Appendix C

The Warsaw Pact

IN APRIL 1985, the general secretaries of the communist and
workers’ parties of the Soviet Union, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia,
the German Democratic Republic (East Germany), Hungary,
Poland, and Romania gathered in Warsaw to sign a protocol
extending the effective term of the 1955 Treaty on Friendship,
Cooperation, and Mutual Assistance, which originally established
the Soviet-led political-military alliance in Eastern Europe. Their
action ensured that the Warsaw Pact, as it is commonly known,
will remain part of the international political and military land-
scape well into the future. The thirtieth anniversary of the Warsaw
Pact and its renewal make a review of its origins and evolution
particularly appropriate.

The Warsaw Pact alliance of the East European socialist states
is the nominal counterweight to the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation (NATO) on the European continent (see fig. A, this Appen-
dix). Unlike NATO, founded in 1949, however, the Warsaw Pact
does not have an independent organizational structure but func-
tions as part of the Soviet Ministry of Defense. In fact, through-
out the more than thirty years since it was founded, the Warsaw
Pact has served as one of the Soviet Union’s primary mechanisms
for keeping its Fast European allies under its political and mili-
tary control. The Soviet Union has used the Warsaw Pact to erect
a facade of collective decision making and action around the reality
of its political domination and military intervention in the inter-
nal affairs of its allies. At the same time, the Soviet Union also
has used the Warsaw Pact to develop East European socialist armies
and harness them to its military strategy.

Since its inception, the Warsaw Pact has reflected the changing
pattern of Soviet-East European relations and manifested problems
that affect all alliances. The Warsaw Pact has evolved into some-
thing other than the mechanism of control the Soviet Union origi-
nally intended it to be, and it has become increasingly less
dominated by the Soviet Union since the 1960s. The organizational
structure of the Warsaw Pact has grown and has provided a forum
for greater intra-alliance debate, bargaining, and conflict between
the Soviet Union and its allies over the issues of national indepen-
dence, policy autonomy, and East European participation in alli-
ance decision making. While the Warsaw Pact retains its internal
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Figure A. The Warsaw Pact Member States, 1987

function in Soviet-East European relations, its non-Soviet members
have also developed sufficient military capabilities to become use-
ful adjuncts of Soviet power against NATO in Europe.
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The Soviet Alliance System, 1943-55

Long before the establishment of the Warsaw Pact in 1953, the
Soviet Union had molded the East European states into an alli-
ance serving its security interests. While liberating Eastern Europe
from Nazi Germany in World War II, the Red Army established
political and military control over that region. The Soviet Union’s
size, economic weight, and sheer military power made its domi-
nation inevitable in this part of Europe, which historically had been
dominated by great powers. The Soviet Union intended to use
Eastern Europe as a buffer zone for the forward defense of its
western borders and to keep threatening ideological influences at
bay. Continued control of Eastern Europe became second only to
defense of the homeland in the hierarchy of Soviet security priori-
ties. The Soviet Union ensured its control of the region by turn-
ing the East European countries into subjugated allies.

The Organization of East European National Units, 1943-45

During World War II, the Soviet Union began to build what
Soviet sources refer to as history’s first coalition of a progressive
type when it organized or reorganized the armies of Eastern Europe
to fight with the Red Army against the German Wehrmacht. The
command and control procedures established in this military alli-
ance would serve as the model on which the Soviet Union would
build the Warsaw Pact after 1955. During the last years of the war,
Soviet commanders and officers gained valuable experience in
directing multinational forces that would later be put to use in the
Warsaw Pact. The units formed between 1943 and 1945 also
provided the foundation on which the Soviet Union could build
postwar East European national armies.

The Red Army began to form, train, and arm Polish and
Czechoslovak national units on Soviet territory in 1943. These units
fought with the Red Army as it carried its offensive westward into
German-occupied Poland and Czechoslovakia and then into Ger-
many itself. By contrast, Bulgaria, Hungary, and Romania were
wartime enemies of the Soviet Union. Although ruled by ostensi-
bly fascist regimes, these countries allied with Nazi Germany mainly
to recover territories lost through the peace settlements of World
War I or seized by the Soviet Union under the terms of the 1939
Nazi-Soviet Nonaggression Pact. However, by 1943 the Red Army
had destroyed the Bulgarian, Hungarian, and Romanian forces
fighting alongside the Wehrmacht. In 1944 it occupied Bulgaria,
Hungary, and Romania, and shortly thereafter it began the process
of transforming the remnants of their armies into allied
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units that could re-enter the war on the side of the Soviet Union.
These allied units represented a mix of East European nationals
fleeing Nazi occupation, deportees from Soviet-occupied areas, and
enemy prisoners of war. Red Army political officers organized
extensive indoctrination programs in the allied units under Soviet
control and purged any politically suspect personnel. In all, the
Soviet Union formed and armed more than 29 divisions and
37 brigades or regiments, which included more than 500,000 East
European troops.

The allied national formations were directly subordinate to the
headquarters of the Soviet Supreme High Command and its
executive body, the Soviet General Staff. Although the Soviet Union
directly commanded all allied units, the Supreme High Command
included one representative from each of the East European forces.
Lacking authority, these representatives simply relayed directives
from the Supreme High Command and General Staff to the com-
manders of East European units. While all national units had
so-called Soviet advisers, some Red Army officers openly discharged
command and staff responsibilities in the East European armies.
Even when commanded by East European officers, non-Soviet con-
tingents participated in operations against the Wehrmacht only as
part of Soviet fronts.

