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Document No. 29: Albanian Note to the Political 
Consultative Committee, January 15, 1965 

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

The Albanian government sent this note to other Warsaw Pact members in advance of
a PCC meeting. The note was presented as a substitute for the Albanians’ presence at
the session. In it, the Albanians declare that Khrushchev, who was recently deposed,
violated the principles of the Warsaw Pact by arbitrarily obstructing their participation
in the alliance, and argue furthermore that the Soviet Union broke bilateral treaties with
Tirana. They particularly criticize the Soviet military for appropriating eight submarines
the Albanians claimed were theirs. For this and other breaches, the Albanians appeal
to the PCC to condemn Moscow, and ask that various conditions be put in place to
guarantee full and equal participation for all alliance members. These conditions include
restitution by the Soviet Union of all damages arising from the rupture of relations and
termination of economic assistance as well as the resumption of diplomatic relations.
Intriguingly, the Albanians also demand annulment of the 1963 Nuclear Test Ban Treaty
between the Soviet Union, United States and Great Britain on the grounds that it had
been signed without consultation with Warsaw Pact members. The memo also asserts
that the Warsaw Pact must defend the GDR and that a separate peace treaty with it
should be concluded, rejecting what it calls Khrushchev’s “capitulationist” policy on
this issue. Another interesting demand is that, as a counter-measure to the Multilateral
Force (MLF) project that envisaged the sharing of U.S. nuclear weapons among the
NATO allies, the Warsaw Pact should allow for similar sharing by all its members. Far
from being sympathetic, the PCC responded by excluding Albania from participation
in all future deliberations of the alliance.

____________________ 

Comrades!
The government of the People’s Republic of Albania has received the note of Ja-

nuary 5, 1965, in which the government of the People’s Republic of Poland—as the
government of the host country of the PCC meeting—invites the People’s Republic
of Albania to attend the meeting of the Warsaw Treaty’s Political Consultative
Committee taking place in Warsaw on January 19, 1965.

The government of the People’s Republic of Albania considers it necessary to
explain its point of view in this context: […] 

Following the orders of the Soviet government under N. Khrushchev, the People’s
Republic of Albania had been, completely arbitrarily as well as illegally, de facto ex-
cluded from the Warsaw Treaty since 1961.

[…] In order to join meetings of the Warsaw Treaty […] it is necessary for the Al-
banian government that the following legitimate demands be met in advance:

I. All arbitrary violations of the stipulations and spirit of the Warsaw Treaty
which the Soviet government has committed against the People’s Republic of Albania
must be acknowledged as illegal and hostile actions, and condemned. […]

II. The Albanian government demands that the Soviet government return imme-
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diately all armament and other military equipment belonging to the People’s Republic
of Albania, and reimburse the damage the Albanian economy has suffered in order
to guarantee the defense of the People’s Republic of Albania and of the socialist
bloc. [Albania also demands] restitution of the damage caused by unilateral cancel-
lation of loans, agreements, and various economic arrangements. The Soviet gov-
ernment immediately and courageously must amend the disastrous error of break-
ing diplomatic relations with Albania. […]

III. […] 
IV. The Albanian government rightfully requests: 
a) Original copies of minutes of meetings in which the unlawful decisions against

the People’s Republic of Albania were discussed and made […]
b) For the purpose of their complete information: all minutes and decisions which

were taken in the meantime during public and internal meetings of the mem-
ber-states of the Warsaw Treaty and its political and military bodies. 

c) […] For the purpose of complete information, the Albanian government demands
copies of all reports, contributions and decisions on all these questions which
have been taken up by the leading organs of the Warsaw Treaty during the
four-year period in which Albania was arbitrarily deprived of its right to par-
ticipate in meetings of the member-states. 

d) The Albanian government demands to know whether the Moscow treaty ban-
ning nuclear tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water, signed
by the Soviet Union, the United States of America and England on August 5,
1963, was based on a collective decision of the member-states of the Warsaw
Treaty […]. The Albanian government attributes crucial importance to this
question, for if there was a collective decision it is unlawful […], because it
would outrageously contravene the Warsaw Treaty as well as the common pol-
icy and line of the socialist states. […]

The Albanian government attaches utmost urgency to the rectification of the dis-
astrous errors of the Soviet government, first and foremost in [the following ways]:

a) A peace treaty with the German Democratic Republic must be signed as soon as
possible. […]

b) The organization of the Warsaw Treaty must proclaim publicly that, in the event
the United States of America provides Germany with nuclear weapons as part
of the Multilateral Force, as a countermeasure all socialist countries would be
equipped with nuclear weapons. 

c) The Moscow [Limited Nuclear Test Ban] Treaty must be revoked as quickly as
possible by the Soviet government and the signatory governments of the social-
ist countries […]

The government of the People’s Republic of Albania calls on the friendly gov-
ernments of the member-states of the Warsaw Treaty to denounce the policy of sur-
render to American imperialism which the Soviet government under N. Khrushchev
attempted to impose on the Warsaw Treaty, and to adopt a true Marxist–Leninist
policy as soon as possible. […]

[Source: ZK SED, DY/30, 3388, SAPMO. Translated by Karen Riechert.]
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Document No. 30: Minutes of Discussion at Political Consultative 
Committee Meeting in Warsaw, January 20, 1965 

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

This gathering of the PCC turned out to be the most contentious to date. It was the first
session after the downfall of Khrushchev in June 1964, and also the first to be convened
at the initiative of a member other than the Soviet Union—the GDR. One of the con-
troversial subjects of discussion was non-proliferation. This was an important issue
because it represented the next phase in the process of establishing some control over
nuclear weapons following the 1963 Limited Test Ban Treaty. The matter had particu-
lar resonance for the Warsaw Pact in the context of the MLF, since the acceptance of
the principle of non-proliferation by all sides would have had the important effect of
denying West Germany access to nuclear weapons. Perhaps more importantly, given
that the MLF was practically moribund at this point, the issue also related to China,
which had exploded its first atomic bomb in 1964. The question was how and whether
Beijing’s nuclear program could be constrained in view of the opposition by the Chinese,
as well as the French, to any restrictions that would not also be binding on the super-
powers. 

Within the Warsaw Pact, Romania took the lead in opposing the draft of the Non-
proliferation Treaty (NPT) the Soviets had been preparing to negotiate with the United
States. In doing so, the Romanians were basically taking the Chinese position, mak-
ing the case that the Treaty currently being negotiated by the superpowers did not take
account of the interests of others, and should be opposed as a violation of the princi-
ple of equal national sovereignty. 

This meeting offers valuable insight into how complex relations had become with-
in the Pact, how far Moscow’s authority among its members had declined, how the
Sino-Soviet rift influenced intra-bloc ties, and how far Romania was willing to go in
adopting a position that was opposed by the Soviet Union.

____________________ 

[…] 
[Gheorghe Gheorgiu-] Dej: Please allow me to say a few words, although I will

not say anything new that I have not already said at our meeting. It has to do above
all else with the idea of the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons and the inclusion
of a relevant formulation in the Communiqué [from the meeting]. We already spoke
of our position regarding the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons. It is true that
today many countries, including the USA, are coming forward regarding the non-
proliferation of nuclear weapons. And not only the USA. Other countries as well
(e.g. India) which want to exploit this idea with the goal of linking it to a definite
campaign, having as its goal the condemnation of China for the tests it conducted
with an atomic weapon. The Indian government, as far as we know, gave instructions
to its representatives in other countries to sound out the situation, along with the
stance of these countries regarding the aforementioned problem, because it seeks to
bring its campaign before the United Nations assembly. It is directed against People’s
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China. […] The government of India wants to demand a harsh condemnation of
People’s China at the U.N.

The question arises whether it is useful for us at this time to link the matter [of
the Multilateral Force, MLF] with the question of nonproliferation of nuclear weapons
[…] when all our exertions are directed against the creation of multilateral nuclear
forces. We can think about it, or even better, establish contacts with representatives
of China, Korea, Vietnam and other socialist countries and bring them over to our
side, to a position opposed to the creation of the MLF. We would achieve in this way
at the very least a unity of stances among the socialist countries on this very impor-
tant international issue. We are not presenting the issue in a way that would oppose
the campaign directed against third countries. For us it has to do with the actions of
the Indian government, with which our countries maintain good relations; we should
use them to influence [India] not to use the tribunal of the U.N. against People’s
China. It cannot be ruled out that this is connected with the stance of the USA, which
is also presenting the matter of China in the very same way. […]

Right now, the government of India is expanding its efforts. We have expressed
our regret about this, and it is an unpleasant surprise that the Indian government is
undertaking such efforts. Why is it not so sensitive, for example, with regard to the
MLF, the question of prohibiting nuclear weapons, or the arms race? Nevertheless,
it wants to create a scandal at the U.N. out of the Chinese matter. This will lead to
a worsening of relations between China and India and—it cannot be ruled out—to
other unpleasant things. For both the former and the latter country are beginning to
engage each other in this way. We have to think out what we should do, [and] we
have to appeal to the governments of other countries, in order to calm [the situation]
and to approach sensibly the […] resolution of controversial problems. […]

I would like to declare with total conviction that we will be making a mistake if
we include in the communiqué such a formulation [i.e., supporting nonproliferation].
The government of India will not fail to exploit it, and we will not be able to oppose
it. […]

Ulbricht: We have to be guided by the fundamental danger. And the fundamen-
tal danger now is the USA–FRG atomic bloc. In this regard we must take into account
that the Bonn government is the only one putting forward revanchist demands. This
does not concern India or any other states. That is, the danger of proliferation of
atomic weapons lies in the fact that the FRG will receive such weapons, which it will
use for its revanchist goals. That is where the main danger lies that we should come
out against.

The Romanian comrades, however, are trying to skirt the problem and turn atten-
tion to India’s initiative. [Dej tried to respond at this point.]

Let me finish, Comrade Dej, I did not interrupt you.
The attempt to skirt the fundamental problem represents a great danger for the

countries of the Warsaw Pact because it would mean that they are not coming out
against the proliferation of atomic weapons. The FRG will receive the right to joint-
ly decide upon the use of nuclear arms, and we are supposed to just declare that we
are in favor of a treaty on the non-use of such arms?

Currently, the fact of possession of nuclear arms creates a specific situation in
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itself, and leads to certain activities. This is a very complex problem. We believe that
the most realistic move is to strive for the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons.

The USA possesses nuclear weapons and the most important question now is in
what way and under what conditions it will give the Federal Republic of Germany
access to them, how broad of a right the FRG will have to use these arms. In this lies
the main danger.

I am certain that the Chinese comrades will support our stance. They told us that
they are against multilateral nuclear forces among the NATO countries, that they
are against the proliferation of nuclear weapons by the USA and their transfer to
the FRG, and I believe that this is the most proper point of view. I do not doubt that
we will easily be able to agree with the Chinese comrades, because this is not a mat-
ter that is open to discussion.

Dej: If the Chinese comrades respond in the affirmative, then I will carry out a
self-criticism not only before you, but also before the Chinese Comrades.

Ulbricht: But we have come together here as the countries of the Warsaw Pact to
talk about a concrete enemy. We cannot consult about all our resolutions in advance
with every country. After all, we have a treaty that was concluded by certain states.
In signing it, we agreed to a particular order that we have to abide by.

We believe that the formulation on the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons must
be added to the communiqué. If we do not include this formulation, it will mean that
we are not against the West Germans receiving atomic weapons.

If we come forward only later—after the FRG receives these weapons—with a
proposal forbidding the use of these weapons, it will not be any policy. The Chinese
comrades will not do that, they will not sign.

I ask you, Comrade Dej, are you in favor of our going on record in the commu-
niqué that we are against the proliferation of nuclear weapons in the form of the
MLF—which would mean that the West Germans will receive the right to partici-
pate in the use and concentration of these weapons or, to put it bluntly, will mean
the joint atomic armament of the USA and the FRG?

Should we go on record in the communiqué in this fashion? What do you think?
Dej: We completely agree that it be recorded in the communiqué that we all believe

that the Germans should not achieve access to nuclear weapons. But we cannot link
this idea with the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons. For that is a much broader
idea. We can link it to the regime established in Germany on the basis of the treaties
concluded after the Second World War.

Ulbricht: You speak of the Germans—which Germans do you mean?
Dej: The Federal Republic of Germany.
Novotný: We should specify certain things. The Americans, for example, also assert

that the FRG cannot receive nuclear weapons. We do not want that—they say—and
for that very reason we are organizing joint nuclear forces.

For us, it has to do with the West Germans not receiving nuclear weapons in any
form.

Dej: We should write in the communiqué that the FRG cannot receive nuclear
weapons in any form.

Novotný: Such a situation has now developed that we must take a stance. Either
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accept it as it is, or work to change the situation. And the question here does not
apply just to Germany.

Gomułka: Clarifies the Polish stance regarding the MLF. We assess the multilat-
eral nuclear forces as a proliferation of nuclear weapons to states that do not yet pos-
sess them. That is why we are coming out against these forces, without limiting the
question to the FRG and the NATO states.

The Romanian comrades—and as Comrade Dej assert—also the Chinese com-
rades speak only of the FRG and NATO.

Dej: It has to do only with the FRG and preventing it from gaining access to nuclear
weapons.

Gomułka: For us the term “MLF” is a synonym for the term “proliferation.” Tell
us yourselves: If German units join the multilateral nuclear forces under an American
command that receives nuclear weapons—is that not a proliferation of nuclear
weapons? And 25 battleships?

After all, these are only the first steps. Schooling German units in the USA and
preparing them to handle nuclear weapons—is that proliferation?

[Ion Gheorghe] Maurer1: Of course.
Gomułka: For me it is a matter of not dividing these matters, that the MLF be

treated as a proliferation of nuclear weapons. We are against that. The Romanian
comrades agree with us in our assessment of the MLF, and if they agree—they should
also come out against the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

But you, Comrades, apply this only to the FRG and not to all the NATO coun-
tries. I think that you would also not want other NATO countries—e.g., Turkey,
Belgium, Holland, etc.—to possess nuclear weapons. You should also specify this.

If we proceed only with that proposal—that will be our weakness, because when
they ask us about other countries, we will have nothing to say.

Second, for some reason, Comrade Dej has not taken into account the fact that
the current situation is somewhat different than several months ago. Before the exper-
imental detonation of an atomic weapon in China, the idea of nonproliferation of
nuclear weapons was also leveled directly against the Chinese Republic. Now, this
problem no longer exists. China counts itself among the nuclear powers, and we are
not coming out against China. This means that there is a different situation.

Let us see now what the intentions of the Chinese comrades are in this regard, to
which countries the People’s Republic of China would like to proliferate nuclear
weapons. I do not know which [countries], and I think that the PRC absolutely does
not want to proliferate these weapons. But the danger lies in the fact that such coun-
tries as Japan and India—i.e., the very two countries that are coming out against the
PRC—can produce atomic weapons with relative ease. If every state accepted a treaty
banning nuclear weapons, that would also lie in the interest of People’s China and
the entire socialist camp. That is the second matter that Comrade Dej should take
into consideration.

Third matter: we can find many documents—our declarations and statements,
adopted together with the Chinese—in which we expressed our coordinated stance 

1 Premier of Romania.
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regarding the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons. Those are declarations from the
Warsaw Pact and from the international conferences of the communist and workers’
parties.

We all stand in favor of the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons and under new
conditions we are reaffirming our old declarations.

The fourth matter that I would like to touch upon is linked to the communiqué.
In our discussions, Cde. Dej came out in opposition to the draft treaty that Cde.
Ulbricht proposed to bring before the U.N. in the name of the socialist countries.
That matter is closed. [The question] no longer has to do with whether the members
of the commission can argue about the text of the treaty. There will not even be time
for precise study of all of its provisions. We also have comments regarding the con-
tents of the treaty.

But at this moment, the discussion is not about the draft [nonproliferation] treaty,
but about the communiqué, about whether we should add to it a formulation stating
that we are declaring ourselves to be opposed in general to the proliferation of nuclear
weapons to new countries. We have already declared ourselves against the MLF.

I cannot understand why you are opposed to such a general formulation. If you
were against the treaty, that would be understandable, but your opposition to the
communiqué is not understandable.

Now—regarding the U.N. You are saying that India will be coming forward with
its proposal. But there are more countries that might come forward with proposals
directed against the PRC—e.g., Ireland, which preceded even India and presented a
proposal signed by Sweden, Norway, Brazil, Burma, the USA, England, Canada, and
other countries coming forwards with proposals on the nonproliferation of nuclear
weapons. It is a matter of course that such a proposal will be presented at the U.N.

Novotný: The entire world knows that we are consulting about this now.
Gomułka: And now we are supposed to come out at the U.N. in opposition to the

idea of the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons!?
After all, this is a matter of our entire policy. We should orient ourselves to what

sort of treaty it is that they are proposing. […]
[…] It is clear to us that achieving a ban on the use of nuclear weapons will be a

very difficult matter and at the current stage of development of the international sit-
uation, the West will not agree to it. We are presenting more far-reaching demands—
the destruction of stockpiles of these weapons and even—this is already a new stage—
universal disarmament.

Thus the question of nonproliferation of nuclear weapons lies, so to say, as the
first and easiest step. The second step might be a ban on their use.

I do not have anything against your talking with the Chinese comrades, but don’t
we have our own minds, can’t we evaluate the situation? We are not coming out here
in opposition to the interest of the People’s Republic of China.

If our initiative is rejected and the NATO states create an Atlantic, or some other
kind of multilateral nuclear forces, then the problem will be different. Then we will
assemble again and confer about how to proceed in the changed situation. Could it
be that we will decide whether or not to give nuclear weapons to the Warsaw Pact
states? In other words, then the situation will be different.
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You think the same as we do, but you are afraid that this will create further dif-
ferences between us and the Chinese comrades, that it might inflame the situation?
But after all, parties can mutually influence each other. We may also be able to
influence the views of the Chinese comrades.

Maurer: […] The problem of nonproliferation of nuclear weapons is a broad mat-
ter of universal character and affects all the states of the world. There are both advo-
cates and opponents to the idea. Currently, we have found ourselves in a situation
in which we are supposed to take a stance on this problem, to declare ourselves either
for or against it.

The Romanian delegation is guided by the following fact: the Political Consult-
ative Committee of the Warsaw Pact states decided to gather in order to declare itself
against the danger of nuclear war on the part of West Germany. Cde. Ulbricht’s entire
speech, as well as all of your speeches, mainly had in view this same goal, and that
is normal. […]

Why are we against a formulation on the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons and
its placement in the communiqué? Because several socialist countries to not support
the idea. It would be good to add that idea to our fighting arsenal only after we are
certain that all socialist countries will support us.

You, Comrade Gomułka, have expended much energy and employed good logic
in order to prove that the Chinese comrades—and not only they—will support your
point of view. It seems to me that it would be easier to simply discuss the matter with
them. Moreover, we will not only need the consent of the socialist countries, but also
non-socialist and even developing capitalist countries. Do you believe, for example,
that France will be in favor of the formulation on the nonproliferation of nuclear
weapons? Gomułka: Yes, that’s what I think. We should be certain of that. France is
one of the leading states in the struggle against the atomic armament of the FRG. […]

Gomułka: I have one question. Do you consider our earlier declarations regard-
ing the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons to be invalid?

Maurer: I did not say that. The Romanian position can be reduced to the idea that
we always link the question of nonproliferation of nuclear weapons with the much
broader question of concluding a treaty on nuclear disarmament.

[…]
Brezhnev: First of all, I want to clarify and ask Cdes. Dej and Maurer whether

what you are saying—to refrain from such a formulation at this time—is the personal
opinion of the Romanian Workers’ party, or whether you are subordinating [your
opinion] to an understanding with the Chinese comrades? I would like to clarify why
I am posing this question. Our party has always had and does have its own opinion
regarding the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons, and we do not intend to retreat
from that opinion. […]

So much depends on the clarification because it is important for my further pres-
entation that I know—I repeat—whether the stance voiced by you is the principled
position of your own party, or whether you want to consult with the Chinese com-
rades as well.

If you are in favor of the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons as a matter of prin-
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ciple, we are glad, and we do not have anything against your seeking the opinion of
the Chinese comrades.

In my address I said that it would probably be useful to bring up the question of
the non-armament of West Germany with nuclear weapons in the U.N. assembly, to
the extent that People’s China will associate itself with such an initiative.

If I understand you well, you have your own stance, and your party declares itself
to be in principle in favor of […] nonproliferation. […]

Maurer: Our stance is as follows: We are in favor of the nonproliferation of nuclear
weapons as a first step, closely linked with nuclear disarmament. We support the idea
of nonproliferation of nuclear weapons because it is a good idea, but we oppose
adding it to the communiqué from a tactical point of view; in the interests of better
organizing our struggle, we oppose adding it to the communiqué.

Brezhnev: […] I am speaking in the name of the CC of the CPSU. Nobody is
against universal disarmament, but it seems to me that there was mention in the
Declaration and Statement from the Moscow conferences of the international com-
munist movement of 1957 and 1960 that we should strive for disarmament by vari-
ous means, including the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons. We all signed those
documents then, including the Chinese comrades.

On this question, there are no differences between us. Another matter, and this
is already a separate issue, should we add such a formulation to the communiqué?

In our opinion, repeating and accumulating all our old positions in a document
does not strengthen the document. The document should be short, sharp. […]

[…] We are sitting in the headquarters of the Central Committee of the Polish
United Workers’ Party at an extremely important historical juncture. […] Simply
remember how it was before and compare it with what is being done today. The
Potsdam Agreement? It has been dissolved. Step by step, the imperialists are prepar-
ing for war. The revanchists dream of revenge. The Americans want to exploit this
force […] of over 30 million revanchists.

There has also been a process of secret armament. The Americans are openly sell-
ing atomic fuel for West German reactors. Officially, they say that it is for peaceful
uses. But it is clear to specialists that the uranium that is being burned in them can
yield plutonium, which is indispensable for atomic missiles. The Germans assert that
they are preparing rockets for space research and similar goals. But I seriously doubt
that the West Germans are truly interested in outer space. It is revenge that inter-
ests them.

We should demonstrate flexibility and courage and take steps that will demon-
strate our readiness to give it to the imperialists in the teeth. We cannot permit our-
selves to lag behind public opinion, [we] cannot permit ourselves to lose its trust.

If we do not affirm our stance in favor of the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons
now, the imperialists will say: “They lacked courage and will swallow the prolifera-
tion of nuclear weapons.” […]

Should we add to the communiqué a formulation regarding the nonproliferation
of nuclear weapons? Personally, I am for it, although there may be other forms. What
is important is that you say that the Romanian Workers’ Party supports nonprolif-
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eration in principle. Hence, we can discuss the issue of whether to add the formula-
tion [on nonproliferation] […] to the communiqué or not, and we can also think up
a number of other forms.

The USSR, for example, might come forward with a relevant proposal at the U.N.
assembly, and the other socialist countries—not as members of the Warsaw Pact, but
as [individual] states—can voice their support for it. […] Otherwise, the initiative
might slip from our hands, and we might find ourselves left behind. Yes, it is a ques-
tion of prestige. […]

Maurer: I would like to ask, why must we decide today whether to present to the
U.N. a joint proposal on the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons, and why can’t we
speak about it after consultations with other fraternal parties?

Brezhnev: Because we gathered together for exactly that, to decide the matter
now. Do we have to assemble again in two weeks? We all agreed, after all, to inform
them. But even if they do not agree, that will not cause us to change our opinion.
Similarly, if the Romanian comrades have their own principled opinion, it will remain
unchanged, regardless of any consultations. We cannot after all postpone our deci-
sions until we consult with other countries— e.g., with Indonesia, which is also affect-
ed by the issue.

[…]
Novotný: […] We might of course reproach the German comrades for viewing the

matter too narrowly, linking it to German interests. You might demand a change in
their formulations. But one party […] is putting the issue forward, and we all came
here to discuss it. We believe that reducing the issue of the nonproliferation of nuclear
weapons to only the FRG is politically unacceptable. It’s not just the FRG that is
being discussed. It has to do with a general ban against the proliferation of these
weapons. […]

[…] Let the Romanian comrades forgive me, but if we proceed in accordance with
their suggestion, then the entire world will know that we did not achieve an under-
standing, that we did not come to a unified stance through the fault of the Romanian
comrades. We are here in a close circle, among communists. So we can state things
bluntly. The whole world is waiting for a reaction. The entire Western press is expect-
ing the Romanian delegation to arrive with a different stance. I am putting this blunt-
ly and ask the Romanian comrades not to be insulted.

Dej: Public opinion around the world expects us to declare ourselves against mul-
tilateral nuclear forces—that is, we will declare ourselves regarding matter for which
we have now gathered.[…]

Gomułka: It is already 1:00 p.m. We have little time left. We talked about whether
to add to the communiqué the issue of nonproliferation of nuclear weapons which
will be brought before the U.N. assembly. You [the Romanians] were against it, and
we will not include the addition regarding the U.N. in the communiqué. But we are
participating in our session as members of the Warsaw Pact. Comrade Brezhnev pre-
sented the stance of the CPSU, which we all support—you as well—including [the
idea] that we should contact the other socialist states that are not members of the
Warsaw Pact and coordinate with them. It cannot be ruled out that they will oppose
bringing the matter to the U.N., but this does not mean that one of the socialist coun-

186

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 $
{D

at
e}

. $
{P

ub
lis

he
r}

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



tries or several countries will not present it at the U.N. That is their sovereign right.
We are thus finished with the first issue.

Let us turn now to the second issue arising from our discussion. The Romanian
comrades have proposed consultations here on a broad range of subjects. Consult-
ations between the member countries of the Warsaw Pact are thus all the more nec-
essary. Comrade Ulbricht came forward with a proposal, supported by the Soviet
comrades, calling for our acceptance of an internal statute that would obligate the
ministers of foreign affairs of the Warsaw Pact states to come together periodically
for consultations.

This arises from the resolutions of the Warsaw Pact, in which there is mention of
consultations. We are also a Consultative Committee. But it would be difficult for us
to gather three times a year. Our ministers of foreign affairs should systematically
gather and consult on current questions. We should charge them with such a respon-
sibility by means of an internal statute, which will not be subject to publication.

Maurer: We already responded to that some time ago when Khrushchev wrote to
us on the matter. We are fundamentally opposed to the creation of such an organ
because the Political Consultative Committee is already an organ of a permanent
character.

Gomułka: We are not interested in the creation of such an organ. We will order
the ministers of foreign affairs to gather for consultations to the extent that it is nec-
essary.

Maurer: There is a great lack of clarity here and a confusion of ideas. The Poli-
tical [Consultative] Committee was created on the basis of the Treaty, which was
signed by representatives of all the member countries, which received the necessary
mandate from their countries’ governments. In this way, the Political Committee was
created as the forum that signed the treaty.

In the Political Committee, government delegations participate. That can be min-
isters of foreign affairs, other ministers, or special representatives. Nothing prevents
the ministers of foreign affairs from gathering when the need arises. But why do we
need to create yet another organ—beyond the Political Consultative Committee—
with a permanent character that would give orders to other representatives.

Gomułka: The ministers possess the powers granted to them by their governments.
A meeting of ministers is not a permanent organ that would replace the Consultative
Committee. For example, in preparation for our current conference, the deputy [for-
eign] ministers gathered earlier. […]

Dej: Nobody is preventing our ministers from gathering and exchanging views.
Why is a special statute necessary for this matter?

Brezhnev: In order to give expression to our unity and our striving for more con-
solidated work.

Dej: Neither the ministers of foreign affairs nor their deputies will define the pol-
icy of our countries; they will carry out the directives they receive. If any of our coun-
tries comes forward with such a proposition, we should define why we are calling the
meeting and for what issue.

Gomułka: Of course, we would demand that, for we believe that there are too few
consultations among us. They are necessary for the sake of working out a common
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line. For example, Khrushchev did not consult with us about his desire to go visit the
FRG. And after all, that affected all of us. Or a second example: Rapacki came for-
ward at the U.N. with a proposal related to the question of European security. We
feel guilty that we did not consult with the other socialist countries on this issue,
although the proposal was presented in a very general form. Now, we would like to
consult about its concrete contents. If you do not want to participate, we will con-
sult with those countries that want to. Many events occur in the international arena.
Don’t you think that we should exchange views on these subjects?

Dej: Fine, but why a statute?
Gomułka: And why shouldn’t we approve a statute? Until now, there was no statute,

and count—how many consultations were there?
Dej: And what guarantee do you have that they will take place now?
Gomułka: If we approve the statute and the Romanian government demands—a

Romanian minister presents such a proposal—then we will be obligated to partici-
pate in such a consultation.

Dej: If it has to do with imposing moral obligations, there is no need to approve
a statute. […]

Ulbricht: In the course of the last year-and-a-half, no consultations occurred; that
is, we did not carry out the resolutions of the Warsaw Pact, despite the fact that indi-
vidual states had a number of [political] initiatives. We want to insure that the reso-
lutions of the Warsaw Pact are carried out by regularly convening such meetings. […]

Dej: We would ask that these issues be left aside because we want to have time
to reflect upon the text of the communiqué.

Gomułka: I want to be precise. You are opposed to approving a statute regard-
ing regular meetings of the [foreign] ministers?

Dej: Yes, we are opposed to a statute. […]

[Source: Archiwum Akt Nowych, KC PZPR, 2662, pp. 152–190. Translated by
Douglas Selvage.]         
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Document No. 31: Plan for Hungarian 
Command-Staff War Game, May 1965

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

This war game involving Hungarian army action on the southwestern front provides
valuable detail on Warsaw Pact expectations of Budapest’s role. The Hungarians were
to participate in an operation first directed at confronting NATO in Germany by
advancing through Austria (which would represent a violation of that country’s neu-
trality), and then into northern Italy. The game posited that at least three major cities—
Vienna, Munich, and Verona—would be either totally destroyed or largely devastat-
ed by nuclear attacks. But in an example of utterly unrealistic thinking—what might
be called nuclear romanticism—the planners presumed this would in no way prevent
alliance forces from advancing on schedule.

____________________ 

[…]
The “Westerners” have started direct preparations for a surprise attack on the

Soviet Union and the other socialist countries under cover of various exercises.
In the ensuing situation, the “Easterners” strive to ease international tensions and

prevent war. At the same time, they increase all types of intelligence activities (and
secretly conduct partial mobilization) […]

The “Westerners” (“South” army group) advance their main forces after nuclear
strikes, under cover of the Austrian armed forces north of Vienna and east of Graz
and the 5th independent tactical air force and carrier aviation of the 6th Fleet, and
mount an offensive to destroy the main groupings of the “Easterners” in Southern
Czechoslovakia and Western Hungary, cross the Danube from movement, and later
extend combat towards the borders of the Soviet Union and Romania.

The “South” army group directs its main thrust in the direction of Trnava, Lučenec
and another thrust in the direction of Szombathely, Székesfehérvár, Cegléd (assign-
ments of the troops—according to the map).

During the first nuclear-missile strike, 30 nuclear weapons are used.
[…]
The “South” army group is provided with 130 nuclear weapons, with a yield of

7,654 kilotons, including 55 nuclear weapons for the 5th independent tactical air force.
Additionally, in the zone of the “South” army group, the carrier aviation of the 6th
Fleet delivers 10 nuclear strikes and the “Polaris” submarines deliver five.

In the direction of Berlin and Prague, the “Center” army group assumes the offen-
sive. 

[…]
The “Easterners”
The Southwestern Front secretly prepares an offensive operation. After the

nuclear strikes, it assumes the offensive from movement from the permanent bar-
rack stations, its assignment being, by delivering the main strike in the direction of
Vienna, Linz, and another strike in the direction of Szombathely, Graz, Villach, to
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complete the destruction of the advancing groupings of the Austrian troops, the
2nd Army group (FRG) and the 3rd Army (Italian), to reach the area of Passau,
Salzburg, Hermagor on the 5th–6th days of the operation, and to eliminate Austria
from the war.

Later, concentrating its main efforts in the direction of Munich, it must destroy
the enemy’s operational reserves in the southern part of the FRG and the eastern
part of the Lombard plain, occupy the areas of Stuttgart, Singen, Bregenz, Brescia,
and Bologna on the 11th–13th days of the operation, and create conditions for expand-
ing the offensive to Italy and eliminating it from the war.

From the left, the Western Front assumes the offensive with its main strength in
the direction of Frankfurt and with part of its strength in the direction of Nurem-
berg. […]

To carry out the offensive operation, the Southwestern Front receives 125 nuclear
weapons, with an active yield of 6,140 kilotons, including 50 airborne weapons.
Additionally, Headquarters executes 15 nuclear strikes in the front zone, on the
enemy’s main targets West of the area of Munich, Innsbruck, and Venice.

[…]

X. PLANNED ORDER OF COMBAT

In view of the “Westerners’” offensive preparations, the commanders of the army
corps and higher units of the Southwestern Front reach an enhanced level of readi-
ness between 19:00 on June 21 and 7:00 on June 23. […]

After receiving warning of an imminent enemy attack and following the initial
advance of the 2nd Corps (FRG) and the 3rd Army (Italian), the Front Headquar-
ters puts the troops on a state of total combat readiness by 7:00 on June 23, orders
the deployment and advance of various units, and assumes the offensive in the pre-
scribed directions.

Once the commencement of the “Westerners’” nuclear strikes has been ascer-
tained, the commanders of the army corps and higher units take measures to prevent
enemy strikes. […]

[…] 
16:00 on June 23–16:00 on June 24 […]
The front troops deliver a strike against units of the Austrian army defending the

frontier, press forward to a depth of 80–120 km and thrust forward, engaging in close
combat with the forces of the 2nd Army Corps (FRG) and the 3rd Army (Italian),
which are advancing in the direction of Vienna and Villach.

[…]
At 15:00 on June 24 […]
The front troops destroy the main forces of the 2nd Corps (FRG) and the 3rd

Corps of the 3rd Army (Italian), according to the decisions on close combat.
The front commander makes his decision about completing the destruction of the

enemy’s Munich grouping in cooperation with the troops of the Western front and
about spreading the offensive in the direction of Northern Italy.

The front staff formulates the commander’s decision, forwards assignments to the
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troops and organizes control of their activities. The army and higher-unit staffs organ-
ize combat of the subordinate troops according to the assignments received.

At 8:00 on June 25 […]
The front troops on the right wing, in cooperation with the higher units of the

Western Front, have started pursuing the remnants of the enemy’s destroyed Munich
grouping, and reached the Lombardy Plain on the left wing.

[…] 
The end of the war game is at 19:00 on June 25. 
[…] 

[Source: Hungarian People’s Army Headquarters First group Directorate 1969 Unit
68/014/185, War History Archive, Budapest. Translated by Attila Kolontári, Zsófia
Zelnik, and Brian McLane.]       
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Document No. 32: Transcript of Ceaușescu–Deng 
Conversation, July 25, 1965

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

This account of a meeting between Nicolae Ceaușescu and Chinese Politburo member
Deng Xiaoping describes aspects of Soviet policy toward the Warsaw Pact, but also
gives telling indications of China’s and Romania’s viewpoints on the subject. Ceaușes-
cu informs Deng that the Soviets want to reorganize the Warsaw Pact’s command
structure to tighten its centralized control but that Romania’s position aims at making
the alliance into a framework for more genuine collaboration between independent
countries. Deng responds that the Chinese fully agree and expresses the hope that Ro-
mania could serve as an intermediary between Beijing and the other East European
countries. He suggests that Moscow should be made to apologize to the Albanians and
allow them to rejoin the Warsaw Pact—which the Romanians subsequently tried to do
but without success. The two leaders also discuss Vietnam at some length. Deng in-
forms Ceaușescu that the Chinese are sending a letter to the Soviets concerning prob-
lems of Soviet–Chinese cooperation in North Vietnam. One of Beijing’s concerns is
that a recent Soviet idea that both North and South Vietnam become neutral countries
arose from an agreement between Moscow and Washington, of which the Chinese dis-
approve, and which Deng sees as evidence of a Soviet desire to isolate China.

____________________ 

[…]
Comrade Nicolae Ceaușescu: […] An issue raised by the Soviet comrades was the

issue of the Warsaw Treaty Organization. In their view, toward the end of the year,
a meeting of the Consultative Committee should take place due to the need to make
some improvements regarding the organization of the military high command, with
a view to ensuring broader participation by representatives of the other socialist coun-
tries in this high command. We told the Soviet comrades that we shall see. Since we
have a common high command, it is to be assumed that the leadership of the current
high command will also be joint. But the leadership of the current high command is
Soviet. We shall see what proposals will be made. We had told them on other occa-
sions that within the framework of this organization one must ensure that each army
is independent, that each socialist country has an army of its own.

Comrade Ion Gheorghe Maurer: The relationships should be one of collaboration,
of cooperation, not of subordination.

Comrade Nicolae Ceaușescu: We will analyze the proposals that will be made on
that score.

Comrade Deng Xiaoping: This means the Soviets want to strengthen their control
over the others.

Comrade Nicolae Ceaușescu: It is hard to say. The criticisms made so far were only
about the fact that this command is Soviet. Naturally, they want to ensure a broad-
er representative basis of the command, but we do not want only that and, mainly,
not a [purely] formal representation, but really the organization of the command on
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a new basis—not as a unified command, but as an organ of collaboration between
independent countries.

Comrade Ion Gheorghe Maurer: This means that we want to act in such a way that
no supranational control over these countries exists. But let us see how things will
pan out.

Comrade Kang Sheng: On this score I would like to say that a book with the title
Military Strategy, edited by [Marshal Vasilii D.] Sokolovsky, was published in the
Soviet Union. In the second edition of this book some modifications have been made,
but the book is used as basic material in Soviet military academies. In it, it is stated
that if there is a war against the imperialists, then all the socialist countries will have
to act in common and all the armies of the socialist countries will have to be under
the command of the Soviet Union. This is their strategic conception.

Comrade Ion Gheorghe Maurer: If each one of us devises such a conception, things
will go really well!

Comrade Nicolae Ceaușescu: The fact is that this [conception] exists not only in
handbooks; actually, in the organization of the Warsaw Treaty Organization and that
of the unified command, the armies of the other socialist countries of Europe are
subordinated. We want to do away with this state of affairs.

Comrade Ion Gheorghe Maurer: This is very important because a big issue aris-
es. The COMECON was such a big issue and maybe it will be again; now comes the
Warsaw Treaty Organization, an issue which is emerging. Maybe it will not be easy,
but at any rate we must see.

Comrade Nicolae Ceaușescu: Of course, we understand that in case of a war against
imperialism we will have to act in common, but these actions—which require the
mobilization of all the people—must be performed on the basis of close cooperation,
with the independence of each country being observed and the participation of each
army as an independent army, as a national force. This will ensure that the effort of
each country will really be an effort from all viewpoints.

Comrade Deng Xiaoping: We wholly agree with your opinion. We acted like that
during the war in Korea. We can tell you that, together with the Korean comrades,
we drew up a battle plan, but on the basis of the principles put forward by comrade
Ceaușescu just now. We cannot accept that Vietnam and Korea would be subordi-
nated to our country because China is a bigger country. But your experience is rich-
er than ours because you came across such problems within the framework of COME-
CON and of the Warsaw Treaty Organization. We know that you have fought and
think that there are many people who agree with you.

Comrade Nicolae Ceaușescu: We imparted our opinion to comrade Ulbricht
because he also raised this issue. He said: it goes without saying that we must make
improvements since we do not want things to happen as in 1962, during the crisis in
the Caribbean Sea.2 If we are a pact intended for defense and fight in common, the
steps that are to be taken must be the result of everybody’s will. It is with this issue
in mind that we want to confer when we meet the Soviet comrades in Moscow in
autumn. We agreed to debate these issues and proposed to the Soviet comrades to 

2 The Cuban missile crisis.
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bring the Albanian comrades to the Consultative Committee session as well—not
only to the session, but also to its preparatory session. The Soviet comrades agreed
with this proposal. It goes without saying that we will have to see to it that the Albanian
comrades participate. Albania is a member of the Warsaw Treaty Organization and
it would be good for it to take part [in the session]. If there are more of us, we will
be able to obtain better results.

