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Document No. 1: The Warsaw Treaty, May 14, 1955 

——————————————————————————————————————————— 

The following document, signed in Warsaw, formally established the Warsaw Treaty
Organization. Drafted by the Soviets without consultation with their allies and accept-
ed without meaningful discussion, the treaty was drawn up as a counterpart to NATO’s
Washington treaty of 1949. The two documents bear many formal similarities: calling
on the signatories to refrain from the threat or use of force, to consult and to render
any assistance deemed necessary in case of enemy attack. There were also important
dissimilarities. Mainly, whereas the NATO charter emphasized a commitment to com-
mon values as an expression of a more egalitarian partnership, the Warsaw Treaty was
more vague, referring primarily to general principles of peace and friendship while
making sure not to override existing bilateral treaties between Moscow and its allies,
which were the real basis for addressing Soviet security concerns in Europe.

____________________ 

The Contracting Parties, 
– reaffirming their desire for the establishment of a system of European collec-

tive security based on the participation of all European states irrespective their
social and political systems, which would make it possible to unite their efforts
in safeguarding the peace of Europe;

– mindful, at the same time, of the situation created in Europe by the ratification
of the Paris agreements, which envisage the formation of a new military align-
ment in the shape of “Western European Union,” with the participation of a
remilitarized Western Germany and the integration of the latter in the North-
Atlantic bloc, which increased the danger of another war and constitutes a
threat to the national security of the peaceable states; 

– being persuaded that in these circumstances the peaceable European states
must take the necessary measures to safeguard their security and in the inter-
ests of preserving peace in Europe; 

– guided by the objects and principles of the Charter of the United Nations Or-
ganization; 

– being desirous of further promoting and developing friendship, cooperation
and mutual assistance in accordance with the principles of respect for the inde-
pendence and sovereignty of states and of noninterference in their internal
affairs, 

– have decided to conclude the present Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and
Mutual Assistance and have for that purpose appointed as their plenipoten-
tiaries: 

– who, having presented their full powers, found in good and due form, have
agreed as follows: 
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Article 1 
The Contracting Parties undertake, in accordance with the Charter of the United

Nations Organization, to refrain in their international relations from the threat or
use of force, and to settle their international disputes peacefully and in such manner
as will not jeopardize international peace and security. 

Article 2 
The Contracting Parties declare their readiness to participate in a spirit of sincere

cooperation in all international actions designed to safeguard international peace and
security, and will fully devote their energies to the attainment of this end. 

The Contracting Parties will furthermore strive for the adoption, in agreement
with other states which may desire to cooperate in this, of effective measures for uni-
versal reduction of armaments and prohibition of atomic, hydrogen and other weapons
of mass destruction. 

Article 3 
The Contracting Parties shall consult with one another on all important interna-

tional issues affecting their common interests, guided by the desire to strengthen
international peace and security. 

They shall immediately consult with one another whenever, in the opinion of any
one of them, a threat of armed attack on one or more of the Parties to the Treaty has
arisen, in order to ensure joint defense and the maintenance of peace and security. 

Article 4 
In the event of armed attack in Europe on one or more of the Parties to the Treaty

by any state or group of states, each of the Parties to the Treaty, in the exercise of
its right to individual or collective self-defense in accordance with Article 51 of the
Charter of the United Nations Organization, shall immediately, either individually
or in agreement with other Parties to the Treaty, come to the assistance of the state
or states attacked with all such means as it deems necessary, including armed force.
The Parties to the Treaty shall immediately consult concerning the necessary meas-
ures to be taken by them jointly in order to restore and maintain international peace
and security. 

Measures taken on the basis of this Article shall be reported to the Security Council
in conformity with the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations Organization.
These measures shall be discontinued immediately the Security Council adopts the
necessary measures to restore and maintain international peace and security. 

Article 5 
The Contracting Parties have agreed to establish a Unified Command of the armed

forces that by agreement among the Parties shall be assigned to the Command, which
shall function on the basis of jointly established principles. They shall likewise adopt
other agreed measures necessary to strengthen their defensive power, in order to
protect the peaceful labors of their peoples, guarantee the inviolability of their fron-
tiers and territories, and provide defense against possible aggression. 

Article 6 
For the purpose of the consultations among the Parties envisaged in the present

Treaty, and also for the purpose of examining questions which may arise in the oper-
ation of the Treaty, a Political Consultative Committee shall be set up, in which each
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of the Parties to the Treaty shall be represented by a member of its Government or
by another specifically appointed representative. 

The Committee may set up such auxiliary bodies as may prove necessary. 
Article 7 
The Contracting Parties undertake not to participate in any coalitions or alliances

and not to conclude any agreements whose objects conflict with the objects of the
present Treaty. 

The Contracting Parties declare that their commitments under existing interna-
tional treaties do not conflict with the provisions of the present Treaty. 

Article 8 
The Contracting Parties declare that they will act in a spirit of friendship and coop-

eration with a view to further developing and fostering economic and cultural inter-
course with one another, each adhering to the principle of respect for the independ-
ence and sovereignty of the others and non-interference in their internal affairs. 

Article 9
The present Treaty is open to the accession of other states, irrespective of their

social and political systems, which express their readiness by participation in the pres-
ent Treaty to assist in uniting the efforts of the peaceable states in safeguarding the
peace and security of the peoples. Such accession shall enter into force with the agree-
ment of the Parties to the Treaty after the declaration of accession has been deposit-
ed with the Government of the Polish People’s Republic. 

Article 10 
The present Treaty is subject to ratification, and the instruments of ratification

shall be deposited with the Government of the Polish People’s Republic. 
The Treaty shall enter into force on the day the last instrument of ratification has

been deposited. The Government of the Polish People’s Republic shall notify the
other Parties to the Treaty as each instrument of ratification is deposited. 

Article 11 
The present Treaty shall remain in force for twenty years. For such Contracting

Parties as do not at least one year before the expiration of this period present to the
Government of the Polish People’s Republic a statement of denunciation of the
Treaty, it shall remain in force for the next ten years. 

Should a system of collective security be established in Europe, and a General
European Treaty of Collective Security concluded for this purpose, for which the
Contracting Parties will unswervingly strive, the present Treaty shall cease to be oper-
ative from the day the General European Treaty enters into force.

Done in Warsaw on May 14, 1955, in one copy each in the Russian, Polish, Czech
and German languages, all texts being equally authentic. Certified copies of the pres-
ent Treaty shall be sent by the Government of the Polish People’s Republic to all
the Parties to the Treaty. 

In witness whereof the plenipotentiaries have signed the present Treaty and affixed
their seals. 

[Source: American Foreign Policy 1950–1955: Basic Documents, vol. 1. (Wash-
ington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1957), pp. 1239–1242.]    
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Document No. 2: Statute of the Warsaw Treaty 
Unified Command, September 7, 1955 

———————————————————————————————————————————

The Statute of the Unified Command governed the structure and division of authori-
ty within the Warsaw Treaty Organization. Like the treaty itself, it was supplied by the
Soviets and imposed on their allies. Unlike the treaty, it was kept secret throughout the
Cold War, although it was occasionally referred to in public, for example in 1956 and
in 1968 when the Poles and Czechoslovaks, respectively, criticized it for assigning all
prerogatives to the Soviet Union and all obligations to the East European signatories.
In fact, the provisions of the statute were left deliberately vague so that the Soviet Union
could interpret them to its advantage. Later, in 1969, the document was revised and the
language made more precise. This version of the statute came from the Polish archives. 

____________________ 

Draft 
TOP SECRET

General Provisions of the Warsaw Treaty
Armed Forces Unified Command

PART I

The Supreme Commander of the Armed Forces

The Supreme Commander chairs the unified armed forces of the members of the
Warsaw Treaty on friendship, cooperation and mutual aid, adopted on May 14, 1955.

The responsibilities of the Supreme Commander are:
a) to carry out resolutions of the Political Consultative Committee, which deal

directly with the unified armed forces;
b) to supervise and direct operational and combat preparation of the unified armed

forces and to organize unified exercises of troops, fleets and staff under the
command of the Unified Armed Forces;

c) to have a comprehensive knowledge of the state of troops and fleets under the
command of the Unified Armed Forces, and to take all necessary measures in
cooperation with the governments and ministers of defense of the respective
countries in order to ensure the permanent combat readiness of the forces;

d) to work out and present to the Political Consultative Committee constructive
proposals on the further improvement of the qualitative and quantitative state
of the available staff.
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The Chief of Staff has the right:
– to evaluate the fighting trim, strategic and fighting readiness of the Unified

Armed Forces and to give orders and recommendations based on the results
of the evaluations;

– to address the Political Consultative Committee and the governments of the
Warsaw Treaty states with any questions regarding his activities;

– to call periodically, depending on need, meetings with his deputies represent-
ing their governments within the Armed Forces, in order to discuss and solve
the occurring problems.

PART II

The Deputies of the Supreme Commander
of the Armed Forces

The Deputies to the Supreme Commander carry full responsibility:
a) for combat and mobilization readiness, as well as operational, combat, and

political preparation of the troops under the command of the Unified Armed
Forces;

b) for staffing of troops and fleets under the supervision of the Unified Armed
Forces; for the available personnel; for supplying armaments, technical equip-
ment and other military items, in accordance with accepted systems of arma-
ments; as well as for the accommodation arrangements and service of troops.

The Deputies to the Supreme Commander are obliged to report systematically
on the state of the military and mobilizing readiness as well as the state of the polit-
ical, strategic and combat instruction of troops and fleets at the disposition of the
Unified Command. 

PART III 

The Staff of the Unified Armed Forces

1. The Chief of Staff supervises the activities of the Staff subordinated to the
Supreme Commander of the Unified Armed Forces.

2. The composition of the Staff of the Unified Armed Forces consists of:
a) permanent representatives of the General Staff from the Warsaw Treaty states;
b) special bodies responsible for strategic, tactical and organizational issues;
c) inspectors of the armed services.

3. The responsibilities of the Staff of the Unified Armed Forces:
a) to posses comprehensive knowledge of the state and conditions within the troops

and fleets, to take necessary measures in cooperation with the General Staff of
the Warsaw Treaty states to ensure permanent combat readiness of the Armed
Forces; 
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b) to work out proposals for measures for the further qualitative and quantitative
improvement of the Unified Armed Forces; 

c) to reach conclusions on the system of armaments, and the armaments and mil-
itary-technical property needs of the troops under the command of the Unified
Armed Forces. 

4. The Chief of Staff has the right: 
– to discuss the range of his activities with the deputies of the supreme commander

and with the Chiefs of the General Army Staff of the Warsaw Treaty countries;
– to determine information about the state and conditions of troops and fleets

under the command of the Unified Armed Forces.

PART IV

The relationships between the Staff of the Unified Armed Forces
and the General Staffs of the Warsaw Treaty states

1. The activities of the Staff of the Unified Armed Forces must be carried out in
cooperation with General Army Staff of the member-states.

2. The General Army Staff of the member-states are obliged:
a) to systematically inform the Staff of the Unified Armed Forces about the com-

bat and quantitative composition of troops, and about their mobilizing and
fighting readiness; about the condition of armaments and military technology;
about the operational, combat and political training of troops and fleets under
the command of the Unified Armed Forces, in accordance with procedures
established by the Staff;

b) to coordinate with the Staff of the Unified Armed Forces the deployment of
troops, fleets and staff under the Unified Command.

PART V

Communications 

The Supreme Commander and the Chief of Staff utilize the diplomatic pouch and
other means of communication provided by the member-states for their communi-
cations with the deputies to the supreme commander and the chiefs of the General
Staff of the Warsaw Treaty states.

[Source: “Polozhenie ob obedinennom komandovanii vooruzhenykh sil-gosud-
arstv-uchastnikov dogovora Varshavskogo soveshchaniia,” undated [September 7,
1955], KC PZPR 2661/16–19, Archiwum Akt Nowych, Warsaw. Translated by Lena
Sirota for the Cold War International History Project.]  
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Document No. 3: Imre Nagy’s Telegram to Diplomatic Missions in 
Budapest Declaring Hungary’s Neutrality, November 1, 1956 

——————————————————————————————————————————— 

This document reflects the first instance of a Warsaw Treaty member declaring its inten-
tion to withdraw from the alliance. This took place during the course of the 1956 Hung-
arian revolution, after an initial intervention by Soviet forces. Imre Nagy, the Hungarian
communist leader, attempted to declare his country’s neutrality and have it recognized
by the United Nations in hopes that this would deter the Soviets from mounting a sec-
ond invasion of the country. For many years, it was widely believed that the Soviet
move came in response to the neutrality declaration; however, recent archival evidence
shows that Moscow had already decided to intervene before the declaration was issued.1

Given the rudimentary nature of the alliance in the military sense, the main question
for Moscow concerning Hungary’s possible withdrawal was a political one, and includ-
ed the desire to prevent other member-states from considering a similar move.

____________________

The prime minister of the Hungarian People’s Republic, in his role as acting for-
eign minister, informs your excellency of the following:

The Government of the Hungarian People’s Republic has received trustworthy
reports of the entrance of new Soviet military units into Hungary. The President of
the Council of Ministers, as acting Foreign Minister, summoned Mr. Andropov, the
Soviet Union’s special and plenipotentiary ambassador to Hungary, and most firmly
objected to the entrance of new military units into Hungary. He demanded the imme-
diate and fast withdrawal of the Soviet units. He announced to the Soviet ambassa-
dor that the Hungarian government was withdrawing from the Warsaw Pact, simul-
taneously declaring Hungary’s neutrality, and that it was turning to the United Nations
and asking the four Great Powers to help protect its neutrality.

The Soviet Ambassador acknowledged the objection and announcement of the
president of the Council of Ministers and acting foreign minister, and promised to
ask his government for a reply without delay.

Your Excellency, please accept with this my most sincere respects.

[Source: Hungarian People’s Republic, The Counterrevolutionary Conspiracy of
Imre Nagy and his Accomplices (Budapest: Information Bureau of the Council of
Ministers, [1958]). Also published in József Kiss, Zoltán Ripp and István Vida, ed.,
“Források a Nagy Imre-kormány külpolitikájának történetéhez,” Társadalmi Szemle
48, no. 5 (1993): p. 86. Translated by David Evans.] 

1 For further documents and analysis, see the relevant volume in this CEU Press series, Csaba
Békés, Malcolm Byrne and János Rainer, eds., The 1956 Hungarian Revolution: A History in Docu-
ments, (Budapest: CEU Press, 2002).
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Document No. 4: Gen. Jan Drzewiecki’s Critique of the 
Statute of the Unified Command, November 3, 1956 

——————————————————————————————————————————— 

One of the more sensational documents to come to light after the Cold War, this cri-
tique of the Statute of the Unified Command shows how far the Poles, in this instance,
were willing and able to go to question the very foundations of the Warsaw Treaty just
over a year after it was established. In the fall of 1956, Jan Drzewiecki was in charge
of operational planning for the Polish army when a committee was formed in the Defense
Ministry concerned with the reform of military relations between Poland and the Soviet
Union. This was a controversial issue because the defense minister, Konstanty Rokos-
sowski, was a Soviet citizen. Drzewiecki was asked to prepare a memo analyzing the
statute. Objecting to the arbitrary powers allotted to the Soviets, he argues that the rights
and prerogatives of the Soviet-dominated command are incompatible with the sover-
eignty of independent states, which were members of the Warsaw Treaty. He also extends
his criticism to other, previous agreements imposed by the Soviet Union, which were
not subject to ratification by the Polish parliament or even made available for the infor-
mation of the Foreign Ministry. 

____________________ 

REMARKS AND PROPOSALS REGARDING THE DOCUMENT: 

“Statute of the Unified Command of the Armed Forces 
of Member-States of the Warsaw Treaty” 

I. GENERAL REMARKS

The document in its present form grants the Supreme Commander of the Unified
Armed Forces certain rights and obligations, which contradict the idea of the inde-
pendence and sovereignty of member-states of the Warsaw Treaty. 

Particularly:
a) the document does not specifically determine the manner of subordination and

responsibilities of the Supreme Commander; moreover, his subordination to
the Political Consultative Committee is described very loosely;

b) from the above one can infer the supranational character of the Supreme
Commander and his staff, which may also be concluded from their rights and
responsibilities;

c) the competences of the Supreme Commander regarding combat training are
contradictory to [the idea of] maintaining the national character of the army,
and are the basis for introducing in all armies compulsory regulations govern-
ing the routine and order of military life;
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d) the Supreme Commander has the right to issue post-inspection instructions;
e) the Staff of the Unified Armed Forces does not constitute an international insti-

tution in the full sense of the term; furthermore, the responsibilities and rights
of certain army representatives of this staff are imprecise. As demonstrated by
previous practice, the function of these representatives is clearly of a repre-
sentative and formal character;

f) relations between the Staff of the Unified Armed Forces and the General Staffs
of the respective armies are regulated too categorically, and are based partial-
ly on subordination of the latter; 

g) the composition of forces designated by the PPR for the Unified Armed Forces
is defined extensively yet not quite precisely, which allows for various interpre-
tations. From the point of view of our interests as well as the possibility of real-
izing these plans, the number of designated forces is too high.

Despite the reduction in the size of the Polish Army by five divisions, the num-
ber of divisions designated for the Unified Forces has decreased by only one.

II. PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE DOCUMENT

1. In the introduction to chapter I, one should specifically define subordination
of the Supreme Commander, as well as his responsibility to deliver reports concerning
his work to an international institution. 

2. With regard to the responsibilities and the rights of the Supreme Commander,
[the terms] of his direction and control of operational-tactical training should remain
unchanged; however, the expression “combat training” should be omitted because
this term involves matters of order and routine in military life, which should be reg-
ulated in accordance with the national characteristics and traditions of each army. 

3. In point (b), chapter I, remove the word “comprehensively” (to know the state
of forces…); whereas in the rights of the Supreme Commander, exclude his right to
issue post-inspection instructions.

4. The definition of the composition of the Staff of the Unified Forces […] should
be changed. The Staff should comprise officers and generals from all armies of mem-
ber-states of the Treaty. The number of officers designated for the Staff by different
states, as well as appointments to the main positions in the Staff, ought to be approved
by a higher international political institution. 

5. In subpoint (a), point 3, chapter III, remove the word “comprehensively”, while
in subpoint (w) […] of the same chapter, the word “conclusions” should be changed
to “recommendations”. 

6. In point 4, chapter III, it should be established that the Chief of Staff of the
Unified Armed Forces defines the method of providing information in agreement
with interested General Staffs. 85
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7. In chapter VI, point 2 should be changed with the aim of decreasing the amount
of data transferred by the General Staffs to the Staff of the Unified Forces (for exam-
ple, the matter of deployment of forces, etc.), and should be formulated in a less cat-
egorical way.

8. From the point of view of our realistic possibilities (considering a planned
decrease of forces, possible operational assignments and the need to secure the coun-
try by air and sea), the PPR  may designate the following forces for the Unified Armed
Forces:

– one general army composed of 6–7 divisions;
– one air force composed of 5 divisions […] 
Prepared by Drzewiecki on November 3, 1956, based on the Commission’s con-

clusions.

[Source: Microfilm (o) 96/6598, reel W-15, Library of Congress, Washington D.C.
Translated by Magdalena Klotzbach for the National Security Archive.]  
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Document No. 5: Polish Memorandum on Reform of 
the Warsaw Pact, January 10, 1957

——————————————————————————————————————————— 

This memorandum, also prepared by Polish Gen. Drzewiecki, deals with the question
of reform of the Warsaw Treaty Organization. Prepared for Polish leader Władysław
Gomułka for discussion with the Soviets, the memo does not question the need or the
merits of the alliance—a highly sensitive topic in view of the Hungarian and Polish
crises of 1956—but it does point out deficiencies within the organization. These include
the obligations imposed on the East European members and the burden of high mili-
tary spending which undercut the policy of raising living standards in the region. Of
course, the attempt at reform was unsuccessful. As indicated elsewhere, the Soviet
supreme commander angrily dismissed the objections, saying: “What do you imagine,
that we would make some kind of NATO here?”2 

____________________ 

MEMORANDUM

“The Warsaw Treaty and the Development of the Armed 
Forces of the People’s Republic of Poland”

The Warsaw Treaty, adopted in May 1955 (especially its military provisions), as
well as different bilateral agreements signed by the representatives of the USSR and
People’s Republic of Poland prior to the Warsaw Treaty and ratified after the adop-
tion of the Treaty, require a thorough analysis and revision. This mostly concerns
Polish obligations regarding organizational, quantitative and technical supplies of the
Armed Forces, the production of military equipment, and the strategic positioning
of the country. 

The need to revise earlier agreements is caused by the political and economic con-
ditions of our country.

The earlier agreements and the ensuing obligations do not correspond to the pol-
icy of independence and sovereignty of our country enunciated by the party and the
government of the People’s Republic of Poland. 

Despite the constant changes in the obligations acquired by Poland on the basis
of the bilateral agreements, their implementation would not be feasible without con-
siderable financial expenditures assigned to the Armed Forces and military industry.
Such a policy would be inconsistent with the course of the party and the government
aimed at the constant improvement of living standards of the Polish people. 

Taking into consideration the above-mentioned situation, the General Staff of 

2 See footnote 26 in the Introduction to this volume.

87

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 $
{D

at
e}

. $
{P

ub
lis

he
r}

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



the Polish Armed Forces has analyzed the obligations and provisions deriving from
bilateral agreements with the Soviet Union as well as the Warsaw Treaty and our
obligations deriving from them. Our proposals are listed below:

Military obligations originating from the Warsaw Treaty

The present balance of power in the world, our strategic position as well as our
ideological ties with the socialist camp prove the importance of the Warsaw Treaty
and of the unification of the military efforts of the member-states for the further pro-
tection of our common interests.

Nevertheless, we believe that the military protocols originating from the Treaty
require radical revision. 

1. The organizational concept of the Unified Command of the Armed Forces fore-
sees the allocation of part of the member-states’ armies under a Unified Command.

The above-mentioned concept is similar to the structural concept of NATO. Some
parts of the armies of the United States, Great Britain, France and other countries
are placed under the Unified Command.

Nevertheless, the structural position of the NATO countries is somewhat differ-
ent from the position of the Warsaw Treaty states. The only exclusion to the rule is
the Soviet Union. 

The strategic interest of the major participants of NATO is applied to the numer-
ous theaters of war operations; therefore the specific theater of war would require
only a portion of the armed forces of the respective countries, with the remainder of
the forces allocated to different pacts—the Baghdad Pact, for instance.

The conditions under which the Warsaw Treaty was created are completely dif-
ferent. Our interest is in the European War Theater, which involves all the partici-
pants of the Treaty, excluding the Soviet Union (the interests of the latter only part-
ly lie in Europe). Therefore, we believe that the total complement of our armed forces
should participate in our common defense initiative in Europe.

The above-mentioned facts illustrate the superficiality of partitioning armed forces
by the participants in the Warsaw Treaty; namely, the structure in which one part of
the armed forces is under the Unified Command and the other part is under the com-
mand of the national armed forces. In the current situation, Poland cannot allot one
part of its armed forces under the Unified Command due to the unrealistically large
number of divisions required (see part II of the memorandum). Despite the recent
reduction in the Polish armed forces by five divisions, the number of required divi-
sions for the Unified Command was only reduced by one. 

2. The organizational structure of the Unified Command of the armed forces is
based on a single authority. The collective decision-making process bears only a for-
mal character (it is not mentioned in a treaty). The process of the supreme com-
mander’s subordination to the international political body is not clear.

The above-mentioned determines the supranational character of the supreme com-
mander and his staff, which does not correspond to the idea of independence and sov-
ereignty of the Warsaw Treaty participating states. The supranational positioning of
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the supreme commander and of his staff is illustrated in “Statute” in the chapters deal-
ing with the rights and responsibilities of the supreme commander and his staff. 

The authority of the supreme commander on questions of leadership in combat
and strategic training is incompatible with the national character of the armies of the
corresponding states. This imposes the introduction of common rules and regulations
determining the order and conditions of military life (for example, the Garrison Duty
Regulations, Drill Regulations, Disciplinary regulations, etc.)

The supreme commander has widespread rights in the sphere of control. The vol-
ume of reporting information required from the General Staff is tremendous. The Staff
of the Unified Armed Forces is not an international body in the full sense. The rights
and responsibilities of the representatives of the corresponding armies are not stated
clearly. Existing practice demonstrates the formal character of their functions. 

Relations between the Staff of the Unified Command and the General Staff are
based on the complete subordination of the latter to the former. 

3. Current events prove continuously the unilateral character of the obligations
acquired by the People’s Republic of Poland. No international agreement dealt with
the legal status of troops located on or passing through the territory of a Warsaw
Treaty state.

The above-listed questions should be regulated in the spirit of the Declaration of
the Soviet Government issued on October 30, 1956.3 

4. In order to correct the above-mentioned organizational and structural concepts,
we suggest the following changes to the military articles of the Warsaw Treaty.

a) The Warsaw Treaty states are interested in using all their armed Forces for
defense purposes; the Soviet Union would agree with other member-states on
the quantity of Soviet troops to be allotted to the Warsaw Treaty common
actions in Europe;

b) The involvement of troops of any of the Warsaw Treaty states in military oper-
ations would require prior approval by the appropriate body in its home coun-
try according to the Constitution;

c) In peace time the armed forces of each of the countries are subordinated to
their national command.

d) We recognize the need for close cooperation between all Warsaw Pact countries
in the following areas:
– in strategic plans and tactical issues; 
– in logistics prior to tactical moves; 
– in standardization of major weapons types; 
– in regulations of military production and deliveries in times of war and peace; 
– in joint strategic training on the territory of one of the countries. 