The Development of Socialist Armies in Eastern Europe, 1945-55

At the end of World War II, the Red Army occupied Bulgaria,
Romania, Hungary, Poland, and eastern Germany, and Soviet
front commanders headed the Allied Control Commission in each
of these occupied countries. The Soviet Union gave its most
important occupation forces a garrison status when it established
the Northern Group of Forces (NGF) in 1947 and the Group of
Soviet Forces in Germany (GSFG) in 1949. By 1949 the Soviet
Union had concluded twenty-year bilateral treaties on friendship,
cooperation, and mutual assistance with Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia,
Hungary, Poland, and Romania. These treaties prohibited the East
European regimes from entering into relations with states hostile
to the Soviet Union, officially made these countries Soviet allies,
and granted the Soviet Union rights to a continued military presence
on their territory. The continued presence of Red Army forces
guaranteed Soviet control of these countries. By contrast, the Soviet
Union did not occupy either Albania or Yugoslavia during or after
the war, and both countries remained outside direct Soviet control.

The circumstances of Soviet occupation facilitated the installa-
tion of communist-dominated governments called ‘‘people’s
democracies’’ in Eastern Europe. The indoctrinated East European
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troops that had fought with the Red Army to liberate their coun-
tries from Nazi occupation became politically useful to the Soviet
Union as it established socialist states in Eastern Europe. The East
European satellite regimes depended entirely on Soviet military
power—and the continued deployment of 1 million Red Army
soldiers—to stay in power. In return, the new East European
political and military elites were obliged to respect Soviet political
and security interests in the region.

While transforming the East European governments, the Soviet
Union also continued the process of strengthening its political con-
trol over the East European armed forces and reshaping them along
Soviet military lines after World War II. In Eastern Europe, the
Soviet Union instituted a system of local communist party con-
trols over the military based on the Soviet model. The East Euro-
pean communist parties thoroughly penetrated the East European
military establishments to ensure their loyalty to the newly estab-
lished political order. At the same time, the Soviet Union built these
armies up to support local security and police forces against domestic
disorder or other threats to communist party rule. Reliable East
European military establishments could be counted on to support
communist rule and, consequently, ensure continued Soviet con-
trol of Eastern Europe. In fact, in the late 1940s and the 1950s
the Soviet Union was more concerned about cultivating and
monitoring political loyalty in its East European military allies than
increasing their utility as combat forces.

The postwar military establishments in Eastern Europe consisted
of rival communist and noncommunist wartime antifascist resistance
movements, national units established on Soviet territory during
the war, prewar national military commands, and various other
armed forces elements that spent the war years in exile or fighting
in the West. Using the weight of the Red Army and its occupation
authority, the Soviet Union purged or co-opted the noncommunist
nationalists in the East European armies and thereby eliminated
a group likely to oppose their restructuring along Soviet lines. In
the case of communist forces, the Soviet Union trusted and
promoted personnel who had served in the national units formed
on its territory over native communists who had fought in the East
European underground organizations independent of Soviet control.

After 1948 the East European armies adopted regular political
education programs. This Soviet-style indoctrination was aimed
primarily at raising communist party membership within the officer
corps and building a military leadership cadre loyal to the socialist
system and the national communist regime. Unquestionable politi-
cal loyalty was more important than professional competence for
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advancement in the military hierarchy. Appropriate class origin
became the principal criterion for admission to the East European
officer corps and military schools. The Soviet Union and national
communist party regimes transformed the East European military
establishments into a vehicle of upward mobility for the working
class and peasantry, who were unaccustomed to this kind of
opportunity. Many of the officers in the new East European armed
forces supported the new regimes because their newly acquired
professional and social status hinged on the continuance of com-
munist party rule.

The Soviet Union assigned trusted national communist party
leaders to the most important East European military command
positions despite their lack of military qualifications. The East
European ministries of defense established political departments
on the model of the Main Political Directorate of the Soviet Army
and Navy. Throughout the 1950s, prewar East European com-
munists served as political officers, sharing command prerogatives
with professional officers and evaluating their loyalty to the com-
munist regime and compliance with its directives. Heavily armed
paramilitary forces under the control of the East European inter-
nal security networks became powerful rivals for the national armies
and checked their potentially great influence within the political
system. The Soviet foreign intelligence apparatus also closely moni-
tored the allied national military establishments.

Despite the great diversity of the new Soviet allies in terms of
military history and traditions, the Sovietization of the East Euro-
pean national armies, which occurred between 1945 and the early
1950s, followed a consistent pattern in every case. The Soviet Union
forced its East European allies to emulate Soviet Army ranks and
uniforms and abandon all distinctive national military customs and
practices; these allied armies used all Soviet-made weapons and
equipment. The Soviet Union also insisted on the adoption of Soviet
Army organization and tactics within the East European armies.
Following the precedent established during World War II, the Soviet
Union assigned Soviet officers to duty at all levels of the East
European national command structures, from the general (main)
staffs down to the regimental level, as its primary means of mili-
tary control. Although officially termed advisers, these Soviet Army
officers generally made the most important decisions within the
East European armies. Direct Soviet control over the national mili-
tary establishments was most complete in strategically important
Poland. Soviet officers held approximately half the command
positions in the postwar Polish Army despite the fact that few spoke
Polish. Soviet officers and instructors staffed the national military
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academies, and the study of Russian became mandatory for East
European army officers. The Soviet Union also accepted many of
the most promising and eager East European officers into Soviet
mid-career military institutions and academies for the advanced
study essential to their promotion within the national armed forces
command structures.