Comrade Deng Xiaoping: Regarding the Albanian issue we discussed it with
[Aleksei N.] Kosygin when he passed through our country on the occasion of his
visit to Vietnam. Comrade Mao Zedong told Kosygin that the Soviets speak about
the unity of the socialist camp, but why do they not want to solve the Albanian prob-
lem similarly? The problem is not difficult to solve. If they admit that they made a
mistake regarding Albania, that will be enough for the problem to be solved. If they
do not say that they made a mistake, the Albanian comrades will not come to the
session even if they are invited. At the 22nd Congress of the CPSU a strong action
against Albania was launched. If the Soviet Union does not solemnly admit that it
erred, how can the Albanian comrades accept the invitation? We are convinced that
you will approach this issue fairly within the framework of Comecon and within the
framework of the Warsaw Treaty Organization, and then fairness will be on your
side.

[…]

[Source: CC PCR, Chancellery, dossier no. 105/1965, pp. 2–15, Romanian Natio-
nal Archives. Translated by Viorel Nicolae Buta.]  
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Document No. 33: Hungarian Proposals for Reform 
of the Warsaw Pact, January 18–19, 1966

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

The next several documents (Documents Nos. 33–35) are proposals from key East
European countries relating to reform of the Warsaw Pact. In January 1966, the Soviets
had sent their own ideas on the subject to the other member-states, but in part because
Moscow’s conception amounted to reform from above, a number of them were unre-
ceptive and decided to present counter-proposals. The first document reproduced here
was written by Lajos Czinege, the Hungarian defense minister, and sent to the Hungarian
Politburo for consideration before being submitted to an upcoming meeting of Warsaw
Pact defense ministers. This particular version is a draft and so it is not clear whether
the Soviets received the proposal in this exact form. Nonetheless, it is interesting as a
reflection of the views of Hungarian military leaders. In brief, the proposal urges a
unified system of military preparedness and standardized regulations in peace time. It
calls for a unified command, but only in war time and in a form that would ensure real
participation by member countries in command matters. It also appeals for the cre-
ation of a collective military body that would be subordinate to the PCC. In effect,
Czinege’s idea mirrors the NATO Military Committee. Other East European states
expressed similar concerns about being drawn into a war, especially a nuclear one,
without the ability to influence the policies that might lead to it. 

Written one day after Czinege’s proposal, the second document below, by Hungarian
Foreign Minister János Péter, also proposes reorganization of the Warsaw Pact, and
was intended for an upcoming foreign ministers’ meeting. It seems clear that Hungary’s
leaders, along with those of other East European countries, solicited opinions from
the relevant ministries. Péter’s conception envisages the PCC as the highest body of
the Warsaw Pact concerned with both political and military matters—following the
model of the NATO Council. He argues that it should meet annually but also hold
special sessions if any members so desire. The Pact should also create a council of for-
eign ministers and a permanent secretariat, both of which would be subordinated to
the PCC—again as in NATO. The Hungarians’ particular interest in a council of for-
eign ministers stems from their desire to provide input into the Soviet bloc’s foreign
policy decisions. The Eastern alliance never established a permanent secretariat, which
was always an important brain center for NATO.

____________________
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a) Proposal by Minister of National Defense 
(Lajos Czinege) to the HSWP Political Committee […]
January 18, 1966 

[…]
Proposal concerning the command system of the

Unified Armed Forces to be made at the meeting of the ministers of
national defense of the member-states of the Warsaw Treaty.

In order to further improve the command of the Unified Armed Forces of the
Warsaw Treaty the agreement must ensure—taking into account the sovereignty of
the member-states—a more effective harmonization of their military efforts in the
following areas:

1. In times of peace:
– a uniform assessment of the military–political and strategic situation and the

expected activity of NATO;
– coordinated planning of military operations of the armed forces;
– coordination of a well-balanced and systematic development of the armed forces;
– standardization of the structure of the armed forces and of the principles of

military operations and strategy;
– coordinated development of the armament system and harmonization of the

development and production of military technology;
– establishment of a unified system of military preparedness of the armed forces

and the effective deployment of the troops;
– a unified system of requirements for the training of commanders, staffs and

troops, and regular training in cooperation between the armed forces of the
member-states;

– necessary standardization of regulations concerning preparation of the seat of
military operations in the territory of the member-states, mobilization of the
armed forces, provision of material supplies, etc.;

– coordination of research work in the field of military sciences and generaliza-
tion of scientific results;

– supervision of implementation of rules and regulations made jointly by the
member-states.

2. In time of war:
– effective utilization of all available military resources;
– effective and coordinated reconnaissance of the enemy;
– a unified command of air defense systems of the member-states;
– a unified command of military operations in the European seat of operations;
– constant cooperation among the armed forces of the member-states;
– mutual assistance in supplying forces with material and technological resources,

in sanitary provision, in the transportation and mobilization of troops and in
telecommunications.
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II.

Today the command system of the Unified Armed Forces cannot yet meet all the
above requirements in every respect and in many ways fails to reflect the changes
that have taken place in the course of the development of the Unified Armed Forces.
Therefore, with a view to further improvement, the following matters must be clarified:

– questions concerning the legal status of the leading military organs of the mem-
ber-states and the Supreme Command and their relationship;

– interpretation of the structure, mechanism and methods of command;
– structural conditions for improving the command system.
[…]
At the moment neither the ideas of the Supreme Command nor those of the other

states is known. At the same time we do not have mature views on some aspects of
the problem either (for instance on the coalition command system of the armed forces
in time of war). With a view to this we have requested authorization from the Politburo
to represent the following position as a starting point at the next preparatory meet-
ing—with the intention to endorse the ideas that are the most desirable in our view.

In order to turn the Supreme Command into a truly collective body of military
command, to ensure real participation of the member-states in the command of the
troops belonging to the Warsaw Treaty, and to regulate the relationship between the
Supreme Command and the high military commands of the member-states, the fol-
lowing regulations must be implemented:

1. A collective military command body must be established working under the
guidance of the Political Consultative Committee, which is capable of making ade-
quate military proposals to the Political Consultative Committee and based on the
Committee’s decision can take the necessary practical measures. […]

With a view to this goal the highest military body of the Warsaw Treaty, the
“Military High Council,” must be established, consisting of the ministers of nation-
al defense of the member-states, the chiefs of staff, the supreme commander and the
chief of staff.

2. The Supreme Command of the Unified Armed Forces must be transformed
in a way that enables it to accomplish the following tasks in time of peace:

– make strategic plans for the use of troops under its jurisdiction;
– work out requirements for military operations and training, coordinate and

supervise training, and plan and conduct joint military maneuvers;
– coordinate the war supplies of troops;
– develop modern military technology;
– coordinate work concerning command (telecommunications, ciphering), and

any other activities requiring joint command and coordination.
[…]
Based on the resolutions, decisions and requirements of the Military High Council,

the Supreme Command works out the necessary plans and directives for troops dep-
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loyed in the Unified Armed Forces, issues the necessary orders, the execution of
which is then ensured by the respective ministers of national defense. 

[…] 
In time of war the Supreme Command must be capable of accomplishing all the

tasks assigned to it by the Political Consultative Committee and the Military High
Command. The full elaboration of the wartime military command system requires
further work.

* * * 

The organization of the Supreme Command must include: the supreme com-
mander, his deputies, and the joint staff working under the supreme commander.

a) The supreme commander of the Unified Armed Forces must be a person who
does not fulfill any function in his own national army.

b) Deputies must be appointed to assist the supreme commander who should rep-
resent the military leadership of the member-states, instead of the current com-
mon practice that the ministers of defense of the member-states are at the same
time the deputies of the supreme commander, and thus, in a military sense, his
subordinates.

c) The unified staff must be a working team—not subordinated to the military
leadership of the member-states—consisting of generals and officers delegat-
ed by the member-states of the Warsaw Treaty. […]

[…]

b) Proposal by the Foreign Minister János Péter re: 
the Strengthening of the Political Structure of the Warsaw Pact 
January 19, 1966 

[…]
I request authorization from the Politburo to present the following organization-

al proposals at the meeting of the foreign ministers of the member-states of the
Warsaw Treaty. […]

I. 

1. The highest body of the Warsaw Treaty is the Political Consultative Committee
(henceforth PCC) both in a political and in a military sense.

2. Participants of the meetings of the PCC are: first secretaries of communist and
workers’ parties, prime ministers, ministers of foreign affairs and ministers of nati-
onal defense of the member-states.

[…]
3. The PCC holds one regular meeting annually, which lasts usually for one or

two days. Invitations to attend the regular meeting of the PCC must be sent out 14
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days before the time of the session. Preparations for regular sessions of the PCC are
made by the Council of Foreign Ministers, the Military Council, the Permanent Secret-
ariat, and the Unified Command. The agenda of the meetings is decided by the PCC. 

[…] 

4. The PCC holds a special meeting if proposed by any of the member-states
because of some internationally significant situation or for some other important rea-
son, and if the member-states endorse this proposal. The member-state, which makes
the proposal also volunteers to organize the special session. The agenda of this spe-
cial session includes only that issue for which the meeting was convened. 

[…]

5. The functions of the chairman and the vice chairman of the meetings of the
PCC are fulfilled by the leaders of the delegations of the member-states in rotation, 

[…] 

6. At its meetings, the PCC may adopt a resolution and issue a joint communiqué.
A unanimous decision is needed for the adoption of a resolution and the approval
of a joint communiqué.

7. The working language of the sessions of the PCC is Russian. Where simulta-
neous interpreting is provided, the representatives of the member-states may also
speak in their native language.

8. Generally the meetings of the PCC are confidential. The joint communiqué
adopted at the meeting is made public.

[…]

II. 

Subordinated to the Political Consultative Committee, the following political bod-
ies must be established:

1. The Council of Foreign Ministers, whose main task is to make preparations for
the upcoming meeting of the PCC and attends to all other matters which are dele-
gated to its scope of authority.

2. The Permanent Secretariat, which is a permanently functioning political body
of the Warsaw Treaty. The Secretariat is headed by the first secretary. The costs of
establishing and maintaining the Permanent Secretariat are provided for by each of
the member-states in proportion to their national income.

[…] 
János Péter

[Source: M-KS-288.f. 5/385 õ.e., Hungarian National Archives. Translated by And-
reas Bocz.]    
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Document No. 34: Polish proposals for Reform 
of the Warsaw Pact, January 21 and 26, 1966 

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

Much like their Hungarian colleagues (see Documents Nos. 33a and b), the Poles also
prepared proposals for reorganizing the Warsaw Pact. The diversity of views evident
in these documents was not apparent to the outside world during the Cold War. While
not necessarily directed against the Soviet Union, these propositions by essentially loyal
allies are at the same time explorations of how far they could go in defining room for
independent action within the alliance. In the first example below, Polish Foreign
Minister Adam Rapacki’s sophisticated submission presents several arguments. He
agrees that the Warsaw Pact needs reorganization. In military matters, he concedes that
the Soviet Union should retain primary responsibility, but in the political arena the
focus should be on consultation and working toward common positions on both prin-
ciple and policy. Among his numerous proposals for action is the creation of separate
decision-making and advisory bodies which would help institutionalize a more equal
role for the allies in both areas of internal Pact activity. 

The second proposal reproduced here, from the Polish Defense Ministry, is infor-
mative at two levels: it not only presents views of the military but also provides consid-
erable detail about Soviet goals, gleaned from informal consultations with Soviet offi-
cers. While the unnamed authors of the document are just as intent on securing Poland’s
interests, their report lacks the forcefulness of Rapacki’s submission. Naturally, their
arguments center around aspects of the Warsaw Pact’s military activities and command
structure, including the question of whether nuclear weapons should remain under
exclusive Soviet control—an idea the Polish military hopes to discourage. 

____________________ 

a) Proposal by Foreign Minister Adam Rapacki 
January 21, 1966 

[…]

III. 

The Soviet initiative to improve the instruments of the Pact’s operation is com-
ing at the right time, when a greater need for strengthening the unity of action of the
member-states is emerging. In the present circumstances the elaboration of a com-
mon political line for the Pact, which would take into account the positions of all
interested parties, calls for systematic and frequent consultations and contacts.

IV.

The Warsaw Pact has created a Political Consultative Committee for consulta-
tions among member-states and for consideration of questions arising from the Pact’s
operation. According to the Pact’s provisions, each state is to be represented in the
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Consultative Committee by a member of the government or another especially appoint-
ed representative. The Committee may set up such auxiliary bodies as are deemed
necessary. In practice, however, that Committee has been transformed into summit
meetings, convened sporadically and generally not properly prepared, which adopt
spectacular resolutions (declarations, communiqués).

In fact, this is inconsistent with the consultative tasks of the Committee, with its
originally intended composition (government members), and with its name (to whom
is a gathering of top party and government leaders to be advisory?). In such cir-
cumstances, meetings of the Political Consultative Committee cannot be held with
proper frequency the way meetings of party and government leaders, by their very
nature, are held when there are very important matters to be considered or decided
upon. (Reminder: a resolution of the Committee from January 1956 called for meet-
ings of the Committee at least twice a year, not counting extraordinary meetings.)

Thus, as the Committee has transformed itself into a Council, there is no body
which would ensure the opportunity for systematic and frequent consultations among
member countries, despite the fact that they were suggesting such a need.

V. 

To improve and rationalize the operation of the Pact consistent with the existing
needs, it would be proper to specify the decision-making as well as consultative and
advisory bodies.

1. This objective could be achieved by setting up a Pact’s Council, which would
take over functions heretofore exercised by the Political Consultative Committee.
The Council would be holding meetings at the summit level; it would decide on key
issues, with the rule of unanimity. It would be hearing and approving reports of the
Unified Command. It would be meeting whenever needed.

2. The Political Consultative Committee should be restored to its original char-
acter provided for in the Pact. It could thus become a flexible forum for consulta-
tions of foreign ministers, in some cases, when needed, with the participation of
defense ministers. In particular cases the ministers might delegate their deputies. This
Committee would become a consultative and advisory body, preparing positions for
the governments, or the Council. The Committee should be meeting at least 2–3 times
a year. In this way consultations which are now difficult to hold or which are held
only as a result of arduous procedures, would acquire an institutional character. 

3. A Permanent Secretariat of the Pact should be set up at a proper level and with
proper composition. It is necessary to properly prepare meetings of the Council and
the Political Consultative Committee, to ensure regular liaison among member-states
during the intersession periods, for providing continuity of coordination and infor-
mation on matters related to the decisions adopted, or the ones that should be sub-
mitted for discussion. The shortcomings resulting from the lack of such a body have
been felt frequently. To be sure, according to the Resolution adopted by the Political
Consultative Committee in 1956 (Prague), a United Secretariat of the Committee,
composed of a General Secretary and his deputies, one from each country, has been
set up. This Secretariat, according to the Resolution, functions only during the meet-
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ings of the Political Consultative Committee. In practice, deputy minister of foreign
affairs of the USSR served as Secretary General. His activity as a Secretary General
was limited to organizational functions and only during the sessions of the Political
Consultative Committee. During the inter-session periods neither the Secretary
General nor the Secretariat is in practice performing any functions. The fact that up
to now the Secretary General was not disconnected from state functions in his own
country was in some situations causing even political difficulties (e.g. in the case of
inviting Albania to the meeting of the Political Consultative Committee in Warsaw
in January 1964, Poland took over functions which should have normally belonged
to the Secretary General). To satisfy the needs mentioned earlier in pt. 3, the insti-
tution of the Secretary General and the Permanent Secretariat should be organized
and set to be able to:

a) provide a steady organizational link among member-states during the inter-ses-
sion periods;

b) perform functions connected with the preparation and servicing of meetings of
the Council and the Political Consultative Committee;

c) provide current information to the member-states on the implementation of
adopted resolutions and decisions, as well as on matters calling for considera-
tion. Circulate documents relating to the activities of the Pact;

d) submit to the member governments motions regarding consultations, conven-
ing meetings of the Consultative Committee and in exceptional cases also the
Council; 

e) submit proposals for consultations on working levels regarding matters of less-
er importance (e.g. preparations for U.N. sessions, the Disarmament Confe-
rence in Geneva, etc.);

f) organize an exchange of information among foreign ministries of the member-
states regarding assessment of the political situation in the area of analytical
and research work carried out by the foreign ministries of member-states.

The position of the Secretary General should be situated in such a way that he
would be able to stay in touch with member governments at the highest levels (prime
ministers, foreign ministers) and obtain the necessary information. He should not be
combining this function with any other state function in his own country. He should
be nominated by a resolution of the Council for a period of 2–3 years. The head-
quarters of the Permanent Secretariat should be in Moscow. The Permanent Secretariat
should be staffed by representatives from all member-states, including the country
of the Secretary General. They would be cooperating and fulfilling the role of liai-
son officers between the Secretariat and member governments (foreign ministries)
and the Secretary General. Such representatives could be responsible employees of
member countries’ embassies. The Permanent Secretariat should also have its own
small, but indispensable and qualified staff.
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VI. 

In our opinion the new measures in the area of organizational improvement of
the Pact should be made public (published). It would emphasize the political vitali-
ty of the Warsaw Pact.

[…] 

[Source: KC PZPR 2948/48–53, Archiwum Akt Nowych. Previously published in
the Cold War International History Project Bulletin, no. 11 (Winter 1998): 238–240.
Translated by Jan Chowaniec.]

b) Proposal by the Polish Defense Ministry, 
January 26, 1966 

[…] 
In connection with a letter by Comrade Brezhnev to Comrade Gomułka regard-

ing improving and ameliorating the bodies set up by the Warsaw Pact and propos-
ing to call a conference of defense ministers on the reorganization of the command
and general staff, it is known to us that the Soviet side—unwilling to impose its pro-
posals upon the leadership of other countries—does not intend to put forward any
preliminary proposals on the organization of the command and general staff of the
Unified Armed Forces, but instead expects such proposals from the countries con-
cerned.

From unofficial talks with Soviet comrades it looks as though that their position
can be outlined as follows:

1. There is no intention either to change or amend the Warsaw Pact provisions,
but rather to base [any changes] on art. 5 and 6.

2. The intention is to set up a command and general staff of the Unified Armed
Forces with the prerogatives and real possibilities of coordinating defense efforts of
member-states relating to forces assigned to the Unified Armed Forces in the oper-
ational, training, organization and technical area. 

It is intended to position more properly than up to now the status of the Supreme
Commander and the general staff of the Unified Armed Forces, and to define the
place of commanders of troops assigned to these forces. A need is also seen for a dif-
ferent, more independent positioning of defense ministers of member-states vis-à-
vis the Supreme Commander of the Unified Armed Forces.

3. It is also expected that a Military Advisory Council is to be established within
the Political Consultative Committee—as an advisory body to the Committee.

Such Council would be composed of defense ministers and the Supreme Com-
mander of the Unified Armed Forces, on an equal footing. The Secretary of the
Council would be the chief of staff of the Unified Forces. Chairmanship of the Council
meetings would rotate consecutively among all its members. The Council would con-
sider general questions of development and readiness of the Unified Armed Forces,
and prepare proposals for the Political Committee and recommendations for the
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national military commands. The issues will be dealt with according to the rule of
full equality.

4. The Supreme Commander of the Unified Armed Forces would coordinate oper-
ational-training preparedness of the Unified Armed Forces, as well as matters relat-
ing to the enhancement of their development and military readiness.

The Supreme Commander and the chief of staff of the Unified Armed Forces
would be relieved of their functions in the Soviet Army.

5. Strategic weapons will not be included in the Unified Armed Forces of the
Warsaw Pact, and operational plans will be developed by the General Staff of the
Soviet Army, as well as by general staffs of member-states in the areas of concern to
them.

6. It is envisaged that in peace time the staff of the Unified Armed Forces, employ-
ing about 600 people, will be in charge of coordinating preparations of the military
for the realization of tasks assigned to them.

However, the position of the general staff of the Unified Armed Forces as a com-
mand organ in war time is still a matter too premature to be considered, as there is,
among other things, a need to maintain the current procedure of working out strate-
gic and operational plans, the rules for using strategic weapons, as well as [a need
to] to maneuver forces and equipment from one war theater to another.

7. The general staff of the Unified Armed Forces will be composed of the repre-
sentatives of all armies in proportion to the number of forces assigned to them. It is
assumed that Soviet participation in the staff will be percentage-wise smaller than
their actual contribution to the Pact.

8. The following are projections of a new percentage share in the command budg-
et of the Unified Armed Forces: 

Percentage share in the budget

Countries Currently Proposed
Bulgaria 7 % 9 %
Czechoslovakia 13 % 13.5 %
GDR 6 % 10 %
Poland 13.5 % 16.5 %
Romania 10 % 11 %
Hungary 6 % 9 %
USSR 44.5 % 31 %

100 % 100 %

9. In the organizational structure of the command and general staff the following
positions are envisaged: supreme commander, first deputy, chief of staff, air force
commander, two deputies for naval operations (for the Baltic and the Black Seas),
deputy chief of air force, an inspector and a quartermaster at the rank of deputies,
a deputy for technical questions and chiefs of military formations: rocket and artillery,
engineering and chemical. Also included into the command as deputies to the supreme
commander would be commanders of assigned forces of member-states.
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Key positions, such as supreme commander, chief of staff, chief of air defense,
deputy chief of air force, quartermaster, deputy for technical questions, would be
staffed by representatives of the Soviet Army.

In view of this purely tentative recognition, one can state the following:
The Soviet side, initiating the question of improvement of the bodies set up by

the Warsaw Pact, so far has not presented any specific and official preliminary mate-
rials in this regard.

Therefore, during the forthcoming conference of ministers of national defense it
would be useful to obtain in the first place the Soviet position on the following ques-
tions:

a) Defining the role and competence of the chief command of the Unified Armed
Forces in the event of a threat of war and during a war period;

b) The scope of participation of member countries’ political–military leadership
in drawing up strategic–operational plans for particular war theaters;

c) The subordination of the supreme commander of the Unified Armed Forces.
It is now difficult to foresee what kind of position the Soviet side and other
interested states will take on the above questions. Nevertheless, the Ministry
of National Defense is presenting the following point of view, which, if accept-
ed, might be the basis for our position at the conference of defense ministers
and for further work on proposals for detailed solutions:

1. It is proposed to set up an Advisory Committee for Defense as a body of the
Council, which is the top organ of the party and government leadership.

The Advisory Committee should be composed of ministers of national defense of
the Pact members, the supreme commander and the chief of staff of the Unified
Armed Forces as its secretary.

The rule of rotation should be introduced in chairing Committee meetings. 
In addition, it would also be advisable to set up a Consultative Commission of the

chiefs of staff, which would deal with operational planning and the resulting tasks
for preparing the armed forces.

2. The Supreme Commander of the Unified Armed Forces, his deputies and the
chief of staff should be appointed by the Pact’s Council, with the Supreme Comm-
ander and the chief of staff being relieved of their duties in the armed forces of their
country.

The Supreme Commander is to be subordinated to the Council and carries out its
decisions. In the inter-session periods he personally coordinates with members of the
Council basic questions requiring joint decisions, or does this within the Advisory
Committee for Defense.

In peace time, the command and chief of staff of the Unified Armed Forces should
play the role of a coordinating body, preparing the designated military forces, while
in war time they should take command of those forces in the European War Theater.
The Supreme Commander and the staff of the Unified Armed Forces should partic-
ipate, based on a common defense strategy of Pact members and jointly with their
general staffs, in developing plans for the particular strategic directions of the European
War Theater. On the basis of such plans the Supreme Commander is coordinating
and preparing the staff of the Unified Armed Forces and the designated forces for
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the execution of tasks facing them. Thus, he is carrying on proper operational and
training activities, as well as coordinating organizational, technical-manufacturing
and scientific-research activities.

The internal structure of the command and general staff should correspond to the
needs of directing activities in the particular strategic areas. The position of Polish
representatives in the chain of command and the general staff of the Unified Armed
Forces on the Western front should correspond with the place and tasks of the Polish
armed forces scheduled to be deployed in that area.

The organizational structure of the staff of the Unified Armed Forces should ensure
realization of the above tasks in peace time and constitute a nucleus of proper organs
envisioned for a period of war. A preliminary assumption is that these tasks could
be tackled by a staff of approximately 200 professional workers. But, it should be
assumed that most of the key positions will be staffed by representatives of the Soviet
Army. 

Development of the command and the general staff of the Unified Armed Forces
for a war period should be carried out through the inclusion of the proper channels
from the general staff and other institutions of the Soviet Army, provided for in the
operational plan for use in the European War Theater. It is also assumed that the
backup and support units for the command and general staff of the Unified Armed
Forces should be assigned from the Soviet Army within their peacetime activities
and consistent with a plan for their deployment in case of war. The command and
the general staff of the Unified Armed Forces should continue to be headquartered
in Moscow.

3. There is a need in all Warsaw Pact countries, without exception, to clearly define
commands in charge of forces assigned to the Unified Armed Forces, as well to define
both the formations and size of those forces.

The strategic assault forces are still to be at the disposal of the Soviet Army. Their
use is being planned by the general staff of the Soviet Army. However, the com-
mander of the Unified Armed Forces should be included in planning their use in
favor of forces entrusted to his command. It also seems necessary to define an oblig-
atory scope and method for use of the strategic assault forces for the common defense
of the Pact members.

Ministers of national defense and the general staffs of the Warsaw Pact states are
to fully exercise their superior command and leadership role with regard to forma-
tions assigned to the Unified Armed Forces. They are to be held responsible for their
moral–political condition, their mobilization and fighting readiness, for their opera-
tional and tactical preparedness and completeness in terms of numbers, arms and
equipment.

4. Together with establishing broader tasks and new organizational structures of
the command and general staff of the Unified Armed Forces there is a need to fix
the size and percentage share of contributions borne by the USSR and other coun-
tries of the Warsaw Pact.

It is suggested that this question should be considered in terms of proportional
efforts resulting from the threat that we face in the European War Theater.

The population, economic and military potential of the NATO states in Europe is,
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in comparison with the potential of the people’s democracies, clearly unfavorable to
us. Creation of the indispensable superiority for defense and defeat of the enemy can
be ensured by the engagement in this theater of the proper Soviet forces in the dimen-
sion of approximately two-thirds of total Warsaw Pact potential.

The above indicator of the USSR’s indispensable share corresponds with the real
place and potential of that country. It reflects both the probable size of its armed
forces provided for the European War Theater, as well as its population potential
(counted for the European area of the USSR) and its share in the production of basic
raw materials and strategic materials. The share of the above factors can roughly be
estimated at 65–90 percent in relation to the total potential of all other Warsaw Pact
countries.

Moreover, the relative weight of the USSR is determined by its strategic assault
power on behalf of the whole Warsaw Pact.

In view of the above statements it does not seem feasible to accept unofficial sug-
gestions regarding the percentage share of the USSR in the budget of the command
of the Unified Armed Forces (merely about 31 percent).

In the opinion of the Ministry of National Defense the share of member-states in
the command of the Unified Armed Forces should:

– correspond percentage-wise to the share of positions held in the command and
the general staff the Unified Armed Forces (this indicator with regard to the
Soviet Army representatives should be 50 percent as a minimum);

– remain basically within the actual percentage share kept in the budget up to
now;

– take into consideration national income per capita in the particular countries;
– take into consideration a particular country’s effort in the development of its

territorial defense and its contribution to securing the redeployment of allied
forces, thus bringing relief to operational forces. 

Taking into consideration these premises, Poland’s share should not exceed the
present 13.5 percent, and we should be trying to obtain from our point of view more
justified numbers—e.g. a minimum of 50 percent for the Soviet Union, and for the
remaining Pact members also about 50 percent. With this assumption our share would
amount to 1/5 of the share of all people’s democracies, which would be about 10 per-
cent of the total budget.

However, this proposal may encounter strong opposition, based, among other
things, on current membership contributions to the CMEA, which for the USSR
amounts to only 32.25 percent.

[…] 

[Source: KC PZPR 2948/27–36, Archiwum Akt Nowych. Previously published in
the Cold War International History Project Bulletin, no. 11 (Winter 1998): 240–243.
Translated by Jan Chowaniec.]   
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Document No 35: Czechoslovak Proposal for 
Reform of the Warsaw Pact, February 1966

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

This Czechoslovak document offers another East European perspective on the sub-
ject of Warsaw Pact reorganization. While still fairly accommodating of the Soviet
position, the Czechoslovaks by now were already experiencing a liberalizing trend that
would shortly lead to the Prague Spring, and their views here are not as submissive
and pliable as they once were. The general staff officers who composed the document
propose allowing national armies to be directed without the intercession of the Warsaw
Pact command. They also complain that the Soviets are being excessively secretive
about important matters such as the supreme commander’s exact role and the scope
of his authority during a war. More generally, they point out that Moscow has not been
consulting with its allies about its plans to make use of Warsaw Pact forces, an approach
the Czechoslovaks argue hampers effective preparations for war. Still, the tone of the
document is somewhat muted, which suggests that some dissension existed within the
ranks of the Czechoslovak military.

____________________ 

[…] 
Comrade Brezhnev’s letter implies that specific measures to improve the struc-

ture and mechanisms of the Treaty and its military bodies in particular must be taken
[…] 

The fundamental problem to be resolved first: […] “How to ensure the full respon-
sibility of all Treaty members for the comprehensive defense of the entire bloc that
gives them the right jointly to decide the main issues concerning the preparation of
our states for war.” 

As the following lines suggest, this is not the case today. We are convinced that
without a major change, no proposed re-shuffling of the UAF Staff would achieve
the goals desired in the reorganization of the Unified Command. 

Every member of the PCC should be reassured that his country’s share within the
Unified Armed Forces truly safeguards the inviolability of state frontiers, and must
have the opportunity to assess realistically the measures through which this is safe-
guarded. Since the very existence and future of the nation are at stake, the respon-
sibility of each of our parties and governments for the final success in a possible war
requires certitude about the correctness of the measures being taken in peace time. 

[…] Individual states build their armed forces and make other war preparations,
not only without any possibility of cooperating in the elaboration of the general con-
cept, or of evaluating it, but without even any knowledge of the particular measures
adopted by all the other participants. This makes it impossible for them to be cer-
tain about their respective contributions to the common cause and about all that has
been done to ensure its success. 

We believe that, for instance, the cooperation of states concerned with formulat-
ing the strategic concept for the conduct of war in the European theater is indis-
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pensable for creating the conditions necessary to fulfill the principle cited [at the
beginning of this document]. […] That has not been the case so far. The previous
overall strategic concept, which directed our armed forces to “firmly cover the state
border [and] not allow penetration of our territory by enemy forces…‘” was changed
[…] and the Czechoslovak People’s Army was assigned an active task.”3

[…] 
The supreme commander in a rather peremptory manner usually decides the size

and composition of forces. The member-states, without knowing the actual require-
ments, are not in a position to completely justify their proposals. And this is the way
the share of each country in the common measures that are taken is determined.
These are measures that not only are vital for the defense of the country and the
entire bloc, but also influence fundamentally the methods and possibilities for the
further development of socialist society—all this without proper evaluation and deci-
sion by the respective party and government.

[…] 
All documents concerning the rights and duties of the supreme commander show

clearly that he has the right to directly command and suggest different measures only
to the troops assigned to the Unified Armed Forces. Nevertheless, at numerous talks,
he has exceeded his authority by making decisions on the development of all our
[Czechoslovak] armed forces. For instance, during negotiations in Moscow on February
1–3, 1960, the supreme commander emphasized that the Unified Command “ … insists
that 16 all-purpose divisions be formed during a war.” At that time, however, the
ČSSR had only 11 divisions assigned to the Unified Armed Forces.

This shows that the supreme commander is interested (and perhaps rightly so) in
the overall capacities of the country during war; however, his duties and the duties
of his staff in war time have never been formalized.

II.
[…] 
Before starting to work on a draft specifying the role and responsibilities of both

the Political Consultative Committee and the Staff of the Unified Armed Forces, it
is necessary to answer unambiguously the question of what would be expected from
both of these bodies in war time.

The point is to decide whether in war time the Supreme Commander and his staff
would constitute the command headquarters of the Unified Armed Forces of the
Warsaw Treaty, or whether this function would be performed by someone else (for
instance, by the Soviet Army General Staff directly). Only after this question has
been answered is it possible to discuss what competencies this organ [the Supreme
Commander and his staff] should have in peace time. 

[Source: GŠ-OS, 1966, 0039042/1, VÚA. Translated by Marian J. Kratochvíl.]

3 The reference is to an offensive operation.
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Document No. 36: Statement by the Romanian Chief of Staff 
on Reform of the Warsaw Pact, February 4–9, 1966

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

The controversies over Warsaw Pact reorganization, revealed in the previous several
documents, were the most fundamental the alliance faced in the latter 1960s. Of the var-
ious forums for hammering out these issues, perhaps the most important were the meet-
ings at the deputy level of the defense and foreign ministries. This record from a meet-
ing of Warsaw Pact chiefs of staff—who simultaneously served as deputy ministers of
defense—is representative of the kinds of working-level sessions that focused primarily
on military affairs. (See Document No. 37 for an analogous record of discussions in the
political sphere.) Of particular interest is the detailed exposition of the Romanian view-
point, which shows that Bucharest’s aim was its complete independence in deciding its
own military issues, and simultaneously reducing the powers of any Warsaw Pact agen-
cies to the minimum. Even in case of an attack on the alliance, Romania reserved the
right to decide whether and under what conditions its forces should enter the conflict.
The Romanians also insisted that their armed forces should not be subject to inspection
by the Warsaw Pact, and furthermore that no permanent representatives of the supreme
commander should be installed on Romanian territory. To further complicate matters
for Moscow, by insisting on the principle of unanimity the Romanians claimed the right
to veto any Warsaw Pact decisions. Each of these rights they claimed not only for them-
selves but for all member-states. Not surprisingly, a sharp discussion ensued, and the
meeting finally ended without an agreement—much to the consternation of the Soviets.

____________________ 

[…] 
The principles of the statute [of the Unified Command] are obviously contradic-

tory to the principles of cooperation and mutual assistance, based on sovereignty,
national independence, and nonintervention in internal affairs. [These principles] are
embodied in the treaty and concern substantial rights held by our governments. All
these regulations, as well as their application, would make the supreme commander
superior to the governments and transform the Supreme Command into a suprana-
tional body. […] 

[…] 
Several examples to follow should demonstrate to what extent existing regulations

contradict the provisions of the treaty. In 1961, during the Berlin events, the Supreme
Commander, without consulting us, ordered that certain measures be adopted to
increase the combat readiness of our country. These included, for example: mobi-
lization of certain units and corps, which resulted in a temporary increase in force
levels of 12,000 troops; exercises by armed forces and staffs; the redeployment of
some units from their garrisons to other areas; etc. 

Similar measures were applied during the Cuban crisis, too. Without any prelim-
inary consultation with the defense minister, without any consent by the national
governments of the Warsaw Treaty signatories with respect to Art. 4 of the treaty,
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the supreme commander issued an order to increase the combat readiness of troops
assigned to the Unified Armed Forces. The governments of the treaty signatories
thus confronted a situation that could well have resulted in a state of war without
the ability to make proper decisions as supreme bodies exercising executive power. 

[…] 
The lack of consultations was manifested even during certain joint exercises led

by the Unified Command—for instance during the 1962 exercise in Hungary, or the
1963 exercise in Bulgaria. Although our command and our troops participated, the
Romanian Ministry of Armed Forces had not been consulted; the Ministry did not
participate in elaborating the exercise’s goals, planning concepts, or reconnaissance,
or in the preparation of [after-action] assessments. 

[…] We maintain that the statute and other relevant documents which regulate
command and staff activities must be in compliance with the treaty and with organ-
izational principles of relations between the socialist states. 

Comrades! 
In view of this, our delegation shall present certain proposals, which concern issues

crucial to Supreme Command activities:
1. The statute and other documents, which define the duties of this Command,

must follow the principle, according to which the party and government of each coun-
try, exclusively, are fully responsible for the command, organization, armament and
preparedness of all [that country’s] armed forces, both in peace and in war time. 

2. With the intention to improve the organization of the Unified Command, to
ensure the participation of representatives of all Warsaw Treaty signatory states in
[the Pact’s] activities, we propose the formation of a Unified Command Military
Council. The Council shall be constituted as a body empowered to adopt decisions
on the principle of [unanimous] consent. The Military Council shall judge which issues
are under the competence of the Command. The Military Council should include the
supreme commander as its chairman, along with his deputies and chief of staff as its
members. Its motions and decisions shall be subject to approval by the governments
of the treaty signatories. […] 

3. […] All plans, documents, activities and measures resulting from this appoint-
ment may be implemented only after their approval by the governments of the Warsaw
Treaty signatories.

4. In compliance with Art. 5 of the treaty, each country shall assign the forces that
will carry on the joint activities, following the consent of the signatories. The coor-
dination and engagement of these forces must be stipulated precisely by rules approved
by the Warsaw Treaty signatories. Their engagement in war may be decided exclu-
sively by the country to which these forces belong, while the national commands are
charged with their command. […] 

[Source: GŠ-OS, 1966, 0039042/19, VÚA. Translated by Marian J. Kratochvíl.] 
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Document No. 37: Summary of Discussion at Conference of Warsaw 
Treaty Deputy Foreign Ministers, February 17, 1966 

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

As the previous document description indicates, Warsaw Pact officials at the deputy
minister level carried out some of the most crucial work involving such highly con-
tentious issues as Warsaw Pact reorganization. This deputy foreign ministers’ meeting,
held in Berlin, was a forum for hashing out the various political counter-proposals
presented by the East European member-states. Hungarian and German records of
the session also exist, but the Polish version is the most informative. 

Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister Leonid Ilichev opened the session with a speech
that acknowledged the need to improve Warsaw Pact organization. On one of the key
issues of debate—whether to create a secretariat and in what form—the Soviets favored
its establishment as a permanent body but wanted to limit its role to handling techni-
cal matters, such as preparing for meetings, rather than deliberating over substantive
political issues—the function filled by NATO’s Secretariat.

The Romanian presentation made for a fascinating counterpoint. Emphasizing the
principles of sovereignty and noninterference, Deputy Foreign Minister Mircea Maliţa
invoked the danger of the PCC becoming a supranational organ that would usurp the
powers of national governments (implicitly in favor of the Soviets). He argued that the
current requirement that participation at PCC meetings should be at the very highest
levels was too inflexible and had led directly to the elimination of Albania as a mem-
ber because of its government’s refusal to send party leader Enver Hoxha. (Romania
wanted the Albanians to be reinstated, so that it would gain another ally against the
Soviets.) In these and other respects as well, Romania’s views contradicted those of
other East European members. Eventually, the Soviets, East Germans and Poles cau-
cused in an attempt to break the deadlock created by the Romanian representative. But
the move fell short, and the meeting failed to produce the unanimity necessary for pass-
ing a concluding resolution.

____________________

[…] 

I.

The point of the talks was to strengthen and improve the structure and mecha-
nisms of the Warsaw Treaty. 

In the first phase of talks, the Romanian delegation already disagreed with this
formulation of the session agenda. It [Romanian delegation] requested limiting [the
formulation] to “exchanging ideas on the matter of improving methods of consulta-
tion between member-states of the Warsaw Treaty,” arguing that it [Romania] is
authorized only to discuss matters involving the work of the Political Consultative
Committee.

[…] 
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II.
The PPR delegation presented the view […] that in accordance with specifications
established during the meeting at Comrade Premier’s [Józef Cyrankiewicz’s], we did
not bring up the concept of establishing a Treaty Council and reducing the Con-
sultative Committee to the role implied in its name. However, we presented a view
[…] [in favor of] establishing a permanent Council or a Committee of Foreign Ministers,
which would convene not less than twice a year. […] 

The Ministers Council or Committee would convene as needed at the minister’s
or deputy’s level, would be a support institution for the Consultative Committee, and
would have a consultative character.

