlolpeople... will make
possible the cessation of hostilities, which meselyve foreign interest§®

In the event, the Poles made no respbiiséhey neither accepted nor rejected it.
Instead, they waited to gauge the next move ofSbeiet regime: would it invoke a
military or a diplomatic respons€? This hesitation inflicted difficulties on the PeleAs
Rumbold reported to his Government on 31 Decemi®d©91“This proposal from the
Bolshevists is rather embarassing to the Polishe@ouent because, when they get to hear

of it, the parties of the left are likely to do thetmost to get the Polish Government to

make peace*’! Poland’s failure to respond was, in fact, a diremtsequence of Allied

advice. As noted in two contemporary commentaridg®e Russian-Bolshevist Wand
Poland and the Sovietaritten at the Polish Legation in London,

When Mr Chicherin... sent his first appeal for petx®oland/Autumn 1919/

the Polish Prime Minister [Paderewski] at that tinme Paris, asked the
Supreme Council what Poland’s attitude should be.wds told that there
could be no question of any negotiations betwedar@oand the Bolsheviks
at the time, considering the precarious situatiomvhich such a step on the
part of Poland would place the Allied and Russiaerventionist forces, and
the fact that the Soviets were not recognised ey Allies. Poland was

advised to refrain even from giving any acknowledgat to the message of
Mr Chicherin. Poland acted according to the wishfethe Allies!”

166 This later became known as the Curzon line, éfieBritish Foreign Secretary, Lord George Curiad
signed it, TNA FO 417/9, pp. 23-26.

157 polish Institute, A.11.49/SOW/20, unnumbered dpc26.

168 |pid, p. 313.

189 | D. Trotsky,Military Writings, vol. 3, p. 153.

170 Exhausted militarily by the Russian Civil War, ager method was adopted at the outset of 1920.
1TNA, FO 688/1, p. 620.

172 polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 11, p. 198.sThias despite the fact that the terms proposed by
Chicherin were, “...very advantageous”, for theeBplPolish Institute, A.12.P.3/4, doc. 1, p. 6; TN
417/9, doc. 31, p. 40. See also, TNA, FO 417/8, @6, p. 53.
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In reality, if Polish objectives could haveen secured through diplomatic negotiation

alone, the Poles would have halted the militarg$ive. That is why Pitsudski allowed
the Biatlowiga and Mikaszewicze negotiations to proceed. Howesenous mistrust of
Soviet foreign policy objectives made diplomatiargwomise impossible and encouraged
Pitsudski and the Polish Army to seek a militarjuson at the end of 1919.

4. Conclusion

Throughout 1919, therefore, the diplomacyceseld by Soviet Russia, Poland and the
international community, directly influenced thevdm®pment and escalation of the
conflict. Despite the absence of clear bluepriatfotlow, it soon became apparent to the
leaders in both Russia and Poland that diplomacy @facrucial importance for their
involvement in the international theatre and, agsult, theNKID, Cominternand MSZ
were established by the respective regimes. Ayédhe progressed, relations between the
belligerents alternated between the intermittemsyiti of military offensives and recourse
to diplomatic negotiation, as domestic and inteomatl conditions dictated. The latter
were marred, however, by the mutual, inherent, éegped suspicion of their opponents’
motives. This was heightened by the utilisation wfofficial negotiations and the

widespread dissemination of propaganda and agitataterials by both camps.

Thus, although militarily, the Poles maintadra clear advantage over Soviet Russia in
1919, whilst the latter's focus was directed tovsambmestic considerations and in
particular, the Russian Civil War, diplomaticalijpe Soviet regime remained extremely
active. Led by able diplomats and skilled propagsted the NKID and Comintern
successfully pursued a two-pronged attack. Thisedimt enmeshing their opponents in
tactically complex negotiations and at creatingsions between Poland and their western
allies, playing to the latter at every availablgogunity. The scene was irrevocably set for

the decisive culmination of the Polish-Soviet W following year.
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Chapter 3: Polish-Soviet Diplomacy, January-July 19 20

1. The Military Situation

In aLetter to our French Comradesrotsky reported the reaction of the Soviet
leadership to the military gains secured by thasRoArmy in 1919. He stated, “We look
upon the temporary advance by the weak Polish $ongéth no great alarm. When we have
settled Denikin — and that day is near — we shalirpur heavy reserves on the Western
Front”! This proved to be the reality at the beginning1820. The temporary truce,
concluded at Mikaszewicze, was observed only ubghikin had been removed as a
threat. Once this had been achieved in April 192@ Polish-Soviet War resumed,

increasing as the year progressed in scale, scapmensity’

January 1920 saw the focus of the Red Armgetied firmly towards eliminating their
domestic White opponents, concentrated around Denikrotsky announced at the
beginning of the year that, “The Western Frontfisecondary importance for us.... Today
the most important front is, and will remain untd tasks have been fully accomplished,
the Southern Front As soon as victory in the Russian Civil War wasuasd, both Lenin
and Trotsky planned for the demobilisation of thditamy, transferring Red Army

conscripts into labour armies to assist in the entin reconstruction of Russfa.

This was forestalled by the subsequent et swing in favour of the Reds, which
removed any Polish constraint from taking actiontlegir Eastern Front. On 3 January
1920, Pitsudski launched an offensive, resultinghe Polish occupation of Dunaburg,
securing their North-Eastern Front and cutting Withia off from Soviet Russra.

However, difficult winter conditions prevented afurther large-scale manoeuvre by the

1 Communist Internationalno. 5, September 1919; L.D. Trotskihe First Five Years of the Communist
International,vol. 1, (London, 1973), p. 89.

2 For excellent first-hand military accounts seeligholnstitute, KOL 80/6: Pik. Dypl. J. GrobickiValki
dywizyii podlaskiej/9DP/ o Rgk i Luninie¢ Polish Institute, KOL 187, W. Trawinskgowiet Duckow na
KremluandW. Trawinski,Jak bylo naprawde pod Lwowem i pod komarowem

% L.D. Trotsky, How the Revolution Armed: the military writings asgeeches of Leon Trotskyol. 3,
(London, 1981), pp. 33-34.

4V.1. Lenin, Polnoe sobranie sochineniiol. 40, (Moscow, 1963), p. 79, (hereafRs3.

SA. Zamoyski, The Battle for the MarchlandgNew York, 1981), p. 10. K.I. Shutko, head of thaifical
Department ofRevvoensovetVestern Front, informed Lenin on 22 January 1920 the Red Army was
unable to halt renewed Polish activity, I.I. Kostilo, (ed.)Pol’'sko-Sovetskaia voina 1919-1920: ranee ne
opublikovannye dokumenty i materiakp). 1, (Moscow, 1994), doc. 18, p. 40.
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belligerents. Both sides began to plan for a sunoffensive. As a result, the leaders of

Poland and Russia turned to diplomacy in pursuthefr objectives and for the first four

months of 1920, diplomats, once again, took cestage in the Polish-Soviet War.
2. Polish-Soviet Diplomacy: January-March 1920

That Poland increasingly became the domicantcern of the Soviet regime as the
year progressed, can be clearly observed througlkexamination of Russian archival
collections® Whilst in 1919 Lenin and his colleagues mentioRetand infrequently, after
April 1920, there was a dramatic increase in thipwiuof documents, correspondence and
telegrams relating to the developing Polish siaratiSoviet diplomats issued numerous
proposals and peace offers which ultimately ainteiti@ destruction of the Polish State. If
this could be achieved through the attainment aicptul relations with Poland, then
Soviet Russia would grasp at the opportunity. dfivbver, the initiative failed, the Russian
Communists, like the Poles, had no qualms in sgekimilitary solution. As a result,
throughout the year both Poland and Russia simettasly pursued dual policies:

diplomatic negotiation and military campaign.

The first significant move of the year occdrighen, on 26 January 1920, Chicherin
expressed concern to Lenin that the Soviet regimoédaany measures which Pitsudski
could use as a pretext for launching a renewedPolifensive. He argued that,

The most serious danger existing for the SovietuRbp at the present

moment is the possibility of a Polish attack. Invatg to involve the Poles

in a war with Soviet Russia, Polish activists aseng the argument... that

Soviet Russia is prepared to attack Poland.... It susituation there must

from our side be carefully avoided all that couldbe. utilised by the Polish

activists for reinforcement of their accusatfon.
This document, recently published for the firstdinsuggests that the proposal to open
peace negotiations with the Poles, issued two tztgs, may have been initiated by the
Commissar for Foreign Affairs. On 24 January 19R8nin had argued, “We cannot
demobilise the army because we still have enemies as Poland”, and three days later

submitted a draft proposal ®ovnarkonto discuss Poland’s military preparations for an

® Rossiiskii gosudarstvennii arkhiv sotsial’no-paliteskoi istorij (hereafter RGASPI), fond 19, opis 1; fond
63, opis 1; fond 68, opis 1; fond 70, opis 101-Ifbhd 76, opis 1; fond 76, opis 2; fond 135; fortB;1fond
159; fond 326.

" This coincided with the Polish Army offensive inttkraine. By 5 May 1920, Poland’s advance towards
ethnographic Russian lands was viewed as a rezdttiny the Soviet regime, V.I. LeniRSS vol. 41, pp.
112-118.

8.1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 19, p. 41.
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attack on Soviet RussiaThe following day, Trotsky concurred that, “All ehlatest

information tells us of the imminent possibility ah attack by the Poles along the entire
front”.'% As a result, he demanded that the following préoaary measures be taken: 1)
the mobilisation of the most reliable Polish comiststo the Western Front; 2) an
increase of printed agitation in the Polish langya8) a concentration on military

readiness; 4) an increase of commanders’ trainngses-*

On the very same day, 28 January 1920, theeSleadership issued a peace proposal,
by radio transfer, to the Pol&sThis diplomatic initiative, signed by Lenin, Chefn and
Trotsky, was significantly addressed to both thdisRoGovernmentand the Polish
population. It argued that, despite the failuretloé Polish Government to reply to the
Soviet peace offer of 22 December 1919, the S@miernment now,

addressed... to the Polish Government and to thelPblation, a justifiable
statement of their recognition of the independeaicé sovereignty of the
Polish republic, about their preparedness not tysiep the determined line
on the western front and about their wish to bgmgace negotiations with
Poland, in order to achieve a friendly way to resolwith her all
questions?
To exert pressure on the Poles, the Soviet leaigessiessed the gravity of the situation
and sought, once again, to drive a wedge betweerPtiles and theiEntenteallies,
stating,

Poland is now confronted with a decision that f@anyyears to come may

have grave repercussions on the lives of both maiti&verything shows that

the extreme imperialists among the Allies, the eagiues and agents of

Churchill and Clemenceau, are at present makingyegéort to draw

Poland into a baseless, senseless and criminaittaSoviet Russia’
Rejecting all accusations of pursuing an aggregsoliey, the declaration announced that
the Red Army would not advance over the presendrBstian front line, of Drysa, Dzisna,
Polock, Parycko, the station of Ptycz and Biatokacae ™ If this proposed line had been
accepted by the Poles, it would have proven extyeadantageous, lying as it did to the

east of the Polish-Soviet border eventually esshbli by the Treaty of Riga. The

°V.I. Lenin, PSS vol. 40, p. 69.

9 |bid, p. 476; 1.1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 20,48.

1 J Meijer, (ed.)The Trotsky Papers, 1917-192&. 2, (The Hague, 1971), doc. 443, p. 20.

12 Krasnaia kniga: sbornik diplomaticheskikh dokumento russko-pol’skikh otnosheniiakh, 1918-1920,
(Moscow, 1920), pp. 6-7. Rumbold dated it 27 Japu@ihe National Archives, FO 417/8, doc. 17, p. 23,
(hereafter TNA). A British GovernmeMemorandum on Polish Foreign Relatiathated it 29 January 1920,
TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 35, p. 53.

B3TNA, FO 417/8, doc. 17, p. 24.

14 polish Institute and Sikorski Museum A.11.49/SOW/R. 14, (hereafter Polish Institute).

1S TNA, FO 417/8, doc. 17, p. 24.
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communication categorically confirmed that no agreet, aimed directly or indirectly at

Poland, had been concluded with Germany or any athéntry and asserted that,
So far as the essential interests of Poland andi&®ase concerned there is
not a single question, territorial, economic oresthhat could not be solved
in a peaceful way, through negotiation, mutual campse or agreemenit.

Was this assertion supported by the readaifaime Polish Government and people to
the Soviet peace offer? The declaration had, indbedn skillfully composed and was
calculated to appeal strongly to considerable gestiof the population. By reasserting
their recognition of Poland’s right to independenite Soviet regime immediately drew
favourable comparisons with their White Russianamgmts, who had failed to officially
define their Polish policy’ As the British diplomat, Douglas Savery, reporfiedm
Warsaw to his Government on 9 February 1920,

The attitude of the press is now decidedly morediaable towards opening

up negotiations than it was ten days ago, andisnttheally seems to reflect

a change in public opinion. Now that the public Hesd time to get

accustomed to the idea of treating with Soviet Rugsis beginning to

realise what an enormous gain it would be to tbisntry, firstly, to get rid

of the vast unproductive expenditure in the arnmgl, &econdly, to settle the

guestion of the eastern frontiers of Polahd.
The Polish Legation in London also supported thiegion-> However, the KPRP Central
Committee, unsurprisingly, demanded that the Saiffet be accepted and on 27 February
denounced Polish Government secrecy surroundingléctaratior® Even a number of
committed Polish federalists, including Dasgli, Chairman of the PPS, declared
themselves to be in favour of accepting the Soofédr to negotiate, on condition that
Poland’s eastern frontier be drawn according to whehes of the inhabitants of the

disputed territory™

Nevertheless, Polish opinion was certainly ooiform in its reaction and many
remained distrustful of Soviet intentions. Deepisions in the country over the pursuit of
war or peace placed the Polish Government in armely difficult position. Mindful of

the Ententés position, the Poles were greatly concerned at glopaganda onslaught

8 TNA, FO 417/8, doc. 17, p. 23.

" TNA, FO 688/3, p. 22. The Whites refused to opatisguss their opposition to Poland’s independdoce
fear that it would reduce their support from théiesl.

18TNA, FO 417/8, doc. 19, p. 26.

9 TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 31, p. 40.

20 pokumenty i materialy po istorii Sovetsko-Pol'skilthosheniivol. 3, (Moscow, 1965), p. 559, (hereafter
D&M).

213, Grabski, p. 21; TNA, FO 417/8, doc. 17, p. 20.
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which diplomatic negotiation with the Soviet regimeuld facilitate. As British diplomats

in Warsaw reported,

The Polish Government... consider that the Soviate@ment is... devoid

of any honour or scruples and that its policy ideduined solely by

questions of expediency. They realise that theimggephical situation

exposes them in an especial degree to Bolshevjaganda and that if they

make peace with the Bolsheviks, any representatreeedited by the latter

to Poland will not hesitate to conduct Bolshevibgaganda to the utmost

extent of his power, whatever engagements they hzase taken to the

contrary®?
This lack of trust between the two adversaries wantinual and recurring theme of
Polish-Soviet negotiation throughout 1920, as il li@en the previous year. The Poles
were further concerned that neither the Soviet Gowent nor any succeeding Russian
Government would abide by an agreement reath@tie National Democratic Party, in
particular, remained deeply suspicious of the Sadilglomatic proposal? Pitsudski, too,
feared that it had been made to gain time to enaiglparations for a Red Army offensive
against the country, whilst Soviet propaganda damalously worked to undermine the
morale of the Polish soldiers. This suspicion wasficmed when the French Intelligence
Service provided Pitsudski with documentary prodfao Soviet plan for a renewed
offensive®® Soviet forces along Poland’s eastern front dideed, increase rapidly in the

two months following the proposA.

The immediate response of the Polish Govenmimeas to telegram their Soviet
counterpart on 4 February confirming that an answeuld be returned in due courSe.
The question was then referred to the Commissiordoeign Affairs and the Army Staff
for joint discussion. Consultation with Poland'died was also essential before a final
decision could be taken and as a result, the PMisister for Foreign Affairs, Stanistaw
Patek, was dispatched to London and Paris to congth Allied statesmen. On 23
January, the Polish Prime Minister informed et that, whilst a tendency in favour of
peace undoubtedly existed amongst the Poles, ingesssary to await the return of Patek

before a response could be isséfeRatek was to explain the attitude of the Polethéo

Z TNA, FO 417/8, doc. 16, p. 22; TNA, FO 688/3, B. 1

Ibid.
24 TNA, FO 417/8, no. 19, p. 26.
25 M.K. Dziewanowski, “Pilsudski's Federal Policy,1891921" inJournal of Central European Affairgpl.
10, no. 2, (1950), p. 126.
26 0On 1 February 1920, there were 4 Soviet infanivisibns and 1 cavalry brigade stationed alongftbat,
increasing by 25 April to 20 infantry and 5 cavainygades, J. Gafiski, “The Polish-Ukrainian Agreement,
1920” in P. Latawski, (edJhe Reconstruction of Poland, 1914-19@3ndon, 1992), p. 60.
2T TNA, FO 417/8, doc. 19, p. 26.
B TNA, FO 417/8, doc.17, p. 20.
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peace offer, clarify the extent of possible Alliadl to Poland and confirm if the British

and French Governments would guarantee any pesaty toncluded between Poland and
Soviet Russi&® His subsequent meeting with Lloyd George was @&agrimportance,
clarifying as it did the extent to which Britain svavilling to commit herself to the defence

of Poland.

During the interview, the latter unequivogdhformed Patek that, “...while it was not
for Great Britain to advise Poland, which must tdkk responsibility for deciding as
between peace and war, the British Government ingrtdid not advise the latter*
Lloyd George drew attention to the withdrawal of thllies from military intervention in
Russia, the recent conclusion of peace treatieseeet Russia and the Baltic States and
Finland, and the fact that British public opiniowid reject further involvement in the
war. The Poles, alone, would be left to fight thedBeviks. As a result, he felt compelled
not to give Poland the slightest encouragementutsye a war with Russfa.In fact, he
openly criticised the Poles for jeopardising earlRolish-Soviet agreement with the
advance of the Polish Army eastwards in 1919 arddlultant incorporation of territory

containing large Russian minoriti&s.

Lloyd George offered an ambiguous promise dfid assistance in the event of a
Soviet attack, stating that, “...if the Poles madsincere attempt to make an equitable
peace and the Bolsheviks either refused peace avindy made peace, proceeded to
repudiate it, Great Britain would feel bound toisis®olandto the best of its powets®
However, he reported that it would be impossibletfe Allies to guarantee any future
Polish-Soviet peace treaty. Instead, “...it wadlyemquestion of the balance between the
risk of making peace with an unstable Government te risk of war®* When Patek
queried if this was the opinion of all the Alliedwers, Lloyd George answered that it was
certainly the view of the British Government, tliae Italian, Signor Nitti, “...entirely
agreed with them”, and while he had not as yetthadpportunity to discuss the question
with Millerand, “He was pretty confident ... thatalice and the Supreme Council... would

take the same attitude as he had just outlif2d”,

29TNA, FO 417/8, doc. 9, p. 11.

%0 |bid. See also, TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 35, p. 53.

1 |bid, p. 10.

%2 |bid.

* Ibid, p. 11.

¥ |bid.

% |bid. He certainly did have the backing of thetBh Government and the Cabinet endorsed his advice
Patek on 29 January, TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 35, plt58as only when the Soviets’ launched their ofiee
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This was not, however, the reality. There wiasfact, no consensus within the
Supreme Council. In direct contrast with the Bhtigosition, the French Government
favoured a continuation of the Polish-Soviet Wad atesired that a Polish military
offensive be vigorously pursued against Soviet RusEhe latter, consequently, advised
the Poles not to negotiate with the Soviet regime farrther reasserted French willingness
to support the Poles in the event of a Bolshevilackt® The American Minister in
Warsaw, in turn, having received no direct guidamcehe question from his Government,
withheld his opinior?’

As a result, the Polish Government anxioaslgited the return of Patek to Warsaw.
When he arrived, on 1 February, he immediatelyndttd the Belvedere Palace, where a
meeting had been arranged for 11.30am with Pitsutisk Polish Prime Minister and the
Director of the Political Department, to considasldhd’s response in light of Allied
advice® It was decided that Lloyd George’s guidance madmpossible for the Polish
Army, despite their misgivings about Soviet intens, to resort solely to military means to
resolve the conflict. Too great was their needsfgrplies and equipment from both Britain

and France. Diplomacy was, therefore, now desggnaquired.

Consequently, at a secret session of the Gtiemrior Foreign and Military Affairs in
the PolishSejmon 6 February, it was decided to prepare Polapdace term& The
Polish Commander-in-Chief informed General CartenVdiart, a member of the Allied
Military Mission, on 9 February 1920 that he hadwin up very stiff terms, keen as he was
to avoid any appearance of Polish capitulation, thatlthese were presently set before the
Polish Government for consideratitniTwo days later, th1SZdemanded: the annulment
of all consequences of the 1772 partitions, inclgdboviet renunciation of all resulting
territorial rights; that all Polish properties apdssessions removed by Russia after the
partitions be returned and indemnities paid fodabtruction; the recognition of, “national

states arising on the territory of the former RaissEmpire”, and non-intervention in their

into ethnographic Poland in July 1920 that theistiGovernment finally decided to assist the Pdesding

an Allied Mission on 25 July.

s6c. Smogorzewski, La Pologne restaurée, (Paris{)192 142; P. Wandycz, France and her Easteredlli
1919-1925: French-Czechoslovak-Polish relationsmftbe Paris Peace Conference to Locarno, (Westport,
Conn., 1974), p. 140.

37 3. Karski, The Great Powers and Poland, 1919-1@4fham, MD., 1985), p. 53.

3 TNA, FO 417/8, doc. 16, p. 21.

% bid, p. 22.

“? Documents on British Foreign Policy, 1918-1988ries 1, vol. 2, part XI, (London, 1946), p. 215.

“LTNA, FO 688/3, p. 100.



108
domestic affairs; the cessation of all Soviet pgapala; the withdrawal of the Red Army

from Polish territory to the borders of 1772, ahd tonclusion of a Russian-Polish peace
treaty”? Whilst the Foreign Affairs Committee continued farmulate a draft Polish-
Russian Treaty, Pitsudski, simultaneously, begamaie military preparatior$.Such a
policy of negotiating harsh terms from a positidnnalitary strength was consistently
employed by both Poland and Russia throughout EitB1920. The superiority of their
respective armed forces enabled the diplomats tf bamps to expand their demands at
the negotiating table. A seesaw motion was, thstsbéished with either Poland or Russia
in the diplomatic ascendancy at any one time.

The Polish terms were never, in fact, formaltesented to the Soviet Governméht.
Instead, they were sent to the Allied Governmeais,13 March, with a covering note,
which stated that the Poles were prepared to opasegonegotiations towards the end of
March?®® This was entirely in-keeping with the advice giinLloyd-George the previous
month?® What, then, was Allied reaction to this PolisHiative? France, still hopeful of a
White victory in the Russian Civil War, directly ppsed the Polish terms which would
have forced Russia to renounce all territorial mkito Poland’s pre-1772 lantsThe
prevalent British Government reaction can be olexkim a memoranduniolish Peace
Terms to the Bolshevikahich severely criticised Poland’s conditiongjuang that,

The total number of Poles in the world is very msamaller than the non-

Polish population of the “Eastern Borderlands” ndaimed by them.... the

White Russians and Little Russians are branchethefRussian nation

...bound up with Russia not merely by the socialrege of the peasantry,
but by tradition, language, culture and religionthe small group of White

Russian intelligentsia... professing a nationagparate from that of Russia
could probably be seated on a large-sized %ofa.

This condemnation was widely shared by the Brifigblic* In actual fact, Pitsudski had

demanded the presentation of severe terms in toddlow the Poles to secure their state,

42 TNA, FO 417/8, doc. 28, p. 34; TNA, FO 417/9, d8s, p. 53; I.I. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 29, pg-54;

D & M, vol. 2, pp. 521-522, the PPS newspagobotnik criticised the inclusion of the present day
Lithuanian state within the frontiers of 1772 whicbuld create many problems for the Poles, whiist t
Polish Right argued that no one would recognisai$ claim to the borders of 1772.

“3TNA, FO 417/8, doc. 28, p. 34.

*“TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 35, p. 53.

*5 Ibid.

46 pilsudski could not openly antagonise the Alliediant upon them as he was for military resources.

4T A. Cienciata & T. KomarnickifFrom Versailles to Locarno: keys to Polish foreigalicy, 1919-1925,
(Lawrence, Kan., 1984), p. 168.

“8 National Archives of Scotland, GD 40/17/914, (lsdrer NAS).

% Soviet propaganda had incited many in the Britisinking class to view Polish moves as “imperialigt”
reader’s letter toThe Timeson 11 May 1920, argued, for instance, that tcstedsdish her 1772 eastern
border, Poland “...would not only deprive Russia aofgreat tract of territory, whose population is
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gauge Soviet reaction, comply with British dematmmsommence negotiation and gain

time for military preparation if the latter wergeeted>®

Whilst the Polish Government debated its sasp to the Russian offer, Soviet
diplomacy once again pursued a dual policy of redusupport within Poland for the war
effort and splitting theEntente from the Poles through the combined use of open
diplomacy and a well-defined propaganda offensilés was visibly demonstrated when,
on the very same day that the Soviet regime raditeegheace proposal to the Polish
Government and nation, 28 January 1920, it conntlyressued am\ppeal to the Toilers of
the Entente Countrie€xhorting the working classes of Britain and o pressurise
their respective governments to withdraw suppantifthe Poles in the conflict, it stated,

At this very moment, when Polish workers’ orgarnimad of all tendencies

are loudly demanding peace with Soviet Russia hadPblish people... the

Entente Governments want to force them to shedr thisiod for the

representatives of the same Tsarist reaction whashoppressed the Polish

people for centuries.... The only obstacle in thayvef peace... is the

reactionary imperialist policy of the Allied Govenents>*
It asserted that the Soviet regime presented r@tho Poland and that it was both ready
and willing to halt military proceedings and cort#ua prolonged peace with the Pdfes.
The regime was disingenuous here - it already @dra attack when militarily stronger —

but was clearly winning the diplomatic and propatmbattles at this time.

At a CEC meeting of the Soviet on 2 Februaryurther radio appedlo the Polish
Nation insisted upon the regime’s peaceful position amivisg to establish peaceful,
friendly relations with the Pol€g. Lenin even went so far as to state that the rediad
offered peace conditions to the Poles which weghlizsiunfavourable to Soviet Russia,

...because we rated the peaceful economic work kichwwe had
transformed the life of the army and that of tehshousands of workers
and peasants very much more highly than the pdisgibf liberating by

military successes, Byelorussia and part of Ukrain€astern Galici&’

overwhelmingly Russian, but it would also bring &l dangerously near the gates of the three Russian
capitals — Petrograd, Kieff and Moscow”, TNA, FO744, doc. 35, pp. 54-55.
S0 TNA, FO 417/8, doc. 28, p. 34.
*1V. Kluchnikov, & A. Sabanin, (eds.Mezhdunarodnaia politika noveishego vremeni v dogaih, notakh
ngjeklaratsiakh vol. 3, part 1, (Moscow, 1928), p. 5.
Ibid.
%3 Krasnaia knigap. 7;D & M, vol. 12, doc. 311, pp. 511-513.
*V.I. Lenin, “The International Significance of thar with Poland”, in A. Richardson, (edl), Defence of
the Russian Revolution: a selection of Bolshevikngs, 1917-1923(London, 1995), p. 138.
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He argued that this introduced a “new diplomagyspecial kind of diplomacy”, as Soviet

Russia was willing to retreat in order to avoid waut feared that the Poles regarded this

approach as a sign of weakn&ys.

Poland’s failure to respond to their Januagqe offer until 27 March, further served to
intensify the Soviet leaders’ mistrust of the Poli§&overnment. The Polish Bureau
attached to the CC RKP(b) reported on 27 Febrdaryinstance, that the lack of a Polish
response made it absolutely essential that Ruséia'stern Front be strengthened to deny
the Polish Army an easy victor§.They also recognised, however, the important stle
to be played by diplomatic negotiation in the fallng months, arguing,

...it is necessary to carefully prepare negotiati@ur position is good since
our opponents are economically weak, isolated aweh eencircled by
enemies.... But slips attached to the negotiati@nsdamage our positich.

Apportioning blame for the failure of PoliSoviet diplomacy developed during the
war, and has continued to flourish ever since, stpd by much historiography.
Ponomaryo\et alwrote, for instance, that,

In the period from January to March 1920 the So@ewernment made

several attempts to start peace talks, but thdiosacy Polish Government

was obsessed with its idea of seizing UkrainiapBissian and Lithuanian

territories and it turned a deaf ear to the voiceeasorr®
In contrast, many Polish and a number of Westestohical accounts have pointed to the
increased concentration of Soviet troops along mRitda eastern border, whilst the
negotiations were proceeding as evidence of Sawsnhcerity in January 1929. In
reality, although both sides were willing to alldheir diplomats opportunity to secure
their objectives by peaceful means, neither thaesamor Polish leadership would hesitate
to employ military force to achieve their ultimatar aims, as and when the need arose.
Mutual suspicion abounded and engulfed every mdvéhe Polish-Soviet diplomatic
battle.

%5 Dokumenty vneshnei politiki SS$@I. 2, (Moscow, 1958), doc. 7, pp. 683-684, (hiteedVP). This was
indeed the view of many Poles, including Pitsudski.

%8 |.I. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 31, p. 56.

" |bid. The Polish Bureau must also take resporisilfibr encouraging Lenin’s unrealistic expectationf

an imminent Polish revolution, informing the CC RKP in this report that, “The peace proposal from
Russia undoubtedly assisted the development of@uonary onslaught by the Polish workers agathst
Pitsudski Government”. This was crucial for theefatfateful decision by the Soviets to cross the
ethnographic Polish border in July 1920.

°8 B. Ponomaryov, A. Gromyko and V. Khvostov, (eds$i)story of Soviet Foreign Policy, 1917-1945,
(Moscow, 1969), p. 128. See also, J. MarchlewRkisja Proletarjacka a Polska Biwazyjna,(Moscow,
1921), pp. 14-19.

9 A. Zamoyski, The Polish Way: a thousand year history of the Paled their culture(London, 1987), p.
337; E. RozekAllied Wartime Diplomacy: a pattern in Polan@New York, 1958), pp. 10-11.
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This situation ensured that two months padssfdre a Polish reply to the January

peace proposal was finally received by the SovieveBnment at the end of Maréh.
What, then, was the latter’s reaction? In a woristmast. Lenin informed the”BCongress
of the RKP(b) two days later, that in its Polishipg the regime,

...must be extremely cautious. Our policy demands iiast careful

thought. Here it is hardest of all to find the peopolicy, for nobody as yet

knows on what track the train is standing; the gnaimmself does not know

what he is going to do next... they do not know #thay want*
Nevertheless, he believed that the revolutionaryvaneent in Poland was gaining
momentum and as a result, the Polish proposal casstst Soviet propaganda: securing
peace would, “...open channels for our influencbuadred times wider® This three-
pronged diplomati@git-prop-military approach was the cornerstone of Soviedooh As
Lenin declared,

That is why we must manoeuvre so flexibly in ouernational policy and

adhere so firmly to the course we have taken. EBahy we must prepare

for anything. But the measures we take for peacst in& accompanied by

intensified preparedness for defefite.

Chicherin too recognized the need for flditipin dealing with the Poles, cautioning
Lenin on 26 February 1920 that, “...it is clearttttee conditions which will be supplied
will be more than unacceptable... it is necessayet prepared for the attack on us by the
Poles, now well armed and we must seriously thibkua the defence of the Western
Front’® The following day, Lenin ordered the Military Rewtonary Council to
strengthen the Western Front to prepare for a pleskiture Polish offensiv®&.Indeed, the
Soviet leadership had received a warning from tbksP Bureau, ten days earlier, that
even if peace negotiations between Poland and S&ussia were held, “...the Polish
Commanders strive to create a strategic situatiotleu which Poland can dictate the
conditions. It is beyond doubt that the Polish Arisiyn a position to go both to Kiev and
Smolensk®® As a result, Trotsky considered it necessary toremse agit-prop
preparations against PolaffdDeeply suspicious of Polish motives, he arguet| tha

The advance of the Poles can have an ambiguousimgea) either the
Poles, before entering into negotiations want tpesthe most land possible,

€0'|.D. Trotsky,Military Writings, vol. 3, p. 153.

1V/.1. Lenin, PSS vol. 40, p. 246.

%2 |bid.

%3 |bid. Lenin hoped to delay military action for msig as possible, using threatening language imidate
the Poles. For instance, in response to the tlofeaPolish offensive, Lenin declared on 1 MarcR@,9'We
say, ‘Just try it? You'll get a lesson you will reforget™, V.1. Lenin,PSSvol. 40, p. 182.

®41.1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 29, pp. 53-54.

%5 V.I. Lenin, PSS vol. 40, p. 484.

8 .1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 25, p. 50.

%" Ibid, doc. 29, p. 54.
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thinking that up to a well-known boundary that wil wot strongly resist
them; b) or the Poles have been ordered to prouskimto large military
action in order to stir up throughout the worldtation to benefit heroic
Poland, suffocating Russia ...to create a politicilasion for large-scale
intervention®

The official Polish offer to open peace négains at the end of March, did not in the
end include the Polish terms agreed upon by theritiee of Foreign Affairs. Thé1SZ
diplomatic note, sent by Patek to Chicherin, simplpposed the commencement of
diplomatic negotiations on 10 April at the bordewn of Borisov. Upon being informed of
the Soviet regime’s preparedness to send delegaiitary orders would be issued to

cease hostilities along the Borisov sector 24 hbafere that dat®

Chicherin proposed leaving the harsh Pol&ims unanswered, reasoning that they
would highlight Polish unreasonableness. Furtheemas the Poles were determined on
their policy, no Soviet argument would alter themurse of severe peace terms and
military offensive’® This suggestion was vigorously opposed by Trotskyo two days
later countered,

| consider that Comrade Chicherin’'s new proposalignore the Polish

terms) is mistaken. This proposal is tacitly aine@dnducing the Poles to
think that we shall accede to their terms and midlke the Poles go further
along a path which will inevitably end in war: irther words, it is a

provocation to waf?

He argued that armed conflict could still be aw ity the Soviet regime’s reaction to the
terms, as he did not believe that either Britaifri@nce had the authority to force the Poles
to go to war. Instead, if the Polish workers weneited to resist a renewed Polish
offensive, full scale war could be frustrated. ledgefailure to reply would lull the Polish
working class to sleep: if no protest was made bgd/a against such “...insolent terms”,
the Polish workers would believe them to be acd#ptto Soviet Russi&. In the event,

Trotsky’s position prevailed.

If agreement could have been reached in gmmg of 1920, Lenin and Pitsudski
would, given the domestic chaos facing both stdtase grasped a settlement with both

hands. However, the very nature of the Polish-SdWar, the ideological and traditional

®8 |bid, doc. 32, p. 57.

®9TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 35, p. 49.

01.1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 33, p. 58.

" bid.

2 bid, pp. 58-59]zvestiig 29 February 1920.
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opposition of both states, and their conflictingigiand objectives, ensured that only the

military defeat of one protagonist would force #igning of peace preliminaries. A further
seven months were to pass before this took plaetar® this, once more, diplomacy had

its day. Thepourparlerscommenced for Borisov.
3. The Borisov Negotiations
3.1 Why Borisov on 10 April 1920?

Why was the town of Borisov chosen by theidPolGovernment for the proposed
Polish-Soviet negotiations in April 1920? AccordityGrabski, it was Pitsudski himself
who suggested the location for the tafksThe need to restrict the output of Soviet
ideological propaganda within Poland, which wouldevitably accompany any
negotiations, was of real concern for the Polese Thpital, Warsaw, was immediately
ruled out, providing as it would an internation&tfiorm from which to launch a concerted

propaganda offensivé.According to Patek, this was of absolute necesgityn that,

The Soviet representatives would undoubtedly comed provided with
funds for propaganda purposes.... May and June iezly to be critical
months from the food point of view, and the Bolskewvould not be slow
to exploit the distress caused by the food shortage

The same consideration also prevented the talks freing held in a neutral locatiéh.In
contrast, Borisov, a small, frontline town, recgnthptured by the Polish Army, would

inevitably limit both the dissemination and the mapof Soviet propaganda.

Furthermore, geographically, Borisov had metihad good railway connections and
telegraph communications with both Warsaw and Maseoad according to the Polish
Government, “...it was possible to link Borysow toansport and telegraphy with the two
capitals within 48 hours™ The River Berezina also formed a loop at Borisavich could

help to ensure that an opportunity for peacefutusision, free from military interference,

3 3. Grabski, p. 22.

™ polish Institute, A.12.P.3/4, doc. 3, p. 31, Polisovernment Memorandufhe Present Situation of
Poland with regard to the Bolshevist Menat& July 1920; TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 31, p. 37.

STNA, FO 417/7, doc. 49, p. 70; TNA, FO 688/3, p. 3

8 Grabski resigned as Chairman of the Committee ameifn Affairs over the Poles’ refusal to consider
another location, S. Grabski, p. 23.

" Polish Institute, A.12.P.3/4, doc. 3, p. 31.

8 Ibid.
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was secured Finally, there was plenty of available accommautatin Borisov for both

delegationg?

Initially, the Soviet leaders were willing &tlow the Poles to determine the location of
the negotiation&! They were aware, however, that the Polish Armyl laestrong military
position by March 1920 and that Borisov lay onlyefimiles behind the frontlirfé.
Wandycz has questioned if the town was specificaliigsen by the Poles in order to test
Soviet intentions and this does seem liElif.the Poles had offered a truce for more than
24 hours duration, or had accepted negotiatiorsngtother site, the Red Army would
have potentially been able to strengthen its mmjliteesources unhindered. The Poles’
refusal, however, to consider a different locatigreatly heightened Soviet suspicions and

according to Trotsky,
In this they pursued a two-fold aim: to keep ouedates in an atmosphere
of Polish militarism and “frighten” them with anfehsive into Ukraine,

and, at the same time, by a partial armistice erBibrisov sector, to tie our
hands in selecting the direction for our countenabi’

Lenin was in complete agreement with this assessaidtolish motives, arguing,

The Poles have proposed that the peace talks shaddplace in Borisov
without any cessation of hostilities. Conductinggeigations in this
particular place would prevent us from continuingstilities during the
talks, while giving Poland complete freedom of aetin this respect. Of
course, we could not conduct peace negotiatiorsioh term§>

Located on the main Russian railway line, nearjtimetion of the Western and South-
Western Fronts, negotiations at Borisov would hallewed the Poles to continue their
advance towards Ukraine, whilst protecting themmifrdlank attack. If hostilities
recommenced, the Red Army would be prevented fewmdhing a counter-offensive in a
north-westerly directiof® Consequently, the Soviet leadership did not tékeproposed

talks seriously.

TNA, FO 417/7, doc. 49, p. 70.

80 TNA, FO 688/3, p. 39.

8 bid, pp. 34 & 42.

82 Manchester Guardianl5 April 1920, p. 5.

8 p. WandyczFrance p. 144.

84.D. Trotsky,Military Writings, vol. 3, p. 137.

8 \.1. Lenin, PSS vol. 40, p. 331.

8\.1. Lenin,PSSvol. 41, p. 320Manchester Guardianl5 April 1920, p. 5.
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The date of 10 April was fixed by the Polesthe meeting of the delegations. Firstly,

this would allow the Finnish Government sufficiéinie to participate in the peace talks if
they so wished, greatly strengthening the Polissitiom at the negotiatiorfS. Secondly,
the Polish Government was desirous not to provi@eSoviet regime with an opportunity

to criticise the Poles for rushing into the talkprepared®
3.2 Polish-Soviet Negotiations: 28 March-25 April 1 920

Despite personally selecting the militarilgvantageous town of Borisov, Pitsudski
regarded the negotiations with suspicion. In a eosation with Patek, he confessed that it
was strange that he, as Commander-in-Chief, shbaldvaging war, whilst Patek, as
Foreign Minister, was simultaneously preparing péacMoreover, Pitsudski warned
Patek that a location must be agreed upon quittdyn a military perspective, the Polish
Army could not wait indefinitely and would soon beced to advance if no diplomatic
result was forthcoming The Polish Marshal knew that the Poles were intrang
position, militarily, and, therefore, had no readoreither sue for peace or to accede to

Soviet demands. In April 1920, the scales wereetipfrmly in Poland’s favour.

Nevertheless, despite these reservationsshPpteparations to attend the peace talks
proceeded apace. It was decided that the delegsgiopnfrom Warsaw and led by Patek
would consist of fifty persons and would includeotmain commissions of four delegates
each, accompanied by a large number of Polish jiste’® In contrast, there is no
evidence that the Soviet regime appointed a detsgataising questions as to their
sincerity in conducting negotiations with the Podgghis time. On 28 March, Chicherin
notified acceptance of 10 April for the first meeti but objected to the proposed
temporary truce on only one sector of the fronggasting instead an immediate armistice
along the entire frontline. He further indicatedtth town in Estonia would be regarded as

a more suitable meeting plate.

:; Ibid. In the event, the Finnish Government dedite participate.

Ibid.
8 TNA, FO 417/8, doc. 42, p. 58, this dual policysweell recognised by contemporary diplomats. Rumhbol
believed that, “The Foreign Minister will do hismubst to conclude a speedy peace, while the Chidfieof
State will continue to hit the Bolsheviks as hasgassible”.
% TNA, FO 417/7, doc. 60, p. 93. In the event, ha @ilvance on Kiev later that month, Polish Ingtitut
A.12.P.3/4, doc. 3, pp. 31-32; TNA, FO 417/9, dLt. p. 40.
9LTNA, FO 417/8, doc. 42, p. 58; TNA, FO 688/3, 31
92TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 35, p. 49.
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The Polish Government responded, on 1 Aprithvan insistence on Borisov and a

rejection of an immediate truce on the whole ff8nEirstly, military considerations
prevented acceptance of this condition. Deep-seditg#dust of Soviet intentions can be
clearly observed in two diplomatic memoranda issikigdhe PolishChargé d’Affairesin

London, in which he argued,

To conclude an armistice on a front of that lengtiuld have necessitated
considerable time and the Polish Government haata#ion to fear that this
time would be used by the Bolsheviks for furthena@entration of forces
and preparation of an offensive.

Evidence of a continued concentration of Red Arnogpps along the Polish-Soviet Front,
whilst these diplomatic exchanges took place, stpddhis concerf: If an armistice was
achieved and Polish soldiers were immobilised,auld have proven extremely difficult
for the Poles to renew the offensifeConsequently, they could have been forced to
negotiate a peace treaty, even on disadvantagesmss.t As a result, the Polish

Government wished to avoid anything in the natdre general armistic¥.

Secondly, the Poles, and Patek in particujaeatly feared that the signing of an
armistice would open the floodgates for the dissetion of Soviet propaganda,
undermining the morale and loyalty of the Polishdsws and facilitating fraternisation
with Red Army troops® A propaganda appeal was, indeed, issued by theAReg to
Polish soldiers, in which the dual refusal of theli$h Government to conclude an
armistice and to begin negotiations in neutral ity was roundly condemnéd.
Furthermore, by creating the impression that peatteRussia was already assured, Soviet
propaganda would have significantly weakened thsitipa of the Polish diplomats at the

negotiating tablé®

Soviet condemnation of the Polish positiors wamediate. In a note sent by Chicherin
to Lenin on 2 April, marked “Completely Secret”, adamantly rejected Borisov, initially

arguing that, “Negotiations in Poland are not ataiele”'” Instead, he suggested that

%3 |bid.

% Polish Institute, A.12.P. 3/5, doc. 3, p. 31; TN 417/9, doc. 31, p. 37.

% TNA, FO 417/9, doc.31, p. 37.

% TNA, FO 417/6, doc. 49, p. 70.

