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The members of The Military History Working Group would like to thank the Partnership for
Peace Consortium for Defense Academies and Security Studies Institutes for sponsoring the

meeting of the Third Annual Military History Working Group Symposium held

in Prague, Czech Republic. There, military historians from many nations met to share ideas and to gain
an appreciation of differences in national perspectives with respect to them. We are

extraordinarily pleased with both the intellectual depth and diversity of the papers presented,

and we believe the reader will similarly enjoy the papers from that conference. Mutual

understanding is the first step toward friendship.



1. The Partnership for Peace (P{fP) Consortium of Defense Academies and Security Studies
Institutes’ Military History Working Group’s (MHWG) third international seminar, “NATO and
Warsaw Pact — The Formative Years 1948-1968,” in Prague, Czech Republic, 7-11 April. was
co-chaired by the Czech Republic Military History Institute and the German Military History
Institute .

2. The Partnership for Peace Consortium Program (PfP) provides the umbrella organization
under which the Military History Working Group is organized. The Consortium provides a
conference framework and some limited funds for Central and Eastern European nations (non-
NATO) to attend. In addition, PfPC provides translation in English and Russian and publications
support for the group.

3. In April 2000 representatives of the newly formed “Military History Working Group”
(MHWG) met at the Marshall Center to draw up a working group charter and establish goals.
The first conference was held in April 2001 in Bucharest, Romania with the United States Center
of Military History and the Romanian Center of Military History co-hosting this first event in
which 12 national official military history offices of the different countries met to present papers
on the Cold War. The second conference was held in March 2002 in Sofia, Bulgaria with the
French Army and Gendarmerie History Offices and the Bulgarian G.S. Rakovski Defence and
Staff College. Forty-nine attendees from 11 national official military history organizations and
one outside agency met in Sofia, Bulgaria: the United States, France, Germany, Netherlands,
Russia, Czech Republic, Hungary, Romania, Bulgaria, Macedonia, Greece and Turkey.

4. In 2003, forty-nine people from 13 national official military history organizations met in
Prague, Czech Republic: the United States, Russia, Austria, Bulgaria, Canada, Czech Republic,
France, Germany, Hungary, Netherlands, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia. Nineteen seminar
papers were presented. The Czechs and Germans were perfect hosts and had very professionally
organized the academic conference; and the Czechs also were generous in providing cultural
tours to their National Military Museum, Air Force Museum, Military Technical Museum, and
other points of interest. The Chief of Staff of the Army of the Czech Republic Lieutenant
General Pavel Stefca hosted the farewell cocktail, and presented the Cross of Merit of the
Minster of Defence (third class) to Colonel Hans-Joachim Harder and Brigadier General John S.
Brown (not present).

5. The Partnership for Peace Consortium provided interpretation and meal/lodging/travel funding
for the Bulgarians, Hungarians, Romanians, Russians, Slovakians and Slovenians. Finally, the
Consortium will publish the conference papers in the presented languages, as they will for last
year’s conference.

6. The conference thematics focused on the formative years of NATO and the Warsaw Pact,
generating a wide variety of papers produced by authors whom, for the most part, had lived
through the events being discussed. It was interesting to note that 1951-52 seemed to emerge as
the period marking the height of the mutual distrust and fear separating the Eastern Bloc and
NATO. The United States was concerned that the Russians would invade Western Europe while
they were mired in a protracted conflict in Korea. Conversely, the Soviets were aghast at the
defeat of their North Korean allies and determined to rebuild their own conventional capabilities



as a result of American battlefield successes. Both sides seemingly viewed the other as "eight
feet tall", exaggerating their opponent's capabilities and minimizing their own strengths. A
common thread emerged as historians from the former Eastern Bloc nations told of their
government's reticence to comply with unilateral economic and military directives emanating
from Moscow. It was evident that these nations had to be very careful balancing nationalist
sensitivities against Russian desires, as witnessed by the Soviet intervention in East Germany
and Hungary during the 1950's, as well as Czechoslovakia in 1968. Subtle foot dragging by East
European nations, however, did prevent adoption of a unified WP military command structure
for almost thirty years. The same is true, to am admittedly lesser extent, of Western governments
on the periphery of NATO, especially in the early years before sufficient conventional forces
were in position to defend all of the member nations. The monolithic image of both NATO and
the Warsaw Pact certainly does not hold up under close scrutiny, something which should not
come as a surprise to those following recent events at the United Nations.

7. At the end of the academic session of the seminar, a MHWG “Administrative Session’ was
held. The MHWG agreed that heads of the military history offices of the United States and
Hungary would be the co-chairs of the next seminar (2004) and that Canada and Slovakia the
tentative co-chairs for 2005. The 2004 seminar will be held in Budapest, Hungary with the
tentative theme “The Interwar Years 1919-1939.” The date is tentatively set for April 2004.

8. POC for this report is Dr. Robert Rush, MHWG Coordinator (202) 685-2727,
robert.rush@hqda.army.mil.



Prague Conference Comments

OFFICIAL OPENING OF THE CONFERENCE

Opening speakers:

Colonel Hans-Joachim HARDER (Germany)

Lieutenant-Colonel Ale$ KNiZEK (Czech Republic)introduction of administrators:

Kevin MORGAN (PfP Consortium)

Major Eduard STEHLIK (Czech Republic) announced that all of the papers for this year's
conference would be translated into the Czech language for inclusion into the Journal of
the Historical Institute of the Army of the Czech Republic.

Captain André RAKOTO. The French representative, Gendarmerie CPT Andre Rakoto,
informed the MHWG that their delegation had originally consisted of eight members, but
this was reduced to two. The French stated that they would not participate in the MHWG
in the future if funding were not available for a French translator.

FIRST WORKING SESSION

Chairman: Dr. Robert S. RUSH (USA)

PhDr. Vladimir PILAT (Czech Republic): Czechoslovak Military Hospital in Korean War
1952-1953.

Colonel Dr. Oleg BELOSLUDTSEYV (Russia): Soviet Military in Korean War 1950-1953.
PhDr. Michal STEFANSKY (Slovakia): Cold War and its Consequences in 1952-1953.
The first three presentations presented a perspective with which the West is only vaguely
familiar. Regarding the first two papers, much has been written on the different aspects of
the United Nations support of South Korea-these document the support rendered North
Korea by the Soviet Union and its satellite countries. The last tied very nicely the
perceptions gained about the Americans in Korea by Stalinist Soviet Union and its
satellite states and the military buildup and militarization of economies in Eastern Europe,
with a detailed examination of the Czechoslovak Republic response: political, military and
economic. "The Cold War was not planned, but it was inevitable as a result of the failure
of the Soviets and U.S. to successfully transition from military wartime coalition to
peaceful co-existence".

SECOND WORKING SESSION

Chairman: Brigadier General Mihail IONESCU (Romania)

Prof. Jan HOFFENAAR (Netherlands): Will the Netherlands be defended? The problems
with the main defence line in Central Sector of NATO at the beginning of the 1950's.
Prof. Ronald G. HAYCOCK (Canada): Voyage from Innocence: Canada and the Early
Cold War 1945-1963.

Lieutenant-Colonel Dr. Winfried HEINEMANN (Germany): NATO and the Trieste Crisis.
This panel examined the workings of two of the smaller countries of NATO and the
problem with Trieste. The first dealt with NATOs decision to leave the Netherlands
outside the final defense zone and its efforts to convince NATO otherwise by building the
River ljssel line. The next paper explained how NATO commitments created the modern
Canadian force from a small peace time army relying on militia in wartime to one
increasingly larger and more professional, which at the same time separated the
Canadian populace from military consciousness. The last paper focused on the ltaly,
Yugoslavia and the impasse over Trieste. After the flare up of tension between Italy and
Yugoslavia over Trieste, the West made overtures to Tito's Yugoslavia, trying to split it
away from being Stalin's satellite; however Tito did not want to join NATO directly or
indirectly.

THIRD WORKING SESSION
Chairman: Colonel Hans-Joachim HARDER (Germany)
Dr. Tamas NAGY (Hungary): Hungarian Military Policy 1948-1956.



Lieutenant-Colonel Dr. Istvan BALLO (Hungary): The Hungarian Army during the Cold
War Years (1948-1968).

Commander Dr. Gheorghe VARTIC (Romania): 1958. Withdrawal of Soviet Troops from
Romania. Moscow's Decision or Bucharest's Victory?

Prof. Jordan BAEV (Bulgaria): The Evolution of the Warsaw Pact Organizational
Structure and Decision Making Process 1955-1969.

The third panel dealt with how the satellite nations of Hungary, Romania and Bulgaria
operated within the Communist block; with each having a different perspective. Closer to
NATO countries and bordering Austria, Hungary was closely watched, had no
independent military policy, and followed Moscow's lead. Although Romania under the
Peace Treaty of 1947 was obligated to allow Soviet troops right to occupation-it
developed its form of socialism not through the physical presence of troops of the Soviet
Union, but because it "did not want to make the master angry." Bulgaria functioned within
the political military doctrine of Soviet Union, but with some latitude as if was far from the
borders of Central European NATO countries. Also covered was the organizational and
decision making process' evolution within the WP. It was only in 1958 that the Warsaw
Pact developed a new nuclear doctrine in which nuclear weapons would be employed
against a full range of targets in enemy sector in event of a future war.

FOURTH WORKING SESSION

Chairman: Professor Jan HOFFENAAR (Netherlands)

Dr. Helmut TROTNOW (Germany): Between War and Peace - The Military Presence of
the Western Allies in Berlin 1945-1994.

Lieutenant Benoit HABERBUSH (France): The Detachment of Gendarmerie in Berlin
1948-1968.

Colonel Hans-Joachim HARDER (Germany): Freedom or Unity - The Dilemma of
German Foreign and Security Policy between 1949-1990.

While the first two papers focused on the special situation of the city of Berlin, the third
dealt with the foreign and security policy of the Federal Republic of Germany. The two
presentations on Berlin emphasized its strategic importance at the forefront of the Cold
War with what happened in Berlin a precursor of things to come. The first considered
Berlin the " early warning station for the West," and the second deemed Berlin "the
barometer of the climate of the Cold War." The last offered an overview over fifty years of
West German foreign and security policy , which for the first twenty years focused
exclusively on integration into the Western alliance. It never looked East even when
Stalin offered reunification of Germany for the price of neutrality. With the beginning of
the Brand era West Germany embarked on a new course stressing cooperation with the
Eastern Bloc and offering subtle persuasion and not so sublet economic incentives in its
relations with the other German state.

FIFTH WORKING SESSION

Chairman: Colonel Oleg BELOSLUDTSEV (Russia)

Dr. Bianka J. ADAMS (USA): The American Soldier in Germany 1951-1955.

Dr. Robert S. RUSH (USA): The American Soldier in Germany 1959-1963 and 1966-
1969.

Brigadier General Dr. Mihail E. IONESCU (Romania): Bucharest Initiatives to Reform the
Warsaw Pact (1964-1968).

The first two presentations-each being one half of a whole presentation--offered a unique
approach to the study of the Cold War using the methodology of a fictional composite
soldier to retrace the lives of ordinary soldiers in the early years of the Cold War and, at
the same time, shed light on the increasing professionalization of the NCO Corps in the
US Army. The presentation was well received and, as expected, led to a lively discussion
about the methodology but also about the integration of black soldiers in the Army in the
1960s. The next presentation dealt with the so-called Bucharest Initiatives to reform the
Warsaw Pact between 1964 and 1968. It once again affirmed the contribution of the



nations on the periphery of the Warsaw Pact in trying to assert their own national
interests and influence the policies of the Soviet dominated military alliance.

SIXTH WORKING SESSION

Chairman: Prof. Jordan BAEV (Bulgaria)

PhDr. Jan STAIGL (Slovakia): Slovakia in the Conception of Building of the
Czechoslovak Army as Army of the First Operational Line of the Soviet Block

Dr. Carmen RIUNOVEANU (Romania): Romania's Autonomous Policy and the Sino-
Soviet Polemic (1960-1968).

Sixth Working Session

The first presentation concentrated on the role of the Czechoslovak army within the
Warsaw Pact. It discussed in detail how Slovakia as part of Czechoslovakia featured in
the plans to build the Czechoslovak army into an army of the first operational line of the
Soviet dominated Eastern Bloc. The second and last presentation of this Working
Session and the conference discussed how Romania took advantage of Sino-Soviet
tensions in the early and mid 1960s. In many ways this presentation explained the
macro-political environment for Romania's attempt at an autonomous policy of which the
Bucharest Initiatives (Third Presentation, Fifth Working Session) were the most important
elements.

Plenary Session

Col Harder opened the session by passing the co-chair responsibilities to the United
States and Hungary, and then questioned whether there would be a conference the next
year, because of rumors that he had heard. Dr Rush addressed his concerns and then
the concerns over Berlin with the following:

"l have represented the Military History Working Group at the Consortium Secretariat
three times since our last meeting in Sofia and wish to render a short report. In the past
year there have been some changes within the Consortium, organizationally and
administratively. Some of the groups have disappeared while others have merged or
been relegated to projects. Additionally, there has been some difficulties between the
Consortium and the Marshall Center, however | will not address those internal problems
now. | would like to make clear though that some within the leadership of the Marshall
Center do not understand the value of the MHWG.

Berlin

This will be a different conference that that of Paris 2002. There will be no working group
meetings, and it will be more along a series of sessions conducted by high-level speakers
to high-level dignitaries, with attendance by working groups limited to one representative
per country represented in the Military Working Group. The Consortium has asked that
the MHWG as well as the other groups prepare some type of display presentation for the
two-three hours between sessions on the first day. To accomplish this | propose the
following: 1) PPT presentation regarding MHWG accomplishments, organization, and
metrics of success, 2) Paper copies of conference proceedings for display purposes and
in CD form for distribution, 3) Listing of all papers with authors names for the years 2001-
2003-all against a backdrop of a map listing the different participating countries and their
representative military history offices. (later thought, ask each country to bring one or two
of their representative products.) After debate at which there seemed little direction, Dr
Rush volunteered his services and those of the Center of Military History to organize
such a display, at which time many of the representatives offered their assistance.

The 2004 Conference

The conferees addressed the subject of the 2004 Conference. Among the topics were: 1)
The Interwar Years 1919-1939 2) The Cold War 1969-1989 and 3) Professionalization of
the Military. The second subject was rejected because of the 30-year declassification rule
in most countries and the decision between the first and third were left to the co-chairs
Hungary and the United States. (Later emails between Dr. Rush and Dr. Vezpremy



confirmed the "Professionalization of the military during the 20th Century," which could be
looked at in several veins such as from conscription to a long service force; officer
education and training; the changes in dynamics between the military and civilian
institutions, or doctrine development.

Upon coordination with the Hungarians the period March 29- April 2 is tentatively
scheduled as the dates for the 2004 Conference.

The 2005 Conference

Dr. Ron Haycock of the Royal Military College of Canada presented a proposal to host
the 2005 Conference with co-chair (possibly Slovakia) to be later determined. The
Consortium would fund travel and lodging for designated members with Canada
providing the remaining funding. He proposed this occur just previous to the annual
Military History Convention.






2003 Prague Conference Comments and links to papers

OFFICIAL OPENING OF THE CONFERENCE

Opening speakers:

Colonel Hans-Joachim HARDER (Germany)

Lieutenant-Colonel Ale$ KNIZEK (Czech Republic) Introduction of administrators:

Kevin MORGAN (PfP Consortium)

Major Eduard STEHLIK (Czech Republic) announced that all of the papers for this year's
conference would be translated into the Czech language for inclusion into the Journal of
the Historical Institute of the Army of the Czech Repubilic.

Captain André RAKOTO. The French representative, Gendarmerie CPT Andre Rakoto,
informed the MHWG that their delegation had originally consisted of eight members, but
this was reduced to two. The French stated that they would not participate in the MHWG
in the future if funding were not available for a French translator.

FIRST WORKING SESSION

Chairman: Dr. Robert S. RUSH (USA)

PhDr. Vladimir PILAT (Czech Republic): Czechoslovak Military Hospital in Korean War
1952-1953.

Colonel Dr. Oleg BELOSLUDTSEYV (Russia): Soviet Military in Korean War 1950-1953.
PhDr. Michal STEFANSKY (Slovakia): Cold War and its Consequences in 1952-1953.
The first three presentations presented a perspective with which the West is only vaguely
familiar. Regarding the first two papers, much has been written on the different aspects of
the United Nations support of South Korea-these document the support rendered North
Korea by the Soviet Union and its satellite countries. The last tied very nicely the
perceptions gained about the Americans in Korea by Stalinist Soviet Union and its
satellite states and the military buildup and militarization of economies in Eastern Europe,
with a detailed examination of the Czechoslovak Republic response: political, military and
economic. "The Cold War was not planned, but it was inevitable as a result of the failure
of the Soviets and U.S. to successfully transition from military wartime coalition to
peaceful co-existence".

SECOND WORKING SESSION

Chairman: Brigadier General Mihail IONESCU (Romania)

Prof. Jan HOFFENAAR (Netherlands): Will the Netherlands be defended? The problems
with the main defence line in Central Sector of NATO at the beginning of the 1950's.
Prof. Ronald G. HAYCOCK (Canada): Voyage from Innocence: Canada and the Early
Cold War 1945-1963.

Lieutenant-Colonel Dr. Winfried HEINEMANN (Germany): NATO and the Trieste Crisis.
This panel examined the workings of two of the smaller countries of NATO and the
problem with Trieste. The first dealt with NATOs decision to leave the Netherlands
outside the final defense zone and its efforts to convince NATO otherwise by building the
River ljssel line. The next paper explained how NATO commitments created the modern
Canadian force from a small peace time army relying on militia in wartime to one
increasingly larger and more professional, which at the same time separated the
Canadian populace from military consciousness. The last paper focused on the Italy,
Yugoslavia and the impasse over Trieste. After the flare up of tension between Italy and
Yugoslavia over Trieste, the West made overtures to Tito's Yugoslavia, trying to split it
away from being Stalin's satellite; however Tito did not want to join NATO directly or
indirectly.

THIRD WORKING SESSION

Chairman: Colonel Hans-Joachim HARDER (Germany)

Dr. Tamas NAGY (Hungary): Hungarian Military Policy 1948-1956.
Lieutenant-Colonel Dr. Istvan BALLO (Hungary): The Hungarian Army during the Cold




War Years (1948-1968).

Commander Dr. Gheorghe VARTIC (Romania): 1958. Withdrawal of Soviet Troops from
Romania. Moscow's Decision or Bucharest's Victory?

Prof. Jordan BAEV (Bulgaria): The Evolution of the Warsaw Pact Organizational
Structure and Decision Making Process 1955-1969.

The third panel dealt with how the satellite nations of Hungary, Romania and Bulgaria
operated within the Communist block; with each having a different perspective. Closer to
NATO countries and bordering Austria, Hungary was closely watched, had no
independent military policy, and followed Moscow's lead. Although Romania under the
Peace Treaty of 1947 was obligated to allow Soviet troops right to occupation-it
developed its form of socialism not through the physical presence of troops of the Soviet
Union, but because it "did not want to make the master angry." Bulgaria functioned within
the political military doctrine of Soviet Union, but with some latitude as if was far from the
borders of Central European NATO countries. Also covered was the organizational and
decision making process' evolution within the WP. It was only in 1958 that the Warsaw
Pact developed a new nuclear doctrine in which nuclear weapons would be employed
against a full range of targets in enemy sector in event of a future war.

FOURTH WORKING SESSION

Chairman: Professor Jan HOFFENAAR (Netherlands)

Dr. Helmut TROTNOW (Germany): Between War and Peace - The Military Presence of
the Western Allies in Berlin 1945-1994.

Lieutenant Benoit HABERBUSH (France): The Detachment of Gendarmerie in Berlin
1948-1968.

Colonel Hans-Joachim HARDER (Germany): Freedom or Unity - The Dilemma of
German Foreign and Security Policy between 1949-1990.

While the first two papers focused on the special situation of the city of Berlin, the third
dealt with the foreign and security policy of the Federal Republic of Germany. The two
presentations on Berlin emphasized its strategic importance at the forefront of the Cold
War with what happened in Berlin a precursor of things to come. The first considered
Berlin the " early warning station for the West," and the second deemed Berlin "the
barometer of the climate of the Cold War." The last offered an overview over fifty years of
West German foreign and security policy , which for the first twenty years focused
exclusively on integration into the Western alliance. It never looked East even when
Stalin offered reunification of Germany for the price of neutrality. With the beginning of
the Brand era West Germany embarked on a new course stressing cooperation with the
Eastern Bloc and offering subtle persuasion and not so sublet economic incentives in its
relations with the other German state.

FIFTH WORKING SESSION

Chairman: Colonel Oleg BELOSLUDTSEYV (Russia)

Dr. Bianka J. ADAMS (USA): The American Soldier in Germany 1951-1955.

Dr. Robert S. RUSH (USA): The American Soldier in Germany 1959-1963 and 1966-
1969.

Brigadier General Dr. Mihail E. IONESCU (Romania): Bucharest Initiatives to Reform the
Warsaw Pact (1964-1968).

The first two presentations-each being one half of a whole presentation--offered a unique
approach to the study of the Cold War using the methodology of a fictional composite
soldier to retrace the lives of ordinary soldiers in the early years of the Cold War and, at
the same time, shed light on the increasing professionalization of the NCO Corps in the
US Army. The presentation was well received and, as expected, led to a lively discussion
about the methodology but also about the integration of black soldiers in the Army in the
1960s. The next presentation dealt with the so-called Bucharest Initiatives to reform the
Warsaw Pact between 1964 and 1968. It once again affirmed the contribution of the




nations on the periphery of the Warsaw Pact in trying to assert their own national
interests and influence the policies of the Soviet dominated military alliance.

SIXTH WORKING SESSION

Chairman: Prof. Jordan BAEV (Bulgaria)

PhDr. Jan STAIGL (Slovakia): Slovakia in the Conception of Building of the
Czechoslovak Army as Army of the First Operational Line of the Soviet Block

Carmen RIJNOVEANU (Romania): Romania's Autonomous Policy and the Sino-Soviet
Polemic (1960-1968).

Sixth Working Session

The first presentation concentrated on the role of the Czechoslovak army within the
Warsaw Pact. It discussed in detail how Slovakia as part of Czechoslovakia featured in
the plans to build the Czechoslovak army into an army of the first operational line of the
Soviet dominated Eastern Bloc. The second and last presentation of this Working
Session and the conference discussed how Romania took advantage of Sino-Soviet
tensions in the early and mid 1960s. In many ways this presentation explained the
macro-political environment for Romania's attempt at an autonomous policy of which the
Bucharest Initiatives (Third Presentation, Fifth Working Session) were the most important
elements.

Plenary Session

Col Harder opened the session by passing the co-chair responsibilities to the United
States and Hungary, and then questioned whether there would be a conference the next
year, because of rumors that he had heard. Dr Rush addressed his concerns and then
the concerns over Berlin with the following:

"l have represented the Military History Working Group at the Consortium Secretariat
three times since our last meeting in Sofia and wish to render a short report. In the past
year there have been some changes within the Consortium, organizationally and
administratively. Some of the groups have disappeared while others have merged or
been relegated to projects. Additionally, there has been some difficulties between the
Consortium and the Marshall Center, however | will not address those internal problems
now. | would like to make clear though that some within the leadership of the Marshall
Center do not understand the value of the MHWG.

Berlin

This will be a different conference that that of Paris 2002. There will be no working group
meetings, and it will be more along a series of sessions conducted by high-level speakers
to high-level dignitaries, with attendance by working groups limited to one representative
per country represented in the Military Working Group. The Consortium has asked that
the MHWG as well as the other groups prepare some type of display presentation for the
two-three hours between sessions on the first day. To accomplish this | propose the
following: 1) PPT presentation regarding MHWG accomplishments, organization, and
metrics of success, 2) Paper copies of conference proceedings for display purposes and
in CD form for distribution, 3) Listing of all papers with authors names for the years 2001-
2003-all against a backdrop of a map listing the different participating countries and their
representative military history offices. (later thought, ask each country to bring one or two
of their representative products.) After debate at which there seemed little direction, Dr
Rush volunteered his services and those of the Center of Military History to organize
such a display, at which time many of the representatives offered their assistance.

The 2004 Conference

The conferees addressed the subject of the 2004 Conference. Among the topics were: 1)
The Interwar Years 1919-1939 2) The Cold War 1969-1989 and 3) Professionalization of
the Military. The second subject was rejected because of the 30-year declassification rule
in most countries and the decision between the first and third were left to the co-chairs
Hungary and the United States. (Later emails between Dr. Rush and Dr. Vezpremy



confirmed the "Professionalization of the military during the 20th Century," which could be
looked at in several veins such as from conscription to a long service force; officer
education and training; the changes in dynamics between the military and civilian
institutions, or doctrine development.

Upon coordination with the Hungarians the period March 29- April 2 is tentatively
scheduled as the dates for the 2004 Conference.

The 2005 Conference

Dr. Ron Haycock of the Royal Military College of Canada presented a proposal to host the 2005
Conference with co-chair (possibly Slovakia) to be later determined. The Consortium would
fund travel and lodging for designated members with Canada providing the remaining funding.
He proposed this occur just previous to the annual Military History Convention.



«XonoagHas BOMHa» U ee nocneacTtBusa ana YexocnoBakuu
B 1951-1953 rT.

Muxan LLiImeghaHcku

«XonogHasa BOWMHa» He Obina 3annaHMpoBaHHOW, OHa Obina
HensbexHon. K TakoMy MHEHUIO MpPUWIAN  MHOMME  UCTOPWUKM,
aHanuaupywuwme passutme otHoweHnn mexagy CLUA n CCCP nocne
BTOPOM MWPOBOM BOWHbI. HesannaHuMpoBaHHasi, HO HeunsbexHas
«XOnofHas BOWHa» BbITeKana M3 TOro, YTO HU aMepuKaHCKasa HuU
COBETCKasi CTOpOHa He chpaBunacb C NepexogoM OT BOEHHOro
nepuoga K MUPHOWM XU3HW. HaumHasa 6eprnvHckum kpmancom 1948 -
1949 1T B «X0N04QHOM BOMHE» Hayanu npeobnagaTb BOEHHbIE aCNeKThI.
BoeHHol cune Ha obeunx ctopoHax (CLUA n CCCP) npunucbkiBanacb
Ba)Has porb opyaus NonuTukn. Munutapmsaumsa «XosiogHOW BOWHbI»
eule pa3 ycununacb Bo Bpema Kopewnckon BouHbl B 1950 - 1953 rr.
Apmun CLUA n CCCP pocturnnm HambOnbLUEro KOSIMYECTBEHHOIO
YPOBHS OT KOHLIA BTOPOM MUPOBOW BOWHBbI.

BaxHbiM dakToM MuUnNuTapusauum «XosiogHOM BOKMHbI» OblNno
COBeLlLeHVe npeacraBntTesien KOMMYHUCTUYECKUX NapTUA U MUHUCTPOB
060OpOHbI rocyaapcTs coBeTckoro 6roka npu yvactum M. CtanuHa u
COBETCKMX reHeparnoB, koTopoe npoxoauno 8 sHeapa 1951 roga B
MockBe. TeMon CTpPOro CekpeTHOro cosewaHuss Obino cooblieHne
CTtannHa O BOEHHO-MONUTUYECKNX Lensax COBETCKOro PyKOBOACTBA,
HOBOW €BPOMNENCKON MNONINTUKE U Mepax, KacarllMXCsd COBMECTHOro
npoaswxeHns. Ha coBewaHumnm Obinn onpefeneHbl  TOYHblEe
00s3aTenbCTBa, KOTOpble B3ANM Ha cebsa rocygapctBa COBETCKOMO
6noka B 1951 — 1953 rr. B obnactn ctpoutencrea apmmm, 060pOHHON

NPOMBbILLIIEHHOCTM N B cOoLMarbHO-3KOHOMUYECKOWN cdpepe.



3a yexocnoBaLUKyld CTOPOHY Ha COBELLAHMM NpUHMMan ydacTtue
"eHepanbHbIn cekpeTapb LK KIMY Pygonbd CnaHckuii 1 MuHucTp
HauMoHanbHoM o006opoHbl Anekcen Yenmuka. O cogepxaHum
COBELLaHMs BO3MOXHO Y3HaTb TOJSIbKO MOMb3ysSCb BOCMNOMUHAHUSIMM
TPex ero y4acTHUKOB', Tak Kak ayTeHTUYHYIO 3amnCb COBELLAHUS Moka
He yaanocb HanTWu. Bce yyaCTHUKM coBellaHsi roBOPUSIM O MPUHATLIX
obsa3aTtenbcTBax — NPOTOKONax, KOTopble GbIM NoAnNMcaHbl Ha BTOPOW
AeHb ero pabotbl. [NpoTokonbl cogepXann KOHKPEeTHble AaHHble O
KOSIMYECTBEHHOM  BO3pacTaHUM  apMuK,  KagpoBoM  npodoune,
BOOPYXXEHUM N 0BYYEHUN, a TakkKe pOCTe pacxogoB Ha BOOpyXeHue. 1o
OLIEHKE COBELlaHsl ero y4YacTHUKM pacxogsaTcs B MHEHUN OCOBEHHO
OTHOCUTENbHO aHanu3a o6CTaHOBKM 3TOro nepuoga M NnaHax
COBETCKOrO PYKOBOACTBA, C KOTopbiMM BblicTyrun M. CrtanuH u
HauanbHuk [eHepanbHoro Ltaba CoseTtckon Apmum MapLian
LLTtemeHko. Mo MHeHnto M. Pakowwn LLUTeMeHKo coobLWWmMm, YTO K KOHLY
1953 roga rocygapctea HATO nonHoCTblO 3aBepLuaT CBOK BOEHHYHO
noarotoBky. [10 3TOro BpeMEHU OOMKHbI ObINM CPaABHATLCSA C YPOBHEM
HATO n apmun coto3HnkoB MockBbl NyTeM ObICTpenLLen NnepecTpomnku
BCEro HapoaHoro xos3amctea. [uckyccusi pasBsizanacb B CBS3M C TEM,
4YTO HEKOTOpble NPeACcTaBUTENM FOCY4apCTB COBETCKOro 6rioka cunTtanm
TPEXNETHUN Nepuoa CrULIKOM KOPOTKMM Ans Toro, 4tobbl AOCTUYb
YPOBHS MOArOTOB/IEHHOCTU apMUn N TOCYAapPCTB COrfacHO COBETCKUM
npeacTaBfieHUsM, codepXaluMnca B NpPOToKonax. Takoe MHeHune Ha
COBellaHMM BbIcCcKasan nonbCknn  MuHUCTp 06OpOHbI  MapLuan
PokoccoBckuin. Ha ero BbicTynneHne pearvpoBan CTanvH CBOUM
3aMeyvaHueM, 4YTo ecnv mapuan POKOCCOBCKMIA MOXET rapaHTUpoBaTb,
yTo Ao 1956 roga He 6GydeT BOWHbLI, TO BO3MOXHO OyaeT MNPUHATb
NOSIbCKMN NIaH cTpouTenscTBa apmun. Ho npaBunbHee 6yaeT NpuHATL

npeanoXeHus, ¢ KOTopbiMK BbicTynun LLITemeHko.



Mo cnosam A. Yenuukm Ha coBelwaHun V. CtanuH gasan OLEHKY
xony Kopenckon BOMHbI, BO BpPeMsi KOTOpPOW MposiBUNacb BOEHHas
cnaboctb (He npeumywectso CLIA), un HaobopoT, cuna
coumanucTnyeckux apmmn. HecmoTps Ha 6onblUOe KONMYecTBO
BoeHHOW TexHukn, CLIA He pgocturnm  pelsarollero  ycnexa.
Coumanuctudeckmn narepb B EBpone yaepxvmBaer 3a cobou
npenmyLiectso, kotopoe CLUA n ero CoOl3HUKM He MOryT OOCTUYbL 3a
KopoTKkoe Bpemda. Wcxoasa w3 gaHHbIX,  Kacalwwmxcs  Mowm
amepukaHckon apmun B EBpone, o koTopbix roBopun CrtanuH, Obino
cOenaHo 3akr4veHne, YTO BOEHHOE NMPenMyLLecTBO COBETCKOro 6roka
— BpPEMeHHoe 1 byaeT cyliectBoBaTb MakcumanbeHO 4 — 5 net. 3a aTo
Bpemsi apmum HATO BoopyxaTtcs u aToMHbIM opyanem. NMepuog 4 — 5
netr no cnoeam CranuHa BO3MOXHO OygeT wucnonb3oBaTb Kak
BGnaronpusTHble yCNoBUS 4SS COLMannucTUYeckmuin nepemMeHsl 3anagHom
EBponbl. 3TO0 MHeHMe CTtanuHa 4acTto ynoMuHaeTcs B nuTtepaTtype B
noareepxaeHne akcnaHcuoHuctckon nonutukm CCCP. CerogHa HeT
BO3MOXHOCTWU  MNOATBEPOAUTb, YTO npegnofsiaraemasl  dKCnaHcus
onupanacb Ha CyLleCcTBYKLINE onepaTtuBHbIE MiaHbl N ANPEKTUBLI MO
€€ OCYLUeCTBMEHUIO. S MPUCOEOdNHSAOCb K MHEHUIO, 4YTO BCe 9JTO
OCTanocb B MUpe BOODOpaXKeHWI.

CoBeTckuin reHepanbHbld  WTab npunucbiBan YexocrnoBakum
Ba)XHOE€ BOEHHO-CTpaTermyeckoe 3HayeHve. Ho gaBasi noOnNUTUYECKYH
OLIEHKY, yKa3blBan Ha TO, YTO YexocnoBakus siBNeTcs cambiM cnadbim
3BEHOM coumanuctuyeckoro narepsi. OCODEHHO KPUTUYECKM OH
OT3biBarfiCsd O KagpoBOM OOCTAHOBKE B 4YE€XOCNOBaLKOM apMum U O
NOSIOXKEHUM B NApPTUMHOM M roCcygapCTBEHHOM annaparte. Ha Kputuky
OTHOCUTENBHO KaapoBOW OOCTaAHOBKM B apMuun nodxe pearvposan K.
FotBanbg. B nnuceme CtanuHy B siHBape 1952 roga oH gaBan OLEHKY
pesyrnbTataM MoAroTOBKM BOEHHbIX KagpoB B OMLEPCKUX LUKONax u
BOEHHbIX Y4Yunuuiax Hapsgy C NpOXoAsiwMMm YBOSIbHEHWEM CTapbIX

reHepanoB M oduUepoB Ha BCEX YPOBHAX KOMaHOOBaHUS apMuw.



BaxxHoe MecTo B nNOAroTOBKE HOBbLIX KagpOB 3aHANO CO34aHHOe
[(MaBHOE NonuTnyeckoe ynpasrieHne.

3aKkno4eHns CEKPETHOIO MOCKOBCKOIO COBELLaHWUsI HaluM CBOe
OTpaXeHne B PasfUYHbIX MNOSIUTUYECKUX pelleHusX [lonutuyeckoro
cekpetapuarta UK K4, npyHnmaBLuero noctaHOBNEHUS MO BONpocam
BOOPYXEHHbIX cun. Camble BaXHble pPELLUEHUs, Kacarlmneca apmum
npyHuman  MuHuctp  obopoHbl  A.  Yenudka 6e3  pelueHus
npaBuTenbCTBa, a B HeKoTopbIX cnydasx u  [llonutnyeckoro
cekpetapuata UK KIM4Y, HO TONbKO nocrne KOHCynbTauuMm C
MNpe3sngeHTom K. NotBanbgom. KoHTposnb Hag apmMuen dpakTUyecku He
OCYLLECTBNAN KOMUTET MO BOMpocam OOOpPOHbI WM 6He3onacHOCTH
yexocrnoBaukoro napriameHTta. [loBbllWeHHbIE TpeboBaHWA apMum wu
OCTanbHbIX COCTaBHbIX YacTen BOOPYXEHHbIX CUIl OTpasuinucb B
M3MEHEHUAX nATUNeTHero nnaHa B 1951 rogy. «YckopeHHas
nepecTponka HapogHOro XO3AWCTBa», Kak B CroBape TOro BpPEMEHU
0603Ha4anocb NoBbILWEHNE NPOM3BOACTBA TSXKENTON NPOMbILLIIEHHOCTH
M B ero pamkax OBOPOHHOrO MPOM3BOACTBA, MOMb30BaNoOCh
nepBooOYepPEeaHOCTbIO B MiaHMPOBaHNKN, NPOM3BOACTBE, MaTepuarbHbIX
N YenoBeYyecknx pecypcax. HegoctatouHoe Konn4ecTso paboyen cunbl
AOIMKHO ObINIO MOMOMHUTLCA 3a CYET YCKOPEHHOW KOMSEeKTMBM3aLUK
cenbckoro xosanctea. O6 3Tux BonNpocax rOBOPUSIOCH  Ha
despanbckoMm 3acegaHun LK KIMY B 1951 rogy. deBparnbckoe
3acegaHue LK K4 B 1951 rogy opneHTMpoBano HapogHoOe XO03aNCTBO
Ha ero MunMTapu3aumio ¢ NOAroTOBKOM K BOEHHOM 3KOHOMMUKE.

CocTaBHOM YacCTblo TakoW opueHTaumm Oblfv U HOBblEe CMOCOObI
NIaHMpoBaHUS OBOPOHHOM NPOMBILNIEHHOCTU, KOHTPOMS BbIMNOMHEHUS
3agad npousBoacTea M omHaHcoBOro obecneveHus. B ceHTabpe 1951
roga npu ocygapcTBeHHOM NnaHOBOM ynpasneHun B [Mpare  6Gbin
co3daH BOEHHO-3KOHOMuYeckun otaen. Ero 3agayen  6bino
pa3paboTaTb KpaTKOBPEMEHHbIE U MEPCNEKTUBHbIE MNiiaHbl 060POHHOM

NPOMbILLITIEHHOCTU C MNMpPaBOM KOHTPOJIA NMpoun3BoACTBa U WHBECTULINN.



BoeHHO-9KOHOMMYECKMA  OTAen  COCTaBfisin  MfiaHbl  COrnacHo
TpeboBaHMSAM apMUM M MUHUCTEPCTB HaUMOHANbHOM OBOPOHLI W
BHyTpeHHUX aen. OT4yeTbl 3TOro YynpaBfeHUd cornacHo ocobomy
pexumy opraHos LIK KINY npepoctaBnsanucb nuwb nNpaBUTENbLCTBY U
npeangeHty.” [paBo KOHTPONst OGOPOHHOM  MPOMBILLNEHHOCTY
NpUHaanexano COBECTKMM BOEHHbIM COBETHMKaM, YUCHO KOTOPbIX B
1951 — 1953 rr. ObiCTpO BO3pacTano. YexocnoBaukne napTUNHLIE W
rocyfapcTBeHHble OpraHbl obpaiwanucb ¢ npocbbor HanpaBuUTb
COBETCKMX COBETHMKOB MO BOMpPOCaM MNfaHUPOBaHMS U OBOPOHHbIX
3aBOAOB.

OTyeTbl BOEHHO-3KOHOMWYECKOrO OTAEeNa SABMSAKTCA BaXHbIM
MCTOYHMKOM MHGOpPMaUMiA O pacxogdax Ha BOOpPYXeHue. Ho n oHu He
NpeaocTaBnAlT HaM TOYHOIO M MUCYEpPMbIBAKOLWEro NpeacTaBneHns o
peanbHbIX pacxodax, TaK KaK OHM 4YaCTU4Hbl W noasnexanu
N3MeHeHnsM. Ha oCHoBaHWM OAHOrO Takoro oT4eTa BO3MOXHO co3faTb
npeAcTaBneHne o pacxodax Ha BoopyxeHue B 1952 — 1953 rr.’

B oTyeTe BOEHHO-3KOHOMUYECKOro oTaena [ocyaapCTBEHHOro
NNaHOBOro ynpasrfieHna OT ceHTabps 1952 roga, agpecoBaHHOro
MuHuctpy obopoHbl A. Yenunyke 6b1II0 OTMeuveHo, YTo 3a 1952 rop
NpsMble pacxogbl Ha BOOPYXXEHHbIe Cunbl npeactasnann codom 18,8%
n3 obuwero Owoxketa rocygapctea. B HOMMHanbHOM BbipaXXeHUU
npaMble pacxodbl npeacrasnsanu cymmy 68,5 munnmapgos  Kuc.
Bmecte ¢ HenpambiMum  pacxogamu  MuHuctepctBa — obuiero
MaLLUMHOCTPOEHNS, XUMWYECKOM MNPOMbBILLSIEHHOCTX, TpaHcnopTa w
CBA3M BENMUMHA pacxodoB npeactaenana cymmy 87,2 munnuapga
Kyc. Pacxogbl Ha OBGOPOHHYK MNPOMBLIWSIEHHOCTL M MaTepuarnbHoe
obecneveHne npeactasnano 39,9 munnumapgos m 16,1 munnmapga

MHBECTULNN.



B 1953 rogy 3annaHupoBaHHbIE MPSIMble MHBECTULMN OOSMKHbI
Obinn goctnub pasmepa 104,2 munnuapga Kuc, T1.e. Ha 52 npoueHTa
6onblwe, yem B 1952 rogy n ¢ HenpsIMbIMKU pacxogamun B pasmepe 25,7
MUNIMapaoB oblaa cymma Ha BOOPYXEHHble Cuibl npeacTtasnsana
129,9 munnuapgos Kuc, T.e. 19,1 npoueHTa OT nNMAHMPOBAHHOIO
HaumoHanbHoro poxopga 1953 ropga. W3  OwaXKeTHbIX  OeHer,
BblAENEHHbIX HA BOOPYXEHHbIE CWUMbl, pacxodbl Ha apMUIo
npeactaensann  90% o1 obwen cymmbl, a ansa MwuHuctepcTsa
HaunoHanbHon 6e3onacHoCTM M MuHUCTepCcTBa BHYTPEHHUX Oen -—

rpaxxaaHckyto 060poHy — 10%*.

Uexocnosakusa B 1952 — 1953 rr. umenia MHOMOYUCIIEHHYIO
apMuIo € 3ansiaHMpPOBaHHbLIM KonnyectBoMm 267 500 BOEHHOCNYXaLLMX.
Apmuss  Hapsgy C  COCTaBHbIMM  4acTaMM  rocydapCTBEHHOW
Ge3onacHocTu, YnpaeneHunem Axumoa, Munuuuen wn [paxgaHCcKomn
obopoHon B 1952 rogy HacumTbiBana okornio 300 — 370 000 yenoBek.,
T.e. B 06wux Yeptax 10% oT Bcero HaceneHust HexocrnoBakum.

BolaBmxeHne Ha nepegHun nnaH TSHKenow npOMbILIEHHOCTU C
OoNblWMMM  MHBECTULMOHHBIMKM  3aTpaTaMn  Ha  reosIornm4eckyto
pa3Beaky, Ao0bivy 1 oboralleHne HU3KOKa4eCTBEHHOW XKene3Hon pyabl
M UBETHbIX MeTannoB B YexocnoBakum 6bif1I0 NpuunHOM 60MbLLNX
npobnem B HapoAHOM XO3AMCTBE. HegocTaTtouHOE KONMMYECTBO CbIpbS,
KOTOpOro HegoctaBano B YexocnoBakuuM — OrpaHuuMBano  u
BO3MOXHOCTU MeTannyprmyeckon 1M MawunHOCTPOUTESTIbHON MPOMbI-
wneHHoctn. Cnag 4exocnoBauKoOW OOOPOHHOW MNPOMbILLIIEHHOCTHU
nocrne BTOPOW MWPOBOM BOWHLI CTas MPUYNHOW HEOOCTAaTOYHOro
KonuyectBa KBanuduumpoBaHHbIX paboTHukoB. oaTtomy Goponack c
TPYOHOCTSAMM N OOOPOHHAs NPOMbILWNEHHOCTb. [loTepu nosiBUNUCH
BCNeacTBME Mpou3BOACTBA HEKayeCTBEHHOM WM 4acTo fioMarowencs

TEXHUKN, HanpuMmep, npom3soaCcTtBO U MOHTaX TaHKOB 10 COBETCKOM



nnueHsun. MNnaH noBbICUTL NPON3BOACTBO OOOPOHHBLIX NPEaNPUATUN Ha
100 1 GonblUue NpPoUEHT BTEYEHWE KOPOTKOro nepuopa pearbHO Obin
HEBO3MOXEH. HeBbinonHeHne nnaHoBs n HeKkayeCTBEHHOe
NPON3BOACTBO  WUCKITOYMTENBbHO  MPUNUCHLIBANOCH  BPeaMTENbCKOM
AeATeNbHOCTM NPOTUBHMKA. YacTble penpeccun, HanpasfeHHble
NPOTUB PYKOBOAALWMX PabOTHMKOB B MMHUCTEPCTBaAX U Ha 3aBoax
BbI3blBaniM atmocdepy cTpaxa B obuwectBe. B cabotaxe u
BpeANTENbCKON AEATENbHOCTU, HanpaBfieHHOM NPOTMB CTPOUTENbLCTBA
TSOKENOW MPOMBILLSIEHHOCTM M Ha HapyLUEeHUS1 3KOHOMUYECKUX CBA3EN C
CCCP, B 1952 roay 6b15i1 OCY>KAEHbI U NMPUrOBOPEHDbI K BbICLLEN Mepe
HakasaHus — CMEpPTHOW KasHW WAW [OONrofieTHEMY THOPEMHOMY
3aK/IOYEeHUI0 aBTOpbl NepBoro naTuneTHero nnaHa (J1. ®penka, P.
Mapronuyc, . ®park, E. Jle6bn), a B 1954 rogy cnepytowas rpynna
9KOHOMUCTOB, KoTopble B 1950 rogy roToBMAM YEXOCOBALKO-
COBETCKMI TOProBbIN JOroBop.

MO MHEHMIO 4exoCrnoBaLKOro PykoBOACTBa FNaBHOW MNPUYNHON
HEBbINOMHEHNS nnaHa Gbina 3actapenas opraHu3aums
MNPOMBbILLUNIEHHOCTM U METOAbI YrpaBneHns. Boixogom M3 aTton cutyaumm
PYKOBOACTBO CUYMTANO nogpaxaHme COBETCKON mMogenu ynpasneHus. B
mione 1951 roga W. [JonaHckui BLICTYMUA C NPeAsioXeHNeM Mo
peopraHu3auum 4exocnoBauKoro HapogHoro xosdanctesa. CornacHo
NPOEKTY 6bIn0 aHHYNMPOBAaHO MwuHUCTEepCcTBO TSKENON
MPOMBILLUNIEHHOCTU N CO34aHbl NATb HOBbIX MUHUCTEPCTB. OBOpPOHHadA
NPOMBbILLUNEHHOCTb nepeLna K MuHuncTepcTBy obuwero
MaLUMHOCTPOeHMs. B pamkax Kaxgoro MuHucTepcTBa obpasoBanuvch
oTaeneHns 6GesonacHocTU. Haas3op CTPYKTYpHbIX NogpasneneHni
6esonacHoCTU 3a paboTHUKAMM MUHUCTEPCTB, 3aBOAOB M NpeanpuaTni
cTan HeoTAENMMOM COCTaBHOM 4YacTbl XWU3HM W Obln NPU3HAKOM

MuUnnMTapusaumm obuiecTea.



OpueHTaumsa  4exocrnoBauKOro HapOAHOro  XO03AWCTBa  Ha
ObICTPYIO NEPECTPONKY C BblBEAEHMEM Ha MepegHun NnaH TSHKernoro
MaLLUMHOCTPOEHNS MNPUBENO B HAPOAHOM XO3AMCTBE K OonbLnm
noTepsaM BCNeAcTBME HEMNOArOTOBNEHHOCTU K BbICOKMM Temnam
pa3BUTUS, KOTOPLIE AMKTOBANUCTb NOTPeOHOCTAMM 000POHLI. Mnynbe
K BbICOKOMY pPOCTY pacxO4oB Ha BOOPYXEHHble cunbl Obln  gaH
COBELLaHMEM MnpeacTaBUTeNen KOMMYHUCTUYECKMX NAPTUA COBETCKOro
Gbnoka co CTanMHOM WX COBETCKMM reHeparnbHbiM  LWTaboMm.
Munutapusaumnsa «xonogHom BorHbl» B 1951 — 1953 rr. npoaBunack B
oTpuuaTenbHbIX NOCNEACTBUSAX, BAUSIOLLNX HA HApOAHOE XO3SIUCTBO U
Bce obuwectBo. MHorme wmepbl, npuHATble B 1951 — 1953 .
cBMaeTenbCcTBOBanM O NOAroTOBKE K BOEHHOM 3KOHOMUKe. Hacneawme
9TOro nepuoda He CMOINM MNOSTHOCTLIO YCTPaHUTbL PYKOBOASLLME KPYTn
no 1989 roga. OcobeHHO 3TO Kacanocb CTPYKTYP 4YexocroBauKou
NPOMbILLIEHHOCTN, MHBECTMUMA KU CNOCOBOB YynpaBfeHUs HapOAHbIM

XO3ANCTBOM.
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The Problems with the Main Defence Line in the NATO Central Sector at the beginning
of the 1950s"

Dr. Jan Hoffenaar (Institute of Military History, Royal Netherlands Army)

In August 1952, a shock wave reverberated through the Netherlands. The newspaper
headlines were dominated by alarming reports stating that, in the event of a Soviet attack, the
Netherlands would be left undefended. Many people were wondering what purpose NATO
membership served, if not defence in a potential attack. Questions were asked in parliament
and the Dutch government was urged to clarify the situation. The cause of the excitement was
an article by Drew Middleton, the widely respected New York Times correspondent in Bonn,
Germany. He described the growing opposition against the strategic views of a number of
unspecified French generals who, Middleton felt, would dominate the future debate on the
Allied defence strategy. The French were “interested mainly in the defence of Metropolitan
France and the territories in Northern Africa”. They were not interested in “holding the Low

Countries and northwest Germany”.

We have landed in the heart of a major strategic debate in the early 1950s. At the time, the
military threat posed by the Soviet Union was perceived to be very real in the West, while the
build-up of the NATO forces was nowhere near the stage where the West would be able to
withstand a Soviet offensive. The chasm between NATO’s actual and desired and indeed,
required military capacity was formidable. True, at the beginning of 1952, the Emergency
Defence Plan by the Supreme Allied Commander in Europe (SACEUR) had come into force,

but the major Allied countries were nurturing their own concepts and plans regardless.

This paper, I hope, will make clear how and why the Netherlands became caught in the force
field of official Allied objectives and plans on the one hand, and the actual, de facto views and
opinions that were clearly informed by national interests on the other hand. In the last
analysis, it all boiled down to the one question: would the Netherlands be defended and held

in the event of a Soviet attack?

* A longer, more detailled and annotated version of this paper will be published shortly.



At first glance, the Dutch security situation at the end of the Second World War looked fairly
bright. From the first, the Netherlands had been involved in Western political and military
alliances. In 1948, it had ratified the Brussels Treaty, bidding farewell to a long-standing
policy of neutrality, which it had maintained for over a century. One year later, the
Netherlands became one of the first signatories to the Washington Treaty, which saw the
establishment of NATO. In so doing, the main objective of Dutch security policy had been
achieved, namely the assurance that the United States had a definite stake in European
security. An attack on a single member state would be considered an attack on NATO. This

principle instilled a sense of security.

The official NATO defence plans — which, by the way, were mainly discussed behind closed
doors — likewise gave rise to optimism. In the medium term, with effect from 1954, a forward
defence was to be formed. In the short term, the main defence would be concentrated along
the rivers Rhine and IJssel. The Netherlands had strongly urged for the latter part of the
defence line to be included in NATO defence plans. The Dutch position was that this defence
line was paramount to safeguarding at least the political and economic heart of the country.
The British, who for centuries had set great store by holding the Low Countries for the
purposes of their own defence, supported the idea of a defence line along the river [Jssel. This
was shown, among others, by a discussion between Field Marshal Montgomery and the
French general De Lattre de Tassigny at the end of 1948 on the “alignment of our defences in
Holland”. Montgomery stated that ... it was essential to do everything possible to prevent the
Russians overrunning Western Holland. (...) To achieve this objective it would be necessary
to fight on the [Jssel line.” De Lattre also recognised that “the IJssel was the most reasonable
line of defence”, but he had reservations about the viability of this defence line.
Montgomery’s rejoinder was: “In all circumstances, however, [I] would continue to work on

the principle that we should never desert the Dutch.”

The Dutch subsequently left no stone unturned in their attempts to make the [Jssel line fully
acceptable to all Allies. Within two years, true to the best Dutch engineering tradition, they
completed a full-scale water defence line. They were capable of inundating large landmasses
on either side of the river in a matter of days. To this end, large weirs were to be moved into
the rivers Rhine and IJssel. This engineering feat convinced the remaining sceptics among the
Allies. The Dutch population, meanwhile, was completely ignorant of the debate on the IJssel

line. People who read the papers closely were aware of the existence of the defence line,



while residents of the area who stopped to take a closer look probably guessed that something
was being done there that was defence related. Only very few people, however, had detailed
information on the exact operation of the water defence line. The construction of the defence
line was a highly secret project. The reasons for this secrecy were both military and social.
Had it become known that, in the event of a Soviet attack, over 400,000 residents on both
sides of the river would have to be evacuated, this would have led to great unrest among the

Dutch population.

In those first years, the official operation plans were not overly realistic. Internal, confidential
estimates of the Western defensive capability tended to be far more pessimistic. This
pessimism was mainly based on the fact that the build-up of the Allied forces, not least among
which the Dutch forces, had fallen way behind schedule. The Emergency Defence Plan by
General Eisenhower, the then Supreme Allied Commander in Europe, became effective on 15
February 1952. This plan stated that the Rhine-1Jssel line was of vital importance to the
Central Sector and was to be held. The British Chiefs of Staff termed the plan “unrealistic
because with the forces available (...) we do not consider that the Rhine Line can be held”.
The US Joint Outline Emergency War Plan, approved in September 1952, provided for the
withdrawal of American troops from the river Rhine to the Pyrenees. The US Joint Chiefs of
Staff coordinated this plan with General Eisenhower personally. His NATO staff was not
informed, only the British were. Both the Americans and the British recognised that General
Eisenhower, for political reasons, was forced to take the Continental Strategy as his sole and
exclusive starting point in respect of NATO planning. This meant the defence of the Rhine
and [Jssel line. Any hint of a further withdrawal of troops or any suggestion of a “Peripheral
Strategy” in itself would be non-negotiable for the continental European member states. It

would shatter Western cohesion and ultimately play into Stalin’s hands.

In other words, the situation with respect to Allied planning was anything but straightforward.
Although the continental European member states were not aware of the details of the
situation, they realised that implementation of the official operation plans depended on the
required divisions being raised. The military leadership, in particular, realised that there was a

chasm between the official position on how to operate and the wherewithal to do so.

This conclusion takes us back to the heart of the matter and to the article by Drew Middleton

that so excited the public mind in the Netherlands in the summer of 1952: how would the



Allied forces respond in the event of an attack in the short-term by the Red Army on western
Europe? The question was all the more pertinent, as the chasm I described before could be
bridged in different fashions. There was room for different interpretations and solutions,
which would open the door to national interests. Self-interest would take over and dominate
Allied operations. This, precisely, was Holland’s worst nightmare. As early as 1951, the
Dutch Joint Chiefs of Staff Committee had observed a serious lack of interest among the
Allies in the defence of the Netherlands. The Dutch Defence leadership suspected that the
Allied commanders were swayed by the French strategy, which focused on a defence line
behind the river Rhine. This suspicion was based on statements by the chief of the Dutch
liaison mission at SHAPE, who warned that Allied headquarters were taking serious account

of a defence line south of the main rivers.

The scepticism of the Dutch Defence leadership was taking on major proportions in the
autumn of 1951, with the appointment of the French Field Marshal Juin as commander of the
Allied Land Forces Central Europe. Their suspicions appeared to be confirmed by various
military developments. Thus, Field Marshal Juin’s original plan had designated both the
Ardennes and Holland as firm bases that were to be defended at great cost. In his final plan,
however, Holland did not feature anymore. The only words in the plan devoted to the
Netherlands were that the enemy’s advance in the Netherlands would be obstructed through
inundation and destruction of infrastructure. Secondly, there was reason to believe that
Rotterdam was no longer considered a major supply port and that the scheduled oil pipeline
network in the context of the NATO infrastructure programme would stop below the main
rivers. The anxiety of the Dutch Defence leadership was fed further by reports by the
commander of the Northern Army Group, Sir John Harding, who wanted to move the line
between the Dutch and the British army corps from the river Waal southward to the Rees-
Gogh-Afferden-Boxmeer-Uden-Vught line. He maintained that one Dutch division was to be
deployed south of the main rivers. The Chief of the Dutch General Staff, General Hasselman,
the later chairman of the Military Committee of NATO, considered this southward move
premature. He felt that priority should be given first to raising sufficient troops for the defence

of the 1Jssel sector.

Indeed, the Dutch Defence leadership was on a different wavelength altogether. Dutch
priorities lay with establishing a robust defence line behind the IJssel river. In the event that

hostile forces broke through this defence, Allied forces were to be withdrawn to a ‘firm base



Holland’, which was to be held at all costs. These views were more or less in line with the
views held by the German military leadership and the approach advocated by General
Eisenhower as the most desired from a military point of view. The starting points were that
Denmark and parts of northern Germany were to be held in order to be able to launch a
flanking attack on advancing Russian units. Southern Germany and the Alps were to be held
for the same reasons, namely to attack the enemy’s other flank. The Dutch military leadership,
however, had no real intentions of linking the Dutch and the German defence lines. A
proposal made by an influential Dutch general, possibly in consultation with the Allies and
with German help, to extend the 1Jssel line to the river Eems and the Dortmund-Ems channel,

was utterly disregarded by his Dutch colleagues.