[…] 

III.

The stance of Romanian delegation:
1. The party and government leaderships of all states are responsible for their

own foreign policy, therefore we should respect the principles of sovereignty and
equality and not interfere in the internal affairs of other countries. 

2. Consultation, based on the rules specified in the Treaty itself, is a proper form
of cooperation between member-states of the Warsaw Treaty.

3. The system of consultation within the framework of the Political Consultative
Committee should be improved, especially when it comes to steps which may invol-
ve the interests and obligations of other member-states of the Treaty.

Because of that, the Romanian delegate reminded [us] that matters as important
as the introduction of missiles to Cuba, a program of universal and complete disar-
mament, and lately the draft of a treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons
required prior consultation.

Consultations do not limit the rights of states to take initiatives in foreign policy.
[…] 

4. […] 
5. […] 
6. The Romanian delegation opposes the establishment of a rigid frame of refer-

ence for the Political Consultative Committee and defining its statute or regulations. 
7. In the past, the Political Consultative Committee has exceeded its competences

as a consultative institution. It has done so by making decisions on certain political
and military issues. […] 

The representative of Romania, in his presentations, consistently repeated the
view he presented previously. It was obvious that he had been given very inflexible
and specific instructions.

8. In this situation it became clear that reaching any kind of agreement was not
possible. 

[…] 
[…] During the session, the chairman (GDR) acting on “quiet” suggestions from

the USSR proposed accepting a formal protocol. But the Romanian delegate did not
even agree to include a sentence [in the protocol] about the need for further ex-
change of views on the matters discussed previously. At a meeting initiated during
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a break, the chiefs of delegations engaged in a quite dramatic exchange of words.
The Romanian was urged not to close the door to the prospect of continued discus-
sion about such a loosely formulated proposal. He declined, pleading a lack of man-
date.

[…] 
The Romanian arguments were spurious and some were even ludicrous (i.e. the

supposed lack of authority of foreign ministers to participate in the activities of the
proposed Committee of Ministers). An analysis of those arguments leads to an evi-
dent conclusion—that they were pretexts. 

The real motives behind Romania’s stance—with an incessant emphasis on the
necessity of consultations and with a peculiar understanding of the principle of sov-
ereignty—were: ensuring for itself full freedom of conduct, not committing itself to
any new organizational ties, and attempting to loosen existing ties. The Romanians
strive to paralyze the Treaty and transform its institutions into non-committal dis-
cussion clubs. The present session showed further undesirable evolution of the
Romanian position. 

* * * 

In view of the situation that had been unfolding for some time, I raised—on behalf
of our leadership—the following matter during a talk with Cde. [Leonid] Ilichev after
the conclusion of the session: without doing anything that could weaken the Warsaw
Treaty from our side, it would be wise to think about concentrating efforts to coor-
dinate the activities of the four states most interested in this matter—due to their
geographic position— (the USSR, Poland, Czechoslovakia, and the GDR).

More frequent consultations between these states regarding the problems of
European security could lead to the establishment of a regional pact of the four, with-
in the framework of the Warsaw Treaty. I have emphasized that so far this is only a
preliminary consideration at the level of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

The Soviet comrades considered the matter with great attention, and have declared
that they will refer it to their leadership.

M[arian] Naszkowski

[Source: KC PZPR, 2948, pp. 64–69. Translated by Magdalena Klotzbach for the
National Security Archive.]    
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Document No. 38: Study of Special Features of a Surprise 
Outbreak of War Prepared for the Hungarian Military, 

February 22–23, 1966 

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

This document is rare among the publicly available materials dealing with the possi-
ble consequences of a Western nuclear strike. Its unusual aspect is in the admission
that there is really no defense against such a strike. The text does not say this outright
but clearly indicates there is no realistic possibility of defense. The authors of the study
predict that Western-launched Polaris missiles would reach Hungary in 8–10 minutes.
Some 20–30 minutes later, tactical air force strikes would ensue, followed some six
hours later by strategic bombers taking off from the United States. Local air defenses,
particularly fighter aircraft flying at twice the speed of sound, would be partially suc-
cessful but unable entirely to repel such a large-scale assault. 

____________________

[…] 
With the simultaneous launching of air and space-based attacks, the first mani-

festation over Hungarian air space may be of Polaris-type ballistic missiles, 8–10 min-
utes after their launching from submarines patrolling in the Mediterranean. Some
20–30 minutes later—after take-off—strike forces of tactical aircraft (belonging to
the 4th and 5th Allied Tactical Air Headquarters) and 1.5–2 hours later, tactical
bombers located in Europe (Spain) may reach the borders of the country. Some 6–8
hours after take-off, we can expect strikes by strategic bombers taking off from United
States territory and the return of the tactical aircraft participating in the action.

[…] 
Our air-defense forces (airborne missile defense units and fighter planes) will be

able to destroy the enemy’s means of air attack, flying at 1.7–2 times the speed of
sound, from altitudes of 500 m and lower up to 27,000 m, at any time of year or day.

Radar units will be able to detect the means of air attack at 60–70 km distance
from the country’s borders at altitudes of 500 m, and at 200–250 km at altitudes of
16,000 m. This detection potential (assuming 960 km/h as the cruising speed) means
that air targets are detected about 4 minutes before they reach the borders of the
country if they are flying at low altitudes, and 13–15 minutes beforehand at high alti-
tudes.

[…] 
Detection of intercontinental ballistic missiles by the reconnaissance facilities of

the Unified Air-defense Headquarters will probably take place 25 minutes before
impact, in case of a trajectory of about 10,000 km. At this time, there may still be 9–10
minutes left before the launching of Polaris-type missiles and the take-off of tactical
aircraft. The Polaris can be expected to appear 17–20 minutes later (counting 8–10
minutes flying time). Some 10–15 minutes after impact, NATO tactical aircraft will
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reach the furthest limit of detection by the Hungarian People’s Army’s radar (assum-
ing a distance of 350–450 km, traveling at speeds of 960 km/h and low altitude.)

[…] 
Under the most unfavorable conditions described, with no prior indication that

the enemy is preparing for combat, and when therefore preliminary regulations can-
not be implemented, the command post of the national air-defense troops will be
able to raise the alarm for the Hungarian People’s Army and notify Civil Defense
and participating air-defense forces about 15–20 minutes before the Polaris missiles
land.

[…] 
It can be concluded that there is only partial provision for fending off the first

massive strike by the enemy in the event of a complete surprise [attack]. With respect
to tactical aircraft, many more air targets can be expected within 20–30 minutes than
the means in place will be able to repulse.

[Source: 68/014/186, pp. 19–31, War History Archives, Budapest. Translated by
Attila Kolontári, Zsófia Zelnik, and Brian McLaine.]    
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Document No. 39: Memorandum of the Conference 
of Defense Ministers, May 27–28, 1966

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

After two earlier meetings of Warsaw Pact deputy defense ministers and deputy for-
eign ministers had ended in deadlock (Document Nos. 36 and 37), Moscow commu-
nicated informally with some of its allies, particularly the Poles, to make them come
up with generally acceptable proposals for reorganizing the alliance. The main obsta-
cle, of course, was the Romanians, who had previously raised a variety of challenges
to the Soviet position. This document records a subsequent meeting of the Pact’s defense
ministers where the new proposals were discussed in an attempt to find a compromise.
Among other points of interest, it gives a more detailed sense of the differing perspec-
tives of the East European partners. The Poles had helped draft the proposals. The
Hungarians for the most part agreed to them, while the East German, Bulgarian and
Czechoslovak ministers had little of substance to add. However, the Romanians refused
to budge. Although some progress was eventually made, the participants failed to come
up with a final resolution. The dispute over reorganization of the alliance continued
through the late 1960s.

____________________

[…] 
On May 27–28, 1966, a conference of army representatives from the member-

states of the Warsaw Treaty was held, at the level of Defense Ministers, in Moscow.
It was dedicated to jurisdictional and organizational matters and enhancement of the
work of military institutions of the Warsaw Treaty. […] 

[…] 
Basically all comments made by the Polish side during both the period preceding

it and during the conference deserve emphasis, but especially:
– currently accepting as fundamental the organizational structure of the main

military institutions of the Unified Armed Forces with a reduced number of
participants (about 200 people);

– establishing an appropriate share for each country in the composition of the
main military institutions of the Unified Armed Forces and their budget (with
13.5 percent of Polish contribution it will be approximately 500,000–600,000
rubles annually);

– accepting the formulation which grants the General Staff of the Soviet Army
the power, to present appropriate proposals for planning the operational use
of forces instead of giving recommendations to defense ministers and general
staffs;

– from the decision about the deployment of national forces to the Unified Armed
Forces, removing the formulation [which states] that it covers the entire force
of every country.

[…] 

217

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 $
{D

at
e}

. $
{P

ub
lis

he
r}

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



The Bulgarian, German, and Czechoslovak delegations, while fully approving the
draft documents, basically did not make remarks of substantial significance.

Also the Hungarian delegation, in general, approved the discussed drafts. However,
by raising quite numerous, but not very precise observations on details during the
first phase of the conference, it introduced non-constructive elements to the discus-
sion, and by doing so made it easier for the Romanian delegation to increase the
number of its reservations.

[…] 
In a sense it was to the surprise of the Soviet hosts, who as a result of talks held

recently at the highest political level and working contacts, expected much fewer
objections of the Romanian side.

The Romanian stance on the following issues deserves special attention:
– questioning every decision of the statute draft in which the Political Consultative

Committee is mentioned, and demanding that only the government institution
act in all these instances. The Romanian delegation, while negating previous
practice based on the spirit of the protocol to the Warsaw Treaty from May 14,
1955, expressed the view that the Political Consultative Committee cannot be
a political institution with the right to resolve mutually established general prob-
lems concerning the defensive capabilities of member-states of the Warsaw
Treaty.

Taking into consideration their inflexibility and persistence on this issue as
well as the emphasis placed on the significance of the problem that should be
resolved on an appropriate level, one can anticipate that the Romanian side
will attempt to lower the standing and powers of the Political Consultative
Committee, and possibly even question the existence of this type of institution.

– disagreeing with the establishment of the Military Consultative Council com-
posed of defense ministers from individual states and the supreme command-
er of the Unified Armed Forces, and demanding the establishment of a mili-
tary council for the Supreme Command, the composition of which would include
the supreme commander and his national deputies.

In this situation, based on a petition from the Soviet side, a compromise solu-
tion was reached, which assumed that instead of establishing a Military
Consultative Council, meetings of Warsaw Treaty defense ministers would be
convened as needed. Despite this concession, it was impossible to persuade the
Romanian delegation that there was no purpose in establishing a military coun-
cil for the Supreme Command. Despite that, the Romanian delegation no longer
considers the council to be a decision-making institution but a consultative one.
[The Romanians’] consistency regarding this matter, as well as certain remarks
made about the competences of the supreme commander, allow for specula-
tion that the underlying reasons are to restrain his authority and the possibili-
ty of carrying out individual work.

– categorical opposition to the existence of institutions for permanent represen-
tatives of the supreme commander which would be attached to individual armies.
The Romanian side was not satisfied even with the proposed formulation that
these representatives would only be attached to the armies of those states that

218

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 $
{D

at
e}

. $
{P

ub
lis

he
r}

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



considered it necessary. The obvious attempt to impose a unilateral stance on
other delegations prompted a wide-ranging discussion, during which the defense
ministers appealed to the Romanian delegation to accept the proposal for a
fully flexible formulation. After their appeal failed, the chairman of the Polish
delegation considered it appropriate to point out the gist of the problem by
stating that the Romanian delegation wanted to introduce the principle that
the stance of one Treaty member-state should apply to all members. However,
in our understanding, genuine democracy in inter-allied cooperation gives the
right to not accept a specific solution by a partner who does not accept it; in no
circumstances should this limit the rights of the remaining [partners] to accept
decisions which they agree with, or which undermine elements of our mutual
defense.

In light of this thesis, it was decided that the Romanian side will present its
particular stance on this matter as well as on two previously discussed issues in
a special appendix to the protocol.

[…] 

[Source: KC PZPR, 2663, pp. 234–39, Archiwum Akt Nowych. Translated by Mag-
dalena Klotzbach for the National Security Archive.]     
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Document No. 40: Memorandum of the Conference 
of Foreign Ministers, June 14–15, 1966

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

Because of the lack of consensus on how to improve the functioning of the Warsaw Pact,
the Soviets decided to shelve the issue temporarily in order to focus on other pressing
matters at the important foreign ministers’ conference recorded here. One priority was
the question of a conference on European security. The Soviets had prepared a dec-
laration on the subject but had not been able to build a consensus among the partners.
At this meeting, the issue became intermingled with reform of the Warsaw Pact when
Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko submitted a draft declaration on European securi-
ty and the Romanians responded with the demand to add several paragraphs on con-
tentious matters such as the withdrawal of foreign troops. A related dispute arose over
Romania’s insistence that any statement avoid strong condemnation of West Germany,
with which Bucharest was about to establish diplomatic relations. This predictably
angered the East Germans, who only backed down after the Soviets warned them not
to press the issue. Moscow wanted to ensure at least a modicum of agreement among
the partners. Other sharp differences surfaced, for example, between the Romanians
and the Poles, and according to different accounts the Soviets, though firm at first, later
went to considerable lengths in trying to forge a compromise. In the end, Romanian
intransigence once again determined the outcome, and a final resolution on substan-
tive issues was put off until the meeting of the PCC in early July.

____________________

a) Session of June 14 

[…] Many specific proposals for the improvement of the Warsaw Treaty organi-
zation could not be discussed in detail since the Romanians took a negative stance
towards the institutionalization of the Treaty, which the six remaining delegations
saw as a way to increase its effectiveness. 

[…] Romanian delegate Cde. [Corneliu] Mănescu: […] We have carefully studied
the proposals of our German comrades. We have also concluded that the GDR intends
to renegotiate the issues that had already been dealt with in Berlin. The views of
individual delegations are already well known after the exchange of opinions that
took place in Berlin. Therefore, I do not intend to go into detail on our standpoint
here. I only wish to mention some principal considerations.

The GDR proposal no longer mentions the Political Consultative Committee
(PCC) Statute; instead, it states the necessity of creating fundamental norms for PCC
activity. Cde. [Mircea] Maliţa’s arguments against adoption of the Statute as pre-
sented in Berlin correspond in full with those against the so-called fundamental norms.
The term is not important; what is important is the proposal to modify PCC activi-
ties. We do not consider it an effective or necessary step. The institutional frame-
work formed by means of these fundamental norms would not comply with the
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Warsaw Treaty, since its consultative character would be impaired. We are convinced
that the PCC can be successful under conditions of strict adherence to the principles
and all provisions of the Warsaw Treaty. This should form the basis of relations
among the socialist states. 

The GDR proposal brings us to a reconsideration of the issue concerning the rep-
resentation of countries at PCC meetings. We maintain that every country should be
represented at PCC meetings on a level, which would be agreed upon during the pre-
liminary consultations with respect to the nature of the topics to be discussed. Each
state is entitled to decide independently at what level it would be represented at [a
particular] PCC meeting. To adopt the rule that PCC meetings must be attended by
first secretaries and prime ministers would be contradictory to Article 6 of the Treaty. 

We have already mentioned that we do not agree with the establishment of a
Permanent Commission on Foreign Political Affairs as a PCC auxiliary body. We are
in favor of consultations among the foreign ministers or consultations on the occa-
sion of various international conferences; we do not consider it necessary to consti-
tute a Permanent Commission from the participants at these consultations, howev-
er. The introduction of organizational rules for our consultations would result in a
loss of flexibility and operational spirit. The fact is that during the past ten years our
mutual consultations have been carried out informally, not within the framework of
a Permanent Commission. This demonstrates that there is no need to establish such
a body. 

So far as the Secretariat is concerned, Romania suggests a Technical Secretariat
with an exclusively technical character. Its staff should consist of a few persons only.
On technical matters, the Secretariat will cooperate with the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs of the country that would be hosting the forthcoming PCC meeting. The
Secretariat should distribute a preliminary draft of the conference agenda, plus rel-
evant materials for the forthcoming session. We do not consider it expedient to form
a joint Secretariat.

Finally, let me point out that, in our opinion, an essential precondition for coop-
eration is acknowledgement of the principle, according to which the leadership of
each country should elaborate and manage its foreign policy, take necessary meas-
ures and bear full responsibility for them. As to mutual consultations among the
Treaty signatories, their forms may differ both in manner of these consultations and
in their content. Be it issues of foreign policy or of the military, any subsequent con-
sultations may only follow a joint agreement of the states concerned. 

[…] The USSR Minister of Foreign Affairs Cde. A[ndrei A.] Gromyko pointed
out that our conference was dealing with important issues. He stated that the cur-
rent situation would be rather precarious if any of the participants believed that noth-
ing needed to be done. The importance of issues connected with Warsaw Treaty
Organization activities is greater since many of them have not been regulated yet.
No rules have been set so far for PCC activities; no auxiliary PCC bodies have been
constituted yet. […]

The activities of the PCC are not organized. It is not expedient to arrange every
single PCC meeting in advance. If there is no unity on convening a meeting, none
will be convened. Then, a situation may arise which calls for a debate on urgent issues,
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but because of disagreement about the level of representation, the PCC would not
be able to discuss these issues. Political issues would thus become subordinated to
organizational ones. A certain kind of order must be adopted that would be accept-
able to everyone. 

[…] For the sake of efficiency, the PCC should make decisions. Should the PCC
meetings confine themselves to an exchange of opinion, PCC activity would not be
effective. Since there are different opinions about this matter there is all the more
reason to try to find common ground. I would like to point out NATO practices.
Their people continue to try hard to make organizational matters clear. They are
obviously after different political goals; nevertheless their organization scheme works
automatically. I will not call for mimicking their practices; we should realize, how-
ever, that the Western leaders are not their own enemies. If their organizational
measures were of no use to them, they would have dropped them long ago. 

There are no regulations concerning the activities of PCC auxiliary bodies either.
A resolution was adopted to constitute the Permanent Commission on Foreign Political
Affairs; the Commission does not operate, however. There was an opinion voiced
that an institution would not be necessary; mere consultations would do just as well.
These consultations have not taken place until now. Apparently, if there is no appro-
priate institution, [its absence] has consequences. True, the consultations may be con-
ducted bilaterally. There are issues, however, that are of interest to everyone. Should
these be negotiated bilaterally between the signatory states, it would be rather clum-
sy. How many days have we been working here and no agreement on the final doc-
ument has been reached so far? For instance, if this document were to be negotiat-
ed bilaterally it would be impossible to reach an agreement.

We must act more flexibly. The present state of affairs cannot be called a flexible
one; on the contrary, it contradicts effectiveness. That concerns the entire Warsaw
Treaty mechanism. The better we fix the issues resulting from the situation, the bet-
ter our organization will function in the organizational sense and the more effective
will be our results. This is how we understand effectiveness and flexibility. 

The GDR proposal corresponds with these goals. Some fine-tuning of this pro-
posal may perhaps be needed; if we want to act more effectively, however, no objec-
tions should be raised against it. This is no attempt to impair the sovereign rights of
the states. Everything proposed here is fully compatible with state sovereignty. 

So far as the Secretariat is concerned, we understand that this body cannot assume
more powers than it is given by the PCC. It seems to me that we have reached a cer-
tain degree of mutual understanding on this issue. Let us try to find, therefore, a com-
mon language on this issue. 

Comrade Gromyko finally expressed his hope that the Romanian comrades would
review their position and agree with our opinion, according to which certain organi-
zational forms must be found that would improve the effectiveness of Warsaw Treaty
activities. The GDR proposal serves a useful objective. It is not a question for us hav-
ing to agree on either everything or on nothing. […] 

Comrade Mănescu was the next to speak. He said: […] The speeches of other
speakers included remarks on our standpoint. I suppose therefore that matters have
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not been made completely clear yet. That is why I want to come back to certain points
in order to explain our standpoint thoroughly. 

Concerning the level of representation at PCC meetings, we quoted Article 6 of
the Warsaw Treaty. According to this article, every state may be represented at PCC
consultations by any person whose appointment is deemed expedient, from the [party]
first secretary and premier down to any other representative. We do not exclude [the
possibility] that states shall be represented by their first secretaries and/or prime min-
isters. We maintain, however, that this level of representation should not be an exclu-
sive one. We received a reply, which we do not agree with: the Warsaw Treaty pro-
visions must not be interpreted rigidly. I repeat again that on this issue we stick strictly
to the provisions of Article 6 of the Treaty. 

[…] We repeat again that the PCC is a consultative body, not a decision-making
body. The letter and spirit of the Warsaw Treaty clearly give the PCC the character
of a consultative body. 

[…] The Polish representative, Comrade [Marian] Naszkowski […] suggested that
the delegations think over once again the proposals that have been submitted, as well
as the views expressed. A working group should be formed to confirm the points that
have already been agreed upon. […] 

A shorter discussion followed with the participation of Comrades Gromyko, Nasz-
kowski, Bashev and Mănescu. It was agreed that the working group would include
representatives of all delegations. Its work will commence after lunch. […] 

b) Session of June 15 

[…] Comrade Gromyko referred to the tabled material, which in fact reveals the
extent of our disagreement on many highly important issues. The material demon-
strates how different the conceptions of the tasks and mechanism of the Warsaw
Treaty are. […] We have not made a single step forward in our work [said Gromyko].

Nothing is said in the material about a Commission of Ministers of Foreign Affairs.
But this is an issue of importance. It is not the title that matters but actual consulta-
tions among foreign ministers. 

As to the Secretariat, the resolution has been adopted already. Even if we adopt
the idea of a Technical Secretariat, the former resolution remains valid. It would be
wrong not to respect our own resolutions. We agree, however, to constitute a small-
er Technical Secretariat, although this does not solve the problem. Maybe we shall
agree upon a larger secretariat later. […] 

Comrade Mănescu spoke next. He stated: All our delegations had their repre-
sentatives in the working group. The group compiled a list of issues on which there
was agreement. The document also reveals concessions, which the respective dele-
gations made during negotiations. Now, it seems that the agreed issues are being
repudiated.[…] 

As to the 1956 resolutions,4 I repeat again that these issues remained open for 10
years. We ask why the resolutions were not implemented in 1956, 1957, or in 1958. 

4 Resolutions of the first PCC meeting providing for the creation of additional institutions. 
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In our opinion, the reason was that life had shown that these resolutions were unnec-
essary. We solemnly declare that we value the improvement of Warsaw Treaty activ-
ities. However, we have in mind improvement based on strict adherence to the arti-
cles of the Treaty.

An issue has arisen here as to whether the document should emphasize the neces-
sity of consultations. I have nothing to add except for what is [already] included in
Article 6. This article clearly deals with consultations as well as with the level of rep-
resentation at PCC meetings. There is no other document, which would deal with
these issues. That implies that an improvement of activity would be possible if based
on adherence to the Treaty and its consultative character. Creating a decision-mak-
ing body would bring no improvement. 

As to the further process, either the working group shall set about their work, or
draft an agreement as intended by Comrade [Václav] David.5 The Romanian dele-
gation is in favor of the second option. 

Comrade Gromyko replied, stating that adherence to the Treaty was beyond any
discussion. However, Article 6 includes a provision according to which the PCC may
constitute its auxiliary bodies. A resolution was adopted calling for the constitution
of two auxiliary bodies. That is in accord with the Treaty. Therefore, we are much
more in favor of adhering to the Treaty, including the resolutions that had been
adopted on its basis. It seems that the Romanian delegation does not doubt that the
Permanent Commission and Joint Secretariat are PCC auxiliary bodies. In view of
that, their standpoint is [rather] inconsistent. […] 

Comrade Gromyko came back to the issue of the Permanent Commission. He
pointed out that the Romanian delegation was against the Permanent Commission
on the one hand, while nobody was against consultations on the other hand. All of
us feel the necessity for consultations. The protocol might include, therefore, [a pro-
vision] that the foreign ministers would meet regularly twice a year, or else upon
request of any [signatory] country, without constituting any kind of body. 

Comrade Mănescu rejected this proposal, having pointed out Article 3 of the
Treaty where consultations among its signatories were described in a comprehensive
fashion.

Comrade Gromyko replied that Article 3 did not cover in full all forms of these
consultations. Among the most effective ones, he included personal contacts. 

Comrade Mănescu stressed that the Romanian delegation was not renouncing
consultations, but wanted them to observe previously existing patterns. Or, their form
may be negotiated on a case-by-case basis. Comrade Bashev then suggested that the
protocol could simply include a statement to the effect that the foreign ministers
agreed, in accordance with Article 3, to meet regularly. 

Comrade Mănescu repeated his point of view. 
[…] The conference adjourned without any agreed-upon conclusions. […] 

[Source: 0071/66, AMZV. Translated by Karel Sieber.]   

5 Czechoslovak Minister of Foreign Affairs.
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Document No. 41: Minutes of Summit of Warsaw Pact 
Leaders in Bucharest, July 5–7, 1966

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

After a series of unproductive meetings of the allies, this PCC session finally produced
agreement on certain issues important to the Soviets. The relatively free-wheeling dis-
cussion prompted a senior Romanian official to later comment that this was the first
high-level gathering where widely divergent views were both discussed and accepted.
The issue of Vietnam prompted loud arguments between the Soviets, Romanians and
Poles. At one point, Brezhnev became so upset at Ceaușescu —who had proposed 20
separate amendments to a Soviet declaration on the Vietnam War—that he threatened
to sign the document even without Romania. Ceaușescu retorted that he would then
publish his own declaration. Eventually the Poles and the Romanians agreed to remove
some of their revisions and the document was finally signed.

Another major topic was European security. Again, the sides managed to reach a
compromise that incorporated Romania’s calls for the removal of foreign troops and
bases and the dissolution of military blocs. The final agreement, the so-called Bucha-
rest Declaration, did not invite United States participation in a planned European
security conference, but did not explicitly exclude it either. Other subjects discussed
in Bucharest included principles of exchanging information among Warsaw Pact part-
ners and relations with China, including a recent meeting between Ceaușescu and
Chinese Premier Zhou Enlai.

____________________

Record of the Statements of the Delegation Chiefs at the
Unofficial Meeting of first Secretaries and Premiers of the

Governments of Member-States of the Warsaw Treaty.

[…] 
Brezhnev: […] This morning we had an exchange of opinions regarding the pos-

sible inclusion in the text of the Declaration of a formulation proposed by Cde.
Novotný regarding the accountability of the United States for damages due to the
aggressive activities of the U.S. The Soviet delegation supports this proposal. Such
a formulation would include two ideas. First, that all of us together with the Vietna-
mese nation run a ledger regarding losses inflicted on Vietnamese cities, villages, and
industrial facilities, etc. from American bombings. And that the world society togeth-
er with the Vietnamese nation will present such a bill to the American government,
to the American aggressors.

Second thought—that world public opinion will come out with a political accusa-
tion against the American aggressors as war instigators, similar to the case of the
Second World War against the Hitlerites. 

Novotný: Stating his proposition precisely, said: We present the bill for material
and human losses.

225

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 $
{D

at
e}

. $
{P

ub
lis

he
r}

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



Brezhnev: One does not present a bill for humans, there is no price for a human
life. We can talk about accountability for war and material losses inflicted on Vietnam.

Ceaușescu: We can connect the first idea with the second, saying that the Ame-
ricans should take responsibility as war instigators for crimes committed against the
civilian population as was the case after the Second World War. 

Brezhnev: One can exclude the DRV [Democratic Republic of Vietnam]—it is
not conducting a war, it is defending itself. And that is why one should formulate this
sharply. 

[…] 
Gomułka: It would be best if our document had a more concrete character. It

should be in the form of a note rather than a resolution. Besides, I think that we
should avoid a formulation such as “we are presenting a bill.”

[…] 
Ceaușescu: The declaration we adopt should be a very strong document, it cannot

have the character of a diplomatic note. It should reflect the determined will of the
socialist countries that sharply condemn American imperialism; it should demand an
immediate condemnation of the aggression. If they continue their aggressive activi-
ties we will also be obliged to take other steps.

As far as the matter of solidarity with Vietnam, it must be an appeal to all gov-
ernments of the world and to democratic movements, so they develop a broad move-
ment in defense of Vietnam. This meets the Vietnamese comrades’ plea and the
appeal of the National Liberation Front published today, which called on socialist
countries to support Vietnam.If we did not publish such a declaration, the world
would not understand why the party first secretaries and government premiers assem-
bled. This has meaning not only for Vietnam. This will be an expression of our deci-
siveness also toward the German problem and generally to world problems. After
all, it is the first time in a long time that the representatives of seven socialist coun-
tries have assembled in order to adopt a statement regarding a serious matter. And
here one does not need a diplomatic note; a note can be sent and we do not need to
assemble for that purpose. This is not what the international communist movement
awaits, but a statement that will be a help to it.

[…] 
Gomułka: […] We are in favor of a most determined, sharp, powerful, and con-

crete document. And that is why we think that it should not be in the form of a res-
olution such as one adopts during rallies or in the form of a newspaper article. […]
Here I have the latest Chinese statement in front of me. To make no mention of its
content, I think it serves as an example of how one should write such a statement
[…] I am not assuming a position toward it, but the form is good and we should give
our Declaration a Chinese form, but put our content [in it].

[…] 
Ulbricht: […] The statement we adopt here will have particular meaning for both

German nations. It should help us to strengthen the protest movement in the FRG
against support for American imperialism. We agree with the proposal of Cde.
Brezhnev and Cde. Novotný: let the editorial board work on the statement draft; it
will be easier for us to discuss a concrete text.
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Ceaușescu: I am sorry that I am speaking for the second time, but because Cde.
Gomułka expressed himself regarding the Romanian proposal in the form that he
did, I want to say that I do not share his opinion. We did not want to evaluate a Polish
proposal, we also have our opinion about it, but we did not gather here to mutually
evaluate our drafts. (Gomułka: I do not claim that our proposal should be deemed
the best one since we had only two hours to work on this project). But, if we were,
at least, to take the last three points of the Polish draft, then this is contrary to our
[…]; one could understand this as capitulation to American imperialism. […] 

Gomułka: […] I would also not be forced to speak again if Cde. Ceaușescu would
not force me to it due to his statement in which he evaluated the stance of our CC,
our party and government, included in the Polish draft, as capitulationist. We cate-
gorically reject this. With what right, on what basis, does Cde. Ceaușescu insinuate
such an assessment that we are calling for capitulation to American imperialism?!
Toward American aggression? Our party, government, and people have never capit-
ulated to American or any other imperialism.

[…] 
Did we insult you, because you [should] tell us that what I said is not acceptable to

you? Speaking of your draft of the Statement we did not assess the position of your
CC, or your government; we only talked about the tone of the document. I called it a
“rally resolution” and I expressed our opinion that the document should be more con-
crete, [there should be] a more serious format and that is why I talked about the [form
of the] note. What is insulting about that? And you insulted me. To say that a party
like ours, the government and the Polish people, capitulates to American aggression—
this is insulting to us! Surely, Cde. Ceaușescu, as the host of the meeting, has not
learned how to conduct talks in such circles as he has managed to assess our party,
our nation, in this way. And I hereby declare an official protest against such formu-
lations of Cde. Ceaușescu—that we are capitulating to American aggression!

[…] 
Ceaușescu: I would like to say to Cde. Gomułka that it surprises me that from the

discussion of a concrete document it has come around to discussion of the position
of the PUWP. This is not the subject of our negotiations and when Cde. Gomułka
was talking about our draft, I understood that he was not talking about the position
of our party. If that were the case, I would approach things differently.

But if one side condemns a document, then in turn, it should listen to the opinion
of the other side about its draft. Cde. Gomułka also characterized our draft in a form
that is unacceptable to us.

Gomułka: We characterized your draft as a rally resolution and you as us capitu-
lating before the Americans. We did not insult you, but you insulted us.

Brezhnev: I think that we should respect our resolutions. Yesterday at the evening
session […] we came to an understanding that the ministers of foreign affairs will
take all three drafts and will try to give the joint Declaration a more governmental
character since seven countries are assembled [here]. […] And this is the first thing
which I wanted to say.

Second, […] I would not like to start polemics with Cde. Ceaușescu, but when he
mentioned capitulation it sounded like he was talking about the Polish party, and
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Cde. Gomułka could have felt insulted. After all, we all know that the Polish party
has never capitulated.

It appears from the statements of all comrades that such a document is needed,
but do we need to ponder over whether this is to be a note or a statement right now?
Would it perhaps be better if it were a Joint Statement addressed to governments? 

Gomułka: I did speak for it to being in the form of a note.
[…] 
Brezhnev: Cde. Ceaușescu brought up the matter possibly withdrawing from the

18-member Committee […] His point is not a formal and documented withdrawal
from the Committee, but a practical step.

Ceaușescu: […] I consider it necessary that socialist countries participating in the
work of the Disarmament Committee [in Geneva] no longer take part in this work
until the American aggression in Vietnam is over. It is after all difficult to conduct
discussions on disarmament when the war in Vietnam is being escalated at the same
time. 

This would have great political significance and it would show assertiveness and
determination on the part of the socialist countries as well as positively influence
other anti-American movements. 

[…] 
Novotný: This is a very important issue, which is not connected to the current

conflict in Vietnam. One has to think. […] Are we withdrawing from the Committee
or are we stating that we will not be participating for now?

Ceaușescu: We would like to propose this formulation—that we will not partici-
pate.

Novotný: The point is not to play into their hands. Here the problem relates to
Europe and borders, and since this is a new issue allow us to think about this, give
us time to think and consult with the appropriate organs in our country. We may pos-
sibly come to an understanding to meet at an appropriate time and discuss this topic. 

Gomułka: We are not prepared to discuss this issue. My personal opinion is that
one cannot exclude the fact that such a situation may arise, but one has to wait for
the results of our Declaration regarding the issue of European security because there
is a certain contradiction here: on the one hand we are proposing steps towards dis-
armament, and at the same time we are leaving the Committee. 

[…] 
Brezhnev: One has to be reminded of the fact that in this Committee socialist and

neutral countries comprise two-thirds, and the capitalist countries, on which we are
exerting pressure, only one-third. If we leave the Committee, the neutral countries
will be left without any help. (Kosygin: And after all, the Committee itself was creat-
ed at our request.) And all of this has to be taken into account. And the most impor-
tant is the situation at the present time, which as I said, we do not know in detail. 

[…] 
Ceaușescu: In principle, our government thinks it right not to participate in the

work of the Committee any longer.
At this, the meeting of delegation heads ended deciding that the ministers will
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gather once more on the same day and the results of their work will be presented at
the meeting of first secretaries and government premiers.

The course of the evening meeting of the ministers was very short. […] 
The next day, July 6, 1966, at 7:30, the ministers assembled again having already

before them a draft prepared by the Polish delegation which took into account the
Polish remarks, both substantive and structural. Despite the fact that all delegations,
except for the Romanian one, stated that the draft had been improved due to the
Polish corrections, Minister Mănescu nevertheless stated that this was an entirely
new draft, this time a Polish one, and he demanded that one be worked out based
on the previous draft. 

In this situation, [Foreign] Minister [Adam] Rapacki stated that he did not see
any possibility of continuing this meeting of the ministers. Further discussion did not
change the view of the Romanians and the ministers found themselves at an impasse,
about which each delegation informed its leadership.

2. Meeting of the delegation chiefs regarding CMEA—July 6, 1966, 10:00.
[…] 
3. Meeting of delegation chiefs regarding the Statement on Vietnam: July 6, 1966,

11:30.
Texts of the statement were distributed at the beginning.
a) A text worked out on July 5 as a combination of the Russian and Romanian

draft.
b) A text based on the above-mentioned draft, but including Polish corrections.
Ulbricht: […] We gathered here in order to reach understanding on the issue of

the statement on Vietnam. The meeting of the ministers, which found itself at an
impasse, was chaired by Minister János Péter. I will ask him to inform us about the
state of the work on the joint draft.

Péter: […] In connection with the quarrel over procedures our work was inter-
rupted. The quarrel over procedures boiled down to the following points: before yes-
terday the Working Committee, appointed by the ministers, had prepared a draft
document for the ministers. The ministers submitted a series of remarks, which were
included in the document in writing. The remarks were submitted in part by the
Romanian comrades and in part by the Polish comrades. In addition, some ministers
of foreign affairs warned that they had a series of comments on this draft. 

This morning, the Polish comrades prepared a new draft taking into account all
proposals. And one must say that indeed all the proposals were included in this draft:
both the remarks submitted in writing yesterday by the Romanians and Poles as well
as the wishes of the Vietnamese comrades. Also, what was discussed yesterday at the
plenary session was also included. The six ministers of foreign affairs acknowledged
that a new document should serve as the basis. […] Cde. Mănescu, the minister of
foreign affairs of Romania, insisted that yesterday’s draft be adopted as a basis. 

[…] Therefore, our work found itself at a dead end. 
[…] 
Novotný: Cde. Péter stated that this is a new draft. I read the previous draft and

I think that the formulation “new” does not correspond with reality. This is a fur-
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ther development of the old draft, to which remarks were included and in which there
were certain editorial improvements. This is how we understand this draft. 

Péter: (confirms.)
Ceaușescu: […] This draft is unacceptable to us since it represents a step back-

ward in relation to the previous draft, and we propose that the draft worked out yes-
terday by the committee comprised of the ministers of foreign affairs be adopted as
the basis. […]

Gomułka once more explained that what is called “the Polish draft” is not a new
draft. […] When it comes to the issue of substance, then it includes all proposals:
Soviet, Romanian, Polish and all others that were submitted by the ministers. It also
includes entirely new points, which were suggested by the Vietnamese side. A
significant majority of the ministers stated that the Polish corrections improved the
text and supported it. Cde. Gomułka appealed to the Romanians not to be petty, to
rise to the situation as it exists, and guided by our main goal, that is, providing sup-
port to the Vietnamese nation, accept the proposed draft without discussion as a joint
draft by our delegations, the Warsaw Pact nations.

Kádár: I propose ending the formal discussion […] and before we break up to give
appropriate directives to our ministers to finish work on the draft.

Brezhnev: With regard to the fact that Cde. Ceaușescu broached the issue of pro-
cedures at the first plenary session and, as far as I understood, due to this the docu-
ment cannot be adopted, I am forced to return to the history of this problem.

At the request of all of you, the Foreign Ministry of the USSR received an assign-
ment to work on a draft of a document which was to become the basis for discussion.
We completed the assignment and while coming to the meeting we did not think that
a Soviet draft, or a draft by any other party, would be discussed. Having discussed
this at the Politburo, we counted on the fact that comrades would pay appropriate
attention to this elaborated document, and that they would unquestionably add their
remarks, which would improve it.

However, the circumstances turned out to be different: the Romanian comrades
on their own initiative wrote their own draft. We had nothing against this, especially
since there were no fundamental differences between these drafts. The Polish com-
rades also had the right to make their remarks. After all, everyone has such a right.

That is why we assigned the ministers of foreign affairs […] to work out a joint
text. We did not have any intention to say entirely whose draft would be adopted
[…] We are working on examining the collective effort of the ministers of foreign
affairs. And in no document will the author of this draft be written. […] Therefore
the arguments of Cde. Ceaușescu are not convincing. Why such minutiae? […] We
think that the draft is very good, it entirely reflects the essence of the problem, and
the ministers were able to include in it everything submitted by the delegations. […] 

Maurer: […] On behalf of the Romanian delegation Cde. Ceaușescu stated that
this draft is unacceptable to us. And he said that this was not due to procedural or
formal reasons. We want to assure Cde. Gomułka that we have many comments per-
taining to this document, which relate not only to the organization of the material,
and even this in a certain sense shows shades of difference—very important ones—
which I think Cde. Gomułka did not notice given all of his great experience.
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We oppose some of the ideas included in this document […] We understand that
every socialist country is providing material support to Vietnam in its fight against
American aggression. We know that in this field the most significant and effective is
the assistance from the Soviet Union. And we do not doubt that if the Vietnamese
comrades were to turn for help to any of us we would not refuse them any help.