9" TNA, FO 417/8, doc. 42, p. 58.

B TNA, FO 417/7, doc. 49, p. 70; TNA, FO 688/3, p71

%D &M, vol. 2, doc. 372, pp. 645-646.

100 3. PitsudskiYear 1920 and its climax the Battle of Wars@lwondon, 1972), p. 12. Chicherin recognised
this stating, “...perhaps they were afraid our eneg in Warsaw would excite the Polish working raase
demonstrationsManchester Guardiarl5 April 1920, p. 5.

1011 1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 36, p. 61.
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either Estonia or Russia should accommodate theeptdks. However, Chicherin soon

altered tack at Lenin’s instigation and, recogrgdime propaganda potential of negotiating
in Warsaw, suggested meeting in the Polish capitaladmitted that the Soviets could not
insist on a truce, since Soviet-Estonian negotiatioad proceeded without one, but that if
an armistice were agreed it should be “Either @nethtire front, or not at alf®? At a joint
session of the All-Russian CEC, the Moscow Soviet kaders of the trade unions and
factory committees, on 5 May 1920, Trotsky repoRetish conditions as follows,

Here is the little town of Borisov, which we havakén from you. We

command you to present yourselves in this placee Hgound Borisov, we

shall arrange an armistice for your benefit — tra@ehens to the right, three

sazhens to the left — but in other sections, ifwigh, we shall advance”.

Only a barbarian “Excellency”, drunk with victorwith his foot on the

neck of a prostrate foe, could speak like thi.is quite obvious that we
had to refuse this demafh.

Lenin was in complete agreement with the assessaiféis two commissarS?

The relentless, unremitting diplomatic exawhich followed culminated on 8 April
with the categorical rejection of Borisov by thevigéd Government and acknowledgement
that,

...we are brought face to face with the most reajpd# eventuality, that the
negotiations with Poland will come to nothing owitg the question of
where they will be carried on, which is a fact urgtialed in the annals of
international relationg%®

The Soviet Government then changed tack and, irateampt to increase diplomatic
pressure on the Polish Government, informed Pdtek & note had been issued to the
Allied Governments, on the same day, requesting &ssistance with the Pol&¥.It was
hoped that this would force the Poles to agree éetnin a different locatiotf’ Once
again, the Soviet leaders’ representation to thermational community of the Poles as

obstinate and intractable was a tactically astipéoochatic manoeuvré’® Aware that the

192 Krasnaia knigap. 7.

193 D. Trotsky,Military Writings, vol. 3, p. 154. Asazherwas 2.13 metres.

104y 1. Lenin, Biograficheskaia khronikayol. 8, (Moscow, 1977), p. 439.

195 TNA, FO 688/3, p. 51. Degras incorrectly dates thbcument 9 April, J. Degra€alendag p. 30. For
more on these diplomatic exchanges, see TNA, F@4&oc. 35, p. 54; TNA, FO 688/3, pp. 51-54; Rolis
Institute, KOL 104/3, p. 192; Polish Institute, &.P.2/3, doc. 2, pp. 98-100; & M, vol. 2, doc. 367, pp.
637,

106 To examine the Soviet Note to the Governmentsrahée, Britain, Italy and the USA of 8 April, see
Polish Institute, A.12.P.2/3, doc. 2, pp. 3-5; TNA) 688/3, p. 51.

07 TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 35, p. 54.

198 As former underground revolutionaries, the Soléatlers had much experience to draw upon and during
the war they successfully continued and expandeid ttied and testedgit-prop methods.
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continued isolation of Russia from the Europeanneodc and trade network was a

concern for many in the West, including, notablyoyld George, the Soviet note to the
Allies shrewdly reported,
Poland is continuing her war against the Russiath dkrainian Soviet
Republics, hindering, in this manner their peactoac preventing them

from taking advantage of their internal riches, draim supplying other
nations with the products which they requite.

It informed the Allied Powers of the Poles’ rejectiof an Estonian town, Petrograd,
Moscow or Warsaw, and suggested instead that LomdoRaris would be acceptable,
“_..where the Allies themselves can judge of ouagadul intentions™'® This seemingly
conciliatory gesture was not as placatory as ithingg first appear. The propaganda value
of conducting Polish-Soviet negotiations in an édlicapital would have been enormous.
Indeed, Patek accurately recognised that the Saowiet to the Allies was itself, “...in the

nature of propaganda®!

The appeal concluded,

If.... the obstinacyof the Polish Government in not agreeing to arhenot

town besides Borysow as the place for negotiativitis Russia, forms the

only obstacle to these negotiationd. will not be possible for the Entente

Governments to avoid their responsibility in thigemet, as their influence

might, most evidently, induce the Polish Governnterttke up a position

less irreconcilable in this mattét?
The Allies did not wish, however, to accept anyrstesponsibility and so simply advised
the Polish Government, on 19 April, not to be tosistent on Borisov'® As was the
situation throughout the conflict, they preferredwatch the diplomatic drama unfold, in
April 1920, from afar. Thereafter, both the Poliahd Soviet Governments issued

statements blaming their opponent for the diplocstialemate which ensuél.

19 TNA, FO 688/3, pp. 51-53.

110 bid, pp. 52-53. Chicherin questioned, “Perhags Ploles are unwilling to go to Estonia becauseristo
was the first to make peace, and they feel theisgmce would be the greatest compliment to therisuipe
of the Estonian Government®anchester Guardignl5 April 1920, p. 5. This was, indeed, exactlywhe
Soviets had suggested an Estonian town.

M1ITNA, FO 417/7, doc. 49, p. 70; Polish Institute12P.3/4, doc. 2.

12 bid, pp. 53-54. The Soviet regime remained cooeéhthat the Poles were acting Britenteinstructions.
According to Rumbold, “...the presence of membérallied legations at Borisov would be misrepressht
and give rise to the idea that the Allies weredme way superintending the course of the peacetiatigos
and would be a party to the same”, TNA, FO 417/&;.d#2, p. 58. The Allies were keen to avoid this
responsibility at all costs.

M3TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 35, p. 54.

114 3. MarchlewskiRosja proletarjackapp. 19-21Krasnaia knigadoc. 86, pp. 102-103.



119
3.3 Responsibility for the Breakdown in Diplomatic Relations, April 1920

Although the Soviet Government may have s#gedesired to negotiate peace at the
end of December 1919, the situation had clearbredt four months later. Following the
Red Army’s defeat of Denikin, the signing of a pedreaty with Estonia, and the
discovery of the willingness of Lithuania and Latib enter into peace talks, the Soviet
regime changed tack. Their improved military pasitallowed it to utilise the debate over
the meeting place to prolong the preliminary petaties, guarantee Polish isolation and
simultaneously prepare for an offensive againsamai*> Borisov further served to gain
time for the Red Army to turn its attention towaf@eneral Wrangel in the Crimea, before
its full force could be sent against the Poles.sTlmithe middle of the negotiations, Soviet
Western Front Commander, Tukhachevsky, was ordergdan, “...a deep advance into
Poland”, to be carried out in July 19%8.Pitsudski’s doubts as to the sincerity of the

Soviet peace proposals were certainly well-fouridéd.

A Sovietdiktat could then be imposed upon the Poles. Undoubtesity, peace
settlement reached would have been of a tempguaoyjsional nature until such times as
the Soviet regime felt able to spread revolutiorh® industrialised countries of Western
Europe. This overriding long-term and dearly-helgeotive lay at the heart of Soviet

conduct during the war with Poland.

Neither, however, were the Poles blamelesfudl to reconsider the location for talks
was at best tenacious, at worse, a demonstrati®tolsh insincerity. The Poles aimed to
paralyse the Red Army in a vitally important sectérthe Western Frort? It would
appear that Pitsudski no longer sought a peacefutisn. Secret Polish military plans for
the launch of an offensive into Ukraine were praieg simultaneously alongside the
negotiations. This sought to remove Ukraine frora Boviet sphere of influence and

secure it as a Polish ally. Indeed, this was wsdnd indisputably demonstrated by the

M5 TNA, FO 417/7, doc. 60, p. 92; TNA, FO 688/3, p. 3

116 A Zamoyski Battle, p. 10.

17 M. Zutowski, Wojna z Rosj o Niepodlegte¢, 1918-1920(Katowicze, 1987), p. 7. The Polish Bureau
fully supported this, in a secret document, on 2itilfarguing, “First of all the continuation of opolicy of
peaceful proposals... it is necessary to do evinyth so that the Red Army can support the froht”
Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 37, pp. 61-62.

118 polish Institute, KOL. 104/3, p. 19 vestiig 29 March 1920 & 3-30 April 1920. Trotsky believetht,
“The Warsaw adventurers wanted war at any costt] s led the Poles to reply to all arguments of
common-sense with a warlike, “...cock-a-doodle-ddaD. Trotsky, Military Writings, vol. 3, pp. 142 &
155.
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launch of the Polish offensive on 25 April, whictcarred too soon after the breakdown in

diplomacy not to have been prepared in advance.

Thus, the Polish Government may have appoiatddlegation and prepared its peace
terms, but these were never handed over to theeS@overnment. In turn, it does not
appear that the Soviet Government either nominatetklegation to participate in the
diplomatic negotiations or formulated its peace dittons. Instead, the Borisov
negotiations provided the diplomats of both Poland Soviet Russia with an opportunity
to play to a large domestic and international aucke Although in this battle Chicherin
and the Soviet regime undoubtedly played the mkitusand astute game, following the
failed Borisov negotiations, diplomatic stalematsweed. The scales were now irrevocably

tipped, by the leaders of both nations, in favdua military dénouement.

4. Kiev: April-May 1920

The military solution sought by Pitsudski wasdirect an offensive towards Ukraine
and the strategically important city of Kiev. Fallmg the cessation of the Great War in
November 1918, Ukrainian lands had witnessed clems anarchy, as rival groups
attempted to assert control over the coutthyhe year 1919, alone, saw the establishment
there of nine rival government&® War had broken out between Ukraine and Poland in
November 1918 and again in May 1919, before Sostettrol over the country was
temporarily secured in early 1928

Before Pitsudski launched his attack in A@rd20, to rid the country of its Soviet
occupiers, he required to secure a Ukrainian alilgp would be responsible for establishing
and maintaining an independent Ukraine, friendlyPtdand. The man chosen was Simon
Petlura, Commander-in-Chief of the Ukrainian Diceate. Petlura had presided over a
Ukrainian independence movement for longer than ather leader; had obtained
considerable, active aid from the Allied Powersgd axpected and promised a general
Ukrainian uprising against the Soviet regitiieAfter suffering defeat at the hands of both
the Soviets and the Whites in the autumn of 198whs exiled to Poland and, there,

119 gee, M. Palij, The Ukrainian-Polish Defensive Alliance, 1919-1924n aspect of the Ukrainian
Revolution(Toronto, 1995).

120 g, Pipes,The Formation of the Soviet Union: communism antionalism, 1917-1923(Cambridge,

Mass., 1954), p. 137.

121 TNA, FO 418/53 doc. 23; Polish Institute, KOL 184NAS, GD 40/17/884.

122 R. Debicki,Foreign Policy of Poland, 1919-39: from the rebighthe Polish Republic to World War I
(London, 1963), p. 30.
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entered into negotiations with Pitsud$kl. The discussions bore fruit on 21 April 1920,

when a political agreement was signed by the twa ime Warsaw'®* Through this
understanding, Pitsudski promised military aid &iléra in the fight against Soviet Russia,
recognised the right of Ukraine to self-determimiatiacknowledged Petlura as Head of the
Ukrainian People’s Republic and reached agreemanthe delineation of the Polish-
Ukrainian border. In turn, Petlura recognised East€alicia as a Polish sphere of
influence and undertook to cede Lwéw and VolhyrdaPolish controt?® A Polish-
Ukrainian military convention on 24 April and a ftrprovisional economic understanding
on 1 May 1920, followed?®

What motives, then, guided Pitsudski to lauaamilitary attack towards Kiev in April
19207 Firstly, the establishment of an independérgndly Ukraine, federated with
Poland, was central to his ideological programmeinBposing a thirdait accompliin the
kresy,Pitsudski sought to resolve the area’s territagizstions without having to take into
account Allied wishes. He further believed thatefésal to aid a nation with whom we
lived in a voluntary union for five hundred yearswid be an indelible stain on Polish
honour”*?” It would, moreover, provide an example to the pghepulations of théresy
and the Baltic states of the potential benefitsa@ained from forming an alliance with the
Poles. In this way, Poland would once again receiternational recognition as a great
European power and the balance of power in Eagarape would be realigned in their

favour.

Secondly, and crucially, following the ongpifailure of Polish diplomacy to secure
agreement, it would allow the Polish Governmenhégotiate a peace settlement for the
region from a position of military strength. Pitskd remained convinced that the Soviet
regime, driven by a desire to spread socialist ltglan westwards, would launch an

offensive into the Polish lands, as soon as theté\forces were defeated in the Russian

123 pitsudski sought this alliance after he gave thgeoto launch the Kiev offensive on 17 April 1920,
committing himself to the attack, before he consdethe political details, N. Davie®/hite Eaglep. 102.
124 3. Szczepimski, Spoteczéstwo Polski w Walce z Najazdem Bolszewickim 19R0, (8varsaw, 2000), pp.
39-41. This was annuled by the Treaty of Riga imdfial921.

125 |bid. The Ukrainian population was informed of #igreement in a manifesietlura to his Peoplepn

13 May 1920, Polish Institute, A.12.P.2/1, docgp.11; Polish Institute, A.12.P.2/1, doc. 3, pi6.5t was
hoped that this would foster widespread Ukrainiapp®rt for the forthcoming Polish offensive.

126p & M, vol. 2, doc. 381, pp. 660-66B;& M, vol. 3, doc. 14, pp. 33-36.

127 A, Pitsudska, p. 295; Polish Institute, A.12.P,2i@c. 11, p. 201. Davies incorrectly argued ttiBiese
were not the actions... of a politician working fbe imposition of a new order”, N. DavigSenesisp. 60.
Although circumstances frequently forced Pitsudski concentrate on the military situation, he was
ultimately driven by his federalist ideology.
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Civil War.*?® He hoped to forestall this by launching a preeweptirive on Kiev and

thereby determine the timing of future Polish-Soviglitary engagement® Pitsudski
aimed to gain control of the South-Western Froaptare the right-bank Dniester and turn
his forces north to face the Red Army on Belorusstarritory™*° Polish military
intelligence demonstrated that the concentratioRed Army troops, following the defeat
of Denikin, was increasing along the Northern Frdot a greater extent than on the
Southern Front. Consequently, he hoped that a knatklow in the south would prevent

a Soviet advance in the northern seétor.

By April 1920, Pitsudski sincerely believeat the Poles held the decisive military
cards in their hands. As his friend, de Wiart, rded,

...having taken Kieff he admitted to feeling uneafy, he told me that

every commander who had attempted to take the kiidaad come to grief.
| asked why he had attempted to take it againssuperstitions. His answer
was that he had felt his luck stood so high thahbeght he could risk {t?

However, Pitsudski had admitted to the British M.$ir Hugh MacKinder, in December
1919 that his intention was not to invade ethndgi@fiRussia. Although, “...it was his
opinion as a General that he could march to Moscext May”, as a politician, he added,
“what could | do when | got there?® A Polish occupation of the Russian capital would
quickly hand the initiative to the Red Army as Rass, of all political persuasions, would

unite against the Polish occupiers.

Finally, the Ukrainian lands were of greabmamic value to both Poland and Russia.
Rich in natural resources, in particular grain, tominof Ukraine, strategically situated on
the Black Sea coast, would help both to secure fa@ire economic stability and state
reconstructiort®* Combined with the Soviet regime’s vision of Ukmias a socialist
bridge to south-western Europe, these goals sdaihetates ideologically, politically and

economically, on a collision course.

128 polish Institute, A.12.P.3/4, doc. 3, pp. 31-3RAT FO 417/9, doc. 31, p. 40.

129 5ee, A.S. Bubnov, S.S. Kamenev, M.N. Tukhache#sR/P. EidemanGrazhdanskoi Voina 1918-1921,
(Leningrad, 1930), vol. 3, p. 318. According to tBig, the Poles overriding objective was to, “tablish
there (through the agency of figurehead caretakach as Petlyura) their own rule - military, nadbn
economic and political”, L.D. Trotsklilitary Writings, vol. 3, p. 131.

1303, PitsudskiRok 1920 (London, 1987), pp. 21-30.

131 The Polish-Soviet Front was divided into two sepatheatres of war by the impassible Pripet marshe
the south, Ukraine, Podolia and Volhynia, whichviided the most accessible routes; and in the north,
Lithuanian and Belorussian territory, which conégnthe shortest routes from Moscow to Wilno and
Warsaw.

132 A, Carton de WiartHappy OdysseyLondon, 1950), p. 96.

133TNA, FO 418, doc. 6, p. 24.

134 polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 11, p. 2Manchester Guardignl4 April 1920, p. 11.
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The importance of the battle which followexhoot be underestimated. It transformed
the Polish-Soviet War in both scale and intensitiyd had serious implications for the
protagonists. The onset of the Polish offensive lhesn accorded a variety of dates by
contemporarie$®® Four days after the signing of the Pitsudski-Retlagreement, the
advance commenced and on the following day, 261ABdlish forces secured Zhitomir,
Korostein’ and Radomisf® This was the first time that Pitsudski led his grasMarshal
of Polandand his confidence was fueled by the rapid pregmdsthe Polish Army. He
wrote from Rowno, on 1 May,

Well, 1 have taken the first plunge... | am prepgrithe second.... If it
proves as effective as the first, the whole Bolghédvmy will be crushed. |
have made prisoners of nearly half their force, gakkn a quantity of
material at the base. The remainder of their armgy far the most part
demoralized and dispersed. My own loss has beeaaxinarily small. On
the whole front it amounts to only 150 killed ar@3vounded?’

This initial confidence was not misplaced. Followithe evacuation of Kiev by the Red
Army, the Polish Army entered the undefended city7oMay and, largely unhindered,

occupied almost all Ukrainian territory up to thght bank of the River Dniepéf®

Soviet consternation at the Polish occupatidnKiev was quickly replaced by
optimism. The potential for increased support withRussia, sympathy from the
international community and an intensification bk tpropaganda drive soon became
evident to the regim&? For the first time in the war, Soviet agit-propficifilly and
directly petitioned Russian nationalist sentimemt $upport of the war effotf® On 29
April, the RKP(b) CEC issued aAppeal to All Workers, Peasants and Members of
Russian Sociefyto defend Soviet Ukraine, whilst the Commissar\War directly called

for the support of Russian patriots and natiorglist a proclamation entitledo all

135 Chicherin dated it 6 Marctrasnaia kniga p. 7. The Polish Legation in London dated it IrifPolish
Institute, A.12.P.3/4, doc. 3, pp. 31-32; TNA, FO/M, doc. 31, p. 40.

138\/.1. Lenin, PSSvol. 41, p. 344D & M, vol. 3, p. 564.

137 pitsudski Institute, Kolekcja 1/2/5, p. 12.

138 N, Davies,White Eaglep. 109. As a result, 300,000 Polish troops weread over 1,000 kilometres. For
detailed accounts of the Polish occupation see, , TINA417/9, doc. 2, pp. 2-3; TNA, FO 417/9, docpp,
3-5; M. Kukiel, “The Polish-Soviet Campaign of 1920. 55 M. Zutowski, Wojna z Rosj o niepodlegts¢
1918-1920Q (Katowice, 1987), pp. 6 & 10-11; J. MarchlewslRosja Proletarjacka pp. 21-24; J.
Szczepaski, pp. 85-95.

139 Thereafter, no-one could, “...present to the wugkinasses the eruption of the Polish White Guartts i
the Ukraine as an attack by the Bolshevik “oppressan peaceful Poland”, L.D. Trotskililitary Writings,
vol. 3, pp. 142-143.

140 For an expansion of Soviet Russia’s propagandatives seeRGASP) f. 68, 0p. 1, d. 1, Il. 12-15;
Tymczasowy Komitet Rewolucyjny Pol§Warsaw, 1955), pp. 78-81.
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Workers, Peasants and Honourable CitizEHdn this he advocated, “...the peace that the

Polish landlords and capitalists want to bring twm yon their bayonets, means complete
enslavement not only of Lithuanian and Belorusdia,also of the Ukrainian workers and

peasantsand of millions of purely Russian pedpfé&?

The nation responded by rallying to the defenc®uadsia: conservatives, liberals and
socialists alike. The approach of the Polish Arowdrds ethnographic Russia transformed
the war, for the majority of the population, intmational war, against a foreign adversary.
For instance, the former Tsarist General, A.A. Bows wrote on 1 May 1920 expressing
fear of, “...now wide the Polish offensive will lehich wishes to capture all the land
which comprised the Polish kingdom until 1772, gedhaps will not limit itself to only
this”.**® Polish actions aroused Russian patriotism andosedrby Trotsky, “The capture
of Kiev by the Poles, in itself devoid of any maliy significance, did us a great service; it

awakened the country*?

A sustained, well-organised Soviet responss reguired. In a “Top Secret” telegram
sent by Trotsky, on 26 April 1920, to Lenin, StaliDzierzynski, Kamenev and
Serebriakowe argued that,

The situation in Ukraine demands the most seridteon... as well as
military measures, extensive ideological measumesnecessary. A very
considerable number of local political workers mim& transferred to

Ukraine at once. It is equally essential that sthupolitical workers from

departments at the centre should be secondedftretaty !

The previous day, thBolitburo had requested that Trotsky define the RKP(b)' poase
to the offensive and as a result, he penned a ifi-ffieeses;The Polish Front and Our
Tasks on 30 April 19203*¢ This document stressed both the class and intenaainature
of the war (points 1-5, 8-9), reflected his optimisegarding the Polish workers’ and
peasants’ support for communism (point 8), andetkteeme importance of the conflict for
Soviet Russia by April 1920 (points 7, 10). It weswv essential that the whole of Soviet

141p & M, vol. 3, p. 564D & M, vol. 3, doc. 9, pp. 24-28.

1421 D. Trotsky, Military Writings, vol. 3, pp. 135-136. Author’s italics. In direspposition to Marxist
ideology, outpourings of Russian nationalist slagarere now utilised to counter the fervent patsiotiof
the Poles.

143 |I. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 44, p. 74. As a feshe offered his services to the Red Army. See,
Biographical Notes

1441 D. Trotsky,Moia zhizn’: opyt avtobiografiivol. 2, (Berlin, 1990), p. 190.

1451 1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 41, p. 69.

14 |bid, doc. 55, p. 111.
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Russia be directed towards supporting the war teffasints 13-16) and that immediate

tasks in the agit-prop sphere (point 11), and tmmemy (point 12), be carried otit.

The regime further utilised the Polish ocdigra of Kiev to pursue its stated
diplomatic agenda of dividing Poland from tlatente Accordingly, on 19 May, a
telegram was dispatched to the Governments of &wet@in, France, Italy and the United
States of America, regarding the unjust Polishcattan Ukraine"*® The Soviet cause,

thereafter, gained considerable sympathy amonggtdititical left in the West®

In Poland, in contrast, many warmly greeté@duiélski's occupation of Kiev, with the
Sejmtelegramming the Marshal that, “The news of thidligmt victory... fills the whole
nation with joyful pride™® Dissenting voices were, however, heard. The Nation
Democrats were “...sincerely opposed to Pitsudskfensive against Kiev*>' The KPRP
condemned the Polish initiative outright and resd|V*...to explain to the wide masses,
that in the interests of the working people, thitnmeen must give their energy to secure
Soviet Russia and Ukraine from Poland and worlderigism”1? Furthermore, the PPS
issued aManifesto opposing the occupation of Kiev as it presentediract threat to
Ukraine’s right to independende

In turn, the majority of the Ukrainian poptiden failed to respond to Petlura’s appeals
to join the Polish Army in its fight against Sovietissia and those who did were badly
equipped>* Most reacted to the Poles with neither enthusiastipport nor hostile
opposition. This had devastating implications foe tontinued Polish offensive in May
1920. Ukrainian nationalism was both anti-Russiad anti-Polish, and according to one
observer, Lord Derby at the British Embassy in Bert...the Ukrainian peasants hated
whatever Government was in power, and considergdf@m of compulsion or control

intolerable”*>®

147 .D. Trotsky,Military Writings, vol. 3, pp. 130-134.
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Finally, the Polish offensive met with a mixeesponse from the Allied Governments.
King George V of Britain sent a message to the $aled Pitsudski, on 10 May, with his
congratulations and good wishes for the reestadigtolish stat®>® Rumbold praised the
Polish Army for achieving a victory over Soviet Rigs which the Allies had, themselves,
failed to achieve through intervention in the Ras<Civil War. He informed Curzon, “The
Poles... in defending their own country have undadilgtprotected Central Europe.... The
Poles have therefore rendered real services topeuas a whole in the struggle against
Bolshevism™®" This interpretation was echoed by Colonel Willeyridg a British
Parliamentary debate on 26 May 1920, when he sthigd

...Poland succeeded with hardly any assistance fuatside in re-occupying
lost territory and advancing as far as was necg$sathe strategic safety of
the State. Everywhere the Polish Army was welcomediberators of the
oppressed populations and at every opportunityPtiissh Chief of State and
Government openly proclaimed that they had no imfistic aims. The
entire nation backed the efforts of the Polish tami}i *>®

Nevertheless, Pitsudski’s presentation oftlaeadait accomplito the Allies was badly
resented and lost the Poles much internationalwgitlo&ollowing the occupation of Kiev,
Lloyd George warned that, “Unless the Poles arefahthey will revive and intensify the
spirit of Russian nationalism.... The Poles ardined to be arrogant and they will have to
take care that they don't get their heads punchi€dindeed, so deep-seated was the
hostility of the British public to the Polish advam that Bonar Law was forced to provide
A Ministerial Assuranceon 13 May 1920, that the British Government had ho prior
knowledge of Pitsudski’'s plans for the offensivedahat Britain had not provided any
equipment for this purpo§8(.’ The aftershock of the Kiev offensive was felt woly in

Ukraine, but had ramifications for Poland, Russid the wider international community.

5. The Soviet Counter-Offensive: May-July 1920

The Soviet military responded quickly. On Z8ril 1920, General Mikhail

Tukhachevsky, fresh from victory over Denikin, vaggpointed Western Front Commander

%6 Manchester Guardianl3 May 1920, p. 8, the anniversary of votinghef Polish constitution in 1791.

157 TNA, FO 417/7, doc. 52, pp. 77-78. Sir Hugh Maa#én, M.P., called the Polish offensive, “...a great
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and given the task of leading the Soviet countéersfive. On 14 May, the Red Army

attack towards Belorussia, commené&dCiechanowski later argued,

It is generally supposed that the last Polish dfifen (Kieff) caused, as a
reaction, the Bolshevik offensive.... This viewiigorrect.... the Soviet
offensive was launched seven days after the Podeb thken Kieff...
conducted by troops freshly brought from the eastenfines of Russia and
the Caucasus... these reasons alone prove sufiicitrat the Russian
offensive had been planned and prepared carefullg fery long timé®?

Plans to prepare a strike force for advance intlicfaecertainly had been prepared by the
Soviet leadership prior to Pitsudski’'s April offéwes. In a secret, coded telegram sent by
Lenin to Stalin on 14 February 1920, the Sovietéaequested that the latter, “Advise
more precisely what measures you propose for thation of a Galician striking force....
Our diplomacy ought to... keep silent about Gali¢fd”Indeed, the need to formulate
plans for a military offensive against Poland haeer recognised by the Soviet

Government as early as January 1¥%0.

On 26 May, Pitsudski issued a proclamaftian all the Inhabitants of the Ukraine
reassuring that the Polish Army had advanced ii@idian territory solely to defend the
native population against the Soviet occupiersahleounced,

Polish troops will remain in the Ukraine only unslch time as it is
necessary for a legitimate Ukrainian Governmenbe&oformed and set to
work. As soon as the future of the Ukrainian siatassured... the Polish
troops will retire, having fulfilled their gloriousluty as liberators of the
people®®

The proclamation met with instant derision in Sossia. Trotsky denounced it as a
«..foxy manifesto”, issued by “...a savage wdlf®.Chicherin believed it to demonstrate
the Poles’ “...boundless imperialistic outlook” \gtiLenin argued that, “...it is tantamount

to Poland’s declaration of war on Ukraing?.

161D & M, vol. 3, p. 565. A British Foreign Offiddemorandundated this to 19 May 1920, TNA, FO 417/9,
doc. 35, p. 152. On 2 May, Trotsky appealed thdte struggle with Poland... become the most impdrtan
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The Soviet counter-offensive on the South-A&tesFront, led by A.l. Egorov and

spearheaded by the Soviet cavalry of Budiennyi, lasched on the very same day, 26
May 1920. By 10 June, the Poles had evacuated Kiesn Official Polish Military
Communiquélossed over this retreat, reporting,

In the Ukraine we have evacuated Kieff after dgstig the bridges on the
Dnieper. Our regroupment is proceeding in the #tllerder.... The
Bolshevists have suffered enormous losses. Amnmmitand large
quantities of war material were capturéd.

In reality, however, this was the prelude to a $tolrmy retreat along the entire frdnf.
The controlled Polish withdrawal was soon radelmed, when on 4 July the Red
Army launched a counter-offensive which it had beetively planning since 10 March
19201 For the next six weeks, the Polish military sitoatdeteriorated as the Soviet
regime’s first campaign on foreign territory proded rapidly. Separated by the
impassable Pripet Marshes, the Soviet forces aé¢hon two fronts: the Soviet Western
Front, under Tukhachevsky, moved into Belorussid &ithuania; the South-Western

Front, under Egorov, headed towards LwBtv.

On 7 July, the Polish General Staff repotted the Soviets’ were advancing along the
entire front from the Dwina to the Dniester RivéfS.Four days later, Soviet troops
captured the Belorussian capital, Minsk. The sigroha Soviet-Lithuanian Treaty, on 12
July 1920, handed Polish-claimed Wilno, Grodno Snevalki to Lithuania and, by secret
protocol, allowed the Red Army to pass unhindehedugh Lithuanian territory on its way
to Poland, further strengthening the Soviet pasitibime was of the essence and on 17

July 1920, thé>olitburo decreed that the military cross the ethnograpblisP border:™

The importance of this decision cannot beewestimated. Indeed, it may be regarded,
along with the Polish rout of the Red Army at Warga August, aghe pivotal turning
point in the conflict, representing as it did a anapeological shift by the Soviet regime.
Marx’s doctrine that socialist revolution must be tvork of a nation’s own proletariat had
previously governed the Soviet leaders’ actions iameas to this end that their pursuit of

open, people’s diplomacy, in combination with a lvpéhnned agit-prop offensive, were
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directed prior to July 1920. Abandonment of thiedkbgical tenet in July 1920 proved

fatal.

What drove the Soviet regime to adopt suaisky strategy in July? What was the
motivation? It can, firstly, be argued that the i8oe¢ounter-offensive provided a welcome
deflection from the desperate Russian domesticatsitn, stemming from four years
fighting in the Great War, two domestic revolutipasid three years consumed by civil

war. The new policy firmly directed the politicaldus outwards.

Of far greater importance for the regime,utfito, was the fact that if successful, the
Polish campaign would not only secure Soviet autyhan Russia, but would spread
socialist revolution westwards and provide a vidhternational alternative to capitalism.
This was a risk which they were willing to take. Marxists, the Soviet leadership was
adamant that the revolution had to spread to theeradvanced countries of western and
central Europe if it was to seriously challengeitzdism on a worldwide scale. Lenin
believed that, “Poland, as the buffer between Ruasd Germany... is the fulcrum of the
entire Versailles treaty*”> Removing the Polish nation from the capitalisttegys would,
thus, be the first step in overthrowing the Padad® settlement in Europ&.As a result,
Poland could not simply be neutralised as an oppoeit must be sovietised in order to
actively support the Soviet advance into Westenoge, in 1920. This would draw Poland
within the Soviet federation of states, secure Rissvestern frontier and assist in the

settlement of the volatilkresyregion.

This conviction was shared by his colleagu@stsky’s belief in revolutionary war
remained unshaken prior to July 1920 arguingherg can be no room for doubt as to the
outcome of the impending conflict.... The Polish ptatiat will transform their country
into a socialist republic*’’ Karol Radek agreed on 4 May 1920 that, “If whiteag
Poland cannot exist side by side with Soviet Ruyghien a Soviet Poland will”, whilst on
13 July 1920, L.B. Kamenev, Rolitburo member, commented that the only possible
guarantee of avoiding a future war was the “soséion of Poland®’® The RKP(b), thus,
hoped that the Red Army advance four days laterldvaat as a catalyst for a Polish

workers and peasants-led socialist revolution.

175y.1. Lenin, “The International Significance of thigar with Poland”, in A. Richardson, p. 142.
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Furthermore, Poland’s geo-strategic positibthe heart of central-eastern Europe was
a vital component in Soviet Russia’s designs ondbentry in July 1920. The Polish
nation had the potential to either exist as a lejidyer which communism could spread to
the rest of Europe, or as a barrier, capable ofeming its developmerf® The RKP(b)
determined that the former position would prevaiid directed their policy accordingly.
Poland would provide two paths along which the &t revolution could march to
Germany in the west and to Hungary, Romania andi@movakia in the south-we'sf
As early as 30 October 1918, Trotsky had identifteel importance of Poland to this plan
stating,

Free Latvia, free Poland and Lithuania, free Fidlaand on the other side
free Ukraine will not be a wedge but a uniting lip&tween Soviet Russia
and the future Soviet Germany and Austria-Hunga&hys is the beginning
of a European communist federation — a union optiaéetarian republics of
Europe®!

First of all, Germany as one of the most indaky advanced nations in Europe, in July
1920, was pivotal to the Russian revolution’s clesnof survival. According to Trotsky,
“If it were necessary for us to go under to asshieesuccess of the German revolution, we
should have to do it. The German revolution is lyastore important than ours® In
1919 there was good cause for believing that Geymaas ripe for revolution and could
act as a potential base from which to spread sscideology throughout Eurog& At the
9™ Party Congress, Lenin gave a clear indicatiorhefitnportance of Germany to Soviet
policy, saying,

The approach of our troops to the borders of eafReussia... showed that
all Germany was seething. News began to come atittéims and hundreds
of thousands of German communists were crossing bmrders, and
telegrams flew [from] German communist regimeffifs.

Secondly, the newly established states ofgdnyy Romania and Czechoslovakia in

south and south-east Europe, following the traufrthed Great War, were also deemed to

179 Radek argued in May 1920 that, “Poland must cembe a wall protecting Europe from Russia and
become a bridge between Russia and Germany”, KelRéDie Polnische Frage und Die Internationale
Revolution”, inDie Kommunistische Internationaleo. 12, (1920), p. 21.
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be ready to welcome socialist revoluti§AOn 13 July 1920, Kamenev stated that Soviet

control of Eastern Galicia was essential to provilea gateway to Hungary” and an
alternative route to Polart&® By the time théPolitburo resolved to cross into ethnographic
Poland, Lenin was convinced that the revolutionuthmot only target Germany, but also
the countries in south-west Europe. Six days afiter decisive 17 July meeting he
telegrammed Stalin,

The situation in the Comintern is splendid. ZineviBukharin, and I, too,
think that revolution in Italy should be spurredioomediately. My personal
opinion is that to this end, Hungary should be stised, and perhaps also
Czechia and Romani’

He later acknowledged the great significance of tecision in his secret speech of
September 1920, when he stated,

We understand perfectly well that the stakes agh,hthat... in taking
Galicia, where Soviet rule is assured [and] whids fa connection to
Czechoslovakia and Hungary, where things are segthiby doing this —
we are opening a direct road for revolution. Thisvorth fighting for; such
a fact cannot be scorné¥.

These coveted objectives of the Soviet politicileévere mirrored by the Red Army
leadership, entrusted with conducting the offensagainst Poland. Tukhachevsky,
Western Front Commander argued,

There is not the slightest doubt that, if we hadceeded in breaking the
Polish Army of bourgeois and seigneurs, the revatuof the working class
in Poland would have been an accomplished fact. thedtempest would
not have stopped at the Polish frontier. Like aofus torrent it would have
swept over the whole of Eastern Eurdpe.

Soviet Russia’s aims, by July 1920, were atsearly recognised by the Poles.
Pitsudski acknowledged their plan to sovietise Rolstating,

...it is an indisputable fact...that in making war @, Soviet Russia was
conforming to a set plan, namely, the plan of sgttup in Poland an
organisation identical with its own, that is to say Soviet one. This
objective was christened “Exporting the Revolutioh”was well-known to

me that this was the war aim of the Soviéfs.

He further recognised that, despite public protesia of the Soviet leaders to the

contrary, the regime was willing to utilise the R&any to spread this ideology to Poland:
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as “...the revolution did not exist in Poland... iasvnecessary to impose it on us at the

point of the bayonet®* The Poles also recognised the second crucial Sobjective of

using the Polish nation as a land link with the Wés early as 1919, the Polish Council
of National Defence issued a proclamation whichestahat, “...the Soviet Armies took
Lithuania and threatened to march on Warsaw thrabghPolish corridor to the German

frontier and then through Germany on to the Rhife”.

Thus, when the Red Army entered into ethn@g@Poland on 23 July it quite simply,
and irreversibly, altered the complexion of the WarFor the majority of Bolsheviks,
carried away by the rapid Soviet advance and iectlicontradiction of Marxist teachings,
it was now deemed acceptable to utilise the RedyAtonbring socialist revolution to
Poland. The most tacit recognition of this crualhinge in policy was made by Lenin at
the closed session of th8 Barty Congress on 22 September 1920, when helstate

We decided to use our military forces to assiststng@etisation of Poland.
Our subsequent overall policy followed from thiseWbrmulated it not in
an official resolution in the minutes of the CC negenting the law for the
party and the new congress, but we said among lgass¢hat we must
probe with bayonets whether the social revolutidnti@ proletariat in
Poland had ripenetd?

Ultimately, this error of judgement was responsitde the unprecedented defeat for the

Red Army before the gates of Warsaw the followingnth.

6. Conclusion

The first half of 1920, therefore, witnessedramatic reversal in the fortunes of the
protagonists: an initial Polish stronghold in #tresy secured by the military, culminated
in the occupation of Kiev, before a strengthenede&aounter-offensive threw the Polish

Army back ever westwards from early May onwards.

Pitsudski clearly overestimated the strerajtthe Polish Armed Forces, overstretched
his troops and underestimated the resources oR#w Army. He was also guilty of

misinterpreting Ukrainian support for both Petlaad the Polish offensive, neither of

191 |bid. This was an uncanny turn of phrase, mimgras it did almost exactly Lenin’s secret admissio

the 9" Party Congress in September 1920.
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which were forthcoming. The Soviet counter-offeesimade it impossible for Poles to

present the peace terms prepared in March 1928jnglahe door on diplomacy. In
contrast, support in Russia for the Soviet regimached an all-time high as Russian

nationalism entered the equation for the first timeing the war?>>

The failed Polish offensive had lasting repssions in Poland as the state was brought
close to collaps&® Skulski's Government was forced to resign anchatley cabinet crisis
ensued. Indeed, when the Polish Diet met on 20 Zihdanuary 1921, the National
Democratic Party, Witos’ Peasant Party and the sRoBocialists demanded that an
investigation be held into the Kiev débécle of phevious summer, to establish,

1) How it happened that the advance to Kieff wasied out in defiance of
the will of the Diet, the Government and the Alliemd who was
responsible?

2) Why military preparations for the undertaking reveénadequate from
every point of view?’

The situation was criticdf® On the battlefield, the Poles continued to bewr back and
the first day of August saw Brest-Litovsk fall teetRed Army. Pitsudski had lost control

of all territory acquired by his troops the pre\dorear:>°

Soviet forces stood at the River Bug, poisedenter ethnographic Polish territory.
Debates had raged in thHeolitburo over the desirability of crossing this line, biet
eventual outcome was unequivocal: proceed to Warshes Soviet regime was convinced
that, “To export revolution was a possibili§?° So confident was the RKP(b) that the
Polish workers and peasants would rise up to wedctdme advancing Red Army, that it
supported the establishment of a Polish Provisiof@volutionary Committee
(Polrevkon), earmarked as the first Soviet Polish Governmemt,30 July 1920 in
Biatystok?** The stage was being prepared for the battle od#mrthe outcome of which
had lasting repercussions, not only for the belégés, but for the entire international

community.

191t also deflected Soviet attention temporarilynfrdVrangel, allowing him to continue in oppositianthe
Soviets until November 1920.
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Chapter 4: The Polish Provisional Revolutionary Com mittee

The Polish Provisional Revolutionary Comnatté@olrevkon), established by the
advancing Soviet authorities in the Polish towmaftystok, in July 1920, at the height of
the Polish-Soviet War, was one of the most sigaificevents of the conflict and yet its
origin, objectives and activities remain little died by historiand.The importance of the
Polrevkomcannot, however, be underestimated. If the P@ighiet War formed part of
the Bolsheviks earliest venture to export revolutioy military force westwards, the
Polrevkomwas their first attempt to establish a Socialisti€t Republic on ethnographic
Polish territory. Consequently, \itas to have lasting implications for the developtran
Soviet ideology, the development of the Polishé&sgatd the evolution of relations between

the two neighbouring states.

Traditionally, and for obvious reasons, mapglish and Russian historians have
consciously overlooked the workings of tRelrevkom For the majority of Poles it was,
and continues to be, regarded as an alien instituimposed by a foreign invader, worthy
of little attention and meriting no creditn turn, Soviet historians primarily wished to
avoid raising difficult questions, such as why this Soviet organisation fail to gain the
support of the majority of Poles? Why did it l&mt only twenty-three days? Why was its
fate so closely bound up with the Red Army’s defaathe gates of Warsaw in August
19207 Nevertheless, over the years, intermittent intefiesthe subject developed in
Poland and Russia, especially amongst those whpatyiised with the organisation’s

objectives’ Much information can also be found in the writirsts members.

However, it is the opening of the Russianhaes, in particular, theRossissKii

gosudarstvenii arkhiv sotsialno-politicheskoi isto(RGASP) in Moscow, after the

Y In Polish, Tymczasowy Komitet Rewolucyjny Palski Russian,Pol’'skii Vremennyi Revoliutsionnyi
Komitet

2 See, for instance, T. Teslar, Polityka Rosji Sokiej podczas Wojny z Polsktrzy momenty, (Warsaw,
1937).

% For a traditional Soviet interpretation of the freekom and its activities see, Istoriia Pol’shi,l.v8,
(Moscow, 1955), pp. 136-143.

* The most valuable are, A. LitwinTymczasowy Komitet Rewolucyjny Pols@iyarsaw, 1955); P.
Kalenichenko, “O deiatel'nosti pol’'skogo vremennagwoliutsionnogo komiteta’in la. Manusevich (ed.),
Oktiabr’skaia revoliutsiia i zarubezhnye slaviareskiarody (Moscow, 1957).

5 J. Marchlewski,Voina i mir mezhdu burzhuaznoi Pol'shei i proletaris Rossiei (Moscow, 1921); J.
Marchlewski,Polska Butuazyjna a Rosja Proletariack#@Moscow, 1921); J. Marchlewski, “Mir s Polshei
in Kommunistisheskii Internatsionaho. 14, (1920), pp. 2751-2754; F.E. Dzigiski, Dnevnik: pisma k
rodnym,(Moscow, 1958); F.E. Dzieynski, Izbrannye proizvedenijaol. 1, (Moscow, 1977); F. Korkeliks
Edmundovich Dzerzhinskii: biograficheskii ochefdoscow, 1939).



