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WARSAW PACT MILITARY STRATEGY: 
A COMPROMISE I N  SOVIET STRATEGIC THINKING 

This  working paper of  t h e  DD/ I  Research S t a f f  
e x p l o r e s  t h e  development of Warsaw P a c t  m i l i t a r y  
s t r a t e g y .  The t h e s i s  of t h i s  s t u d y  is t h a t  t h e  i n t e r n a l  
Sov ie t  deba te  on t h e  n a t u r e  of a - w a r  i n  Europe has  had 
a s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t  on t h e  development of t h e  mis s ions  
and f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  of t h e  E a s t  European armies. 

The au tho r  has  b e n e f i t e d  much from d i s c u s s i o n  of 
t h e  t h e s i s  w i th  colleagues i n  ORR and OCI .  The au thor  
a lone ,  however, is re spons ib l e  f o r  t h e  pape r ' s  conclu- 
sions, which are c o n t r o v e r s i a l .  

The DDI/RS would welcome comment on 
addressed t o  Leonard Parkinson,  who wrote i t ,  
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Summary and Conclusions 

Ten yea r s  ago a Warsaw Pact  d o c t r i n e  was, i n  any 
meaningful m i l i t a r y  s e n s e ,  nonex i s t en t .  The r equ i r e -  
ments f o r  warfare  i n  t h e  European t h e a t e r  and th ink ing  
on t h e  conduct of a war i n  Europe were a t  t h a t  t i m e  
based e s s e n t i a l l y  on Sov ie t  r e sources .  Today Warsaw 
Pac t  m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e  ca l l s  f o r  a h igh ly  i n t e g r a t e d  
and coord ina ted  series of Soviet-East European o f f e n s i v e  
and def ens  ive  o p e r a t  i o n s .  The o f f  ens  i v e  ope ra t  ions  
encompass a wel l -def ined combined a r m s .  mission on t h e  
p a r t  of t h e  Eas t  Europeans, who a c t  bo th  a s  f i l l e r s  f o r  
Sovie t  u n i t s  and as n a t i o n a l  components ass igned inva- 
s i o n  t a s k s  under Sov ie t  f r o n t  command. The defens ive  
ope ra t  ions  encompass a highly-  i n t e g r a t e d  e a r l y  warning 
and a i r  defense  network "and a wel l -coordinated l o g i s t i c  
suppor t  system. 

p a r a l l e l e d  the  development of NATO miss ions  and f o r c e  
s t r u c t u r e s .  The i n i t i a l  and almost exc lus ive  assign-  
ment of a de fens ive  mission t o  t h e  non-Soviet pac t  
f o r c e s  remained t h e  b a s i s  of p a c t  p o l i c y  for t h e  f i r s t  
h a l f  of t h e  a l l i a n c e ' s  h i s t o r y .  The b z l a t e d  inc lus ion  
of s u b s t a n t i a l  non-Soviet f o r c e s  i n  MOSCBW~S European 
invas ion  p lans  w a s  somewhat co inc iden t  wi th  c e r t a i n  
Western m i l i t a r y  moves du r ing  t h e  1961 B e r l i n  c r i s i s .  
However, t h e s e  are s i g n s  t h a t  competing i n t e r e s t s  w i th in  
t h e  Sovie t  Union--rather t han  t h e  Western " t h r e a t "  
exclusively--were r e s p o n s i b l e  for t h e  assignment of an 
o f f e n s i v e  mission t o  t h e  East European f o r c e s .  

The competing i n t e r e s t s  were r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  
debate  wi th in  the Sov ie t  Union over  t h e  role of land 
f o r c e s  i n  a European w a r .  T h i s  debate  has had import- 
ant imp l i ca t ions  f o r  t h e  missions and force s t r u c t u r e  
of t h e  E a s t  European a r m i e s .  The modernist  school  of 
thought ,  advanced by Khrushchev a f t e r  t h e  ouster of 
Zhukov i n  1957, c a l l e d  for t h e  s a t u r a t i o n  of nuclear  
s t r i k e s  on Western Europe and l e f t  l i t t l e  room f o r  

The development of Warsaw Pac t  p o l i c y  has  not  
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of a l l i e d  o f f e n s i v e  f o r c e s  under t i g h t  Sovie t  c o n t r o l .  
And i n  t h e  f a l l  of 1961, t h e  f i r s t  announced p a c t  meeting 
e x c l u s i v e l y  devoted t o  m i l i t a r y  matters was he ld  (8-9 
September Defense Min i s t e r s  Meeting i n  Warsaw), t h e  f i r s t  
j o i n t  pac t  e x e r c i s e s  commenced (announced by Moscow on 
25 September), and modern Sov ie t  combined arms equipment 
s e n t  t o  t h e  E a s t  European armies inc reased  i n  q u a n t i t y  
and q u a l i t y .  To t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  t h e  mass army was a 
t r a d i t i o n a l i s t  theme o v e r a l l  c o n t r o l  over  t h e  m i l l i o n -  
p l u s  E a s t  European forces appears  t o  have been one aspect 
of t h e  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y ' s  p a r t  of t h e  barga in  i n  t h e  1961 

t o  prevent  a l a r g e r  scale Sovie t  mobiliza- 
, . t i o n  than  t h a t  which took p l a c e .  Another aspec t  of t h e  

m i l i t a r y ' s  p a r t  of t h e  deal w a s ,  of course ,  t h e  accept-  
ance of t h e  view t h a t  a land w a r  i n  Europe would be fought  
unde r  nuc lea r  cond i t ions .  And i n  order t o  conduct. t h e  
l and  o p e r a t i o n  under a nuc lear  exchange--which conceiv- 
ab ly  could block t h e  road and r a i l  re inforcement  e f f o r t  
from t h e  Sov ie t  Union--allied f o r c e s  may have acquired 
an increased  va lue  to t h e  marshals as planned replace- 
ments f o r  weakened Sov ie t  u n i t s .  A t h i r d  a spec t ;  t h e  
t a r g e t i n g  of ' s t rengthened  East  European u n i t s  a g a i n s t  
t h e  West might draw some NATO f i re  away from Sov ie t  u n i t s .  

e n t h u s i a s t i s  over  the compromises remained s i l e n t  on t h e  
m i l i t a r y  r e l i a b i l i t y  of t h e  a l l i e d  f o r c e s ,  and argued 
t h a t  t h e  requirements  for  warfare  should  come e s s e n t i a l l y  
f r o m  Sov ie t  r e sources .  Khrushchev himself may have 
e n t e r t a i n e d  doubt over  t h e  long-range p o l i t i c a l  w i s d o m  
of equipping t h e  a l l i ed  f o r c e s  w i t h  modern o f f e n s i v e  
weaponry and over  t h e  long-range e f f e c t  t h e  1961 panacea 
would have on h i s  m i l i t a r y  views In f a c t ,  Khrushchev's 
e a r l i e r  school  of thought was reemphasized i n  Sovie t  
media i n  1962. 

Never the less ,  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l i s t s  were less  t h a n  

Khrushshevq s genera l  s t r a t e g i c  views faced  a 
second se tback  fo l lowing  t h e  f a i l u r e  of t h e  Cuban m i s -  
s i l e  venture .  The debate on t h e  r ~ l e  of l and  forces i n  
Europe was renewed, b u t  t h i s  t i m e  bo th  schoo l s  of thought  
t u r n e d  t o  t h e  1961 compromise i n  suppor t  of va r ious  
a s p e c t s  of t h e i r  arguments The t r a d i t i o n a l i s t s  po in ted  
t o  t he  new o f f e n s i v e  r o l e  of t h e  non-Soviet f o r c e s  i n  
SUppQPt of t he i r  combined arms school of thought .  The 
modernis ts  appeared t o  sugges t  t h a t  Sovie t  forces could 
be c u t  d u e  t o  t h e  increased  c a p a b i l i t i e s  of t h e  E a s t  
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European f o r c e s .  Thus i n  December 1963 and aga in  i n  
February 1964, a l l i ed  armed f o r c e s  were f o r  t h e  first 
t i m e  d i r e c t l y  brought i n t o  t h e  con tex t  of a Sov ie t  t r o o p  
and budget c u t  formula by Khrushchev. 

It  appeared t h a t  t h e  modernis ts  were ( temporar i ly  
a t  l eas t )  prepared t o  tolerate an incons i s t e n t  m i l  it a r y  
s t r a t e g y  provided t h a t  s u b s t a n t i a l  amounts of men and 
equipment could be de r ived  from nsn-Soviet r e sources .  
However, one post-Cuba crisis development--the worsening 
of i n c i d e n t s  a long  t h e  Sino-Soviet  border--served t o  
obscure somewhat t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  t w o  s choo l s  
of t hough t .  The s t r e n g t h e n i n g  of t h e  Sovie t  border  wi th  
t h e  CPR related t o  p a c t  s t r a t e g y  i n  t h e  sense  t h a t  t h e  
improvement i n  t h e  E a s t  European n a t i o n a l  f o r c e s  would 
provide t h e  S o v i e t s  wi th  t h e  s t r a t e g i c  f l e x i b i l i t y  t o  
redeploy ,  i f  necessary ,  some of t h e i r  f o r c e s  s t a t i o n e d  
i n  E a s t  Europe t o  the Far E a s t  ( t o  m e e t  a l a r g e  s c a l e  
Chinese border  i n c i d e n t )  w i t h o u t  j eopa rd iz ing  Sovie t  
s e c u r i t y  on t h e i r  Western f r o n t i e r  . 

ered by t h e  compromise con t inue  to be i n  evidence.  On 
t h e  one  hand, t h e  r o l e  of l and  f o r c e s  in a nuc lea r  w a r  
remains a c o n t r o v e r s i a l  i s s u e  i n  t h e  USSR, and thus p l a c e s  
i n  doubt t h e  long-range missions and f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  of 
t h e  non-Soviet armies, and t h e  Sov ie t  f o r c e s  s t a t i o n e d  
in East Europe  as w e l l .  And on t h e  other hand, c e r t a i n  
i n d i c a t i o n s  of an e l e v a t e d  s t a t u s  for t h e  pac t  have 
emerged and t h e  E a s t  European m i l i t a r y  modernization 
program has cont inued.  In e f f e c t ,  t h e  assignment of an 
o f f e n s i v e  mission t o  t h e  E a s t  European f o r c e s ,  which 
i n i t i a l l y  seemed t o  bear  t h e  t r a p p i n g s  of a temporary 
panacea,  has  appa ren t ly  g iven  ray t o  a pac t  moderniza- 
t i o n  e f f o k t  of a more permanent nature. Recently t h e  
modernizat ion t r e n d  has been accompanied by s i g n s  of a 
growing East European voice  i n  p a c t  policy-making--here- 
t o f o r e  an almost exclusive Sov ie t  p r e r o g a t i v e .  Should 
t h e  new Sov ie t  l e a d e r s h i p  f a i l  to b r i n g  forward a eompre- 
hens ive  m i l i t z r y  p o l i c y ,  t oday ' s  well-armed E a s t  European 
n a t i o n s  may w e l l  hEve t h e  oppor tun i ty  to shape pac t  
s t r a t e g y  in ' .$he future-and t h u s  conver t  t h e  pac t  i n t o  
a convent iona l  m i l i t a r y  a l l i a n c e  e 

Under t h e  new Kremlin l e a d e r s h i p ,  problems engend- 
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TBE DEVELOPMENT OF PACT STRATEGY 

The growth of1 t w o  s e p a r a t e  miss ions  appears  i n  t h e  
development of p a c t  m i l i t a r y  p o l i c y  The earlier,  defen-  
s i v e  a s p e c t s  of c u r r e n t  pac t  s t r a t e g y  appear  as a d i r e c t  
outgrowth of t h e  n a t i o n a l  i n t e r e s t s  of t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  
W a r s a w  Pac t  na t ions :  The l a t t e r ,  o f f e n s i v e  aspects of 
c u r r e n t  p a c t  s t r a t e g y ,  however, owe more t o  competing 
i n t e r e s t s  w i t h i n  t h e  Sovie t  Union t h a n  t o  i n t r a - p a c t  
developments. W e  f i r s t  o u t l i n e  t h e  development of t h e  
d e f e n s i v e  mission. 