But here there is talk about the political support Vietnam needs. Instead, in our
opinion, in the draft of the statement that was provided in the morning, some opin-
ions have been presented in a different way from which the Vietnamese comrades
would like to see them. And this is not only their wish, but ours also […] 

Ceaușescu: […] We have many comments with regards to the morning draft.
Adopting this draft as a basis means that we should start our work from the begin-
ning. […] 

The point is to solve the issue pragmatically. We do not have anything against the
fact that the Polish comrades submitted their remarks. But since Cde. Gomułka said
that the new draft included all previous propositions, then to facilitate the work we
propose to use yesterday’s draft as the basis and let the Polish comrades say what
corrections should be introduced. This will facilitate our work and we will not have
to start the work over from the beginning. 

[…] 
Ulbricht: When Cde. Ceaușescu says that one should simply take the old draft and

add to it the two Romanian corrections, it is not “simple” because after all over 20
Romanian corrections were already taken into account and included in this draft by
the ministers of foreign affairs. The old draft also takes into account our corrections
and I think that the same applies to other delegations […] I would propose to appoint
a small group comprised of Brezhnev, Gomułka and Ceaușescu, who could find a
way in the shortest amount of time.

Ceaușescu: I have a question for Cde. Gomułka. As I understood it, that evening
remarks were received regarding your draft from all the misters of foreign affairs.
Were remarks also received from the Romanian minister of foreign affairs?

[…] 
Gomułka: Asking [deputy foreign] Minister [Marian] Naszkowski to give an expl-

anation.
Naszkowski: Explained that nobody was consulted and that is also why Mănescu

was not being consulted. The text worked out by the Polish delegation was sent out
before the morning meeting to all ministers along with a cover letter in which there
was a mention of the Polish corrections.

Ulbricht: Clear and let us end the discussion.
Brezhnev: We cannot end since we have not come up with anything and the

point pertains to fundamental issues. Perhaps Cde. Ceaușescu would tell us what
his fundamental objections are.

Ceaușescu: […] We do have remarks concerning the draft and one has to delegate
to the ministers to discuss everything page by page. We would like to move some
ideas from the old text to the new. We agree that there are a series of good and new
things in the new draft, but we have reservations about some formulations. We agree
that the ministers started their work, but let the ministers do this, not us, because
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otherwise we will transform ourselves into an Editorial Board. We will give them
until afternoon and let them present what they have come up with.

[…] 
Gomułka: Let Minister Mănescu give concrete remarks on the morning draft

because we have already been sitting over this for two days and now the matter has
risen to a higher level.

Brezhnev: (became aggravated). We cannot sit here indefinitely. Our country is
suffering due to natural disasters which have come upon us recently. Earthquakes,
floods, etc. In Tashkent about 2,000 buildings have been destroyed, Krasnoiarsk is
under water, Kuban—demolished homes in Kabar—an earthquake, and we are sit-
ting here and thinking: a committee or a sub-committee! […] 

Here lies a letter before me from the Vietnamese comrades—absolutely every-
thing is in this document. I have read the document twice and the letter from the
Vietnamese. Comrades, we need to treat one another with respect. In the end even
six countries can sign.

Ceaușescu: If the six of you want to sign, nobody is stopping you from doing so,
but in the form in which this document exists, we cannot sign it.

This kind of pressure cannot be tolerated among communist and workers’ parties.
Please write this down. We will send out our position to all of the parties. We think
that the principles of equality and mutual respect should exist among communist and
workers’ parties. We reject similar attempts at pressure. Maintaining unity, which is
so desired, is only possible when we abide by the principles of equality and mutual
respect. People are suffering in Vietnam and we are not providing Vietnam with full
political and diplomatic aid, which we can afford! We are not discussing the issue of
whether we should remain in the Geneva Committee6 or not while the Americans
are bombing Vietnam. What disarmament negotiations can be conducted with the
Americans in such a situation?

We also want the statement to have mobilizing power, that it address the nations
and communist parties, and that it help Vietnam. That is why we wanted and agreed
to having such a Joint Statement. Why are you portraying the issue in such a way
that if Romania does not agree than we would sign it without her? Please, go ahead
and sign. Then we will publish our Declaration. 

Ulbricht: We have a proposal from Cde. Brezhnev that the Romanian comrades
submit their remarks in writing as to the draft.

Novotný: I propose to make one last effort. Let us give time to the ministers begin-
ning at 14:00, and at 17:00 we will assemble once more, we will discuss the issue and
we will make a decision on what to do in such a situation.

[…] 
Brezhnev: I categorically and decidedly reject the statement that there was any

talk of pressure in my speech. I made statements several times and while sitting next
to Cde. Ceaușescu I told him several times about our concern about the situation in
the nation and our impatience due to being outside the country at such a moment.
And Cde. Ceaușescu is throwing such accusations at me. And in addition he threatens 

6 Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee of the United Nations.
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us with writing to all the fraternal parties. This is a threat. And what is it that you
are going to write? Let us end this, I accept Cde. Novotný’s proposal. 

[…] 
At the ministers’ meeting, which lasted not until 16:00 […], but which dragged on

until 19:00, Mănescu announced over 20 comments to the draft. As a result of the
discussion he withdrew a few remarks, and about 10 remarks were taken into account
in a compromise formulation. However, the following matters were left to the deci-
sion of the leaders of delegations due to the fact that the Romanian delegation
absolutely did not agree with the opinion of the six remaining ministers:

– referring to Nuremberg 
– a formulation about “systematic violations of the Geneva Accords” on disar-

mament 
– the repercussions of spreading the war in Vietnam by the U.S. on relations with

other governments 
– contacts and consultations between interested countries on the issue of help-

ing Vietnam 
– providing assistance to Vietnam “until final victory” 
– an appeal to communist parties and social movements instead of to governments. 
4. Meeting of the delegation chiefs on the issue of the statement on Vietnam, July

6, 1966, at 21:00.
As a result of the discussion, Ceaușescu withdrew most of the above-mentioned

stipulations; on the other hand the Polish delegation withdrew its proposal regard-
ing contacts, emphasizing that it was doing this only as the last resort since holding
on to its proposal would create a situation in which the Romanian comrades would
feel they could not sign the text. Some formulations were included in the nature of
a compromise. […] 

The same evening celebratory signings of the statement regarding the U.S. aggres-
sion in Vietnam took place. 

[…] 
The next day, July 7, 1966 […], at the plenary session, […] Cde. Brezhnev inform-

ed the assembled that in the course of talks between delegations the view was expressed
that it is worthwhile to take this opportunity to exchange information regarding the
current situation in the respective countries, and especially the visits which have
recently taken place. In this connection, it was decided to hold yet another unofficial
meeting of the leaders of delegations […] 

5. Meeting of heads of delegations devoted to a mutual [exchange] of informa-
tion. July 7, 1966, at 15:00.

[…] 
A report was read by Marshal Malinovskii regarding the current state of war in

Vietnam, after which Brezhnev turned to Ceaușescu so that he could inform those
assembled about Romania’s problems and visits. Ceaușescu began to make excuses
that perhaps it was not worth starting, that it was time to go to a celebration, etc.
Then Brezhnev asked directly: You would not be willing to tell us, of course as much
as you can, about the visit of Zhou Enlai? Ceaușescu, once again, began to make
excuses saying that there was no time [to discuss this].
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Ulbricht then spoke: Come on, tell us something about the talks with Zhou Enlai
[…] An unpleasant silence set in. Brezhnev said: Well, you don’t want to, you don’t
have to, we do not insist. 

Only after this Ceaușescu stated: 
We had very long talks, so I will only talk about their conclusion. The view of the

Chinese comrades on many issues regarding the international situation was in accord
with our joint assessment of these problems. The same refers to the necessity of fight-
ing American imperialism and assistance to Vietnam. On a series of other matters
of a more general nature, they have different opinions from ours. These are the kind
of matters that can be discussed and do not pose obstacles to reaching a mutual under-
standing. 

We spoke a lot about the international situation, about relations with socialist
countries and communist parties. We expressed our opinion, and they on the other
hand expressed their views on some issues. For example, on the issue of relations
with socialist countries. In the final analysis they agreed as to the necessity of strength-
ening unity, but they raised the issue that they do not find understanding from the
side of the socialist countries, and particularly from the Soviet Union. Finally, he said
that if those who criticized them publicly admit that they were acting incorrectly,
then they could talk. This was the conclusion of his statement.

[…] 
As a general conclusion since we have not yet analyzed it, I think that if the social-

ist countries show more patience, we will try to develop these contacts. There are
possibilities to find ways for the development of these contacts. But we will say to
you openly: the Chinese bear a lot of distrust towards us. They do not think that we,
as socialist countries, are ready to do everything to help Vietnam. We are convinced
that the statement regarding Vietnam will have an influence on them (Gomułka: I
doubt it), as well as a series of other measures from our side, which will help to dis-
pel this distrust. 

[…] 
We informed them that we wanted to come out with a joint statement at our con-

ference. They answered: It will be good if there is a good statement. Let us now see
what they will say about our statement once they read it. I think that it will please
them and that the Vietnamese comrades will also like it 

[…] 
The meeting of party leaders of communist and workers’ nations, the members of

the Warsaw Pact on July 7, 1966.
[…] 
Cde. Ulbricht: We are continuing our conversation. The ministers of foreign affairs

worked very hard. As a result we have a joint document from the ministers, a draft
of the statement on Vietnam. I have a question: do the leaderships of delegations
think that this draft can be approved? […] 

Cde. Gomułka: I would like to explain what we had in mind while formulating our
correction. We had in mind, foremost, consultations between socialist countries and
the members of the Warsaw Pact, as well as the countries remaining outside the Pact.
For example, the DPRK [Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, North Korea],
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Cuba and Mongolia, without excluding China. Our next point is that foremost all
over the world, and especially in the so-called Third World (e.g. Egypt, Algeria, and
others) there exists an enormous outrage against the American escalation of the war.
The point is to take advantage of this outrage and to announce a broader offensive
against the aggression. This is what guided us while proposing our correction. 

The Romanian comrades are against such a formulation. They are actually limit-
ing the entire issue when they say that first one has to consult Vietnam. It is hard to
adopt that only on condition of a consultation with Vietnam. And besides, they limit
the consultation to the countries of the Warsaw Pact.

Cde. Gromyko: This restricts very much.
Cde. Novotný: I propose to change and write: with the DRV government and with

other interested countries.
Cde. Ceaușescu: I would like to say why we think that this formulation is not good.

It can set off a series of discussions. Comrades, you know that a range of countries
exists which are coming out with proposals regarding various peace talks. Having left
this formulation we are encountering opposition from the Vietnamese comrades who
will accuse us of wanting to conduct talks behind their backs. That is why we pro-
pose that the main role be bequeathed to Vietnam. 

Cde. Gomułka: And what is your attitude towards the proposal of Cde. Novotný?
Cde. Ceaușescu: If we erase: […] and with other interested countries, then agreed.
Cde. Brezhnev: The point here is to exclude Great Britain and the United States

of America. They can comment on this formulation in a variety of ways.
Cde. Gomułka: In this case, perhaps one can formulate it as follows: […] and with

other countries, which support the liberation war.
Cde. Kosygin: We are not able to take any steps without the consent of the

Vietnamese.
Cde. Ceaușescu: In this case we propose to erase this point.
Cde. Brezhnev: That’s a pity.
Cde. Gomułka: I think that the Vietnamese would be in favor of leaving this point.
Cde. Kádár: We think that it is necessary to aid Vietnam along political and diplo-

matic lines. The addenda do not give us the opportunity to do so. However, it is a
pity that one has to erase this point. I want to propose a correction, similar to the
one which was formulated by Cde. Novotný.

Perhaps one could write: with the DRV government, among one another…and
further in the way proposed by the Romanian comrades. 

Cde. Novotný: I agree with Cde. Kádár’s proposal.
Cde. Brezhnev: I propose: […] among one another and with other peace-loving

countries, which feel the need for consultation while giving assistance for the pur-
pose of repelling American aggression.

Cde. Ceaușescu: But the Vietnamese do not want to talk even with the Yugoslavs.
Why create difficulties?

Cde. Kosygin: I propose to formulate this as follows: among one another and with
the DRV as well as with other interested countries, which express readiness to fight
American aggression.

In this way we will avoid what could also be referred to America and Great Britain.
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After all the Americans are looking for the opportunity for consultation; the same
refers to [British Prime Minister Harold] Wilson. But we do not want to consult with
them.

Cde. Kádár: First: the DRV government, then among one another, and after that
what Cde. Kosygin said. 

Cde. Ceaușescu: I do not think that one needs to refer to all the countries. Be-
sides, one has to state clearly that we will consult only when a necessity arises, and
the Vietnamese comrades will express their consent.

One can formulate this as follows: […] contacts among one another, after coming
to an understanding with the DRV they will consult regarding new undertakings,
which will have the indispensable objective of providing support in the struggle of
the Vietnamese nation. 

Cde. Brezhnev: If we want to consult with you we will have to ask them for con-
sent? 

Cde. Ceaușescu: If we want to call a conference regarding Vietnam or consult with
others, then one has to ask them.

Cde. Brezhnev: I propose to erase the third point.
Cde. Ceaușescu: Erase it.
Cde. Ulbricht: How about other comrades?
Cde. Gomułka: I will consent to this only as a last resort, namely, if the Romanian

comrades would, due to this, refuse to sign the statement. Then there would be a sit-
uation without an exit. 

Cde. Ceaușescu: Erase it.
[…] 
(Cde. Brezhnev congratulates Cde. Wiesław7 and then Cde. Ceaușescu).
Cde. Ulbricht: Therefore, we can say that the statement has been unanimously

accepted by everyone. We have finished our work.
[…] 

[Source: KC PZPR 2663, pp. 281–314, Archiwum Akt Nowych. Translated by
Małgorzata Gnoińska for the George Washington Cold War Group.]   

7 Nom de guerre of Gomułka.      

236

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 $
{D

at
e}

. $
{P

ub
lis

he
r}

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



237

Document No. 42: Transcript of Gathering of Warsaw Pact 
Leaders in Karlovy Vary, April 25, 1967

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

This conference of Warsaw Pact leaders at Karlovy Vary, Czechoslovakia, received
significant attention in the West at the time, but it was only recently that the transcript
of most of the sessions became available. Officially, it was not a Warsaw Pact meet-
ing, but it dealt extensively with socialist bloc political strategy vis-à-vis NATO.
Significantly, the Romanians refused to attend, allegedly because Ceaușescu had not
been properly consulted, but in reality because he did not want to commit to what the
Soviet Union would dictate on behalf of the other member-states. Ceaușescu also want-
ed to avoid being associated with an anti-NATO policy since he was already trying to
improve relations with certain members of the alliance himself. The thrust of the ses-
sion was to call publicly for the dissolution of NATO and ejection of the United States
from Europe, a move which Western observers regarded as the start of a broad cam-
paign against the Atlantic alliance. Some analysts, such as Marshall Shulman8, saw the
declaration as amounting to the creation of a northern tier within the Warsaw Pact
comprising Poland, East Germany and Czechoslovakia, strategically the most impor-
tant members of the bloc. 

____________________

TOP SECRET 

Notes of Conversations of First Secretaries 
of CC Communist and Workers’ Parties in Socialist Countries 

at the Meeting in Karlovy Vary 
[…] 
Brezhnev: First of all, I would like to inform the comrades about the purpose of

our meeting. […] Cde. Gomułka put forth an idea, to which we adhere. Namely,
whether we, as communist parties of socialist countries, should approach the Chinese
leadership with a letter. The main thought was to invite the Chinese for joint agreed-
upon actions in the fight against American imperialism in the defense of Vietnam.
And not only in general words, but to try to present certain matters concretely while
complementing the aspect of political unity:

1. Taking into consideration the danger of the Americans breaking Haiphong, we
asked the Chinese to designate their ports for the transfer of supplies to Vi-
etnam.

2. The capacity of the rail [system] should also be increased, since there is much
congestion over there at the moment.

[…] 

8 Marshall Shulman, a political scientist at Columbia University, was a specialist on the Soviet
Union who later became special adviser to Secretary of State Cyrus Vance for Soviet affairs from
1977 to 1980.C
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3. We would ask the Chinese to perhaps make their airports, which are located
near the border, available [to us]. The planes will be ours; we can also send our
own staff.

4. We, the Soviet Union, could also provide China with locomotives for Vietnam;
the idea itself is important and, if we were to reach a basic agreement, we could
delegate 1–2 parties to draft such a letter, as well as to dispatch it, or hand it
personally to all those interested, have it signed and find ways to deliver it
directly to the leadership of the CCP. […] 

If this letter were accepted, this would be our joint success. […] 
On the other hand, if this letter were badly received, if they were to give a bad

answer, then this would expose them in the eyes of the Vietnamese. And subsequently
we could send their letter, along with our response, to the fraternal parties and to
whomever we deem necessary. This would contribute to further unveiling the essence
of Mao Zedong’s policy, towards [the goal of] further isolating China. […] 

Gomułka: […] As Comrade Brezhnev was saying, if the Chinese were to accept
our proposal, this would restrain them from attacking the USSR. It would be a great
international event. [President Lyndon B.] Johnson would find himself under pres-
sure of public opinion. 

If the Chinese were to reject our proposals, then we would have, in the presence
of the entire international movement [and] all the parties, a document pointing to
the source and causes of why we cannot stop the bombings of the DRV.

[…] 
Brezhnev: […] We have to do this with the utmost caution, while maintaining top

secrecy in order not to give them any reasons to feel offended, since by inviting them
to cooperate we are […] I spoke to [CPSU Politburo member Mikhail] Suslov yes-
terday, and today with Kosygin. They support this idea. I assume that Mongolia will
sign the letter. We should also turn to the Romanians, [since] it is a socialist coun-
try. We will tell them about our initiative and I don’t know exactly how they could
refuse.

I, personally, spoke twice to [North Korean leader] Kim Il Sung (he sent two bat-
talions of pilots to Vietnam). We have to approach him. Indeed, it will be difficult
for him to sign, but maybe he will. 

Gomułka: If Kim Il Sung were not to sign, I doubt whether it would be worth
approaching the Mongolians. Mongolia will not be able to help very much.

The justification is that it is the Warsaw Pact countries which are coming out with
a request, and if Kim Il Sung signed then perhaps we could even get Mongolia.

[…] 
Ulbricht: The proposal of Comrades Brezhnev and Gomułka is very good and it

spurs us on. I consider it correct for the CPSU to work on the draft of the letter. We
should try very much to have both Korea and Mongolia sign the letter. It is very
important from the political point of view that two Asian countries take part in this
and that we are not coming out with this alone as European nations. If Korea were
to take part in this, it would have great political weight. 

[…] 
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As far as the Romanians, in view of their reaction to our meeting, I don’t think it
is necessary to open up the curtains. And our argument would not affect them. It
would be better to put the matter in this way: It is we, the first secretaries, who met
and came to an agreement; where and how is not their business. Let them think what
they want, but formally it is not necessary to inform them about this because they
will immediately say that they were not consulted, etc.

We have to give the impression that we are discussing this matter with them in a
preliminary way, and that we are only now beginning to come to an understanding
between one another. […] 

Gomułka: I think that we should begin differently—from Korea, since this is, to
some degree, what the content of our letter depends upon. If Kim Il Sung’s response
is positive, then we would have to draft a letter, consult with all the countries, and
with Romania in the end. Why? Not only because they will spread the news imme-
diately, but also because they will have many corrections, proposals, etc. And if we
say that we already have the consent of Korea, Mongolia, and [other] socialist coun-
tries, it will be easier to agree on the content of the letter. 

Let the CPSU take care of this. It will send out people to us in order to person-
ally deliver the draft of the letter and let each country take a position on it. Afterwards,
we will work out the final version of the letter. And as for the Romanians, we should
not send them the first draft, but only the draft that has been agreed upon.

Ulbricht: No. It is our private business what we agree upon. If the Romanians find
out that we have already agreed on everything, then they will refuse due to official
reasons.

[…] 
Gomułka: Yes, but first we will coordinate among ourselves; we will not tell them;

this is our private matter. 
Kádár: […] I think, however, that a point of departure should be the fact that we

gathered in Karlovy Vary, which to the Romanians is after all not a secret, and that
this was an appropriate moment to talk about this. While approaching this with cau-
tion, we don’t have to say that we have already agreed on anything, but simply that
we met and here is how this idea came up […] We should treat the Warsaw Pact as
a point of departure. 

[…] We should approach the Romanians and then Korea and Mongolia. Dep-
ending on the answer from the Romanians, we will be able to expand this to the
Asian countries. And if it does not work out, we will stay within the framework of
the Warsaw Pact. No matter what “tricks” we try, the answer of the Romanians will
be either “yes” or “no.” 

[…] 
Gomułka: Let them find out 2 days prior to such a letter coming out, but let’s not

give them 3 weeks.
Kádár: It is worth pondering, but the Romanians will find out earlier than the

Chinese. Such a danger exists. And even if they find out last they will drag it out.
And it will leak out. The Yugoslavs and the Chinese will find out. […] 

Brezhnev: […] If the Koreans don’t go for the letter, then our letter will assume

239

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 $
{D

at
e}

. $
{P

ub
lis

he
r}

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



the character of a Warsaw [Pact] document. If they agree, it means that the frater-
nal parties of socialist countries, which want to jointly defend Vietnam, are approach-
ing [them with such an initiative]. Our next moves will depend on this.

I would propose such a plan: […] We will prepare two versions: counting on Korea
and as the countries of the Warsaw Pact. Afterwards, our responsible secretary will
go to you; we will designate two representatives and we will give them 1–2 days in
order to agree on the two versions of the letter. If we get such a request, I can send
[KGB head Yuri] Andropov to Korea. I will come to an understanding with Kim Il
Sung to receive him as if on a personal matter. He will fly in secret. First, without
showing the letter, he will present the idea to him orally, and if Kim Il Sung supports
it, then he will show him the letter. If he does not support it, he will not show the let-
ter. He will say, “Oh well, we wanted to strengthen our solidarity, etc., etc.” […] If
Andropov says it didn’t work out, that version will be dropped. The second one will
remain in effect, the Warsaw one.

[…] 
Brezhnev: This would be the first variant. But where the author of the letter is the

CPSU, Ceaușescu will be digging out points in order to say that he is against it. He
will state that in order to take a stand on such a letter, we will have to meet [and]
discuss the matter, etc. And then he will start his song—to stop the work of the
Committee of the 18th, to strengthen the political campaign against the Americans,
to pressure Johnson, etc. How to avoid this?

[…] 
And now we have a situation in which Romania stands in our way. But if we send

the letter earlier that means we would mess things up. They will notify the Chinese
and, in general, they will be against [it], because it is not their initiative. 

[…] 
Brezhnev: It looks as if, with a heavy heart, Andropov or I would have to go to

them and say: Comrades, members of the Politburo, I have instructions from the CC
to relay to you this idea. The war is going on, we are passing many documents, but
this is not everything. Even though relations with the Chinese are bad, nevertheless
this is a socialist country. It would be good if all of us approached the Chinese with
such-and-such a matter. And here we would let them understand what constitutes
the content of our letter without showing the letter itself. (Gomułka: This will not
work). Ceaușescu will respond: We will discuss it at the Politburo, if not at the CC.
This means that it will take 3–4 days, and maybe even a week. And we will have to
go there for a second time. He will not provide an answer the first time. He will think
of what to come up with.

[…] 
Gomułka: The Romanians maintain good relations with the Bulgarians, but even

if Cde. Zhivkov goes to them in person, they will not sign it even then.
Zhivkov: Yes, I think they would not agree. We need to take advantage of the

time. 
Gomułka: They will say that they have to consult on it and coordinate with the

Chinese comrades, etc.
[…] 

240

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 $
{D

at
e}

. $
{P

ub
lis

he
r}

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



Brezhnev: At the first stage we will do the following: we, along with the PUWP,
will work on the draft given that [there are] no ciphers, no ambassadors; the respon-
sible secretaries of the CC will go in person. We will consult with the Koreans as to
whether they fundamentally support such an idea. We can present to Kim Il Sung
the essence of our proposal. If he says “no” because he is dependent on [this or that],
etc. (he told me about it), then our internal variant remains.

[…] 
Gomułka: There is still one more thing—in what language is it to be written? The

Romanians will say they will only sign if it is in Romanian. I think we can write it in
Russian and include copies in all languages. The copies could also be signed, because
the Romanians will not sign a Russian text.

[…] 
Kádár: […] First, Cde. Brezhnev will dispatch his personal representative,

Andropov, to three parties: the Korean, and on the way back to Tsedenbal and
Ceaușescu, given that he will not go on behalf of the Politburo, but that he will be
your personal envoy. Let him say: I would like to hear your personal opinion. One
can conclude from the reaction of the interlocutor what his attitude towards the mat-
ter is.

And afterwards, the second level. If Ceaușescu does not agree to the idea itself,
then we have nothing to talk about. And then in order to avoid unpleasant conse-
quences, we will come out, not as the Warsaw Pact, but as six parties which support
this idea. If, however, the idea is acceptable to him, then we can take the second step.

[…] 
Kádár: We don’t need to mention the Warsaw Pact. And if the Romanians do not

agree, then we will come out as six parties. This is our holy right to come out jointly.
[…] 

[Source: Archiwum Akt Nowych, KC PZPR XI A/13, Warsaw. Translated by
Małgorzata Gnoińska for the George Washington Cold War Group.]    
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Document No. 43: East German Analysis of the 
NATO “Fallex 66” Exercise, 1967

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

Each autumn, NATO held a major command post exercise known as “Fallex.” This
East German analysis of Fallex 66, carried out on West German territory, provides an
interesting perspective of NATO capabilities from the point of view of the adversary.
One of its main conclusions is that the Western alliance showed an impressive ability
to defend the Federal Republic. According to the scenario of the exercise, Warsaw Pact
forces would be able to penetrate up to 110 kilometers inside the country before being
forced to retreat and deal with a counter-offensive on East German and Czechoslovak
territory. The study found that the West’s use of tactical nuclear weapons would be
particularly effective, especially in destroying enemy aircraft before they could take
off. Interestingly, some Western records of Fallex 66 were only recently published by
a German Social Democratic parliamentarian who wanted to expose NATO’s plans
for extensive use of nuclear weapons, which he argued underlined the impossibility of
defending West Germany by conventional means.9 Clearly, the East Germans were
less skeptical. The level of detail in their analysis, furthermore, shows that they had
access to very sensitive military information. This is supported by the testimony of a
former Stasi analyst who has written that East German intelligence was receiving infor-
mation directly from its agents on the spot.10 Unfortunately, this kind of detail is usu-
ally unavailable from official Western sources.

____________________ 

The exercise “Fallex 66” is divided into the preliminary and the main exercise; the
main exercise consisted of three independent parts.

The 5-day preliminary exercise was carried out with reduced numbers at the loca-
tions and was essentially meant to prepare for the main exercise. During its course
the first phase of the NATO states’ transition from peace time to war time was devel-
oped by the staffs in their areas of exercise.

The first part of the [main] exercise, called “Top Gear,” followed the pre-exercise
and included the immediate preparation and conduct of a limited war, including the
limited deployment of nuclear weapons. (Duration of this stage of the exercise: 5 days.)

During the second part of the [main] exercise, called “Jolly Roger,” the organiza-
tion, maintenance and conduct of operations of NATO troops was practiced under
the condition of the initial phase of a general nuclear war. 

This exercise started from the same initial position as the previous partial exer-
cise. The participants were supposed to proceed from the previously practiced assum-

9 Wolfram Dorn, So heiss war der Kalte Krieg: Fallex 66, [“This Hot Was the Cold War: Fallex
66”] (Cologne: Dittrich, 2002). 

10 The analyst, Heinz Busch, worked in the office of Markus Wolf. Unpublished manuscript pro-
vided to Bernd Schaefer.

242

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 $
{D

at
e}

. $
{P

ub
lis

he
r}

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



ption of a limited nuclear war, assume the original initial position and start conducting
operations according to the plans for a general nuclear war.

The partial exercise “Full Moon” concluded the exercise. From D-30 to D-36, it
served to practice, during six days following the massive use of nuclear strikes by
both sides, the resumption and implementation of measures aimed at the overall con-
solidation of NATO forces by the transfer from overseas, and the reorganization and
overall consolidation of NATO troops in Europe.

The first two partial exercises were intended as a defensive exercise of ground
forces with a subsequent transition to a counteroffensive. 

They started from the same initial position. This situation was based on the assump-
tion of a several-month period of tensions followed by one month of covert warfare.
It was further assumed that the NATO forces had initiated hostilities with essentially
unchanged peacetime strength, and that both sides had assumed their starting posi-
tions by the beginning of hostilities. 

[…] 
The idea behind the partial exercise “Top Gear” was that a limited war breaking

out in the South European theater of war, extended to the West European theater
of war after one day. Both sides fought with limited intensity at the beginning. 

The “Orange” side enters West Germany in several areas up to 50 kilometers with
a troop strength ranging from regiments to divisions. After a limited and selective
use of nuclear weapons by the “Blue” side, the “Orange” side withdraws its troops.
Their negotiations do not bring any results.

The war is in danger of entering a new, higher level.
At this point the partial exercise was called off.
The idea behind the following partial exercise “Jolly Roger” was that both sides

would lead massive surprise nuclear attacks. 
In the course of simultaneously opened operations by different units, the “Orange”

side manages to partly enter West Germany up to 110 kilometers. At this point the
attack of the “Orange” side is brought to a halt by a flexible defense, including the
use of nuclear weapons. 

After bringing in reserves, the troops of the “Blue” side started to destroy the
“Orange” groupings and broke through to the territories of the GDR and the ČSSR
with a counterattack. In this situation the partial exercise was called off. 

[…] 
The massive deployment of nuclear weapons started with the beginning of a gen-

eral nuclear war (partial exercise “Jolly Roger”). It was assumed that the “Orange”
side started the war with a massive first nuclear strike directed simultaneously at tar-
gets within the combat zone to the full depth of NATO territory (150 nuclear weapons
[delivered against] the United States and Canada, as well as an unknown number
against France, Great Britain, and the Benelux countries). Although, during the exer-
cise, the first massive nuclear strike was assumed to come from the “Orange” side,
a directive concerning the actions of NATO forces at the beginning of a war implies
that in the case of a general nuclear war the deployment of nuclear weapons will be
ordered immediately after zero hour. The decision as to what extent this is a gener-
al nuclear war is left to the NATO authorities.

243

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 $
{D

at
e}

. $
{P

ub
lis

he
r}

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



In “Fallex 66” the first massive strike of the nuclear attack of the European NATO
forces was triggered 15 to 20 minutes after the first strike of “Orange”.

This is a relatively long span of time and is inconsistent with the real potential of
NATO and the previous experience of its alert checks and command post exercises.

According to those [factors] the first strike of a NATO nuclear attack was trig-
gered 5 minutes after the first strike of the “Orange” side at the latest. 

[Source: VA-01/21906, pp. 1–18, BA-MA. Translated by Karen Riechert.] 
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Document No. 44: Report on the State of the Bulgarian Army 
in the Wake of the Middle East War, October 7, 1967

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

The June 1967 Arab–Israeli war came as a shock to the Warsaw Pact. Because Israel
was armed and backed by the United States, the performance of the Israeli army in its
crushing defeat of the Arabs was seen as indicative of how NATO might perform in
war time. At least two high-level meetings evaluated the war’s impact from the mili-
tary, political, and economic points of view. At a July 11 conference of party chiefs,
Brezhnev complained about Middle Eastern clients he could not control: “It’s not
Europe, where we have the iron thumb.”11 The document presented here, from the Bul-
garian archives, is an assessment of the state of the Bulgarian army in light of the recent
conflict. Its firm conclusion is that the army would be entirely unprepared for any such
engagement. Extrapolating the Middle East experience to a scenario the Bulgarians
might face, Defense Minister Dobri Dzhurov declares that particularly in the case of
a surprise attack from Greece or Turkey, his army would be unable to counter in either
direction. This view contrasted with NATO estimates from the 1950s, according to
which the Greek army was in such a poor state that it would be unable to hold back a
Bulgarian assault even for a short period.12 

____________________

Protocol “B” No. 8 of the meeting of the Politburo 
of the Central Committee of the Bulgarian Communist Party
October 17, 1967 

Agenda: 
On the status of the Bulgarian Armed Forces in light of events in the Middle East.

Decisions: 
1. The report of the leadership of the Ministry of People’s Defense on the status

of the Bulgarian Armed Forces has been approved.
The considerations of the Ministry on enhancing the combat readiness and com-

bat capabilities of the armed forces, and the proposals made in this respect during
the Politburo meeting shall be taken into account by the Ministry of People’s Defense
in its future activities.

11 Record of meeting, Budapest, 11–12 July 1967, in The Soviet Bloc and the Aftermath of the
June 1967 War: Selected Documents from East-Central European Archives, ed. James G. Hershberg
for the conference, “The United States, the Middle East, and the 1967 Arab–Israeli War,” Dep-
artment of State, Washington, 12–13 January 2004, pp. 12–52, at p. 23.

12 John O. Iatrides, “Failed Rampart: NATO’s Balkan Front,” paper presented at the conference,
“NATO and the Warsaw Pact: Intra-Bloc Conflicts,” Kent State University, 23–24 April 2004.
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2. Based on the agreement in principle between Cde. Todor Zhivkov and Cde. Leonid
Brezhnev on the role, tasks and development of the Bulgarian Armed Forces, Cde.
Dobri Djurov, after specifying the strength of the Bulgarian Armed Forces with the
State Defense Committee, shall put forward the issue to the respective Soviet bod-
ies to solve the problems resulting from this.

Signed: (Todor Zhivkov)

Report 
on the status of the Bulgarian Armed Forces 
in light of events in the Middle East

[…] 
This report will deal with the status of intelligence, combat and mobilization readi-

ness, training of commanders, staffs and troops, and the political and morale status,
discipline and logistical support of the Bulgarian Armed Forces. In our opinion, these
are the main factors having an impact on the combat readiness and combat capabil-
ities of the armed forces. As seen from the analysis above, serious failures in those
areas caused the defeat of the Arab countries.

[…] 

1. Status of intelligence in the Bulgarian Armed Forces
[…] 
I need to report, however, that we have not yet reached a turning point in our

effort to enhance intelligence to the level of modern requirements and it does not
meet the demands of the armed forces and the country.

Strategic intelligence meets the most urgent peacetime demands of supplying infor-
mation related to the composition, organization, grouping, armament and opera-
tional–tactical concepts of the Turkish and Greek Armed Forces. [Our] intelligence,
however, has no sources available to reveal the enemy’s intentions for unexpected
invasion, which, taking into account the experience of events in the Middle East is
of paramount importance for the defense of the country.

In addition, the main source for supplying information about our enemy is the
intelligence service personnel, working under cover in our official missions abroad.
We will not be able to rely on them in a complex situation or in time of war, and thus
we will lack the necessary intelligence information at the moment we need it most.

[…] 

2. Combat and Mobilization Readiness
[…] 
Due to restricted numbers of personnel, the army’s peacetime combat staff is not

sufficient for the achievement of the tasks set. The border with Greece is actually open.
Land forces formations and units on alert are not sufficiently developed as far as

structures and manpower. As a matter of fact, army peacetime formations and units
have been closed. The organizational structure of the ministry of defense, army staffs
and armed forces is underdeveloped, as well. Our armed forces do not have sufficient
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numbers of combat ready units to ensure forcing water obstacles and high frequen-
cy communications. A particularly weak spot is air defense among the troops, since
divisions, brigades and regiments have very few artillery weapons.

Current air force personnel are not capable of ensuring either a successful coun-
terattack against the enemy in the air, or the necessary support to army and navy
units. The problem of direct anti-air craft defense of airfields has not yet been solved.
Reserve airfields are not supplied with fuel, lubricants and ammunition.

The Navy is based at two naval bases only—Varna and Burgas—which allows for
easy destruction.

Military personnel in most of the wartime formations in all services have been
downsized to the extreme, which prolongs their mobilization term and weakens their
combat capabilities.

The issue of civil defense in the country is still on the agenda. Civil defense has
almost no peacetime materiel and equipment, due to which combat readiness does
not meet modern requirements.

The leadership of the Ministry has already reported to the Politburo on the above-
mentioned issues and has pointed out the fact that their solution is beyond its capa-
bilities. We certainly hope that after increasing the strength of the armed forces and
receiving the support needed in armaments and combat equipment from the USSR,
these shortcomings will be overcome. 

3. Preparation of officers, staffs and management of the troops 
[…] 
The joint command of the Warsaw Pact Unified Armed Forces is another prob-

lem to be solved. The current headquarters in Moscow with its personnel, structure
and prerogatives, is not capable of ensuring command of the Unified Armed Forces.
This is absolutely unfavorable for the Bulgarian People’s Republic and the Bulgarian
Armed Forces, taking into consideration their special position in the Balkans. In our
view, it is urgent to put forward the question of establishing an efficient body to con-
trol the Warsaw Pact Unified Armed Forces.

Drawing [conclusions] from the shortcomings stated above and the experiences
of the hostilities in the Middle East, we are taking necessary steps to further enhance
the preparation of officers and headquarters. 

[…] 

4. Quality of combat training at the unit level
[…] 
The main weak spot in the training of air force and air defense units is their

insufficient capability to attack air targets at low altitude, using anti-missile maneu-
vering and radio interference. I am obliged to report now that for the past few years
we have been training our air force and air defense units to attack low flying targets
over ground and sea. Until recently we considered as low flying targets objects flying
at an altitude between 150 and 200 meters. Experience from operations in Vietnam
and the Middle East shows that our enemy’s aviation used low altitudes of 30–50
meters, whereas our aviation was not prepared for this. We have started enhanced
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training and we have achieved some success. However, this task has not been com-
pleted yet. Fighter-bomber crews have not been trained sufficiently to fly at low alti-
tude and to take off from grass airfields.

In the Navy, the problem of air defense on naval bases and ships at sea still exists,
as does the problem of overcoming obstacles during airborne operations operations
over unprepared areas of the coast.

[…] 
When unexpectedly attacked with nuclear weapons, peacetime land forces units

of the Bulgarian Armed Forces, even with some difficulty, by taking advantage of
the strike results of Soviet strategic aviation, are capable of managing the offensive
in the Bulgarian–Turkish direction. The defense of the Bulgarian–Greek line, how-
ever, has not been secured, which raises serious alarms in the Ministry of People’s
Defense.

When suddenly attacked without nuclear weapons, on a local or world conflict
scale, the peacetime land forces units will not be capable of taking the offensive in
ether direction. In this case, defense of the Bulgarian–Greek line remains the weak-
est spot.

[…] 

[Source: 64/367, Central State Archives, Sofia. Translated by Greta Keremidchieva.]   
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Document No. 45: Memorandum of Results of the 
Chiefs of General Staff Meeting regarding Reorganization 

of the Warsaw Treaty, March 1, 1968

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

Since 1965 the Soviets had been trying, without much success, to bring about greater
institutionalization and a tightening of controls within the Warsaw Pact. By the end of
1967, the matter had taken on added importance with NATO’s recent steps toward
greater consolidation following recommendations made by the Harmel Report13 pre-
pared by Belgium’s former foreign minister. As a result, Moscow convened several
important meetings of its allies, one of which is summarized in this memorandum. A
key issue in reorganization of the Pact was the creation of a Military Council, which
was supposed to be the counterpart to the NATO Military Committee. The meeting
concluded without concrete results. 

____________________

[…] 
During February 29–March 1 of this year a meeting was held in Prague on the

level of army defense ministers’ deputies of member-states of the Warsaw Treaty
concerning the establishment of principal institutions of the Unified Command.