Indications that appeared to corroborate the suspected Allied neglect of the defence of the
Netherlands north of the main rivers, coincided with the unfavourable assessments by the
Allies of the progress of the build-up of the Dutch defence. The Dutch army and its officers in
particular got it in the neck, witnessed by the withering judgement passed by Montgomery
after his visit to the Netherlands at the end of November 1951: “The Dutch Army [is] useless
to NATO”.

Only a small circle of politicians, diplomats and officers had inside knowledge of the ins and
outs of the Dutch defence issues of the early nineteen fifties. This was all the more reason
why the chance ‘discovery’ of Drew Middleton’s article in the middle of the summer of 1952
had the impact of a meteorite. It made the headlines in virtually all the newspapers in the
Netherlands. The Dutch population had suddenly come face to face with the dangers hanging
over its head. Not only would the northern and eastern parts of the Netherlands be given up in
a Russian attack — something that few people in the country were aware of in the first place —
chances were that the densely populated western part of the Netherlands would undergo the
same fate. As I said before, there was even a distinct possibility that the south of the

Netherlands would not be defended either. Only very few people were aware of this, however.

Middleton’s article prompted the most influential and respected parliamentarian of the time,
the leader of the Roman Catholic party, Romme, to ask the government to disclose the
information they had. This greatly embarrassed the government. Four weeks went by before
they came up with an answer. Although this was understandable, given the fact that a new

government was being formed, it did not inspire confidence. The government was in a



predicament that can be likened to trying to square the circle. It did not have detailed and
definite information on the Allied defence plans, but it did know that there was a world of
difference between ambition and reality. At the same time, the government felt the moral
obligation to reassure the population and guarantee the astronomical defence budget needed to

be able to bridge the gulf within a few years’ time.

That summer, the Dutch government had sought to obtain a definite undertaking from the
most senior NATO officials on holding the IJssel line as part of the main defence line and on
holding the western part of the Netherlands as a firm base. The new Supreme Allied
Commander, General Ridgway, recognised that there was “cause for misunderstanding
regarding intentions” concerning the Emergency Defence Plan. He gave the assurance,
however that: “I am firmly determined (and so is Marechal Juin), under the Emergency
Defence Plan to defend the Rhine-IJssel line to the last. I do not countenance any thought of
failure in this strategy and, therefore, no planning for withdrawal into national redoubts is
possible.” General Hasselman subsequently informed General Ridgway that the Dutch
military authorities saw fit “to prepare a retreat to a firm base.” These assurances, however,
did not set any minds at ease. It all boiled down to a matter of confidence and that was in

short supply in the summer of 1952.

What was the government to tell parliament in order to square the circle? The Minister of War
went to NATO headquarters in Paris to get first-hand information on the real merits of the
situation. This did not get him very far though. The only solution was time and patience, but
this was hardly the message that people were waiting to hear at a time of acute threat. For this
reason, the government resorted to more general formulations, hoping that this would be
sufficient to contain the unrest. The first drafts still contained passages such as “the existing
plans provide for the defence of the territory of the Netherlands”. This was subsequently
rephrased as “the existing concepts provide for an adequate protection of Dutch interests.”
This was rephrased once more as: “The existing plans, given the limited means, are taking
Dutch interests into account.” The government’s ultimate answer to parliament was worded as
follows: “The government does not think that it is in the public interest to disclose the existing
military-strategic plans”. It went on by saying that: “The Dutch government holds that the
enormous Dutch defence efforts in the context of Allied defence plans ought to be
accompanied by the absolute assurance that, in the event of an attack, the territory of the

Netherlands will be defended. In light of the information the government has on current



Allied military-strategic concepts, this standpoint leads to the undiminished continuation of
the Dutch defence effort.” Outsiders had no other option than to take the government’s word

for it.

Concerns continued unabated, even in the ‘inner circle’ of Dutch politicians, diplomats and
the military elite. The latter briefly considered raising the military-strategic issues in the
Military Committee, but this never materialised. At the same time, parliamentary questions
continued to be asked. Doubts were even expressed as to Atlantic solidarity. A member of the
Senate of the States-General asked the government whether they had any assurances that none
of the Allies would make a separate peace, in the event of the Netherlands being occupied
after an unsuccessful Allied defence, before the whole of the Netherlands was liberated. The
government answered that it felt this was sufficiently covered by Article 5 of the North

Atlantic Treaty. Doubts remained, however.

Despite all this, it looks like the hot issue of the defence of the Netherlands was becoming less
of an issue from 1953 onwards. Various factors contributed to this process. At the end of
1952, the 1Jssel defence line was completed and various Allied commanders had expressed
their satisfaction about this fact. They were moreover a great deal more positive about the
progress of the Dutch defence build-up than before. Naturally, both the Dutch political and
military leadership jumped at the opportunity of relaying these positive comments to the
Dutch population. An even more important factor in this context was the prospect of a
sizeable German contribution to the Western defence effort in the context of the soon to be
established European Defence Community. This would enable a veritable forward defence.
Added to this was the death of the Soviet leader Stalin in 1953. There was time for a breathing

space.

Concerns had not been taken away completely. The fact that the eastern part of the
Netherlands would be given up without further ado in the event of an enemy advance was
hard to swallow. Also, at the most senior political level, much more sombre scenarios
continued to circulate for a number of years after that. At the beginning of 1954, the two
Dutch ministers involved with foreign affairs, including the future NATO secretary-general,
Joseph Luns, in a memorandum to the Minister of War and the Navy stated the following. In

the absence of the planned twelve German divisions, “NATO forces will not be able to do



more than hold up the advance of Soviet forces. At best, this delaying operation will result in

a bridgehead being held in southwestern France”.

It was only from 1958 onwards that the Netherlands was reaching smooth waters. 1958, not
1954, as had been intended, witnessed the first concrete steps being taken towards a forward
defence. The main defence line shifted from the Rhine-1Jssel line to the Weser-Fulda line.
This had become possible thanks to the participation of the German forces in the Allied
defence and the positioning of tactical nuclear weapons. In 1963, the line was moved further
east, to the river Elbe, along the inner German border, the inner-deutsche Grenze. That was
the end of deeply worrying articles in the papers like Drew Middleton’s. The Netherlands
would be defended, although no-one had the luxury of feeling safe. That was the paradox. The

entire human race had a nuclear war hanging over its head like the Sword of Damocles.



“The Road from Innocence: Canada and the Cold War, 1945-1963”

Ronald Haycock and Michael Hennessy
History Department

Royal Military College of Canada

Less than a month after the explosions of the Atomic bomb had brought a brutally shocking but
abrupt end the Second World War, Canadians were horrified to learn that their wartime ally, the Soviet
Union had a well developed spy ring aimed at Washington and London operating out of Canada’s capital
city. These surprises came in early September when Igor Gouzencho, a cipher clerk in the Soviet embassy
in Ottawa walked into the offices of the Ministry of Justice with all of the evidence. What it revealed in the
next 9 days stunned usually complacent Canadians." It was a loss of innocence, and it pushed the country

onto a completely different road than it had ever traveled before.

For decades before, Canadians were “ an unmilitary people” sheltered by their colonial past and
their particular historical and geographical circumstances. After the post US Civil War settlements had
ended the antagonisms with the Americans in the 1870’s, there was very little real threat to Canada. All it
needed for its protection was a rag-tag part-time militia. When Canada did go to war, it raised volunteer
citizen soldiers and only after the crisis had started. So it was in 1914. However, by war’s end Canada had
sent three-quarters of a million overseas in the Great War. But after 1918, that caustic experience with its
100,000 casualties on the European killing fields confirmed much about getting too heavily involved in a
dangerous world, and the country and its politicians took on an uneasy isolation all through the twenties
and thirties. Moreover, Canada had always been a very junior partner in a large alliance system. Seldom

was it ever asked or expected to take part in the great strategic questions. As one Canadian former Prime
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Minister put it in 1919, it was made safe from “the vortex of European Militarism” by time and distance.’
In most citizens’ minds, questions of domestic development were far more important than military or
strategic ones at home or abroad. For its part, the senior “partner” usually only wanted the young
Dominion’s human or natural treasures. And so the Canadian peacetime worldview did not develop much
beyond a very basic tactical and technical level. In 1939, when Canada went to war its professional soldiery

numbered about 5,000, and its navy and airforce were even more miniscule.

The Second War had many characteristics of the first albeit with fewer deaths. For 6 years there
had been a huge and successful military effort. Canadians also did well in industrial terms and it all seemed
to prove that the mostly volunteer citizen soldier could hold their own. There is no doubt that it was a new
industrialized country with a proud fighting record that emerged in 1945. And so there were many who
simply wanted to get back into a tranquil peacetime civilian life to enjoy the new prosperity, and- to use the
words of a popular song of the day -“let the rest of the world go by.” But in 1945, the Gouzencho affair

abruptly ended that.?

For the next 18 years, it was the Cold War that would rivet Canada’s attention whether it liked it or not.
The issues that sprang from this were varied and not always immediately clear. A select group of
Canadians mostly in federal political circles or associated with the Department of External Affairs, like
future Prime Minister, Lester B. Mike Pearson, had known for some time, even before the Gouzencho
affair that there was no going back to the halcyon days. The Second World War had given them experience
in the international community and they knew that only a proactive stance aimed at keeping the world as
peaceful as possible would maintain the hard-won Canadian prosperity and keep the nation safe from the
future ravages of war. During the war, politicians had developed what the Prime Minister called “the

functional principle” as a sort of Canadian way of thinking about the country’s ability to interact with those
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alliance partners of much greater power. Put briefly, the principle held two things: first, since Canada had
made great contributions to winning the conflict, she should be accorded a post-war role commensurate
with her contribution. Second , if she had an expertise in a given area, then she ought to be allowed to
contribute that quality to the alliance for the common good. Implicit in the concept was that Canada would
have something to contribute that the alliance wanted. This meant that a balance between ‘ends and means’
and ‘commitment and capability’ were a key to the functional principle’s usefulness.” It would remain to
see if the balance could be kept. But be that as it may, even as the last shots of the conflict were being fired,
the reluctant Canadian Prime Minister W.L. Mackenzie King, fortunately bolstered with enough of his
“new men” of the internationalist bent, were at San Francisco determined to use the new United Nations as
a means to establish the peace. While this agency would remain for many years a prime focus of Canadian

internationalism, it was not quite enough as other forces came to bear.

In the post war world as it had been for centuries before, Europe had a special place for most
Canadians. It was part of their historical posture and political space.” Now it had to be rebuilt and defended
especially Western Europe. War should not be allowed to break out there, and if it did, it had to be won.
The British Commonwealth remained and even took on new leadership possibilities for Canada as Britain
withdrew on its Imperial retreat. But the United States had replaced Britain as Canada’s prime concern in
trade and national security issues both at home and in whatever came out of the ashes of Europe. It was a

siren call harder and harder to resist.

Yet the past had taught Canadians of the paradox that being too close to the new “senior partner” could be
as risky as not being close enough. Sovereignty had to be preserved. So did winning recognition of
Canada’s new status the result of her tremendous wartime effort on behalf of the alliance. Complicating all

of this was the fact that Canada was in North America, and, albeit often slowly, the Dominion had always
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subscribed to its security and defence. The American Monroe Doctrine made it hard to escape such a
conclusion. In 1938, FDR had made it clear that the USA would “not stand idly by” if Canada was
attacked. No doubt it was then assuring to Canadians, but it also contained the subtle message that if they

did not protect their turf then the Americans would do it for them.

And so in the immediate post war world Canadian policy makers had to balance two competing
imperatives: European peace and stability in an rapidly widening east-west estrangement, and the security
of North America. The former would demand collective defence likely within multilateral arrangements®;
the latter meant bilateral connexions with the great power to the south. The Canadian questions were what
were the proportions of either and how much was enough. The answers were not easy or simple. As it
soon turned out, the Cold War created several events that tested Canada’s ability to handle these issues, not
the least the creation of NATO in 1949, followed rapidly over 12 short years by the Korean War in 1950,
then the permanent commitment of Canadian forces to Europe, the Suez affair the formation of NORAD
and the Cuban Missile crisis in 1962. Canada moved along this “road from innocence” with remarkable

agility and coherence but certainly not without problems and introspection.

The post war Canadian Liberal government of Mackenzie King had hoped that the once the big
citizen armies were demobilized in 1945, the defence budgets could return to the low levels of the interwar
years. Professional forces, it was hoped could easily return to their usual small size and not cost the
taxpayer much. The Reserve Forces (the citizen militia) would remain the first lines of Canadian defence.
But by 1946 with Communist aggrandizement extending itself in many spheres, the “Iron Curtain”, as
Churchill described it in Fulton Missouri, had descended on Europe. This meant that Canada as it had
always done in the past, would be looking for allies to guarantee the security, which it felt it could not pay
for. Consequently, getting involved with the Americans and keeping them involved in Europe became a
long-term goal in Ottawa. The Truman Doctrine and the Marshal Plan were clear indications that
Washington was already convinced that Stalin’s policy would not stop at the simply building a buffer zone

around the USSR.



After 1947, events such as the Soviet endorsed Maoist victory in China, the communist take-over
in Hungary and Czechoslovakia and the Soviet pressures against Greece, Turkey and Finland coupled with
the Berlin blockade marked the true onset of the Cold War.” For Canada, the same events only pushed the
equally disturbed Canadian government- by now headed by the much more internationalist Liberal
administration of Louis St Laurent-to get into the shelter of an alliance that had a military mutual support
component to it. To the Ottawa men such as Lester Pearson, St Laurent’s new External Affairs minister,
there was no question of withdrawing from international participation for several reasons. First, ultimately
it would mean that Canada would be not only isolated in North America, but in a de facto bilateral
relationship whether she wanted it or not with the neighboring behemoth that was itself involved in Europe.
If this was so, there would be no independent Canadian representation in Europe to act in her national
interests: economic, military or otherwise; nor would there be for Ottawa any balancing influences of other
countries to mitigate the lop-sided nature of American power in North America or Europe. Besides, to pick
another version of the former path —an independent foreign and defence policy- would involve
unimaginable defence spending. It was therefore more practical if not easier —in Denis Smiths words-to
accept the traditional prerequisite foreign and defence policy umbrella of having “the approval and

protection of the United Kingdom and the United States.”

In early 1948,when Clement Attlee, the British Labour Prime Minister urgently cabled Ottawa that
there was an immediate danger of a Soviet attack possibly on Norway, and that a regional Atlantic pact of
mutual assistance was the best way to countre it, alarms went off. Admittedly, the Canadian authorities
took these urgent warnings on their face value without much consideration to determine if the threat was

real.” Canada then worked hard at helping to establish that first child of the Cold War, the North Atlantic
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Treaty in 1949. And so NATO was born and Canada had been a prime player. The cost of playing was not

yet known, but that would soon change.

But for the moment Canada was fulfilling a role she had often played before —she was an
interpreter in the North Atlantic Triangle; this time she was explaining not only the United Kingdom and
the United states to each other but now to the western Europeans as well.'” Moreover, if any one then saw
it, she seemed poised to exert an influence far larger and more important than her long- term resources
might sustain. Certainly, this new Atlantic Alliance would give the smaller powers a greater say in the
direction of policies, and possibly in military strategy, than had been afforded them by the Allied
Combined Boards in the Second World War. What was also true was that in the realm of strategic thinking
Canada had deferred to the ideas of her two great allies rather than developing her own, and her fate
seemed more dependent on maintaining her interests in the NATO alliance than elsewhere. Perhaps that
was just hard power reality tempered by the conviction that she could work to soften whatever harshness
the big partners tried to impose on the alliance. Such a position could have also given the comfortable
illusion that Canada was participating in high policy decisions. Whatever the case, Canada’s High
Commissioner in the UK, Norman Robertson thought that the North Atlantic Treaty was a “providential

solution for so many of our problems.”"!

One of the problems was the escalating cost of defence in light of the new Cold War. Canada had
hoped that a formal alliance would allow a reduction or a stabilization of her defence budget. Compared the
ruined state of most European countries in 1949, Canadian military capability and material resources were

good. Yet the real attraction for Canada like the war —ravaged Europeans was that mutual defence pooling
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meant that each one hoped to spend less?'? Additionally, in Canada, however obsolete, there was lots of
munitions and equipment left over from the war. Emptying the Dominion’s warehouses into Europe was
not only magnanimous alliance diplomacy, but happily for the senior officers of the much reduced
Canadian Forces it also put pressure on the Canadian Government to buy them modern replacements. And
the Europeans were willing to take the surplus kit because they simply had very little of their own. What
Canada could give the alliance was munitions, raw material and training, the latter of which much as she
had done before in the old British Commonwealth Air Training Plan (BCATP) during the war." It would
certainly help the Canadian economy and give further life to the marvelous munitions manufacturing
capability Canada had created in the war. This was especially important since the American congress had
imposed a “ Buy American” policy that kept the Canadians from benefiting from the revival in the US arms
market as a result of the Soviet threat, In the end, during the early 1950s, Canada outfitted with old British
pattern equipment several divisions for the Dutch, the Belgians and the Italians. Ottawa also initiated a
smaller Mutual Aid programme for others in Europe. This eventually included newly manufacture

munitions.'* And there were many NATO military personnel trained in Canada."

Other Canadian contributions came not in equipment and training but in defining the NATO
organization and planning procedures that helped make it a better relationship for the lesser powers therein.
For instance, Ottawa saw the treaty as more than one of just mutual defence; if ultimately to be in vain,
Canada originally hoped to develop the economic and social aspects of a true Atlantic Community. The
treaty’s article 2 referred to this and became known as the ‘Canadian article’.'® But, it was only reluctantly

accepted in a much watered-down form by the rest of the signatories. Perhaps its real intent for Canada was

' Canadian High Commissioner to Secretary of State for External Affairs, 2 April, 1948, DEA files 264(s)
cited in Smith, “Canada and NATO: Adjusting the Balance”, in Neilson and Haycock, p.174, fn 8.

2 Desmond Morton, Canada and War: a Military and Political History(Toronto: Butterworth’s,
1981),p.159

> DEA Documents, “extracts from Report of the Minister of National Defence” no. 418, “Notes on
defence Meetings November26 to December 14, 1949 in Europe, the United Kingdom and Ireland”, top
secret.

' Jon B. McLin, Canada’s Changing Defence Policy, 1957-1963:The Problems of a Middle Power in
an Alliance (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1967), p.18.

"> Demond Morton, A Military History of Canada(Edmonton: Hurtig, 1985), pp. 232-3

' John Hilliker and Donald Barry, Canada’s Department of External Affairs, vol.2, Coming of Age,
1946-1968(Montreal and Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 1995), pp.76-78. Over the next 40



to exercise her role as a middle power being able to influence alliance policy by other means than military
activities alone. Fortunately, there were other less idealistic but more productive Canadian initiatives in

these early alliance years.

In Canada’s view, initial alliance defence planning and subsequent demands for member
contributions laid down by NATO’s Defence Committee was found to be unrealistic and dominated too
much by British and America ideas and resource scales. And so Canada proposed that the defence
contributions be based on what the other members could afford. '’ Canada also was one of the firsts to
suggest a full-time Secretariat. It was the Canadian General and chairman of the Combined Chief of Staffs
Committee, Charles Foulkes who was an early promoter of the creation of a Supreme Commander for
NATO. And he wanted Eisenhower.'® On the planning front, Ottawa drew on its wartime experience of
joint planning inside a regional alliance (the Canadian —American Permanent Joint Board on Defence
(PJBD) which had operated since the 2 nations signed the Ogdensburg Agreement on bi-lateral co-
operative defence in 1940) to get a similar process in NATO. Moreover, our diplomats gained recognition
that there was a difference between what members agreed was the common Defence plan and the right of
any of them to implement its share. These assumptions then, along with the new Secretariat, helped guide
the first Medium Term Defence Plan circulated by the NATO Defence Committee shortly after the

outbreak of the next Cold War crisis: the Korean War."”

In late June 1950, when the Canadian Cabinet heard that Communist North Korea had invaded
and literally overrun the American and UN sponsored South, they were surprised to say the least. No one
had really expected a confrontation in this part of the world so far away from Canadian interests. An even
harder reality was the fact that when asked by the USA to help form a UN Force to protect South Korea,

the Canadian Armed Forces were unprepared in numbers and equipment. The question was ‘what was the
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crisis”—a ‘red herring’ to mask a general Soviet attack on the west’s defences in Europe, or a simple North
Korean territorial excursion? Immediately obvious, however, was the obligation of Canada to the United
Nation’s collective security. And that is where Canada started its at first very small and reluctant combat

role on the Korean Peninsula.?’

The Canadian cabinet was at first, only slowly responsive to the call from the United States for
help through the UN. Its initial statement in the early summer 1950 committed 3 RCN destroyers, then
some air services. The Americans were chagrined at the small Canadian contribution and were quite vocal
about it. One US spokesman labeled the destroyers as a “token force” only. The indignant Canadian reply
was that one could hardly call 3 destroyers a “token force’ ---to which the American commented “Ok —lets
call it 3 tokens” ?' The criticism stung as much as the situation in Korea deteriorated. Finally, by August the
Cabinet announced land forces, but not that units of the regular army, rather a Canadian Army Special
Force of about 10,000 recruited from civilian volunteers. In fact, because of an economic slump and the
recent proximity to the Second World War, the force was full of battle experienced but very rough citizen
soldiers. The plain fact was the regulars were too few,”’and given the sudden failure to re-enlist that
summer of a significant numbers of permanent force NCOs, some were obviously very reluctant to go to
war again. Finally when the Special Force was raised, it trained on American soil and used s significant

amount of US equipment.”
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As the conflict see-sawed back and forth over the next 3 years and took on the very dangerous
possibility of a general or even nuclear war with China, Canadians contributed over 20,000 troops and
suffered 1,557 wounded and dead. Ostensibly they fought on behalf of the United Nations and collective
security-as indeed they were. But the ominous reality was that the Korean action had the Americans in
charge. One could even argue that this United Nations experience for Canada was more a response to
temper her southern neighbour’s overly aggressive military policy, than it was motivated by altruistic
allegiance to UN collective security.” Such a reaction was likely spawned by the revelations in General
Douglas MacArthur’s adventurism toward the Chinese border in the fall of 1950 and President Truman’s

comment in late November that the United States was not discounting the use of the “bomb. ” *°

And there was something more: the Canada’s External Affairs diplomats seemed more convinced
than the military that the Korean action was in fact a diversionary one to mask a general Soviet threat to
Europe; in short it was simply an extension of the Cold War in Europe. As for the Ottawa soldiers, in July
1950, the Chiefs of Staff Committee had originally held that a war precipitated by the Soviet Union out of
the Korean situation “was slight”. But they quickly warmed to the idea of a diversion as their small forces
and their role expanded with the crisis. This suggests that even at this early date the most important aspect
of evolving Canadian defence and security policy was the North Atlantic posture, and that Canada was
reacting because of the weight and the subsequent acceptance of the policy of the great powers in that

alliance. %

** Dennis Stairs, The Diplomacy of Constraint: Canada, the Korean War and the United States,
Toronto: University of Toronto, 1974 analyses the role of tempering the elephant and why.

3 DEA, Documents, vol.16, doc. no. 174, Sec. of State for External Affairs to Canadian Ambassador in
Washington. secret. 4 Dec 1950 containing the memo “Korea and the Atomic Bomb”(Ibid. doc 175); also
see Ibid. doc. no.164, “Extracts from Cabinet Conclusions”, Ottawa, 29 November 1950, top secret . This
cabinet minute extract notes that on several occasions Canada had expressed concern over the American
“reckless action in Korea”.

26 All through the 213 diplomatic documents on the Korean conflict published in the DEA for 1950 alone
the continuous themes are a central focus on what the Americans have as policy, a worry that they will
over-react, an attempt to mitigate and guide it where possible to avoid war. There are also constant
references, especially by the diplomats, to the North Atlantic threat. And so they promoted the need to
bolster Western Europe’s defences as well as her own. See DEA, Documents vol. 16, 1950, doc. 48,
“Minutes of a meeting of the Cabinet Defence Committee”, 19 July 1950; ibid., doc.171, Pearson’s
“Memorandum on Korea”, 2 December, 1950 for samples of both the diplomats’ conviction and the
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Whatever the case, simultaneously with, and because of the thesis that the Korean War was
simply a diversion in the Cold War, the Canadian Government began a rapid expansion if its defence
capabilities at home and in Europe. By the time in mid 1953 that the Korean conflict had been negotiated to
a belligerent stop in a status quo ante bellum, Canadians were well on their way along this route. They
promised the NATO alliance both an infantry brigade group of 10,000 and 12 squadrons of the RCAF to
form an air division permanently situated in Europe. Components of these were to remain there in ever-
decreasing numbers for the next 40 years. At home, the defence budgets almost tripled from their 1949
levels of 2.2% of the GNP. In money value, this went from about $360 million to 1.9 billion in 3 years.”
The actual numbers in the regular armed force saw a corresponding rise from 47000 to 104,000 in the same
period. All three services started on massive modern re-equipage. The government even re-established its
old wartime munitions ministry with full cabinet status and even the same man, C.D. Howe in charge. But
this time they called the new portfolio the Department of Defence Production. Its job was to co-ordinate the
tremendous Cold War defence procurement production process. Significantly, this was the first time that
Canada had ever created a munitions ministry in peacetime. The country actually came another step closer
to the American policy by reaffirming its defence sharing relations with the USA through the Joint US-
Canadian Industrial Mobilization Planning Committee (JIMPC) established in 1949. In the next 3 years,
Canada got nearly 400 million dollars worth of American munitions orders, but also managed to spend over

twice as much in the States.”®

The international events between 1949 and the end of the Korean War were defining moments for
Canada. First, there was the permanent connexion to the defence of Europe. Essentially this was the
acceptance of the Cold War policies of her two great partners with the Americans being clearly the first
among the equals. Yet this deference also meant that Canada was far more active on the world stage than
she had ever been before. The Cold War had forced her to do that. Second, and very importantly, was the

effect on the Canadian military: here the modern professional Canadian Armed Forces were born. For the

soldiers initial hesitation about the larger threat. For the entire group of “Korean documents”, see doc. nos.
10 to 223. The rest relating to the Korean conflict are found in DEA, Documents, vols. 17 to 19.
27 Granatstein and Hillmer, p.181
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first time in Canada’s history the old volunteer citizen militia was no longer considered the first line of
Canadian defence. The new larger number of regular units demanded a continuing and expensive military
commitment in peacetime. These formations demanded ,as well, all of the infrastructure including
professional schools, large permanent training bases and professional and social services. For example,
once there was the commitment to Europe, the defence minister allowed families to accompany Canadian
troops to European postings. And so the Canadian military communities in Europe were created. They
remained there 40 years, the last one, CFB Lahr in southern Germany, was only closed in the mid 1990s
when the Canadians finally left Europe. Foreign commitments also meant foreign exchanges so that
military personnel spent lots of time practicing, learning and even teaching the profession of arms in
alliance forces. There was no doubt that this incremental direction was steadily toward the

“professionalism” of the United States Forces and of inter-operability with them.

As the ‘50s decade wore on and the Canadian military establishment crept steadily toward
120,000, a few doubts started to grow about the Cold War posture. For example, one could argue, as later
Prime Minister Pierre Trudeau did, that Canadian foreign policy was being determined more by her
military alliance commitments in Europe than by the formulation of any independent thought about
Canada’s national interests. Furthermore, a few in government, especially in External Affaires wondered if
NATO was obsolete. Such voices questioned whether it was the European alliance or her troops stationed
there that protected Canada or was it simply the American nuclear deterrent.”” There was also the sky
rocketing dollar value of the new armament, itself made more costly by the technology of nuclear
weaponry. These costs were in competition with the other great domestic development projects in Canada
in the 1950s, namely, the Trans-Canada pipeline to bring Canadian natural gas energy to eastern (and

American) markets, and the huge engineering feat of the construction of the St Lawrence Seaway. And

* Morton, Military History of Canada, pp.236-9, and Granatstein and Hillmer, pp.180-1. On the RCAF
Air Division see, Major B.C. Frandsen, “ A Blunted Sword or Rapier: 1 Canadian Air Division in NATO”,
a MA paper in War Studies, RMC, Kingston, 28 August 2000.

¥ For a good survey of Canada after WWI , see Robert Bothwell, Ian Drummond and John English,
Canada Since 1945: Power, Politics and Provincialism (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, revised
edit. 1989), pp.421-23
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there were lots of others contending demands for the limited financial resources such as the health care,

pension plans, baby bonuses and the expansion of post secondary education. *°

These Cold War commitments even raised some old cultural and social issues. Manpower problem
was one. Filling the spaces for the Korean force had been difficult. Maintaining ones for the new European
units proved also no easy task. There were those who advocated that anathema of Canadian military
politics: conscription. Canadians never believed in it; even in the two world wars they only accepted
compulsion at the last desperate moments of war. It was political suicide to attempt it in peacetime. The
result was that recruiting in the Canadian Armed Forces (CAF) remained a difficult task as the new
prosperity of the decade after 1945 siphoned manpower into the better paying jobs of a thriving civil
economy. Some units started to reflect parts of Canada where there was chronic unemployment and other
social or ethnic difficulties. The Royal Canadian Regiment, for instance, had a very high proportion of
North American Indians and unemployed Newfoundlanders in its battalions. Over a third of the population
was French Canadian but they did not share proportionately to their numbers within the culturally stifling
and heavy historic Anglophilia of our navy or the airforce; in the army they were nearly all clustered in the

one French Canadian unit, Royal 22eRegiment du Canada.”'

Another problem raised by the Cold War was that the new professional demands coupled the high
costs and immediacy of the nuclear threat, had shoved the Canadian Reserve Forces further and further into
the shadows. Nuclear conflict meant there was only enough time to go to war with what one had “in being”.
No longer, it was believed, could there be the usual time to mobilize the traditional Canadian citizen
soldier. The consequence was that the relations between the militia and regular became at best strained with
one often accusing the other of either uselessness or of arrogance. By the end of the decade, the combat
role of the militia had all but ended. Its new job was aid to the civil power and emergency measures.
Disillusioned, the enthusiastic part time members quit; they wanted to be soldiers not sand bag fillers.

Unfortunately, the militia’s social imprint which traditionally had made the connexion between civil and

3% Bothwell, et al. is a good survey of Canadian politics after 1945.
3! J L.Granatstein and J.M.Hitsman, Broken Promises: A History of Conscription in Canada( Toronto:
Oxford University press, 1977), pp.245-60



14

military society also faded The Canadian people were becoming separated from their military
consciousness; they were indeed becoming more and more an “unmilitary people”. The military’s
constituent political clout waned as the militia shrank. Henceforth it would be easier for politicians to do
with the armed forces ‘what they will’.** Nevertheless, as the Cold War of the 1950s ground on the regular
Canadian Armed Forces developed a solid reputation for being good, even exceptional soldiers. As it was

with Canada’s diplomats, they got used to thinking about “punching above their weight”.

In the Cold War of that decade, there were two other very important events exposing Canada’s
voyage from innocence: the Suez Canal crisis of 1956 and the creation of a North American Air Defence
Command. Here again the ‘Road from Innocence’ took a new turn. On the surface, the Suez Crisis seemed
to have little to do with the Cold War and perhaps at its beginning hardly anything to do with Canada. As
we know the immediate crisis started with the apparent reneging by the United States and other Western
European powers on a promise to finance Egypt’s Aswan Dam. The new and supposed despot of that
country, Col. Ab’dul Nasser had been tweaking Britain’s imperial nose since King Farouq had been
deposed to get the 70,000 British troops out of the canal area, then he promptly nationalized the mostly

British privately owned Suez Canal Company.*

With all of this going on, the Soviet Union, was quick to exploit the Cold War situation. It not
only provided bargain-priced arms for the Egyptians but also offered to fund the Aswan Dam without any
attached strings .The strategic locus of western hegemony in the Middle East appeared to be shifting toward
the ‘communists’. With the rebuilding of Europe’s and their own economies still going on, Great Britain
and France needed the access to Suez to maintain their vital international trade and the sustained flow of
oil. The short of it was an Anglo-French and Israeli scheme to invade the Canal area. This, in a bungled

way, they did in the late fall of 1956.>* The United States was horrid angry at the British. In Washington,

32 J.C.Willett, A Heritage at Risk: The Canadian Militia as a Social Institution, Boulder Colo.
Westview Press, 1987 covers the fate of the Militia in the 1950s and 60s. Also see Douglas Bland, The
Administration of Defence Policy in Canada: 1947 to 1987(Kingston: Frye, 1987), p.23.

33 For a good survey of the various aspects of Suez, see W.R.Louis and Roger Owen, eds., Suez 1956: The
Crisis and Its Consequence ,Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989.

3 p_J.Vatikiotis, The History of Modern Egypt: From Muhammad Ali to Mubarak (London:
Weidenfeld and Nicolson 4™ edition, 1991), pp. 392-406
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John Foster Dulles had secretly hoped that the Soviets would foolishly finance the Egyptian dam scheme
and when it proved unviable would be saddled with huge and continuing costs. But the pre-emptive
invasion threatened the US strategy on the Aswan project. It seemed that the North Atlantic alliance was
coming apart, and here was Canada’s opportunity to play the traditional role of constraining, explaining and

healing.

Canada was also repelled by the precipitous Anglo-French invasion. To Ottawa, it was handing
the Soviets just the opportunity they wanted. This time, unlike Korea 6 years earlier, it was the other
‘partner’, the UK that had to be constrained for the sake of the alliance. The Prime Minister fired off a blunt
condemnation to his counterpart in London claiming that the Anglo-American alliance was being destroyed
by unacceptable British action. NATO was unraveling. This seemingly last sputter of Victorian
colonialism, as Louis St Laurent told Anthony Eden, had alienated most in the United Nations and certainly

fractured the British Commonwealth.>

For his part, the Minister of External Affairs, Lester Pearson like many others also saw a direct
and harmful link to the revolutionary events simultaneously unfolding in Hungary as that country tried to
throw off the Soviet yoke. The USSR’s military units, he told a hushed Canadian cabinet in early
November, were now crushing the freedom fighters in Budapest and that the “deplorable” British-French
action in Egypt was all the more reprehensible because it prevented the free world from taking a united
stand...against this naked [Soviet] aggression”.*® Britain had to be brought to her senses, but finding a not-
too-humbling a way out for her was necessary. Borrowing an idea from a conversation with some
American contacts, Pearson formulated the simple plan of offering through the United Nations a UN
Emergency Force under Canadian command. He had the whole-hearted support of Washington because it
kept the Soviets out and them in without much cost. And so the first truly Canadian Peacekeeping force

materialized not only because of good diplomacy but also largely because Canada had the military

35 Martin Kitchen, “ From the Korean War to Suez: Anglo-American-Canadian Relations,1950-1956” in
Mckercher and Aronsen ,eds., The North Atlantic Triangle in a Changing World” ,pp.249-252

3 DEA, Documents, vol. 22, pt.1,“International Situation; Middle East; Hungary; Policy at the United
Nations” from “Extracts from Cabinet Conclusions”, Ottawa, 3 Nov 1956, doc.no.126. St Laurent made the
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effectives to give substance to her diplomacy. The Cold War had already greatly increased and
professionalized her military effectives and she had the strategic lift to get them there. Hence the Suez

situation was diffused, and Pearson got the Nobel Peace Prize for his efforts the following year.”’

The Suez Crisis of 1956 again pointed clearly to the fact that Canadian policy glass was sighted on
collective security with a European Cold War focus. Paradoxically its binocular lens also increasingly
looked at bi-lateral North American defence with the USA. Initially, the two different foci could co-exist
because the Americans’ primary security commitment was toward Europe. But in the 10 short years of the
fifties, nuclear weapons technology and advanced delivery systems shifted this strategic balance toward bi-
lateral defence in North America. The continental ‘partner’ was so powerful and determined on all levels
that Canada was in danger of being subsumed in the arrangement . The Soviets had exploded their first
atomic device in 1949; their long-range bombers could reach North American shores the following year,
and permeate well into its interior shortly thereafter. Then there was appearance of Soviet ICBMs by the
end of the decade. ** Obviously any confrontation between the Soviets and the Americans would take place
high in the skies over Canadian territory. The Dulles nuclear weapons policy of “massive retaliation”
announced in 1954 made it all the more chilling for Canadians. And for those worried about such things,
the Americans had developed this brutal idea without consulting anyone. The multi-lateral alliance in
Europe was being challenged by the reality of defence at home through a bi-lateral agreement with its
southern neighbour whether Canada liked it or not. As Joseph Jockey has written: there was “no boundaries

upstairs™

in the military minds of either country. But to some Canadians that was not true in politics.
In 1957, the newly elected and very inexperienced Conservative Government of John Diefenbaker
agreed with Washington to create the North American Air Defence Command (NORAD). There has been

hardly any single issue of Canadian—American relations as controversial as was this Cold War agreement.

same point to Eden 2 days later in another firm condemnation but this time offering a Canadian Force for
Egypt. See ibid., “Prime minister to Prime minister of united kingdom”, 5 Nov, 1956 doc. no. 136

37 Kitchen, in Mckercher and Aronsen, p.252.

¥ Canada. Department of Defence Canada’s Defence Programme, 1954-1955 (Ottawa: Queens printer
1955), pp.23 &55 and Eayrs, Growing Up Allied, pp.275-318 covers the sky-rocketing defence budgets of
the mid decade. This included large amounts of Mutual Aid to Western Europe.
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For many Canadians, it raised the thorny issues of civil-military relations, the acceptability of having
nuclear arms, of Americans failure to consult, of threats to sovereignty and even of the relationship to
NATO. As we know, military co-operation between Canada and the United States had its genesis in WW II
with the PJBD. Then Ottawa had sniffled that sometimes her great ally took the Dominion for granted.
Moreover, there were many American servicemen stationed on Canadian soil and in the building of such
projects as the Alaska Highway--sometimes so many that one could have thought they were an “army of
occupation.”® With the onset of the Cold War, the PYBD again picked up and became more comprehensive

in its bi-lateral function.*!

By the time the Soviet bomber threat ended the historic protection of geography, both Canadian
and US airforces were easily co-operating in each other’s services and over each other’s airspace. But there
were two separate commands. And, given that warning time was getting ever so short, there was not always
quick enough communication to co-ordinate speedy continental defence. With the hugely increased
emphasis on air power by the both the Truman and Eisenhower administrations, especially in the form of
their Strategic Air Command, the RCAF had responded in growth to the point where in mid ‘50s it was
larger than the Canadian Army and got a nearly 50% of Canada’s defence dollars. This fact alone
encouraged inter-service antagonisms and expensive procurement competition. Canada had also embarked
on designing building her own supersonic jet fighter, the much applauded but very costly CF 105 “Arrow”.
Furthermore, operational continental air-defence co-operation was intense. By 1954 there were three radar
lines stretching across Canada. The USA had supplied significant portions of the funding and technology.
With so much American presence on our territory, Ottawa was concerned about the independence its of

command and control as well as its sovereignty. **

% Joseph T. Jockel, No Boundaries Upstairs: Canada, he United States and the Origins of North
American Air Defence, 1945-1958(Vancouver: UBC Press, 1987), and pp.91-117.

“0R.D.Cuff and J.L. Granatstein, Ties that Bind: Canadian-American Relations in Wartime: From the
Great War to the Cold War (Toronto: Hakkert, 1977), 2™ ed. revised, pp.93-112.

4 Joel Sokolsky, "A Seat at the Table: Canada and Its Alliances “, in Armed Forces and Society, vol. 16,
no.l1, (fall, 1989), pp.11-35.

42 J.T Jockel, “Military Establishments and the Creation of NORAD”, in American Review of Canadian
Studies, vol.12, no.3 (fall, 1982), pp.1-16.
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Indeed, the continental defence issues generated a momentum in Canada of trying “keeping- up
with the Jones” to the south and the chief advocates were in the military in both countries. Making their
minds up purely on the basis of operational necessity rather than the larger national security implications,
the airmen decided that an integrated and unified North American Air defence command was what was
needed. Both countries officers pushed very hard on their governments to approve. They also organized
themselves well along this path at the operational level first in 1951with Canadian liaison officers attached
to the USAAF, Air defence Command in Colorado Springs, Colorado; three years they formed an even
closer coalescence of a joint planning group there. And there was “no boundaries upstairs” for what these
airmen of both countries were concerned about. ** The Eisenhower administration was the first to approve
of a formal bi-lateral air defence agency. Then, in 1957 just after the Canadians had changed their
government, the Canadian top soldier General Foulkes privately convinced the new Prime Minister, John
Diefenbaker to sign the NORAD deal. There was no discussion in the Cabinet Defence Committee; nor was
there any debate in Parliament prior to the decision. And it seems that the events were certainly
orchestrated by the RCAF senior officers toward this end. Foulkes had not briefed his PM on the
sovereignty or the command and control implications for Canada, which was surely his duty. As for
Diefenbaker, he was a novitiate; he did not ask the correct or relevant questions which indicated that he had
very little idea of what he had too easily, almost nonchalantly, agreed to.** The short of it was that the
enthusiasm that some senior Canadian officers had for co-operative operational efficiency determined

Canada’s strategic and her national security policy.

When the NORAD agreement became public in 1958, it raised many more issues. One was that
the Prime Minister, then under substantial public pressure in Parliament and elsewhere to explain what he
had done, again naively claimed that NORAD as simply an extension of Canada in NATO. Since the
Canadian electorate approved of the latter, surely, he likely thought, they would also accept the former.

Added to this were the implications of that there would as in NATO multi-lateral consultation and

* Jockel, No Boundaries Upstairs, p.93.

* The classic analysis of the time is James M. Minifie’s Peacemaker or Powder Monkey, Toronto:
McClelland and Stewart, 1960. Jockel’s, No boundaries Upstairs is definitive. Also see David Bercuson, ¢
Continental Defence and Arctic Sovereignty, 1945-1950: Solving the Dilemma,” in Haycock and Neilson,

13
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collective security. That certainly was not the Washington view. North American Defence was completely
separate from and none of Europe’s business. There was also the omni-present concern of having an
American general commit Canadian forces to combat without the approval of the Canadian government as
a result of a policy not necessarily of Canadian making or interest. In due course these aggravations were in
part solved by “double nuclear keys”, having a Canadian as second in NORAD Command and “red

telephones” in Ottawa and Washington. *°

Perhaps the most contentious issue coming out of NORAD’s creation in 1958 centered on
Canadian use of nuclear armament. The recommended stationing of US troops in charge these weapons on
our soil was also as troubling as it was complicated. Both implied far more than just what sort of weapons
were present. Earlier, when our government had accepted its NATO air role attached to the American
command in Europe where nuclear munitions were part of their force arsenal, it meant that Canada too
would be a handler of such the devices. The Canadian Air’s Division’s task for instance was stated to be
nuclear strike/ reconnaissance. In northern Europe, our land battle group got the ‘tactical’ nuclear weapons
in the form of the Honest John Rocket. Even in the Royal Canadian Navy our there were operating on the
assumption they would have nuclear depth charges as part of the anti-submarine capability. In NORAD, it
was the same. Such weapons were the cores of Washington’s massive retaliation strategy delivered by
Strategic Air Command. The air defence devices such as the Bomarc missile were also intended to use
nuclear warheads against whatever was in-coming. Canada was part of that. The “Arrow” would be built to
fire nuclear missiles. Moreover, the Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee had recognized their use in early

1957.%

However, the public debate over these weapons only became very contentious in the late 1950s.

Some Canadians baulked at the cost, believing that we just simply could not keep it up; others increasingly

pp-153-170, and Ron Purver, “The Arctic in Canadian Security Policy,” in Dewitt and Leyton Brown, pp.
81-110

* George Lindsey, “Canada-U.S. Defence Relations in the Cold War”, in Joel Sokolsky and Joseph Jockel,
eds., Fifty Years of Canada-United States Defence Co-operation: The Road from Ogdensburg
(Lewiston: Mellon Press, 1992),pp. 66-68
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felt the utter futility of nuclear war and that something had to be done to stop the mad race to oblivion. Still
others were so worried that the sky-rocketing nuclear weapons costs would side-track some of the expected
social and civilian national development programmes intended to raise the Canadian quality of life and
keep the country internationally competitive. There were such massive schemes going on as plans for a
national health plan or the huge construction projects like the grossly over budget Trans-Canada natural gas
pipe line and the St Lawrence Seaway all of which were vying for a fixed purse of money. Something was
going to have to give way. In early 1959, when the RCAF’s Avro “Arrow” project was suddenly cancelled
by the Diefenbaker government, it seemed to be the articulation that Canada was coming new place on her

‘road from innocence’ in the Cold War. ' The story about this Canadian military icon is interesting.

The AVRO Arrow had been conceived in the early ‘50s as the RCAF’s response to the Soviet
long-range bomber threat. Canadian Airmen were both confident that our domestic scientific and industrial
talents were good enough and that the resulting superior airframe would make an excellent contribution to
the defence of North America as well as Canada. When it finally appeared in prototype in late 1957,this
state of the art Canadian fighter may have been the best airplane of its type in the world; but right from the
start it costs was enormous. The RCAF knew this, as did the Liberals in power until their unexpected defeat
in 1957. But they had not let the politically embarrassing knowledge get too far out in public. Some of the
airmen and those in the Department of Defence Production had hoped to offset the huge costs by selling it
to the allies. But none of them were interested; especially the Americans afflicted as they often are with a
mixture of the usual nationalism and a touch of xenophobia. If the USA was to have any new fighter
airplane, Congress was not in the mood to have anything but a home- produced weapon. Besides, the size
of U.S. industry, their armed force demands and the state of their own air weapons research and
development was hot on the tail with aircraft of a similar high performance quality as the AVRO Arrow.
And no doubt they also wanted to sell to the allies just like Canada did. Senior partners always seem to
prevail in strategic procurement.  In the end, however marvelous, the Arrow was an expensive attempt to

keep-up to the new high technology demands of the Cold War, a pace forced by the USA and the USSR.

46 DEA, Documents, vol. 22, part 1, no.641, Permanent Representative to North Atlantic Council to Sec.
State for External Affairs, 6 Mar. 1957, and ibid.no.642, “Extracts from the Minutes of the Chiefs of Staff
Committee”, 19 Mar 1957.
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The same day Diefenbaker shut down the Arrow, the Canadian Company laid of 14,000 of its employees
many of who subsequently had to leave Canada for places such as NASA to practice their talents. Perhaps
the lesson was that if there is any validity in the “functional principle” it is to assess realistically what one

can do.

But when Prime Minister Diefenbaker cancelled the Arrow project in early 1959, he was less than
forthright with the public about the reasons why. There is no doubt that he feared that his party would be
held responsible and that he had been ‘set-up’ by the previous Liberal administration which generated and
then carried out the expensive fighter scheme. Instead of giving a reasoned explanation for the cancellation,
all the Prime minister said was that in light of the new Cold War intercontinental missile capabilities,
manned fighter interdiction was obsolete. Instead, he declared those counter missiles like the Bomarc B a
US. developed weapon meant to carry a nuclear warhead was the answer.

But the problem by now was in the cabinet. It was split on the issue if nuclear weapons, with
Howard Green, the Minister of External Affairs the most vocal of the anti-nuclear advocates. And there
was a growing sympathy among the electorate reacting against the possibility of a nuclear Armageddon as
a result of the arms race in the Cold War. Consequently the ever-nimble Prime Minister now bought into
the American Bomarc scheme which his airmen had already accepted if he knew it.*” When reminded that
the missiles were intended to carry a nuclear load, he refused to accept the warhead that made them potent
.In one breath, he told Canadians that there were conventional warheads available for the Bomarc instead
when that simply was not true; in another breath, he claimed that the US Strategic Airforce was “our only
hope of survival”.”® The result was that Canada’s Bomarcs sometimes got bags of sand put up front. This
bouhaha also exposed the inconsistencies with Canada’s position on nuclear weapons in our NATO role in
Europe. Evident too was that the Prime Minister did not know much about his own nation’s strategic
interests. Furthermore, his faulty ideas were not corrected or even challenged by his military personnel who

did not tell him soon enough or with sufficient accuracy what he had a right to know. Diefenbaker of

*7 Morton, Canada at War, pp.173-181

* Granatstein and Hillmer, For Better or For Worse, pp.198-199

¥ DEA, Documents, vol. 22, pt 1,doc. 462, “Extracts from the minutes of the Chief of Staff Committee”
19 Mar 1957, secret.
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course did not ask the correct questions either, and he was animated by his own dislike of Americans and
his inherent distrust of his soldiers whom he often felt were conspiring against his government. Until
Diefenbaker’s Conservatives lost the election in 1963, the nuclear question remained increasingly
contentious and unresolved. *'

By the fall of 1960 Canada was in the middle of a substantial downturn in the economy. This only
highlighted some of the Cold War problems such as escalating cost. Originally the Canadian NATO theory
was when the Europeans reestablished their economies and were able to defend themselves, Canada would
begin a withdrawal. That did not happen. In part because many Canadians were very worried about the
increasing dependence on and integration with the American economic juggernaut, corporate assets,
investment and culture were steadily being inundated by the United States. Diefenbaker for one blamed all
of this ‘creeping republicanism’ on the previous 22 years of having Liberal “continentalists” in office; he
wanted to redirect at least 15% of Canada’s trade away from the Republic, toward England preferably but
Europe too. He did not get much of either, and the drift toward the United States continued. And then there
was the old Canadian animator that belonging in a multi-lateral alliance could still offset a unilateral one.
As aresult instead of looking at the hard costs of keeping so many forces in Europe. Diefenbaker
reaffirmed the Cold War European strategy by deciding to keep them there in return, he hoped, for having a
for the seat at the table, for the potential reciprocal access to their markets and for political reasons. > And
so Canada entered the 1960s with both a huge European commitment and a clear North American defence

obligation: the two would come together with a vengeance in 1962.

The last event of this portion Canada’s sojourn on the ‘road from innocence’ culminated in one of
the most frightening of Cold War confrontations: the Cuban Missile Crisis of October 1962. The actual
details of that event are well known. It looked like the world had come to the brink of nuclear holocaust in
the Kennedy- Krushchev showdown over attempts to put Russian ICBM installations in communist Cuba.

Put succinctly the Cold War was physically in the New World. In Canada, the Diefenbaker government

3 J M Beck, The Pendulum of Power: Canada’s Federal Elections (Toronto: Prentice Hall, 1968),
p.356.

1 On the Diefenbaker administration, see Peter C. Newman, Renegade in Power, Toronto: Mclelland and
Stewart, 1963, and John G Diefenbaker, One Canada: the Years of Achievement, 1957 to 1962, Toronto:
Macmillan, 1976.
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was on its last legs. The problem of the use of nuclear weapons, of not being consulted about North
American defence, of the effect of the now long standing military co-operation and integration, and the
sense of horror and helplessness of possible nuclear conflagration.---these were again all present. And
again when Washington asked Ottawa to support its tough stand against the Soviets, the cabinet was split
and the Prime Minister prevaricated. The defence minister’s pleadings for supportive action went nowhere.
He wanted to go to the same high alert as had Washington; he also wanted to activate the existing bi-lateral
arrangements between US and Canadian NORAD forces. But Diefenbaker refused to mobilize Canada’s
portion or to arm the Bomarcs or even allow the Americans to fly over Canadian Airspace to get their
nuclear weapons in position in Alaska. Finally, after one critical cabinet meeting in which the Prime
Minister remained obdurate, the frustrated defence minister secretly ordered his service chiefs to have the
operators go to the appropriate state of alert. But in the case of the Maritime Command Atlantic, the Chief
of the Naval Staff would not let his commander there initiate plans. There was no waiting given the fast and
dangerous count down of events. As a result, on his own authority, Rear Admiral K.L.Dyer mobilized some
of Canada’ Atlantic ships to replace American naval units on ASW duty thereby freeing them for any war
zone. Clearly the Admiral, with the mind-set of years of practicing his profession integrated with the US
navy, was more concerned about the immediate operational crisis and than he was with the niceties of
responsible government.™ In the end, the Soviet Union backed down, But Canada’s defence policies- to
quote one of the few strategist Canada had at the time, were “in disarray its reputation a little tarnished, but
its nuclear virginity intact”. **

What did the Cuban Missile Crisis reveal? First, to the Americans at least, it showed that while the
senior members of the Canadian NORAD Forces were willing and capable professionals anxious to co-
operate, Canadian politicians were not. They appeared irresolute and did not want to fulfill their continental
defence obligations. Diefenbaker had publicly criticized President Kennedy for his lack of consultation
even though the President had put in personal calls to the PM to get him to show alliance solidarity in the

coercive strategy. While Canada’s defence minister may have broken the principle of collective cabinet

52 Bothwell, et al., Canada Since 1945, chapters 20 and 21,

>3 Peter Haydon, The 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis: Canadian Involvement Reconsidered (Toronto:
Canadian Institute of Canadian Studies, Canadian Printco Ltd., 1993), pp.121-147. This is the most
definitive treatment of the crisis to date.
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responsibility, as the minister in charge he could legally raise such military alerts under his mandate. There
also was a default in civilian control of the military. This was not only due to the personality of the Prime
Minister who did not communicate with his military personnel, but who also showed like many others in
the cabinet that he had very little understanding of the working of the their own military or of the NORAD

agreement and its subsequent obligations.”

There certainly was a problem caused by the absence of a central command structure at defence
headquarters in Ottawa. After the Second World War, the then defence minister had set up a HQ
organization at the top of which was a Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff Committee who in turn set on the
Cabinet Defence Committee. He was not a ‘central commander’ who synthesized all of the ideas, needs and
wants of the service chiefs into coherent and enforceable defence policy recommendations for the cabinet;
nor was there a flow in the other direction in which the chairman of the COS Committee necessarily carried
the will of the Cabinet to the three service commanders. If there had been a central commander and staff
with the authority to carry out the cabinet directives, it would have established a clear civilian control. But
this weak arrangement had been put in place at the beginning of the Cold War and NATO because it had
simply and naively been assumed that there was no need for a central control since the individual Canadian
services would be put under NATO command after the politicians had had their input.*® Given all of these
considerations, fault for the Canadian problems of the Cuban Missile Crisis lay heavier with the politicians

than with their senior service personnel.

However, this does not absolve military leaders either. For their part the military were once again
driven by the narrow concerns of operation more than anything else This is one manifestation of what a
later commentator claimed was a historical failure of Canada’s military to think at the highest strategic and

command levels.”” Moreover, as individual services they were too competitive and did not consult easily.

> Robert Spencer quoted in the Canadian Annual Review of Public Affairs, 1962, p.136 as cited in
Bothwell, Drummond and English, Canada Since 1945, p.233.

>> Haydon, The 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, pp.216-221

> Haydon, pp. 206-211.

>7 Adrian Preston, “The Profession of Arms in Canada, 1945-1970: Political Authority as a Military
problem,” in World Politics, vol.23, no.2, Jan.1971. For a look at a similar problem in officer education in
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The concept of ‘jointness’ currently so highly valued in Canada’s senior staff and Command College was
not there. There is little doubt that some military personnel took advantages of the lack of expertise and
interest among the politicians to pursue their own service agenda. But wherever fault lay, some politicians
remained suspicious of the military, and some others began to think that they should be brought under
closer civilian control. In all, the Cuban Missile Crisis was but a sign post —albeit a major one, along the

road begun at the onset of the Cold War.

The fall out of the missile crisis was immediately political. Diefenbaker’s crippled regime
staggered into 1963 under the onslaught of the nuclear arms debate: would Canada have nuclear weapons
or not. Defence debates are a rarity in Canadian electoral politics. That they were a major concern in this
one showed that Canadians were indeed at the parting of the ways in their Cold War experience. As we
know Diefenbaker had denied that the NORAD or the NATO agreements required that Canada have
nuclear weapons. And then in early January 1963, the retiring NATO supreme commander in Europe, the
American General Lauris Norstad stopped off in Ottawa where he told newspaper reporters that Canada
had definitely accepted the nuclear role in Europe. He implied that the governments past statements were a
lie. There was also his non-too-subtle message that Canada was really not pulling its weight if it did less
than fulfill its nuclear obligations. That an American general said such things on Canadian soil stung to say
the least. Within a week the Liberal Party leader who had also opposed the nuclear devices in 1959, made
what became known as the “Pearson flip-flop”. Having experienced an obvious epiphany, Pearson now
accepted the warheads because there was a “commitment that we must honour.””® Shortly thereafter,
Washington waded into the fray by issuing a blunt statement confirming that Norstad’s allegations
concerning what Diefenbaker had either tried to conceal or had denied were in fact true: Canada had
nuclear obligations both in NORAD and NATO. Three members of Diefenbaker’s cabinet promptly
resigned, including the Minister and associate Minister of National Defence. Then in February the
government failed in a vote of confidence. Six weeks later it lost the federal election. Lester Pearson, now

the nuclear advocate (labeled at the time the “Pearson flip-flop”), had hammered the issue all through the

Canada, see R.G. Haycock, “Athena and the Muses: Historical and Contemporary Dimensions of Military
Education in Canada,” in the Canadian Military Journal, vol.2, no.2, summer 2001, pp.5-18.
3% Beck, Pendulum of Power, pp.351-371covers the 1963 Canadian election campaign in detail.
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election campaign and he had won. And so the Cuban missile crisis was the denouement of the most
volatile period in Canadian national security history that started with the election of the Diefenbaker
government in 1957. The Cold War and defence controversies of 1962-1963 were the first time that the
country had finally assessed the utility of being on a road that it had been on for the past 18 years.