I. The Defensive Mission 

When established i n  1955, t h e  W a r s a w  Pac t  w a s  l i t t l e  
more t h a n  a propaganda countermeasure t o  t h e  i n c l u s i o n  
of West Germany i n  t h e  Western a l l i a n c e .  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  
t h i n k i n g  a s  reflected by a v a i l a b l e  s t a t e m e n t s  and f o r c e s -  
in-being gave l i t t l e ,  i f  any, c o n s i d e r a t i o n  t o  t h e  o f f en -  
s i v e  u t i l i z a t i o n  of MOSCOW'S poorly-equipped a l l i e d  forces 
i n  an invas ion  of Western Europe. (While each a l l y  r e p o r t -  
e d l y  r e c e i v e d  a m i l i t a r y  t r a i n i n g  m i s s i o n  i n  1955 l e d  by 
a ' s e n i o r  Sov ie t  g e n e r a l ,  appa ren t ly  l i t t l e  a t t e n t i o n  was 
g iven  t o  c o o r d i n a t i n g  SQViet-EaSt European o f f e n s i v e  exer- 
cises. An e a r l y  1961 ar t ic le  i n  the .  S o v i e t P $  t o p  secret 
M i l i t a r y  Thought j o u r n a l ,  which w e  d i s c u s s  l a t e r ,  i n d i c a t e d  
t h a t  v i r t u a l l y  no e f f o r t s  had been g iven  by Moscow t o  t h e  
u t i l i z a t i o n  of Warsaw Pac t  a l l i e s  i n  j o i n t  o f f e n s i v e  opera-  
t i o n s . )  The tac t ica l  command machinery of t h e  p a c t  w a s  
cumbersome, p a q t i c u l a r l y  i n  l i g h t  of t h e  demands of modern 
warfare, and be t rayed  t h e  p r e v a i l i n g  Sov ie t  view t h a t  
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t h e  a l l ied  forces  would have l i t t l e  m i l i t a r y  s i g n i f i c a n c e  
v is -a -v is  t h e  West. * 

While t h e  East European o f f e n s i v e  rode appears  t o  
have been i n i t i a l l y  neglec ted ,  s i g h t i n g s  i n  t h e  mid-1950's 
of what was t h e n  modern Sov ie t  de fens ive  equipment i n  t h e  
, a l l i e d  f o r c e s  (such a s  advanced radar and a l l -weather  
MIG-1'7 in te rceptors**)  sugges t  t h a t  Moscow had n o t  com- 
p l e t e l y  ignored a meaningful m i l i t a r y  role f o r  non-Soviet 
t r o o p s  i n  t h e  Warsaw a l l i a n c e .  In  f ac t ,  a Soviet-East  
European e a r l y  warning and a i r  defense  c a p a b i l i t y  appears  
t o  have beep called f o r  by Moscow e a r l y  i n  t h e  p a c t ' s  

d u a l  de fens ive  missions were compatible  w i t h  t h e  n a t i o n a l  
i n t e r e s t s  of t h e  E a s t  European n a t i o n s  (defense of t h e i r  
own t e r r i t o r y ) ,  v i t a l  t o  Sov ie t  n a t i o n a l  i n t e r e s t s  ( e a r l y  
warning of a bomber a t t a c k  from Western Europe and north-  
e r n  Africa), and ins t rumenta l  i n  provid ing  a meaningful 
v e h i c l e  t o  f u r t h e r  the image of common goals i n  t h e  newly 
founded a l l i a n c e  . 

' h i s t o r y  (and i n  c e r t a i n  c o u n t r i e s ,  p r i o r  t o  1955) .  The 

*The pact ' s  armed o rgan iza t ion ,  the J o i n t  Command, as 
o r i g i n a l l y  draf ted i n  the 1955 t r e a t y  c o n s i s t e d  of * a  com- 
mander-in-chief (who has been a Sov ie t  off icer  s i n c e  t h e  
i n c e p t i o n  of t h e  pac t )  aided by t h e  defense  m i n i s t e r s  or 
other commanders of t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  m e m b e r  s tates who act 
as d e p u t i e s .  The "pact depu t i e s "  w e r e  t o  r e t a i n  f u l l  com- 
pe tence  f o r  a l l  t h e  n a t i o n a l  t r o o p s  t h a t  were ass igned  
t o  t h e  J o i n t  Command. Sometime i n  l a t e  1961, or e a r l y  
1962, a s t r eaml ined  " w a r t i m e "  pac t  command o r g a n i z a t i o n  
appears  to have been set up. Nore on t h i s  l a te r .  

able i n  t h e  Sov ie t  Union, s a t e l l i t e  n a t i o n a l  forces 
r e c e i v e d  t h e  Sov ie t  improvements in t h e  s a m e  time period.  
As w e  po in t  out l a te r ,  t h i s  w a s  not t h e  case w i t h  modern 
Sov ie t  o f f e n s i v e  weaponry. 

**In t h e  main, when a i r  defense  technology became a v a i l -  
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The d u a l  missions also rep resen ted  a clear r equ i r e -  
ment n o t  on ly  under t h e  views of t h e  p r o f e s s i o n a l  Sov ie t  
m i l i t a r y  bu t  a l s o  under Khrushchev's developing concepts  
of a war i n  Europe. Khrushchev's s t r a t e g i c  concepts  re- 
gard ing  a European war (and t h u s  $he r o l e  of t h e  p a c t )  
began t o  emerge i n  t h e  months fo l lowing  h i s  success fu l  
showdown wi th  Marshal Zhukov i n  l a t e  1957. Elements i n  
KhrushchevOs image of a f u t u r e  war (which, as w e  d i s c u s s  
l a t e r ,  were more c l e a r l y  gene ra l i zed  i n  h i s  January 1960 
Supreme Sov ie t  speech) sere p r e s e n t  i n  h i s  24 May 1958 
speech at a Moscow meeting of t h e  P o l i t i c a l  Consu l t a t ive  
Committee of t h e  p a c t ,  t h e  f i r s t  such meeting fo l lowing  
Zhukov's ouster,  In unusual ly  g raph ic  term f o r  t h e  t i m e ,  
Khrushchev described t h e  d e v a s t a t i n g  consequences of t h e  
u s e  of nuc lea r  weapons--not convent ional  forces-- in  a 
f u t u r e  w a r  : 

Wars between s t a t e s  have always brought 
grave d i sas te rs  upon the peoples .  B u t  
a f u t u r e  war, if the  aggres so r s  succeed 
i n  unleashing it, t h r e a t e n s  t o  become 
t h e  most d e v a s t a t i n g  war i n  t h e  h i s t o r y  
of mankind, because there  is no guarantee  
t h a t  it w i l l  no t  become a nuclear  w a r  
w i t h  a l l  its c a t a s t r o p h i c  consequences. 
Mi l l i ons  of people would p e r i s h ,  g r e a t  
c i t i e s  and i n d u s t r i a l  c e n t e r s  would be 
razed from t h e  f a c e  of t h e  ea r th ,  unique 
c u l t u r a l  rel ics c r e a t e d  by mankind 
through t h e  ages  would be i r r evocab ly  
destroyed i n  t h e  c o n f l a g r a t i o n  of such 
a war and v a s t  territories poisoned w i t h  
r ad io -ac t ive  f a l l o u t .  

And t h a t  Khrushchev cons idered  t h a t  nuc lea r  weapons w o u l d  
be employed i n  t h e  i n i t i a l  stages of t h e  w a r  w a s  made 
i m p l i c i t  i n  h i s  cr i t ic ism of a l l e g e d  Western p o l i c y .  In 
s c o r i n g  what he cited as o f f i c i a l  NATO s t ra tegy--" in  case 
of a "Russian aggress ion '  t h e  NATO armed forces w e r e  
ready t o  u s e  atomic weapons f irst"--Khrushchev p u b l i c l y  
s ta ted f o r  t h e  first t i m e  t h a t  NATO p o l i c y  might o b l i g e  
t h e  W a r s a w  Pact m e m b e r s  t o  cons ide r  t h e  ques t ion  of 
s t a t i o n i n g  rocke t  weapons i n  East Germany, Poland and 
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Czechoslovakia.  ( P r i v a t e l y ,  Khrushchev had made a s imilar  
s ta tement ,  b u t  w i t h o u t  mentioning s p e c i f i c  c o u n t r i e s ,  t o  
a U.S. newsman a f e w  days a f t e r  Zhukov's ouster . )  The 
s t r a t e g i c  imp l i ca t ion  of K h r u s h c b v ' s  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  
need f o r  countermeasures t o  "NATO pol icy"  appears  t o  have 
been t h a t  t h e  i n i t i a l  s t a g e  of a f u t u r e  war would most, 
l i k e l y  involve  t h e  exchange of nuc lea r  s t r i k e s .  Khru- 
shchev d i d  n o t  go on (as he>-d id  i n  1960) t o  s t a t e  f l a t l y  
t h a t  convent iona l  forces under nuc lea r  cond i t ions  had l o s t  
t h e i r  former importance.  B u t  he d i d  t a k e  t h e  occas ion  
a t  the  May 1958 meeting t o  reiterate the  January 1958 
Sov ie t  troop c u t  and redeployment announcements* and 
th'e o t h e r  Warsaw Pac t  t r o o p  c u t s  as an example of t h e  
b l o c ' s  "peaceful  intent ions"--not  as an  example of m e e t -  
i n g  m i l i t a r y  rea l i t i es ,  as he wouldl  s p e l l  o u t  i n  1960. 

The r o l e  t h a t  non-Soviet f o r c e s  could p l ay  i n  t h e  
pac t  under t h e  new Sovie t  image of a w a r  i n  Europe may 
have been sugges ted  i n  Khrushchev's sober r e f e r e n c e  t o  
t h e  c a p a b i l i t i e s  of t he  U.S. s t r a t e g i c  bomber f o r c e  and 
t h e  t h r e a t  of nearby U . S .  bases. In  t h i s  contex t  Khru- 
shchev i n  h i s  May 1958 speech boasted t h a t  " the Sov ie t  
Union and t h e  other W a r s a w  t r e a t y  countries can have and 
do have eve ry th ing  necessary  to keep themselves o u t  of 

* T A M  announced i n  January 1958 t h a t  t h e  Sovie t  Army, 
Navy and A i r  Force would be c u t  by 300,000 men; 41,000 
men would be withdrawn from E a s t  Germany and 1'7,000 f r o m  
Hungary. The withdrawal of Sov ie t  t r o o p s  f r o m  Rumania 
was announced a t  t he  meeting, and p a c t  commander Konev 
announced t h e  r e s o l v e  of E a s t  EUrQpean n a t i o n s  t o  reduce  
convent iona l  f o r c e s  by 119,000 men. (In 1960 Moscow 
repor t ed  t h a t  over  one q u a r t e r  m i l l i o n  a l l ied  armed 
f o r c e s  personnel  c u t s  had been made s i n c e  1955.) An 11 
Map 1965 TASS repcast of an in t e rv i ew w i t h  pac t  s t a f f  
c h i e f  Batov claimed t h a t  t h e  pac t  c o u n t r i e s  "between 
1955 and 1958 reduced  u n i l a t e r a l l y  t h e  numerical  s t r e n g t h  
of t he i r  armed f o r c e s  by 2 , 4 ~ , 0 0 0  men"--a f i g u r e  about 
s i x  t i m e s  greater t h a n  t h e  one g iven  by Moscow i n  1958. 