3 The Soviets broadcast the text of this major declaration proclaiming more equal relations and
respect for sovereign rights of socialist states on October 30, 1956, and published it in Pravda the
following day, in the midst of the Hungarian revolution. The egalitarian principles espoused in the
declaration did not prevent the Kremlin, on November 1, from ordering a massive invasion to crush
the Hungarian revolt. For the full text, see Csaba Békés, Malcolm Byrne and János Rainer, The
1956 Hungarian Revolution, Document No. 50.
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e) We recognize the need to create a “Military Consultative Committee” for the
implementation of the above-mentioned proposals. The Military Consultative
Committee would consist of the ministers of national defense and the chair-
men of the General Staff of the Warsaw Pact countries.
The chairman of the Committee would be one of the members of the Commit-
tee elected once a year. 

f) The working body of the Military Consultative Committee would be the Per-
manent Staff Committee. It would consist of the officers and generals of the
Warsaw Treaty states. The Supreme International Political Body would stipu-
late the number of officers allotted to the Permanent Staff Committee by each
country.

g) The Supreme International Political Body would determine the location of the
Military Consultative Committee.

h) All proposals concerning the issues listed in part (b) must be approved by the
Supreme Political Body. They become compulsory for all Warsaw Treaty states,
if approved.

i) The Permanent Staff Committee can present its recommendations regarding
the issues in part (d) to the General Staff.

The implementation of these recommendations depends on the decisions of respon-
sible parties in the national governments of Warsaw Treaty states. 

In case of war, the International Political Body can appoint the Supreme Comm-
and of the Unified Armed Forces. 

The Staff of the Supreme Command will consist of officers and generals of the
respective states, and their appointments will be confirmed by the Supreme In-
ternational Political Body. 

[…] 

[Source: “Memorandum w sprawie Układu Warszawskiego oraz planu rozwoju Sił
Zbrojnych PRL” and Russian translation entitled, “Memorandum o Varshavskom
Dogovore i plane razvitiia Vooruzhennykh Sil PNR,” microfilm (o) 96/6398, reel W-
25, Library of Congress, Washington DC. Translated by Lena Sirota for the Cold War
International History Project.]    
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Document No. 6: Gen. Drzewiecki’s Interview regarding
Memorandum on Reform of the Warsaw Pact, May 8, 1997

——————————————————————————————————————————— 

This interview with Gen. Jan Drzewiecki, the author of Documents Nos. 4 and 5, is of
interest because he is able to explain the origins and significance of those documents
after the end of the Cold War. Despite his later modesty, his efforts to press for greater
Polish independent action within the Warsaw Treaty were, in the setting of 1956, quite
daring. It is interesting to note that in 1956 the Polish military was in the forefront of
challenging the Soviets whereas in 1980–81, at the time of the Solidarity crisis, it was
a reactionary force, having by that time acquired a vested interest in the alliance as it
was then constituted. 

____________________

Gen. Drzewiecki: One should be aware of the situation in which the memoran-
dum came into being. Of course, there were no miracles. I was not the exclusive
author; I put it down on paper. It was the result of the thoughts of many colleagues—
officers, generals—with whom I cooperated at the time. The document could only
have come into being against the backdrop of the changes of the time, adopted after
October [1956].4 It could be that we were naive. We believed that that Plenum real-
ly initiated some period of change in the history of People’s Poland. The results were
unpleasant [although] the document is relatively cautious. It is true that it contains
theses, which sound—sounded at that time—let’s say, revolutionary. But certain pos-
tulates were considered cautious because the Hungarians were planning to leave the
Warsaw Pact. And how did things end up for them? We were also aware of this at
the time. Someone could link it with the developments that occurred after ‘89. The
authors and I personally at the time did not go so far in our views. It also had reform
of the system as its goal, but within limits, in the framework, in which we found our-
selves earlier. That is, all the theses, although they had many reforms as a goal, did
not come out against the basic strategic assumption—that is, against the participa-
tion of the armed forces in the Warsaw Pact.

[Party general secretary Władysław] Gomułka took the memorandum with him
when he went to Moscow for the first time after October ‘56, a sort of triumphant
journey. At the railway stations the train was stopped, crowds of people came; they
raised the banner cry to Gomułka that he should not yield in Moscow. And when he
returned, similar demonstrations took place. He took the document to Moscow and
left it there. And for the longest time there was no response. After that, some cos-
metic changes ensued. Basic changes occurred, however, only after the reorganiza-
tion of the Polish armed forces. That is, then we finally gave up on a corps structure.
The armies had a divisional structure; the operational and strategic tasks of the Polish
armed forces were brought up to date.

4 The coming into power of the “national communist” regime of Władysław Gomułka.
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These activities were of a formal character. The Committee of Ministers of Def-
ense was established as the organ deciding not only about political cooperation; it
also had the adjective “consultative.” Formally, the powers of the representatives of
the individual countries were increased in the Unified Staff. The number of advisers
was decreased. The basic character of the command of the Unified Armed Forces was
not changed. For a certain period it was even the so-called Eleventh Administration
of the General Staff of the Soviet Army. The representatives [of other countries] did
not generally have access to it. The rooms in which they were located had cars [assigned
to them], but they could not interfere in many things. And already with regard to
operations, it was completely ruled out. 

[Source: “Warsaw Pact Generals in Polish Uniforms: Oral History Interviews,”
PHP website, http://www.isn.ethz.ch/php/documents/collection_9/texts/Stalin_Le-
gacy.htm. Translated by Douglas Selvage.]    
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Document No. 7: Soviet Directives to the Czechoslovak Army on 
Operational and Combat Preparations, September 25, 1957 

——————————————————————————————————————————— 

This Soviet directive to the Czechoslovak army enumerates general operational prin-
ciples that are to form the basis for training in 1958. It is one of the few descriptions
of how the Soviets prepared themselves and their allies for a war in which nuclear
weapons would be used. Unlike later documents that are available, this one does not
reflect offensive intentions or strategy, but emphasizes a basically defensive orienta-
tion in trying to adapt to war conditions after the onset of nuclear strikes by the enemy.
At this time, the management of East European forces was still taking place on a bilat-
eral basis, not yet utilizing the Warsaw Treaty Organization as a framework.

____________________ 

TOP SECRET [crossed out] Copy No. 1

Operational Training Tasks for the 1958 Training Year

The basis for operational training of generals, senior officers and staffs in the new
training year is to be the study of army offensive and defensive operations with the
use of modern means of waging warfare in conditions of the early stage of war. 

With that, attention should be paid to the following:
– mastering broad maneuvering actions, skilful use of forward groups for deep

outflanking, surrounding and breaking through to the rear of the main forces
of the enemy in order to crush them decisively;

– learning to move forces quickly out from under an enemy atomic strike and
concentrating them in other most important directions;

– improving the actions of forces and staffs during a night-time offensive, of break-
ing through the enemy defense and crossing water obstacles right away [s khodu]; 

– learning to organize skillfully the order of actions of forces during the day and
night in order to provide them with the necessary rest period;

– creating an insurmountable, deeply echeloned defense, rooting out [the prac-
tice of] organizing it schematically and [with a] linear arrangement of battle
zones and positions; […] 

– improving the work of intelligence of all kinds. Finding and studying methods
of collecting intelligence on enemy atomic weapons, unpiloted devices and radar
systems. Learning to determine, in a timely manner, enemy force groupings
and weapons, targets of strikes on the battle field and in the enemy’s rear against
all types of weapons, and particularly for atomic weapons.
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TOP SECRET [crossed out] Copy No. 2 
Appendix No. 1 

Battle Readiness Tasks for Forces for the 1958 Training Year

1. The main aim of the 1958 training year is to ensure the further improvement
of continuous battle readiness and fighting capacity of army units and divisions for
conducting military operations under conditions of the application of modern means
of waging warfare. […] 

2. To learn to use atomic weapons, air force and artillery effectively in order to
destroy the main army groupings of the enemy, his atomic offensive facilities, air
force and radar systems. 

3. To study and inculcate the best means of protection against atomic and chem-
ical weapons. To practice extensively changing the regions where forces are deployed,
and the basing of aircraft and ships. To master the technique of quickly eliminating
the consequences of enemy atomic and chemical strikes and of recovering and sus-
taining the battle readiness of forces. […] 

On the preparation of ground troops 
In terms of preparation of forces, principal attention is to be paid to the conduct

of swift, surprise offensives, to the implementation of deep break-throughs into the
battle order of the enemy, to the skillful use of breaches and spaces, and to the con-
duct of bold outflanking and surrounding maneuvers with the aim of decisively crush-
ing the enemy. 

To teach troops to prepare military operations covertly, to construct orders of bat-
tle with skill and avoiding conventional patterns [ne shablonno], to exploit skillfully
and quickly the results of atomic strikes, and to implement unceasingly the comb-
ination of fire and movement. 

To master the sequencing of units and their components in conducting non-stop
offensive operations day and night. 

To teach troops how to act aggressively in operations without redeployment, par-
ticularly in meeting engagements, to seize the initiative, and to deploy quickly in
order to deliver a strike at the flank or rear of the enemy. 

To master the technique of rapid and organized movement across water obstacles
and marshy areas. To teach troops to capture the opposite bank straight off, using
rapid actions by advance squads and tactical airborne troops for this purpose. 

To master the technique of creating a firm, deeply echeloned and stable counter-
atomic defense, with an extensive network of trenches, passages and dugouts. 

To learn an effective system of firing, especially anti-tank [fire] in combination
with remote-controlled explosive barriers. To teach the troops insistently to mani-
fest firmness and stubbornness in defending borders and battle zones, and teach them
to conduct forceful counter-attacks during the day and night. 

[Source: MNO/SM 1957, box 16, sig. 4/1-5, VÚA. Translated by Sergey Radchenko
for the National Security Archive.]     
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Document No. 8: Draft of a Warsaw Pact–NATO 
Nonaggression Treaty, May 24, 1958

——————————————————————————————————————————— 

During the early years of the Warsaw Treaty Organization, Soviet Premier Nikita Khru-
shchev presented various proposals for the simultaneous dissolution of the Warsaw
Treaty and NATO, indicating that the original purpose of proclaiming the Eastern
alliance was to eliminate, or at least weaken, its Western counterpart. Khrushchev’s pro-
posals were calculated to soften Western public opinion and to pressure politicians to
be more amenable to Soviet arguments. Generally, Warsaw Treaty meetings, in this case
a meeting of the Political Consultative Committee (PCC), were used as a platform for
launching these initiatives. Khrushchev was at a minimum hoping to prod the West to
begin negotiations. A major question for the West was whether he was serious. Certainly,
his interest in initiating talks was genuine but his ultimate purpose and what exactly he
was willing to concede are still matters of debate. A “true believer” in the advantages
of socialism, Khrushchev undoubtedly felt that the important thing was to begin the
process of talks, at which point opportunities would arise for the Soviet Union to gain
an edge over its adversaries. 

____________________

The contracting parties, states, parties to the Warsaw Treaty of Friendship,
Cooperation and Mutual Assistance of May 14, 1955 on the one hand and states, par-
ties to the North Atlantic Pact of April 4, 1949 on the other hand, being desirous of
putting into effect in international relations the purposes and principles of the Charter
the United Nations; attaching great importance to the necessity of maintaining and
developing peaceful relations and cooperation between states on the basis of equal-
ity, non-interference in internal affairs, nonaggression, mutual respect for territori-
al integrity and state sovereignty; inspired by the desire to promote the relaxation of
international tension and the creation of an atmosphere of universal confidence in
relations between states; considering that in view of the existence in Europe of two
opposing alignments of states it will be of great importance for invigorating the inter-
national situation, terminating the arms race and removing the threat of a new war
if the members of these alignments undertake mutual obligations not to resort to the
use or threat of force in international relations; have decided to conclude the pres-
ent pact of nonaggression and have authorized it to be signed:

For the states, parties to the Warsaw Treaty by the Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics, the Polish People’s Republic, the Czechoslovak Republic and the Romanian
People’s Republic:

For the states, parties to the North Atlantic Pact by… 
Article 1 
Noting that the use or threat of force in international relations is prohibited by

international law and in particular by the Charter of the United Nations, the states,
parties to the Warsaw Treaty and the states, parties to the North Atlantic Pact solemn-
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ly undertake to strictly observe this prohibition and not to resort to the use or threat
of force against one another jointly or separately.

Article 2 
All disputes that may arise between one or more parties to the Warsaw Treaty,

on the one hand, and one or more parties to the North Atlantic Pact, on the other
hand, shall be resolved by peaceful means only, on the basis of the invariable obser-
vance of the principle of non-interference in the internal affairs of states, in the spir-
it of mutual understanding and through negotiations between the parties concerned,
or by using other means of peaceful settlement of international disputes as provid-
ed for by the United Nations Charter.

Article 3 
Should a situation arise which might endanger the preservation of peace or secu-

rity in Europe, the states, parties to the present pact shall consult together with a
view of taking and implementing such joint measures as, in conformity with the United
Nations Charter, may be deemed appropriate for a peaceful settlement.

Article 4
The present act has been concluded for a period of 25 years.
The pact shall come into force on the day of its signing by duly authorized repre-

sentatives of the states, parties to the Warsaw Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and
Mutual Assistance of May 14, 1955, and the states, parties to the North Atlantic Pact
of April 4, 1949. 

In the event of the North Atlantic Pact of April 4, 1949, and the Warsaw Treaty
of May 14, 1955, being terminated, the present pact will become invalid.

Article 5 
The present pact, of which the Russian, English and French texts are authentic,

shall be deposited for safe-keeping with the secretary-general of the United Nations.
Duly certified copies thereof shall be transmitted by the secretary-general of the
United Nations to the governments of states, parties to the present pact.

In faith whereof the undersigned plenipotentiaries have signed the present pact
and affixed thereto their seals.

Done in the city of …, 1958.

[Source: Jagdish P. Jain, Documentary Study of the Warsaw Pact (London: Asia
Publishing House, 1973) pp. 309–311.]  

96

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 $
{D

at
e}

. $
{P

ub
lis

he
r}

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



Document No. 9: Marshal Ivan Konev Analysis of a Czechoslovak 
Army Operational Exercise, March 31–April 7, 1959 

———————————————————————————————————————————

This speech by Warsaw Pact Supreme Commander Ivan S. Konev analyzes a bilat-
eral exercise with the Czechoslovak army. It is included here because it provides
insights into how Soviet military leaders viewed—and rationalized—NATO’s plans.
Konev asserts that NATO exercises are based on a false scenario—an attack from the
East requiring defensive operations. He rejects the implication that the East would be
the aggressor, and declares that any war would actually begin with an attack from the
West. This line of argument illustrates the kind of approach the Soviet military used
to try to reconcile its conception of an aggressive West with evidence that NATO’s
plans were actually defensive. 

____________________ 

Comrades!

[…] 
The scope of the operational game covered the central part of the Western military

theater including as important an operational direction as Prague–Saarland. 
The terrain of this region is well known to all of you. 
We know from intelligence information that during many exercises involving the

U.S. Army and NATO’s unified forces, in order to study the early period of the war,
they stage a situation where the “East” attacks and NATO’s armies hold them back,
and as reinforcements arrive they launch an all-out counter-attack. Such a situation
applied, for instance, in the NATO command-staff exercises in March 1957, under
the code name “Black Lion”, in 1958 “Blue Lion,” etc. 

Our exercise was conducted under conditions, which accurately reflect the truly
aggressive plans of the probable enemy. As you know, the war was started by the
“Western” side, which began it with a sudden air raid and the subsequent advance
of land forces. 

To conduct this military game the following start position was created: 
[…] 
In connection with the deterioration of political conditions, the “West” began

covert preparations for war. 
[…] 
The “East,” having established that the “West” was preparing for war, brought

their military forces to combat readiness in order to counteract a possible enemy
attack and took measures to strengthen the defense of the state borders. 

In case the “West” started a war, the “East” planned to deliver an immediate
counter-strike in order to destroy the enemy’s main forces in a battle near the bor-
der before the arrival of his strategic reinforcements. The counter-strike, according
to the Unified Command plan, was delivered by long-range and battlefront air forces
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and missiles using the full force of nuclear weapons against administrative and polit-
ical as well as industrial centers, airbases, missile launch pads, nuclear weapons depots,
command points and forces in order to defeat the aggressor, and paralyze his state
[administration] and military command. 

With this, the quantity and power of the “East’s” nuclear ammunition were not
inferior to the “West’s” devices.

The “East” had 16 divisions in this exercise, of which eight divisions were in the
front echelon, two divisions were in the country’s rear and yet another six divisions
were mobilized. On the 5th–6th day of war, the Unified Armed Forces entered
Czechoslovak territory for joint actions with the Czechoslovak People’s Army. 

[…] 
The “East” had the following goals: to bring the forces up to battle readiness; upon

the initiation of military hostilities, not to allow the enemy’s invasion of the territo-
ry of the Czechoslovak Republic; to resolutely destroy him [the enemy] in a battle
near the border and advance in the general direction of Nuremberg. 

The unified forces of the Western front were on the right flank; on the left the
forces of the Hungarian People’s Army. Austria remained neutral.

Under the staged conditions, the general balance of forces in the Prague direction
at the start of hostilities was equal in terms of the number of divisions and artillery,
the “East” had 1.6 times more tanks and 1.3 times more aviation than the “West”. 

However, the “Western” side, as the attacking one, had the advantage in dep-
loyment and, besides, it hoped that by delivering sudden massive strikes with nuclear
weapons against the “East’s” air forces, unmanned airborne devices and land forces
it could gain an advantage in the air and sharply change the correlation of forces in
its favor. 

[…] 
The “Eastern” command generally correctly appraised the grouping, probable

intentions and possible timing of the “West’s” attack, and took all necessary meas-
ures to bring their forces up to battle readiness. 

To implement the received directive, the commander of the “East” decided […]
to cover the state border with a part of the forces of the 1st and the 4th armies […]  

Therefore, protection of almost the entire Western state border was delegated to
the 1st Army, thinly spread across a wide front; the 4th A[rmy] was deployed in a
secondary direction and did not have an active task. An unclear demarcation line
between the armies limited the maneuverability of forces and the capabilities of the
1st and 4th A[rmies] in the threatened direction, and created overlaps. 

The main shortcoming of this decision is that it was oriented mainly towards
defense and did not correspond to the main goal set by the “East” in the directive,
which prescribed a resolute counter-attack. The armies were mainly entrusted with
defensive goals; in case the enemy penetrated their defenses, the plan was to deliv-
er a counter-strike in order to restore the status quo ante on the border line. The
task of developing the counter-strike into a counter-attack and attack by the “East”
was not considered. 

One should understand, comrades, that defense is not an end but a means, by
which we must seize the initiative from the enemy’s hands. In the early period of the
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war we, probably, will conduct a temporary defense of those portions of the front
where the enemy gets ahead of us in the deployment of forces, or in the directions
where, for one reason or another, attack will prove impossible or inexpedient. The
main aim of the defensive actions will be not to allow the enemy’s incursion in a given
direction, deal him maximum losses, and provide for the deployment of one’s own
forces, as necessary for the attack. As you see, the defense itself must be built on the
idea of a subsequent attack, and one should always remember this. […] 

The greatest shortcoming in the “East’s” decision to conduct a counter-strike was
that it was based on a defensive concept. The armies did not aim at a resolute count-
er-attack to destroy the enemy. […]5 

[Source: VS, OS (OL), krab. 1, č.j. 12426 VÚA. Translated by Sergey Radchenko.]

5 Emphasis in the original.
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Document No. 10: Conclusions from the Operational Exercise 
of the Czechoslovak Army, March 31–April 7, 1959 

———————————————————————————————————————————

Command post exercises have always been an important part of military preparedness
training. These drills were carried out on maps, mostly by officers, with the basic pur-
pose of preparing the command structure for actual war. Maneuvers involving large
numbers of troops were a different undertaking with their own specific objectives, for
example training soldiers for combat conditions and gauging their performance, as
well as impressing the putative enemy. While obviously important from a military point
of view, these maneuvers are not as useful as command post exercises for understanding
actual leadership plans and intentions. 

This particular command exercise, run by Soviet Marshal Ivan S. Konev (see Doc-
ument No. 9), is typical for this early period before the change to an offensive orien-
tation later during the Berlin crisis. Some of the basic concepts of Warsaw Pact exer-
cises are here—a surprise attack by NATO is assumed, and the goal is stated as preventing
enemy entry into one’s own territory as well as achieving air superiority. Although
these operations are conceived as including other Warsaw Pact armies, those forces
would not reach Czechoslovakia for 5–6 days, meaning the latter’s army would have
to fight alone for a significant period of time.   

____________________ 

Conclusions from the Operational Exercise 
The command post operational exercise was carried out at the Ministry of Defense

from March 31–April 4, under the command of Unified Armed Forces Marshal of
the USSR [Ivan S.] Konev and his staff. […] 

The following conclusions resulted from the exercise, and Marshal of the USSR
Konev made the following analysis: 

[…] The time difference between the commencement of the enemy’s attack and
the execution of a retaliatory strike must be as short as possible. The retaliatory strike
shall be executed as soon as the commencement of the enemy’s attack shall be made
known.

The struggle for air superiority shall be carried out from the very first moments
after the beginning of the war. Its major aim should be the annihilation of the enemy’s
air forces and stocks of nuclear weapons, disruption of fuel supplies, and disorgani-
zation of operations in rear areas. Thus, advantageous conditions for the activities
of armed forces on land, in the air and on the sea shall be guaranteed.

In the struggle for air supremacy, an active part shall be played by air defense
troops, the tactical air force, the navy, airborne units, special forces and partisans, in
addition to long-range air forces and missiles of all kinds.

In the coming war, the struggle for air supremacy shall be of strategic significance.
Concentrated effort must be exerted by all Warsaw Treaty armed forces.
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The retaliatory strike shall be carried out and directed according to the Unified
Armed Forces plan.

During the exercise, the Czechoslovak Army was reinforced by the commence-
ment of war operations by air force units and missile regiments. Combat activities
were also supported by a certain quantity of nuclear weapons.

The deployment of Unified Armed Forces attached to joint combat activities with
the Czechoslovak Army can be expected according to terms stipulated by Unified
Command plans. During this exercise, they arrived on Day 5–6. […] 

Transition from countrerstrike to attack
The organization of an attack after a successful counterstrike is very complex. It

possesses numerous peculiarities since, along with the preparation of an attack oper-
ation, combat with an enemy who is attacking and has not yet been halted must be
continued.

Under conditions of early war time, the transition to an attack cannot be delayed
until all enemy attack capabilities have been exhausted. As soon as the striking for-
mations take advantageous starting positions and are ready to attack, the attack
should be kicked off bravely, thus relocating combat activities to enemy territory.

With ample forces and other means, several strikes can be delivered in order to
annihilate the enemy’s main forces, one part after the other.

The main attack should be led against the weakest and most threatening of the
enemy’s points, thus allowing penetration in depth while utilizing the movement of
armored units. 

The formation of assault units for initiating an attack under conditions of an enemy
invasion of our territory is a complicated matter. It will usually take place during
operations by enemy air and missile forces, with the possibility of an armored enemy
breakthrough into the depth of our territory. That calls for secure coverage of the
armed forces against air strikes, plus a firm grip on lines providing for the deploy-
ment of strike units.

Troops assigned for the transition to attack must not be prematurely committed
to defensive action. […] 

[Source: VKO ÚV KSČ, krab. 1, inv. č. 2, VÚA. Translated by Marian Kratochvíl.
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Document No. 11: East German Description of a West German 
Plan for the Occupation of the GDR, July 29, 1959 

———————————————————————————————————————————

This very interesting document, found in the East German archives, quotes verba-
tim from a supposed West German record describing the occupation of the GDR in
case of war. According to the memoirs of East German spy chief Markus Wolf, East
German intelligence obtained it as early as 1955.6 In 1959, during the first year of the
Berlin crisis, the document was published to show the aggressive intentions of the
FRG, but it was widely regarded in the West as a forgery and a propaganda move.
The trouble with this interpretation is that the East Germans, as seen from their inter-
nal documents, regarded the document as authentic, even though experts at the mil-
itary archives in Freiburg continue to believe it was a fabrication. Another interest-
ing detail is that the West Germans did not publicly respond when the document was
first publicized. One possible explanation is that the West German paper was a draft
or was prepared for background purposes somewhere in the Defense Ministry, and
may never have become an official document. The important point is that the East
German regime, whether or not it had justification, was genuinely worried about what
might happen in the event of a military confrontation in Central Europe. In partic-
ular, it feared that, unlike the experience of Hungary in 1956, the West would inter-
vene if a similar uprising happened in the GDR, as indicated in this document. Clearly,
East Germany’s fragility and its leaders’ concerns on that score were extremely impor-
tant factors in determining Soviet bloc policy at the time of the Berlin crisis. The
building of the Wall was suggestive of this sense of insecurity.

____________________ 

I.

1. The main goal of the German militarists and imperialists is the forcible seizure
of the German Democratic Republic and the extension of NATO’s sphere of influence
as far as the Oder–Neisse border. [This is] the first step toward achievement of their
revanchist demands—the restoration of the “Greater German Reich” and the “New
European order”—under the hegemony of German imperialism, which poses at the
same time an acute threat to the Soviet Union and all the socialist countries.

The aggressive goals of the occupation of the GDR are especially evident in the
DECO II and Outline plans as well as the forced establishment of an aggressive army
and its arming with nuclear weapons by 1961.

The Outline plan entails the strategic political conception of “limited war.” The
DECO II plan is a concrete elaboration of the planned military measures against the
GDR.