135
collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991 which has pteud the present reevaluation. This

holds especially importaribndyrelating to the work of th@olrevkom the Polish Bureau
of the CC RKP(b) and the Central Executive Commaitiethe Communist Workers’ Party
of Poland (CEC KPRP). These sources have beeneuppted, in the present work, by
the extremely rich archival collections of the Bblilnstitute and Sikorski Museum, the
Pitsudski Institute and The National Archives in nidon, and have facilitated a
reinterpretation of the role of thBolrevkom In particular, the establishment of the
organization, the choice of Bialystok as its locatiand the involvement of the Central
Committee of the RKP(b), shall be discussed. Nghtlis shed ofPolrevkomobjectives
and on its immediate tasks, most notably regardntystry and agriculture. Heavily
involved in disseminating Soviet ideology throughogaganda, it issued enormously
diverse appeals, covering socio-economic, politiclltural and military issues and
targeted a wide social range, including Polish wosk peasants, soldiers, Red Army men,
and the international community. Public sentimerd ¢he reception of thBolrevkomby
the inhabitants of Poland proved crucial to itsvaa@, with the archives, finally, providing
information about its fate anghat its lasting consequences were for Bolshewkisk and

international politics.

1. Establishment of the Polrevkom

The need to establish an organisation toctitee sovietisation of Poland and lead a
socialist revolution in the country had long beeaagnised by Polish communists. As
early as 15 January 1919, the CEC KRiRBte to the CC RKP(b) that the future advance
of the Soviet army onto Polish territory, wouldibgossible, “...without a whole series of
political acts... the transfer of the leadershiplef movement against the Polish bourgeois
government, must be placed in the hands of an ma@on created by the Polish
revolutionary proletariat®. However, the military situation throughout 1919%em the
Polish Army held the initiative, and in the firsalh of 1920, when the Red Army was
advancing on non-Polish territory, prevented angshsaction being taken. Only after the
Politburo ordered the Soviet Army, under the command of ¥esEront Commander,
M.N. Tukhachevsky, on 17 July 1920, to cross iritmegraphic Polish territory, could the
question of establishing a Bureau to lead commupésty work in occupied Polish

territory, again be raised.

® 1.I. Kostiushko (ed.),Pol'sko-Sovetskaia voina 1919-1920: ranee ne ofablnnye dokumenty i
materially,vol. 1, (Moscow, 1994), doc. 1, p. 20.
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In direct response to this military order,liflo communists met in Moscow the

following day to discuss the mobilization of all IBb communists residing in Soviet
Russia for the imminent entry of the Red Army oRulish territory’ Feliks Dziegynski
proposed that the CC RKP(b), “... create an orgarckvhvould direct all preparatory
work, allocate mobilised comrades, draw up instonst and plans of actio’As a result,
the RKP(b) Orgburo meeting on 19 July 1920, at which Krestinskii, &zynski,
Aleksdandrov, Prochniak and Al'sky were presentdased the Polish communists
initiative, “To nominate a Special Bureau of RKP{b) leadership of party work in those
localities of Poland, which will be strategic caiesiations for occupation by the Red
Army”.° Its membership was confirmed as including the ‘ketiwn Polish communists
Julian Marchlewski, Feliks Kon, Eduard Prochniakd adbzef Unszlicht, under the
chairmanship of Feliks Dzigynski.*° Two days later, th&rgburo officially registered the
group’s name as the “Polish Bureau CC RKP(IPbdlbureay and formally received a
request from Dzieynski, on its behalf, for financial assistarféeln recognition of the
envisaged role it would play in the sovietisationRwland, theOrgburo allocated the

substantial sum of 10 million roubles to tRel’bureaufor its work?

The Bureau’s ultimate objective was, likettbé the Russian Communist Party, to
establish the dictatorship of the proletariat tiglouthe creation of a Polish Soviet
Government and a Socialist Repubfidt acknowledged, however, that before this goal
could be attained it had to provide responsibleéeship to guide and direct evefitsThe
largePol’bureauCC RKP(b)fondyin RGASPIprovide an excellent indication of the wide-
ranging tasks with which the Bureau was involvedede included implementing Soviet
ideology in Polish territory occupied by the Redm conducting agitational-propaganda
(agit-prop amongst the local population; carrying out cudtteducational work,

especially amongst Polish youths and women; deugjopelationships with communist

7 Bobinsky, Dzietynski, Lazovert, Marchlewski, Pestkovsky, ProchniRkipevich, Sosnovky, Stokovsky,
Vnorovsky, Dziezynskaia, Marchlewskaia and Al'sky were present. Adsean 1 May, Polish communists
in Smolensk had advocated the mobilisation of Ptieaid the Western FronQokumenty i materialy po
istorii sovetsko-pol'skikh otnosheniol. 3, (Moscow, 1965), doc. 13, pp. 31-32, (laftexD & M).

8 Ibid, doc. 94, p. 163.

%1.1. Kostiushko, vol.1, doc. 75, p. 14RBrotocol No. 37

10 |bid, doc. 82, p. 153. That is, all those suggkstethe Polish communist meeting on 18 July, whi
exception of Doletsky.

" |bid, doc. 76, p. 14Protocol No. 38

12 Rossisskii gosudarstvenii arkhiv sotsialno-poligiskoi istorii, f.68, op.1, d. 10, I. 3, (hereafteRGASP).
The Polish Bureau, thus, worked closely with the RKIP(b) and was dependent upon it for funds.

13 Protocol No. 2of thePol’bureaumeeting on 23 July, I.I. Kostiushko, vol. 1, d@@, p. 148.

14 1.1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 82, p. 153.
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organisations in the borderlands; establishinguiigls the KPRP, and looking after Soviet

prisoners of war interned in Polaftd.

However, the most critical of alPol’bureau tasks was its establishment of the
Polrevkomfesolving on 29 July 1920, that,

...the Bureau will appear as a Provisional Revohdry Committee, will
issue a manifesto to the workers, explaining thévas for the Red Army’s
entry... will establish local revolutionary comre#ts and lead all
organisational and political work.... The Revolagoy Committee will
proclaim the Polish Socialist Republic of Sovitts.

This document clearly demonstrates that it wasPiibureay not the CC RKP(b), which
was responsible for its establishment, and fornilegi its programme. It was not, as
suggested by Soviet historians, created by a popsgp@ntaneous workers’ moveméht.
Neither, however, was it established directly oa ithitiative of Lenin, despite assertions

that,

...simultaneously with the resolution to continbe fpursuit of the Polish
Army on its own territory, arose the question abtine Red Army giving

help to the Polish workers through the establishmbyp them of

revolutionary authority in Poland.... Lenin had &ea about a new
authority in Poland®

Instead, the initiative lay with the Polislor@munists. The establishment of the
Polrevkomallowed the RKP(b) to, “...probe with bayonets Wiee the social revolution of
the proletariat had ripened”, but the Soviet regiméMoscow was neither initially, nor
directly, responsible for its formatidi.Indeed, the decision to form th®lrevkomwas
taken quickly, without a great deal of advance piag by the Polish communists.
Nevertheless, in line with RKP(b) thinking, theyddiegard it, primarily, as a means of

implementing Soviet ideology in Poland.

The Polish town of Biatystok, occupied by Rédmny troops on 28 July 1920,
witnessed the establishment of the Provisional Reemary Committee of Poland two

days later. ItdManifestq published the same day, announced that,

15 RGASP] f. 63,0p. 1,d. 172; RGASP] f. 63, op. 1, d. 314; RGASP] f. 63,0p. 1,d. 315,I. 1. For
Pol’bureauactivities in Smolensk, 1920-1921 sB&ASP]f. 63,0p. 1,d. 295.

16 1.1. Kostiushko, vol.1, doc. 82, p. 153.

17 1t was asserted, for instance, that, “...the enomsmenthusiasm of the working population formed the
Provisional Revolutionary Committedtoriia Pol’shi, vol. 3, (Moscow, 1955), p. 138.

8 M.N. ChernykhJulian Marchlewskii 0 Sovetsko-Pol'skikh otnoshekii v 1918-1921ggMoscow, 1990),

p. 186.

9 R. Pipes (ed.)The Unknown Lenin: from the Secret Archifdew Haven & London, 1996), doc. 59, p.
98.

’RGASPI, 163, 0p.1, d.88, I. 1.
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In the territory of Poland, freed from the yoke adpital, a Provisional

Revolutionary Committee of Poland has been estadalisthe membership

of which is composed of comrades Julian Marchlewskliks Dziezynski,

Feliks Kon, Eduard Préchniak and Jozef Unsziféht.
The RKP(b) newspapePravda, also published the membership f5tThe Politburo
further resolved on 10 August, “To include in thelifh Bureau CC andPolrevkom

comrade Radek®® Its composition was, thus, well known in bothda and Russia.

Confusion existed, however, over the exade d# the Polrevkons formation. A
telegram sent by Prochniak, on behalf of B@'bureay to Pravda reported on 31 July,
“Today in Bialystok was organised a Provisional &ationary Committee of Poland*.
That this was clearly a mistake was verified bglagram from Dzietynski, which stated,
“Transmit to Lenin: the manifesto and notificatiaf the creation of thdPolrevkom
printed with the date 30, town BelostdR"Yet, on 30 July many of its members were not
yet resident in Biatystok. On 3 August 1920, S. Badch, a military commissar on the
Soviet Western Front, reported that Marchlewski agmad in Grodno or Biatystok,
Préchniak was in Vilnius and Dzigmski had arrived from Grodno only that d&yin fact,
the Committee first met on 24 July in Smolensk, mg\by train via Minsk on 25 July and

Vilnius on 27 July, before finally arriving in Bigdtok three days latéf.

As both the Soviet leaders arRbl’'bureau were keen to stress the Committee’s
independence from the Russian regime, thereby wnpyats credibility with the Polish
population,Julian Marchlewski was appointed by tRel'buro as titular Chairman of the
Polrevkomon 23 July 19268 Crucially, Marchlewski was not a member of the RPIn
contrast, Dzietynski, its real guiding influence, was not only Cinagén of thePol’bureay
but was also the highest ranking Pole in the So@i@ternment, a RKP(b) CC member,
and the feared head of théeka®

2LRGASPI, 168, 0op.1, d.1, |. 2. Préchniak was the Committee’s Secretary. The Rosgérsion in thislelo
omits Dzieeynski's name, a glaring oversight given that he wasanly a member, but unofficial head of
the organization. A full list oPolrevkomemployees, which numbered about eighty, is liste@RGASPI, f.
68, op.1, d.37.

22 pravdg 3 August 1920.

2 Demonstrating direct involvement by Soviet Russgdverning body in the Committee’s composition.
2*RGASPI, 168, 0p.1, d.1, |. 5.

251.1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 86, p. 162. Manifesto to the Polish Workers of the Town andagédswas
also dated 30 JUlRGASPI, f68 op.1,d. 1, I. 2.

26 1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 88, p. 163.

27 7. Dzierynska,V gody velikikh boeMoscow, 1964), p. 327.

28 | |. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 78, p. 149. Reddawngorrectly states that Leszawki was Polrevkom
Chairman, W.F. Reddaway (edTlhe Cambridge History of Polandol. 2, (Cambridge, 1951), p. 526. He
was, instead, Soviet Commissar for Polish Affairs.

2 Dzierzynski penned the majority dfolrevkomcorrespondence with the Soviet regime.
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In a further attempt to strengthen its creidds) thePolrevkomcomprised only Polish
communists, and stressed in an appealLegionariespn 1 August,

Our names are well-known as we have worked for lgagrs for the
emancipation of the working classes... our namesn fa sufficient
guarantee for you, to be elected by you and then€isuof Workmen,
Peasants and Soldiers’ Delegates as a permanemlutiemary
Government?

The Committee was only too aware that the Poligbufadion could potentially view the
Red Army as foreign aggressors, little differeninfrthe Tsarist armies which had invaded
their homeland in the past. As a result, its leadeere careful to stress their Polish

nationality.

Why then was Biatystok viewed as, “The Primnsl revolutionary capital of workers-
peasants Poland®As one of the first large towns occupied by thed Remy after it
crossed the ethnographic Polish border, Bialystak an ideal location for thieolrevkom
It was essential that the Committee be establistiedrecognised Polish territory to
strengthen its assertion that it was not a Rugsigupet, but a genuine Polish organisation.
Furthermore, although Marchlewski had recognisedlénjuly 1920, that the Biatystok
regionaluezdycontained a population which was largely backwaard agrarian, “Catholic
and strongly Polonised”, Biatystok itself contaireethrge Jewish population which was, as
a traditional opponent of Polish Roman Catholieruhore supportive of a Soviet-style
regime than the majority of Pol&.Under the Russian Tsars, a Jewish Pale had been
created from the Baltic Sea in the north to thecBI§ea in the south, roughly following
the frontier of the old Polish Kingdom, within whithe majority of Jews were compelled
to reside. This provided thHeolrevkomwith a good support base in the town, but almost

certainly gave it a false sense of the supporutdaexpect to receive throughout Poland.

Biatystok was also a large industrialisedtmencrucial to Bolshevik plans, as the

sovietisation of Poland required to be carried tgfoby the local urban working cla¥s.

30 The National Archives, FO 688/6, p. 32, (hereaff®&A). Underlined in the original. However, both
Unszlicht and Radek were Jewish, and their namas walikely to invoke a positive response from the
overwhelmingly Roman Catholic Polish population.

31D &M, vol. 3, doc. 166, p. 278.

821, Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 72, p. 140; V.1. liapBiograficheskaia khronikayol. 9, (Moscow, 1978), p.
101.

%3 Bialystok, with a population of 50,000, was thelistrial centre of the country prior to Novembe89
N.P. Vakar Belorussia: the making of a natipfCambridge, Mass., 1956), p. 43. Fischer incdiyexsserts
that failure to establish a Polish Soviet Governnierl920 was partly due to the Red Army’s inabilib
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As a result, Dzietynski was delighted to report on 5 August that, ‘e Belostok region

all industry (textile, tanning, chemical, woodwarg) remain intact.... There are 19,000
workers. The mood of the meetings is excelléﬁt’l.:inally, there already existed
considerable support for a socialist Polish repuibliBiatystok, upon which thBolrevkom
could build. TheNeue Lodzer Zeitungeported on 9 September 1920, that the PPS in
Bialystok had already accepted the principles @& Third International Gominterr),
breaking to the left from the main PB&ndeed, cooperation between thelrevkomand
local grass-root communist organisations had bewnad the Polish Bureau's immediate
wishes, recording on 29 July 1920, “We hope that st&all meet... with crucial
representatives of party organisations and we stedbtiate with them concerning the
future steps for soviet work®. Crucially, when the Red Army entered the town 8ridly,
there existed a local military revolutionary conted, organised largely by the local KPRP
group, and it was hoped that this would provide mweeded support to the infant
Provisional Revolutionary Committéé.Consequently, théolrevkomwas established,
without opposition, on 30 July in the Branicki RadaBiatystok.

2. Aims and Objectives of the Committee

The Polish Bureau entrusted Marchlewski, &nlaly, with the task of preparing the
Manifestoof the Polrevkom to be published five days lat&rin this document the Polish
Provisional Revolutionary Committee stated theieradp for the occupied Polish regions,
clearly and unequivocally, for the first time arglsach, it is worth recording in full.

Until the creation of a permanent Workers’-Peasa@evernment of

Poland — to construct the foundation for the futBowiet system in a Polish

Socialist Republic of Soviets.

With this the aim of the Provisional Revolution&@gmmittee of Poland is:

a) to deprive the authority up until now existing hetszlachtabourgeois
government,

b) to reestablish and again to organise factory cotesstin the towns and
farm labourers’ committees in the villages,

c) to organise local revolutionary committees,

d) to hand over ownership of the nation’s factorigspprty and forests to
the management of the town and village workers’ mittees,

occupy a large industrial town, L. Fisch&he Soviets in World Affairs: a history of relatiobetween the
Soviet Union and the rest of the world, 1917-1929. 1, (Princeton, 1951), p. 269.

341.1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 95, p. 170.

%5 TNA, FO 688/8, doc. 588; TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 54.

% ].1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 82, p. 153.

37 p. Kalenichenko, “O deiatel’nosti pol'skogo vremego revoliutsionnogo komitetain la. Manusevich
(ed.),Oktiabr’skaia revoliutsiia i zarubezhnye slaviareskiarody (Moscow, 1957), p. 182; J. Marchlewski,
Pisma Wybranevol. 2, p. 768.

38 .1. Kostiushko, vol.1, doc. 78, p. 149; ibid, d&86, p. 161.
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e) to guarantee the inviolability of the peasantstit
f) to call to life organs of public safety, the ecoryoamd food supply,
g) to guarantee to citizens, loyally acting on theeosdand directions of
the revolutionary authorities, complete security.
ProvisadiRevolutionary Committee of Poland

30 JugzD°

According to Eduard Préchniak, their objectivesauing theManifestqg was to encourage
the Polish masses to, “...rise up against the lemisgandowners’ government of
Pitsudski”, in the certain belief that “...a lastimpace... is possible only between a
socialist Russia and a socialist Poland of worksesiets™* Poland’s sovietisation would
facilitate a peace settlement between the newhbéished socialist regimes in Eastern
Europe. However, although thanifestds publication directly fulfilled thePol’bureau
agenda set at its meetings on 23 dAdjuly 1920, it crucially failed to clarify howsit

objectives would be implemented in practice.

The ultimate aim of théolrevkom was again clearly defined in its appebb
Legionaries on 1 August, when it stated, “We form a Provisiofievolutionary
Committee of Poland whicwill take in its hands the interests of the working sggsand
will solve all [its]... problems™? To this end, it would organise soviets of workers’
deputies, professional unions, factory and farm rodtees, workers’ cooperatives and
other workers’ organisatioffs. As a result, Marchlewski believed that, “...theli§to
workers could soon achieve the possibility of dgthing in the town and in the village
their own authority, proletarian authority, as e soviet systen{”

The Polrevkomwas extremely careful to stress that, as indicatedts title, the
Committee was temporary, un-elected as it was lyRblish workers. This would be
rectified immediately upon its move to Warsaw, véhérwould, “...transfer its power to
the Communist Party of Poland, would summon theisRoworkers to create a

revolutionary government, and only after this cesgrof workers’ and peasants’ deputies

39 This echoed Lenin’s view but, significantly, didtrrepresent the views of the majority Pblrevkom
members on the agrarian question. This conditiog heve been imposed by Lenin on the Committee or,
more likely, given theéPolrevkom’slater independence from RKP(b) agricultural poli&gpviet policy was
used as a guide before they had time to deterrhieawn programme.

‘0 RGASPJf. 68, op.1, d. 1, Il. 1-2. One Russian language copy in tié$o excludes Dzietyaski from the

list of members, omits point ¢ altogether and inectly dates the document to 30 August.

“IRGASPI, {68, 0op.1, d.1, |. 5; Pravda 3 August 1920.

“2TNA, FO 688/6, p. 32, author’s italics.

3D &M, vol. 3, doc. 126, p. 222.

4 J. MarchlewskiPisma Wybranevol. 2, (Warsaw, 1952), pp. 764-765.
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would be founded a permanent Soviet goverrinfénThis shared objective of the

Polrevkom Polish Bureau and CC RKP(b) was strenuously oetefd by Polrevkom
propaganda. For instance, its app&al the Polish Working People of the Towns and
Villages, published on 30 July, stated, “When in all Polarildl be overthrown the bloody
authorities... the congress of deputies of workpegple of the towns and villages will
establish a Polish Socialist Republic of Soviets. arestablish the new regime we have, in

Poland”#®

Therefore, despite protestations byRo€bureauandPolrevkomthat they maintained
independence from the Soviet regime in Moscow, dedpite policy disagreements
between the Polish communists and the Russian Skeéders, there clearly remained a
close dependency between the communist movemeiustincountries. In August 1920,
for instance, Chicherin wrote that tRel’bureauwas obliged to provide the Commissariat
for Foreign Affairs with details about, “...that wihiés going on in Poland, in particular in
governmental circles and in treejni.*’ A highly valued sourcePol’bureau members
were heavily relied upon in determining Soviet Raisspolicy during the final stages of
the Polish-Soviet War.

The same is certainly true of tR®lrevkom As a political instrument, capable of
exporting socialist revolution abroad, Lenin wasrexely interested in the activities of
the Committed® On 30 July 1920, Marchlewski wrote to Lenin toicifflly inform him of
the Polrevkoms establishment. He thanked the Russian workerpaasints, for entry of
the Red Army into Poland, “...as energetic comrdadesms in the struggle of the Polish
proletariat with the Polish landowners and bourgegpressors” and credited the Russian
Soviet regime with providing a blueprint and “...ginig example” for thePolrevkoni*
This emphasised the solidarity of tRelrevkomwith the RKP(b), and the shared ideology
of both.

However, despite this correspondence, it wamn Dziezynski, a fellow CC RKP(b)

member, that Lenin continued to rely for informatiabout the political struggle in

45 3, MarchlewskiVoina i mir mezhdu burzhuaznoi Pol’shei i proletarisRossiei(Moscow, 1921), p. 22; J.
Marchlewski, “Polska Butuazyjna a Rosja Proletariacka” isma Wybranevol. 2, pp. 764-765, author’s
italics. Thereby predetermining the nature of theife Polish government.

“* RGASPI, 168, op.1, d.1, |. 14.

“"RGASPI, 168, op.1, d.43, |. 6.

48 \/.I. Lenin, Voennaia perepiska, 1917-192(Moscow, 1956), p. 244; V.l. LenirRolnoe sobraniie

sochineniiyvol. 41, (Moscow, 1965), p. 651, (hereaf®s3.

“9RGASPI, {68, 0p.1, d.8, |. 4.
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Poland®® Indeed, on 4 August 1920, Sklianskii reportedito,lfLenin categorically asks

that you send information without fail every daydantilise for this all means of
communications, including sending packages by eousind telegraphs’. The Soviet
leader was clearly concerned to keep up-to-datke thi¢ latesPolrevkomdevelopments.
The following day, Dzietynski confirmed, “You will receive reports daily”, dras the
archives clearly demonstrate, he consistently Iketfi this promisé? Throughout the
Polrevkons existence, th&€hekaleader continually updated Lenin about the sitratn

the Red Army-occupied Polish territories, providimgormation critical to the Soviet

decision-making process.

The policies adopted by thHeolrevkomwere, however, largely determined by its
Committee members and not by Lenin or the CC RKR(bjact, the Committee received
very little direct instruction from Moscow and, witthe exception of Lenin and
Dzierzynski, was seldom referred to by the Bolshevik leadfeindeed, its intention to act
independently from the RKP(b) can be clearly obsémn the following conversation: in
response to a comment by Lenin, “You should achie\yeevolution] in a different way
than we did”, Marchlewski retorted, “No, we will dehat you did, but we will do it

better">®

3. Immediate Tasks

Faced with the enormous task of Soviet caotitn in the occupied Polish territories,
the Polrevkon's first undertaking was to assign duties to itsmhers at a meeting
convened on 4 August. It was agreed that Marchlewskld be in charge of industry and
agriculture, Kon was given responsibility for partyork, culture and publishing,
Dzierzynski controlled military affairs and th€heka and Tadeusz Radwanski was

appointed editor of the Committee newspaj@oniec Czerwony This designation of

*0 Dzierzynski was nominated to the CC at the Second Congretise Comintern on 16 July 1920, F.E.
Dzierzynski, Izbrannye proizvedenijaol. 1, (Moscow, 1977), p. 478.

°1.I. Kostiushko, vol.1, doc. 92, p. 166.

®2RGASPI, 168, 0p.1, d.8, Il. 1-23.

53 See, for example, F.E. Dzignski, Izbrannye proizvedenijavol. 1, pp. 209-210) & M, vol. 3, doc. 157,

pp. 169-170.

>* Leon Trotsky, Soviet Commissar for War, made medfireference to theolrevkomin his autobiography
Moia zhizn’and in his writingdak vooruzhalas revoliutsiia

%5 V.I. Lenin, PSS vol. 29, pp. 152-153. Disagreements between tleeauthorities did arise, including in
August 1920, over the Committee’s agrarian programm

**RGASPI, {68, 0p.1,d. 3/ 1. 7.
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duties, it was hoped, would clarify and ease theddu of work facing the fledgling

organisation.

The most urgent problem facing the Polish wamists at the beginning of August
1920 proved to be the stabilisation of the econamyhe occupied region, in both the
industrial and agrarian spheres. On 5 August, Pyieski indicated that the five principle
economic tasks facing theolrevkomwere: 1) immediate mobilisation of Poles, Polish
language experts, and Russian instructors for $aoastruction; 2) accelerating the
renewal of railways and telegraph communicatiosm8bilization of large numbers of
workers to bring in the harvest to supply the indakcentres, necessary to avoid famine.
4) sending monetary tokens to allow factories totiome production; 5) dispatching
instructors and organisors in the textile, tannicfgemical and wood-working industri&s.
The Polrevkon's foremost duties were, therefore, the organisatb industry, transport
and communication lines, agricultural productior dhe establishment of a food supply

system.

ThePolrevkon's immediate industrial objectives were publish&d3® July 1920, in a
communiquéTo the Polish Working People of the Towns and §ékln this it argued
that, “It is necessary to take factories and mioes of the hands of the parasites —
capitalists and speculators. They must be traresleto the freed people and their
administration must be taken over by the workemsmmittees® In this way the
Committee attempted to begin the transition of Fodish capitalist system to a Marxist
economy, introducing measures similar to those lwhie Bolsheviks themselves had
undertaken three years previously in Rus$idationalisation of industry in Bialystok was
initiated® The town relied heavily upon textile-weaving, test factories, chemicals and
wood-working for its industrial base. Of these, htigextile works were successfully
nationalised and placed under the control of leademinated by the industrial department
of the Bialystok District Revolutionary Committeereykon) and local workers’
committees’ Occasionally, as in Russia, former owners wereoiyed as specialists in

the nationalised factories.

571.1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 94, p. 169. On tteame day, he informed Rykov, Chairman of the Supreme
Council of the National Economy of Soviet Republi®6SNKH that, “It is necessary urgently to have
instructors-organisers of industry, perhaps Russ$jabid, doc. 95, p. 170.

8 RGASPI, {68, op.1, d.1, |. 14; Pravda 3 August 1920.

%9 Clear parallels between the two authorities cadraevn.

O RGASPI, 168, 0p.1, d.3, |. 2; RGASPI, 63, op.1, d.88, Il. 1-19.

61 p. Kalenichenko, p. 155; TNA, FO 688/8, doc. 5BRA, FO 417/9, doc. 54.
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Nevertheless, despite endorsement of thigyadt is extremely difficult to ascertain

the impact of measures taken by @revkomin industry. Only a permanent authority
could have established full control over the re@andustry, but this was never achieved
by the Polish communists. The available archivaldings present two completely
different interpretations oPolrevkomindustrial policies, contrasting quite dramatigall
between theRGASPIarchives in Moscow, which present a positive pituand the

archives of the Polish Institute and Sikorski Museand The National Archives in

London, which present a very different interpretatof the Committee’s activiti€s.

Recognising the crucial importance of thealdgiatystok population for the success of
Polrevkominitiatives, Dziezynski was keen to report to Lenin, on 5 August, ttreg
reaction of the Biatystok workers to the Committaea mass meeting, was excellent and
their policies had been well receiv&dTen days later he recorded that, “The mood of the
Belostok workers has improved”, with numerous labtestivals held to celebrate the
reopening of factories in the towhHe did, however, hint that the implementation of a
socialist industrial policy was proving problematithien he complained to Tomskii and
Serebriakov that, “Factories for the present ststilbecause of the change of authority
and shortage of money tokens. Serious difficultiess arising connected with tariffs, and

on this basis, high costs and shortages of suppledeveloping®?

In stark contrast with this generally postevaluation oPolrevkomindustrial policy,
the reports sent by Sir Horace Rumbold, British ister in Warsaw, to his Government,
were of an entirely different nature. At the beggnof September, he catalogued a list of
Polrevkom offences against the local Polish population imtgtok, including: their
requisitioning, without payment, of 900,000 meted#scloth; their inability to provide
sufficient raw materials and money to restart facfwoduction; escalating unemployment;
and the payment of very low wages to those foreiratfind work®® Furthermore, the
Polrevkomwas censured for sacking the house of Bleennik Biatystockipublisher,

removing important papers from the Riga bank, amdacting “...a policy of pillage” in

%2 This discrepancy is even more apparent when titecs of the Polish population to tholrevkomis
examined later in the chapter.

63.]. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 86, p. 162; doc. 96,171. Amongst the policies introduced was ahtefigur
working day, N. Davies\hite Eaglep. 154.

6 F_E. Dziezyhski, Izbrannye proizvedenijaol. 1, p. 212.

85 .1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 95, p. 170. On 15gdst, he admitted to Lenin that, “Organisationalkvim
regulate the economy, food supply and administeatiork are slowly progressing because of shortafies
experienced instructors and the speed of the araisnce”, F.E. Dzieynski, Izbrannye proizvedenija
vol. 1, p. 212.

% TNA, FO 688/8, doc. 588; TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 54.
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the town®” Especial scorn was reserved for those placed Brgehof the newly-

nationalised factories. According to Rumbold,

The efforts of the “factory commissaries” were paitity directed towards
providing for themselves. Thus one of them, besid&sg the best cloth
for himself, used the horses of the factory to oaitk and wood to his own
house in Biatystok. Meanwhile, his own daily occlpa was the delivery
of violent propaganda harangues. Other “commissaiaee said to have
behaved still wors&®

Finally, he reported that the Committee had allowexiBolsheviks to take, “...17 hostages

at Biatystok from the Polish Jewish bourgeoisie. wefe shot®’

British details were, however, extremely skgtand questions of objectivity arise. In
the same report, for example, Rumbold recordedttie@lPolrevkomwas still residing in
the town, when in reality it had long since ceasedunction. Furthermore, much of the
information received by the British Minister wastaibed through second-hand sources,
including German newspaper reports. Nevertheldss true importance of this ongoing
correspondence was that it served as justificatmnEntente policy during the war,

providing ample evidence of Soviet atrocities.

Nonetheless, this information cannot simpydismissed out of hand and is supported
by a large body of correspondence held in the Pdlistitute and Sikorski Museum. One
report by an American officer on the Southern Frofdjor Griffith, to his government on
10 August 1920, noted, for example, that,

In the district of Biatystok, the Bolsheviks arditeg hostages from all the
villages and order foodstuffs to be delivered +hé quantity demanded is
not delivered at the time stated the hostageshmte the villages sacked and
the inhabitants tortured. In Biatystok famine igréeng — the price of food

has attained unheard of figures — about one thausarests have been
made’°

As a result of this situation, it was essanthat thePolrevkomestablish a clearly
defined agricultural policy. Responsibility was iradiately deferred to Marchlewski, an

agrarian expert, at tHeol’bureau meeting on 23 July 1920, which decreed thatn“thie

agrarian sphere [he]... must outline our slogans andgether with Dzietynski, is to

®7 Ibid.

%8 |bid.

5 Ibid; TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 55, p. 80. This was dite contradicted by Marchlewski’'s statement that,
“...no-one was shot, the number of those arrestexismall, the majority of them were comparativalickly
freed”, J. Marchlewskiyoina in mir,p. 31.

®The Polish Institute and Sikorski Museum, A.12/2.8loc. 28, p. 126, (hereafter Polish Institute).
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coordinate with Lenin™! This was of prime importance given that the aheePblrevkom

sought authority over was overwhelmingly rural agplarian. Its manifestdo the Polish
Working People of the Towns and Villages 30 July, announced that, “Farms and
forests... must be transferred to the propertymndinder the administration of the people.
Landowners must be driven out, and the administmadf the farms given over to the farm
labourers’ committees™ The latter were to make inventories of all landevehestates, to
establish control, preserve property and preveotidg by the peasantfy. Finally,
peasants were to be accorded access to the féoedtee provision of building materials

and fuel’

The problem of supplying the industrial cestwith sufficient food was critical for the
Polrevkom affecting as it did both workers and peasants.it®riirst day, Dzierynski
admitted concern that resources for the nourishroérihe workers were insufficieft.
This was compounded by a lack of transportatiom, lay the fact that the speed of the
offensive, forced the Red Army to source its owodaand utilise peasants’ carts and
horses’® Famine appeared imminent. Dzigiiski, therefore, requested that the army take
over supplying the towns and that responsible fwotkers with an understanding of local

conditions, be sent to assiét.

ThePolrevkomalso appealed for the protection of railway roptessential for the
supply of food to the townd.However, as Marchlewski recorded, the Bialystokkeos,

...showed that if there were no horses, then thegded to harness
themselves... People by their own backs, brougbafshto the threshing-
machines or harnessed themselves to the carte..wbnk went quickly
and... the danger of hunger was aveffed.

1 1.1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 77, p. 148. For Malemwski's views on agriculture prior to the war sée
Marchlewski,Pisma Wybranevol. 1, pp. 589-625; vol. 2, pp. 556-668; J. Méegvski, Wobec kwestii rolnej
w Polsce (Moscow, 1918).

2RGASPI, 168, op 1, d.1, |. 14. See alsd?ravda,31 July 1920.

3 A. Litwin, Tymczasowy komitet rewolucyjny polgd/arsaw, 1955), pp. 88-89, (hereaft&ymczasowy
komite), Polrevkomappeal,To the Polish Peasant§ August; reinforced byrder No. 22 15 August,
Goniec Czerwonyl5 August 1920.

" Tymczasowy komitep. 89. Concern over fuel soon led Stanistaw BskiirPolrevkomCommissar for
Forestry Management, to condemn individuals whiedetrees without authorizatio@oniec Czerwonyl4
August 1920.

51.1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 86, p. 162.

% Ibid, doc. 96, p. 171.

" Ibid. This was not implemented.

8 Tymczasowy komitgp. 128-129, pp. 130-131.

® 3. MarchlewskiPisma Wybrangvol. 2, p. 771. Dzieyhski concurred on 18 August that, “Agricultural
workers... work several ploughs, feeling the shortaigkorses”, F.E. Dzieynski, Izbrannye proizvedenija
vol. 1, p. 215.
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The problem of providing for the Red Army was added by théolrevkomin an appeal,

To the Polish Peasanten 5 August, in which the retreating Polish lamds were blamed
for, “...destroying foodstuffs which many prepared the Red Army”, and reassurance
given that, “...the Red Army takes only that whicmecessary. For plunder and violence

towards workers and peasants the soldiers aretémewith deadly executioff®.

By 7 August, the situation had, however, detated further and Dzieynski,
Marchlewski and Smilga were forced to telegram hahat, “Absolutely necessary for the
success of our business is to place the food supplihe Belostok workers... on the
military supply organs. It is necessary immediatelgend bread because already famine is
beginning”®! In an attempt to establish firm control over tbedl economy and food
supply thePolrevkommade considerable concessions to the local peasaotation two
days later in an attempt to gain support. It predidor the opening of all petty trade;
allowed market trade and the importation by peasahtll types of food; prevented the
requisitioning and confiscation of peasants’ impdrtood; entitled them to keep registered
reserves of up to one month’s supply of food fagirttown use, and prohibited town

dwellers from confiscating peasants’ caffle.

The success of the revolution and the s®agtn of Poland now depended upon the
Polrevkons ability to feed the workers. In an attempt t@exs centralised control over
these overwhelming economic problems, the Committaehed a secret agreement, on 9
August 1920, with the Special Representative of tAfasFront for Supply to nominate a
representative, “...who in the name of both coningcparties will unite and regulate all
the national economy in Polish territo?’Mikhel'man was nominated by the CC RKP(b)
as Plenipotentiary Representative \6NKhto direct the food supply situation, on 13
August, but was unable to actively promote concragasures before the Committee
folded at the end of the morfthThe Committeeonsistently faced time constraints in all
its tasks, existing as it did for only twenty-thrdays and as each concern required

immediate attention, the prioritisation of work ped extremely problematic.

80 Tymczasowy Komitgp. 88.

81).1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc 98, p 172.

8 |bid, doc. 102, pp. 175-176.

8 |bid, doc. 101, p. 174. To simplify the economituation, thePolrevkomdefined the strength of the Polish
mark against the rouble on 14 August 1920, ibia, dd4, p. 187.

8 |bid, doc. 100, p. 173; P. Kalenichenko, p. 169.18 August, Dzierynski informed the CC RKP(b) that
the supply problem had eased somewhat, F.E. Biski, Izbrannye proizvedenijasol. 1, p. 215.
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A coherent policy was also required for tfeatment of removed factory owners and

landowners. On 4 August, the Committee passedeatdie, “...that all those dangerous for
the socialist revolution in Poland, all represawués of the Polish bourgeoisie and large
landowners... are to be arrested and directed toertration camps® Eleven days later,

it ordered that all Biatystok factory owners beeated and appear before the town
revolutionary committee, whilst landowners familigsre to be immediately evicted from
their estates and deprived of the right to gairfipfom the hired workers’ labodf The
reality was, however, somewhat different. AccordingMarchlewski, this order was not

uniformly carried out and the vast majority of lamehers succeeded in evading arfést.

These detailed agricultural policies aimedagsist in the construction of a Polish
socialist economy. However, disagreement raged Wwithin the Committee and between
the Polrevkomand the CC RKP(b), in particular with Lenin, abthetir implementation.
When, on 30 July, Dzieynski reported to the latter that tRelrevkomwas to discuss the
transfer of landowners’ estates to farm labourerd &nd-hungry peasants, he little
realised that it would lead to a debate which wawlck thePolrevkomand threaten its
relations with the Communist leader and CC RKB{bJhe Committee’s agricultural
programme was strongly censured by Soviet histeréar its independence from Moscow
listed as one of the principal reasons for itaufal One such account remarked that,

The position of the Polish Communists did not atttae working peasants
to the side of the revolution. Th®lrevkomdid not take into account... the
political experience of Soviet Russia... in the sSolutof the agrarian
problem. The majority adPolrevkommembers did not listen to the advice of
V.l. Lenin... about the necessity of transferriragtpf the landowners land
to the peasants.

Traditional Polish peasant holdings in 1920¢contrast with Russian villages, were
already part of the capitalist economic system,irfigaaccess to fertilisers, crop-rotation
systems, newer agricultural machines and improwens of livestock® Consequently,
the majority ofPolrevkommembers believed that the division of Polish fatme$ween
farm labourers and land-hungry peasants should-diglgted. Marchlewski, in particular,

deplored peasant seizures as these often resuiteah ienormous loss of buildings,

8.1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 90, p. 165.
% |bid, doc. 117, p. 191.

87 p. Kalenichenko, p. 167.

88 RGASPI, {68, op.1, d.3, I. 15.

8 |storiia Pol'shi, vol. 3, p. 143.

% p. Kalenichenko, p. 163.
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livestock and equipmenit.Instead, they proposed that through nationalimatiodividual

farms would be transformed into large state faramgl placed under the management of
farm labourers’ committe€s. This would prevent farms being divided into tooa$im

unsustainable plots, threatening the collapse wfatural production.

However, not alPolrevkommembers supported this agrarian policy. It wasospd,
most notably, by Dzieynski who, in correspondence with Lenin, arguedfdt.the
inclusion of the demand for the transfer of land#restates to farm labourers and land-
hungry peasants The debate also impacted upon fRelrevkons relationship with
Lenin and the CC RKP(b), which became increasinglydisturbed by part of the appeals
of the Polrevkom dealing with the peasant questidi’Radek acknowledged, on 15
August, “Our fears about mistakes in the agrariaestjon are confirmed”, and five days
later, Lenin criticizedPolrevkompolicy to Dzierynski, Radek and the KPRP, remarking,

If... land-hungry peasants have begun to seize ssttiten it is absolutely
necessary to give out special decrees oPthleevkom in order that without
fail part of the landowners’ lands are given to geasants and in this way
reconcile the peasants who are land-hungry withabtery labourers?
The existence of peasant unrest was confirmed @éyPtilish Chief Commander of State
Police on 16 August, when he stated that, “...fartvolaers and land-hungry peasants

already have begun to wilfully divide the larf§”.

However, again, timing proved crucial and tudlapse of thePolrevkomultimately
prevented a resolution being agreed, forestallingjipation of a comprehensive decree on
the distribution of landowners’ estates. Marchlemaigued that the complexity of land
nationalization and the “provisional” nature of tl@ommittee was responsible for
deferment of the question until a Polish Socidlisvernment was established. So, too, did
Dzierzynski, informing Lenin on 15 August that, “The questiabout the land policy will
be examined in full capacity in Warsa®#/".Yet, undoubtedly, this procrastination and

failure to provide effective leadership, inflaméx tPolish peasantry, encouraging them to

1 However, he believed that Polish peasants seldmwed any personal inclination to divide landowhers
estates despite encouragement to do so by Red Adhajers and political commissars, J. Marchlewski,
Voina i mir, p. 31; J. Marchlewski, “The Agrarian Question awbrld Revolution” in Communist
International no. 12, 20 July 1920.

92p_Kalenichenko, p. 164.

%D & M, vol. 3, doc. 190, p. 317. For more on this debs¢e F. KonFeliks Edmundovich Dzerzhinskii:
biograficheskii ocherk(Moscow, 1939), p. 76.

% p. Kalenichenko, p. 164.

9 .1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 118, p. 192;& M, vol. 3, doc. 190, p. 316.

%D &M, vol. 3, doc. 190, p. 316.

" F.E. Dzierynski, Izbrannye proizvedenijavol. 1, p. 212.
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seize land on their own initiative, as had theirs&an counterparts three years earlier.

Peasant discontent with the Soviet authorities, ianghrticular theé?olrevkom inevitably

followed.

4. Propaganda and the Polrevkom

In an attempt to address this dissatisfaaiot win the support of the local population
for its work, thePolrevkomwas deeply committed to propaganda and agitatiomrk wAn
unbroken and extensive stream of manifestos, appeald proclamations were
disseminated in the Bialystok region and bey&hiollowing the example of the Russian
Soviet regime during the war, thHeolrevkomdirectly addressed its target audience of
workers, peasants and soldiers, over the headbheoPolish Government and military
leadership. To this end, it began to publish itsnomewspaperGoniec Czerwony
providing the Poles with information about the Coittee’s objectives and activities in the

Polish territories occupied by the Red Arftly.

The circulation of propaganda was absolutgigl to the interests of thBolrevkom
Dzierzynski acknowledged to Lenin, on 6 August 1920, thavas necessary, “To send
messengers and take measures to disseminate thdest@nand appeals of the
Polrevkoni, whilst Marchlewski argued for, “...the condudt iatensive propaganda and
agitation” amongst agricultural workef®.Responsibility for its distribution was placed on
Polrevkom members, the KPRP, Polish communist and worker nisgtons, local

revolutionary committees and the advancing Red Althy

Soviet aeroplanes were used to scatter thossaf appeals and announcements to
reach the widest possible audience, in remoteyiogtldistricts. Radek telegrammed
Lenin, Trotsky and Chicherin that many appeals wérespread with the help of
aeroplanes”, whilst Dzieynski recorded, “We publistoniec Czerwonyour daily organ,
appeals and orders... spread... by aeropldffe¥his echoed Soviet policy throughout the
war and on 3 August, Lenin ordered Tukhachevsky Smdga, “...to take every measure

for the dissemination in Poland of the manifestahe Polrevkomby the widest means

8 RGASPI, 168, op 1, d.4; RGASPI, 68, op.1, d. 29.
% Goniec Czerwongppeared in twelve issud¥ASPI, 68, op.1, d.32.
190 E. Dzietynski, Izbrannye proizvedenijavol. 1, p. 210D & M, vol. 3, doc. 157, p. 270; J. Marchlewski,
“The Agrarian Question and World Revolution”, p.. 43
101 |a;
Ibid.
192 1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 118, p. 192; F.E.i@zynski, Izbrannye proizvedenijavol. 1, p. 212.
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possible. Use our aviation for thi¥* Therefore, although the RKP(b) did not itself &ssu

numerous propaganda appeals aboutRbkevkom it was certainly happy to utilise its
own resources to support the Committee’s own aoipp The Soviet military shared
RKP(b) support ofPolrevkom propaganda, with P.V. Suslov arguing, “Our leaflet
appeals, bulletins, proclamations and newspapeakithe power of the enemy... no less

than do bayonets, machine-guns and riffé”.