1 
I 

. ,  

I 
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a s t r a t e g i c a l l y  disadvantageous p o s i t i o n ,  I '  The f a c t  t h a t  
t h e  p a c t  was i n  such a p o s i t i o n  and t h a t  E a s t  European 
f o r c e s  were openly included i n  Sov ie t  s t r a t e g i c  t h i n k i n g  
on t h e  Western bomber t h r e a t  sugges t s  t h a t  a c t i v e  a l l i e d  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  a more h igh ly  e f f e c t i v e  a i r  defense  
system was regarded as an exigency under Khrushchev's 
view of a war i n  Europe. 

t aken  t o  equip  t h e  E a s t  European armies w i t h  more advanced 
a i r  defense  hardware such  as s u r f  ace- to-a i r  missiles 
(SAMs) and m i s s  i le-equ ipped a1 1 -we a t  h e r  j e t  i n t e r c e p t o r s  

-' (YIG-19s), b u t  a v a i l a b l e  evidence p o i n t s  t o  t h e  l a t t e r  

We do no t  know p r e c i s e l y  when t h e  d e c i s i o n  was 

= 1958 o r  t h e  f i r s t  h a l f  of 1959. 
as r epor t ed  t h a t  some t i m e  p r i o r  

i u m  of t h e  Sov ie t  Cen t ra l  Committee " i n  c o n s u l t a t i o n  
w i t h  p o l i t i c a l  l e a d e r s  of t h e  Warsaw Pact'' decided t o  
equ ip  t h e  E a s t  European f o r c e s  w i t h  s u r f  ace- to-a i r  m i s -  
s i l es .  * The l a s t  pact p o l i t i c a l  c o n s u l t a t i v e  conference 

p""I. 
P r i o r  t o  1960 w a s  t h e  Mky 1958 Moscow meeting, b u t  t h e  
-stated t h a t  t h e  D a c t ' s  " o o l i t i c d .  lead-  
'ers" p a r t i c i p a t e d i n  t h e  d e c i s i o n  db r ing  "uhpubl ic ized 
v i s i t s  t o  M O S C O W . ~ ~  1 has r e p o r t e d  t h a t  East  
European o f f i c e r s  were brought t o  t e USSR f o r  ground t o  
a i r  m i s s i l e  t r a i n i n g  i n  e a r l y  1959, and l a t e r  i n . t h e  year  
were s e n t  back--along wi th  SAMs,  MIG-19s and Sovie t  

r e p o r t e d  t h a t  p r i o r  t o  1960 a l l i e d  
cted i n  t ac t i ca l  ground-to-ground 

missiles. Th i s  c lear ly  sugges t s  t h a t  more than  an a n t i -  
a i r  defense  r o l e  f o r  t h e  E a s t  Europeans was being con- 
s i d e r e d  by MQSCOW. However, t h e  f i r s t  obse rva t ion  of 
such an "offensive" weapon a c t u a l l y  i n  E a s t  European f o r c e s  
d id  n o t  take p lace  u n t i l  mici-1962--i.e., a f t e r  Khrushchev's 
1961 concessions t o  h i s  t r a d i t i o n a l i s t  minded marshals 
(more on t h i s  l a t e r ) .  informed u s  
t h a t  Sov ie t  i n s t r u c t i o  
1959 w a s  l i m i t e d  t o  a cur so ry  i n t r o d u c t i o n  of gene ra l  
p r i n c i p l e s  and on ly  select Sov ie t  o f f i c e r s  were given 
i n s t r u c t i o n  i n  f i r i n g  such m i s s i l e s .  

-5- 

I 
T - - 



I I 

i n s t r u c t o r s - - t o  t r a i n  n a t i o n a l  f o r c e s .  (The f i r s t  SAM 
s i t e  manned by a l l i e d  t r o o p s  w a s  observed i n  June 1960.) . . ~. 

I 

By l a t e  1959, Khrushchev had developea n i s  e a r i i  
views on t h e  n a t u r e  and conduct of a f u t u r e  w a r  i n  Europe, 
and he placed h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  image of t h e  c o n f l i c t  before 
t h e  Supreme Sov ie t  on 1 4  January 1960. He he ld  t h a t  t h e  
character of a f u t u r e  w a r  between t h e  g r e a t  powers would 
be rocket -nuc lear ,  and t h a t  t h e  d e c i s i v e  r e s u l t s  would  
t a k e  p l a c e  i n  t h e  first minutes of t h e  c o n f l i c t .  There- 
f o r e ,  t h e  o f f e n s i v e  and de fens ive  branches of t h e  armed 
f o r c e s  involved i n  t h e  i n i t i a l  exchange were t h e  c r i t i ca l  
f o r c e s ,  and t h a t  t h e  s u r f a c e  navy, t h e  t a c t i c a l  a i r  f o r c e  
and t h e  ground f o r c e s  "had l o s t  t h e i r  prev ious  importance" 
and could be c u t  by one- th i rd .  Khrushchev d i d  n o t  list 
enemy armed forces as a t a r g e t  i n  t h e  i n i t i a l  phase of 
t h e  war; presumably he f e l t  t h a t  such forces wouldbe con- 
sumed a long  wi th  t h e  rest of c o n t i n e n t a l  Europe. As for 
pact s t r a t e g y ,  EhrushchevPs c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  r e l a t i n g  t o  
a European w a r  v i r t u a l l y  r u l e d  o u t  t h e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of 
non-Soviet f o r c e s  i n  any s i g n i f i c a n t  r o l e  b u t  tha t  of a i r  
de fense .  

The o p e r a t i o n a l  imp1 ica t  ions  of Khrushchev ' s  
s t r a t e g i c  pronouncements were s p e l l e d  o u t  i n  t h e  first 
i s s u e  of M i l i t a r y  Thought (classified t o p  secret by t h e  
S o v i e t s )  which appeared in e a r l y  1960. The s c e n a r i o  a s  
p re sen ted  i n  t h e  c lass i f ied  p u b l i c a t i o n  po r t r ayed  t h e  
v i r t u a l  l i q u i d a t i o n  of Eupope i n  which a l i m i t e d  number 
of Sov ie t  convent iona l  forces- -o ther  Warsaw P a c t  f o r c e s  
were ignored--were called upon for secondary mop-up t a s k s .  
The s a t u r a t i o n  of nuc lea r  s t r i k e s  (as called for i n  Khru- 
shchev ' s  s t r a t e g y )  l e f t  l i t t l e  room f o r  a convent iona l  
l a n d  b a t t l e  i n  Europe, and t h u s  no n e c e s s i t y  t o  coord ina te  
convent iona l  of f e n s  ive  operat ions  w i t h  Moscow s E a s t  Europ- 
e a n  a l l i e s .  

In p u b l i c  t h e  p r o f e s s i o n a l  m i l i t a r y  endorsed Khru- 
shchev ' s  s t r a t e g i c  views.  T l t h e  " t r a d i t i o n a l i s t s "  
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( inc lud ing  gene ra l  s t a f f  ch ie f  Sokolovsky and, probably,  
p a c t  commander Konev, who were rep laced  i n  1960) v igorous ly  
coun te ra t t acked  t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  imp l i ca t ions  of Khru- 
shchev ' s  s t r a t e g y .  The p r i n c i p a l  argument was t h a t  a land 
batr le  would be fought  i n  Europe in which mass S o v i e t  
armies w o u l d  be necessary .  A f e w  t r a d i t i o n a l i s t s  argued 
t h a t  no t  on ly  t h e  non- s t r a t eg ic  Sov ie t  f o r c e s  but  t h e  
a l l i e d  forces would be c a l l e d  upon. And i n  t h e  Sov ie t  

debate, t h e  u t , i l i za t  i on  of pac t  a l l i e d  f o r c e s  

cep t ion  of a war i n  Europe. General Kurochkin, i n  roundly 
c r i t i c i z i n g  t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  imp l i ca t ions  of t h e  3odern- 
ists' s t r a t e g i c  views of conduct ing a w a r ,  wrote I 

L F J  r o a c  ed i n  t h e  first r e b u t t a l  of t h e  modernist  con- 

\ 

\ I 
i n  t h e  de te rmina t ion  of t h e  degree of 
r e a c t i o n  it is necessary  t o  consider 
t h a t  nuc lear -miss i le  weapons m u s t  be 
used  i n  a d e c i s i v e  and purposefu l  way, 
b u t  on ly  w i t h i n  t h e  l i m i t s  of expedi- 
ence. .  The f o r s a k i n g  of t h i s  r equ i r e -  
ment can l e a d  t o  a s i t u a t i o n  wherein 
a war unleashed by aggres so r s  w i l l  
involve  s u c h  l a r g e  human and material 
l o s s e s  on both sides t h a t  the  con- 
sequences may be c a t a s t r o p h i c  f o r  man- 
k i n d .  

I n  one case it may be necessary  
t o  conduct o p e r a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  complete 
d e s t r u c t i o n  of t h e  means of r e t a l i a t i o n ,  
and in another--to d e s t r o y  t h e  s t r a t e g i c  
nuc lea r  weapons bases. I t  is clear t h a t  
i n  a s t r a t e g i c  s i t u a t i o n  of t h i s  t ype  
it may be p o s s i b l e  t o  f i n d  a p l a c e  f o r  
t h e  u t i l i z a t i o n  of t h e  o t h e r  branches 
of t h e  armed f o r c e s  of t h e  Sov ie t  Union, 
and of t h e  f o r c e s  of other c o u n t r i e s  
of t h  e S o c i a l i s t  camp. (emphasis sup- 
~1 led) 

Kuroc-kin d i d  not  e x p l i c i t l y  s ta te  t h e  "place" t o  be found 
o r  t h e  "branch" t o  be employed by t h e  a l l i ed  f o r c e s .  He 
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11. The Offens ive  Mission 

The 1961 B e r l i n  Crisis Compromise : When Khrushchev 
decided in l a t e  1960 or e a r l y  1961 t 8 t r y  t o  i n t i m i d a t e  
t h e  West into making concessions on B e r l i n  and Germany, 
he w a s  soon faced  by a c o a l i t i o n  of h i s  l e a d i n g  o f f i c e r s  
who countered t h a t  r e l i a n c e  on rocke t -nuc lear  weapons 
a lone  would j eopa rd ize  Sovie t  s e c u r i t y  . The Sovie t  m a r -  
s h a l s  (and p a r t i c u l a r l y  Malinovsky and Grechko*) appealed,  

*Malinovsky 's cr i t ic ism w a s  made i m p l i c i t  i n  h i s  22nd 
P a r t y  Congress speech i n  which he called for  mul t i -mi l l i on  
man army whi le  f a i l i n g  t o  draw a U.S.-USSR m i l i t a r y  s t r e n g t h  
comparison. 
s u p e r i o r i t y  throughout the y e a r . )  1 (Khrushchev had emphasized Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  