But the fall-out did not stop at mere self-examination of policy. The next 5 years saw some
fundamental changes in defence and foreign policy. One of the most immediate and important was the
unification and integration of the Canada’s three services into a single force. Perhaps trying to get a better
control of its ‘soldiers’, the government also induced a civilianization of the Department of National
Defence. When Pierre Trudeau succeeded Pearson as Prime Minister at the end of the decade, he was very
concerned that the Ottawa’s European defence commitment was driving Canadian all foreign policy. And
he vowed to get out of the obligation in the early 1970’s. But he found that Europe might ignore Canada in
a variety of scenarios; especially economically. It was important to have a seat at the table and the price
seemed to be to stay in NATO even though with a much reduced and repositioned force. It took another 2
decades before the Canadians left Europe.

While the country would remain in Europe for the next generation of the Cold War, the ‘sixties
also initiated a move toward another form of functionalism: peacekeeping, ostensibly because it was
cheaper, humanitarian and non-nuclear. And it was a role one could do with smaller forces and it earned
lots of international kudos for the country. Consequently, Canadians served all over the world in this
capacity. But it seemed contradictory in as much as the country’s leaders had not really given up the old
pledge to Europe while accepting a new task. Some historians have even argued that the peacekeeping role
was really just the “Cold War by other means”—a continuance of Canada’s North Atlantic posture to
defend western interests.”> Within the new force the duality sparked another sometimes equally divisive
debate of whether being peacekeepers meant that the armed service was really truly a professional military
body or just international policemen. It also heightened competition for decreasing funds among the “all

green” services. Outside of the military, many voices also openly questioned whether our past NATO

%% Sean M. Maloney, Canada and UN Peacekeeping. Cold War by Other Means, 1945-1970, St
Catherines, Ontario: Vanwell Publishing, 2002.
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defence posture was continuing to dominate foreign policy®; others in the academic community felt that
the the early Cold War period, Canada was too weak or disinterested in developing its own strategic
policies , and had blindly accepted those of the major players , namely the United States. At the time, Colin
Gray even called the phenomenon “strategic theoretical parasitism.” Fortunately, later studies have
demonstrated that this was not so. '

However, in 1963, the effects of this part of the Cold War story were not yet known. What was

known was that the “road from innocence” for Canada had been neither smooth nor straight.

5 For a good synopsis of the unification effects, see Rod B. Byers, “Peacekeeping and Canadian Defence
Policy: Ambivalence and Uncertainty,” in Henry Wiseman, ed., Peacekeeping: Appraisals and Proposals
(New York, Pergamon Press, 1983), pp.130-160, and W. Harriet Critchley, “Civilianization and the
Canadian Military,” in Armed Forces and Society, vol.16, no.1 (fall, 1989), pp.117-136.

6! Colin Gray, “ The Need for Independent Canadian Strategic Thought”, in Canadian Defence Quarterly
,vol., no.1, 1971, pp. 6-12. Also see his Canadian Defence Priorities: a Question of Relevance Toronto:
Clarke Irwin, 1972. Earlier, Adrian Preston had levelled much the same charges in part aiming them at the
limited professional development of Canadian officer corps. See Preston,” The Higher Study of Defence in
Canada: A Critical Review”, in the Journal of Canadian Studies vol.3, no.3 1968, pp.17-28. Recently,
Andrew Richter has seriously challenged this ‘school of thought’ showing clearly by using heretofore
classified documents that Canadians were developing their own form of strategic thought based on
Canadian national interests. See Andrew Richter, Avoiding Armageddon: Canadian Military Strategy
and Nuclear Weapons, 1950-63 Vancouver: UBC Press, 2002.




THE WEST AND YUGOSLAVIA IN THE 1950S

by Winfried Heinemann

1. Yugoslavia's Defection

"From Stettin on the Baltic to Trieste on the Adriatic an iron cur-
tain has come down" is how Churchill worded the new political
geography in 1946. Stettin - that referred to Poland; oddly
enough, the Soviet zone of Germany was not conceived as being
behind the iron curtain. Trieste - that denoted Yugoslavia, a
staunch ally of the Soviet Union, and as Stalinist as any other
country in its internal structure. Yugoslavia was busy supporting
Greek communist units in their civil war, with Britain and later
the U.S. giving aid to the democratic government!. Five years
later, World War II American military equipment was being deliv-

ered to Yugoslavia. What had happened?

Yugoslavia was the only country within the Soviet orbit that could
claim it had liberated itself. It had certainly not been liberated by
the Red Army, but when Tito called for a measure of independ-
ence, he soon found himself ostracised by Stalin. In June 1948
Stalin cut his ties with the Tito government. Of course he ex-
pected to see its overthrow within a matter of weeks, and its re-

placement by a more servile administration.

Much to everybody's surprise, Tito stayed. Still, for a long while to
come, he was bound to feel insecure, threatened by military ag-
gression from outside, and uprisings of malcontent Stalinists
from within. That meant Tito had to maintain a large army, and
at the same time maintain an acceptable standard of living to
keep his population happy. It was the classical balance between
military and social security, and Tito was standing alone. Would

he turn to the West, and would the West support him?2?
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For the West, there was a good rationale to do so. After all, if
suitably encouraged by Tito's example, other Eastern states might
well want to follow suit, making this the first of a series of splits

within the Eastern bloc. Was this the beginning of "roll-back"?

The North Atlantic Treaty had been a reaction to a threat per-
ceived as being political at least as much as military. When the
Alliance was founded in 1949, no military structures were envis-
aged, and the North Atlantic Treaty provided for political rather
much more than military cooperation. If the defection of Yugosla-
via was to provide an opportunity to drive a political wedge into
the emerging Soviet bloc, then maybe additional military efforts
might turn out to be superfluous. For the West, too, this was a
political challenge as well as a military opportunity, and it would
remain to be seen how political and military elements in Western

policy would interact in formulating a response to this challenge.

However, any such political initiative would have to be based on a
mutual understanding of NATO partners not to take the problem
to the United Nations. Any involvement of the UN would encour-
age the Soviets to try and attempt to play NATO member states

one against the other.

2. The Strategic Importance of Yugoslavia

On top of any political reasoning, Yugoslavia could be a valuable
military asset. Not only did Tito command the largest army of any
Balkan state, Yugoslavia was also in an important geostrategic
position. In case of war in Europe, the Soviets were expected to
resume the traditional Russian drive toward the Mediterranean.
The Western front would have two major weak spots where this
was most likely: One was across the Yugoslav-Italian border, and

the other along the Greek-Turkish border.
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In the North, a push through what was known as the Ljubljana
gap would evoke memories of 1916-8. Once the Soviets reached
the North Italian plains, there would be no stopping them. Italy
was economically weak, and its Christian Democrat government
did not dare to stretch the economy any further by additional ar-
mament drives as that might lead to just the situation which
might bring the Communists to power. Italy's only hope lay in
early defensive action, and that would have to begin in the moun-
tains, along the river Isonzo, i.e. the lines of World War I fighting.
That river, however, was already in Yugoslav territory, which
meant that a successful denial of this attack route could only be
attempted in a well-prepared, concerted Italo-Yugoslav defense

effort.

In the south, things were slightly different. Both Turkey and
Greece had originally planned to leave Thrace to the Soviets in
case of attack. Both considered the narrow coastal strip indefen-
sible. Both Greeks and Turks were therefore quite surprised
when, upon joining NATO in 1952, they were visited by Field
Marshal Viscount Montgomery of Alamein, Deputy SACEUR, who
urged them to hold on to Thrace by all means and even seemed to
promise additional NATO troops for that. Little did they realize
that this was Monty's own, on-the-spot idea, by no means an
agreed SHAPE policy. On the contrary, the British ambassador in
Ankara had warned London never to let the Turks know just how
little NATO planned to do in their defense should war ever come3.
However, if Yugoslavia could be made to join in the defense of the
area, the whole thing might become feasible. Any thrust south
from Bulgaria along the Vardar valley would then have sizable

Yugoslav forces in its deep right flank.
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3. Military Aid for Yugoslavia?

However, much as military cooperation might seem advisable, it
was not easy to achieve. The major obstacle was Trieste and the
are around it, known as the Venezia Giulia. While the city’s popu-
lation was mostly Italian-speaking, the countryside was mostly
inhabited by Croats and Slovenes. At the end of the war, Trieste
had been conquered by Tito’s partisans, but under the pressure
of British troops, they had had to vacate the town after a few
days. Under the Italian Peace Treaty, the port and its hinterland
had become a "Free Territory", nominally under UN control. Since
the Soviets had sabotaged the nomination of a UN High Commis-
sioner, however, Trieste was divided into two Zones: Zone A, held
by British and American troops of about 10,000 men each, and
including the port and town, and Zone B, controlled by the Yugo-
slavs?. All this had been Italian territory before the war, and in
order to boost the Christian Democrats' election prospects against
Communist aspirations, the U.S., Britain, and France had de-
clared in March 1948 that they would support the Italian claim to

the entire territory.

Trieste was also an important strategic asset for Western defense
in general. Its port was the major supply point for US and British
forces in Austria. Its sizeable US-British garrison continued the
uninterrupted frontline formed by Western troops in Germany
and Austria down to the Mediterranean. Not only could these
units help to stop or delay a Soviet drive towards the Mediterra-
nean, but before Yugoslavia’s break with the Cominform, they
also served to prevent Tito from supporting possible Communist
guerrilla in Northern Italy the way he was doing it in Northern

Greece.

In the U.S., there was slight pressure to invite Yugoslavia to join

NATO - usually from the same corners that asked for Franco‘s
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Spain to be incorporated into the Western alliance, although
these circles were often enough conservative Roman Catholics
who did not approve at all of Tito jailing a veritable Cardinal. The
suggestion went to the heart of NATO’s self-perception: Was
NATO to be a community of shared values such as individual

freedom, democracy etc., or was it just an anti-Soviet bloc?

The Italian government called for any US-Yugoslav contacts to be
discussed in the North Atlantic Council, as they would obviously
affect Italian security. The pro-Western Italian prime minister, Al-
cide de Gasperi, needed Western support, possibly even a sub-
stantial success over Trieste, to retain power in the elections
scheduled for June 1953. Many Italian immigrants in the U.S.
supported their native country’s policy, and wrote in to their local
Congressmen voicing their concerns. In the National Archives, I
found one such letter being forwarded to President Truman by a
junior Catholic Representative from Massachusetts, by the name

of John Kennedy.

So, Italo-Yugoslav relations were tense. When Tito did ask for
military aid in 1952, it was obvious that such help could not be
coordinated by NATO. A delegation of British, French, and Ameri-
can officers was put together, but since the British and French
contributions to the envisaged aid program would be no more
than nominal, the bulk of the delegation, too, was American. It
was headed by General Thomas T. Handy, Deputy CinCEUR, se-
lected because he was the highest-ranking U.S. officer who did

not wear a second, NATO "hat".

The Handy mission in November 1952 ended in failure. The U.S.
demanded to know about Yugoslav defense planning, notably
whether Tito meant to defend the Ljubljana Gap, or whether he
would withdraw into the mountains again — as he had done dur-

ing World War II. Not without reason did Handy argue that if the
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U.S. were supposed to provide military equipment, at least they
should know what sort of warfare it was going to be used for.
Would the Yugoslavs want tanks or rifles, regular artillery or
rather mortars? The Yugoslavs, however, would not reveal any-
thing unless the West was prepared to reciprocate. Western de-
fense planning for the region, however, was at the same time Ital-
ian planning against a Yugoslav attack. No way would the Italians

consent to handing it over to the Yugoslavs.

This failure prompted Tito to look elsewhere for extra security,
and that meant a look south. Early in 1953, Tito initiated talks

with Ankara and Athens about a joint defense of the Balkans.

4, The Trieste Crisis

Before those talks led to a proper pact, the Trieste situation flared
up. De Gasperi lost the June elections and had to resign. After a
lengthy process of negotiations, Christian Democrat Giuseppe
Pella succeeded him as prime minister. Pella, however, was not as
staunchly pro-Western as de Gasperi, and he had to rely on a
coalition which included a number of right-wing parties. In other

words: The Italian attitude would probably harden.

In September 1953, Yugopress published a report that Belgrade
would have “to seriously reconsider Yugoslavia’s attitude toward
this problem?”, i.e. Trieste. Following a series of misunderstand-
ings, this led Italian politicians to believe Tito was going to for-
mally annex "his" Zone B. Pelly gave a fiery speech in the Italian
parliament and obtained a vote of confidence. Despite American
and British calls for moderation, he immediately began moving
Alpini formations and warships into the area. Yugoslavia soon re-

sponded in kind.
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This was where NATO came into play. Tito at once charged that
the units being deployed were "NATO troops". Was the Alliance
conniving in Italy's threatening posture? The British explained to
their wartime ally that, in peacetime, there was no such thing as
"NATO troops" and that, technically, the Italians were free to
move their troops as they wanted. However, this sounded hollow,
and privately, the U.S. told the Italian government quite bluntly
what they thought of this provocative act.

US-Italian relations were not without their complications, either.
President Eisenhower had not forgotten the Pope had denied him
an audience when he was still SACEUR, and resented all Italians
almost as much as he resented the Germans. Italians, on the
other hand, were shocked that Eisenhower had sent a woman
ambassador to Rome, and that moreover, Claire Booth Luce obvi-
ously owed her position to her husband’s support for the Eisen-
hower election campaign. Both sides were inclined to tread care-

fully.

After a prolonged illness, Eden resumed office. In early October
1953 things began to move swiftly. Clare Boothe Luce, US am-
bassador in Rome, now showed her mettle. Using all her hus-
band’s contacts, and all her considerably dramatic abilities, she
pointed out that something had to be done to beef up the Italian
Christian Democrats. Or else, she argued, Italy would fall to
Communism, and with that the whole of Europe, and eventually
the whole world. It all depended on Zone A of Trieste going to the

Italians — if one was to believe Mrs Luce.

Of course, everybody expected the three Western signatories of
the Italian Peace Treaty, the U.S., Britain, and France, to act to-
gether as they had always done. But this was not to be. The U.S.
and Britain decided that the French were too supportive of the

[talian position, and went ahead alone. On October 7, the Ameri-

HEINEMANN: S:\FIELD PROGRAMS\FPF\MHWG CONFERENCE PAPERS 2003\2003 MHWG COLD WAR 2003\7 HEINEMANN.DOC: STAND: 17.03.04 09:54



can and British ambassadors in Paris informed French Foreign
Minister Georges Bidault that their governments were withdraw-
ing their troops from Trieste, and that control of Zone A was to be
handed to the Italians. Bidault was “hurt, upset and displeased”,
as the U.S. Ambassador recalls, at this cavalier abandonment of

what had been a tripartite policy.

Even less had NATO been made part of this decision. The U.S.
Permanent Representative was told that, surely, none of his col-
leagues on the North Atlantic Council could challenge this step,
and should they still question the wisdom of it all, he was to give
them copies of the joint U.S.-British communiqué. Would he care
to pick up a few copies at the Embassy? This was certainly not
the kind of political consultation the smaller partners had ex-

pected.

The matter was soon to become a NATO problem. Yugoslavia an-
nounced that it could not accept a solution which one-sidedly fa-
vored Italy. Should Italian troops enter Zone A, they would be at-
tacked. Soon, smaller NATO countries were wondering if Italy
would then be entitled to invoke the North Atlantic Treaty. No
way, was the joint U.S. and British knee-jerk reaction. After all,

Trieste was not and would not become Italian territory.

But when they consulted their respective legal departments, the
result was quite surprising. Article 6 had been amended by the
Protocol on the accession of Greece and Turkey. It now stated
that “an armed attack [...] is deemed to include an attack [...] on
the forces, vessels, or aircraft of any of the Parties, when in or
over [...] any other area in Europe in which occupation forces of
any of the forces were stationed on the date when the Treaty en-
tered into force [...]”. This had of course been meant to protect
Germany and Austria, but technically, it would apply even if the

forces attacked (Italian) were not identical with those stationed in
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the territory in question (Trieste) in April 1949 (i.e. American and
British). A Yugoslav attack against Italian troops in Zone A would
indeed constitute an aggression as defined by Articles 5 and 6 of
the NATS, and would entitle Italy to call for Allied support. U.S.
and British action had brought NATO to the brink of war with a
prospective security partner, without consulting anybody before-
hand. All those Allies who had always stressed the political di-

mension of NATO, above all Canada, were severely critical.

It took the U.S., Britain, Yugoslavia and Italy a year of tortuous
negotiations, and millions in U.S. aid to Belgrade and Rome, to
bring the Trieste crisis to a successful end. In October 1954, a
Trieste agreement was signed in London which gave Zone A, mi-

nus a few barren rocks, to Italy, and Zone B to Yugoslavia.

5. Founding the Balkan Pact

It was the solution of the Trieste crisis which opened the way to
US military aid to Yugoslavia. Still this was not without its prob-
lems, either. Delivering equipment was one thing, but without
appropriate training, Yugoslav personnel would find it hard to op-
erate US military technology. So, a number of Yugoslav officers
were sent to the U.S. to be trained, but relations soured when a
number of them asked for, and were granted, political asylum in

the States.

Solving the Trieste crisis also made possible a true Balkan Pact®.
Throughout 1954, Yugoslavia, Greece, and Turkey had been ne-
gotiating. Again, there was close scrutiny from NATO partners of
what was going on. Italy's claim that under the North Atlantic
Treaty”?, Greece and Turkey were obliged to obtain NATO agree-
ment before the could engage in security arrangements with a

third party, was soon dismissed by the other Allies. After all, such

HEINEMANN: S:\FIELD PROGRAMS\FPF\MHWG CONFERENCE PAPERS 2003\2003 MHWG COLD WAR 2003\7 HEINEMANN.DOC: STAND: 17.03.04 09:54



- 10 -

an interpretation of the NAT would have given every NATO part-
ner the right to veto, say, future U.S. security arrangements.
However, there was concern in NATO over what would happen
should Greece and Turkey have to go to war in support of Yugo-
slavia. Would NATO have to follow suit, thus giving Yugoslavia an
indirect security guarantee without reciprocal Yugoslav undertak-
ings? For one thing was certain: Tito did not want to join NATO,

either directly or indirectly8.

By 1954, NATO had developed techniques of multilateral diplo-
matic cooperation which had not existed before. One useful tool
of cooperation were regular “private meetings” of the North Atlan-
tic Council. “Private Meetings” are not even deemed to exist.
When I was working in the NATO Registry, I was warned that,
since such meetings did not exist, no notes were taken. Should I
nevertheless find such notes among documents, I would not be
allowed to copy them, as notes which did not exist obviously
could not be copied. Ladies and Gentlemen: That is NATO logic.
(If you do want to know what such a Private Meeting, you consult
the relevant diplomatic archives in NATO member states, as obvi-
ously the Permanent Representatives would report back what had

been said at the meeting.)

Coming back to the 1950s, when the Balkan Pact was signed at
Bled, Yugoslavia, on August 9, 1954, the NAC had previously
taken note of it in such a private meeting. Once again, this very
useful invention proved its worth: As no official notes were taken,
that Italian acquiescence did not go on the record, which would
otherwise have implied express Italian approval. Rather, both

NATO's role had been reasserted, and Italian face saved?.

Still, at the insistence of the U.S., and other NATO partners, the
actual assistance clause in the Balkan Pact had been toned down

to parallel the rather non-committal text of Article 5 of the NAT,
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which left the kind, and measure, of assistance to be rendered in
case of an attack, and more specifically the use of military force,
to the discretion of every contracting party. For Yugoslavia, this
was disappointing. Even though this measure of Balkan coopera-
tion had opened the way for limited U.S. military aid in November
1952, expanded after another round of negotiations in 1953,
Yugoslavia could not rely decisively upon any nation to come to

its aid should it be attacked.

For the Turks, the objective of the entire enterprise had always
been to tie Yugoslavia closer to the West, maybe even to make it
the next member of NATO10. Not for the Turks any lofty objec-
tions based on the concept of NATO as a community of democ-
ratic nations. Ankara, like Lissabon, had never believed in that

sort of thinking anyway!1.

For the Greeks, the principal aim of the Balkan Pact was to rein-
force their military defenses, no more. Greece always accepted
that Yugoslavia did not want to join NATO, and that most NATO
members would object should Tito ever change his mind. The
Greeks, however, were also hoping that relations between the
West and Yugoslavia might be conducted principally through the

Balkan Pact nations, thus enhancing their own position12.

The treaty eventually arrived at did not meet any of the expecta-
tions. In a way, it bore the seeds of failure even when it was

signed.

And fail it did. In the spring of 1955, Tito's new allies were as
surprised as everybody else when Chrushchev's forthcoming visit
to Belgrade was announced. The Turkish Prime Minister, Adnan
Menderes, had been in Belgrade while the visit had been planned,
and nobody had informed him13. Chrushchev's visit itself seemed

to indicate a rapprochement between Yugoslavia and post-
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Stalinist Russia, even if Tito did nothing to make things easy for
his guest. Mercilessly, he kept asking about comrades from his
Moscow days, and an embarrassed Chrushchev had to admit that

every one of them had been shot!l4.

Still, the Soviet threat had receded, and Tito was hoping to be-
come one of the leading figures in the nascent movement of Non-
Aligned States, initiated by the Bandung Conference. Tito saw
himself as closer to Nehru and Nasser than to Eisenhower and
Dulles!5. And John Foster Dulles, the arch Cold Warrior, deemed
neutrality in a fight between good and evil, between the free world

and world Communism, positively immoral.

Almost at the same time, conflict erupted between Greece and
Turkey over Cyprus. After the anti-Greek riots in Izmir and Istan-
bul in September 1955, Yugoslavia openly sided with Greece,
bringing Yugoslav-Turkish cooperation to a virtual halt1®. In fact,
NATO became the forum of attempts at Greek-Turkish reconcilia-
tion, and the Balkan Pact!71819, the making of which had exer-
cised diplomats for two years, lapsed into insignificance in just

over twelve months20,

Simultaneously, Tito decisively stabilized his internal position.
The arrest of Archbishop Cardinal Stepinac, a Croatian national-
ist and therefore a potentially divisive factor in Tito's multi-ethnic
Yugoslavia, indicated a clampdown on disintegrating forces?!.
(However successful the ruthless repression of such forces may
have been during Tito's lifetime, events soon after his death were
to show that the demon had been dormant, not dead.) Jailing
western-minded Milovan Djilas signaled a continuing adherence

to Marxist principles?2.

Tito's dependence on aid waned, and he let the West feel it. The

hoped-for military cooperation on the Yugoslav-Italian border
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never prospered, and the U.S. phased out military aid in 195623,
The withdrawal of U.S. and British troops from Trieste in 1954,
and from Austria in 1955, together with the end of all plans for a
coordinated defense along the Isonzo, created a potentially dan-
gerous situation in Northern Italy. The U.S. responded by deploy-
ing the first tactical nuclear weapons they sent to Europe in Ve-

rona, Italy24.

6 Military vs. political Aspects of the North Atlantic

" Alliance

It has been argued that the West should have reacted earlier to
Yugoslavia's defection from the Stalinist camp, should have given
more, and that by not doing so, it wasted an opportunity to tie
Yugoslavia continuously to the Western camp?5. This seems
doubtful. In view of Italy's position, and the need for the Allies to
support a democratic government on the brink of electoral defeat,
there was no way the West could have been more forthcoming to
Yugoslavia. When all was said and done, Tito's state was a re-
pressive Marxist dictatorship. If NATO really was to be anything
more than an old-fashioned military alliance, there was no room
for Yugoslavia, or for Franco at that. Tito never wanted to commit
himself more than he actually did, and it would have been hard
to imagine him pledging himself to uphold the principles of "de-
mocracy, individual liberty, and the rule of law", as laid down in
the Preamble of the NAT. There never was a real opportunity

which the West might have missed.

Still, there were lessons to be learned. Lack of timely political
consultation had gravely offended NATO partners, and overlook-
ing the NATO dimension of their ill-conceived snapshot solution
to the Trieste crisis had landed both the State Department and
the Foreign Office in a nasty pickle. The major powers in NATO
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were only beginning to learn that the Alliance was in fact putting
more restrictions on their policies than they had imagined back in

1949.

Continuous calls for political consultation had come from Can-
ada's Minister for External Affairs, Lester Pearson, and from Italy.
In the end, it had been the appointment of a relatively unknown
schoolteacher, Gaetano Martino, as Foreign Minister in Rome
which had broken the deadlock over Trieste — Martino went on to
serve the longest term in office for any Italian foreign minister in
the 50s. Maybe it is no coincidence then that in 1956, Pearson
and Martino, together with their Norwegian colleague, Halvard
Lange, were appointed the "Three Wise Men" of NATO, and codi-
fied the basic rules of political consultation within the Alliance
which still apply today — rules which had been developed by
NATO through the successful management of complex problems
such as the Alliance's relations with Tito's Yugoslavia in the

1950s26,

Looking back at the Trieste crisis in this context, it is another
small, but important step in the development of NATO political
cooperation. Founded as a mainly political structure, in response
to a threat perceived as mainly political, NATO had only been
militarized following the Korea shock. Still, this “militarization”
had been accompanied by the creation of sound political struc-
tures to ensure political control of the military even within an al-
liance framework. These structures were something really new on
the diplomatic stage. Never before had democratic nations subor-
dinated their military forces to an allied command in peacetime.
Never before had they exchanged sensitive political, military, in-
telligence and economic information within the framework of a
multilateral organization. The requisite toolkits for this sort of co-

operation had to be developed on a trial and error basis. Trieste
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showed both the trials and the errors. One is left wondering if the
Suez Crisis of 1956, which really strained the internal structure
of NATO, might have wrecked the Western Alliance, had these re-

pair kits not been ready for use. But that is another story.
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Hungarian military policy 1948-1956
Tamas Nagy

Introduction

The battles of the Second World War were still going on, when on January 11" 1944 in
Moscow deputy foreign affairs commissar Maiskiy prepared his concept on “the desired main
principles of the future world”. In a memorandum prepared for his boss V. Molotov, the
foreign affairs commissar of the Soviet Union, outlined the Soviet foreign policy priorities for
the post-war period in the different regions of the world. According to this Hungary after the
Second World War as the other states of Central Europe was supposed to become the part of
the Soviet sphere of influence and should have been treated as a country defeated in the war.

The course, which was set by Soviet great power interests for Hungary determined the
Hungarian foreign and military policy for the next almost half a century.

As the Red Army took control of Central Europe it became clear, that there is no
differentiation between the defeated country and the ally in the war. The irony of the fate is
that Hungary received the same Soviet system for punishment, as the small victorious
countries for reward. The adoption of the Soviet model, which actually meant the seizure of
power by the communist and workers’ parties faithful to the Soviet Union in these countries,
made possible for Stalin and its comrades gradually integrate the region into their political,
economic and - not the least important - military sphere of interest. After the Second World
War as a result of the clash of interests between the Soviet Union and the Anglos-Saxon allies
in the just started Cold war, Europe became the major scene for the standoff.

As the result of the described compulsory course the occupational force of the Red
Army, the Allied Control Commission, the Hungarian Communist Party and other forces
sympathising with Moscow together in 1948 incorporated Hungary into the Soviet sphere of
influence. As the result of this process among other things:

- The Hungarian multiparty political system was liquidated,

- The administration was transformed into a Soviet style one

- The Hungarian economy was cut from its traditional foreign markets and was
converted to serve the Soviet interests,

- The Hungarian Army was deprived from its best-educated and trained officers.



The representatives of the victorious powers and Hungarian delegates signed in Paris
on February 10", 1947 the peace treaty that closed down the Second World War and it
allowed for Hungary to keep a land force of 65 000 and air force of 5 000 soldiers. With the
developments in the Cold War Hungary according to the Soviet interests a few years after
already significantly overstepped this limit and created mass army, whose maintenance

significantly surpassed the capabilities of the Hungarian economy.

The creation of Soviet style mass army 1948-49

Year 1947 signified a change in Hungarian internal affairs. After the signing of the
Paris peace treaty it became obvious for all the Hungarian political forces, that the Soviet
occupational forces will not leave Hungary. The reasoning was referring to the need to keep
connection between the Soviet occupational zone in Austria and the Soviet hinterland and
beyond this the Soviet military presence presented a wonderful political backing for the
Hungarian Communist Party lead by Matyas Rakosi in order to seize the power and to
eliminate all the political enemies. The Communist party won the parliamentary elections
organised on August 31st of that year, but this success of the party was overshadowed by the
abuse of election ballots by their activists. The minimal victory of the Communist at the
elections allowed for the Communist Party together with its allies — the Hungarian Social-
Democratic Party and National Peasant Party - to start the sovietization of Hungary.

According to the Stalinist Soviet practice the system of party rule was introduced not
only into civil life but in the army as well. In accordance with this concept on February 18,
1948 in Moscow the Hungarian-Soviet friendship and co-operation treaty was signed and as
a result of it very soon Soviet military advisors started to arrive to Hungary and the
education of Hungarian military officers started in the Soviet Union. The primary task of the
Soviet advisors was the reorganisation of the Hungarian Army to a Soviet style mass army
ruled by the party. The speciality of the Soviet advisory system was that it had a separate,
hierarchically organised own leadership structure, which duplicating the Hungarian military
leadership was even capable to command the Hungarian army. This system of advisors
received its tasks and commands directly from Moscow.

With the formation of the Information Office of the Communist and Workers’ parties
(Kominform) on September 22, 1947 a political leadership presiding over the military was
also created. Kominform practically transmitted the expectations and concrete demands of
the Soviet Stalinist leadership towards the “fraternal” communist and workers’ parties.

Deviation from the guidance of Moscow could result in serious sanctions, as the Tito led



Yugoslavia experienced it after May 1948. After the condemnation of Yugoslavia and its
declaration as the enemy, the Hungarian military leadership started to look at its Southern
neighbour, the socialist Yugoslavia as its primary enemy.

The development strategy of the Hungarian army after 1948 was clearly shaped
according to the Soviet strategic interests. The signing of the agreement in June 1948 about
equipping the Hungarian army with Soviet weapons already indicated, that the process of
the integration of the Hungarian army into the Soviet military system has started. Another
sign of the introduction of Soviet guiding principles was the formation the Political
Directorate of the Hungarian People’s Army in November 1948, the primary task of which
was the realization of party ruling in the Hungarian Army. Meanwhile on June 27, 1948 with
the unification of the Hungarian Communist Party and Hungarian Social-Democratic Party a
Soviet style mass party - the Hungarian Workers’ Party (MDP) was formed. The creation of
MDP finished the political battle that started in 1944 and made clear that in Hungary a
political structure was formed in which one party had the control over all the power
branches. The creation of one party system in the army meant the creation of the party
control system. As the first step in this direction as of October 7, 1948 the activity of MDP
party cells were allowed in the Hungarian Army and with the introduction on February 19 of
the Soviet style institution of political officers, the creation of the party control system was
finished.

Referring to Soviet experiences on the proposal of the Hungarian military leadership
the Central Committee of MDP decided on July 21, 1948 to start the elimination from the
army of the non-commissioned officer staff. As a result of this decision a deformed
command structure was created in the Hungarian Army, and the negative effects of this
decision still cause problems in the functioning of the present Hungarian Army. According
to this decision the officers had to perform tasks, which previously were done by the non-
commissioned officers, and the authority of these officers became so non-transparent that
the majority of them after some time were unable to take their own decisions and assume
responsibilities.

The culmination of these changes in the Hungarian military policy was the nomination
of Mihaly Farkas, the closest colleague and friend of the party general secretary Matyas
Rakosi as the minister of defence. The personality of Farkas was a guarantee for the party
leadership for the control of the army, but also meant a never seen possibility for the army to
promote its interests. The new defence minister did not have any military education, but this

did not stop him from taking the highest military rank (army general). The arrival of the new



minister also meant that the older, well-educated military leaders were pushed into

background and many of them were executed.

Preparing for the third world war 1950-53

The sovietization of the Hungarian army was finished by the mid 1950’s. The political
leadership got rid of those military leaders in the army who could have their own opinions.
In the Hungarian army of new type the number one expectation from the military leaders
was political reliability, which meant an unquestionable loyalty to the party leadership. In
this period the professional qualities were not the most important requirements in Hungary
and this was not only true for the army but for the civil life as well. That is why it is no
surprise that statistics of those times give an appalling picture about the general and military
education of the top military leaders. The freshly created military education system could
not meet the criteria of the qualitative education for officers because the army as a result of
its reorganisation and enlargement was constantly demanding new officers in greater and
greater numbers. People could witness never before seen careers, but this was often
overshadowed by the lack of general knowledge of these people.

By the May of 1951 the Hungarian Army as a result of quantitative development
reached the size of 65000. But the extensive development of the army accelerated only after
the breakout of the Korean War in June of that year. The Stalinist Soviet leadership
assessing the result of the first half-year of the Korean War came to the conclusion that the
third world war was imminent. That is why between January 7 and 17, 1951 in Moscow the
communist parties of the socialist countries conducted consultations about the situation. On
this meeting the Soviet leadership called its allies to raise their spending on the military and
to develop their armies more quickly as the third world war was approaching.

In case of Hungary it meant the growth of the production of the military industry,
which was planned to be executed in the first 5-year plan. The state of the military industry
was regularly checked by the leaders of MDP and the party helped by direct means the
development of the Hungarian defence sector. As Hungary was far from Korea and no
NATO country was a neighbour to Hungary for the Hungarian leaders Yugoslavia was
considered as the main enemy after 1948. Because of this war hysteria on June 2, 1951 the
MDP’s leadership made a decision to build a fortification system the along the Southern

state borders with Yugoslavia. These works were going on under the biggest secrecy and



under direct party guidance and control. This top secrecy made possible great waste of
resources and equipment which became known to public only a few years after, in 1956.
Besides that, when the fortification system was ready, it became useless as the result of turns

in world politics - as often before - modified the Hungarian military policy too.

Melting and reduction 1953-54

The one-man command system introduced on January 20, 1953 already indicated that in the
Hungarian People’s Army there were sufficient numbers of reliable officers acceptable for
the political leadership. As the result of extensive development by the end of 1952 the size
of Hungarian People’s Army reached 210 000 people, its highest number in peace. These
developments seemingly were successful as such a Hungarian force was created that was
meeting the quantitative Soviet and Hungarian expectations. However with US President
Eisenhower taking office on January 1953 and with death of Stalin on March 5 of that year
some major changes started that drastically altered world politics.

The collective Soviet leadership after Stalin called to Moscow on June 13-14, 1953 the
Hungarian party and state leaders in order to determine the main tasks for the next period.
Among the members of the delegation led by Matyds Rakosi was Imre Nagy the future
Prime Minister of Hungary. Khrushchev and Berea made clear for Rakosi that a radical
change was needed in the Hungarian economic and military policy and this was questioning
the basics of the Hungarian practice of the previous period. This consultation between the
Hungarian and Soviet leaders made again absolutely clear that Hungary did not have even
the minimum of independence from the Soviet Union. As the result of the inner power fights
within the Soviet party leadership some surprising changes happened in the Hungarian
domestic affairs, which had substantial effects on the Hungarian military policy too.

The changes happening in the relations of the two superpowers, the United States and
Soviet Union clearly indicated that a melting process started which also meant the reduction
of military potentials on both sides. As the part of this process on decision of MDP in the
Hungarian Ministry of Defence on July 17, 1953 the plans for the reduction of military
forces were prepared. As the result of this reduction the morality of the Hungarian People’s
Army dangerously worsened as in this period a massive number of officers, who began their
careers in the quantitative development phase of the army, found themselves on the streets.

The analysis of the documents from that period also shows that general Istvan Bata, who



was the defence minister in the government of Imre Nagy used every mean in his possession
to minimise the reductions in size of the army. However it should be mentioned that Bata
was not belonging to the inner circles of the party leaders and his personality did not
predestined him for this job.

In the summer of 1954 the Hungarian military leadership several times attempted to
force the leadership of MDP to accept the development strategy of the Hungarian People’s
Army until 1960, but the political leadership every time dismissed the ideas of the military.
Many timed drastic ways were used to let the military leaders know that the rise of military
expenditures was not among the priorities of the state. No wonder that the Hungarian
officers lived through this period quite frustrated because of existential fears (job, salary)

and they became a stable base in the MDP for the conservative change in 1955.

Integration into Warsaw Pact (Treaty) 1954-55

The so called treaties of Paris signed by nine Western European countries on October 23,
1954 recognised the military equality of the German Federal Republic and with this step the
possibility of NATO membership opened for Germany. The Soviet leadership realising the
change in the German question and sensing the coming results of negotiations on the
neutrality of Austria decided to create a new type of political and military alliance system. In
the Soviet sphere of influence the Soviet leaders were not allowing any internal party fights,
so Hungarian party leader Matyas Rakosi, who as a result of the change in 1953 lost only his
position as the Prime minister but kept the post of party boss, launched an open attack
against the Imre Nagy, the prime minister at that time. Rékosi received encouragement for
this step from Moscow, where on June 12, 1955 the Soviet and Hungarian party leaders held
their meetings. The Khrushchev led Soviet party leadership found the figure of Imre Nagy
inconvenient by that time. For Khrushchev and his comrades it was not bothering anymore
that only two years before it was exactly them who chose Imre Nagy for the post of the
Prime Minister. The leadership in Moscow in January 1955 concentrated completely on the
creation of the future military alliance and this process demanded persons who would accept
the superiority of the Soviet interests without questions.

Matyas Rékosi after returning from Moscow using the momentary situation started the
process of comeback to power. Réakosi systematically pushed out Imre Nagy from the

political life and put him into an unbearable situation so that Imre Nagy had to resign



voluntarily. After the Imre Nagy’s resignation Istvan Hegediis became the new Prime
Minister of Hungary, who fully executed the integration of Hungary into the organisation of
the Warsaw Pact formed on May 14, 1955. The creation of Warsaw Pact at the same time
legalised the status of the Soviet forces stationed in Hungary because with the establishment
of the neutral Austria the Soviet troops had to leave Austria’s territory. Moreover the
Warsaw Pact made possible to put the Soviet forces from Austria on the Hungarian territory.
The creation of Warsaw Pact, the influx of Soviet troops on the territory of Hungary and the
return to power of Matyds Rékosi generated growing antipathy within the Hungarian
society. This negative mood only further strengthened the decisiveness of Rakosi to hold to
power and to make his ties closer with the Soviets.

According to the decision of the Hungarian government of September 7, 1955 the
personnel of the Hungarian People’s Army was cut by further 20 000 people. As the result
of these cuts the sense of pessimism gained strength among the ranks of the professional
military. It must be mentioned that parallel to the reductions from 1953 continuously and
after the foundation of the Warsaw Pact especially, significant developments were made in
the air defence. It was necessary because of the American concept of “total retaliation”
adopted in 1954, when the US leadership declared that if its or its allies’ interests were in
danger it would massively use weapons of mass destruction. The US intended to use its
strategic air force in order to deliver its atomic and hydrogen bombs. The Soviet led Warsaw
Pact could defend itself from this danger only with an effective air defence system. So the
development of the Hungarian air defence system after 1955 was accelerated in contrast

with the Hungarian ground forces where further reduction were still on the agenda.

Crisis and revolution

In February 1956 on the XX. Congress of the Soviet Communist Party it became
apparent that Khrushchev strengthened its positions in the power fight following Stalin’s
death, so he could start to criticise the Stalinist period. The world learned in no time about
Khrushchev’s speech delivered behind closed doors at the Congress and it started a decay
process in the Soviet sphere of influence, which was completely unprecedented.

It became clear for the Hungarian party leaders that in Moscow such a change
happened again that will deeply rearrange the Hungarian domestic affairs. Among the

Hungarian population many people demanded that the MDP leadership should return as



soon as possible to the political line of 1953 that was connected with the figure of Imre
Nagy. The changes in the Soviet Union had a major effect within the army too, based on the
experiences of the previous years the existential fears among the professionals were growing
again. The uncertainty and bad atmosphere only further deepened when on August 1, 1956
the size of the Hungarian People’s Army was further reduced by 15 000.

In this period the Hungarian officers’ staff completely lost its confidence. The
existential fears, the facts of misuse which came to public knowledge and the rehabilitation
of the innocently executed military leaders shook the mood of soldiers in the Hungarian
People’s Army. The drastic changes in the political life like the final removal of Méatyas
Rakosi from power and the country did not contribute to a more positive and hopeful
atmosphere in the army. No wonder that the newest plans for further reduction planned for
the fall shook the foundations of the trust in the political leadership among the soldiers of
the Hungarian People’s Army.

In the people’s revolt and later revolution started on October 23, 1956 the Hungarian
army remained without guidance and leadership. The army personnel was awaiting its future
with worries and it became totally uncertain with the start of armed fights on the streets. The
leadership of MDP on October 31, 1956 dissolved the party and at the same time formed the
Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party, which after the Soviet intervention of November 4
assumed with some modifications the military policy of its predecessor, accepting the Soviet
power interests. It took a long time for the new Hungarian party to make itself accepted by

the domestic and international public.



TI'ocnoaun Ipencenarens, ambl u I'ocnona, Yea:xxaemas Hayunas Kondepennus!

Benrepckass apMus B nepuoja X0J0JAHOW BOWHBI

(1948-1968 1)

[Tocne BTOpOIi MUPOBON BOWHBI B MEXKAYHAPOIHOW MOJIUTUKE 0OPa30BAIUCH J1BA
noJiroca (1Be MupoBsle cucteMbl). [log pykoBoacTBoM Coennuénnbix LlltatoB AMepuku
HATO o6benuann kanutanuctudeckue crtpanbl, a Coerckumii Coro3 — 0O0OBEIUHUI
CTpaHbl, CYMTAIONINX C€0sl COLUATUCTUYECKUM.

OCHOBHOE HaIpaBJICHHE COOTHOLICHMS CHUJ OBUIO ONpPENEICHO MOJUTUYECKUM,
SKOHOMHUYECKUM U BOEHHBIM CONEPHUYECTBOM 3TUX IPYNIHUPOBOK. B3aumMHoe HenoBepue
n OecroKoiCTBO, HANpaBICHHOE B CTOPOHY IPOTUBHUKA C LEIbI0 YJEp:KaHUs
JOCTUTHYTBIX TIO3MIIMH, MPHUBEIO K OOOCTPEHHUIO B MEXKIyHAPOJHBIX OTHOIICHUSX, K
XOJIOZHOU BOMHE, @ B UTOT'€ — K YCWIMBAIOLIEHCS TOHKE BOOPYKECHHUS.

Ha ocHoBanumm noroBopa aepxkaB-moOeautencii, nocne 1945-ro [rsrca9a
A€BATHCOT COPOK HATOTI 0] roga BocToOuHO-eBpONECKUE CTpaHbl MOMAIN
non chepy BiamsHus Coserckoro Coro3a. Ha TeppuTopur HECKOIBKHX TOCYIAapCTB
JaHHOTO TPOCTPAHCTBAa OA3MPOBAIICH COBETCKHE BOWCKA. BBIBIIME COLMAIMCTHYECKHUE
CTpaHbl HE UMEJIH MIPABO CAaMOCTOSTENILHO pellaTh CBOIO CY/IbOY.

«ITapmkcknii MupHEIA gorosop»’ (10 despams 1947 roma) [gecaToro
¢peBpanssg TecAYa JAE€BATHCOT COPOK CE€ABMOTroO TIo0Jg4a]
paspenIui peopraHu3alfio BEHIepPCKO apMuM U TOCTaHOBKY €€ B konudecTBe 70.000
[cembaecar rTbercau] conpar. CyXxonmyTHble BOWCKa OrpaHUYMBAIINCH B
konuyectBe 65.000 [mecrbgecaT mATHE ThicA 9]-, a 3eHUTHBIE Boiicka (90
[#eBaHOCTO] camonéroB) — B konuuectBe 5.000 [72 75 ThIC 5 9] conuar.

B 1948-om [7hic#9a 7€eBATHCOT COPOK BOCHMOM| TOAy ObLI
pa3paboTaH IIaH pa3BUTH apMHH, B KOTOPOM PaCCUUTHIBATH JOCTUTHYTH JOMYyCTUMOE

KOJIMYECTBO BOCHHOCIY KAILIUX B TeUeHUU 4-5 [4 € ThI p € X- 1 4 T H| JIeT.



Benrpusi Hazmessiach, 4TO COBETCKMX BOMCK BBIBEIYT C TEPPUTOPUU CTPaAHBI, U
roCyJJapCTBO CTAaHET HE3aBUCUMBIM, JeMokparndeckuM. Ciyumnoch He Tak! Crarbs 22
[#Baanmars BTopas| tnasel 4 [geTBEpPTO i#)? [Taprxckoro MupHOTO
JIOTOBOpA TIacuT, uTo B TeueHuu 90 [ 7 e B 4 H 0 ¢ T 0] 1HEH ¢ MOMEHTA BCTYIUICHUS €T0
B CHWIy, BOOPYXXEHHBIX COIO3HBIX BOMCK HEOOXOJUMO BBIBECTH C TEPPUTOPHUH
rocynapctBa. Ognako, CoBeTrckass ApMuUs U B JaJIbHEHUIIIEM COXpaHMIIA 3a COOOM MpaBo
0asupoBaTh B BeHrpuu Takue CUibl, KOTOPbIE MOTJIM O0ECHEYUTh COXPAHHOCTH MyTei
COOOIICHUs C AaBCTPUIHCKOW TEppUTOpUEH, paHee OKKYNUPOBAHHOM COBETCKHUMH
Borickamu. [Ipu 3TOM nepxkaBbI-MOOEIUTENHN HE YCTAHOBUIN MAKCUMAIIBHO JTOMYCTHUMYIO
BEJIMYMHY 3THX BOMCK.

Jns oOecriedeHHs] TOPOKHBIX U IKENE3HOAOPOXKHBIX IMyTeH COooOeHUs B
Benrpuun, Coserckuii Cow3 ¢ cepenunbl 1950-b1X [ThIcA9a JE€BATHCOT
mATHJECATHX| TONOB COAEpXall JIBE CTPEIKOBOE MAMBU3UM M 1O OJHOMI
O0MOapAMPOBOYHOM M HMCTPEOUTENHHOM aBUAITMOHHOU I[I/IBI/ISI/II/I3 . ConmepkaHue TaKux
CHJI BEpOSITHO OBLTO OOYCIIOBJICHO HE C IEbI0 oOecreueHus MyTed cooOmieHus, a ¢
00Js1ee BBICOKUMU CTPATETUYECKUMU IIETISIMHU.

Brnacte B Benrpum ot cepeaunsl 1948-oro [rhicgs9a A€eBATHCOT
COpOK BOCHMOT 0] TOJa TIONaNa B PyKH Y3KOTO Kpyra pykoBojacTBa BeHrepckoit
naprun Tpymsamuxcs (Marsm Pakoum, Dpue Tepe, Muxans ®apram, Hoxed Pean).
Pa3ButHe rocygapcTBa mMpoXOoAUIO B YCIOBUSX TUKTATYphl, B OJHOMAPTHUITHON CHCTEME.
O0pazoBanoch OJHOMAPTHIHOE TOCYAAPCTBO CTAIMHCKOTO 00pasia, B PE3yJbTaTe Yero
KOMMYHHUCTUYECKOE PYKOBOJICTBO IPOJIajia CTPAHY COBETCKHM HHTEPECAM.

CamocTosiTeTbHOM BOCHHOW MOMUTUKON BeHnrpus He Biazena. Benrepckas
napTus TPYISIIMXCS pa3paboTaia BOSHHYIO KOHIICTILIHMIO TOCYyAapcTBa MO 3ampocam
MOCKOBCKOT'O PYKOBOJCTBAa. B €€ MCIOTHEHUN 3HAYUTENbHYIO POJIb UTPATIU U COBETCKHUE
BOCHHBIE COBETHUKH.

B 1948-om [rhIcs9a A4€eBATHCOT COPOK BOCHMOM| TOLy
BeHrepckasi apmus coctosia npumepHo us 30.000 [7pmaga s ThIC g 9] conpar.
Hau6osee BecoMyio BOGHHYIO CHITy TIPEICTABIISUIH B NIEXOTHbIC AUBH3HK . B mepros ¢

1948-oro [rbica9a aAeBATHCOT COpPOK BochbmMoro]l - mno 1953-i



[Teica9a 7€eBATHCOT NATHAECAT TP ETHH| TOA MUHUCTPOM OOOPOHBI
obu1 ToT Muxan, @Papkam (¢ 1949 [rhicgs9a JeBATHCOT COPOK
A€BATOrO] Toga — TEHEPAI-MOJIKOBHUK), KOTOPBIH OJHOBPEMEHHO 3aHUMAI
JOJHKHOCTH 3aMECTHUTENSl TeHEPAIbHOTO ceKpeTapsi BeHrepckoit mapTuu Tpy AsIIIUXCSL.

YMepeHHOe pa3BUTHE apMUU Mpojoikanoch He ponro. Korma MockBa u
Nudopmannonnoe Oropo kommyHuctudeckux maptuii (KOMHWH®OPM) caenano
orpeiesieHue 00 YXYIIIEHHH U «000CTPEHUI» B MEKIyHAPOIHBIX OTHOIICHUSIX, U KOTIa
nocine 1949-oro [T7erics94a AeBATHCOT COPOK AEBATOTO] roga — C
MomeHTa oOpazoBanusi HATO — 0OBHHWIM HEKOTOPBIX KAMMTAIMCTUYECKUX CTPAaH B
YCUIIGHHOW TMOATOTOBKE K BOIHE, paJMKalbHO W3MEHWJIAch M BOCHHAs MOJIUTHKA
Benrpun.

[Tomumo Ttoro, uro KOMHWH®OPM [OrocnaBuio ocCyxaadl U MHOTOKPATHO
Hamajgaidl Ha He€, XapakTepH30Bal CTPaHy, KakK BpakIeOHOE (MMITEpUATUCTHICCKOE)
rocyaapctBo. C TOUKHM 3pE€HUS BOCHHOW MOJIUTUKU, CTPaHa, COBMECTHO C COBETCKUMU
JacTsIMH, JODKHA Obuta uatu npoTuB FOrocmaBum. [1oAroTOBKY BOWHCKHX YacTed W
mTa00B MPOBOJMIN B OCHOBHOM B 3HaK 0’KHMJIa€MOT'0 CTOJIKHOBEHHUS C IOTOCIaBaMHU.

C 1949-or0 [1hic19a AE€eBATHCOT COPOK AEBATOTIO] roua B
pe3ynbTaTe COBETCKOIO 3ampoca HayaloCch HEpealbHOE MO MacliTabaM U TeMIaMm
pa3BUTHE apPMUHU.

Boiina B Kopee6 (25 uronst 1950 — 27 wronsa 1953 ron) [oT aABaxsmars
ONATOTrO0 HIOHA ThICA9a AEBATHCOT NATHAECATOIrO rojga — 1mno
ABAagaTh CEAbMOCE HIOIA ThHICA494 AEBATHLCOT HATHAECAT
rperud rozg] mnonseprna Coeaunénsbix IlltatoB u  Coserckoro Coroza
3HAYUTENBHOMY McIbITaHuIo0. KimnMaT B MupoBoii nonutuke emgé 6osiee odoctpuics. [1o
HEKOTOPBIM IIPOrHO3aM B rnocieayomue 1-2 [ o4 # H- 7 B a | roga CYUTAIA BO3MOXHBIM
Hayajo HOBOM MUPOBOW BOWHBI.

Panee BBIIBHHYTBHIM TUTaH Pa3BUTHS apMUHM OBLI IMOJHOCTBIO OTOPOIIEH H3-3a
W3MEHMBIIEHCS CUTyallud B MEXKIyHapoAHOW monutuke. B mepuon ¢ 1949-oro — mo
1953-uii [rprics9a A€eBATHCOT COPOK JAE€BATOIrO MHO ThCATA

A€BATHCOT HATHAECAT TpeTHH| TOAbl B CpPpeAHEM JIBa pa3a B TOJ



MEHsIach CTPYKTypa (opraHuzanus) BoMck. OaHuM ©3 BaxHbIX 3amad  1950-bix
[Tercs9a AeBATHCOT NATHIECATHIX]| TOTOB ObLT TIEPEXO]] K COBETCKOMY
MPUHIUITY PYKOBOJICTBA U BOGHHOTO YUCHUS.

KonuuectBo apmuu x 1953-My [7b61c99a J€BATHCOT HATHAECAT
rpersemy| rony mnpesbicwiio 200.000 [gBecrtwu 71bh1cg4]. OCHOBHYIO
IPYIIIHAPOBKY CYXOMyTHBIX BOMCK COCTABJISUIN: TPU CTPEJIKOBBIE M OJJHA MOTOCTPEJIKOBBIM
KOpITyC, OJlHA TPOOOIfHAs apTWIICpUIICKasi TUBU3USA U TISITh apTHUICPUHACKUX OpHran.
OcHOBHasi cujla 3€HUTHBIX M BO3AYIIHBIE CHJIBI COCTOSJIM M3 ABYX HCTPEOUTEIHHBIX
aBUAIIMOHHBIX JUBU3UHN, OJJHOM OOMOApIMPOBOYHOMN M OJHON IITYPMOBOI TUBU3HH.

ConeprxaHue apMuM €XeroJHo TpedoBano Bcé Oombiue cpencTB. Tak, Hanmpumep
B 1952-oM [71hicss9a A€eBATHCOT HNATHAECAT BTOPOM| TOAy Ui
3alllUTHl TOCyJapcTBa BbAenunu 8,6 [BoceMb MHAIHAPAOB IECTHCOT
muaauoroB] ¢Gopunta. Dta cymma cocraBmsna  20% [gBagmarts
IpoIneHTO B] TOCYAAPCTBEHHOTO OI0KETA.

ApMmusi 1O KOJIMYECTBY Oblla 3HAYMUTENBHOM, OJHAKO COCTOsIa M3 ciaabo
MOJTOTOBJICHHBIX BOWCK, CHA0KEHHBIX YCTAPEBILEH TEXHUKOH.

Cpenu KaIpoBbIX O(HIIEPOB IEPBOCTEIICHHOS 3HAYCHHE WMEIH HE JICIOBHIC
KauecTBa, a MoJUTHYecKass Han&xkHocTh. B 1953-em [rhics9a meBATHCOT
TATbJeCcAT TpeTheM| Tomy KommdecTBo oduiepoB mpesbicio 32.000
[rpuauars ABa ThICcA9a) YeIoBeK .

[Tocne cmeptun Cranmuna (5 mapra 1953 r.) [mgaT0e MmapTa ThCAYA
A€BATHCOT NATHJECAT TPETHEro rogal U OKOHYAHHUS BOWHBI B
Kopee (27 wtons 1953 rom) [#Baaumartbs ceaAbMoOe HIOAA ThICAYA
A€BATHCOT NATHACCAT TPETHH IO0J]| TNOIUTUKA HOBOIO COBETCKOTO
pykxoBoacTtBa (ManenkoB, XpyiieB, MonoToB, MukosH...) 6JaronpusTHO U3MEHUIACh.
Mecto pe3ko-3aMKHYTOM TIOJUTUKM B OTHOIIEHUHM 3amafHbIX TOCYAApCTB 3aHsa
MOJINTHKA,  TPOBO3TJAIIAIONIAS  MHUPHOE  COCYIIECTBOBaHHME  HAa  OCHOBAaHHUH

KOHCTPYKTHUBHOTO COTPYIHHYECTBA.



Takue nepeMeHbl noBnusuii U Ha Benrputo. B wutone 1953-ro [rhrcg4 a
A€BATHCOT NATHAECAT TP eTh Er 0] roa NpeMbep-MUHUCTPOM CTaj TOT
Nmpe Hanpb, KOTOpbI MHOTO€ clejiall 3a CHOC CTAJIMHCKHX paMOKS. B usmenénHoit
cutyauun Benrpus yxe He Hyxnamace B coaepxkanun 200.000-oui [#Byxcor
Terca9Ho0H]| apmuu. Cokpamenue B 1953-em [rhics9a ageBATHCOT
naTbAecAT TpeThbem|roay coctasuio 50.000 [mgs T aecaT ThICcAHY], B
1955-om [rhicgsuya aeBAThcoT narbgecaAT marom| rogy — 20.000
[#ZBagmars ThICHguY], a B Hawane 1956-ro [rhicgs9a aAeBATHCOT
narbgecaT wmecToro] roma mnocuenyomux 15.000 [mgsrHagumars
T hI C 4 9] coyjar.

14-oro wmas 1955-ro [werhpHaguartroro Masd TEICA YA
A€BATHCOT HNATHbAECAT mHATOoro] roga Beurpus crana uieHOM
Bapurasckoro J{oroBopa’. Co cTopoHb! BeHIpHHI JOKYMEHT MOAIIACAT IPEMbEP-MUHUCTP
AHnppain Xerearonl.

YcuneHHas HMHIyCTpUaiu3alysi, MOJATOTOBKAa K BOWHE, OOJbIIME pPacXonbl Ha
00OpOHY U Ha CoJAep KaHHe OTPOMHOI apMUU, a TaKKe COBEPIIEHHBIE OMIUOKU U TPEXH,
0€33aKOHHBIC TOCTYIKU, CYJIEOHBIC MPOILECCHl KOHIEMIIMOHHOTO XapakTepa U JIPyTue
MoNoOHbIE sBIEHUS, K JeTy W OceHu 1956-ro [Thicgs9a JeBATHCOT
OATbAECAT HIECTO I 0] TOA IPUBEIIU K TSHKEIIOMY KPHU3UCY .

OxTsa0pb 1956-r0 [ThIC S92 A E€BATHCOT NATHAECCAT MIECTOT O]
rojia 3actaj apMUIO HEOXHUIAHHO, B XOJE€ peopraHu3zanuu. Benrepckas apmusi B 3TO
BpeMss cocrossia w3 127.000 [cro aBagmatrbs ceMb THCAU|
BOEHHOCITYKaIUX.