A variety of propaganda methods were emploggdthe Committee to gain local
support. Their appeals frequently catalogued Pdlidimg class oppression against the
workers, stressing the former’s subservience to Eheenteand aggressive ambitions
towards the eastern borderlands and Soviet Rusdme proclamation reported, for
instance, that, “...the ruling classes of Polaaking for themselves the role of hangmen of
revolutionary Russia, must also be the hangmenhef Rolish revolutionary working
people”*®® Polish communists, realising that the Red Armyenéive into ethnographic
Poland could be regarded by the local populatioa aational war, utilised propaganda to
address this concern. Making clever use of theitiomdl Polish slogan “For Your
Freedom and Ours”, first employed during Polish-tearist revolts in the I Century,
they presented Russian soldiers as united in fratealliance with the Poles in the
international anti-capitalist struggt® The Polrevkomalso used propaganda in an attempt
to empower the local population, consistently ingtthe Poles to, “...take your destiny
into your own hands”, and invoke action with phegasach as, “Workers! Your Future is

in Your Hands™’

Extremely diverse in subject matter and taegedience Polrevkompropaganda was
very impressive given the organisation’s short$ifan. It addressed not only its economic
and political agenda, but also its cultural, religs, educational, military, and international
programmes. At a Committee meeting on 12 August.ef@ample, it was resolved that
responsibility for the safekeeping of libraries,saums, art collections, paintings, statues,
musical instruments, objects of antiquity, furn&uclothes and domestic utensils would be

placed on farm-labourers’ committees, whilst anyeots not listed could be utilised by

103y/.1. Lenin, PSSyol. 51, pp. 247-248.

104p v. SuslovPoliticheskoe obespechenie sovetso-pol’skoi karhfEa®0 g7, (Moscow, 1930), p. 104.
15RGASPI, 68, op.1, d. 1, I. 13, To the Polish Working People of the Towns and Wl

1% pid, 1. 14.

17 pid, II. 12 & 15.
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agricultural workers, their families and the poorpsasants®® Failure to comply would

lead to severe punishment. Clearly, although armxido begin immediate policy
implementation, it was determined to maintain sicantrol of the transfer of power to the

working class. Lawlessness would not be tolerated.

During this volatile period?olrevkommembers were forced to determine policy from
day to day, hour to hour and as a result, incomsts¢s were inevitable. On 1 August, for
instance, @eclaration about Freedom of Consciermenounced that religion was, “...a
personal matter of conscienc®®. This was a clever tactical manoeuvre given thaamb
was an extremely religious country, with an overiwhiagly Roman Catholic population,
and such concessions would be required if the lodwbitants were to be won over by
communism. However, in its desire to separate theroh from the state, the order
prohibited the clergy from “interfering” in polits; resulting in widespread Polish

outrage'*®

ThePolrevkomwas also aware that it was being closely obsebyethe international
community, providing it with an opportunity to dateits propaganda outwith the Polish
borders. In an appedio the Proletariat of All the Wor]dpublished on 5 August, it
declared, “To you we appeal, comrades! Give helphto Red Army, give help to the
revolutionary proletariat of Poland!... Not one gm@T, nor one tool, nor one cartridge for
the army of the Polish counter-revolutionarié§!” This mirrored Soviet propaganda
appeals which had successfully influenced workarshe West, especially in London,
where quayside dockers had refused to load amroarotito ships bound for Poland three

months earliet*?

Inevitably, given that tholrevkomwas called into existence during war-time and that
one of its declared objectives was securing peateden a socialist Poland and socialist
Russia, it is hardly surprising that much of itegaganda efforts were directed towards the

military of both countries. Two days after its ddishment, it released an emotive appeal

1%RGASPI, 168, op. 1, d. 4, |. 1; RGASPI, 68, op.1, d. 1, I. 1. Following Soviet Russia’s example, the
Polrevkomplanned to nationalise all culture, including pobhnd private theatres, cinemas, publishing
houses and librarie§oniec Czerwonyl0 August 1920.

19RGASPI, 168, 0p.1, d. 4, I. 2.

110 pid. This was further intensified by the closwrfeall religious schools in the region, under thadgnce

of Feliks Kon, Commissar for National Education,Ken, “Szkota Proletariackain Goniec Czerwonyl5
August 1920.

1 Tymczasowy komitgdp. 93-94Goniec Czerwony? August 1920.

112 5ee, L.J. MacFarlane, “Hands off Russia: Britistbaur and the Russo-Polish War 1920, Piast and
Presentyol. 38, (1967), pp. 126-152.
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To Legionarief the Polish Army, designed to evoke civilian anitlitary outrage against

the Polish authorities, which began,

The inevitable has happened! Poland is completeiged, distress and

famine are everywhere and the Polish Army is dspegr... Polish

Soldiers!... Where are your allies who drew youw itttis murderous war?

Where is their help and support? Where are thoishPsguires who sitting

in the Diet and smoking good cigars from a distance encourggedto

fight? Where are those who played with the lifetlddusands delivering

them to torture and suffering and to the hell of wad death?.... They are

not with you*®
In contrast, it stressed that the Red Army wassteffed by professional soldiers, but by
workers in uniform, fighting for Poland’s liberatipa consistenPolrevkomtactic!** A
further appeallo the Warsaw Proletariapublished on 5 August, called on inhabitants of
the city to take power into their own hands beftte Red Army reached the Polish
capital®® In this way, the Committee hoped to prepare theum for the Battle of
Warsaw by invoking support for the Soviet authestbefore th@olrevkomtransferred to

the city on the back of the Red Arry.

However, it was also felt necessary to apdeattly to Red Army soldiers engaged in
military action on Polish territory. Controllinglegions with the local civilian population,
upon whose support tHeolrevkomdepended, was vital and as a result, the Committee
sought to prevent Russian soldiers from carrying depredations or atrocitiés’ On 1
August, a leaflet entitte@omrade Red Army Meanderlined to the soldiers,

You are entering onto Polish territory, on tergt@overed in the blood of
Polish workers... you, sons of the revolutionangtiorm do not bring
oppression, but freedom as in your country... for sins of the Polish
landowners and capitalists you will not subject thefortunate Polish
people!*®

To prevent communism being regarded as an invaéixigrnal force, th@olrevkomand

RKP(b) called for the establishment of a Polish Reahy.'*° This was to comprise Poles

13TNA, FO 688/6, pp. 31-32.

114 |bid, p. 32:Tymczasowy komitep. 88.

15D & M, vol. 3, doc 154, pp. 267-268.

118 Realising the crucial importance of disrupting Erwish rank-and-file, like Soviet propaganda,létantly
encouraged desertion, TNA, FO 688/6, p. 30.

117 This objective was not achieved. Red Army atresittowards wounded and captive Poles were well
documented. A report by General Szeptycky, forainsg, recorded that near Zamosze-Zawidno, “... [Rolis
soldiers] were found with ripped-open abdomensrdisowelled, skulls shattered, armpits pierced, asipé
bullet wounds and covered with bruises made witb-hutts, Polish Institute, A.12.P.3/3, p. 12.

118 p v, Suslov,Politicheskoe obespechenie sovetsko-pol'skoi kaini@20 goda (Moscow, 1930), pp.
170-171. This was entirely consistent with Sovietsftan propaganda posters issued at the time which
greatly stressed that the Red Army was fightingRbésh ruling circles and capitalists, not the kess and
soldiers.

19 F E. Dzietynski, Izbrannye proizvedeniiajol. 1, p. 210.
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living in Russia, Polish prisoners-of-war and Paéeady serving in the Red Army on the

Western Front?® However, although this objective was supportedhgyRed Army High
Command, developing military action forced thesmplto be shelveld! Once again time

constraints proved crucial in hampering the workhef Committee.

ThePolrevkom therefore, utilised a variety of propaganda meshto spread their
policy objectives and disseminate their appeakhé¢oPolish population they encountered.
In this way, they were able to reach a diverse eanigpeople in a short space of time,
including Polish workers, peasants, agriculturarkees, soldiers, the inhabitants of the
capital city and Red Army men, as well as the patohs of theEntentecountries. The

reaction of the local population to this propagaadslaught shall be examined shortly.

5. The Wider Picture: Revkomy

It is important to remember that the actastof thePolrevkomwere closely bound up
with a wider movement to establish Soviet revoldiy committees révkomy,
throughout the occupied territories of Poland ahd Kresy. On 23 July 1920, the
Pol'bureauresolved that, “In the Polish localities, occupl®dthe Red Army, are to be
organised revolutionary committees” and immediatdbtlowing the Polrevkom’s
establishment, it called on the Poles to, “Creatmll revolutionary committees®? As
early as 19 May 1920, Soviet Western Front Commarmidered thatrevkomy be
established in localities abandoned by the PolishyAand by 1 July, over thirty had been
formed??® On 12 August, the Committee appointed, “Noskiew@zcommunist of part
Polish origin, to organise Soviets in all Poliskritery under Bolshevik occupation... this
work is being carried out with the utmost rigowvith revkomyalready set up Bialystok,

tomza and Tarnopdi?*

The RKP(b) clearly supported the establishmei local revkomy although the
initiative came, as with thPolrevkom from thePol’bureau. The latter issued directives

definingrevkomymembership and on 27 July, Dzigiiski and Smilga wrote to Krestinskii

120TNA, FO 688/6, p. 32. For further details of thimposal and initiatives taken for its implememnfisee,
RGASPI, f. 68, ofl, d. 12.

21p & M, vol. 3, doc 166, pp. 278-279.

12 RGASPI, 68, op. 1, d. 1, I. 15; LI. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 77, p. 148. Farther details of Polish
revkomy RGASPI, {68, op.1, d. 10.

123 M.K. DziewanowskiThe Communist Party of Polanpl 89.

124 TNA, FO 688/6, pp. 41 & 52.
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requesting that one billion roubles-worth of crdukt opened for the Western Froftin

response, on 1 Augushovnarkonreleased this sum, “...for the organisatiorrefkomy

and Soviet authority in the territories captureairirPoland™?®

Therevkomyaimed to establish soviets of workers’ delegapsfessional unions,
farm and factory committees, and agricultural coapees, with the stated intention of,
“...strengthening contact between tlevkomyand the politically conscious part of the
working class®?’ On 5 August, Smilga elaborated their tasks asudioh: the
establishment of workers’ authority; registratioh food and other supplies within the
Polish Republic; disarming and detention of the rgeaisie; arming of workers and
communists; preservation of national property frdamage and plundering, especially
transport facilities, and the organisation of aisbwnilitia."?® An agenda to carry out
Polrevkompolicies at the local level was, therefore, imnagely defined. Indeed, on 16
August, Marchlewski issued a fifteen-point prograenmn behalf of thePolrevkom
following Smilga’s initiative, regarding the objeets of therevkomy Most importantly,

...2) ..the revolutionary committees.... must thewese create the
necessary departments: administration; land; adepartment for supply.

3) ...must create a peoples’ militia in the townd &illages for the safety of
the working masses and to defend the peoples’ pyofsem robbery...

6) ...must arrest all those without exception, exyygés of thggendarmerie
counter-intelligence, open and secret police asd spies of the bourgeois
government...

8) ...must register all means of travel.

13) ...must give in every possible way help toResl Army...**°

What then was thBolrevkons relationship with these local organisationsgédy
established to carry out its instructions? In tige@rstly, the Polrevkomwas to liaise with
revkomyto coordinate Soviet policy in the occupied Polahds'* It was also responsible
for guiding the elections alevkomyat all levels, and for examining the activitiesté
local organisations, clarifying their position ag#her uezd or oblast revkomyand

dispatching its own members to suppestkomyas necessary:

125 I. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 77, p. 148; doc. §7.163. For Biatystokevkommembership se®GASPI, f.
68, op.1, d.37.

128 |bid, p. 162.

127 |bid, Polish Bureau Protocol No., 23 July 1920.

18 RGASPI, 168, 0p.1, d.10, I. 5.

129 Tymczasowy komitgpp. 100-103. For Bialystolevkomcorrespondence witBovnarkomthe Polrevkom
and localrevkomy jts work with youths, the Jewish population, trasiéons and revolutionary tribunals, and
the activities of its Financial and Economic Depehts seeRGASP] f. 68, op.1, d. 24; RGASP] f. 68, op.
1,d.38.

130} |, Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 129, p. 202.

131 RGASPI, {68, op.1, d.3, I. 15; RGASPI, {68, op.1, d.3 & 24. The relationship between the Committee
and localrevkomywas frequently strained, as a shortage of comehittenmunists allowed thevkomyto
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However, in reality, on 4 August, it admittddt, due to the rapid advance westwards
of the Red Army, “...it is absolutely impossible fhe Polish-Soviet Government to take
upon itself the organisation of Soviet authoritythie freed localities**? As a result, it was
decided that the Western FroRevvoensovebe given full responsibility for both the
organisation of Soviet authority and the practilsdership of Soviet organs, thereby
making it the highest civil-military authority incoupied Polan&®® Cooperation between
the civilian and military organisations was essantfi the sovietisation of Poland was to
succeed® This was the clearest indication to date that @wnmittee was entirely
dependent upon the Soviet armed forces for itsimoed survival. Without the Red Army,
the Polrevkomcould not have itself functioned, nor controlle@ tlocal revkomy,in the

occupied Polish lands. Herein lay its fundamenedkness.

6. Polish Reaction to the Committee

As noted by Count Paul von Wolff Metternich,June 1808, “Public opinion is the
most powerful medium of al**® This observation could easily have referred toRbksh-
Soviet War, 114 years later. Central to Barevkons long-term objective of becoming
the Socialist Government of Poland was contempamagtion to it: the local population
in Poland ultimately held the Committee’s fate ti; hands. It was, moreover, crucial in
determining the conduct, development and eventuiloone of the conflict for the Polish
State. What then was the view of the Polish popiatowards the war and thus, the

Committee? Did a homogenous opinion exist?

From the beginning of July, the month in whithe Polrevkomwas established,
support for the Polish Army began to intensify thghout the Republic with the approach
of the Red Army towards ethnographic Poland. Arggrdefensive movement, organised
by the Polish Government, made the task facingPthieevkomextremely difficult from
the outset. A diverse cross-section of Polish spgatriotically remained loyal to the state

and following the publication of an appeal by theu@cil of National Defence, signed by

be filled by a wide range &fPSmembers, National Democrats, anarchists, and Adefigsts, P. Wandycz,
Soviet-Polish Relationg, 227; P.V. Suslov, p. 144.

1321 1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 89, p. 164, this émn was taken at a joint meeting of tRelrevkom the
Biatystokrevkomand the Red Army.

133 |bid.

134 Eor details ofolrevkomrelations with Western FrofRevvoensovestee RGASPI, 68, op.1, d.10.

135K. Hamilton & R. LanghorneThe Practice of Diplomacy: its evolution, theorydaamdministration
(London & New York, 1998), p. 124.
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Pitsudski, on 12 July 1920, members from all soclakses voluntarily joined the Polish

armed forces. In fact,

All political parties, all the most important soctaganisations, associations

of scientists, teachers, students &ukolsissued proclamations exposing

the gravity of the situation and calling upon &l tcitizens to offer their

services to their threatened country. Members ofidmaent, Government

officials, men of letters, artists, are hurryinghe Colourg?®

Even more worrying for the Polish communistko were soon to establish the

Polrevkom was the reaction of Polish socialists, their po&t allies, to the Soviet
advance. On 15 July, in Manifesto to Socialists of the Woylthe Polish Socialist Party
(PPS) summoned all socialists to support Polandh@a war against Soviet Russia,
declaring, “The Red Russian army is led by Tsa@sherals. The Russian militarised
newspapers are full of racial hatred and threadetidtate peace on the smouldering ruins
of Warsaw™®’ Regarding the Red Army occupation as imperialise PPS further
guestioned the type of socialism which would balgsthed in their country, declaring,

It is not the social revolution which is threatapiihe gates of Poland... the

Soviet leaders bow before imperialist militarismgplacing the old

principles of liberty by an appeal to annex foretgrritories.... We say to

the workmen and peasants of Poland.... Tell themvileadre masters in our

country and that we ourselves will bring about 8axialist reconstruction

of our country and that we will not allow Tsariseirals to introduce into

Poland a pretended sham Socialf$f.
The PPS believed it to be a national war, not cldaspite both the Soviet Russian regime
and thePolrevkomstressing that this was the nature of the confliblt the vast majority
of the Polish population shared this interpretaignsoon as the Red Army crossed over
the ethnographic border had critical implications the longevity of thé>olrevkomand,

ultimately, for the outcome of the Polish-Soviet\Wa

Crucially, therefore, the Committee not orfigced strong Polish governmental
opposition from the outset, but also deep-seatadsgoot hostility from left-wing, Polish
socialists, upon whom it was dependent upon fopstp This established opposition to
Soviet authority before thBolrevkomhad even been formed, meant that the Committee
was to face an uphill struggle to gain recogniteoxd support both from the Biatystok

region and the wider Polish population.

138 polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 8, p. 26. Tdiiis not, of course, include the KPRP.

137 polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 9, p. 30. Timpeal, signed by the CEC PPS, was sent by thehPolis
Legation in London, to th®aily Telegraph Morning Post Reuters International News Servidénited
Press of AmericandThe Times

138 |bid, pp. 30-31.
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Following the Committee’s establishment, thejority of Polish political parties,

condemned outright its objectives, ideology andvaids. Pitsudski was well aware of the
potential threat which tholrevkomposed to the Polish State, commenting to a newspape
correspondent, “Do you wonder that | am afraidhef Bolsheviks coming here uninvited
to reorganise the Polish Government?Daszyiski, Vice-President of the Polish Council,
and a socialist deputy in the Witos Governmentrimied the Warsaw newspapé&ournal

de Pologneof his, “...utter disbelief in the possibility dfié¢ institution of a Soviet form of
Government in Poland except by brute force.... i&€ev. were an imported article which
would never take root in Poland® This well-organised political opposition was ley
President of the Council, Wicenty Witos, leader tbé Peasant Party, as he issued
numerous propaganda appeals, calling for the defeh¢he Polish Republic during late
July and August 1928! In a proclamation to the Polish peasantry, heoanced, for
instance,

Peoples’ Poland is threatened by a catastrophe;Bibisheviks have
attacked the land; are already in Polish villagesl @owns carrying
destruction and aiming at the extermination of$tete and the servitude of
the people. These very Bolsheviks... are penegrdtirther and further into
Poland to subdue the Poles, to take their goodpeoperty, and to force on
them a form of government which has turned thetdesal of Russia into a
deserf*?

Witos stressed the crucial role to be played byRbksh peasantry in the rebuttal of Soviet
authority and, “...addressed not an appeal, buinar®ns, to each of his brother peasants
to fulfill his duty and to each one capable of yarg arms to go to the front*® In a
predominantly agrarian country, this Polish Goveentnannouncement recognised the
crucial role which the peasant community would pliay the struggle against the
Polrevkom.Whichever organisation won the loyalty of thisssavould, ultimately, control
the Polish Republic.

What, then, was the view of the Polish petrgaowards the Soviet advance and the
activities of the Polrevkon? Soviet historians and Committee members traditipn
stressed a positive reaction from the Polish alitical workers, farm labourers and

landless peasants’ Dzierzynski, for instance, was keen to report to CC RKR{b)18

139 A. PitsudskaPitsudski: a biography by his wiféNew York, 1941), p. 296.
19TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 22.
141 This was in direct response Rolrevkompropaganda publications, Polish Institute, A.12/4.pp. 26-27.
See, W. Witos, “W Obronie Warszawy i Polski. Do Btikaicow Warsawy. Do Armji Narodowej”, in
Kurjer Porawy, 7 August 1920.
122 TNA, FO 688/6, despatch no. 506. Underlined indHginal.
Ibid.
144 5ee, for example, P. Kalenichenko, p. 161.



160
August that, “A conference of agricultural workémsm neighbouring estates took place in

Belostok yesterday. Their attitude — is magnificediany arrived after walking over
twenty versty.**> The PolrevkomnewspaperGoniec Czerwonyfrequently listed goods
and supplies which had been voluntarily presentethé Red Army by the local peasant
population**® It would appear, moreover, thablrevkompropaganda did initially produce
a limited reaction amongst the peasantry, who werk to expect that confiscated
landowners’ estates would be distributed amongemthwithout payment of refit’
According to one contemporary newspaper reportthé. Bolsheviks appear to have
succeeded by their policy of pillage in setting tioeintry population against them with the
exception of the agricultural labourers who enjoyted opportunity of living in the

deserted manor houses and robbing the landloré®utiany payment™*®

This picture does not, however, present atiredyr accurate picture of peasant-
Polrevkomrelations. Often, the former remained completedggive to the work of the
Committee. In a telegram to Lenin on 15 August,e@zinski was to concede that, “In the
region of Mlawy-Wiotstawek the mood of the peasastseutral’, whilst Marchlewski,
admitted that, “The peasants with characterisstrdst.... in general remained neutrdf.
More frequently, Polrevkom agrarian policies invoked a strong reaction froarnf
workers. The inclusion of Dzigynski, as member and unofficial leader of f@revkom
lessened any opportunity for the Committee to gsipport, infamous as he was
throughout Poland as the brutal head of @eeka As noted by a resolution of the
Parliamentary Club of the Polish Peasants’ Pahnty peasantry had been forced to bear all
necessary sacrifices to repel the invasi8miccording to one contemporary observer,
“The Polish peasants in recently occupied terrigmey infuriated against the Soviets, who,
despite their promises and their very extensivgpgganda amongst them, have taken
everything methodically without paymenrf® For many this echoed the fresh and painful

memory of tsarist oppression.

145 F E. Dziegynski, Izbrannye proizvedeniiajol. 1, p. 215. Verstis the equivalent of 1.06 km.

14¢ Goniec Czerwonyl4-19 August 1920RGASPI, {68, op.1, d.32

MTTNA, FO 417/9, doc. 42, p. 62.

18 TNA, FO 688/8, doc. 588; TNA, FO 417/9, doc. Biue Lodzer Zeitun§, September 1920.

M EE, Dziegynski, 1zbrannye proizvedeniiayol. 1, p. 212; J. MarchlewskRisma Wybranevol. 2, pp.
779-780.

150 polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 32, p. 140.

11 TNA, FO 688/7, doc. 741, Lord D’Abernon to the it Government, 22 August 1920.
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The available evidence clearly suggests that majority of peasants were soon

disappointed byPolrevkomagricultural policies and their failure to deliveromises. A
Polish Foreign Ministry communiqué, reported onA2@ust 1920,

Witos... visited various localities liberated fromettBolshevik invasion.

On August 28 the Premier traversed the provinceéllotk, which was

particularly devastated. Everywhere traces of #@tescand violence were

visible.... The peasants throughout the whole detes areas showed bitter

hostility to the invader$>
Discontent intensified following the Red Army’s rasjtioning of food supplies, carts,
horses and cattle for its own use, the paymentxtkemely low prices to peasants for
goods purchased, and frequent repression and t&socarried out by the Soviet forces
against the local populations, in which peasantsewdne dominant clasg® The
Committee’s preference to await the establishmenta opermanent Polish socialist
government, to resolve the thorny agrarian isswes which its members had so strongly

disagreed, proved fatal.

Further evidence of Polish hostility towattle Soviet regime, the Red Army and the
Polrevkomis, ironically, provided by communists and Red Arsoldiers. Marchlewski
was forced to acknowledge that, “The Red Army coubd attract the peasants* The
1920 Diary of Isaac Babel, a Red Army political worker attaghto the First Cavalry
Army, commanded by Semen Budennyi, also providesnihating details of locals
perception of the advancing Soviet troops. On 6 ustudl920, at Khotin, he recorded,
“..we are destroyers... hated by everyoh@Twenty days later he further explored this
disillusionment, reporting that at Sokol, “The ctdybhad looked forward to Soviet rule —
and what he sees are Jew-baiters and lootershahti¢ won't be earning anything, he is

dismayed and looks at us mistrustfuliy®.

What, then, was the reaction of the workevBp were thePolrevkons intended
support base and in whose name the Committee wasngan Biatystok and beyond?
Communists in Poland and Russia, Soviet historggyraand a number of contemporary

Western observers suggest that Soviet ideolBgirevkomobjectives and the Red Army

152 polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 42, p. 116. i@epof this were sent téhe Daily Telegraph, Morning
Post, Reuter, International News Service, UniteesBrof America, The Times.

153 TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 42, p. 62; TNA, FO 417/9, d66, p. 79. Charles Sarolea, a western observer,
asserted, “Recent history has established beyomigstation that Bolshevism can strike no root & Rtolish
peasant communities”, C. Saroléatters on Polish AffairdEdinburgh, 1922), p. 41.

154 3. MarchlewskiRosja Proletarjacka a Polska Biwrazyjna (Moscow, 1921), p 42.

1551, Babel,1920 Diary,(New Haven, 2002), p. 56.

%% |bid, p. 81.
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were enthusiastically greeted and supported byPiblesh population, as liberators from

capitalist domination by “White-Guard” Poles. Theaecounts draw on the various
meetings, demonstrations and rallies, held in sgveolish localities in support of
communism and Soviet Russia. For instance, the eBquiblicationlstoriia Pol’'shi,
recorded that in response to an appeal by the CRPKé&n 29 April, which called on the
Polish population to demonstrate against the war,

On 1 May massive meetings and demonstrations t@aepln Warsaw the
demonstration against the anti-Soviet War saw aBo@00 persons take
part. Large demonstrations took place in Dombrd@akin, Lodz, Ozorkov,

Aleksandrov, Egezh, Pabianitsa, Blotslavk, Zhirardmd other Polish

towns!®’

The Red Army reported similar scenes as vaaded towards Warsaw. A telegram
sent to Lenin on 12 August 1920, RevvoensoveétVestern Front member and Polish
Communist, 1.T. Smilga, stated that although thees no discernable movement by the
farm labourers in the Polish territory occupied tme Red Army, the town workers,
railwaymen and the local Jewish population werepsujve®® Marchlewski further
contended that, “...the proletarian elements stwodhe side of the revolutionary army...
represented by the revolutionary committ&8” This was corroborated by the British
diplomat Edgar D’Abernon, who spoke of,

...the extent to which sympathy with the Bolsheviksnihates the working

classes in Central Europe. This sympathy is alnmeste religious than

political. It is unaffected by ordinary considecats of interest and survives
the complete failure of Bolshevik economic admumaisbn — no less than
their admitted brutality and cruelt§®

RGASPEIso holds numerous letters, proclamations aretjteins expressing support
for the work of thePolrevkom as do Soviet documentary collectidAsThe latter record,
for instance, that a mass meeting of workers’ regméatives in Biatystok on 31 July 1920,
declared, “We with enthusiasm welcome the risingofighis government as having the
most appropriate aims and interests of the work'@?sl’Zvestiiareported that, at a large
workers’ meeting in the town on 2 August, “The sgeef Marchlewski, which set forth

the programme of th@olrevkon's activities, was accompanied by an ovation”, and

157 storiia Pol'shi, vol.3, p. 136.

158 |. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 107, p. 179.

159 3. MarchlewskiVoina i mir, p.24.

160 E_D’Abernon,The Eighteenth Decisive Battle of the Woflcondon, 1931), pp. 48-49.

161 RGASPI, 63, op. 1, d. 88. This view was, further, endorsed by Sovietdniahs. For example, “In all
Polish towns, in which there were created revohadiy authority, the working masses without hesitati
went over to its side’lstoriia Pol'shi, vol. 3, p. 138.

162D & M, vol. 3, doc. 129, p. 226.
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meeting of railwaymen of the Bialystok Junction, ttre same day, confirmed, “We

welcome the Polrevkom we express in them full confidence and swear timat
circumstances of necessity, we shall stand to defieem”®® In Russia too, 1,200 Polish

POWSs resolved on 14 August to fight to supportRb&evkomif the opportunity arost*

It is, thus, likely that th@olrevkomenjoyed support amongst elements of the Polish
working class, and indeed it was this group whioét €ommittee claimed to represéft.
However, even here th®olrevkom faced problem&® Dzierynski was forced to
acknowledge to the CC RKP(b) that despite initggdarts about the excellent mood of the
Biatystok population, by 12 August, “...all militastrength of Belostok and the region
consists of seventy people.... Such a situation wegm®ise as intolerable, fraught with sad
consequences®’ So great was his concern that he requested glifiga battalion of the
Chekabe sent, “...for the defence of tRelrevkomi.*®® Therefore, although theolrevkom
appears to have enjoyed a level of worker suppaihd the initial phase of its activities,
within two weeks this had waned. The reality oftéaies and industries remaining at a
standstill, the authorities failure to pay wagd® high cost of living, increasing rise of
unemployment, and the very real risk of famine dfivgy the town, quickly dampened

support:®®

This was also certainly the position with #B&iok’s Jewish population. It would
appear that the Jewish majority supported the $au¢horities, at least initially, with
many contemporaries recording evidence of commuJestish support in the Polish
towns’® Upon its establishment, tiRolrevkomrecognized both Polish and Yiddish as the
official languages of the Committee and only tha$é® spoke either were given positions

within the organisatioh’* However, although Marchlewski claimed that the slew

163 1zvestiig 6 August 1920Goniec Czerwonyl7 August 1920; in contrast, Teslar recorded thatlatter
meeting, “...met resolutely with hostility from thede of the Polish proletariat’, T. Tesl&ropaganda
Bolszewicka podczas Wojny Polsko-Rosyjskiej 190, (@/arsaw, 1938), p. 246.

54 pravda 11 August 1920.

185 Despite the sweeping assertion by Richard Pipas th.the Red Army met with hostility from all fsh
workers”, R. PipesRussia under the Bolshevik Regime, 1917-1@A2shdon, 1940), p. 188.

166 Questions of objectivity can, for instance, beedi over foreign newspaper articles, TNA, FO 688¢8,
588; TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 54; Polish Institute, AR2/2, doc. 28, p. 125.

167 1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 94; ibid, doc 108,180.
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ibid, doc. 155, p. 188. The Congress of Trade Usiiovhich convened in Warsaw, in July 1920, wasisi
anti-communist in persuasion, M.K. Dziewanowdkie Communist Party of Polangl. 94.
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1999),pp. 44-45.

171 p_WandyczSoviet-Polish Relationg, 227.
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maintained excellent relations with thHolrevkom sections of this sizeable group of

workers became increasingly alienated by the Cotaeig dissolution of the Jewish
commune, welcoming the return of the Polish towrtharities after the Battle of
Warsaw!’? Indeed, one observer expressed surprise that fwitine battle most of the
people he saw erecting barbed wire defences agtiasapproaching Red Army were
Jews'’® Deep-rooted anti-semitism, evident in a numbeRefl Army units, including
Budennyi’s cavalry, and the failure of the Sovietrerities to deal with it, were important
reasons why the Jewish population in Poland tuagginst the Committe€? Dzierzynski
was forced to admit that crime and mistreatmentewfactors in the relationship of the
occupying forces with the populations in the Polishds!’” Biatystok also contained a
sizeable Lithuanian population and here again the@ittee lost a potential support base
following Marchlewski’'s announcement that, aftee thstablishment of a Polish Socialist

Government, the only official language throughdwt tountry would be Polist®

Finally, thePolrevkomfailed to win the support of the Polish socialstel was unable
to coordinate its activities with the one Polisbigy which supported it fully, the KPRE.
The day after the formation of tHeolrevkom the Biatystok PPS group welcomed the
Committee and expressed their willingness to caatpewith it'’® However, for the
majority of PPS members, opposition to tRelrevkom deemed a, “...pseudo-socialist
government”, prevaile® The majority of Poles, including many workers, amted
national independence and security as more imgotttam the achievement of a socialist
revolution or adoption of an alien Soviet ideolo@e KPRP was limited in size, many of
its leaders were in exile or prison, and it failgither to raise widespread awareness of
Soviet aims or to organise mass demonstrationsippcat of thePolrevkom Indeed, on
the 18" anniversary of the Polish-Soviet War, the partiisoretical orgariowy przegd,

acknowledged, “Not... always and not everywhere ewese sufficiently active in a

172 3. MarchlewskiPisma Wybranevol. 2, p. 770; TNA, FO 688/8, doc. 588; TNA, BD7/9, doc. 54.

3 E. D'Abernon, p. 52.

"4 For reports of Red Army atrocities against Jewsluding looting, rape and murder see, R. Pifié®,
Unknown Lenindoc. 61, pp. 116-117; doc. 71, pp. 128-129. Lsni@sponse to this information was “Into
the Archive”, meaning that no further action wadéotaken.
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revolutionary way.... In various sectors the catiaof the Red Army’s victory... created

an atmosphere of passivity*

Soviet assertions of deep-seated, widespseagort are, thus, contradicted by the
overwhelming majority of available sources, inchglisuch diverse commentators as the
Polish Foreign Ministry, western observers, Pol&mmunists and political workers in
the Red Army. These contemporaries witnessed tis¢e@xe of a strong and resilient anti-
Bolshevik sentiment across the whole spectrum dfsiPosociety during the waf*
Socialist revolution had, in reality, no real sugploase in Poland upon which to draw.
Neither did thePolrevkom Its failure to deal with the many, diverse praberequiring its
attention drove its initial supporters to abandaw its fate. As Dzietynski acknowledged
with great honesty, the work of the Committee fhiées it was, “..not moved forward by

any internal struggle in Poland itself?

Reaction to thd?olrevkomwas also varied in Russia. Although the CC RKP(b)
supported the organisation, provided blueprintsitféo follow and, crucially, financed its
work, disagreements did break out with the Committeer policy issues, most notably the
agrarian question. Even amongst the general publiergent opinions could be discerned.
Telegrams of support were sent to tRelrevkomfrom numerous soviets throughout
Russia, th&resyand beyond, including, Tver, Vladikavkaz, Geordianenia and Eastern
Galicia’®® Many Russians remained doubtful, however, aboeitGbmmittee’s activities
and questioned the possible success of a Polistuten. As noted by the Commander of
the Soviet IV Army, for example,

The outbreak of a Polish Revolution was considseztusly only by those
Soviet authorities, which were far from the frombe Red Army did not
believe in it. The failure to enroll a Polish arnmy Biatystok was ample
evidence that this hope was without foundatin.

In direct contrast, the Polisbhargé d’Affairesin London, Jan Ciechanowski, noted
that the advancing Polish Army was welcomed irttadl towns and localities into which it
advanced, freeing the population from Soviet ffifdndeed, a petition, signed by 35,000

inhabitants of Minsk, Sluck, Bobrujsk, Thumen andriBéw, belonging to the Roman
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Catholic, Orthodox and Jewish faiths, was presetadtie Polish Government and Allied

representatives on 22 August 1920. This stated that

The population of our country will never consenittbeing granted to the
Bolsheviks without the expression of its will...tife Bolshevik army does
not immediately withdraw beyond the Dnieper and@izevina, we, citizens
of the outraged country... will begin an action om own initiative.... two
months ago our population sent a delegation to ®varwith an

authorisation containing 250,000 signatures antrtbe state this to be our

final warning®°

7. Conclusion

By mid-August, there were significant levefsdiscontent against tHeolrevkom Had
the outcome of the Battle of Warsaw been differantyever, there is no reason to doubt
that its members would have been transferred tos#Marand established there as the
Polish Socialist Government. Indeed, on 15 AugDgigerzynski, Marchlewski and Kon
left Biatystok for Warsaw with this objective inewi®’

Why then did thdolrevkomfail to establish its longed-for socialist govermh in
Poland? Primarily, and fatally, the Committee faite win the support of the local Polish
population, who refused to be inspired by Soviebidgy. It failed also to coordinate its
actions and policies with the one organisation Whiareservedly supported it, the KPRP.
This party potentially provided an infrastructuoe brganising socialist authority through
existing local revolutionary committees but actidetween the two bodies was
disjointed'® Radek complained, for instance, on 15 August tkae revkomy
communications with Warsaw did not exist, whilsti@zynski, stated four days later,

“There is no constant communication with party tmigations”.189

ThePolrevkomitself was also not as coordinated as previousbgined. For example,
Marchlewski complained that many officials who wedkfor the Committee were, “...one-
sided, narrow-minded”, individuals who were, “.tifiamiliar enough with the obligations
and duties of a revolutionary power”, to be of g;raasistanc?ég?0 Its members often

worked from hour to hour, deciding policgd hog rejecting Russian methods as

8TNA, FO 688/10/156.

BTEE. Dziegynski, Izbrannye proizvedenijavol. 1, p. 212; J. Marchlewskpisma Wybranevol. 2, p. 778,
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sometimes inappropriate to the Polish situations Thade it difficult not only for the

Polrevkomto spread its ideological objectives to the Id@si but also for the Committee
to react quickly to changing circumstances in tbétipal, economic and social spheres.
Furthermore, time constraints frequently preveniegblementation of agreed policy

initiatives.

Nevertheless, tHeolrevkomdid carry out a huge amount of work in a very slspace
of time. Although established without detailed pieng, in response to the Red Army
crossing into ethnographic Poland, tRelrevkomsuccessfully initiated a huge range of
diverse economic, political, social, cultural, ggius, military and international policies.
With only the Russian Soviet regime capable of gliog the Committee with an example
to follow, it was frequently forced to decide pglion its own initiative. Founded by well-
known, competent and experienced Polish communigis,were not afraid when the need
arose, to stand up to CC RKP(b) criticism and felian independent line, tHeolrevkom
may have succeeded in becoming the first socigsernment of Poland, if the military
situation had been more favourable. However, is tllemma lies the crux of the

Polrevkon's collapse.

Undoubtedly, the principle reason for thdui@ of the Committee was that it had
always been utterly dependent upon the forceseRé&d Army to control the areas over
which it sought to establish authority. Its infleen therefore, only ever extended into
Soviet-occupied Poland as far as the Red Army lirent®* Thus, when Tukhachevsky’s
forces suffered a crushing defeat on the outskirthe Polish capital in mid-August, no-
one, not even the Polish workers, whom it claimedefpresent, were willing to take up
arms in its defence, and the fate of the PolislviBianal Revolutionary Committee was

sealed.

What lasting impact therefore, did thelrevkommake? If it lasted only twenty-three
days, can it have made any impression at all oasP®ussians and the wider international
community? The answer to these questions must besaunding yes. Firstly, the
Committee’s activities left an indelible imprint dhe populations it ruled over, raising
awareness amongst the Polish population of the consts aims and objectives,
especially through its industrial, agricultural amadit-prop activities. At its height it

certainly enjoyed support amongst elements of thekiwg classes, the peasantry and the

191 At the peak of its success, tRelrevkompossessed authority over the lands encircled é@y\astern and
South-Western frontlines, the East Prussian frotdi¢he north, and the Bug River to the east.
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Jewish communities in the occupied territorieswitsk impacted upon not only Poles, but

also Russians and the populations ofKhesy— Lithuanians, Belorussians and Ukrainians
— who resided in the occupied lands. Its policiesched lives across the classes, and
encompassed workers, peasants, soldiers, landowindrsstrialists, government circles
and military leaders. This legacy was not immedyatirgotten by events on the

battlefield at Warsaw.

Secondly, as an embryonic Polish socigisternment, which had controlled at the
peak of its success, almost a quarter of ethnogrdapbland, it served as a warning to the
Polish Government, and their Western allies, alloaitthreat posed by the Soviet regime.
If anyone had doubted Bolshevik intentions durihg Polish-Soviet War before July
1920, the establishment of tlolrevkomleft them in no doubt about the Communists
ultimate objective: the establishment of a Sovieti&list Republic. Indeed, so concerned
was the Polish Government by tRelrevkomand its implications for their state, that the
eventual peace treaty signed between the Sovietidguszgime, the Ukrainigd®SRand the
Polish Government, included a term specificallyigiesd to prevent its reestablishment on
Polish lands at a future date. When the Prelimifagce Treaty and Armistice Agreement
was signed on 12 October 1920, ending the PolistieS@ar, the second article stated,

Both contracting parties include in the peace yreat obligation neither to

create nor to support organisations which havehas @aim an armed

struggle against the other contracting party, whielve as their aim the
overthrow of the state or social order of the otkide, making an attempt
on its territorial integrity, as well as of orgaai®ns assuming the role of a
government of the other sid@.

Finally, thePolrevkomleft an indelible trace on Soviet histdi. The Committee was
the ultimate attempt by Polish communists and the$ regime in Moscow to impose its
ideological objectives, not simply through propadmnbut through decisive and concrete
practical action. Exporting revolutionary governménm Poland was a direct break with
Lenin’s earlier policy of national self-determiratj but after theéPolitburo decision to
cross into ethnographic Poland, taken largely @& 8oviet leader’s instigation, the
establishment of th@olrevkomexactly reflected his aims by mid-1920. More tleary

other event of the Polish-Soviet War, the estabiisht, conduct and activities of the

192TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 83, enclosure 1.

193 Soviet historians traditionally focused upon ispbrtance for the development of the revolutionary
movement in Eastern Europe, believing that, ‘prdved that between the working classes of Polaldtize
working classes of Russia, Ukraine and Belorusk&re could not be any cause for hostile relatians, that
their interests coincidelstoriia Pol'shi, vol. 3, p. 143.
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Polrevkomgraphically demonstrated that which Soviet Rubsiped to achieve in Poland

and beyond. Moreover, its collapse ably demongirttie reasons for Soviet inability to
gain support in Poland. As such, it deserves featgr attention than it has previously
received by historians of the conflict. Althoughfailed to achieve its ultimate objective,
the Polrevkomwould provide a blueprint for a later Soviet gexiem to finally establish a

Polish Socialist Republic after World War Two.



170
Chapter 5: Polish-Soviet Relations, July-August 192 0

1. Baranowicze Negotiations

Before the final military manoeuvres of tharwvere enacted, diplomacy once again
entered the theatre of Polish-Soviet relationseéu] rumblings of the need for renewed
peace negotiations could be heard in both campglduly, as the Red Army continued
its advance westwardsChicherin hoped to secure a temporary armistitengthening
the position of both the Soviet state and the RechyA On 13 July 1920, he sent an
extremely important, secret note, recently publisfer the first time, to Lenin, Trotsky,
Krestinskii and Kamenev, in which he argued,

We mustutilise the advantageof the proposed armistice aravoid its
disadvantagesk-rom Minsk to Brest 300 versts; the armistice wille this

to us at no cost.... [but]will be without date and will have very short
time of refusal— install a new line... at once inform Poland of our
conditions; and if not obeyetenew the offensiviecom the new liné.

Clearly, Chicherin promoted a dual approadiplomatic and military. He tacitly
acknowledged, however, that the former was unlikelgecure its aims stating, ‘we will
stand at the new line and will carry out negotiagiantil we can organise supplies. If we
need to end operations... it will be possible tgibdo stretch out theegotiations about
the armistice’® He argued that at the subsequent peace confeirei¢arsaw, “...we will
set out our ultimatum®. The peace treaty was, thus, to beliltat By proposing the
“...stretching out of negotiations” to assist thedRArmy, light is shed on the leading
Soviet diplomat’'s view of the Baranowicze negote§ which commenced two weeks

later?®

Playing to an international audience four déter, Chicherin informed the British
Government of Russia’s willingness to secure aristime and peace treaty with Polahd.

Ironically, the very next day, the Soviet High Coamd issued an order that Warsaw be

! 7. Dombal proposed a draft resolution in the PoSgjmfor the conclusion of the War on 30 July 1920,
Dokumenty i materialy po istorii Sovetsko-Pol'skidinoshenii.vol. 3, (Moscow, 1965), doc. 61, p. 107
(hereafteD & M). See alsoRossiiskii gosudarstvennii arkhiv sotsial’no-pdaliteskoi istoriifond 68, opis 1,
delo 12, (hereaftdRGASP).

2 1.1. Kostiushko (ed.),Pol'sko-Sovetskaia voina 1919-1920: ranee ne ofabhnnye dokumenty i
materialy,vol. 1, (Moscow, 1994), doc. 68, pp. 130-131véxstwas 1.06 kilometres. Italics in the original.