I s s a t r s x a c e i o n  wi tn  lulrusnen v's i n t e n t i o n  to reduce t h e  
size of t h e  army, and he f e l t  so s t r o n g l y  about t h i s  t h a t  
he th rea t ened  to retire,  whatever the consequences, s ta t -  
i n g  t h a t  it w a s  r i d i c u l o u s  t o  depend on nuc lea r -mis s i l e  
weapons a lone .  
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.. arguing  t h a t  t h e  Sov ie t  convent ional  f o r c e s  were not  ak  
an adequate  l e v e l  of combat preparedness  f o r  a showdown 
over  B e r l i n  and tha t  t h e  1960 t roop  and budget proposal  
s h o u l d  be suspended. And i n  e a r l y  <1961 t h e  t r a d i t i o n -  

debate began t o  appear i n  a cr  is is progressed--and 
a l i s t s  views i n  t h e  
open Sov ie t  imed ia.. 
as t h e  U.S. v igorous ly  reacted by s h a r p l y  i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  
m i l i t a r y  budget f o r  s t ra teg ic  and convent ional  weaponry, 
ex tending  tours of du ty ,  i nc reas ing  d r a f t  quotas  and 
mob i l i z ing  a s u b s t a n t i a l  number of r e s e r v i s t s - - t h e  Sov ie t  
marshals  advanced t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  s t r a t e g i c  views i n  
c a l l i n g  f o r  massive Sov ie t  convent ional  f o r c e s  t o  f i g h t  
a l and  war i n  Europe. I n  s h o r t ,  Khrushchev's 1960 
s t r a t e g i c  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  were on t h e  b r ink  of being  over- 
tu rned  by t h e  p r o f e s s i o n a l  m i l i t a r y .  

s ea rch ing  f o r  a method t o  sa lvage  the  p r i n c i p a l  a t t r i b -  
utes of h i s  s t r a t e g i c  cons ide ra t ions  and t h u s  m i t i g a t e  
t h e  e f f o r t s  of h i s  m i l i t a r y  p r o f e s s i o n a l s .  One such 
temporary panacea was presented  by a Major General A .  
Klyukanov 1 

Khrushchev a t  t h e  same t i m e  seems t o  have been 

I a lyueanov ' s  a i s c u s s i o n  maae iz clear m a z  I 
t h e r e  had been i t t l e  s e r i o u s  cons ide ra t ion  given by t h e  
Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  t o  t h e  u s e  of a l l i e d  f o r c e s  i n  j o i n t  
o p e r a t  i ons  e He wrote t h a t  "unfor tuna te ly"  Soviet-East 
European m i l i t a r y  coord ina t ion  "is n o t  shared  even wi th  
a l i m i t e d  number of g e n e r a l s  and s e n i o r  o f f i c e r s  of t h e  
Sov ie t  t r o o p s  deployed i n  t h e  border  m i l i t a r y  d i s t r i c t s  
who, i n  case of war, m u s t  pe r sona l ly  direct  combat opera- 
t i o n s  of t h e i r  t r o o p s  i n  coord ina t ion  w i t h  t h e  t r o o p s  
on or from t h e  t e r r i t o ry  of t h e  c o u n t r i e s  of t h e  S o c i a l i s t  
camp. 1' 

In r e t r o s p e c t ,  a proposal  somewhat 1 ike  Klyukanov ' s  
seems t o  u n d e r l i e  much of t h e  d e c i s i o n  t o  commence t h e  
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f i r s t  j o i n t  m i l i t a r y  exercises i n  t h e  f a l l  of 1961.* 
And t h e  concept  of j o i n t  t r a i n i n g  appears  t o  have pro- 
vided Xhrushchev wi th  a temporary counterporposal  i n  an 
e f f o r t  to:hold down t h e  numerical  s t r e n g t h  of t h e  Sov ie t  
convent iona l  f o r c e s ,  or a t  l eas t  t o  prevent  a l a r g e r  
Sov ie t  mob i l i za t ion  on t h e  scale envisaged by Malinovsky 
i n  his October 1961 p l e a  f o r  "mass, mu l t imi l l i on - s t rong  
armed forces" f o r  t h e  conduct of a f u t u r e  w a r .  Increased  
r e l i a n c e  on non-Soviet f o r c e s  would not  on ly  ease t h e  

*It is i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  note  t h a t  a Major General A.  
Klyukanov w a s  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  1961 as a m e m b e r  of t h e  
Thi rd  Shock Army, G r o u p  of Soviet Forces Germany (GSFG) 
--an area included i n  t h e  first j o i n t  act exercises 
carr ied out in t h e  f a l l  of t h a t  year .  



I I 

s t r a i n s  of suspending t h e  1960 Sov ie t  t r o o p  c u t  p roposa l ,  
b u t  would also pass  on t o  E a s t  European m i l i t a r y  budgets  
p a r t  of t h e  c o s t  of modern combined a ~ m s  equipment.* 

That Khrushchev w a s  less  t h a n  e n t h u s i a s t i c  about 
r e v e r s i n g  h i s  earl ier t r o o p  and budget c u t  p o l i c i e s  was 
made p a i n f u l l y  ev iden t  i n  h i s  8 J u l y  1961 speech t o  m i l i -  
t a r y  g radua te s  i n  which he announced t h e  suspens ion  of 
t h e  January 1960 t r o o p  c u t  proposal  and t h e  increased  
a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  f o r  defense .  H e  emphat i ca l lg  expla ined  
t h a t  t h e  measures were "temporary," t h a t  t h e y  were re- 
spons ive  i n  na tu re ,  and t h a t  they  would be promptly 
r e sc inded  upon r e c e i p t  of evidence  t ha t  t h e  U . S .  was 
w i l l i n g  t o  r e l a x  t e n s i o n s .  I n  t h e  same speech,  Khru- 
shchev a l s o  mentioned t h e  a l l i e d  c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  t h e  
s t r e n g t h  of the  pac t :  "It is admitted i n  t h e  West t h a t  
t h e  s t r e n g t h  of the  Sov ie t  Union and the o t h e r  s o c i a l i s t  
s ta tes  is n o t  i n f e r i o r  t o  t h e  f o r c e s  of t h e  Western 
powers. '* While Khrushchev's b r i e f  r e f e r e n c e  f a l l s  s h o r t  
of i n d i c a t i n g  a p o l i c y  of t app ing  a l l ied  resources t o  
ease Sov ie t  mob i l i za t ion  s t r a i n s ,  it does i n d i c a t e  t h a t  
Khrushchev i n  J u l y  1961 regarded t h e  m i l i t a r y  s t r e n g t h  
of "o ther  soc i a l i s t  c o u n t r i e s "  as a meaningful f a c t o r  i n  
t h e  Eas t -West  balance of forces. L e s s  t han  f o u r  months 
earlier,  the 29 March communique of t h e  pac t  P o l i t i c a l  
Consu l t a t ive  Committee (meeting i n  Moscow) s ta ted  t h a t  
" the  n a t i o n s  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  t h e  Warsaw 'Preaty, du r ing  
t h e  course of a thorough exchange of opin ion ,  coord ina ted  
m e a s u r e s  which they  cons ide r  necessary  t o  implement i n  
t h e  i n t e r e s t  of f u t u r e  s t r e n g t h e n i n g  t he i r  de fens ive  
c a p a b i l i t i e s . "  And less than  f o u r  months a f t e r  h i s  J u l y  
" r e v e r s a l , "  Khrushchev i n  h i s  27 October speech a t  t h e  
22nd P a r t y  Congress claimed t h a t  "the Sovie t  Union and 

I 
*Soviet  combined-arm equipment s e n t  t o  t h e  a l l i e d  

armies increased  no t  on ly  i n  q u a n t i t y  but a l s o  i n  q u a l i t y  
fo l lowing  t h e  1961 B e r l i n  crisis. For a good d i s c u s s i o n  
of t h e  modernizat ion of t h e  a l l i ed  a r m i e s ,  see '1 

I 
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t h e  c o u n t r i e s  of t h e  soc i a l i s t  camp are now even s t r o n g e r .  
compared t o  t h e  i m p e r i a l i s t s  . I t  

a t  t h e  congress  made no clai$ t o  m i l i t a r y  s u p e r i o r i t y  
or even e q u a l i t y  wi th  t h e  "imperialists." 
Malinovsky noted t h a t  j o i n t  pac t  e x e r c i s e s  had been he ld  
i n  1961, he advanced .no eva lua t ion  of t h e  E a s t  European 
armies' new p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  the realm of o f f e n s i v e  m i l i -  
t a r y  o p e r a t i o n s .  Th i s  sugges t s  t b a t  Malinovsky viewed 
t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of t h e  E a s t  European armies i n  a some- 
what d i f f e r e n t  l i g h t  t han  had Khrushchev, and t h a t  t h e  
requi rements  of warfare  i n  Europe had t o  be m e t  from 
S o v i e t  r e s o u r c e s .  

In c o n t r a s t ,  Malinovsky i n  h i s  23 October speech 

And even though 

While Malinovsky may have been r e f l e c t i n g  concern 
over the  r e l i a b i l i t y  of t h e  E a s t  European armies, Khru- 
shchev himself may have had second thoughts  about t h e  
p o l i t i c a l  w i s d o m  of equipping  t h e  s a t e l l i t e  f o r c e s  w i t h  
modern o f f e n s i v e  weaponry. Khrushchev's subsequent  
r e t u r n  t o  h i s  former s t r a t e g i c  views s u g g e s t s  no t  on ly  
t h a t  h i s  1961 g e s t u r e s  i n  favor  of Sov ie t  convent iona l  
s t r a t egy  w e r e  t a c t i c a l  ones,  b u t  t h a t  h i s  acceptance of 
an  E a s t  European convent ional  reequipment p o l i c y  might 
have been less than  e n t h u s i a s t i c .  And i n  1962 compara- 
t i v e l y  short  s h r i f t  w a s  g iven t o  nowSov ie t  m i l i t a r y  
c o n t r i b u t i o n s  by Khrushchev, who w a s  aga in  engaged i n  
ano the r  e f f o r t  t o  i n t i m i d a t e  the  U . S .  i n t o  concess ions  
- - t h i s  t i m e  by i n s t a l l i n g  o f f ens ive  m i s s i l e s  i n  Cuba. 
Khrushchev's i n i t i a l ' c o n e e r n  ( i f  i n  f a c t  he had had any) 
OveP t h e  1961 pact"  modernization program may have stemmed 
n o t  on ly  from h i s  s t r o n g  s t r a t e g i c  views b u t  a lso f r o m  
p o l i t i c a l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  such as t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of 
f u r t h e r  exace rba t ing  E a s t  Eurspean n a t i o n a l  sen t iment  
by t h e  c r e a t i o n  of s t r o n g  n a t i o n a l  o f f e n s i v e  f o r c e s .  

The remedy for  s u c h  a po l i t i ca l  t r e n d  w a s ,  of course ,  
t i g h t e r  p a c t  m i l i t a r y  i n t e g r a t i o n  and subord ina t  ion  t o  
t h e  Sov ie t  defense  m i n i s t r y .  And t o  t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  " m a s s ,  
m u l t i - m i l l i m  man armies" was t h e  theme of t h e  t r a d i t i o n -  
a l i s t s ,  it is p o s s i b l e  t h a t  t i g h t e r  c o n t r o l  over  t h e  m i € -  
l i o n - p l u s  E a s t  European f o r c e s  may have been a t  least 
oqe aspec t  of t h e  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y ' s  p a r t  of the  ba rga in  
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i n  t h e  1961 compromise. A t  any ra te ,  i n  1962 i n d i c a t i o n s  
of g r e a t e r  Sovie t  c o n t r o l  of a l l i e d  o f f e n s i v e  f o r c e s  
began t o  emerge. I n  c o n t r a s t  t o  General Klyukanov's 
e a r l y  1961 sugges t ion  ( c i t e d  ear l ie r )  f o r  g r e a t e r  coord i -  
n a t i o n  wi th  a l l i e d  t r o o p s .  an a r t i c l e  i n  t h e  t h i r d  i s s u e  
of M i l i t a r y  Thought in i962  f l a t l y  s t a t e d  t h a t  a l l i e d  
armies of t h e  pact should be d i r e c t l y  subord ina te  t o  
Sov ie t  c o n t r o l  of o p e r a t i o n s .  The Sov ie t  au tho r ,  a 
.Colonel V. Zemskov, s ta ted t h a t :  

a t  t h e  s t a r t  of a w a r  it is necessary  t o  
e l i m i n a t e '  d u a l  c o n t r o l  of a l l i e d  armies 
(by t h e  f r o n t  commander and t h e  m i l i t a r y  
l e a d e r s h i p  of t h e  a l l i e d  c o u n t r i e s ) .  The 
armies should r e c e i v e  combat t a s k s  on ly  
f r o m  t h e  f r o n t  commander. 