Ocenbto 1956-ro [Thic 194 AE€BATHCOT NATHAECAT WLIECTOT O]
roja pasHble TPYNIHPOBKU CHOPMYIIMPOBAIA CBOM TpPeOOBaHMS MO TyHKTam. OHHU
CTaBUJIM CBOCH IIEJIbIO MTPOBEJICHHE BHIOOPOB B MHOTOMAPTHHHOW CHCTEME, Ha3HAUCHHUE
Ha moct wmuHHCTpa Wmpe Hane (ero B 1955-oM [7BIcswa aeBATHCOT
OATHEA€CAT OATOM| TOLYy OCBOOOJAWIN OT AOKHOCTH), BHIBOJ] COBETCKUX BOWCK,

nepeCMoOTp CHCTEMBI 00s13aTEJIbHBIX IIOCTAaBOK, JIUKBUJAITUIO YHpaBHeHI/IH



rOCy/IapCTBEHHOW O€30MacHOCTH, BoccTaHOBieHUs repba Kormryra, cHOC mamsTHUKA
Cranuny u Tax z[anee.lo

Bce cTpemiienus, HanpaBieHHBIE HA YJIyUIIEHUE CUCTeMBl, 23-10 [ 7 Ba 40 a T b
TperThero| OoKrsOps mepenuid B KPYMHOMACIITAaOHYIO JEMOHCTPAIMIO, a TO3KE,
KOorja MOSIBUWJIACh Yrpo3a MOTEpH JOCTHXKEHHM, AEMOHCTpalus Mepeluia B HAPOAHYIO
PEBOIIOLHUIO.

Coserckuit  Corwo3 ¢ mnomombto 17 [cemMHangmaTH] TaHKOBBIX U
MOTOPH30BaHHBIX AUBU3HH MOJABUI PEBOJIIOIHIO (BOMHY 32 HE3aBUCUMOCT ). I

Omacasacpb oT KpoBaBoil Ooitnu, Hapomnas apmust Benrpum B 1956-om
[Te1ca9a JAEeBATHCOT NATHAECAT IIECTOM| TONLy HE BBICTyNIHIA Ha
CTOpPOHE PEBOJNIOIIMM H OCBOOOJWTENbHONW BOWHBL. Bwmecte ¢ Tem, WMHOrHE
BOCHHOCTYKAIlIME TTOMOTalld BOOPYKEHHBIM TpynmupoBkaM. Cpenu repoeB opuIlepoB B
NepBYyIO ouepens HeoOxoaumo HaszBath: [lanm Manerep, bena Kupans, Augpam MapTtow,
NwmrBan Mapuan, MiurBan Koau u ﬁome(l) Bapoau.

C npyroii cTopoHBl apMHI0 M O(UIEPOB HENb3sT ObUIO NPUMEHATH IS
MOAABJICHUS] PEBOJIOLMM W BOMHBI 32 HE3aBUCUMOCTh. I[IpuumHON 3TOro c onHOM
CTOPOHBI OBLIO TO, UTO OOJIBIIAS YACTh COJIAT OTOKECTBIISUICS C LEISIMHU PEBOJIOIHH, a C
Jpyrod CTOPOHBI BOEHHAs HpucAra Oblla HECONOCTAaBUMAa C BBICTYIUIEHMEM IPOTHUB
HaceleHus (CoiAaThl 00s3aIich CIYKUTh POAMHE U TPYAOBOMY HapoOIy OpYXKHEM, He
a1 CBOIO )KH3HB).

Coserckass Apmust B 1956-oMm [7hic99a 7eBATHCOT ONATHAECAT
mre ¢ T 0 M) rolly pa3opyKuiia BEHIepCKHUX 4acTell 03 COPOTUBIICHHUS.

Pa3Butne rocynmapcTtBa BHOBb NPOXOAWJIA B OJHONAPTHIHOW CHCTEME,
oIpeiesAIoNIas pojib NpuHaaIekana Benrepckoil cornuamiucTnyeckoil paboueil mapTuu.
[IpaButenscTBO Bo3rnasisn Axom Kanap. BepHyrcs k ctanuHckum metogam 1950-p1x
[TeicT9a 7eBATHCOT MATHAECATHIX| TONOB, OBLJIO YK€ HEBO3MOXKHO, HO
CTpaHa MHOIO€ JOJKHA ObUIa OTJATh OT CBOEH HE3aBUCHUMOCTU. PYyKOBOJCTBO CTpaHbI
CTaBWJIO CBOEW TMEpPBOCTENEHHONW 3aJadye€ii MHOTOCTOPOHHEE COTPYJHUYECTBO C
Coserckum Cor030M, B X0/€ KOTOPOTO BO MHOXECTBE CIy4aeB CTpPaJajd BEHIE€PCKUE

HAallMOHAJIbHBIC UHTCPCCHI.



Cl1957-ro[rhicas9a 1eBATHCOT NATHAECAT C€AbMOT 0] TOIa
Hayajach peopranuszaius apMuu.

C 1960-bix [7BICAYa A€BATHCOT WECTHAECCATHX]| TOIOB
BEHIE€pPCKasi apMHsl COCTOsUIa M3 JBYX THIIOB BOOPYXEHHBIX cuil. OTHOBPEMEHHO
MIPOXOAMIIO Pa3BUTHUE CYXOITyTHBIX U OTE€UECTBEHHBIX 3€HUTHBIX BOMCK.

B xonue 1960-ro [r7sic s 5a 7eBATHbCOT mMecTHAECATOTr O] Toaa
OCHOBHYIO MOIIb CYXOITyTHBIX BOMCK COCTaBjsijla OJHA TaHKOBas AUBHU3HS, IISTh
CTPEIIKOBBIX JMBH3HIl M OJHA PAKETHAs OpUraga’, a OCHOBHYIO CHIy aBHAIIMOHHBIX
BONCK — TpH UCTPEOUTENbHBIX aBHAIIMOHHBIX IOJIKA U OJMH CKBO3HOM aBHAIlMaHHBIN
JIMBH3HOH .

B cootBeTcTBUU C pa3paboTaHHONW BOSHHOW MOKTpHHOM, Baprmasckuii [oroBop
00JIbIIIOE 3HAYCHHE YNl MOATOTOBKE M OOYyYEHHIO BOMCK C LIeNbl0 aTaku. B mumaHax
Bcer/a (purypupoBaso mpeanoyioxkeHHoe HamajaeHue co croponst HATO.

Benrepckue BolCka COBMECTHO C COBETCKHUMH CHJIAMH JIOJKHBI OBUTH 3aXBaTHTh
pa3HbIC TEPPUTOPHUH B YHUUTOKUTH 00beKTH HATO.

Haponnyio apmuio BeHrpuum mMOAroTaBIMBaiM JJisi  BBIIOJHEHUS BOCHHBIX
oTepalliy B JIBa HAMPABIICHUS:

1. Tlpunynaiickas BoeHHas oneparys: Bena — JInnaz — Canb30ypr — MioHXeH.

2. Ceepo-utanbsiHckas BoeHHasi omepanus: ['pan — Kmarendypr — Vaune —

Mmutan — FeHyﬂM.

CBOI0 TOATOTOBKY O CBOIO CHIIy WIEHbI-y4acTHUKHM Bapmasckoro JloroBopa
JEMOHCTPHPOBAIMA Ha Pa3HBIX MEXKIYHAPOAHBIX ydeHHsX. Hambornee 3HauMTENbHBIE
cpenu HuUX: B 1962-oM [Thics49a 7€eBATHCOT MECTHAECCAT BTOPOM]|
rogy: «JlyHaii-1962» (Beurpusi), B 1963-eM |[Thicg99a JeBATHCOT
mectbaecAaT TperThbem| rony «Ksaprer» (I'epmanckas [lemokpatudeckas
Pecriy6nuka), B 1966-oM [ 7eic s %a A#€BATHCOT MECThAECCAT MECTOM|
rony «BnraBay (YUexocnoBakus) u B 1967-oM [ThIcgs9a AE€eBATHCOT
mecThaecAaAT ceabmom| rony «Pomone» (bonrapus).

B mnepuon c¢ 1957-ro [7hicgs9a JeBATHCOT HATHAECAT

ceabpmoro] - no 1960-v1it [Thrics9a ZE€BATHCOT MEeCTHTECSATHIH|



roJl MUHHUCTPOM OOOpOHBI ObLT reHepan-neiitenant [eiiza Pesec (c 1958-ro [ Tarc g4 a
AE€BATHCOT NATHAECAT BOCHMOT 0] ToJla -TeHepal-MOJIKOBHUK), ¢ 1960-
o [Tercsva AeBATHhCOT mecTHAEeCATOTr o] -mno 1984-p1ii [ TErICc A7 a
A€eBATHBCOT BOCEMbAJECAT HYE€TBEPTHH| TOA TECHEPAI-TEUTCHAHT
Jlaitom Iuaere (¢ 1962-ro [r7hics9a A€BATHCOT WMEeCTbACCAT
BTOpOT 0] rofia — reHepal-MoJKoBHUK, a ¢ 1978-r0 [Thsrca9a 7€BATHCOT
CEMbAECAT BOCHMOT 0] TOJla — FEHEPAJ ApMUMN).

K xonny 1960-b1X [Thic #1944 JE€BATHCOT MECTHECATHX| TOJIOB
cpenn  crpaH-yyacTHUKOB ~ CoBera  ODKOHOMHUYECKOM  B3aumomomouu  TeMIbl
SKOHOMHYECKOT0 pocra 3amemmmincb. C mnepBoro sHBapa 1968-ro [7hrcg4a
A€BATHCOT WMECThJECAT BOChMOIro| roga B BeHrpun BBenu
SKOHOMHYECKYIO pehopmy, KOTOpasi B3aMeH HETTOBOPOTIMBOTO IIEHTPATHHOTO TIIAHOBOTO
pEeryJIupoBaHusl MPEIOCTaBUIA MPEANPUITHIM 00JIee MIHPOKYIO CaMOCTOSTEIBHOCTh B
ob0nmactu 3KOHOMUKH. COBETCKOE PYKOBOACTBO K «HOBOMY 53KOHOMHYECKOMY
MEXaHU3MY» C CaMOr0 Hauyaja OTHOCWIOCH C MOJO3PEHHUEM, TaK KaK B HEM IOSBHINUCH
3JIEMEHTBI, XapaKTEPHbIE PHIHOYHON 3KOHOMHUKE.

B  UYexocnoBakum B Hawane 1968-ro [rhIcsYa aAe€eBATHCOT
mecThbA€CAT BOCHBMOT O] Troja BBIPUCOBBIBAJIOCH JIBH)KEHHE, CTaBHBIIIEE
el co3manue Oonee nemokparuueckoro crpost («[Ipakckas BecHa»). Bo rmaBe
pedopm crosut Anekcanaep dy6uek u Onpapux YUepuuk. OqHaKo, CBOU IJIAHBI OHHU HE
MOIJIA  OCYIIECTBUTb, TaK KaK BOCIHPEMSATCTBOBAIIO MM COBMECTHOE BOEHHOE
BBICTYIUICHHE TATEephIX corupanuctuyeckux rocynapcts (Coserckuit Coro3, bonrapus,
[Tonbmia, Benrpus u I'ZIP). Cutyanuto B UexocnoBakuu JI.W. Bpexunes oxapakrepuzoBai
KaK KOHTPPEBOIIOLHIO .

Tak kak OcHoBHOM 3akoH Bapmasckoro J[loroBopa 3ampemniai OKKyHaluio
TEPPUTOPUU JIFOOOTO YYACTHUKA-COIO3HMKA, COBETCKOE TOCYJapCTBO JTH BOCHHBIC
NENCTBHUS MPEJCTABISAT BO BCEM MUPE KaK YUEHHE.

OTHOCHUTENBHO COBETCKUX BOWCK, IPyTrUe rocyapcTBa, MPUHUMAIOIINE YYaCTUE B
OKKyTIaIlM¥ HE MPEJCTaBIsUIA 3HAYUTENbHBIC BOSHHBIC CHIIBI. BmecTe ¢ Tem, ux ObUIO

JO0CTaTO4YHO AJIA TOIO, 9TOOBI PYKOBOJACTBO BO I'JIaB€ C BpC)KHCBI)IM MOTJIO II€PEa BCEM



MHUPOM TIPEICTaBISITh OKKYMAlMI0 KaK €IWHOe, OoOIee pemieHrue TrocyaapCTB-
YYaCTHUKOB.

B akuuu, noj 103yHroM HHTEpHAIMOHATIBLHON B3aUMONIOMOIIH, BeHrpus npuHsiia
y4acTHs ¢ TIOMOIIBIO OJHOW MUBU3NH (8-ast [ BO ¢ b M a | MOTOCTPEITKOBAsI TUBU3US U3
ropoja 3anasrepcer). YCHIWIN 3TO COCIMHEHUE OJJTHUM CTPEIKOBBIM TOJIKOM U OJHUM
0aTaabOHOM, MMOATOTOBICHHBIM JJIsl BHITIOJHEHMS 3a/1a4, CBSI3aHHBIX C MOAJEPKaHUEM U
obecrieyeHneM MopsIKa.

C 28-ro [gaBaamarbs Bocbmoro]| wuwina 1968-ro [Thica4a
A€BATHCOT WIECTHAECAT BOCHMOTI O] roia 3Ta JAUBU3UA TOMNaja MOJ
KOMaHJI0BaHUE reHepaia-noskoBHuka IIpoBososa, komanaupa HOxHON rpynmnoil Boick
Coserckoit Apmuu. C 3TOro MOMEHTa BEHIE€PCKOE€ BOCHHOE PYKOBOJCTBO IpaBa
KOMAaH/IOBaHHUsI HE UMEJIO, MPUKA30B U PACIOPSKEHUH 1aBaTh HE MOIJIO.

KonuyecTBO BOEHHOCHyXallMX B BEHIepCKOW JuBH3MM jocturio 12.500
[#BeHagmarTe ThICAY OATHCOT| 4enoBeK. B coenuHennn umenoch 155
[cTo marbagecar maTsp]| TakoB, 200 [ 7B e c TH] WTYK pa3sHBIX TUIOB U
pPa3HBIX KaJIUOPOB 3CHHUTHO-TIOJIEBBIX M CTPEIKOBBIX opyauid, a Takke 2.000 [zB e
TBI C 4 9 H| MTYK aBTOMOOMIIbHON U OpOHEBOM TEXHUKH °.

Benrepckne wactm Haxomwiuch B YexocnoBakuu, HauumHas ¢ 24.00
[#Bagmars werTBEp roro] vaca, 20-ro [g4Bagna Tor o] asrycra 1968-ro
[thicswa geBATHhCOT mMecThbJ€CAT BOCHMOT O] TOAA, a TOCIACTHHI
BEHI'ePCKUI CONIAT MOKUHYI cTpany 31-ro [Tpugua b mep B O 0] OKTIOpS.

Benrepckas nuBuszus B UexocioBakuu AOMKHA ObLIa JEpKaTh MOJ KOHTPOJEM
10.000 xm* [7ecAaTh ThICAY KBAJPATHBX KHJIOMETP O B|, IPU 3TOM B
foro-3amajgHol yactu CroBakuu HeoOXoAuMO Obulo OkKynupoBaTh 10 [z7ec a7 5]
rapan3oHoB (Hwutpa, Tamomuanu, Illepen, Home-3amku, Jleunie, HoBe Mecto Hajg
Baxowm, [Temrranu, Xnoxopew, Benku Kpruc, Bpa6ie)'”.

Benrepckue connmarel cTrapalnch HMMETh XOPOIIWE OTHOLIEHUS C MECTHBIM
HaceneHueM. Cpeau BEHIepCKMX M UYEXOCIOBALKHX (BOGHHBIX U TPAKIAHCKUX) JIHUIT
BOOPYKEHHOTO CTOJIKHOBEHHS HE OBLJIO, TOOTOMY OT BEHI'€PCKHX OPYAUN YEXOCIOBAIIKUE

auna He crpajanu. B pesynbTare BBOJA BEHIEPCKHUX BOICK Ha TEPPUTOPUIO
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YexocnoBakuu, MO MMEIOUIMMCS JIaHHBIM, THOTEpPSIM CBOIO XU3Hb 4 [geT B e p o]
BEHT€PCKHUX COJaT (M3-3a HECYaCTHOTO Cilydasi, M3-3a OOJIe3HM U camoyOuiicta) u 2
[ 78 0 e] rpaxnane YexocaoBakuu (13-3a aBTOKATacTpodbl) .

C BoeHHOM TOYKM 3peHMs 8-asi [ Bo ¢ b M a 4] AUBU3UA O€3yIPEYHO BBHIMTOIHHIIA
cBOM 3anaud. Bmecte ¢ Tem, OlleHKa BOMHCKHMX 4YacTeil HeraTMBHas M OeccllaBHas,
IIOCKOJIbKY OHU IPUHUMAJIM y4acTUE B pa3rpoMe EMOKpaTHdecKoro npouecca. OIHaKoO
U3-3a TMPENOCTABICHUS aKIMUMU MOJ MPENJOroM «UHTEPHAMOHAJIBHOW IOMOLINY,
OTBETCTBEHHOCTb MPHUHAJUIEXkKaJIa HE CONJIaTaM, a HENpPaBUWIbHOW, OIIMOOYHOMN MOJIUTHKE

bpexnesa.

Baarogapro Bac 3a Baumanue!

Bbynanemr, 04 mapta 2003 roga

J-p, nonmoskoBuuxk Mmrean baio
MuHucTEPCTBO 000POHBI
Benrepckoii Pecnny0imku

BoeHHo-ucTOpMYECKMA MHCTUTYT U MYy3ei

Cnucoxk ucroJib30BaHHOMI
JINTEPATYpPbI

! Halmosy Dénes: Nemzetkozi Szerz6dések 1945-1982. Kozgazdasagi és Jogi
Konyvkiadd, Budapest, 1985. 75-104. o. [[denem Xanmorw. MexTyHapO HBIE TOTOBOPA
1945-1982 rr. DKOHOMHYECKOE U IOPUINYECKOE U31aTENbCTBO, 1985 1., cTp. 75-104.]

2 Uo. 84. o. [tam xe, cTp. 84.]

3 Pataki Istvan: A Magyarorszagon allomésozo szovjet csapatok 1étszama, allomashelyei
¢s teljes kivonasa. Multunk, Budapest, XLV. évfolyam 2000. 2. szdm 226. o. [MmTBan
[Taraku. YUncneHHsl COCTaB, PACIOI0KEHHUE U ITOJIHBIA BBIBOJ COBETCKUX BOMCK C
teppuropuu Benrpun. «Hame IIpomnoe», 45-p1ii rox uznanus, 2000 r., Ne2, cTp.226.]
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*20. szazadi magyar torténelem 1900-1994. (Szerk.: Poloskei Ferenc) Korona Kiado,
Budapest, 2001. 303. o. [UcTopust Beurpun 20-ro cronetusi. 1900-1994 rr. Ilox pexn.:
®epenr [lenemken. M3a-so «Koponay, bynanemr, 2001, ctp. 303.]

> Patai Endre: A szocialista néphadsereg szervezeti keretei létrehozasanak bevezeté
szakasza. Honvédelem, 1986., 6. szam., 95-96. o. [Duape Ilatan. BerynurensHbrii
TIEPUOJT CO3IaHHSI OPTAaHN3AIMOHHBIX PAMOK COIMAIMCTHYECKOW HAPOJTHOW apMHUH.
«O6opoHay, 1986, Ne6, cTp. 95-96.]

% Groehler Olaf: A koreai haborti 1950-1953. Zrinyi Katonai Kiad6, Budapest, 1981.
[Onad 'poednep. Kopetickast Botina 1950-1953 rr. M3a-Bo «3punan», bymanemr, 1981.]

7 Hadtdrténelmi Levéltar (HL) Honvédelmi Minisztérium (HM) Titkarsag 1967/T 102/05
154. 4 Orzési egység (6.e.) 3. 0. [ApxuB BoeHHOI ucTOpun MuUHHCTEPCTBA 0OOPOHBHI.
Cexperapuar, 1967/T, ®oun 102/05 154.4, ctp. 3.]

® A Nagy Imre vonal. (Szerk.: Kovacs Lajos Péter). Reform Lapkiad6 és
Részvénytarsasag, 1989. 248-266. o. [[Tlonutnueckas nuaus Mmpe Hanp. [lox pen.:
Jlaitomr ITerep KoBau. M3n-Bo u akumonepHoe o6miectBo «Pedopm», 1989, cTp. 248-
266.]

’ Halmosy Dénes: I.m. 282-288. o. [lenem Xanmomu. Tam xe, cTp. 282-288.]

" Horvath Csaba: ,,Uj magyar torténelem”. Magyarorszag 1944-t3] napjainkig. EK.
sorozat, Pécs, 1992, 157. o. [Yaba Xopsat. «<HoBas ucropust Bearpum». Benrpus ¢ 1944
— 1o Hamu gHU. Cepust «OK» Ileu, 1992, ctp. 157.]

""A. Kirov: Szovjet katonai beavatkozas Magyarorszagon 1956. (In: Szovjet katonai
intervencid 1956. Szerk. és bev.: Gyorkei Jend és Horvath Miklos, Argumentum Kiado,
1996). 197 o. [KupoB A. CoBeTckoe BOGHHOE BMeNIaTenbcTBO B Benrpuu B 1956 rony. B
kH.: CoBeTcKas BoeHHas HHTepBeHIus B 1956 r. Ilox pex. Hene JIpepken n Mukiom
Xopsar. U31-Bo «AprymeHtym», 1996., ctp. 197.]

2 Istvan Ballé: Zur militirischen Geschichte Ungarns nach dem Zweiten Weltkrieg
78 s. (In: Der Eiserne Vorhang, Katalog zur Sonderausstellung, Heeresgeschichtliches
Museum, Wien 2001). [MmtBan bamno. [Ipo Boennyto uctoputo Benrpuun
nocieBoeHHoro nepuoza. (In: Der Eiserne Vorhang, Katalog zur Sonderausstellung,
Heeresgeschichtliches Museum, Wien 2001.). ctp.78.]

1 Tvan Dezs6: A magyar katonai repiilés torténete 1956-1980. Honvédelmi Minisztérium
Oktatasi és Tudomanyszervezd Féosztaly. Budapest, 2000. 186. o. [lexxe WMBan. Mcropus
BEHrepckoi BoeHHOM aBuanuu 1956-1980. ['maBHbIN oTen oOpa30BaHMs M OPTaHU3AIUN
Hayku MunncTepcTBa 060ponsl. bynamemr, 2000., ctp. 186.]
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' Istvan Ballé: Die Ungarische Volksarmee im Warschauer Pakt. Moglichkeiten und
geplante Aufgaben Richtung Osterreich vor 1989. Osterreichische Militirische Zeitschrift
2/1998. 162 s. [MmtBan bamno. Haponnas apmus Benrpuu B Bapiasckom Jlorosope.
Bo3moxHOCTH ¥ 3a1auu B HanpaBieHuu ABctpuH 10 1989 rona. |

' Pataky Ivan: A vonakodo szovetséges. Zrinyi Kiado, Budapest, 1996. 17. o.
[Otka3piBaronuiica corpyaHuk. M3n-so «3punm», 1996., ctp. 17.]

'® Magyar Honvédség Kozponti Irattara (MHKI) 209/021. sz. csomag 51. sz. okmany.
[LlentpanbHbiii apxus Benrepckoit apmun. I1. 209/021., Ne51.]

' Dr. Pataky Ivan: A Magyar Néphadsereg kozremiikodése Csehszlovakia 1968. évi
megszallasaban. I1. Uj Honvédségi Szemle 1991/9. 49-50. o. [JI-p Vsan [Tataku.
VYyactue Benrepckoit HapoHO#M apMun B OKKymnanuu YexocnoBakuu B 1968 r. 2-s yacTs.
«HoBoe BonHckoe o0o3penuey», 1991/9., ctp. 49-50.]

'8 Ballo Istvan: Magyar csapatok katonai fellépése. Huszonét éve szalltak meg
Csehszlovakiat. Magyar Nemzet, 1993. augusztus 19. 6. o. [MmrBan banno. Bounckoe
BBICTYIUICHHE BEHI€PCKUX BOMCK. 25-neTue okkynauuu YexocnoBakuu. ['azera
«Benrepckas Haius», 19.08.1993 r., c1p.6.]



BBIBOJI COBETCKHX BOMCK M3 PYMbBIHUM — IIOBEJA
BYXAPECTA WJIM PEHIEHUE MOCKBbI

Komannop (3amaca) TEOPTE BAPTUK

27 mast 1958 ronma obuiecTBeHHOe MHEHHME PyMBIHMH OBLIO OCBEIOMIIEHO O paboTax
cocrosiBiierocss 27 wmass Toro e roma B MockBe Cosemanus Ilonutuueckoro
KoncynsratuBHoro Komurera ctpan-wienoB Bapmasckoro [Jorosopa. [Jlokiman BepxoBHoro
['maBHOKOMaHIYIOMETO OOBEIWHEHHBIX BOOpPYXEHHBIX cmil Mmapmana Coserckoro Corosa
N.C.KoneBa Kacalici KHOBOT O COKpPAI[CHHS BOOPYXEHHBIX CHJ CTP aH-
yyacrHuy BapmaBckoro /JloroBopa» WU «BBHIBOAAd COBETCKHX
BoHCcKk ¢c Teppurtopuu Pymsrackod Hapoauon Pé'CHy5JIHKH))1.

LentpanpHblii  opran medatn  PymbiHckoit — PaGoueit  Ilaptum  oTmedart:
«lornrtrnaeckunid KoHcynbraruBHbBH Komurer YTrBepaAHI
npepggoxenne llpapureabcrBa CoBerckoro Comw3a (IOAYEPKHYTO
Hamu — I'B.), cormacoBauwnoe c¢ IllpaBureanbcTBOM PympsiHcko#d
Hapoanrnoid Pecmybiawmku o0 BbIBOJE€ B Onumxadmem OyaymiemM c
repputopuun PymperHckod HapoaguHod Pecnyb6iuku COBETCKHX
BOHCK, KOTOpbE HAXOAHJIHCH TaM cOraacHo BapmaBcrkomy
Jorosopy».

OT0 npeioKeHUe COIEPKUT XOTs Obl OJHY HENpPaBIly , COBETCKHE BOMCKA OCTAIUCH B
PympiHMM TIOCTIE 3aBeplleHHs] BOWHBI, YTO OBLIO «y3aKOHEHO» cTatbeid 21 MupHoro
JloroBopa, 3axmtodueHHOro wmexnay PywmemHuelni u CorozHbiMu u  IlpucoeauHuBIIMMUCS
JlepxaBamu, moamnucanHoro B Iapmke 10 deBpams 1947 roma® MockBa ocTaBisieT 3a 060t
MpaBO OCTABaThCA HAa OKKYNMHPOBAHHOW TEPPUTOPHUU , HE JieNlasi HUKAKUX YTOYHEHUH B CBS3H
C YMCIIEHHBIM COCTaBOM COXpaHSBIIMXCSA B PyMbIHMM BOWCK, MmyTeil cOOOLIEHHs, KOTOpPbHIE
JOJKHBI OBUTH OBITH MPEIOCTABJICHBI B MX PACIOPsDKEHUE AJ MPOXOXKACHUS B ABCTPHIO,
YHCIIOM, KOT/Ia OHU OyIyT BHIBEJCHBI.

Uro kacaeTcs MOTHMBALIMM PEUIEHHS O BBIBOJIE COBETCKUX BOMCK, TaK KakK 3TO
00BSACHSIOCH HCKIIFOUUTENBHO «KApengIOXEHHEM IlpaBurtenpbcTBa

CoBerckoro Comwzay , TO HCO6XOI[I/IMO OTMCTUTL psAA OTTCHKOB, TAK KakK cnyqaﬁ

1



PyMpiHUM OBIT €AMHCTBEHHBIM, KakK BIIOCIEICTBUU NpuU3HAN XpyuWweB:» Py MbIHbl —
BCIIOMUHAE€T OH — HPEJJOXHJIH HAaM BBHIBECTH HAaIIH BOHCKa c ee
TeppHTOpHH», Botuue oT Benrpun unu [lonsmm, korna «Msr mp € 41 0K HJITH
HM COKpaTHTb HJIH IHOJHOCTBIO BBBECTH BoHcKa ¢ HX
reppuTopmay

[Tocne cmeptu M.B.Ctanuna 5 mapta 1953 roga, «HOBBII Kypc» MOJUTHKA MOCKBBI,
MPOBOJAUMBIN «TpOMKOW» ManeHkoB-MosoToB-XpyIleB, NPEACTaBIsT HAACKAY Kak Ui
COBETCKOIO0 Hapoja, Tak U JJi1 HAMOHAJIbHOCTEH CTpPaH-CATEIUTOB, O «HAPOJHOMN
nemokparum». Hanexna i Tex, KTo Obul  pyKOBOAMM, HO 03a00YE€HHOCTb st
KOMMYHHCTUYECKUX PYKOBOJUTENEH, OBIBUIMX IMOCTCTAJIMHHCTOB, KOTOPbIE BUJEIH B 3TOM
yIpo3y UIsl CBOUX MO3HUIMHA. BOsS3HB , YTO OHM MOTJIM OBITH 3aMEHEHBI CO CBOHMX IOCTOB,
3acrtaBmwia ['eopre-I'eopruy-Zlexa Obictpo yctpanuth Jlykperuy IIaTpsmikany - ero
BO3MOKHOTO 3ameHuTens (ampenb 1955 roxa’). Ipucytcersue Boiick CoBeTckoit ApMun Ha
TEPPUTOPUU CTpaHbl emie Bo Bpems CranuHa ObUTIO OYEHb HEYJOOHBIM JJISi PYMBIHCKHX
MOJUTHYECKUX PYKOBOAMTENEH, HO OBLJIO OYEHb OMACHBIM y3HATh MBICIH XPYIIEBa B 3TOM
oTtHomeHnu. CyllecTBOBajla HaleXk/Aa, 4yTo 3akioueHue MupHoro JloroBopa ¢ ABcTpuei
CO3/aCT YCJIOBUS , KOTOPbIE MO3BOJMIM XOTS Obl MOCTaBUTh ATOT BOIPOC Ha 0OCYXkJIEHUE.
Jlisg 3anaiHON AMIIIOMATUH CYUTANIOCh €CTECTBEHHBIM, UTOOBI C IOPUAMYECKON TOUKU 3pEHUs
COBETCKHME BOMCKAa TOKUHYJIM PyMBIHHIO TIOCIE€ YpEeryJupoBaHUS MEKIyHapOJHOTO
HOJMTUYECKOro cratyca ABCTpuu. Yke B 1949 rony, ouH AUIUIOMAaTUYECKUNA (paHIly3CKHUMA
JOKYMEHT, AaTupoBaHHbIM 30 HIOHS, Kacalicsi J0KJIaaa, pa3pabOTaHHOIO BOCHHBIM aTTallle
®panunn B byxapecte maiiopom IlapucoT, 0 mepcnekThBax, CO31aBaBIIMXCS BO3MOXKHBIM
BBIBOJIOM COBETCKMX BOMCK M3 PymbiHMEM mocie 3akimodeHus MupHoro J[loroBopa c¢
ABCTpHeﬁ6.

1955 ron ObuT rOAOM Hanexn Juid pykoBoautenel B Byxapecrte, Tak kak Pymbiaus
CTajla y4ypeIuTelbHbIM ujeHoM Bapmasckoro JloroBopa, B To Bpemsi kak Coro3Hble U
OO0nenuHeHHBbIC JlepkaBbl MpU3HABAIU, YTO B pe3ysibrare momanucanus 15 mas JloroBopa
«ABcrpusa BOCCTAHABIHBAETCA Kak CYBEepeHHOoe,
He3aBHCHMOE H JEMOKPATHIECKOE IrocyxapcrsBo». B HoBOM
MOJIUTUYECKOM KOHTEKCTE MOXKHO ObUIO mpollynarh mouBy B Kpemie o HEoOXOAMMOCTH
JanbHENIIero mpeObIBaHmsI €T0 BOMCK Ha TeppuTopun Pymbrauu. Ho kTO M3 pykoBonuTenei B
BbyxapecTe umen cMenocTh caenarb 3To?

HoBas BO3MOXHOCTH moOsiBWIacCh Ha (oOHE OcialleHusT MEXAyHapOIHOU
HANpsDKEHHOCTH, OTMEUYeHHOW cocrosiBuieiicss 18-23 wurons 1955 roma B JKenese

Kondepenuun rias yetsipex nepxaB — CCCP, CIIIA, Benuko6putanuu u @panuuu.



HenaBuue cBuaeTenbcTBA YYACTHUKOB TMMOJMTHYECKOM apeHbl TOTO BpPEMEHH
OTMEYAIOT, YTO KapkuMm JietoM 1955 roma psag  pPyMBIHCKUX KOMMYHUCTHYECKUX
pykoBoauTenei neitanuch oopatuthes K H.C. XpymieBy ¢ npocb00ii BbICKa3aTh CBOIO TOUKY
3peHusl.

Taxk, ['eopre Amocrosn BcmoMHHAeET, uyTo ['eopruy-Jlex SskoObl OpraHn30Bal Ha CBOEH
BWIIE Y Mopsi Berpedy wieHoB [lommrGropo PPIT m OGyaro Okl cooOmmn uM:»A Bc Tp u A
TogmHCcCAaJJaa ¢ Ob6pegumHeHHBEMH Hanmmwmammn dorosop o
HedrTpaautere. CoramacHO JloroBopy coBeTcKHEe BOHCKA
ocTamTcAqd TOJIbBKO JO NOANHCAHHA HM /[oroBopa ¢ ABcTpHCEH.
Heobxoaumo ,97T0 OBl MBI HOAHAJTH BOIIPOC O BEIBOJE COBETCKHX
BOHCK H3 PymMpiHnH Ha OCHOBAaHHH TOro,9i7o ABcTpuia
mogmucamaa JloroBop o HeHrpaamtetre ¢ OO0beAHHEHHBIMHA
Hagwamun mw 9470 monoxeHHq /[OroBopa B CBA3H C HAXOXJEHHEM
COBETCKHX BOHCK gscHbl. CoBeTckHEe BOHCKAa J0JXKHBI
orcrymunts!»

HNon T'eopre Maypep pacckasblBacT, 4TO OH MOIAPYKUICA C XPYyIUEBbIM BO BpPEMs
yacThix 0xoT B Pywmbinun. Ilpu omHom obOctosrensctBe Maypep sSIKOOBI — eMmy
ckadamwKako#d Tebe cMbIca JgepxaTb pycckHe BOHCKa B
Pympraun? D10 MOXKHO OOBACHHTHL TE€M, YTO €CJH TH HX
gAepxumb B l'epmanuu, naum B [lonmsme, Hiiu B boanrapuwmun, 7o 3TH
CTPpAaHB — COCEQJH C rocyjgapcrBaMH, KOTOPEEe HE BXOAAT B
cocrtaB Cco0KO3a CONHAJHCTHYeCKHX cTpaH Ho Pymbiamsa
pacnoaoxeHa B cepeagunHe! Kak Tb cmoxemib 00bACHHTH HM,
YTOOB OHH HNOBEePHJIH, YTO Thl AEPXKHIIb 3J€CHh BOHCKA He AJTA
TOro, 4To00b OKKYHDHPOBAaTb PYyMBIHHID, a AJ8 TOro, 470 OBl
3aAMATHTS €€ OT HAWMEeCTBHA KAOMHTAJIHCTHICCKHX CTpan?»
Bo3MoxHO, 4TO 3TOT ciydail npousomen 4 win 6 uroHA 1955 roma, xorma XpyuieB
Haxonuics B byxapecre , mocie okoHYaHuUsl cBOero myteniecTBus B benrpaa u Coq)molo.

Ecaun moBepuTh STUM MNpU3HAHUSAM, CBSI3AHHBIM C ApXHUBHBIMH JOKYMEHTaMH,
BBITEKaeT, 4To JleK JKejall BBIBOJA COBETCKMX BOWCK, HO HE OCMEIMBAJICS OQHUIIHAIBHO
3aBUTh 00 3TOoM pykoBoauTeno B Kpemme. C apyroil cTOpOHBI, BO3MOXHO, YTO IIOCTIE
koHpepenuuu B JKeHeBe, cam XpyIIeB AyMaldl O CBOEBPEMEHHOCTH BBIBOJIA YacTU WU
MOJTHOTO BBIBOJIa CBOUX BOMCK M3 PyMBIHHMH, MPUCYTCTBHE KOTOPHIX HE OMPABIBIBAIO CEOs
nocine 3akiaodeHust Jlorosopa ¢ ABctpueil. Ho mo MHEHMIO MOCKOBCKOIO PYKOBOAWUTENS

TaKO€ pEIIeHUE JODKHO ObUIO OBITh pPE3yJbTaTOM BEIUMKOAYLIHOrO kecta Kpemuis,



IPUMEPOM ISl MEKTyHAPOJIHOTO COOOIIECTBA M HU B KOEM Cllyyae peakiueil Ha TpeboBaHue
byxapecra. Xurpsiii Jlexx oTmaBan cebe OT4ET B TOM, YTO OH MOT OBbI 3aBOEBaTh JTOBEPHE
X0351MHa, u30eras BbIpa3uTh O(PUIIMATHFHO CBOE KellaHue OCBOOOAUTHCA OT COBETCKHX BOWCK.
Tak, yTo MO HAcCTOSIHHMIO BHIe-Tipe3uakeHTa ArentrcrBa FHOwnaiiten IIpecc A.JL.Bpaadopna,
KOMMEHTHPOBATh HM3BECTHE O TOM, YTO COBETCKHE BOWCKAa SKOOBI OyIyT BBIBEACHBI W3
Pymbranu 10 1 okta6ps 1955 roga, pyMBIHCKHIT KOMMYHUCTHYECKUN PYKOBOJIUTEb YMOTUAT
0 cBoux HamepeHUsix. OH TPUTBOPUIICS, YTO MOHUMAET HEOOXOAMMOCThH JANbHEUIIETO
npeObIBaHUsI COBETCKMX BOWCK B PyMbIHME W mocie 3akitoueHus: JloroBopa ¢ ABCTpueid,
JUKTYEMYIO 3HAYUTENIbHBIMM W3MEHEHMSMM IIOJIO)KEHMsI Ha KOHTUHEHTe. «Ecuu
HHOCTPAHHBIE€ BOHCKA 3amagHbX c¢TpaH —3aisisin ['eopre ['eopruy-/ex
12 asrycra 1955 roma — Obr1m OBl BBEIBEJE€HB H3 CTpaH 3amajgHoH
EBpombr B HX HAQHOHAJbHBIY TpPAaHHNB, a4 CO3JAaHHBE HAa
3amane BOEHHbIEe TPYHNOHPOBKH OBJH OB JHKBHIHPOBAHESI,
moaoxeHue B EBpome namenuiasocs Obl u Obl1a OBl yCTpPaHEHaA
HeobxoaumoctTs BapmaBckoro /loroBopa, a Takxe H APYTHX
mMep obecmedyeHuA 0e30MacCHOCTH, NPEJYCMOTPEHHBIX H3THM
AdoroBopom». B TakomM ciayqgae — TPONOIDKAT PYMBIHCKMM PYKOBOJIUTEIb —
ACHO, YTO Obl1a OBl yCTPAHEHAa HEOOXOJHUMOCTH HaAaXOXJEHHI
CcoYeTCcCKHX BOHCK B P yMbIHHH))I ! 3ro 6e1 oTBeT, KOTOPBIA KOCBEHHBIM
o0Opa3oMm ynoBieTBOpui Obl XpyllIeBa, KOTOPHI B TOT K€ JE€Hb OOpaTWiICS C MUCBMOM K
I'eopre AmocToiy , 3alpOCUB €0 PACCMOTPETH BOIPOC O COKPAILCHUU OOIIEH YUCIEHHOCTH
PYMBIHCKEX BO¥icK ¢ 250 000 10 210 000 uemosex' .

bynyan B byxapecre, H.C.XpymeB BeICTymmi ¢ OoJblio peupto. B aToit peun
COBETCKMI  pPYKOBOAWTENb, Ka3alnoch Obl, JnaBan Hamgexay»lIpengroxeHH A
Coserckoro Cow3a B CBA3H C BOONPOCaMH O Pa30pPYXCECHHH,
penmeHHe COBETCKOIro npaBHTeJadAbcTBAa Jo 15 gmexabpsa 1955
roxa COKpaTHTh HHCIEHHOCTbh COBETCKHX BOHck Ha 640 000
Ye/m10BEK O 51710 TE€nJao BCTPEYECHO MHDPOBOH
00IeCTBEHHOCTHIO H OEHHBAJIOCH KAK HOBBIH BAa>XHBH BKIang
CoBerkoro Cow3a B Jead0 Mupa H 0e300acHOCTH Hapogoza»”.
MoxeT ObITh — JyMalld HEKOTOPbIE —, YTO COKpallleHWe YHCIEHHOCTU BOIC BIEKIIO 3a c000

u nepemenieHrne okosio 33 000 BoeHHbIX U3 PyMBIHMM B paMKH COBETCKUX T'PAHMII.
CornacHo JaHHBIM aMEPUKAHCKOM pa3BeikH, B OKTAOpe 1955 roga B PymblHMM HaXoaAWIHCh
JIBE€ TMEXOTHBIX AUBU3HUH, YnuCIeHHOCTHIO B 35 000 BoeHHocmyxammux, emie 2 000 yenoBek

MPEACTABIUIA BOMCKA OE€30MacHOCTH, K KOTOpbIM mob0aBmsumch 111 peakTuBHBIX B 10
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TpPaHCIOPTHBIX camojeToB. B Benrpun naxomunoch 24 000 BoenHocmyxamux u 15 000
Boiick GexomacHocty, B [onbue — 35 000 # eme 2 000, a B TJIP — 400 000 u ewe 15 000,

CornacHo cBuAETENBCTBOBAaHUAM ['eopre Anocroia, mocie 3aBepIIeHUs YIIOMSAHYTOTO
coBelllaHus, XpyIIEB BCTPETUICS C HA3HAYEHHBIM PYMBIHCKMMH PYKOBOAMTEISIMU
MUHUCTpOM BoopyxenHsix cun OmumineMm bogHspamem, kaxercs gaxe camuM ['eopre
['eopruy-/lexx, MOCTaBUTH BONPOC O BBIBOJE COBETCKUX BOJIMCK, M€ B BUAY TOT (DaKT, 4yTO
re’epai ObUT YJICHOM COBETCKHX CHelUalbHbIX 0TAeoB (7). XuTtpocth Jlexa Oblia sSBHOH, Kak
nozaHee pacckasbiBan boxmopam Ilayny Hukynecky-Musuiy:»ecin Bce IOIy4alloch
Xopoio, To ObUIO Xopowo A obeux cropon», ans [exa u qis boanspaiua, eciau Bce
BBIXOJWIO IJI0X0, TO Toraa IlomutOropo 3asBuiIO OBI, YTO 3TO ObLIA JMYHAS MHHULUATHBA
MHHHCTPA BOOPYKEHHBIX CHIT' .

Kacadacp 3TOoro Momenra, XpylieB BCIOMHMHAET, YTO «OH pa303JWiCs», KOrjaa
boaHspam «BApPyT MOCTaBUII BOIIPOC O BOMCKax». PyMBIHCKMIT KOMMYHUCT apryMEHTHPOBAJ,
yTO0 PyMBIHMS MMEET TIpaHHUIBI TOJBKO C COLMAIMCTHYECKHMHU CTpaHaMH, HO XpyILIEB
Bozpaswi, yto CCCP nomkeH coxpaHiThb BOWCKa B PyMmblHMM I HPENOTBPALLEHUS
HamajeHuss Typok ¢ YepHoro Mops. Bceiencrsue peakuyu COBETCKOTO PYKOBOIUTEINS,
KOTOPBI OOBHHMJI CBOMX MApPTHEPOB MO TUAJIOTY B HALMOHAIM3ME M aHTHUCOBETU3ME (« 70
HacTOA3MEro BPEMEHH BH Xopomwio ceba YYBCTBOBAJH HOJ
kpoiiom CoBerckoro Cowsza, a Teneppb BB €ro OTTAaJKHAaETeE),
PYMBIHBI OTKAa3aJUChb OT CBOErO NPEIJIOKEHUS, COIVIACUBIINCH, YTO «PAa3BHTH €
coqumaJdH3Ma B HAI€H CTPAaHE HE ONpegenAercsa JABIAECHHEM
CoBerckoro Comw3sanr.

HenpeknonHoe OTHOIIEHHE «XO35lMHA» B TakoW Mepe ucmyraino [exa, 4yto — ecnu
BepuTh [ eopre Amnoctomny — A npa3aHoBanus B Mockse 7 HOs0pst 1955 roxa, oH Ha3HAYaUI
pyKoBoauTeNeM Jeferanuu DMuis bomHspaiia, KOTOpBIA SKOOBI MOMy4YMa OT XpylieBa U
bynranuna 3aBepenue B TOoM, urto CoBerckuil Coro3 «p emru BBIBECTH CBOH
BoHcKka ¢ reppuropuun PymeiHnn. 3170, He BCaAE€ACTBHE TOTO,
YTO BB HNOAHAJIH 3TOT BOINPOC, a4 HNOTOMY YTO MB HPHIIIH K
BHBOJY O TOM, 4T 0 MBI JOJIXHBE OTCTymHTb» . TPyaHO BEPUTH , UTO 3TO
HAMEpEHHe He ObII0 co00mIeHo ByXxapecTy Mo ANMIOMATHYECKAM KaHAIAM' =® i HY»KHO ObLIO,
YTOOBI MPOLIO TPU IO, IOKA OBUIO MPHUHSTO 3TO KATErOPUUYECKUE PELICHHUE.

[Tocnenyromuii mepuon ObLT OTMEYEH MEPECTaHOBKOM pykoBoauteneil B byxapecre,
KOTOpbIE OT/AaBaJH ce0e OTYET B TOM, YTO PELICHHE O BHIBOJAE COBETCKHX BOMCK M3 PymbIHMM
JIOJIKHO MJITH TOJIBKO M3 MOCKBBI, IO COOCTBEHHOW MHUIIMATHBE COBETCKUX PYyKOBOJUTEINIEH,

oe3 TOTO, 9TOOBI  OHO HaxXoJWJIOCh II0A  BJIHMAHHUEM  PYMBIHCKHX KOMMYHHUCTOB.



[MpencraBnennsiii XpymeBbiM 25 deBpanst 1956 roga Ha XX Cwesne KIICC cekpeTHbIi
JOKJIaJl, B KOTOPOM OCYXJAJlCS «KyJbT JIMYHOCTU» M PACKPHIBAIUCH COBEPIICHHBIC
CranuHbIM NPECTYIUICHHs, TaK YXacHyJIH pyKoBoauTeneil B byxapecte , 4To OHM YxKe
BUJIENN ce0sl CMEIICHHBIMU C BIIACTH. SICHO, YTO X03s5MHA HENb3s ObLIO CEPIUTh, 2 HA00OPOT,
HE0OX0AMMO OBUIO MPOAEMOHCTPUPOBATH OE30TOBOpPOYHOE IMOBHHOBEeHHE.Hauapmmecs B
[Tonpire coOwiTus — BosHeHU B T.I1o3HaHb 1 Bo3BpalieHue K Biactu BraaucnaBa ["'omynky -
3aTeM B BeHrpum — Kpu3uC Ha Bepxyllke MapTUM U 3ameHa Maruaca Pakomm —
«IpHBEJAH K TOMY, 9TO BOJHEHHSA B pPYMBIHCKOM Illonrnrtbropo
IpeKpaTHIIHCH mepejg OmacHOCTE5 I, BO3HHKAKIEH B
«cogmaamcrTHIecKom aarepex’.

[locne rpyboro momaBneHus PeBomouumun B BeHrpuu, pykoBoAuMas HOBBIM
npencenarenem CoBera MunuctpoB (¢ 3 oktsa6pst 1955 roma) KuBy Crolikoit mierarus
noanucasia B MockBe 3 nekaOpsi, BMecte ¢ mnpencenarenem BepxoBnoro Cosera CCCP
BbynranunsiM, onyOIMKOBaHHOE Ha BTOPOU JIeHb 3asiBJICHUE O TOM, UYTO «IPHHH M Aa A B O
BHUMAHHE (..) CYHMECTBYKI[EEC MEXKAYHAPOAHOE MNOJOXECHHUE,
obe CcTOpPOHB CYHTAKWT, coraiacHo BapmaBckomy JloroBopy,
MTOKa3aTEeJbHBM, BDEMEHHOE HAaXO0XkK/JeHHe (noguepkHyto Hamu — [.B.)
COBEeTCKHX BOCHHBIX YaCTE€H Ha TeppHTOpHH Pymbiacko#d
Hapoxguod Pe Cﬂyé'ﬂHKH)zo.

Scno, uro momnucanne Kupy Croiikoil nokymenta oT 3 agekabps 1956 roga,
03HAYaJI0 OTCTYIUICHHE OT TEPBHUYHOTO , CACIAHHOTO TOJl TOMYy Ha3zaa TpeOoBaHUS
pykxoBoacTtBa B byxapecre. bonee toro, Cornamenue , napagupoBanHoe 15 ampenst 1957
rona, pymeiHckuM (I'purope Ilpeotsca, Jleontnn CoanmdxkaH) U COBETCKUM TPaBUTEIBCTBAMU
(A.A.I'pombiko, [ K.KykoBpIM) periaMeHTUpOBajo, CHOycTs Oojee JecsATH  IIeT,
IOPUIMYECKUN CTaTyC BpeMeHHOro (momuepkHyto Hamu — [.B.) mpeObiBanust B PymbiHuu
coBerckux  Boick’. 3a  CorjameHueM  TOCIENOBAIO0  HECKONBKO  CIEUATBHBIX
JIOTOBOpPEHHOCTEH 00: OKa3aHMM B3aMMHOM IIOMOIIM IO BOMpOCAM THpecieloBaHUS U
OCYXJICHUS MPECTYIUICHUH U MO0 PELICHUIO TPAXKIaHCKUX CYJEOHBIX MPOLIECCOB, BOSHUKIINUX B
CBS3M C TMpeOBIBAHMEM COBETCKUX BOKMCK; CHOCOO UM YCIIOBUSI HCIIOJNB30BAHHS Ka3apM,
NOMELIEHUN JUid  YCIyr, CKJIaJ0B, a’pOJApPOMOB, YYEOHBIX I0JIEH,JIEKTPOIHEPTUH,
KOMMYHAJIBHBIX ~YCIIyT; PEMOHT HCIIOJIb3YEMbIX COBETCKMMHU BONCKaMU IOMEIEHU;
UCIIONB30BAHUE  KEIIE3HOJAOPOKHOTO TpPAHCIOpPTa M TEIeKOMMYHHKAIMii; CcHaOKeHue
MaTepUaIaMi; YHCICHHOCT COBETCKHIX BOMCK M MECT UX IHCIIOKALIAH

PCFHaMeHTHpOBaHI/IC IOPUIUYCCKOTO CTaTyCa HAaXOJUBIINXCS B PYMBIHI/II/I COBETCKHX

BOMCK TIOJIOXKHJIO KOHEIl KakuM-TuOo mombiTkaM byxapecta B0300HOBUTH 0OCYXICHUE



BOTpoca 00 MX MPeOBIBAHUM TOCTONBKY, IOCKOJIBKY OBUIO TTOJIyYE€HO 3aBEpEHHE O TOM, YTO
OHU HUKOMM OOpa30M He 3aTparMBalOT CYBEPEHHOCTb PYMBIHCKOI'O roCyAapcTBa U OOs3aHbI
«COOTIIATSE HITOJUHHATE CA PYMBIHCKHM 3aK0HaM» .

Teneps moboe penieHre B 3TOM OTHOLIEHUH MOTJIO UCXOAUTH TOJIBKO M3 MOCKBBI, HO
IIPY COTJIACUM BCEX CTpaH-y4acTHUI] Bapmasckoro /loroBopa. B oxxumanum 31010 pemeHus
npomien roja, korna 17 anpens 1958 roma ['eopruy-Zlexxy ObUTO COOOIICHO MOAMUCAHHBIM
H.C.XpymuieBsIM MUCBMOM O TOM, YTO HAa OCHOBE MEXKIYHApOIHOW pa3psiku, UMes B BHUIY,
yTo PyMbIHUS «pacnonaraerT Hazg e XKHBIMH BOODPYXCECHHBIMH CHJIAaMH,
CrHocoOHBIMH aaTh oTmop HMIOEPpHATHCTHYECCKHM
OIPOBOKANHAMY, Coserckuii  Corw3 cumTaer, 4Yro «Te€Hmephb HET
HeoOXO0LHMOC T H» B IPeOBIBAHAN COBETCKUX BOMCK B PyMbIHuu"". Pasymeercs, OTBeT
Jlexa GBI TIOTOKHTETEHBIM

Ha sroi1 ocHoBe, 24 Masa 1958 rona B Mockse 0bu10 nognucano CorsamieHue MexIy
MunucrepctBom Boopyxenubsix Cuit Pymbiackoit Haponnoit Pecry6nmrkun u MunuctepcTBOM
O6oponbr CoBerckoro Coro3a 0 crmoco0e BbIBOAA COBETCKYMX BOMCK U3 PymblHUM B
Coserckuii Coro3. B crarbe 1 ObIIO yKa3aHO, YTO COBETCKHY BOMcCKa OyIyT BbIBEIEHBI B
neprox 15 mions —15 asrycra 1958 roma®®.Crycrs Tpu [HS, CTpaHbI-4iIeHB BaprmaBckoro
JloroBopa rapaHTHpoBanM corjameHue cooOmieHueM Cosemanust  [lomuTudeckoro
KoncynbratuBHoro Komurera, B KOTOpOM OTMEUYaJIOCh M JONOJIHUTEIBHOE COKpAIllEHHE Ha
419 000 yenoBek BOOPYKEHHBIX CHJI CTPAH BOEHHOTO KOMMYHHUCTHYEeCcKoro O61oka (PymbiHus
JIOJKHA ObllIa COKPAaTUTh YUCIEHHOCTh cocTaBa apMuu Ha 55 000 BOCHHOCHy)I(aH_[I/IX)27.

[TonuTnyeckue pykoBoauTENN B byxapecte MOHSIM, YTO OHM JOJKHBI CKPBITH CBOE
YZIOBJIETBOPEHHE B CBSI3U C PELIEHUEM O BBIBOJIE COBETCKUX BOMCK, J1aB IIOHATH,YTO UAET PeUb
UCKITIOUUTENbHO 00 MHMLMaThuBe MockBbl. OHM pa3paboTanu mporpammy Mep, KOTopas
JOJbKHA ObLIa BBIpa3suTh «mpu3HaTenbHOCTh» CoBerckoir Apmun u CCCP, opranu3sys
MUTHHTH B YE€CThb PYMBIHO-COBETCKOH JpYKObI, MHOTHE COBETCKHE OQHIEpPH ObUIH
HarpaKJAeHbl PYMBIHCKUMH OpJCHAaMH, a BECh COCTaB COYETCKHUX dYacTell ObL1 HarpakaeH
Menanbio 3a «OcBoboxkaeHue ot (ammctckoro uray. Toraa ['eopre I'eopruy-/lex BeICTYymII
C OIHOW M3 HauOojee JBbCTUBBIX M YTOJUIMBBIX BBICTYIUICHUH, BBICKa3aHHBIX KOTJa-TH00,
GYATO JUTS TOTO, YTOOBI 3aCTABHTH COBETCKUX eIIe GOTIBIIE BEPHTH €r0 BEPHOCTH .

BeccriopHo, 4TO COBETCKME BOMCKA MOKUHYJIH TeppuTopuio PymbiHum B 1958 rony,
Hallla cTpaHa ObUIa MEpPBOM, U3 KOTOPOI OBLIM MOJIHOCTHIO BBIBEJIEHBI pyCcCKHE Boiicka. B
OCTaJIbHBIX rocyJapcrBax-uieHax Bapmasckoro JloroBopa, Kpacnas Apmusa npoposxaina
HaxonuThes eme 30 ser. DT1o Obula moOeaa PyMBIHCKOM AUIUIOMATHHA WU PEHICHHUEM

MOCKBEI ?



C‘II/ITaeM, 4YTO MBI UMECM ACJI0O C PCUHICHUCM MOCKBI)I, Ha KOTOPOC HC MOIJIM OKa3aTb

BJIMSIHUSL PYMBIHCKHE KOMMYHHCTHYECKHe pykoBoauTenu. [lepen kareropmueckum OTKa30M

erMJ'IH, ByxapeCT CAcIall OTX0Hd, OCTaBasACh B TCPIICIIMBOM OXHUAAHWUU JIYHIINX BPCMCH. ITo

HallleMy MHEHHUIO, PEILICHNE COBETCKOTO PYKOBOJCTBA OBLIO BHI3BAHO:

HU3KOM CTPaTerMYecKor LIEHHOCTBbIO PyMbIHUU, B YCIIOBUAX, KOT[a Halla cTpaHa
HE T'PaHUYUIIa HU C OJJHOM U3 KaIIUTAIMCTUYECKUX CTPaH;

xenanreM CoBetrckoro Coro3a U3MEHHUTH COM OOJHK B MEXIYHApOIHOM IIaHE B
pe3ynbTare rpy0oil MHTEPBEHIIMM IPOTUB PEBOJIOLMU B BeHrpuu u 10kazark, 4To
B cTpaHax BocToka connanns3mM He CTPOUTCS IPH MOAAECPIKKE COBETCKUX IITHIKOB;

HEOOXO0JMMOCTBIO COKPAILIEHNsI CBOMX BOEHHBIX PAaCX0J0B /ISl COJAEPKAaHUS BOMCK,
HaXOJMBIIMXCSI B CTpaHax-caTelIuTax, Uil YyBEJIWYEHUs (DUHAHCHUPOBAHUS
IpOTrpaMMbl BBIMyCKa OalNIUCTUYECKMX MEKKOHTUHEHTAJIbHBIX DPAaKeT (TepBbIi

CIyTHHK ObLT my1ieH B 1957 roxy).