Despite Soviet efforts to develop political and military instru-
ments of control and the continued presence of Soviet Army occu-
pation forces, the Soviet Union still faced resistance to its
domination of Eastern Europe. The Soviet troops in the GSFG
acted unilaterally when the East German Garrisoned People’s Police
refused to crush the June 1953 workers’ uprising in East Berlin.
This action set a precedent for the Soviet use of force to retain con-
trol of its buffer zone in Eastern Europe.

The Warsaw Pact, 1955-70
East-West Diplomacy and the Formation of the Warsaw Pact

In May 1955, the Soviet Union institutionalized its East Euro-
pean alliance system when it gathered together representatives from
Albania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland, and Roma-
nia in Warsaw to sign the multilateral Treaty on Friendship,
Cooperation, and Mutual Assistance, which was identical to their
existing bilateral treaties with the Soviet Union. Initially, the Soviets
claimed that the Warsaw Pact was a direct response to the inclu-
sion of the Federal Republic of Germany (West Germany) in
NATO in 1955. The formation of a legally defined, multilateral
alliance organization also reinforced the Soviet Union’s claim to
great power status as the leader of the world socialist system,
enhanced its prestige, and legitimized its presence and influence
in Eastern Europe. However, as events inside the Soviet alliance
developed, this initial external impetus for the formation of the War-
saw Pact lost its importance, and the Soviet Union found a formal
alliance useful for other purposes. The Soviet Union created a struc-
ture for dealing with its East European allies more efficiently when
it superimposed the multilateral Warsaw Pact on their existing
bilateral treaty ties.

In the early 1950s, the United States and its Western allies car-
ried out an agreement to re-arm West Germany and integrate it
into NATO. This development threatened a vital Soviet foreign
policy objective: the Soviet Union was intent on preventing the
resurgence of a powerful German nation and particularly one allied
with the Western powers. In an effort to derail the admission of
West Germany to NATO, the Soviet representative at the 1954
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Four-Power Foreign Ministers Conference in Berlin, Viacheslav
Molotov, went so far as to propose the possibility of holding simul-
taneous elections in both German states that might lead to a
re-unified, though neutral and unarmed, Germany. At the same
time, the Soviet Union also proposed to the Western powers a gen-
eral treaty on collective security in Europe and the dismantling of
existing military blocs (meaning NATQO). When this tactic failed
and West Germany joined NATO on May 5, 1955, the Soviet
Union declared that West Germany’s membership in the Western
alliance created a special threat to Soviet interests. The Soviet Union
also declared that this development made its existing network of
bilateral treaties an inadequate security guarantee and forced the
East European socialist countries to ‘‘combine efforts in a strong
political and military alliance.”” On May 14, 1955, the Soviet Union
and its East European allies signed the Warsaw Pact.

While the Soviets had avoided formalizing their alliance to keep
the onus of dividing Europe into opposing blocs on the West, the
admission into NATO of the European state with the greatest poten-
tial military power forced the Soviet Union to take NATO into
account for the first time. The Soviet Union also used West Ger-
many’s membership in NATO for propaganda purposes. The
Soviets evoked the threat of a re-armed, ‘‘revanchist’’ West Ger-
many seeking to reverse its defeat in World War II to remind the
East European countries of their debt to the Soviet Union for their
liberation, their need for Soviet protection against a recent enemy,
and their corresponding duty to respect Soviet security interests
and join the Warsaw Pact.

The Soviet Union had important reasons for institutionalizing
the informal alliance system established through its bilateral treaties
with the East European countries, concluded before the 1949 for-
mation of NATO. As a formal organization, the Warsaw Pact
provided the Soviet Union an official counterweight to NATO in
East-West diplomacy. The Warsaw Pact gave the Soviet Union
an equal status with the United States as the leader of an alliance
of ostensibly independent nations supporting its foreign policy
initiatives in the international arena. The multilateral Warsaw Pact
was an improvement over strictly bilateral ties as a mechanism for
transmitting Soviet defense and foreign policy directives to the East
European allies. The Warsaw Pact also helped to legitimize the
presence of Soviet troops—and overwhelming Soviet influence—
in Eastern Europe.

The 1955 Treaty on Friendship, Cooperation, and Mutual
Assistance between the Soviet Union and its East European allies,
which established the Warsaw Pact, stated that relations among
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the signatories were based on total equality, mutual noninterfer-
ence in internal affairs, and respect for national sovereignty and
independence. It declared that the Warsaw Pact’s function was col-
lective self-defense of the member states against external aggres-
sion, as provided for in Article 51 of the United Nations Charter.
The terms of the alliance specified the Political Consultative Com-
mittee (PCC) as the highest alliance organ. The founding docu-
ment formed the Joint Command to organize the actual defense
of the Warsaw Pact member states, declared that the national deputy
ministers of defense would act as the deputies of the Warsaw Pact
commander in chief, and established the Joint Staff, which included
the representatives of the general (main) staffs of all its member
states. The treaty set the Warsaw Pact’s duration at twenty years
with an automatic ten-year extension, provided that none of the
member states renounced it before its expiration. The treaty also
included a standing offer to disband simultaneously with other mili-
tary alliances, i.e., NATO, contingent on East-West agreement
about a general treaty on collective security in Europe. This pro-
vision indicated that the Soviet Union either did not expect that
such an accord could be negotiated or did not consider its new multi-
lateral alliance structure very important.