% Ibid. Italics in original.

* Ibid.

® |bid.

D & M, vol. 3, doc. 93, pp. 157-162. Poland had itsetfppsed an armistice but received no reply from
Soviet Russia before the deadline ran out on 18, Jiie National Archives, FO 688/5, p. 179 (heraft
TNA).
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captured by 12 Auguét.The Polish Foreign Minister, Eustacy Sapieha, esséd to

Rumbold on 21 July that the Polish proposal to opeace talks with Soviet Russia had
been delayed, “...at the instigation of the [Pdlg#nerals® For the soldiers and diplomats

of Poland, too, a dual policy was pursued.

1.1 Diplomatic Negotiation, July-August 1920

On 22 July, the Polish Government radioethéoSoviet regime, proposing immediate
armistice negotiations. The Head of the Polish Army General Staff, GenefFal
Rozwadowski, simultaneously telegrammed the Supr€ommander of the Red Army,
S.S. Kamenev, with a proposal to end all militagtian!® The Red Army, however,
continued its offensive and on the same day Trosskyt a telegram to tHRVSWestern
and South-Western Fronts, marked “Highly Urgenthjeh stated,

The Polish Government proposes an armistice andepdtaproposes that
parliamentarians go down to the line between Baségme and Brest-
Litovsk.... Chicherin is replying immediately... aiaiwell-timed dispatch
of representatives from our side for a meeting witie Polish
parliamentarians. Further instructions will be reed tomorrow.Until new
instructions, all old remain in effett

The initiative remained firmly with the military.

The same day, theolitburo entrusted Chicherin to send a delegation to natgofn
armistice and peace with Poland’s representatalésyugh it had already resolved that the
Red Army must cross the ethnographic border ancaramd/ to WarsaW? The Soviet
agreement to negotiate, communicated by Chicherthdé Polish Government, and by the
Red Army High Command to the Polish Army High Conmghaon 23 July 1920, thus
served as a smokescreen, behind which the militanyd advancé? If diplomacy could
have secured Soviet objectives, the regime wouldstmmobably have responded
positively: it was not in their interest, followirthe Great War and Russian Civil war, to
prolong military engagements unnecessarily. If threved impossible, however, the

majority had no qualms, contrary to Marxist teaginin using military force to impose

7 J. PitsudskiRok 1920(London, 1987), p. 212.

8 TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 16, p. 22. See also, TNA, AG/4, doc. 18, pp. 23-28.

° Dokumenty vneshnei politiki SS@I. 3, (Moscow, 1959), doc. 18, p. 61, (hereal®iP).
D & M, vol. 3, doc. 107, p. 190.

1.1, Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 79, pp. 150-151. Aatt's italics.

12 |bid, doc. 78, p. 149.

13DVP,vol. 3, doc. 18, pp. 60-61.
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their ideological agenda on the Poles and the ak&urope* By now, Marxism had

metamorphosed in Russia into Marxist-Leninism| §i#é Soviet offensive continuéd.

On 27 July, the Soviet regime informed théePdhat, “The road suggested by you,
viz. between Baranowicze and Brest has been chdsencrossing of the front by your
representatives will be made on July 30 at 8phThe Poles accepted the proposed date
for the meeting, but protested vigorously agaimsirginuation in the Soviet telegram that
30 July had been decreed by the Polish General.’$t€fn 27 July, thePolitbouro CC
nominated Karl Danishevsky to lead the Soviet daieg’® The following day, the Polish
Chargé d’'Affairesin London, Jan Ciechanowski, wrote to the Britisireign Secretary,
George Curzon,

| am instructed by my Government to inform Your dship that the
Government of the Soviets, with the obvious degiralelay the eventual
assistance of the Allied Powers to Poland, havpgsed the 30July as the
date on which the negotiations for an armistice e.tarbegin.... The Polish
Government has had no part in delaying the opeofngegotiations for an
armistice till 3¢" July

Embroiling the Polish diplomats and Government agdling over minute detail served a
two-fold purpose: firstly, Polish attention wastdasted from the wider diplomatic game,
and secondly, the Soviets were able to present Rbkes as divisive, petty and
unreasonable. This provided diplomatic opportusitie drive a wedge between the Poles
and their Western Allie¥.

The Poles were extremely sceptical of Sasiigterity, not least because the Red Army
continued its advance into ethnographic Polishiteey:** Reaction in the Polish capital to
the Soviet agreement to negotiate was witnessed&dyar D’Abernon, chief British

diplomat in the Allied Military Mission. His diargntry for 27 July recorded,

14 As discussed in Chapter 1, p. 54, Marx had argfatsocialist revolution in Poland would be a
spontaneous event, driven by the Polish workingscitself.

> The Times27 July 1920, p. 14.

5 TNA, FO 688/2/10, p. 3.

7 1bid; Polish Institute and Sikorski Museum, A.12R, doc. 25, p. 74, (hereafter Polish Institufdlish
Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 23, p. 96. L.B. Kameieformed Lloyd George on 5 August, that Rozwaddwsk
had, “...mentioned the 30 July as the date of theting”, TNA, FO 418/54, doc. 47, p. 228.

18zvestiig 1991, no. 2, p. 118. Sdipgraphical Notes

19 polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 15, p. 15. Tdhigument was sent, in an effort to raise Alliegpsart for
the Polish cause, tdhe TimesDaily Telegraph Morning Post Reuters International News Servicéew
York SurandTheUnited Press of Ameri¢dolish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 16.

20 For correspondence between Krasin, Kamenev angdL{®eorge, over the negotiations, see TNA, FO
418/2/24, p. 78; TNA, FO 418/2/69, pp. 247-248.

21 See, Polish Institute, A.12.P.2/3, doctarier Polski 27 July 1920:Gazeta Poranna27 July 1920;
Gazeta WarszawsM, August 1920Rzeczpospolitad August 1920Robotnik,4 August 1920.
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At 3pm today a telegram from London announced ttied Soviet
Government was ready to negotiate a favourable stioai with Poland.
This news came as a surprise here and is not deneradited. The
expectation has been that the Soviets would dragromistice negotiations
while their troops advanced. When it came to sigiire demands would be
so excessive as to be unacceptble.

This is indeed exactly what happened when the $osgme presented their terms to the
Poles on 5 Augugt Polish preparations to attend the peace talksrased, however, and
the delegation received the following instructi@ms30 July,

...the Polish Government was in the last resort pexpao accept a

minimum frontier which was even less favourabléh® Poles than the Spa
frontier. The Polish delegation had instructions,

not to accept less than the above-mentioned fipntie

not to agree to disarmament of the Polish Armyhas would leave the

Poles helpless vis-a-vis the Russians,

not to accept interference in the internal affair®oland in the direction of

prescribing the form of Government in this courftty.

This latter term was crucially important, given tthhe Polrevkomwas established in
Biatystok on the exact same day. In turn, the prelary Soviet peace terms were defined
by the Revvoensovetf the Republic on 30 July and revised by Chiahéhie following
day?®

When the Polish delegation arrived at Bardopev on 30 July, the Soviet
representatives insisted that proceedings be awjdufor a few day® Curzon was
informed by Rumbold that he had received,

...exceptionally reliable information that the Corasar of Staff of one of
the Soviet armies has been notified as follows, ‘Méee arranged not to
inform the Poles of armistice conditions before ygAst instead of 30 July.
You have, therefore, four more days in which totoure fighting Poles
until you receive orders from stéff.

As a result, when the Poles presented their credendn 1 August, the Red Army
representatives, Shutko and Leov, informed GenRmxher and Wroblewski, that they
required a written mandate, signed both by PitsudskChief-of-State and by the Polish

Government. This “.should empower the Polish Delegation to sign nd¢ an armistice

22 E_D’Abernon,The Eighteenth Decisive Battle of the Woflchndon, 1931), p. 37.
23 -
Ibid.
24 TNA, FO 688/2/10, p. 7. See also, Polish Instjt&d 2.P.2/2, doc. 17.
25 For full text see, 1.1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doet,®p. 155-160.
%6 Documents on British Foreign Policy, 1918-1988ries 1, vol. X, (London, 1946), p. 422.
2" bid, p. 422.
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but also the preliminaries of peac®lt was then suggested by the Soviet represensative

that the mandate could be received either by radmamunication, the dispatch of fresh
delegates, sending a courier to Baranowicze, orthey Polish delegates themselves
returning to Warsaw. The communication concludedhwa request that the new
credentials be received by 4 August, allowing tlegatiations to begin on that date at

Minsk.2®

The Poles insisted on returning to Warsaw régeive instruction from their
Government? As noted this suggestion was initially made by ®eviet delegates,
although the Soviet regime traditionally preseritéd event as a sign of Polish bad faith.
For instance, L.B. Kamenev informed Lloyd George®ugust that, “...such limited
powers did not correspond to the tasks with whithdonference of the delegates were to
deal”, whilst a Soviet historian remarked, “It bewaobvious that the Polish ruling circles
were in no hurry to sign a peace treaty; their psepwas to hinder the offensive of the Red

Army and win time™!

The Polish Vice-President, Ignacy Das#y, informed the newspapedpurnal de
Pologne on 31 July that following the conclusion of améstice, the Polish Government
would accept an immediate peace on two conditibpthat the independence of Poland be
recognised, 2) the border states, lying betweeariohnd Russia, be awarded the right of
self-determinatiori? This interview is of extreme importance to our ersdanding of the
failed Baranowicze negotiations as it clearly desttes that the Polish Government
sought an armistice first and only when this wasused, would they commence peace
pourparlers. Moreover, the Polish delegation had not been gpewers to conclude a
peace settlement, as it had been proposed by thed AGovernments at the Spa

Conference earlier in the month to hold a peacdecence in London, over which their

28 TNA, FO 688/2, pp. 108-109; TNA, FO 418/54, do€, #. 229; Polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 19, p
75. Shutko was plenipotentiary delegateR&fSof Western Front, Leov was plenipotentiary delegaftthe
Staff and Wroblewski was Polish Under-Secretar$tate.

% Lenin telegrammed Stalin on 2 August, to inforrtthat, due to the serious threat posed to theeSovi
regime by Wrangel, “...the opinion is mounting e tCentral Committee that peace with bourgeoisrola
should be concluded immediately”, V.I. Leniholnoe sobraniie sochinenwol. 51, (Moscow, 1965), doc.
435, p. 247, (hereaft&SS.

%0 polish Institute, A.12.P.2/1, doc. 25, p. 75; TN#) 688/2/10, p. 13.

31 TNA, FO 418/54, doc. 47, p. 228; B. PonomaryovGkomyko & V. Khvostov, (eds.Hlistory of Soviet
Foreign Policy, 1917-1945Moscow, 1969), p. 132.

32TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 22, p. 28.



175
representatives would presitfeAlso, at no time prior to the Baranowicze negatias had

the Soviets intimated that additional credentiadsidt be required?

The Polish response to Soviet demands wessehtment, incredulity and suspicion, as
clearly demonstrated by aviSZ Information Office Report, issued on 3 August, ebhi

stated that,

It is evident that the Soviet Government tends tewdout armistice

negotiations hoping to delay help from our Alligs.is also evident that
meeting on August thé"4s a physical impossibility since the departure of
delegation... cannot take place at so short noticee.Government must
necessarily await the report of the Delegation fidaranowicze before the
departure of new delegat&s.

The Polish Commander-in-Chief also reacted witHilitys recording,

We had to send a peace delegation — where? To MitskM.
Tukhachevsky’s own headquarters, to beg for pe&Begging”’ is the
correct term, since we had to initiate peace c@atams at the moment
when the victorious enemy was knocking at the gafesur capital and
threatening to undermine the whole organisationthaf state before he
would utter the word “peacé®.

By proposing Minsk the Soviets could indeed suggeat the Poles were attending the
Soviet military headquarters as a defeated powecgetl to sue for peace. It also gave the
Soviet regime the opportunity to isolate the Polilgtegation from any potential Allied
assistance during the talks. As a document, recpabllished in Moscow demonstrates, on
10 August 1920, thPolitburo had resolved,

... if it is possible to surround [the western newsgracorrespondents’] train
so that they will be completely isolated. To [emdur the possibility of

accomplishing such isolation... the Special Depantihof VChK [Cheka]

will not allow the train of foreign corresponderits go to Minsk for the
peace negotiation<.

A further complication surrounding the Baramze talks was the difficulty which the
Polish delegation experienced in dispatching rasbhcmmunications to its Government.
Suspicion of Soviet interference in this matter ted Polish representatives to issue a

protest to the Soviet regime on 3 Augtisin response, Chicherin blamed a weakening of

33 polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 23, pp. 96-97.

¥ Ibid, p. 97; TNA, FO 688/6, p. 52.

35 polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 19, p. 75. Tinterpretation of Soviet motives was shared byBhésh
Minister in Warsaw, TNA, FO 688/2/10, p. 12.

36 J. PitsudskiRok p. 113.

371.1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 103, p. 176.

3 polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 19, p. 75.
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the radio current due to bad weather, for the Ssviebility to accept Polish telegraﬁ?s.

The same day, Polish Ministers discussed an altgg#tat the Baranowicze delegation’s
return to Warsaw had been impeded by Red Army s@pl that the route to Minsk was
almost entirely impassabf@.This simply served to heighten Polish mistrustSaiviet
motives. As a result, the Poles appealed to thesAllor assistance on 4 Augdstin
response, Lloyd George met with Kamenev and Kraasdh “...made it plain to them that,
if they made further difficulties about the armistiand advanced into Poland, complete

rupture with the allies was inevitabl&.

On 5 August, Kamenev, a member of the Sdvéete delegation to Britain, informed
Lloyd George that the Soviet Government reaffirnisdrecognition of the Polish state
within wider frontiers than those suggested by Stmpreme Council and indicated by the
British Government note of 20 JUly At the exact same time, the Red Army advance was
proceeding rapidly and, having crossed every comabée frontier, was within 40 kms of

Warsaw*

Later that day, Sapieha informed Chicheriat tliesiring cessation of the war, the
Polish Government accepted the proposal to sendelagation to Minsk and to
simultaneously negotiate peace preliminaries andraristice’® Peace, at this time, was
greatly desired by the Poles, given that the Poksimy was being pushed back
dangerously close to Warsaw. He demanded thatgglleasive military manoeuvres by
both the Red Army and the Polish Army cease froendhtset of the Minsk negotiatioffs.
Ironically, this Polish condition for an armistiaéong the whole front was the exact same
term which the Soviet regime had insisted uporhatfailed Borisov negotiations. Once

again, the Moscow radio station refused to acdepPplish communiqué on 5 Augdétt

3% Polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 26, pp. 118:1D&ily Telegraph 4 August 1920. Lloyd George
informed Kamenev, on 11 August, that the constafutsal of the Russian wireless stations to recBivlésh
messages, whilst the Red Army was advancing, aootidiail to arouse suspicion, TNA, FO 688/2/1048.

“0 E. D’Abernon, pp. 54-55.

“ITNA, FO 688/2/10, p. 23

“2TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 21, p. 28.

“3H.W. Henderson, (ed.Polish-Soviet Relations, 1917-1945: facts and damits)(Glasgow, 1945), p. 4.
“TNA, FO 688/2/10, p. 30.

45 polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 21, pp. 81-B2jish Institute, A.12.P.2/3, doc. 9, pp. 27-29;ANFO
688/2/10, p. 36, he insisted that the delegatioadseired unhampered radio communication and givémea
facilities of travel necessary, p. 81.

*° Ibid.

4T TNA, FO 688/2/10, p. 33. For the Soviet's contiduefusal to transmit Polish notes to the Soviet
Government see, Polish Institute, A.12.P.3/4, @8;.pp. 103-104; Polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, d2&, pp.
118-119.
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was finally accepted by the Soviet authorities ohugust?*® The convenient breakdown in

Moscow’s radio system would indeed appear well-timespecially given the Soviets’
secret intention of delaying diplomatic proceedingstii the Red Army had taken

Warsaw*®

On 6 August, the Polish Government, facedhwanh impending Soviet military
advance, stepped up its own propaganda offensislassned a press statement, denying
responsibility for the delay to the peace negatiai® The Polish Council of National
Defence published a proclamation, in which it achllbe Soviets to account for their
actions, arguing that the, “Soviets want to gaimeti they want to take Warsaw and dictate,
there, terms of peace to a defeated Poldhdhe Red Army, meanwhile, continued its
westward progression. The next day, 7 August,NK¢D instructed theMSZthat, “...our
delegates will arrive at Minsk on 11 August, and prepose that your delegates cross the

Chaussee-Siedice-Miedzyrecz-Brest-Litovsk frontimed August at 8pm™

The Soviet diplomatic offensive began to reagwards as the Allied Powers
increasingly questioned Polish sincerity. On 9 Asiga joint British and French telegram
recommended that the Poles do their utmost to adechn armistice and preliminary
peace’ It continued,

If, however, the Russian Soviet Government ingistéerms, which infringe
the legitimate independence of Poland, and thesPdlovernment rejects
them, the British and French Governments will:

Take all the steps they can to interrupt contadtveen Russia and the
outside world and put pressure on Russia by othesing to respect the
independence of Poland;

Supply the Polish Army with military material, beannot send further
Allied troops;

Do th5e4ir utmost to keep open communication betwPetand and the
Allies.

48 polish Institute, A.12.P.3/4, doc. 29, pp. 103-1Dbtsky remarked that the Warsaw wireless stétiah
also refused to accept Soviet communicatibenchester Guardignl6 August 1920, p. 7.

“9 Polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 26, pp. 118:1R6lish Institute, A.12.P.3/4, doc. 29, pp. 11@11

50 polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 23, pp. 96-3ee also, TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 34, pp. 48-49; TIRA,
417/9, doc. 35, pp. 49-54.

51 polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 22, p. 85. @kidn did, indeed, aim in July and August 1920mpdase a
Sovietdiktat For Polish newspaper coverage of this diplomtéte-4-téte, seRzczespospolifeb August
1920;Przeghd Wieczorny6 August 1920.

2 TNA, FO 418/54, doc. 48, p. 230. The Soviet Goweznt, again playing to the sympathy of the British
Government, informed the latter of this proposaltiee same day, TNA, FO 418/54, doc. 48, p. 23UsPo
Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 29, p. 131.

3 TNA, FO 688/2/10, p. 4Tfhe Times12 & 13 August 1920.

* Ibid, p. 42.
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In turn, the Poles were required to: publicly deeltheir intention to fight to the end for

Poland’s independence, and appoint a CommandehiefG@vho would hold no other
official office, be willing to accept the assistanaf Allied officers, and accept and act on
Allied military advice®® These conditions were regarded as an insult tisiPhbnour and
integrity. Sapieha informed Rumbold two days latkat the Poles had repeatedly assured

the Allied Mission in Warsaw of their intention fight to secure their independerie.

At the same time, Curzon telegrammed Rumti@tthe,

French Government have exactly the same informa®mne have as to
refusal of Polish Government to act reasonablyoolisten to advice and
they tell us that Poles even scout advice of Gémgeygand who is ablest
and most experienced Chief of Staff in the worlthe TFrench are now
gravely suspicious that Pitsudski means to compsemiith Bolsheviks and
Sovietise Poland provided that his own power isgadrded’

This statement indicates the extent to which thestdra Allies were out-of-touch both
with the current Polish situation and the aims abgbctives of the Polish Marshal. This
was further demonstrated by the Allies refusalgsist the Poles, “...unless the Poles are
really prepared to fight as vigorously and tenasiptior their independence as the Allies
were for their own freedonT® To suggest that the Poles would refuse to fighttheir
independence was entirely misguided. In fact, \#thitn exception of the KPRP, the PPS-
Left and left-wing elements of the Jewish communitythe Bund, this had been the
dominant concern of the vast majority of Poles aitize reestablishment of Poland in
November 1918. Their determination to secure amalaate their state was onetbe

principal reasons for the Polish-Soviet War in 18h8 1920.

1.2 Soviet Peace Terms and Reaction

On the evening of 10 August, Kamenev provittezlBritish Government with a copy
of the peace terms, which the Soviet regime wadfto to the Polish delegation at Minsk.
The Polish Army was to be reduced to a civic nailigf 50,000 men, whilst the army
command and administration was to be limited tod0Q0, men. Demobilisation of the
Polish Army was to be completed within one montt ath arms, except those required by

the reduced army and civic militia, were to be rehdver to Soviet Russia and Ukraine.

%5 |bid. The latter term was a direct attack on Riid of whom the Allies remained deeply suspiciaigen
his initial socialist leanings and constant refusabow to Allied pressure, presenting the latt@hwegular
fait accomplis.

%8 |bid, p. 45.

" Ibid, p. 42.

%8 |bid. These terms, drafted by Marshal Foch, viellg supported by the Allied Supreme Council.
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All Polish war industries were to be demobilizedd athhe Poles were banned from

importing either troops or war material from abrdad

Lloyd George insisted that when Rumbold hantthedSoviet terms to the Poles on 11
August, he was to,

...tell them that His Majesty’s Government arelwd bpinion that, provided
these terms arbona fideoffered at Minsk, and that no substantial addition
is made to them, they would appear to leave thepeddence of Poland
within her ethnographic frontiers unimpair¥d.

The British Prime Minister believed that these terwere simply designed to guarantee

Soviet Russia against future attabks.

The Poles did not regard the proposals insdme light. Indeed, so outraged was
Sapieha, that he informed Rumbold, on 13 Augushi®fefusal to even communicate the
advice of the British Prime Minister to his Govermi®” He further declared,

Poland will not agree to any humiliating terms erthcan be no question of
demobilisation and disarmament. Poland does nat teeessue declarations
that she is prepared to defend her independencehws a humiliating
demand, as Poland is decided upon defending h&peérdience in the
fullest meaning of the word.... We shall contiriaedefend ourselves even
if deserted by all our alli€¥,

He further rebuked the Western Allies stating,

When we placed the question of peace or war irh#rels of our Allies we
could not have supposed that they would advise gsiiclude a disgraceful
peace, which we will never accept. The Bolsheesnt are equivalent with
the destruction of Poland. The Polish delegatiote&ving tomorrow for

Minsk with instructions to agree to no humiliatiogwrongful term$*

The Polish Minister also argued that if news ofyidoGeorge’s advice became public

knowledge in Poland, the bitterest reaction agahesBritish Government would resft.

In an attempt to salvage the situation, Carapologised to Rumbold for the offence

caused and reasoned that it was dictated by thesaiedf the British public to become

5 TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 23, p. 29; TNA, FO 417/9, d86, pp. 55-56. These terms formed the basis of the
Soviet peace terms submitted at Minsk on 17 AugesiChapter 6 pp. 206-208.

S0 TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 23, p. 29.

®1 polish Institute, A.12.P.3/4, doc. 35, pp. 129-130

2 polish Institute, KOL 82/3, doc. 8, p. 16.

%3 |bid.

54 1bid, p. 18; TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 27, p. 32; forliBl press reaction see, Polish Institute, A.12ZR Qoc.

29, p. 131.

% TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 27, p. 32.
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directly involved in the wa®¥ The damage, however, had been done. The British

Government came under severe criticism, includimognfits own diplomats. D’Abernon
argued that the terms were so extravagant thatPtiissh Government could, on no
account, consider them, and that the British Gawemt should have refused to pass them
on®” Churchill condemned the Soviet diplomatic moveaasattempt to, “...carry out a
Bolshevik revolution in a disarmed Polarfd”In contrast, the French Government,
outraged at both the Soviet terms and the Brittbhica, informed the Polish Government

of its full support in the matté&?.

Still, the Poles, facing the continued Redngroffensive, and shaken by Britain's
response, prepared for the Polish-Soviet diplomaigotiations at Minsk. Zdistaw @&ki
of the PolishMSZ and Major Stamirowski arranged with the Soviethauties, to
commence talks on 14 AugJQtThe Polish delegation, led by Janld3ki, former Deputy
Minister for Foreign Affairs, and comprising repeestives of allDiet parties and the
General Staff, duly left on the specified d&teAs Sapieha noted, “The discussions
amongst the... delegation would take place in prizae... would present a united front to

the Bolsheviks”?

At the exact moment of the delegates’ depeyta large-scale military operation,
planned by the Polish General Staff at the begmmh the month, was launched. As
Pitsudski recollected, “...as Commander-in-ChiefasrHead of State, it was up to me to
ensure that our delegation did not leave the dapxeept with the certainty that Warsaw

would hold out””® The Battle of Warsaw had begun.

Soviet reaction was immediate. Trotsky anwednthat,

This moment in diplomatic relations is extremelyaal. | believe that it is
necessary for us to... abruptly accuse Poland, Frandeeven Britain of
breaking off or tolerating the disruption of negdibtns with Poland in order
to present us with an opponent’s peﬁ‘ce.

5 TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 29, p. 32, a debate in thed¢onf Commons conclusively demonstrated this.

7 E. D'Abernon, pp. 71-72, by these terms, the Ssvébammed the door on negotiation, inspiring thie®
to fight to the end.

68 |, Kirkien, Russia, Poland and the Curzon LikBuns, Berwickshire, 1944), p. 34.

®9TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 29, p. 32.

0 polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 31, p. 138e 8kso, Polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 30,36.1

" Ibid; 1.l. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 118, pp. 1923l For an account of proceedings see, ahski, Pokdj
Ryski: Wspomnienia. Pertraktacje. Tajne uklady #Hedo. Listy (Warsaw, 1931), pp. 29-34. Rumbold
commended the Polish delegation as most concijiafddA, FO 688/2/10, p. 61.

"2TNA, FO 688/6, p. 59.

3. PitsudskiRok p. 114.

" 1.1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 112, pp. 185-186.
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This directly reflected the situation on the bdillel. As soon as the Polish Army launched

its response to the Red Army offensive, the Sokégime made immediate diplomatic
moves. For both sides during the conflict, when miiétary situation was proceeding
favourably, diplomacy took a backseat, but whenttlides began to turn, the diplomats
again took to the stage. As a result, diplomatigotiation continued as the Battle of

Warsaw raged on.

1.3 Failure of the Talks

The failure of diplomacy in August 1920, onagain, witnessed the participants
seeking to apportion blame for their inability &sach agreement. And, once again, lack of
trust and deep-seated suspicion lay at its heaRolfsh report, issued by the Legation in
London, entitledThe Present Situation in Poland with regard to Bashevist Menage
argued that, “...the real policy of the Soviets canm® judged by the utterances of their
Foreign Minister which only serve as a mask to cafeir true intentions™ It is certainly
true that the Soviets sought, via diplomacy, tondane for the Red Army advance and to

allow the widely disseminated Soviet propagandaeiar fruit in Poland.

In contrast, the Soviet regime argued thatribgotiations failed due to Polish play-
acting and dishonesty. Chicherin laid the respalityidor the breakdown in the peace
talks firmly at the door of the Polish Governmenfprming Kamenev on 11 August 1920
that,

It is certain that the Poles are trying to protraparations to negotiation
and to delay the latter.... This has continued alyefad three weeks and
every time the delay comes from the Poles. It ivials that they
passionately desire the negotiations to be delgy@tbably they think that if
Warsaw is taken it will force the Allies to intene and they lead, thus, to a
policy of provocatior®

This opinion was shared by Soviet contemporarigssanumber of Western historiaffs.

S polish institute, A.12.P.3/5, doc. 3, p. 14. Thisw was shared by Rumbold, TNA, FO 688/2/10, p. 30
and D’Abernon, p. 27. The latter recounted six sgmas on which the Soviet regime deliberately detbthe
armistice and peace negotiations see, ibid, pp-1Da1

® TNA, FO 418/54, doc. 48, p. 230.

T TNA, FO 418/54, doc. 47, p. 229; TNA, FO 417/9¢cd@l, p. 28. For instance, “It was Poland who
continually delayed or broke off peace talks, novi€t Russia”, T. FiddickRussia’'s Retreat from Poland,
1920: from permanent revolution to peaceful coexise¢ (London, 1990), p. 18. See also, L. Fiscfdre
Soviets in World Affairs: a history of the relattobetween the Soviet Union and the rest of thedy@@17-
1929 vol. 1, (Princeton, N. J., 1951), p. 266.
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Who then was to blame for the failure of B&ranowicze peace talks? In July and

August 1920, it benefited the Soviet regime to daw diplomatic initiatives, whilst the
Red Army offensive was being pursued. Quite simflyvas not in the interest of the
NKID to negotiate until the lines on the battlefieldH@en drawn. The optimism of the
Soviet leaders in a potential Polish socialist hetion and their conviction that the Red
Army would be victorious at Warsaw, removed anyspiieg need to negotiate before these
objectives had been achieved. Rarevkomresided in the wings, ready to grasp political
power in Poland as soon as the Polish Army wasatiede What incentive was there, then,
for Lenin and his colleagues to negotiate with hsRdGovernment, soon to be replaced by
an ideologically allied socialist government? lastethe Baranowicze talks allowed the
Soviet regime to play once again to an internatian@ience and embroil the Poles in a
confusing web of diplomatic manoeuvres. Poland wais however, blameless. For the
Poles, also, the outcome of the battle was awadefdre they would fully commit to
participating in negotiations. Guided and led bisiRiski, they, too, were confident of
victory.

2. The Battle of Warsaw

2.1 The Battle

The advance of the Red Army in August 1920 the resultant Battle of Warsaw was
of decisive importance for the development of Sob\Weissia, Poland and the wider
international community. As recorded by one conterapy observer,

...the battle which was fought on the plains of Wi&tula was not the battle
for Warsaw alone, or even for Poland. It had awater significance.... It
was the battle for civilisation, for liberty andsfice, and for every principle
for which democracy standg.

If successful, the Soviet authorities aimed to agréheir ideology and incite socialist
revolution not only in Poland, but throughout ther&ean continent and beyofidror the
Poles, the battle signaled their final stand in sheggle to consolidate and secure their

infant state.

8 A. PitsudskaPitsudski: a biography by his wiféew York, 1941), p. 301.
TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 41, p. 64.
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The Polish military offensive was devised Riysudski during the night of 6 August

1920 at the Belvedere Palace and, despite resemgatkpressed by various Polish military
experts, he refused to alter his strategy. This,

...involved a considerable element of risk, fodé@pended on letting the
enemy concentrate his full strength against themtsfs of Warsaw while
Pitsudski and his army waited for the critical marn® launch an attack on
the Russian flank from Putawy. Correct timing wawital importance and,
therefore, he insisted on waiting, though telegrémms Warsaw repeatedly
urged him to attac®

Instead of organising strong lines of defense atdine city, Pitsudski prepared to strike
against the Red Arm$/. Whilst the Soviet Command expected the Polishe®rto be

concentrated in the north, Pitsudski sent themhsofitWarsaw.

Meanwhile, the Soviet advance continued. Oku§ust, Western Front Commander,
Mikhail Tukhachevsky, ordered his troops to avoidirect frontal assault on Warsdtv.
Instead, they were to advance towards three septaagets: the right wing was to move
along the Prussian border and capture fotlie central group to cross the Vistula below
Warsaw and launch an attack on the city from thetvaed south, and the left flank to
capture Lwow?® Three days later, the Red Army crossed the Rivstula at Wioctawek
near Tora and by 13 August, was positioned six miles frora Bolish capital? The
occupation of the city appeared immin&hThe Poles intercepted a Soviet radio message,
which indicated that the Red Army attack was to o@nce the following morning at
5am®® Soviet confidence in securing a speedy victory ieet high®” The majority of
Allied diplomats and the Allied Mission, fearing \Bet occupation, left Warsaw for

Pozna.® The diplomats had lost all control of events.

In contrast, the Polish civilian populaticailied to the defense of their country. As

early as 11 July 1920, abfficial Polish Communiquéeported that, “Volunteers from

8 A Pitsudska, p. 300.

81 R. JacksonAt War with the Bolsheviks: Allied intervention intaisRia, 1917-1920(London, 1972), p.
232.

8T Fiddick, p. 627.

8 E. D’Abernon, pp. 80-81.

84 N. Davies, “August 1920", ituropean Studies Reviewgl. 3, no. 3, (1973), p. 270, within 150 miles of
Berlin.

85 For the strengths of the Polish and Soviet Armsies, Polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 53, p. THSA,
FO 417/9, doc. 31, pp. 41 & 190-195.

8 E. D’Abernon, p. 77.

87 As noted on 14 August, “Chicherin’s despatchesistimt the Bolsheviks feel that they are on topeyrh
have assumed an aggressive, domineering tone”,idéleR Lord Riddell's Intimate Diary of the Peace
Conference and After, 1918-192Bpndon, 1933), p. 231.

8 TNA, FO 688/8/150, pp. 70-71, only General Weyga@igneral Radcliffe and Sir Percy Lorraine,
remained.
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every part of the country are joining the fightifagces. During the last two days, over

300,000 volunteers from Polish territory have datisin the army®® In the week
preceding the Battle, Rumbold observed that, “Basfdslunteers paraded the streets and
even a women’s corps, which looked very workmanlikas made its appearanc®”.
Polish patriots fired by the approach of their diigt opponent towards the capital,
displayed steely determination to fight to the.fast

Unsurprisingly, the Red Army offensive wax@uopanied by an intensified Soviet
propaganda drive, reflecting both military and podil initiatives. An appealTo the
Proletariat of Warsaw!issued on 5 August, by tiReolrevkom declared,

Comrades, the revolutionary Red Army in its viabois march to Warsaw is
a messenger of the collapse of capitalist slaveds @mplete freedom of
the working classAt this moment, the heroic proletariat of Warsawnrat
passively wait for events We call you to action.... Warsaw must be taken
by you, yourselves.... The hour of liberation is agmhing! To armsf

The Soviet propaganda machine went so far as sadpmisinformation that Warsaw had
already been captured by the Red Army on 13 Auﬁuéﬂhis blatant untruth was
immediately decried by the Pol&s.

In the vitally important days prior to andrihg the battle, a large number of Polish
propaganda proclamations and appeals were issudidede, the Red Army was portrayed
as a weakened force, requiring only a concertaattetid be ousted from Polish territof.
The Polish population immediately responded. Cilycidhe majority of workers, the
Soviets’ intended audience, continued to view tte as a nationalist conflict against a
traditional enemy. As Feliks Dzigmski, head of the Cheka amblrevkommember, was
forced to acknowledge,

The PPS are developing rapid agitation for the rfeof Warsaw. Its
influence is still great among skilled, well-eamiworkers.... thousands of
men and women are being dispatched to dig trerjeimel§ to establish wire
obstacles... in the streets.

8 polish Institute, A.12.P.2/1, doc. 25, p. 71.

% TNA, FO 688/6, p. 61. At a meeting in Warsaw on AiBgust, 100,000 Poles pledged to support the
defence of the city, “...to the last gaspfanchester Guardignl6 August 1920, p. 7.

1 Polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 24, pp. 100-101

92 A, Litwin, (ed.), Tymczasowy Komitet Rewolucyjny PqléWarsaw, 1955), pp. 91-92.

9 Manchester Guardianl7 August 1920, p. 8.

% Polish Institute. A.12.P.2/2, doc. 24, p. 101;i$toInstitute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 36, p. 151.

% Polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 24, pp. 100-161E. Dzierynski, Izbrannye proizvedenijavol. 1,
(Moscow, 1977), vol. 1, p. 299.

% Ibid, pp. 298-299. The influential Polish Roman Cathdicurch also supported the Polish war effort,
sending appeals abroad to request assist&necgr Polski 6 August 1920.
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On 6 August 1920, the Polish Council of State Degéermirroring Soviet diplomatic

practice, issued an international proclamatiomé&Western Allies, warning,

If Polish freedom dies tomorrow yours will be thesaed. Think how the
fall of Poland may become the commencement of a mewld war.
Bolsheuvist victory on the Vistula threatens all \tées Europe: a new world
war hangs over the world like a storm cloud. Wagenations of the world,
humanity, justice and truth call you.... Not onlyrpbut also your future is
at stake today on the Vistuia.

The decisive blow took place on the 15-16 dsigPitsudski launched a flank attack,
which resulted in the virtual annihilation of thedRArmy in Poland® Poor coordination
of the Soviet advance allowed a gap to emerge legiviiee Soviet armies. The Polish
Marshal withdrew six of his most reliable divisigrganised them into “shock groups”
and advanced into the vacuum, driving a wedge tirothe Soviet rank¥. He later
recollected the ease with which the Polish Armyaabed and stated,

On the 16‘, | let loose the attack — if one can call it araek. Only the 21
Infantry Division came into action, and engaged anlight and easy
combat.... by the evening all Divisions had covenedl over 30 or more
kms towards the north.... It was like a dream.he T#' August came... |
spent the whole day motoring, seeking for traceb®fphantom enemy, and
endeavouring to discover troops, which | feaf®d.

An Official Polish Military Communiquéonfirmed that by 19 August, the Polish counter-
offensive was rapidly advancif@ Two days later the Polish Command reported,

We have retaken Brest-Litowsk. Our action in theection of Bielsk-
Biatystok is progressing. The engagements in tosef Lwéw (Lemberg)
are developing in our favour.... In the sector un@Gemmand of General
Sikorski, 10,000 prisoners, 33 guns and 112 mactimes have been taken
since the beginning of our operatidfi3.

Still, Chicherin attempted to gloss over @ge®n 24 August, he informed the Soviet
trade delegation in London that, “The Russo-UkemnArmy is ready for a new advance
when the moment is considered favourable. The Padidio communications about a great

victory belong to the domain of fablé® This was nothing more than wishful thinking. A

% polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 22, p. 87.

% See, J. PitsudskRok 1920 M.N. Tukhachevsky, “Pokhod za Vislu” in J. Pitskil Voina 1920 goda
(Moscow, 1992); M. Tarcaski, Bitwa Warszawska 13-28ugust 1920: dokumenty operacyj@/arsaw,
1996); A. ZamoyskiThe Battle for the MarchlandéNew York, 1981); N. Davies\Vhite Eagle, Red Star:
the Polish-Soviet War, 1919-2(,ondon, 2003), pp. 188-225; U. OlecWojna Polsko-Sowiecka 1919-
1921: materiaty do bibliografii{Warsaw, 1990), pp. 54-64.

% Polish Institute, KOL 24/107.

100 3. PitsudskiRok p. 126.

191 polish Institute, A.12.P.2/1, doc. 25, p. 86.

102 |pid, p. 88, the report was forwardedTtbe TimesDaily TelegraphMorning Post ReutersInternational
News ServicdJnited Press of AmericandDaily Chronicle

193 Manchester Guardiar26 August 1920, p, 4.
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large number of Soviet units had been driven olerRrussian border and disarm&H.

The losses suffered by the Red Army following thegtl® of Warsaw were extensive in
terms of both manpower and equipm®hitThe Red Army had been well and truly
defeated by the Poles. Pitsudski’s strategic pkahtieen fully implemented and the Polish
Army had imposed the first military defeat, by adign adversary, on the Soviet Russian

Republic.
2.2 Who was Responsible for the Polish Victory?

Responsibility for the Polish victory has bedaimed by, and accorded to, a number of
groups and individuals. In particular, the Alliedli#ry Mission, sent to Warsaw in July
1920, and the French General, Maxime Weygand, haen signaled out for praise by
contemporaries and historians of the war. For sth#rwas the planning, action and
leadership provided by the Polish General StaffjemnPitsudski, which drove the Red
Army from the Polish lands in the summer of 1920.

Praise for the Allied Mission in securing tRelish victory was first promulgated by its
diplomatic leader, Edgar D'’Aberndf® He asserted,

Had there been no mission, or had we been unsdot@ssestablishing
communication between Warsaw and Danzig, or aganh \we failed to
inspire the Polish Government with reliance on sbpport of the Western
Powers, | have little doubt that... the Polish Arngyjven back so far,
would have been incapable of serious resistancenapaotent to prevent the
Bolshevik troops from capturing Warsaw.

This interpretation has been taken up by laterohests, including Bryant Russell, who
argued that, “...the Anglo-French Mission did indg#ay a major role in the defeat of the

Bolsheviks before Warsaw®®

D’Abernon further singled out the role of @es Weygand as crucial to Polish
success, informing Curzon on 28 August 1920, that,

...great credit is due to the Polish commanders edased the plan, and to
General Weygand who improved it in many directiamsl who certainly
contributed vastly to its successful executionitheut General Weygand,

104 polish Institute, A.12.P.1/3, doc. 22, p. 88; Bllinstitute A.12.P.2/2, doc. 41, p. 165.

195 National Archives of Scotland, GD 193/327/64 (estd), p. 46 (hereafter NAS); Polish Institute,
A.12.P.2/1, doc, 25, p. 89; Polish Institute A.12/P, doc. 41, p. 165; TNA, FO 688/6, p. 81.

198 E_ D’Abernon, pp. 113-114.

107 bid, p. 122.

1% B Russell, “Lord D’Abernon, the Anglo-French Miss, and the Battle of Warsaw 1920”, Jahrbiicher
Fir Geschichte Osteuropagol. 38, (1990), p. 546.
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who insisted on the Poles adopting a definite alad sticking to it — and
who also introduced the novelty (for Poland) of tten orders to
commanders of troops — and vastly improved, if llenet create, a liaison
service between units, and without French officetrss most doubtful
whether success would have been attalfied.

This interpretation was supported by many contemmp@s and historians, including
Pitsudski’s opponents, who sought to discredit Badish Marshal and promote Allied
importance in the victory:® This was paradoxical, given the intransigence destrated
by the Allies and, in particular, Lloyd George assisting the Poles in any meaningful way
during the war. Without doubt, Weygand did carry auconsiderable amount of work,
organising the defences of Warsaw prior to theldydtelping to secure transport links and
war supplies, and reorganising the Polish Army cameh structuré* Indeed, in
recognition of his efforts, the French General wasrded Poland’s highest military medal

— the Vituri Militari.**?

Polish historians, in contrast, tend to stithat Weygand’s role was limited, unfamiliar
as he was with local Polish conditions and unacgadi with the morale of the Polish
troops™*® In a revealing account of the war, Zdzistaw Mukiaharted Weygand's own
presentation of events. Initially, the French Gahasserted that,

This is a purely Polish victory. The preliminaryesations were carried out
in accordance with Polish plans and by Polish gdaeMy task, like that of
the other officers of the French Mission, has obgéen to make certain
suggestions regarding the details of executtdn.

However, by the time he wrote his memoirs, firsblmhed in 1957, Weygand had
significantly increased the importance of his ovatef™ In reality, he was neither a

commander on the battlefield, nor the author o&Rdls military strategy.

This honour rested firmly with Pitsudski, whad devised the military strategy, and

commanded the Polish Army, which carried it outhe letter*® This was recognised by

19 TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 41, p. 64. For further detailse Pitsudski Institute, 23/4/1/1/25.

YMOrNA, FO 688/7, pp. 235-236; H. Nicolsofurzon: the last phase, 1919-1925, a study in p@st-
diplomacy (London, 1934), p. 206; H.J. Elcock, “Britain atlte Russo-Polish Frontier 1919-1921", in
Historical Journal,vol. 12, no. 1, (1969), p. 151.

11 35ee, M. Weygandviémoiresyol. 2, (Paris, 1957); B. Russell, pp. 539-546.

12 p_ Wandycz, “General Weygand and the Battle of3atat, inJournal of Central European Affairsol.
20, (1960), p. 365.

13 Culminating with Wandycz's “General Weygand anel Battle of Warsaw”.

1141 ondon lllustrated New£8 August 1920%'Information, 21 August 1920.

115 7. Musiatik, p. 96. Russell incorrectly arguedttn@ither D’Abernon nor Weygand ever claimed credit
for the Polish victory, B. Russell, p. 526. Theytbolearly did.