—

LScanteia” Nr.4225 ot 27 mag 1958 r.

Tawm xe.
«Odunmaneueiii Bectauky, yacts LI, roqr CXV - Ne 199 ot 30 aBrycra 1947 r.
Horosop npeaycMmaTpuBat:» B c e Cor3HBIE Cubr oyayr

BboIBeJgeHbl H3 Pymsinnm B TeveHne 90 fHed ¢ MOMEHTaA
Bxoga B cHJYy Hacrtosamero JloroBopa, CoBeTCKHH
Cow3 ocraBiarger 3a Cco0O0H HmpaBO COXPAaHHTH HAa
PYMBIHCKOH TEPPHTOPHH BOOPYKECHHBIE CHJIBl, KOTOPBHIE
Moryrt OBITh HEOOXOJHUMBI JJI4 COXPAaHCHHSA JTHHHH
KoMmMmyHHkKanuid CoBeTCcKkOH ApMHH ¢ OKKYNAaNHOHHOH
COBETCKOH 30HOH BABCTpHH.

N.S.Khrushchev, Remembers. The Last Testament, I, trans. Strobe Tallbot, Little
Brown Co, Boston, 1974, B U.Ckypry, PymbiEn 1. BAIBO4 COBETCKHX
COHCK, 1958, Jlupaktrmdeckoe u  llemarormueckoe — W3aTENBbCTBO,
P.®.byxapecr, 1966, cTpro233.

O®nopun Koucrantuuny, HckpeHHASI HCTOPHA pPYMBIHCKOT O
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N.Cxypty , muT.pou3s., ctp.42-43.
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MexayamapoaHsre oTHomeHH I B JokymeHTax. Tom III (1945-
1982), byxapecr, Aunaktuueckoe u Ilenarorndeckoe uznarensctso, 1983, crp.24.
OTpBIBOK U3 HHTEPBBIO, AaHHOTrO ['eopre Anocronom rocrnonuny Moany Ckypty u
rocrioxke Buprununn Kommn, 20 oktsa6ps 1994 1, omybnukoBanHomy B HMoan
CkypTy, IUT.IPOU3B., CTp.224.
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While revealing the East-European postwar military and political alliance’ history some
questions, “strange” at first glance, could appear: When was actually created that
alliance?; Why was the Warsaw Treaty signed exactly in May 1955 and not at any other
time?; Are we in a position to speak of a “normally functioning” military coalition before
19697; Was there any generally accepted doctrine of the Pact in the early years of its
existence?; Wasn’t the highest level decision making process regulated frequently beyond

the official sessions and the official bodies of the organization?

Few of these problems were treated in synthesized form in the most recent publications of
Dr. Vojtech Mastny', based on newly declassified multinational archival sources obtained
by the Parallel History Project on NATO and the Warsaw Pact. The author of this paper
also has examined, in a number of his previous publications in the last decade, the issues
regarding the Warsaw Pact structural build-up and decision making process’.
Unfortunately, some of the most controversial matters are still avoided or sidestepped in

research discussions and memoirs of the participants in the events discussed”.

When we are trying to determine the different stages and periods within the Warsaw Pact
history, we have to select which kind of approaches and methodology to apply — political,
doctrinal, operative, technological ones, or to follow simply the more global
developments of postwar international politics. One can argue that there are established
various stages depending mainly of Kremlin’s personal rule — “Stalin era”, “Khrushchev

era”, “Brezhnev era”, or “Gorbachev era”. Another argument is the evolution of the



military strategic views — post WWII art of war in the 50s, “nuclear-missiles global war”
thinking in the 60s, a new assumption for a “conventional warfare” at the “initial war
period” in the 70s, and a “joint defensive doctrine” in the late 80s. Third reason could be
the process of Armed Forces’ modernization with new weaponry and equipment, thus the
boundary between two different stages can be determined approximately on the late 50s

and early 60s.

Today we are more confident in answering the question concerning the pre-history of the
Pact establishment. The imposing of the Soviet political model and the Soviet type of
Armed and Security Forces with a very strong subordination to Moscow brings to a more
or less clear conclusion that the creation of the Warsaw Pact in May 1955 actually marks
not the beginning, but the end of an initial process of Soviet bloc political, economic and

military integration.

The initial stage of multilateral military cooperation is marked by a secret summit held on
Stalin’s initiative on 9™ —12th January 1951 in Moscow. All East-European political and
military leaders support indisputably the idea of establishing a “Coordination Committee
for build-up the Armed forces in the countries of people’s democracy”. A working group,
chaired by the Soviet War Minister Marshal Alexander M. Vasilevski, offers concrete
figures for increase in the wartime and peacetime combat strength of the East-European

armies. A plan for their rearmament in the period 1951 — 1954 is adopted too”.

The archival sources show that in the course of some years after that meeting, a lot of
mechanized, tank, air-force and naval divisions and naval coastal batteries are intensively
built up following the Soviet pattern. Some new field manuals and other directive
documents have been introduced as well. Many officers of different branches and
services are trained in Soviet Military schools and academies. From 1951 on regular
military exercises are carried out under the “consultative” participation of the Soviet

advisers and in the presence of military delegations from other East-European countries.

The original idea to build up an East European collective defense system has been

declared in a most general way at the Moscow Conference of the Soviet Bloc government



leaders (29" November — 2™ December 1954).> A prelude to the Moscow Conference
had been the famous “Molotov plan” of March 1954 for an European security system and
a provocative propaganda proposal for inclusion of the USSR into NATO, rejected by the
Western governments in May same year’. The documents available offer the possibility
to assume that till the middle of March 1955 the Soviets’ East-European partners had
neither precise information of the nature of the alliance proposed nor even an idea of the
approximate date of its constitution. Only on 1* April 1955, at a Soviet leadership
meeting, the Minister of Defense Marshal Georgii K. Zhukov is charged with the task to
prepare a draft of the joint military structure of the future alliance. Thus, the opening of
the Warsaw Conference has been postponed from April 25™ to Mid-May 1955. And just
on 2" May the East-European leaders are informed that the constitutive meeting in

process of preparation will take place from 11" to 14™ May 1955 in Warsaw .

Just before the opening of the meeting at preliminary consultations the defense and
foreign ministers agree on the final contents of the draft-documents. The Bulgarian
Defense Minister, Gen. Panchevski, accompanied by the Head of the General Staff
Operational Department, Col. Atanas Semerdjiev, leaves for Warsaw as early as 6™ of
May and stays there another three days after the end of the meeting.® In his memoirs
Semerdjiev” states: “In the course of the next few days because of the full lack of
information regarding my duties [ felt extremely uneasy... Especially, since the

. . . . 9
instructions given to me in Sofia were rather scanty”

The leaders of all invited delegations adopt unanimously the draft-treaty introduced at the
fourth session, held on 13™ of May and chaired by the Soviet Prime Minister, Nicolai A.
Bulganin. The session lasts precisely twenty-five minutes. According to the provisions of
the Treaty, the supreme leading body of the WTO is the Political Consultative Committee
/PCC/. At a separate confidential session Soviet General Alexei I. Antonov, delivers a
formal report regarding the proposed creation of Joint Armed Forces /JAF/ at the newly

inaugurated Warsaw Pact.

* Col.-Gen. Atanas Semerdjiev has been the longest ever Chief of General Staff of a Warsaw Pact Army —
between March 1962 and December 1989, and Zhivkov’s dismissal served as a Vice-President of Bulgaria
(1990-1992).



At this initial stage no special representatives of the Supreme Commander of the Joint
Armed Forces are appointed at each individual member-army but the chief Soviet
military advisers to the defense ministers act in this capacity to a considerable extent.
Similarly to the previous years the head of the military advisers’ group fulfills the most
important connecting and coordinating functions with the Soviet Defense Minisrty. The
military attaches at the Soviet Embassies in East-European capitals have more limited,

representative functions.

The correspondence of the Bulgarian Defense Minister, Gen. Petar Panchevski and those
of the Chief of the General Staff, Lt.-Gen. Ivan Buchvarov for the period 1955 - 1956
make clear that the contacts with Moscow more often than not are established through the
mediation of the chief Soviet military adviser. Only in a number of particularly important
cases the contact is made directly with the Soviet Defense Minister, Marshal Georgii K.
Zhukov or the Supreme Commander of the JAF, Marshal Ivan S. Konev. The part
assigned to the military attaché at the Soviet Embassy in Sofia is strictly technical and
relates to supply of information. The summarized reports of the Bulgarian military
attach¢ in Moscow make evident that his contacts with the Unified Command and the
Staff of the JAF are limited to officially formal and technical tasks. According to some
memoirs, till 1969 the everyday activity of the Unified Command and the Staff of the
JAF are carried out by the especially created for the purpose 10™ Main Department of the
General Staff of the Soviet Armed Forces.

The establishment of the Warsaw Treaty Organization in May 1955 does not cause any
significant changes in the position of dependence of the smaller East-European Kremlin
allies set up during Stalin’s rule. At the very moment of its creation the organization
assigns specific observation and analysis tasks to each of its member states in regard of
the fighting capacity and military power of their neighboring member states of the
adversary NATO bloc. Thus Bulgaria and Romania share the charge to study the NATO
intentions and actions in South Eastern Europe and the Mediterranean and Middle East
area. The key issues for the East-European political and military leaders are the NATO
policy and strategy, the dislocation of its nuclear and missile weapons and the stationing

of the US troops in Europe, the interdependence and contradictions among the members



of the North-Atlantic Alliance. With no fail a place of importance is always given to the
condition of all armed forces branches and their participation in NATO joint maneuvers

and exercises.

On 7™ September 1955 Nikita Khrushchev sends his East-European colleagues the draft
of the “Statute of the Unified Command of the JAF”. In it the functions and the rights of
the Supreme Commander of the JAF and his deputies, the Staff of the JAF and the
relations between the Staff and the General Staffs of the Pact member states are described
in a most general way. Though some of the allies rush to answer in affirmative to the
proposed draft within the very same month'’, the final adoption of this document is
adjourned to the forthcoming first regular session of the superior political body of the

Warsaw Pact.

The first regular session of the Political Consultative Committee takes place on 27" — 28"
January 1956 in Prague. Just as at the constitutive Warsaw Conference, at the PCC
session in Prague the documents to be discussed are previously agreed and the speeches
of the Heads of the individual delegations are just informative. On the first item of the
agenda the Supreme Commander of the JAF, Marshal Konev introduces the draft of “The
Statute of the Unified Command”.

The official public WTO documentation does not state even a single fact of disagreement
among the delegations. The classified minutes of the conferences of the permanent bodies
of the organization, however, often contain enough evidence of difference and sometimes
even controversy in attitudes, views and evaluations regarding some important issues.
And while the public is aware mainly of the different reactions to the internal crises in
Hungary —1956 and Czechoslovakia in 1968, and the Soviet - Chinese split, the
confidential reports show to the participants in these events the varying points of view of
other government leaders of the Pact: of the Polish leadership (1956-1959), the Albanian
leadership (after 1960), the Romanian leadership (after 1963). There are cases of
disagreement also between two different groups within the Pact. For example, in the mid
1960s the GDR and Poland are strongly opposed the intentions of the “Southern Tier”

countries (Hungary, Romania and Bulgaria) to maintain more intensive contacts with



West Germany, availing of the change in the Soviet position after the Berlin Crisis

. 11
regulation .

In 1957 at the highest state and party levels several bilateral and multilateral meetings
take place. Among other issues the problems of the “consolidation of the defense power
of the Socialist Camp” are discussed.'”” In the period 1957-1961 in result of the
qualitative changes in the armaments and the new expert evaluations, stating a change in
the co-relation of the forces of the two military blocs, the most essential elements of the
new Soviet foreign policy and military doctrine are formed. It is later adopted by the

smaller Pact member states.

On 24™ May 1958 in Moscow a new PCC session has been held. The previous day a
conference under the CMEA is concluded. At it there are animated debates on item 2 of
the agenda: “In regard of the coordination of the plans of production and mutual
deliveries of armament and equipment”. The decisions adopted on this item predetermine
in many aspects the further specialization and development of the defense industries of
the individual WTO member-countries. In regard to the matter of the specialization in the
“special production” field nearly all of the participants accept the Soviet suggestion that
conventional weapons shall be produced in all East-European countries but “modern
more-complicated technical devices, air-missiles, rocketry, etc. shall be produced only in
the USSR.” The Polish representatives attempt to promote the idea that some models of
air-missiles and combat jets might be produced in their country but left in isolation; they
are compelled to give way and accept the Soviet proposal."’ Following a proposal of
Nikita Khrushchev made on 27" February 1959, at the joint conference in May 1959 the
WTO Defense Industry Commission is finally formed. That Commission functions,

however, within the CMEA frames'*.

The next PCC session, held on 4™ February 1960 is called mainly in response of the
aggravation of the “German issue”. In his speech the Soviet leader, Nikita Khrushchev
gives place also to the modernization of the Soviet Armed Forces by equipping them with
the newest most technically advanced weaponry, particularly underlining the importance

of the missiles’ use in a contemporary warfare. Khrushchev mentions that the military



superiority of the USSR allows the consideration for the withdrawal of the Soviet troops
from Poland and Hungary in the near future. However, this issue never finds any further

development in the years to come.

In 1958 - 1960 a new military doctrine has been formulated in the USSR. Although
previous regulation and normative documents since early 50's also include as a primary
task the preparedness of the Armed Forces to fight in terms of a nuclear strike, the new
military doctrine determine the unavoidability of a general "rocket-nuclear war". The
Soviet leaders' views are well manifested at a top secret Warsaw Pact Unified Military
Command meeting in October 1960 in Moscow. The Chief of Staff, Gen. Antonov
underlines in his basic report the perspectives for battle actions using the nuclear and
missile weapons. The Supreme Commander of Warsaw Pact Armed Forces Marshall
Andrei Grechko is arguing in his own report that future wars would begin by using
missile-nuclear weapon within the full enemy's territory and not only against selected
tactical targets. Of great importance is also the statement of the Soviet Defense Minister
Marshall Rodion Malinovski: “Speaking that we can't strike first, it doesn't means that we
shall wait to be stroked first. This means exactly to maintain our work in such a way that
to receive an immediate information about enemy’s intentions to blow up against us and
to get ahead of them in this moment, and our rocket-nuclear strikes immediately to found
the enemy's targets." Further on Marshall Malinovski assures its East European partners:
"In case of emergency you will receive the necessary missile-nuclear weapons and you
will use them as you wish. Hence, you have to be trained to use such missile-nuclear
weapons"."” These words show quite well a realistic danger of a global catastrophe at the
time of the Berlin and Cuban missile crises due to the confrontation Cold War thinking of

the military elites.

From 1960 on conferences of the commanders or of the senior personnel representatives
of the Warsaw Pact armies of this kind are held once a year and as a matter of fact they
play the part of the future Military Council. From the next year, 1961, on regular
conferences of the defense ministers are also held. They actually have the functions of a

specialized Committee of the Defense Ministers. Another form of mutual consultations



and exchange of experience are the organized from the 1960s on command assemblies at

which usually all ministers of defense and chiefs of General Staffs present.

At the PCC regular session in Moscow, taking place from 28" to 29" March 1961 new
steps for “further consolidation of the defense capability” of the WTO are discussed. On
29™ March with a special decision the Statute of the Supreme Commander’s Special

Representatives Institution at the allied armies is approved.

On 8" — 9™ September 1961 in Warsaw for the fist time a separate meeting of the
Warsaw Pact defense ministers is held. The Supreme Commander of the JAF, Marshal
Andrei Grechko delivers a report, and “practical matters related to the improvement of
the combat readiness of the troops comprising the Joint Armed Forces” are discussed.
Soon after the first conference of the defense ministers a second one is called in Prague
on 30" January — 1% February 1962. The “matters of consolidation of the JAF” are further
discussed there. At the next meeting of the defense ministers, held in Warsaw in February
1963 subject of discussion is the securing the defense of the allied countries from an anti-
nuclear attack. From 1964 on conferences of the General Staffs chiefs are also held

independently.

The main principles of the new Soviet military doctrine are made public by some
publications and speeches of the Soviet military commanders and form the ground for the
first Soviet “Military Strategy”, edited by Marshal Vasilii S. Sokolovski in 1962. Later on
the new Soviet doctrinal concepts are adopted as leading defense principles for all
Warsaw Pact member-countries, and new “Field Manuals” and “Instructions” destined

for the different branches are predefined and introduced in mid-60s.

When there are international conflicts or inner political crises in the Pact countries some
extraordinary meetings of the senior Party and state leaders are called up as well. For
instance, in relation to the Berlin crisis on 7™ August 1961 an emergency meeting is held
in East Berlin, on 9" June 1967 an urgent meeting is called in connection with the Middle
East war, and in the next year, 1968 the “Prague Spring” induces several discussions (in

which Romania does not take part) - in Bratislava, in Warsaw, and in Moscow. From as



early as Khrushchev’s time the informal multilateral meetings play an important part, too.
Khrushchev’s successor, Leonid Brezhnev, tries to turn these meetings into an annual

event (the so-called Crimean meetings of the 1970s).

At the PCC Warsaw meeting in January 1965 following the tradition and in the spirit of
the previous years the main speech is delivered by the new Soviet leader Leonid
Brezhnev, who had replaced Nikita Khrushchev three months earlier. He puts the accent
on the necessity of adequate counter-action to the program of NATO nuclear armament
and informs the other delegations what the USSR undertakes “for the improvement of the
newest types of weapons”. Together with that in view of the US and NATO concept
about “local wars”, Brezhnev draws the attention to the “improvement of the
conventional weapons as well”. This first indication of change in the Moscow views
regarding the possibility of “local wars” during the nuclear era is caused to a considerable
extent by the development of the Vietnam war and it evoloves further on, influnced by

the develompment of the Middle East conflict.

The East-European leaders in their speeches accentuate the topics of their own interest —
Walter Ulbricht speaks about the militarization of the West Germany, Wladyslaw
Gomulka — of the futher development of the Polish initiative for creating a collective
security system in Europe, Gheorghe Gheorghiu - Dej appeals for a policy leading to
“gradual dissolution of military blocs”, and Todor Zhivkov insists on improving the

economic cooperation among the socialist countries.

The PCC Warsaw Session in January 1965 puts a special accent on the “improvement in
the structure of the WTO General Headquarters’ commanding bodies”. In the course of
the discussions held on this matter convincing arguments based on the much better
commanding structure and methods of the NATO Headquarters and its regional military
staffs are put forward to prove that in consequence the organizational structure of the
commanding bodies at the PCC and the WP’ Headquarters have to be improved. Owing
to the opposition of the Romanian representatives, the matter regarding the structural
changes in the commanding bodies of the Warsaw Pact is postponed till an agreement on

it is reached in a special working group'®.
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The essential improvement of the Warsaw Pact command military bodies turns into an
issue of growing weight at the bi-lateral meetings consequently held during the next few
months. In February 1966 a special discussion of the WP deputy foreign ministers is held
in Berlin. At the same time another meeting of the chiefs of staff of the allied armed
forces is organized in Moscow. On it a packet of proposals for changes in the structure of
the military commanding bodies is delivered. The acceptance of these proposals is
blocked by the Romanian delegation’s irrevocably adverse attitude on practically all

points.

In May 1966 at a conference of the defense ministers of the WP member-states a new
Soviet proposal regarding “The statute of the Unified Armed Forces and WP Military
Bodies Structure” is accepted. Since the new proposals have been nearly unanimously
approved, the Romanian Minister of Defense also signs the documents, with reserve only

in regard of the functions, subordination and name of the Military Council'’.

Similar discussions spring up at the preparatory consultations of the foreign ministers on
7™ —15™ June 1966. At the discussions on the draft of the decision “for the improvement
of the Warsaw Pact activities” entered by the GDR delegation the main objections are
voiced again by the Romanian representatives. The Romanian foreign minister, Mania
Manescu declares: “It is not feasible to regulate the activity of the PCC ...To limit the
consultations within the frames of set rules would mean to rob the cooperation among the
countries of its flexibility and efficiency...” The Soviet foreign minister, Gromiko fends
off: “We are placed in a most awkward position ... A whole lot of the PCC activities is
not regulated ... It is to the PCC’s own interest to be able to take decisions. If it is limited
to consultations only, the Warsaw Treaty Organization will not function efficiently. We
must reach agreement. Look at the West — at the NATO bloc — everything undertaken
organizationally functions with perfect precision. Their organizational system acts nearly
automatically ... Indeed, the Western countries would not do something that would harm
them, and if this is not in their best interests they would not have followed this

method...” Because of the Romanian position no joint stand-point is reached on this item
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of the agenda. The Bulgarian foreign minister even decides not to deliver for discussion

at the conference a Bulgarian draft of “The Statute of the PCC”.'®

Regardless of all the preparatory work carried out, the PCC summit held on July 4"-6"
1966 in Bucharest is marked with serious discord on many points. On the eve of the
meeting the Romanian Defense Minister suddenly declares that he cancels his signing the
agreement regarding structure changes in the alliance military bodies reached in May,
last. Consequently, the PCC faces a situation when it is impossible to reach unanimous

decision and this point of the Agenda is never entered for discussion at a plenary session.

The issue concerning the structural changes is on the Agenda of the next regular PCC
session held on March 6 - 7 1968 in Sofia. The formal motion for calling up the summit
comes from Nicolae Ceausescu who comes forward with a Romanian initiative for a
declaration regarding “the issue of nuclear weapons restriction”. After preliminary
consultations with Moscow the Bulgarian leadership accepts in its capacity of host to the

next PCC conference the proposal to fix its date for the beginning of March.

The main bone of contention at the Sofia summit continues to be the problem for the
necessary organizational changes in the WTO structure. In February 1968 in Prague a
preliminary meeting of the chiefs of the allied General Staffs takes place. On it draft
documents are discussed and adopted in regard of the status of a future Military Council
with consultative functions, creating expanded Unified Command and a Technical
Committee to be comprised of generals and officers of the allied armies proportionally

represented.

With the very first item of the agenda, which is the Romanian proposal referred to the
declaration for “nuclear weapons restriction”, a lively discussion begins. According to
Alexander Dubcek, Wladyslaw Gomulka, Willy Stoff and Alexei Kosigin entering such
proposals would delay and sabotage the final adoption of the draft treaty, while Janos
Kadar characterizes them as “unrealizable”. The most important debate, however, is on
item three of the agenda. In his report the Supreme Commander of the JAF, Marshal

Ivan I.Yakubovski states that the organizational and structural changes are exigent, owing
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mainly to the revolutionary changes in the military science, NATO achievements with
the improvement of its military bodies as well as the quick, full capacity rearmament of
the WTO armies with new modern weapons and military equipment. It is concluded that
“the existing military command structures proved to have neither the legal base nor the
composition adequate to decide in full the matters related to securing the defense
capability of the countries of the socialist alliance. Particularly alarming is the lag in
creating new bodies for coalition command in wartime... It is well known that the lack of
allied command was one of the main reason for the defeat of the Arab countries in the

war of June 1967”.

Principle agreement has been reached on the documents on the statute of the Military
Council, Unified Command, and Technical Committee but Nicolae Ceausescu objects to
the adoption of these documents before the final “Statute of the WTO functions” is
entered. Following the Romanian motion, the PCC decides for a second time to postpone
the acceptance of the documents about the structure changes, charging the defense

ministers to enter the finally agreed proposals within a term of 6 months. "’

Indeed, in the course of the next few months for the purpose of reaching a favorable
decision on the long postponed problem of structural reforms in the JAF bodies of the
WP active consultations, both - bi-laterally and multilaterally, are carried out at different
levels. Thus, for instance, on April 23" 1968 during his talks with Alexander Dubcek in
Prague Todor Zhivkov, does not miss the chance to point out among other things: “Ripe
is the necessity to give a more prominent role of the Unified Command of the WP Joint
Forces. Obviously, we cannot calmly accept the fact that NATO has created a well
regulated organization of its Allied Forces while we keep on arguing on certain points for

. .. .. 2
years and are not in a position to reach a decision on them.””’

At a meeting of the defense ministers on October 29 -30 1968 in Moscow the documents
under the following titles are approved: “Statute of the Joint Armed Forces”, “Statute of
the Defense Ministers’ Committee”, “Statute of the JAF’ Unified Command”, “Statute of
the Military Council”, “Statute of the Technical Committee” as well as “Statute of the

Allied System of Air-defense”. This time the Romanian representatives sign the draft
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documents with one reserve only in regard of a point in the draft-proposal about the
JAF!.

The very PCC session at which the structural changes in the joint commanding bodies of
the WP’ JAF, postponed for several years, are at last approved takes place on March 17-
th 1969 in Budapest. Just before the opening of the conference a half an hour meeting of
the Party and state leaders of the Pact member-countries takes place. On it the agenda is
finally agreed. According to the proposed Statutes of the Committee of the Defense
Ministers, it is stipulated that the same will be a military body of the JAF, the main
functions of which are “working out agreed recommendations and proposals for
consolidation of the defense capability” and “improvement of the combat readiness of the
Joint Armed Forces” of the alliance. In the new “Statutes of the JAF and the Unified
Command” the “targets and the organizational principles of the Armed Forces, the
Unified Command’s structure and control bodies” are specified. A separate proposal is
made for establishing a Military Council as an operative JAF body with consultative
functions. The proposed document in regard of the Military Council functions explicitly
specifies that it shall consider “the matters concerning the state and development of the
JAF”, i.e. — having in mind the previous Romanian attitude it is obvious that after
discussing the different standing points a certain compromise has been reached.
Normative documents providing the establishment of Joint AAD system and a Technical

Committee are also presented.

There are no objections in principle to the presented documents in the speeches following
Marshal Yakubovski’s report. The following arguments are expressed in the speech of
the leader of the Bulgarian delegation: “The consolidation of the military command of the
Warsaw Pact is made imperative also by the fact that our probable opponents — the
NATO countries - despite their differences succeeded to create an integral system of

military control ..."

This time Nicolae Ceausescu also accepts the texts of the presented statutory documents
and makes only one formal alteration - instead of “Resolution of the PCC” he requires

the statement that the documents are accepted with a “Resolution of the delegations or the
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government of the countries-members of the Warsaw Pact. This insignificant formal

requirement is accepted and included in the final official statement of the conference™.

Thus the process of elaboration of the coalition control of the Joint Armed Forces which
took 14 years finds its successful conclusion. At the Budapest PCC summit the statute of
one of the two main auxiliary bodies at the PCC — The Committee of the Defense
Ministers is finally validated too®*. In the course of the next few years the complete WTO
structure is finally built up through the normative regulation of the “legal rights,
privileges and immunity” of the members of the command, control & coordination bodies
(1974); the composition of the Committee of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs and the
Unified Secretariat (1976), and the Statute of the Unified Command in war time period
(1980). The representation of the members in the military command bodies of the JAF is
determined mainly by the respective relative share of the individual national army in the
joint defense force of the alliance. According to General Wojciech Jaruzelski memoir,
however, after the JAF’s Staff has been formed, of the 523 people comprising it only 173
are representatives of the East-European countries (43 of them from the Polish Army)

while the remaining 350 are military personnel of the Soviet Army®’.

The evolution process of the Warsaw Pact organizational structure demonstrates several
main features and specifics in the character of this East-European military and political
alliance. They can be made even more discernible if outlined against the background of
the parallel process of re-structuring of the commanding bodies of NATO. While during
the initial period of the NATO history particular accent is put on the military character of
the alliance, and by 1955 the harmonious structure of the coalition command bodies and
specialized committees is completed®®, the civil-and-political and information-and-
technological structures are developed and elaborated in the second half the 1950s and
the 1960s.

Contrary to NATO, the original orientation in the activities of the WTO Political
Consultative Committee is toward the development of coordinative-consultative and
political functions at senior representatives of the executive authority level. The East-

European communist leaders who as a matter of fact are the real bearers of undisputable



15

personal authority have formal and effective participation in the PCC work only from the
early 1960s on. That is the time, at which the voids and shortcomings of the functioning
mechanisms of the organization from the point of view of its coalition nature are

perceived.

For many years the Warsaw Pact structure remains generally outlined and rudimentary
which is caused mainly by the absolute subordination to the Soviet military command in
Moscow from as early as Stalin’s times. Till the early 1960s all most important
directives, decisions and recommendation of military nature are taken by the Soviet
Ministry of Armed Forces and the Soviet High Command and most often than not are
transferred “down” to the lesser partners through the Soviet military representatives in the
East-European capitals. The objective qualitative changes in the military science and art
make imperative the reconsideration of this practice and stimulate the interest for
improvement of the coalition command bodies of the JAF. The main purpose of that is to
secure a legal base and reliable enough military commanding structures for effective
interaction and coordination among the allied armies both - in times of peace and war.
This purpose is not achieved to the last day of the Pact’s functioning regardless of the
new regulating documents adopted in March 1980 and the rather quite delayed attempts

for more radical reforms in the organization at the end of the 1980s.
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THE GENDARMERIE DETACHMENT
IN BERLIN
DURING THE COLD WAR, 1948-1968

By Lieutenant Benoit HABERBUSCH,

Service Historique de la Gendarmerie Nationale, FRANCE

The French Gendarmerie military policemen arrived in Berlin in the summer of
1945. Immediately, they had to face the reality of the East-West bipolarization which
tended to crystallize in a city with such a particular status. The political context, which
kept moving according to the status of the relations between the US and the USSR, would
become a key element in the evolution and organization of the missions of the
Detachment of Gendarmerie in Berlin (DGB). Our aim is to study the exact role played
by the Gendarmes in this context between 1948 and 1968.

I/ SITUATION OF DGB IN EARLY 1948

Under the command of lieutenant-colonel Hurtrel, DGB included members from
the two main subdivisions of the Gendarmerie, namely the departmental Gendarmerie
(investigation and administrative police) and the republican guard (guard and riot
control). The departmental platoon was divided in three squads, or brigades in the
Gendarmerie terminology, which were situated in Frohnau, Reinickendorf and Wedding,
plus a reserve squad and an intelligence service. In addition, the Republican Guard 9™
Squadron provided the force with the 9™ mobile squadron (riot control), and two security
squadrons (guards) -of which one was disbanded in 1949. These were based in the
Napoleon Barracks, the former luxurious military compound built by Goering for his elite
Luftwaffe. DGB also had a headquarters and a naval unit in Tegel. It obtained its own
administrative autonomy after July the 1%, 1946.

The installation of DGB in the old capital of the Nazi Reich Nazi, in ruins, caused
a certain number of difficulties inherent to the French logistic weakness and to the fact
that local authorities were unaware of the Gendarmerie’s status and purpose. In 1948,
whereas these questions were mainly settled, the international context came as a probelm
to the organization of the detachment. The outbreak of the war in Indo-China saw the
deployment of a significant number of DGB personnel. These departures for stays of




various lengths disturbed the DGB’s mission by disorganizing the units and by depriving
them of their specialists (drivers, radio operators...).

In spite of these obstacles, the basic missions of the DGB were carried out
according to a framework established relatively early. DGB had to do more than simple
military police duty. It was to keep peace, order and security in the French sector, which
included the districts of Wedding and Reinickendorf. As was said ealier, Departmental
Gendarmerie was in charge of regular police tasks, which involved the enforcement of
the new laws enacted by the French authority regarding German civilians. Any incident
invloving a French and an ally soldier or a German person also came under its
jurisdiction. Furthermore, the Gendarmes played a significant role in terms of intelligence
gathering.

The squadrons of Republican Guard were more especially in charge of
maintening order and military security. Certain tasks were permanent, like the protection
of the French facilities and of the General Headquarters or interallied Kommandantura.
Moreover, the guards controlled all access to the French sector by road way (check points
of Babelsberg and Helmstedt) or by railway. In parallel, the squadrons of security carried
out semi-permanent tasks. From June 1947, three months a year, they provided personnel
to guard the prison of Spandau where eight Nazi war criminals were locked up. Each ally
provided troops for this task and every changing of the guards gave place to a ceremonial.
Certain activities were more occasional, like those related to the arrival of important
persons (motorcyclist escort or honor guard). Except these structural missions, the role of
the DGB, at that time, was before all that of a force of occupation. The Gendarmes took
part in the denazification of Berlin by arresting war criminals as well as members of
secret associations like the "Edelweiss". The French were very sensitive to these
questions as they had had, a few years before, the bitter experiment of the defeat. In these
first years of occupation, criminality was the other concern of the Gendarmes. With the
end of the war, significant movement of population had taken placewhich had brought all
sorts of trafficks. Extreme shortage due to massive war destructions made black market
inevitable. The French districts where everything was badly needed made no exception.
On top of this, the first winters following the end of the war were particularly rigorous.
The most flourishing centers of this parallel markets were generally near the stations,
especially the one next to the zoo and on Wittenbergplatz, a very famous place for
clothing. The Soviets contributed by selling basic products such as corn, butter and
cereals. It is notorious that the French imported in Berlin lighter flints, easy to smuggle
and highly demanded by the population. In return they brought back thermometers. As
for the British, they were considered to be less involved in such activities, even if
everywhere cigarettes remained the most common money of exchange.

II/ THE BLOCKADE OF BERLIN AND ITS CONSEQUENCES

During the year 1948, the political climate degraded suddenly in Berlin because
of harsh competition between the Americans and the Soviets. In June, the Russians
withdrew themselves from the interallied Kommandatura and imposed the blockade of
the city. The Gendarmes found themselves isolated from the "free World". Only the airlift



set up by the Americans made it possible to supply the Berliners. In the French zone, the
airport of Tegel became a strategic place. Three senior NCOs and 15 Gendarmes were
detached there as a security unit while other Gendarmes were sent to Tempelhof and to
Mainz-Wiesbaden.

The moral of the Gendarmes appeared to be rather low. "The tension with the
Russian troops of occupation in Berlin creates uneasiness, worried lieutenant-colonel
Hurtrel in September 1948. (...) The French think that the means of evacuation by plane
would be very limited if not non-existent and they don’t expect much from the allies who,
of course, will evacuate their personnel first. It is all the more important to take into
account the moral burden due to the presence in Berlin of our the families of our soldiers.
In the context of violence or aggression, this would seriously diminish their freedom of
action and therefore the quality of their duty.” Another harmful consequence of the
blockade was the departure for France of the personnel designated to be replacements in
the Far East.

In December 1948, measures were taken to organize elections in West Berlin: all
the personnel of the detachment was on constant duty from December 1* on to answer
any call day or night. Many patrols controlled the external limits of the French sector and
the surrounding working class areas the most exposed to disorder in the first days of the
election. The Gendarmes watched the voting stations and set up check points.

The continuation of the blockade in 1949 still had a negative influence on the
moral of DGB. Nearly 82 senior NCOs and Gendarmes asked to return to France in
January 1949. In May 1949, the Soviets eventually agreed to restore traffic. The
Gendarmerie manpower was then at its lowest but the task to come was to be heavier than
ever with the resuming of road and railroad traffic.

In the early 1950s, Berlin became the barometer of the East-West relations. The
city lived in the midst of provocations orchestrated by the two blocks. In this threatening
climate, the role played by the Gendarmerie moved from occupying to protectingSome of
the missions which were established at that time lasted until 1989. The security of the
French sector became one of the principal concerns of the command. The common limits
with the Soviet sector were more particularly supervised by the Gendarmes. They were of
course involved in guarding access points in West Berlin such as the check-point of the
Wannsee motorway or railroad station of the French sector.

As a matter of fact, DGB was a key element of the French defense in Berlin. The
units of Gendarmerie were integrated in the successive plans of defense. In February
1953, for example, a plan was established in which the Gendarmes were given the
responsibility to protect the gatherings of allied citizens stationed in Napoleon barracks
and to slow the progression of enemy forces if an attack occured. Constant military
training was combined with everyday duty. A particular stress was put upon the speed
with which forces were mobilized. A note of November 1957 recommended that two
Gendarmerie security squadrons could be mobilized in a two-hour notice. To improve the
effectiveness of these units, exercises were regularly organized with the French Army or
the Allies. Under names such as “Black Forest” or “Mercury II”, these exercises aimed at
coordinating the forces of West Berlin.



In addition, the Gendarmerie proved to be an invaluable asset in terms of
intelligence. While on patrol, or while investigating, the Gendarmes would take notice of
of any interesting information in relation to the security of the French sector of Berlin.
They gave accounts of all incidents involving French nationals, Allies, German civilians
or members of the Bundeswehr. The Gendamres were sensitive to any piece of
information concerning East Berlin such the news of strikes in June 1953, the Russian
training exercises carried out in the limits of the sector or the surge of refugees from the
East. The state of mind of the local population was another subject of concern. The
Gendarmes felt the hostility of the Germans during the wars of decolonization in Indo-
China and Algeria. The explosion of the 1st French atomic bomb in the Sahara in 1960
also caused agitation. On February 13th, students of the free university of West Berlin
expressed their dissatisfaction in front of the "House of France".

The Gendarmerie reports were a testimony of the degree of tension which existed
in Berlin during this period. The smallest incident could have taken dramatic proportions.
To avoid any skid in such an explosive context, the Gendarmes received precise
instructions, like this one: "at any time and in any circumstance, fire will not be opened
as long as the Allied Forces have not been shot at by the Soviets".

I1I/ THE CRISIS OF THE BERLIN WALL

During the summer of 1961, the Gendarmes of DGB noticed an abrupt increase of
tension in the city. In the night of the 12" to the 13™ of August, the authorities of East
Berlin barred with a network of barbed wires all access to the Soviet sector. On August
15, the Eastern authorities replaced the barbed wires by walls and they definitively
prohibited passage by the gate of Brandebourg. The lines of barbed wires between the
French sector and the Soviet zone were also reinforced. The trees were cut down in an
area ranging from fifteen to twenty meters.

In such a threatening situation, DGB took a series of emergency measures. On
August 14, the soldiers of the detachment are ordered to remain in their homes or
barracks. After August 16, the squadrons of security are put in a permanent state of alert
at Napoleon barracks. They deployed a headquarters and two 37 men platoons. with a
reduced PC and two groups of 37 men. On Augustl6 and 17, incursions of Russian
vehicles are noted by Gendarmerie patrols. Other intrusions are noted thereafter.

Day afetr day, the Gendarmes informed the French military command about the
evolution of the work undertaken by the East-German authorities and about the many
incidents which occur in the limits of the sector. On August 23, after a phase of
expectancy, the allied command decided to reinforce the security measures at the
outskirts of the Western zone to show their determination. Consequently, the
Gendarmerie is asked to control the zone between Nordhafen in the South and the
Wilhelmsruh station in the North. Gendarmerie platoons used particular intinaries with
temporary check points designed to show Allied presence. The instructions, very precise,
prohibited any crossing of the sector limits and recommended only to open fire "in the
event of self-defense". Any incident had to be reported immediately by radio. Several



times, the patrols of Gendarmerie remarked attempts to bring the wall building over the
hundred-meter zone which separated the Western and Eastern zones. The determination
displayed by the Western Allies and negotiations on the spot were generally enough to
obtain that the orginal limits were respected.

The Gendarmerie reports were true testimonies of the climate of the atmosphere
which reigned during several weeks. On August 26, for example, nearly 500
demonstrators came to Chausseestrasse, at the limit of the French sector. In front of them
was a car with a loudspeaker which launched harsh speeches against GDR. After a
difficult face-to-face situation, the West German police officers managed to move the
crowd. Two patrols of Gendarmeries were present. On July 1st, 1961, a vopo and a
civilian from the East who had escaped to the West were evacuated by the Gendarmerie.
On September 1st, shots were fired by several VOPOs at a refugee who had sheltered in
the Western zone. The VOPOs penetrated a few meters in the French sector before
turning back at the sight of Western police officers. Immediately, three Eastern high-
speed boats positioned themselves in the canal separating the Hohmzollernhanal from the
Havel. Three Gendarmerie jeep crews faced them on the French bank of the Havel an a
little less than two hours later, the high-speed boats eventually withdrew. In October
1961, violent incidents are recorded. Shots are even heard between police officers of the
East and the West.

In spite of constant protests from the West, the Berlin wall would stay for more
than a quarter of a century, constantly strenghtened by the East-Germans. Because of the
"wall of shame", the Gendarmes had to remain in operational alert at all time. As a
consequence of the situation they also got involved in guarding Check-Point Charlie.

Whereas DGB adapted to this new situation, a significant reorganization occured
in 1968. September 30 marked the dissolution of DGB as a complete organization. It
became a simple level of command. The 2nd squadron of security was sent back to France
as reinforcement after the May 1968 social events in France. The decrease in manpower
also included the deparmental Gendarmes. To compensate for these losses, a company of
Gendarmerie NCO candidates was installed at Napoleon Barracks. The school gave the
same instruction that was given to cadets in France but it was integrated to the French
military in Berlin as an operational unit. The NCO candidates also guarded the
Kommandantura and the Spandau prison.

The period between 1948 to 1968 was marked by a constant evolution of the role
of the Gendarmes of DGB due to the effects of the Cold War. While they had arrived as
occupants, the French Gendarmes of Berlin had soon found a new kind of legitimacy.
Truly, they had become the protectors of the German inhabitants of the French sector of
the city.



Hans-Joachim Harder

Freedom or Unity
The Dilemma of German Foreign and Security Policy
between 1949 and 1990

1. Dichotomy between Freedom and Unity

It was only with Germany’s reunification on 3 October 1990 that Germany became a
state like any other. It is true that the name of the state was not changed — it is still
called the Federal Republic of Germany, but a shift in emphasis has taken place.
While in the previous forty years the term “Federal Republic” had mainly been used,
this designation of the form of government is now generally omitted and simply re-
placed by “Germany”. Whereas the political aspects had previously outweighed the
national aspects, normality was now restored - even though some people feared that
nationalism, which they recollected with horror, might gain the upper hand after 1990.
Due to this shift in emphasis, the fundamental conflict of West German foreign and
security policy became apparent, i.e. the dichotomy between freedom and unity. Only
with absolute commitment to the West could a free state continue to exist under the
conditions of the Cold War. Given the practical political situation under Soviet
hegemony in Central and Eastern Europe, it would only have been possible to es-
tablish a unified German state at the expense of the free and democratic -
constitutional order. The political parameters of its creation had a lasting effect on the
West German state and set tight limits on its foreign and security policy. This
identifies the conditions prevailing when its political system was constituted’, without
which it is impossible to fully explain the self-image and pattern of action of the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany, i.e. the uncertain democratic tradition, the unsolved na-
tional question and the emergence of the two German states under the conditions of
the Cold War.

Much has been written about Germany’s “special course”, about Germany as a be-

lated nation. It was not until 1871, later than the classical nation states in Europe —

! See Helga Haftendorn, Sicherheit und Entspannung. Zur Aussenpolitik der Bundesrepublik Deutschland 1955—
1982, Baden-Baden, 1983, p. 19.



especially much later than France — that a German nation state was founded. Based
on an authoritarian constitution, this state suffered from elementary democratic
shortcomings up to its fall in World War |. The Weimar Republic, burdened with the
mark of Cain of the Versailles Treaty, failed after only fourteen years as a result of its
internal conflicts and some structural deficiencies and was supplanted by a brutal
National Socialist dictatorship. Hitler's regime of terror spread war all over Europe

and the world, and Germany — so it seemed — went to rack and ruin.

The unconditional surrender of the German Wehrmacht on 8 May 1945 put an end to
the German Reich as a state. Germany was no longer a subject of international law,
but instead an object controlled by the four victorious powers. In the Berlin Declara-
tion of 5 June 1945 the military commanders-in-chief of the USA, Great Britain,
France and the USSR assumed “supreme authority” “in consideration of Germany’s
defeat” and by virtue of the rights of the victor.? Germany was divided into four zones
and Berlin, the capital of the Reich, which was located in the Soviet zone was divided
into four sectors. The Allied Control Council was established as the highest authority

in Berlin.
2. The Anti-Hitler Coalition Breaks Up

Outwardly, the Potsdam Conference held from 17 July to 2 August 1945 still -
conveyed the impression of an intact wartime coalition of the Big Three. But it soon
became obvious that already prior to the Potsdam Conference considerable differ-
ences of opinion had surfaced between the Soviet Union on the one hand and the
United States and Great Britain on the other over fundamental issues pertaining to
the state order and the self-determination of the Eastern European states and the
future world peace order; it was hard to reach a compromise to settle these differ-
ences of opinion. The world powers reached a degree of consensus that was just
sufficient to implement the plans to eliminate the defeated Axis powers, yet it was not
enough to establish joint control of Germany. It was obvious that the anti-Hitler coali-
tion had not been based on common ideals, but had only been guided by temporary
common interests. It had only been formed because the USSR had been attacked by

the German Reich in violation of the Hitler-Stalin Pact.



In spite of diverging positions in the Middle and Far East, the real reason for the in-
creased East-West tensions was the fundamental difference of opinions between the
allies over Germany and Europe. The negotiations of the Foreign Minister's -
Conferences between the autumn of 1945 and the summer of 1949 made it quite
evident that the Soviet Union sought to extend its sphere of interest to include West
Germany as well. It demanded a share in control of the Ruhr district and 10 billion
dollars in reparations to be drawn out of the current production process. Moreover,
the Soviet Union was anxious to reunite Germany along the lines of its socio-political
system. Otherwise it was determined to retain Germany’s division into four separate

zones and thus to permanently weaken and divide it.

Yet as early as 1946 the USA had recognized that Europe would not be able to re-
cover as long as Germany remained the seat of an infectious disease. This is why on
5 June 1947 the US Secretary of State, George C. Marshall, offered Europe
extensive economic aid on condition that the European states reach agreement on
the economic measures and the distribution of funds. The Soviet Union initially ac-
cepted the invitation for cooperation, but, after brief deliberations, on 2 July 1947
abruptly refused to participate and forced Poland and Czechoslovakia to reject the
Marshall Plan as well. This event marked the onset of the Cold War. The coalition of
World War Il had broken up.

The formation of the Eastern political bloc triggered a counter-reaction in the West. In
January 1948 the British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, Ernest Bevin, took the
initiative by requesting the neighboring Western European states, i.e. France, the
Netherlands, Belgium and Luxembourg, to move closer together and to create a solid
core for the consolidation of Western Europe. This resulted in the creation of the
Western Union by the signing of the Brussels Pact on 17 March 1948. One week
after the Czechoslovakian Foreign Minister, Jan Masaryk, had fallen to his death from
a window - an event that initiated the process of Bolshevization throughout the
country, the five states decided to cooperate on economic, social and cultural issues
and to embark on collective self-defense. While negotiations on the Brussels Pact

and the European Economic Council were still in progress, initial consultations on a

? Quoted in Ernst Deuerlein, Die Einheit Deutschlands. Ihre Erérterung auf den Kriegs- und



permanent political and economic merger of the three Western zones of Germany
took place. Just as the merging of the two Anglo-Saxon occupation zones had met
with the utmost disapproval of the USSR, the plan to unify all three Western zones
not only economically, but also politically caused the Soviet Union to protest vehe-
mently. A few days after the conclusion of the Brussels Pact on 20 March 1948, the
Russian Military Governor ostentatiously walked out of the Allied Control Council in
Berlin which was never convened again. The currency reform carried out in Ger-
many’s Western zones on 20 June 1948 was answered with a blockade of all over-
land and inland waterways to and from Berlin. The airlift organized by General Lucius
D. Clay provided not only the garrisons of the Western powers, but also the
population of the Western sectors with supplies over a period of nine months, thus
thwarting the Soviet intention to force the Allies to refrain from linking West Germany

with Western Europe.

After the Brussels Pact had come into force, it very soon became apparent that the
defense of Western Europe would be insufficient without the participation of the
United States of America. As early as 11 June 1948 the US Senate adopted a motion
submitted by Senator Vandenburg to provide US support for regional alliances such
as the Western Union. The talks which were initially held between the USA, Great
Britain and Canada and were then extended to include the five powers of the
Western Union were soon crowned with success. The Soviet blockade of Berlin con-
siderably advanced the progress of negotiations. The treaty to establish a North At-
lantic Treaty Organization (NATO) which was signed by twelve European and North
American states on 4 April 1949 became the backbone of the defense of the Free
World.

3. The Founding of the Federal Republic of Germany

The changed international balance of power called for the relations between the
Three Powers and occupied Germany to be put on a new contractual basis. Visible

tokens of this change are the authorization granted by the Western victorious powers

Nachkriegskonferenzen 1941-1949. Darstellung und Dokumentation, Frankfurt/Main, 1957, p. 218 ff.



to commence preparations for establishing a West German partial state, the -
discussions of the Parliamentary Council in Bonn and finally the founding of the
Federal Republic of Germany resulting in the promulgation of the Basic Law (provi-
sional constitution) of the Federal Republic of Germany on 23 May 1949. The Allied
Control Council had already been paralyzed since 1948 when the fourth victorious
power had left under protest; it was to be replaced by an Allied High Commission
composed of representatives of the USA, the United Kingdom and France. The pow-
ers of the military governments in the Western zones thus terminated on 21 Septem-
ber 1949. Under the supervision of the High Commissioners who took up official
residence on the Petersberg, the Federal Government instituted by a freely elected

Bundestag (lower house of parliament) could now take office.’

Initially, the Occupation Statute as the new contractual basis was an issue of great
controversy between the Three Powers. Generally speaking, France, and to a lesser
degree Great Britain as well, sought to give the Federal Republic as little leeway as
possible and to subject it to as much control as possible whereas the USA was anx-
ious to raise Bonn’s status to that of a partner of equal standing as quickly as possi-
ble.* The conference of the three foreign ministers held on the occasion of the sign-
ing of the Washington Agreement eventually agreed on the text of an Occupation
Statute encompassing twelve clauses. It settled legal issues such as the demilitari-
zation and control of the Ruhr District, foreign affairs, protection and security of the
allied forces and foreign trade. But most important was the revision clause which
stipulated a review of its terms after 18 months in force and promised further reduc-
tion of the rights of the occupying powers.’ The details of the Statute were the subject
of controversial discussions during the Petersberg Talks and during the sessions of

an Intergovernmental Study Group throughout the year 1950.

When the three High Commissioners handed over the Occupation Statute to Federal
Chancellor Adenauer on the Petersberg on 21 September 1949, Adenauer commit-

ted a breach of protocol which is indicative of the new quality of the relations. Waiting

3 For details on the High Commission refer to Hermann-Josef Rupieper, Der besetzte Verbiindete. Die
amerikanische Deutschlandpolitik 1949—1955, Opladen, 1991, in particular p. 12-33. See also Walter
Schwengler, Der doppelte Anspruch: Souverdnitdit und Sicherheit, published in AWS, vol. 4, p. 187-566.

* See Rupieper, p. 41-67.

> See Documents on Germany 1944—1945, published by the US Department of State, Washington, publishing
year not mentioned, p. 212-214.



for the German head of government, John J. McCloy, André Frangois-Poncet and Sir
Ivone Kirkpatrick were lined up on a carpet in the hall of the villa. Adenauer was
supposed to have stopped short of the carpet to be presented with the Statute by the
representatives of the victorious powers. Adenauer thwarted this intention by walking
on, without any hesitation, until he stood on the carpet on an equal footing with the
High Commissioners. The scene was captured by photographers and is proof of the
increased self-confidence of the Germans who no longer just waited for what the
victorious powers were willing to grant them, but who henceforth also made

demands.

4, The Western Powers as Guarantors of Security

The outbreak of the Korean War on 25 June 1950 was a painful reminder of how
unstable the security situation of the newly founded West German state was. On that
day, the troops of Communist North Korea had, without any advance warning,
invaded South Korea which had been under US protection. The similarity with the
situation in Germany could not be denied and shocked the German population. The
hoarding of food was a sure sign of the panic felt by the people. The widely asked

question was: Germany in 1950 — a second Korea?®

The first command and staff exercises of the Western occupying powers conducted
under the code names HALFMOON (1948) and OFFTACKLE (1949) which dealt
with a possible war with the USSR on the borderline of the blocs which ran right
through Germany produced results that were not at all encouraging. It was all too
obvious that the demands made on the remaining US troops were hopelessly out of
proportion. Even the defense of the Rhine line in cooperation with the French and
British occupation forces could have only been a delaying action in the face of the
overwhelming military superiority of the Soviet Army. Therefore, plans provided for a

withdrawal of the US forces to the British Isles, beyond the Pyrenees and to North

® This is the headline of an article by Norbert Wiggershaus, Deutschland 1950 — ein zweites Korea?
Bedrohungsvorstellungen Bundeskanzler Adenauers nach Ausbruch des Korea-Krieges, in MGM 25, 1979, p.
79-122.

7 See the following still authoritative contribution by Christian Greiner, Die alliierten militirstrategischen
Planungen zur Verteidigung Westeuropas 1947—1950 in Anfinge westdeutscher Sicherheitspolitik, 1, p. 119—
324.



Africa which would have practically been the reverse order of the 1944 operations.
From these transatlantic bridgeheads, Europe and Germany were then to be “freed”
by strategic forces brought up from the United States. Given the impact of modern
destructive weapons, this would have meant the certain destruction of the basis of life

not only of the German people.

In order to prevent a development similar to the one in Korea, first and foremost,
however, in order to dispel the doubts about the US promise to protect Europe, a
stronger military commitment of the United States in Europe was required. “It was not
possible for Europe to increase its defense contribution considerably due to the con-
tinuing weakness of the European economy, and German rearmament which would
have filled the gap could not be implemented because of the French opposition to it.”®
The invasion of Korea acted as a catalyst or — as US Secretary of State Dean

Acheson put it: “June 25, 1950 transformed abstract plans into physical projects.”

Aiming to overcome the dilemma, the Truman Administration pursued a package ap-
proach. Stationing additional US troops was combined with the build-up of an inte-
grated NATO Force under US supreme command. The Europeans had to commit
troops of their own to the integrated structure. In September 1950 - almost parallel to
the New York Foreign Ministers' Conference - US President Harry S. Truman an-
nounced two long-awaited decisions which had been subject to fervent discussions in
the US Senate: Four additional divisions would be stationed in Germany on a
permanent basis and General Dwight D. Eisenhower would become the first Su-
preme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR). With Resolution 99 of 4 April 1951 the
US Senate adopted the President’s decision to send four additional divisions to
Germany by 69 votes to 21 . The largest US troop reinforcement that had ever
taken place in peacetime could commence. Two armored divisions and three infantry

divisions were selected for the overseas assignment.

¥ Haftendorn, Helga, Historische Entwicklung, politische Motive und rechtliche Grundlagen in Amerikaner in
Deutschland. Grundlagen und Bedingungen der transatlantischen Sicherheit, published by Dieter Mahncke,
1991, p. 137-190, p. 145.

® Anonymous (Dean Acheson), The Balance of Military Power, in Atlantic Monthly, June 1951, p. 22.

19 See Truitt, Troops to Europe, loc. cit., p. 418.



5. NATO Appears on the Scene

The second element of the political package offered by the Truman Administration
concerned the extension of the North Atlantic Alliance. The founding of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) on 4 April 1949 established a valuable frame-
work within which the twelve member states were able to build up common struc-
tures. But the decisive impetus was still lacking. This step was taken at the North
Atlantic Council (NAC) Meeting in Washington on 18/19 December 1950 when US
President Truman appointed the universally respected General Eisenhower to be the
first SACEUR. Eisenhower left his post as President of Columbia University in New
York to become the head of the new Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe
(SHAPE) in Paris."

The newly appointed SACEUR was given operational command over all US Army
Forces and US Air Forces in Europe and over the US Naval Forces in the Eastern
Atlantic and the Mediterranean by the US President on 19 December 1950. On 24
December the CINCEUR, General Thomas T. Handy, sent a cable to Eisenhower
stating his willingness to place all EUCOM forces under NATO command immedi-
ately ."? This was the beginning of the dual function of the respective SACEUR who
in addition to his “NATO hat” wears the “national hat” of the United States Comman-
der-in-Chief, Europe and is thus in command of two headquarters, i.e. SHAPE and
EUCOM, later USEUCOM. The relations between EUCOM and SHAPE were very
similar to those maintained between ETOUSA, the US headquarters in the European
theatre of operations, and SHAEF, the UK-US headquarters.

The system of integrated tactical headquarters was developed even further. Together
with the First French Army, the Seventh US Army was placed under the command of
a newly created NATO army group, the Central Army Group (CENTAG). This
headquarters was co-located with EUCOM in the headquarters building in Heidelberg
and was commanded by General Handy. By analogy, the Northern Army Group
(NORTHAG) was established in Northern Germany comprising British, Belgian and

Dutch units to which a Canadian brigade was eventually added. It was headquartered

' See Schraut, Yom Besatzer zum Beschiitzer, loc. cit., p- 198-201.
12 See Relations of the European Command with Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe, December
1950—June 1952, Historical Division, HQ USAREUR, Karlsruhe, 1959, p. 10.



in Bad Oeynhausen and commanded by a British general. The British occupation

forces in Germany were increased from two to three and a half divisions."

In order to do justice to the serious situation, Belgium deployed part of its forces to
Kassel, right on the demarcation line to the Soviet sphere of influence. Canada had
withdrawn its troops from Europe in 1946 and now recommitted a brigade in support
of the British Army on the Rhine (BAOR). On 8 December 1951, the 27" Canadian

Brigade was operational in Hanover, also close to the inner-German border.™

In 1952 there were two NATO army groups based in West Germany and the Benelux
countries in order to withstand the threat and to protect the Federal Republic of
Germany. NORTHAG in Bad Oeynhausen — the new headquarters in Rheindahlen
was under construction — was largely identical with that of the British Army on the
Rhine and consisted of a British corps in Bielefeld, a Belgian corps in Cologne-Wei-
den and a Dutch corps in Apeldoorn as well as the Canadian brigade in Hanover and
Norwegian and Danish contingents in Schleswig-Holstein. CENTAG in Heidelberg
under the command of the CINC USAREUR comprised the two US corps, i.e. the V
US Corps in Frankfurt and the VII US Corps in Stuttgart-Mohringen and two French
corps, i.e. the First French Corps in Freiburg (Breisgau) and the Second French

Corps in Koblenz.
6. ‘Rearmament” of Germany

The outbreak of the Korean War acted as the catalyst for a great number of interde-
pendent decisions made by the USA and its allies. A very important issue in this
context was the build-up of German armed forces, known as “rearmament” at the
time. An assessment of the situation in Washington in 1948 had already shown that a
confrontation with the Soviet Union could not have a successful outcome without a
substantial German contribution. Out of political consideration for France and other
Western European states which only few years ago had been occupied by the

Wehrmacht, the USA initially had only thought of exhausting the economic and ar-

1 See Norbert Wiggershaus, Von Potsdam zum Pleven-Plan, Deutschland in der internationalen Konfrontation
1945-1950, in Anfdnge westdeutscher Sicherheitspolitik 1945—1956, vol. 1: Von der Kapitulation bis zum
Pleven-Plan, published by Militdrgeschichtliches Forschungsamt, 1982, p. 114 ff.