Early Organizational Structure and Activities

Until the early 1960s, the Soviet Union used the Warsaw Pact
more as a tool in East-West diplomacy than as a functioning
political-military alliance. Under the leadership of General Secre-
tary Nikita Khrushchev, the Soviet Union sought to project a more
flexible and less threatening image abroad and, toward this end,
used the alliance’s PCC to publicize its foreign policy initiatives
and peace offensives, including frequent calls for the formation of
an all-European collective security system to replace the continent’s
existing military alliances. The main result of Western acceptance
of these disingenuous Soviet proposals would have been the removal
of American troops from Europe, the weakening of ties among the
Western states, and increasingly effective Soviet pressure on
Western Europe. The Soviet Union also used the PCC to propose
a nonaggression pact between NATO and the Warsaw Pact and
the establishment of a nuclear-free zone in Central Europe.

In the first few years after 1955, little of the Warsaw Pact’s activity
was directed at building a multilateral military alliance. The Soviet
Union concentrated primarily on making the Warsaw Pact a reliable
instrument for controlling the East European allies. In fact, the
putatively supranational military agencies of the Warsaw Pact were
completely subordinate to a national agency of the Soviet Union.
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The Soviet General Staff in Moscow housed the alliance’s Joint
Command and Joint Staff and, through these organs, controlled
the entire military apparatus of the Warsaw Pact as well as the allied
armies. Although the highest ranking officers of the alliance were
supposed to be selected through the mutual agreement of its member
states, the Soviets unilaterally appointed a first deputy Soviet
minister of defense and first deputy chief of the Soviet General Staff
to serve as Warsaw Pact commander in chief and chief of staff,
respectively. While these two Soviet officers ranked below the Soviet
minister of defense, they still outranked the ministers of defense
in the non-Soviet Warsaw Pact (NSWP) countries. The Soviet
General Staff also posted senior colonel generals as resident
representatives of the Warsaw Pact commander in chief in all East
European capitals. Serving with the ‘‘agreement of their host coun-
tries,’’ these successors to the wartime and postwar Soviet advisers
in the allied armies equaled the East European ministers of defense
in rank and provided a point of contact for the commander in chief,
Joint Command, and Soviet General Staff inside the national mili-
tary establishments. They directed and monitored the military train-
ing and political indoctrination programs of the national armies
to synchronize their development with the Soviet Army. The strict
Soviet control of the Warsaw Pact’s high military command posi-
tions, established at this early stage, clearly indicated the subordi-
nation of the East European allies to the Soviet Union.

In 1956 the Warsaw Pact member states admitted East Germany
to the Joint Command and sanctioned the transformation of its
Garrisoned People’s Police into a full-fledged army. But the Soviet
Union took no steps to integrate the allied armies into a multi-
national force. The Soviet Union organized only one joint War-
saw Pact military exercise and made no attempt to make the alliance
functional before 1961 except through the incorporation of East
European territory into the Soviet national air defense structure.

De-Stalinization and National Communism

In his 1956 secret speech at the Twentieth Congress of the Com-
munist Party of the Soviet Union, General Secretary Khrushchev
denounced the arbitrariness, excesses, and terror of the Joseph Stalin
era. Khrushchev sought to achieve greater legitimacy for communist
party rule on the basis of the party’s ability to meet the material
needs of the Soviet population. His de-Stalinization campaign
quickly influenced developments in Eastern Europe. Khrushchev
accepted the replacement of Stalinist Polish and Hungarian lead-
ers with newly rehabilitated communist party figures, who were
able to generate genuine popular support for their regimes by
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molding the socialist system to the specific historical, political, and
economic conditions in their countries. Pursuing his more sophisti-
cated approach in international affairs, Khrushchev sought to turn
Soviet-controlled East European satellites into at least semisover-
eign countries and to make Soviet domination of the Warsaw Pact
less obvious. The Warsaw Pact’s formal structure served Khrush-
chev’s purpose well, providing a facade of genuine consultation
and of joint defense and foreign-policy decision making by the Soviet
Union and the East European countries.

De-Stalinization in the Soviet Union made a superficial rena-
tionalization of the East European military establishments possi-
ble. The Soviet Union allowed the East European armies to restore
their distinctive national practices and to re-emphasize professional
military opinions over political considerations in most areas. Mili-
tary training supplanted political indoctrination as the primary task
of the East European military establishments. Most important, the
Soviet Ministry of Defense recalled many Soviet Army officers and
advisers from their positions within the East European armies.
Although the Soviet Union still remained in control of its alliance
system, these changes in the Warsaw Pact and the NSWP armies
removed some of the most objectionable features of Sovietization.

In October 1956, the Polish and Hungarian communist parties
lost control of the de-Stalinization process in their countries. The
ensuing crises threatened the integrity of the entire Soviet alliance
system in Eastern Europe. Although Khrushchev reacted quickly
to rein in the East European allies and thwart this challenge to Soviet
interests, his response in these two cases led to a significant change
in the role of the Warsaw Pact as an element of Soviet security.