116 j6zef Pitsudski Institute, Kolekciji 23, no.1, (Bafter Pitsudski Institute).
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contemporary Polish and Allied observers, includidgneral Kazimierz Sosnkowski. An

active participant in the battle, he recollectedttH...the super-human efforts of the
Commander-in-Chief, his brilliant conduct of thengaaign together with perfect

manoeuvering led to a final triumph*’ Douglas Savory, MP, recorded that, “The
masterly turning manoeuvre which outflanked thedrarss, was exclusively the idea of the
Marshal himself seconded by General SikorsK”. Even D’Abernon was forced to
acknowledge that Pitsudski, as Head of State anchrtander-in-Chief of the Polish

Army, “...has immense authority here and a grekimwledge of local conditions than
anybody”!'® Pitsudski’s utilisation of these dual roles, emabhim to direct, guide and

lead the Polish state, assisted by his commani] dtafng the decisive battle. He, himself,
vehemently denied receiving any concrete Alliedistasce from either the Military

Mission or General Weygand, stating,

As regards military questions... | was not disposedubmit to any [Allied]
dictation.... | offered to share command with Generétygand. He
refused, saying with great justice and good sehaé the Command of
troops so rapidly formed as ours, of whose valu that of their leader he
knew nothing would be too difficult and indeed inspible for him, since he
would not know what he could ask of his soldietsvas for this reason that
he confined himself to expressing theoretical judgta and, at least so far
as | was concerned, abstained from exercising lipbtast pressure on my
orders and decisions whatsoever they wete.

Finally, however, credit for the victory mus¢ accorded to the Polish population,
which, consumed by patriotic fervour, rallied te tdefence of the nation. Tukhachevsky
later claimed that, “All the verbiage about the &er@ng of national sentiment in the
Polish working class in connection with our offesmsis merely due to our defedf® This
is entirely incorrect. The Polish Marshal was mugétter acquainted with Polish
sentiment, when he reported that, “...the Sovieblgion could never get beyond the
bayonet-point, because it had no real influencéiwiPoland™*? Even Lenin was forced
to acknowledge this truth. At thd"@\ll-Russian Conference of RKP(b), on 22 September
1920, the Soviet leader recalled a statement oPthlissh delegation in Minsk that, “We

know that it was not the Entente that saved WammadvPoland; it was unable to save us. It

173, Pitsudskiyear 1920p. vii.
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was the upsurge of patriotism that saved us”, thvhenin added, “Such lessons are not

to be forgotten™?®

2.3 Reasons for the Soviet Defeat and Reaction

The statesmen and military leaders of thee@aegime were deeply shocked by events
at Warsaw. So confident were they of success thasphad already been made to transfer
the Polrevkomto the Polish capital to take over the reins o tiew socialist Polish
State'?* The prestige of the world’s first socialist armysvshattered by the defeat. The
immediate response of many was to relaunch a Smoenter-offensive. Trotsky
recorded, “I found Moscow favouring a second Poliéar. Now even Rykov went over to
the other camp. ‘Once started’, he was saying,nwst carry it through to the end® As
noted by arOfficial Polish Military Communiquéon 31 August, the Soviets went so far as
to order a general mobilisation for 18 to 50 yddsd’® The Western Front Command also
favoured continuing the war. Trotsky recollected,

| found the headquarters at the front in favouambther war. But there was
no conviction there; it was simply a reflectiontbe attitude in Moscow.
The lower | went on the military ladder — from armg to a division, a
regir?gnt, a company — the more | realised the isipdgy of an offensive
war.

He subsequently urged Lenin to reject a reneweehsffe'*® So great was his concern,

that if the Politburo voted to proceed with the war, he would refusestbmit to its
decision and appeal directly to RKP(b) memBét®reviously, Lenin had asserted, “If we
have to wage a winter campaign we shall win, despihaustion and fatigue. There can be
no doubt on that scoré®® However, following Trotsky’s assessment, the Soieader
agreed that to continue the offensive would posgrave risk to the security of the

regime3! ThePolitburo resolved to sue for an immediate peke.

123y.1. Lenin, Polnoe sobraniie sochineniiol. 41, p. 284, (hereaft&SS3.
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125 D. Trotsky,Moia zhizn’: opyt avtobiografiiyol. 2, (Berlin, 1990), p. 193.
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Ironically, both the Polish Government andlisbo delegation at Minsk entirely

misunderstood the real debate taking place withim $oviet leadership® The Polish
diplomat, tukasiewicz, informed Rumbold in Septemb@20,

There were... two parties in Russia, which were alsptally matched.
There was the party of Lenin, which desired peheeause it thought that
the Bolshevik principles, in which it sincerely ie®es, could be best spread
by means of peaceful penetration.... But the paftylrotsky was quite
diffferent; it was not interested so much in theesgl of Bolshevik ideals as
in the perpetuation of the present régime in Ryssid the only means of
doing so, in its opinion, was to keep on fightirig.

Thus, although the Poles were aware of Soviet dégagent surrounding the continuation
of the war, they were entirely incorrect in theimgng of Lenin and Trotsky at the head of

each group. The reverse was the reality.

Publicly, the Soviets launched a propagandansive to gloss over the defeat. The
regime asserted that the overwhelming military éon€ theEntentewas responsible for the
result’® In an article composed on 10 September 1920 Jemftitve are stronger than we
were Trotsky publicly asserted, “We have dealt theaRdl of the gentry a mighty blow.
And today we feel more capable than ever befordealing a second blow, mightier than
the first’!*® This was blatantly untrue. Ifthe Polish Gentry Do Not Want Peade
changed tack, declaring that the Soviet drive hacteeded in compelling the Polish
Government to make peat®.Publicly, Lenin, too, maintained this facade, imfing the
9™ All-Russian Conference of the RKP(b) on 22 Sepenil®20, “...we have never been
and are not far from victory over Poland® He maintained that the Battle of Warsaw had,

...a profound effect on the revolutionary movemi@nEurope, particularly
in Britain... We have succeeded in influencing Bréish proletariat and in
raising the movement there to an unprecedented levan absolutely new
stage of the revolutiott’
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independent observers in, Russia following the @&td&Revolution and during the war.
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If the Red Army had been victorious, he argued thatentire Versailles system would

have been irrevocably overthrowf!.

Privately, however, the Soviet authoritiesognised the devastating catastrophe which
had befallen the international socialist moveméntis secret speech in September 1920,
recently opened by the Russian archives and newended for publication, Lenin
acknowledged that the Battle of Warsaw had beerajmturning point not only in the
Polish-Soviet War, but also for the entire worttiCrucially, for the first time, he admitted
that the Polish workers did not desire a sociadisblution, the likelihood of which he had
consistently overestimated throughout the war, thatl contrary to all Marxist teachings,
the Soviet regime had authorised the use of theeSawlitary to overthrow the existing
Polish state. Lenin admitted,

As far as we were able to probe with a bayonetdaginess of Poland for
social revolution, we must say that this readingas slight.... We did not

really manage to test the true mood of the prdktanasses among either
farm labourers or the industrial proletarit.

Accordingly, an error had been made, resulting igigantic, previously unheard of,
defeat*® Lenin argued that,

...a mistake has undoubtedly been committed; afterwe had victory in
hand and we let it slip.... The mistake clearlg kabe either in policy or in
the strategy of war.... Perhaps the mistake wdisiqad, perhaps it was
strategic as well... | will state now that the €@ahCommittee analysed this
question and left it opef*

Significantly, no mention was made of Trotsky’s Htsuabout the Red Army crossing the
ethnographic Polish border in late July 1920. QYedhe Soviet leader wished to avoid
any responsibility for insisting on tHolitburo support for this action. Instead, he deemed

that the question of mistaken Soviet policy wougddecided by historiar§>

Soviet and much Western historiography hanex dittle light on the principal reasons
for the Soviet defedf?® Fiddick argued that Russia’s retreat may have lmesued to

allow the reestablishment of Soviet diplomatic tielas with the West and the replacement

140 pid, p. 324.
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of War Communism with the New Economic Policy dotiwadly.**’ In this, he entirely

misread the situation. If the Red Army had beencessful in spreading socialist
revolution to the industrial countries of Westernr@pe, there would have been no
guestion of retreating. The subsequent introductdrNEP and the establishment of
diplomatic relations with the West were aseault of the Red Army defeat at Warsamgt

the reason for that defeat

Accounts by Red Army participants also oftaihto enlighten the readé?® A culture
of blame developed around the question, as eadinkggarticipant sought to remove
personal responsibility for the catastrophic restiare of the potential internal conflict
within the RKP(b), Lenin avoided fanning the flam@sdiscontent by refusing to place
blame on individuals for the Soviet defé&tHis colleagues were not as restrained. Stalin
was criticised for moving the Red Army’s left flamdwards Lwow and for its failure to
support the drive on Warsaw’ Semen Budennyi was singled out for condemnatibn.
Trotsky, too, received criticism for his rof¥. The Soviet Commander-in-Chief, S.S.
Kamenev, came under fire for vacillating betweemdbemands of Tukhachevsky and those
of Egorov and Stalin®® Finally, the finger was pointed at Tukhachev&iironically,

only Lenin, the instigator of the Red Army advaitduly 1920, avoided condemnation.

Did the Soviet mistake lie in the sphere odlitary strategy or in the formulation of
Soviet policy towards Poland? Tukhachevsky himsalknowledged that the Soviet

authorities had made, “..errors in our strategicahsideration®> The strategy of
directing troops in three separate directions, marest to reach Germany, west to take
Warsaw, and south-west into Eastern Galicia, has keverely criticisetf® This dispersal

of Soviet forces hampered Red Army communicatiomsr go and during the battle. A
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poor supply system and troop desertion compounteddifficulties’®’ Tukhachevsky

asserted that, “The essential cause of our defaatimsufficient technical preparation of
troop commanders”, whilst at the "L @\lI-Russian Congress of RKP(b) in March 1921,
Lenin admitted that, in part, it “...was due to tfext that we had overestimated the
superiority of our forces*®® Finally, lack of coordination between the forcel lby
Tukhachevsky towards Warsaw and the Red Army’sflefik (12" Army and Budennyi's
1% Cavalry Army), commanded by Egorov and superviggdStalin, allowed a gap to
develop™® This was a direct result of Lenin’s order that sloeith-west sector establish a
revolutionary bridge to Southern Europe, especiatlyHungary, Czechoslovakia and
Romania:® Pitsudski wasted no time in driving a wedge betwéee two Soviet fronts

and destroying their communication and supply lines

These military mistakes were, however, commgea by critical errors in misguided
Soviet policy. The primary reason for the Soviefedé in August 1920 was the failure of
the long-anticipated Polish revolution to matesaliand the active participation of the
Polish population in defending the nation agaihst Red Army invaders. In June 1920,
Lenin acknowledged that,

The most dangerous thing in a war... is to underthée enemy and to
reassure ourselves with the thought that we arettiomger. That is a most
dangerous thing, which may lead to defeat in the Wwas the worst feature
in the Russian charact&Y.

Six weeks later, the Soviet regime and Lenin faitedheed this warning by fatally
underestimating the Poles. They sincerely believedonly that the demoralised Polish
Army would prove entirely incapable of resistinge tBoviet advance, but that the Polish
workers and peasants would welcome the Red Armylilesators from bourgeois

oppression. The reverse was the reality.

Firstly, Polish resistance, fired by natiasiabentiment, intensified the closer the Red
Army approached to the capital. As Lenin acknowél]d'...the tide turned.... the Polish
troops, supported by a wave of patriotism in Warsamd with a feeling that they were
now on their own soil, found encouragement and eshfropportunity to advanc&®

Secondly, and of absolutely decisive importancetf@ outcome of the battle, was the
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failure of socialist revolution to take root in Botl, despite the best efforts of both Soviet

propaganda and thieolrevkom Communist ideology failed to inspire the vast ony of
the Polish populatioff® Dzierzynski's insistence on drafting large numbers of Ciekio
support thePolrevkom suggests that he, too, questioned the poteptiakfolution among

Polish workers and peasants, prior to August 1920.

Marchlewski blamed the late organisation hed Polrevkom its promulgation of too
radical a programme, and the failure of Polish camists to inspire and direct the
workers, for the failure of the Polish revolutitiiMany communists failed to return to the
country from Russia and the KPRP proved ineffectBtiikes organised by the KPRP and
Jewish Bund failed to attract support, efforts stablish Polish Units in the Red Army

collapsed and many communists were arrested biydhsh authoritie$®®

In reality, for the majority of Poles the Rédmy was indistinguishable from the
traditional invading armies of Tsarist Russia, bent subjugating their reestablished
nation. Polish patriotism strengthened, regardédssocial class. At best, theolrevkom
reported, “...the peasants regard the war indiffityeand avoid mobilisation*®® At worst,
the workers, the Soviets intended target leadethePolish revolution, failed to respond
to communist propaganda. According to E.N. Sergéewur information agencies had
been too optimistic as regards the state of affairBoland”*®’ As Rumbold observed,
“...even when the Bolshevik forces were at the \dogrs of Warsaw there was no sign of

a communist movement in this towt®

Ultimately, the old adage that opinions carovp stronger than armies was
demonstrated by the Polish-Soviet War. As Trotskg Worced to acknowledge,

Where the action of armies is measured by dayswaeks, the movement
of people is usually reckoned in months and yeHrshis difference in
tempo is not taken fully into account, the gearsvaf will only break the
teeth of the revolutionary gears, instead of sgttirem in motion. At any
rate, that is what happened in... the Polish War.
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As he had suspected, the Red Army could not be tesémlinch a revolution in Poland.

Marx decreed it mandatory that the establishmesbofalist revolution be the work of the
local population itself. The Soviet Russian regipaéd a heavy price in August 1920, for

ignoring this socialist ideological dictum.
3. International Revolution
3.1 Was International Revolution Possible?

Throughout the Polish-Soviet War, the dedibe establish international socialist
revolution dominated Soviet ideology and the cotierc of the Soviet leadership that this
was not only possible, but was immediately achigsjatbirectly influenced their conduct

during the conflict. How realistic, then, was tbigjective?

As Marxists, the Soviet leaders sincerelydweld that the October Revolution of 1917
would ignite the spark of revolution in more indimty advanced countries and on 26
December that year, awarded two million roublesthe NKID to assist left-wing,
internationalist labour movements across the wirlthis end.® With the conclusion of
the Great War in late 1918, it appeared to many ttie international tide was turning in
the Soviets’ favour. As D’Abernon noted, ‘tircumstances were particularly favourable
to revolution. The minds of men were so weakenethbyerrific strain of the years of war
that they had become a ready prey to any subvedsigtrine.... Bolshevism... was still a
gospel of hope*’* Following the Red Army drive westwards, by Decemb@18, Soviet
Republics had been established in Latvia, Estamialathuania. Civil war had broken out
in Finland, Germany was facing a power vacuum, e was occupied by February
191912 The previous month, a radical left-wing regime,dem Kurt Eisner, was
proclaimed in Bavaria and Workers’ and Soldiers’'u@als emerged throughout the
German Staté’®

The year 1919 witnessed the pinnacle of comshwptimism. This was not without

foundation. In January 1919, the Red Army occudade areas of both Latvia and

170 3. DegrasSoviet Documents on Foreign Policy, 1917-2d. 1, (London, 1951), p. 22.

1E. D'Abernon, p. 12.

172 3, DegrasSoviet Documentp. 129; M.K. Dziewanowski, “Joseph Pitsudski, Belshevik Revolution

and Eastern Europe” ifihe Polish Reviewol. 14, no. 4, (1969), p. 16.

173 7. Uldricks, Diplomacy and Ideology: the origins of Soviet fgrerelations, 1917-193qLondon, 1979),

p. 60; L.D. Trotsky,The First Five Years of the Communist International. 1, (London, 1973-1974), p.
62.



196
Lithuania, including the cities of Riga and Wilramd a Spartacist Uprising, a spontaneous

workers’” movement, which aimed to overthrow the r@@m Socialist Government and
later attracted communists, took place in BeffhUnrest, as a result of war-weariness,
hunger and shortages, spread throughout the Adleahtries and waves of strikes took
place in France, ltaly and Brital® According to a BritishReport (Political and
Economic) of the Committee to collect Informatiam Russia compiled in May 1920,
“The outbreak of the revolutions in Germany and tAhasHungary inspired in them [the
Soviet leaders] the belief that revolutions woultchrsly take place in Great Britain and
France™’® On 27 February, the Lithuanian and Belorussiani€sd®epublics united to
create the Soviet Socialist Republics of Lithueama Belorussial{tbel) and on 21 March
1919, a Hungarian Soviet Republic, led by Béla Kuas established.

This revolutionary upsurge induced the Sowiegime to establish the Third
Communist InternationalQominterr) in Moscow, the principal task of which was tophel
establish Communist parties abroad and to diredtlead the developing insurrectiors.
Euphoric optimism led Trotsky to write on 5 Augd$t19 that, “In Poland, as it appeared,
the revolution was developing at a rapid pac8”By November 1919, Lenin felt
sufficiently confident to argue that, “The victoo§ Soviet power throughout the world is

assured. It is only a question of tinTé®.

This positive outlook continued in Soviet Biasduring the first half of 1920. One
month before the Polish offensive towards Kiev, iberstated, “...never has the
international position of the Soviet Republic besnfavourable and as triumphant as it is
now”.*®° Confidence in the emergence of a Polish revolutipmid-1920 was displayed in
a speech given by the Soviet leader to Moscow werked Red Army men on 13 May
1920, in which he unequivocally stated, “We... khthat the Polish proletariat, together
with the proletariat of Lithuania and Byelorussiall see to it that the Polish bourgeoisie
and nobility are driven out of the countrd* This conviction led the Soviet regime to

endorse the establishment of fh@revkomtwo months later.
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Belief in the future Polish socialist revatut was shared by Tukhachevsky. Even after
the Soviet defeat, he remained convinced of Palisth European revolutionary potential,
reporting to the Moscow Military Academy in 1923Nhat was the condition of the
proletariat in Western Europe? Was it prepared réaolution?.... the answer to this
question was definitely in the affirmativé® He further asserted,

The situation in Poland was favourable to revolutid powerful movement
among the proletariat, and a no less threateningement among the
agricultural workers, were placing the Polish baaigie in an extremely
awkward position... all our experience in the pafrtPoland we occupied
was entirely in favour of the socialist offensiveadashowed general
readiness to support'ft®

In response Pitsudski remarked,

...in his [Tukhachevsky’s] imagination, there wastate of class tension in
Poland which was reflected in a general simmering ferment of unrest
among the population... such contradictions, saextly opposed to the
“réalité des choses” could be reconciled only mhind of a doctrinairé®

In reality, the revolutionary upsurge had alreanlygl since passed in much of Europe by
the time the Soviets crossed the ethnographictiPbbisder in July 1920.

3.2 The Failure of International Revolution

As early as 5 August 1919, Trotsky had ackedged privately to the CC RKP(b)
that, “...the European revolution appears to haithdrawn into the background®
January 1919 had witnessed the brutal suppressidineoSpartacist Uprising in Berlin,
resulting in the murder of the German CommunistyP@€PD) leaders Rosa Luxemburg
and Karl Liebknecht. The Bavarian Soviet Repubdistéd only six weeks, before being
overthrown by Freikorps and Reichswehr units. Irsthia, the revolutionary upsurge of
the summer was quickly extinguished, and Kun's Huran Soviet Republic fell in

August 1919. The communist governments hastilybéisteed in the Baltic states during
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the winter of 1918-1919 crumbled by mid-19%®In Italy, Antonio Gramsci's efforts to

establish a socialist “United Front” against fastisnded in failure. In the United States of
America, in 1919, the Socialist Party under DadielLeon was persecuted and the long

anticipated British and French revolutions failedrtaterialise.

The tide of public opinion, worldwide, hackatly rejected socialist revolution. With
the establishment of an apparently durable peac¥esailles, the European nations
increasingly turned their back on international e¢gms, focusing attention on domestic
issues. TheComintern proved ineffective in uniting and directing the amational
movement. As Lenin was forced to concede in Decerh®&9,

...from the point of view of the speed of the dewpehent [of world
revolution], we have endured an exceptionally diffi period; we have seen
for ourselves that the revolution’s developmeniniore advanced countries
has proved to be considerably slower, considerafigre difficult,
considerably more complicated.

This dramatic shift in international opinion wasngeniently overlooked by the Soviet
leaders and failed to shake their confidence iol&l revolution, with fatal consequences
in August 192028

4. Conclusion

The Allied Powers, in turn, were deeply shextlat the change of everf8.They
misunderstood both the intention and ability of Bmviet regime to launch an offensive
into Poland and had underestimated the capabitity determination of the Polish Army
and nation to defend their state from foreign aggjan during the summer of 1920. For
their part, the Allies had failed to provide anynceete assistance to the Poles, despite
promises to this effect. Indeed, this culminatethwhe British Prime Minister, desirous of
reestablishing British-Russian trade relations,oenaging the Poles to accept humiliating
peace terms at the beginning of August 152 hose Allied statesmen based in Poland
were not, however, slow to acknowledge the gregnificance of the Polish victory.

Rumbold informed the British Foreign Secretary dnA2igust,

186 Estonia gained its independence in February 18itBel collapsed in April, in part due to the Polish
offensive, and the Latvian Soviet Republic fell May, R. Service,Lenin: a political life, vol. 3,
(Basingstoke, 1995), p. 103.

187y/.1. Lenin, PSS vol. 39, p. 388

188 | enin failed to heed the concerns of Trotsky, Baiéski, Marchlewski and Radek regarding the
likelihood of revolution in Poland in late summe2D, I.I. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 107, pp. 179-180

189 N Davies White Eagle pp. 220-225.

199 TNA, FO 688/6, p. 47.



199

In my view the issue at stake was nothing less tienfinal ruin and
probable disappearance of Poland... a great deahxéty has incidentally
been removed from the shoulders of the allied sta¢s.... Once again the
flood of barbarism which threatened to overwhelnmt€# Europe has been
rolled back'*

The diplomatic leader of the Allied Military Missiorecorded that it had been a privilege
to take part in this episode, in which reality sao dutran expectatiori? Nevertheless, the
Western Allies could claim no plaudits for the Bhblivictory: credit was due to the

exertions of the Polish civilian population anditaily forces alone.

For Soviet Russia, the Battle of Warsaw sigdifa devastating defeat for the new
regime, which it was unable to either forgive omgiet!®® It also marked a turning point in
Soviet ideology as the state increasingly begadirtect its resources towards its internal
consolidation. The focus became, very assuredlyaid looking. The spread of
international revolution, that driving Soviet oljee throughout the war, receded

temporarily, into the background.

For the Polish Republic, victory over the Redy at the gates of Warsaw secured the
independence of the state, removed the threaterstallation of a puppet Soviet regime
and laid the foundation of Polish-Soviet relatidios the next 25 years. It secured,
furthermore, the European continent from the orggiaof Soviet forces until the outbreak
of World War Two. A Soviet victory, as noted by lienwould have shattered the
international system established by the Allieshat Paris Peace Conferert¢éThe Battle
of Warsaw was, indeed,

...a battle no less decisive than Sedan and theeMiarits influence on the
culture of the world, on its science, religion guuditical development.... had
the Soviet forces overcome Polish resistance anotucad Warsaw,
Bolshevism would have spread throughout Centrabpeirand might well
have penetrated the whole contin&fit.

The stage was set for the concluding chapter oPthissh-Soviet War. At last, diplomacy

was to have its day.
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19p_ stachuraPoland between the Wars, 1918-19@&singstoke, 1998), p. 47.
1943, DegrasSoviet Document. 218.

195E. D’Abernon, pp. 7-9.
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Chapter 6: The Treaty of Riga

1. Introduction

The Polish-Soviet War advanced along its wwsthblished path from mid-August
1920, when military action on the battlefield was@mpanied by the pursuit of diplomatic
discussion at the negotiating table. Pitsudski'tackt, launched on 16 August, was
followed the next day by the opening of peace talkdVlinsk. The discussions were,

however, stillborn.

Both camps were intent on awaiting a favolgrabilitary outcome to ensure that the
peace would be negotiated from a position of stteh’Abernon reported to Curzon on
23 August 1920, that he had been informed by cegtsoldiers of the #6Soviet Division
that,

It was common talk in the Army that the Minsk Caefece was not serious,
but had only been arranged to pacify BErgenteand to impress the political
parties in England with the Bolsheviks good intens. The whole Army
understood that no peace was intended before Warsaveaptured.

That this policy was indeed pursued by the Sowgime can be clearly observed in a
recently published archive document. On 17 Aug@0]1 Chicherin suggested to Lenin

the feasibility of protracting negotiations wittetRoles, remarking,

The change in the situation at Warsaw... leaves imsklionly two
alternatives... 1) we can send an ultimatum with dededor an immediate
signing of a peace and afterwards we can refuseatoit up, 2) or we can go
to protracted negotiations, drawn out by the PolEse first path places us in
the odious position of razing the negotiations he ground. Although an
ultimatum would have the aim of soon concludingeage, the wide masses
would only understand that we broke off the nedgioties. With the new
situation our main aim must be our agitationaluafice in the West... with
long drawn out negotiations the situation becomeeerflexible’

As a result, no questions were satisfactorily sétih the official discussions held between
the Polish and Soviet delegations in the Belorumssity from 17 August until 2 September
1920.

Minsk had been carefully chosen by the Saaighorities as the location for the peace

conference which they were so keen to prolong. d&idy was this the headquarters of

! polish Institute and Sikorski Museum, A.12.P.H@&c. 8, p. 16 (hereafter Polish Institute).

2 The National Archives, FO 688/7, p. 273 (heredfidA).

% 1.1. Kostiushko,Pol’sko-Sovetskaia voina 1919-1920: ranee ne ofoblinnye dokumenty i materiaiyol.
1, (Moscow, 1994), doc. 123, pp. 196-197.
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M.N. Tukhachevsky, but it was also a most unsugabpot at which to conduct

negotiations. It was, according to one member of #illied Military Mission,
“...iInaccessible by telegraph or radio. Messages meeem to get through, cars are
stopped by broken bridges, while messengers, \wighnbw uncertain moving front, are

more likely to be shot than to arrive at their destton”.*

In an attempt to dishearten the Polish deiegathereby making them more amenable
to the Soviet peace terms, and to prevent them figsoovering the outcome of the
military campaign, the Soviet regime practicallypiisoned the delegates in their lodgings
and prevented them from communicating by radio Wit Warsaw Government. The
accommodation provided was extremely uncomfortabkes one Polish delegate,
Stanistaw Grabski, later recorded,

The Bolshevik authorities did not make the Polisledation’s path easy. We
only arrived at Minsk on the third day, when th&egat of the Soviet armies
had already begun. Everything possible was dordweent us learning the
result of the battle. We were accommodated in as@owith a garden

surrounded by a high board-fence. Outside wereissnivho did not allow

the local population to come into the least contaith us. We were not
allowed to go into the town. We were “de facto”eimted. The Russian
newspapers which reached Minsk contained no was rae\all®

This account was confirmed by a report oh&i Eustachy Sapieha, Polish Minister
for Foreign Affairs, on 31 August 1920, which rented close observation by the Soviet
authorities and the imposing of severe regulationsidding the Polish delegation from
circulating without an armed escdrindeed, the previous day, Sapieha had radioed
Chicherin directly to complain about this “intoleta situation™ Crucially, it now appears
that this was not the work of the local Soviet auiies, but was instead directed by the
Russian leadership itself. Trotsky, as Soviet Cossan for War, was personally involved
in the decision and, on 19 August, sent a noteTtoSmilga and Chicherin regarding the

condition of the delegation at Minsk, in which heegtioned, “Is it impossible to

*TNA, FO 688/7, pp. 262-263, reported by Edgar DeAion to the British Foreign Office, 20 August 1920

® Rumbold noted, “...twenty persons were confined ihoaise which had no canalisation. The food was
bad”, TNA, FO 417/9/44, p. 65.

5 S. GrabskiThe Polish-Soviet Fron{London, 1943), p. 24. For further details of tlemditions facing the
Polish delegation in Minsk from 23 August-2 Septembee, Pitsudski Institute 23/4/1/1/33 a-d; TNA F
417/9/52, pp. 74-76; TNA, FO 417/9/56, pp. 80-81Ddbski, Pokoj Ryski: Wspomnienia. Pertraktacje.
Tajne uktady z Joffem. Listfvarsaw, 1931), pp. 53-60.

" Polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 43, p. 170, $pecial permission indicating the streets to besg@swas
necessary.... All relations with private personsevarohibited”.

8 Ibid, pp. 170-171.
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accommodate [the Polish delegation] in the town Bndurround it with a sharp fence

around a well-known square, prohibiting them fr@aving...?®

Despite the Polish delegation having tak@orgable wireless transmitter with them to
Minsk to facilitate continuous communication witetr Government, they reported that,
“...at the hours appointed for our talks “atmosph&riavariably caused such disturbances
as to make communication impossibt&”. On 22 August, in response to Sapieha’s
communication, Chicherin informed the Polish Foneliginister that,

We are not responsible for the quality of your v&ss apparatus and state
that all telegrams which the Polish Government senMoscow for your
delegation and the latter's telegrams to the PoB&lvernment have been
transmitted without dela/:

In this, Chicherin was disingenuous. On 17gést, Danishevskii admitted that the
Polish delegation could not communicate with Warsaw the rest of the world due to the
Bolshevik wireless station’s policy of deliberatetyerfering with their communication
channelg? Indeed, the opening of Russian archives revealsah 21 August, Chicherin
himself demanded that the radio-transmitter ofRbtish delegation be sealed {ign this
instance, it was again a leading Soviet statesmam was directly responsible for the

policy of consciously isolating the Polish delegas the Battle of Warsaw continuéd.
2. The Minsk Negotiations
2.1 Soviet Peace Terms and Reaction
As a result, the diplomatic initiative at Mkrested primarily with the Soviet Russian-
Ukrainian delegation, which submitted its peacegopsails to the Poles at the first plenary

session on 17 August.The continued optimism of the Soviet regime inphssibility of a

Red Army victory at Warsaw was reflected in therextely severe fifteen-point proposal

%1.1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 128, p. 201, notieatf “V.1. Lenin was in agreement with this”.

10's. Grabski, p. 24.

1 TNA, FO 688/2/10, p. 128; Polish Institute, A.12R, doc. 37, p. 155.

2TNA, FO 688/2/10, p. 127; Polish Institute, A.12R, doc. 39, p. 161.

131.1. Kostiushko, vol. 1, doc. 128, p. 201.

1 The Polish delegation only learned of the reveddaiortunes on the battlefield on 21 August, when
Polish wireless operator, “...succeeded in catcparg of a war communiqué broadcast from WarsavamF
it we learnt that the Bolsheviks were in full rette S. Grabski, p. 24.

15 For the full text see, J. dbski, pp. 48-53; V. Kluchnikov & A. Sabanidezhdunarodnaia politika
noveishev vremeni v dogovorakh, notakh i dekleaatsi(Moscow, 1928), vol. 3, part 1, p. 47. For detait
the delegations membership, see TNA, 688/2/102p, The Soviet terms were announced by Moscow radio
on 21 August, TNA, FO 417/9/36, pp. 55-56.
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it laid before the Polish delegation. The firstelirconditions initially appeared to be both

diplomatic and conciliatory, promising that the Bias and Ukrainian Soviet Republics
recognised the independence of the Polish Repuhhkt,they would not demand payment
of an indemnity and designating Poland’s eastaemtier as the line fixed by Curzon on 11
July. In addition, Poland would be awarded dissrict the east of Biatystok and Khoth.
The following five terms aimed, however, at the uettbn, indeed almost complete
annihilation, of the Polish Armed Forces, demandirag,

... 4) Poland will demobilise her army to 50,000 mieor the maintenance of

order a citizens’ militia of workmen will be formed

5) The above demobilisation is to take place withire month from the date

of signing of the Peace Treaty.

6) Poland retains enough arms and war materiatHerabove-mentioned

army; the remainder will be handed over within onenth to Soviet Russia

and Soviet Ukraine....

7) Poland will cease to manufacture arms and watemah Munitions

factories are to be demobilised.

8) Poland undertakes not to allow the passage ghrber territories of men,

horses and war material for states which are leostiRussia and Ukrairté.
Military operations were to cease 72 hours afterdigning of the armistice and a neutral
zone between the states measuringvBfsty was to be created. The proposed peace
envisaged that the combined Russian and Ukraioigre$ would, at 200,000 men, number
four times the Polish Arm}? Furthermore, the Polish Government was to undertak
return all material taken from Soviet territory fiwgrly occupied by the Poles, repair all
bridges and give land to the families of Polishzeits killed or wounded during the
Polish-Soviet Wat? Free transit of goods through Poland was to berdadato Soviet
Russia and Ukraine, the railway line Wolkowsk-Bgdbk-Grajevo placed at their disposal

and Poland was to grant complete amnesty t& all.

Unsurprisingly, though ironically, the headl the Soviet delegation was keen to
present these terms as both reasonable and gendmows interview given to the
Manchester GuardignDanishevskii argued that the Soviet authoritiesl mo wish to

interfere in Poland’s internal affairs or to dietdh any way their form of governmefit.

8 TNA, FO 417/9/36, p. 55.

7 Ibid.

18 |bid, p. 56.

19 |bid. The last condition was clearly a propagantve, designed at securing Polish support for thee$
regime.

20 |bid. These terms were based on: Articles 1, 2,3, 14 and 16 of the draRVSRproposal of 30 July;
Articles 22-23 of theNarkomindelproposal of the same date, and on Articles 10811 and 25 of the draft
peace treaty from 12 August 1920, I.I. Kostiushka, 2, doc. 123, p. 197.

1 Manchester Guardian18 August 1920, p. 7. However, the formation bé Polrevkom directly
contradicted this assertion.
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When asked if the Soviet demand to arm the Polishkers could be interpreted as

interfering in the domestic life of Poland, Danig$ldi replied,

By no means. It means, and actually is, a concesst an interference. We
have two alternatives: disarm Poland or leave ammshe hands of the

workers, who we may trust will never use them agfalRussia.... As a
matter of fact, our proposal increases, not dirhiess the armed forces of
Poland??

Moreover, when the Soviet diplomat was askedvfas intended to be a dictated peace, he
responded,

No, not at all.... We are ready to listen to the $toldelegates. We are
sincerely determined that this conference showld l® peace. There is not
going to be any dictation, and no condition is nteesan ultimatum. Our
only aim is to secure our own safety from Poliskgragsion.... All the talk
about our desire to secure a way for our army igesbnsensé’>
Adolph Joffe supported this interpretation on 14t8mber 1920, when he informed the
Latvian newspapdratwijas Kareiwis that the Soviet Republic did not consider hercpea

conditions as categoric&l.

A less diplomatic indication of the Sovietwi of the negotiations can, however, be
observed in an order, posted on the streets of My M.N. Tukhachevsky, Soviet
Western Front Commander, on 20 August. In this ipabbn, the Polish delegation was
denounced as being, “...composed exclusively ofsspind counter-espionage agents”,
whose sole objective was “...to utilise its positfon the purposes of espionag8’On 23
August, Chicherin was forced to state that, “Insgltpranks of such a kind create an
atmosphere in which negotiations are completelyossfble... it is necessary to abstain
from tricks”2® Even thePolitburo, Soviet Russia’s highest decision-making bodyt, tfes
need to condemn this blatant propaganda move asydfse than a tactless order,
undermining the policies of the party and governtheand ordered th&VSRto repeal it
immediately?’

What then was the Polish reaction to the &opeace terms? The vast majority of

Poles were horrified at the Soviet communicatioocdding to Stanistaw Grabski, the

%2 |bid.

2 bid. In truth, spreading socialist revolutionttee West was the principal Soviet objective dutimg entire

Polish-Soviet campaign.

24 TNA, FO 688/8, p. 223.

2 3. Grabski, p. 25.

26 I.I. Kostiushko, vol. 2, doc. 135, pp. 207-208. €t@rin had, himself, used trickery to encourageshol
isolation, notably by preventing Polish telegranesn processed but, in this instance, the order twas
obviously undiplomatic and threatened Soviet digagntoo overtly for Chicherin to let it pass uncenes!.

" |bid. See, V.1. LeninBiograficheskaia khronikavol. 9, (Moscow, 1979), p. 210.



205
...would have made Poland intpodtical vassal of the Soviet

Soviet draft peace,
Union”.?® In defining their own demands for the negotiatjoih® Poles had attempted to
demonstrate moderatién.On 19 August, Jan dbski, Deputy Minister for Foreign
Affairs, had informed the conference that, guidedtlioe desire to secure a “...lasting,
equitable and democratic peace”, the fundamentadliions of peace presented by the
Poles was simply the assurance of the independandeintegrity of Poland without
interference in her internal affaif$.

Upon learning of the Red Army defeat at tladtlB of Warsaw, the Polish delegation
wasted no time in categorically rejecting the Sopieace terms at the third meeting of the
Minsk conference on 25 August 19%0All fifteen Soviet demands were refus&dlan
Dabski, head of the Polish delegation, opened prangedby condemning the Soviet
Government's three-fold objective. He argued that $oviets aimed to: reduce the Polish
Armed Forces, thereby preventing Poland from defentierself against a future attack;
obtain special rights enabling the Soviet regimimterfere in the internal legislation of the
Polish Republic, and to take upon itself the rdlspecial protector of the Polish working
class against the StateAs a result, he declared,

It is evident that these conditions are not dictdiyg peaceful designs, but are
the result of an imperialistic spirit.... Such peaes be dictated only by the
victor to a nation which is on its knees and whishforced to complete
capitulation.... The Polish Delegation declares tint principles of peace
which have been presented by the Russian Delegadiomot be acceptéd.

Dabski then proceeded to systematically reject ed¢heoSoviet terms, outlining Poland’s
reasons for refusal. For example, Article 4, cglliar the establishment of a civil militia in

Poland, was most vehemently refuted by the Pokségation which declared that it,

...rejects categorically the intention of the Russawvernment to force on
Poland a one-sided undertaking to reduce her aforeds, and expresses its
surprise that such a condition has been put formdnidh touches the dignity
of the Polish nation.... The proposal for a partigbstitution of the armed
forces through a workmens’ militia aims evidently a violation of the

285 Grabski, p. 24.

29 polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 39, p. 161; TN#D 688/6, p. 49.

%0 polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 41, p. 165.

31 J. Dybski, pp. 60-69. Wandycz dated the Polish rejector23 August, P. WandycSoviet-Polish
Relations, 1917-192XCambridge, Mass., 1969), p. 247. British Foreffice papers dated it to 29 August,
TNA, FO 688/2, enclosure no. 551, p. 152.

52 TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 37, p. 56; TNA, FO 417/9, escire 41, pp. 58-60; TNA, FO 688/2, enclosure 551,
pp. 152-159.

*TNA, FO 417/9, enclosure 41, p. 58.

% Ibid, pp. 58-59.



principles of sovereignty which would result inéntention in the internal206
problems of Poland: it, therefore, cannot be evsoussed®
This forthright rejection of the Soviet terragnvinced Danishevskii that the Polish
delegation had learnt of the Red Army defeat at 3&\&rand he desperately tried to
redeem the situation. Firstly, he expressed regretthe tactless publication of
Tukhachevsky’s order and secondly, conceded tratSthviet draft treaty was simply a
starting point for future peace tafsIn reality, however, the negotiations had reached

stalemate.
2.2 From Minsk to Riga

The arrival in Minsk of Karl Radek, a Polidewish communist, to conduct semi-
official talks with the Polish delegation, led tgant decision being taken by the Soviet
and Polish diplomats to transfer the negotiations heutral country. This relocation was
widely desired by both camps. For the Poles, Mirssknbolised involvement in
humiliating peace negotiations, in spite their taily superiority and the continued
advance of their army eastwards. For the Russirskened by both the resounding
defeat of the Red Army and the failure of the Rohisvolution, it was desirable to sue for

peace in a less hostile environment.

On 29 August 1920, the Polish delegation comipated to Sapieha that their radio
had been destroyed under suspicious circumstanoes tiaat, consequently, they
considered it absolutely essential that the confsmémmediately be transferred to Rifa.
As a result, the following day, the Polish Foreidmister telegrammed Chicherin and
reported that,

...In order to avoid delays | addressed myself to @wmernment of Latvia
with a view to obtaining their agreement to transfg the peace
negotiations to Riga.... At the same time | draw yatiention to the fact that
your proposal, suggesting Esthonia was receivethéyPolish Government
after the transmission of our telegram to the latvovernment. The latter’s
reply, accepting our proposal with regard to Ri¢mving arrived this
morning (August 30) | propose so as to avoid asg lof time that you accept

% Ibid, p. 59. On 11 September 1920, Rumbold repoftd. Lukasiewicz said that there had been onéyrea
amusing episode in the negotiations.... M. Dombski fgmarked, if Poland accepted a militia of worlkm
would Russia agree to arm her bourgeoisie? M. Lislasz said that he would never forget the Russian
delegates look of bewilderment when this propossd wanslated to them”, TNA, FO 417/9, doc. 5Z%.

36 polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 44, p. 175. ZHAugust, the Soviet Government agreed to remove
contentious Article 4, TNA, FO 418/54, doc. 54,286. TheNKID had been widely censored, even by
Soviet sympathisers, for its inclusidianchester Guardiar27 August 1920, p. 6.

37'S. Grabski, p, 25.

3 TNA, FO 688/2/10, p. 196.



Riga as affording all advantages for both sidethénway of communications207
and conditions of living®
On 1 September, the Governments of R&SRand UkrainianSSRinformed the Polish
Government of their agreement to conduct furthegyotiations in Riga and the following
day witnessed the final meeting of the Polish-Sonvegotiations at Minst An important
juncture in Polish-Soviet diplomacy had closed. Timal chapter, which opened on 17
September in the Latvian capital, was to finallyawlrthe Polish-Soviet War to a

conclusion six months later.
3. The Riga Negotiations
3.1 The Riga Conference Opens

The Polish-Soviet diplomatic negotiationsmeoenced at Minsk, and continued at
Riga, had developed against a background of coedimuilitary operations. It was only in
October, with the final victory of the Polish Arnayer its Red counterpart at the Battles of
the Niemen and Szczara, that fighting between #ikgbrents ceased to accompany the
peace talk8! Even then, Pitsudski, intent on securing compléteory, wanted his troops
to pursue the Soviet army further eastwards. He pr@vented from achieving this
objective, however, by the Allies failure to suppBolish claims in thé&resy.A direct
territorial agreement with the Soviet Republics nprved essentidf. Likewise, Soviet
Russia’s precarious military, domestic and intaomatl situation, weakened by the Civil
War and the Polish-Soviet War, forced the handleiaders to seek an immediate peace.
As Lenin reported on 15 October 1920, “The positainthe Soviet Republic is most
grave, which made us hurry to conclude peace beferavinter campaign set ifi®. For

the final time, the diplomats of Poland and Russik centre stage.

Preparations for the transferred negotiatibegan immediately in both states. The
Polish delegation, once again headed by J#ysK), comprised representatives of the six

parties in the Diet and three delegates choserhéyHead of State and Commander-in-

3% polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. 43, p. 171. §hthe Poles presented the relocation fait accompli
“CTNA, FO 417/9/62, pp. 88-98.

“1 M. Tarczyiski (ed),Bitwa Niemenska 29 VIII-18 X 1920. Dokumenty opgrae (Warszawa, 1998); N.
Davies,White Eagle, Red Star: the Polish-Soviet War, 120,91.ondon, 2003), pp. 226-241.

42 p_ WandyczSoviet-Polish Relationg. 251, Pitsudski argued that his hand was alsmefl by the “...lack
of moral strength of the nation”.

“3V.1. Lenin, Polnoe sobraniie sochineniiol. 41, (Moscow, 1965), p. 363, (hereaf®S$.
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Chief, Pitsudskf This delegation aimed to represent the widestiplesspectrum of

Polish political and military life. The Soviet dgkgion, led by the experienced diplomat
Adolf Joffe, and representing both tRSFSRand UkrainianSSR was selected by the

Politburo at its meetings on 1 and 6 Septeniber.