Marshal Iakubovskii—the Supreme Commander of the Unified Armed Forces,
directed the meeting, and the armies of individual states were represented by dele-
gations with chiefs of general staffs as their leaders. […] 

[…] 
The organizer of the meeting, the Command of the Unified Armed Forces, used

as a focal point, repeatedly emphasizing it, that the matter of establishing the Staff
of the Unified Armed Forces and the Committee on Technology was agreed upon
at the conference of defense ministers in May 1966. Therefore, the fundamental object
of this meeting was to coordinate a draft statute for the Military Council.

Bringing up the issue of the Military Council during the talks meant contradict-
ing the stance of the Romanian side, which has demanded the establishment of such
an institution during previous meetings. At that time, disapproving the Romanian
proposal on this matter was a result of the fact that it [the Romanian side] assumed
that the Military Council would function on the principle of unanimity (actual “veto
rights”). Because the Romanian comrades, during preparatory talks led by the Supreme
Commander during his recent visit to Bucharest, supposedly decided to abandon the
idea of unanimity, grounds emerged for elaborating to a document, which in this case
would be an expression of bilateral compromise. […] 

13 For details, see Helga Haftendorn, NATO and the Nuclear Revolution: A Crisis of Credibility,
1966–1967 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996), and “The Future Taks of the Alliance: NATO’s Harmel
Report, 1966/67,” ed. Anna Locher and Christian Nünlist, http://www.ethz/php/collections/coll_Har-
mel.htm. 
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Every delegation—except for the Romanian—has expressed their full support for
the proposed draft and once again has validated the need to establish principal insti-
tutions of the Unified Armed Forces. […] 

The Romanian delegation has definitely avoided taking a fundamental stance in
the matter of the draft statute about the Military Council, as well as [in the matter
of] the proposal to establish the Staff of the Unified Armed Forces and the Committee
on Technology. According to the Romanian comrades the main and principal prob-
lem is defining the overall position of the Unified Command, its relation to the gov-
ernments of member-states of the Warsaw Treaty and the Political Consultative
Committee, a method of nominating the Supreme Commander, etc. According to
the Romanian delegation these matters should be expressed in the statute of the
Unified Command, in which detailed competences of the Military Council, the Staff,
the Committee on Technology of the UAF [Unified Armed Forces], and others should
also be settled. In this case, there would be no need to work out a separate statute
for the Military Council. 

When it comes to the Staff and the UAF Committee on Technology, the Romanian
delegation believes that despite the fact that the, essentially, accepted protocol on
this matter was signed by every defense minister (including Romania’s then-Minister
of Armed Forces) in May of 1966—it is still an open matter. As was declared, the
above-mentioned protocol was evaluated by the Romanian leadership as a [proto-
col] which does not concern relations that should exist between our socialist coun-
tries, and for that reason it [protocol] cannot be treated as binding. The Romanian
delegation has also opposed the institution of the representatives of the Supreme
Commander for individual armies, regardless of the fact that this problem was not
included in the matters under discussion. To rationalize its standpoint, [the Romanian
delegation] has stated that an institution of representatives warps relations between
socialist countries and leads to negative comments both from within the country and
abroad, which, among other things, harms the Soviet Union in particular. Furthermore,
the Romanian delegation has also declared that it is not necessary to include the
political preamble in a possible future statute of the Unified Command because the
appropriate political targets are defined in the Warsaw Treaty itself.

Essentially, one can recognize that the Romanian stance is becoming more and
more inflexible with the objective of not recognizing the Unified Armed Forces. The
Romanian comrades use as a tool the letter of the Warsaw Treaty, which de facto
does not contain this kind of literal definition [of the Unified Armed Forces]. For
that reason, there is no doubt that in case of further discussion, as demanded by the
Romanian side, to establish “general matters,” one has to take into account the dis-
closure of principal contradictions with regard to the substance of the Unified Armed
Forces. 

Due to the distinctive stance consistently held by Romania, which does not bode
well for reaching a common view at the working level, it seems reasonable to discuss
specific proposals about the establishment of principal institutions of the Unified
Armed Forces at the highest level, and subsequently, to have them be approved by
the sides interested in a positive resolution to this matter. For the Romanian side, if
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it continues to maintain its previous stance, there will be an open opportunity to join
and participate in the established institutions whenever it [Romania] recognizes this
[joining and participation] to be appropriate. This view, expressed in a general man-
ner by the Supreme Commander of the Unified Armed Forces, was also represent-
ed during unofficial talks by all delegations which held positive views on the matters
that were discussed. 

[Source: 2663/366–80 KC PZPR, XIA/104, AAN. Translated by Magdalena
Klotzbach for the National Security Archive.]   
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Document No. 46: Czechoslovak Report on the 
Meeting of the Political Consultative Committee of 

March 6–7, 1968, March 26, 1968

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

This meeting of the PCC is interesting in several respects. It was the first to be con-
vened at Romania’s initiative, the Romanian goal being to discuss both the ongoing
conundrum of Warsaw Pact reorganization and one of the hot issues of the day—non-
proliferation of nuclear weapons. The meeting also revealed aspects of the internal
dynamics underway in Czechoslovakia at a time of growing political ferment in the
country. As with earlier meetings, the Soviets were unable to achieve any satisfaction
on alliance restructuring and the delegates once again shunted the matter off to high-
er levels. Romania’s main problem with Moscow concerning the Non-Proliferation
Treaty (NPT) was that the proposed document unduly favored the superpowers, which
were already in basic agreement on the treaty’s text. Bucharest also claimed that the
NPT failed to offer sufficient safeguards for other countries because it did not commit
the superpowers strongly enough to reductions of their nuclear stockpiles and did not
include security guarantees for non-nuclear states, such as all the Soviet Union’s Warsaw
Pact allies. A contributing factor in the Romanians’ opposition was their interest in
closer ties with China, which also opposed the treaty as unduly advantageous to the
Soviet Union.

At the head of the Czechoslovak delegation was party leader Alexander Dubček,
who at the time was struggling to keep up with the wave of reforms sweeping through
all levels of Czechoslovak society. What is notable is the fact that although reform of
the Warsaw Pact was being debated internally within the Czechoslovak military and
political leaderships, and even high-ranking officers held reservations about the way
Moscow had been running the process, Dubček did not register any disagreements
whatsoever at the meeting, choosing instead to show full support for the Soviet posi-
tion (see Document No. 55 a). Prague radio nevertheless broadcast commentary about
this meeting claiming that the Czechoslovaks had joined Romania in expressing doubts
about the Soviet nuclear umbrella and drawing a comparison to French President
Charles de Gaulle’s criticism of the value of the U.S. nuclear commitment to his coun-
try’s security. However, there are no records from the conference indicating that any
such comments were made. It is possible that the ongoing debates led the commenta-
tor, liberal-minded journalist Luboš Dobrovský, to believe that objections to Soviet
plans would be raised and wanted to report that they had been before receiving confirma-
tion. In any case, the political leadership, very likely Dubček himself, clearly overruled
any such notion, no doubt deciding that the wiser course, on this subject as on the NPT,
would be to avoid giving Moscow further cause to question Prague’s loyalty during a
very fluid period.

____________________
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[…] 
The Warsaw Treaty PCC summit met 

in Sofia from March 6–7, 1968. […] 
[…] 
The agenda as approved earlier included the following issues:
1. The Non-proliferation treaty,
2. Vietnam,
3. Constituting and forming the Staff and Military Council of the Warsaw Treaty

Unified Command. 
Com. Ceaușescu expressed his reservations about the formulations of agenda Pt.

3. He requested the point be entitled “military questions.” He denied that any ag-
reement had been reached on naming this point during preparatory meetings for the
PCC summit. The Romanians’ objections reflected their desire to ensure that the
title would not express objectives to which Romania had reservations. An exchange
of opinions followed. The term was not modified. The summit then opened discus-
sion on the non-proliferation treaty. An exchange of opinions on this issue was the
main, even sole, subject of the presentations by the respective delegations, since the
“Declaration on the Threat to Peace Resulting from Extension of American Aggression
in Vietnam” had been prepared by an expert group, ultimately on the foreign min-
isters’ level. […] 

I. NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY TALKS

All participating delegations paid major attention to this issue since the PCC sum-
mit had been convened upon a Romanian request to discuss approaches by the Warsaw
Treaty states to the proposed non-proliferation treaty. 

The Sofia summit was preceded by consultations by the deputy foreign ministers
of the Warsaw Treaty states, which took place in Berlin from February 26–27, 1968.
Most of its participants agreed the deputy ministers should prepare the Sofia summit
agenda and, in addition, they should provide a preliminary assessment of the opin-
ions and approaches of the respective countries concerning the proposed non-prolif-
eration treaty. Then, an attempt to find a common solution should be made that would
facilitate the PCC’s work, plus contribute to the successful course of the Sofia sum-
mit in the interests of the unity of the Warsaw Treaty member-states. However, the
Berlin meeting was not able to complete this task. The Romanian delegation merely
brought forward all its previously known reservations to the treaty draft while stat-
ing that proper discussion of the topic should be (exclusively) reserved to the PCC
Sofia summit. Under these conditions, the delegations of six of the Berlin participants
could do nothing more than present their principal viewpoints on the non-prolifera-
tion treaty, as well as on the individual Romanian remarks. The course of the Berlin
meeting reconfirmed the identical positive approach of six of the European socialist
countries on the non-proliferation treaty. At the same time, it demonstrated that
Romania insisted on her reservations to the treaty draft. 

The Sofia PCC summit thus began talks on the non-proliferation treaty but the
differences in approach to the proposed treaty by six delegations on the one hand
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and the Romanian one on the other hand were not surmounted; during the prelim-
inary meetings, they were merely confirmed. Moreover, in addition to the previous
Romanian remarks, another Romanian proposal to amend Article III of the draft
(concerning inspections) appeared. The summit participants received that proposal
a few days prior to the summit’s commencement. 

The Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee [ENDC] in Geneva was conclud-
ing final talks on the non-proliferation treaty at the same time the Sofia PCC sum-
mit was convened. The question was whether the Geneva Committee’s work would
be completed before March 15, 1968, as provided for by the resolution of the XXIIth
U.N. General Assembly. To a great extent, this fact affected the course of discussion
in Sofia as most participants realized that the Sofia summit should not jeopardize in
any way the work of the ENDC, or presentation of the report on the draft non-pro-
liferation treaty to the U.N. General Assembly in due time. 

Therefore, Comrade Brezhnev, head of the Soviet delegation, in his opening speech
emphasized that time was of the essence. A loss of this favorable moment for sign-
ing the non-proliferation treaty could negate the possibility that now exists. That
would produce adverse consequences for the further course of European events, in
his opinion. He addressed his appeal for a joint effort by all socialist states and uni-
form support for the accelerated negotiation and adoption of the treaty in this sense,
too. Other delegations, except Romania’s, raised similar demands. 

The appearance of the head of the Romanian delegation confirmed, however, that
Romania did not intend to alter in any way its critical approach to the proposed non-
proliferation treaty. Romania ignored the urgent reasons shared by the other social-
ist states in favor of urgent passage, particularly due to the danger of the FRG’s even-
tual nuclear armament. While pushing through their maximized demands, Romania
proceeds from the unrealistic assumption that the U.S. with their allies could be still
forced to make further major concessions. That was also demonstrated in Ceaușescu’s
appearance. Cde. Ceaușescu informed the PCC at the same time that he had instruct-
ed the Romanian delegation to the ENDC to have these remarks on the non-prolif-
eration treaty draft submitted as an official document. Cde. Ceaușescu’s appearance
revealed that Romania was not only unwilling to alter its attitude toward the non-
proliferation treaty any time soon but was also ready to press its reservations during
further negotiations in the ENDC and later on at the U.N. General Assembly ses-
sion. (The Romanian delegation to the ENDC formally presented its amendments
on March 11, 1968.) 

Although the Romanian delegation in Sofia agreed with the importance of the
non-proliferation treaty, by its rigid and unrealistic approach it objectively played
into the hands of its opponents who have been trying to delay and ultimately pre-
vent its conclusion by constantly submitting new reservations. These concerns were
immediately confirmed on March 6, when the FRG government delivered a memo-
randum to the ENDC. In trying to influence its members, this memorandum con-
tained reservations similar to these presented by Romania and refers even to the
interests of “other” countries in substantially altering the treaty. 

Unlike Romania, the other summit participants assessed the importance of the
treaty and the necessity of adopting it as soon as possible in light of the existing inter-
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national situation and the danger that lurks in the possibility that a nuclear weapon
might come into the hands of militarist and revanchist circles in the FRG, or other
reactionary circles in certain other capitalist states. That was the specific reason for
stressing the time factor; early adoption of the non-proliferation treaty would rep-
resent, no doubt, a major achievement for the socialist states in their struggle to
decrease the danger of the outbreak of a nuclear conflict; the treaty’s opponents would
be unable to organize any resistance or to escalate pressure against the treaty.

When evaluating the Romanian remarks to the draft treaty, the Sofia summit par-
ticipants agreed that: 

– Some amendments are unrealistic, as they require that the non-proliferation
treaty resolve the entire complex of nuclear disarmament [issues]; they go
beyond the framework of the treaty. Such amendments may only succeed in
preventing agreement on the treaty. 

– The Romanian proposal for guarantees to the non-nuclear nations has no chance
of being accepted by the U.S. That would constitute an insurmountable obsta-
cle to adoption of the treaty. The socialist states have emphasized that they
consider a solution to the issue outside the framework of the treaty as sufficient.
As far as the security of the European socialist states is concerned, they see the
guarantees of their security in the Warsaw Treaty and in the nuclear forces of
the USSR. 

– Other Romanian remarks, concerning enforcement of and withdrawal from the
treaty, do not strengthen but weaken the treaty. As such, they might be mis-
used in the future to the disadvantage of the socialist states.

The delegations of six Warsaw Treaty member-states, taking into account the
forthcoming conclusion of the Geneva meeting and the Romanians’ decision to make
their separate standpoint public, as well as because the Sofia final communiqué does
not reflect Romania’s dissenting attitude, have therefore agreed to formulate their
common position in the interests of the peaceful goals of the socialist states. At the
meeting of the delegations of Bulgaria, ČSSR, Hungary, the GDR, Poland and USSR
on March 7, the text of a declaration was drawn up and approved in which these six
states clearly stated their support for a speedy conclusion of the non-proliferation
treaty, declared their support for the Soviet treaty draft dated January 15, 1968, and
called on the other states to resolve this issue in positive way. The document, which
was signed by the first secretaries of the communist and workers’ parties along with
the prime ministers, was made public by mutual agreement on March 9. Cde. Ceaușescu,
head of the Romanian delegation, was informed of the forthcoming declaration of
the six countries by Cde. Zhivkov. 

Talks concerning the non-proliferation treaty held in Sofia during the PCC meet-
ing did not result in any change in original approaches by the individual participants.
The Romanians did nothing during the summit that might evidence even the slight-
est goodwill toward finding a uniform standpoint for the socialist states by means of
multilateral discussion of the non-proliferation issue. It is to be expected, therefore,
that the Romanian delegation would not present itself as being in accord with the
other socialist countries during the U.N. General Assembly session. 
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II. THE VIETNAM PROBLEM

The PCC Sofia summit unanimously adopted the “Declaration on the Threat to
Peace Resulting from Extension of American Aggression in Vietnam.”14 

A group of experts from all participating states has been negotiating the draft of
this Declaration since March 5. Their talks were based on a proposal elaborated joint-
ly by Bulgaria, the USSR and Poland in accordance with the resolution of the Berlin
meeting of deputy foreign ministers.15 In preparing the resolution, the position and
suggestions of the Democratic Republic of Vietnam, presented shortly before the
meeting by the Vietnamese comrades, were also taken into account. Following the
DRV request, the original text of the declaration was amended [to include] […] sup-
port for the DRV’s four points16 and the National Liberation Front’s program,17 con-
demnation of U.S. maneuvering at the so-called peace talks, […] etc. The individual
delegations addressed numerous comments to the text of the declaration. Most of
them were resolved by means of compromise formulations. The remarks of
Czechoslovak experts leading to greater specification and improvement of the text
were accepted in principle. The final text was approved during the last foreign min-
isters’ meeting. All of the PCC summit participants signed the declaration during the
final session on March 7, 1968. 

The declaration forcefully denounces U.S. aggression in Vietnam, gives a high
appraisal of the heroic struggle of the Vietnamese people both in the south and
north of the country, [provides] serious warnings to the U.S. government, and [offers]
support for the views of the DRV and NLF concerning the solution of the Vietnam
issue. The declaration represents important support for the struggle of the Vietnamese
people against American aggression; it is, at the same time, a promise that full sup-
port and any necessary aid shall be granted to the DRV and the Vietnamese peo-
ple as long as is necessary for the victorious rebuff of imperialist aggression. […] 

14 For the text, see http://www.isn.ethz.ch/php/documents/collection_3/PCC_docs/1968/1968_-
33.pdf.

15 The meeting took place on February 26–27, 1968.
16 On April 8, 1965, the Hanoi government proposed a formula for ending the war that includ-

ed recognition of Vietnamese independence and territorial integrity, a prohibition against foreign
bases and military alliances in either zone of the country, application of the National Liberation Front
program for South Vietnam, and the reunification of North and South Vietnam on peaceful terms.

17 Formed on December 20, 1960, the NLF was a Hanoi-backed coalition of mostly Southern
Vietnamese guerrilla and opposition groups whose 10-point manifesto sought reunification, inde-
pendence, democracy, and neutrality, among other goals.
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III. THE CONSTITUTION OF THE STAFF AND 
MILITARY COUNCIL OF THE WARSAW TREATY 

UNIFIED COMMAND 

Point 3 of agenda was to deal with the issue of reinforcement of military bodies
of the Warsaw Treaty; within its framework, the Military Council, Staff and Com-
mittee on Technology were to be constituted. 

Because of the specific views of the Romanian representatives on documents that
had already been agreed to relating to the military section of the Warsaw treaty, and
with the intention not to aggravate the contentious issues of the Sofia summit, the
delegation heads agreed to listen to the report of Supreme Commander of the Unified
Armed Forces Marshal of the USSR Cde. Iakubovskii but not to discuss this ques-
tion and to postpone its resolution until the next PCC meeting. 

[…] 
The resolution was approved unanimously with the provision that it not be pub-

lished in the press and that the proceedings be considered secret. 
[…] 

[Source: AÚV KSČ 02/1, 4011/26, Central State Archives, Prague. Translated by
Marian J. Kratochvíl.]      
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Document No. 47: Remarks by the Czechoslovak Chief 
of Staff on the Theory of Local War, March 13, 1968 

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

These remarks by Chief of General Staff Gen. Otakar Rytíř are one of several exam-
ples of the critical views of various Czechoslovak military and party officials toward
the overall Soviet strategy being imposed on the Warsaw Pact. Rytíř’s comments are
compelling not only because of his blunt language but also because he was not a
reformer. His criticism of Moscow’s position is based on the belief that its policy under-
mined the interests of both Czechoslovakia and the Soviet Union. For one thing, the
defensive tasks assigned to Czechoslovakia within the framework of the Warsaw Pact
were, he believed, beyond the economic capacity of the country. For another, the alliance
had failed to create effective common institutions for the previous 10 years, and had
been particularly negligent in elaborating a military doctrine for the Warsaw Pact. His
implication is that the Soviets have their own doctrine and simply presume that other
member-states will follow suit. 

Rytíř recalls with approval the “doctrine” propounded by Khrushchev, namely that
in the event of war the Soviets would be ready to carry out a nuclear strike that would
destroy Europe and United States; the result of this plain-spoken warning, he believed,
was that no war had broken out. In response, however, the West developed the theory
of limited war, which Rytíř refers to as “local war,” as a way to circumvent the Soviet
threat by allegedly not relying on nuclear weapons in battle. But this new theory
“deceived our Soviet comrades,” he asserts, because if implemented it would require
the application of high technology and highly trained manpower at a level only the
West could afford. Speaking presciently, he declares: “This competition we cannot win.”

____________________

[…] 
We are under great pressure; we lack space, material, people. We are in a situa-

tion where the task as given to us is beyond the capabilities of our state, be it human
or economic resources. Where is the cause, comrades? The cause is, I think, at the
heart of the Warsaw Treaty. We have been bargaining for ten years already. Neverth-
eless, we cannot agree on constituting some kind of entity—a military body of the
Warsaw Treaty, i.e. the staff and the Military Council. These bodies should then make
an assessment of the Warsaw Treaty military concept as their major issue. 

We cannot do without a certain concept. Such concepts must not originate from
the Soviet General Staff exclusively, however. Such concepts, since these are coalition
concepts, must originate from the alliance. That is to say, the signatories of the War-
saw Treaty must also participate. This is the principal question, comrades. Excuse
me, I cannot discuss it widely and in detail for I would be digressing, would be getting
into strategic operational plans, and this is what I cannot do by all my, so to speak,
efforts, and believe me, sincere efforts, to reveal to you the complexity of this issue. 

This is the point, comrades. We could agree on this issue if a body had been con-
stituted. Within this body, we could push through our voice to be heard. We would
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have been heard (and listened to). Today, our voice comes out as our viewpoints,
our opinions, but of course not as pressure. For we have no legal basis to intervene.
Therefore, through the Unified Command, which in fact does not exist, through the
Unified Command as a transit station, come the tasks for our army in case of an even-
tual war. Naturally, I do not doubt that this task is based on the economic and human
resources of the Soviet Union, so far as the Soviet Army is concerned. But it is not
based on our economic and human resources. And this is not just our case, it is the
case of all our neighbors. 

Such is the situation, which we cannot stand any longer, we must get to it. Up to
now, we have not, although we had been drawing their attention to both the Soviet
representatives and ours. Let us pose just a small question, comrades. Look, there
was a doctrine a long time ago—maybe it will be a more complex problem for cer-
tain comrades, but allow me to break it to you—there was a doctrine, under Khrush-
chev: There would be war, seven strikes would hit Germany, Germany would be liq-
uidated. Sorry, eight strikes, I got a bit confused. So-and-so many strikes shall devastate
America. Comrades, it is hard to say that all that was wrong; that is hard to say. Look,
comrades, maybe I am mistaken; I would sum up the situation as follows: thank God
that we have nuclear weapons. In my opinion, because of them, there has been no
third world war. I think that—I beg you, I am just expressing my opinion and I gave
my opinion to the Soviet comrades as well—I think our potential enemies over there
got it. And what did they come up with? They came up with the theory of local war.
Because for them, the threat of a nuclear strike was a real threat. And they were
really threatened. There was panic there. Not just among the public. There was panic
on the staffs, too. They realized that in reality, and they took Khrushchev literally—
maybe there was 89 percent posturing in Khrushchev’s words—so they took it word
for word and said: When you rub us this way, then we are going to rub you another
way, with the theory of local war. The local war theory allows for warfare without
nuclear weapons. With this theory, they—in my opinion, to put it bluntly—cheated
and deceived our Soviet comrades a bit. And they took the bait—I mean the local
war theory. Maybe from the viewpoint of the Soviet Union that local war theory con-
veys to them. But from the viewpoint of our republic this theory does not suit us.
Why doesn’t it suit us, comrades? Because the local war theory means what? An ori-
entation to classical warfare. Classical war means what? It means saturating units
with high technology, with high numbers of personnel. Only the capitalist system can
afford that under present conditions, under [the existing] economic situation of the
two camps, the socialist and the capitalist. Because its economy—whether we like it
or not—is on a higher level, it has greater possibilities. Today. Maybe ten years later
it will be different. But such is the situation today. That means we conceded to what,
comrades? We conceded—if we accept the local war theory—the start of a compe-
tition with the West in the [conventional] armament of our forces. Well, that contest
we cannot win, comrades. Because their economy is much stronger than ours. We
say today: Let us take care not to lag behind. We can naturally put forward the slo-
gan: draw even and surpass the Western states in technology. But […] we would be
walking about in birch-bark shoes, [or] barefooted, comrades. 

For we cannot hold out in such a competition. This is a fundamental question of

259

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 $
{D

at
e}

. $
{P

ub
lis

he
r}

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



our lives, comrades. And if we take the position of our Republic, and we as the gen-
eral staff, defense ministry, we must protect the interests of our army, even if we
agree with our duties of international friendship within the Warsaw Treaty. But we
must protect our interests.

[…] I had tough disputes with the Unified Command when they came and requ-
ested an increase in the number of divisions. And it took me two days, two [full] days
it took me before I convinced one army general of the economic and human resources
of our Republic. Unfortunately, we must admit, comrades, that our political officers
do not pay due attention to these issues. And these are issues of basic importance.
And here I see somehow that this point, that is to say more independence in foreign
policy—I refer to policies within the Warsaw Treaty—not simply the West, and
Western Germany.

We must achieve equal status within the Warsaw Treaty.

[Source: Sb. KV ČSFR, A 666, Institute for Contemporary History, Prague. Trans-
lated by Marian Kratochvíl.]          
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Document No. 48: Record of Gomułka–Iakubovskii 
Conversation in Warsaw, April 19, 1968 

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

Because of the continuing stalemate over Moscow-backed reforms within the Warsaw
Pact, the Kremlin sent Supreme Commander Ivan I. Iakubovskii to Eastern Europe
to lobby each country’s party leader. This is a record of his meeting with Władysław
Gomułka in Poland, the first stop on his tour. Iakubovskii brought with him a Soviet
draft of several proposed new statutes regarding the Military Council, the unified com-
mand and the unified air defense system. By this time, the reform movement that came
to be known as the Prague Spring was in full stride in Czechoslovakia, a situation that
alarmed Gomułka because of its potential to stir up political difficulties in neighbor-
ing Poland. The Polish leader described a chaotic situation in the Czechoslovak army
which he claimed was leaving the borders with West Germany “practically open.” It
was time, he said, for the Warsaw Pact to consider military occupation of the coun-
try—a position he and other hard-line leaders would repeat in the coming months.
Later in the discussion, both Gomułka and Polish Premier Józef Cyrankiewicz voiced
their opposition to using East German troops in any military intervention in Czecho-
slovakia. Iakubovskii listened to Gomułka’s suggestions but was noncommittal.

____________________

[…] 
Marshal Iakubovskii: […] stated that in accordance with the decision of the Political

Consultative Committee in Sofia in March of this year, […] the Staff of the Unified
Armed Forces has compiled draft statutes: concerning the Unified Armed Forces,
the Military Council of the Unified Armed Forces, and a common air defense sys-
tem for all member-states of the Warsaw Pact. Drafts of the documents mentioned
above have been sent to the governments and to defense ministers of member-states
of the Warsaw Pact, except for Romania. 

Marshal Iakubovskii would like to receive the preliminary positions and opinions
of the governments and defense ministers during his trip, which he has begun by pay-
ing a visit to Poland. He also plans to visit the GDR, Bulgaria, Hungary, and
Czechoslovakia. He does not exclude the possibility of visiting Romania.

[…] 
Cde. Gomułka: stated that Romania, despite its declaration to do so, has not yet

presented its own draft for improving the operations of institutions of the Supreme
Command of the Unified Armed Forces, and for that reason he doubts that Romania
will agree to accept drafts of documents assembled by the Staff of the Unified Armed
Forces. He also believes that due to Romania’s negative stance on this issue, which
was demonstrated in several previous talks, there is no need for further delay on this
matter, and he emphasized the urgency of quickly implementing the documents even
without Romania’s participation.

[…] 
After evaluating the situation in the ČSSR, Cde. Gomułka stressed that this situ-
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ation is highly troubling despite Cde. [Alexander] Dubček’s assurances that the CPCz
Leadership will have it under control. Counterrevolutionary forces clearly aim to
change the state existing in the ČSSR to a bourgeois democracy, as proven by the
following: the desire to change the constitution and electoral law; the demand to hold
an extraordinary session of the CPCz Congress in order to change even the present
Central Committee; disturbing political ambitions of other parties and their slogans
for legal opposition; the initiation of contact by a peasants’ party with the Vatican;
slogans and intentions to convene national councils and the leadership of workers’
union organizations without the communists; proposals to reactivate a social-demo-
cratic party; etc. 

The visits and talks by various Czechoslovak delegations—of scientists and jour-
nalists, among others—in the FRG and also in Israel basically open the way now only
to the formal engagement of diplomatic relations with these countries.

Official assurances about alliance and brotherhood with the USSR and other social-
ist states do not find full practical support. In connection with [Jan] Masaryk’s death18

some speak of the responsibility of Soviet advisers. In trade contacts the ČSSR would
like to receive the maximum from the USSR and simultaneously have unlimited free-
dom of trade with the West. Lately, more and more in the press, on the radio and on
television in the ČSSR criticism of Poland is present. Various resolutions and protests,
especially from student, scientific, and cultural circles, are being delivered to the PPR
embassy in Prague. 

It is no wonder that Poland is being attacked by Zionist and reactionary circles in
the West. However, we cannot agree with the criticism coming from a socialist coun-
try with which we are tied by a pact of friendship. The helplessness of the ČSSR lead-
ership and the lifting of limitations on publications have prompted the emergence of
active and uncontrolled forces. Hence, our three protests in Prague. The behavior of
Czechoslovak activists stimulates reactionary forces in our country. These forces, in
the name of demands for “democracy and freedom” attempted to create chaos, but
currently are in a crouch and no doubt are tying their hopes to the further reactionary
course of events in Czechoslovakia. Our interests are without any doubt connected
with the situation in Czechoslovakia. The disorganization of their army leaves the
border with the FRG practically open, and a possible provocative strike even by a
small group of forces from West Germany could bring incalculable consequences.
Hence, there is a reason to keep Soviet forces in Czechoslovakia, within the frame-
work of the Warsaw Pact.

[…] 
Referring to drafts of documents, Cde. Gomułka emphasized: the need to strength-

en and improve the activity of institutions of the Supreme Command of the Unified
Armed Forces; the unity of activity of the Warsaw Pact states and their armies; and

18 Czechoslovakia’s non-communist Foreign Minister, Jan Masaryk, was found dead in a court-
yard outside his second-storey Ministry apartment on March 10, 1948, just two weeks after the
communist coup. Czechoslovak authorities ruled the death a suicide but many have long suspect-
ed he was murdered for political reasons using the notorious technique of defenestration. Although
the facts remain somewhat obscure, in early 2004 Czech police concluded he had been pushed out
of his window.

262

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 $
{D

at
e}

. $
{P

ub
lis

he
r}

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



[the point] that the supreme commander should have a greater say on raising the
attack readiness of the Unified Armed Forces. He further stated that the leadership
of Poland, which actually initiated Marshal Iakubovskii’s current trip, will accept the
drafted documents, and informed the supreme commander that the conclusions of
the PPR minister of national defense came from the instructions of the party lead-
ership. These instructions were directed towards guaranteeing the supreme com-
mander tools that are indispensable for solving the basic problems of the Unified
Armed Forces. Moreover, he considers it justified to mention the following in the
drafts of documents: unequivocally to talk about the military forces assigned to the
Unified Armed Forces and their development, keeping in mind the economic poten-
tial of each country, and to extend the capabilities of the Committee on Technology
in the field of coordination and unification of armament systems, technical equip-
ment, arms co-production, and scientific-research works. 

Marshal Iakubovskii: recognized the statement of Cde. Gomułka to be an instruc-
tion to act. At the same time he stated that proposals and corrections to the docu-
ments are accurate in merit and editorially progressive. He then presented to Cde.
Gomułka the idea of carrying out a command post exercise with designated troops
on the territory of the ČSSR in May of this year. The following would participate in
the exercise: two army commands with designated troops from the Czechoslovak
People’s Army as well as one army command with designated troops from the Polish
Army, the NVA, the Group of Soviet Forces in Germany, the Southern Group of
Soviet Forces, and the Transcarpathian Military District.

Cde. Gomułka: approved the participation of Polish Army staffs and units in the
exercise and proposed not to introduce NVA troops onto the territory of the ČSSR.

Cde. [Józef] Cyrankiewicz: recognized that the exercise could cover part of the
territories of several countries, which would cause the armed forces of the GDR to
operate only on their own territory.

Cde. Gomułka: regarding drafts of documents, he underlined the need to make
current the status of the Political Consultative Committee so that it would be a full
decision-making institution, and its decisions would be binding for all members. 

Marshal Iakubovskii: stated that Yugoslavia is actively interested in the situation
in the ČSSR as well as in the March incidents in Poland. Moreover, [Yugoslavia] is
evidencing special worries about the Mediterranean, protesting the presence of U.S.
and Soviet fleets in that area. This is distinctive because [Yugoslavia] did not raise
official protests when only the U.S. fleet was in the Mediterranean. 

Cde. Gomułka: emphasized the bankruptcy of Yugoslav conceptions up till now.
The increase in unemployment, sending workers to labor in western countries (main-
ly the FRG), working with western firms (among others with “Fiat” on a profit-shar-
ing basis), the uneven development of federal republics without a uniform, general
plan, all prove the economic regression of that country. Today, Tito unifies Yugo-
slavia—it is difficult to foresee what may come after his departure. 

[…] 

[Source: KC PZPR, 2663, pp. 412–17, AAN. Translated by Magdalena Klotzbach
for the National Security Archive.]     
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Document No. 49: Report to Nicolae Ceaușescu on the Meeting 
of the Political Consultative Committee in Sofia, June 3, 1968

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

After his visit with Gomułka in Poland (Document No. 48), Soviet Marshal Iaku-
bovskii traveled to East Berlin and Budapest to try to win support for Moscow’s plans
to reorganize the Warsaw Pact. Given the problems raised by Romania at earlier meet-
ings (see, for example, Document No. 45), he deliberately bypassed Bucharest. The
Soviets did send a copy of their proposal to Romania, however, and this letter from
Defense Minister Ion Ioniţă to Nicolae Ceaușescu reflects the Romanian military’s
positions on the matter. Ioniţă believes it is quite possible other allies will accept the
Soviet proposals, in which case Romania should not consider itself bound by any agree-
ments infringing on its sovereignty. He proposes various stances Romania could take.
One, clearly with the French example in mind, is to leave the military structures of the
Pact. An alternative approach would be to agree with the Soviet documents but with
reservations, particularly concerning the right of the supreme commander to deploy
troops on the territory of member-states. Ioniţă’s letter shows how much more exten-
sively the alliance’s members debated fundamental issues about its functioning in the
1960s than they did in later years.

____________________

[…] 
1. In accordance with what was established at the Conference of the Political

Consultative Committee that took place in Sofia, Marshal of the Soviet Union I.I.
Iakubovskii sent to the [Romanian] Ministry of Armed Forces, along with letter No.
104704 of May 24, 1968, the drafts of the following documents drawn up by the Unified
Command: 

– Statute of the Unified Armed Forces […]; 
– Statute of the Military Council […]; 
– Statute of the common system of air defense […]; and 
– Organizational diagrams of the leading organs of the Supreme Command […]

and the Committee on Technology.
[Iakubovskii] asks for the documents to be analyzed by the Ministry of Armed

Forces and [for the results of the analysis] to be brought to the notice of the Roma-
nian Communist Party’s leadership and of the government.

At the same time, [Iakubovskii] indicates that soon he will come in person to the
Socialist Republic of Romania, so that together with the [Romanian] minister of
armed forces he can bring to the notice of the general secretary of the Central Com-
mittee of the Romanian Communist Party and of the president of the Council of
Ministers the above-mentioned materials, along with the observations and propos-
als concerning these materials made by the ministries of armed forces of the Polish
People’s Republic, the German Democratic Republic, the Bulgarian People’s Repub-
lic, the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, and the Hungarian People’s Republic.
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2. I report that the discussions regarding the improvement of the Unified Command
began in 1966 at the initiative of the Soviet side. At two conferences, in February
1966 at the level of the chiefs of general staffs, and in May 1966 at the level of min-
isters of defense […], a draft statute of the Unified Armed Forces Command was dis-
cussed and drawn up, on which the delegation of the Ministry of Armed Forces agreed,
except for a number of objections that were included in the protocol of the confer-
ence of the ministers of armed forces, which took place in Moscow in May 1966. 

These objections referred to:
– the role and functions of the Political Consultative Committee; 
– the need to create the Military Council of the Unified Command, with a con-

sultative role; 
– representatives of the supreme commander of the Unified Armed Forces in the

armies of the Warsaw Treaty states, whose presence was not deemed advisable. 
On the occasion of the meeting of the Political Consultative Committee in Buch-

arest, in May 1966, the Romanian side drew up its own draft statute, which it hand-
ed over to the ministers of defense of the states taking part in the Warsaw Treaty
Organization. As you know, the draft statute of the Unified Command was not dis-
cussed any further at this conference of the Political Consultative Committee.

In February 1968, another conference at the chief-of-general-staff level took place
in Prague; at this conference the issues of creating the Military Council of the Unified
Command and of approving the statute thereof, as well as a draft statute of the Unified
Command, were discussed. The delegation of the Ministry of Armed Forces did not
agree with the provisions of the protocol concluded on that occasion, expressing a
different view, in which it was specified that “it is of the opinion that general issues
and issues of principle must first of all be solved and finalized, and only then is the
statute of the Unified Command—where its attributions are established—to be sub-
mitted to the governments of the Warsaw Treaty states for consideration and approval;
afterwards, one may proceed to the creation of its various organs…” 

After the Prague conference, these issues were included on the agenda of the con-
ference of the Political Consultative Committee in Sofia, in March 1968, which estab-
lished that the ministers of defense of the Warsaw Treaty states are to analyze and
put forward, in six months’ time, proposals concerning the statute of the Unified
Command, as well as the creation of the general staff, the Military Council, and the
Technical Council. 

3. It was apparent from the documents sent by the Unified Command and ana-
lyzed beforehand by the collegium of the Ministry of Armed Forces, that in these
documents some of the proposals the Ministry of Armed Forces made at previous
conferences were included, such as those referring to the creation of the Military
Council; the appointment, by the governments of the Warsaw Treaty states, of the
chief of staff and of the supreme commander’s deputies in charge of air defense and
equipment from the ranks of the armed forces of each state; direct subordination of
the troops which make up the Unified Armed Forces to the ministries of defense
(practically, however, due to the rights of command and control granted to the supreme
commander and to the general staff, this [direct subordination] is only fiction); pro-
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portional representation of the armies of the Warsaw Treaty countries within the
framework of the Unified Command, etc.

Issues were also included, however, that contradicted the point of view approved
by the state and party leadership [of Romania] and supported by the delegations of
the Ministry of Armed Forces at the previous conferences.

In connection with the aforementioned issues, we paid special attention to the fact
that some provisions in the present statute of the Unified Command, which refer to
the right of the supreme commander to command, control and give orders to the
troops comprising the Unified Armed Forces, were again adopted, in spite of the fact
that they were abandoned and were no longer included in the draft statute of May
1966. However, now there is a proposal to create a body whose commander has the
right to command and control, not only rights of coordination and cooperation, [but
of] examination and recommendation, as the delegations of the Ministry of Armed
Forces have proposed at all the conferences that have taken place so far.

Below, I will bring to your attention the main issues included in the draft docu-
ments sent, and the proposals of the Ministry of Armed Forces.

a) In the draft statute of the Unified Armed Forces it is stipulated that the Political
Consultative Committee has the task of settling general issues commonly agreed
upon, which are directed towards strengthening the defense capability of the
Warsaw Treaty states, and improving the structure of the Unified Armed Forces;
appointing the supreme commander; making decisions and giving instructions
with regard to the activity of the supreme commander, the latter being required
to inform the Political Consultative Committee about the results of his activity.

Concurrently, the Political Consultative Committee is given the right to make deci-
sions as to troops of the Unified Armed Forces moving to the stage of high and com-
plete combat capability, and to analyze and approve plans linked with the develop-
ment of the Unified Armed Forces (it is true that such rights are granted to the
Political Consultative Committee or the governments of the Warsaw Treaty states). 