6 Markus Wolf, Spionagechef im geheimen Krieg: Erinnerungen (Munich: Econ, 1997), p. 118. 
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The Outline plan is envisaged in three stages:
– first, psychological warfare aimed at softening the GDR and preparing the West

German population for aggression,
– second, provocation of counterrevolutionary actions in the GDR with the goal

of unleashing a civil war,
– third, aggression against the GDR as a precondition for the realization of aggres-

sive plans against the socialist countries.
These stages are not to be seen as rigid; they can be entirely or partly connected

with other objectives or can overlap.
“Operation DECO II” envisages “a swift coordination of ground, air, and naval

forces, propaganda units, and undercover military units, which are to be infiltrated
into East Berlin and other strategically important locations in the Soviet occupation
zone before the onset of military operations.” The forces infiltrated by the enemy
are to swiftly occupy political, governmental, economic, municipal, communications
and transportation centers, and use radio and press media to appeal to the popula-
tion of the GDR for support of their measures. Members of the Armed Forces of the
GDR are to be requested “to abstain from any resistance, lay down arms, and stay
in their locations until the arrival of the armed forces of the Federal Republic.”

It follows that an aggression by West German militarism and its crushing will thus
differ substantially from the beginning and course of both previous World Wars. The
hostilities on German territory will take the form of a civil war, especially during the
initial period of the war and will substantially influence the activities of the troops.

In order to prevent surprise by the enemy, an intensified intelligence effort and
closer cooperation by all intelligence agencies of the GDR are necessary. The train-
ing programs of the National People’s Army are accordingly to be altered so that the
struggle for the liquidation of counterrevolutionary actions—in addition to the main
assignment—could be taken into account more than has been the case so far. This
requires close collaboration with other armed organs of the GDR and a clear divi-
sion of labor among them.

2. An aggression against the GDR must be considered from different points of
view: it will bear, especially during the initial period, strong features of a civil war.
Depending on the political situation, it can also be the case that the National People’s
Army, together with other armed organs of the GDR, may have to fight the aggres-
sor alone for a brief period.

The troops and other units of the National People’s Army would have to secure
the transition to combat readiness, concentration of forces, and action against enemy
paratroopers and special forces dressed as civilians as well as against counterrevo-
lutionary gangs. In the process, under no circumstances could they allow themselves
to be distracted from their primary task of securing national borders and leading
counter-attacks. To this end, the system of alarm readiness must be refined. The
destruction of the previously mentioned enemy forces in our interior is basically the
main task of the regular police, transportation police, and workers’ militia. This sit-
uation requires the armed forces of the Interior Ministry to eliminate every coun-
terrevolutionary action in the GDR within 24 hours.

Leading the troops would place greater demands on commanders and staffs. The
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situation would become extraordinarily complicated. It would not be easy to recog-
nize friend from foe in every situation. We would have to take into account inter-
ruptions in communications. It could be temporarily necessary in some locations to
have individual units of the National People’s Army provide support for other armed
forces. This will encourage especially independent action and judgments on the part
of the commanders of these units.

Should the enemy turn to open aggression against the GDR by using the forces
of the Bundeswehr,7 we would have to expect heavy nuclear attacks throughout the
territory of the GDR, mainly against military targets. The units of the National
People’s Army would have to carry out the first direct counter-attacks without fully-
staffed units, along with the units from the Group of Soviet Forces in the GDR. The
military operations in particular directions would have to be conducted on the move.
In such a situation, the arrival of the second echelon and reserves is often not to be
expected. As a result, gaps would not be created between the units in battle. This
will make their coordination more difficult. In some places, the situation might devel-
op such that ground troop units might have to fight without direct support from air-
borne troops.

Since we would have to reckon with heavy losses and severe damage in the begin-
ning phase, it would definitely get to the point where we would have to call up and
introduce reserve troops as quickly as possible. A precondition for this would be a
carefully prepared, well thought-out and tested mobilization system. 

Similarly, creating and introducing the reserve troops would take place under the
most difficult conditions (active enemy air attacks, destroyed transport lines, battles
with paratroopers and enemy sabotage groups). The continued working capacity of
factories and supply lines as well as transport would have to be maintained at the
same time. 

As soon as the allied fraternal armies have intervened, it will be necessary imme-
diately to coordinate with them and act in accordance with the overall strategic plan
of the Unified Supreme Command. […] 

[“Erhöhung der Gefechtsbereitschaft der Nationalen Volksarmee,” July 29, 1959,
prepared for the Security Commission of the Central Committee of the Socialist Unity
Party, session of August 3, 1959, DVW 1/39568, Bundesarchiv-Militärarchiv, Freiburg.
Translated by Vojtech Mastny and Paul Spitzer.] 

7 West Germany’s regular army.     
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Document No. 12: Warsaw Pact Views of NATO’s 
Plans and Capabilities, April 28, 1960

——————————————————————————————————————————— 

This Czechoslovak General Staff description shows what information the Soviets and
their allies had about NATO’s views of war and how they interpreted them. NATO’s
strategy is accurately described as including the option of a surprise attack, but what
is left out is the fact that the West contemplated this action only in response to an immi-
nent Soviet offensive. Considerable detail is provided about NATO’s preparedness to
launch massive nuclear strikes against Warsaw Treaty air defenses and command cen-
ters, in order to prevent Soviet bloc forces from advancing beyond the Vistula and
Danube rivers and Carpathian mountains. NATO’s aim is described as being to knock
out the peripheral countries of the Warsaw Pact (those lying between the Soviet Union
and NATO), to occupy these countries and to fight the Soviet Union on its own terri-
tory. The materials also assume that Western nuclear bombers and missiles would reach
Czechoslovakia within 20–25 minutes, and would be able to cover the entire country.
However, the document ends on the reassuring note that complete surprise is unlike-
ly to be achieved (see also Document No. 15). 

It is difficult to tell from this document to what extent it was based on publicly avail-
able materials as distinguished from intelligence. It is known that NATO was first hop-
ing to stop the Soviets at the Rhine and later do its best to hold them as close to West
Germany’s eastern border as possible, but there is no indication from available evidence
that NATO had any hopes to advance as deep as this description shows—to occupy all
of Eastern Europe and fight on Soviet territory. This document thus appears to contra-
dict everything that is known about NATO’s capabilities and how the alliance perceived
itself. It is possible either that the Soviets, ever impressed by Western technological prowess,
saw NATO as more capable than it actually was, or conceivably that the Soviet military
was attempting to alarm the East Europeans by exaggerating the West’s intentions.

____________________ 

1. […] Opinions regarding the conduct of war in its early stages 
Insofar as its preparations for a new war of aggression are concerned, the gener-

al approach of the West is based on assumptions that the future “major” war will be
a global conflict, waged by coalitions of states, affecting all aspects of the lives of
nations both on the frontline and in the rear, and taking place in every war theater
of the world. 

[…] It is expected that the achievement of operational and strategic surprise and
the massive use of weapons of mass destruction, which should swing the balance in
favor of the attacker even when the ratio of forces does not play into the attacker’s
hands at the outbreak of hostilities, will play a key role in bringing the war to an
early end.

Basically, these requirements are also reflected in the West’s concept of how the
war will be initiated.
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Preparations for mounting the aggression are being carried out in a planned fash-
ion, under the guise and pretext of day-to-day activities, the purpose being to allow
the opponent to grow accustomed to an escalation of activities and to blunt his con-
centration. Thus, readiness for war should be achieved in stages, through step-by-
step incremental changes, so as not to draw attention, and the long-term implemen-
tation of extraordinary measures that are expected to give the impression of normalcy
by being regularly repeated.

Thus, we have been witnessing combat alerts, air intrusion warnings, sorties with
nuclear or hydrogen bombs on board, etc. with increasing frequency. The combat
alerts invariably involve large-scale troop movements, and develop into tactical exer-
cises and maneuvers on an ever increasing scale. They usually stop at the border of
the Warsaw Treaty, in major operational assembly areas. […] 

All the measures referred to above are implemented step-by-step and in such a
manner as to appear “defensive,” not just in the eyes of the general public but also
to members of the Western armed forces.

The examples outlined above indicate that the concept of initiating war is, beyond
any doubt, based on surprise, which is expected to play the most important role in
the early stage of the war, and thus also in its further course.

[…] The most opportune moment for launching this kind of a surprise attack is
believed to be [at the discovery of] any deficiency or lag in the combat and political
preparedness of Warsaw Treaty states, any neglected combat readiness issue, or any
situation in which the Warsaw Treaty states do not have enough information on
Western activities. 

[…] According to Western military theoreticians, the onset and early stages of the
war (up to 30 days) will be crucial; they are expected to involve massive use of nuclear
weapons, whether the enemy uses them or not. 

[…] Insofar as the Central European theater of operations is concerned, the key plan-
ning document is the “Planned Use of Nuclear Weapons by NATO,”8 which is based
on instructions of the NATO Council and NATO Military Committee. According to a
statement by General [Lauris] Norstad, the planning is so detailed that every combat
pilot knows exactly what targets he is expected to attack at the outbreak of hostilities.

The planned use of nuclear weapons reflects the overall concept of a surprise
attack in the Central European theater of operations, and should meet the follow-
ing objectives:

A massive strike using weapons of mass destruction and covering the entire depth
of the war theater is expected to paralyze the opponent’s air defense system, destroy
as much of the opponent’s strike capabilities (particularly guided missiles, rockets of
all types, air forces, depots of weapons of mass destruction) as possible, and disrupt
transportation and troop supply.

The destruction of major centers of command and control, arms industry and trans-
port.

Prevention of the deployment of main forces of the Soviet Army on the Western
front by efficient interdiction of the area of operations, covering an annular ring 

8 As given in the original. 
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roughly between the Vistula—Carpathians line and the Oder—Central Slovakia—
Danube line.

Strikes against permanent garrisons, military installations, air bases and command
and control facilities are expected to break up ground and air forces of border Warsaw
Treaty states. They should also prevent the mobilization and operational deployment
of troops, render the war industry non-functional and prevent the countries con-
cerned from supplying themselves using their own resources. 

Once the favorable situation described above is established, fast-paced operations
involving tactical and operational airdrops and airlifts and continuous use of weapons
of mass destruction should result in acquiring control of the territories of the German
Democratic Republic, the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, Poland and Hungary,
and bring war operations to Soviet territory.

Poised against the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic in the Central European the-
ater of operations are the main air forces with about 1,800 combat aircraft, includ-
ing more than 600 supersonic aircraft.

Assuming that tactical bomber aircraft carrying atomic bombs use air bases on
both sides of the Rhine, they can reach the Czechoslovak border within 25 minutes
from take-off; if redeployed to new airfields east of the Rhine, the time is reduced
to 20 minutes. Under normal weather conditions, they can conduct strikes against
targets all over Czechoslovak territory.

TM-61 (TM-71) guided missiles launched from their current peacetime positions
can hit targets on Czechoslovak territory as far as the Ostrava—Nové Zámky line,
and reach the Czechoslovak border within 25 minutes from launch. If redeployed
closer to the Czechoslovak border, to their assumed wartime positions, which are 100
to 150 kilometers from the Czechoslovak border, they will be able to reach the
Czechoslovak border within 10 minutes from launch and hit targets all over Czecho-
slovak territory.

[…] The role and position of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic in the early phase
of the war make the function of our territory significantly different from that of other
member-states of the Warsaw Treaty, e.g. Poland and the European part of the Soviet
Union, which are some 300 to 800 kilometers from the dividing line in Europe.

[…] The stationing of the armed forces of the Federal Republic of Germany, as
well as of occupational forces from the United States, United Kingdom, France and
Belgium on German territory is consistent with the mounting of a surprise attack.

[…] However, we anticipate that all efforts by the imperialists to conceal their
preparations notwithstanding, an attack cannot be mounted with complete surprise,
since international political developments, indications of military preparations and
the latest reconnaissance and surveillance assets make it possible to identify and eval-
uate an impending threat soon enough. 

[Source: VKO 1960, inv. č. 60/kr 15, VÚA. Translated by Jiří Mareš.]  
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Document No. 13: The Soviet–Albanian Dispute, 
March 22–June 3, 1961

——————————————————————————————————————————— 

The following materials help to understand the background of the dispute between the
USSR and Albania. The clash arose in 1960 from incidents that took place at the Vlorë
naval base in the Adriatic, the Warsaw Pact’s only such base in the Mediterranean
basin. It is not entirely clear who started the quarrel but it was more likely the style
than the substance of the Soviets’ overbearing behavior—mirrored in the Albanian
defense minister’s almost insolent tone in his letter to Soviet Marshal Grechko—that
provoked Tirana to seize several Soviet vessels, including submarines. No doubt the
Albanians believed they could take advantage of the fact that they were out of easy
reach because of their remote geographical position. 

Not surprisingly, the PCC ruled in Moscow’s favor, in part out of a concern that
Tirana’s behavior, which included leveling accusations of a plot against it by Greece
and the United States, could lead to a provocation that might drag the Warsaw Pact into
an unwanted conflict with NATO. But the Soviets did not get full satisfaction. The cri-
sis escalated in April 1961 when Soviet Premier Aleksei Kosygin notified Albanian
leader Enver Hoxha of Moscow’s decision to withdraw all its ships. Albanian forces
blocked the base, deployed artillery and even boarded a submarine that was under Soviet
command. Eventually, some ships were allowed to leave, but the Albanians kept four
submarines and about a dozen smaller craft as well as a considerable amount of arms
and equipment. The two countries ultimately severed diplomatic ties over a variety of
issues, and Albania, despite its insistence that it was a loyal member of the alliance, was
removed from participation in Warsaw Pact councils in December 1961. After the inva-
sion of Czechoslovakia in 1968, the Albanians withdrew from the alliance altogether.

____________________

a) Albanian Memorandum on Incidents at the Vlorë Naval Base, 
March 22, 1961 

1. On February 24, 1961, Mehmet Shehu, the chairman of the Council of Ministers
of the People’s Republic of Albania, at the earlier request of P. N. Pospelov, the head
of the delegation of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union to the fourth congress
of the Albanian Party of Labor, received the representative of the Unified Command
of the Warsaw Pact, Col. Gen. A.M. Andreev. At this meeting, Col. Gen. Andreev
raised a series of questions concerning the status of relations between Albanian and
Soviet personnel at the naval base on Vlorë Bay which, to quote him, had become a
hindrance to the battle-readiness of that base.

Related to this, on February 28, 1961, the representative of the Unified Command
sent a letter to the chairman of the Council of Ministers of the People’s Republic of
Albania, in which he forwarded information about “an abnormal situation” between
the Albanian and Soviet personnel on that base.
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The chairman of the Council of Ministers gave great attention to the claims made
orally or in the information of February 28. It is appropriate to mention in this regard
that the Albanian government—which to a great degree values the significance of
the naval base on the Vlorë Bay for the general defense of the Warsaw Pact mem-
ber countries as well as that of the entire Socialist bloc—has always paid careful atten-
tion to and taken very seriously everything that relates to this base. […] 

Regarding the concerns raised on January 23, 1961, at Sazan Island fleet head-
quarters and garrison, the commander of the Albanian Navy, Rear Adm. Hito Chako
had, on the previous day, personally informed his adviser, Captain 1st Class P. P.
Kulik, and had explained the focus of his concern, and of the time when it would be
announced. It should be noted that, at the Sazan Island garrison, after the concerns
were made public and when the entire island reverberated, at the time when all the
Soviet ship instructors were already at their posts, only the squadron adviser for
defense of the waterways, Captain 1st Class A. A. Zavgorodnyi, did not show up at
his post, which is totally inappropriate behavior, contradicting vigilance and military
discipline, together representing an unacceptable lack of respect for the command
of the Albanian Navy.

It is true that on January 23 and February 19, 1961, foreign ships were noticed in
the Strait of Otranto, but this does not support the claim that Soviet advisors and
instructors were not advised about that fact. […] 

Concerning this matter, it is necessary to note that, regarding such movement of
foreign ships carrying out NATO maneuvers, before October 1960 the Albanian Navy
Command was informed on a regular basis from Sevastopol via headquarters of the
Soviet submarine squadron at the Vlorë base as well as through other means which
the Command had at its disposal. However, beginning with the time in question, such
data from the Soviets were stopped. […] 

As concerns the Vlorë naval base and its battle-readiness, such a question was
raised by the representative of the Unified Command during his meeting with the
chairman of the Council of Ministers of the People’s Republic of Albania on February
24, 1961, and, as it happens, was mentioned in the information of February 28, 1961.
The Albanian government totally agrees with the opinion of the representative of
the Unified Command concerning the seriousness of the situation relating to battle-
readiness at the Vlorë base; the Soviet government has called attention to this and
other cases. The Albanian government considers that the situation created at the
Vlorë base, which is the only military base of the Socialist bloc on the Mediterranean,
deserves all the attention of the Soviet government and the Warsaw Pact Unified
command. […] 

It is a fact that, beginning with the second half of last year, the Soviets, despite
current agreements, suspended technical assistance to Albanian ship crews repre-
senting the People’s Republic of Albania, as well as the delivery of equipment, all
types of technical materiel, and fuel, as covered by mutually-agreed upon plans. […] 

With the position they took beginning September of last year up to today regard-
ing the supply system in question for the Vlorë naval base, not only did the Soviets
limit the range of cooperation between the Albanian staff and the Soviet advisors
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and instructors, but they also created a serious situation as regards the combat readi-
ness of the base, the result being an entirely unsatisfactory atmosphere among the
entire personnel of the base. […] 

[Source: XIA/102, 151–74, Archiwum Akt Nowych, Warsaw.]

b) Letter by Albanian Minister of Defense Beqir Balluku
to Marshal Grechko, March 28, 1961

Comrade Marshal,
I received your letter yesterday, March 27, 1961, at 11:00, in response to my let-

ter of February 25, 1961. 
I consider it necessary, above all, to note with regret that your letter does not

respond to those important fundamental questions which were presented in my let-
ter of February 25, 1961.

Instead, it contains a series of unsubstantiated facts and unacceptable threats which
I, as one who upholds the honor of my people, the Albanian Party of Labor, and the
People’s Republic of Albania as well as the eternal friendship between the Albanians
and Soviets and the lofty interests of the Warsaw Pact Organization and the entire
Socialist bloc, find entirely unacceptable. […] 

I disagree entirely with your incorrect understanding about the announcement of
the plot which was organized by Yugoslavia and Greece with the cooperation of the
U.S. Sixth fleet against the People’s Republic of Albania and which was recently dis-
covered by Albanian government security services. I would like to stress that no one
has the right to question the announcement by the Central Committee of our Party
pertaining to this issue made at the fourth congress of the Albanian Party of Labor.
As we had already informed you through your Liaison in Albania, when it comes to
this plot, the Albanian government would use all the necessary facts, but it did not
consider it necessary to request assistance from the Unified Command of the Warsaw
Pact, since it caught the entire enemy group in time and had convinced that the mount-
ing danger had thus been averted. 

Concerning the questions you raised in your letter about the Vlorë naval base, I
consider it appropriate to note that the cases you mentioned such as the unaccept-
able relationship toward Soviet military personnel on the part of the responsible
Albanian individuals are untrue. […]

In your letter, comrade Marshal, you write that if the Albanian government is
interested in continuing to keep Soviet submarines and other warships at that base,
it would follow that they should complete the staffing of all the warships and squadrons
so that they are serviced only by Soviet staff, otherwise you will raise the question
before the Soviet government and the Political Consultative Committee about hav-
ing all Soviet military ships, personnel, and specialists removed from Albania.

In conjunction with the aforementioned, I consider it necessary to announce the
following:
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Firstly, the Vlorë naval base, as the only military base in the Socialist bloc locat-
ed on the Mediterranean Sea and being of great significance for both Albanian defense
and the entire Socialist bloc, was created at the initiative of the Central Committee
of the Albanian Party of Labor. […] 

Secondly, your demand to complete the staffing of warships at the naval base with
only Soviet personnel, along with the threat to pull out—that is, close the Vlorë
base—not only clearly contradict existing agreements but would also be an unac-
ceptable encroachment on the sovereignty of the People’s Republic of Albania and
a direct contravention of Marxist principles of relations between the governments of
the Socialist bloc and the Warsaw Pact. […] 

Since I consider the threats mentioned in your letter unacceptable, I consider it
appropriate to note once again, comrade Marshal, that that kind of action on your
part is exceptionally dangerous for the Warsaw Pact countries and the entire Socialist
bloc. It would be better if you did not take this dangerous and rather irresponsible
path as it is entirely inappropriate considering the high level of authority entrusted
to you by the governments of all the Warsaw Pact participating countries. […] 

Respectfully Yours,
Minister of the People’s Defense
People’s Republic of Albania
Col. Gen. Beqir Balluku

[Source: XIA/102, 241–44, Archiwum Akt Nowych, Warsaw.]

c) Resolution by the Political Consultative Committee, 
March 29, 1961

The Political Consultative Committee, having reviewed the letters which were
exchanged on March 27 and 28 of this year between the Unified Command of the
Warsaw Pact Military Forces and the Minister of the People’s Defense of the People’s
Republic of Albania on the situation at the Vlorë Naval Base in Albania, and tak-
ing into account the opinions expressed at the session of the Committee in conjunc-
tion with the question of Albania fulfilling its responsibilities stemming from posi-
tions held by the Warsaw Pact, regretfully notes that Albania has recently taken some
steps which do not correspond to the principles and positions of the Warsaw Pact.
Albania has created an abnormal situation at the Vlorë Naval Base which is unac-
ceptable to the member-states of the Warsaw Pact and which seriously reduces the
combat readiness of that base.

Participants of the Session noted that at the Fourth Session of the Albanian Party
of Labor Comrade Enver Hoxha made an announcement about a supposed attack
on Albania on the part of Yugoslavia, Greece and the Sixth Fleet of the United States
of America. Despite the fact that such an event has exceptionally important politi-
cal and military significance for all the Warsaw Pact countries, none of these coun-
tries or the Unified Command was informed of it by Albania, and they still have yet
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to receive any information on this matter. Such actions by the People’s Republic of
Albania do not comply with Articles 3 and 5 of the Warsaw Pact. 

The Political Consultative Committee expects the government of the People’s
Republic of Albania to immediately present the Unified Command of the Warsaw
Pact Military Forces with the facts and the reasons which formed the basis for the
announcement by the representatives of the party and of the government of the
People’s Republic of Albania concerning an attack on Albania. […] 

[Source: ZK SED, DY 30/3386, SAPMO.]

d) Reply by Albanian Premier Mehmet Shehu to the
Political Consultative Committee, April 5, 1961

The government of the People’s Republic of Albania regretfully notes that the
session of the Political Consultative Committee, based on one-sided and incorrect
information and despite an agenda which had been accepted earlier by all the par-
ticipants, has given its primary attention to false accusations aimed at the People’s
Republic of Albania with the intended goal of condemning and punishing the People’s
Republic of Albania at that same session. […] 

The Albanian government expresses its surprise at the fact that the decision of
the Political Consultative Committee of the Warsaw Pact against the People’s Republic
of Albania included an accusation of contravening Articles 3 and 5 of the Warsaw
Pact. This unfounded accusation is based on a perversion of the truth and on the fab-
ricated assertion that comrade Enver Hoxha is supposed to have made an announce-
ment at the Fourth Session of the Albanian Party of Labor about an attack on Albania
by Yugoslavia, Greece, and the Sixth Fleet of the United States of America that had
“taken place.” […] At the fourth congress of the Albanian Party of Labor, comrade
Enver Hoxha announced that “Yugoslavia and Greece, in cooperation with several
traitors of Albania inside the country who fled to Yugoslavia after coordinating their
actions with the U.S. Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean, organized an attack on Albania
several months ago, with the goal of destroying the People’s Republic of Albania.
Their criminal plot was a complete failure.”

The truth was that internal enemies of Albania organized an attack on Albania,
but, in fact they were not able to carry out this organized attack, since the agents’
network of plotters in Albania was completely destroyed. […] 

We consider incorrect the suggestion of several delegations at the last session of
the Political Consultative Committee of the Warsaw Pact to send a commission of
Warsaw Pact member-states to Albania to assess the accuracy of the facts about a
plot. This is unprecedented in the relationships of sovereign governments, and speaks
to a deep lack of trust in our government and our party and represents unacceptable
interference in our internal affairs. […] 

As concerns the decision of the session of the Political Consultative Committee
about the Vlorë naval base, the government of the People’s Republic of Albania con-
siders it incorrect. It was a decision made based on one-sided and mistaken infor-
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mation, based on malevolent fabrications, not taking into account at all the reality
at the Vlorë naval base as set forth in the memorandum from the Chairman of the
Council of Ministers of the People’s Republic of Albania to the Supreme Commander
of the Unified Armed Forces of the Warsaw Pact attached to the People’s Army of
the People’s Republic of Albania on March 22, 1961. […] 

If the Soviet government does not agree to observe existing agreements about the
Vlorë naval base and decides to remove its military forces from that base in accor-
dance with the above-mentioned decision of the Political Consultative Committee,
the government of the People’s Republic of Albania—although it opposes such a
decision—will not interfere and will be prepared to render assistance to the Soviet
Union in evacuating its naval forces from the Vlorë naval base. There is no doubt
that the Soviet government, acting in this fashion, would be taking on a great respon-
sibility toward the Albanian people as well as toward the Socialist bloc, since, with
the closing of the Vlorë naval base, the People’s Republic of Albania will be exposed
to the U.S. Sixth Fleet on the Mediterranean, and the Warsaw Pact will lack such
powerful weaponry on the Mediterranean as the Vlorë naval base represents. 

The government of the People’s Republic of Albania expresses its great surprise
and immeasurable distress at the fact that at the session of the Political Consultative
Committee of the Warsaw Pact, Albania was threatened with no longer receiving
economic assistance or assistance in outfitting its army, which makes up part of the
staff of the Warsaw Pact forces. […] If economic assistance to Albania were sus-
pended, it would hold up the construction of Socialism in Albania. If assistance in
outfitting the army were suspended, that would lead to a lower level of combat readi-
ness of the Albanian army, which makes up part of the staff of Warsaw Pact forces.
[…] 

The government of the People’s Republic of Albania hopes that the governments
of the Warsaw Pact member-states will review and amend their relationship to the
People’s Republic of Albania in a positive manner.