The talks opened at the Blackheaded Halthen Latvian capital, on 21 September
1920% Six days later, the Soviet peace terms were pteden the Polish delegation by
Joffe?” Given the weakened Soviet position following tlesaunding defeat of the Red
Army, what did the Russian authorities hope to ehiat Riga? As had been the case
throughout the conflict, Lenin continued to wieldight grasp of Soviet conduct at the
conference, exchanging telegrams and supervisimgaHy activity of his delegatioff.He
also remained inherently suspicious of Poland &edAtllies, arguing less than six weeks
before the signing of the Treaty of Riga, that Emdesired to push Poland into a fresh

war with Russid?®

However, the results on the battlefields édrdis hand and he acknowledged on 22
September 1920, “We are now faced with the quesifomar or peace with Poland. We
want to avoid a winter campaign that will be hardus and are again offering Poland a
peace that is to her advantage and our disadvamage order to achieve this objective,
he was quite prepared to make further concessitiset Poles at the Riga conferente.
This was of vital importance for Soviet Russiafdattated on 14 September 1920, that the
conclusion of peace with Poland, would successfuélg Russia from a series of endless
wars>? Furthermore, of significant benefit would be, “.etrenewal of political-economic

relations with the West, without which the restmmatof Russia is in some respects

4 Representing the Diet were Grabski (People’s Matid&Jnion); Kiernik (Peasant Party); Barlicki (PPS)
Wichlinski (Christian Democracy); Mieczkowski (Christiarafinalists); Waszkiewicz (National Labour
Party). Representing Pitsudski were Wasilewski, iamecki and General Kuiski, TNA, FO 417/9,
appendix 4.

“51.1. Kostiushko, vol. 2, doc. 141, p. 8; doc. 14p, 12-13.

“6 Dokumenty i materialy po istorii Sovetsko-Pol'skithosheniiyol. 3, (Moscow, 1965), p. 568.

47 |zvestiia 1 October 1920League of Nations Treaty Series, Treaties and fatéonal engagements
registered with the Secretariat of the League ofidf& vol. 4, (Lausanne-Geneva, 1921), p. 7, (hereafter
LNTS.

“8 Polish Institute, KOL 104/3, p. 199.

49V.1. Lenin, PSS vol. 42, p. 313.

0V/.1. Lenin,PSSvol. 41, p. 283-284. This was the reality. ThelRemy could no longer continue to fight,
L.D. Trotsky, How the Revolution Armed: the military writings daspeeches of Leon Trotskygl. 3,
(London, 1981), p. 241.

®1V.I. Lenin, PSS vol. 42, p. 354-356. He believed that this terappmeasure would be invalidated by the
future spread of the socialist revolution to thestVél. Kostiushko, vol. 2, doc. 213, p. 146 & d@24, pp.
167-168.

*2TNA, FO 688/8, p. 233.
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®3 This new willingness to make concessions on the giathe Soviets was

hampered
recognised and appreciated by the Polish delegatesrding to Grabski,

There [in Riga] we met a very different delegatioamposed of much more
qualified persons under the chairmanship of thetmed diplomat Joffe, and
provided with a totally different set of instruat®.... Moscow sent to Riga a
delegation prepared for a really reasonable comiseth

What then were the aims and objectives of Bwish delegation at the Riga
Conference? According to Grabski, when the fedgralans of the Head of State failed to
materialise, Pitsudski did,

...relinquish it sincerely and boldly.... When the isalion of this project
turned out to be impossible... he recognised the ss#tyeof basing the
security of Poland, not on its separation from Ruby buffer states such as
an independent Ukraine and White Ruthenia wouldehbgen, but by a
permanent peace with Russfa.
In reality, unlike Lenin, Pitsduski largely withdwe from the negotiating process,
disillusioned as he was by the failure of the Polsd borderland populations and the
Ententeto support his federalist programifetlis position was further weakened by the
constant opposition he faced in t8ejm particularly from the National Democratser

the peace settlemetit.

It was the National Democrats which crucialisected the Polish conference agertitia.
Consequently, on 14 November 1920, the Polish Pxgesacy in Riga issuebhformation
Bulletin, no. 57: Rgd i wojskq which reported that,

Poland shall say in Riga, that she will not demfmmdherself anything but her
ethnographical frontiers.... It will not allow hereat territories but will
secure the solidity of a peace that will guararti@ePoland and Eastern
Europe the conditions for a democratic and civilisevelopment®
This desire not to retain large numbers of nondPainhabitants within the Polish borders
was guided by Bbski and Grabski, as Chief Polish delegate andr@izai of the Polish
territorial commission at Riga, respectively. Theli$h representatives were heavily

criticised by many Poles for their failure to pnadpthe peace talks until the Polish Armed

%3 |bid, p. 226.

%S, Grabski, p. 26.

%5 |bid, p. 28. Rumbold was sceptical of these claiféA, FO 688/6, pp. 338-339.

56 TNA, FO 417/9/50, pp. 73-74: TNA, FO 417/9/90, fp3-155.

57 pitsudski Institute 23/4/1/1/13; TNA, FO 417/9/6f. 106-108; TNA, FO 417/9/68, pp. 108-109; TNA,
FO 417/9/78, p. 127; TNA, FO 417/9/79, p. 128.

%8 pilsudski Institute 23/4/1/1/45.

9 TNA, FO 688/8, p. 238.
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Forces had reached the December 1919 frontlinescedly as the Soviets would most

likely have agreed to this lirf8.

Poland’s peace terms, almost identical teehmroposed at the Minsk conference, were
presented to the conference on 24 September 192§.called for,

a) The termination of the struggle between Poland &ussia for the
territories in dispute between them, and the estaient of a basis for
good neighbourly relations. The state frontier d$thowot be determined
by reference to historical claims, but by a justni@nisation of the vital
interests of both negotiating parties.

b) The just solution of questions of nationality ire thbove said territories in
accordance with democratic principles.

c) The permanent assurance of each of the negotiatatgs against the
possibility of attack by the othét.

Crucially, on 5 October, Joffe ancibski signed a protocol which stated that agreement

had been reached on the principal conditions foreiiminary Peace Treafy.

3.2 The Preliminary Peace Treaty, 12 October 1920

The Preliminary Peace Treaty and Armisticéctviended the Polish-Soviet War was
finally signed at Riga on 12 October 1¥30The opening text of this document closely
followed the Soviet draft document presented byfelain 27 September, reading as
follows,

The Russian Socialist Federative Soviet Republictar Ukrainian Socialist
Soviet Republic on the one side and the Polish Blepon the other... to
work out terms which should be made the basisstélble, honourable peace,
equally acceptable to both sides, have decidedttr éto negotiations with
the object of concluding an armistice and the prglary conditions of
peace’

The importance of the question of the PoBgiviet border can be clearly observed,
forming as it did the first Article of the Treatyhe Soviet Republics accepted, without

alteration, the frontier line proposed by the Polesilst Poland recognised the

independence of Ukraine and White Russia. It waseatjthat those areas currently in

€0's. Grabski, p. 27. This line had been propose&yiet Russia to Poland as an acceptable interatio
border in January 1920. In his defence, Grabskiedghat, “...it seemed to us incontrovertible tlifagne
of those States should incorporate districts, asicemable majority of whose population desired teak
away from it and unite with the other, the resul&ituation would be an ever-smouldering sourceoofflict
and sooner or later would lead to open war”.

®1 Ibid, p. 29.

©2D & M, vol. 3, p. 569. See, Jabski, pp. 29-129; Polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2.

53 TNA, FO 417/9/83, enclosure 3, pp. 141-145.

% bid, p. 141. The only divergence from the Sodgift was that the word “prolonged” was removedrfro
the description of the peace sought.
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dispute between the Poles and Lithuanians to trst @fehe boundary would be settled by

Poland and Lithuania alone without outside intenfiee®® In return, transit through
Lithuania for the Soviet Republics was guarantewtithe final treaty would not appear as
a Polishdiktat®®

In direct response both to the prolonged &owropaganda onslaught conducted
during the War and to the establishment of Radrevkomand localrevkomythroughout
Poland, aimed at the overthrow of the Polish Gawvemi, Article 2 of the treaty addressed
these crucial security issues. It further refle@ediet concerns that Poland, as a puppet of
the Entente was a spearhead aimed at the heart of the ragiRassia. By this extremely
important condition,

Both contracting parties mutually confirm compleespect for their State
sovereignty and abstention from any kind of intemfee in the internal
affairs of the other side. Moreover, both [undegfak an obligation neither
to create nor to support organisations which haveghair aim an armed
struggle against the other contracting party, whigtve as their aim the
overthrow of the State or social order of the otemle... as well as of
organisations assuming the réle of a governmettiebther sid&’

The following two conditions allowed individls to freely choose Polish, Russian or
Ukrainian citizenship, and guaranteed nationals rigbt of free development of their
culture, language and religidf Article 5 stipulated that both parties mutuallyjeenced
the repayment of war expenses and indemnities &orlesses, while the following four
provisions concerned the exchange and safety sbpers of war, civilian hostages, exiles
and refugees, and the reciprocal granting of fmlhasty by Poland, Ukraine and RusSia.
By Article 10, the contracting parties reciprocalgcanted all rights to the State property
of the other side. It was agreed that, “...archivdsaries, works of art, historical war
trophies, antiquities and the like”, removed to adollowing the Polish partitions, as
well as all moveable Polish property forcibly odwatarily taken to Russia after 1 August

1914, with the exception of war booty, be returteethe Polish Republit®

Negotiations were to commence immediatelységure conventions on commerce,

navigation, sanitation, communication, post andgedph, whilst the exchange of goods,

5 TNA, FO 417/9/83, enclosure 3, pp. 141-142. Faaitkeof the Polish-Lithuanian conflict which camtied

to rage during the Riga negotiations see, TNA, E@Q/9; Pitsudski Institute 23/4/1/1/9.

%6 5. Grabski, p. 70.

67 TNA, FO 417/9/83, enclosure 3, p. 142.

®8 |bid, pp. 142-143.

% Ibid, pp. 143-144.

0 |bid, pp. 143-144. Furthermore, Russia and Ukraimee obliged to recognise Polish citizens as most
favoured in the restitution of property and indetyrior losses suffered during the Russian Revotutiaod
Civil War.
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and the right of transit for Poles, Russians andalgikans in each three states was

guaranteed® Article 15 determined that immediately upon thgngig of the preliminary

peace, all parties would enter into negotiatiomgtie conclusion of a final treafg.

Crucially, the 18 condition of the preliminary peace invoked “...a cipeagreement
for an armistice”> The resultant Armistice Agreement, also signed di©ctober at Riga,
was integral to the preliminary peace treaty artitha same binding force. It stated that,

One hundred and forty-four hours after the sigreatoi the treaty of the
preliminary conditions of peace i.e. at midnigh§ October 1920, mid-
European time, both contracting parties are corageib cease all military
activities by land, air and watét.
The armistice terms could be renounced by eitli 8i48 hours notice was givénAs
reported by an Official Polish Military Communiqu#n 15 October 1920, the Peace
Preliminaries and Armistice came into force 144raafter it was signeﬁs. The Polish-
Soviet War, thereby, ended at 24.00 hours on 1®t@ct1920 Both documents were
ratified by Ukraine on 21 October, by the Pol&kjmthe following day, by th&®SFSRon
23 October and by Pitsudski on 27 Octofer.

3.3 Riga Negotiations, October 1920-March 1921

Following the signing of the Preliminary Peakreaty and Armistice, both the Polish
and Russian delegations returned to their respedapitals to organise the diplomats
selected to negotiate the Treaty of Rigdt was expected that, as the preliminary
settlement had established Polish-Soviet agreemerthe main questions of peace, the
final treaty would be drafted and signed relativeguyckly. This hope was soon dashed.

" bid, p. 144.

2 |bid. The agreement was subject to ratificationl avould come into force when the documents were
exchanged at Libau, within fifteen days of its &ign

BTNA, FO 417/9/83, annex no. 2 “Armistice Agreenieanclosure 3, pp. 145-146.

" Ibid, p. 145.

S bid, p. 146.

8 Polish Institute, A.12.P.2/1, p. 110.

" A. Zamoyski,The Polish Way: a thousand year history of the Paled their culture(London, 1987), p.
338, incorrectly dated the armistice to 16 Octati#20.

8 1.1. Kostiushko, vol. 2, docs 182-183, pp. 92-94d&c. 186, pp. 97-110. Slusser and Triska inctrec
dated the Polish ratification to 26 October, R.sSar & J. TriskaA Calendar of Soviet Treaties, 1917-1957
(Stanford, Calif., 1959), p. 14. The acts of iadifion were exchanged at Libau on 2 November 1920.

9 Dabski and Joffe continued to head the delegation®ach were supported by three new delegates, TNA,
FO 417/9/134, p. 224. For Soviet preparations Bessiiskii gosudarstvennii arkhiv sotsial’no-paiteskoi
istorii, f. 63, op. 1, d. 315, (hereaftRGASP).



213
As with Polish-Soviet diplomacy throughou tivar, the peace negotiations, driven by

suspicion and mistrust, developed into a protrac#dir. The Soviets, in particular,
launched an international diplomatic offensive aghithe Polish State for alleged
violation of the preliminary peace and armisticdlitiskily defeated,agit-prop remained
their only available weapdfl. On 29 October, for instance, a Soviet diplomatiten
signed by Obolenskii and sent tali3ki, accused the Poles of violating point 5 of the
Armistice Treaty’! Krasin, on 1 November, protested to the Britishv€oment about
Poland and th&ntentearming the troops of Balachowicz and Petlura @irthonflict with
White Russia and Ukraine in ttkeesy®? Rumblings of discontent continued to be heard,

however, throughout the months of the conferéfce.

What then was achieved by the diplomats ddfitband the Soviet Republics between
November 1920 and March 19217 Firstly, on 14 Nowema Military Agreement, signed
by Dabski and Joffe, laid down conditions for the evammof the Polish-occupied zone
as required by the preliminary peace tréatjt the next meeting of the conference, two
commissions were appointed to elaborate the camditior the exchange of hostages and

prisoners of war, and to study the outstanding eena questions, respectively.

In an attempt to facilitate agreement, onecommentional, some would argue
undiplomatic, method adopted was the decision eftttp chairmen to meet privately to
discuss matters of crucial importance. This actjoeatly facilitated the work of the Riga
conference, allowing them to dispense with diplamé&brmalities®® The diplomats no
longer had any need to showboat to an internatiandience. Sapieha reported on 20
October 1920 that,

In his private conversations with M. abski.... M. Joffe had said on
numerous occasions that if any particular demarete wressed by the Poles
he would have to give way, as he was not in a jpostb resist, but that his
object was to make a peace which would have theappce, and so far as

80.1. Kostiushko, vol. 2, doc. 190, pp. 115-116.

81D & M, vol. 3, doc. 247, pp. 465-467.

82 polish Institute, A.12.P.2/1, doc. 20, p. 48. ésponse, on 21 October the Polish High Commandexide
the breaking of all military contact with these adrforces, Polish Institute, A.12.P.2/1, doc. 25%

8 On 25 November, the Poles accused the Russianr@oeat of spinning out negotiations, for
propaganda purposes”, TNA, FO 417/9/134, p. 224.

% TNA, FO 417/9/134, p. 224.

8 TNA, FO 417/9/134, p. 224, the latter was presideer by Strasburger for the Poles and Obolenskii f
the Soviets. For a detailed examination of thellggalitical and financial protocols settled by theonomic
commission, seeRGASP] f. 63, op. 1, d. 190. Economic and financial gioes proved to be the most
difficult to reconcile during these talks, Poliststitute, KOL 104/3, p. 203.

8 See, J. Bbski, pp. 104-110 & 176-181.
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possible the substance, of a genuine compromiseeket conflicting

interests, and not that of terms imposed by th®wien the vanquishel.
Joffe may have been negotiating from a weaker l@rgaposition, following the defeat
of the Red Army, but he was the more experiencpbbutiat. Stephen Tallents, head of the
British Relief Mission to the Baltic States in 191921 spoke to his Foreign Office on 28
September 1920, of “...the superiority which, in tgnion of all neutral observers that |
have met, M. Joffe has established over Mbgki in the course even of the three mainly

formal sessions which have so far been held in"Riya

By February 1921, both camps were increagidgkperate to sign a final treaty. On 8
February, @bski informed Witos that, “...the date of the UppdeS&an plebiscite hangs
over him like a nightmare® It was absolutely essential that peace be sedetmte this
date. Failure to do so may discourage the inhatsiahUpper Silesia from rejoining with
Poland. Similarly, domestic unrest within Russraparticular at Kronstadt and Tambov,
pushed thePolitburo on 21 February 1921, to resolve to secure peacquiekly as
possible’® Three days later the Polish and Soviet delegatisigeed a reparations
agreement, a protocol to extend the armistice ytremtsupplementary protocol of the
preliminary peace conditions and a protocol regaydi mixed border commissiShThe
following month, the full treaty of peace betweeoldhd and the Soviet Republics was

finally signed.
4. The Treaty of Riga
4.1 The Treaty of Riga, 18 March 1921
At 7pm on 18 March 1921, the Polish-Sovietr\idamally ended with the signing of
the Treaty of Riga between Poland, B®FSRand UkrainiarSSR It was signed on behalf

of Rzad Rzeczypospoliteij Polski®j Jan [@bski, Stanistaw Kauzik, Edward Lechowicz,

Henryk Strasburger and Leon Wasilew&kiThe Soviet delegates accorded the honour of

87 TNA, FO 417/9/89, pp. 151-152.

8 TNA, FO 417/9/63, p. 99.

8 polish Institute, KOL 104/3, p. 205.

% R. PipesRussia under the Bolshevik Regime, 1919-1@2hdon, 1994), p. 192.
1D & M, vol. 3, doc. 267, pp. 502-514.

92 polish Institute, A.11.76/30, p. 2.
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witnessing the peace were Adolf Joffe, Jakuipstenberg-Hanecki, Emmanuel Kviring,

Leonid Obolenskii and Jur Kotsubinskyi.

The opening preamble stated that all thredraoting parties sought the conclusion of,
“...a final, lasting and honourable peace based omuiual understanding and in
accordance with the peace preliminaries signed iga Rn October 12, 1926 A
cessation of the state of war between the two camgssannounced in the first Article,
followed by recognition of the independence of Ukeaand White Ruthenia, and an
extremely detailed description of the frontier beéw Poland and her eastern neighb3urs.
The frontline coincided roughly with the Polish-Ri# border of 1793-1795, splitting the
ethnically mixeckresybetween the signatories. By Article 3,

Russia and the Ukraine abandon all rights and elaim the territories

situated to the West of the frontier laid down bytidle 2 of the Present

Treaty. Poland, on the other hand, abandons inufaeb the Ukraine and

White Ruthenia, all rights and claims to the temgtsituated to the East of

this frontier?®
Again, concern over the establishment of alienitunsbns and the dissemination of
agitation-propaganda in their respective terrioras expressed in the fifth ArticleThe
parties undertook neither to create nor protecamigations formed to encourage armed
conflict against the other party or to undermirsetérritorial integrity. They further agreed
not to subvert by force the political or socialtingions of the contracting parties and to
prohibit both military recruiting and the entry anttheir territory of armed forces,
munitions and war material destined for any suafanisations® Minority, religious and
educational rights were granted to national miresiby Article 7°° The Treaty, of crucial
importance for the peace of continental Europe, natiied by the Polish Government on

15 April and by the Soviet Republics one week [&t&r

What was the public reaction to this event®vHvas the peace settlement received in

both Poland and Soviet Russia? This was not aytiegtosed by a victor state on its

9 polish-Soviet Relations, 1918-1943: official docutse (Washington, 1968), doc. 3, p. 74 (hereafter,
Official Documents

% Official Documentsp. 73. For the full text see, Polish Institute12/76/30, pp. 2-33.NTS vol. 6, pp. 51-
169.

% |bid, pp. 74-78. Thirty-three paragraphs outlitleel Polish-Soviet border.

% Official Documentsp. 4, the territory to the West of the borderlsubject to dispute between Poland and
Lithuania, was to be resolved solely by those ttates, p. 78.

%7 It stated that both parties “...mutually undertaie.trefrain from all agitation, propaganda or inézeince

of any kind”, ibid, p. 78.

% |bid.

% |bid.

1% The documents of ratification were exchanged atsMion 30 April 1921, S. 4browski, “The Peace
Treaty of Riga”,The Polish Reviewol. 4, no. 1, (1960), p. 34.
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vanquished opponents and its compromise naturegreasly stressed by the Chairmen of

both the Polish and the Soviet delegationghdRi, stated,

By common agreement we have traced the frontiedsheave decided that
neither party shall interfere in the internal alapf the other; we have
granted every privilege to national minorities; ofger the greatest possible
faculties for the choice of citizenship; we haveneoto an understanding on
many complicated questions concerning economics thadsettlement of
accounts; we have laid the foundations for futetations both economic and
political; we have endeavoured to solve all question a fair and just
manner; we have each made concessions, not onlgrder to reach
agreement, but to render our future relations ed¥ie
Similarly, Joffe stressed the conciliatory atmosph@& which the negotiations were
conducted, which rendered it much easier to reactoreclusion acceptable to both
parties:®? As a result, he believed that they had, “...signgeace which entirely satisfies
all the essential, vital and just demands of thﬁsﬁ’cpeople”?og’ It could be argued that
both sides abated their extreme claims in an atténfind common ground. In reality,

however, Soviet Russia’s catastrophic military defgave her little alternative.

The Riga settlement was certainly a ter@iocompromise. For the first time since the
outbreak of the Great War, the Treaty delimitedftbatier between the Polish and Soviet
states. It thereby succeeded in achieving an abgeethich the Treaty of Versailles had
failed to secure almost two years earlier. Nevéed® it was never going to be easy to
resolve the extremely complex and diverse Polisliéddorder issues. Despite the best
efforts of the peace delegations to take into acteaonomic, political, geographic, ethnic
and local factors, the resultant settlement wastisfactory to many. In an attempt to
establish future peaceful relations with Soviet $tsthe Poles agreed to terms which,
“...were exceedingly moderate and restricted to ties essential to safeguard her

economic and strategic independent®é”.

The new frontline, which ran 50 to 100kms wefsthe border proposed by the Soviet
Government in April 1920, rested between the Cuiaoth Borisov Lines and between the

Russian frontier of 1914 and the Polish borderrptiothe 1772 partition. It also ran

101 Official Documentspp. 1-2. Dibski wanted Poland to act as a bridge between dfastWest, J. Bbski,

pp. 188-190; Polish Institute, A.12.P.2/2, doc. @51 76.

192 3. DegrasSoviet Documents on Foreign Policy, 1917-2d, 1, (London, 1951), pp. 242-244.

103 |bid, pp. 243-244, he did acknowledge, howeveat,th ..peaceful relations between the peoples ate no
concluded at the signing of a peace treaty bubahgthen begun”.

194 Official Documentspp. 2-3.
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further west than the line proposed by Soviet Russi 28 January 1928° TheKresy,

between the Rivers Dnieper and Dwina in the east tiae River Bug in the west, was thus
divided between the Poles and Sovi8tsConsequently, Poland renounced claims to
120,000 square miles of territory, annexed by geions®’ This land was less than that
claimed by Dmowski at the Paris Peace Conferenaemuore than the Allies recognised
as being indisputably Polish territol3? The Poles retained control of the historic cités
Wilno and Lwow, but lost huge areas previously iretd by the Polish Commonwealth.
The national census of 1921 recorded that Polamdrated 389,000kms of territory,
making her the sixth largest country in Eurdpe.

In turn, Soviet Russia was forced to conceutgtory far to the east of the Curzon
Line, including all of Eastern Galicid® Nevertheless, only 150,000 Russians were
recorded as residing on Polish territory in 1$2WMoreover, Russia retained the territory
acquired by the Tsarist authorities at the secamtitipn and succeeded in achieving a
border more favourable than that proposed by tiesRai the Versailles Conferencé.

Neither did the Treaty of Riga represent ditipal victory for either belligerent.
Instead, both sides were forced to concede thahbility to secure the war aims defined by
their leadership at the onset of the conflict. Tpeace settlement failed to realise
Pitsudski's goals both of re-establishing Polané ageat European power and of creating
a federation of East European states to act asfengiee barrier against the Poles’
traditional Russian opponent. Whilst the Polisim®kvere to a large degree formulated by
the annexationist National Democratic Party, treeywere unable to fully dictate the final

settlement, being forced to forfeit the border dudwag the Paris Peace Conference in 1919.

Likewise, the Soviet leaders were forced tmoede failure in their attempts to

sovietise Poland, through a dual diplomatic-propagaand military offensive. Their

195 polish Institute, A.12.76/30. The 28 January liae 60-90 miles in the north-east sector and 36rBEs

in the south-east sector to the east of the TrafaRiga line,Official Documentsp. 4.

1% The border was finally and fully delimited by av@-Polish agreement on 28 November 1922, K. Radek
Put’ kommunisticheskogo internatsionafa 10.

97 Official Documentsp. 4.

198 zamoyski states that over two million Poles wefe dutside the state border, A. Zamoy$kilish Way

p. 338. Wandycz gave this figure as three millBnWandyczSoviet-Polish Relationg. 284.

19 p_ stachuraThemes of Modern Polish History: proceedings ofrosium on 28 March 1992 in honour
of the centenary of General Stanistaw Mac¢Z&{asgow, 1992), pp. 18-19.

110 poland received sui generismandate which allowed her to take over the whélEastern Galicia up to
the River Zbrucz, Polish Institute, A.11.49/SOW/20, 1. She, thus, gained 42,471 square miles and a
population of four million beyond the Curzon LinRussia retained Dneiper Ukraine.

11 Official Documents, p. 4.

12 p_wandyczFrance and her Eastern Allies, 1919-1925: Frenclke&mslovak-Polish relations from the
Paris Peace Conference to Locarif@vestport, Conn., 1974), p. 179.
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ultimate objective of breaking out of isolation Bpreading socialist revolution west,

across the Polish bridge, to industrialised Germdaijed to materialise despite social
unrest across the continent in 1919 and 1920. thde single most important political
gain achieved by the Soviets through the TreatRigh was the Polish granting dé jure

recognition of the Russian communist regime.
4.2 Reaction to the Peace Settlement

Was there, therefore, dissatisfaction in Rdland Russia at the signing of the Treaty?
On the contrary, the immediate response in Polaasl @ general and widespread relief.
According to the Polish diplomat Roman Debicki, [&#al’s acceptance of the Treaty of
Riga as the solution to the conflict was genuing sincere”, whilst Aleksandra Pitsudska
believed that, “Poland was rid of the menace ofsRufor the time being at least® The
National Democrats, in particular, felt that thegdhachieved a great success over the
federalists. In Poland, it was hoped that the amioh of the Polish-Soviet War would
usher in a period of stability and peace, duringctwhattention could be turned to the

pressing domestic concerns facing the country.

Nevertheless, many Poles, including Pitsudskinained deeply suspicious of Soviet
intentions and the longevity of the Riga settlemét# argued that, “When she [Russia] is
weak she is ready to promise anything.... But stegjislly ready to break those promises
the moment that she feels herself strong enouglo ts0”** A soldier first and foremost,
Pitsudski’'s distrust of diplomacy as a tool of imi@tional relations was reinforced by the
events of the Polish-Soviet War. Of the Riga setiat he commented, “For centuries
men have proclaimed peace with their lips and getinued to make war.... Why should

we suppose that human nature is going to undeogonplete change®®

In Russia, the Treaty was regarded as a Sadydomatic victory. In March 1920,
Lenin had written that,

The idea of compromises must not be renouncedp®h is through all the
compromises which are sometimes necessary... to be tabpreserve,
strengthen, steel and develop the revolutionariicaand organisation... of
the working class and its organised vanguard, tvar@unist Party'°

113 R. Debicki,Foreign Policy of Poland, 1919-39: from the rebighthe Polish Republic to World War I
(London, 1963), p. 44; A. PitsudsKaitsudski: a biography by his wif@ew York, 1941), p. 302.

14 A, Pitsudska, p. 308.

115 |bid, p. 326.

18y 1. Lenin, PSS vol. 40, p. 290.
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This was, indeed, the Soviet reaction to the psatiiement. Although the conditions of
peace were “very burdensome” to Soviet Russia,skyotacknowledged that its most
important outcome was the avoidance of a winterpzagm, essential for the revival of the
Soviet economy'’ Furthermore, the Poles could have achieved betteditions in March
and April 1920 before the Kiev offensiv® This point was also stressed by Lenin, who
argued that,

...the peace terms give them less territory thanprvagiously offered.... We

have emerged from this war by concluding a favolergieace. In other

words, we have won. Anyone who examines the médlpsee that we have

won, that we have emerged from this war with memeitory than we had

before it started®
However, theoretically the Soviets did not meastreory by the territory acquired, given
their belief that international borders were tréoryi and would be unnecessary upon the
victory of a worldwide socialist revolution. As asult, the front defined by the Treaty was
never acknowledged by the Soviet regime as a pantasolution to the Polish-Soviet
conflict. In September 1939, the establishmenhefRiga frontiers were to be once again

guestioned by the armed forces of the Soviet regime

5. Conclusion

Upon the signing of the Treaty, the Latviamigter of Foreign Affairs, Mayerovitch,
argued that,

This treaty is of great importance not only to dlaand Russia, but to the
whole of Europe — in particular to Eastern Europée Peace Treaty of Riga
is a fundamental condition for the closer approanold union between the
nations of Eastern Europé’

Was this hope realised? Did the peace of Rigdvesbe age-old Polish-Soviet conflict?

The history of hostile relations and mutuadEcion between the Poles and Russians
ensured that the implementation of the Treaty watseasily achieved. Attempts were
certainly made to establish a level of cooperatimtween the two states and many

contemporaries, desperate to facilitate the estaiiént of cordial relations between the

Y7 .D. Trotsky,Military Writings, vol. 3, p. 241-242.

118 |bid, pp. 242-243.

19v.I. Lenin, PSS vol. 41, pp. 345-347. Radek argued that at Rigayot a single vital interest of Russia
had been injured by its terms”, K. Rad&avda 15 October 1920. This view was shared by Chiotemd
Marchlewski, Polish Institute, A.11.49/SOW/20, p. 2

1201 W. HendersonAn Outline of Polish-Soviet Relatior{§lasgow, 1943), pp. 9-10.
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East European states, were keen to stress theiswemients. For instance, a collection of

official Polish Government documents reported that,

From 1921 to 1939... relations developed normally avete gradually
extended and improved. Thus, during the yearsfdtiawed the signing of
the peace treaty, a number of conventions wereleded in a spirit of good
neighbourhood?*
These included the regulation of passenger andhtrdravel on the Moscow-Warsaw
railway, the establishment of a sanitary conventsord the signing of a postal and

telegraphic arrangemettt

However, the peace signatories consistentimptained after March 1921 that their
counterpart had failed to meet its commitméAtsMany remained sceptical about
securing a Polish-Soviet rapprochement after 162These problems were compounded
by the failure of the Allied Powers to recognise ffreaty of Riga for almost two years.
Only on 15 March 1923, did the Conference of Amhdess accord British, French,
ltalian and Japanese recognition of the PeaceeSetitt?®> The United States of America
granted its acceptance on 5 April 1933.Given consistent Allied procrastination

throughout the War, the accordance of Allied redtgm so late was not surprising.

In truth, relations between the two stategtflated greatly. For the Poles, Russia
incited historical, political, geographic and idegial opposition. The Soviets, too,
remained suspicious of Poland for historic, natipsacial and ideological reasons. The
Polish-Soviet War had deepened antagonism betweetwb states, which the remaining
inter-war years were unable to overcome. SevergeSbumiliation at the outcome of the
War made it inevitable that once Soviet Russiaireghits stability and strength to redress
the situation, its attention would turn once maveits Polish neighbour. The Treaty of
Riga, as with the earlier Versailles Settlement falled to provide either a concrete or

enduring solution to Polish-Soviet relations.

121 Official Documentsp. 5. The Treaty of Riga was again ratified ie fhreamble of the Polish-Soviet
Treaty of Non-Aggression, signed on 25 July 1932TS vol. 86, p. 41.

122 2. Debicki, p. 46.

123 polish Institute, A.12.P.4/1, doc. 2, p. 5; NagibArchives of Scotland, GD 193/330, p. 18.

124 Debicki feared that, “All Polish conciliatory maveno matter how disinterested, were interpreted by
Moscow as signs of weakness”, R. Debicki, p. 45.

125TNA, FO 93/129/4, pp. 1-5; Polish Institute, A.18/30.

126 pglish Institute, A.12/76/30. Officially, the reasgiven for the delay was the undefined statuSasttern
Galicia.
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Conclusion

The Polish-Soviet War of 1919-1921 was a dfireonsequence of the ideological
objectives pursued by the belligerents. The Saoeigime in Russia was united, guided and
driven in every decision it made and every actiotook, throughout the conflict, by the
desire to implement the Marxist doctrine of inteim@al socialist revolution. The Poles, in
contrast, were led by two opposing and contradjctideologies: a federalist programme
vigorously pursued by Pitsudski and an annexatioaigenda desired by Dmowski.
Although at the two peace conferences which dedicdhihe war: Paris in 1919 and Riga in
1921, Dmowski dominated the Polish programme, & te war aims of Pitsudski which

ultimately directed Polish policy towards its easteeighbour during the war.

Ideology shaped the political agenda andairas of both states, and was implemented
through the foreign policy, diplomatic negotiatiand military engagements pursued. It
also proved to béhe principal obstacle to securing cordial relatiomsween the newly-
established, infant regimes. This indisputable fet become abundantly clear through the
examination of, in particular, the Soviet dimensiorgreater detail than it has previously
received. The motivations and objectives of theinneg and the victories secured and
defeats suffered by it in the political, foreignlipp, diplomatic and military spheres,
stemmed from the unflinching goal of the RKP(b)deship to implement the principles
of Marx and to pursue a socialist agenda in itati@hs with Poland and the wider
international community. However, what was devetbpeith the export of socialist

revolution is something which historians would idigtiish as Marxist-Leninism.

As demonstrated, ideology directed both tigpant’s perception of the conflict and
was responsible, in part, for their failure to @&yugon its definition or nature, or even to
reach agreement about its date of commencement. ufih@nounced and unplanned
conflict developed and escalated as the hostilbesame of greater importance for the
safety of the respective regimes, but it is cléat it must be dated from the earliest days
of February 1919. From this time it was of crudgmportance for the security of the new,

and fragile, Polish state.

For Lenin and his fellow communists, the Hibigts were initially viewed as a
continuation and extension of the Russian Civil Wy which domestic and foreign
opponents had sought to overthrow the Soviet regsimee its foundation in October

1917. During the course of the war this altered iarmdme to be regarded as a means of
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exporting the revolution westwards. In this wayg tivil War could be transformed into

an international war between the classes, diraud¢dnly against Poland, but also against
the Ententeand the wider capitalist world. This transformefiom a domestic affair into a

conflict with much wider implications.

Conviction that socialist revolution was insgible if confined to one country drove
Soviet policy. As a result, Lenin advocated a tkseaye revolutionary process: the
separation of nations, the establishment of satiedivolutions within each state, and their
voluntary reunification into a Soviet Socialist Réfic. This thesis has argued that,
fundamentally, Lenin regarded the Polish-Soviet \&&mrepresenting the second stage in
this process. This fact is absolutely critical éar understanding of the policies which the
Politburo endorsed and implemented in its Polish policy 91%1921. It is now certain
that the Red Army offensive into Poland in July @%2med not only at the sovietisation of
Poland, but also at spreading the military campdigther westwards, in particular to
Germany, Britain and south-western Europe. Lenirs wanvinced that the offensive
would ignite revolutions across Europe, drawingslfr@ecruits into the ranks of the Red
Army as it had during the Russian Civil war. WathmPoland, the linchpin of the Treaty
of Versailles, thus provided the Soviet regime withunique opportunity to influence
politics not only in Poland, but in all of Europmd was as a result, viewed as the initial

engagement in a war to overthrow the Versailletteseént.

In contrast, for the Poles, regardless oif thelitical persuasion, the war was first and
foremost a national conflict against a traditiof@eign adversary. Pitsudski’'s resultant
promotion of a federalist programme sought to saded) Polish independence, provide an
essential buffer between Poland and Russia antesfwir traditional conflict for control
of the kresy Interestingly, both he and Lenin, demonstratezhgpractical flexibility in
pursuit of their ideological objectives: Pitsuds&garded socialism as a medium to be used
in the fight to secure Poland’s independence irciyxdahe same way that Lenin viewed
national self-determination as a means to assese#tablishment of worldwide socialist

revolution.

There can be no doubt that the historicatexdrof the war proved crucial not only for
its outbreak, but also for its development and &wadrsettlement. The Great War and the
resultant Paris Peace Conference facilitated ttebkshment of the world’s first socialist
state in Russia in October 1917 and the reestaidishof Poland’s independence thirteen

months later. It further laid the foundations foresumption of traditional Polish-Russian
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hostilities. Ideology, again, had lasting implicais for the treatment of both states at Paris

and the resultant conflicting policies pursued bg tpeacemakers greatly intensified

difficulties for Poland and Russia in the internatl arena.

The Poles, guided by Dmowski’'s annexatioagtnda, were criticised as nationalist
and imperialist and Britain, under Lloyd Georgeparticular, sought to limit Polish claims
at every turn. Ultimately, the Conference failedinoplement the border proposed as
Poland’s eastern frontier and, lacking willing adni®erces to defend its decisions, was
unable to prevent Pitsudski’'s military drive eastil| Soviet endorsement of Marxist
ideology prevented the regime from seeking any oditic representation at Paris.
Abhorrence of Soviet ideology, in turn, prevented #Allies from allowing any official
Russian representation in Paris, or from recoggitiile Soviet regimde factoor de jure
largely at the insistence of Clemenceau and thendRredelegation. Yet although the
Conference was unable to formulate a coherent,istem$ and coordinated Russian policy,
fear of Soviet ideology influenced decision-makindParis at every turn. Russia’s absence
was one of the Conference’s greatest failings, ngakiimpossible to resolve any Russian-

related issues and compounding her isolation inrttegnational arena.

The Treaty of Versailles embodied the insmntable problems facing the
Conference in its Polish and Russian policies amchahstrated its absolute inability to
influence the escalation of hostilities between tEighbouring states. Both states,
thereafter, recognised that the Allies lacked aal authority to enforce their wishes on
the war and its outcome, and this influenced treations with the western states for the
duration of the conflict. Procrastination became ttefining characteristic of western
policy. Thus, although a new territorial settlemevds urgently needed in central and
eastern Europe, the Conference ensured that mdabetween the neighbouring states
could only be decided by the diplomatic negotiateamd military engagement of the
Polish-Soviet War.

In the resultant conflict, and in conjunctiaith military directives, both diplomatic
negotiation and foreign policy were utilised to iempent the respective states’ ideologies.
The decision-making process employed by the Seegiime was of crucial importance for
its Polish policy. Although in theory the formulani, elaboration and implementation of
foreign and diplomatic policy rested with state anigations, in practice it was governed
almost exclusively by the RKP(b) and ultimatelyits/Politburo, presided over by Lenin.

This enabled the latter to centrally elaborate divéct the implementation of Soviet
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ideology at all levels. As a result, under his dii@n, the conduct of Soviet foreign policy

became an extremely well-defined process.

As Marxist theory provided no blueprint fdret role diplomacy would play in a
socialist society, the Soviet regime was forceddevelop its own unique diplomatic
measures to regulate relations with the Poles lamautside world during the war. A two-
pronged offensive was adopted: the utilisation @érg revolutionary diplomacy directed
towards the Polish arfeintentepopulations, and reliance on traditional diplomatethods
directed towards their opponents’ governments. Altfh on paper these policies,
embodied in the&Cominternand theNKID respectively, were diametrically opposed, both
organisations were united in their promulgationMdrxist ideology and, as such, were
utilised, as required, by Lenin and tR®litburo. Both sought to spread international
revolution, protect and consolidate Soviet Russid separate Russia’'s enemies: Britain
from France and thEntentefrom Poland. These shared war aims united and strengthened

the resolve of all Soviet institutions throughdug tonflict.

Soviet recognition that traditional diplontapractices had aroused public suspicion
during the Great War led the regime to instigat®hgionary diplomatic measures. This
was a new, unorthodox, high-profile and widely disgnated political weapon against
which the Poles were unable to defend themselvesnfech of the war. Indeed, Soviet
diplomacy and propaganda were virtually synonymdeath initiatives deliberately and
consistently coincided with intensified Red Armytigity against the Poles. By embroiling
Poland in a carefully constructed diplomatic ofigaswhilst concurrently pursuing
military objectives, the Soviet authorities soughtoster international socialist revolution,
influence Polish an&ntentepublic opinion, reduce support for the Polish wéort and
remove Poland as an obstacle to the sovietisafimemral and eastern Europe. Yet, the
regime was flexible in its diplomatic manoeuvrest hesitating to rely on traditional and,
on occasion, secret diplomacy, despite initial psa® to the contrary, if this presented the
best opportunity to achieve its aims. The theorgt practice of Soviet diplomacy were,

thus, often very different.

Likewise, the formulation of a coherent diplatic agenda and realistic foreign policy
were vitally important for the infant Polish staBy creating an inextricable link between

Polish politics and the military, Pitsudski, likeehin, was able to ensure that throughout

! This last objective reaped rewards when Saaggtt-prop successfully influenced the treatment accorded by
Britain to Poland at the Paris Conference.
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the war, the strategic moves of the armed forcesctly responded to the state’s foreign

policy objectives. The latter sought to safeguamisR independence, protect her
inhabitants from the impending Red Army advance, facilitate her geographic, political,
economic and social reconstruction. Here too, dedpe absence of clear blueprints to
follow, it quickly became clear that diplomacy wdublay a crucial role in the
establishment of relations with her ideological teas opponent. Diplomacy further
provided a breathing space to enable the Polistelsao reach a compromise on which of
the opposing ideological agendas of Pitsudski amdo@ski would be pursued at the
international conference in Paris. Although thromgththe war the former remained
inherently distrustful of diplomacy as a mediunkeliLenin, he was tactically astute in

recognising the temporary benefits which it couddad to his state.

In the first year of the war, both Russia &udand regarded it as highly unlikely that
hostilities could be resolved purely by military gagements: intermittent diplomatic
negotiation was therefore central to the foreigrlicgoof both from the outset.
Commencing as early as October 1918, before Poldgpendence was even established,
communication was greatly hampered by the fact tthetPoles had no wish to recognise
the Soviet regime, which the establishment of fdraiglomatic relations would have
implied. This remained the situation for the dumatbf the war. Militarily, 1919 saw the
Poles initiate and maintain a clear advantage ®oiet Russia, freeing the entire area
gained by Russia at thé?Jartition of 1795. As the latter was enmeshed bmeitic
considerations in the Civil War, it lacked both timme and resources to direct a great deal
of military attention on the Poles. As a resultridg this year, the Soviet regime relied

heavily upon diplomatic conduct to secure the ih&iate.

In direct contrast, Pitsudski's belief that SRia was the primary threat to Poland’'s
independence in 1919 ensured that the attentidnisodrmed forces was directed on the
Soviet regime. Yet, even so, he refused to advamtieer eastwards at the end of the year,
accurately recognising that a White victory in t@e&il War would favour Poland’s
independence even less than a Red success. Inst@ad,decided to await the outcome of
Russia’s domestic contest before attempting tobésta firm relations with Poland’s

opponent.

In the diplomatic field, the first Soviet etipt to send skilled revolutionaries to direct
revolutionary agit-prop, encourage socialist revolution and provide thelisRo

revolutionary movement with experienced leadershifLenin’s acknowledged second



226
stage in the revolutionary process — saw the delspzfta Russian Red Cross Mission to

Poland at the beginning of 1919. This process wauldhinate with the establishment of
the Polrevkomin July 1920. It was also the initial step in Rassdiplomatic offensive,
providing the NKID with its first opportunity to @y to an international audience, and start
the process of isolating Poland internationally esrdovingEntentesupport for the Polish

war effort. Tactically, it was an astute move.