1 See Truitt, Troops to Europe, loc. cit., p. 447.



maments potential of West Germany. Now the situation had deteriorated and the
unthinkable was even voiced. Side by side with their former enemies German sol-
diers were to prevent the Red Army or the Garrisoned People’s Police of the Soviet

Zone from crossing the demarcation line.

On 11 August 1950 when the Consultative Assembly to the Council of Europe
adopted by a large majority the resolution tabled by Churchill for the establishment of
a “joint European army” including West German troops, Adenauer took the initiative.
He offered a military contribution to the defense of Western Europe. Shortly after this,
the decision in favor of a West German military contribution to a NATO force in
Europe was taken in Washington.' The controversial discussions within the NATO
Alliance on the type and scope of the German contribution went on for five years,
ranging from the idea of a European Defense Community (EDC) to Germany

eventually becoming a member of NATO on 5 May 1955."°

In the course of these discussions, the military presence of the USA in Germany was
assigned a new function, i.e. the so-called “dual containment”."” It was not only the
Soviet military power, but also the emerging German military power that was to be
contained. In addition to the direct control elements provided for in the Western
European Union (WEU) Treaty, the USA assumed an indirect supervisory function
over the restive Germans. The argument was along the lines that, should there be
any sign in Germany of a renewed threat to peace in Europe, the US forces would be
able to intervene in good time. This argument served to prepare the skeptical public
in Western Europe to accept German soldiers within NATO. The common sight of US
soldiers in the streets of Berlin and the South German cities — unconsciously — had a
reassuring effect in two ways: the Americans guaranteed not only the country’s
security, but also security against a Germany which nobody wanted to emerge ever

again.

This, however, caused a real dilemma for the USA since Germany’s military build-up

was actually aimed to reduce the US commitment. But in the eyes of the European

15 See Wiggershaus, Von Potsdam ..., loc. cit., p. 117

'® This is not the right forum to reproduce the discussions. Refer to the standard study prepared by the MGFA,
Anfinge westdeutscher Sicherheitspolitik 1945—1956, vol. 2, Die EVG-Phase by Lutz Kollner, Klaus A. Maier,
Wilhelm Meier-Dornberg and Hans-Erich Volkmann, Munich, 1990.

'"See Helga Haftendorn, Historische Entwicklung ..., loc. cit., p. 148.
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partners to the Alliance, the US presence now served to contain the Bundeswehr and
to act as a counterbalance. A withdrawal of US troops was therefore out of the
question - on the contrary, their military presence was considerably increased. Four
US divisions reinforced the defense posture so that the equivalent of six US divisions

could keep Germany’s future twelve divisions in check as well."®

7. The Federal Republic Becomes a Partner on Equal Terms in the West

As far as the German chancellor Konrad Adenauer was concerned, from the very
beginning it was impossible to separate the two issues, i.e. the build-up of a West
German contingent to strengthen the allied armed forces — this being the title of the
commissioner appointed by the Federal Chancellor for this task — and recovery of
German sovereignty. After lengthy negotiations the foreign ministers of the Three
Powers and the Federal Republic signed the General Agreement or Bonn Conven-
tions on 26 May 1952." As they were linked with the European Defense Community
Agreement concluded two days later, it was not until three years afterwards that they

were implemented under completely different circumstances.

Yet the very signatures under the Bonn Conventions implied that the Federal Re-
public's role had transmuted from a ward of the Three Powers to a partner. The USA
was the driving force behind this upgrading of Germany vis-a-vis the other two pow-
ers. However, the Conventions on Relations between the Federal Republic of Ger-
many and the Three Powers (this is the real name of the Bonn Conventions) did not
enter into force until Germany was accepted into NATO on 5 May 1955.2° Due to "the

international situation which so far had prevented the reunification of Germany and

"®See Josef Joffe, Europaprisenz und Europapolitik der Vereinigten Staaten. Eine Untersuchung iiber
Motivation, Funktion und Evolution der amerikanischen Stationierungspolitik in Europa, Stiftung Wissenschaft
und Politik, Ebenhausen, 1969, p. 79. See also Hermann-Josef Rupieper, Der besetzte Verbiindete. Die
amerikanische Deutschlandpolitik 1949—1955, Opladen, 1991, in particular section I1.B, Sicherheit fiir und vor
Deutschland: Die Genesis des westdeutschen Verteidigungsbeitrages, p. 98—139.

' See Klaus A. Maier, ‘Die internationalen Auseinandersetzungen um die Westintegration der Bundesrepublik
Deutschland und um ihre Bewaffnung im Rahmen der Européischen Verteidigungsgemeinschaft’, in "Anfénge
westdeutscher Sicherheitspolitik’, loc.cit., p. 1 —234.

%% See. Conventions on Relations between the Federal Republic of Germany and the Three Powers (Bonn
Conventions) of 26 May 1952 as amended on 23 October 1954, in Rauschning, 'Rechtsstellung Deutschlands’,
loc.cit., p. 45 - 49; see also the Law on the Accession of the Federal Republic of Germany to the North Atlantic
Treaty of 24 March 1955, Federal Gazette, 1954, Part II, p. 256 — 294.
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the conclusion of a peace treaty"?'

, the Three Powers reserved rights and re-
sponsibilities with regard to Berlin and to Germany as a whole, but with the agree-
ment of the Federal Republic of Germany. This meant that the occupation statute
was revoked, but that sovereignty was only partly restored. Permanent troop sta-
tioning in accordance with the Convention on the Presence of Foreign Forces, which

also came into force on 5 May 1955, was the pledge for the allied guarantees.??

The manner in which the two conventions entered into force and above all the timing
thereof made it very clear that the Western Powers considered their prerogatives
regarding the new legal situation did not just take precedence, but even had top pri-
ority. Even though the legal documents took effect on the same day, there was a 12-
hour interval between the entry into force of the Convention on the Presence of For-
eign Forces in the Federal Republic of Germany and the Bonn Conventions. First of
all the permanent presence of the armed forces in accordance with the rights derived
from the Berlin Declaration of 1945 was laid down and then — after twelve long hours
— the Federal Republic of Germany was accepted as a partner in the North Atlantic
Alliance.® With this subtle diplomatic finesse the sovereign, yet confined status of the
Federal Republic of Germany in the concert of the powers was determined for the
next 35 years. The dual containment was backed up by these conventions. This
implied special status for the Bundeswehr, the only NATO armed forces which were
fully incorporated in the integrated structure and did not have a national general staff.
The twelve army divisions of the Bundeswehr together made up three army corps
which were fitted between the allied troops so that the resulting organization has
frequently been compared with a "layer cake". The First German Corps in Mun-
ster/Wesphalia was between the British Army on the Rhine, a Dutch corps and a
Belgian corps. Then came the Third German Corps in Koblenz to the left of the V US
Corps, then the VII US Corps and finally the Second German Corps in UIm. The First
German Corps was assigned to NORTHAG, while the Second and Third German
Corps were assigned to CENTAG.

8. The Federal Government's Claim to Sole Representation of Germany

2l See. Bonn Conventions, Art. 2, in Rauschning, 'Rechtsstellung Deutschlands’, loc.sit., p. 45.

2 See Convention on the Presence of Foreign Forces in the Federal Republic of Germany (Convention on the
Presence of Foreign Forces) of 23 October 1954, in "Vertrige der Bundesrepublik Deutschland’, vol. 7, Bonn,
Cologne/Berlin, 1957, p. 609 — 613.

 See. Helga Haftendorn, "Historische Entwicklung’, loc.cit., p. 150 ff.
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With the efforts made by the Western Powers after the outbreak of the Korean War to
integrate the young Federal Republic of Germany into their alliance system and the
progress towards military and political integration of Western Europe, the Soviet
Union realized the urgent need for a European security and peace settlement parallel
to a solution of the German question. Stalin attempted to ease the confrontation of
the two power blocs in Europe by adopting a policy of disengagement based on the
principle of neutrality. The Soviet note on Germany of 10 March 1952 addressed to
the three Western Powers responsible for Germany was to serve this purpose and
even today is still the subject of lively discussions. This note offered free elections for
all of Germany, the details of which were not specified but on condition that a
reunited Germany become a neutral state. The Western Powers rated this proposal
as an attempt to prevent the conclusion of the General Treaty — later called Bonn
Conventions — and an agreement on the European Defense Community. This is why
they did not accept this offer to negotiate. Chancellor Adenauer, who had come to
identical conclusions upon evaluating the situation, sided with the position of the

Western Powers.?*

Stalin's note of 1952 and further political threats on the part of the USSR could not
forestall the integration of the Federal Republic of Germany into the Western alliance
system, finalized when Germany was accepted into NATO on 5 May 1955. By tying
Germany to the West, Chancellor Adenauer had found a key to the solution of the
German question. Realizing that a second key would be needed in future in order to
achieve reunification in freedom as well as the unresolved POW issue, he
immediately accepted the invitation of the Soviet leaders to come to Moscow. Shortly
before the Geneva Summit in June 1955 the Soviet Government had launched the
initiative to take up diplomatic relations with the Federal Republic of Germany. This
took place after the Federal Republic had joined NATO and the WEU in May1955
and had been granted sovereign rights and thus the ability to take action in foreign

politics, limited only by the allied reservations concerning Germany and Berlin.

* Regarding Stalin’s note refer to Klaus A. Maier, "Die internationale Auseinandersetzung um die
Westintegration der Bundesrepublik Deutschland und um ihre Bewaffnung im Rahmen der Europaischen
Verteidigungsgemeinschaft", in "Anfdnge westdeutscher Sicherheitspolitik", vol. II, Munich, 1990, p. 109 —
119.
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The first round of negotiations between the Soviet Union and the Federal Republic of
Germany took place in Moscow from 9 to 13 September 1955 and was quite dra-
matic. Thanks to the negotiating skills of Adenauer who was assisted by the then
Chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee and later federal chancellor, Kurt Georg
Kiesinger, and his deputy, Carlo Schmid (SPD), visible success was finally achieved

on two concrete issues.

The first success was the release of the German POWSs and the establishment of a
negotiation basis for the return of the German civilian internees. Secondly, Germany
succeeded in safeguarding its legal position, i.e. it was able to uphold its claim for
national self-determination with the aid of provisos under international law. One of the
provisos concerned the non-acknowledgement of all territorial changes in Eastern
Europe and of the annexation of the east German provinces which had taken place
contrary to the Potsdam Agreement. The other proviso concerned the Federal
Republic's claim to have the right to represent the whole of Germany. The Soviet
delegation accepted these provisos after long and controversial deliberations, they
were recorded in the minutes and set out in writing in a Note to the Soviet Govern-
ment shortly before the German delegation flew back on 14 September. After Chan-
cellor Adenauer's policy statement on 22 September 1955 the Federal Diet unani-

mously endorsed the results of the Moscow negotiations.?

The Federal Republic was not able to take up direct relations with the USSR until
Bonn had, by joining NATO, rid itself of the always "lurking suspicion"® that it could
pursue a seesaw policy between East and West similar to that practiced at Rapallo .
Also in view of the fact that the Four Powers were again taking steps towards reviving
their wartime alliance at the summit conferences and discussing European security
and the German question, it made sense to join as a full partner. However, pre-
cautions had to be taken to ensure that the initial steps toward establishing diplomatic
contacts could not be interpreted as the recognition of the status quo — and
consequently the existence of the German Democratic Republic. To prevent this from
happening the then head of the Political Directorate in the Federal Foreign Office,

Wilhelm Grewe, formulated the "Hallstein Doctrine", named after the state secretary

»See Boris Meissner, "Westdeutsche Ostpolitik: Die deutsch-sowjetischen Beziehungen", in "Handbuch der
deutschen Auflenpolitik", ed. by Hans-Peter Schwarz, Munich/Zurich, 1975, p. 286.
%% Haftendorn, "Sicherheit und Entspannung’, loc.cit., p. 64.

14



in the Foreign Office, Walter Hallstein. It made it quite clear that dual German
relations with Moscow were a special case and - by threatening to sever diplomatic
relations - it aimed at preventing international recognition of the GDR by third states.
The Federal Republic of Germany laid claim — as expressed in the preamble of the
Basic Law of 1949 — to have acted on behalf of those Germans as well "to whom

participation was denied".

In spite of the diplomatic success, the claim to have the sole right to represent Ger-
many became more and more of a burden for Federal foreign politics. Yugoslavia
was to become the first test case of the Hallstein Doctrine. After Tito broke with Mos-
cow, the Federal Republic of Germany had opened a consulate general in 1951
which just one year later was upgraded to an embassy. Following the thaw in the
relations between Khrushchev and Tito, Yugoslavia recognized the GDR in 1956 and
thus supported the Soviet theory of two German states. Due to the Hallstein Doctrine
Bonn had no other choice than to sever its relations with Yugoslavia which had taken
such an optimistic start. 2 However, the claim to have the sole right to represent
Germany not only prevented the building of diplomatic bridges to the Eastern
European states which were under Soviet hegemony, but also put a strain on
relations with states like Egypt, Syria or India when decolonization started. The
Hallstein Doctrine and consequently the refusal to recognize the realities which had
evolved after World War |l threatened to isolate the Federal Republic in the long
term, particularly after its most important allies set about revising their relations with
the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. President Charles de Gaulle's visit to Poland
made a great impression on Bonn. Attempts to normalize relations were not only
made by the United States, but also by Italy and Belgium and were mainly designed
to open the Eastern European market for the products of these countries. The estab-
lishment of Federal trade missions in Warsaw, Bucharest, Budapest, and Sofia in
1963 and 1964 broke the old taboo that contractual relations are impossible with
states which had recognized the GDR. However, these relations were not equivalent
to diplomatic relations, because overstepping this threshold without canceling or

modifying the Hallstein Doctrine seemed impossible at the time.?

*7 See Irina Hendrichs, "Westdeutsche Ostpolitik. Die Beziehungen zu Bulgarien, der CSSR, Polen, Ruménien,
Ungarn und Jugoslawien" in "Handbuch der deutschen AuBenpolitik", Munich, 1975, p. 292 — 304.
¥ See Haftendorn, "Sicherheit und Entspannung”, loc.cit., p. 281 f¥.
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9. Renunciation of Force and Eastern Treaties

The Christian Democratic (CDU) governments under Adenauer and Erhard found no
way out of the impasse into which they had maneuvered themselves with their claim
to have the sole right to represent Germany. Only with the transition — via the Grand
Coalition (1966 — 1969) — to the social liberal coalition and the ensuing turning point
in social policy was it possible to adopt of a new political stance. In his policy state-
ment on 28 October 1969, Chancellor Willy Brandt emphasized that his government
was determined to continue the policy initiated by the Grand Coalition, but he also
pointed out in which aspects it would differ from that of his predecessor. The non-
aggression policy of the Brandt/Scheel Government would be based on the realities
World War Il had created in Europe and would respect the territorial integrity of the

respective partners. This principle would also apply to the GDR.%

Willy Brandt and his coalition partner and foreign minister, Walter Scheel, wanted to
reduce the risky confrontation of the antagonist blocs and gain more room for
maneuver for the Federal Republic of Germany, - including vis-a-vis the states of
Central and Eastern Europe. They were prepared to accept the statehood of the
GDR and the new borders created in the wake of World War Il if the Soviet Union
and the Warsaw Pact states would honor this move by respecting the ties between
West Berlin and the Federal Republic. The Soviet Union was greatly interested in
launching a conference on the security and cooperation in Europe (CSCE). For this
purpose it needed the Federal Republic as a partner who in turn did not want to have
the CSCE process excessively burdened with everlasting controversial debates

about the German question.

The efforts of the social-liberal coalition for which the phrase "Ostpolitik"(Eastern
policy) was coined were directed at safeguarding what Adenauer had attained, i.e.
integration in the Western world, and at simultaneously keeping up relations with
Moscow, Warsaw, Prague and East Berlin based on mutual agreement. This was
impossible without the consent of the United States, Great Britain and France which
as the victorious powers were responsible for Germany as a whole and for Berlin.

Atlantic Alliance backing was a precondition for the success of the Federal govern-
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ment's policy. Consequently the Federal Republic welcomed the fact that at the
NATO Council Meeting in December 1969 and at the NATO Ministerial Meeting in
Rome in May 1970 its political ideas and aims were adopted.*® The most important
coordination body in this context was the Bonn Quadripartite Group established in
1957 on the initiative of the United States to coordinate issues concerning Germany
policy between the Three Powers and the Federal Government. Now the represen-
tatives of the Federal Government informed the three Western Powers of the nego-
tiations conducted in Moscow and Warsaw and they in turn made sure that the allied
provisos were not infringed upon. The Bonn Four States Group thus acted as the
main pivot between the Federal Republic and her Western allies. It later became the
most important Western coordinating body for issues pertaining to East-West rela-

tions.>!

State Secretary Egon Bahr, a close friend of Chancellor Willy Brandt, played a key
role in the Ostpolitik. In June 1970 the agreements reached between him and the
Soviet foreign minister, Andrei Gromyko, were released. The "Bahr Paper" already
contained the core issues of the future treaties.®? In this paper the Federal Republic
and the Soviet Union came out in favor of peaceful relations between the European
states on the basis of the situation actually existing in Europe. The renunciation of
force was more closely defined in that the Federal Republic entered into an obligation
to respect "today and in future" the territorial integrity of all European states and the
inviolability of the borders to include the Oder-Neisse Line and the inner-German
border. Furthermore, Bonn renounced any territorial claims. In turn the Soviets re-
nounced the assertion of intervention claims in accordance with the Enemy State
Clauses of the UN Charter, and the two states agreed to make the renunciation of

force pursuant to Art. 2 of the UN Charter the guiding principle of their relations.

The most difficult negotiation issue was the recognition under international law of the
GDR by the Federal Republic. Bahr attempted to make clear to Gromyko that such a

recognition would compromise the rights of the Four Powers, consequently also

¥ See policy statement of Chancellor Willy Brandt of 28 October 1969, DBT/VI/5, in "Texte zur
Deutschlandpolitik”, vol. 4, p. 9 — 40.

%% See Statement of the NATO Member States Pertaining to European Security Issues of 5 December 1969 in
Europa-Archiv 4/1970, p. D 79-82 and "Final Communiqué of the NATO Ministerial Meeting, held in Rome on
26" and 27" May 1970", loc.cit., p. 327 ff.

3! See Haftendorn, "Sicherheit und Entspannung", loc.cit., p. 327 ff.
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those of the USSR. Hence a compromise had to be made for relations between the
two parts of Germany at a level short of recognition under international law.*® The
guiding principle was Willy Brand's formula "of the two states in Germany, neither of

which could consider the other to be a foreign country".®*

In addition, Bahr and Gromyko had agreed on a number of declarations of intent
which were to supplement the planned treaty. With these declarations Bonn stated its
willingness to conclude pertinent treaties with Poland, Czechoslovakia and the GDR
which were to become an integral part of the Moscow Treaty. The Federal Republic
promised to settle its relations with the GDR in an agreement binding under
international law on the basis of equal rights, non-discrimination and non-interference
in the internal affairs of the other state. This differed somewhat from Moscow's
original request to recognize the GDR under international law, a goal which East
Berlin in particular had wanted to achieve and whose undermining it had bitterly op-
posed. The treaty with Czechoslovakia was to settle issues pertaining to the invalidity
of the Munich Agreement of 1938. Finally the Federal Government committed itself to
advocating the admission of the two German states to the United Nations in the
course of easing of tensions in Europe. This meant that when progress had been
made in setting the relations between the two German states on a normal footing,
Bonn would renounce its veto against international recognition of the GDR. Finally,
the Federal Republic and the Soviet Union stated their basic support of the planned
conference on security and cooperation in Europe and their willingness to engage in

the all-around development of their mutual relations.*®

The "Ostpolitik" had to offer an acceptable solution for the problems of the citizens of
the divided City of Berlin if it was to be a success. What was important was - as
stated in the "Bahr Paper" and later in the Moscow Treaty - to take into account "the
actual situation in this region". But this also included the Four Power status and the
linking of West Berlin to the Federal Republic. Before signing the Moscow Treaty the

Federal Government stated that it could only enter into force if the "situation in and

32 See publications in the newspaper Bild-Zeitung of 12 June 1970 and the magazine Quick on 8 July 1970.
¥ Interview conducted by Giinter Gaus with State Secretary Egon Bahr on 4 June 1972 in the telecast "Zur
Person", as quoted by Giinther Schmid, "Entscheidung in Bonn", Cologne, 1979, p. 48.

* See government policy statement of 28 October 1969, loc.cit. (p. 11 ff).

3% See. Haftendorn, "Sicherheit und Entspannung", loc.cit., p. 329 ff.
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around Berlin were settled satisfactorily".>® The Four Power Agreement on Berlin was
in turn the prerequisite for a settlement of the relations between the two German
states, the focal issue of "Ostpolitik" of the Brandt/Scheel Government. The Treaty on
the Basis of Relations between the Federal Republic of Germany and the GDR
resulted in more international prestige for the GDR and the renunciation of the claim
of the Federal Republic to have the sole right to represent Germany, but on the other

hand the living conditions of the Germans in East and West were improved.

In the end, the course of the Eastern Treaties which were not only politically inter-

linked and intermeshed but also as far as their subjects and timing were concerned,

was as follows:

- Moscow Treaty - 12 August 1970,

- Warsaw Treaty - 7 December 1970,

- Four Power Agreement on Berlin - 3 September 1971,

- Treaty on the Basis of Relations between the Federal Republic of Germany
and the German Democratic Republic — 21 December 1972,

- Admittance of the two German states to the United Nations - 18 September
1973,

- Prague Treaty - 11 December 1973.

1. German-German Coexistence and Reunification

When the "Ostpolitik" had proved successful and integration into the West had been
upheld, the path was clear for a CSCE which the USSR had pressed for more than
any other state. Federal Chancellor Helmut Schmidt and the Chairman of the GDR's
Council of State, Erich Honecker, were able to sign the Helsinki Final Act of the
CSCE jointly in the presence of the European and North American heads of state and
government on 1 August 1975. The following 25 years were characterized by
peaceful coexistence of the two German states, even though occasional tensions

surfaced.

One of the definite lessons the Federal Republic of Germany learned was that during

the deliberations about the course of Federal foreign and security policy in the years

36 "The Cabinet decides to negotiate" in "Der Vertrag vom 12. August 1970", published by the Press and
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from 1952 to 1955 and from 1970 to 1972 there were no realistic alternatives to the
decision taken.*” In the fifties the Federal Republic did not have the leeway to
actively pursue reunification against the will of the Western powers and based on the
Soviet proposals. In the seventies it was only a question of time when the Federal
Republic would be forced to accept the status quo under the pressure of her allies
and under less favorable conditions . It would probably have strained the alliance

relations more than the irritations caused by the "Ostpolitik" .

A solution to the dilemma of freedom or unity became possible in 1989 due to the
policy of Perestroika and Glasnost introduced by Michail Gorbachev, the Soviet
Communist Party leader. In this climate of change the courageous and undaunted
stand of the citizens of the GDR to defend their rights —especially by organizing the
Monday Demonstrations in Leipzig — led to success. The slogan "We are the people"
soon became "We are one people". When the Wall built in 1961 fell on 9 November
1989 , the dynamism of the social process eventually deprived the GDR leadership of
their legitimization. Chancellor Helmut Kohl seized the opportunity and with a political
masterstroke was able to secure the creation of the economic (monetary union),
domestic and foreign policy parameters. The freely elected People's Chamber de-
cided to take the steps required for reunification by restoring the federal states which
had been dissolved in 1952 and for their accession pursuant to Art. 23 of the Basic
Law. On 3 October 1990 the Federal Republic of Germany had reached its goal:
Unification in freedom with the consent of its neighbors.

In retrospect, the sovereignty which was limited in 1955 by the provisos of the Four
Power responsibility for Germany as a whole and Berlin proved — under international
law — to have been essential for reunification. Without this title the swift procedures of
the Two Plus Four Negotiations could not have been conducted and a lengthy peace
conference with all of the 53 wartime opponents of the German Reich would have
been inevitable. We can only guess whether there would still have been an
opportunity for the restoration of German unity in peace and freedom with the con-

sent of its neighbors or whether the brief timeframe for unification would have

Information Office of the Federal Government, Bonn, 1970, p. 166 ff.

37 See Walter Stiitzle, "Frieden, Sicherheit, Abriistung. Gedanken zur Sicherheitspolitik der Bundesrepublik" in
Hans-Dietrich Genscher (ed.), "Nach vorn gedacht ... Perspektiven deutscher Aussenpolitik", Bonn, 1987, p. 31.
¥ See Haftendorn, "Sicherheit und Entspannung'", loc.cit., p. 738 ff
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elapsed without achieving this goal. | am convinced that the remnants of the Four
Power prerogatives - but above all their interpretation under US leadership as Three

Power responsibility — were the conditio sine qua non of German unity.

As time passed some contemporaries might have considered these relics from the
Potsdam Agreement to be an anachronism, but from a political point of view they
were important elements needed to support the reunification process, since the Fed-
eral Realpolitik had resigned itself to the existence of two states. For the citizens, the
Four Power claim to speak for Germany as a whole and for Berlin was visible due to

the continued presence of their armed forces on German territory.
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The American Soldier in Germany 1951-1969
A joint paper by Dr Robert S. Rush and Dr. Bianka J. Adams

"Never before in History, has a country had so many of its sons serving so far away from
their own land in a time of danger, not for the purpose of conquest, but for the purpose of
freedom.” John F. Kennedy, address to 3° Armor Division Troops, Fliegerhorst Kaserne,
Hanau, Germany, 25 June 1963.

Introduction

Although never firing a shot in anger, the American soldier in Germany won the
Cold War. Many have written about the Cold War Army, however, there has been very
little research regarding those soldiers stationed in Germany. Looking at the individual
American soldier in Germany in 1951-55, 1959-62 and 1966-70 may lend a better insight
to events at the ground level; an area still in need of exploration.

We create a composite character founded upon actual soldiers and events to
examine the reality of daily life of a soldier in Germany rather than just the dry details of
soldiering. All military organizations exist under the rubric of regulations and doctrine.
Every aspect under which soldiers operate, the uniforms they wear and the weapons they
carry are all prescribed by regulation. Whilst the focus is on one hypothetical soldier, in
fully realistic time scale and experience, the generalities and experiences of the many are
also examined and carefully woven into the narrative thread.

This paper follows one soldier ('Frank') through his induction in 1950, training
and assignment to the 4th Infantry Division which is deployed to Germany in 1951. He
returns to Germany as a sergeant in 1959 as a member of the g™ Infantry Division, and
after a tour in Vietnam, a final tour in Germany to the 3d Armored Division from 1967-

1970. Through this soldier's eyes comes an examination of the culture and society in
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which the ordinary GI existed in Germany. What were the soldiers’ educational and
mental levels, how were they trained, where were they deployed, and how did they
interact with the German population.

There is little primary source material documenting the individual soldier’s world.
Yearly historical reports, analyses of special topics, newspaper accounts, diaries,
reminisces and anecdotal evidence provide the framework for this paper; yet much is left
to conjecture.

The Cold War was the struggle of free Western democracies under the leadership
of the United States against the global expansionism of the Soviet Union. In the 1950s
and 60s the Korean War, the Crises in Berlin and Cuba, and the Vietnam War were direct
confrontations between the antagonists, each time followed by periods of relative “thaw.”
In Europe the Soviet Union secured its empire, the so called Eastern Bloc, through
repeated interventions against freedom movements in 1953 in East Germany, in 1956 in
Hungary, and in Czechoslovakia in 1968." What British Prime Minister Winston S.
Churchill called the “Iron Curtain,” divided East and West Europe for more than forty
years.

In 1949 two German states established themselves on the frontline between the
free world and the Eastern Bloc. The American, British, and French occupation zones
merged and became the Federal Republic of Germany and the Soviet Union sponsored

the German Democratic Republic (GDR) in its zone. West Germany’s first chancellor,

Konrad Adenauer (1949-1963), set the new state on a solidly western course from which

! Wilfried Loth, “Was war der Kalte Krieg? Anniherung an ein unbewiltigtes Erbe,” at
http://www.dhm.de/ausstellungen/kalter krieg/h loth.htm, 1 of 9

? Telegram, Prime Minister to President Truman, 12 May 1945, reprinted in Winston S. Churchill, The
Second World War. Triumph and Tragedy, (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1953), 573
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he never deviated. He held steady even when Soviet dictator Josef Stalin in an effort to
prevent West Germany’s integration into NATO offered to reunify Germany in return for
complete neutrality and four power control over the semi-autonomous state. Neither
Adenauer nor the western heads of states seriously considered Stalin’s offer.’
Adenauer’s ultimate goal was to gain sovereignty and the ability of the young Republic to
defend itself within the newly founded North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) with
America as its most powerful member and leader. When the Korean War broke out six
months after the Federal Republic was founded, the parallels between the situation in the
divided Korea and Germany were only too obvious.* Still, Germany faced five years of
negotiations about rearmament, NATO membership, and sovereignty before it became a
full member of the Western Alliance 1955.

The Korean War also had a great effect on the economic situation in Germany.
The European Recovery Program, better known as the Marshall Plan,’ provided
Germany with the seed money for an economic recovery that grew very quickly as a
result of the demand for German machines and tools created in the so called “Korea
boom.” Germany’s Wirtschaftswunder [Economic Miracle] began to take shape and in
December 1950 when unemployment had dropped by 800,000 from its high of two

million.” On average a German then worked nearly fifty hours in a six day work week

3 50 Jahre Bundesrepublik Deutschland, 1952: Die Stalin Note,5 of 14, at http://koep30g.virtualave.net/;
Loth, “Was war der Kalte Krieg? Anniherung an ein unbewaltigtes Erbe,” p.7 of 9

* Deutsches Historisches Musem, “Wir sind wieder wer. Die Fiinfziger,” Katalog, Die Fifties, Teil 4,2 of 3,
at http://www.dhm.de/ausstellungen/50er/seiten/katalog5.htm

> ibid., Teil 5, 1 of 3

% Norman Friedman, The Fifty-Year War. Conflict and Strategy in the Cold War, (Annapolis, Maryland:
Naval Institute Press, 2000), 8

" Die Fifties, Teil 5, 1 of 3
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and earned a net income of DM 213,00 per month.® In the 1960s German incomes rose
by fifty percent, the work week dropped by five hours, and the two day weekend became
the norm. Home ownership rose to an all time high of 34.4 percent of the population in
1968, and 13 million Germans could afford their own cars.” This unprecedented
economic growth continued until 1966 when the German economy encountered its first
slow down. "’

After the deprivations and hard work of the 1950s, Germans became prosperous
in the 60s and had time to reflect on developments in their country. Thus, in the mid
1960s publications such “Der Spiegel” and “Die Zeit” became fora for criticism of the
republic’s seemingly plan less reconstruction of housing, unwillingness to reform the
education system, and lack of resolve in dealing with National Socialists. Towards the
end of the decade German protesters had joined their American role models in marches
against nuclear weapons and the Vietnam War."'

Meanwhile the US Army provided the security framework for Germany. US
Army forces in Germany comprised 15 percent of the total Army in 1952, 24 percent in
2

1961 during the Berlin crisis and 12 percent in 1968 while it was fighting in Vietnam."

The NATO Status of Forces Agreement of 1951' and the Bonn Conventions of 1952'

8 Axel Schildt, “Vor der Revolte: Die sechziger Jahre,” in Aus Politik und Zeitgeschichte, B22-23/2001, 7-
13, here 8; Statistisches Bundesamt, In fiinfzig Jahren Lohnsteigerungen auf das Dreizehnfache, Mitteilung
fiir die Presse, 25 May 2000.
? Schildt, “Vor der Revolte: Die sechziger Jahre,” 8
12 Schildt, “Vor der Revolte: Die sechziger Jahre,” 11
' Schildt, “Vor der Revolte: Die sechziger Jahre,” 9 and 12
2 Troop Program and Manpower Program (U) Military Personnel Strength,
(Washington, D.C.: Statistical and Accounting Branch, Office of the Adjutant General, Assistant Chief of
Staff, G-1, June, 1952, June 1961, June 1968)
13 Between the Parties to the North Atlantic Treaty Regarding the Status of Their Forces, London, 19 June
1951, at http://www.nato.int/docu/basictxt/b510619a.htm
' Convention on Relations With the Three Powers and the Federal Republic of Germany, in United States
of America, Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States. Diplomatic Papers.1952-1954.
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with the Federal Republic defined the Army’s rights on German soil and the distribution
of cost for its continued presence. Under these laws the individual soldiers and their
dependents were immune from German criminal jurisdiction, received their driver’s
licenses from US military authorities, and continued to receive tax exempt gasoline,
tobacco, coffee, and liquor rations."

The events of Berlin and Soviet successes in installing popular front governments
in Eastern Europe convinced policy makers in Washington that the US forces needed
allies for the defense of Europe. As a result, the United States, France, Great Britain,
Canada, the Low Countries, as well as Portugal, Italy, Norway, Denmark, and Iceland
founded the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in April 1949.'°

The outbreak of the Korean War in 1950 had a profound impact on the US Army
in Europe. The build-up of US forces in Western Europe and US Military Defense Aid
Programs for NATO states began the same year. Two years later the former European
Command Headquarters in Heidelberg became Headquarters, US Army, Europe
(USAREUR)."” With the end of the Korean War in 1953 tensions also began to decrease
in Europe. USAREUR divisions began to use the new Pentomic structure in 1957 and
their equipment was upgraded with the introduction of the M-48 tank, the M-59 armored

personnel carrier, and tactical nuclear weapons.

Volume VII. Germany and Austria (in two parts), (Washington, D.C.: United States Government Printing
Office, 1986)

> D.J. Hichman, The United States Army in Europe, 1953-1963, (Heidelberg, Germany: Headquarters,
United States Army, Europe, Operations Division Historical Section, 1964), 20-23

' Norman Friedman, The Fifty-Year War. Conflict and Strategy in the Cold War, (Annapolis, Maryland:
Naval Institute Press, 2000), 81-82

"7 Hans Jiirgen Schraut, “US Forces in Germany, 1945-1955,” in Simon W. Duke and Wolfgang Krieger
(eds.), US Military Forces in Europe. The Early Years, 1945-1970, (Boulder, San Francisco, Oxford:
Westview Press, 1993): 153-180, here 176-177
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The period of “thaw” ended in 1958 with the beginning Berlin Crisis. Since the
mid 1950s hundreds of thousands of East Germans voted with their feet and escaped
through Berlin to West Germany. In the summer of 1961 the GDR lost 3,000 of its
citizens per day. In order to halt the flow of refugees the Soviets took desperate measures
and closed all the border crossing points on 13 August 1961 and then began to construct
the Berlin Wall. Six days later, USAREUR dispatched the 1st Battle Group, 18th
Infantry (Reinforced) in a convoy across the East German autobahn to Berlin.
Additionally, the 3rd Armored Cavalry Regiment and other units deployed to Europe to
reinforce the forces there. Following this crisis USAREUR units received the M-113
armored personnel carrier, the M-14 rifle, the M-60 machine gun, the OV-1 fixed wing
observation aircraft, the UH-1B Huey helicopter, the M-60 tank to improve their abilities
with newer equipment and systems.'®

In the beginning 1960s economic problems due rising costs of forces in Europe
and the termination of German occupation and support cost payments led to a gold drain
from the United States to Germany. For the first time since the end of World War II, the
number of dependents allowed in Europe was ordered decreased in 1961. In addition, the
German currency was revalued so that the DM, previously at 4.2 /1.00 was lowered to 4.0
/1.00. In the United States the American commitment to the defense of Europe came
into question. Hard negotiations between the Kennedy administration and the German
government about financial compensation for the maintenance US forces in Germany
resulted in the first of many “Off Set” agreements. Under the provisions, the German

government purchased weapons from the United States at a predetermined percentage of

'8 A Brief History of the US Army Europe (USAREUR), at
http://www.cmtc.7atc.army.mil/history/usareur_history.htm
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dollars spent by the US Armed Forces in Germany. This kept the gold drain from the
United States into Germany at a minimum. '’

In 1968 the first Redeployment of Forces FROM Germany (REFORGER) took
place resulting in the removal of about 35,000 spaces from Germany. The units and
personnel withdrawn remained committed to NATO, however, and during REFORGER
I, renamed RETURN of Forces TO Germany, conducted on January 1969, over 12,000
soldiers returned to Germany for the exercise and used pre-positioned equipment. At this
time, demands for personnel for the Vietnam War in Southeast Asia also began to draw
trained soldiers from USAREUR. In many cases, experienced NCOs, junior and field
grade officers were sent to Vietnam with younger and less experienced troops sent to
USAREUR to replace them, if there were any sent at all. In 1970, USAREUR continued
to improve its firepower when it received the new M-16A1 rifle, the TOW anti-tank

weapon, the OH-58 observation helicopter and the AH-1G Cobra helicopter.*’

The Infantry Regiment, 1950

The infantry regiment of 1950 was very similar to that of the World War I1
organization. The regimental and three battalion headquarters provided the organization’s
command and control, with a colonel as regimental commander, lieutenant colonels as
battalion commanders and captains as company commanders. The Service Company and

the regimental medical company provided the regiment’s combat service support.

' Hubert Zimmermann, Why did they not go home: The GIs and the battle about their presence in the
1960s and 1970s. Paper delivered at the Conference: Gls in Germany: The Social, Military, and Political
History of the American Military Presence, 1945-2000, (Ruprecht-Karls-Universitit Heidelberg, Germany,
2000), 8-9
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Instead of the Cannon Company, there was a heavy mortar company of twelve 4.2-inch
mortars and in place of the anti-tank company was a tank company consisting of 22
tanks, five more than the armor battalion tank company.*' The above was the ideal,
however, most regiments in 1950 were under strength and not fully equipped. It was not
until June 1950 and the beginning of the Korean War that units throughout the army were
brought to strength.?

One of the most important changes in rifle company organization occurred in the
rifle squad. The squad dropped in strength from 12 to 9 with the automatic rifle
ammunition bearer and the two scouts eliminated, and the squad now contained a squad
leader, an assistant squad leader, a BAR team of two men, and five riflemen armed with
the M1, one a sniper version of the M1 rifle Added to the rifle platoon was a weapons
squad containing a light machinegun and 2.46-inch bazookas. This left three 60mm
mortars and three 57-mm. recoilless rifles in the weapons platoon.”

The battalion Heavy Weapons Company contained one heavy machine gun platoon,

an 81-mm mortar platoon and an assault platoon consisting of 75-mm recoilless rifles.**

The Pentomic Battle Group, 1960
Starting in late 1956 infantry units were reorganized from regiments to battle
groups under the Pentomic system. Two of the most significant features of this concept

were the pentagonal structure and atomic capabilities. Low-yield tactical nuclear

?! Infantry Lineage Series, 73.
2 Infantry Lineage Series, 76.
 Infantry Lineage Series, 73.
** Infantry Lineage Series, 73.
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weapons became a mainstay of the Army, and an organization based on five major
subordinate units replaced the traditional three basic elements of the triangular system.”

The battle group had a headquarters and headquarters company, a combat support
company, and five rifle companies, with its commander a colonel and company
commanders, captains. When organized for combat, the infantry battle group often had
attached tank, engineer, and artillery units.

Each rifle company contained three rifle platoons and a weapons platoon. The rifle
platoons each had three rifle squads and a weapons squad. The squad leader commanded
two teams, each consisting of a team leader and four soldiers, one carrying an automatic
rifle. Weapons squads contained two light machine guns and three 3.5 Bazookas. Each
rifle and weapons squad received a portable radio set under the 1960 TOE linking for the
first time all subordinate elements of the rifle platoon and making them immediately
responsive to the platoon leader's orders. The weapons platoon contained three 8§1-mm.
mortars and three 106-mm. recoilless rifles.

Rifle companies within the battle group were foot mobile, however augmentation
from the division transportation battalion’s armored personnel companies or the light
truck company provided the high degree of mobility required of Pentomic units.

The heavy mortar, assault weapons, reconnaissance and radar platoons were
located in the battle group’s combat support company. The heavy mortar platoon
contained four 4.2-inch mortars, while the assault weapons platoon contained the first

operational infantry guided missile, the French-manufactured SS10. The radar section's

* Infantry Lineage Series, 88.
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two medium-range and five short-range radar sets provided greatly increased ground
surveillance capability.”®

In 1960, the new M14 rifle replaced the venerable M1. The M14 was almost a
pound lighter than its predecessor and held a 20-round magazine instead of the Ml's eight
round clip. It fired the 7.62-mm. NATO cartridge and a selector for automatic or semi-
automatic fire increased the M 14's versatility and enabled it to serve as a replacement not
only for the M 1, but also for the carbine, the submachine gun and, when used in
automatic mode with a bipod, for the much heavier BAR.>” The M60 was adopted at
about the same time as a replacement for both the heavy water-cooled and the light air-
cooled Browning .30-caliber machine guns. Firing the same round as the M14 at a rate of
600 rounds per minute, it weighed only twenty-three pounds, and soldiers could fire it

from the tripod, the attached bipod, the shoulder or the hip.**

The Infantry Battalion, 1966

The infantry battalion of 1966 was closer in organization to the pre-Pentomic
battalion than that of the battle group, although it was more tactically self-sufficient and
had a greater degree of independence than its predecessors organic to the infantry
regiment. It was organized into a headquarters and Headquarters Company and three
rifle companies instead of the five in a battle group. The battalion commander was a

lieutenant colonel and the company commanders, captains. Communications between

% Infantry Lineage Series, 89-92,
27 Infantry, 94
28 Infantry, 94.
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units greatly increased with radios almost tripling from 66 in the battle group to 176 in
the infantry battalion.”

There was no separate heavy weapons company; and the platoons once in the
heavy weapons and combat support companies were included within the Headquarters
Company. Combat platoons included the heavy mortar platoon, reconnaissance platoon,
anti-tank platoon now with the ENTAC (ENgin-Teleguide Anti-Char) a French-
manufactured wire-guided missile with a range of 2,000 meters, an air defense section
equipped with the new Redeye shoulder launched heat seeking anti-aircraft missile, and
ground defense surveillance radar platoon.*® The battalion could be augmented with the
Davy Crockett tactical nuclear weapons system, designed principally for use against
massed enemy forces. Should nuclear release authority be given, the battalion
commander had four low-yield nuclear weapons under his direct control and the
capability of initiating a nuclear fire mission within minutes.”' Logistically, the company
mess teams were consolidated for the first time into a battalion mess section.>

Each rifle company contained three rifle platoons and a weapons platoon. The
rifle platoon consisted of three rifle squads and a weapons squad; and. the weapons
platoon had a mortar and an antitank section.”

The rifle squad contained ten men, smaller by one than the eleven-man Pentomic

squad. It consisted of a squad leader, an extra rifleman and two 4-man fire teams with

each containing a team leader carrying an M 14, an automatic rifleman with an automatic

» Infantry, 105
30 Infantry, 103
3! Infantry, 103, 114.
32 Infantry, 102
33 Infantry, 102
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MI14E2, a rifleman with an M 14, and a grenadier armed with the new M79 Grenade
Launcher that fired a 40mm high explosive fragmentation projectile approximately 400
meters.>* The squad leader had the same combat systems as the company commander;
where the company had mortars, the squad leaders had the M79; for direct fire the
company had the M60 machine gun and the squad the automatic M14; for maneuver the
company has platoons, and the squad fire teams. The 90-mm. recoilless rifle replaced the
3.5-inch rocket launcher in the rifle platoon’s weapons squad and the new M72 Light
Antitank Weapon (LAW), weighing just 4.75 pounds with an effective range of 200
meters and capable of penetrating armor of the heaviest known tank, was designated to
replace the 3.5-inch rocket launcher in other organizations.”

The weapons platoon contained the three-gun 8 lmm mortar section and four 106mm
recoilless rifles within the anti-tank platoon, which were to be replaced by the TOW
(Tube-Launched-Optical Guided Weapon) when it entered service.

The M-16 rifle was standardized for general Army distribution in mid-1967,
although the M14 rifle continued to be used by most infantrymen stationed outside of
Vietnam. It fired a 5.56-mm. (.223-caliber) round at a muzzle velocity of approximately
3,150 feet per second and an average cyclic rate of fire of 750 rounds per minute. The
rifle’s firing weight was only 7.6 pounds including a shoulder sling and a fully loaded 20-

.36
round magazine.

** Infantry, 102-03
3 Infantry, 103
36 Infantry, 118
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The Mechanized Infantry Battalion, 1966

The mechanized infantry battalion was organized similar to that of the infantry
battalion except that it was 100 percent mobile and had high cross-country mobility.
When suitably reinforced the battalion provided a highly mobile force capable of
operating both in conventional and nuclear environments. The M577 armored command
vehicles in the battalion headquarters, M 114 armored reconnaissance vehicles in the
recon platoon and M113 armored personnel carriers in various configurations in the rifle
and weapons platoons provided light armor protection to the command and control and
combat elements. With increased mobility, radio communication was essential and the
TOKE called for double the number of radios within the battalion than there was in a
dismounted infantry battalion.”’

As in the dismounted company, each mechanized rifle company contained three
rifle platoons and a weapons platoon mounted in M 113 vehicles. The mechanized
infantry rifle squad had eleven men, allowing the same type squad battle drills as that of

the dismounted infantry while the driver remained with the armored personnel carriers.*®

The Peacetime Draft

Over 10,000,000 men were inducted from 1940 until 1947—when the selective
service act expired after extensions by Congress. What followed was a period of fifteen
months with the selective service act out of existence. During this time the manpower of
the Armed Forces fell dangerously below authorized strength. Since voluntary

recruitment had failed to fill the necessary manpower requirements a new Selective

3" TOE 8-45G, Mechanized Infantry Battalion, 1966; Infantry, 106.
* Infantry, 106
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Service Act was passed in 1948. It required that all men between 18 and 26 register and
made men from 19 to 26 liable for induction for 21 months' service, which would be
followed by 5 years of reserve duty. When the Korean War broke out, the 1948 law was
replaced by the Universal Military Training and Service Act in 1951, which extended the
length of service to 24 months and reduced the minimum age to 18 1/2 years.”

At the time of his registration with a local board of the selective service system, a
young man generally prepared and submitted a classification questionnaire containing
detailed information about him. Based on these data the board determined his status with
selective service and classified him accordingly. Class I-A, available for military service,
was considered the highest and Class V-A, registrant over the age of liability for military
service, the lowest. Classes II, 111, and IV were for men who were exempted for reasons
such their rare civilian occupation, number of dependents, or military service in World
War II. Those who failed either the Armed Forces mental test or were disqualified for
medical reasons were classed ass IV-F. Thus out of 12,000,000 men registered by June
1951 the portion from which inductees would come was rather limited. After subtraction
of all exemptions and rejections the pool of those available for service amounted to
1,100,000 of which 617, 667 were inducted.*

The next step after registration was a national lottery based on birthdays. It
determined the order in which registered men were called up by Selective Service. The

first to be called, in a sequence determined by the lottery, were men whose 20th birthday

FSelective Service under the 1948 Act Extended July 9, 1950 - June 19, 1951, (Washington, D.C.: US
Government Printing Office, 1953), 3; Selective Service at
http://www.factmonster.com/ce6/history/A0844347 .html.
40 Selective Service under the 1948 Act Extended July 9, 1950 - June 19, 1951, 39 and 66-67; Annual
Report of the Director of Selective Service for the Fiscal Year 1951 to the Congress of the United States
pursuant to the Universal Military Training and Service Act as Amended, (Washington, D.C.: United States
Government Printing Office, January 3, 1952), 17
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fell during that year, followed, if needed, by those aged 21, 22, 23, 24 and 25. 18-year-
olds and those turning 19 would probably not be drafted. Registrants with low lottery
numbers were ordered to report for a physical, mental, and moral evaluation at a Military
Entrance Processing Station to determine whether they were fit for military service. Once
he was notified of the results of the evaluation, a registrant had ten days to file a claim for
: 41
exemption, postponement, or deferment.
Our composite soldier, Frank Connor, was born in June 1930 in Pittsburgh,

Pennsylvania. He registered shortly after his eighteenth birthday in June 1948.*

FRANK’S STORY

Basic Training

Frank graduated from high school in 1948 and was the younger of two children.*
His father worked for one of the steel mills in Pittsburgh but for recent graduates work
was scarce.*® After a year of earning some money in odd jobs, Frank enrolled in a
college in the fall of 1949. He had finished his freshman year when he dropped out for

lack of money and spent the summer working at an electrical manufacturing plant.*> That

4 Agency History and Records, Background at http://www.sss.gov/backgr.htm
* Selective Service under the 1948 Act Extended July 9, 1950 - June 19, 1951, 184; In 1950 more than
600,000 young men from Pennsylvania followed Frank’s example. Among the fifty states plus Puerto Rico
and the Virgin Islands, only New York, including New York City, registered more young men.
#1950 County Level Census Data, Allegheny County, Pennsylvania at http:/fisher.lib.virginia.edu/cgi-
local/censusbin/census/cen.pl
H“ Philip Jenkins, “Chapter 7: The Postindustrial Age: 1950-2000,” 1-7, here 1, in Randall M. Miller and
William Pencak (eds.), Pennsylvania: A History of the Commonwealth at
http://www.psupress.org/samplechapters/justataste_miller-pencak.html
* ibid.; In Pittsburgh heavy electrical manufacturing firms such as General Electric and Westinghouse but
also US Steel’s business benefited from defense contracts in 1950.
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fall he was called up by Selective Service and together with 3,686 fellow Pennsylvanians
inducted into the Army in October 1950.*°

Like many of the young men he met at the Military Entrance Processing Station,
Frank was convinced that he would be sent to Korea. He imagined that the Army needed
the new draftees to fill the ranks at the front, just as in his uncle’s stories about the draft
for World War II. After taking the Armed Forces Qualification Test, Frank lined up with
the others waiting for the medical examination to begin. He picked up an old issue of a
recruiting magazine, “Life of the Soldier and the Airman,” and began reading about the
life of a soldier in Europe. He learned about the occupation mission of the Army and the
training in the European Command. The second half of the article was devoted to
education and recreation programs for soldiers. Frank was particularly impressed by the
pictures of soldiers on the slopes of Garmisch-Patenkirchen.*’ Intrigued, Frank continued
to read articles in other issues that lay on the table. He identified with a young man his
own age whose experiences an article chronicled from recruitment through basic training.
It seemed to Frank that the Army paid very close attention to an individual’s skills and
potential in order to give him an assignment that was best for the Army and for himself.
He was also encouraged to learn that the Army wanted its soldiers to attend service
schools to develop their skills further or teach them new ones.* The last article he
finished before he was called up, was a vivid description of “the life of Riley” soldiers in

Europe enjoyed with the opportunities for travel, sports and shopping the Army provided

4 Selective Service under the 1948 Act Extended July 9, 1950 - June 19, 1951, 246
7 Corporal Gerald L. Holtman, “Soldier Life in Europe,” in Life of the Soldier and the Airman, January
1949, Volume XXXI, Number 1, 11-14, here 14
* Sergeant James T. Reynolds, “The Making of a Soldier,” in Life of the Soldier and the Airman, April
1950, Volume XXXII, Number 4, 2-7 here 2-3
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for them.* After being poked and prodded, he had his turn talking with the Army
psychiatrist, who asked him a series of general questions that seemingly went nowhere.
He and a many of the other young men passed the physical and were declared eligible to
enter the Service and were ordered to gather in a room for the swearing in ceremony. An
officer stood in front of the group, raised his right hand and administered the Oath of
Allegiance:

I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will bear true faith and allegiance to the

United States of America; that I will serve them honestly and faithfully against all

enemies whomsoever; and that I will obey the orders of the President of the

United States, and the orders of the officers appointed over me, according to the

regulations and the Uniform Code of Military Justice.™
They then received their travel orders and were told to settle their affairs and to report to
the induction station one week later.”'

Frank was headed for a fourteen week basic training period at Fort Dix, New
Jersey. At the camp reception center, Frank and the other draftees took their bedding and
proceeded to their barracks. After buzz haircuts removed the fashionable “flat tops™? or
longer hair on top of the heads of many of the draftees, they were marched to the Post
Exchange to buy toiletries from the ten dollar partial pay they had received.” Frank and
the others spent the rest of the first week on orientation; with personal interviews for

classification purposes; more medical and physical examinations and the ever present

shots; issue and fitting of uniforms and equipment; filling out the required paperwork;

* Sergeant First Class Walter W. Dowling, “The Life of Riley,” in Life of the Soldier and the Airman,
September 1950, Volume XXXII, Number 9, 10-12
%0 The Noncom’s Guide. An encyclopedia of information for all noncommissioned officers of the United
States Army, Twelfth Edition, (Harrisburg, Pennsylvania: The Military Service Publishing Company,
January 1957), 51
3! Agency History and Records, Background at http://www.sss.gov/backgr.htm
32 Fashions of the Fifties - The Ducktail at http://www.fiftiesweb.com/fashion/fashion-wh.htm
>3 Reynolds, “The Making of a Soldier,” 4

17
The American Soldier in Germany 1951-1969
Rush and Adams



and taking more tests.>* At the end of the week, Frank was told that he would be an
infantryman in a rifle company. When he inquired about his test scores he was told that
he did well but not the exact scores.’

At the beginning of the second week, Frank and the other new arrivals moved
from the reception camp to their training company. Here he met his drill sergeants or
non-commissioned officers (NCOs) for the first time. The NCOs lined up the new
soldiers yelling at each of them in turn. Finally, they herded the newcomers to their
barracks to unpack and make their bunks. This was the beginning of the process that
turned a civilian into a soldier subordinated to the organizational good.*®

Then the training began. A typical day began at 0500 with a blow from a whistle.
Frank and his squadmates would quickly make their bunks, clean the immediate area, and
report to morning roll call formation. After breakfast, they would march off for the day’s
activities, which might include the rifle range or running an obstacle course. Training
continued after lunch in the field followed by a brisk march back to the barracks for
dinner. Before lights out at 2200, everybody had to clean their new M1 rifle and
equipment, polish their boots, and do some class work.”’

Frank recalled one particular incident when he and the others learned how to load

the clip fed M1 rifle. The sergeant described and demonstrated the proper procedures,

> Reynolds, “The Making of a Soldier,” 4
> For average scores of enlisted personnel starting in 1952 cf. Enlisted Demographics based on Army
Progress Report, Troop Program and Manpower Program (U) Military Personnel Strength, (Washington,
D.C.: Statistical and Accounting Branch, Office of the Adjutant General, Assistant Chief of Staff, G-1,
June, 1952, June 1961, June 1968, (unpublished, in possession of Robert S. Rush, Stafford, Virginia).
*® Harry Puncec, “Coming of Age in the Army. The bloodcurdling story of how a young man cursed with
all the defects and burdens of teenagehood managed, thanks to the US Army and at the cost of only a few
years and couple of damaged body parts, to reach adulthood,” (unpublished, undated, in possession of
Robert S. Rush, Stafford, Virginia), 5
*7 Puncec, “Coming of Age in the Army,” 6
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and then watched as Frank and the others practiced loading and unloading their rifles.
The rifle was a right handed weapon with a small extension on the bolt that he had to
push back to open the chamber. He quickly understood that the trick was to push a clip
into the chamber with the thumb of his right hand while the edge of his palm held the bolt
open. When the clip was fully inserted the bolt automatically released. The first time
Frank tried it he did not hold the spring loaded bolt open firmly so that it snapped shut
catching his thumb. His NCO explained that “M1 Thumb” was a common affliction
among rookies.”® Frank did not forget that painful lesson.

About seventy five percent of the basic training time was devoted to combat skills
and weapons instruction. The remainder of the time, about sixteen percent, was spent on
topics ranging from first aid to intelligence training. Only about nine percent of the time

was left for studying academic subjects.”

The 22d Infantry Regiment

One week before basic training’s end Private Connor and others in his company
found out they were being assigned to the 4™ Division at Fort Benning, Georgia. In
December 1950, after processing through the division replacement company he found
himself assigned to Company E, 22d Infantry. As a response to the outbreak of the
Korean War the Army decided to deploy four divisions to join the 1** Infantry Division
in Germany, and the 4™ was one of them. He and the other draftees with him were

ecstatic that the division was slated for duty in Germany instead of Korea.

38 Robert s. Rush, US Infantryman in World War II (3) European Theater of Operations 1944-45, (Oxford:
Osprey Publishing Ltd., 2002), 19 ; Puncec, “Coming of Age in the Army,” 6-7
% Master Sergeant Frank W. Penniman, “Training pays off!” in Life of the Soldier and the Airman,
September 1951, Volume XXXIII, Number 9, 10-13 herel0
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Frank’s company officers and NCOs had recently arrived to serve as cadre from the
16™ Infantry Regiment, 1* Infantry Division, stationed in Germany.®® He noticed right
away that his new NCOs treated him and the other soldiers in his company better than he
had been treated in basic training. The NCOs made an effort to get to know their
soldiers, find out about their families and from where they came. In return they told
stories about themselves and about their life in Germany. Everybody in Frank’s company
and during breaks in training asked many questions about Germany: how the food tasted;
what the cities looked like; and if German women were as good looking as American
women. For the most part, the NCOs answered good naturedly, however, when it seemed
the young soldiers were using their questions to get out of doing something, the Noncoms
put their foot down.