Chairman of the Council of Ministers 
People’s Republic of Albania 
(Mehmet Shehu)

[Source: XIA/102, 297—305, Archiwum Akt Nowych, Warsaw.] 

e) Soviet Memorandum on the Vlorë Incidents,
May 1961

Recently the Albanian Command has intensified the battle-readiness of all the
forces and resources of its naval fleet and coastal artillery in the area around Vlorë
Bay. It has denied leave to its staff and distributed weapons to its officers. In the area
of Sazan Island a fleet has been established consisting of warships and torpedo boats
outfitted with torpedoes and ready to head out to sea. A round-the-clock naval patrol
has been set up at the entrance to Vlorë Bay. […] 
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Practically speaking, the Albanian Command has suspended administration of the
submarine squadron, forbidding boats to leave their floating moorings and limiting
movements of the Soviet troops on shore. […] 

Serious concern was created by the event which occurred on April 29 of this year
on submarine S-360. […] 

At 14:30 an Albanian team of about 50 people suddenly arrived on the boat in
question, headed by Lieutenant B. Gerbi, the former assistant commander of the
Albanian team, who, after pushing away the watch guard, Soviet petty officer
Trofimenko, led the Albanian team on board. Fifteen minutes later, Albanian
Lieutenant Captain Chukai arrived on board. He also disregarded Trofimenko’s warn-
ing, pushed him away and went onto the vessel. […] 

Rear Adm. Chako, justifying the actions of the Albanian command, announced
that they had been called up based on the fact that, according to his data, Soviet mil-
itary ships were supposed to have left immediately on May 1 or 2. Under such cir-
cumstances, Chako said, should the Soviet ships try to leave, the Albanian command
would not allow it. […] 

Our position on the question of the circumstances which took place at the Vlorë
naval base was laid out in detail in a letter from the First Representative of the
Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, Comrade A[leksei] N. Kosygin,
to the Council of Ministers of the People’s Republic of Albania on April 26 of this
year. In that letter, the Soviet government announced that it was obliged to recall all
its submarines, surface ships, auxiliary resources, and other vessels transferred at one
time or another in Albania to organize a naval base at Vlorë. On this subject, we
took into consideration the announcement by the Albanian government in its letter
of April 5 that it was prepared to create the necessary conditions and to render assis-
tance to the Soviet Union in evacuating Soviet naval forces from the base. […] 

[Source: XIA/102, 336-39, Archiwum Akt Nowych, Warsaw.]

f) Soviet note to the Albanian government, 
June 3, 1961

It is with deep regret that the Soviet government must take note of the fact that
the government of the People’s Republic of Albania has not supported attempts by
participants of the session of the Political Consultative Committee to eliminate abnor-
malities in relations between Albania and the Soviet Union, as well as between
Albania and the remaining member-states of the Warsaw Pact, which have arisen
recently because of the Albanians. […] 

The Soviet government, in its attempts to quickly resolve the problems connect-
ed to the situation at the Vlorë naval base, accepted the suggestion of the Albanian
government to have a meeting in Tirana of authorized representatives of both gov-
ernments to discuss the afore-mentioned question, and it has named its delegation
for this purpose. […] Taking into account the wishes of the Albanian delegation, the
Soviet delegation arrived in Tirana on May 18, in order to hold talks before May 20
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regarding the procedures for removing Soviet naval forces and technical assistance
from Vlorë. […] 

The delegation was prepared to begin talks on the morning of May 19. However,
the leader of the Albanian delegation, Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs of the
People’s Republic of Albania, comrade Khalim Buda, instead of opening the session
(and not even having informed the staff of the Albanian delegation), made an
announcement in which he accused the Soviet government of deliberate detention
and persecution in the Soviet Union of Albanian naval personnel studying at Soviet
naval educational institutions. In doing so, the head of the Albanian delegation
launched into crude and insulting attacks on the Soviet government. […] 

It was pointed out to the Albanians that this claim was absurd and provocative,
insofar as no one had ever hindered Albanian naval personnel from leaving the Soviet
Union. Despite this, the leader of the Albanian delegation, even on the very day
when the first group of Albanian sailors arrived in the People’s Republic of Albania
on specially chosen Soviet airplanes in accordance with the time-table agreed to by
the Albanian ambassador in Moscow, continued to make announcements as if their
embassy had not had the possibility to meet with the Albanian naval personnel and
that the latter were in solitary confinement. It is assumed that all this was malicious
fiction from start to finish. […] 

The Albanian government continues to conduct matters such that the conditions
on the base continue to deteriorate further and relations between our countries
become exacerbated. Witness the fact that up to the present time, only part of the
Soviet naval forces and technical assistants have left Vlorë, while four Soviet sub-
marines, the floating base “Nemchinov,” 10 small surface boats, 22 auxiliary vessels
and a significant amount of weapons, technical equipment, materiel and other prop-
erty have been seized by the Albanians. […] 

In conjunction with the seizure of the above-mentioned items, the government of
the Soviet Union announces a decisive protest against these illegal actions of the
Albanian government and demands the return of all Soviet military ships, weapons,
technical equipment and property which belong to the Soviet people. […] 

Taking this into consideration, the Soviet government has given notice to the
Ministry of Defense of the USSR to recall all Soviet naval personnel currently locat-
ed on ships, and other items seized by the Albanian authorities.

[Source: XIA/102, 341–49, Archiwum Akt Nowych, Warsaw. All documents trans-
lated by Paul Spitzer for the National Security Archive.]   
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Document No. 14: Secret PCC Resolution on Restructuring and 
Modernization of Warsaw Pact Forces, March 29, 1961 

——————————————————————————————————————————— 

This PCC resolution, which came from the same meeting at which the Albanian crisis
was discussed, reveals some of the effects of the Berlin crisis. The two emergencies hap-
pened at the same time but there was no causal connection. The resolution calls for
restructuring and modernizing Warsaw Pact forces over the next five years, 1961–1965.
It also recommends, among other steps, improving the ability of member-states to mobi-
lize their economies for military production in time of war. The purpose of the reso-
lution appears to be to prepare Warsaw Pact members, as the Berlin crisis continued
to deteriorate, for the possibility of an armed conflict.

____________________ 

[…] 
Having heard and discussed the question of specialization of military production

in the Warsaw Pact states, and of the mutual supply of military equipment, the Pol-
itical Consultative Committee notes that in the period since the May [1958] meeting
of representatives of communist and workers’ parties of socialist countries, some
work has been done to develop specialization and cooperation in the production of
military equipment, as a result of which serial production of certain types of classic
military equipment has been organized in some countries. 

However, up till now some countries have been producing the same types of mil-
itary equipment in small quantities, and this does not facilitate lowering the materi-
al costs of producing it. 

There are cases of violations of contractual obligations concerning the mutual sup-
ply of military equipment between countries, and this effectively hinders specializa-
tion and cooperation in the production of military equipment. 

Taking into consideration the necessity of further developing specialization and
cooperation in Warsaw Pact military production as a rational method, which creates
opportunities for increasing output of military equipment using existing capacities,
the Political Consultative Committee resolves:

– To approve, as a basis, draft proposals on the volume of production and mutu-
al supply of military equipment for the period 1962–1965. [The drafts would
be] prepared with consideration for the requirements stated by the Unified
Command and examined during the Comecon9 session on the defense indus-
try, on March 17, 1961, in Moscow, with the participation of representatives of
the State Planning Committees and General Staffs of the member-states of the
Warsaw Treaty. 

– To instruct the State Planning Committees and Ministries of Defense of the
Warsaw Pact states, with the participation of the Unified Command of the 

9 Officially, the Council on Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA).
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Armed Forces, to determine, within a two-month period [and] on the basis of
draft proposals, the volume of production and mutual supplies, for [inclusion
in] a report to the relevant governments. The exact quantity of mutual supplies
of military equipment in 1962 and the following years has been agreed to by
the member-states of the Warsaw Pact through bilateral negotiations, taking
into consideration changes in the organization of armies and the introduction
of new types of military equipment there.

– When organizing the production of military equipment in 1962–1965, to take
into account the need for further development of production of scarce parts
and materials (vacuum and semiconductor devices, heat-resistant alloys, rein-
forced steel and others) in the member-states of the Warsaw Pact. 

– In order to implement these tasks, to expedite and rationalize existing pro-
duction capacity and resources more rationally and, if need be, to assure that
the countries’ economic plans have the minimum required funds to expand the
existing capacity of the defense industry or to assimilate civilian enterprises. 

The Political Consultative Committee believes that one of the most important tasks
in strengthening the defense capabilities of the Warsaw Pact states is to improve the
mobilization readiness of the countries’ economies and especially to create mobi-
lization capacities for the production of military equipment in time of war. The
Political Consultative Committee instructs the Unified Command of the Warsaw Pact
states’ armies, and the Comecon Commission on the Defense Industry, together with
the Ministries of Defense and State Planning Committees, to strengthen work to
streamline the economic mobilization plans of the Warsaw Pact member-states, espe-
cially by identifying through the mobilization plans “bottlenecks” that could slow
down mobilization schedules, and by taking measures to get rid of bottlenecks dur-
ing peace-time. 

[Source: ZK SED, DY 30/3386, SAPMO. Translated by Sergey Radchenko.]   
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Document No. 15: Czechoslovakia’s Strategic 
Position in a European War, April 1961 

——————————————————————————————————————————— 

This lecture is intended to acquaint officers of the Czechoslovak General Staff with the
Soviet view of what the next European war might look like. In this scenario, Czecho-
slovakia is especially important because of its location. Exposed geographically, it
would have to fight alone, at least at the beginning, because its allies would be able to
arrive only after several days. Interestingly, the Soviets expect the Czechoslovaks to be
able to handle matters on their own to a considerable extent. There is nothing in the
document about any pursuit of the enemy further west.

____________________ 

Task and position of Czechoslovakia in the early stages of war 

[…] 
When estimating the direction of individual operations, the main one to be taken

by the enemy’s eastbound aggression will be Berlin–Warsaw. Our geographic posi-
tion covers a very important auxiliary direction for an eastbound strike—from
Nuremberg to Prague and Ostrava, the importance of which is that it makes it pos-
sible to strike at the flank and rear of the main operational concentration defending
the Berlin–Warsaw direction. 

The traditional notion of Czechoslovakia as the heart of Europe is generally still
valid from the viewpoint of operations. If the enemy conquers our territory, he can
penetrate the Łódź–Ostrava area rather swiftly. Then he could strike at the flank and
rear of the Berlin-Warsaw concentration, plus he would gain a valuable platform for
the eastbound strike. The Pilsen–Ostrava route is rather short and therefore advan-
tageous. Disregarding Austrian neutrality already in the initial phase by advancing
in the Hollabrunn–Ostrava direction is even more advantageous for penetrating into
the Łódź–Ostrava area. A strike in this direction would split Czechoslovak strategic
forces and create conditions for the liquidation of our Prague concentration.

This means that we are firmly established in the strategic echelon. Our geographic
position, plus the way in which we shall carry out the task of fighting off the aggres-
sor would be decisive in creating conditions for other Warsaw Treaty states, includ-
ing the USSR, to ward off aggression against them. 

When comparing our geographic position from the viewpoint of other states, we
may see then that Poland lies some 300–800 km from the aggressor’s starting area,
with Hungary, Romania and Bulgaria lying still farther away. The latter two are,
moreover, protected by sea, and are closer in terms of time to [receiving] Soviet army
assistance. 

On the other hand, even with strenuous transfers, allied forces may appear on our
territory only after several days. 
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This makes it clear that while most of the Warsaw Treaty states would be subject
to missile strikes of a strategic and major operational character, the Czechoslovak
and GDR territories would be under assault by tactical missiles and by troops and
air forces of all kinds.

This is the complexity of our situation, combined also with the pressure of time.
From the viewpoint of time, the possibilities for surprise strikes are disadvantageous
for us. For the enemy’s tactical air force and guided missiles, these amount to 15 min-
utes for the Czech lands, and up to 60 minutes for Slovakia.

The front line enemy’s units can reach our borders within two-to-six hours.
[…]  

[Source: MNO/NGŠ, 1961, kar. 312, sig. 4-1/6, č.j. 0016196, VÚA. Translated by
Marian Kratochvíl.]  
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Document No. 16: Speech by Marshal Malinovskii Describing 
the Need for Warsaw Pact Offensive Operations, May 1961 

——————————————————————————————————————————— 

Soviet Defense Minister Rodion Ia. Malinovskii delivered this speech on the occasion
of the evaluation of a joint Soviet-East German command post exercise. Presented at a
time of growing crisis several weeks before construction of the Berlin Wall, the speech
shows the developing transition from a defensive to an offensive Warsaw Pact military
strategy. Malinovskii tells the participants in the exercise that it is now important to
deploy ground forces capable of destroying, by rapid action, and by employing nuclear
arms “very sparingly,” any enemy nuclear weapons before they can be used. But at the
same time, Warsaw Pact forces should be prepared for “a rapid shift of focus deep
behind enemy lines” that would result in the destruction of enemy capabilities in a short
period of time. Previous exercises had ended with the repulsion of the enemy without
making clear where that would take place; this one specifies defeating him on his own
territory largely with the use of tanks. Malinovskii implies an advance at least into West
Germany, if not farther, but this is still a step removed from the concept of a deep thrust
into Western Europe, which became the standard strategy by 1961 and remained so
through 1987, when Mikhail Gorbachev explicitly adopted a defensive approach. 

____________________ 

As a result of the existence of long-range missiles with nuclear warheads, the
options have increased for launching strikes deep behind enemy lines. […] 

Under modern conditions the main task of destroying the enemy is realized through
nuclear strikes. And the army’s ground forces will be in charge of aiming for the com-
plete destruction of enemy forces.

During the first operations in the initial phase of war, the army ground forces
mainly have to exploit in their area of attack the results of strategic nuclear strikes.
Only very sparingly should they use their own nuclear weapons, instead keeping the
bulk of them for battle behind the enemy lines. The transition to attack must be con-
tingent on the level of radiation resulting from nuclear missile strikes with strategic
weapons.

Calculations have shown that the time needed to lower the level of radiation can
be measured in hours and days. Thus there is little likelihood that our own troops
will enter the contaminated zone before five or six hours.

There is only one way of avoiding this, namely to cross the contaminated area
speedily with tank units and heavy armored personnel carriers protecting the crews
from radiation, with helicopters, and, if possible, to bypass the areas with the high-
est levels of radiation by using ordinary motor vehicles and other means of trans-
portation. 

Attack must be pursued without interruption by using primarily conventional
weapons, tanks and the air force. The troops have to proceed purposefully.
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Our modern tank divisions are the most important assault force of the Fronts10. 
They have enormous striking power, high mobility and are least vulnerable to the 
enemies’ weapons of mass destruction. Their actions right at the beginning of the
war should guarantee a rapid shift of focus deep behind enemy lines, the destruction
of the enemy’s operational and strategic reserves, the destruction of its nuclear
weapons and the prevention of mobilization efforts, and the disruption of the com-
mand structure and efforts in the hinterland.

Like pointed arrows, tank detachments must deeply penetrate the enemy’s oper-
ational lineup, tear up its strategic front line, split its efforts, and deprive it of fur-
ther options for organized resistance.

The armored as well as general army units are thus both able to break the resist-
ance of a large enemy group, to launch a determined attack, rapidly shift the main
focus of operations from one direction to the other, and independently solve larger
operational tasks.

Recently we commissioned the army to solve tasks within a range of 150 to 200
kilometers behind enemy lines and with a speed of attack between 40 and 50 kilo-
meters per day. Now we have the capability to plan an by general army units up to
a range of 400 kilometers, and [to plan an attack] by tanks deep behind enemy lines
with an average speed of 100 kilometers per day.

[Source: BAMA, DVW-1/5203, Bl. 7. Translated by Karen Riechert.]  

10 “Front” is a term of Soviet origin describing the organization of forces within a theater of
operations.   

121

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 $
{D

at
e}

. $
{P

ub
lis

he
r}

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



Document No. 17: Czechoslovak Politburo Resolution 
on Mobilization Readiness with Respect to the Berlin 

Question, July 25, 1961

——————————————————————————————————————————— 

This resolution of the Czechoslovak party Presidium reflects a decision to increase
defense readiness in view of the possible consequences of the signing of a separate
peace treaty with East Germany. Coincidentally, the resolution comes on the same day
as President John F. Kennedy’s important speech announcing a troop buildup in Eu-
rope. Clearly, the Czechoslovak decision was not in response to the American move
but it shows that even before the United States raised the ante the Soviets had already
been preparing the Warsaw Pact for the possibility of a military confrontation arising
from the expected sharpening of the crisis. This meant that Khrushchev was pushing
the separate peace treaty with East Germany even though he knew he was taking a mil-
itary risk. The Czechoslovak decision, coordinated with Moscow, was analogous to
those reached by the Poles, East Germans and possibly Hungarians—to make arrange-
ments for housing troops, commandeering vehicles, dispersing aircraft, and preparing
for the defense of borders with the FRG. That all this was to be done by October 1
indicates that Khrushchev must have been planning to make a decision on the peace
treaty, or on the building of the Berlin Wall, or both, by that date.

____________________

[…] 

1. Measures to increase the readiness of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic in
connection with the solution of the German and Berlin questions. Cde. B[oh-
umír] Lomský, Cde. O[takar] Šimůnek, Cde. L[ubomír] Štrougal 

Resolution:
The Politburo of the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia Central Committee:

I. acknowledges the report on measures that will have to be implemented in order
to increase the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic’s readiness in connection with the
solution of the German and Berlin question, and on the potential consequences which
implementation of the measures referred to above may have; 

II. instructs: 

a) Defense Commissions of Provincial Committees of the Communist Party of
Czechoslovakia:

1. to provide quarters for troops pursuant to Act No. 40/1961 of the Collection of
Laws on defense of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, in accordance with
requirements of Cde. B. Lomský; […] 
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b) Cde. B. Lomský:

1. to take efficient measures to increase the combat and mobilization readiness
of the army;

2. to complete the construction of buildings housing command posts of Air Def-
ense divisions, including all equipment (transmission and reception centers,
cable circuits etc.), so that that they can be used for command purposes as of
September 1, 1961;

3. to build taxiways and dispersed signs at designated airfields, to reinforce the
runway of the Příbram Airfield, and to take measures allowing jet fuel to be
stored on the surface 

4. to build, in conjunction with Cde. L. Štrougal and in accordance with requi-
rements related to the protection of our border with the Federal Republic of
Germany, the most essential defense facilities in the foreground of and along
the first line of defense by October 1, 1961, and to complete construction of the
same by October 30, 1961;

5. to ask the Soviet Minister of Defense, Marshal of the Soviet Union Cde. Mali-
novskii, for assistance consisting of a rapid delivery of spare parts—in partic-
ular those of which there is a shortage (T-54 MBT)—from stocks of the Soviet
Army; […] 

c) Cde. J[osef] Plojhar:

1. to check the possibility of increasing the production of drugs, vaccines, serums
and blood expanders in 1961 on the basis of the requirement presented by Cde.
B. Lomský; in financial terms, the increase should represent approx. CZK
[Czechoslovak crowns] 170 million; at the same time, to check the prepared-
ness of the transfusion service to step up blood donations to the maximum limit
as of October 1, 1961; a report on the above issues shall be submitted to Cdes.
B. Lomský and O. Šimůnek by August 15, 1961;

2. to make sure that temporary medical evacuation centers in the provinces of
West Bohemia and South Bohemia, as well as medical aid stations along motor-
ways are ready to start operation as of October 1, 1961;

3. to update, by October 1, 1961, medical evacuation plans of the Civil Defense’s
Medical Service in order to reflect measures for improvised casualty collection
points, which should be able to process the wounded in numbers envisaged in
relevant target analyses;

4. to speed up the construction of medical facilities in accordance with and pur-
suant to the Resolution of the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia Central
Committee’s Military Defense Commission of February 2, 1961, so that such
facilities can commence operation in the beginning of the fourth quarter of
1961, if needed. […] 
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d) Cde. L. Štrougal:

1. to take, by September 1, 1961, provisional measures to improve protection and
air-tightness of Building K-111, to provide the building with essential equip-
ment and food supplies, and to select people to operate the building;

2. to issue, by July 31, 1961, instructions to ministers, heads of central authorities
and chairmen of Provincial National Committees (Chairman of the National
Committee of the Capital City of Prague) outlining measures to be taken to
ensure the combat readiness and preparedness of their respective organizations;

3. to check, by October 1, 1961, the readiness state of the measures referred to
above, and to test the readiness of Civil Defense staffs and units and their abil-
ity to act in practice (by provincial and nationwide Civil Defense system exer-
cises), especially in target cities; 

4. to prepare, by October 1, 1961, the establishment of main command centers,
wartime facilities and accommodation quarters for the national Civil Defense
staff, as well as Civil Defense staffs of provinces and provincial capitals, includ-
ing communications, and, in line with the above measures, to instruct relevant
ministries to establish command posts for Civil Defense services and to bring
them to a state of readiness;

5. to put in place, by October 1, 1961, measures allowing for the complete evac-
uation of the eleven target cities; to this end, evacuation plans should be modified,
evacuation authorities prepared, and the classification level of internal evacu-
ation plans downgraded from “M” [mobilization] to “Top Secret;”

6. to establish, by October 1, 1961, Civil Defense staffs in places where they have
not yet been established, and to prepare measures ensuring that telephones in
offices of National Committees in every municipality or village are permanently
manned;

7. to complete and bring to a state of readiness Civil Defense facilities and build-
ings with a fitted or supplied NBC [Nuclear/Biological/Chemical] filtering unit
in all designated towns and facilities; the Civil Defense buildings and activat-
ed shelters [should] be left to their peacetime use pending a further decision;

8. to complete, by October 1, 1961, emergency assistance plans for the popula-
tion, and to supplement early warning plans with measures ensuring the
announcement of a radiation alert;

9. to put in place, by October 1, 1961, measures allowing the general public to be
familiarized with their duties and conduct in emergencies;

10. to put in place, by October 1, 1961, and acting in conjunction with Cdes. B.
Lomský and J[án] Hečko, measures allowing seconded SVAZARM aircraft to
conduct airborne radioactive ground contamination monitoring, including train-
ing of and material provisions for their crews;

11. to ensure that gas masks and mouth-screens are issued to ministries and
National Committees, which will in turn take preparatory measures for their
distribution free-of-charge to people, Civil Defense services and units, and per-
sons safeguarding activities of armed corps; the protective aids listed above
should be issued to the public pending and subject to a special decision;
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e) Cde. B[runo] Köhler:

The commission established pursuant to Resolution of the Communist Party
of Czechoslovakia Central Committee’s Military Defense Commission of
February 2, 1961, which approved essential principles of managing the country
in an armed readiness situation, will evaluate the fulfillment of Item II of the
present resolution, and resolve the issue of concealment and dispersion of cen-
tral party and state authorities. […] 

f) Cdes. F[rantišek] Vlasák, M[iroslav] Šmok, Jozef Púčik, František] Kahuda,
O[ldřich] Černík, [Josef] Krosnář, B[ožena] Machačová-Dostálová, J[osef]
Reitmajer, Jindřich Uher, O[ldřich] Beran, Karel Poláček, Josef Plojhar and
Vratislav Krutina: 

1. to take, by October 1, 1961, measures ensuring combat readiness of staffs of
Civil Defense services and units falling into their respective purviews, in accor-
dance with instructions from Cde. L. Štrougal;

2. to prepare, by October 1, 1961, Civil Defense staffs of ministries for organized
movements to designated places;

3. to prepare, by October 1, 1961, and acting in conjunction with Defense
Commissions of territorial party authorities, measures for the evacuation of
factory employees from the eleven target cities;

4. to prepare, by October 1, 1961, and in accordance with instructions of Cde. L.
Štrougal, measures allowing Civil Defense materiel needed for primary rescue
and disaster-relief operations in and around the nuclear epicenter, which is
presently stored in the target cities, to be removed from warehouses and deployed
as needed;

5. to ensure, in cooperation with Cde. O. Šimůnek, that their subordinate organ-
izations and industrial enterprises prepare plans for transition from a peace-
time to a wartime economy by September 30, 1961. 

[Source: VKO 1961, box 16, inv. č. 61, č.j. 8496, VÚA. Translated by Jiří Mareš.]   
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Document No. 18: Joint Declaration of the Warsaw Treaty 
States on the Berlin Wall, August 13, 1961

——————————————————————————————————————————— 

The construction of the Berlin Wall was one of the most dramatic acts of the Cold War.
At its core, the decision to build it was taken out of desperation as the only feasible way
to stem the flow of refugees from East Germany to the West, over 2 million of whom
had already fled. Of course, that is not how the declaration below presents things.
Rather, it accuses the West of behaving with such aggressive intent against the interests
of the socialist camp, and East Germany in particular, that “protective measures” were
urgently needed. With astonishing understatement, the declaration acknowledges that
the new structure “will bring about some inconvenience for the population.” In fact,
Khrushchev agreed to the building of the Wall only under pressure from Ulbricht and
later spoke as if he deplored “this hateful thing.”11 In any case, despite his risk-taking,
Khrushchev’s hesitation was out of concern not to provoke the West into a conflict.  

____________________ 

For several years already, the member-states of the Warsaw Treaty have attempt-
ed to bring about a peace treaty with Germany. These states are of the opinion that
this problem is ripe for decision and can tolerate no further delay. As is known, the
Soviet Government, with the approval and full support of all Warsaw Treaty states,
has proposed to all countries, which participated in the war against Hitler Germany
that a peace treaty be signed with both German states that could include the peace-
ful solution of the West Berlin problem by converting West Berlin into a demilita-
rized Free City. This proposal takes into consideration the real situation that has
developed in Germany and Europe during the post-war period. It is not directed
against the interests of any side, but its only purpose is to eliminate the vestiges of
the Second World War—and to strengthen world peace.