And t h e  command of a f r o n t ,  according t o  subsequent  sou rces  
is a S o v i e t  o p e r a t i o n .  A t  about t h e  same t i m e  Zemskov's 
a r t i c l e  appeared i n  c lass i f ied c i r c u l a t i o n  (May o r  June 
1962) ,  t h e  formula of Sov ie t  d i r e c t i o n  of a l l i e d  of fen-  
s i v e  f o r c e s  appeared i n  t h e  Sovie t  volume, M i l i t a r y  
S t r a t e g y .  
S t r a t e g y  (which were w r i t t e n  by a group of 1 5  S o v i a  
o f f i c e r s  under t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of Marshal Sokolovsky) in -  
c l u d e d  a passage under t h e  subsec t ion  e n t i t l e d  "poss ib l e  
agenc ie s  of command of t h e  Sov ie t  Union's armed f o r c e s  
i n  inodern cond i t ions"  c a l l i n g  for direct  Sov ie t  c o n t r o l  
of a l l i ed  t roops :  

Both t h e  1962 and t h e  1963 editi-ilitary 

Opera t iona l  u n i t s  i nc lud ing  armied f o r c e s  
of d i f f e r e n t  s o c i a l i s t  c o u n t r i e s  can be 
created t o  conduct j o i n t  o p e r a t i o n s  i n  
m i l i t a r y  theaters .  The command of t h e s e  
u n i t s  can be ass igned  t o  t h e  Supreme High 
Command of t h e  Sov ie t  A r m e d  Forces, w i t h  
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of t h e  supreme high com- 
mands of t h e  a l l i e d  c o u n t r i e s .  

The " w a r t i m e "  command of t h e  p a c t  forces as presented  i n  
t h e  Zemskov and Sokolovsky formula is, of course, i n  
s h a r p  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  "peacetime" cha in  of command a s  
o f f i c i a l l y  proclaimed i n  t h e  1955 Warsaw Trea ty  and i n  
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subsequent  o f f i c i a l  s t a t emen t s  on p a c t  o rgan iza t ion .  
Sov ie t  Supreme High Command would c o n t r o l  no t  on ly  t h e  
s t r a t e g i c  d i r e c t i o n  of t h e  w a r ,  b u t  c e r t a i n  i n d i v i d u a l  
w a r t i m e  combat o p e r a t i o n s  (such as reassignment  of t ac t ica l  
miss ions)  and, presumably t h e  peacetime joint m i l i t a r y  
e x e r c i s e s .  1 

The 

Another a spec t  of t h e  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y P s  p a r t  of 
t h e  ba rga in  i n  the  1961 compromise w a s ,  of course ,  t a c i t  
acceptance of t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l i s t  view of the  need for  
m a s s  armies i n  Europe under nuc lear  c o n d i t i o n s .  And t h e  
modernizat ion of a l l i ed  o f f e n s i v e  f o r c e s  relates t o  t h e  
t r a d i t i o n a l i s t  view i n  t h e  sense  t h a t  s t r eng thened  pact 
f o r c e s  c o u l d  be regarded by t h e  Sov ie t  marshals  as v i t a l  
t o  t h e  success of t h e  Sovie t  i nvas ion - -pa r t i cu la r ly  if 
Western s t r i k e s  blocked t h e  road and r a i l  re inforcement  
e f f o r t  f r o m  the  Sovie t  Union. In s h o r t ,  sa te l l i t e  f o r c e s  
would be of g r e a t e r  va lue  as planned replacements  f o r  
weakened Sov ie t  u n i t s  i f  t h e  former were equipped w i t h  
modern combined arms equipment. Tha t  the  Sov ie t s  were 
concerned with t h e  problem of i s o l a t i o n  between t h e  f r o n t  
and t h e  rear by means of enemy nuc lea r  s t r i k e s  w a s  made 
clear i n  an ar t ic le  by Major General P. S tepsh in  i n  t h e  
secret v e r s i o n  of M i l  it a r y  Thought , i s s u e  s i x  (December 
1961) : 

I t  is s u f f i c i e n t  t o  no te  t h a t  t h e  prob- 
able enemy can t a k e  s p e c i a l  m e a s u r e s  a t  
t h e  beginning of a w a r  t o  u p s e t  t h e  move- 
ment of r e s e r v e s  forward , f rom t h e  depth  
of t h e  count ry  by s e t t i n g  up so -ca l l ed  
"nuclear  o b s t r u c t i o n  barriers" a long  t h e  
n a t u r a l  l i n e s  i n t e r s e c t i n g  t h e  basic 
1 i n e s  of communications. Simultaneously,  
a large number of nuc lea r  s t r i k e s  can be 
d e l i v e r e d  a g a i n s t  t r o o p s ,  road j u n c t i o n s ,  
s t a t i o n s ,  t u n n e l s  p o r t s  and wharves. 

However, t h e  use of non-Soviet t r o o p s  t o  remedy t h e  prob- 
able re inforcement  problem w a s  n o t  mentioned by  S tepsh in  
or by any o t h e r  M i l i t a r y  Thought -- author .  



I I 

The ques t ion  of Eas t  European m i l i t a r y  r e l i a b i l i t y  
h a s  probably concerned t h e  marshal (and t h e  Kremlin 
leaders as w e l l )  from t h e  t i m e  t h e  d e c i s i o n  was f i n a l l y  
t a k e n  t o  t a r g e t  non-Soviet f o r c e s  against.NATO up t o  t h e  
p r e s e n t  t i m e .  The marshals ,  however, c o u l d  have regarded  
t h e  r e l i a b i l i t y  issue in a somewhat d i f f e r e n t  l i g h t  
owing t o  t h e  real i t ies  of nuc lear  war i n  Europe. That 
is, t h e  modernized p a c t  f o r c e s  possess  a s t a n d i n g  va lue  
to Moscow b y  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  non-Soviet advancing f o r c e s  
could  draw some NATO f i r e  from advancing Sovie t  u n i t s .  
The d i r e c t i o n  of the  advancing non-Soviet f o r c e s  was 
probably another  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  a f f e c t i n g  MOSCOW'S view 
of E a s t  European m i l i t a r y  r e l i a b i l i t y - - e  . g . ,  would t h e  
Czech f o r c e s  f i g h t  more v igorous ly  t h e i r  t r a d i t i o n a l  
enemy ( G e r m a n s )  t h a n  o t h e r  enemy groupings? Th i s  r a t i o n a l e  
may, i n  p a r t ,  u n d e r l i e  t h e  Sokolovsky a u t h o r ' s  exp lana t ion  
t h a t  Sovie t  c o n t r o l  of ope ra t ions  i n  t h e  European t h e a t e r s  
does not  mean t h a t  a l l  E a s t  European n a t i o n a l  f o r c e s  w i l . 1  
act as " f i l l e r s "  f o r  Sovie t  u n i t s .  Both e d i t i o n s  of 
M i l i t a r y  Strategy po in t  ou t  t h a t  

i n  some m i l i t a r y  t h e a t e r s ,  o p e r a t i o n a l  
u n i t s  of t h e  a l l i ed  c o u n t r i e s  w i l l  be 
under t he i r  own supreme high command. 
I n  such  cases, these u n i t s  can  be com- 
manded according t o  j o i n t  concepts  and 
p l ans  of o p e r a t i o n s ,  and by close 
coord ina t ion  of t r o o p  o p e r a t i o n s  through 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  of these c o u n t r i e s  . 

The "ope ra t iona l  u n i t s  of t h e  a l l i e d  c o u n t r i e s . .  .under 
t h e i r  own supreme h igh  command"--rather t han  t h e  E a s t  
European u n i t s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  ass igned t o  t h e  Warsaw Pact 
J o i n t  Command--generally are ass igned  home defense  and 
s u p p l y  miss ions  by t h e  Eas t  European n a t i o n a l  defense  
m i n i s t r i e s .  C e r t a i n  t e r r a i n  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s ,  however, 
may i n  some cases s e r v e  t o  obscure t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  
between t h e  two t y p e s  of al l ied f o r c e s .  P o l i t i c a l  con- 
s i d e r a t i o n s  may a l s o  p lay  a p a r t  in t h e  a l l o c a t i o n  of 
semi-independent combat tasks. A t  any ra te  t h e  ass ign-  
ments of some independent missions to  the a l l ied  commands 
seems t o  r e f l e c t  t h e  same r a t i o n a l e  taken  i n  t h e  ear l ier  
pe r iod  of t h e  pac t  f o r  a i r  defense  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  
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That is, Sov ie t  p l anne r s  appear t o  have c a p i t a l i z e d  on 
c e r t a i n  i n d i v i d u a l  E a s t  European n a t i o n a l  i n t e r e s t s  Gin 
a d d i t  ion  t o  c e r t a i n  t e r r a i n  cons ide ra t ions )  t o  m a x i m i z e  
t h e i r  s e p a r a t e  miss ions  i n  t h e  a t t a c k ,  wh i l e  r e t a i n i n g  

While avoiding a d e s c r i p t i o n  of "who w i l l  a t t a c k  whom," 
t h i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  approach was o b l i q u e l y  r e f e r r e d  t o  
i n  a Nedelya a r t i c l e  by Colonel General  S .  Shtemenko 
( i s s u e  six, 31 January-6 February 1965) a f t e r  a d iscus-  
s i o n  of "combat tasks" :  

t h e  Sovie t  claim t o  o v e r - a l l  d i r e c t i o n  of t h e  o p e r a t i o n .  , (  

It m u s t  be noted t h a t  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  
d o c t r i n e  is of a t r u l y  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  
na tu re  and is i n  keeping w i t h  the  basic 
i n t e r e s t s  of a l l  s o c i a l i s t  c o u n t r i e s  
i nc lud ing  those  uni ted  by t h e  Warsaw 
P a c t .  It bears i n  mind t h e  n e c e s s i t y  
t o  p re se rve  i n  each social!bt coun t ry  
t h e  r e s p e c t i v e  c o u n t r y ' s  na t ionaJ  
. p e c u l i a r i t i e s  i n  m i l i t a r y  development, 
a f a c t  which s t r e n g t h e n s  t h e  m i l i t a r y  
a l l i a n c e  of t h e  s o c i a l i s t  s ta tes .  

The Post-Cuba Crisis Debate : Khrushchev * s m i l i t a r y  
views s u f f e r e d  a second ma.ior setback fo l lowing  h i s  f a i l -  
u r e  t o  q p i d l y  redress t h e - s t r a t e g i c  equa t ion  by i n s t a l -  
l i n g  medium-and-long-range m i s s i l e s  i n  Cuba .  And, as i n  
t h e  days of t h e  1961 B e r l i n  c r i s i s ,  t h e  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  
r e a c t i o n  reflected a s t r o n g  b ias  i n  favoP of convent iona l  
forces. B u t  t h e  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  element i n  t h e  renewed 
s t r a t e g i c  debate w a s  t h a t  now both schoo l s  of thought  
t u rned  t o  t h e  "compromise" i n  direct  suppor t  of var ious  
a s p e c t s  of t h e i r  arguments. 