For the next five months, Frank and his fellow Company E recruits underwent
advanced training. The weather was very rainy but the temperatures mild which was a
big change for Frank who was used to the harsh and snowy Pennsylvania winters. His
company trained for combat, with proficiency and tactical tests every month that
progressed from platoon through battalion level—with the requirement to pass each
phase before progressing to the next. Included at platoon level were proficiency tests
based on the directives for tactical training in FM 7-10 Rifle Company that evaluated
security on the march, the approach march, security during halts, tactical march, security
in defense, attack as support, continuation of attack, hasty occupation of defensive

positions, defense, defense as support, relief of front line platoons, daylight withdrawal,

5 Command and Unit Historical Report 16" Infantry Regiment 1950, 18, in 301 INF (16), C/U Historical
Reports, 16™ Infantry Regiment, 1* Infantry Division, 1950, Box 2355, RG 407
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night attack, night patrol, and attack in woods; all logically sequenced into a scenario.’'
Long road marches broke up the series of exercises. Soldiers went without sleep and men
became proficient in weapons manipulation and maneuver. With each stay in the field,
Frank and the others learned more about basic survival in the field, as well as the tactics

they were practicing.”

GERMANY - FRONTLINE OF THE COLD WAR, 1951-1955
Housing and Training

In April of 1951 the 4™ Division received orders to move to Europe® and departed in
the beginning of May from Fort Benning for New York Port of Embarkation, Staten
Island, and from there sailed overseas to Germany.64 Private first class Connor was
among a vanguard of more than 1,300 officers and men to disembark at Bremerhaven,
Germany, on 27 May. Trains then took them through still leveled towns and cities® to
their temporary home in Ledward Barracks in Schweinfurt, once named Panzer Kaserne
(tank caserne).®®

The active training schedule for the regiment kept Frank and his squadmates moving

back and forth between their home stations and Grafenwohr Training Center and

S'Rush, US Infantryman in World W ar II (3) European Theater of Operations 1944-45,22 ; FM 7-10,
Department of the Army, October 1949, Chapter 2 Tactical Movements, 24-29 and 32-40; Chapter 7 Rifle
Company, Offensive Combat, 182-262; Chapter 8 Rifle Company, Defensive Combat, 263-335. The
advanced training Frank and his squadmates underwent in 1950-51 was essentially the same that prepared
soldiers for combat in World War II.
82 Rush, US Infantryman in World War II (3) European Theater of Operations 1944-45, 22
6 “Fourth Infantry Division ordered to Europe,” The Los Angeles Evening Herald & Express, April 11,
1951 cited in Robert O. Babcock (ed.), War Stories. Utah Beach to Pleiku. 4" Infantry Division. WWII,
Cold War, Vietnam, (Baton Rouge, Louisiana: Saint John’s Press, 2001), 444
64 «Source says Order is due in 48 hours,” Sun and The Evening Sun, Fort Benning, GA, May 7, 1951 cited
in Babcock, War Stories. Utah Beach to Pleiku, 444
5 James A. Jamison, “To be Free is not Cheap,” in Babcock, War Stories. Utah Beach to Pleiku, 450
5 4™ Infantry Division. Occupation of Germany, (European Command, 1952), np.
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Wildflecken on an almost monthly basis. In the first half of the year their training
concentrated on platoon, company, and battalion field problems on the one hand, and
small arms firing on the other. Frank was becoming quite proficient at using his weapon
but had to wait until the December for his individual proficiency test because
Schweinfurt lacked a firing range.®’

In late February Frank participated in “Exercise Leapyear”®

together with his whole
regiment. On the third day of the exercise Frank’s company had to execute a night
withdrawal. Frank’s rifle squad was the covering force in his platoon’s defense area. He
and his squadmates spent the better part of the day scouting the area to look for places
from where they could cover the most likely enemy approach to their platoon’s area. By
early evening the wooded area where the exercise took place was completely dark. The
platoon leader gave the withdrawal order at a predetermined time and the units began
moving to the rear with Frank’s remaining in place. Being from Pennsylvania, Frank was
certainly used to the cold and snow but he had never spent a long winter’s night in a fox
hole in a densely wooded forest before. Tired and exhausted from trying to stay warm he
and his squadmates were relieved to receive orders in the dark early morning hours to
withdraw.”

On the whole Frank’s company performed well during the exercise, however, but a

few soldiers got frostbite of their feet because they had worn two pairs of ski socks in

their boots, making the boots to tight and cutting off circulation.”’ Two days later his

7 Command Report 22d Infantry, 1 January 1952 to 31 December 1952, 7-9
68 Command Report 22d Infantry, 1 January 1952 to 31 December 1952, 7
69 Retrograde Movement Scenario based on FM 7-10, Chapter 8, Rifle Company, Defensive Combat, 334.
Night Withdrawal to 341. Withdrawal of Covering Force At Night, 327-332
" Command Report 22d Infantry, 1 January 1952 to 31 December 1952, 7
22
The American Soldier in Germany 1951-1969
Rush and Adams



platoon sergeant scheduled an afternoon class in cold weather indoctrination.”' Frank,
who was now a private first class, knew that squad leader, in particular, had to take care
of his soldiers and that these cases of frostbite proved that he had not ensured that his
men wear their boots properly. As a result the squad leader found himself demoted to
private but with a freeze on promotions for qualified enlisted men in effect, no one was
promoted in his place. Instead the company commander appointed a private first class as
acting sergeant or “acting Jack.””?

The outstanding event for Frank and the other men during the spring training phase
was an exercise in air transportability. He like most of his squadmates had never taken a
plane ride before. Though he was not easy with the idea of flying, especially with some
of the company’s vehicles on board, he was amazed at the speed and efficiency with
which his whole company was moved over a distance of three hundred miles.”

Frank and the other men from Company E liked their quarters. The barracks had all
the amenities of modern life such indoor plumbing and, in the rebuilt part, central
heating. The following spring, however, the 22d received orders to move to a new
permanent station. Frank and his company were sorry to leave their barracks and
wondered what awaited them in Giessen. They soon found out that their permanent

kaserne in Kirch-Goens was still under construction and that the three battalions had to

" AG 353 GOT-AGO, Headquarters United States Army, Europe to Distribution, Subject: Cold Weather
Indoctrination, Instructor’s Guide, 21 October 1952, V Corps Decimal System, NREK 338-60AA860, Box
34, RG 338
> Command Report Headquarters, EUCOM/USAREUR 1952, (Karlsruhe, Germany: Historical Division,
United States Army, Europe, 1952), 68; Handbook and Manual for the Noncommissioned Olfficer,
(Washington, D.C.: Combat Forces Press, 1952), 113; Acting NCOs had the same authority and
responsibility as other NCOs but were not entitled to the pay and allowances of the acting grade to which
they were appointed by the company commander. NCO understrength in combat units in Europe was a very
serious problem in 1952. The 4™ Infantry Division had the largest shortage of all units in Germany with 27
percent; Acting NCOs had the same authority and responsibility as other NCOs but were not entitled to the
pay and allowances of the acting grade to which they were appointed by the company commander.
3 Command Report 22d Infantry, 1 January 1952 to 31 December 1952, 7
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move to three different locations; 1* Battalion into a tent city near GieBen; 3" Battalion
to Wildflecken; and 2d Battalion into Schloss Kaserne in Butzbach, a castle built in the
17" century that had been a displaced persons camp until recenﬂy.74

Company E arrived at their new home on 18 June and felt lucky that they had a real
roof over their heads instead of tent canvas. The tent city, officially named Pendleton
Camp, turned into a field of mud every time it rained. Whenever Frank met soldiers from
the 1*' Battalion in town they made no secret out of the way the felt about division
commander’s decision to delay winterization of the tent city because he expected the
barracks near Kirch-Goens to be finished by 1 December. It was only in the end of
October that he gave up hope moving the regiment and ordered winterizing the tent city
as fast as possible with gravel, lumber, and lighting equipment.” In order to finish before
temperatures dropped too low and snow set in, every soldier who was not away on
training exercises or in the regiment’s defensive positions had to work in the tent city.
Work was also interrupted when the different companies rotated between garrison and
their tactical readiness positions. As it turned out, construction on the new barracks,
named Ayers Kaserne and known as the Rock, finished in spring of 1953, when Frank’s
regiment finally moved in.

Training at Ayers Kaserne followed the same pattern as it did in Schweinfurt.

While the regiment’s units for their major training activities moved back and forth
between the Grafenwdhr and Wildflecken training areas and Ayers, much of the small

unit training occurred at home station. A typical training week kept Frank’s company

™ 304-INF (22), Command Report 22d Infantry, 1 January 1952 to 31 December 1952, 1, 4™ Infantry
Division Command Reports, 1949-1954,United States Army Adjutant General, 3117, 3105, RG 407,
Schloss Kaserne — Butzbach at http://www.3ad.net/kasernen/ayers_schloss_kaserne/schloss_history 1.htm
7 Command Report 22d Infantry, 1 January 1952 to 31 December 1952, 11
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busy with forty-seven hours of primary training.”® Their training began at 0730 with
elementary map reading, preliminary rifle and carbine instruction, land mines and
demolition instruction, or care and maintenance of equipment and that took up most of
the morning. Every afternoon except on Saturdays and Sundays, Frank and his
squadmates had to practice one half hour of dismounted drill”” and had one hour of
physical training. Generally their day ended at 1700 with a Retreat Ceremony.”® On
Thursdays they were usually in the field and trained at platoon level.

One Thursday, they practiced platoon in the defense, where as part of the front
line their mission was to stop the enemy in front of their position. Frank and the others in
his squad were familiar with their tasks. They prepared defensive positions in
anticipation of an enemy attack with their platoon leader selecting positions for the
squads and the squad leaders designating the specific locations for the soldiers fox holes,
each about ten yards apart. Frank laid down behind his designated position to make sure
that he had good location and fields of fire.” Having dug numerous fox holes in varying
terrain, Frank ruefully considered himself a soils specialist as did every other
infantryman. That night they had supper in the field and then road marched back to their
barracks. Since they came in after 2200 and then had to clean weapons and equipment,

everyone was allowed to sleep in until 1000 the next morning.*

7® Command Report 22d Infantry, 1 January 1952 to 31 December 1952, Inclosure I, Unit Training
Schedule (Sample) “J” Company, 22d Infantry, Week 6 October — 11 October.
" FM 22-5 Leadership Courtesy and Drill, (Washington, D.C.: War Department, Government Printing
Office, 1946), paragraphs 68-72, 78-80
8 FM 22-5, par. 211, 204-205; This formation was practice for ceremonial regimental parades.
" EM 7-10, par. 77-82, 85-91
% Command Report 22d Infantry, 1 January 1952 to 31 December 1952, Inclosure I, Unit Training
Schedule (Sample) “J” Company, 22d Infantry, Week 6 October — 11 October.
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Alerts also became routine for Frank and his companions. A minimum of once a
month, the sirens sounded and soldiers spilled out of their bunks and in from a Gasthaus
located across the street from the kaserne. With a two hour time limit to clear the
kaserne, everyone hurriedly donned their uniforms, battle dress, drew their weapons and
platoon equipment. They then stood in formation until the trucks arrived and then drove
out to their local deployment area.”'

For Frank his first full year in Germany was one of those pivotal years when he made
decisions that determined the direction for the rest of his life. The move in June from
beautiful Ledward Barracks to draughty Schloss Kaserne was only a small episode in a
year filled with training, field exercises, weapons qualification tests, deciding to extend
for a year, and meeting his future wife.

By mid 1952 US troops in Germany consisted of sixty percent non-Regular Army
personnel and the 21-month draftees began leaving Germany®* which resulted in
increased turnover of personnel and spiraling training costs. In response the V Corps
Headquarters ordered all units to make “an all out effort” to reenlist soldiers.® In an
effort to retain trained personnel, commanders offered that Enlisted Reserve Corps and
National Guard enlisted personnel who had reserve obligations might discharge of these
if they completed twenty-one months of active service plus one more consecutive year of

voluntary service, or a total of thirty-three months.** Frank took advantage of this

¥ Command Report 22d Infantry, 1 January 1952 to 31 December 1952, 6 and 12
82 Command Report Headquarters, EUCOM/USAREUR 1952, 65
8 AG 340 ASEAG-RA, Leon J. Gund, Lieutenant Colonel, Assistant Adjutant General to Commanding
General, V Corps, Subject: Recruiting Eligibles for Campaign 1 January-30 June 1952, 28 January 1952, in
V Corps Decimal System, NREK 338-60AA860, Box 34, RG 338
 Command Report Headquarters, EUCOM/USAREUR , 65 and77
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opportunity and extended for one year and with two years service was promoted to
corporal.85

The uniforms and equipment Corporal Connor wore had not changed since World
War II. His dress uniform was the M-1943 cold weather clothing ensemble. That was
the technical name for the olive-drab World War II combat uniform featuring the so
called “Eisenhower” or “Ike” jacket that General of the Army Dwight D. Eisenhower first
wore when he was Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Forces. The Army adopted the
hip-length jacket modeled on the British battle dress jackets to give the combat uniform a
semidress appearance for garrison wear.* Required to wear a uniform in off-duty hours,
Frank and many of the other men regarded the “Ike” jacket as their dress uniform coat
and asked the tailor cut it to fit snugly *" He and his squadmates liked their uniform
jackets better this way and their German tailors happily cut them tightly saving the left
over cloth for themselves. Frank paid the tailor out of his clothing allowance which was
about five dollars a month when he heard a rumor that the commanding general of V
Corps had ordered unit commanders to enforce regulations and make sure that soldiers
bought a new uniform if theirs was too tight fitting. A short while later his squad leader

inspected Frank’s and the others’ uniforms and almost everybody had to go back to the

tailor to order new jackets; this time cut loose fitting.*® Beginning in July 1953 the Army

% The Noncom’s Guide, 112; Company of comparable unit commanders can promote to grades E-3 and E-
4.
% Stephen J. Kennedy and Alice F. Park, “Technical Report 68-41 CM. The Army Green Uniform”, Series:
C&OM-43, Natick, Massachusetts 01760, Clothing and Organic Materials Laboratory, US Army Natick
Laboratories, March 1968, 4
87 Kennedy and Park, “Technical Report 68-41 CM. The Army Green Uniform”, 4; The soldiers’ habit of
having the jacket fitted snugly ran counter to Army Regulation 600-35 stipulating that it had to fit over
chest and shoulders with sufficient fullness because it was supposed to be worn as an insulating layer over
several underlayers.
88 Commanders Conference, V Corps, 9 April 1952, 5, V Corps Decimals 1952, Box 33, RG 338
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added blue accessories to the infantryman’s uniform in recognition of soldiers’ completed
advanced individual and group training. Every soldier in Frank’s unit received a set of
blue plastic discs to go behind his collar insignia, a blue cord to go under his right
shoulder, and a blue scarf.*” While putting them on, one of the men jokingly said that
they now looked good enough to work as bell hops in a hotel.

In 1952 black soldiers from the 3-22 joined Frank’s company after the all black 3™
Battalion had been broken up.”® One of the new men was an NCO. With the new men
Frank’s company now had 133 white and five black soldiers.”’ While working together
during duty hours was at first awkward but mainly without incident, Frank and his
squadmates avoided contact with the black soldiers during off-duty hours. The black
soldiers also seemed to prefer the company of other blacks. Thus while units were
integrated within the confines of the caserne or on exercises, segregation continued off
base. Frank and his buddies knew which of the local pubs were considered “black” and

only went to the ones that were “white.””

“Getting Hitched “

One Saturday in the fall Frank and his buddy were listening to the announcement of

a dance in Butzbach on the Armed Forces Network (AFN).” Since they had weekend

% «Something Blue’s Been Added,” in Life of the Soldier and the Airman, July 1953, Volume XXXV,
Number 7, 17
% Command Report 22d Infantry, 1 January 1952 to 31 December 1952, 1 and 4
o' 4™ Infantry Division. Occupation of Germany, (European Command, 1952), np.; Picture of Company E
taken in 1952 shows 133 white and five black soldiers.
%2 Maria H6hn, Jim Crow in the Heimat: German and American Racism in 1950s West Germany. Paper
delivered at the Conference: GIs in Germany: The Social, Military, and Political History of the American
Military Presence, 1945-2000, (Ruprecht-Karls-Universitdt Heidelberg, Germany, 2000), 7
% Armed Forces Network, Europe, Us Army, Europe, AFN History (1945-1983), 7 of 18, at
http://www.usarmygermany.com/Units/AFNEurope/USAREUR AFNEurope.htm.
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passes and his buddy owned a car’ they decided to drive through the town before going
to the dance. On their drive they saw three German women walking in the same
direction. They stopped the car and invited the women to go to the dance with them.
One of the women was Gisela Kruse who became Frank’s wife the following year.”
Gisela was born in Butzbach in 1926 as the older of two daughters.”® Her father
worked as a brick layer”’ in a local construction business. Gisela attended eight years of

98
school

from 1932 until 1940. She grew up like so many of her contemporaries
participating in Nazi youth activities and joining Nazi youth organizations. At age ten
she joined Jungmddelbund [a Nazi organization for young girls ages ten through
thirteen] that prepared girls for the Bund Deutscher Mddel (BDM) [League of German

Girls].”” She enjoyed traveling, hiking, and learning how to take care of children and a

household. She had many friends in her Mddelschaft [girl’s group] that had 15 girls from

% In 1952 a single private first class with two years of service stationed overseas had an average income of
$ 108,37 dollars per month. At an exchange rate of DM 4.2 to the dollar he earned 455,15 DM and was
well able to afford a car. Based on Monthly Basic Pay and Allowances at
http://www.dfas.mil/money/milpay/priorpay/.
% Typical meeting of American soldiers and German females as described by Bill Seyboth, North Troy,
NY, Company L, 4™ Battalion, 22d Infantry Regiment, “A ‘Warm’ Cold War Story,” in Babcock, War
Stories. Utah Beach to Pleiku, 449
% Berger, Universitit Rostock, Materialien zur Vorlesung “Sozialstruktur der Bundesrepublik
Deutschland,” Bevolkerung nach Haushaltsgroe 1900 bis 1982; In 1950 32.3 percent of all household had
four or more members.
97 Johann Handl, “Hat sich die berufliche Wertigkeit der Bildungsabschliisse in der achtziger Jahren
verrringert?” in Kolner Zeitschrift fiir Soziologie und Sozialpsychologie, Jahrgang 48, Heft 2, 256; About
34 percent of males born between 1920 to 1922 worked as skilled laborers in Germany. The number
skilled workers among males born around 1900 might have been slightly lower but would still represent the
largest number in the distribution of trades;.
%8 Schiiler in allgemeinbildenden Schulen 1911 bis 1985, in Prof. Dr. Peter A. Berger, Universitdt Rostock,
Materialien zur Vorlesung “Sozialstruktur der Bundesrepublik Deutschland,” at http://www.soziologie.uni-
rostock.de/berger/sozialstruktur vorl/sozialstruktur vorl.htm; Between 1931/32 and 1951 nearly eighty
eight percent of all German students went to Hauptschulen [main schools] for eight years. Only twelve
percent attended either ten years in Mittelschule [middle school], a technically oriented school that
graduated future white collar employees, or thirteen years of Gymnasium [high school], where students
received Abitur [university entrance eam]. Schiiler in allgemeinbildenden Schulen 1911 bis 1985
% Der Bund Deutscher Midel (BDM), 1 of 4, at
http://www.dhm.de/lemo/html/nazi/innenpolitik/bdm/index.html; Starting in December 1936
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her neighborhood as members. When the war moved closer to Germany her BDM group
worked for a while in the German armament factory.'®”’

In the years since the end of the war Gisela worked at first a few hours every day and
then full time in a bakery in order to contribute to her family’s income. She, like many
women her age had not learned a trade because she expected to marry and have a
husband who would be the breadwinner.'”! German women of Gisela’s age, however,
had a difficult time finding a man of suitable age because women outnumbered German
men by twenty five percent.'®

When Frank and Gisela'”® became engaged in spring 1953, they were one of the first
couples to benefit from USAREUR’s morale boosting policy change that allowed
soldiers with at least eight months of service in Europe to marry German nationals.
Almost as important was USAREUR’s directive authorizing off-duty personnel to wear

civilian clothing.'®*

Now the newly engaged couple felt free to enjoy their short trips into
neighboring Bad Nauheim or the Hochtaunus on Frank’s new Vespa motor scooter just
like any other couple.

But even though rules were somewhat relaxed, Frank and Gisela still had to obtain a

105

marriage permit from the USAREUR commander. ™ The first step on that lengthy road

to permission was for him to notify his squad leader that he intended to marry a German

1% Dr. Bernd Kleinhans, “BDM — Bund Deutscher Midel,” p.3 of 4, at http://www.shoa.de/bdm.html.
%" Handl, “Hat sich die berufliche Wertigkeit der Bildungsabschliisse in der achtziger Jahren verrringert?”
p-256; About half of all German Women born between the years 1920 (44.7 percent) and 1932 (48.8
percent) earned their income as unskilled workers.
192 Statistisches Bundesamt, Pressestelle, B5 Bevolkerung am 31.12.1959 nach Alters- und Geburtsjahren.
19 Berger, Universitit Rostock, Materialien zur Vorlesung “Sozialstruktur der Bundesrepublik
Deutschland,” Durchschnittliches Heiratsalter; In 1950the average for first marriages for women in West
Germany was 26 years.
1% Hichman, The United States Army in Europe, 1953-1963, 103; Prior regulations prohibited marriages to
aliens earlier than four months before rotating out of the theater.
15 AR 600-240-5, Marriage in Overseas Commands, Washington, D.C., 11 February 1949, 3
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woman.'* His squad leader than informed the platoon sergeant and up the chain it went
to the company commander. Each of Frank’s NCO’s asked nearly the same questions
wanting to make sure that he understood what he was about to undertake. They
specifically asked him about Gisela’s parents, whether or not she had a job, and if she
could speak English. Frank told his platoon sergeant where Gisela worked, that she came
from a good family and that she spoke enough English for them to have conversations.
He did not tell the sergeant where she had learned her English. Like many of her
girlfriends, Gisela had dated and performed services such laundering clothing for
American soldiers since the beginning of the occupation.'”” On occasion she had still
had to put up with her embittered neighbors and their war veteran son calling her
Amiliebchen [Yank’s Sweetheart]. One of their more stinging comments to her was that
the German soldier fought for six years; the German woman only five minutes.'*®

Then both he and Gisela went for a formal after-duty course that included a
discussion and an interview with the battalion’s chaplain. In order to meet the financial
requirements, Frank decided to reenlist for three years. This way he could prove that he
was able to sustain his wife and stay in Germany. A month later, Frank’s company
commander promoted him to sergeant to fill one of the vacant NCO positions. '* After a

lengthy interview about her past as a BDM girl, a talk with an Army psychologist, and a

1% AR 600-240-5, p. 4; AR 600-240-5 was still in effect in 1953.
197 Joseph R. Starr, Fraternization with the Germans in World War II, Occupation Forces in Europe Series,
1945-46 (Frankfurt am Main, Germany: Office of the Chief Historian, European Command, 1946), 152-
153; The German population early on perceived Black soldiers as more generous than White soldiers with
their gifts and payments in return for services such as clothes laundering.
198 Elizabeth Heineman, “The Hour of the Woman: Memories of Germany’s “Crisis Years” and West
German National Identity,” in The American Historical Review, Volume 101, Issue 2, April 1996, 354-395,
here pp.379-380; Petra Goedde, “From Villains to Victims: Fraternization and the Feminization of
Germany, 1945-1947,” in Diplomatic History, Volume 23, Number 1, Winter 1999, 1-20, herel2
1% AR 600-240-5, 2; The Noncom'’s Guide, 112.
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medical exam, Gisela and Sergeant Connor received their marriage permission, signed by
an officer in the Adjutant General’s Office, US Army, Europe.

They set a wedding date for 6 September 1953. On the morning of their wedding
day they went to city hall in Butzbach to the office of the Standesbeamte [registrar’s
office]. Frank’s buddy and Gisela’s best friend were witnesses and also signed their

"9 In the afternoon, they were married in

marriage license, as required by German law.
the new chapel at Ayers Kaserne by the chaplain.'"!

Since Ayers Kaserne had no government quarters for military spouses and
dependents, Frank and Gisela found a small apartment in Butzbach on Romer Straf3e.
Frank’s rank of sergeant and a basic allowance for quarters provided them with a
comfortable lifestyle that included even some luxuries such as a refrigerator. The
following year their first daughter was born and a year later their second.''”> When Frank
and his family left Germany in 1955 the Army paid for the transfer of his family back to
the United States.

Back in the United States he was assigned to the 5" Infantry Regiment stationed
at Fort Lewis, Washington. During his four years there he served as assistant squad

leader and also as squad leader and trained at Yakima range and in different countries

around the Pacific area. In 1959 he reenlisted to go back to Germany.

"% Die Form der Eheschliessung, 4 at http://www.uni-
rostock.de/fakult/jurfak/Winkler/ws2002_famr 02.doc
" AR 600-240-5, 3; Heineman, “The Hour of the Woman,” p-381; Frank’s and Gisela’s marriage was one
of approximately 7,000 performed annually by the mid-1950s. The earliest German statistics are from
1959 when 6,940 German women married American soldiers. Eheschliessungen Streitkréfte, email to
Bianka J. Adams form Bernd Racky, Statistisches Bundesamt (Pressestelle) [presse@destatis.de], 21
November 2002
"2 Berger, Universitit Rostock, Materialien zur Vorlesung “Sozialstruktur der Bundesrepublik
Deutschland,” Geburten je 100 Frauen (BRD/DDR, 1950-1989); The average woman had 2.1 children in
the mid-1950s.
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GERMANY 1959-1963

Sergeant Connor re-enlisted for Germany in 1959. His wife missed her homeland
and he felt that he had not only better opportunities of advancement there, but also a
better standard of living. On post family housing in the United States was nothing
compared to the new housing communities in Germany and the dollar remained at a
favorable exchange rate to the Deutsche Mark.'"? He also believed that training was
better in Germany.

There had also been many changes within the Army in the nine years that he had
served. Gone were the brown boots and shoes, replaced by black, and the wool olive
drab “Eisenhower” winter jacket and trousers were being replaced by the green semi
dress uniform which was designed “independent of the field uniform in style, design and
color.” The overseas cap with its infantry blue braid was replaced by a green garrison
cap with a dark green braid for all enlisted members. Infantrymen still wore the infantry
cord, insignia backgrounds and scarf, all in infantry blue''*—however it did not seem
right to Frank that the infantry should lose such a hallowed symbol as the blue braid on
the garrison cap.

There were also two additional enlisted pay grades. In 1957, Congress added the

pay grades of E8 and E9. The two ranks presented more opportunities for

5pJ. Hickman, The United States Army in Europe, 1953-1963 (Heidelberg: Historical Section
Operations Division, United States-Army, Europe), 209-210. The Deutsche Mark (DM) rate for 1958 and
1959 was 4.2 to the dollar. A sergeant E5 with over eight years of service made $220 plus a ration
allowance of $36; which equated to 12,902 DM per year, a nice salary when compared against the average
German household of 5325 DM (extrapolated) in 1958.

1% Stephen J. Kennedy and Alice Park, “The Army Green Uniform” Technical Report 68-41-CM (Natick,
MA: Clothing and Organic Materials Laboratory, 1968); AR 670-5 Wear and Appearance of Uniforms
(Washington DC: Government Printing Office, 1959), 19-20. This feeling may be similar to that felt by
members of the 75" Ranger Regiment when the Army adopted the black beret as standard wear for all
members of the Army, although the rangers went to a Tan beret.
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noncommissioned officers who had remained as E7, some with that grade for as many as
15 to 20 years. In the Army, the rank of staff sergeant was reintroduced at pay grade E6,
with sergeant first class becoming E7. The rank of sergeant major E9, which had been
abolished during the 1920s, was also added and instead of a master sergeant holding the
title of sergeant major at battalion and higher levels, now the sergeant major held the
position. Although the first sergeant and master sergeant grade of E7 was now ES,
noncommissioned officers holding those positions at E7 kept their chevrons of rank
instead of replacing them with those of a sergeant first class E7. Until these
noncommissioned officers retired, there were master and first sergeants E7 and E8.'"”

Changes had also occurred in Army organization. Gone was the infantry
regiment with which everyone was so familiar. In their place were battle groups
designed to fight under atomic war conditions. Frank’s battle group in the United States
had witnessed an atomic blast during exercise Desert Rock at the Nevada Nuclear Test
Site in 1957,''® and although just a team leader, after having seen an atomic weapons
destructiveness up close he couldn’t see fighting on a battlefield filled with mushroom
clouds.

Before he left his unit at Fort Lewis, Frank had direct assignment orders for the 1%
Battle Group 18" Infantry in Mannheim Germany as well as information on the unit he
was being assigned to. Since he was a noncommissioned officer with over four years

service, his family was command sponsored, however because of limitations on housing

3 AR 670-5 Wear and Appearance of Uniforms. (Washington DC: Government Printing Office, 1956),
57; and 1959, 19-20.

116 p S Harris, C. Lowery, A.G. Nelson, S. Obermiller, W.J. Ozeroff, E. Weary SHOT SMOKY, A TEST
OF THE PLUMBBOB SERIES, 31 AUGUST 1957 Technical Report 31 May 1981,16, 26, 27.
http://www.dtra.mil/td/ntpr/pubs%S5CT8583.PDF.
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and dependents in Germany at the time, Gisela and his children would follow him when
there was available housing. For a short period those families not command sponsored
had no commissary or Post Exchange privileges and had a hard time making ends
meet.'"” Frank just hoped that their separation would be short.

Frank traveled by train from Fort Lewis to Fort Dix where he was manifested on
an aircraft bound for Germany. The plane landed at Rhein Main Airbase and he and the
others enroute to units in the V Corps in processed through the 21st Replacement
Battalion, after which he took another train to Mannheim and his unit at Coleman
Barracks.'"®

Frank immediately noticed that the Germans looked much healthier than he
remembered them, and everyone seemed to have a job. There were now few men
wearing bits of ragged Wehrmacht uniform and the widows in black had disappeared
from the streets. He was amazed at the differences between the early 50s when every city
center was a blacked ruin of jagged and destroyed buildings to 1959, when much of the
earlier destruction was rebuilt either as it once was or into the large modern concrete
boxes so popular during the 50s. If nothing else tall fences hid the damaged buildings.
He also noticed that goods once scarce but inexpensive, at least to a GI, were now
plentiful and available to German and American alike if they could afford it. Military
Personnel Currency, formerly used to buy items in the American commissary, post

exchanges and different on-post clubs to cut down on black market activity was now

"p.J. Hickman, The United States Army in Europe, 1953-1963 (Heidelberg: Historical Section
Operations Division, United States-Army, Europe), 100-01.
Sp. Hickman, The United States Army in Europe, 1953-1963 (Heidelberg: Historical Section
Operations Division, United States-Army, Europe), 78-80.
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replaced by the dollar.'”” Ration cards, in the early 50s necessary to buy most goods
imported from the United States and sold at discount and without tax to soldiers, now
were necessary only to purchase liquor, tobacco, coffee and tea.'*’

Coleman Barracks had earlier been the home of the 8th Division’s 28th Infantry
Regiment until it had reorganized into battle groups. When he arrived at Coleman
Barracks he found the unit to which he was assigned had exchanged with the 1* Battle
Group 18" Infantry under Operation Gyroscope, where like type units rotated every three
years between the United States and overseas. Frank now found himself assigned to the
Ist Battle Group, 18th Infantry, which had a distinguished lineage with the 1st Infantry
Division, to include serving with the 1st in Germany as occupation forces between 1945
and 1955. Most of the officers and NCOs were long service members with the 18th
however many of the NCOS and all of the privates had arrived as fillers in August
1958."" So there was a gap in experience with very few of the authorized corporals,
specialists and privates first class available. It was cadre and privates. Some of the
soldiers from the 1st Battle Group 28th Infantry did not rotate since they like Frank, had
just arrived in Germany.

When he reported in to headquarters, Sergeant Connor was escorted into the battle
group sergeant major’s office, a gruff combat veteran of the European Theater, fifteen

years previous. The sergeant major looked at Frank’s personnel file, asked questions

"9 D. J. Hickman, The United States Army in Europe, 1953-1963 (Heidelberg: Historical Section
Operations Division, United States-Army, Europe), 239.

120 period photographs. USAREUR report 1953-63. Ration Cards and commissary.

121 John K. Mahon and Romana Danysh, Infantry, Army Lineage Series (Washington, DC: Government
Printing Office, 1972), 396-99; 514-517; Continental Army Command, Letter “Rotation of the Infantry
Battle Groups, 1* Infantry Division” 16 April 1958 (Unit Organization Files, 1* Infantry Division, U.S.
Army Center of Military History.

36
The American Soldier in Germany 1951-1969
Rush and Adams



about his family and what his goals were while in the battle group, and then seemingly
satisfied, assigned Frank to a vacant staff sergeant squad leader billet in Company A with
the provision that if he soldiered well he’d be promoted to staff sergeant. If he did not,
then the sergeant major promised to put the first arriving NCO with more time in grade in
the job and move him down to team leader. By the time he left the sergeant majors
office, Frank understood the policies and expectations for the NCOs within the unit. It
looked to be a good outfit, with high standards in garrison and in the field.

He was now one of nine rifle squad leaders in Company A. His eleven-man
squad consisted of himself as squad leader, two fire teams each with a sergeant team
leader, two specialists fourth class, one an automatic rifleman and the other a senior
rifleman, and two privates first class riflemen. He remembered there were no teams in
the old regimental rifle squad, and now the squad leader only had to control the team
leaders, with either team providing a base of fire while the other maneuvered.'**

Frank had been a noncommissioned officer for seven of his nine years—and had
learned his trade by watching NCOs; emulating the good and learning what not to do
from the bad. When he went to the Seventh Army NCO Academy at Bad T6lz, Frank
memorized the traits and dimensions of a leader but as an old NCO once told him “The
head learns from schooling, the heart from practice.”'*> He realized that a good NCO
needed a combination of both. Now he had the opportunity to grow two NCOs of his

own, besides the soldiers within his squad. When his company commander interviewed

122 Virgil Ney, Organization and Equipment of the Infantry Rifle Squad: From Valley Forge to ROAD
(Fort Belvoir, US Army Combat Developments Command. Combat Operations Research Group, 1965),
61-62; 104. Although Ney mentions the E4s are corporals, they were actually specialists as of 1955 with
the enactment of the Specialist program.

'2 Larry H. Ingraham, “Fear and Loathing in the Barracks—And the Heart of Leadership, Parameters,
December 1988, 77.
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him, Frank learned that he as a squad leader had more influence than any superior above him
in making efficient, well-disciplined and well-trained soldiers.'**

As squad leader, Frank was responsible for everything that his squad did or failed to
do, as well as being accountable for the health and welfare of every soldier in his squad.
He understood that he had to maintain discipline and train his soldiers in squad tactics,
the individual infantryman’s skills as well as on how to operate and maintain their
weapons and equipment.

He remembered his recruit barracks and understood that soldiers in operational units
could not keep their areas inspection ready at all times, and taught his young NCOs the
difference between messy and dirty. He knew from his own experience how hard it was
to keep a foot locker and a narrow wall locker, his only storage areas, ready for
inspection twenty-four hours a day. He could inspect his soldier’s lockers everyday,
however if his soldiers spent their time keeping their lockers organized then they would
have to disregard something else. He believed that being ready for Saturday inspections
was enough. Filth was another matter, he had no tolerance for that, and some of his
soldiers spent many an off duty hour learning to clean to his standards. When inspecting
his men, he checked for their attention to detail. Frank looked for specks of rust on their
rifles, holes in their uniforms or other similar signs of neglect.

Every morning before the duty day began, Frank had his men make their bunks, fold
their bedding, and clean the common areas. At first formation he checked to see if men
had shaved, that their uniforms were clean, well-pressed and properly fitted, their

footgear and brass highly polished; and that they did not need hair cuts. On Friday s, he

124 Noncom’s Guide, 48
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ensured that his soldiers exchanged their bed linen, and whenever he had a soldier go
absent without leave, he inventoried his equipment and turned it into the supply sergeant
for safekeeping.'?

With the encouragement and candid advice of other NCOs, he learned to care for his
soldiers without coddling them, and knew instinctively when to admonish and when to
comfort them. Frank’s first sergeant had given him a little green memo book to use when
making notes on his squad members: their birthdays; families and their addresses as well
as training and disciplinary data. He did not bring every infraction to his platoon
sergeants attention. Frank knew that his superiors expected him to take care of the minor
disciplinary problems. He cared for his men as if they were his brothers—because they
were—and they were his responsibility. And his soldiers gave in return. When he pulled
guard for a soldier after a foul up on the duty roster so the soldier could go on pass, he
realized that there was no limit to what he could ask of his soldiers. Some nights,
thankfully infrequently, he was called from home to go with his platoon sergeant to pick
up soldiers who had gotten in trouble with the MPs so they did not spend the night in
jail 2

Early in his career, Frank’s noncommissioned leaders had demonstrated that
NCOs ran the unit’s day-to-day operations in garrison. NCOs prided themselves in
making their part of the Army work.'?” The first sergeant passed to the platoon sergeants

any details that needed to be done, and the platoon sergeants passed the details on to the

125 Noncom’s Guide, 48

12 Larry H. Ingraham, “Fear and Loathing in the Barracks—And the Heart of Leadership, Parameters,
December 1988, 77.

12 Larry H. Ingraham, “Fear and Loathing in the Barracks—And the Heart of Leadership, Parameters,
December 1988, 78.
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squad leaders for action. The platoon leaders that he had had were present at morning
formation, but then usually left to perform their additional duties such as supply officer or
mess officer. He saw more of his platoon leader when they were doing tactical training
than he did when they were in barracks.

Over time, Sergeant Connor found that the majority of his company was regular
army (RA) with more than half of the RAs with a high school or higher education. Forty
two percent of the RAs and 45percent of the draftees met the mental requirements to be
an officer. A bit more than 30 percent of the regulars had fewer than two years of service
while practically all of the draftees were in for less than two years. Those like him who
had 10-15 years of service comprised about 18 percent of the company. Half of the RAs
in the company were married and 30 percent of the draftees, although most of the draftees
and lower enlisted regulars were without their families.'**

He noticed that unlike the 22d Infantry during the early 50s, there were now a few
black officers. More noticeable was that although blacks made up 19 percent of the battle
group in 1959, 24 percent of the NCOs were black; with some companies having as many
as 35 percent black NCOs. Many were staff sergeants and sergeants first class although
none were first sergean‘cs.129
While only one in ten officers wore the coveted Combat Infantryman’s Badge,

one in four of all noncommissioned officers had it; earned either during World War II or

in Korea. Surprisingly, only one of the seven company commanders and three of the

128 Army Personnel, June 1959, 65-68;70. The demographics portrayed are for the Army as a whole.

129 Data taken from company photographs in First Battlegroup Sixteenth Infantry 1861-1961 (no publisher
information, nd). The 16™ was a sister battle group of the 18" and both assigned to the 8" Infantry
Division, and should be demographically close to that of the 18" for the time period in question.
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seven first sergeants had the badge."*® Frank considered himself fortunate that his
platoon sergeant had a CIB with star above, denoting combat service in both World War
IT and Korea, and only one Purple Heart earned he said, because he zigged when he
should have zagged.

In preparation for Grafenwohr, Frank drilled his soldiers hard in individual
movement techniques, movement as buddy teams, movement as fire teams and finally as
a squad. He began in an open field where everyone could see one another and then
practiced over progressively more difficult terrain. He was teaching his soldiers how to
move forward under direct fire while presenting the smallest target possible, and then the
groups to move as a single entity operating off their leaders direction. Frank supervised
and controlled each exercise, walking close behind each group and observing each
soldier’s actions. He talked to each man after every iteration, explaining what he did
correctly and what he did wrong. If necessary, he directed the group through the exercise
again. When exercising as a squad, Frank led his teams using arm and hand signals and a
whistle. If nothing his soldiers would be well trained when they went through the squad
live fire course at Grafenwohr during the summer rotation. '’

Once finished with squad battle drills, they progressed to platoon training.
Similar to the squad, the platoon leader began the training in an open field and proceeded

to more difficult terrain. Like the squad there were only three basic maneuvers when

making enemy contact, maneuver right, maneuver left and frontal attack. Frank changed

1% Data taken from company photographs in First Battle group Sixteenth Infantry 1861-1961 (no publisher
information, nd). The 16™ was a sister battle group of the 18" and both assigned to the 8" Infantry
Division, and should be demographically close to that of the 18" for the time period in question.

1 EM 7-10 Rifle Company, Infantry and Airborne Battle Groups (Washington DC: Government Printing
Office, 1962), 281-85.
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his squad movement either by signaling a change of direction or commanding “Follow
Me. 132

When his unit traveled to Grafenwohr during the summer for range firing and
tactical training, its soldiers still carried the M1 rifle and Browning Automatic Rifle, both
remainders from World War II. There they maneuvered dismounted over the
“battlefield,” reacted to the nuclear simulators exploding in the distance, fought the
“aggressor” during platoon and company tactical tests and practiced moving from one
location to another by helicopter and army aircraft as well as the M59 armored personnel
carriers from the division’s armored personnel carrier companies.'>>

The trip to Grafenwohr was a learning experience for Frank. They had practiced
maneuvering as buddy teams up through platoon movement in the local training area near
Coleman Barracks. Now they practiced with live ammunition. When his squad went
through the live fire lanes they were briefed by the safety officer and then each team
closely followed throughout the course by safety officers and NCOs; some hanging on to
the soldier’s webbing to slow them down and preventing the soldiers from maneuvering
as they had been trained to do. Although himself frustrated by the overzealous safeties,
he savored listening to his soldiers complain about the restrictions.

Besides the training there were the ever present details of range patrol, courtesy
patrol in the town of Grafenwdhr'** and ensuring that his team kept their living areas

inside and out policed. He hoped to be promoted after Grafenwohr and so took Army

132 EM 7-10 Rifle Company, Infantry and Airborne Battle Groups (Washington DC: Government Printing
Office, 1962), 296-98.

133 1.16™ yearbook, FM7-10 Rifle Company, Infantry and Airborne Battle Group, 1962.
13 Hickman, D. J. The United States Army in Europe 1953-1963 (Historical Manuscript File 8-3.1 CU3,
United States Army Center of Military History), 218
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correspondence courses at night. There were also those who did nothing and counted on
their time in grade and time in service to see them promoted. Frank did not want to retire
at twenty as only a staff sergeant.

Frank’s family arrived about two months after his return from Grafenw6hr when
they were far enough up the housing list that an apartment would be waiting when they
arrived. While they had been separated, Frank had been providing for them through a
compulsory Class Q allotment of $156.90, comprised of a mandatory deduction from his
paycheck combined with the family allowance authorized for his grade and number of
dependents.'

When Frank signed for his three bedroom stairwell apartment in Benjamin
Franklin Village he also signed for the Quartermaster furniture within it that included
everything his family needed: beds, tables, chairs and desks. The furniture was solid and
heavy and almost impervious to damage. With the weight limitations in place for families
moving overseas, his wife Gisela was only able to bring the family clothing, linens,
dishes, mattresses, children’s toys and Frank’s easy chair. The remainder of their
belongings went into government storage in the United States. They had also shipped the
family car at government expense. She brought no electronic equipment since she knew
that the voltages were different. They had received a dislocation allowance of $96.90 to

help defray the incidental costs of the move.'*

1% The Noncom’s Guide, 12th Edition (Harrisburg, PA: Military Service Publishing Company, 1957), 206-
207.

1% The Noncom’s Guide, 12th Edition (Harrisburg, PA: Military Service Publishing Company, 1957), 207
43
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Benjamin Franklin Village was located just northeast of Mannheim about five
kilometers from Coleman barracks that was an easy drive up highway B44."*7 Using
funding from the German government, German contractors had recently constructed this
American area of masonry apartment buildings, individual houses, grouped together with
a theater, schools, a library, chapel, bowling alley, baseball and football fields and a
community center.'*®

The area reminded Frank of his last post in the United States. The military
shopping area contained a super market styled commissary and a department store sized
post exchange where they could buy American products, a snack bar, garage, laundry and
dry cleaning, a Class VI alcoholic beverage store and other facilities and was within
walking distance in the Mannheim suburb of Kéfertal. Movies at the base theater were a
quarter. They listened to news and music from the United States through the Armed
Forces Network and read their morning Stars and Stripes Newspapers. They drank
chlorinated water and homogenized milk just like in the United States even though the
Germans did not.'*’

To Frank, it seemed that it was easier to meet Germans when he and Gisela had

lived on the economy in 1954-55, a period when soldiers and families lived amongst

German families than during his second tour and the establishment of self-contained

7 http://home.mannheim.army.mil/293BSB/tenant.htm;
http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/facility/mannheim .htm

% Hickman, D. J. The United States Army in Europe 1953-1963 (Historical Manuscript File 8-3.1 CU3,
United States Army Center of Military History), 209.

1% Hickman, D. J. The United States Army in Europe 1953-1963 (Historical Manuscript File 8-3.1 CU3,
United States Army Center of Military History), 211, 210, 112, 208; ;
http://home.mannheim.army.mil/293BSB/tenant.htm;
http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/facility/mannheim .htm. German authorities had discontinued using
chlorinated water except for emergencies.
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American communities. Their little community and others like it contained practically
everything an American family needed to live comfortably and they could spend an entire
tour in Germany without needing to learn the language or the people. 140

There were some differences though. Any accident between and American and a
German was jointly supervised by both military police and the local Polizei [police].
These two groups also jointly patrolled the towns and communities near American
installations. And as Frank had experienced at Grafenwohr, officers and
noncommissioned officers were detailed as “courtesy” patrols on Saturday nights, payday
nights, and other times when there might be trouble.'*'

Most dependent children attended American schools, however Gisela enrolled
their children in a German kindergarten and elementary school. She wanted to preserve
her children’s German heritage as well as make use of the excellent school system.'**
There was an elementary school in their housing area, but like most of the Department of
Defense schools during the early 1960s, there was a shortage of teachers exacerbated by
the high yearly turnover of teachers to and from the United States.'*’

With the children in school, Gisela applied for one of the many job openings on
post that had earlier been filled by Germans paid through Deutsche Mark funding. With

those funds drying up, dependents filled many of the positions under the “hire Americans

140 Hickman, D. J. The United States Army in Europe 1953-1963 (Historical Manuscript File 8-3.1 CU3,
United States Army Center of Military History), 215-16; 222.

! Hickman, D. J. The United States Army in Europe 1953-1963 (Historical Manuscript File 8-3.1 CU3,
United States Army Center of Military History), 217-218.

2 Hickman, D. J. The United States Army in Europe 1953-1963 (Historical Manuscript File 8-3.1 CU3,
United States Army Center of Military History), 211.

3 Hickman, D. J. The United States Army in Europe 1953-1963 (Historical Manuscript File 8-3.1 CU3,
United States Army Center of Military History), 213-214. There were 59,000 service member dependent
school children enrolled in Department of Defense schools in USAREUR during 1960.
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first” policy that kept United States funds in American hands. Her job as a receptionist at
the transportation office did not pay as much as one on the German economy,
nevertheless it was close to her children and allowed her to become a US Government
employee with transfer rights when they moved back to the United States.'*

In early 1961, Frank finally received his long anticipated promotion to staff
sergeant. He had been a sergeant for eight years and a squad leader for two. Although he
had received both accolades and admonishments along the way, his first sergeant after
talking with Frank’s platoon leader and platoon sergeant recommended to their company
commander that he be promoted. When the recommendation reached the battle group
headquarters, his sergeant major concurred with the request and recommended the
commander approve his selection.

The world changed two years into Staff Sergeant Connor’s tour. During the night
of 13 August 1961, the East Germans closed all border crossing points to the American,
British and French sectors, cutting them off except for certain gates from the Russian
sector and East Germany. Frank’s battle group was ordered to Berlin just after
construction of a wall around that city had begun, and on 18 August, after organizing the
1600 soldiers and 350 into six serials, one for each rifle company and the combat support
company, the 1st Battle Group 18th Infantry began the long convoy from Coleman
Barracks to Helmstedt, the gateway to the over-land route to Berlin. They camped
overnight at the Helmstedt airfield and woke early on 20 August, ate breakfast, and

boarded their trucks for the trip through East Germany to Berlin. Frank could feel the

' Hickman, D. J. The United States Army in Europe 1953-1963 (Historical Manuscript File 8-3.1 CU3,
United States Army Center of Military History), 95.
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tension in the air, though no one spoke of it. His company serial led the march and began
moving just after 0500 and arriving at Marienborn, the first checkpoint in Eastern
Germany at 0630. The soldiers had been awake for most of two days and two nights, and
almost everyone was asleep slumped among the baggage stacked in the rear of the
vehicles. Frank was awake and watched the Russian soldiers going from vehicle to
vehicle and then back again counting heads. This went on for about fifteen minutes, and
then he heard his platoon sergeant moving down the line of vehicles directing everyone
out to form up alongside the trucks. One of Frank’s officers walked alongside the
Russian officer as he counted each file of men, verifying his number against the list given
him. With the number confirmed the soldiers all climbed back into the vehicles.'*

The move along the East German autobahn went well, with everyone that could
peering out the canvas at the scenery; the others sleeping. Being the lead serial Frank's
company was the first to enter Berlin. After arriving, they changed into starched fatigues,
arranged their battle dress, fixed bayonets and boarded armored personnel carriers for the
to McNair Barracks. Instead of taking a direct route, the convoy wound through the
streets with thousands of Berliners crowding close to the vehicle parade, yelling and
throwing bouquets of wildflowers at the grinning soldiers. Frank had never experienced
anything like it. The convoy halted at the parade field bordering McNair Barracks where
he saw Vice President Lyndon Johnson standing behind a microphone. Frank

remembered him speaking something about “a presence of peace, a pledge of assistance,

14> Headquarters, Berlin Brigade “History of Military Movements along the Berlin Helmstedt Autobahn
195-1962” (Historical Manuscript File 8-3.2 CC1, US Army Center of Military History), 28-29;
“Chronology-Berlin” (“US troops move on Berlin without hitch” 19 August 1961, 228.01 Historical
Records Collection HRC Geog. M. Germany 314.7
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a promise of America’s growing concern,” but not much else. Then they reboarded the
vehicles for the trip to their temporary quarters at Tempelhof Airfield.'*

Frank inspected his soldiers daily to ensure that they met the image of a Berlin
soldier, one of “toughness, spit and polish and pride.” Frank’s commander told them that
no one expected nukes in Berlin, more likely if war came they would be isolated and
have to hold out as long as possible while causing as much damage as possible.'*’

Life in Berlin was not at all bad, outside the fact the soldiers were again without
their families, and the only way to remain in contact was through expensive long distance
calls or through letter writing. Their first weeks there were devoted to training and
learning the lay of the city and where their fighting positions were. Frank and the others
also spent more time training to control street riots and civil disturbances than practicing
the standard infantry tactics.

It was also in Berlin that they turned in their old and venerable M1 rifles and
carbines, and Browning Automatic Rifle for the new M 14 rifle, which was lighter than an
M1, carried a 20 round magazine instead of an 8 round clip, and had a selector switch for
automatic fire. The M60 machinegun took the place of the M1919A6 air-cooled
machinegun that had been in service with modifications since 1940, and the M113

- . 148
armored personnel carrier replaced the M59 armored personnel carrier.

146 «“Chronology-Berlin” (“West Berliners join Johnson in cheering US Troop Arrival” 20 August 1961;
228.01 Historical Records Collection HRC Geog. M. Germany 314.7; http://www.operator-
98/usafsslite/sstale15.htm.

147 «“Chronology-Berlin” (“Berlin GIs specially trained for combat in troubled city” 26 September 1961;
228.01 Historical Records Collection HRC Geog. M. Germany 314.7

18 Hickman, D. J. The United States Army in Europe 1953-1963 (Historical Manuscript File 8-3.1 CU3,
United States Army Center of Military History), 142.
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With the three battle groups now in Berlin, one patrolled the wall while the other
two trained and were on high alert. It seemed like there was a call out weekly, usually
during the wee hours of the night. At the alarm, soldiers tumbled out of bed, threw on
their uniforms and battledress, were issued weapons and ammunition and dashed out the
door into formation in a matter of minutes. From there they deployed to their designated
defensive positions within the city. At first it was exciting; after the umpteenth iteration,
it was not.

On 25 October it was for real. Frank’s squad was on the parade field practicing
dry firing their new weapons when the company orderly ran up, took two or three deep
breaths and said they were on alert, to draw their weapons and ammunition and prepare to
move out at once. “This was definitely not an ordinary alert.” Frank looked at his watch
to note the time, 1010, not knowing what was going to happen. Once armed they moved
out in armored personnel carriers to their now well-known defensive positions. Six hours
later it was over, and the world knew about the standoff between Russian and US tanks at
Checkpoint Charlie.'* That was the highlight of Frank’s tour and five months later he
was back at Coleman Kaserne with his family.

In 1963, after extending for one year, Frank and his family returned to the United
States, this time to the 1% Battalion 26™ Infantry, 1st Infantry Division stationed at Fort
Riley Kansas. In October 1965, he and his unit rotated to Vietnam, where he was

promoted to SFC E7 in January 1966 while serving as a platoon sergeant in an infantry

149 «Chronology-Berlin” (“One thousand American troops maneuver in Berlin” 11 October 1961; 228.01
Historical Records Collection HRC Geog. M. Germany 314.7; “Chronology-Berlin” (“a West Texan in
Washington” 17 October 1961; 228.01 Historical Records Collection HRC Geog. M. Germany 314.7;
“Chronology-Berlin” (“US Has battle alert of 6 hours in Berlin” 20 August 1961; 228.01 Historical
Records Collection HRC Geog. M. Germany 314.7
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rifle company. With his one-year tour in Vietnam ending in September 1966, Frank
requested an inter-theater transfer to Germany and reenlisted for what he considered his
last assignment.
Germany 1967-1970

Sergeant First Class Connor took a 30-day furlough in the United States and then
flew with his family to Frankfurt. After processing through the familiar 21st
Replacement Battalion in Frankfurt, they took the Army bus up to Ayers Kaserne, where
he signed in, found that he was being assigned as a platoon sergeant in C Company 3-36

Infantry and then went on leave to settle his family."*’

They had shipped hold baggage
earlier, but had to wait for their car to arrive in Bremerhaven. Since he was an inter-
theater transfer, housing was waiting for his family in the Roman Way housing area in
Butzbach. Similar to 1959,when he signed for his house, he signed for his furniture.

Frank found the housing area in disrepair and not like the one he remembered in
Mannheim. Their apartment had not been painted between tenants, and Gisela clearly let
him know her displeasure. When he began talking to other married soldiers, he found
that it was the same in other households. The soldiers in his company also complained
about not getting maintenance on broken plumbing, heating, chipped and cracked
flooring, or when the houses required painting both inside and out. When Frank called
the housing office to inquire about getting some of the repairs made, he found that

because of funding cuts, much of the maintenance was deferred. Only damages involving

safety or health of the tenants were being repaired. When their German friends visited,

130 « Annual Historical Summary, Headquarters USAREUR and Seventh Army, 1 January to 31 December
1969” (Heidelberg: Military History Branch, US Army, Europe, Historical Manuscript File, US Army
Center of Military History), 101.
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they wondered aloud why the Amis were not maintaining the housing areas and
Kasernes; was it because they only expected to be there a short time and did not want to

invest in the future.'!

It seemed that every other wife in the housing area was German,
some who had been married for 20 years, with newly married and new ones still coming
in. °* Gisela was now a US citizen and had been married for 12 years to a soldier, and
took the younger wives under her wing teaching and mentoring them.

Unlike 1960, when Frank and Gisela’s children went to a German school, in 1966
with their children now in the sixth and seventh grades respectively, they enrolled them
in a DoD school. Their children were now more familiar with English than German and
the American school was not tracked like that of the German system with its
Hauptschule, Realschule and Gymnasium; each leading to different levels of education
and work. Frank was unsure what his children would do when they grew up, but he
wanted them to have every available opportunity.' There was not as much crowding in
the schools and Frank wondered if this was because those soldiers who had families with
children of middle school age, such as mid-level officers and noncommissioned officers,
were gone replaced by soldiers younger whose children, if they had any, were younger

than school age.'™*

13! « Annual Historical Summary, Headquarters USAREUR and Seventh Army, 1 January to 31 December
1969” (Heidelberg: Military History Branch, US Army, Europe, Historical Manuscript File, US Army
Center of Military History), 271; Colonel Douglas Lindsay, “Heinrich and Joe” Army, June 1967, 60. The
CINCUSAREUR considered the inadequacy of family housing single most important morale factor
affecting married soldiers in Europe

132 Colonel Douglas Lindsay, “Heinrich and Joe” 4rmy, June 1967, 60.

133 Eugene K. Keefe, et al Area Handbook for the Federal Republic of Germany, DA PAM 550-173
(Washington DC: Government Printing Office, 1975), 142-43.

13 « Annual Historical Summary, Headquarters USAREUR and Seventh Army, 1 January to 31 December
1966 (Heidelberg: Military History Branch, US Army, Europe, Historical Manuscript File, US Army
Center of Military History), 124.
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How things had changed since his first tour at Ayers Kaserne during the 1950s.
The Third Armored Division’s Combat Command A, now 1* Brigade, had replaced the
4™ Infantry Division’s 22d Infantry in 1956 at Ayers Kaserne, and Schloss Kaserne in
Butzbach held the 2d Battalion 3d Field Artillery and the 3™ Armored Division NCO
Academy." Ayers Kaserne now carried the nickname of the “Rock,” since it was so
isolated from any large city. Also new was the “Welcome Inn” a German Gasthaus right
outside the main gate that soldiers frequented for beer and companionship.