Until now, the governments of the Western powers have not shown their readi-
ness to reach a solution to this problem through negotiations. Moreover, the West-
ern powers have answered these peaceful proposals of the socialist countries with
intensified war preparations, with a campaign of war hysteria and with threats of mil-
itary force. Official representatives of several NATO countries have announced an
increase in their armed forces and plans for partial mobilization. In some NATO
countries, plans have in fact been published for the invasion of GDR territory.

Aggressive forces are using the absence of a peace treaty to force the militariza-
tion of West Germany and to strengthen the Bundeswehr at a more rapid rate, equip-
ping it with the most modern weapons. West German revanchists are openly 

11 In a conversation with a West German ambassador, as quoted in Hope M. Harrison, Driving
the Soviets Up the Wall: Soviet-East German Relations, 1953-1961, (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2003), p. 186.
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demanding that they be supplied with nuclear and atomic weapons. The governments
of the Western powers, which support the rearmament of West Germany in every
way are thereby guilty of breaking the most important international agreements,
which provide for the elimination of German militarism and the prevention of its
rebirth in any form.

The Western powers have not only ignored the need to normalize the situation in
West Berlin but continue to strengthen it as a center of diversion against the GDR
and other socialist countries. There is no place on earth where so many foreign espi-
onage and diversionist centers are concentrated and where they can operate so unre-
strictedly as in West Berlin. These centers send agents into the GDR to commit var-
ious diversionary acts, recruit spies and incite hostile elements to organize acts of
sabotage against the GDR, and to spread unrest.

The ruling circles of the Federal Republic and the espionage agencies of the NATO
countries make use of the present transport situation on the West Berlin border to
undermine the economy of the German Democratic Republic. By means of decep-
tion, corruption and extortion, government organs and armament trusts in the Federal
Republic have caused a certain unstable part of the GDR population to go to West
Germany. These victims are forced into the West German armed forces, they are
recruited for the espionage organs of various countries and are then returned to the
GDR to commit acts of espionage and sabotage. Indeed a special fund has been set
up in order to carry out these diversionist activities against the German Democratic
Republic and other socialist countries. West German Chancellor Adenauer recent-
ly called on the NATO governments to increase this fund.

It is characteristic that the diversionist activities originating in West Berlin have
increased in the recent past, after the Soviet Union, the German Democratic Republic
and the other socialist countries had made proposals for an immediate peace settle-
ment with Germany. These diversionist activities not only harm the German
Democratic Republic but also infringe on the interests of other socialist countries.
In view of the aggressive aims of the reactionary forces of the Federal Republic and
their NATO allies, the Warsaw Treaty states are obliged to take appropriate meas-
ures to guarantee their security and especially the security of the German Democratic
Republic, which is vital to the interests of the German people themselves.

The governments of the Warsaw Treaty states turn to the People’s Chamber and
the government of the GDR and to all workers of the German Democratic Republic
with the proposal that such measures be taken as will insure that the diversionist
activities against the socialist countries are stopped, and that around the entire area
of West Berlin including its border with democratic Berlin reliable guards and effec-
tive controls are established. Of course, these measures will not affect the prevailing
regulations for controlling traffic and lines of communications between West Berlin
and West Germany.

The governments of the Warsaw Treaty states understand, of course, that such
protective measures along the West Berlin borders will bring about some incon-
venience for the population but in view of the present situation, the responsibility
for these measures lies solely with the Western powers and above all with the gov-
ernment of the Federal Republic. The fact that the West Berlin borders have remained
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open in the past was based on the hope that the Western powers would not misuse
the good will of the government of the GDR. They have, however, disregarded the
interests of the German people and the population of Berlin by using the open West
Berlin border for their malicious diversionist activity. The present abnormal situa-
tion must be ended by a strengthened guard and control along the West Berlin bor-
der.

At the same time the governments of the Warsaw Treaty states consider it nec-
essary that these measures be removed as soon as a peace settlement with Germany
is reached and, on that basis, the solution to current problems is found.

[Source: Documents on International Affairs, 1961, ed. D.C. Watt, John Major,
Richard Gott, George Schopflin (London/New York: Oxford University Press, 1965),
pp. 343–345.]   
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Document No. 19: Resolution by the Czechoslovak Party 
Military Defense Commission on the Introduction of Emergency 

Measures, September 14, 1961 

——————————————————————————————————————————— 

This document is another resolution by the Czechoslovak party Central Committee.
Unlike the document from July 25 (See Document No. 17), this one was prepared after
the construction of the Berlin Wall. By now it was clear that there would be no imme-
diate strong reaction forthcoming from the West, but it was still an open question
whether Khrushchev would follow up with a separate peace treaty with East Germany,
which would surely spark an even more serious crisis. This resolution relates to the
implementation of emergency measures intended to deal with the possible consequences
therefrom. There is still debate as to when Khrushchev gave up on the conclusion of
the treaty, but it appears that at this point the Czechoslovaks were still being told to
plan on that eventuality, as were the East Germans.

____________________ 

Agenda: Approval of measures increasing combat readiness, ordered by the Supr-
eme Commander of the Unified Armed Forces of the member-states of the Warsaw
Treaty on September 8, 1961

Attending members of the Czechoslovak Communist Party Central Committee’s
Military Defense Commission: Antonín Novotný, Viliam Široký, Jiří Hendrych,
Lubomír Štrougal, Otakar Šimůnek, Bohumír Lomský 

Resolution: The Czechoslovak Communist Party Central Committee’s Military
Defense Commission 

acknowledges the report submitted by National Defense Minister Bohumír Lomský; 
agrees with the implementation of tasks recommended in the report;
instructs 
Comrade Novotný, First Secretary of the Central Committee of the Czechoslo-

vak Communist Party and President of the Republic 
– to inform Provincial Party Secretaries about an exercise conducted under the

leadership of the Supreme Commander of the Unified Armed Forces, Comrade
Marshal Grechko, and on measures related thereto (as per the draft letter
enclosed herewith);

Comrade Lomský, Minister of National Defense 
– to issue, by September 20, 1961, an order instituting measures to ensure per-

manent combat readiness of the Czechoslovak People’s Army, and to increase
alertness and vigilance;

– to arrange an inspection/check of Facilities “K-116” and “S” by set dates; 
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– to implement measures to ensure full preparedness of the Czechoslovak People’s
Army for the exercise conducted under the leadership of the Supreme
Commander of the Unified Armed Forces;

– to take other measures within the Czechoslovak People’s Army to ensure the
fulfillment of other tasks related to increased combat readiness.

Comrade Vlasák, Minister of Transportation and Communications, in conjunc-
tion with the Minister of National Defense

– to organize, by September 20, 1961, military communication directorates to
check and verify, by October 15, 1961, the condition of communications equip-
ment in storage at the Directorate of Material Reserves, and to make provi-
sions for bypasses in accordance with requirements put forward by the Ministry
of National Defense and the Ministry of Transportation and Communications
when designing the communication network;

– to train, by September 30, 1961, communication operators falling under the
Ministry of Transportation and Communications in order to speed up the process
of handover of lines and communication assets to meet needs of the Ministry
of National Defense and the Unified Command;

– to improve, by December 31, 1961, the survivability of major communication
nodes of the Ministry of Transportation and Communications to the maximum
extent possible; 

– to transfer, by October 31, 1961, and under the 1958 agreement between the
Ministry of Transportation and Communication and the Ministry of National
Defense, aircraft, pilots and necessary materiel in accordance with Comrade
Lomský’s requirements, to meet needs of the Czechoslovak armed forces.

Comrade Šimůnek, Deputy Prime Minister and Chairman of the State Planning
Commission, acting in conjunction with the Minister of National Defense 

– to check and, where applicable, to complete, by December 1, 1961, modifi-
cations of existing storage depots for special ammunition and special propel-
lants supplied in 1961 and 1962;

– to make arrangements regarding the storage and allocation of supplies for the
Soviet Army, and to find a manner of compensation therefore, as per and in
line with the Resolution of the Czechoslovak Communist Party Central Com-
mittee’s Military Defense Commission, dated September 2, 1961;

Comrade Hečko, Chairman of Svazarm12

– to transfer, by October 31, 1961, and under the 1960 agreement between the
Ministry of National Defense and the Central Committee of Svazarm, aircraft,
pilots and necessary materiel in accordance with Comrade Lomský’s require-
ments, to meet the needs of the Czechoslovak armed forces.

[Source: 17/4, VKO, VÚA. Translated by Jiří Mareš.]     

12 Union for cooperation with the Army.       

130

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 $
{D

at
e}

. $
{P

ub
lis

he
r}

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



Document No. 20: The “Buria” Exercise Preparing for an Advance 
into Western Europe, September 28–October 10, 1963

——————————————————————————————————————————— 

“Buria” was the first major exercise conducted by the Warsaw Pact as a coalition. It
was widely publicized at the time. Contemporary observers interpreted this as a mes-
sage that the alliance was prepared for any potential Western military response to the
signing of a separate peace treaty with East Germany. There are other records that
relate to this point, but one interesting aspect of this first document, a secret speech by
East German Defense Minister Heinz Hoffmann, is that it gives the starting point of
the exercise as October 1, which points to the possibility that the Soviets had plans to
conclude the treaty on that date, and that the exercise may have been intended not for
publicity but in fact to prepare in earnest for a possible Western military response.
According to the Hoffmann speech, the exercise began with a Western attempt to forcibly
reopen access to West Berlin, which was being blocked by the Wall. Hostilities were
foreseen, and the use of nuclear weapons forecast by October 6, the sixth day of the
maneuver, although it is unclear who would use them first. “Buria” ends with a Warsaw
Pact offensive and the occupation of Paris by October 16. 

The second document is an excerpt from a memoir by the Polish liaison with the
Warsaw Pact command, Tadeusz Pióro, who published his recollections in the 1990s,
after the end of the Cold War. He refers to the maneuver as part of the command post
exercise taking place at Soviet military headquarters on the outskirts of Berlin, and
describes how the advance into Western Europe was played out on maps. According
to him, Warsaw Pact forces were not supposed to stop at Paris but take all of France
and end only at the Pyrenees. So it is not fully clear from these two accounts what the
real scenario was, but certainly outlandish ideas were being entertained here. 

____________________ 

a) Speech by East German Defense Minister Heinz Hoffmann 

We have to consider this exercise as the first step in an entire system of defense
measures, to be undertaken in order to secure militarily the German Peace Treaty
during the months of October and November. […] 

The simulated situation implied that a peace treaty with the GDR had been con-
cluded. Starting at midnight, October 4, the “Western” powers could establish con-
tact with their garrison in West Berlin only with permission from the government of
the GDR. Therefore the border checkpoints had been closed, and the use of flight
corridors by aircraft of the “Western” powers had been prohibited.

In this situation, the “West” tried forcibly to establish a link to West Berlin. In
trying to enforce this link to West Berlin, they started to break through along the
highway with troops of up to one division on October 5 at 3:00 p.m. They gradually
expanded the area of incursion and tried to advance to West Berlin first by trans-
port, then combat aircraft.
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These attempts were foiled by joint efforts of the armies of the member-states of
the Warsaw Treaty.

After the “West” had been compelled to realize that a forced breakthrough to
West Berlin was not to be achieved, they unleashed the war on October 6 at noon
by launching a nuclear attack.

By using all means of intelligence, the “East” discovered the approach of large
groups of strategic and tactical air forces from the airfields of Europe and the United
States. It answered at 12:05 p.m. with the first massive nuclear strike. Thus heavy bat-
tles ensued along the entire front line from the Baltic Sea to the northern border of
Austria.

Because of the first strike delivered by the “East,” the “West” did not succeed in
changing the balance of forces to its advantage.

In the course of the hostilities, the “East” seized the initiative in the most impor-
tant directions, and at the end of the second day (October 7) reached a depth of 80
to 160 kilometers in the direction of the Ruhr, Frankfurt, and Munich. 

[…] 
Due to the new situation, the “West” launched attacks against the flanks of the

1st Central Front aiming to interrupt the attack of the “East’s” first strategic eche-
lon in order to gain extra time for the concentration of additional forces.

In the morning of the second day, the “East” had the troops from the Polish coastal
front join the battle in the direction of Hamburg to further advance the attack. On
the third day, the troops of the western front were led towards the Ruhr area, and
the troops of the second central front towards Stuttgart.

Introducing these troops into combat further turned the balance of forces in favor
of the “East” and destroyed the resistance of the “West.” At the end of the third day
of hostilities, the “Eastern” troops reached the Danish border, the Weser river, the
Ruhr area, occupied a bridgehead on the west side of the Rhine river in the area of
Mainz and Worms, and occupied Nuremberg and Munich. […] 

Quickly the “East” advanced the attack further, and in the evening of the fifth
day of combat the tanks of the first central front, consisting of two tank divisions,
headed towards the Rhine river in the area between Bonn and Mannheim (170 kilo-
meters) and reached an area 140 kilometers west of the Rhine.

Troops of the coastal front and the western front entered the North of the Jutland
Peninsula and reached the Dutch and Belgian borders. At the same time, troops of
the second central front and of the Southwest front reached the Neckar river, the
upper reaches of the river Danube, and occupied Stuttgart. […]

After regrouping in the Rhine area, it was the “West’s” intention to organize a
strong defense in order to lead a counterattack after adding additional forces. In this
situation, the fronts of the “East” were supposed to continue fighting in order to
reach the river Seine, the Canal of Burgundy, Châlon-sur-Saône, and Morez.

By decision of the supreme commander of all fronts, with this situation the exer-
cise ended. […]

[Source: VA-01, 6103, BA-MA. Translated by Karen Riechert.]
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b) Recollections of Polish Gen. Tadeusz Pióro

[…]
In the first part [ten days] of September, a meeting of defense ministers of the

Warsaw Treaty was held in Warsaw during which a decision to “strengthen the mil-
itary’s readiness for attack” was made, and shortly after that the commanders of the
Silesian and Pomeranian Districts with their chiefs-of-staff were suddenly called to
Warsaw. We were notified to go to Zossen-Wünsdorf 13 for a war game in which we
would act as army commanders and chiefs-of-staff. Departure from Warsaw [was to
be] in a few days.

We could take with us, besides personal effects, only writing tools; no maps, note-
books, not even paper—we were supposed to receive all of that at our destination.
And that was it; no additional explanations. As it turned out, no one could provide
these explanations, including [Defense Minister Marian] Spychalski, since the Soviet
General Staff, acting under the heading of the Warsaw Pact, had deliberately limit-
ed itself to informing us about who should take part in the game and what we were
not allowed to take along. As for the rest—the subject of the exercise, its organiza-
tion, and our assignment in the exercise—we were supposed to find out about that
in Wünsdorf. The special level of secrecy of the undertaking was due to the exercise
being conducted in accordance with the operational plans of the member-states of
the Treaty in case of war.

[…]
At our destination were General [Aleksei] Antonov, as head of the staff directing

the exercise, and a group of Russian generals and officers from various forces. The
Germans were also there with their minister [Heinz Hoffmann] (but not as hosts),
and soon the Czechs flew in—both teams with personnel similar to ours. The next
day we were given plans for a huge offensive, extending from the border on the Elbe
River to the Atlantic. The central front of the Warsaw Treaty reached the Baltic with
its right wing, and Switzerland and the Pyrenees with its left wing, albeit with the
exclusion of Spain, which at the time was not a member of the North Atlantic Treaty.
So we were supposed to simulate the annexation of almost all of Western Europe.
Also envisaged in the plan of the offensive was a complete takeover of the Baltic Sea
covered by air landing in Norway, but without [considering] England, which—no-one
knows why—remained outside of the zone of operations.

That day we got to know the working regulations. The level of secrecy was as fol-
lows: using personal notebooks, making any kind of marginal notes, and using the
services of a typist or draftsman were prohibited. We were to prepare all documen-
tation on our own, by hand, in “centrally” distributed notebooks and on the maps,
which every day after work, mostly during late night hours, we returned in special
folders sealed in wax to an office operating 24 hours a day. […]

After three industrious days which extended into the evenings, after we had drawn
preliminary decisions on the maps and written resolutions for the operation, all part-

13 On the outskirts of Berlin, where the headquarters of the Group of Soviet Forces in Germany
were located.
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icipants in the game were gathered in a huge room where reporting on the offensive
plan took place. There, the cards were already laid out: gigantic maps of Central and
Western Europe with the Baltic and North Seas hung on supports, which almost
reached the ceiling. The position of our and NATO forces, and enormous red arrows
cutting through the “Blues”14 from the Elbe line through West Germany and France,
reaching the waters of the Atlantic (our troops were marked in red and black and
our enemy’s in blue and brown) were drawn on these maps. There, [in a huge room]
I could also see all the participants in the game.

Marshal Rodion Malinovskii, the defense minister of the USSR, together with a
group of leading commanders of Soviet ground, air, and naval forces, and a group of
lecturers from Moscow’s General Staff Academy led the exercise. He was sitting in
the first row, filling with his bulky body an armchair that was too tight for him. Next
to Malinovskii, long like a stick, was Marshal Andrei Grechko; as Supreme Commander
of the Warsaw Treaty in the game he performed the role assigned to him—he com-
manded all forces participating in the offensive. The defense ministers of the Warsaw
Treaty states also all sat in the first row, with Bulgarian, Romanian and Hungarian
[ministers] as observers. Near the leadership, Marshal Vasilii Chuikov occupied his
place—the famous defender of Stalingrad. With a group of several hundred people
he was directing the defense of the “Blues” that was a lost cause to start with. It was
obvious from the beginning that he did not care, since he had to be defeated.

The room was mainly occupied by Soviet officers, and between them were
Wehrmacht15 uniforms, which GDR officers had been wearing since the war. They
made quite an incredible impression. An overwhelming majority of the officers from
all national teams had the rank of generals, which is to say, they were the flower of
the Warsaw Pact knighthood. When I looked at this gathering, a thought quite com-
mon in similar situations went through my head: what would happen if a bomb
smashed into the middle of the room? And I answered myself: nothing would hap-
pen; all these generals and colonels with their shining insignia would be replaced by
somewhat better or somewhat worse officers, and the war would continue, probably
without any major changes.

As to the tables and maps with the plans for the invasion of Europe—the main
role was performed by the Soviet forces—a group of 400,000 comprised of six army
groups and two air forces, among them two tank armies which were supposed to enter
a breach made by the first two deployments to ensure success. Along the main direc-
tions of attack, the arrows pointed at the Jutland Peninsula, the Essen industrial area,
Luxembourg, and Lyon—borders which our forces were supposed to reach during
the first phase of the offensive. On the right flank was Gen. [Zygmunt] Duszyński’s
Front, with arrows cutting through Hamburg up to the northern boundaries of Den-
mark, and with a branch of one arrow pointing at the island of Bornholm on which
an air and seaborne landing was planned, despite the fact that Poland—as I men-
tioned—did not possess either aircraft for carrying paratroopers or landing ships. 

14 Code name for NATO forces.
15 The Nazi German army.
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On the left flank, two Czechoslovak armies called the Army Group of the ČSSR
(aside from Poland no Warsaw Treaty state had a “Front” organization) were advanc-
ing toward Munich and further toward Bordeaux. Two German armies did not par-
ticipate in the first echelon; just in case, they were kept as reserves for the Supreme
Commander with an undefined assignment. The Romanians, Bulgarians and
Hungarians did not participate in the game because their forces were components of
the southern sector of the Warsaw Treaty, for which the expected zone of operations
was the Balkans and Appenine Peninsula. 

In fact, the Polish armies were not included in the initial formation either. In
Moscow, where the exercise had been prepared, they had been assigned to the sec-
ond echelon, and some Soviet Front which was most likely included in the opera-
tional plans of the Soviet General Staff was put at the front lines. Only after his arrival
in Wünsdorf, after maps were presented to him, did Spychalski, at Duszyński’s urg-
ing, decide to ask for a more appropriate position and find out from Malinovskii why
Polish forces were not visible on the map. “Oh, it’s just a trifle, simply an oversight,”
answered Malinovskii. “We will fix it right away.” And sure enough, on tables dis-
played later, the two Polish armies could be seen in areas where they were expect-
ed to be in case of war with NATO. But we felt clearly what the “mishap” meant;
they do not trust us in Moscow, and like the Germans we were kept in reserve. Perhaps
not without reason.

Reporting on the operational plan began. First was Army General Pavel Batov—
small and inconspicuous, he performed the role of Chief-of-Staff of the Unified
Command (he was soon to replace Antonov, who was very sick from diabetes and
died in June 1962). After him came Col. Gen. Ivan Iakubovskii, “général-en-chef”of
the most powerful group of Soviet forces (in the GDR), with the looks of a know-it-
all. A distinctive episode stuck in my memory: Iakubovskii, while reporting some-
thing about Luxembourg, could not find the [Grand] Duchy on the map. At that
point, Malinovskii asked him: “And what is Luxembourg?” “Maybe the capital of
Belgium,” replied Iakubovskii, which caused a general commotion in the room, but
did not hinder Iakubovskii’s further career; a few years later he assumed the posi-
tion of Supreme Commander of the Warsaw Treaty (after Grechko), and became a
marshal. After him [Iakubovskii], other commanders of Soviet armies and com-
manders of allied forces presented their decisions. After each comment from
Malinovskii, correcting certain details of their plans, they all “stood at attention” and
emphatically replied: “Of course, comrade Marshal!”—agreeing without a word to
change what together with their staffs they had been sweating on for days and nights.
Only Duszyński was stubborn, defending a decision worked out by our group and
not snapping to attention, which actually did not serve him best in the future.

In this strange game, during which a World War III was played out on maps, we
noticed that an enormous number of nuclear weapons had already been used in the
first day of the operation. Almost every larger town in West Germany was circled on
the tables, marked as a nuclear target for long-range air force. As I remember, a
one-megaton hydrogen bomb was planned for Hamburg, which was a yield 50 times
of that dropped on Hiroshima. Just a day after the drop, one of the Soviet motor-
ized armies was to enter the city, showing an unbelievable lack of imagination and
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knowledge on the part of military planners. In addition, behind the front line, nuclear
missiles were to hit the fighting forces of the “Blues” to clear the path for the armored
divisions supposed to be storming ahead. These were preceded by chemical units,
whose task was decontaminating the terrain, but the absurdity of this assignment was
obvious since the forces were to enter that region just a few hours after the explo-
sion, regardless of the consequences.

[…]
After two weeks of arduous labor, once the enemy sued for peace, the end of the

game was declared. After a day-long break, Marshal Malinovskii went over the exer-
cise, and afterward there was a dinner for 200 people—one of those depressing ban-
quets during which even unlimited quantities of alcohol could not rid it of the monot-
ony of the toasts raised: for the victors, for the defeated (that is, Marshal Chuikov),
for the director of the exercise, for the brave commanders, for friendship among
nations, and of course—for peace.

[…]

[Source: Tadeusz Pióro, Armia ze skazą: W Wojsku Polskim 1945–1968 (Wspom-
nienia i Refleksje) [The Defective Army: In the Polish Army, 1945–1968 (Memories
and Reflections)] (Warsaw: Czytelnik, 1994), pp. 341–348. Translated by Magdalena
Klotzbach for the National Security Archive.]  
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Document No. 21: Organizational Principles of 
the Czechoslovak Army, November 22, 1962

——————————————————————————————————————————— 

This set of organizational principles for the Czechoslovak army is included because it
shows clearly how the emphasis of Warsaw Pact strategy had shifted to offense. (See
Document No. 7 by comparison.) Offensive combat is seen as the main form of com-
bat, and the Czechoslovaks continue to be expected to fight independently for at least
10-12 days before Soviet reinforcements would appear. The new stress on offense was
one of the important consequences of the Berlin crisis.

____________________ 

Organizational Principles of the Czechoslovak Army
[…] 
a) […] Offensive warfare is the essential and principal form of combat and the

only means to achieve victory over the enemy. This is reflected in the first prin-
ciple of the development of the Czechoslovak People’s Army: to build an army
which, in addition to being able to handle other types of warfare, possesses pri-
marily offensive capabilities.

b) The role and position of the Czechoslovak People’s Army in the defense sys-
tem of the Warsaw Treaty, as well as the specific mission the Czechoslovak
People’s Army has been entrusted with by the Supreme Command of the Uni-
fied Armed Forces, are reflected in the second principle: our army must be
structured and built to be able to mount an independent front-sized opera-
tion.16 Taking into account the first principle, it follows that the Czechoslovak
People’s Army must, first and foremost, be capable of mounting and conduct-
ing an offensive front-sized operation. In the event of a surprise attack, our
army would be required to conduct initial operations on its own for 10 to 12
days, until the next operational echelon arrives and is deployed. […]
From a strategic viewpoint, it is necessary to possess such peacetime armed
forces as would be able to acquire the strategic initiative early in the war, and
thus ensure achievement of the immediate strategic objective.
Of the total number of armed forces needed and able to achieve strategic objec-
tives, the following elements are maintained in continuous combat readiness:

– strategic forces and assets in a structure needed to achieve war objectives;
– an air defense system; and 
– certain other parts of the Czechoslovak armed forces.
Some armies and divisions from the ground and air forces, which are earmarked

for conducting opening operations and stationed close to the border, must be main-

16 “Front” is a term of Soviet origin describing the organization of forces within a theater of
operations.
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tained in a structure that will ensure the fulfillment of vital tasks in the initial phase
of the war. The other part of these forces must provide for rapid mobilization, so
that it can be deployed in opening operations during the initial phase.