For example, Khrushchev in h i s  February e l e c t i o n  
speech renewed h i s  earl ier l i n e  on Sov ie t  and a l l i e d  
c o n t r i b u t i o n s  t o  p a c t  m i l i t a r y  s u p e r i o r i t y .  A t  t h e  
s m e  t i m e  he lamented t h e  burdensome cost of keeping 
Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  c a p a b i l i t i e s  from f a l l i n g  behind t h o s e  
of t h e  West and reiterated h i s  earlier views on the  n a t u r e  
of nuc lea r  w a r .  I t  appeared p a r t i c u l a r l y  c u r i o u s  t h a t  
Khrushchev would refer t o  Soviet and a l l ied  m i l i t a r y  
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s u p e r i o r i t y ,  t h e n  complain about t h e  v a s t  amout of re- 
sources a l l o c a t e d  t o  t h e  Sov ie t  armed f o r c e s ,  and then  
conclude w i t h  t h e  impl i ca t ion  t h a t  a nuc lea r  war would 
be d e c i s i v e l y  se t t led  be fo re  l a r g e  a r m i e s  could perform 
any s i g n i f i c a n t  mission.  An exp lana t ion  may be t h a t  a t  
t h i s  t i m e  Khrushchev's a t t e n t i o n  was directed toward (1) 
blocking  t h e  e f f o r t s  of t hose  who were a t tempt ing  t o  
conver t  h i s  temporary 1961 concessions t o  convent ional  
s t r a t e g y  i n t o  a f u l l  r e v e r s a l ,  and (2) renewing h i s  1960 
e f f o r t  t o  reduce t h e  numerical  s t r e n g t h  of t h e  armed 
f o r c e s  and c u t  t h e  m i l i t a r y  budget.  

I n  e a r l y  s p r i n g  1963 Khrushchev tu rned  h i s  emphasis 
on a l l i e d  capabi l i t i es  i n  another  e f f o r t  Lo head o f f  a 
renewed campaign from t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l i s t s  i n  t h e  Sov ie t  
h igh  command,* B u t  t h i s  t i m e  h i s  e f f o r t s  were not  carried 
o u t  i n  a crisis atmosphere. Thus, while  Khrushchev pur- 
s u e d  h i s  1963 p o l i c y  of d e t e n t e  wi th  t h e  West ( l i m i t e d  
t es t  ban t r e a t y ,  ban on o r b i t i n g  nuc lea r  weapons, e t c . )  , 
E a s t  European m i l i t a r y  e f f o r t s  were r e c e i v i n g  emphasis i n  
t h e  Sov ie t  propaganda media.  The d e t e n t e  p o l i c y  reached 
a h igh  w i t h  the s i g n i n g  of t h e  l i m i t e d  test ban t r e a t y  
in August, and t h e  campaign t o  d i r ec t  a t t e n t i o n  t o  a l l ied  
e f for t s  h i t  an all-time high  i n  t h e  unprecedented amount 
of b l o c  propaganda t h a t  was devoted t o  a j o i n t  pac t  exer - '  
c ise--"Operation Qumte%"--in September 1963. And f i n a l l y  
i n  December 1963 Khrushchev r e t u r n e d  t o  h i s  m i l i t a r y  bud- 
g e t  and manpower r educ t ion  proposa l ,  t h i s  t i m e  armed w i t h  
improved E a s t  European f o r c e s  i n  one hand and a d e t e n t e  
p o l i c y  i n  t h e  o t h e r .  In  h i s  l a t e  1963 approach, Khrushchev's 

*We have found no e x p l i c i t  s ta tement  by Khrushchev or 
any o t h e r  Sov ie t  leader t h a t  Sovie t  f o r c e s  could be c u t  
due  t o  t h e  increased  c a p a b i l i t i e s  of t h e  E a s t  European 
forces. Such an assessment,  w h i l e  probably sound, would 
be f a r  from prudent  f o r  Moscow*s l i n e  t o  t h e  E a s t  Europ- 
e a n s  i n  t h e  sense  t h a t  s u c h  an open a s s e r t i o n  could un- 
n e c e s s a r i l y  hamper t h e  m i l i t a r y  i n t e g r a t i o n  e f for t  and 
c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  and economic d r i f t  from 
Moscow. 
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view of t h e  East-West balance of s t r e n g t h  r e p e a t e d l y  in- 
cluded r e f e r e n c e s  t o  t h e  c o n t r i b u t i o n  of t h e  a l l i e d  
armies;  i n  c o n t r a s t ,  Warsaw P a c t  f o r c e s  were not  mentioned 
i n  KhrushchevOs 1960 t r o o p  and budget c u t  f o r m u l a .  

1 4  January 1960 Khrushchev 
Supreme Sov ie t  Speech. 

The Council of Min i s t e r s  
p u t s  before  you f o r  considera-  
t i o n  and conf i rmat ion  t h e  
proposal  t o  r educe  o u r  
armed f o r c e s  by another  1 . 2  
m i l l i o n  men. If s u c h  a 
proposal  is accepted by t h e  
Supreme Sov ie t ,  our  army 
and navy w i l l  have a comple- 
ment of 2,423,000 men. Thus 
t h e  complement of our  armed 
f o r c e s  w i l l  be below t h e  l e v e l  
proposed by t h e  United S t a t e s ,  
B r i t a i n ,  and France dur ing  
t h e  d i scuss ion  of t h e  d i s a r -  
mament problem i n  1956. 
These proposa ls  envisaged 
f o r  t h e  Sov ie t  Union and t h e  
United States armed f o r c e s  
a t  a l e v e l  of 2.5  m i l l i o n  men 
each. 

We agreed t o  t h i s  proposal  and 
have on o u r  p a r t  advanced it 
many t i m e s ,  proceeding, of 
cour se ,  from t h e  premise t h a t  
t h i s  w o u l d  be only t h e  f i r s t  
s t e p  in t h e  f i e l d  of armed 
f o r c e s  r educ t ion .  W e  mentioned 
these f i g u r e s  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  
i n  the proposa ls  of t h e  Sov ie t  
Government t o  t h e  General 
Assembly i n  t h e  autumn of 
1956. More than  three y e a r s  
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15 December 1963 Khrushchev 
CPSU Centr  a1 Commit  tee 
plenum speech.  

When t h e  ques t ion  w a s  
raised of reducing  t h e  
number of armed f o r c e s  
and armaments of t h e  
Sovie t  Union and its a l l i e s  
of t h e  Warsaw P a c t  on 
t h e  one s ide  and t h e  
number of t h e  armed forces 
and armaments of t h e  l a r g e  
Western s ta tes  and t h e i r  
NATO a l l ies  on t h e  o t h e r ,  
it was i n v a r i a b l y  poin ted  
out  t o  u s  t h a t  t h e  Western 
powers cannot agree t o  
any e s s e n t i a l  r e d u c t  ion  
of their  armed f o r c e s  
and armaments , p r  imar il y 
because t h e  Sov ie t  Union 
and its a l l i e s  possess  
a l a r g e  preponderance 
p r e c i s e l y  i n  t h e  number 
of armed f o r c e s  and con- 
v e n t i o n a l  armaments. 

A t  the  same t i m e ,  it w a s  
s ta ted t h a t  i n  view of 
t h i s  t h e  Western s t a t e s  
m u s t  p re se rve  and accumula t e  
nuc lea r  arms i n  o rde r  t o  
balance t h e  might of t h e i r  
armed f o r c e s  wi th  t h e  
might of t h e  armed f o r c e s  
of t h e  Warsaw Pact coun- 
t r ies .  Th i s  w a s  sa id  a t  



1 I 

have passed s i n c e  then, but 
agreement has  n o t  y e t  been 
achieved on t h i s .  A p roposa l  
is now be ing  made t o  reduce 
t h e  armed f o r c e s  t o  a lower 
l e v e l ,  and w e  are doing t h i s  
o u r s e l v e s ,  without  de l ays ,  
wi thout  an unnecessary waste 
of t i m e  and energy,  without 
t h e  nervous s t r a i n  connected 
w i t h  e n d l e s s  arguments with 
o u r  p a r t n e r s  on the  q u e s t i o n  
of disarmament. 

t h e  t i m e  when t h e  Sov ie t  
Union was proposing--and 
w e  a l s o  propose t h i s  now-- 
t o  agree  t h a t  t h e  s t r e n g t h  . 
of its armed f o r c e s  be 
equa l  t o  t h e  s t r e n g t h  
of t h e  armed f o r c e s  of 
t h e  United States .  

E a s t  European armed f o r c e s  were aga in  brought up by Khru- 
shchev i n  t h e  con tex t  of h i s  1 4  February 1964 CPSU Cen- 
t r a l  Committee plenum remarks abouts t h e  "measures w e  are 
t a k i n g  t o  reduce defense  expendi tures"  and t h e  numerical  
s t r e n g t h  of t h e  Sov ie t  f o r c e s :  

I should  l i k e  t o  s a y  a few words about 
t h e  m e a s u r e s  w e  are t a k i n g  t o  reduce 
defense expend i tu re s  The i m p e r i a l i s t  
i d e o l o g i s t s  shou t  a l o t  about t h e  Sovie t  
Union's be ing  a l l e g e d l y  fo rced  t o  reduce 
armaments and armed f o r c e s  because of 
difff i c u l t i e s  i n  economic development. 
Attempts are a l s o  being made t o  advance 
a theo ry  about t h e  Sovie t  Union's be ing  
unable t o  develop its economy and 
s t r e n g t h e n  its defense s imul taneous ly ,  
because it is unable t o  compete wi th  
c a p i t a l i s m  s u c c e s s f u l l y  . A l l  t h e s e  
are, n a t u r a l l y ,  f a b r i c a t i o n s .  They 
show t h a t  t h e  opponents of socialism 
are very  worried by t h e  tempestuous de- 
velopment of t h e  S o v i e t  Union and t h e  
s o c i a l i s t  c o u n t r i e s  and by t h e  f a c t  
%hat s o c i a l i s t  c o u n t r i e s  have now 
created armed f o r c e s  equal--as has  
been admit ted by t h e  leaders of the 
i m p e r i a l i s t  powers--to t h e  f o r c e s  of 
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t h e  c a p i t a l i s t  world. And w e  b e l i e v e  
t h a t  o u r  armed f o r c e s  are more power- 
f ul. (emphasis supp l i ed )  

One conspicuous c o n t r a s t  wi th  ghrushchev's 1960 
e f f o r t  followed i n  t h e  wake of h i s  l a tes t  budgetary pro- 
p o s a l s .  Whereas i n  1960 abundant propaganda suppor t  had 
been g iven  t o  t h e  manpower and budget c u t  p roposa l ,  
KhrushchevDs December 1963 and February 1964 proposa ls  
w e r e  g iven minimal a t t e n t i o n  i n  t h e  Sov ie t  media. (The 
l e a d i n g  Sovie t  marshals  remained s i l e n t  on t h e  manpower 
r e d u c t  ion  sugges t  i on .  ) 
s i l e n t  on t h e  changes i n  and r e p o r t e d  l i m i t e d  t r o o p  with- 
drawals from t h e  GSFG i n  t h e  summer of 1964. 