The “‘Polish October’’

The October 1956, workers’ riots in Poland defined the bound-
aries of national communism acceptable to the Soviet Union. The
Polish United Workers Party found that the grievances that inspired
the riots could be ameliorated without presenting a challenge to
its monopoly on political power or its strict adherence to Soviet
foreign policy and security interests. At first, when the Polish Army
and police forces refused to suppress rioting workers, the Soviet
Union prepared its forces in East Germany and Poland for an
intervention to restore order in the country. However, Poland’s
new communist party leader, Wladyslaw Gomulka, and the Pol-
ish Army’s top commanders indicated to Khrushchev and the other
Soviet leaders that any Soviet intervention in the internal affairs
of Poland would meet united, massive resistance. While insisting
on Poland’s right to exercise greater autonomy in domestic matters,
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Gomulka also pointed out that the Polish United Workers Party
remained in firm control of the country and expressed his inten-
tion to continue to accept Soviet direction in external affairs.
Gomulka even denounced the simultaneous revolution in Hungary
and Hungary’s attempt to leave the Warsaw Pact, which nearly
ruptured the Soviet alliance system in Eastern Europe. Gomulka’s
position protected the Soviet Union’s most vital interests and en-
abled Poland to reach a compromise with the Soviet leadership to
defuse the crisis. Faced with Polish resistance to a possible inva-
sion, the Soviet Union established its minimum requirements for
the East European allies: upholding the leading role of the com-
munist party in society and remaining a member of the Warsaw
Pact. These two conditions ensured that Eastern Europe would
remain a buffer zone for the Soviet Union.

The Hungarian Revolution

By contrast, the full-scale revolution in Hungary, which began
in late October with public demonstrations in support of the riot-
ing Polish workers, openly flouted these Soviet stipulations. An
initial domestic liberalization acceptable to the Soviet Union quickly
focused on nonnegotiable issues like the communist party’s exclu-
sive hold on political power and genuine national independence.
With overwhelming support from the Hungarian public, the new
communist party leader, Imre Nagy, instituted multiparty elec-
tions. More important, Nagy withdrew Hungary from the War-
saw Pact and ended Hungary’s alliance with the Soviet Union. The
Soviet Army invaded with 200,000 troops, crushed the Hungarian
Revolution, and brought Hungary back within limits tolerable to
the Soviet Union. The five days of pitched battles left 25,000 Hun-
garians dead.

After 1956 the Soviet Union practically disbanded the Hungarian
Army and reinstituted a program of political indoctrination in the
units that remained. In May 1957, unable to rely on Hungarian
forces to maintain order, the Soviet Union increased its troop level
in Hungary from two to four divisions and forced Hungary to sign
a status-of-forces agreement, placing the Soviet military presence
on a solid and permanent legal basis. The Soviet Army forces sta-
tioned in Hungary officially became the Southern Group of Forces
(SGF).

The events of 1956 in Poland and Hungary forced a Soviet
re-evaluation of the reliability and roles of the NSWP countries
in its alliance system. Before 1956 the Soviet leadership believed
that the Stalinist policy of heavy political indoctrination and enforced
Sovietization had transformed the national armies into reliable
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instruments of the Soviet Union. However, the East European
armies were still likely to remain loyal to national causes. Only
one Hungarian Army unit fought beside the Soviet troops that put
down the 1956 revolution. In both the Polish and the Hungarian
military establishments, a basic loyalty to the national communist
party regime was mixed with a strong desire for greater national
sovereignty. With East Germany still a recent enemy and Poland
and Hungary now suspect allies, the Soviet Union turned to
Czechoslovakia as its most reliable junior partner in the late 1950s
and early 1960s. Czechoslovakia became the Soviet Union’s first
proxy in the Third World when its military pilots trained Egyptian
personnel to fly Soviet-built MiG fighter aircraft. The Soviet Union
thereby established a pattern of shifting the weight of its reliance
from one East European country to another in response to various
crises.

The Post-1956 Period

After the very foundation of the Soviet alliance system in Eastern
Europe was shaken in 1956, Khrushchev sought to shore up the
Soviet Union’s position. Several developments made the task even
more difficult. Between 1956 and 1962, the growing Soviet-Chinese
dispute threatened to break up the Warsaw Pact. In 1962 Albania
severed relations with the Soviet Union and terminated Soviet rights
to the use of a valuable Mediterranean naval base on its Adriatic
Sea coast. That same year, Albania ended its active participation
in the Warsaw Pact and sided with the Chinese against the Soviets.
Following the example of Yugoslavia in the late 1940s, Albania
was able to resist Soviet pressures. Lacking a common border with
Albania and having neither occupation troops nor overwhelming
influence in that country, the Soviet Union was unable to use either
persuasion or force to bring Albania back into the Warsaw Pact.
Khrushchev used Warsaw Pact meetings to mobilize the political
support of the Soviet Union’s East European allies against China
and Albania, as well as to reinforce its contro] of Eastern Europe
and its claim to leadership of the communist world. More impor-
tant, however, after Albania joined Yugoslavia and Hungary on
the list of defections and near-defections from the Soviet alliance
system in Eastern Europe, the Soviets began to turn the Warsaw
Pact into a tool for militarily preventing defections in the future.