[…]
The term “first strategic echelon” as used herein denotes the main group of armed

forces of a country (or a coalition of countries) comprising missile units, aviation, air
defense forces and assets, peacetime ground troops and also troops mobilized through-
out the territory of the country/coalition. [This main group] is earmarked for con-
ducting operations in the early stage of the war, in the course of which immediate
military-political objectives, i.e. destruction of a substantial part of the opponent’s
armed forces, elimination of a number of members of the enemy coalition from the
war, and a serious disruption of the military-economic potential of the enemy coali-
tion, should be achieved.

The order of battle of the first strategic echelon is based on the current concept
of the initial stage of the war, the substance of which is active combat, aimed at achiev-
ing the immediate strategic objective, namely, crushing the core of the main strate-
gic echelons of the opponent’s armed forces and getting hold of major economic cen-
ters and areas, as well as areas where enemy forces assemble and deploy.

The first strategic echelon can be segmented into two or more operational ech-
elons. 

The first operational echelon is the main core of the first strategic echelon, its mis-
sion being to repel a surprise attack by the enemy and conduct initial operations. As
a rule, it maintains full combat readiness even in peace time.

The other operational echelons consist of troops that are allocated more time to
mobilize, assemble and deploy in relevant war theaters. 

The general principles outlined above determine the position of the Czechoslovak
Army in the framework of the first strategic echelon of the Unified Armed Forces in
the European theater. Because of the possibility of an unexpected attack by NATO
armed forces along the line of contact, all units of the Czechoslovak People’s Army
must be viewed strictly as part of the first operational echelon.

[…]
As part of the first operational echelon of the Unified Armed Forces, troops and

units of the Czechoslovak People’s Army also act as a covering force, their mission
being to provide cover not just for the territory of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic,
but also for the territory of the entire Warsaw Treaty, together with other allied
armies.

In the present situation, the notion of a covering force is different from what it
used to be in the past. Earlier requirements demanded that the border be covered
in a more or less passive manner, but today’s requirements are much more compre-
hensive. The covering force must operate within a strategic framework in which the
most important role (apart from missile and air force units) belongs to the first oper-
ational echelon. It is a part of the first operational echelon that is assigned the role
of the covering force. As in the past, the main task of the covering force is to ensure
the deployment of main forces in accordance with the plan of initial operations.
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However, the covering force is no longer passive, as before. Its main task, i.e. ensur-
ing the deployment of main forces, is best accomplished by securing a line of deploy-
ment in the depth of enemy territory. This is why the covering force is expected to
fulfill its task through active operations along principal strategic and operational
directions.

In order to eliminate the adverse consequences of a lower level of combat readi-
ness in peace  time, a plan of step-by-step covert reinforcements is in place, which
could be put into effect to increase the numbers of troops at the front to a level con-
sistent with a high level of combat readiness, if there is an increased risk of a war
breaking out or of a surprise attack. However, the measures outlined above can be
effective only if taken in a timely fashion, i.e. if we do not allow ourselves to be sur-
prised by the enemy.

[Source: GŠ-OS, 1962, 0010081, VÚA. Translated by Jiří Mareš.]  
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Document No. 22: The “Mazowsze” Exercise for Nuclear War 
and Interview with Gen. Tuczapski on Soviet Bloc Planning 

of Exercises, circa April 23, 1963 

——————————————————————————————————————————— 

One of the changes in Warsaw Pact strategy after the Berlin crisis was to account for
the possible heavy use of nuclear armaments. The first document here describes a Polish
military exercise from April 18–22, 1963, which was designed to prepare for a war
involving the detonation of huge numbers of such weapons. The exercise takes for
granted that practically every major Polish city would be hit, causing massive casual-
ties, yet presumes that fighting would continue and that enemy forces would actually
be repelled. In retaliation against NATO’s initiation of hostilities, including its first-
use of nuclear weapons, the Warsaw Pact conducts a total of 61 nuclear counterstrikes
against Western Europe and the United States resulting in 33 million dead in the U.S.
after two days, but only 1.3 million dead in Poland. In the concluding evaluation, the
defense minister repeats the unfounded Soviet claim that the USSR possessed missiles
that could strike any target on earth.

In the second document below, Gen. Tadeusz Tuczapski, who was in charge of
Poland’s homeland defense in the early 1960s, offers a very different viewpoint in this
interview conducted by Polish military historians in the 1990s.17 Charged with ensur-
ing the continued functioning of society, the economy, and government administra-
tion, Tuczapski was in a position to know what was feasible or not under wartime con-
ditions. He claimed always to have been skeptical of the viability of some of the plans
from the 1960s that presumed the normal functioning of government and society after
a major nuclear attack. His description of how the Soviet military drew up operational
plans and merely summoned generals from Poland—as they did from other coun-
tries—to sign off on the finished product raises questions for historians about the behav-
ior and motivations of East European military and political leaders in submitting to
Moscow. Were they willing accomplices of the Kremlin, and if so, was it for ideolog-
ical or opportunistic reasons? Or were they protecting their countries’ interests under
difficult circumstances? Tuczapski implies that Poland’s political leadership did not
know the details of the plans, nor did it care.

____________________ 

17 Gen. Tuczapski was among several Polish generals to be interviewed, and distinguished him-
self by being one of the most forthcoming and candid. For transcripts of interviews with East
European former military commanders, see http://www.isn.ethz.ch/php/collections/coll_9.htm. The
interviews gave the generals an opportunity to justify their record for posterity. 
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a) The “Mazowsze” Exercise

Situation No. 1, 05:00, 4/20 (Outline 3) 
At 03:00, 4/20, the “Western” forces carried out a massive nuclear strike against

the territories of the Warsaw Treaty states by using missiles, aircraft, and submarines.
Following the nuclear strikes, the enemy launched offensive operations by airborne
and naval forces in the western theater of operations. The airborne troops of the
enemy achieved the greatest success in the operational area of Army Group “Center.”
The forces of Army Group “North,” attacking in the operational area of the Coastal
Front of the “Eastern,” forces, on whose left flank Polish divisions waged stubborn
resistance, did not achieve notable success. 

In response to the aggression, at 03:00, 4/20, the “Eastern” forces carried out a
massive retaliatory strike in accordance with the general plan of the Supreme Command
of the Unified Armed Forces of the Warsaw Treaty. During the strike, directed against
the European NATO countries located in the western theater of operations as well
as against the territory of the United States, 276 nuclear missiles of over 188 mega-
tons magnitude were launched, of which 190 of 8,290 kilotons magnitude were direct-
ed against the FRG, Denmark, the Netherlands, and Great Britain, and 86 of 180
megatons magnitude against the United States. 

At the same time, the “Eastern” side introduced additional forces into the zone
of combat. The second echelon of Soviet forces was moved into the territory of Poland.
By 05:00, 4/20, the first echelon of Soviet forces had been regrouped to the western
bank of the Oder river. 

The overall situation in the country was as follows. 
During the massive nuclear strike, despite intensive air defense that made the

enemy lose 90 aircraft and about 40 missiles, the enemy succeeded in carrying out
55 nuclear strikes of 2,150 kilotons magnitude on the territory of Poland. As a result
of the strikes, the air defense forces lost three battalions of missile artillery, 9 bat-
teries of anti-aircraft barrel artillery, and 3 radio location posts. In addition, 42 air-
craft were destroyed and many airfields were damaged in the course of the air war.
Despite these losses, the country’s air defense system remained operational. 

The enemy nuclear strikes took place mainly around Szczecin, Gdańsk and Warsaw
and in three main areas: the Polish-Soviet border, where 8 ground explosions of 500
kilotons magnitude were directed against transshipment points, and along the Vistula
and Oder rivers, where 47 midair explosions of 1,650 kilotons magnitude were direct-
ed against communications, industrial, and military targets. 

The ground and low midair explosions released by the enemy caused radioactive
contamination over about 70 percent of the nation’s territory, mainly the north-
western and eastern parts of Poland. The damage exceeded the acceptable norms on
about 50 percent of the territory […]

At the same time, the “Western” side landed 28 commando teams, totaling more
than 270 persons, for special operations. 

The massive nuclear strike caused considerable losses in the country, both among
the population and in the economy. About half a million civilians were killed, and
more than a million were wounded or incapacitated. Losses of medical equipment
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and personnel amounted to 3 percent of the total medical and paramedical person-
nel, 6 percent of emergency squads, and about 15 percent of the supply of medicines
and 15 percent of hospital beds. 

As far as means of communication were concerned, destroyed were over 7,000 rail-
road cars, 130 locomotives, 10 railroad bridges and 15 highway bridges; 11 railroad and
5 highway bridges were damaged. Along the transit routes crossing the Vistula, 7 out
of the 11 existing bridges were totally or partially destroyed; for the Oder, the figures
were 5 out of 9. These losses resulted in about 50 percent reduction in the railroad
transportation capacity and about 30 percent reduction in automotive transportation. 

Among industrial objects, 4 power stations were totally destroyed and 18 were
seriously damaged, causing the loss of about 30 percent of power supply. Such major
industrial centers as Warsaw, Poznań, Gdynia, Gdańsk, Szczecin, Stalowa Wola, and
others were deprived of electricity. 

Totally or partially destroyed were 80 heavy industry plants and 24 chemical plants,
which, in view of the transportation bottlenecks and shortages of raw materials and
power supply, caused a considerable production slowdown, estimated at 40-50 per-
cent of the national plan requirements. […] 

In the given situation, the main tasks of territorial defense consisted in the stabi-
lization of losses, resumption of normal functioning of the administration and econ-
omy, protection of the population and material goods, and restoration of the com-
munications system, especially along the border transit routes across the Vistula and
the Oder. […] 

The main enemy commando groups were liquidated by regular forces in the areas
where they had landed, and scattered groups in the neighboring areas were liqui-
dated by forces of territorial defense. In addition, the forces of territorial defense
were active in liquidating the effects of the nuclear strikes. 

Situation No. 2 (Outline 4), 22:00, 4/21 
On 4/20, the “Western” forces continued offensive operations, as a result of which

by 22:00, 4/20, they broke deep into the territory of the GDR in the area of Wismar.
At the same time, forces of Army Group Center broke through in the direction of
Northausen and Erfurt to a depth of 60 km and in the direction of Pilsen and Prague
to a depth of 90 km. 

In support of their ground operations, the “Western” forces on 4/20 carried out
12 nuclear strikes of 280 kilotons magnitude against the ground forces of the “Eastern”
side. 

On 4/21 the advance by Army Group North, whose first echelons had suffered 30
percent casualties, was stopped, and in some sectors the units of this group were
forced to retreat to the territory of the FRG. 

The forces of Army Group Center continued to meet with success, deepening their
thrust into the territory of Czechoslovakia as far as 200 km. Because of the losses
they had suffered, however, the rate of their advance began to diminish. […] 

In order to achieve its goals, the “Western” side accelerated the regrouping of
troops from the European NATO countries in the direction of the front and landed
fresh troops in the remaining ports as well as on the coasts of the FRG and north-
ern France. At the same time, in the area of operations of Army Group North the 
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THE AREA OF RADIOACTIVE CONTAMINATION AT 7 AM, APRIL 23 

enemy was able to intensify air operations from the North Sea against the forces of
the Coastal Front and the Baltic Fleet of the “Eastern” side. In the area of opera-
tions of Army Group Center, at 19:30, 4/21, the “Western” side landed forces by air
on the scale of about a division in the area of Zawiercie and Wadowice with the goal
of isolating Silesia from the east. 

At the same time, the mobilization of reserves was proceeding in the [western]
European NATO countries while Greece and Turkey declared general mobilization. 
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In the course of 4/20, “Eastern” forces conducted active defensive operations with
the goal of stopping the “Western” advance and launching a counter-offensive. For
this purpose, second echelon forces of the Fronts were dispatched to the battlefield. 

After fresh forces arrived, the Coastal and Central Fronts, early on 4/21, went
onto the offensive, as a result of which a breakthrough of 40 km into the depth of
the FRG was achieved in the direction of Schwerin and Hamburg. The tactical air-
craft of these fronts were moved to reserve airfields on the territory of the GDR. 

The forces of the Northern Front continued intense combat with the attacking
enemy forces. The arrival of the second echelon was delayed because of additional
nuclear strikes by the “Western” side against mountain passages and passes. 

“Eastern” submarine groups, operating in the Atlantic and North Sea, sank many
transport vessels both in convoys coming from the United States and along the British
coast. 

On 4/20 and 4/21, the “Eastern” side carried out 61 nuclear missile strikes of 2,640
kilotons magnitude against the countries located in the western theater of operations
and the United States. They were mainly directed against troops, missile, air, and
naval bases, and communications centers. These strikes significantly reduced the
“Western” capacity to influence developments on the [“Eastern”] domestic front. 

The situation in the country was as follows. The “Western” side carried out an
additional 36 nuclear strikes of 1,030 kilotons magnitude against Polish territory.
They were mainly directed against communications and the air defense system. 

These strikes resulted in the radioactive contamination of further portions of the
country, during which a different wind direction than the one prevailing at the time
of the enemy’s first massive nuclear strike resulted in a different impact by the radioac-
tive substances. This brought about an increase of radioactivity in some of the areas
of previous contamination, and contamination of new areas. By the evening of 4/21,
about 80 percent of Poland was contaminated, of which about 32 percent fell within
acceptable limits and 48 percent was 100-to-1,000 times above acceptable limits […]
Contamination affected an area inhabited by about 20 million people. 

The enemy landed 21 additional commando teams to conduct special operations. 
The enemy operations inflicted additional losses on the country, including an esti-

mated 470,000 persons killed and over a million wounded and incapacitated.
Considerable losses were suffered by the medical personnel and health services;
another 100,000 hospital beds were destroyed. 

Of the total of 407 industrial plants, 130 were destroyed, 32 completely. Seven
power stations were destroyed and 1,650 km of high-voltage power lines, as well as
59 transformers and sub-stations, were damaged. Many areas of the country were
deprived of electricity; the losses resulted in a 50 percent decrease in power supply.
As a result of these losses, disruption of the transport system and electric supply, as
well as economic chaos, industrial production became severely restricted by the end
of 4/21, up to an estimated 70 percent. 

Because of the radioactive contamination of most of the country and destruction
of a considerable portion of its stockpiled food, a very difficult situation developed
in providing the population with food and water. […] 

Air defense forces continued to fight “Western” aviation. Engineer units were
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sent to build pontoon bridges across the Vistula and the Oder; by the end of 4/21,
four Vistula bridges had been built. Civil defense units, security forces and other mil-
itarized units were used to eliminate the consequences of the nuclear strikes in the
most affected areas. […] 

Situation No. 3 (Outline 5), 20:00, 4/22 
On 4/22, paralyzed by the impact of the nuclear weapons used against them by

the “Eastern” side, the “Western” forces were compelled to retreat. During the day,
they carried out an additional 18 nuclear strikes of 600 kilotons magnitude against
Polish territory, including 10 strikes against the Silesian industrial region with the
goal of reducing the economic potential of the “Eastern” side. 

In the central and northern areas, the “Western” offensive was crushed. Following
the unsuccessful attempt at taking control of Silesia by airborne troops and unsuc-
cessful operations by ground forces in the area of the Moravian Gate, the forces of Ar-
my Group Center tried to organize defensive positions to resist an “Eastern” offensive. 

On 4/22, the “Eastern” side carried out additional nuclear strikes against the forces
and territories of NATO states. Besides retaliatory strikes, 389 strikes of about 22
megatons magnitude were carried out against the FRG, France, Great Britain, and the
United States from 20 to 22 April. As a result of these strikes, the “Western” side
was seriously weakened and lost the strategic initiative. The main naval bases and
ports, air and missile bases, as well as the most important industrial regions of the
European NATO countries, particularly the FRG, France, and Great Britain, were
destroyed, as a result of which industrial production capacity fell to a minimum and
the transportation and telecommunications systems were disrupted. Panic gripped
the civilian population, especially in the areas hit by nuclear strikes. Ever more often
the opinion was expressed that the continuation of hostilities was pointless. 

The “Eastern” nuclear missile strikes created chaos in the economy and daily life
of the United States. The United States became isolated from the European theater
of war and was denied the possibility of providing economic and military support to
the NATO bloc in Europe. 

The nuclear strikes by the “Eastern” side tilted the correlation of forces in its favor,
thus creating conditions for the total defeat of the enemy in the western theater of
operations and the elimination of the main European NATO countries from the war. 

As a result of the enemy nuclear strikes, additional losses occurred in Poland,
including population losses of 380,000 killed and 890,000 wounded and incapacitat-
ed. Total population losses during the entire period of the war amounted to 1.3 mil-
lion killed and 3 million wounded and incapacitated. By comparison, the United
States suffered an estimated 33 million in population losses. 

During the elimination of the effects of nuclear strikes, by 20:00 on 4/22, 60 per-
cent of the affected population were transported and evacuated from Warsaw, and
about 30 percent from Olsztyn, Gdańsk, Kielce, and the Koszalin area. About 10 per-
cent of the damaged telecommunications system was restored, on transit routes
detours of destroyed communications centers were laid out, and some of the least
damaged railroad bridges were repaired, so that train traffic could be resumed. 

In this situation, the Committee of National Defense, provincial defense com-
mittees and military districts were directing the liquidation of the after-effects of the
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strikes by weapons of mass destruction, especially in Silesia, paying particular atten-
tion to assistance to the affected population, restoration of the telecommunications
system, maintenance of the necessary production capacity in the key branches of
industry, and mopping up of the airborne groups landed by the enemy. 

Following reports to the Committee of National Defense by the heads of the sec-
tions, military districts, and provincial defense committees, the exercise was con-
cluded at 20:00, 4/22.  

[Source: “Doświadczenia i wnioski z ćwiczenia ‘Mazowsze’,” pp. 22–35, KC PZPR
5008, Archiwum Akt Nowych, Warsaw. Translated by Vojtech Mastny.] 

b) Interview with Gen. Tadeusz Tuczapski

Gen. Tuczapski: We were invited at the beginning of the sixties (1962 or 1963, I do
not remember) to Moscow. I was then chief of the Operational Administration. We
were invited to Moscow, the commander of the Navy and the Air Force commander
were also requested to come. I took with me Gen. Szyszka and Colonel Barański. There
were also a couple of officers from the Navy, including the chief of the operational
division of the Navy; and Gen. Kamiński came. We sat before the maps. A general
came, who was chief of the Main Operational Administration; it was not yet [Ana-
tolii I.] Gribkov, but it was some very intelligent one (I do not remember his name).

We then sat down […] with Gen. Szyszka because [Gen. Jerzy] Bordziłewski said,
“You take care of it.” We read something, took the map, and we started to draw.
With Colonel Barański, because he drew well. Later, we made the plan of operation
for the front on the map, in its legend, in which we included everything that should
be in the legend, and what could not be was thrown into the map. We said that we
were ready. They then called up Marshal [Rodion] Malinovskii, and he set the hour
for a meeting. We arrived with Gen. Bordziłewski, laid out the map, and reported
how we would carry out the assignment, and that was it. He asked, “Have you coor-
dinated all your needs with the General Staff?” And with that, it ended. 

Q: The maps remained in Moscow?
Gen. Tuczapski: One map remained with them, the second map we brought back

here. Later, on the basis of the map (there was in the Ministry of Defense a special
area to which no one had access), the commanders of the Army came and worked
out all those scenarios—concretely, specifically for every division. And that’s how
the concrete operational plan arose. […]

Q: But after you worked out that plan, you took it afterwards to Moscow? Were
they not at all interested in it in general? They just left it up to you?

Gen. Tuczapski: They left it up to us. It was our business, we were carrying it out.
Still, they of course were up to date since they knew what sort of plan it was, they
knew later what our orders were—especially for armaments—for armaments, and
they compared certain things: “That is fine; if it suffices, if it doesn’t suffice, do this
too, take this too, etc.”
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Q: Was this operational plan presented to the first secretary [of the Polish com-
munist party, Władysław Gomułka], and did he voice his opinions, or someone from
the government, the premier [Józef Cyrankiewicz]?

Gen. Tuczapski: I did not report on it either to the premier or to the first secre-
tary. Certainly, the minister of national defense composed some memorandum. Still,
I do not know. […] 

Q: That is a very interesting assignment, the creation of the operational plan for
our front. To what extent did you have an orientation with regard to operations in
the whole military theater? 

Gen. Tuczapski: If it has to do with operational planning strictly speaking—what
is designated the operational plan—I did not have that sort of thing. Nevertheless, I
did orient myself because exercises were constantly being conducted in the theater
of military operations. When my neighbor was the Minsk [forces of the Belorussian
Military District], I knew what the Minsk was doing, since after all there was normal
cooperation with them. 

At the same time, […] how the operational and strategic plans were supposed to
look, and the development of operations in the western theater of military opera-
tions—one could only deduce it on the basis of the exercises that were being con-
ducted. If an exercise was being conducted in the western theater and the southern
theater of military operations, and all the individual national commands were being
assembled, then it could be that it wasn’t exactly the same—instead of the neighbor
to the left, instead of Minsk, it could be the Baltic Front, or some other one. But the
assignments were similar because, in the end, Western Europe looks the way it is:
Denmark, Belgium, France, West Germany, and so forth […] 

But one could devise in what way to use those dozen or so parachute divisions
that the Soviets had. How the initial Soviet attack would go, if there would be one,
or a retaliatory Soviet attack—that was not being worked out, although one time
there was a story of that sort. Please remember that the plan for atomic or nuclear
attack depended on the time. In ‘60 it looked one way, and in ‘80, another. The
arrangement of armies changed, the factories changed, the importance of those fac-
tories, the airfields, and so forth. But that also was not the most important. The most
important thing was how the Fronts were supposed to operate, one alongside the
other. It was understood that there was the Polish, three Soviet, and later, the Czech,
the Bulgarian, and so forth. And the activity in the Western theater evolved, and you
would not imagine anything else.

Q: General, how did you assess our direction of operational-strategic interests?
[…] Was it a difficult direction?

Gen. Tuczapski: […] All of this depended on knowledge of whom we would have
had before us. If it was in the northern direction, then most likely we would have
come upon the Danes, part of some West German army, and the Belgians. How
would that have looked? […] 

We went, we viewed the region of the theater of military operations, we conducted
reconnaissance, we sent a group of officers from the Navy. We had to assume a seri-
ous attitude regarding that, it was a task.
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You know, the matter could have been put this way: You put yourselves there,
and we will play the madman. That was unthinkable. After all, we had behind us the
powerful Soviet Army; they would have blown us in half, if you’ll pardon the expres-
sion, and that would have been it. […] Unfortunately, we were in the Pact, since it
could not have been otherwise, and we had to put a good face on it, no matter whether
someone thought that it was good or bad. Quite simply, we had to carry out the
assignments. […] 

I think that ours was the easiest—speaking here between us. Ours was the easi-
est from the point of view of the opponent. After all, the Danish Army, the Belgian
Army—let’s not exaggerate. At the same time, the difficulty was that it had to be
linked to a certain sea operation, a commando operation. […] 

Q: General, you are an interesting case. Up to now, we have had to do with gen-
erals who, if it came to a question regarding the operational plan, they never want-
ed to talk.

[Source: KC PZPR, 5008, Archiwum Akt Nowych. Translated by Douglas Selvage
for the PHP.]   
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Document No. 23: Polish Command Post Exercise 
Rehearsing Advance to Northern Germany, Low 

Countries, and Denmark, June 14, 1963

——————————————————————————————————————————— 

This is a particularly good example of a command staff exercise report because it shows
in some detail how the Warsaw Pact imagined the advance of its forces into Germany
and the Low Countries. One feature of special interest is that the document reveals a
presumption that before the onset of war the Warsaw Pact would match the secret
preparations being made by NATO—a highly dubious proposition. As early as the
second or third day following a NATO attack, according to the exercise, its forces were
supposed to be in a position to reverse the tide. 

This is one of a relatively few Polish documents illustrative of the Warsaw Pact’s
actual planning. Even today, Polish authorities continue to deny access to most records
from the Operations Department, and have in fact confirmed Cold War-era classific-
ation levels, despite scholars’ efforts to gain their release. The reason materials on com-
mand post exercises are available is that they were kept under another department—
the Department of Combat Training—not of Operations.

____________________ 

TRAINING INSPECTORATE

Attachment part I 
for a unilateral command post exercise using maps on the subject: “Planning and

Rehearsing a Combined Landing Operation Within the Framework of an Offensive
Operation of the Maritime Front in the Beginning Phase of the War.”

[…]

II. Details of the exercise

1. The Unified Command of the Armed Forces of the Warsaw Pact states, antic-
ipating the possibility of “Westerners” instigating aggression, in accordance with a
specific, previously established variant of the operational plan, intends: 

– with a massive retaliatory strike executed directly following the initiation of
aggression by the “Westerners,” to defeat the main attacking forces as well as
to destroy the main facilities of strategic and operational significance; 

– with forces located on the territory of the GDR to prevent and break down the
attack of ground forces of the enemy, securing the deployment and introduc-
tion of the main forces into action;

– on the second or third day of war to engage the main ground forces in offen-
sive actions: – the Maritime Front in the direction of: Neubrandenburg, Osna-
brück, Brussels as well as the Jutland Peninsula;
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– the Central Front in the direction of: south Berlin, Kassel, Leuven in order to
provide suitable conditions for moving offensive operations to the territory of
France;

– immediately after the commencement of war activities to take over the Danish
straits, securing the possibility for unimpeded operations and deployment of
the Unified Baltic Fleet to the North Sea.