Granted such rights to the Political Consultative Committee is in contradiction
with the provisions of the Warsaw Treaty, Art. 6 of which states that the Political
Consultative Committee was created “with the purpose of carrying out—between
the signatory states—the consultations provided in the present Treaty…” and, there-
fore, it is a consultative organ.

The right is granted to the supreme commander to command and control the armed
forces of the Warsaw Treaty states. According to the draft statute, the supreme com-
mander can issue orders, directives, dispositions, and even deploy troops of the Unified
Armed Forces on the territories of the Warsaw Treaty states, and to relocate them
to other points, depending on the situation and corresponding to the needs of mutu-
al defense. To confer a legal aspect on this right, it is stated that the deployments are
to be conducted in keeping with the “decisions of the governments of these states.”

The right is also conferred on the supreme commander to control the develop-
ment of operational and combat preparations, and the level of combat capability of
the troops and fleets composing the Unified Armed Forces, in compliance with both
the general plan of the common activities and his own assessment. Such control attri-
butions are also provided for the general staff of the Unified Command. 
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In this way, the provisions of the draft statute contradict the principles of collab-
oration and mutual assistance based on respect for sovereignty and national inde-
pendence, and nonintervention in internal affairs, thus negatively affecting the essen-
tial attributes of the governments of the Warsaw Treaty states. All these rights place
the supreme commander above the national governments and turn the Supreme
Command into a supranational command and control organ, instead of a coordina-
tion and cooperation organ, the activity of which is based on the principles of organ-
izing relationships between socialist countries with equal rights.

Another fact deserving special attention is the proposed denomination of the draft
statute: “Statute of the Unified Armed Forces of the Warsaw Treaty states.” 

The argument that “the Unified Armed Forces are created in accordance with
Art. 5 of the Treaty of Friendship…” is not correct; Art. 5 provides that “The con-
tracting parties have agreed on the creation of a Unified Command of the armed
forces…,” and not on the creation of the Unified Armed Forces. It is logical, there-
fore, to draw up a statute of this command, and not of the Unified Armed Forces. I
emphasize the fact that the present statute approved by the Political Consultative
Committee in 1956 bears the title “Statute of the Unified Command of the armed
forces of the Warsaw Treaty states.”

Besides in the title of the draft statute of the Unified Command, its contents, and
the drafts of the other documents sent, the “unified armed forces” are often referred
to. This is something we cannot agree with since the armed forces of the Warsaw
Treaty states are not unified; they remain subordinate to the national commands, and
the way they are used can only be decided by the party and state leadership of the
state in question.

b) The draft “Statute of the Military Council of the Unified Armed Forces of the
states participating in the Warsaw Treaty Organization” stipulates that the
Military Council is a military organ of the Unified Armed Forces, with func-
tions of consultation and recommendation. The recommendations and the pro-
posals are to be adopted, however, by the Military Council, on the basis of a
simple majority of votes. The Military Council is composed of the supreme
commander, his deputies in the armies of the Warsaw Treaty states, the chief
of the general staff of the Unified Armed Forces, the deputy in charge of air
defense, the deputy in charge of equipment, and a secretary appointed by the
supreme commander. 

Concomitantly, it is mentioned that the chief of staff of the Unified Armed Forces
“organizes control over the fulfillment of the supreme commander’s decisions regar-
ding the proposals and recommendations adopted by the Military Council.”

The Military Council’s adoption of proposals and recommendations by a simple
majority of votes is a principle applicable within the internal framework of the par-
ties and states, and I think it cannot be extended to relationships between parties
and states. Its application to international relationships is not acceptable.

c) Together with the draft statute of the Unified Armed Forces and the draft
statute of the Military Council of the Unified Armed Forces of the Warsaw
Treaty states, I have also received a new “Statute of the common air defense
system of the states participating in the Warsaw Treaty Organization.” 
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It is apparent from the analysis of this draft statute that the common air defense
system joins together all the air defense troops of the Warsaw Treaty states, and on
the part of the USSR the air defense troops deployed on the territories of the Soviet
Socialist Republics of Latvia, Lithuania, Belorussia, Ukraine, and Moldavia. 

It is stipulated that command of the common air defense system be exerted by the
commander of the air defense troops of the Warsaw Treaty states, the command
organ being the chief of staff of air defense of the state from which the commander
was appointed. 

[…] The adoption of such a statute for air defense troops would lead, practically,
to their subordination to the commander of air defense troops of the Warsaw Treaty
states.

The existence of representatives of the supreme commander in the armies of
Warsaw Treaty states, an issue vigorously debated at previous conferences, and—as
a result of a proposal by the Ministry of Armed Forces—no longer included in the
draft statute drawn up at the conference of ministers of defense in May 1966, is includ-
ed again in the draft statutes received, the purpose being to make their existence per-
manent. […] 

4. In conclusion, a study of the documents sent by the Unified Command has
brought out in particular the obvious change of position of our Soviet partner, in the
sense that it has again introduced provisions in the documents, which grant the
supreme commander, the General Staff, and the commander of the air defense troops
of the Warsaw Treaty states the possibility of commanding and controlling troops
intended to act jointly. The fact is also significant that in the draft statute of the
Unified Command drawn up at the Conference of the Ministries of Defense in May
1966 as a result of proposals by the Ministry of Armed Forces, such provisions were
no longer included. All of the delegations—including the Soviet one—agreed that
the Unified Command should be an organ of coordination and cooperation, not of
command and control. 

5. Taking into consideration the things I have brought to your attention, I think
that at discussions at future conferences of the ministries of defense aimed at draw-
ing up proposals for the Political Consultative Committee, the Ministry of Armed
Forces delegation must set forth the following point of view:

– to further support the point of view and the draft statute of the Unified Command
drawn up by the Ministry of Armed Forces and approved by the party and state
leadership in 1966, […];

– to agree with the draft statute of the Military Council, with the observation that
the recommendations and proposals of the Military Council should be adopt-
ed on the basis of unanimity, not a simple majority of votes. […]; 

– to support the idea that the draft statute referring to the air defense system of
the Warsaw Treaty states should be drawn up in accordance with the same prin-
ciple as in the draft statute of the Unified Command drawn up by the Ministry
of Armed Forces; [that draft] assigns air defense the role of coordinator of joint
activities to the command of air defense troops of the Warsaw Treaty states. 
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[…] Taking into account the experience acquired so far, and the viewpoint exp-
ressed at previous conferences by the delegations of other countries, it is quite pos-
sible that the point of view of the Ministry of Armed Forces may not be accepted.
In such a situation, the other delegations might express agreement with the draft doc-
uments drawn up by the Unified Command, and put forward a common point of view
to the Political Consultative Committee.

If the situation develops as I described above and the conclusion of a protocol is
proposed, the delegation of the Ministry of Armed Forces should express its diver-
gent viewpoint about the issue of the documents drawn up by the Unified Command,
stating that the Ministry of Armed Forces will not work in compliance with the pro-
visions of these documents since they infringe on the principles of equality between
states, alliance, independence, national sovereignty and nonintervention in the inter-
nal affairs of other countries, and they turn the Political Consultative Committee and
the Unified Command into supranational bodies.

As a follow-up to this position, the Socialist Republic of Romania, without declar-
ing that it is leaving the Treaty places itself outside of the integrated military organs
of the Warsaw Treaty Organization.

There could be another solution, namely, that—in the event the other delegations
do not adopt our point of view, which is in fact the most probable situation—the del-
egation of the Ministry of Armed Forces would finally agree with the draft docu-
ments drawn up by the Unified Command, except for the provisions referring to the
existence of representatives of the supreme commander in the framework of the
armies of the Warsaw Treaty states, to the right of the supreme commander to deploy
and redeploy troops of the Unified Armed Forces on the territory of Warsaw Treaty
states, and to the adoption of recommendations and proposals in the Military Council
on the basis of a simple majority of votes. 

Expressing this point of view, the delegation of the Ministry of Armed Forces
should declare that the Socialist Republic of Romania reserves the right to review
the number of tactical and operational units and large units of all the categories of
armed forces, which are to be included in the structure of the Unified Armed Forces
with a view toward] reducing them.

[Source: Arhivele Militare Române (henceforth AMR) [Romanian Military Arch-
ives], fond V2, vol.3, dosar 12/35, ff.53–63. DR, vol.1, pp. 399–409. Translated by
Viorel Nicolae Buta.]       

269

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 $
{D

at
e}

. $
{P

ub
lis

he
r}

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



Document No. 50: Memorandum of the Academic Staff 
of the Czechoslovak Military Academies on Czechoslovakia’s 

Defense Doctrine, June 4, 1968

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

Sometimes referred to in Western literature as the Gottwald memorandum, this docu-
ment was prepared by the staffs of the Klement Gottwald Military Political Academy
in Prague and the Antonín Zápotocký Military Technical Academy in Brno. Its auth-
ors were official theoreticians who by this time had become reformers, and as such had
moved in their thinking much farther than the Dubček leadership. Although the mem-
orandum was originally intended for party leaders, it also was published in the news-
papers on July 2, which must certainly have alarmed the Soviets because its ideas were
quite unorthodox. Despite the use of Marxist jargon it contained some very common-
sense judgments, many of which were ahead of their time. Among its noteworthy points
are the argument that nuclear deterrence was irrelevant to small countries like
Czechoslovakia that were not in a position to implement it; the statement that future
security policy should be European-based and aimed at reducing tensions; and the
view that crises such as in Berlin and Cuba must be avoided because of their adverse
economic effects quite apart from the terrible military threats they engender.

____________________

Formulation and Constitution of Czechoslovak 
State Interests in the Military Area

The draft of the action program of the Czechoslovak People’s Army poses with
particular urgency the question of elaborating the state military doctrine of the
Czechoslovak Socialist Republic. In our opinion, the point of departure ought to be
the state interests of Czechoslovakia in the military area which, however, have not
yet been formulated and constituted.

The signatories of this memorandum, who are scholarly associates working for the
Czechoslovak armed forces, wish to contribute to the scientific examination and for-
mulation of those state interests. In sections 1 and 2, they express their position con-
cerning the present state of our military doctrine and military policy. In sections 3
and 4, they outline the procedure for a theoretical examination of the data aimed at
the formulation of doctrinal conclusions. In section 5, they justify the necessity of
using scientific methods to solve these problems.

They are sending this memorandum to provide the basis for an exchange of opin-
ion. They consider a dialogue necessary for the development of scientific research.
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Prague, May 1968 

1. Political and Military Doctrine
1.1. The political doctrine of a socialist state is primarily influenced by the choice

of wider goals within the international community and its relationship with the diverse
forces representative of social progress.

The principle of socialist internationalism is organically linked with the national
responsibility of a sovereign state. This is normally more important as well as more
difficult the smaller the physical power of the state. The choice cannot solely depend
on “national interest,” which cannot be defined in a pure form—neither as an inter-
est of one’s own state, nor as an interest of the leading state of a coalition. The inter-
est of the societal movement, of which sovereign states are a part, is decisive, specifically
the interest of European socialism and its dynamic development. Mere defense of
what has been accomplished fosters stagnation and degeneration; the wrong choice
of an offensive strategy has a destructive effect on the progress of the whole socie-
tal movement.

1.2. Military policy as an aggregate of actions in military matters implements mil-
itary interests and needs through a chosen strategy. In regard to national interest,
the military doctrine of the state can be described as a comprehensive formulation
of its military interests and needs.

The doctrine is a binding theoretical and ideological base for the formulation of
military policy and the resulting measures as well as for negotiations with the alliance
partners. It amounts to a compromise between the maximum requirements and actu-
al resources, between the dynamics of the evolving military knowledge and the findings
of the social sciences, between the development of technology and the requirement
of an effective defense system corresponding to the military circumstances at any
given time.

1.3. The formulation of the state’s military doctrine influences retroactively its po-
litical doctrine and strategy. It substantially affects its capability to project itself inter-
nationally by nonmilitary means. Giving up one’s own military doctrine means giving
up responsibility for one’s own national and international action. A surrender to spon-
taneity, this entails the de-politicization of military thought, which in turn leads to a
paralysis of the army. It is the fundamental source of crisis of the army organism by
tearing it out of society. It disrupts the metabolism between the army and the socie-
ty. It deprives the army of its raison d’être for the national community by limiting the
interaction between national goals and the goals of the socialist community.

2. The Past, Present, and Future of Czechoslovakia’s Military Policy
2.1. The foundations of Czechoslovakia’s present defense systems were laid at the

beginning of the 1950s, at which time the responsible political actors of the socialist
countries assumed that a military conflict in Europe was imminent. It was a strategy
based on the slogan of defense against imperialist aggression, but at the same time
assuming the possibility of transition to the strategic offensive with the goal of achiev-
ing complete Soviet hegemony in Europe. No explicit reassessment of this coalition
strategy, by taking into account the potential of nuclear missiles, has ever taken place.
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2.2. The Czechoslovak army, created with great urgency and extraordinary exer-
tion, became a substantial strategic force by the time Europe’s political and military
situation had fundamentally changed. Although in 1953 we noted a relaxation of
international tension and in 1956 introduced the new strategy of peaceful coexis-
tence, no formulation of Czechoslovakia’s own military doctrine or reform of its army
took place. Invoking the threat of German aggression, the alliance continued to be
tightened up. Increasingly, the threat of German aggression has taken on the role of
an extraneous factor employed with the intent to strengthen the cohesion of the
socialist community. Once the original notions about the applicability of a universal
economic and political model had to be revised, military cooperation was supposed
to compensate for insufficient economic cooperation and the inadequacy of other
relationships among the socialist countries.

2.3. In politics, there is a lack of clarity about the probable trends of development
in the progressive movement to which we belong. There is a prevailing tendency to
cling to the obsolete notions that have become part of the ideological legacy of the
socialist countries. There is a prevailing tendency to try to influence all the segments
of the movement, regardless of the sharply growing differences in their respective
needs resulting from social and economic development.

In 1956 and 1961, we proved by our deeds that we were ready to bear any global
risks without claiming a share of responsibility for the political decisions and their
implementation. By doing so, we proved that we did not understand even the European
situation and were guided not by sober analysis but by political and ideological stereo-
types. (Hence also the surprise with regard to Hungary in 1956 and the inadequate
response in 1961.)

2.4. Our military policy did not rest on an analysis of our own national needs and
interests. It did not rest on our own military doctrine. Instead it was a reflection of
the former sectarian party leadership, which prevented the party from conducting a
realistic policy of harmonizing the interests of different groups with national and
international interests for the benefit of socialism. The development of the army was
deprived of both rational criteria and an institutionalized opposition. Military poli-
cy was reduced to the quest to optimally match our resources with the demands of
the alliance. Devoid of principles, it was bound to create contradictions and crises
within the army.

Inevitably the twenty years of deformed development affected the ability, or rather
inability, of the cadres to overcome the deformations. Theoretical backwardness in
military theory and the formulation of a military doctrine has been a great obstacle
to the overcoming of past errors.

2.5. Czechoslovakia’s military policy will continue being built upon the alliance
with other Warsaw Treaty partners, above all the USSR. At the same time, howev-
er, it will be a policy based on state sovereignty, and designed to provide our input
into developing the alliance’s common positions. A modern conception of the Warsaw
Treaty can only have one meaning: the increased external security of its member-
states to foster the development of both the socialist states and the states of Western
Europe. Our military policy will not shun global risks, but only in the role of a part-
ner rather than of a victim of a development that it cannot influence.
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It will essentially be a European security policy, supportive of international détente
in Europe, all-European cooperation, and Europe’s progressive forces. It will serve
as an instrument of a broader, but not self-serving policy. A military policy that needs
to construe and exaggerate an enemy threat fosters conservative tendencies in both
socialism and capitalism. While in the short run it may seem to “strengthen” social-
ism, in the long run it weakens it.

2.6. Czechoslovakia’s military policy must rest on a scientific analysis of a whole
range of possible war situations in Europe, formulate its own sovereign interests and
needs accordingly, estimate its military capabilities in particular situations within the
framework of the coalition, and act on its own scientifically elaborated strategic doc-
trine.

3. The Contemporary War–Peace Situation
3.1. The naively pragmatic realist approach considers relations among sovereign

states from the point of view of either war or peace. In actuality there is a whole
range of situations whose common denominator is the availability of instruments of
armed violence but which differ in the manner of their use. As a result of substan-
tive social and political changes and the scientific–technological revolution in mili-
tary affairs, such a range of situations is considerably more complex and diverse not
only in comparison with the situation before World War II but also with the situa-
tion in the early fifties.

Yet, at this very time of incipient gigantic transformations of a social and politi-
cal as well as scientific and technological nature, our military policy and doctrine
applied the Soviet model as universally valid.

3.2. The above-mentioned range of possible situations may be summarized as fol-
lows:

– absolute war (in different variations),
– limited wars (of several types), 
– a situation between war and peace resulting from the long-term legalization of

an originally temporary armistice as a result of which the adversaries are no
longer fighting but peace treaties have not been concluded either,

– potential war, i.e. indirect use of instruments of armed violence as a means of
foreign policy,

– peace among potential adversaries,
– peace among allied sovereign states,
– peace among neutrals,
– absolute peace through general and complete disarmament.
This description is a distillation of specific situations, which are in turn combina-

tions of an indefinite number of possible situations that make sovereign states and
military coalitions implement their foreign and military policies.

3.3. The stereotype of class struggle, with its dichotomy of friends and foes, has
reduced substantive political distinctions among sovereign states to basic class antag-
onism, with pernicious consequences for our political strategy and tactics. Yet the
Leninist postulate of specific analysis of a concrete situation differentiates according
to actual distinctions.
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At the very least, the typology should consider:
– actual and potential allies,
– neutrals,
– potential adversaries,
– actual adversaries,
– war enemies.
Czechoslovakia’s state interests and needs require doing justice to different situ-

ational variants while rejecting illusions and dangerous simplifications.

4. Possible Formulation of Czechoslovakia’s Military Interests and Needs Related
to the War–Peace Situation in Contemporary Europe

The doctrinal formulation and constitution of Czechoslovak military interests and
needs first requires a substantive analysis of particular war–peace situations, espe-
cially in Europe. Our own military interests and needs should then be formulated
accordingly. This should be the point of departure for practical measures in accor-
dance with the doctrine. Following is a brief outline of how one might proceed in
some of the basic situations.

4.1. Absolute war in Europe
Given the accumulation of nuclear missiles by both major military coalitions, the

possible outbreak of such a war in Europe is fraught with catastrophic consequences
for most of its European participants. At the same time, the permanent lead time in
the offensive rather than the defensive deployment of nuclear missiles, as well as our
unfavorable geographical position, make it impossible to substantially limit the destruc-
tiveness of enemy first strikes against our territory to an extent compatible with the
preservation of our national and state existence. It must be said openly that the out-
break and conduct of a global nuclear war in the European theater would be tanta-
mount to national extinction and the demise of state sovereignty, especially of the
frontline states, including Czechoslovakia. The futility of such a war as a means of
settling European disputes, as demonstrated by the development of the so-called
Berlin crisis of 1961, of course does not exclude its possibility.

In such a situation, we consider it appropriate to formulate Czechoslovakia’s mil-
itary interests and needs as a matter of primary existential importance:

– preventing the conduct of a nuclear war on our territory is a fundamental exis-
tential need of our society;

– Czechoslovakia has a strategic interest in actively contributing to the reduction
of the real possibility of absolute war in Europe.

Our fundamental needs and interests in the event of such a war should determine
a foreign policy aimed at limiting the possibility of a nuclear attack against Czecho-
slovakia. The appropriate measures are, for example, the conclusion of a nuclear
non-proliferation treaty, the creation of a nuclear-free zone in Central Europe, and
supplementary guarantees of the status quo in Europe.

4.2. Limited war in Europe
Analysis of the possible scenarios in Europe obviously starts with recognition of

the growing danger of such a war and its growing strategic and political significance.
In recognizing the futility of limited war as a means of Czechoslovak foreign pol-
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icy and in emphasizing our interest in eliminating it as a means of settlement of
European disputes, we assume the necessity of purposefully waging war against an
attack in a fashion conducive to limiting its destructive effects on our territory and
population.

The formulation and constitution of Czechoslovakia’s particular interests and
needs will determine the practical measures to be taken:

– Preparation of Czechoslovakia’s armed forces and its entire defense system
within the framework of the Warsaw Treaty for the different variants of enemy
attack with the goal of repelling it, defeating the adversary, and compelling him
to settle peacefully.

– Reduction of the real possibility of war by reciprocal military and political acts
of peaceful coexistence aimed at eliminating the use of force as a means of the
settlement of disputes.

4.3. Situation between war and peace in Europe
This is the situation resulting from the failure to conclude a peace treaty with

Germany and from the great-power status of Berlin inside the territory of the GDR.
Herein is the possibility of a sudden deterioration leading to severe military and polit-
ical crisis. At the present time, such a crisis would have catastrophic consequences
for our economy, as happened during the 1961 Berlin and 1962 Cuban crises. This
would substantially worsen our strained economic situation, with overly negative con-
sequences for our development in a progressive direction.

These characteristics determine our approach to the formulation of Czecho-
slovakia’s interests and needs, namely:

– our primary strategic and political need to prevent such a military and politi-
cal crisis at the present time,

– our interest in reducing the possibility of a transition from the absence of war
to a limited war while searching for a solution to the German question as the
key question of contemporary Europe.

This further postulates measures to be taken in both military and foreign policy,
above all through the Warsaw Pact, with the goal of normalizing relations between
Czechoslovakia and the Federal Republic of Germany.

4.4. Potential war in Europe
At issue is the indirect use of the potential for armed violence as an instrument

of foreign policy, as implied in the policy of deterrence, practiced especially by the
nuclear powers. Czechoslovakia cannot use deterrence against the Western powers.
Its deterrence posture is declaratory and politically ineffective if it is not supported
by strategic measures against potential adversaries geographically distant from us.
At the same time, the use of deterrence against Czechoslovakia by some of its poten-
tial adversaries forces us to respond in kind.

These characteristics determine the formulation of Czechoslovakia’s needs and
interests, namely:

– our temporary need to use the potential for armed violence against the adver-
sary that uses it against us,

– our lack of interest in using it as a matter of equivalent reciprocity, i.e. our
interest in its exclusion as an instrument of foreign policy.
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In this situation, we aim at the conclusion of legally binding agreements with poten-
tial adversaries that would ban the use of the threat of force in mutual relations. This
can be realized in relations between Czechoslovakia and Austria, Czechoslovakia and
France, and Czechoslovakia and the Federal Republic of Germany.

4.5. Peace among potential adversaries in Europe
This is the situation obtaining in Europe among potential adversaries who have

no mutually exclusive interests and do not apply the policy of deterrence against one
another.

Here Czechoslovakia’s interests and needs lie in the legal codification of the state
of peace with a growing number of potential adversaries.

Our practical goals should be the conclusion of non-aggression treaties and arms
limitation agreements with such partners. In this way, we can contribute to the reduc-
tion of tensions between potential adversaries, the growth of peace in Europe, and
the reciprocal gradual neutralization of instruments of armed violence.

4.6. In other possible peace situations in Europe, as enumerated earlier, military
interests and needs represent a share in Czechoslovakia’s overall interests and needs.
The closer the peace, of course, the lower the share. Absolute peace entails the abo-
lition of the material and technological base for war, and thus also of the base for
military interests and needs.

In view of Czechoslovakia’s current foreign and military policy predicament, our
main task is the formulation and constitution of its military interests and needs per-
tinent to the situations referred to in points 4.2 through 4.5.

If the formulation of Czechoslovak military doctrine is to be more scientific, the
main question is that of choosing the right approach and avoiding the wrong ones.

5. Systems Analysis and the Use of Modern Research Methods
5.1. In constituting a Czechoslovak military doctrine, the most dangerous and pre-

carious approach is the one-sided use of simple logic and old-fashioned working
habits.

If Czechoslovakia is to be preserved as an entity, giving absolute priority to the
possibility of a general war in Europe that involves the massive use of nuclear weapons
makes no sense, for this entails a high probability of our country’s physical liquida-
tion regardless of how much money and resources are spent on its armed forces and
regardless even of the final outcome of the war.

5.2. For each of the variants under 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5, systems analysis and other
modern methods of research allow us to determine the correlation between, on the
one hand, the material, financial, and personnel expenditures on the armed forces
(assuming perfect rationality of their development) and, on the other hand, the degree
of risk of the state’s physical destruction and the loss of its sovereignty, while taking
into account the chances of a further advance of socialism, or even the elimination
of the threat of war.

At issue is the attainment of pragmatic stability in national defense and army
development, corresponding to political needs and related to foreign policy by striv-
ing to avert war through increasing the risks for the potential adversary while pre-
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serving the sovereign existence of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, thus giving
substance to its contribution to the coalition in fulfillment of its internationalist duty.

Managing the development of our armed forces solely on the basis of simple logic,
empiricism, and historical analogy, perhaps solely in the interests of the coalition
without regard to one’s own sovereign interests, is in its final effect inappropriate
and contradicts the coalition’s interests.

Besides the reconciliation of our own and the coalition’s interests in our military
doctrine, we consider it necessary to utilize systems analysis and all other available
methods of scientific prognosis, including model-building. Thus the preparedness of
our armed forces in different variants can be assessed and related to the evolving
political needs and economic possibilities. This concerns not so much tactical, oper-
ational, and organizational issues as the confrontation of political and doctrinal prob-
lems with reality.

We regard systems analysis as the new quality that can raise the effectiveness of
our armed forces above the current level.

5.3. At the most general level, we can see two possible ways of managing our
army’s development:

– The first way is proceeding from the recognition of the personnel, technologi-
cal, and financial limitations imposed by society upon the armed forces toward
the evaluation of the risks resulting from the failure to achieve desirable polit-
ical goals under the different variants of European development described in
the preceding section. The decision about the extent of acceptable risk must
be made by the supreme political organ of the state.

– The second way is proceeding from the recognition of the acceptable risk as
set by the political leadership toward the provision of the necessary personnel,
technological, and financial means corresponding to the different variants of
European development.

Either of these ways presupposes elaboration of less than optimal models of army
development for each of the variants, applying the requirements of national defense
regardless of the existing structure of the system. Confrontation of the model with
the available resources should then determine the specific measures to be taken in
managing the development of the armed forces and their components.

The proposed procedure would not make sense if we were to keep the non-sys-
temic, compartmentalized approach to building our armed forces without being able
to prove to the political leadership that the available personnel, financial, and tech-
nological means are being used with maximum effectiveness to prepare our armed
forces for any of the different variants of European development rather than mere-
ly show their apparent preparedness at parades and exercises organized according
to a prepared scenario.

5.4. Increasingly, strategic thought has been shifting away from seeking the over-
all destruction of all enemy assets to the disruption of the enemy defense system by
destroying selected elements, thus leading to its collapse. In some cases, such as in
the Israeli–Arab war, the theory proved its superiority in practice as well. Its appli-
cation in developing our army, elaborating our strategy, and designing our opera-
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tional plans can result not only in substantial military savings but also increased effec-
tiveness for our defense system. In case of a relative (but scientifically arrived at and
justified) decrease of those expenditures, it may help limit the consequences of the
exponential growth in costs of the new combat and management technology. Most
importantly, it may help impress on the armed forces command and the political lead-
ership the best way of discharging their responsibilities toward both the state and the
coalition.

5.5. The proposed procedures and methods toward the constitution of Czecho-
slovak military doctrine can of course be implemented only through a qualitatively
new utilization of our state’s scientific potential. We regard science as being critical-
ly conducive to the implementation of working methods that practitioners are inhib-
ited from using because of their particular way of thinking, their time limitations,
and reasons of expediency. We regard science as a counterweight that could block
and balance arbitrary tendencies in the conduct of the armed forces command and
the political leadership. In this we see the fundamental prerequisite for a qualita-
tively new Czechoslovak military doctrine and the corresponding management of our
armed forces.

[Source: Sb. KV ČSFR, D II/73, Institute for Contemporary History, Prague. Trans-
lated by Vojtech Mastny.]   
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Document No. 51: Action Program of the 
Czechoslovak Army, June 11, 1968 

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

During the Prague Spring, no segment of Czechoslovak society, not even the military,
was immune to pressures for reform. As seen elsewhere (Document No. 47, for exam-
ple), elements of the Czechoslovak Army wanted to move much farther than the del-
egation to the PCC meeting in March was willing to go. This draft action program,
prepared within the Defense Ministry, offers interesting details of the reformers’ think-
ing. It shows the authors’ clear interest in demonstrating fundamental loyalty to the
Warsaw Pact. Thus, the program reflects support for structural and statutory changes
in the alliance and for the proposed Military Council. But it also insists that in view of
the nuclear weapons in Soviet hands, Moscow should thoroughly discuss and share its
intentions with its allies. The document argues that there should be consultations with-
in the Pact about a strategic concept and a military doctrine for the coalition. Furthermore,
the authors assert that Czechoslovakia should not only elaborate its own military doc-
trine but also develop its armed forces on the basis of national principles and provide
for direction of the country’s defense by parliamentary and governmental commissions
rather than by party-appointed bodies. Despite references to the desirability of full inte-
gration into the Warsaw Pact, these were innovations that the Soviets loathed.

____________________

[…] 
The existence of the Czechoslovak People’s Army (CzPA) is one of the basic

attributes of sovereignty of the Czechoslovak state, and a basis for the successful
development of its socialist establishment. In the interests of society, the army must
be built upon democratic traditions. […] 

[The Communist Party] saw the safeguards of the security of the state in the
strengthening of political and economic power of the people’s democracy as well as
in the firm international position of our Republic. The alliance with the Soviet Union
was adopted as the guideline for Czechoslovak foreign policy. The Soviet army became
a pattern for building our democratic and antifascist army. 

However, the CzPA was being built amid the complex interaction of external and
internal influences. It has been influenced by the development of our national dem-
ocratic and socialist revolution, the distribution of class and political changes and
their evolutionary trends, the international setting, the interpretation of patterns of
contemporary warfare, as well as the overall development of military affairs. 

Under the pressure of the danger of an early war, all the socialist countries tried
hard to increase their defensive capabilities in the 1950s. The increased pace result-
ed in certain mistakes and inconsistencies in its development, however. For instance,
the purge in the officers’ ranks, which should have gotten rid of reactionary and polit-
ically unreliable cadres, was accompanied by serious violations of socialist law and
order. The purge affected numerous people dedicated to socialism, too. Wide-scale
army recruitment could not always ensure the principle of quality first. New com-
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manding officers could not be trained properly; the level of professional military pre-
paredness decreased. 

The thesis on the sharpening of class struggle influenced the army’s development
in a negative way, too. Internal army life was subject to distortions, as was the role
of the army in society. Legislative and public control of the army was abandoned.
Army management tended to centralize political power in practice, the CPCz’s
[Communist Party of Czechoslovakia] role was changed unfavorably, and the dif-
ferences between party and official [government] activities gradually disappeared.

Mistakes were also committed during the CzPA’s integration with the armed forces
of the world socialist system. The automatic adoption of the Soviet pattern of the
army’s formation and management resulted in the neglect of specific conditions both
in theory and practice. The continuity with previous army development was disrupted
pointlessly. National specifics were neglected or underestimated, our own military
traditions disdained and, above all, high-quality creative work in the military sciences
stagnated. 

These circumstances shaped both positively and negatively the CzPA’s charac-
teristically extensive model of development. Since 1953, this gradually came to con-
tradict the requirements of warfare as well as the capacities of the Czechoslovak
economy. These contradictions became one of the causes of a disconnect between
the army and the people. 

After the XXth CPSU Congress,19 which amounted to a turning point in the mil-
itary policy of the communist parties as well, attempts were made to abandon some
of the negative consequences of the CzPA’s extensive build-up. No decisive turning
point in the army’s development took place, however. The build-up of the army was
determined too much by short-term and often one-sided premises based on simple
logic, theory and historical analogies. Instead of a purposeful formation of a com-
prehensive system, an inadequately coordinated development of individual compo-
nents took place. 

The development in warfare has acquired brand new qualities in the meantime.
These call for fundamental changes in all branches. It became obvious that the opti-
mal army model could only be the result of a systemic approach to its formation. 

The XIIIth CPCz Congress,20 which posited the build-up of uniform defense sys-
tems and the substitution of extensive methods of army work with intensive ones,
inaugurated an era of analytical and synthetic conceptualization. At issue was the
solution of topical problems related to national defense, combat readiness, and army
life. A comprehensive plan for the development of the CzPA was tackled, questions
of a national defense system were addressed, and the possibilities of enhancing the
combat readiness of troops as well as of improving the system and methods of their
training were explored. Certain questions of management and command were elab-
orated, along with the role of science in the CzPA; changes were also introduced in
cadre preparation at military academies.

19 The congress, which took place from February 14 to 25, 1956, was the venue for Nikita Khru-
shchev’s secret speech denouncing Joseph Stalin and his policies.

20 The congress met from May 31 to June 4, 1966.
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Despite the efforts at conceptualization, the process of decision-making and imple-
mentation is very slow. The improvements reached previously are rather insignificant.
Tensions between new ideas and efforts on the one hand and conservative views and
working habits [on the other hand] are growing. CzPA issues are still handled in an
extensive fashion. Partial corrections do not ensure the desired reform; they merely
increase the complexity of the situation and intensify the inner contradictions. Doubts
concerning the correctness of the prior build-up of our armed forces are appearing
in all basic spheres—military, technical and social. As a result of the disproportions
mentioned, successes in troop preparedness are often gained at the cost of maximal
psychic and physical stress on the part of army personnel. 

[…] 
The tasks of our army derive from its operational and strategic position and the

tasks delegated by the Warsaw Treaty. The doctrinal conceptualization of the issues
of life and development of our army within the coalition and Soviet military doc-
trines has not yet responded satisfactorily to the specifics of our development, organ-
ization and training. We are facing the task of elaborating the military doctrine of
the ČSSR.

[…] 
Under the complicated conditions of the current development of our society, our

membership in the Warsaw Treaty guarantees the safety of our state and victory for
socialism in our country. 

During the existence of the Warsaw Treaty, a certain improvement in the mili-
tary potential of this coalition has been attained. From the very beginning, the CzPA
has participated effectively and actively in increasing the combat forces of the allied
troops. The combat readiness and general preparedness of staffs and CzPA troops
have been demonstrated in numerous allied exercises or other training missions.
[The troops] have acquitted themselves during several serious military–political
events as well. 

The CzPA is eminently interested in the structural and statutory strengthening of
the Warsaw Treaty’s military bodies. Our continuing efforts in this direction stem
from a situation that no longer meets the requirements of current development, thus
hampering the solution of major issues concerning the prospects for development
and preparedness of the Czechoslovak armed forces. 

Major efforts must be developed to increase the role of the military bodies of the
Warsaw Treaty, in particular:

– demand the establishment of the Military Council of the Unified Forces Staff
and Committee on Technology, as per the relevant documents;

– as a first priority of the Military Council, elaborate a more precise Statute of
the Unified Command, specifying its relations with the Political Consultative
Committee, the governments, and commands of the member-states in both
peace time and under conditions of military preparedness of the state; and pre-
pare material for PCC discussion of coalition military doctrine;

– In the second phase, clarify the role and status of the coalition’s military bod-
ies in war time while striving to deepen their activities in peace time. 

[…] 
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In 1968, the Party and government bodies should strive for a thorough discussion
in the PCC of the international situation, its development, and the USSR’s inten-
tions in the military–political area.

On this basis, it will then be necessary to consult jointly on the strategic concept
of the Warsaw Treaty, including the main conclusions with regard to coalition doc-
trine. Following these negotiations, parts of today’s military doctrine must be revised
and reconciled with our capabilities to the extent necessary for proceeding with urgent
tasks in the development of the Czechoslovak armed forces, even before the elabo-
ration of a comprehensive national doctrine. 

[…] 
We believe it necessary to point out that further development of the army shall

follow from Czechoslovak military doctrine, from comprehensive and objective analy-
ses, and from the defense requirements of our state in accordance with its needs and
possibilities. At the same time, the integrated defense system of the Warsaw Treaty,
as well as the positive results of army development since 1945, shall be respected.

[…] 

[Source: MNO, sekr. MNO, 1968, j. 0262000 z 27.5.1968, VÚA. Translated by Ma-
rian Kratochvíl.]   
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Document No. 52: Czechoslovak Central Committee 
Study of Security Policy, June 24, 1968 

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

At the same time that elements of the Czechoslovak army were pressing a nationally
oriented reform agenda with respect to the Warsaw Pact, upper layers of the Com-
munist Party put forward an even more controversial critique of the alliance. Prepared
by the Eighth [Defense and Security Policy] Department of the Central Committee,
this study of Czechoslovak security policy was sent by the head of the CC State Admin-
istration Department, Gen. Václav Prchlík, to Dubček for discussion by the Presidium.
However, before that debate could take place, Defense Minister Martin Dzúr object-
ed that the study was “politically incorrect”21 and should not be submitted to the lead-
ership. The study makes a number of points that are worth noting. It argues that 20
years of building up the army at great cost, even during periods of détente, had showed
that the Warsaw Pact’s commitment to peaceful coexistence was only verbal. It also
points out that the practice of invoking the threat of German militarism was nothing
but a rationalization for tightening controls within the alliance and requiring higher
defense expenditures. Going further, the study declares that the drive to expand mili-
tary ties among socialist countries was needed only because not enough basis existed
for greater cooperation in other fields. Among several other points, the document states
that any kind of nuclear war in Europe would be senseless and only bring about the
physical destruction of Czechoslovakia. Consequently, it asserts that the nation’s pri-
mary military purpose must be to sustain Czechoslovakia’s existence and sovereignty.

Although the study never reached the Presidium, the Soviet Embassy in Prague
obtained a copy and later forwarded it to Moscow with a note that it had been pre-
pared by the “infamous Gen. Prchlík.”22 

____________________

[…] 
The Czechoslovak Army has been built up for almost twenty years through the

exertion of a maximum of both human and material effort, often at the highest pace
and to the detriment of other vital social needs. This proceeded even when the relax
ation of international tensions was being proclaimed and the political line of peace-

21 Dzúr to Dubček, August 2, 1968, in Vojenské otázky československé reformy, 1967–1970:
Vojenská varianta řešení čs. krize (1967–1968) [Military Issues in the Czechoslovak Reform,
1967–1970: The Military Option in the Solution of the Czechoslovak Crisis], ed. Antonín Benčík,
Jaromír Navrátil, and Jan Paulík (Brno: Doplněk, 1996), p. 249.

22 Comment by Ambassador Stepan Chervonenko, November 11, 1968, ZIS-195, Institute for
Contemporary History, Prague. Over the course of a lengthy army career, Gen. Prchlík served as
chief of the Main Political Directorate from 1958 to February 1968, when the Prague Spring was
already underway. He was also a long-time member of the Central Committee, heading the CC
State Administration Department from February to July 1968. His notoriety, from the Soviet stand-
point, reached its pinnacle as a result of a meeting with journalists in Prague on July 15, 1968, dur-
ing which he expounded even more critically on the same themes laid out in this internal CC study.
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ful coexistence was gradually being formulated. One can say that only lip service was
being paid to these new phenomena. In the military arena, the earlier approaches
have been retained, with certain modifications. Coalition relationships have been fur-
ther strengthened, primarily with a reference to the acute threat of German imperi-
alist aggression. In reality, this unambiguous threat has been presented more than
once as an additional reason—an external factor—in part for strengthening ties with-
in the socialist commonwealth, and in part to justify the extraordinary human and
material requirements of the armed forces. The military factor has been compensat-
ing more and more for inadequate economic cooperation and the slow development
of other relations between socialist countries.

Such an approach has become the source of political and ideological attitudes that
have not respected the differences in the historical and social–economic interests and
levels [of advancement] of particular countries. More than once, for example by tak-
ing part in the events of 1956 and 196123, we undertook every risk in global politics
without vying effectively for a role in those decisions and measures.