The Internal Function of the Warsaw Pact

Although Khrushchev invoked the terms of the Warsaw Pact as
a justification for the Soviet invasion of Hungary, the action was
in no sense a cooperative allied effort. In the early 1960s, however,
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the Soviets took steps to turn the alliance’s Joint Armed Forces
(JAF) into a multinational invasion force. In the future, an appeal
to the Warsaw Pact’s collective self-defense provisions and the par-
ticipation of allied forces would put a multilateral cover over
unilateral Soviet interventions to keep errant member states in the
alliance and their communist parties in power. The Soviet Union
sought to legitimize its future policing actions by presenting them
as the product of joint Warsaw Pact decisions. In this way, the
Soviets hoped to deflect the kind of direct international criticism
they were subjected to after the invasion of Hungary. However,
such internal deployments were clearly contrary to the Warsaw
Pact’s rule of mutual noninterference in domestic affairs and con-
flicted with the alliance’s declared purpose of collective self-defense
against external aggression. To circumvent this semantic difficulty,
the Soviets merely redefined external aggression to include any
spontaneous anti-Soviet, anticommunist uprising in an allied state.
Discarding domestic grievances as a possible cause, the Soviet
Union declared that such outbreaks were a result of imperialist
provocations and thereby constituted external aggression.

In the 1960s, the Soviet Union began to prepare the Warsaw
Pact for its internal function of keeping the NSWP member states
within the alliance. The Soviet Union took a series of steps to trans-
form the Warsaw Pact into its intra-alliance intervention force.
Although it had previously worked with the East European mili-
tary establishments on a bilateral basis, the Soviet Union started
to integrate the national armies under the Warsaw Pact framework.
Marshal of the Soviet Union Andrei Grechko, who became com-
mander in chief of the alliance in 1960, was uniquely qualified to
serve in his post. During World War II, he commanded a Soviet
Army group that included significant Polish and Czechoslovak
units. Beginning in 1961, Grechko made joint military exercises
between Soviet forces and the allied national armies the primary
focus of Warsaw Pact military activities.

The Soviet Union arranged these joint exercises to prevent any
NSWP member state from fully controlling its national army and
to reduce the possibility that an East European regime could suc-
cessfully resist Soviet domination and pursue independent policies.
The Soviet-organized series of joint Warsaw Pact exercises was
intended to prevent other East European national command
authorities from following the example of Yugoslavia and Albania
and adopting a territorial defense strategy. Developed in the
Yugoslav and Albanian partisan struggles of World War 1I, ter-
ritorial defense entailed a mobilization of the entire population for
a prolonged guerrilla war against an intervening power. Under this
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strategy, the national communist party leadership would maintain
its integrity to direct the resistance, seek international support for
the country’s defense, and keep an invader from replacing it with
a more complhant regime. Territorial defense deterred invasions
by threatening considerable opposition and enabled Yugoslavia and
Albania to assert their independence from the Soviet Union. By
training and integrating the remaining allied armies in joint exer-
cises for operations only within a multinational force, however, the
Soviet Union reduced the ability of the other East European coun-
tries to conduct military actions independent of Soviet control or
to hinder a Soviet invasion, as Poland and Hungary had done in
October 1956.

Large-scale multilateral exercises provided opportunities for
Soviet officers to command troops of different nationalities and
trained East European national units to take orders from the War-
saw Pact or Soviet command structure. Including Soviet troops
stationed in the NSWP countries and the western military districts
of the Soviet Union, joint maneuvers drilled Soviet Army forces
for rapid, massive invasions of allied countries with the symbolic
participation of NSWP units. Besides turning the allied armies into
a multinational invasion force for controlling Eastern Europe, joint
exercises also gave the Warsaw Pact armies greater capabilities for
a coalition war against NATO. In the early 1960s, the Soviet Union
modernized the NSWP armies with T-54 and T-55 tanks, self-
propelled artillery, short-range ballistic missiles (SRBMs) equipped
with conventional warheads, and MiG-21 and Su-7 ground attack
fighter aircraft. The Soviet Union completed the mechanization
of East European infantry divisions, and these new motorized rifle
divisions trained with the Soviet Army for combined arms combat
in a nuclear environment. These changes greatly increased the mili-
tary value and effectiveness of the NSWP forces. In the early 1960s,
the Soviet Union gave the East European armies their first real
supporting role in its European theater operations.

Romania and the Warsaw Pact

Ironically, at the very time that the Soviet Union gave the War-
saw Pact more substance and modernized its force structure, resent-
ment of Soviet political, organmzational, and military domination
of the Warsaw Pact and the NSWP armies increased. There was
considerable East European dissatisfaction with a Warsaw Pact
hierarchy that placed a subordinate of the Soviet minister of defense
over the East European defense ministers. The Soviets considered
the national ministers of defense, with the rank of colonel general,
equivalent only to Soviet military district commanders. The strongest
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objections to the subordinate status of the NSWP countries inside
the Warsaw Pact came from the Communist Party of Romania
(Partidul Communist Roman) and its military leadership under
Nicolae Ceausgescu.

The first indications of an independent Romanian course
appeared while the Soviet Union was shoring up its hold on Eastern
Europe through formal status-of-forces agreements with its allies.
In 1958 Romania moved in the opposite direction by demanding
the withdrawal from its territory of all Soviet troops, advisers, and
the Soviet resident representative. To cover Soviet embarrassment,
Khrushchev called this a unilateral troop reduction contributing
to greater European security. Reducing its participation in War-
saw Pact activities considerably, Romania also refused to allow
Soviet or NSWP forces, which could serve as Warsaw Pact inter-
vention forces, to cross or conduct exercises on its territory.