. The t r a d i t i o n a l i s t s  i n  1963 and 1964 made it clear 

And open Sov ie t  sources remained 

t h a t  t h e y  d i d  not accept  Khrushchev*s new r a t i o n a l e  for  
t h e  t r o o p  c u t ,  and they  argued w i t h  equa l  v igo r  t h a t  
under t h e  o b t a i n i n g  c o n d i t i o n s  ( i . e . ,  " w i l d  men" i n  t h e  
U.S., fasc is t s  and r e v a n c h i s t s  in t h e  FRG, e t c . ) ,  " the 
Sov ie t  Union and t h e  peoples  of the commonwealth of 
s o c i a l i s t  n a t i o n s  are compelled t o  s t r e n g t h e n  in every 
way t h e  defense p o t e n t i a l  of the soc ia l i s t  camp, and t o  
see t o  it t h a t  their  armed forces are always k e p t  i n  com- 
bat r e a d i n e s s  capable  of d e a l i n g  r e t a l i a t o r y  blows t o  
any aggressor"  (Marshal Botmistrov, 20 February 1964 
TASS inlterview on A r m e d  Forces  Day). S i m i l a r l y ,  pac t  
commandqr Grechko i n  h i s  8 July 1964 Kremlin speech 
argued t h a t  "it is necessary  t o  s t r e n g t h e n  even f u r t h e r  
t h e  de fens ive  power of t h e  Sov ie t  s ta te  and t o  see t o  ' 

it t h a t ,  t o g e t h e r  w i th  t h e  armies of t h e  o t h e r  soc i a l i s t  
c o u n t r i e s ,  o u r  armed forces are ready a t  any moment t o  
deal a crushing  r e p u l s e  t o  t h e  imperAalis t  aggressors  . I 1  

While appargn$ly r e j e c t i n g  Khrushchev's evalua- 
t ion  of  t h e  a l l ied  c o n t r i b u t i o n ,  c e r t a i n  l e a d i n g  marshals 
n e v e r t h e l e s s  regarded t h e  s t r eng thened  a l l ied  armies as 
a p o i n t  in f avor  of t h e  combined a s m s  school of thought .  
Pact commander Grechko m a d e  it clear tha t  f u t u r e  w a r  p l ans  
for the  European theater would be drafted w i t h  s c e n a r i o s  
o u t l i n i n g  nuc lea r  and convent iona l  p a c t  ope ra t ions  :' 
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The g r e a t  importance of t h e  j o i n t  exer-  
cises l i e s  a l s o  i n  t h a t  they  have been 
conduct ive t o  t h e  f u r t h e r  growth of com- 
bat might of our  J o i n t  A r m e d  Forces ,  
h ighe r  s t anda rds  of m i l  it a r y  t r a i n i n g  , 
better coord ina t ion  of t ask  f o r c e s ,  and 
s t a f f s ,  e l a b o r a t i o n  of common views on 
nuclear  and convent ional  war fa re  methods. 
(Grechko in t e rv i ew w i t h  a Novosti  P r e s s  
Agency correspondent ,  27 February 1964 
Novosti  Supplement) 

Sov ie t  t h i n k i n g  on t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of convent ional  w a r  
i n  t h e  European theater had r ece ived  s u r p r i s i n g l y  l i t t l e  
a t t e n t i o n  in open and c l a s s i f i e d  m i l i t a r y  discourse, 
a l though a t  f i r s t  g lance  t h i s  would seem t o  be a l o g i c a l  
argument f o r  t h e  Sovie t  t r a d i t i o n a l i s t s  t o  emphasize. 
In  t h e  c l a s s i f i e d  1960-62 debate, t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l i s t s  
gave no i n d i c a t i o n s  t h a t  m i l i t a r y  ope ra t ions  i n  Europe 
could be carried o u t  by convent iona l  f o r c e s  a lone.  And 
Grechko's br ief  remark (above) r ega rd ing  pac t  convent ional  
exercises d i d  not  r e f l e c t  t h e  s c e n a r i o s  of v i r t u a l l y  every  
p a c t  t h e a t e r  exercise--the theater  f o r c e  maneuvers have 
been almost exclusively nuclear-or  i e n t e d .  The nuc lear  
o r i e n t a t  ion of t h e  e x e r c i s e s ,  however , has called f o r  
r e s t r a i n e d  n u c l e a r  t a r g e t i n g - - r a t h e r  t han  8 West European 
holocaus t  as called fo r  in Khrushchev's school  of thought-- 
and f o r  a f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  of h igh  speed, maneuverable 
combined arms equipment to seize important t a r g e t s .  I n  
s h o r t ,  pac t  planning h a s  been based on both nuc lear  and 
convent iona l  ope ra t ions ,  rather than  on one o r  t h e  other,  
and t h u s  combined o p e r a t i o n s  are g iven  t h e  g r e a t e s t  at-  
t e n t  ion. * 

*The few Sovie t  m i l i t a r y  writers t h a t  have expressed 
preference  f o r  a t  l eas t  a non-nuclear s t a g e  i n  a European 
war have stopped s h o r t  of e x p l i c i t l y  a s s e r t i n g  t h a t  s u c h  
.a war could remain non-ncclear.  
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t h e  head of t h e  Warsaw Pact 

I I 

One post-Cuba crisis development-the worsening 
of i n c i d e n t s  a long  t h e  Sino-Soviet border ,  a t  least  
u n t i l  t h e  t i m e  of KhrushchevPs ouster--seemed t o  obscure 
somewhat t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  t w o  s choo l s  of 
thought .  Since %he Cuban missile crisis, Sovie t  m i l i t a r y  
writers have given some a t t e n t i o n  to t h e  q u e s t i o n  of 
convent ional  o p e r a t i o n s  ( m o s t  f r e q u e n t l y  i n  comment on 
Western non-nuclear t h i n k i n g ) ,  b u t  t h e y  have g e n e r a l l y  
f a i l ed  t o  relate t h e  size of t h e  - intended Sov ie t  opera- 1 

t i o n s  QP, s i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  the  p a r t i c u l a r  theater of 
ope ra t ions .  And i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  s t r eng then ing  f o r c e s  i n  
E a s t  Europe, Soviet defenses  a long t h e  Sino-Soviet border  
have been s t r eng thened  (with convent ional  equipment) s i n c e  
t h e  Caribbean crisis. This  development relates t o  W a r s a w  
Pac t  s t r a t e g y  i n  t h e  sense  tha t  t he  improvement i n  t h e  
Eas t  European n a t i o n a l  f o r c e s  may permit  a greater degree 
of Sovie t  f l e x i b i l i t y ,  s p e c i f i c a l l y  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  pos- 
s i b i l i t y  of a redeployment of some Sov ie t  f o r c e s  t o  t h e  
Far  Eas t  ( to  m e e t  a l a r g e  scale Chinese border  i nc iden t )  
without  j eopa rd iz ing  Sov ie t  n a t i o n a l  i n t e r e s t  on t h e i r  
Western f r o n t i e r . *  ( I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  though probably n o t  
d i r e c t l y  related, inc reased  Sov ie t  a t t e n t i o n  on East  
European m i l i t a r y  c a p a b i l i t i e s  roughly dates from t h e  
1959-60 worsening of r e l a t ions - - inc lud ing  m i l i t a r y  rela- 
tions--between Moscow and Peiping)  e 

Pact P o l i c y  Under t h e  New Sov ie t  Leadership: The 
e b i t t  er  debate new Kremlin l e a d e r s h i p ,  c l e a r l y  a w a r e  of t h  

over  m i l i t a r y  s t r a t e g y  du r ing  t h e  Khrushchev yea r s ,  has 
c a u t i o u s l y  steered away f rom proclaiming a comprehensive 
Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e  and t h u s  a p a c t  m i l i t a r y  s t r a t e g y .  
However, one f a c t o r  i n  Sovie t  m i l i t a r y  policy--the resource 
a l l o c a t i o n  issue--has not  been completely avoided. Kosygin 
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has  i d e n t i f i e d  himself  w i t h  a 1965 m i l i t a r y  budget c u t  
of 500 m i l l i o n  r u b l e s , *  and Brezhnev has  i d e n t i f i e d  him- 
s e l f  w i t h  a f ive-year  71 b i l l i o n  r u b l e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  pro- 
gram which might involve direct  competi t ion between t h e  
product ion  of agr icu l tura l  equipment (such as tractors) 
and convent iona l  m i l i t a r y  weaponry (such as t a n k s ) .  (HOW- 
e v e r ,  Brezhnev's speech did no t  con ta in  a word on defense.)  
The manpower i s s u e  has  been i n d i r e c t l y  noted;  t h e  s e r v i c e  
t e r m  f o r  lower eche lon  m i l i t a r y  personnel  with h ighe r  
educa t ion  has been s h a r p l y  reduced, and decreased m i l  it ary  
manpower l e v e l s  planned under Khrushchev have been claimed 
by one Sov ie t  marshal .  ** 

But with  t h e  except ion  of a f e w  piece-meal moves 
i n t o  t h e  r e source  a l l o c a t i o n  i s s u e ,  t h e  new l e a d e r s h i p  
has  not c l e a r l y  addressed i t s e l f  t o  ques t ions  of m i l i t a r y  
s t r a t e g y  which d i r e c t l y  relate t o  t h e  European theater .  
Never the less ,  t h e  nuc lea r  c r u s h  ve r sus  t h e  combined arms 
o p e r a t i o n  i n  Europe are still  treated as a c o n t r o v e r s i a l  
i s s u e  by Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  spokesmen a While Khrushchev's 
views on t h e  European n u c l e a r  war have not  y e t  been 
championed by t h e  new p o l i t i c a l  l e a d e r s h i p ,  t h e  t r ad i -  
t i o n a l i s t  views have been f r e q u e n t l y  restated by t h e  m i l i -  
tary l e a d e r s h i p ,  who have g e n e r a l l y  s u b s t i t u t e d  the theme 
of " m a s s ,  m u l t  i - m i l l  ion armies" w i t h  appea ls  for h igh  
speed ,  maneuverable combined a r m s  equipment capable  of 
f i g h t i n g  a l and  war i n  Europe under nuc lear  c o n d i t i o n s .  
The mass armies theme has n o t  been dropped, however, and 
a t  l ea s t  one l e a d i n g  m i l i t a r y  spokesman has  r e c e n t l y  

- 
*Unlike Khrushehev's December 1963 and February 1964 

manpower and budget c u t  f o r m u l a s ,  Kosygin d i d  no t  mention 
t h e  E a s t  European f o r c e s  i n  t h e  contex t  of h i s  reduced  
defense  expend i tu re  proposa ls  on 9 and 11 December 1964 
a t  t h e  Supreme Sov ie t  . 

**Marshal Sokolovsky a t  a press conference on February  
17, 1965 gave 2.423 m i l l i o n  as the numerical s t r e n g t h  of 
t h e  Sov ie t  A r m e d  Forces .  (TASS and MQSCOW r a d i o ,  17 
February 1965 .) In a c u r i o u s  " r e b u t t a l ,  Marshal Rotmistrov 
t o l d  a U . S .  attache at a 4 June F inn i sh  Army Day celebra- 
t i o n  t h a t  SokolovskyQs f i g u r e  was too l o w  and should  n o t  
be accepted .  
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a s s e r t e d  t ha t  s u p e r i o r i t y  i n  manpower is a c o n s i d e r a t i o n  
f o r  any kind of war. Malinovskg s t a t ed  a t  a 14 May 1965 
speech a t  a Moscow meeting c e l e b r a t i n g  t h e  10 th  anniver- 
s a r y  of t h e  p a c t  t h a t :  " I r r e s p e c t i v e  of whether war is 
to be waged w i t h  t h e  use of nuclear  weapons or without  
them, w e  are convinced t h a t  t h e  s u p e r i o r i t y  i n  manpower 
and- material w i l l  be on o u r  s ide."  