2. In accordance with the accepted variant of retaliatory activities of the Unified
Command of the Armed Forces of the Warsaw Pact states, the Commander of the
Maritime Front intends:

– on the night of June 17 to transfer a part of the first-echelon tactical units across
the Oder River into the territory of the GDR, and the remaining ones to sec-
ondary regions of risk, securing them from massive strikes by the “Westerners”
and creating better conditions for the deployment and transfer of the main
forces to offensive operations;

– to engage the main forces of the first echelon in a steady offensive on the sec-
ond day of war in the following directions:
– Wittstock, Nienburg, Enschede, Brussels; 
– Schwerin, Neumünster, Flensburg, Ålborg; 
having in the first echelon the 4th and 7th Army and in the second drop the 8th
Army in order to break down the left wing of the operational group of the
Northern Army Group and the unified German-Danish forces on the Jutland
Peninsula. Together with the Soviet air-landing unit and the Unified Baltic Fleet
to take over the Danish islands, to provide suitable conditions for advancement
into the North Sea through the Danish straits and Kiel Canal, and the devel-
opment of offensive operations on French territory.

Near-term assignment—in three days of operations, to break down the forces of
the left wing first echelon of the Northern Army Group; to move operations to the
territory of the FRG; to take over the Kiel Canal and secure its facilities from de-
struction; and to advance to the outskirts of: Sønderborg, Tønder, the coastal island
of Halligen, Wesermünde, Wildeshausen, and Bielefeld. Together with airborne units
of the USSR and the Unified Baltic Fleet, not to allow the “Western” naval forces to
operate in the Baltic Sea, as well as to provide suitable conditions for the deployment
and operations of the Unified Baltic Fleet in the North Sea. On the second day of
operations, to deploy air and seaborne landing units in the region of the Kiel Canal
[…] with the aim of taking over canal locks, facilities and transfers, and to hold them
for the advancement of ground forces on the third day of operation.

Further assignment—to break down the advancing operational reserves of the
Northern Army Group, to take over nuclear depots, naval, air force, and supply bases
of the northwestern part of the FRG, Denmark, the Netherlands, and Belgium; togeth-
er with airborne units of the USSR and the Unified Baltic Fleet, to take over the
Jutland Peninsula and Danish islands as well as the West and East Frisian Islands,
the northwestern coast of the Netherlands and Belgium up to Ostend, Roubaix,
Charleroi, and Liège; and provide suitable conditions for the transfer of operations
onto French territory and operations of the North Baltic Fleet in the North Sea. […]
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3. On the right [flank]—the Unified Baltic Fleet is engaged in fighting the forces
of the Danish Straits Fleet in order to prevent them from advancing into the Baltic
Sea. In cooperation with the Maritime Front [the Unified Baltic Fleet] takes over the
Danish straits and the entrance to the Kiel Canal, secures the deployment and oper-
ations of the seaborne landing unit of the USSR and the 32nd Airborne Division.
Forces of the seaborne and airborne landing units of the USSR take over the Zeeland
Island and the capital of Denmark—Copenhagen. 

[…]

[Source: 18/91/15, Główny Inspektorat Szkolenia Bojowego, Archiwum Instytucji
Centralnych MON, Modlin. Translated by Magdalena Klotzbach for the National
Security Archive.]  
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Document No. 24: Mongolian Request for Admission 
to the Warsaw Pact, July 15, 1963 

——————————————————————————————————————————— 

By the early 1960s, the Sino-Soviet rift had taken on military implications. Because of
its geographical location, Mongolia became a potential battleground between the two
powers, the Soviet Union and China. Although Mongolian leader Tsedenbal, no friend
of the Chinese, may have taken the initiative in applying for membership in the Warsaw
Pact by writing this letter to Polish Premier Józef Cyrankiewicz, the history of his
country’s relationship with the Soviet Union—outsiders sometimes derisively called
Mongolia the 16th republic of the USSR—makes it seem unlikely that he would have
done so without at least strong support from Khrushchev. In that case, by raising the
prospect of extending the validity of the Warsaw Pact beyond Europe to Asia, Khrush-
chev may be seen as issuing a warning to the Chinese in the context of their increas-
ingly bitter rivalry.

____________________

[…]
Dear Comrade Chairman, 
With the authorization of the Presidium of the Supreme National Council of the

Mongolian People’s Republic [MNR], I have the honor to address to you, as Head of
State of the Polish People’s Republic, the custodian of the Treaty of Friendship,
Cooperation and Mutual Assistance between the European socialist states of May 14, 

1955, the following: 
In the interests of further strengthening the MNR’s cooperation along all lines

with the member-states of the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance, the gov-
ernment of the Mongolian People’s Republic, 

– attaching great importance to the Warsaw Treaty Organization, which in fact
stands guard for the achievements of all the socialist states; 

– completely approving of the goal of the Treaty—to secure the peace and secu-
rity of nations; 

– taking into consideration the development of events in numerous parts of the
globe, in particular the Far East, where the American imperialists are under-
taking measures to equip Japan with new weapons of mass destruction; [and] 

– realizing in this regard the need to strengthen the defensive capabilities of the
MNR; 

– hereby announces its desire to accede to the Warsaw Treaty of Friendship,
Cooperation and Mutual Assistance of May 14, 1955, in accordance with Para-
graph 9 of the said treaty. 

By joining the Warsaw Treaty Organization, which bears a defensive character
and has been called upon to serve the important interests of safeguarding collective
security in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations Organization, the
Mongolian People’s Republic, along with the fraternal socialist member-states of the

152

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 $
{D

at
e}

. $
{P

ub
lis

he
r}

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



Warsaw Treaty Organization, will strictly fulfill all the responsibilities arising from
the said treaty. 

The Government of the MNR asks the Government of the Polish People’s Re-
public to request the consent of the Governments of the Warsaw Treaty Organiza-
tion to the Mongolian People’s Republic’s accession to the Treaty. 

The Government of the MNR expresses its thanks in advance to the Government
of the PRL for rendering assistance in bringing its application to the attention of the
other participant-states of the Warsaw Treaty Organization. 

With deep respect, 
Yu. Tsedenbal 
Chairman of the Council of Ministers 
of the Mongolian People’s Republic 

[Source: KC PZPR, XIA/103, k. 525–26, Archiwum Akt Nowych. Translated by
Douglas Selvage.]   
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Document No. 25: Polish Foreign Ministry Memorandum 
regarding Possible Mongolian Accession to the Warsaw Treaty, 

July 20, 1963

——————————————————————————————————————————— 

The idea of admitting Mongolia to the Warsaw Pact, presumably backed by Moscow,
met opposition from other alliance members. In this memorandum for the Polish
Politburo, Foreign Minister Adam Rapacki argues that membership should be limit-
ed to Europe, and that adding Mongolia would be an unnecessarily provocative move.
The Romanians were also unhappy with the idea. It is not clear whether the Soviets
knew of these views or whether the dissent influenced Moscow’s thinking. In any case,
when the PCC discussed the subject a week after this memorandum was prepared, the
Soviet representative no longer supported Mongolia’s application, claiming that to do
so would have sent the wrong signal to the West at a time of rapprochement resulting
from the conclusion of the Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty.

____________________ 

Other than the letters of Cde. Tsedenbal and Cde. Khrushchev, the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs does not possess any information further clarifying the arguments to
be made at the current stage of this measure. 

In this situation, it is difficult to accept as politically warranted the proposal regard-
ing the Mongolian People’s Republic’s accession to the Warsaw Treaty. 

The military significance of such a decision for the security of Mongolia and the
interests of the Warsaw Pact seem to be practically indiscernible. The political con-
sequences for the short and the long term are dubious and risky. 

1. From the point of view of the interests of the socialist camp:

a) The acceptance of Mongolia into the Warsaw Pact at this time will of course
be discerned both in the socialist states of Asia and in the West as a step whose
thrust is directed against the PRC [People’s Republic of China]. In a situation
in which the PRC, continuing its policy of deepening divisions, is making attempts
to push the responsibility onto the USSR and the other states supporting its
stance, an initiative with regard to Mongolia might in a certain sense play into
the hands of the PRC and be used to blame our side for carrying the dispute
into the area of military alliances and moving along the path of dividing the
[socialist] camp along military lines. Imperialist propaganda on the other hand
will try to exploit this fact with the goal of bringing into further relief the diver-
gence within the [socialist] camp and questioning the superiority of socialism
over capitalism by telling the masses all the more that such is the peaceful sub-
stance and internationalist policy of the socialist states. 

b) Cde. Tsedenbal’s letter underlines the point of the imperialist threat to Mong-
olia. Even if we could count on the fact that the Chinese comrades would accept
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this assertion with good will, it would also become a real basis for harmful inter-
pretations: “The Warsaw Pact represents for Mongolia an additional security
guarantee in the event of imperialist aggression, but at the same time it [the
Warsaw Pact] is not giving such an additional guarantee to Vietnam, Korea,
and the PRC, which are even more directly exposed to the danger of Americ-
an/Japanese aggression.” 

c) The Warsaw Pact is a pact of the European socialist states directed against
imperialist activities in Europe […] and providing for an automatic military
reaction by the participants in the event of aggression in Europe (art. 4). These
provisions of the Treaty would have to be changed. The very political scope
and character of the Treaty would have to be changed. Such a basic change of
the Warsaw Pact would have an unmistakable and serious meaning, because it
would lead to an actual transformation of the alliance into a general security
pact for the socialist camp with the participation of all the states of the camp.
Against the backdrop of the particular policy of the PRC, such a solution is
unrealistic. If it is, such a change in the character of the Treaty would be more
likely to weaken the anti-imperialist activity of the Treaty in Europe than to
strengthen it in Asia. 

d) It can be counted on that the problem of Albania in the Warsaw Pact will be
brought to a sharp climax. The acceptance of a new member and a change in
the contents of the Treaty requires the unanimous acceptance of the partici-
pants. A change in the Treaty would require the acceptance of a relevant Proto-
col, which would have to be ratified by every signatory to the Treaty in order
to come into force. Albania, which has in fact disassociated itself from the
Treaty, remains nominally a member of it. Its opposition would thus have a
legal basis. 

e) The possibility of a negative stance on the part of Romania regarding Mongolia’s
accession should also seriously be counted on, and a discussion on this issue
might further inflame existing differences. 

f) In terms of the international effects of Mongolia’s accession to the Warsaw
Pact, it should also be taken into consideration that Mongolia has established
a [certain] position for itself among the Afro-Asiatic states (it participates in
the Afro-Asiatic group at the U.N.). It should be considered whether Mongolia,
by participating in a military pact, would not diminish the political credibility
that it possesses in this group and its possibilities [for influence], which well
serve the [socialist] camp as a whole. 

2. From the viewpoint of Mongolia’s interests:

Mongolia’s security is guaranteed by an alliance with the Soviet Union from 1946.
It would thus be an abstraction to conceive of a situation in which—in the case of
aggression against Mongolia—the other socialist states would remain disengaged. If,
on the other hand, certain technical-military interests on the part of the Warsaw Pact
are established with regard to the territory of Mongolia, or if [there is] a desire on
the part of Mongolia to exercise influence over the activities of the Pact, an agree-
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ment of a secret nature—based on the principle of consultation between the Warsaw
Pact and Mongolia—could be supported. 

It could also be that the main motivation behind the Mongolian comrades’ pro-
posal is their assessment of their internal situation. We do not know of such an assess-
ment, and we do not have any information that would permit us to form our own
opinion on the subject. Such an assessment could be found out in direct talks. The
issue is fundamental and will of course be discussed in Moscow with the Mongolian
comrades. 

In any event, from this point of view, the risk arising from an eventual further
sharpening of the conflict in the socialist camp should also be taken into considera-
tion. The accession of Mongolia to the Warsaw Pact might very well represent a step-
ping stone for various moves by the PRC with regard to Mongolia—moves that would
not have a military character and would have practically no significance in terms of
Mongolia’s membership in the Warsaw Pact. If there are internal difficulties, other
methods for granting and demonstrating assistance and support for Mongolia should
be weighed. 

For example, all the CMEA’s planned economic assistance to date for Mongolia
and [other] possible assistance that could still be initiated could be harnessed in a
special action program for the sake of Mongolia’s development as the economically
least developed country within the CMEA. This would also have a broader political
sense for the world. 

[…]

[Source: KC PZPR, XIA/103, k. 527–30, Archiwum Akt Nowych. Translated by
Douglas Selvage.]   
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Document No. 26: Czechoslovak Drafts of Orders 
and Appeals to be Issued in Occupied Western 

European Territories, June 29, 1964

——————————————————————————————————————————— 

Part of the planning for war entailed what to do after the immediate fighting had sub-
sided. These annexes to Czechoslovak planning materials include drafts of orders and
public appeals that would be issued in parts of Western Europe after their occupation by
Warsaw Pact forces. For example, the order of the commander of victorious forces in
Germany called for treating citizens and prisoners humanely. Leaflets in the form of safe-
conduct passes were to be dropped over NATO-held territories to encourage enemy sold-
iers to desert. A specific appeal to French soldiers, included here, provides an example.

____________________

a) Order of the Commander of the Western Front

Political Directorate of the Western Front Special Propaganda Department
July 2, 1964 

Re: Draft of Order of the Commander of the Western Front
On Soldiers’ Conduct towards Population of the Liberated Territories 
and on Principles of Treatment of POWs 
Order of the Commander of the Western Front

Every Czechoslovak soldier must be aware of the fact that he is a soldier of a
socialist army, which wages a just war for the defense of his socialist country. Our
aim is not to subdue other nations, to seed fear and panic among the population, but
to annihilate imperialism and to bring real freedom to the nations, which imperial-
ism has brought into this hopeless war against us. 

I order (therefore) all members of the Czechoslovak People’s Army fighting on
enemy territory:

To maintain the basic principles of socialist humanism, as well as the interna-
tionally valid practices stipulated by the Geneva Convention, to maintain humani-
tarian treatment of those who do not take a direct part in combat actions and of those
who lay down their arms or have been neutralized in the fight by illness or injuries,
as well as to comply with the demands of human dignity.

1. To maintain extraordinary vigilance and alertness, to intervene severely against
those soldiers who would trespass it. To impede the activities of revanchist18 elem-

18 A derogatory communist term, imputing West German intent to regain by force the territo-
ries lost in Eastern Europe after World War II, much as the French, who had originally coined the
term, had intended to regain the territories of Alsace and Loraine, which they had lost to Ger-
many in the war of 1870–71.
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ents and their attempts to destroy objects of military significance and to wage espi-
onage activities. Not to accept anything from the population, in particular food, drink,
etc. To detain, disarm and hand over to the nearest commander anybody who has
been caught committing hostile acts. To intervene immediately and in a radical way
against elements caught conducting hostile acts who do not cease their resistance. 

To treat citizens who do not directly participate in hostile actions in the spirit of
the basic principles of human morality, disregarding their statehood, political con-
victions and property. Commanding officers shall take measures to avoid incorrect
emotional and other reactions towards their subordinates. They will intervene as
severely as possible against those who have denigrated the personal dignity of peo-
ple, who willfully steal or damage their property or threaten the health and life of
the people.

Every soldier taking enemy soldiers captive must be aware of the fact that fears
have been raised over how they would be treated. Every Czechoslovak People’s Army
soldier crushes, by means of his humane attitude towards captured soldiers, the
enemy’s official propaganda. On the other hand, every soldier must be well aware of
the fact that fear of captivity may lead captured soldiers to desperate and sophisti-
cated flight attempts. Particular vigilance must be therefore be devoted to captives
detained against their will. 

In many cases, members of enemy armed forces who fall into captivity produce a
surrender pass issued previously. […] The pass is valid for individuals as well as for
entire groups. The soldier who places these enemy forces in captivity must not
confiscate this pass. He shall disarm them and hand them over to the nearest com-
mand point. 

Enemy armed forces who have laid down their arms or were captured as a result
of illness or injury, etc. shall be treated according to the Geneva Convention on
Treatment of Prisoners of War of August 12, 1949, that is:

“Every soldier who detains and makes captive members of enemy armed forces
must treat them humanely, protect them against insults and acts of violence, and hand
them over to a higher institution. He shall remove their weapons at the same time,
and secure documents of a military nature. Other means of personal protection, such
as gas mask, helmet, etc., means of clothing and nourishment, as well as personal
items must be left in their possession. The commanding bodies shall establish their
identity, provide for eventual medical assistance and, together with a brief descrip-
tion of the conditions of their detainment, provide for their transfer to designated
locations as soon as possible.”

According to international conventions, members of organized volunteer resist-
ance units who carry their weapons openly and fight against us lawfully must also be
treated as prisoners of war once they have been rendered harmless, as must be
detained citizens who in the course of our penetration into the rear areas of enemy
territory took up arms voluntarily and are fighting with us openly. The advantages
of POW status shall not be extended to terrorist guerrillas or a hostile population
who, despite appeals of our bodies, secretly hide and bear arms, while fighting us
unlawfully, deceitfully attacking and murdering our soldiers. 
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b) Safe Conduct (Surrender) Pass for NATO soldiers
(English Version)

[…]
The NATO soldier who carries this laissez-passer is using it as a sign of his gen-

uine wish to give himself up. He is to be disarmed, to be well looked after, to receive
food and medical attention as required and to be removed from the danger zone as
soon as possible. This holds good for a group of soldiers as well.

[…]

c) Appeal to French Soldiers

French Soldier!
Liberated France, the France of tomorrow shall need you. Your family shall need

you to take care of them, your children shall need you to bring them up, your par-
ents shall need you to provide for their comfortable old age. Your country shall need
you to give her the strength of your hands, your mind, to make her recover her
grandeur and happiness. Do you want to sacrifice your life, which is so badly need-
ed, to the war for German interests?

French soldier!
Give up fighting, save yourself for France.

Whom Shall Your Death Help?

This war, into which Americans and Germans have drawn your country, is not
your war. It is the war of North American monopolies, which attempt to subdue the
whole world under them. But what can the war bring you?

[Source: 1964, kr. 101, 17/1/1,3, VÚA. Translated by Marian J. Kratochvíl.]   
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Document No. 27: Warsaw Pact War Plan for 
the Czechoslovak Front, October 14, 1964

——————————————————————————————————————————— 

This now-famous document is the only actual war plan of either alliance that has thus
far surfaced in the public domain. Others have either not been declassified or have
been destroyed. This is a fully developed scheme as opposed to the imaginary scenario
of an exercise. It is not an overarching plan for the entire Warsaw Pact alliance, but
one designed for the Czechoslovak front, describing the Czechoslovak army’s role
within the general operations of Soviet and other Warsaw Pact armies in case of a
European war. It shows the considerable degree to which the Soviets had to rely on
the Czechoslovaks because of the location of their country and the absence of perma-
nently stationed Soviet troops on their territory.19 

There has been some debate about the document’s authenticity. Why was it pre-
served? If it was preserved, was it really a war plan? Certainly, the document describes
what should be done in case of war. It also has high-level confirmation: it is signed by
the Czechoslovak defense minister and chief of general staff and was intended for the
Czechoslovak president as supreme commander. The language was Russian, which
indicates that it was approved by the Soviets and had most probably been prepared by
them to start with. Also the fact that it was handwritten and not typed shows that care
was taken to guard its dissemination. Critics who do not believe it is authentic say that
the document is too sketchy, and does not provide enough precise instructions for each
unit. The counter-argument is that it may be characterized as a summary of the most
important features of the overall plan for the information of Czechoslovak leader
Antonín Novotný. 

There appears to be no doubt about the intention to put this plan into effect if the
right circumstances were to occur. Certainly, there is nothing in the document to indi-
cate there were reservations about local unwillingness to do so. At the same time, major
questions arise about the Warsaw Pact’s ability to carry out the plan because of the
extraordinarily swift advance through West Germany and into France it provides for.
It anticipates that in just nine days the advancing forces would reach as far as Lyon,
in central France. Moreover, the plan presumes that in the course of hostilities sever-
al dozen nuclear weapons would be exploded by both sides, yet the operating assump-
tion was that this would not prevent the onward movement of Warsaw Pact forces—
clearly a highly unrealistic view. Apparently this was not regarded as improbable at
the time, or else no one was allowed to ask whether it was feasible or not. 

____________________ 

19 Readers should refer to the discussion about this document on the PHP website at
http://www.isn.ethz.ch/php/collections/coll_1.htm. 
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“Approved” Supreme Commander
of the Armed Forces of the ČSSR 
Antonín Novotný 
1964 

Plan of Actions of the Czechoslovak People’s Army for War Time 
Map 1:500,000, published 1963 

1. Conclusions from the assessment of the enemy. The enemy could use up to 12
general military units in the Central European military theater for advancing in the
area of the Czechoslovak Front from D1 to D 7-8.

– The 2nd Army Corps of the FRG including: the 4th and 10th mechanized divi-
sions, 12th tank division, 1st airborne division and 1st mountain division,

– The 7th U.S. Army Corps including: the 24th mechanized division and 4th
armored division;

– The 1st Army of France including: 3rd mechanized division, the 1st and 7th
tank divisions, and up to two newly deployed units, including 6 tactical missile
launchers, up to 130 theater launchers and artillery, and up to 2800 tanks.

Operations of the ground troops could be supported by part of the 40th Air Force,
with up to 900 aircraft, including 250 bombers and up to 40 airborne missile launchers.

Judging by the composition of the group of NATO forces and our assessment of
the exercises undertaken by the NATO command, one could anticipate the design
of the enemy’s actions with the following goals.

To disorganize the leadership of the state and to undermine mobilization of the
armed forces by surprise nuclear strikes against the main political and economic cen-
ters of the country. 

To critically change the correlation of forces in its own favor by strikes against the
troops, airfields and communication centers.

To destroy the border troops of the Czechoslovak People’s Army in border bat-
tles, and to destroy the main group of our forces in the Western and Central Czech
Lands by building upon the initial attack.

To disrupt the arrival of strategic reserves in the regions of Krkonoše, Jeseníky,
and Moravská Brána by nuclear strikes against targets deep in our territory and by
sending airborne assault troops; to create conditions for the successful attainment of
the goals of the operation.

Judging by the enemy’s approximate operational design, the combat actions of
both sides in the initial period of the war will have the character of forward contact
battles.

The enemy’s operational group in the southern part of the FRG will force the
NATO command to gradually engage a number of their units in the battle, which
will create an opportunity for the Czechoslovak Front to defeat NATO forces unit
by unit. At the same time, that would require building a powerful first echelon in the
operational structure of the Front; and to achieve success it would require building
up reserves that would be capable of mobilizing very quickly and moving into the
area of military action in a very short time. 
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2. Upon receiving special instructions from the supreme commander of the Unified
Armed Forces, the Czechoslovak People’s Army will deploy to the Czechoslovak
Front with the following tasks:

To be ready to start advancing toward Nuremberg, Stuttgart and Munich with a
part of the forces immediately after the nuclear strike. The nuclear strike against
enemy troops should be targeted to a depth up to the line of Würzburg, Erlangen,
Regensburg, Landshut.

The immediate task is to defeat the main forces of the Central Group of the
German Army in the southern part of the FRG in cooperation with the [Soviet] 8th
Guards Army of the 1st Western Front; by the end of the first day—reach the line
of Bayreuth, Regensburg, Passau; and by the end of the second day—move to the
line of Höchstadt, Schwabach, Ingolstadt, Mühldorf, and by the fourth day of the
attack—reach the line of Mosbach, Nürtingen, Memmingen, Kaufbeuren.

In the future, building on the advance in the direction of Strasbourg, Epinal, Dijon,
to finalize the enemy’s defeat on the territory of the FRG, to force a crossing of the
Rhine river, and on the seventh or eighth day of the operation to take hold of the
line of Langres, Besançon.

Afterward, develop the advance toward Lyon.
To have the following units in the combat disposition of the Czechoslovak Front:
– the 1st and 4th Armies, 10th Air Force, 331st front missile brigade, 11th, 21st

and 31st mobile missile support base in a state of combat alert.
– the reserve center of the Army, the 3rd, 18th, 26th, and 32nd mechanized rifle

divisions, the 14th and 17th tank divisions, 22nd airborne brigade, 205th anti-
tank brigade, 303rd air defense division, and 201st and 202nd air defense
squadrons with a mobilization timetable from M1 to M3.

– the formations, units and facilities of the support and service system.
The 57th Air Force, arriving on D1 from the Carpathian military district before

the fifth or sixth day of the operation, will be operationally subordinated to the
Czechoslovak Front. If Austria keeps its neutrality on the third day of the war, one
mechanized rifle division of the Southern Group of Forces will arrive in the area of
České Budějovice and join the Czechoslovak Front. The following forces will remain
at the disposal of the Ministry of National Defense: the 7th air defense army, 24th
mechanized rifle division and 16th tank division with [mobilization] readiness M20,
reconnaissance units, and also units and facilities of the support and service system.
Under favorable conditions two missile brigades and one mobile missile support base
will arrive some time in advance on the territory of the ČSSR from the Carpathian
military district: 

– 35th missile brigade—past Český Brod, past Říčany, Zásmuky,
– 36th missile brigade—past Pacov, past Pelhřimov, past Humpolec,
– 3486th mobile missile support base—in the woods 5 kilometers to the East of

Světlá.
Upon the sounding of a combat alarm, formations and units of the Czechoslovak

People’s Army, on permanent alert, should leave their permanent location in no more
than 30 minutes, move to designated areas within 3 hours, and deploy there ready to
carry out their combat tasks. Formations, units and headquarters that do not have
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set mobilization dates, leave their locations of permanent deployment and take up
the identified areas of concentration in the period of time and in the order deter-
mined by the plan for mobilization and deployment. The following disposition of
forces is possible in the area of operations of the Czechoslovak Front for the entire
depth of the operation: 

– in divisions—1.1 to 1.0
– in tanks and mobile artillery launchers—1.0 to 1.0
– in artillery and mine-launchers—1.0 to 1.0
– in military aircraft—1.1 to 1.0, all in favor of the Czechoslovak Front.
In the first massive nuclear strike by the troops of the Missile Forces of the

Czechoslovak Front, the front aviation and long-range aviation added to the front
must destroy the main group of forces of the first operations echelon of the 7th U.S.
Army, its means of nuclear attack, and the centers of air command and control. 