In sharp contrast, Pitsudski’'s continued taf advance, taken in direct contravention
of Allied wishes, lost much international goodwiibr the Poles. During 1919, to
commence implementing his federalist ideology, WRi&ki secured the strategically
important cities of Wilno, Lwow and Minsk, and peesed events to the world &ait
accompli This action led to the temporary suspension pfodnatic contact with Russia,
but as Soviet hands remained tied domestically,réggme was soon forced to resume
talks at Biatlowiea in June to stabilise relations. Invariably, athwaill negotiations during

the conflict, these were marred by mutual distaut collapsed the following month.

With Pitsudski’'s order to halt the militargheance in August 1919, secret negotiation
came to the fore at Mikaszewicze from October t@ddeber 1919. This was in accord
with the wishes of both Poland and Russia: Franas pushing for a joint Polish-White
offensive against Soviet Russia, whilst a demotistrathat Poland was willing to
negotiate would invalidate Soviet propaganda assertthe state was dntentepuppet.
By securing a temporary armistice until the defeaDenikin was assured, these talks
prevented the military escalation of the war atehd of 1919. In all other areas, though,

compromise remained out of the question.

Therefore, although militarily the Poles mained a clear advantage over Russia in
1919, with the latter’s focus directed towards dsetizeconcerns, the Soviet regime clearly
won the majority of the diplomatic battles. Led &lyle and experienced diplomats and
skilled propagandists, théKID andCominternsuccessfully pursued a two-pronged attack,
enmeshing the Poles in tactically complex negatistiand creating irrevocable tensions

between them and their western allies.

Intermittent recourse to a dual diplomatidiaiy offensive continued to be pursued
by the Poles in 1920. The Soviet regime, too, isifead its three-pronged drive: traditional
and revolutionary diplomacyggit-prop and military engagement as the year progressed.

The policy of proposing harsh terms from a positidmnilitary strength was consistently
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employed by both belligerents during the war, st #ither Russia or Poland was in the

diplomatic ascendancy at any one time. Howevenpatyh for the first part of the year the
Soviet regime fought from a weaker military positiots diplomats again succeeded in
maintaining a clear advantage over their opponddiifising their former experience as
underground revolutionaries, the Russian and Potiemmunists proved skilled at
composing appeals designed to raise the sympattiyeahternational working class. The
tactical astuteness of Lenin and his colleagugdars in the international arena was, at

this time, clear for all to see.

Furthermore, the Poles were constrained eir @ctions and at the outset of the year
were obliged to consult thEntentegovernments for advice on the Soviet peace offer o
January 1920. Once more they received divided eunsm Britain and France, as first
witnessed at the Paris Peace Conference. This olieEm in an extremely difficult
position. The Poles remained dependent uporktitentefor supplies and equipment and
were greatly concerned at the propaganda onslaughbh diplomatic negotiation with the
Soviets would undoubtedly facilitate. Despite thesegivings, however, Lloyd George’s
advice made it impossible for the Poles to resorély to military measures, and in March

the latter duly began talks to meet with a Sovededation at Borisov.

These talks failed to materialise. The Alligshed, as was the norm, to avoid any
responsibility for facilitating peace talks, prafeg to watch the drama unfold from a safe
distance. The Soviets cleverly utilised the delmter the meeting place to prolong the
talks, allowing them to simultaneously prepare @ Remy counter-offensive and to play
to a large international audience. In this, the Ni&ihd Chicherin undoubtedly came out on
top. Neither, however, were the Poles blameledsudski knew that the Poles were in a
strong position militarily and was secretly prepgrio launch an offensive into Ukraine.
He, too, saw no reason to sue for peace or to acce8oviet demands. Both states now

favoured a military dénouement.

Thus, the temporary truce secured at Mikagz@wvas observed only until Denikin
had been removed as a threat in April 1920. Oreehhd been achieved, Pitsudski, again
driven by his ideological programme, launched afersfive on Kiev, transforming,
through his approach towards ethnographic Rusk®,stale and intensity of the war.
Although he sought to resolve the border statesitdeial issues without having to take
into account allied wishes, by overestimating thergth of the Polish Armed forces,

misinterpreting Ukrainian support for his federalsogramme and underestimating the
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resources of the Red Army, his action lost furtihéernational goodwill for the Poles and

brought the Polish state close to collapse.

In turn, the Soviet vision of Ukraine as @iabst bridge to south-western Europe set
the two states ideologically, politically and ralitly on a crash course. The Kiev offensive
proved a crucial turning point for Russia’s percaptof the war and had important
implications for Soviet ideology as its leaders evéorced to acknowledge the potential
support to be gained by playing the national c&at. the first time, the Soviet regime
directly and officially petitioned Russian natioisalsentiment for the war effort, to great
effect. This temporary ideological shift demonstthboth a great flexibility in policy to
secure the widest possible support for the wartefmd highlighted Lenin’s abilities as an
excellent tactician. It also indicated just how imube RKP(b) was willing to bend its
beliefs in the very short-term to achieve the vitalg-term goal of securing the world’s
first socialist state. This was fully in-keepingtiviMarxist-Leninist doctrine that ideology

must be re-evaluated in response to changing cstames.

The Red Army’s quick response resulted irrardhtic reversal in the fortunes of the
protagonists. The Poles were swept ever westwdotg ahe entire front, so that by late
July, Pitsudski had lost all territory acquired theevious year. It also presented the
Politburo with a unique opportunity to implement its war airfthe Soviet decision, taken
on 17 July 1920, to cross the ethnographic bormtedirect contravention of Marxist
doctrine, irreversibly altered the complexion oé tivar, culminating politically with the
establishment of thBolrevkomand militarily with the Battle of Warsaw. This wase of
the pivotal turning points of the conflict, as it repemted a major ideological shift by
Lenin and thdPolitburo.

Until this point, Soviet action was governgdthe Marxist doctrine that the socialist
revolution must be the work of each nation’s ownlgtariat and it was to this end that
Russia’s revolutionary diplomacy, in combinationtiwitheir well-plannedagit-prop
offensive, were directed prior to July 1920. Marguwed that it was the responsibility of
communists to guide and direct the process of bx@nting the capitalist system through
international socialist revolution, but that therking class must emancipate itself. It was
thus essential in the Polish war that the regimi¢ iwaallow itsagit-propto incite the local
population, before supporting a genuine Polish wgkmovement, if and when it

developed. Socialist revolution must not be impofedn outside through the use of
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military force. The Red Army, at most, should assie efforts of the Polish working

class. It should not be used as a decisive insmumedringing about political change.

Confidence, however, was high in tRelitburo that if successful, transforming the
Polish campaign into a revolutionary war would oaty secure Russia’s socialist state,
but would spread the revolution westwards to Gegrard south-westwards to Hungary,
Romania and Czechoslovakia. This would provide ablei international alternative to
capitalism and would be the first step in overthrgvthe Paris settlement. Most
importantly, the sovietisation of Poland would cally implement the third stage of
Lenin’s ideological programme, drawing Poland itite Soviet federation of states. The
regime was, thus, confident that the Red Army waoadtl as a necessary catalyst for a

Polish workers’ and peasants’ led socialist revofut

It was this error of judgement which wasraltely responsible for the unprecedented
defeat of the Red Army at Warsaw the following northe Soviet regime overlooked a
fundamental Marxist dictum and tried, in July 19&9Djmpose revolution on the Poles by
force. Lenin’s insistence that the Red Army be usedtest Poland’'s ‘ripeness’ for
revolution in July 1920, demonstrated a profourl laf judgement and a fatal misreading
of the situation in Poland, for which his countitimately paid the price of defeat. Poland

was demonstrably not ready for socialist revolution

This misjudgement continued to direct Soweticy for the remainder of the war.
Indeed, so convinced were the RKP(b) leaders H&aPblish workers and peasants would
support the advancing Red Army, that it supportesl éstablishment of theolrevkom
earmarked as the first Soviet Polish Socialist Gowvent, in the same week that the
ethnographic border was crossed. This proved tongeof the most significant events of
the war. Through it, Polish communists sought tadlehe socialist revolution in their
native country, implementing in practice the secatage of the revolutionary process
pursued by Lenin: the establishment of revolutioeach state encouraged by the work of
local communists. The importance of this organsatiannot be underestimated. It left no
doubt about Lenin’s ultimate objective in the wathwPoland. If the Polish-Soviet War
formed part of the Soviet leaders’ earliest ventirexport revolution by military force

westwards, théolrevkomwas their first attempt to predetermine the natfréhe future
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Polish government, establishing a Socialist SoWetpublic on ethnographic Polish

territory. It was, ultimately, the political culmition of Soviet ideology in Polarfd.

The Committee was not established, as ha® Iseggested, in response to a
spontaneous workers’ movement. Instead, it wastenleia direct response to communist
recognition of the need to establish an organisatialirect the sovietisation of Poland and
to mobilise Polish communists to direct the reviolury process in their country. As such,
it was the definitive attempt by the communistsRafland and Russia to impose their
ideological programme, not simply through diploroatvertures or agitation and

propaganda, but through decisive, concrete andigaaaction.

Established on the initiative of Polish comnmsts, who defined its programme, the
Committee received very little direct instructiorrorh Moscow. Indeed, policy
disagreements arose between Bmrevkomand Lenin. Yet it was dependent on the
RKP(b) for funds and fully shared with the Soviegime, the Marxist objective of
establishing the dictatorship of the proletariaPwiand. As a political instrument, capable
of exporting socialist revolution abroad, Lenin wagremely interested in its activities,

requesting daily reports about its work in the §tolbolitical struggle.

More than any other event of the war, thaldshment, activities and conduct of the
Polrevkomgraphically demonstrated that which the Sovietimeghope to achieve in
Poland and beyond. As such, it provided a cleaic&ithn of the measures which would
have been implemented had the Red Army been victerat the Battle of Warsaw later in
the month. Led by individuals intimately associatedh the Soviet decision-making
process in Russia, it carried out a wide rangeaskd aimed at implementing Soviet
ideology in Poland and was deeply committed todissemination of Soviet propaganda
and agitation to the local population. Mirroring V&t policy, it directly addressed its
working class target audience, over the heads efRblish Government. In fact, the
measures it introduced broadly replicated thosecltihe Bolsheviks had themselves

undertaken three years earlier in Russia to ieitia¢ transition to a Marxist economy.

Crucially, however, although both its membarsl the Soviet leaders were keen to
stress its independence from the Russian regired?dhievkomwas ultimately dependent

upon the advancing Soviet armed forces for itsinaed survival. Without the Red Army

2 The Battle of Warsaw later in the month would esent the military culmination of this policy.
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it could not have functioned, nor controlled thedlrevkomyin the occupied Polish lands.

Herein lay its fundamental weakness. It was uttddgendent upon the Soviet military to
control the areas over which it sought to estaldistinority, so that its influence only ever

extended as far as the Soviet frontline.

The reception of its ideological programmeRwnfish inhabitants was crucial to its fate
and its failings were those of the entire Sovietiign policy-diplomatic agenda pursued
during the war. The local population in Polandradiely held its fate in its hands. This
also provedhe vital factor in determining the eventual outconi¢h@ war. Contrary to the
Committee’s expectations, the local population setuto support it in sufficient numbers
required to guarantee its survival. The peasargrgained largely passive to its work,
initial working class support soon waned as itefdilto deal with the ever-increasing
problems it faced, Polish socialists, its poteraidies, regarded it as part of an imperialist
Russian invasion, and it failed to coordinate @8véies closely with the one party which

unreservedly supported it: the KPRP.

The majority of Poles, including the workerse tCommittee claimed to represent,
regarded national independence and security as mgertant than the adoption of an
alien Soviet ideology. ThePolrevkom failed to establish the longed-for socialist
government because fatally, it failed to win themut of the local population, who
refused to be inspired by Marxist ideology. In galsocialist revolution had no real
support base in Poland and neither did Rloérevkom This fundamental truth sealed the
fate not only of the Committee, but also of theirenSoviet policy pursued by Lenin

during the war.

Whilst thePolrevkomwas working to foster socialist revolution in Rada July and
August witnessed the climax of both Soviet and$Potliplomatic offensives aradit-prop
drives, as the military situation intensified. Altilgh both states continued to play to an
international audiencégntenteintransigence, founded on an unwillingness to jpiceay
direct responsibility for the progress of eventsstfwitnessed at the Paris Peace
Conference, reached its zenith. Chicherin tookapgortunity, through the Baranowicze
negotiations, to secure a temporary truce to sthemgthe position of the Red Army and to
allow the work of thd?olrevkomand the widely disseminated Sowagfit-propto bear fruit
in Poland. The Poles, too, sought to gain time acilifate a military solution to the

conflict. Pitsudksi was also confident of victory.
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The talks, therefore, served as a smokesdreleind which military preparations for the

decisive battle of the war were made. Quite simiphyas not in the interest of either party
to negotiate seriously until the lines on the leétld had been drawn. Conviction that the
Polish socialist revolution was imminent and tHa Red Army would be victorious at
Warsaw, removed any pressing need for the Sowetegotiate before its objectives had
been achieved. THeolrevkomresided in the wings, ready to grasp political poas soon

as the Polish Army was defeated. There was no fiveefor Lenin and his colleagues to
negotiate with a Polish Government, soon to beasga by an ideologically allied socialist

government.

Instead, Baranowicze enabled the Soviet dipls to play to an international audience.
Once more, the diplomats of tiNKID won the diplomatic contest, and began to reap
rewards for their consistent diplomatic offensias,the Allied states increasingly began to
guestion Polish policy. The extremely severe Sotéeins proposed to the Poles also
succeeded, once again, in splitting British andnélnereaction and advice. The tactical
superiority of the Soviet statesmen and diplomtatss, continued to reap rewards for the

Russian regime right up until the commencemenhefiattle.

The Battle of Warsaw was of decisive impoctaffor Soviet Russia, Poland and the
wider world. If successful, Soviet Russia would onbtedly have sought to spread its
ideology, on the back of the Red Army, not onlyPmland, but to the rest of Europe and
beyond. For the Poles, the battle representedirtaé dtand in the struggle to consolidate
and secure their infant state. Until this dateythad lagged behind the Soviet regime in
the proficiency of theiagit-prop, but once the Red Army threatened their capita ,Roles
adopted the Soviet methods of appealing directlythieir own population and to the
western Allies, to great effect. Polish patriotscansed at the approach of their historic
opponent towards their capital city, displayed Igteketermination to fight to the end.
Pitsudski alone devised the successful militargtefyy and commanded the Polish Army
to impose the first military defeat, by a foreigivarsary, on the Soviet Russian Republic.

The Allies could claim no plaudits for the victory.

Privately the Soviet regime was forced tormekledge the catastrophic implications of
this for the international socialist movement. Aenin admitted, it proved a turning point
not only for the Polish-Soviet War, but for theiemtvorld. Following the Great War it had
appeared that the tide was turning in the Sovetedr as revolutionary movements were

established throughout the continent. Cruciallyvéeer, 1919 witnessed the pinnacle of
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this international activity. Following the conclasiof the peace settlement at Versailles in

mid-1919, the European nations increasingly begatuin their backs on international
concerns, as amply demonstrated by Allied intraerssg in dealing with both Poland and
Russia throughout the war. By the time the Sovegtme ordered the Red Army to cross
the Polish border and endorsed the establishmenheoPolrevkomin July 1920, the
revolutionary upsurge had long since passed in ofdstirope. Their action was a year too
late. The Soviet regime’s inability to take thigfsin international opinion into account

had fatal consequences in August 1920.

Following these dramatic events, Soviet Ryssio, began to turn its focus inwardly,
and the implementation of international revolutiorceded temporarily into the
background. For the Polish Republic, victory at ¥éar secured the independence of the
state and removed the threat of the installatioa ptippet Soviet regime. It also laid the
foundations of Polish-Soviet relations for the nexb decades. A Soviet victory would
have been the first step in shattering the inténat system established at Paris. Europe
was saved, by the Polish-Soviet War, from a Soeretlaught, until the outbreak of the
Second World War.

The final diplomatic enactments of the cantflstaged in neutral Riga, saw the Soviet
diplomats skilfully manoeuvre, for the last time,gain the upper hand at the negotiating
table, despite being militarily defeated. As throogt the war, Lenin maintained a tight
grip on Soviet proceedings, whilst Pitsudski, dlisioned by the failure of his federalist
programme, largely withdrew from the negotiatingpqass. As a result, the National
Democrats, as in Paris, directed the Polish ageities time though, the delegates
proposed more conciliatory terms in the hope ofidimg a future war with Russia.
Military engagements ended at 2400 on 18 Octob260,18ut mutual suspicion once again
forced the negotiations to become a protractedraffavas only on 18 March 1921, with
the signing of the Treaty of Riga, that the Pol&hviet War formally ended.

This compromise peace, for the first timelindéed the Polish-Soviet frontier,
successfully achieving an objective which the TyexdtVersailles had failed to secure two
years earlier. Neither state could, however, reediy claim the Treaty as a victory. In
practice, both failed to secure the war aims defimg the ideological programmes of their
respective leaders at the outset of the conflioe Poles renounced enormous areas of land
which had belonged to the pre-partition state agithar Pitsudski’s federalist programme

nor Dmowski’s annexationist agenda were implementedull. Likewise, the Soviet
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leaders were forced to concede their inabilityduietise Poland and spread revolution to

central and western Europe. Importantly, thougk, Riga settlement provided a much-
needed temporary breathing space for Russia anané&®oknabling them to turn their

attention to the pressing domestic concerns thmeajeheir states.

Thus, in conclusion, from 1919-1921, PolishwiSt relations alternated between an
intermittent pursuit of military offensives and ocerse to diplomatic negotiation as
domestic and international conditions dictated, aa$ acknowledged as such by their
respective leaders. In reality, although both sidese willing to provide their diplomats
with opportunities to secure the states’ foreighgyaobjectives by peaceful means, neither
leadership hesitated to employ military force ad amen the need arose. Mutual distrust
of their opponent's motives was heightened by thevi€d regime’s adept use of

revolutionary diplomacy and widespread dissemimatibagit-prop materials.

With the establishment of the Polish statBlavember 1918, Poland and Soviet Russia
were set on a crash course. Ideologically, westemocracy and Russian Marxism battled
it out in the Polish-Soviet War. This was the piiat obstacle to the establishment of
cordial relations between the neighbouring state$919-1921. The war which followed
was inevitable. The uncompromising and diametrjcafiposing war aims of both ensured
that it was impossible for either to secure thdifeotives through diplomacy alone. The
very nature of the war, the ideological and traditil opposition of both states, and their
directly conflicting aims and objectives, ensurédttonly the military defeat of one

protagonist would force the signing of a peace.

All policies pursued by Lenin and tRelitburo in the war with Poland stemmed from
their mistaken conviction that Poland was ripe tloe second Marxist stage: socialist
revolution. The Soviet's longed-for Polish revotutifailed to materialise, despite the best
efforts of its diplomats, statesmen, agitator-pggpadists, Red Army men and the
Polrevkom By consistently overestimating the revolutiongmgtential in Poland and,
contrary to all Marxist teachings, by utilising tBeviet military to enforce revolution on
Poland, Lenin inadvertently signed the death-wdrodthe socialist revolution in that state
at the beginning of the twentieth century. Commuigisology, ultimately failed to inspire

the vast majority of the Polish population.

The entrenchment of this ideological divergemetween Polish western democracy

and Russian Marxism after the war ensured thahtastompromise proved unattainable.
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For the Poles, Russia continued to incite histgrigaographic, political and ideological

opposition. Russia too remained suspicious of Rbléor identical reasons. Mutual
antagonism, deepened by the Polish-Soviet War,ldged further in the inter-war years.
Soviet humiliation at the outcome of the conflichde it inevitable that, at a future date,
the regime would seek to redress the balance.érhestagreed at Riga failed to provide an
enduring solution to Polish-Soviet hostility, anér& once more questioned by the armed
forces of Soviet Russia in September 1939. Theekeeted less than twenty years.
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Appendix A: Biographical Notes

Babel, Isaak (1894-1941)
Born in Odessa, Ukraine, to a Jewish family, hegdi the RKP(b) in 1917. During the
Polish-Soviet War, he served as a political comanigs the Red Army. A collection of his

stories based on his war experient&marmiia,was published in 1926.

Balfour, Arthur (1848-1930)

Born in East Lothian, Scotland and educated at Etoth Trinity College, Cambridge.
Balfour entered the House of Commons in 1874 atheservative MP for Hertford. He
became British Prime Minister in 1902, a post hiel hentil 1905, and remained leader of
the Conservative Party until 1911. In 1916, Davidyd George, appointed him Foreign

Secretary, a post from which he resigned in 1916wiing the Paris Peace Conference.

Brusilov, Aleksei Alekseevich  (1853-1926)

Born in Tiflis, the son of an aristocrat, Brusilexas educated in the Imperial Corps of
Pages. After the Russian Revolution in 1917, he agmointed Commander-in-Chief of
the Russian Army by the Provisional Government.sBov offered his services to the
Soviet regime in 1920. Involved in the Red Army oato Warsaw in 1920, he retained

largely staff positions, initially as a military msultant and then as an inspector of cavalry.

Chicherin, Georgii Vasil'evich (1872-1936)

Born in Tambov province, into a family from the Ri@ lower nobility, Chicherin was
the son of a retired diplomat. A graduate in hismmd philology from the University of St.
Petersburg, he entered the Russian Ministry of iforéffairs in 1898. In 1904, he
resigned from the diplomatic service to settle ierl®, where in 1905 he joined the
RSDRP. A Menshevik, he was expelled from Germar/9@7, moving to Paris and, from
1914-1918, to England. He returned to Russia imdanl1918 and joined the RKP(b). In
March, he was named Commissar for Foreign Affa@®ining the post until 1930, and as
such was Soviet Russia’s highest ranking diplomatind the Polish-Soviet War.
However, he was never invited to join Soviet Russihief policy-making body, the

Politburo.
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Clemenceau, Georges (1841-1929)

Born in Mouilleron-en-Pareds, France, he trainedaadoctor. In 1871, he became a
member of the National Assembly and in 1876 wasaalédr of the extreme left in the
Chamber of Deputies. Clemenceau held the postesfdir Premier, 1906-1909, and again
in 1917-1920 and presided over the Paris Peacee@onde in 1919.

Curzon (of Kedleston), George Nathaniel, (Marquis) (1859-1925)

Born at Kedleston Hall, Derbyshire, Curzon studie@®xford, became an MP in 1886, and
was appointed Viceroy of India, 1899-1905. He bezanmember of Lloyd George’s War
Cabinet in 1916 and held the post of British Fane®gcretary 1919-1924, a post he had

long coveted.

Dabski, Jan (1880-1931)

Born in Kukizéw, near Lwéw, Bbski was a member of the Polish Legions during the
Great War, 1914-1918. He was Vice-President of PS&ks), and as Deputy Foreign
Minister, 1919-1923, was the chief negotiator a ®olish-Soviet peace negotiations,
which concluded with the signing of the Treaty afdrin March 1921.

Danishevskii, K./DaniSevskis, J ulijs K arlis (1884-1938)

The son of a Latvian farmer, Danishevski joined ttla¢vian Social Democratic Party in

1900. Arrested and exiled to Siberia in 1914, heabee a member of the Moscow Soviet
in 1917 and was appointed Deputy Chairman of thevikm SSR in 1919. He was a
political member of the Revolutionary Military Catihof the Republic in 1920, attached

to the Western Front and in August 1920, led thei€Speace delegation at the Minsk

negotiations.

Daszynski, Ignacy (1866-1936)

Born at Zbara, Galicia, to an aristocratic family. In 1882, Dgszki became leader of the
PPS in Galicia. In 1891, he co-founded the Galicatial Democratic Party and was a
member of the AustriaReichsrat(Parliament), 1897-1918. Elected as Premier ol
December 1918-January 1919, from 1919-1929, heleeater of the PPS in ti&ejmand

was Vice-Premier of Poland from June-December 1920.

Dmowski, Roman (1864-1939)
Born in a small town near Warsaw, Dmowski attenthedUniversity of Warsaw, studying
biology. From 1906-1912, he was elected a deputiigdRussiaiduma was Chairman of
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the Polish National Committee in Paris from 19179.9nd the leading Polish delegate at

the Paris Peace Conference in 1919. As leaderedN#tional Democratic Party, he was a
principal opponent of J6zef Pitsudski during thdigheSoviet War and in July 1920 was a

member of the Council of State Defence.

Dzierzynski, Feliks (1877-1926)

Born in Dziegzynskowo, Wilno guberniia, the son of a Polish lander. Co-founder of the
SDKPIL in 1899, he was elected to the CC of RSDRR(11917. A principal organiser of
the October Revolution, he was appointed ChairnfahedxChekaon 7 [20 n.s.] December
1917, a position he held until his death. From 13&/was elected a Presidium member of
All-Russian CEC, a RKP(b) CC member, from 1917-13#6& arOrgburo member, from
March 1919-April 1920. In May-July 1920, Dzignhski was appointed Rear Commander
of South-West Front, from May-September 1920, wasldgical member of the Western
Front and was unofficial head of tR®lrevkom He was People’s Commissar for Internal
Affairs, 1920-1922.

Grabski, Stanistaw (1871-1949)

A Polish politician, co-founder of the PPS and Bssbr of Economics at Lwow

University, 1910-1939. From 1918-1919, Grabski veasepresentative on the Polish
National Committee in Paris and was a member oPthlesh peace delegation at the Riga

Conference with Soviet Russia.

Grabski, Wtadystaw (1874-1938)

Born in Borowo near towicz, like his brother Stdavg, he was a Polish politician and
economist. He served as a National Democratic eputhe Russiaibuma and as the
Polish Prime Minister from July-August 1920 andiageom 1923-1925.

Joffe, Adolf Abramovich (Krymskii, Viktor) (1883-1927)

Born in Simferopol’, the son of a wealthy Crimeaerohant, and educated as a doctor,
Joffe joined the RSDRP(b) in June 1917. Chairmarhef Soviet delegation during the
peace negotiations with the Germans at Brest-Likans1918, he was appointed Soviet
Ambassador to Germany the same year. Joffe heauledt $eace delegations to Estonia,
Latvia and Lithuania and was a delegate at ffeC®ngress of th€ominternin 1920.
From September 1920-March 1921, he was ChairmaineoSoviet delegation to the Riga
Peace Conference with Poland.
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Kamenev, Lev Borisovich (Rosenfeld) (1883-1936)

Born in Moscow, the son of a railway engineer, Kamejoined the RSDRP in 1901.
When the party split in 1903, he supported the Bolk faction, becoming a leading
member. In April 1917, he was elected a CC memb&SDRP(b), and was a delegate to
the Brest-Litovsk peace negotiations. At tH8 @ongress of th€ominternin 1920 he
represented, with Lenin, the RKP(b) on the commissfor national and colonial
questions. He was Rolitburo member, 1919-1925, and @rgburo member from March
1919-April 1920. In 1920-1921, he headed a Soviate delegation to Britain.

Kautsky, Karl Johann (1854-1938)
Born in Prague, Kautsky was a leading theoretioiahe German Social Democratic Party

and 29 International, and a critic of Bolshevism.

Kerr, Philip Henry (11 ™ Marquis of Lothian) (1882-1940)
As David Lloyd George's private secretary, 1916-419% was active at the Paris Peace

Conference in 1919.

Kon, Feliks (1864-1941)

A Polish Communist and journalist, Kon joined th®3 (ewicg in 1904, before
becoming an RSDRP(b) member in 1918. He wBsleevkommember from July-August
192Q

Krestinskii, Nikolai N. (1883-1938)

Born in Mogilev, to Ukrainian peasants, he graddate law from St. Petersburg
University in 1907. A member of the RSDRP in 196Bthe RKP(b) CC, 1917-1921 and
from 1919-1921, he was a member of the centraledatiat andPolitburo. Krestinskii was

appointed Commissar for Finance, 1918-1922.

Lapinski Pawel (Pawel Lewinson) (1879-1937)

Joining the PPS in 1904, he was appointed to it§ré@ 1906-1918. Lapski became a
member of the Central Executive Committee of th&-P&wicain Russia, and one of the
organisers of the Polish Commissariat in the Corsariat for Nationalities, in December
1917. Between 1918 and 1920, he was a consultaheKID and in 1920-1927, headed
the Diplomatic Information department of the NKICBRSR in Berlin.
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Lenin, Vladimir II'ich  (Ulianov) (1870-1924)

Born in Simbirsk, the son of a school inspectornibestudied law at Kazan’ and St.
Petersburg Universities. In 1894, in St. Petersbloegorganised the illegal “Union for the
Liberation of the Working Class”. Arrested in 1896¢ the next 22 years he remained in
exile, becoming a member of the RSDRP CC and |gaitie Bolshevik wing of RSDRP,
in 1903. He was one of the principal organisershef October Revolution in Russia in
1917 and was elected Chairman of the Council opplé Commissars. An advocate of
immediate peace with Germany, he pushed througtsidréng of the Treaty of Brest-
Litovsk with Germany in March 1918 and was chiedtigator in founding th€omintern

in March 1919. During the Polish-Soviet War, he awiet Russia’s leading statesman
and chief policy-maker: Chairman 8bnvarkom1917-1924; CC member of the RKP(b)
and its titular head; leading figure in tRelitburo; head of the Council for Workers’ and
Peasants’ Defence, November 1918-April 1920, andhef Council for Labour and
Defence, April 1920-January 1924.

Leszczy nski, Julian (Le nski) (1889-1939)

Leszczyiski joined the SDKPIL in 1905. In November 1917, lecame Commissar for
Polish Affairs and in February 1919, CommissarBducation in the Lit-Bel SSR. During
the Polish-Soviet War, he was a representativenefPblrevkomon the South-Western

Front.

Lloyd-George, David (1 * Earl of Dwyfor) (1863-1945)

Born in Manchester, he studied law in Wales and,880, became an MP for Carnarvon
Boroughs, a seat he held for 55 years. As Britisin® Minister, at the head of a coalition
government, dominated by Conservatives, he heldeoffom 1916 to 1922, and led the

British delegation to the Paris Peace Conferend®ir®.

Marchlewski, Julian Juzefovich  (Karski/Kujawski) (1866-1925)

Born in Wioctawek, Poland, to a family from the tyenobility, Marchlewski was a
diplomat, politician and writer. He became a welblwn activist in the Polish and German
social democratic movements and was elected a datedmember of the CC RSDRP in
1907. In June 1918, he went to Moscow and wasiafggba member of the All-Russian
Central Executive Committee and a member of H€ID. As leader of the Polish
communists in the USSR, 1919-1920, he signed thediog document of thEomintern,
returning to Moscow as representative of the Pdllsmmunist Party. During 1919-1920,

he was entrusted by Lenin as a principal adviserPotish affairs, chief diplomatic
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negotiator in secret talks with the Poles and wamiinated official Chairman of the

Polrevkom.

Paderewski, Ignacy Jan (1860-1941)

Born in Kurylowka, Podolia, Paderewski was a woflinous concert pianist and
composer. Following the outbreak of the Great Wer,lobbied internationally for the

establishment of a free Poland, was a represeeatafithe Polish National Committee in
Paris and was a delegate to the Paris Peace Coodéerggning the initial peace treaty for
Poland. He became Polish Prime Minister and Sagréor Foreign Affairs from January-

November 1919.

Patek, Stanistaw (1866-1945)

A Polish statesman and lawyer, he was appointastidski's representative with the Polish
National Committee in Paris, in 1919. Patek was isian for Foreign Affairs from
December 1919-June 1920.

Petlura, Simon Vasil'evich (Semen) (1879-1926)

Born in Poltava, the son of a coachman, he was mitlkn nationalist leader and
politician. After the February Revolution in 191ffe organised the Ukrainian Military
Committee, becoming Minister of Defence in the Ukign Rada in 1918. He was

Chairman (‘Ataman’) of the Ukrainian Directory, sap in Kiev in March 1917 as an
autonomous government, transformed in November 1®tb7an independent regime, and
was supported by the German occupiers from MarcheNder 1918. Fighting against
both the Red Army and Denikin’'s White Army, in allice with Poland, Petlura was
defeated at the end of 1919. He reached Kiev thighPoles in the spring of 1920, but

emigrated to Poland after the Polish retreat.

Pitsudski, J6zef (Klemens) (1867-1935)

Born in Zuléw, near Wilno to a minor gentry familye was educated at Wilno University.
In 1892, he co-founded the PPS, becoming the éugbr of its newspapeRobotnik In
1906, he became leader of a right-wing faction hid PPS, establishing paramilitary
organisations§trzelcy, which in August 1914, became tRelish Legionsn the Austrian
Army. He was appointed Minister of Defence underRegency Council in 1917, and was
imprisoned from July 1917-November 1918 in MagdgbQastle. In November 1918,
upon his release, he declared Poland’s independérceming the country’s first Chief-
of-State and Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Fartespring 1920, he was appointed
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Marshal of Poland and was the principal militargder, statesman and policy-maker in

Poland during the war with Soviet Russia.

Preobrazhenskii , Evgenii Alekseevich, (1886-1937)
Born to a priest’s family, in Bolkhoz, central RisssAn economist and party activist, he

was elected to the regional RKP(b) committee inUhals

Prochniak, Edward (1888-1937)
Born in the town of Pulawy, Poland, he was an SKember from 1903 to 1917, a
member of the KPRP from 1918, and a member of tE(B) in 1917-1918 and 1920-

1926. In 1920, he was nominated a member oPtiieevkom

Radek, Karol Berngardovich (1885-1939)
(Bernhardovich/Sobelsohn/Sobelson/Parabellum/Bremer /Struthahn)

Born in Lwow, Galicia, into a lower middle classrfdy. He was a member of the Polish
and German Social Democratic Parties and, from 19fthe RSDRP(b). After the
October Revolution, he became Head of the Centnabean Department of tHéKID
and was a Soviet delegate at the Brest-Litovsk @ewgotiations. At the "BRKP(b)
Congress in March 1919 he was elected, in absemtimember of CC and at th&2
CominternCongress in July-August 1920 was elected a mewibre ECCI, becoming a
secretary to theComintern, from 1919-1924. He was valued highly by the Soviet
leadership as an adviser on Polish and Germansa#iad participated in the Polish-Soviet
negotiations at Minsk in October 1920.

Rumbold, Horace (1869-1941)
Born in St. Petersburg, the son of the Secretaryh® British Embassy, he was a
professional diplomat, 1888-1933. Rumbold was ampdi British Minister to Poland
October 1919-November 1920.

Sapieha, Prince Eustacy (1881-1963)

Sapieha was a Polish statesman, appointed Chawofrthe Committee for the Defence of
the Borders, in 1919. From July 1919-June 192@vag Polish Minister in London and
Polish Minister of Foreign Affairs from June 1920a& 1921.
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Stalin, losif Vissarionovich  Dzhugashvili/Jugashvili/Soso/Stalin/Joseph/

I.Besoshvili/David/Kato/Koba/lvanovich/Vasil'ev/K. Stefin)

(1879-1953)

Born in Gori, Tiflis Province, Georgia, to a shodmaand washerwoman. He joined the
RSDRP in 1898, and after the party split in 19@®p®rted the Bolshevik faction.

After the October Revolution, he was appointed: @ i@ember of the RKP(b); an All-
Russian CEC member; Rolitburo member, 1917-1952; a member of Begburo and
Commissar for Nationalities, 1917-1923. From 19924, he was a political commissar
with the Military Revolutionary Council, being setat the Southern, Western and South-
Western Fronts and was a member of the Council ofkéfs’ and Peasants’ Defence. In
March 1919, he was with the RKP(b) delegation atfdunding congress of tli&omintern

and in July 1920 was elected an alternate membikedECCI.

Trotsky, Lev Davydovich (Bronstein/Trotsky, Leon) (1879-1940)

Born in lanovka, Kherson Province, Ukraine, the sdma Jewish estate manager. He
joined the editorial staff of the RSDRP newspafsta, and at the ¥ Party Congress in
1903, sided with the Menshevik faction. He offigigbined the RSDRP(b), as part of the
mezhraiontsyfaction, in August 1917. Was elected to the CCalbisentia, at the"6Party
Congress and as Chairman of the Military RevoliignCommittee, was the principal
organiser of the October Revolution in 1917. Hednee a member of the All-Russian
CEC,; thePolitburo, 1917-1926, and th@®rgburo from March 1919-April 1920. Trotsky
was appointed Commissar for Foreign Affairs, Octob@l7-February 1918, leading the
Soviet delegation at the Brest-Litovsk peace nagjotis. He became Soviet Commissar
for War, March 1918-January 1924. In January 19&%igned the appeal for the founding

congress of th€ominternand was elected an alternate member of the ECCI.

Tukhachevsky, Mikhail Nikolaevich (1893-1937)

Born in Smolensk guberniia, the son of a noblenah @ peasant woman. He graduated
from the Aleksandrovskii Military Academy in 1914efore joining the exclusive
Semenovskii Guards Regiment. Became a member oRKR(b) and joined the Red
Army, in April 1918. He was appointed CommanderGafucasian Front on 31 January
1920. On 29 April 1920, was appointed CommandeiNesktern Front, leading the Soviet

invasion of Poland, which was halted just before§&le.
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Unszlicht, J6zef (Unshlikht, losif Stanislavovich) (1879-1938)

Born in Mlava, Plotsk Province, Poland. He joirted SDKPIL in 1900 and was an active
participant in the October Revolution in 1917, awm@mber of the Military Revolutionary
Committee. Unszlicht was a Collegium member of @eekafrom December 1917 and a
member of the CEC of SDKPIL in Russia. In March 9%e was elected a member of the
CC of the Communist Party of Lithuania and Beloisand appointed Commissar of
Military Affairs in the Lithuanian-Belorussian S@tiRepublic. He was a representative of
the Polish Communist Party to the founding cong#sthe Comintern,in March 1919.
From April 1919, he was a member of the Revolutigridilitary Council of the Western

Front, Political Commissar of XVI Army andRolrevkommember.

Wasilewski, Leon (1870-1936)

Born in St. Petersburg, a member of the PPS argk @ssociate of Pitsudski, he was the
architect of Polish foreign policy in the east. Apyped first Polish Minister of Foreign
Affairs, November 1918-January 1919.

Weygand, Maxime (1867-1965)
Born in Brussels, he was Chief-of-Staff to Foch,149923 and France’s military

representative on the Inter-allied Mission to Pdlatuly-August 1920.

Wilson, Thomas Woodrow (1856-1924)

Born in Staunton, VA, he studied at Princeton amithJHopkins Universities, becoming a
lawyer and University professor. He was electedif@lent of USA, 1913-1921. Wilson led
the American delegation at the Paris Peace Corderdmut the US Senate rejected the
Treaty of Versailles. Winner of the Nobel Peace®m 1919.

Witos, Wincenty (1874-1945)

Born in Wierzchaslawice, Galicia, he was employsdaawoodcutter, carpenter, and a
landowner. Witos became leader of the PSL (PiamtlyRand was a Deputy in the Vienna
Reichsratfrom 1911-1918. He was appointed Prime Ministd?a@and in 1921, 1923 and
1926.

Zinoviev, Grigorii Evseevich (Radomysl'skii  , Apfelbaum) (1883-1936)

Born in Elizavetgrad, Kherson Province, to a lowaddle class Jewish family. Member
of the RSDRP from 1901, he was elected Chairmath@fPetrograd Soviet, December
1917-January 1926, a candidate member ofRbktburo in 1919 and a fullPolitburo
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member from 1921-1926. He held the post of Chairraarithe Comintern Executive

Committee, March 1919-October 1926.



Appendix B: Variant Place-names

Baranowicze Baranovichi; Baranavichy
Biatystock; Belostok; Belastok; Byalistok
Biatowieza; Belaveskaia Pushcha; Belovezhskaia Pushcha
Borisov; Borisow

Brest-Litovsk; Brzes¢ nad Bugiem; Brz& Litewski
Kiev; Kijow

Krakow ; Krakov; Cracow

Lwow; Lvov; L'vov; Lviv; Lemberg
Mikaszewicze Mikashevichi

Minsk; Minsk

Moscow, Moskva; Moskwa; Maskva

Riga; Ryga

Warsaw; Warszawa; Varshava

Wilno; Vilna; Vilnius
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CcC

CEC

Cheka

Comintern
DBFP
D&M

DVP
Konarmiia

KPRP

Kresy
MSZ

NKID

NAS

Nat. Dems.

Ober-Ost

Orgburo
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Abbreviations and Glossary

Central Committee of the Russian CommunistyPa
(TsK: Tsentral’'nyi komitet rossiiskikh kommunistiskigh partii
(bolshevikoy, Centralny Komitet Rosyjskiej Komunistycznej Partii
(bolszewikdw)

(All-Russian) Central Executive Committee bé tSoviet YTsIK:
Vserossiiskii tsentral’nyi ispolnitel’nyi komite€Centralny Komitet
Wykonawczy

All-Russian Extraordinary Commission for tB&uggle against
Counter-Revolution and  Sabotage/Soviet  Secret  @olic
(Vserossiiskaia  chrezvichainaia  komissiia po  borbes
kontrrevoliutsiei, spekuliatsiei i prestupleniem plolzhnosti pri
SNK RSFSRNadzwyczajna Komisja do Walki z Kontrrewoluc;j
Sabotaem)

Communist Internationddmmunisticheskii internatsional
Documents on British Foreign Policy, 1918-1945
Dokumenty i materialy po istorii Sovetsko-Pol'skithoshenii.
Vols. 1-3
Dokumenty vneshnei politiki SSSRIs. 1-3

Soviet ¥ Cavalry Army

Communist Workers Party of PolaKaihunistyczna Partia
Robotnicza Polski

Borderlands lying between Poland and Russia

Polish Ministry of Foreign Affairdinisterstwo Spraw
Zagranicznych
People’s Commissariat for Foreign Affaifdgrodnyi

komissariat po inostrannym delam

National Archives of Scotland, Edinburgh

Polish National Democratic Pa&yr¢nnictwo
Narodowo-Demokratycznendecjd)

Supreme Command of Eastern Fiobe( Kommando

Ostfront, Oberbefehlsheber Qbtaczelne Dowddztwo Wschddu
Organisational Bureau of the of the Céi@mammittee of the
Russian Communist Part@(ganizatsionnoe biuro TsK RKB)



Pan

Pitsudski Institute

Pol'buro

Polish Institute

Politburo

Polrevkom

PPC

PPS

Revkom

RGASPI

RKP(b)

RSFSR

Sejm

Sovnarkom

TNA
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Soviet term for a Polish landowner

Archive of the Institute of &bzPitsudski, London Archiwum
Instytutyu Jézefa Pitsudskiego
Polish Bureau of the Russian CommunistyR&ol’'skoe biuro
RKHAb))

Polish Institute and General SskorMuseum, London Ifstytut
Polski i Muzeum im. Gen. Sikorski¢go
Political Bureau of the Russian CommuRiatty Central
CommitteeRoliticheskoe biuro TsK RKB))

Polish Provisional Revolutionary Comeetol’skii
vremennyi revoliutsionnyi komitétymczasowy Komitet
Rewolucyjny Polski

Paris Peace Conference

Polish Socialist Partydlska Partia Socjalistyczha

Revolutionary CommitteRévoliutsionnyi komitet
Rewolucyjny Komitét
Russian State Archive of Social and Polititiatory, Moscow
(Rossiiskii gosudarstvennii arkhiv sotsial’no-paiteskoi istori)
Russian Communist Party (Bolshevikddgsiiskaia
kommunisticheskaia partiigolshevikoy)

Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Rep(Rbssiiskaia
sovetskaia federativnaia sotsialisticheskaia re$igab
Rosyjska Socjalistyczna Federacyna Republikg Rad

Polish Diet, Parliament

Council of People’s Commissé@s\et narodnykh
komissaroy

The National Archives, London
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