In the 1960s Romania demanded basic changes in the Warsaw
Pact structure to give the East European member states a greater
role in alliance decision making. At several PCC meetings, Roma-
nia proposed that the leading Warsaw Pact command positions,
including its commander in chief, rotate among the top military
leaders of each country. In response, the Soviet Union tried again
to mollify its allies and deemphasize its control of the alliance by
moving the Warsaw Pact military organization out of the Soviet
General Staff and making it a distinct entity, albeit still within the
Soviet Ministry of Defense. The Soviet Union also placed some
joint exercises held on NSWP territory under the nominal com-
mand of the host country’s minister of defense. However, Soviet
Army commanders still conducted almost two-thirds of all War-
saw Pact maneuvers, and these concessions proved too little and
too late.

With the aim of ending Soviet domination and guarding against
Soviet encroachments, Romania reasserted full national control over
its armed forces and military policies in 1963 when, following the
lead of Yugoslavia and Albania, it adopted a territorial defense
strategy called ‘“War of the Entire People.’’ This nation-in-arms
strategy entailed compulsory participation in civilian defense
organizations, militias, and reserve and paramilitary forces, as well
as rapid mobilization. The goal of Romania’s strategy was to make
any Soviet intervention prohibitively protracted and costly. Roma-
nia rejected any integration of Warsaw Pact forces that could
undercut its ability to resist a Soviet invasion. For example, it ended
its participation in Warsaw Pact joint exercises because multi-
national maneuvers required the Romanian Army to assign its
forces to a non-Romanian command authority. Romania stopped
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sending its army officers to Soviet military schools for higher edu-
cation. When the Romanian military establishment and its educa-
tional institutions assumed these functions, training focused strictly
on Romania’s independent military strategy. Romania also ter-
minated its regular exchange of intelligence with the Soviet Union
and directed counterintelligence efforts against possible Soviet
penetration of the Romanian Army. These steps combined to make
it a truly national military establishment responsive only to domestic
political authorities and ensured that it would defend the country’s
sovereignty.

Romania’s independent national defense policy helped to
underwrite its assertion of greater policy autonomy. In the only
Warsaw Pact body in which it continued to participate actively,
the PCC, Romania found a forum to make its disagreements with
the Soviet Union public, to frustrate Soviet plans, and to work to
protect its new autonomy. The Soviet Union could not maintain
the illusion of Warsaw Pact harmony when Romanian recalcitrance
forced the PCC to adopt ‘‘coordinated’’ rather than unanimous
decisions. Romania even held up PCC approval for several weeks
of the appointment of Marshal of the Soviet Union Ivan Iakubovskii
as Warsaw Pact commander in chief. However, Romania did not
enjoy the relative geographical isolation from the Soviet Union that
made Yugoslav and Albanian independence possible, and the Soviet
Union would not tolerate another outright withdrawal from the
Warsaw Pact.

The Prague Spring

In 1968 an acute crisis in the Soviet alliance system suddenly
overwhelmed the slowly festering problem of Romania. The Prague
Spring represented a more serious challenge than that posed by
Romania because it occurred in an area more crucial to Soviet secu-
rity. The domestic liberalization program of the Czechoslovak com-
munist regime led by Alexander Dubdek threatened to generate
popular demands for similar changes in the other East European
countries and even parts of the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union
believed it necessary to forestall the spread of liberalization and
to assert its right to enforce the boundaries of ideological permissi-
bility in Eastern Europe. However, domestic change in Czechoslo-
vakia also began to affect defense and foreign policy, just as it had
in Hungary in 1956, despite Dubek’s declared intention to keep
Czechoslovakia within the Warsaw Pact. This worrying develop-
ment was an important factor in the Soviet decision to invade
Czechoslovakia in 1968—one that Western analysts have generally
overlooked.

323



Czechoslovakia: A Country Study

The new political climate of the Prague Spring and the lifting
of press censorship brought into the open a longstanding debate
within the Czechoslovak military establishment over the nature of
the Warsaw Pact and Czechoslovakia’s membership in it. In the
mid-1960s, this debate centered on Soviet domination of the NSWP
countries and of the Warsaw Pact and its command structure.
Czechoslovakia had supported Romania in its opposition to Soviet
calls for greater military integration and backed its demands for
a genuine East European role in alliance decision making at PCC
meetings.

In 1968 high-ranking Czechoslovak officers and staff members
at the Klement Gottwald Military Academy began to discuss the
need for a truly independent national defense strategy based on
Czechoslovakia’s national interests rather than the Soviet security
interests that always prevailed in the Warsaw Pact. The fundamen-
tal premise of such an independent military policy was that an
all-European collective security system, mutual nonaggression
agreements among European states, the withdrawal of all troops
from foreign countries, and a Central European nuclear-free zone
could guarantee the country’s security against outside aggression
better than its membership in the Warsaw Pact. Although the Soviet
Union had advocated these same arrangements in the 1950s,
Czechoslovakia was clearly out of step with the Soviet line in 1968.
Czechoslovakia threatened to complicate Soviet military strategy
in Central Europe by becoming a neutral country dividing the War-
saw Pact into two parts along its front with NATO.