During the development of the operation, the troops of the Missile Forces and air
force must destroy the approaching deep operational reserves, the newly discovered
means of nuclear attack, and the enemy air force.

Altogether the operation will require the use of 131 nuclear missiles and nuclear
bombs; specifically 96 missiles and 35 nuclear bombs. The first nuclear strike will use
41 missiles and nuclear bombs. The immediate task will require using 29 missiles and
nuclear bombs. The subsequent task could use 49 missiles and nuclear bombs. Twelve
missiles and nuclear bombs should remain in reserve for the Front.

Building on the results of the first nuclear strike, the troops of the Front, in coor-
dination with units of the 1st Western Front, must destroy the main group of forces
of the 7th U.S. Army and the 1st French Army in cooperation with airborne assault
troops, force the Neckar and Rhine rivers in movement, and defeat the enemy’s
advancing deep strategic reserves in advancing battle, and by D7-8 take control of
the areas of Langres, Besançon, and Epinal.

Upon completion of the tasks of the operation, the troops must be ready to devel-
op further advances in the direction of Lyon.

The main strike should be concentrated in the direction of Nuremberg, Stuttgart,
Strasbourg, Epinal, Dijon; part of the forces should be used in the direction of
Straubing and Munich.

The operational structure of the troops of the Czechoslovak Front is to be in one
echelon with two tank and five mechanized rifle divisions for the reserves as they
arrive and are deployed. The first echelon shall consist of the 1st and 4th armies and
the 331st front missile brigade.

The reserve of the front includes: Headquarters of the 2nd Army (reserve), mech-
anized rifle division of the Southern Group of Forces by D3, 14th tank division by
D3, 17th tank division by D4, 3rd mechanized rifle division by D3, 26th mechanized
rifle division by D4, 18th mechanized rifle division by D5, and 32nd mechanized rifle
division by D6.

Special reserves include: 22nd airborne brigade by D2, 103rd chemical warfare
battalion by D2, 6th engineering brigade by D3, and 205th antitank artillery by D4. 
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3. On the right—the 8th Guards Army of the 1st Western Front advances in the
direction of Suhl, Bad Kissingen, and Worms and with part of its forces to Bamberg.

The separation line with the Army is the ČSSR-GDR border as far as Aš, then
Bayreuth, Mosbach, and Sarrebourg, Chaumont (all points exclusively for the
Czechoslovak Front). 

The meeting point with the 8th Guards Army should be supported by the forces
and means of the Czechoslovak Front.

On the left—the Southern Group of Forces and the Hungarian People’s Army
will cover the state borders of Hungary.

The dividing line with them: the state border of the ČSSR with the Hungarian
People’s Republic, and then the northern borders of Austria, Switzerland, and Italy. 

4. The 1st Army (19th and 20th mechanized rifle divisions, 1st and 13th tank divi-
sions, 311th artillery missile brigade) with the 312th heavy artillery brigade, the 33rd
antitank artillery brigade without the 7th antitank artillery regiment, the 2nd bridge-
building brigade without the 71st bridge-building battalion, and the 351st and 352nd
engineering battalions of the 52nd engineering brigade.

The immediate task is to defeat the enemy’s group of the 2nd Army Corps of the
FRG and the 7th U.S. Army in interaction with the 8th Guards Army of the 1st
Western Front, and to develop the advance in the direction of Neustadt, Nuremberg,
Ansbach, and with a part of the forces in interaction with units of the 8th Guards
Army in the direction of Bamberg, by D1 to take control of the line of Bayreuth,
Amberg, Schmidmühlen; and by the end of D2 to arrive at the line of Höchstadt,
Schwabach, Heiden.

The further task is to advance in the direction of Ansbach, Crailsheim, Stuttgart;
to defeat the advancing operational reserves of the enemy, and by the end of D4 take
control of the line past Mosbach, Bietigheim, Nürtingen.

Subsequently to be ready to develop the advance in the direction of Stuttgart,
Strasbourg, Epinal.

The dividing line on the left is Poběžovice, Schwandorf, Weissenburg, Heiden-
heim, Reutlingen (all the points except Heidenheim are inclusive for the 1st Army).

Headquarters—in the forest 1 kilometer south of Stříbro.
The axis of the movement is Stříbro, Grafenwöhr, Ansbach, Schwäbisch Hall. 

5. The 4th Army (2nd and 15th mechanized rifle divisions, 4th and 9th tank divi-
sions, 321st artillery missile brigade) with the 7th antitank artillery brigade and 33rd
antitank artillery brigade, 71st bridge-building battalion of the 2nd bridge-building
brigade, 92nd bridge-building battalion and 353rd engineering battalion.

The immediate task is to defeat the enemy group of the 2nd Army Corps of the
FRG in cooperation with the troops of the 1st Army and to develop the advance in
the direction of Regensburg, Ingolstadt, Donauwörth, and with a part of the forces
in the direction of Straubing, Munich; and by the end of D1 to take control of the
line of Schmidmühlen, Regensburg, Passau; by the end of D2—Eichstätt, Moosburg,
Mühldorf.
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The subsequent task is to advance in the direction of Donauwörth, Ulm, to defeat
the advancing formations of the 1st French Army and by the end of D4 to take con-
trol of the line Metzingen, Memmingen, Kaufbeuren. 

Subsequently to be ready to develop the advance in the direction of Ulm, Mulhouse,
Besançon. Headquarters—6 kilometers northwest of Strakonice.

The axis of movement is Strakonice, Klatovy, Falkenstein, Kelheim, Rennerts-
hofen, Burgau. 

6. The Missile Forces of the Front must destroy the group of forces of the 7th U.S.
Army, a part of the forces of the 2nd Army Corps of the FRG, and part of the enemy’s
air defense forces in the first nuclear strike.

Subsequently, the main efforts should be concentrated on defeating the advanc-
ing operational and strategic reserves and also the enemy’s newly discovered means
of nuclear attack.

In order to fulfill the tasks set for the front, the following ammunition shall be used:
– for the immediate task—44 operational-tactical and tactical missiles with nuclear

warheads;
– for the subsequent task—42 operational-tactical and tactical missiles with nuclear

warheads;
– for unexpected tasks—10 operational-tactical and tactical missiles with nuclear

warheads shall be left in the Front’s reserve.
The commander of Missile Forces shall receive special assembly brigades with

special ammunition, which shall be transferred to the Czechoslovak Front in the fol-
lowing areas: 2 kilometers to the East of Jablonec, and 3 kilometers to the East of
Michalovce. 

The use of special ammunition20—only with permission of the supreme commander
of the Unified Armed Forces. 

7. Aviation. The 10th Air Force—the 1st fighter division, 2nd and 34th fighter-
bomber division, 25th bomber squadron, 46th air transport division, 47th air recon-
naissance squadron and 45th air reconnaissance squadron for target guidance.

Combat tasks:
With the first nuclear strike, to destroy part of the forces of the 2nd Army Corps

of the FRG, two command and targeting centers, and part of the enemy’s air defense
forces.

Upon the beginning of combat actions, to suppress part of the enemy’s air defense
forces in the following regions: Roding, Kirchroth, Hohenfels, Amberg, Pfreimd,
Nagel, and Erbendorf.

To uncover and destroy the operational and tactical means of nuclear attack, and
air command and control forces in the following regions: Weiden, Nabburg, Amberg,
Grafenwöhr, Hohenfels, Regensburg, and Erlangen.

During the operation to give intensive support to the combat actions of thetroops
at the front: on D1—6 group sorties of fighter bombers, from D2 to D5—8 group 

20 Nuclear weapons. 
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group sorties of fighter bombers and bombers daily, and from D6 to D8—6 group 
sorties of fighter bombers and bombers daily. The main effort should be concentrated
on supporting the troops of the 1st Army.

In cooperation with forces and means of air defense of the country, fronts and
neighbors—to cover the main group of forces of the Front against enemy air strikes.

To ensure the landing of reconnaissance troops and general airborne forces on
D1 and D2 to the rear of the enemy.

To ensure airborne landing of the 22nd airborne brigade on D4 in the area north
of Stuttgart, or on D5 in the area of Rastatt, or on D6 in the area to the east of Mul-
house.

To carry out air reconnaissance concentrating the main effort in the direction of
Nuremberg, Stuttgart, and Strasbourg with the goal of locating the means of nuclear
attack, and in order to determine in time the beginning of operations and the direc-
tion of the enemy’s advancing operational reserves.

In order to fulfill the tasks set for the front, it will be necessary to use the follow-
ing weapons:

– for the immediate task—10 nuclear bombs;
– for subsequent tasks—7 nuclear bombs;
– for resolving unexpectedly arising tasks—2 nuclear bombs shall be left in the

Front’s reserve.
The 57th Air Force, consisting of the 131st fighter division, 289th fighter-bomber

squadron, 230th and 733rd bomber squadron and 48th air reconnaissance squadron,
arriving by D1 from the Carpathian military district, is to remain under operational
subordination to the Czechoslovak Front until the fifth to sixth day for 5 army sorties. 

The Army has determined the limit of: combat sets of air bombs—3, combat sets
of air-to-air missiles—2, combat sets of aviation cartridges—2, and fuel—3 rounds of
army refueling.

Combat tasks:
– in cooperation with the 10th Air Force, to find and destroy the enemy’s means

of nuclear attack, its aviation and command and control centers with a con-
centration of the main efforts in the direction of Nuremberg, Strasbourg;

– to support combat actions of troops at the Front when they force the Naab,
Neckar and Rhine rivers, and when they counter an attack by the enemy;

– to support combat actions by the 22nd airborne brigade in its landing areas;
– to protect the troops at the front from enemy air strikes;
– to carry out air reconnaissance with concentration of the main effort on dis-

covering the enemy’s means of nuclear attack and deep operational and strate-
gic reserves.

The 184th heavy bomber squadron of long-range aviation should use nuclear bombs
in the first nuclear strike against the headquarters of the 2nd Army Corps of the
FRG, the 7th U.S. Army, 2nd/40 Corporal artillery battalion, 2nd/82 Corporal artillery
battalion, 5th/73 Sergeant artillery battalion, and the main group of forces of the 4th
mechanized division and 12th tank division of the 2nd Army Corps of the FRG. Total
use of nuclear bombs—16. Use of special combat ammunition—only with permis-
sion of the supreme commander of the Unified Armed Forces. 
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8. Air Defense 
7th Air Defense Army of the country—2nd and 3rd air defense corps.
Combat tasks:
– in cooperation with air defense forces of the Front and the air defense of the

neighbors in the unified air defense system of the Warsaw Treaty countries, to
repel massive enemy air strikes by concentrating main efforts in the direction
Karlsruhe, Prague, Ostrava.

– not to allow enemy reconnaissance and air strikes against our groups of forces,
especially in the area of the Czech Lands, against aircraft on the airfields, and
against important political and economic centers of the country, as well as com-
munications centers. The main effort should be concentrated on protecting the
areas of Prague, Ostrava, Brno and Bratislava;

– upon the beginning of combat actions, troops of the Czechoslovak Front, with
anti-aircraft missile forces, to continue to defend the most important areas and
objects of the country, with fighter aircraft forces to defend objects at the Front
following the advancing troops.

Air Defense troops of the Front
Combat tasks: 
– Upon the beginning of combat action at the Front, to take part in the general

air defense system of the Warsaw Treaty countries with all forces and resour-
ces to cover the main group of the Front’s troops.

– During the operation, in cooperation with the 7th Air Defense Army, units of
the 10th and 57th Air Force and the air defense of the 1st Western Front, to
cover the troops at the front from enemy air strikes as they pass over the bor-
der mountains, and also during the crossing of the Neckar and Rhine rivers to
cover the missile forces and command and control centers. 

9. The 22nd airborne brigade is to be ready to be deployed from the region of Pros-
tějov, Niva, Brodek to the region north of Stuttgart on D4 or to the region of Rastatt
on D5, or to the region to the east of Mulhouse on D6 with the task of capturing and
holding river crossings on the Neckar or Rhine rivers until the arrival of our troops. 

10. Reserves of the Front.
The 3rd, 18th, 26th, and 32nd mechanized rifle divisions of the Southern Group of

Forces, and the 14th and 17th tank divisions are to concentrate in the regions desig-
nated on the decision map in the period from D3 to D5.

The 6th engineering brigade by D3 is to be concentrated in the region of Panenský
Týnec, and Bor, past Slaný, to be ready to ensure forcing of the Neckar and Rhine
rivers by the troops at the Front.

The 103rd chemical warfare battalion from D2 is to be stationed in the region of
Hluboš, past Příbram, past Dobříš. The main effort of radiation reconnaissance should
be concentrated in the region of Hořovice, Blovice, and Sedlčany.

Objects of special treatment should be deployed in areas where command and
control centers at the Front and the 331st front brigade are deployed, as well as in
the regions where reserve divisions at the Front are concentrated. 
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11. Material Maintenance of the Rear. The main effort in the material mainte-
nance of the rear of the troops of the Front should be concentrated throughout the
entire depth of the operation in the area of the 1st Army’s advance. 

To support the troops of the 1st Army, the 10th and 57th Air Forces should deploy
to the forward front base number 1 and the base of the 10th Air Force in the region
to the West of Pilsen by the end of D2; troops of the 4th Army should deploy the
forward front base number 2 in the region to the south of Pilsen. 

A field pipeline is to be deployed in the direction of Roudnice, Pilsen, Nurem-
berg, and Karlsruhe and used to supply aircraft fuel.

The rebuilding of railroads should be planned in the directions of Cheb-Nuremberg
or Domažlice-Schwandorf-Regensburg-Donauwörth.

Two roads should be built following the 1st Army, and one front road through-
out the entire depth of the operation following the 4th Army.

The ČSSR Ministry of National Defense will assign material resources, including
full replacement of ammunition used during the operation for the troops at the
Czechoslovak Front.

Support for the 57th Air Force should be planned taking into account the mate-
rial resources located in the territory of the ČSSR for the Unified Command.

Use of material resources should be planned as follows:
– ammunition—45,000 tons
– combustible-lubricating oil—93, 000 tons
– including aircraft fuel—40, 000 tons
– missile fuel:
– oxidizer—220 tons
– missile fuel—70 tons
Automobile transportation at the Front should be able to supply the troops with

70, 000 tons of cargo during the operation. 
Transportation for the troops should be able to carry 58,000 tons of cargo. By the

end of the operation the troops should have 80 percent of mobile reserves available.
In D1 and D2 a hospital bed network for 10-12,000 sick and wounded personnel is
to be deployed. 

By the end of the operation the hospital bed network should cover 18 percent of
the hospital losses of the Front. 

12. Headquarters at the Front should be deployed from “X” plus 6 hours—5 kilo-
meters to the east of Strašice. The axis of movement—Heilbronn, Horb, Epinal. 

Reserve Command Post—forest, to the north of Březová
Advanced Command Post—forest 5 kilometers to the east of Dobřany 
Rear Command Post—Jince-Obecnice 
Reserve Rear Command Post—past Dobřany, Slapy, past Mníšek 
Headquarters of MNO—object K-116, Prague.
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Minister of National Defense of the ČSSR
General of the Army [signed] Bohumír Lomský

Chief of the General Staff of the Czechoslovak People’s Army
Colonel General [signed] Otakar Rytíř 
Head of the Operations Department of the General Staff
Major General [signed] Václav Vitanovský 
October 11, 1964 
[…]

Executed by Major General Jan Voštera
[signed] Gen. Voštera
October 14, 1964

[Source: 008074/ZD-OS 64, pp. 1–18, VÚA. Translated by Svetlana Savranskaya
and Anna Locher.]    
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Document No. 28: Warsaw Pact Intelligence on NATO’s 
Strategy and Combat Readiness, 1965 

——————————————————————————————————————————— 

This paper by the Intelligence Department of the Czechoslovak General Staff exam-
ines the United States’ flexible response strategy under consideration by NATO. Presi-
dent John F. Kennedy had introduced the new strategy soon after entering the White
House in 1961, intending to replace the doctrine of massive retaliation. Although it
would take NATO until 1967 to make the switch, the Warsaw Pact assumed that this
would eventually happen and began to prepare for what was to come. This paper, obvi-
ously based on Soviet materials and marked for restricted circulation, concludes that
the appearance of the new strategy is an indication that massive retaliation has failed.
The authors see the new approach as clearly more aggressive, since massive retaliation
implied a defensive reaction whereas the new strategy, they point out, aims at exploit-
ing the weaknesses of the East European communist countries. They warn that the
Warsaw Pact should be prepared for a general war unleashed by the West. The unstat-
ed conclusion is that the more aggressive new policy justifies the Pact’s own offensive
strategy. In other words, no change is required from current posture.

____________________ 

[…] The NATO Command holds that regarding the current correlation of forces
between the socialist states and the capitalist ones, not only an all-out nuclear war
but also a limited one is possible. In accordance with that, a theory of limited war-
fare has been elaborated, which has been reflected in the operational preparedness
of the Allied armed forces in the Central European theater, particularly during the
last few years. 

[…] Limited warfare represents a twofold issue. On the one hand, adequate forces
must be assigned in order to reach their given assignment with sufficient speed. On
the other hand, armed forces must be employed in such a way that the risk of exten-
sion of a limited war into a general one is to be avoided as much as possible. Since
the West has not deployed enough conventional forces in Europe, the necessity of a
limited nuclear strike during the forthcoming war has been [seriously] considered.

[…] The limited war concept, as advanced by the United States in particular, should
ensure the gradual attainment of military and political goals with minimal risk of
launching a general nuclear war, as the U.S. Command has been increasingly aware
of its destructiveness.

In NATO’s opinion, a general nuclear war may be launched following a shorter
or longer period of increasing international tension; or else quite suddenly, should
an advantageous military and political situation arise. One of these advantageous
conditions for launching such a war could be an aggravation of political conflicts and
economic problems in the states of one or the other coalition leading, for example,
to an enforced restriction of the armed forces. Another eventuality, considered as
the most probable lately, would be the transformation of a limited war into a gen-
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eral nuclear one due to the gradual abandoning of particular restraints. Such trans-
formation might also be caused by a disproportional reaction to the measures applied
by one of the countries waging war, by a misunderstanding of signals, or by human
or equipment failure. The launch of a surprise general nuclear war [now] takes pri-
ority in the plans of NATO’s command. 

[…] The clash is supposed to be a response to the direct or indirect threat to nation-
al security, when no other option would offer hopes of reaching the requisite politi-
cal goals. This—rather vague—definition implies that the NATO Command, and the
United States in particular, still reckon with the eventuality of a general nuclear war,
which would be launched by themselves. 

The present strategic concept of so-called “flexible response”, which includes wag-
ing limited wars and—under advantageous or, on the contrary, hopeless conditions—
a general war is obviously aggressive, hazardous and, in its consequences, dangerous
from the military and political points of view. The theory of limited war itself seems
rather inconsistent, full of theoretically unclear issues, in particular with regard to
the political and military aims of the war, the assignment of forces and means, and
the choice of targets. The NATO Command is obviously uncertain on issues relat-
ing to the proper mechanisms of such warfare in a theater where even in peace time
strong formations from both camps face each other. Here, even a partial failure would
probably be evaluated as a good reason to abandon any limitations that were intend-
ed at the beginning. The issue of employing nuclear weapons during a limited war
has not been completely resolved yet. The NATO Command principle of first-use of
nuclear weapons during a conventional conflict if their troops were to suffer serious
losses, or if important land areas were to be lost, or generally, if the intended polit-
ical goals could not be reached by means of conventional warfare, make this theory
highly problematic, in particular if applied to conditions in the Central European
theater. […] 

As opinions on the possibilities of launching a war and on warfare itself have been
undergoing changes, and following the FRG and other European NATO members’
initiatives, a new concept was adopted in 1963 called “Forward Defense”. This con-
cept covers, more or less exclusively, the territory of the FRG only. In essence, this
concept includes the elaboration and application of the new principles to conditions
in the European theater. The intention is to wage active warfare already from the
FRG’s eastern border to avoid the loss of its territory and to create conditions for
launching offensive operations, and to transfer fighting to the territories of the GDR
and ČSSR within short periods of time.

[…] The Impact of Strategic Concepts on the Operational Preparedness of NATO’s
Armed Forces. 

The operational preparedness of the Allied armed forces also revealed their adop-
tion of a strategic concept oriented toward the option to launch both a general nuclear
war and local wars with the use of conventional or nuclear weapons. […] 

More extensive exercises until circa 1960 were conducted on the “Massive
Retaliation” concept based on mass application of all kinds of nuclear weapons in
case of any armed conflict between the two camps, on waging a flexible defense aimed
at gaining time for mobilization, on the concentration of reserves, and on prepara-
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tions for the transition to a counterattack. The air force was almost the sole means
of conducting a nuclear attack. […]

All exercises at that time were aimed at training for defensive operations. That
corresponded with the then-existing concept, mission and tasks of the NATO ground
forces. Their scenarios presumed an extended period of growing threat of war, which
allowed the timely assumption of combat readiness by the troops, the implementa-
tion of certain mobilization measures, and the preparation of a pre-planned opera-
tional configuration. As the air force dominated among the strategic means of nuclear
attack, any eventuality to initiate war with complete surprise was effectively exclud-
ed. […] 

[…] Major changes in exercise scenarios appeared as the “Massive Retaliation”
concept was abandoned in favor of the “Forward Strategy.” These exercises result-
ed from NATO’s concept to wage limited war in the European theater, at least tem-
porarily. Hostilities had usually been started and carried on for a shorter period of
time as defensive operations. At this stage, exclusively conventional weapons were
used; in later stages, however, nuclear weapons of operational-tactical and tactical
range were employed, usually from several hours up to several days after the initia-
tion of operations. The NATO armed forces usually employed nuclear weapons in
case the opponent delivered a nuclear strike first. 

At that time, the period of growing threat of war was much shorter. Accordingly,
time schedules for combat readiness were shortened as well. The decrease in the time
necessary for preparation and achievement of combat readiness offered a chance to
avoid early detection and application of countermeasures by the enemy, thus facili-
tating an operational surprise. 

With the adoption of “Forward Defense,” the operational formation of troops has
changed substantially as compared with exercises carried out prior to 1960, in par-
ticular by the Central Group of Armies […]. The front echelon consists of two armies
(7th U.S. Army, 1st French Army), while instead of the former, second echelon
reserves are being formed, consisting of one or two groups. Other significant features
include the commitment of French groupings (3rd Mechanized Division, 1st Armored
Division) with the front echelon in the zone facing the ČSSR, or the operational sub-
ordination of the 2nd West German Army Corps to the 1st French Army. These
measures have substantially reinforced the right flank of the Central Group of Armies
in both the Pilsen—Nuremberg and in the Linz—Munich directions. 

These conceptual changes have been reflected in the operational conduct of the
initial combat period as well. Although the allied NATO forces initially practiced a
mobile defense during these exercises, their troops were considerably more active
and the entire combat phase was shorter (2-3 days). The intended depth of retreat
was considerably reduced, too (120 km maximum). Although a kick-off into coun-
terattack was not trained for, the defensive phase was terminated with strong count-
er-strikes with the intention to initiate the counterattack much earlier than before. 

[…] The Limited War concept has been trained for in the Central European the-
ater since 1962, initially within the framework of an army group (exercises “Grand
Slam” I and II), in 1963 within the framework of the overall Central European the-
ater (“Lion Ver” exercise) and in 1964 in Europe as such (Fallex-64 maneuvers). 
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Before 1964, NATO forces employed nuclear weapons only after their use by the
enemy. In 1964, nuclear weapons were employed first to eliminate the breach in their
defenses and the successful initiation of a hostile attack. The enemy’s response—
unlimited usage of nuclear weapons as retaliation—resulted in general nuclear war. 

[…] Nuclear weapons were employed in 1962 during Day 3 (46 hrs) of combat
operations to halt the enemy permanently 50 to 150 km from the border; in 1963, it
was only 10 hours after the initiation of combat activities, with the intention of equal-
izing the adverse ratio of forces. The enemy’s attack was halted after an advance of
30 to 100 km. In the ČSSR, their success was negligible. During the 1964 fall maneu-
vers, nuclear weapons were used some 34 hours after the outbreak, as the front defen-
sive line was broken through to a depth of 30-80 km from the borders. 

[…] The completed exercises indicate that the Allied armed forces are not capa-
ble of waging combat activities successfully for a longer period without employing
nuclear weapons. This is due to the adverse ratio of forces, which would become even
more apparent during the opening days of conventional warfare. NATO command
therefore considers the readiness of its forces to wage a general nuclear war as one
of the important conditions for waging a limited war successfully.

[…] Summary, Conclusions
[…] Among the national staffs, those prepared best are the U.S. Army staffs in

Germany, who carried through intensive preparations throughout the year. Aside
from their participation in Allied exercises, they carried out extensive exercises as a
national army. 

The West German army staffs achieved the objectives of operational prepared-
ness. During the Allied exercises, they demonstrated their ability to fulfill their tasks
within the framework of the Allied forces. The higher staffs are mostly manned with
officers of the former Hitler army who possess extensive combat experience; their
advanced age will soon become a problem, however. Their level of operational pre-
paredness is the closest to that of the U.S. Army. 

The best prepared staffs of the French army are those of its 1st Army. The pre-
paredness of the staffs on French territory has been rather intense lately. The inten-
tion is to eliminate the deficits caused by many years of colonial wars, plus to reach
the level of preparedness common among the American staffs. However, they also
possess enormous experience in the organization and direction of combat activities
under special conditions. 

[Source: MNO-GŠ/05, 1965, sg. 31/1–8, VÚA. Translated by Marian J. Kratochvíl.]   
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