The s o l u t i o n  of t h e  long-standing debate  on t h e  
n a t u r e  of a f u t u r e  European war w i l l  have important impli-  
c a t i o n s  for  t h e  f u t u r e  missions and f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  of 
t h e  E a s t  European a r m i e s ,  and t h e  Sov ie t  forces s t a t i o n e d  
i n  E a s t  Europe a I f ,  for examplep t h e  Sov ie t  l e a d e r s h i p  
raises its assessment of t h e  r e l i a b i l i t y  of t h e  modernized 
a l l i e d  f o r c e s  and/or adopts  a Khrushchevian view of n u c l e a r  
w a r  i n  Europe, t h e n  a s s t a n t  i a l  redeployment of Sov ie t  
forces from E a s t  Europe 

it may be s i g n i f i c a n t  t h a t  t h e  newly appointed commander 
of t h e  Sov ie t  t r o o p s  i n  E a s t  Germany, General Koshevoy, 
expressed c e r t a i n  IChrushchevian views a t  a t i m e  when t h e  
"mass armies" theme was most loud ly  proclaimed by t h e  
Sovie t  h igh  command. General Koshevoy wrote i n  the 

, t h i r d  t o p  secret 1961 i s s u e  of M i l i t a r y  Thought ( sen t  t o  
t h e  p r e s s  on 10 J u l y  1961--i .e. ,  two days af ter  Khrushchev 
announced, wi th  l i t t l e  enthusiasm, t h e  suspens ion  of h i s  
1960 t r o o p  anti budget cut proposa l )  t h a t  "due t o  t h e  
high e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of t h e  n u c l e a r - m i s s i l e  weapon, a f r o n t  
can now f u l f i l l  its t a s k s  in an o f f e n s i v e  ope ra t ion  w i t h  
a g r e a t l y  reduced number of f o r c e s  and convent ioanl  f i r e  
means." A g r e a t l y  reduced number of Sovie t  f o r c e s  w a s  

~~~Vmrrrtars* wou A i 1  b U A J  
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announced by Marshal Sokolovsky wi th in  a few weeks of 
Eoshevoy's GSFG appointment. And i n  h i s  17 February 
announcement, Sokolovsky-- immediately a f t e r  re i tesa t  ing  
t h e  s t a n d a r d  Sov ie t  t h r e a t  of undisc losed  countermeasures 
t o  p o s s i b l e  NATO nuc lea r  s h a r i n g  proposa ls - -asser ted  t h a t  
"we s h a l l  g l a d l y  withdraw o u r  troops from t h e  t e r r i t o r y  
of Hungary, Poland, and t h e  GDR i f  t h e  Western powers 
announce t h e i r  i n t e n t i o n  t o  fo l low our example. "* 
it may be s i g n i f i c a n t  t h a t  t h e  common Sov ie t  fo rmula t ion  
of countermeasures to NATO nuc lea r  p l ans  has ,  on at least 
one p u b l i c  occas ion ,  not  been couched i n  pu rpose fu l ly  
vagae language. Pac t  commander Grechko a t  a 1 4  May 
Kremlin r e c e p t i o n  t h i s  year  made t h e  unprecedented p u b l i c  
mention of "the j o i n t  nuclear** f o r c e  of t h e  Warsaw Pact." 
While such a f o r c e  ( i f  it a c t u a l l y  e x i s t s )  would m o s t  
l i k e l y  be t i g h t l y  c o n t r o l l e d  by t h e  Sov ie t s ,  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
j o i n t  nuc lear  e f f o r t s  have been g iven  a somewhat more 
s p e c i f i c  form, p l u s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  January 1965 pac t  
meeting was a l l e g e d l y  cal led t o  d i s c u s s  measures a g a i n s t  
t h e  formation of a NATO m u l t i l a t e r a l  nuc lea r  f o r c e ,  may 
sugges t  t h a t  an even greater Sov ie t  nuc lea r  commitment 
t o  defend East Europe r e p r e s e n t s  an e f f o r t  t o  l a y  t h e  
foundat ion (or i n  t h i s  c a s e ,  a s t r eng thened  "nuclear  
sh ie ld")  f o r  f u t u r e  Sovie t  troop withdrawals .  OP as 

Fina l , ly ,  

*In h i s  unusual 4 June " r ebu t t a l "  of Sokolovsky's 17 
February manpower f i g u r e ,  Rstnnis&rov r e p o r t e d l y  added t h a t  
Europe w a s  a hos tage  t o  Sovie t  l and  f o r c e s  and t h u s  it 
w a s  f o o l i s h  t o  t h i n k  tha t  t h e  Sov ie t  ground forces i n  
Europe would be reduced. Rotmistrov, i n  a v e i n  somewhat 
similar t o  t h a t  of Malinovsky's 1 4  May remark (cited 
ear l ie r ) ,  commented t h a t  t h e  Sov ie t  Union was a c o n t i n e n t a l  
power wi th  t h e  c a p a b i l i t y  of t a k i n g  Europe i n  60-90 days,  
w i th  or without  nuc lear  weapons. 

**The word "nuclear"  appeared in both the TASS Engl i sh  
and Russian accounts  of Grechkovs remarks; c u r i o u s l y ,  
t h e  Russian word f o r  "armed"--rathes t h a n  "nuclear"-- 
appeared i n  Red S t a r ' s  v e r s i o n  of G Y X X ~ ~ Q ' s  remark. -- 
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General  Koshevoy reasoned i n  1961, t h e  Sov ie t  rocke t -  
nuc lea r  e f f o r t  w i l l  m i t i g a t e  the  need f o r  t h e  l a r g e  
S o v i e t ,  convent iona l  f o r c e  At any rate, w e  have no 
conc re t e  ev idence  of Sovie t  t r o o p  redeployment from E a s t  
Europe s i n c e  Khrushchev's ouster .  

Meanwhile, t h e  sa te l l i t e  modernization program 
h a s  r a p i d l y  advanced. The earlier l*temporaryll a spec t  
of t h e  p a c t  o f f e n s i v e  modernization e f f o r t  h a s  appa ren t ly  
g iven  way t o  a reequipment p o l i c y  bea r ing  t h e  marks of 
a more n e a r l y  "Qermanent" n a t u r e .  And g e n e r a l l y  u n l i k e  
t h e  pre-1961 p o l i c y ,  now i n  m o s t  i n s t a n c e s  when modern 
Sov ie t  t a c t i c a l  weaponry becomes a v a i l a b l e  i n  t h e  Sov ie t  
Union, p a c t  n a t i o n a l  forces r e c e i v e  t h e  Sov ie t  improve- 
ments i n  t h e  same t i m e  per iod.  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  con- 
t i n u i n g  modernizat ion p o l i c y ,  c e r t a i n  i n d i c a t i o n s  of an 
e l e v a t e d  s t a t u s  f o r  the p a c t  have emerged. For example, 
Marshal Grechko a t  t h e  1965 pac t  c o n s u l t a t i v e  meet ing 
w a s  i d e n t i f i e d  by TASS (19 January) as t h e  "Supreme 
Commander of t h e  J o i n t  Warsaw Pact  A r m e d  Forces''; a t  
t h e  l as t  pac t  c o n s u l t a t i v e  meeting (July 1963) he w a s  
i d e n t i f i e d  o n l y  as "commander i n  chief .'' In  a d d i t i o n  
to h i s  W a r s a w  Pact Job, Grechko has appa ren t ly  been 
g iven  command of t h e  Sov ie t  Ground Forces .  The E a s t  
European p r e s s  s i n c e  t h e  coup has on occas ion  referred 
t o  t h e  " J o i n t  Supreme Command" of t h e  p a c t ;  earlier 
r e f e r e n c e s  ref erred t o  t h e  " J o i n t  Command 

While gener.al c o n t i n u i t y  i n  p a c t  m i l i t a r y  develop- 
ments has been r e g i s t e r e d  i n  t h e  p o s t  coup p e r i o d ,  s e v e r a l  
s i g n s  of wha% may be a growing East European vo ice  i n  
p a c t  policy-making have marked t h e  affairs  of t h e  p a c t .  
To list a few unprecedented developments, t h e  January 
meet ing was not used by Moscow as a forum f o r  t h e  pre- 
s e n t a t i o n  of S o v i e t  po l i cy ,  it was not even called by 
Moscow (Kosygin openly s t a t e d  tha$ t h e  meeting w a s  he ld  
a t  Ulbrichtgs i n s i s t e n c e ) ,  and t h e  20 January p a c t  com- 

'munique d i d  not list t h e  d e l e g a t i o n s  a t t e n d i n g  t h e  meet- 
i n g  ( t h u s  for t h e  f i r s t  time l e a v i n g  open t h e  q u e s t i o n  
of who a c t u a l l y  s igned  t h e  document). And s i n c e  t h e  
f a l l  of Khrushchev s i g n s  of Rumania's appa ren t ly  d e c l i n -  
i n g  i n t e r e s t  i n  pact membership have been aired w i t h  
some f requency .  
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With t h e  p o s s i b l e  except ion  of Rumania, a n a t i o n  
l e f t  p l a i n l y  o u t s i d e  t h e  p a c t ' s  I ' f  irst s t r a t e g i c  echelon" 
(a t e r m  r e c e n t l y  coined by Czech and GDR m i l i t a r y  spokes -  

;men t h a t  seems t o  fo l low t h e  1963 ''Quartet" concep t ) ,  t h e  
* '  s l acken ing  of p o l i t i c a l  t i es  w i t h i n  t h e  p a c t  i n  t h e  p a s t  

f e w  years has  had s u r p r i s i n g l y  l i t t l e  e f f e c t  on p o l i c y  
r e l a t i n g  t o  p u r e l y  m i l i t a r y  a f f a i r s .  And s t r a t e g i c  plan- 
n ing  on t h e  European war, a s  w e  po in ted  o u t  ea r l ie r ,  has  
remained an almost e x c l u s i v e  S o v i e t  p r e r o g a t i v e  through- 
o u t  t h e  t e n  y e a r s  of t h e  p a c t ' s  e x i s t e n c e ,  even though 
t h e  non-Soviet f o r c e s  have grown from weak, poosly-equipped- 
and-organized home defense u n i t s  t o  h ighly- t ra ined ,  moder- 
nized and s t reaml ined  m i l i t a r y  f o r c e s .  Today, t h i s  . 
prerogative--perhaps t h e  l a s t  p o l i c y  domain t o  be dominated 
by t h e  S o v i e t s  i n  Eas t  Europe--may be moving from t h e  
c l o s e d  c o n t r o l  of t h e  Sov ie t  p l a n n e r s  t o  t h e  more open 
t a b l e s  of W a r s a w  Pac t  c o u n c i l s .  I n  s h o r t ,  what may be 
MOSCOW'S loosening  g r i p  i n  m i l i t a r y  planning might be a 
somewhat b e l a t e d  r e f l e c t i o n  of Moscow's ea r l i e r  diminut ion 
of p o l i t i c a l  and economic dominance i n  E a s t  Europe. How- 
e v e r ,  w e  cannot  judge t h e  e x t e n t  of t h e  rumblings of Eas t  
European i n f l u e n c e  on pact m i l i t a r y  policy-making. I t  
seems reasonab le  t o  assume'  t h a t  should  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  
l a c k  of d i r e c t i o n  from t h e  new Kremlin l e a d e r s h i p  d r a g  
on,  and p a r t i c u l a r l y  should t h e  new l e a d e r s h i p  f a i l  t o  
b r i n g  forward a comprehens4.ve m i l i t a r y  s t r a t e g y ,  t h e  w e l l -  
armed E a s t  European n a t i o n s  may w e l l  have an  oppor tun i ty  
t o  shape- p a c t  strategy--and t h u s  t o  conve r t  t h e  p a c t  i n t o  
a convent ional  m i l i t a r y  a l l i a n c e .  