The concepts underpinning this developing Czechoslovak
national defense strategy were formalized in the Gottwald Academy
Memorandum circulated to the general (main) staffs of the other
Warsaw Pact armies. The Gottwald Memorandum received a
favorable response from Poland, Hungary, and Romania. In a tele-
vised news conference, at the height of the 1968 crisis, the chief
of the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia’s military department,
Lieutenant General Vaclav Prchlik, denounced the Warsaw Pact
as an unequal alliance and declared that the Czechoslovak Army
was prepared to defend the country’s sovereignty by force, if neces-
sary. In the end, the Soviet Union intervened to prevent the
Czechoslovak Army from fully developing the military capabili-
ties to implement its newly announced independent defense strategy,
which could have guaranteed national independence in the politi-
cal and economic spheres. The August 1968 invasion preempted
the possibility of the Czechoslovak Army’s mounting a credible
deterrent against future Soviet interventions. The Soviet decision
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in favor of intervention focused, in large measure, on ensuring its
ability to maintain physical control of its wayward ally in the future.

In contrast to its rapid, bloody suppression of the 1956 Hun-
garian Revolution, the Soviet Union engaged in a lengthy cam-
paign of military coercion against Czechoslovakia. In 1968 the
Soviet Union conducted more joint Warsaw Pact exercises than
in any other year since the maneuvers began in the early 1960s.
The Soviet Union used these exercises to mask preparations for,
and threaten, a Warsaw Pact invasion of Czechoslovakia that would
occur unless Dubdek complied with Soviet demands and abandoned
his political liberalization program. Massive Warsaw Pact rear ser-
vices and communications exercises in July and August enabled
the Soviet General Staff to execute its plan for the invasion without
alerting Western governments. Under the pretext of exercises,
Soviet and NSWP divisions were brought up to full strength, reserv-
ists were called up, and civilian transportation resources were
requisitioned. The cover that these exercises provided allowed the
Soviet Union to deploy forces along Czechoslovakia’s borders in
Poland and East Germany and to demonstrate to the Czechoslo-
vak leadership its readiness to intervene.

On August 20, a force consisting of twenty-three Soviet Army
divisions invaded Czechoslovakia. Token NSWP contingents,
including one Hungarian, two East German, and two Polish divi-
sions, along with one Bulgarian brigade, also took part in the
invasion. In the wake of its invasion, the Soviet Union installed
a more compliant communist party leadership and concluded a
status-of-forces agreement with Czechoslovakia, which established
a permanent Soviet presence in that country for the first time. Five
Soviet Army divisions remained in Czechoslovakia to protect the
country from future ‘‘imperialist threats.’”’ These troops became
the Central Group of Forces (CGF) and added to Soviet strength
directly bordering NATQO. The Czechoslovak Army, having failed
to oppose the Soviet intervention and defend the country’s
sovereignty, suffered a tremendous loss of prestige after 1968. At
Soviet direction, reliable Czechoslovak authorities conducted a
purge and political re-education campaign in the Czechoslovak
Army and cut its size. After 1968 the Soviet Union closed and
reorganized the Klement Gottwald Military Academy. With its one-
time junior partner now proven unreliable, the Soviet Union turned
to Poland as its principal East European ally.

The Warsaw Pact invasion of Czechoslovakia showed the hollow-
ness of the Soviet alliance system in Eastern Europe in both its
political and its military aspects. The Soviet Union did not convene
the PCC to invoke the Warsaw Pact’s terms during the 1968 crisis
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because a formal PCC session would have revealed a deep rift in
the Soviet alliance and given Czechoslovakia an international plat-
form from which it could have defended its reform program. The
Soviet Union did not allow NSWP officers to direct the Warsaw
Pact exercises that preceded the intervention in Czechoslovakia,
and Soviet Army officers commanded all multinational exercises
during the crisis. While the intervention force was mobilized and
deployed under the Warsaw Pact’s commander in chief, the Soviet
General Staff transferred full operational command of the inva-
sion to the commander in chief of the Soviet ground forces, Army
General I.G. Pavlovskii. Despite the participation of numerous
East European army units, the invasion of Czechoslovakia was not
in any sense a multilateral action. The Soviet invasion force car-
ried out all important operations on Czechoslovakia’s territory.
Moreover, the Soviet Union quickly withdrew all NSWP troops
from Czechoslovakia to forestall the possibility of their ideological
contamination. NSWP participation served primarily to make the
invasion appear to be a multinational operation and to deflect direct
international criticism of the Soviet Union.

While the participation of four NSWP armies in the Soviet-led
invasion of Czechoslovakia demonstrated considerable Warsaw Pact
cohesion, the invasion also served to erode it. The invasion of
Czechoslovakia proved that the Warsaw Pact’s internal mission
of keeping orthodox East European communist party regimes in
power—and less orthodox ones in line—was more important than
the external mission of defending its member states against exter-
nal aggression. The Soviet Union was unable to conceal the fact
that the alliance served as the ultimate mechanism for its control
of Eastern Europe. Formulated in response to the crisis in Czecho-
slovakia, the so-called Brezhnev Doctrine declared that the East
European countries had ‘‘limited’’ sovereignty to be exercised only
as long as it did not damage the interests of the ‘‘socialist com-
monwealth’’ as a whole. Since the Soviet Union defined the interests
of the ‘‘socialist commonwealth,”’ it could force its NSWP allies
to respect its overwhelming security interest in keeping Eastern
Europe as its buffer zone.

The Romanian leader, Ceausgescu, after refusing to contribute
troops to the Soviet intervention force as the other East European
countries had done, denounced the