Consequently, the party’s military policy has not reflected an analysis of the real
needs and interests of our national and state community. […] 

One of the key reasons for the failure of the document on the Czechoslovak defense
system24 has been the fact it has not reflected a Czechoslovak military doctrine or
basic formulations of a Czechoslovak political and military strategy. It has adopted
an incorrect—inverse—procedure for deriving the [defense] system and its constituent
elements as well as its support from the operational mission that exceeded both the
cadre and material capabilities of our state. Giving up the formulation of our own
military doctrine has meant relinquishing our own responsibility in this substantial
area of the state life, in both the national as well as international context. Consequences
of this have been the growth of the armed forces by its momentum and the divorce
of military thinking from politics. Henceforth, the basic source of the crisis of the
Army has been created by culling it out of the structure of the society; [the army]
was losing its national justification and thus even a sense of its social usefulness. This
condition has been further underscored by the above-mentioned exclusive control,
from which all representative and executive bodies of the state have been excluded.
In practice, the direct management of the armed forces by the party (in fact by only
a narrow party-state body and an individual) could not but have had adverse effects
even for the party itself and its internal life. […] 

Fulfilling existing commitments to our country’s defense means that, despite
extraordinary exertions, we cannot keep up with the level of our potential adver-
sary’s armies. At the same time, a number of essential army elements are in a state
of collapse even now. Up to the year 1970, the operational mission and the resulting
requirements for the army’s build-up are determined by the Warsaw Pact protocol.
If no change is made, tensions will not only endure, but also deepen. […] 

The military doctrine should reflect a balance between all the possibilities and 

23 The Hungarian revolution and Berlin crisis. 
24 Resolution of the party presidium on the Czechoslovak defense system of February 14, 1967. 
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needs of our state, of its dynamic development, as well as of the interests of European
socialist development. […] 

It is no longer acceptable that the requirements of the Czechoslovak defense sys-
tem be derived from the pre-approved operational mission of the Czechoslovak Army.
Overestimating the military point of view, with its in adequate assessment of the per-
sonnel and material possibilities of our state in particular, has resulted in an insolu-
ble dilemma between the requirements of the armed forces and the possibilities of
securing them, with serious, adverse consequences for the further development of
society as a whole.

In its consequences, the [new military] doctrine will continue to reflect the alli-
ance ties with the Soviet Union and other Warsaw Pact partners. At the same time,
it will establish a policy of introducing considerations based on our own conditions
and possibilities into common decisions of the alliance. It [the doctrine] does not aim
to renounce global risks. But it must not merely submit to them passively.

In its essence, the Czechoslovak defense policy aspires to be a European securi-
ty policy, a policy promoting the process of relaxing international tensions in the
world, a policy of friendly cooperation with all who express a sincere interest in that.
It strives to be a policy of close cooperation with all progressive powers. So it would
become a valuable instrument of overall Czechoslovak policy. It will not simply con-
struct or exaggerate the danger posed by the adversary, which ultimately only pro-
motes the conservative tendencies in both socialism and capitalism. […] 

Dwelling on the absolute inevitability of a general war in Europe with the mas-
sive use of nuclear weapons makes no existential sense to Czechoslovakia. This option
entails a high probability of the physical annihilation of the ČSSR, regardless of the
amounts spent and the means applied to the build-up of the armed forces, and notwith-
standing even for the final result of the war. […] 

[Source: Sb. KV ČSFR, D II/60, Institute for Contemporary History, Prague. Trans-
lated by Karel Sieber.]  
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Document No. 53: Reports on the “Šumava” 
Exercise, July 1968 

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

These three documents relate to the “Šumava” maneuvers, which became the military
cover for the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia. The first item is a memo by Gen.
Tadeusz Tuczapski, one of Poland’s more outspoken military officers. Tuczapski does
not try to hide the difficulties or problems that emerged during the exercise, which was
intended to intimidate the Dubček leadership, although it did not entirely succeed. The
maneuvers resulted in near chaos when Polish movements interfered with an ongoing
Czechoslovak reconnaissance exercise. Soviet Marshal Ivan Iakubovskii’s intervention
created a “very unpleasant atmosphere” and delays ensued. Other problems arose, part-
ly because the Soviets shrouded their plan of action in secrecy. The exercise showed that
the forces on which the Soviets intended to rely did not in fact function very well.

The second document is a report by two Hungarian generals and is also quite can-
did. It makes clear that the exercise was organized for political reasons, to impress the
Czechoslovak with the combined strength of Warsaw Pact forces. However, the plan
backfired, according to the Hungarians, creating a “tense, nervous, and antagonistic
atmosphere.” Iakubovskii contributed to the difficulties by parading his mistrust of the
Czechoslovaks representatives, who in turn tried at length to convince the Soviets of their
reliability. The Hungarians’ conclusion was that the maneuvers mainly highlighted the
“shortcomings, irregularities, and inadequate provisions in the Warsaw Pact.” If not cor-
rected, they warned, these problems would drain Soviet credibility and weaken the alliance. 

Finally, the East German view presented here is by Gen. Fritz Streletz,25 in the form
of an information report on a conversation with Soviet Gen. M.I. Kazakov on July 5.
Kazakov described the exercise to Streletz (who obviously had not attended) in order
to be sure the East Germans were aware of their role in case of an invasion. One of
Kazakov’s comments was that the combat readiness of the Czechoslovak army had so
declined that its ability to operate with other Warsaw Pact armies was in doubt. 

____________________

a) Memorandum by Gen. Tadeusz Tuczapski, July 4, 1968

[…] 
I report that on June 18–July 2 a command post exercise (cryptonym “Šumava”)

was carried on the territory of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic.
The exercise was led by the Supreme Commander of the Unified Armed Forces—

Marshal of the Soviet Union Ivan Iakubovskii. […] 

25 Gen. Streletz later became deputy defense minister and chief of the general (“main”) staff in
1979. After the collapse of the GDR, in the early 1990s, he was sentenced to prison for his role in
the shoot-to-kill practice against citizens attempting to escape across the East German border. 
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Participating in the exercise were:
– the command and staff of the Northern Army Group of Poland—as the com-

mand and staff of the Front;
– the staffs of two armies together with staffs of two divisions from the Czechoslovak

People’s Army;
– the staffs of two armies together with staffs of four divisions and four regiments

from the Soviet Army Group from the GDR and the Carpathian military dis-
trict;

– the staff of one army and one division from the Hungarian People’s Army;
– the staff of one army and one division from the GDR National People’s Army

(deployed on the territory of the GDR);
– the command and staff of Silesian military district, the and 10th Sudeten Armored

Division—as the army staff and one division [staff].
[…] 
The Czechoslovak side, until the commencement of the exercise, was against

deployment of the staff and units of the Polish Army on the territory of the ČSSR.
Only after Marshal Iakubovskii’s intervention at the highest authorities of the ČSSR
on June 19, that is, already after the commencement of the exercise, did they agree
to allow the staff of our army and staff of one division without troops to enter the
territory of the ČSSR. However, the practice range “Mimoň” in the northwestern
part of the ČSSR was enforced as a location for the deployment of training staffs of
the Polish People’s Army, which was not in accordance with the expected opera-
tional direction of our army. On June 24, a reconnaissance battalion of the Czechoslovak
People’s Army had been operating near the location where our division and army
staff were deployed, which [because they were] carrying out a tactical exercise and
shooting from tanks in the immediate vicinity of our staffs clearly disrupted the work
of both our army staff and division staff.

Discussion of this subject between Marshal Iakubovskii; Premier of the ČSSR gov-
ernment Cde. [Oldřich] Černík; and Minister of National Defense Cde. [Martin] Dzúr
took place in a very unpleasant atmosphere.

As a result of this discussion the reconnaissance battalion was removed from the
area of the army’s deployment on July 2.

The plan for the duration of the exercise, which was delivered to operational
groups of individual armies, projected concluding the exercise on June 29, and dis-
cussing it on July 7. 

The plan of the exercise was implemented with much delay, particularly because
of operationally unjustified delays in playing out specific situations. As a result of
pressure from the Czechoslovak side, attempts by the Soviet comrades to prolong
the exercise were torpedoed, and the exercise ended on June 30. 

Also, the review of the exercise, which was planned [to take place] after July 6,
after another change resulting from talks on July 1 between CPCz CC First Secretary
Cde. [Alexander] Dubček and Marshal Iakubovskii, was carried out on July 2, 1968—
in accordance with the initial plan.

President of the ČSSR Cde. Gen. [Ludvík] Svoboda, [who was] present during the
exercise when the first reports were heard, subsequently hosted a dinner for the direc-
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tors of the exercise. During this dinner the president raised two very cordial toasts
and emphasized in the first toast the role of the Soviet Union in our camp. He also
stated that without the Soviet Union our nations and our states could not exist. 

[…] 
On July 1, the chief of the directing staff, Army Gen. Kazakov declared to rep-

resentatives of individual armies participating in the exercise that after going over
the exercise, the staffs and units would return to their garrisons. However, several
hours later Marshal Iakubovskii voided this declaration, and decided that staffs would
remain on ČSSR territory, without defining the date of departure of forces from the
ČSSR. 

[…] 
The staff of our army and division, during their stay in the ČSSR, organized and

held many meetings with civilians. These meetings—despite the fact that an official
representative of the political department of the Czechoslovak Army district, who
was supposed to facilitate contacts with local party and administrative authorities,
was attached to the army staff—were in all cases inspired and organized by the polit-
ical department of the Polish army that was taking part in the exercise. During every
meeting (mostly organized in the form of a visit to work institutions) the Polish sol-
diers were greeted only by the representatives of the local administration.

[…] 
During the meetings, the people of the ČSSR (mostly workers) generally showed

sympathy to our troops and much interest in them. However, in a single case, when
a larger number of our troops than initially planned went to the “Škoda” plant—that
“surplus” was not allowed in the plant, and only a delegation of 18 persons was
received. The atmosphere during the meeting at this plant was not the best.

Significantly, during every meeting, the Czechoslovak comrades scrupulously avoid-
ed discussion of current subjects with regard to the ČSSR. 

[…] 
Characteristic of the atmosphere of the “Šumava” exercise were the tense rela-

tions during the whole time between the comrades from the Czechoslovak People’s
Army and the Soviet directors of the exercise. The state of tension was caused by
both sides. During the initial stages, the Czechoslovak comrades took the view that
the exercise should be shortened significantly, and toward the end of the exercise
demanded that it be finished in accordance with the plan. They also desired guaran-
tees that troops and staffs would leave the ČSSR immediately after the exercise.

The Soviet comrades hoped to extend the duration of the exercise to its maximum
beyond what had been agreed with the Czechoslovak side, and they kept secret the
real plan of action, without giving concrete answers to questions about the departure
date of staffs and forces taking part in the exercise from the territory of the ČSSR.

Another reason for the Soviet leadership’s dissatisfaction was the information
given by the press, television, and radio of the ČSSR about the conclusion of the
exercise—because it was put out unilaterally and had not been discussed with the
leadership of the exercise. 

The state of tension has significantly intensified during July 1–3 as a result of
Marshal Iakubovskii’s intervention with regard to the deployment of the Czecho-
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slovak reconnaissance battalion near the staff of the Polish army that was taking part
in the exercise.

The intensification of the tense situation was also caused by the fact that the
Czechoslovak side did not agree to introduce additional Soviet detachments and
repair shops onto ČSSR territory, as well as by a letter from ČSSR Deputy Minister
of National Defense Gen. Lt. Mucha to the Chief of Staff of the exercise, Army Gen.
Kazakov. [The letter] restricted the free movement of Soviet army units at Czecho-
slovak army training ranges on the alleged grounds that shooting was being practiced
there.

We need to take into account the further intensification of the state of tension due
to the prolonged stay of Soviet and Polish forces on the territory of the ČSSR. Already,
one can notice increased uneasiness and discomfort on the Czechoslovak side, which
has been pointing out the continued further presence of allied forces spurs the appear-
ance and spread of anti-Soviet feelings, including in the Czechoslovak army. 

[…] 

[Source: KC PZPR 2663, pp. 419–24, Archiwum Akt Nowych. Translated by Mag-
dalena Klotzbach for the National Security Archive.] 

b) Report by Generals István Oláh and Ferenc Szûcs 
to the Hungarian Politburo, July 5, 1968 

The Supreme Chief of the Warsaw Pact’s Joint Armed Forces organized strate-
gic–operational military command-staff exercises under the codename “Šumava,”
which started on 18 June 1968. Most of the exercises were held on the territory of
the ČSSR, with some on the territory of the GDR, Poland, and the Soviet Union.
Soviet, Czechoslovak, Polish, German, and Hungarian army and division staffs took
part in the exercise: in total, these included the staff of one front, the staffs of seven
combined-arms armies, one air force army staff, one air defense army staff, and the
staffs of nine divisions, as well as subordinate intelligence and rear services units
together with lower-level formations. Originally, it was not planned to include the
Germans but in the last phase of preparations they joined on the basis of decisions
of which we were totally unaware. The Hungarian People’s Army was represented
by the staffs of the 5th army and the 11th tank division (altogether approximately
800 persons and 260 vehicles). 

Romania and Bulgaria, under the command of their deputy chiefs of the General
Staff, took part with three persons each, at the invitation of the Supreme Commander.

The exercise was organized essentially for political reasons and with political objec-
tives, on the basis of an analysis of the situation worked out at the Dresden and
Moscow conferences. The exercise and the preparation of the highest-ranking staffs
were to serve as a kind of camouflage. 

The objective of the exercise, its content and procedure, and above all the meth-
ods used in carrying it out revealed the extent and implications of the conflicting
assessments of underlying facts. As a result, a tense, nervous, and antagonistic atmos-
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phere arose in which views held by Czechoslovakia clashed with those of the exer-
cise commanders, the Soviet comrades. 

On the basis of statements by the exercise commanders, the information they pro-
vided, and their activities, as well as on the basis of our own experience, the objec-
tives of the exercise can be summed up as follows: 

a) With regard to foreign policy, this was decidedly a demonstration of the strength
and unity of the Warsaw Pact and a warning to the imperialists that specula-
tion about the events in Czechoslovakia or about similar internal political devel-
opments elsewhere, as well as all provocative attempts, would be doomed from
the very start. 

b) With regard to domestic policy, the exercises were intended to influence the
Czechoslovak events in the sense that a show of the strength and determina-
tion of the Warsaw Pact states would paralyze and frighten enemies at home;
the exercises would also intimidate wavering elements (especially intellectu-
als) and bolster and safeguard true Communists dedicated to the revolution
and to socialism.

c) Extensive meetings between senior military commanders and the staff partic-
ipating in the exercise as well as members of units with the Czechoslovak peo-
ple are to strengthen friendship and shore up the authority of the Soviet Union
and the Warsaw Pact.

d) The exceptionally important strategic–operational exercises are designed to
enable multinational army staffs to acquire greater experience in planning,
organizing, supervising, and cooperating in military operations.

* * * 

These planned objectives guided the exercise command in determining the scope
of the exercises (the number of those involved), the timetable (making the exercis-
es as long as possible), their content (deploying huge enemy and domestic forces
against the ČSSR or for its defense), as well as the means to carry all this out.

The objectives of the exercise were determined by the position of the Soviet com-
rades in assessing internal political events in Czechoslovakia. They proceeded from
the conviction that there is a counterrevolutionary situation in Czechoslovakia or, to
be more accurate, a situation on the verge of counterrevolution […] 

The assessment of the Czechoslovak comrades of their internal situation as well as
their vision of the exercise and its requirements differed from everything that has been
said above. They essentially agreed to the exercise after being convinced that all activ-
ities would take place on the basis of a mutual agreement, with Czechoslovakia’s active
participation and within the framework of specified military objectives.

But this did not happen, and that is why there was a tense atmosphere at the exer-
cise from the very beginning. They were taken aback when they learned that although
the exercise was not supposed to be held until the second half of June, some of the
Soviet intelligence units and General Kazakov’s preparatory staff had arrived on
Czechoslovak territory as early as the end of May and beginning of June. 

Moreover, during his stay of more than two weeks, Cde. Kazakov was unable or
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unwilling to inform the Party, government, and military leadership of the objectives
of the exercise, the dates of its commencement and termination, the forms it was to
take, the planned progression and time schedule of the individual phases, and the
size of the armies and staffs arriving on Czechoslovak territory. According to the
Czechoslovak comrades, he merely informed them of requirements, especially with
regard to intelligence activities. Referring to adequate information, he pointed out
that this was the responsibility of the Supreme Commander, who was due to arrive
on 10–11 June. This disconcerted the Czechoslovak political and military leadership,
and they increasingly pressed for sufficient information, but to no avail. As a result,
each demand of the Soviet comrades to increase the number of units and formations
triggered conflicts and heated discussions. This gradually increased the mistrust that
was already present at the outset.

[…] 
The tension increased still further when the Supreme Commander delayed his

arrival from the 10th or 11th to the 14th, and then finally arrived on the 18th, the day
before the start of the exercises.

The arrival of the Supreme Commander further increased the tense atmosphere
surrounding the exercises. The leadership of the Czechoslovak Party again got no
answers when it raised questions about the exercises.

[…] 
The date of the termination of the exercise was a constant problem not only for

the Czechoslovak comrades, but for us as well. On this point the Supreme Comman-
der kept everyone in a state of maximum uncertainty.

The repeated insistence by the Czechoslovak side that the exercise be terminat-
ed and that the armies be withdrawn made certain Soviet comrades ask the follow-
ing question: If these commanders are truly friends of the Soviet Union, why do they
object to a Soviet presence that, after all, is there for their benefit as well? Insinuations
were made that the presence of Soviet units and military organs had been a problem
in the past for Imre Nagy, though not for Cde. [János] Kádár. (The Czechoslovak
events were in general terms compared to the Hungarian counterrevolution.) 

[…] 
As we have pointed out, the Czechoslovak military leaders assessed their domes-

tic situation as well as the objectives of the exercise and the need for it differently
from the Soviet comrades. That is why they tried their utmost to ensure that the exer-
cise would not go in the direction it did.

In our opinion, there is no counterrevolutionary situation in the country.
[…] 
The experience of the entire exercise unfortunately confirmed that there are unac-

ceptable shortcomings, irregularities, and inadequate provisions in the Warsaw Pact.
All this clearly demonstrates that sooner or later these deficiencies will erode the
dignity of the Soviet Union and undermine the Pact. 

If such results are to be averted, the following steps are necessary: 
– the text of the Treaty must be made more specific on the basis of the Politburo

resolution, as we had planned; 
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– in connection with the organization and conduct of the so-called joint exercis-
es, matters of substantial and fundamental importance and their observance
must be specified in advance.

On the basis of our experience during the past 20 days and prompted by a feeling
of responsibility for the common cause, I take the liberty of proposing to use accept-
able methods in explaining to the leaders of the Soviet Party and Government that
the unprofessional, crude, and insulting behavior of certain Soviet military com-
manders is objectively detrimental to the authority and reputation of the Soviet Union
and to the unity of the Warsaw Pact.

[Source: Archives of the Hungarian Defense Ministry, 5/12/11. Translated by Mark
Kramer.]

c) Information Report by Gen. Fritz Streletz to the 
GDR National Defense Council, July 5, 1968 

On July 5, 1968 I was received by Army General Kazakov for a conversation in
which he told me the following:

The relocation of Soviet and Polish headquarters and troops is taking place at a
time currently not specified.

1. The leading Soviet comrades are pleased and satisfied to recognize the politi-
cally clear and principle-based position of the Army leadership of the National People’s
Army.

The National People’s Army is maintaining its discipline with regard to the instruc-
tions given by their superiors.

In contrast, the Czechoslovak and Polish armies have begun their troop reloca-
tions without orders from the leaders of the exercise after the evaluation of the exer-
cise on July 2.

The Polish comrades are also now pushing for their troops and headquarters to
relocate as quickly as possible to accommodations on Polish territory.

[…] 

2. In the course of the day on July 4, Marshal Iakubovskii was given a document
signed by Defense Minister Dzúr. Speaking for the Czechoslovak Party and nation-
al leadership, the document called for a plan for troop relocation from the territory
of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic by 20:00 hours of the same day.

This was the occasion for a discussion between Marshal Iakubovskii and Minister
Dzúr, which began at 19:00 hours and ended toward 20:00 hours.

Marshal Iakubovskii clearly laid out the Soviet opinion and described how he per-
sonally evaluated developments in the ČSSR.

Minister Dzúr responded that the Soviet comrades had not correctly evaluated
the process of democratization and that the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia and
the working class of the ČSSR had power firmly in hand.
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The exercise as such had helped the party and national leadership of the ČSSR
a lot. What would now play itself out after the exercise does not help the advanced
forces, but rather hindered them in their work.

Marshal Iakubovskii did not agree with this opinion. He pointed to the fact that
the USSR had helped and is helping the ČSSR in general.

The genuine danger of the counterrevolution must be recognized and the sug-
gested measures must be taken.

Minister Dzúr would not turn over the relocation plan. He was informed that the
Czechoslovak document had been sent onward to Moscow.

In closing, Army General Kazakov expressed the basic idea that the Czechoslovak
comrades had gotten stuck in their democratization process, that they themselves no
longer knew what they really wanted.

After that, Army General Kazakov informed me that implementation of the most
varied field excursions was planned for 6–7 July for staff officers as well as for enlist-
ed officers and soldiers.

[…] 
There were no instructions from Moscow about how and whether things would

go forward in the next weeks.
[…] 

[Source: DY/30/3618, pp. 81–85, SAPMO-BA. Translated by Paul Spitzer for the
National Security Archive.] 
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Document No. 54: Transcript of the Meeting of Five 
Warsaw Pact States in Warsaw, July 14–15, 1968 

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

The July 14–15 Warsaw meeting involving the leaders of the USSR, Poland, East Germany,
Hungary and Bulgaria was the venue at which the so-called “Warsaw Five” came to a
consensus on the likely need for military intervention in Czechoslovakia. This excerpt
from the minutes of the session26 shows that the Soviets at the time believed they could
not rely on the Czechoslovaks (for obvious reasons), the Romanians or the Albanians
when the time came to act. Polish leader Gomułka was the most vocal in his criticism
of Czechoslovakia at the meeting. He feared that the spillover effect of the reform move-
ment would cause serious control problems in his own country, weaken the Soviet bloc,
and possibly change the entire correlation of forces in Europe. Among other lengthy
speeches by each leader, Bulgaria’s Todor Zhivkov noted that the only solution was the
use of external force. Brezhnev, who had shown some reluctance toward the idea of
an invasion up till now, expressed support for Gomułka’s evaluation of the situation.

____________________

[…] 
Cde. Gomułka: There is obviously a danger that our bloc would be weakened. All

political questions are being decided today on a world-wide scale. I would not con-
sider it possible that socialism would give an unambiguous reply to capitalism, or
capitalism to socialism, in the form of some kind of neo-capitalism. Problems are not
being solved on the scale of a single country, they are being solved on a world-wide
scale. Well, this is quite obvious, and the development of power, of our communist
movement, depends on that. We are living through an unfortunate period now. Many
tendencies exist within our movement, many anarchistic concepts, many eccentric
concepts. This is the big weakness of our movement. We have all sorts of things—
anarchism, revisionism etc., anything you want, comrades—may be found within our
international movement. We, the Warsaw Treaty countries, have up to now repre-
sented the decisive force of internationalism and socialism. We are the force that
represents socialism in the world. Neither China, nor Cuba, nor even Korea repre-
sent the true picture of socialism. The Warsaw Treaty states are the showcase of
socialism. Socialism is what we represent. Such is the case with our level of force,
too. It exists in direct proportion to our internal unity. The GDR, Hungary or Bulgaria
do not represent our power. These countries do not represent the decisive power fac-
tor, it is our Soviet brother who represents this force! The Soviet Union and the
power of its nuclear weapons keep the imperialist world in check.

Comrades, [our] problems are not of the sort where everything can be decided by
means of power. If everything could be decided by power, military power would be 

26 For other excerpts of this important session that relate more specifically to the Czechoslovak
crisis, see Járomír Navrátil et al, The Prague Spring 1968 (Budapest: CEU Press, 1994), pp. 212–233.
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decisive. However, moral strength and the impact of socialism on our position among
the socialist states are decisive for the unity of our countries; they are also decisive
for our keeping tight together in line. 

What is happening in Czechoslovakia now should change the correlation of power
in Europe. 

[…] We have long been aware of the fact that no declaration from West Germany
or any guarantees on paper shall ever secure the safety of our borders. Only our com-
mon and united action may secure them. This is not a matter of borders; this is a mat-
ter of socialism. This is not a simple attack on our borders; it is an attack on social-
ism and our unity. When observing the present Czechoslovak approach, their contacts
with West Germany, the various delegations [that are formed] and meetings that are
held, all these official or unofficial invitations, we have to conclude that the Czechs
in effect repudiated the resolutions that we had adopted last year during the Warsaw
conference of ministers. We agreed there, didn’t we, that all conferences would be
held jointly, on a common basis? And where did they take counsel? Apparently, with
all their democracy, they wanted to keep silent for weeks—they invited a represen-
tative of parliament, for instance. The Czechoslovak deputy chairman of parliament
traveled to Bonn. They gave various pledges as to what they would say about it or
the kind of negotiations they would they lead. […] 

I am therefore convinced that the Czechoslovak comrades have already aban-
doned their alliance with us. They have broken our bilateral or multilateral resolu-
tions. They have ceased to consult with us on matters of importance. 

[…] 
This is the third time we have met to consider the questions of interest to us today.

The first time was at the meeting in Dresden [on March 23, 1968], together with the
Czech comrades. The second time was at the discussions of the problem in Moscow,
without the comrades from Czechoslovakia. And finally we are gathered here for the
third time, having invited the Czech comrades to take part only to find that they
rejected the invitation and said in response that they would recommend bilateral
meetings. At Dresden our assessment of events in Czechoslovakia was one and the
same. Together we stated then that the events in that country are of an anti-social-
ist and even counterrevolutionary nature. Not all the Czech comrades accepted that
position, although they acknowledged that certain things had been occurring over
which they had no control… There were no major differences of view, although the
Czech comrades rejected the notion that the underlying process was counterrevolu-
tionary. They wanted to disavow this assessment. At the meeting in Moscow there
were divergent viewpoints, and our position was not so unified.

[…] What is the current situation in Czechoslovakia? What is the nature of events
there? We believe that the country is being peacefully transformed from a socialist
state into a bourgeois republic. At the current stage the process is still in its initial
phase. Our second basic point might be put as follows: In Czechoslovakia a process
is under way whereby the CPCz is abandoning the precepts of Marxism–Leninism and
is being transformed into a social democratic party. This process is already far advanced,
and its main stage will occur with the Extraordinary CPCz Congress scheduled for
September. Fundamental changes in the nature and complexion of the Party will be
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a prerequisite for the transformation of the country into a bourgeois republic. Without
such changes, the transformation of the country would be impossible.

Our conclusion is that novel events are under way, with no parallel in the whole
history of the socialist countries. No parallel at any rate in terms of scale. A new
process has begun—a process of peaceful transition from socialism to neo-capital-
ism. Until recently this problem hadn’t even been conceived. As a result there had
repeatedly been superficial approaches to the very concept of the process of coun-
terrevolution. The whole essence of our understanding of the danger of counterrev-
olution was inappropriate. Today we are not talking about a return to capitalism in
the classical sense, that is, in the way we understood it during the interwar period.
To look at the problem only in this way would lead us down the wrong track. […] 

[…] It would be difficult to maintain that in Czechoslovakia today the same meth-
ods could be used as were used in Hungary in 1956. The Hungarian events in the fall
of 1956 were of the classical counterrevolutionary type—armed counterrevolution.
When speaking about the process of counterrevolution, many people operate on the
basis of old assumptions; they think that the process will develop in the same way as
in the past. Those who still rely on these old assumptions will not grasp our asser-
tion that today the process is different. The means used now are different, and so are
the methods of using them. The methods are meant for the longer term. The sort of
counterrevolutions we had in the past won’t occur today; they will transpire differ-
ently. This is a process that might last many years. […] 

In the socialist countries class antagonisms have been suppressed. That applies to
Czechoslovakia, too. There are no social classes right now capable of restoring the
old order. However, reactionary forces are present. There is a social basis for coun-
terrevolution. This is particularly true among the intellectuals and the whole men-
tality of broad social circles. […] 

[…] I think that a dominant majority of the leadership of the Czech Party have
become captives to revisionism. And it is always the case that when a government is
taken over by revisionists, they first of all do away with all their ideological enemies. 

[…] 
[…] We must frankly say that what is going on in Czechoslovakia could have grave

consequences. The whole system of socialism is in danger of being weakened. Today
if you take account of matters not from the standpoint of one country, but from the
standpoint of the whole world, a single fundamental question still looms: Who will
win out over whom?27 We are living through very difficult times, when the inter-
national workers’ movement has been beset by various negative and centrifugal ten-
dencies: revisionism, nationalism, and even strands of anarchism. We can be a real
force in the world only if there is unity among us. We must remember that those of
us gathered here bear a special responsibility. Our countries are the fist of the social-
ist system. We provide an example of socialism to the world. It is we who provide
that example—and not China, Korea, Cuba, or Vietnam. We are the showpiece of 

27 Translator’s note: In Polish (and Russian) this is “kto kogo,” the phrase coined by Vladimir
Lenin in the early days of the Bolshevik Party. The phrase amounts to a stark zero-sum concep-
tion of politics. 

296

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 $
{D

at
e}

. $
{P

ub
lis

he
r}

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



socialism, and the working masses of the entire world look up to us. The greater our
strength, the greater our unity. […] We Poles are well aware that our borders can be
safeguarded effectively only if the countries of the socialist commonwealth maintain
a united stance. And this by no means applies just to our own borders; every attack
on these borders is an attack on the whole of international socialism.

Cde. Kádár: […] If you consider the matter from the standpoint of the existing sit-
uation, the basic question is whether you would call what is going on there a coun-
terrevolution or whether it should be called something else. The crux of the matter
is whether the entire process can be uniformly regarded as counterrevolutionary…
In my view the whole process has dangerous tendencies within it. I would not say,
however, that the Party there is being transformed into a social-democratic party. 

[…] 
In reaching a decision we must remember the Hungarian events of 1956. We must

recall the experiences of that period. The problem we are discussing, the struggle
over the changing situation in Czechoslovakia, is of an international character, since
that struggle also has come under scrutiny at the international level. During the strug-
gle over Hungary in 1956 all the fraternal Communist Parties took part in lending us
support. The question is to find what support we can provide now.

The situation in Czechoslovakia is steadily deteriorating. It is much more alarm-
ing than it was during our meetings in Dresden and in Moscow. Back then we expressed
the wish that in Czechoslovakia itself forces would emerge that would be able to turn
the situation around. Now this task is more urgent than ever. It is urgent to find
Marxist-Leninist forces in Czechoslovakia, to whom we ought to provide full sup-
port.

Cde. Ulbricht: Our Political Bureau supported the idea of calling today’s meeting.
We had assumed that the CPCz CC Presidium would send its own representatives.
We had hoped so because we observe that the situation in Czechoslovakia has given
rise to new, negative elements. It therefore was appropriate and justifiable for us to
want an exchange of views with them. However, the CPCz CC Presidium refused to
take part in our meeting today and proposed bilateral meetings. …With the publi-
cation of the reactionary “Two Thousand Words” Manifesto, the leadership of the
Czechoslovak Party is not in a position to find a solution on its own. The only way
is to find a solution jointly.

Cde. Kádár recounted his discussions with Dubček, which he called different things.
They want to wait for a general disruption. Dubček does not grasp the situation. I
am amazed by the analysis that Cde. Kádár offered. Do you not see, Cde. Kádár,
that the question is not only about Czechoslovakia. Cde. Kádár said that we are deal-
ing with revisionist forces there. I can’t agree with that. The question is about coun-
terrevolutionary forces. The “Two Thousand Words” Manifesto expresses their goal:
to destroy the Party’s power. If the “Two Thousand Words” Manifesto is not coun-
terrevolutionary, then certainly there is not a counterrevolution. The reality of the
situation in Czechoslovakia indicates that there is a counterrevolutionary under-
ground. There is a gradual shift toward bringing this underground counterrevolution
to the surface. …

The Czechs’ plans for counterrevolution are obvious. There can be no further
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doubt about this matter. The counterrevolutionaries want to prepare the Party
Congress in such a way that they can crush and eliminate the Marxist–Leninists. The
“Two Thousand Words” is unambiguously counterrevolutionary. They next will move
to multi-party elections and try to get rid of the Party, and will then want to change
the constitution.

I don’t know, Comrade Kádár, why you can’t grasp all this. Don’t you realize that
the next blow by imperialism will take place in Hungary? We can already detect that
imperialist centers are concentrating their work now on the Hungarian intelligentsia.

In my view, Cde. Gomułka gave a principled and accurate assessment of the sit-
uation in Czechoslovakia. The interference by imperialism in Czechoslovakia is being
carried out within the framework of a long-term global strategy, a strategy spanning
at least ten years.

[…] 
An idea has been floated to create a trilateral alliance among Czechoslovakia,

Romania, and Yugoslavia. This is an old idea, which was first conceived during the
time of Masaryk [President of Czechoslovakia in 1918–1937], who wanted to set up
the so-called Little Entente consisting of those three countries. Back then this con-
cept was aimed at establishing the “special authority” of Czechoslovakia in the frame-
work of this alliance. Today the concept is intended to separate socialist Czechoslovakia
from the Soviet Union and the whole commonwealth of socialist countries. Ceaușescu
and Tito support it and have even given their official backing.

[…] 
Cde. Zhivkov: The representatives of our Central Committee and Political Bu-

reau of our Party share the view of the situation in Czechoslovakia presented by Cde.
Gomułka and Cde. Ulbricht. Unfortunately we cannot agree with the view offered
by Cde. Kádár, nor with his conclusions. We want to depict things accurately and call
a spade a spade. 

[…] 
There is only one appropriate way out—through resolute assistance to Czecho-

slovakia from our Parties and the countries of the Warsaw Pact. We cannot currently
rely on the internal forces in Czechoslovakia. There are no forces there that could
carry out the types of tasks we wrote about in our letter. Only by relying on the armed
forces of the Warsaw Pact can we change the situation.

In Czechoslovakia we must restore the dictatorship of the proletariat, which has
been trampled underfoot. All the state and Party organizations have been taken over
by revisionists and counterrevolutionaries. The Party Congress must be derailed. It
is essential that we reestablish the Party and restore the Marxist–Leninist content of
its activity. We must prevent the social-democratization of the Party. A decree must
be prepared to dissolve the various counterrevolutionary and bourgeois organiza-
tions. There is no other way out.

[…] 
Cde. Brezhnev: […] Like all the other delegations present here, we understand-

ably regret that the Czechoslovak comrades, whom we invited, are not taking part.
No matter how their absence is explained by the CPCz CC Presidium, one cannot
help thinking, comrades, that this is typical of the current situation whereby the
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Presidium does not wish to heed the advice and suggestions of its friends. It openly
rejects the possibility of collectively assessing matters that not only concern
Czechoslovakia itself, but also affect our common interests.

[…] 
The delegation of the CPSU Central Committee fully endorses the assessment of

the situation in Czechoslovakia presented by Cde. Gomułka at our conference. We
agree that the events taking place there are dangerous not only because they are
openly directed against the socialist gains of the Czechoslovak people, but also because
they undermine the positions of socialism in Europe and are playing into the hands
of imperialism throughout the world. This is the essence of what Cdes. Ulbricht and
Zhivkov said as well.

What is happening in the ČSSR passed long ago beyond a purely national frame-
work and is now impinging on the fundamental problems of the vitality of the entire
socialist system. One might say that Czechoslovakia has become one of the focal
points of the bitter ideological and political struggle between imperialism and social-
ism. The attempt being made by the anti-socialist and counterrevolutionary forces
to bring about the downfall of the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia and remove
it from power is essentially an attempt to strike a blow against our common ideo-
logical platform, the great Marxist–Leninist teachings, and thus to compromise the
very principles of socialism.

One cannot help seeing the other side of the question as well. By jointly exploit-
ing the ongoing events for their own purposes, the internal counterrevolutionary
forces and the imperialist reactionary forces are counting on being able to turn
Czechoslovakia back along a capitalist path, to weaken the strength of the Warsaw
Pact, and to annihilate the unity of the socialist system and of the entire world com-
munist and national liberation movement. It goes without saying that if the interna-
tional reactionary forces succeed in carrying out their plans, there will be a direct
threat to the security of our countries. That’s why we agree it is essential to do every-
thing possible to prevent such a development from arising.

[…] 
Based on a sober analysis of the facts, and taking account of the experience of our

own and other fraternal parties, we seriously warned the Czechoslovak comrades
about the menacing course of political developments in the ČSSR and about the exis-
tence there of a certain social milieu that is conducive to the activities of anti-social-
ist and counterrevolutionary forces. We urged them to be aware of the danger of tak-
ing a conciliatory approach to attacks made against the Party and the socialist gains
of the Czechoslovak people.

Not only did we express our concerns; we gave them comradely advice about a
number of measures that could be taken to improve the situation. We recommended
steps that might prevent things from developing in an undesirable way. The Czechoslovak
comrades agreed with these suggestions, and they spoke about their own plans and
about how the CPCz leadership is determined to put an end to the activities of coun-
terrevolutionary elements and to assert control over the course of events.

Unfortunately, these proposals and plans were not carried out. The situation in
the country has deteriorated as far as it can.
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[…] 
It is necessary, in my view, to give special consideration to still another question.
Nowadays, on television and radio in Czechoslovakia, certain prominent figures

are referring to our recent meeting as some sort of interference in the internal affairs
of the ČSSR. This question, comrades, must be made more precise. When the plenum
of the CPCz Central Committee recognized the necessity of removing Cde. Novotný
from the post of first Secretary and then of dismissing him from the post of President,
we said nothing in regard to these changes. That was the internal affair of a frater-
nal party and country. When there was a change of Secretaries of the Central Committee
and of members of the Central Committee’s Presidium, and also a change of minis-
ters, we again, as you recall, said nothing about it (I mean we said nothing openly in
the press). We believe that this is the internal affair of a fraternal Party, its Central
Committee, and its National Assembly.

However, comrades, when the situation has developed into an open political mas-
sacre of all Party cadres, when exhortations are made to change virtually the whole
Party leadership from top to bottom, when one hears ever louder voices calling for
a reorientation of the CPCz, and when the fate of the whole Party and of the social-
ist achievements of the Czechoslovak people is under challenge, then this is a dif-
ferent matter. If there exists a real threat that the political content of the CPCz will
be transformed into some sort of new organization—in the best of instances into a
social democratic one or perhaps even into a petty bourgeois character—then this, I
repeat, affects the interests not only of Communists in Czechoslovakia and not only
the people of Czechoslovakia, but the interests of the entire socialist system and of
the whole world Communist movement. We would be correct to regard such a turn
of events as a direct threat to the world position of socialism and a direct threat to
all our countries.

Any attempt to thwart such a process cannot be considered interference in inter-
nal affairs. This is an expression of our international duty to the whole Communist
movement and our international duty to the Communists and working people of
Czechoslovakia. Confronted by the growing danger that socialism will be dislodged
in one of the countries of the socialist commonwealth, we cannot shut ourselves off,
comrades, into our own national apartments. That would be a betrayal of the inter-
ests of Communism.

Communism develops and exists only as an international movement. All its vic-
tories and all its achievements are related to this. Anyone who departs from inter-
nationalism cannot consider himself a Communist. Our countries are linked to the
ČSSR by treaties and agreements. These are not agreements between individual per-
sons but mutual commitments between friends and states. They are founded on the
general desire to defend socialism in our countries and to safeguard it against all and
any hazards.

No one has the right to dissociate himself from his international commitments or
his allied obligations. It must be emphasized that the demagoguery we hear about
this nowadays is out of place.

We respect the right of every Party and the right of every nation. We recognize
the idea of specific national forms of socialist development in different countries. But

300

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 $
{D

at
e}

. $
{P

ub
lis

he
r}

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



we also believe in a common historical fate. The cause of defending socialism—that
is our common undertaking. Our Parties were united in their understanding of this
at the meeting in Moscow at the beginning of May. We are certain that such unity
characterizes our meeting this time as well.

There has never been a case in which socialism triumphed and was firmly entrenched,
only to have a capitalist order restored. This has never happened and we are certain
it never will. The guarantee of this is our common readiness to do whatever is nec-
essary to help a fraternal Party and people defeat the plans of counterrevolution and
thwart imperialist plans in relation to Czechoslovakia.

Our delegation declares that the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, our gov-
ernment, and our people are fully ready to offer Czechoslovakia all necessary assis-
tance. 

[…] 

[Source: KC PZPR 192/24/4, Archiwum Akt Nowych. Translated by Mark Kramer
and Marian J. Kratochvíl.]     
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Document No. 55: Czechoslovak and East German 
Views on the Warsaw Pact, July 1968 

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

The two documents reproduced here show the different perspectives held by the
Czechoslovak reformers and the conservative East Germans. Both records are from
July 1968, when the Czechoslovak crisis had already escalated. The first document pre-
cedes the crucial July 14–15 Warsaw meeting of Warsaw Pact members—minus Czecho-
slovakia and Romania—at which the remaining five countries’ leaders reached a con-
sensus on the probable need for military intervention in Czechoslovakia (see Document
No. 54). The memorandum is intended to preempt the spreading criticism of Czecho-
slovakia as being disloyal to the alliance. It apparently resulted from a conference of
representatives of reformist and conservative groups within the armed forces held in
Bratislava. It summarizes the position which the reformist group thought Czecho-
slovakia should take in the Warsaw Pact—acting as not only a disciplined and respon-
sible, but also a creative and active, member of the alliance. 

The second item below, an East German document, was prepared on July 29, after
the so-called Prchlík affair (see footnote 22 for Document No. 52) and the summit of
five Warsaw Pact member-states in the Polish capital (Document No. 54). That meet-
ing resulted in the transmittal of the so-called “Warsaw Letter” warning the Czecho-
slovak leadership of possible military action if the reform movement were not termi-
nated swiftly. The document below is an analysis and interpretation of the Warsaw
Treaty, and is obviously intended to justify the forthcoming intervention. It says
specifically that by not taking part in the Warsaw meeting, Czechoslovakia has violat-
ed provisions of the alliance requiring consultation in the event other signatories per-
ceive a danger to their security. At best, this view could be said to represent a loose
construction of the alliance treaty, if not an outright distortion.

____________________

a) Czechoslovak Reformist Memorandum 
on the Warsaw Treaty and Czechoslovakia,
July 1968 

The government of the ČSSR has been deeply convinced of the historic impor-
tance of the founding and existence of the Warsaw Treaty on friendship, co-opera-
tion and mutual assistance among our countries, as well as of the establishment of
the Unified Armed Forces of the countries participating in the Pact. The Pact is our
common response to the activities of the aggressive imperialist forces, the NATO
military grouping in particular.

[…] 
Currently, we are once again seeking to increase our active share in the joint

defense of the Warsaw Treaty states, as we do not want to be a mere passive mem-
ber.
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This fundamental line arises from both the action program of the Communist Party
of Czechoslovakia, and the programmatic declaration of the ČSSR government.

In the CPCz action program, it is explicitly declared that:
“The basic orientation of Czechoslovak foreign policy, born and affirmed in times

of the national liberation struggle and in the process of the socialist reconstruction of
our country, is toward the alliance and cooperation with the Soviet Union and other
socialist countries. We will be striving to further intensify relations with our allies—
the countries of the world socialist community—on the basis of mutual esteem, sov-
ereignty and equality, respect and international solidarity. In this sense, we will con-
tribute to joint activities of the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance and the
Warsaw Treaty, in a more active way and with a well thought-out conception.”

In the program declaration of the ČSSR government, it is also stated that:
“As long as NATO exists, we will co-operate to secure the Warsaw Treaty, strive

for the Czechoslovak People’s Army to become a firm link in this alliance and devel-
op greater initiative to intensify the work of the Unified Command.”

This stand of the ČSSR is confirmed by our deeds, through which we honor the
respective resolutions of the Warsaw Treaty and the instructions of the supreme com-
mander of the Unified Armed Forces, as evident from the solution of problems con-
cerning the build-up of the Czechoslovak armed forces, from their combat readiness,
and the fulfillment of assignments during alliance exercises, and from combat and
political preparation in general.

The baseline of securing the Warsaw Pact has finally been manifested in the efforts
of the ČSSR in implementing the Soviet Union’s suggestions, which were included
in the letter to the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
of January 7, 1966, in which it is also stated that: 

“The basic sense of these suggestions, as we see it, is to make the Warsaw Pact
more flexible and operational, and also to contribute to improving the efficacy of the
efforts exerted by all our member-states to secure the integrity and tenability of the
socialistic countries of Europe. This exchange of opinion entitles us to conclude that
the issue of improving the Warsaw Treaty has ripened and seeks a practical solution.”

[…] 
The stand of ČSSR was also manifested in the general solution of this problem as

early as in 1966, and then on March 6–7, 1968, at the conference of the Political
Consultative Committee in Sofia. Then, Alexander Dubček, Czechoslovak delega-
tion leader and first secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of
Czechoslovakia, was prepared to negotiate and ratify the relevant documents, which
refer to strengthening the military bodies of the Warsaw Pact and which were pro-
posed by I[van] I. Iakubovskii, marshal of the Soviet Union and supreme commander
of the Unified Armed Forces.

[…] 
All these facts conclusively demonstrate our strong resolution to strengthen the

allied ties within the Warsaw Treaty and to secure, in unity with its other members,
the defense of the entire socialist community.

[Source: MNO-1968, sekr. min. 2/1–9, VÚA. Translated by Stanislav Mareš.] 
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b) East German Remarks on the Warsaw Treaty,
July 29, 1968 

Generally it must be stated that the preamble, as well as article 8, of the Warsaw
Treaty stress accordance and compliance with the principles of respect for the inde-
pendence and sovereignty of states, as well as for non-interference in their domestic
affairs. Those are also the paragraphs of the treaty, which the anti-socialist and coun-
terrevolutionary elements have constantly been invoking in their polemics against
the staff exercise.

Besides, articles 3 and 5 fully warrant necessary measures by the signatory states
with regard to one of the member-states.

[…] 
By refusing to join the Warsaw meeting, the party leadership of the CPCz and the

government of the ČSSR have clearly violated article 3: The “guarantee of the joint
defense, the maintenance of peace and of mutual security” has to be discussed imme-
diately, if one or more of the member-states believe that “danger is … imminent;”
not only after an imperialist attack has already occurred.

The second sentence of article 5 states that, in addition to the creation of a Un-
ified Supreme Command, other agreed measures necessary for strengthening the
defense of member-states can be implemented; in order to protect the peaceful work
of their people, to protect the inviolability of their borders and territories, and to
guarantee protection against potential aggression. However, this is also about the
borders and territories of the member-states. Their security cannot be guaranteed
once a possible aggression has occurred, but is rather supposed to preempt an [act
of] aggression.

[Source: ZPA NL 182/1233, SAPMO. Translated by Karen Reichert.]     
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Document No. 56: Report by East German Defense Minister 
on the Invasion of Czechoslovakia, August 22, 1968 

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

This report by East German Defense Minister Heinz Hoffmann deals with the invasion
of Czechoslovakia. It is an internal report addressed to his country’s National Defense
Council and although it is undated it clearly was written very soon after the intervention
had begun. Of particular interest are Hoffmann’s comments about NATO’s attitude
toward the invasion and about the role of East German forces in the operation. He
reports, accurately, that NATO intelligence and command staffs were completely taken
by surprise, but he cautions that this does not mean NATO has poor intelligence capa-
bilities. Both remarks are fully consistent with what is known from the NATO side.28

____________________

[…] 
In case of a so-called “break-away” by the ČSSR from the community of social-

ist states, NATO would, aside from the resulting political effects, gain the possibili-
ty of deploying its military units deep in the flanks of the socialist camp.

NATO would thus be in the position to threaten the GDR and the People’s Republic
of Poland at their southern borders, to split up the compact territory of the European
socialist states, and to expand its sphere of control as far as the Carpathians.

According to the plan of the Unified Command and due to the evolving, severe
political situation in the ČSSR, which is known to you in detail, a series of staff com-
mand and troop exercises of the Unified Armed Forces took place between mid-June
and the beginning of August 1968. Staff commands, troops, and special forces of the
National People’s Army participated in these exercises as well.

[…] 
In connection with the counter-revolutionary developments taking place in the

ČSSR, which were characterized by the active appearance of revisionist and anti-
socialist forces, we had to realize with concern in the past few months that the inten-
sity of operational and combat education in the Czechoslovak People’s Army, which
holds a responsible place in the strategic lineup of the Unified Armed Forces, had
fallen considerably.

Furthermore, the safeguarding of the state border between the ČSSR and West
Germany has slackened to an extent that abetted the unhindered infiltration of sub-
versive and other counter-revolutionary forces.

[…] 
Under conditions in which the NATO states, particularly West Germany, are con-

tinually increasing their readiness to commit aggression, these are circumstances that 

28 See, for example, records of the meeting of the U.S. National Security Council on August 20,
just hours after the start of the invasion, in which the secretary of state, Dean Rusk, opens the meet-
ing by declaring: “This surprises me.” Navrátil, The Prague Spring 1968, pp. 445–448. See also
Vojtech Mastny, “Was 1968 a Strategic Watershed of the Cold War?” Diplomatic History 29, no. 1
(2005): 149–77.
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could lead to a weakening of the readiness of the Warsaw Pact states to react against
a surprise imperialist aggression.

This corresponds with the strategic concept of the enemy to gradually paralyze
the Warsaw Pact as a precondition for a desired change in the status quo in Europe,
and therewith a change in the global correlation of forces in its favor.

[…] 
The party and state leaderships of the five socialist countries have been anxious

to bring about a political solution to the situation in the ČSSR by granting manifold
fraternal socialist help.

The consultations in Dresden, Warsaw, Čierna nad Tisou, Bratislava and Karlovy
Vary are known to all of you. In this connection, I may recall the great efforts of our
Soviet friends, who have undertaken everything to grant any imaginable help and
support to the Czechoslovak comrades.

After influential circles of the Czechoslovak party and state leadership clearly indi-
cated that they would not enforce the commitments assumed in Bratislava, and after
counter-revolutionary intrigues kept increasing, the leadership of the communist and
workers’ parties as well as the governments of the Soviet Union, the GDR, the
People’s Republic of Poland, the People’s Republic of Bulgaria and the Hungarian
People’s Republic decided to execute appropriate military measures.

This was the moment when a political solution was no longer possible and when
peace in Europe was acutely threatened.

The goal of these military measures was and is to support the progressive forces in
the ČSSR and protect the socialist achievements of the Czechoslovak people against
the intrigues of the internal and external counter-revolution. This meant that every-
thing possible had to be done to firmly secure socialism, and thus peace, in Europe.

To accomplish this goal, mixed operational groupings have been formed in the
southern areas of the German Democratic Republic and the People’s Republic of
Poland, as well as in the southwest of the Soviet Union and the northern part of the
People’s Republic of Hungary, out of the formations of the fraternal armies, which
have been taking part in the most varied joint educational measures of the Unified
Command of the Unified Armed Forces.

[…] 
On the territory of the German Democratic Republic, units of the Soviet armed

forces in the GDR and of the National People’s Army have been deployed with the
task of taking over the safeguarding of the state border between the ČSSR and West
Germany, and to be ready for the break-up of the counterrevolutionary forces in the
area of the capital of the ČSSR, Prague.

The operational grouping established on the territory of the People’s Republic of
Poland has included troops of the Soviet Army stationed in Poland and troops of the
Polish Army. Detachments of this grouping were assigned to secure the border
between the ČSSR and Austria while the bulk of its forces were kept on reserve to
support them.

The Eastern grouping, created from units of the Soviet Army and troops of the
Bulgarian People’s Army, got the task of waiting in the wings in the Eastern Slovak
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area, and of preparing for actions against counter-revolutionary elements, and serve
as a reserve for the entire contingent of the Unified Armed Forces.

From the territory of the People’s Republic of Hungary, the grouping composed
of Soviet and Hungarian troops was assigned to form a line29 to secure the state bor-
ders between the ČSSR and West Germany and Austria and to be ready for actions
against the counterrevolutionary forces in the central Czechoslovak area.

In accordance with these short-term tasks and upon the decision of the party and
state leadership of the five fraternal countries, the units of the four operational group-
ings began their deployment under cover of night on August 20, 1968, in their rear
areas in immediate proximity to the border of the ČSSR, which they crossed with
their frontal units between 11:30 pm and midnight.

At the same time, airborne troops were deployed in Prague to provide effective
support and help to the progressive forces in the capital of the ČSSR as quickly as
possible.

The troops fulfilled their tasks in the directions of their planned assignments with
high precision, so that the counter-revolutionary forces, as well as the NATO intel-
ligence and command, were taken completely by surprise. 

[…] 
Having executed all the measures with precision and caught the enemy by sur-

prise should not, however, lead us to assume that NATO’s and, especially, the Bund-
eswehr’s intelligence is poor.

On the contrary, we do not underestimate the adversary and will continue to
increase our vigilance since we know that we face a brutal, perfidious, and deter-
mined enemy in NATO and in particular in West German imperialism.

[…] 

[Source: AZN 32921, 2–18, BA-MA. Translated by Thomas Holderegger.]    

29 The Soviets deployed these troops a certain distance from the West German border—not so
close as to provoke a Western response—while positioning them to strike against the Czechoslovak
Army in the interior of the country if necessary.            
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Document No. 57: Record of the Meeting between President 
Ludvík Svoboda and Czechoslovak Army Officers, August 28, 1968

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

This internal Czechoslovak record of a meeting following the August invasion shows
genuine confusion among senior Czechoslovak military and civilian officials over the
reasons for the Soviet-led move. Throughout the Prague Spring, the country’s leaders
had repeatedly claimed that the party was loyal to Moscow and the socialist camp, and
had no intention of leaving the Warsaw Pact, unlike the Hungarian leadership in 1956.
(See Document No.3) However, newly available Warsaw Pact records show increasing
suspicion of Czechoslovak motives on the part of Brezhnev and his colleagues to a
point where they concluded Dubček was simply trying to deceive his Warsaw Pact allies.
The fact that several key Czechoslovak leaders including Dubček were actually sin-
cere, as evidenced by Prime Minister Černík’s plaintive remarks in the document below,
illustrates the importance of perceptions and misperceptions during such crisis.

____________________

Cde. President opened the meeting, saying: “I invited you at this very difficult time
to inform you of my viewpoint concerning the events of the past days. First, I would
like to express my thanks, for the army behaved well, was disciplined and discharged
the orders of the minister of defense, as well as mine, very well. Our army units did
not come out against the Soviet Army. In such a case, the situation would have been
very bad. It is good therefore that the army did not contribute to a deterioration of
the situation. I would like to be informed by the respective Military District com-
manders and army commanders about the course of events with respect to their units
and what the situation is like nowadays.”

[…] 
Gen. [Stanislav] Procházka, commander, Western Military District: “The com-

mand post exerted enormous efforts to avoid conflicts. We succeeded. Commanding
officers, staffs and troops alike discharged the orders of Cde. President of the Republic
and Minister of Defense. They were convinced that we had been assaulted without
reason, that an injury had been committed.” […] 

[…] 
Gen. [Jozef] Kúkel: “The troops discharged your orders. Only the final point of

the minister’s order has not been obeyed—regarding assistance to the Soviet Army
(order No. 1). All airfields are manned; elsewhere the situation is really on edge. The
danger is that foreign troops do not allow any maintenance of advanced aircraft tech-
nology and airfield equipment, so there is a danger of serious damage.” […] 

[…] 
Gen. [Karel] Peprný: “The Border Guards have been discharging their orders from

the very beginning.”
Cde. President: “Are you the one who is securing the border?” 
Reply: “Yes, except for the departments of border control. From the very begin-

308

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 $
{D

at
e}

. $
{P

ub
lis

he
r}

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



ning, foreign troops exhibited certain tendencies to offer assistance for control of the
border. We rejected all offers. In three cases, they required arms to be laid down.
However, our commanding officers did not put them down. There is peace in the units,
although we must calm down and persuade some individuals. The Border Guards never
gave any provocation. Foreign commanding officers turned up with objections con-
cerning the security of the borders. We are confronting them with arguments. […] 

Gen. [Juraj] Lalo: “Our commanding officers and troops have been backing your
orders from the very beginning. Emotions rose as the news got around that the
Hungarian troops were disarming our units.” (He describes the assault on the Štúro-
vo barracks at 01:00 am. The soldiers, dressed inadequately, were chased out of the
barracks; the officers were detained and interrogated one after the other until noon.)

[…] 
Gen. [E.] Chlad: “At the Prague garrison, the situation is very complicated. Never-

theless, no case of conflict has arisen until now. The garrison command was occupied
by force; they requested arms to be laid down. We were not disarmed, though. The
battalion bears these events with hardship, as does the entire nation.” […] 

[…] 
Cde. President: “I have full respect for those who could not avoid their emotions,

those who were perhaps swearing yesterday and disagreed with the communiqué.
The conduct of our people gave us proof of their high patriotic conscience. Nowadays,
however, we must take the path of [common] sense.” […] 

Cde. President then proposed a toast. 
[…] Cde. President then concluded, saying: “I would like to tell you the follow-

ing today: Do not allow a single shot from one gun to be fired at a Soviet man. This
has not occurred so far and I do hope it will not happen in the future.” […] 

Cde. President explained the present situation, saying: “You know better than I
how foreign troops invaded the country. We all declared that nobody had invited
them—neither I, nor the government, nor the Presidium of the Central Committee
of the Party. We expressed this fact and the whole world knows it. The reality is,
however, that they are here. Truth and moral right are on our side.

“I had a talk with Cde. Brezhnev as early as the first day and I took some meas-
ures. Before I flew to Moscow, I was summoned before a certain group of people
who brought up the proposal to disband the government and to form a new ‘revolu-
tionary’ government instead. Obviously, I could not accept this. I told them I would
rather fire a bullet into my head. I demanded categorically that the constitutional
bodies start their work. I demanded that [Alexander] Dubček, [Oldřich] Černík and
the others be set free; we can start normal work solely by legal means. They respond-
ed they could not resolve that matter here: they had their orders from Moscow. I
demanded the negotiations with Moscow. We had agreed on that with the govern-
ment. My request was accepted at 7 a.m. […] 

“The representatives of the other four [political] parties were invited, too, and the
Soviet officials had talks with them. They turned up later and required the forma-
tion of the ‘revolutionary government’ again. We categorically rejected their requests
and they finally gave way. […] 

“What we wanted—to set Dubček and Černík free—was also done upon our
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request. That they gave their consent for these comrades to lead [official] bodies and
to join the negotiations also was the result of our proposal. The comrades could see
how Brezhnev congratulated me, saying that all this happened thanks to me.

“We could hardly have expressed it better in the communiqué. There is a word
[there] about friendship. We could have given it up, but it is a historical reality. It is
not true that we surrendered, not in the least—no. We obtained approval of the con-
clusion that all foreign troops shall leave our country. We achieved recognition of
our existing constitutional bodies and our government. The government shall set up
commissions and these commissions will further consider the issue of evacuation.” 

[…] 
Premier Cde. Černík arrived at the invitation of Cde. President. The command-

ers repeated their reports. Cde. Černík then said: “[…] From the first day, we—and
all people in this country—had to ask ourselves: What have we done? Why did they
intervene? We did not want anything other than to live decently and build socialism
under conditions we considered optimal. We had no intention to secede. For our
nations, for our small state, it was an obvious necessity to stay with the Soviet Union.
And it was not a mere necessity; it was also a question of heart. Where else does the
Soviet Union enjoy such love and historically rooted confidence as she enjoyed here,
among our people? 

“We know very well that the ČSSR belongs to the Soviet sphere and we agree
with that. Everybody knows that the Americans will not fight for Czechoslovakia,
because they would lose all of Europe. Our nations, which survived centuries of
oppression, can appreciate their freedom, and they appreciate their allies, too. So
why? An article in Literární listy30 or some Club of Engaged Non-Party Members,
etc., cannot justify what has been done to us.

“Look where the first attack was directed. It was not against some counterrevo-
lutionary center, it was directed against the Party leadership. The first captives were
the Party leaders—Dubček, Černík, [Josef] Smrkovský and others. This is awful, such
a shame. 

“We are well aware of the fact that a small nation can protect itself solely with its
intellect, not by means of force. This is not collaboration. We must seek avenues to
build up our own country under given conditions. What would those who come after
us say if we waged a fight and thus brought upon us occupation for several decades?

“We must get away from the given situation, which is the result of World War II.
Spheres of influence were created and the powers respect them. Whether we like it
or not, each of these spheres has its center. Whether we like it or not, the existence
of a center sometimes implies certain subordination. We cannot simply jump out. As
a small nation, however, we may create our own space within this framework by
means of clever policy.” 

[…] 

[Source: Č.j. 0781/68, Military Office of the President of the Republic, Prague.
Translated by Marian J. Kratochvíl.] 

30 The main reformist weekly in Czechoslovakia.
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Document No. 58: Letter from the East German Deputy 
Defense Minister to Erich Honecker about His Conversation 

with Marshal Iakubovskii, August 31, 1968

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

This letter from Gen. Heinz Kessler to GDR leader Erich Honecker provides a per-
spective on the delicate matter of East German participation in the Czechoslovak
invasion. The issue was sensitive given the Czechs’ memories of German occupation
during World War II. In a conversation between Kessler and Warsaw Pact Supreme
Commander Iakubovskii about how to treat the NVA’s participation in public, the
Soviet marshal decided, apparently on his own initiative, that it should be mentioned
only in general terms, and not include any references to specific deployments.
Iakubovskii reveals that reconnaissance and transport units were in fact deployed on
Czechoslovak territory. (See also Document No. 56.) In his conversation with Kessler,
Iakubovskii leaves open the possibility that those units earmarked for possible deploy-
ment but not yet used—one rifle division and one tank division—may still be called
upon and should remain on alert. 

____________________

[…] 
As ordered, I asked Cde. Marshal of the Soviet Union Iakubovskii his opinion on

the following questions:
1. In which framework it appears to be appropriate to give, with the help of press,

radio, and television, a public account of the participation of formations and units of
the National People’s Army in the joint undertaking “Danube.”

2. Whether the possibility of an assignment of the formations and units of Military
District III (11th Motorized Rifle Division, 7th Tank Division) in the ordered direc-
tions on Czechoslovak territory is still being considered.

Cde. Marshal of the Soviet Union Iakubovskii explained that a public reporting
met his full approval. The National People’s Army in general and the formations and
units designated for the joint undertaking “Danube” have to be seen as a component
for the solution of the assigned tasks; and, in this context, a public account in press,
radio, and television was possible and desirable.

He asked not to announce the specific areas of deployment and the direction of
the actions. The same principle had been established during the past few days for all
four armies involved in the measure.

Furthermore, he explained that, contingent on the development of the political
situation, it was still necessary to strictly maintain the ordered combat readiness, and
that it was possible that the 11th Motorized Rifle Division would be deployed as
planned in the direction of Karlovy Vary and the 7th Tank Division in the direction
Děčín–Prague.

[…] 

[Source: VA-01/23454, BA-MA. Translated by Thomas Holderegger.]    
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Document No. 59: Report by the East German Defense Minister on 
NATO’s “Fallex 68/Golden Rod” Exercise, November 21, 1968

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

Defense Minister Hoffmann’s report on NATO’s “Fallex” maneuvers in October 1968
reveals the interesting notion that Warsaw Pact leaders felt the need to provide further
justification for the intervention in Czechoslovakia. The interpretation Hoffmann offers,
clearly reporting what the Soviets have told him, is that NATO had been preparing to
take advantage of internal developments in Czechoslovakia to interfere in the country’s
affairs, and was only prevented from doing so by the Warsaw Pact action. (See also
Document No. 56.) Thus the argument now is that there were military as well as polit-
ical reasons for invading. Since this was not a public document but an internal report
addressed to the East German National Defense Council, it was obviously not intend-
ed for propaganda purposes. In the months leading up to the intervention, no internal
documentation reflected this concern. Nor is there any indication whatsoever from
Western sources that this entered into the thinking of NATO member-states.

____________________

What was the “Fallex 68” exercise about?
The main political goal was apparently to prove the necessity of the further exis-

tence and rapid stabilization of the NATO Pact. The rationale behind it was the the-
sis of an alleged “threat from the East”.

[…] 
The assumed political starting position of “Fallex 68” again clearly demonstrated

the link between the United States’ and West Germany’s counterrevolutionary
Ostpolitik, as well as between NATO’s military strategy of flexible response and the
U.S. global strategy. Linking in principle the political assumption of the exercise with
events in the ČSSR suggests that, depending on how the situation developed, NATO
did not exclude the possibility of rehearsing for, or even initiating, Czechoslovakia’s
departure from the socialist camp. 

The main political requirements imagined for triggering an aggression were:
– splitting the ideological and organizational unity of the community of socialist

states, especially separation from the Soviet Union.
– an internal “softening” of individual socialist states. This year’s “Fallex” exer-

cise again confirmed the intentions of the Bundeswehr leadership to capitalize
on the already existing potential for influencing NATO decisions, and to increase
it further. The result was the acceptance of West Germany’s opinion on the
early, selective and gradual, as well as general, deployment of nuclear weapons
against countries of the Warsaw Treaty.

This was indicated by layout of the exercise. In it NATO for the first time not only
deployed nuclear weapons selectively within the scope of a limited nuclear war, but
started a general nuclear war.
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What were NATO’s main military goals during the exercise?
The goal was to assess the particular deployments of NATO forces as specified

within the framework of an overall plan during the course of the year 1968, and based
on decisions of the NATO Ministerial Council to officially confirm the strategy of
flexible response from December 1967.

[…] 
What are the most important results?
1. The “Fallex 68” exercise has confirmed the opinion of our party and govern-

ment leaders on potential types of war, as well as on the methods of unleashing a war
of aggression by NATO in Europe, especially against the German Democratic
Republic. 

NATO’s intention to immediately gain the initiative by the early surprise deploy-
ment of nuclear weapons in a limited war, as well as in a general nuclear war, has
clearly been confirmed.

The role of a limited war was heavily emphasized, since it promised partly to
achieve certain political goals for the enemy in individual socialist countries in case
conditions are politically favorable to the enemy.

It demonstrated that NATO is aiming to achieve certain success by means of a lim-
ited war in Europe—obviously also due to the evaluation of experiences with psy-
chological warfare in ideologically softening socialist countries. However, NATO still
attributes the decisive role in achieving its goals to a general nuclear war.

2. The different types of aggression, from covert to limited and finally general
nuclear war, were not practiced separately during the exercise, but as stages of a
gradually escalating war.

The war was preceded by a period of continuously increasing tensions, during
which covert warfare was escalated to open military actions that finally turned into
a limited war.

This exercise concept aimed at:
a) assessing the possibility of military escalation in order to achieve political goals
b) testing different military actions as a form of political pressure against the states

of the Warsaw Treaty
c) testing the overall NATO concept of crisis management during all its stages of

escalation
[…] 
Starting from the conception that success through limited military action requires

the subversion of the socialist community of states and the “softening” of individual
socialist states, NATO leaders attempted with “Fallex 68” to test useful models for
the realization of this theory under various conditions.

[Source: DVW1/39492, pp. 13–26. Translated by Karen Riechert.]   
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Document No. 60: Czechoslovak–Soviet Agreement on the 
Stationing of Soviet Nuclear Forces, November 13–14, 1968 

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

This document is a report by Chief of Gen. Staff Rusov to President Svoboda about
the secret agreement governing the stationing of Soviet nuclear missiles in Czechoslo-
vakia. The issue of Soviet nuclear deployments on the territory of other Warsaw Pact
states was one of the most sensitive that arose within the alliance.31 With respect to
Czechoslovakia, the Soviet-led invasion added a new twist. A Czech author, Jiří Fid-
ler, has asserted that one of the main reasons for the invasion was to force Czecho-
slovakia to accept the Soviet missiles.32 In fact, the two countries had signed agree-
ments on the matter well before 1968, reflecting the view of certain senior Czechoslovak
military and political leaders that having those weapons stationed on their territory
provided additional security against the West. Although it is highly probable that the
missle deployments occurred, there is no conclusive evidence on this point as yet.

____________________

INFORMATION REPORT 

for the President of 
the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, 
Comrade L. Svoboda

1. Based on the Agreement between the Governments of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics and the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, dated December 15,
1965, three facilities garrisoned by Soviet troops with special tasks will be established
on our territory to ensure full combat readiness of the Czechoslovak People’s Army
(codeword project “Javor” [Maple]). Issues connected with the implementation of
the project were communicated to you on October 23, 1968, and you have voiced
your full approval of it.

2. At the moment, specific measures are going to be taken to hand over some of
the facilities and buildings to designated Soviet special units.

Between November 13 and November 14, 1968, the General Staffs of the Armed
Forces of the USSR and Czechoslovakia prepared a “Protocol” finalizing all issues
related to the above project. The Czechoslovak side has succeeded in asserting all
interests of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic and the Czechoslovak People’s Army
in the Protocol.

31 Cf. Mark Kramer, “The ‘Lessons’ of the Cuban Missile Crisis for Warsaw Pact Nuclear Ope-
rations,” Cold War International History Project Bulletin 5 (1995): 59, 110–15, 160.

32 Jiří Fidler, 21.8.1968: Okupace Československa: Bratrská agrese [August 21, 1968: The Occup-
ation of Czechoslovakia: A Fraternal Aggression] (Prague: Havran, 2003), pp. 106–10.
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Contrary to the existing concept, which I mentioned in my report of October 23,
1968, the Protocol contains some changes resulting from the temporary stationing of
other Soviet troops on our territory, namely: 

a) Given that there is now a new situation on Czechoslovak territory, trying to
deny and conceal the presence of Soviet troops in the above-mentioned facil-
ities would be illogical and inappropriate from the viewpoint of secrecy; how-
ever, the utmost must be done not to disclose the true nature of the facilities by
sticking to an adopted cover story (the same approach will also be adopted vis-
à-vis the Headquarters of Soviet troops temporarily stationed in the Czecho-
slovak Socialist Republic); 

b) Insofar as garrison duties, disciplinary matters, etc. are concerned, the Soviet
troops stationed in the above-mentioned facilities will be subordinated to the
Commander-in-Chief of Soviet troops temporarily stationed in Czechoslovakia;
as to professional matters, they will continue to be subordinated directly to the
General Staff of the Soviet Armed Forces; 

c) Insofar as Subparagraphs (a) and (b) are concerned, the Czechoslovak side will
basically not be responsible for a number of duties vis-à-vis the Soviet troops
stationed in the above-mentioned facilities (logistical support, guarding, train-
ing, etc.)—these duties will be handled in the same way as with other Soviet
units and formations temporarily stationed in Czechoslovakia. 

Thus, only the following planned measures are to be accomplished by the
Czechoslovak party:
– maintaining the nature of the facilities in question in secrecy (including nec-

essary contacts with representatives of Czechoslovak local government bod-
ies, in particular insofar as the maintenance of special parts of the facilities
is concerned);

– provision of quarters in the spirit of the basic Agreement of December 15,
1965;

– provision of reliable communications with the General Staff of the Czecho-
slovak People’s Army and, through the latter’s exchange, also with the Head-
quarters of Soviet troops temporarily stationed in the Czechoslovak Social-
ist Republic;

– participation of Czechoslovak troops in extraordinary measures taken to ensure
full protection and defense of the facilities in question;

– other issues, if necessary and appropriate (the extent of which will be limit-
ed), since especially the Jince facility is fairly far away from General Maiorov’s
formations, and because no Soviet command offices are expected to be estab-
lished there.

The Czech side will meet its obligations outlined above by allocating just 3 to 5
professional soldiers per facility, plus a minimum number of officers at the General
Staff; the other numbers of professional soldiers and civilian employees that have
been considered so far will be cancelled. The stationing of the above-mentioned
Czechoslovak liaison personnel outside the facilities will be discussed by the Joint
Technical Commission.
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3. The meeting also resulted in an outline of further steps to be taken, namely:
– as soon as you approve the contents of the Protocol, it will be signed by the

Chiefs of General Staffs of both parties concerned;
– since early December, the Joint Technical Commission, including represen-

tatives of Soviet units, will gradually start taking over the facilities in Mimoň
and Jince, the aim being to complete the process by (the end of) December.
Early in January 1969, the facilities will be taken over by a state commis-
sion, and the Soviet troops manning the facilities will arrive in full strength
(460) by the end of January;

– the third facility (Bílina) will be handed over in a similar manner at the end
of 1969.

4. I am hereby requesting that you kindly approve the measures outlined above.

[Source: VS, OS-OL, č.j. 00671/12, VÚA. Translated by Jiří Mareš.]   
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Document No. 61: Czechoslovak General Staff 
Study on the Warsaw Treaty, December 21, 1968 

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

The Czechoslovak General Staff prepared this study about the role of the country in
the military organization of the Warsaw Pact four months after the Soviet interven-
tion. As such it presents a somewhat different point of view from critiques prepared
only months before during the height of the Prague Spring, although it also tries to
preserve some of the ideas from that period (see Document Nos. 51 and 52). This study
argues that Czechoslovakia has always played a major role in the Warsaw Pact, and
should continue to do so. It emphasizes that the country has been second only to the
USSR in promoting the strengthening of the Pact’s military organs, and it asserts the
need to move toward greater institutionalization of the organization, as had taken place
in NATO.

____________________

[…] 
From the viewpoint of organization and lines of responsibility, the Warsaw Treaty

has always been too loose a bond, failing to utilize all the potential to which it is enti-
tled by certain provisions, and has not yet reached its desired condition in terms of
the statutory and structural consolidation of its parts. In this sense, it cannot com-
pare to the organizational refinement of NATO, in spite of the more forward-look-
ing social order it is built upon.

In [our] political circles, the fear is sometimes expressed that by striving to strength-
en mainly the military bodies of the Warsaw Treaty we may leave an impression of
insincerity about our efforts to achieve a European security system, as mentioned in
Art. 11 of the Treaty.

It needs to be stressed here that by strengthening these bodies, we would not even
reach the organizational level of the NATO military bodies, and the aforementioned
argument can thus be regarded as unsubstantiated.

In fact, accomplishment of the measures in question would make possible the
attainment of the objectives set by the Warsaw Treaty and increase the effectiveness
of the Treaty itself. This path also appears to offer the best way to eliminate the draw-
backs in the way the Treaty has operated in the past; it would fully meet the needs
of strengthening cooperation among socialist countries, so urgently needed in the
current state of international affairs. This applies especially to the military bodies of
the Warsaw Treaty. […] 

It must be said that these questions have been addressed at conferences of the
coalition’s defense ministers and chiefs of general staff, and at consultations of rep-
resentatives of troops and services; largely, however, they had to do with the urgency
of a particular problem, not an attempt to examine systematically certain statutory
principles.

At such occasions, the leading officials of the Czechoslovak People’s Army have
always been among those who have taken the most initiative. […] They were regard-
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ed as a pillar of the coalition and as a counterpoise to certain detrimental endeavors,
which have been manifested since 1964 mainly by the Socialist Republic of Romania.

Romania’s standpoint arose from a narrow perception of state sovereignty and a
slightly different evaluation of the political situation, of the Federal Republic of
Germany in particular. Besides that, Romania was interested in a relatively substan-
tial adjustment in the power assigned to the supreme commander of the Unified
Armed Forces of the Warsaw Treaty. On the other hand, Romania’s attitude revealed
a statutory lack in the military organization of the coalition, i.e. a vagueness con-
cerning the rights and duties of both the supreme commander and the General Staff,
as well as concerning the influence of coalition members on their activities.

According to some coalition members, this factor leads on the one hand to exces-
sively lax conduct by the coalition’s leading member-state, while on the other hand
it fails to define precisely the rights and obligations of individual coalition members,
which can in the worst scenario benefit even harmful endeavors.

[…] From a legal standpoint, proceeding from the principles of sovereignty, there
is no doubt that whatever measure is to be adopted in the scope of a joint defense
activity, it must be approved beforehand by the government of each nation in ques-
tion. This principle, surely unambiguous from a legal point of view, collides, howev-
er, with certain difficulties of a pragmatic nature. There are measures, which cannot
be discussed with individual governments due to time constraints or efficiency imper-
atives, but which must be effected immediately.

This is so, e.g., in the case of a swift and efficient reaction to a surprise attack, the
coordinated operation of an anti-aircraft system, an instant triggering of certain coali-
tion defensive actions and equipment, communication and security measures, the
deployment of troops according to temporary circumstances, etc. In these cases the
group in command—here the supreme commander and his Staff—must be able to
act with no delays and to direct the combat activity in all its dimensions, benefiting
the entire coalition and all its members. The necessary power must be grounded in
statute in advance and defined in the most precise way, with the consent of all the
member-states’ governments.

As concerns the influence of the member-states’ military bodies on the systemat-
ic handling of the coalition’s military problems, it has been regarded as a drawback
that the supreme commander does not yet have a permanent advisory council, which
would ensure this kind of systematic operation. […] It is indeed true that the primary
questions have always been dealt with at conferences of the coalition’s defense min-
isters or chiefs of general staff, but these groups assembled when there was an imme-
diate need, usually following a Political Consultative Committee session or a mutu-
al agreement, and they did not operate in a systematic fashion, as is so necessary for
the operations of the supreme commander and his staff.

[…] 
The problems relating to the statutory and structural consolidation of Warsaw

Pact bodies, military bodies in particular, are finding their way onto the agendas of
conferences of chiefs of general staff of the allied armies and the member-states’
defense ministers, and are gradually expanding to become their central topic. Be-
sides that, they are also on the agenda at Political Consultative Committee sessions,
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if only as one of the activities of this supreme coalition authority. […] In the past
three years, the problems in question have been discussed several times in the Polit-
ical Consultative Committee and at conferences of chiefs of general staff and of
defense ministers.

Not even the events of 1968 in Czechoslovakia have had a substantial impact on
the development of these problems. The General Staff of the Czechoslovak People’s
Army clearly realized that the Warsaw Treaty is the country’s only guarantee of secu-
rity, that no change in our obligations in foreign policy or military affairs is to be
allowed, and that an all-round consolidation of the coalition is to be strived for.

[…] 
The views of individual member-states have been unified by means of the supreme

commander’s visits with their party, government and military officials, while allow-
ing for careful preparation by the general staffs and respecting specific approaches
of the individual parties to a particular solution of the problem.

In the current stage, the effort in question has not yet been completed. We can,
however, safely assume that it will ripen in due time to a state where the relevant
statutory document could be submitted to the Political Consultative Committee for
approval.

Such an act, however, cannot be regarded as the last word in this area. Only after
it is committed can we approach a practical solution to an entire range of problems
on the military side of coalition, including the establishment of principles for carry-
ing out defensive tasks in concert with [the requirements of] politics and economics,
which basically means creating a coalition doctrine, even though it is uncertain whether
this exact term is to be used.

[…] 
It may be assumed that the development has reached a qualitative turning point

which, however, should not be regarded as static. There is no doubt that the military
organization of the coalition will continue to develop along with the political con-
cepts of the socialist camp. The pace of this development, however, will depend on
the scope of the coalition as well as the international and domestic political changes
in and out of it.

[Source: MNO/OS, 1968, kar. 43, sig. 13/5, č.j. 0018361, VÚA. Translated by Stan
Mareš.]  
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