Frank had been in a regular infantry battalion in Vietnam, a war that lay below the
horizon of limited warfare, one “marked by intense turbulence but not a character
demanding exposure of the more destructive means of military power that would be

136 Now he was back in the theater of decision, where

logical in a general or limited war.
if war broke out it would be between NATO and Warsaw Pact and everyone assumed
would be a total war.

Army divisions in USAREUR had reorganized again in 1963, this time to ROAD
(Reorganization of Army Divisions). Battalions now replaced the battle groups, and
although not quite as robust as the battle group, they were more powerful than the

infantry regiment battalion of the1950s."’

Frank was surprised by the condition of his
battalion. In Vietnam in 1965 and 1966, practically every officer and NCO position was

held by a soldier of the appropriate grade. Where once Europe had the best and most

133 “Annual Historical Summary, Headquarters USAREUR and Seventh Army, 1 January to 31 December
1966 (Heidelberg: Military History Branch, US Army, Europe, Historical Manuscript File, US Army
Center of Military History), 107; D. J. Hickman, The United States Army in Europe, 1953-1963
(Heidelberg: Historical Section Operations Division, United States-Army, Europe), 246.

1% Charles J.V. Murphy, “The New Multi-Purpose Army” Army, July 1966, 31. Quote from General
Harold Johnson.
157 John B. Wilson, Maneuver and Firepower: The Evolution of Divisions and Separate Brigades
(Washington DC: US Government Printing Office, 1998), 297; 308; 310.
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modern equipment, and units contained seasoned officers and large numbers of long
service NCOs, now at Ayers Kaserne, like most units in USAREUR, he found his
battalion commanded by a lieutenant colonel with only two lieutenant staff officers. In
each company there were only one or two lieutenants , the commander a first lieutenant
and a newly arrived second lieutenant. There was a true age and Army experience gap
between the battalion commander and his senior noncommissioned officers and the

younger officers and NCOs. '**

He could tell this was a “peacetime army” as most of the
senior leadership had as their highest award the Army Commendation Ribbon or “Green
Hornet,” and in 1966 only about one in twenty wore the Combat Infantryman’s Badge.
However, by November 1968, Frank was one of almost 24,000 soldiers or more than 13
percent of all soldiers in Germany with Vietnam experience, including almost every
senior NCO."”

Frank found his battalion in 1966 less diversified than his battle group in 1959.
There were no black officers and of the 15 black NCOs, seven were in one company. The

same company had 40 percent of the black privates and specialists.. '®°

18 « Annual Historical Summary, Headquarters USAREUR and Seventh Army, 1 January to 31 December
1966 (Heidelberg: Military History Branch, US Army, Europe, Historical Manuscript File, US Army
Center of Military History), 28. 31; General James K. Polk, A Changing US Army Europe: Building
Combat Capability for Tomorrow, Army October 1967, 66; “Annual Historical Summary, Headquarters
USAREUR and Seventh Army, 1 January to 31 December 1969” (Heidelberg: Military History Branch,
US Army, Europe, Historical Manuscript File, US Army Center of Military History), 99-100.

139 Review of pictures of the 1st Brigade officers and senior NCOs in the 1966 3d Armored “Spearhead”
Silver Anniversary Yearbook shows six of ten battalion commanders and sergeants major with the Army
Commendation Medal (ARCOM) as their highest award. Others held higher combat awards, however,
none held a service award higher than the ARCOM; General James H. Polk, “Our Men in Germany:
Tough, Young, Ready” 4rmy November 1968, 53.

1% Review of pictures of the 1st Brigade officers and senior NCOs in the 1966 3d Armored “Spearhead”
Silver Anniversary Yearbook shows the following .

HHC A Co B Co C Co
Total 5/131 4/80 3/86 5/60
Officers Cauc/Blk 5/0 4/0 3/0 5/0
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Although assigned as a platoon sergeant Frank found himself appointed after
about two weeks as acting first sergeant when the old first sergeant rotated back to the
United States. The company had a master sergeant E7 assigned; however he worked at
brigade headquarters and did not want to be first sergeant.'®" Although Frank had been a
platoon sergeant off and on since his promotion to staff sergeant in 1961, and an E7
platoon sergeant for about 8 months in the jungles of Vietnam he felt lost as a first
sergeant, especially in a unit where there were only a few seasoned noncommissioned
officers. Sometimes he wished that he only had to worry about himself and his family.

He found for the first time just how much a first sergeant did. He was no longer
directly involved with training soldiers, although he spot checked training and mentored
his noncommissioned officers. At least initially, he found himself tied to his desk most
of the day supervising the company clerk, checking the morning report, individual sick
slips, preparing duty rosters, reviewing correspondence, organizing the daily details,
posting the company orders, and assisting those soldiers brought in by their chain of
command.'®?

First Sergeant Connor discovered that the free spending “rich” American soldier
of the early 1950s was now struggling to make ends meet during the late 1960s. He
remembered that when he was a corporal E4, just recently married, he and Gisela did not
live in the lap of luxury, however they were comfortable and able to afford the items they

needed. It was not that bad for young soldiers in the late 50s and early 60s either.

NCOs  Cauc/Blk 15/4 11/2 6/7 11/2

Enlisted  Cauc/Blk 102/10 53/14 56/17 36/11

11 Sergeant Major William J. Sammis, “What Price Prerogative?” Army, May 1966, 86.

12 The Noncom’s Guide, 12th Edition (Harrisburg, PA: Military Service Publishing Company, 1957), 46.
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However, now a young non-command sponsored E4 with a wife living on the economy
struggled; with rental prices for American families around the Kaserne high and although
non-command sponsored families were now allowed commissary access, they had to
watch every penny.'®

Frank’s rifle company was supposed to consist of a headquarters, three rifle
platoons and a weapons platoon, similar to his company’s organization in Vietnam except
now he had armored personnel carriers.'® However, because of personnel shortages, his
company was short two rifle squads.

More than two-thirds of the soldiers in Frank’s company were draftees, average
age 20 with less than two years service; many more than when he had been in Germany

in the 50s and early 60s.'%

With large numbers of NCOs either volunteering or being
levied for Vietnam duty, he found instead of the more seasoned platoon sergeants and
squad leaders of the 1950s and 60s, most of his squads led by privates first class and
specialists fourth class “acting jack” (acting but lacking) sergeants, and his platoons by

young sergeant or staff sergeants.'*®

1 DoD yearly pay tables at http://www.dfas.mil/money/milpay/priorpay; German Average Salary, ;
exchange rates from Lothar Kettenacker, Germany since 1945 (Oxford; New York: Oxford University
Press, 1997 and http://www.triacom.com/archive/exchange.de.html.

1% Department of the Army, Rifle Company Infantry, Airborne, and Mechanized FM 7-11, 1965
(Washington DC: Government Printing Office, 1965), 6.

195 General James K. Polk, “Our men in Germany: Tough, Young, Ready” 4rmy November 1968, 56;
“Annual Historical Summary, Headquarters USAREUR and Seventh Army, 1 January to 31 December
1967 (Heidelberg: Military History Branch, US Army, Europe, Historical Manuscript File, US Army
Center of Military History), 125.

1% «Annual Historical Summary, Headquarters USAREUR and Seventh Army, 1 January to 31 December
1966” (Heidelberg: Military History Branch, US Army, Europe, Historical Manuscript File, US Army
Center of Military History), 28. 31; General James K. Polk, A Changing US Army Europe: Building
Combat Capability for Tomorrow, Army October 1967, 66; General James K. Polk, “Our men in Germany:
Tough, Young, Ready” Army November 1968, 56. Since the beginning of 1965, more than 50,000 soldiers
in USAREUR had volunteered for Vietnam service.

55
The American Soldier in Germany 1951-1969
Rush and Adams



Some of the privates first class arriving from the United States had only four
months of service, having distinguished themselves during their basic and advanced
individual training. It had taken Frank two years to reach E4 and four to make ES. Now
with the shortages of NCOs, a soldier could progress from private E1 to specialist E4 in
seven months and sergeant E5 in eighteen. Privates frequently went home as sergeants
after a 20-month tour. Although they carried the rank, Frank knew they lacked the years
of experience to provide the necessary leadership and supervision, and it was his duty to
teach them as much as he could as long as they were in his company.'®’ There was
mentoring but much of it was directive, especially when dealing with soldiers.

Frank taught his NCOs that if they walked past a soldier or deficiency needing
correction they had just established a new lower standard. He wanted soldiers to
understand that any sergeant he encountered would correct him if he needed it.'®® He
believed that a man who looked like a soldier acted like a soldier, and a soldier sloppy in
appearance was sloppy in his job performance. Frank taught his squad leaders to inspect
their charges and their living areas daily; walking through the barracks himself showing
his subordinate noncommissioned officers what to inspect for. From his own experience,

he knew that most soldiers welcomed their NCOs ensuring that they lived in clean and

17 Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel, “Annual Historical Summary, FY 1966, office of the
Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel,” 39; General James K. Polk, “Our men in Germany: Tough, Young,
Ready” Army November 1968, 56; “Annual Historical Summary, Headquarters USAREUR and Seventh
Army, 1 January to 31 December 1967” (Heidelberg: Military History Branch, US Army, Europe,
Historical Manuscript File, US Army Center of Military History), 125.

1% Sergeant Major of the Army George W. Dunaway, “New Emphasis Aims at Putting More Strength in
‘Backbone of the Army’” Army, October 1969, 33.
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habitable quarters, as any group of men living together without structure was a recipe for
dissention and disaster.'®

When Frank was a squad leader he knew not to push his soldiers too far in areas
that did not matter in the big picture. Now as a first sergeant he did the same thing. He
gave a bit on hair length, and let them grow theirs almost to the point they needed a
mirror to comb it, and let them arrange and decorate their rooms within reason, and as
long as they were kept clean. Although he did not announce it, many realized what he
was doing and worked within the rules. However, there were always the malcontents
who wanted more; and he had a special set of rooms reserved just for them near his
office.'”

As the years passed he received a trickle of soldiers from the United States to
replace some of those who had either rotated back to the States, or shipped to Vietnam.
He received some NCOs who had had service in Vietnam and a few from the NCO
school at Fort Benning. The latter were “Shake and Bakes” who had gone through a
twelve week NCO producing school and graduated as sergeant ESs. Many had just over
a half year in service. He found they knew the technical and tactical aspects of being a
combat squad leader and could lay a claymore or lead a patrol. They knew more than the
private first class or specialist “acting jack” NCOs but Frank felt that they also needed to
be “Army wise.” No one had taught them how to be as effective in garrison as they were

in the field. Nobody had shown them how to keep floor buffers operational in garrison or

19 Sergeant Major of the Army George W. Dunaway, “New Emphasis Aims at Putting More Strength in
‘Backbone of the Army’” Army, October 1969, 33; Colonel William R. Hanks, “The New Soldier’s
Morale,” Army April 1967, 54-55; personal experience of Command Sergeant Major (Ret) Robert S.
Rush.

170 Colonel Douglas Lindsay, “Heinrich and Joe” Army, June 1967, 61.
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to counsel and mentor their soldiers. Frank also knew that they received great grief from
some of the other sergeants and staff sergeants who had made their rank the hard way,
and he worked hard to ensure they received fair treatment.'”’

Frank had never been mechanized and joked that he hardly knew what the term
motor pool meant. Now he had seventeen M-113 series armored personnel carriers in the
motor pool across the street. Unfortunately, only a few experienced “mech” sergeants
remained in the company to assist and train the soldiers and him. On the days designated
for motor stables, Frank, instead of holding his work formation in the company area
adjacent the mess hall, held it between the rows of his company vehicles. There
everybody in the company learned maintenance procedures “by the numbers.” Frank read
each procedural step from the vehicle’s technical manual waited for his soldiers to
perform the function and then continued until the maintenance was complete. Motor pool
maintenance was not as good as field training, however it got the soldiers out of the
barracks and working on something, even if they did not have the parts to fix the
deficiencies they identified.'™

Frank and other Army leaders had to face more than just the normal training and
personnel problems leaders had during the 1950s and early 60s. The ongoing social and
racial unrest in the United States as well as the war in Vietnam spilled over into
Germany. The same category of young people who were in the forefront of various

protest movements was also the segment of the population that provided large numbers of

draftees arriving in Germany.

"' Larry H. Ingraham, “Fear and Loathing in the Barracks—And the Heart of Leadership, Parameters,
December 1988, 75-80;, CSM Othon O. Valent, “A New Breed of NCO” Army, July 1968, 6..

172 Personal experience of Command Sergeant Major (ret) Robert S. Rush.
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Frank learned in meetings with the Army legal advisors that he had to balance the
need to maintain military discipline against his soldier’s Constitutional rights and
guarantees unless there was “a clear danger to military loyalty, discipline, or morale,
military personnel are entitled to the same free access to publications as are other
citizens.” This included the soldiers using their own money and equipment to publish
underground newspapers during their free time. Additionally, he learned that his soldiers
could join “servicemen’s unions,” although no one in the chain of command was
authorized to recognize or bargain with them.'”?

It was not only the Americans. Many Germans were against the war and there
seemed to be demonstrations almost daily in different parts of the country. Frank wryly
noted that it appeared that the demonstrators preferred to protest near American military
housing units, scaring the families living in them while the soldiers were on duty. The
commander’s and his greatest concern was the possibility of incidents between soldiers
and the protestors, which some of the protestors clearly tried to provoke. Whenever they
received information on an upcoming protest, commanders issued detailed guidance
concerning soldiers’ behavior both on and off duty, and Frank ensured through his NCOs
that everyone complied.'™

Another source of worry for commanders and NCOs was escalating racial tension.

Frank noticed that members from both races were more than ready to resort to militancy.

17 «“Annual Historical Summary, Headquarters USAREUR and Seventh Army, 1 January to 31 December
1969” (Heidelberg: Military History Branch, US Army, Europe, Historical Manuscript File, US Army
Center of Military History), 160-161.

174 Colonel Gordon A. Moon “USAREUR’s Vast Vistas, or From Kansas to Germany” Army, September
1968, 24; “Annual Historical Summary, Headquarters USAREUR and Seventh Army, 1 January to 31
December 1967 (Heidelberg: Military History Branch, US Army, Europe, Historical Manuscript File, US
Army Center of Military History),155-156.
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Previously soldiers who worked together treated one another with some regard, although
they socialized separately after duty hours. Now it was different and soldiers seemed to
look for conflicts. Although they had been put off-limits, he knew of two bars in Giessen
on opposite sides of the street-one catering to blacks and the other to whites-where the
street between them was the site of numerous fights, and where individual soldiers of
either race dared not walk alone.'”

After a series of interracial fights at the on post Enlisted Mens' Club, all of the
officers and senior NCOs gathered in the post theater to listen to the brigade commander
discuss the local problems as well as the specific findings of the Race Relations report
submitted to General Westmoreland concerning units in USAREUR. The main thrust
was that there was a lack of communication between black enlisted personnel and white
company grade officers and NCOs. The colonel directed that battalions hold interracial
meetings to find the local problems and seek solutions at the unit level. In response to
black soldiers complaints the exchange system began stocking additional items such as

176 However, racial tensions within the Army did not

cosmetics and ethnic hair products.
ease until the mid 1970s.

Frank also was concerned with the number of drugs that he was finding in his

barracks. When he queried battalion, he learned that narcotics usage in USAREUR had

15Recollection of Edith Rush, March 4, 2003, who walked daily down the street between work and home.

176 Annual Historical Summary, Headquarters USAREUR and Seventh Army, 1 January to 31 December
1969" (Heidelberg: Military History Branch, US Army, Europe, Historical Manuscript File, US Army
Center of Military History), 107-09.
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tripled between 1967 and 1968.'”7 With the above problems, haircuts seemed minor in
comparison.

Frank found training between 1966 and 1969 marginal at best and nothing like he
remembered in earlier assignments. Gone were river crossing operations and major field
exercises. Now they trained at the squad and platoon level because of the shortage of
funds and inexperience of junior leaders, officers and NCOs, and with the high turnover
they trained the same task again and again rather than progress to more difficult tasks.'”®

Exacerbating the shortage of soldiers was the ever present non mission related
details that he had to assign every day, from cutting grass in the housing area to providing
manual labor unloading rations at the mess hall. All of which were once accomplished
by local nationals.'”’

Besides going to one of the training areas for six weeks and one field training
exercises per year that lasted no more than 72 hours, soldiers trained in the training areas
around Ayers Kaserne. Most of the training was dismounted because there was little
money for fuel and spare parts; all of which Frank knew reduced the realism and quality
of training. Every soldier, especially infantrymen, wanted to spend time in the field, as

Frank did because it kept his charges busy and out of trouble in garrison. One year his

brigade participated in Exercise Frontier Shield to evaluate Army doctrine on the

177 « Annual Historical Summary, Headquarters USAREUR and Seventh Army, 1 January to 31 December
1969” (Heidelberg: Military History Branch, US Army, Europe, Historical Manuscript File, US Army
Center of Military History), 103.

178 « Annual Historical Summary, Headquarters USAREUR and Seventh Army, 1 January to 31 December
1966” (Heidelberg: Military History Branch, US Army, Europe, Historical Manuscript File, US Army
Center of Military History), 28. 31; General James K. Polk, A Changing US Army Europe: Building
Combat Capability for Tomorrow, Army October 1967, 66.

179 « Annual Historical Summary, Headquarters USAREUR and Seventh Army, 1 January to 31 December
1969” (Heidelberg: Military History Branch, US Army, Europe, Historical Manuscript File, US Army
Center of Military History), 80.
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employment of conventional forces on the nuclear battlefield, but that was not enough to

'8 He wished that his company could have participated in the

keep his soldiers happy.
first REFORGER (Redeployment of Forces from Germany) exercise where two brigades
of the 24th Infantry Division and a squadron of the 3d Armored Cavalry Regiment
deployed from the United States to Niirnburg, Germany, aboard C141 Aircraft, and then
traveled to Grafenwohr. There they drew tanks, armored personnel carriers, and other
organizational equipment and supplies from pre-positioned stocks and then faced off

'8! Now that was training.

against the “aggressor” trying to invade southern Germany.
Frank received his promotion to pay grade E8 in 1967, just before the Army
centralized promotions for master sergeant E8 and sergeant major E9, and later
centralizing promotions for sergeant first class E7. He liked the centralized system better
because noncommissioned officers now competed on an Army wide basis which
eliminated the requirement for a vacant position in the soldier’s current unit. Promotion
to the pay grades of ES and E6 remained at the battalion level, where the sergeant major
and first sergeants conducted monthly promotion boards to select those most deserving of
promotion.'®? He felt promotion to first sergeant the high point of his career, even if he

was later promoted to sergeant major. Nothing was more gratifying than being the

Mutter der Kompanie.

180 «Annual Historical Summary, Headquarters USAREUR and Seventh Army, 1 January to 31 December
1969” (Heidelberg: Military History Branch, US Army, Europe, Historical Manuscript File, US Army
Center of Military History), 80-81; General James K. Polk, “Improvements in Readiness Posture Highlight
1969 Watch in Europe, Army October, 50.

'8! General James K. Polk, “Improvements in Readiness Posture Highlight 1969 Watch in Europe, Army
October 1969, 48-49.

182 Sergeant Major of the Army George W. Dunaway, “New Emphasis Aims at Putting More Strength in
‘Backbone of the Army’” Army, October 1969, 34.
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Frank had attended the NCO Academy during his last tour in Germany. Now he
read that the Army in the future planned to institutionalize the Noncommissioned Officer
Educational Development Program into three levels of instruction: basic, advanced, and
senior noncommissioned officer courses. The first trained soldiers in the pay grade E4 to
perform at grades E5 and E6, the advanced course trained E6s and E7s for E8 and E9
positions and the senior course trained E8s to perform duty as sergeants major of higher
Army headquarters or of joint or combined headquarters.'®’ It appeared to him that the
Army was marrying the long term “Army wise” noncommissioned officer with one who
now had a professional education; transitioning the NCO corps from that of a trade to a
profession.

CONCLUSION

Although there was no armed conflict in Germany the American soldiers
stationed there looked down the muzzle of a cannon that if fired would have plunged the
world into a nuclear Armageddon. Throughout the Cold War, the US Army placed great
emphasis on the defense of Europe, with never less than 12 percent of the field army
assigned there and twice that during the Berlin crisis in 1961. Training ranged the gamut
from division level exercises spread over the countryside to squad level training in
training areas adjacent to their home Kasernes.

Many officers and NCOs, especially those in the combat arms, rotated between

stateside and Germany every three or four years, with each assignment in Germany built

18 Sergeant Major of the Army George W. Dunaway, “New Emphasis Aims at Putting More Strength in
‘Backbone of the Army’” Army, October 1969, 34, 36.
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upon their past experiences. They knew the different training areas better than they did
their hometowns, as well as understood their role in keeping Europe free.

Returning noncommissioned officers at the company level established continuity
within organizations seldom matched in other countries, and as long as there were
experienced officers and NCOs within units in USAREUR, even degradations in funding
affected readiness only in the short term. It was only during the latter 60s with the
ongoing war in Vietnam that funding constraints combined with a shortage of qualified
leaders that units fell into disrepair.

Not only was this paper an examination of the US Army in Germanyj; it also
examined the role of the noncommissioned officer in training and leading soldiers. We
observed Frank Connor in three settings, first as a rookie private, then his maturation
while a junior noncommissioned officer and finally as a mentor and trainer of junior
noncommissioned officers and soldiers. He follows the normal progression of a soldier,
the first ten years as a soldier learning; the next ten learning and teaching, and the next
years still learning, but now imparting his years of experience and expertise to those
coming behind him.

Those stationed in Germany between 1950 and 1970 watched the country evolve
from a nation in ruins to Europe’s economic powerhouse. It was not just soldiers who
served in Germany, soon after the end of World War II, their families did also. Living
both on the economy and in military communities, soldiers’ families were the unofficial
ambassadors of American values, culture, and friendship. These families began arriving
in Germany when it was still a heap of rubble and shared the good and the bad with their
German neighbors during the years. They experienced first hand the optimism of the
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years of the Wirtschaftswunder as well as the fear of a new war when the Berlin Wall
went up. They stayed even when in the late 1960s their standard of living declined and
their German neighbors turned on them because of their country’s war in Vietnam. The
soldiers and their families symbolized America’s steady determination to defend
Germany against the ever-present Soviet threat. Many of the soldiers who arrived single
departed with a German bride, and if they remained in service, probably returned to
Germany on subsequent tours.

Greeting President George Bush on his visit to Berlin on18 June 1996, Chancellor
Helmut Kohl recognized the contribution of American soldiers and their families made to
German-American Friendship:

We should realize that these [German-American] good relations are valuable
capital, indeed a treasure. The same is true of the seven million GIs who have

been stationed in Germany over the past fifty years. Counting their families as
well, that means about fifteen million Americans who have lived in our country.
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ROMANIA AND THE MILITARY REFORM OF THE WARSAW PACT
(1964-1968)

Brigadier General MIHAIL E. IONESCU
Institute for Political Studies of Defense and Military History
Bucharest, ROMANIA

In a report forwarded to the leadership of the country on the 3™ of June 1968 by
the minister of the Romanian Armed Forces, Ion Ionita, a mandate for an official stand to
the next meeting of defense ministers of the Warsaw Pact was asked for. In accordance
with the mentioned document, the Romanian high official proposed the sustaining of a
previous position on a set of issues. This position had been already presented to the
Soviets, but the later ignored it. Ion lonita did not forget to mention that approving and
applying the solicited mandate meant de facto that Romania was to abandon the Pact."In
the view of this stand, the Socialist Republic of Romania, without declaring that it is
getting off the Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance, it is in fact
positioning itself outside of the integrated structures of the Warsaw Treaty"." To put this
in other words, Romania was excluding itself from the Pact.

What were actually, in the spring of 1968, the military problems inside the alliance
on which Romania had expressed several points of view rejected by the Soviets? How
can be explained the decision taken by the leadership from Bucharest, to choose such a
limited position versus the "big brother"? And when such divergent opinions, capable of
shaking the so many times invoked unity within the Pact, actually appeared? Did the
leadership from Bucharest really intent to leave the Alliance?

Two moments are essential for understanding the substance of the answer to the
above questions.

The first one - not necessarily the most important - occurred in 1966, when the
Soviets initiated talks about optimizing the regulation of the Unified Command of the
Warsaw Pact (UCWP) within the organization. In fact, this moment represents the
"peak" of an already on-going process, that had began during the previous years. On one
hand, Moscow tried to give a formal appearance to its hegemonic role inside the alliance,
and on the other hand the Soviets wanted to make the Pact more functional, especially in
case of a war.

The second moment - which in fact must be considered as being the first one, both
chronologically and through its significance - was represented by the meeting of the
Warsaw Pact Political Consultative Committee (WPPCC) held from 18 to 20 January
1965. On this occasion Romania publicly affirmed, for the first time, its own viewpoint

! Report forwarded by General Colonel lon lonita, minister of the Romanian Armed Forces, to Nicolae
Ceausescu, related to the content of the drafts elaborated by the United Command of the Warsaw Staff.

3 June 1968, Romanian Military Archives (RMA), Fund V2, File 12/35, f.11.
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on several sensible issues concerning the relations with Moscow. The importance of this
moment is revealed by the characterization that the Romanian communist leader
Gheorghe Gheorghiu Dej made on the previous exclusion of Albania from the Pact
following Moscow's initiative (he said this was "an illegal action"), also by the position
Romania expressed on the issue of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. In regard with
the later issue, the Romanian leader vigorously rejected the proposal made by Moscow to
condemn the setup of NATO's Multilateral Nuclear Forces - a proposal which in fact
constituted the real purpose of the meeting. Instead, Romania proposed that the Warsaw
Pact should forward an initiative for concluding a treaty for non-proliferation of nuclear
weapons. Despite the fact we do not have yet enough documents to decipher the intimate
reasons of a such very determined position, one may observe that Romania was
considering the conclusion of a treaty for non-proliferation of nuclear weapons as a part
of an ample process of nuclear disarmament, concerning the destruction of all A-bombs
and, nevertheless, the avoidance of a nuclear monopoly.”

In our area of interest, the mentioned meeting had another major significance. At
Warsaw, the Romanian delegation also rejected the proposal made by the Soviets to
create new structures inside the Warsaw Pact. Among these structures were the Military
Committee (MC) and a Staff or Command of the United Armed Forces of the Warsaw
Pact (SUFWP). So, this was the moment when Romania started to obstruct the Soviets'
proposals for the optimization/operationalization of the military alliance dominated by
Moscow.” In fact, Romania's purpose was not intending to "freeze" the Alliance founded
in 1955. What the leadership from Bucharest actually opposed was a presumable
increased domination of the Warsaw Pact by the USSR, which had inspired or initiated
all proposals aiming at strengthening the role of the Soviets inside the Pact. By acting in
such a way, the Romanians tried to put new benchmarks on the path of taking distance
from Moscow, a process which had begun openly in April 1964.

Accordingly with the records from the Romanian archives until now available, the
issues that attracted the interest of Moscow during the year 1966 were to elaborate and
enforce several new statutes (regulations, ordinances):of the United Armed Forces of the
Warsaw Pact (UFWP); of the Military Council of UFWP; of a unique system of
antiaircraft defense of the Warsaw Pact (AASWP); and of the organizational frames of
leading structures of the Supreme Command of the UFWP and of the Technical
Committee of the WP Armed Forces.

2Shorthand of the Meeting of the First secretaries of the Central Committees of communist parties and
the Presidents of the Council of Ministers of the Warsaw Treaty countries, held at the residence of the
Central Committee of the Polish United Working Party. Bucharest, 20 January 1965. Central Historical
National Archives (C.H.N.A.), Fund CC al RCP, Foreign Relations Section, File 15/1965, f.121-122.
At Warsaw, during the plenum session of the Political Consultative Committee of 20 January 1965,
Gheorghe Gheorghiu Dej said: "We have already expressed our opinion on the proposals for creating
new structures apart of those which exist inside the Pact. We do not understand why these new
structures are necessary. What would their competence be? Why must we adopt a decision for creating a
permanent structures made of deputy foreign ministers, while they cannot take any action outside the
guidance lines given by the superior leadership of the party and government of our countries?" Ibidem,
f.124.
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As already shown, during the meetings of the Warsaw Pact member-countries, the
representatives of Romania positioned themselves on a stand opposed both to the Soviets
and the other partners from inside the alliance. Thus, during the meeting of the Chiefs of
Staft of the Warsaw Pact member-countries (4-9 February 1966) when the project of a
statute for the Political Consultative Committee (PCC) was discussed, the Romanian
delegation observed that the structure had only a consultative role, this being also the
case for posting a Supreme Commander. The Romanian representatives did not agree the
idea supported by all other participants, to create a Military Committee, to function
adjoining the Political Consultative Committee; instead, they proposed that the Military
Committee would work beside the Command of the United Armed Forces of the Warsaw
Pact (CUFWP). The Romanians also asked the deputies of the Supreme Commander for
each country to work directly with the later and opposed the proposal made by Soviets to
have such a high representative of Moscow in all allied countries, a fact that would have
meant a direct control of USSR in the military field The chief of the Romanian
delegation, General Ion Gheorghe, understood well what was the real intention of the
Soviets: to transform the Command of the United Armed Forces of the Warsaw Pact
(CUFWP) into a direct supervisor for all other commands of the allied armed forces. On
the other hand, in accordance with Moscow's proposal, in wartime the Staff of the USSR
Armed Forces was to become the heading organ for CUFWP, the later being thus
reduced to a secondary role.”

During the meeting of the deputy ministers of foreign affairs of the Warsaw Pact
member-countries held in Berlin from 10 to 12 February 1966, the Romanian
representatives criticized the proposals forwarded by Soviets related with the statute of
the United Secretariat of the WP and the Permanent Commission for Foreign Policy, by
saying these structures were useless and contrary to the provisions of the Warsaw Treaty.
They invoked the 6 article of the treaty and also the principles from the Romanian
Working Party Declaration of April 1964, which had been transcripted as guiding
principles for Romania's foreign policy.” The words of the Romanian delegates expressed
the concern of the leadership from Bucharest for the steps aiming at an increased
integration level of the Warsaw Pact structures. This would have as a consequence the
effective diminution of the national sovereignty of minor allies and the control of the
Soviets over all armed forces of the Pact member-countries. The base for the Romanian
delegation own point of view were the examples of the crises from Berlin and Cuba,
when the Soviets had sent to Bucharest direct orders for alarming the Romanian units,

*Report by General-lieutenant Ion Gheorghe, Deputy Minister of Armed Forces and Chief of Staff of the
Romanian Armed Forces, on the meeting between the Chiefs of Staff of the Warsaw Pact member-
countries held in Moscow from 4 to 9 February 1966. 11 February 1966, RM.A., Fund V2, vol. 3, File
7/59, f.1-7.

> Lavinia Betea, Convorbiri neterminate. Corneliu Manescu in dialog cu Lavinia Betea,(Unfinished
Talks. Dialogue between Corneliu Manescu and Lavinia Betea), Polirom, lassy, 2001. See especially

pp. 117-119, 125-129, 156-159 and p.163.
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without consulting or even without previously noticing this fact to the Romanian State
leadership.°

Romania's position, stating that the military structures of the Warsaw Pact were to
deal only with consultative matters, without having effective command and control,
eventually ended in a small success. During the meeting of the ministers of defense on
27-29 May 1966, most of the Romanian amendment were accepted and the protocol of
the meeting mentioned that on several issues divergent opinions had been expressed.’
Among the principles proposed by Romanians included in the new draft of the statute of
the Command of the United Armed Forces of the Warsaw Pact (CUFWP) can be
mentioned the following: CUFWP should coordinate, and not effectively command the
activity of the UFWP (as the Soviets were asking for); the units of the UFWP were
directly subordinated to their national command and leadership; the officers from all
Warsaw Pact member-countries should to be proportionally represented in the Staff of
the UFWP; the Supreme Commander was to be posted according to a rotating principle,
from all marshals and generals of all the Warsaw Pact member-countries. Also, several
initial provisions had been eliminated from the statute, as a result of Romanian
representatives' demands. Among these, the most significant were: the right of the
Supreme Commander to control the UFWP; excluding the nuclear forces from the
UFWP; the direct link between the Political Consultative Committee and the Military
Consultative Council.

The Romanians also expressed a reserved position related with other issues: the
role and functions of the Political Consultative Committee; posting representatives of the
Supreme Command beside other allied armed forces; and the proposal for creating a
Military Council, to have a consulting role beside the Command of the United Armed
Forces of the Warsaw Pact (CUFWP).

On such a basis, at the meeting of the Political Consultative Committee from July
1966 which took place at Bucharest, the Romanian representatives forwarded to their
counterparts a new project for a Statute of the Command of the United Armed Forces of
the Warsaw Pact (CUFWP). The Romanian draft was to be never discussed. This fact
proved that Moscow did not intend to share the leadership of the alliance with its minor
partners or - moreover, as the Romanian draft stipulated - to accept a discussion on its
hegemonic role. So, what one should expect for the future was that Moscow would react
and would affirm its primus inter pares status. Such a thing actually happened in a short
time.

On the first moment, the Soviets took the path of protracting whatever they could.
They put in their drafts the Romanian proposals, but then they tacitly eliminated these
adds. Thus, as a Romanian report showed, at the meeting of the defense ministers from

% Report by Army General Leontin Salajan, Minister of Armed Forces forwarded to Nicolae Ceausescu,
Secretary General of the Central Committee of the Romanian Communist Party, on talks of 3 May 1966
with Army General M. I. Kazakov, Chief of Staff of the United Armed Forces of the Warsaw Pact.
R.M.A., Fund V2, File 8/61, f. 8-9.

"Report by Army General Leontin Salajan, Minister of Armed Forces forwarded to Nicolae Ceausescu,
Secretary General of the Central Committee of the Romanian Communist Party, on the Meeting of the
defense ministers of the Warsaw Pact member-countries held at Moscow from 27 to 28 May 1966.

R.M.A., Fund V2, vol. 3, File 9/62, f.4.
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27-28 May in Moscow, in the draft of the statute "the majority of issues of principles
elaborated by our delegation were included" and also '"several provisions not
corresponding to our viewpoint" were erased. (The report was mentioning the erased
provisions as follows: the right of the Supreme Commander to control the UFWP;
excluding the Soviet nuclear forces from the frame of UFWP; the direct link between the
Political Consultative Committee and the Military Consultative Council, a structure that
would have comprised all defense ministers).®

A significant pauses occurred after this ministerial summit, until a new meeting
was scheduled at Prague between the deputy ministers of defense from 29 February to 1
March 1968. During the passed months the Soviets overlapped the opposition of the
Romanians by avoiding to elaborate a new draft and meanwhile they materialized their
own intentions through small actions, supported by other minor allies. Thus, at Prague,
the Soviets directly opposed the proposal made by Romanians to discuss on the draft
forwarded on July 1966 at Bucharest. According to the report handed to Nicolae
Ceausescu by the Romanian Chief of Staff "when we (Romanians-our note) made the
proposal, all other chiefs of delegation, and insistently Army General Sokolov and
Marshal Takubovsky declared that they hadn't been mandated for such a discussion, that
they were unprepared and the conditions for talking on such subjects were inappropriate
and embryonic".’

Practically, what the Soviets did was to impose a separate discussion on creating
the Military Council and the Command of the United Armed Forces of the Warsaw Pact
(CUFWP). The mentioned report was shortly showing that "by the way the meeting took
place and from all discussions one may conclude that the representatives of the other
armed forces of the Warsaw Pact intend to solve one by one the different issues related
with the Unified Command, such as the issue of the Military Council, of the Staff, of the
Technical Committee, by stating they all agree upon these issues. /.../ So, the conclusion
to be made is that the creation of different parts of the Unified Command was intended,
without taking into account the essential problem, id est to elaborate a new statute of the
Command of the United Armed Forces of the Warsaw Pact".'’

Finally, this protractory stratagem adopted by Soviets culminated in May 1968.
Although at the meeting of the Political Consultative Committee held in Sofia on March
1968 it was decided that the ministers of defense should analyze all the issues and to
present a report after six months, only two months passed until on 24 May 1968 the
Soviet Marshal 1. 1. Takubovsky officially forwarded to the Romanian Ministry of the
Armed Forces the drafts of statutes for the United Armed Forces of the Warsaw Pact, the
Military Council and the unique system of antiaircraft defense of the Warsaw Pact
(AASWP). The Romanian authorities were surprised to see that several provisions
previously erased from the statutes (specifically, those from May 1966) had been
reformulated, thus giving the opportunity for a Soviet inference in the command of the

® Ibidem, £.3-4..

’Report by General-Colonel lon Gheorghe, First-Deputy Minister of Armed Forces and Chief of Staff of
the Romanian Armed Forces, on the Meeting between the Deputies Ministers and Chiefs of Staff of the
Warsaw Pact member-countries held in Prague from 29 February to 1 March 1968. RM.A., Fund V2,
vol. 3, File 11/27, £.3.
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Romanian Armed Forces.'' These reformulated provisions concerned especially the right
of the Supreme (Soviet) Commander to command and control all the troops of the United
Armed Forces of the Warsaw Pact, the right of the Political Consultative Committee to
appoint the Supreme Commander, to take decisions or to give orders for alarming the
mentioned troops, and to plan the strategic development of the United Armed Forces of
the Warsaw Pact. All these meant that several important attributes related with the
national sovereignty and the command and control of the armed forces were to be
confiscated by an authority outside the national jurisdiction. At Bucharest a written
report showed openly that "the provisions of the draft of statute of the Unified Command
are contrary to the principles of mutual cooperation and assistance on the basis of
respecting the national sovereignty and independence, of non-interference in internal
affaires provisioned by the Treaty, thus affecting essential attributes of the governments
of the countries member of the Warsaw Treaty (Organization - our add). All these rights
positions the Supreme Commander over the national governments and made the Unified
Command to become a suprastatal organ of command and control"."

The events that occurred in the summer of 1968, respectively the invasion of
Czechoslovakia, to which added the fear of similar actions to be performed against
Romania, determined a substantial review of the position adopted by the authorities from
Bucharest.

These are the circumstances under which new negotiations (talks) between the
Soviets and the Romanian leader Nicolae Ceausescu took place at the end of September
1968, occasioned by the visit made by the Supreme Commander of the UAFWP,
Marshal 1. 1. Takubovsky, and the Chief of Staff of the UAFWP, Army General S. M.
Sthemenko."” Romania accepted many Soviet proposals, among these the creation of the
Military Committee, composed of the ministers of defense, beside the Political
Consultative Committee, thus differing from the initial pattern, according to which the
MC should be created beside the Command of the United Armed Forces of the Warsaw
Pact (CUAFWP). But Bucharest also tried to keep several secured gates in order to evade
from under a total control of the Soviets. This fact explains why Ceausescu insisted for a
phrase concerning the presence of the representative of the Unified Command within the
national armed forces. Reformulated, this article said that these representatives "may be
accepted within the armed forces of the countries member of the Treaty, whenever this
would be asked or agreed by the governments of one of these countries".'* The
leadership from Bucharest also hold a firm voice on the issue which concerned the right
of the Supreme Commander to sent troops on the territory of the allied countries, by
stating this decision had to be taken only by the government of each country.

"Report by General-Colonel lon lonita, Minister of Armed Forces, forwarded to Nicolae Ceausescu,
Secretary General of the Central Committee of the Romanian Communist Party and president of the
Council of State, on the content of the statutes elaborated by the Unified Command of the United Armed
Forces of the Warsaw Treaty countries.1 October 1968. RM.A., Funnd V2, vol. 3, File 12/ 35, £.3-4.
Ibidem, £.5-6.

BNote on the talks between Nicolae Ceausescu, Secretary General of the Central Committee of the
Romanian Communist Party, and I. 1. lakubovsky, the Supreme Commander of the United Armed
Forces of the Warsaw Treaty countries, 28 September 1968. RM.A., Fund V2, vol. 3, File 13/37, f.1-7.

“Ibidem, £.6.
6



The meeting of the defense ministers that took place in Moscow from 29 to 30
October sanctioned these agreements and gave a defined pattern to the previous drafts for
the statutes of Defense Ministers Council, United Armed Forces of the Warsaw Pact, the
unique system of the antiaircraft defense, the Staff and the Technical Committee of the
United Armed Forces of the Warsaw Pact (UAFWP). The Romanian party reserved for
itself in the text of the final communiqué, the right to further reflection upon the forms
under which the troops of the UAFWP could be displayed on the territory of an allied
country from within the Pact.”

The meeting at Moscow in the end of October 1968 put an end to the first stage in
the military reform of the Warsaw Pact, that had been started by the middle of '70s. The
process was to go on during the next years.

CONCLUSIONS:

1. The attitude of the leadership from Bucharest related with the military reform of the
Warsaw Pact initiated by the Soviets had been dictated by the genuine "dogma" in the
realm of foreign policy represented by the Romanian Working Party Declaration of
April 1964. The Romanian communist leaders intended through the adopted position
to give credibility for their country's foreign orientation and to convince Moscow
about its seriousness. In fact, the "line" adopted in 1964 had its own dynamic and
forcibly conducted the main representatives of Bucharest political circles towards
positions far beyond their initial intentions. This way must be interpreted the
observation made by the Romanian minister of defense in June 1968, related to a de
facto abandoning of the Warsaw Pact. Being scared of the posture he himself found
suddendly at that time, Ion Ionita immediately added: "Another situation might occur
in case the other delegations will not share our point of view and most probably the
delegation of the (Romanian - our add) Ministry of Armed Forces would finally agree
on the drafts of the documents elaborated by the Unified Command, excepting"'® the
competence and attributes of the Supreme Commander, also other provisions.

2. If this uncontrolled dynamic of the "line" adopted by the Romanian communist
leadership subsequently to the Declaration of April 1964 was or was not accurately
perceived by these persons, represents a problem that exceeds the framework of our
present paper. The communist authorities from Bucharest either took it really
seriously, or misinterpreted the consequences and thus eventually became victims of
their own "line", as a result of a certain lack of experience in the field of international
relations and foreign policy Whatever the truth, we must say that "the battle of
statutes" put Bucharest in a very unpleasant and politically costing situation of not
being aware of the intervention made by the troops of the Warsaw Pact in
Czechoslovakia, on August 1968. From a technical viewpoint, as they systematically
opposed the enforcing of the Soviet-patterned statute of United Forces of the Armed

Dumitru Preda, Mihai Retegan, Principiul dominoului, Romanian Cultural Foundation Publishing
House, Bucharest, 1999, p.5-6.

YReport forwarded by General Colonel Ion Ionita, minister of the Romanian Armed Forces, to Nicolae
Ceausescu, related to the content of the drafts elaborated by the United Command of the Warsaw Staff.

3 June 1968, RM.A., Fund V2, File 12/35, f.11
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Forces of the Warsaw Pact, the representatives of the Romanian leadership excluded
themselves from any common endeavor of the Pact. From a political viewpoint,
Bucharest repeatedly voiced that Prague was capable of dealing itself with its own
problems. And the invasion, of course, came eventually as a total surprise. So, the
inflexibility in applying the "line" of 1964 forcibly brought the political leadership
from Bucharest in the position of excluding itself from the "family" to which it
actually belonged. The first major consequence was the fact that Bucharest had no
knowledge about the Prague episode.

. In the case of the "statutes battle" the Soviet party managed the opposition of
Romania in an unfitted manner. Firstly, because the Soviets played a double-crossing
game and instead of looking for a compromise and a satisfactory solution for both
parties, they put an end to this attitude of Romanians by avoiding a direct negotiation
and finally by isolating Romania. Following such a wrong approach of the "Romanian
crisis", Moscow eventually found itself facing a de facto non-allied Romania within
the Warsaw Pact. Subsequently to the outcome of the Prague spring, the leadership
from Moscow adopted a different management of the crisis and choused the political
path for a compromise solution. This way new major crises were avoided and the
communist Romania remained faithful to the Warsaw Pact until its final dissolution.

. In the end, a question remains to be credibly answered by further historical research.
Was or was not the "battle of the statutes" an episode in Romania's prolonged attempt
for giving a comprehensive shape to its foreign neutral policy within the frame of a
global (both possible and feared) confrontation between the Warsaw Pact and NATO?
This question still exist, as there are opinions that such a neutral pattern of Romania's
foreign policy might have been envisaged by September 1963, through a bilateral
arrangement with the US.



Jan STAIGL

Slovakia in the Conception of Building Czechoslovakian Army as the Army of
the First Operational Line of the Soviet Bloc in 1948 — 1968.

The first phase of military-political integration of the Soviet bloc ended in 1947-
-1949 by supplementing of two-sided allied system of states in a sphere of power of
the USSR in the Central and South-East Europe with agreements with the former
satellites of fascistically Germany. The alliance of countries leaned on the Soviet
Union left in this phase direct after-war Slavonic base and by means of
commencement of leftish powers it gained uniform ideological platform and extended
its orientation. Dogmatic schemes and great power plans of the Soviet policy
imprinted class-political character and anti-West orientation to the alliance of the
USSR and so-called people’s democratic states. After the establishment of NATO
and the constitution of the Federal Republic of Germany it was spoken in no
uncertain terms about the preparation of the USA and Great Britain ruling groups for
a new war and their attempt to restore the position of the German militaristic and
revanchist powers.

Up to the so-called Berlin crisis in the summer 1948, probable origin of a new
world conflict was expected by the Command of the Czechoslovakian army in the
term of 10 — 15 years. Concerning this first attempt of the Soviet Union to confront
the power with the West world, the Command admitted its commencement even
earlier. At the same time it accepted the thesis that the “West capitalistic states”
would start the war, that it would be a war of classes led until the complete
annihilation of the enemy and the Europe would become its main battlefield. The
opinions on the military character of the war were formulated under the influence of
principles of the Soviet post war doctrine. About till the half of 1949, with the
existence of atomic monopoly of the USA, the opinions were based on intentional
downgrading of the nuclear weapons importance. They asserted the war would be a
long-lasting matter and the victory would be achieved by the co-action and
collaboration of all weapon with the decisive role of land force and the winner would
become a party, which manage to mobilize and use its moral and economy potential
better. After the successful trials of the atomic bomb in USSR, the Command of the
army started to stress a strategic importance of the air forces more, above all in an
initial stage of the war.

In 1949 a new concept of military defence of the Czechoslovakian Republic
definitively won its way in the Command of the Czechoslovakian army. Its existing
form, which issued from pre-war military-strategic situation of Czechoslovakia, was
based on military cover of the whole state territory with the accent on the main
offensive directions of potential aggressor. It assumed positional retreat fights the
allies. After their strike so called strategic counter-attack should follow with the aim to
push out aggressor from the occupied areas and to transfer the combat activity onto
his territory. A new concept reckoned on an active and dynamical defence mainly of
the west parts of the Czechoslovakian Republic and on offensive activity of
Czechoslovakian and allied armed forces practically immediately after the military
conflict origin. Also the possibility of so-called preventive strikes in a direct threat to
Czechoslovakia or allied state was not excluded.

Already at the turn of forties and sixties, in a military-political links of the Soviet
bloc, the Czechoslovakian army profiled itself as the army of the first operational line.
The place and mission of the Czechoslovakian army were determined by the



geographical location of the Czechoslovakian Republic between northern and
southern strategic direction, crosswise main potential axis of each larger military
operation of a European importance and by the common boundary with the West
Germany. According to the Command of the armed forces the Czechoslovakian
territory was not intended as a main battlefield in a future war, but it should be of
great importance thus for the enemy as for allied bloc of countries with USSR in the
lead. It was supposed that the Czechoslovakian army would create an independent
front in the composition of allied armed forces, operations of which would be closely
coordinated with the combat activities of other armies, especially with the operational
plans of the Soviet general staff. The concept of building strong, well equipped and
from the point of view of individual types of forces self-sufficient peace and war army
accorded with the assumption. Main military grouping should concentrate in a
defensive and muster area of Bohemia, with the prevailing tasks orientation to
Germany and Austria.

Military-politic integration of the Soviet bloc and a new concept of the military
defence of the Czechoslovakian Republic changed significantly military-strategic
situation of Slovakia. With the exception of West Slovakian region near the border
with Austria, which in fact the occupation zone of USSR in this country covered,
Slovakia practically remained inside of politically united and militarily closely
interconnected power sphere of the Soviet Union. In the military plans of the
Czechoslovakian Republic it was apprehended above all as a rear area and logistic
base of the Czechoslovakian Army.

Slovakia, until the 1950, represent relatively independent territorial-
organisational and could be said also operational whole in the peace organization of
the armed forces — military area 4 with the Command in Bratislava. Organisational
structure and deployment of the troops followed-up before the Munich Pact
organisation and deployment of the Czechoslovakian army and also corresponded
with immediately after-war military-security interests and principles of the military
defence concept of the Czechoslovakian Republic. Up to 1948 about 25% of all units,
garrisons and army establishments were deployed in Slovakia, the number of more
than 40 000 people was calculated. Progressive reduction of an operational
relevance of Slovakia that was particularly related to the development of friendly and
allied relations with Hungary resulted (already in 1948—1949) in the redeployment of
the part of army to the west boundary of the CSR.

In 1950 fundamental reorganization of the Czechoslovakian army begun --
with the aim to adjust its peace and war organisation to the Soviet army organisation.
Unlike previous reorganisations, first of all, the military organisation was created and
on the basis of it peace organisation was formed. According to the Soviet general
staff requests the Czechoslovakian army should be based on maximum numbers of
people, with a strong land forces, it means with the large number of infantry,
mechanised, tank, and artillery units and with the strong air forces, fighter units above
all. Even still on 1 November 1954 more than 250 thousand of people, including
university and military schools students, were planned in the tables of peace
numbers of Czechoslovakian army.

Since September 1950 Slovakia become within reorganisation a part of 2"
military circle, in which also southern parts of Moravia were included. This territorial—
organisational grouping with the Command in Trencin was perceived as a home area
and the second line of the Czechoslovakian front of the allied armed forces. It fulfilled
especially training and mobilisation tasks in peace conditions and constituted the
main logistic and school base of the Czechoslovakian army. It provided enhancement



of the protection of South West Slovakia and South Moravia by means of detached
units. In the case of mobilisation deployment the change of command of circle to the
command of 2" military army was intended, meant for the deployment in defence but
mainly in offensive phase of the activities of the Czechoslovakian front, to the west
respectively south west operational direction.

There was about half of military troops of 2" military circle deployed within the
Slovak territory, it means about 15 % of all units and garrisons of the
Czechoslovakian army. At the beginning of 1951, considering their military structure,
there was no fight unit of air forces deployed in Slovakia, not a single one of the five
unions and unsupported units of mechanised troops, there were three from twelve
unsupported artillery leagues and units and two from ten infantry divisions. They
formed together with the special and support units a peace base of the army corps
with the Command in Banska Bystrica or comprised the elements of support forces of
the 2" army command.

In the peace organisation of the army all units and troops were present in
reduced numbers or the partially or even completely decreased. For example the
planned peace figures for infantry deployed in west and East Slovakia did not exceed
3 000 people. With respect to priority armament modernisation of the units, which
were subordinated to the Command of the 1% military circle — it means first lined 1%
war army (located mainly in Bohemia and rest of Moravia), the Slovak units had
weapons and military equipment of different types of older production (for the most
part even of trophy origin from World War Il) at their disposal.

The situation partly changed in the spring 1954, when one fighter air division
and one battle air regiment transferred from Bohemia to Slovakia. The division
belonged to a new system of troops of state air defence with the Command in Prague
and it was equipped with modern Soviet aeroplanes Mig-15. The protection of the
Slovak air space was provided within the framework of allied protection of Central
European air space before West boundaries of USSR. The tasks were fulfilled in
collaboration with fighter air forces of Poland, Hungary and Soviet air forces deployed
in the territory of these states, in Austria and Ukraine.

In the conditions of intensive preparation for the war conflict with the West, the
building of a strong army and modernization of its armament, Slovakia quickly took a
turn for a strategically important base of defence industry. In 1951 — 1953 the
defence industry experienced really intensive development. The Slovak munitions
factories participate above all in the production of tanks, artillery technique, and the
parts of small guns, ammunition and explosives. The concrete numbers documents
the increase in armament industry in Slovakia at that time: having index 100% in
1950, it reached the index of 453% in 1953, while total amount of investment to the
armament enterprises was 3 and half milliards of the Czechoslovak crowns then
(valued at crowns after the monetary reform in 1953).

The constitution of the Warsaw pact led to a gradual specification of a place
and mission of the Czechoslovakian army in coalition relations and strategic plans of
the Soviet general staff. The associated establishment of a new organisational
structure and operational arrangement of troops considered also the principles of
combat activities conducting in conditions of weapons of mass destruction usage,
withdrawal of the Soviet troops from Austria and strengthening of the Hungarian army
role within south strategic direction. At the same time it reflected imperfections
expressed in the time of popular uprising in Hungary and so-called Suez crisis,
especially from the point of view of command operativeness. The building of the army
had to take into account more also economic and demographic possibilities of the



Czechoslovakia that was manifested, among others, in decreasing of planned peace
numbers to 185 thousand people.

The Soviet general staff demanded the organisational core of the land forces
of the Czechoslovakian army to have at least two operational associations (armies),
supplemented with the second line association and strong reserves after mobilisation
deployment of troops. The peace framework of the second line — it means 3" war
army in 1956 consisted of the units of 2" military circle concentrated in Moravia and
shooting division from West Slovakia. Its command should be formed on the basis of
the command of the shooting corps in Brno. Another shooting division at East
Slovakia was subordinated directly to the command of 2™ military circle, which was in
charge of providing mobilisation deployment of reserve troops, respectively to control
and rule personal and material supplement of the fighting troops. Six shooting and
mechanised divisions and in the case of the reserve army three of them were
reckoned with for the organisational structure of the war armies. Therefore West
Slovakian and East Slovakian association as well should deploy two divisions more
within mobilisation deployment of these armies.

The basic structure of the main types of armies in Slovakia in that time
included two shooting divisions, one fighter air division, two battle air regiments,
transport air regiment, one parachute brigade, three artillery brigades, two anti-
aircraft artillery brigades and other units, for which approximately 8 000 people were
planned in their peace organisation. From the point of view of numbers of main types
of combat equipment there were 265 combat airplanes, 116 tanks and self-propelled
guns (cannons) and about 400 gun barrels of land and 150 barrels of anti-aircraft
artillery.

At the turn of fifties and sixties the opinion, that the future war would be of
rocket (missile)-nuclear character and it would start in the form of surprising attack of
NATO armies without previous redeployment of armies, started to prevail. The
decisive importance of the initial stage of the war, as well as of the preparation of
troops deployed in supposed geographical areas of combat activities, was derived
from it. The stress was put on active and dynamic defence, transition to the counter-
attack and direct fight conduct or carrying out of so-called overruns strike. Increased
requirements for firepower, mobility and manoeuvre capabilities of armies were
related to it. Also geo-strategic areas of building and operational activity of Warsaw
pact armies were re-evaluated. From the point of view of Czechoslovakia especially
Czech-Moravian space was considered, which was evaluated as difficult to defend,
but as one creating favourable conditions for conducting larger war operations of land
and air character. In the Slovak geo-strategic area more extensive combat activity
was practically excluded.

The phase of reorganisation and redeployment of the Czechoslovakian army,
the aim of which was to adjust its peace and military constitution to new
circumstances commenced already in 1958 and continued till the half of sixties
According to the specified military plans 1 military circle was abolished and two
peace operational associations — 1% and 4™ army originated in the territory of
Bohemia and southern Moravia and western and central military circle since 1965. At
the same time the intention -- to have peace framework of 3™ military army in
Moravia and western Slovakia prepared -- was abandoned. The main task of the
Command of 2™ military circle (East military circle since 1965), operating within
Slovakia and northern Moravia, constituted the mobilization and training duties for the
benefit of armies in western and south western part of state and support of deployed
reserve forces.



The reorganization changed noticeably the number and structure of the armed
forces in Slovakia. In 1958 — 1966 only one from the total number of eight
mechanised divisions of the Czechoslovakian army was deployed here. It had only
undetailed character and minimally planned number of people and military
equipment. In 1964 they represented only 13% of number of people and technique of
the first lined mechanised divisions in the West Bohemia. In 1966 the division was
reorganized into the tank one with the planned number of 1600 people. The similar
situation existed also in other land forces units, the number of combat air units
decreased too. On the other hand the number of military schools in Slovakia
increased substantially. In the half of sixties ten from eighteen schools of the
Czechoslovakian army were situated here. Back then the number of 4 000 people
was calculated within the peace tables of all military units and establishments in the
Slovak territory.

In connection with the armament modernisation of the Czechoslovakian army
and others Warsaw pact armies the deepening of Slovakia’s importance as a
production base of defence industry continued at the same time. In the half sixties
the defence industry become a decisive branch of national gross production in
Slovakia and its volume comprised more than 70% of the all Slovak engineering
production.

Outlined military statistics of Slovakia changed partially at the end of sixties, in
connection with the presence of occupation forces of the Soviet army and
deployment of the Czechoslovakian army changes. However, the perception of
Slovakia as a rear area and logistic base of the Czechoslovakian army and as the
army of the first operational line of Warsaw pact endured until the end of eighties.



ROMANIA’S POLICY OF AUTONOMY
IN THE CONTEXT OF THE SINO-SOVIETIC CONFLICT: 1960-1968

Assistant Research CARMEN RIJNOVEANU

At the end of the Second World War, Romania, against her will and as a
consequence of the new world geo-political configuration, was included within
the Soviet sphere of supremacy. Therefore, the policy of the Romanian
communist regime complied with the international political realities having as
the main directions the subordination to Moscow and obedience to the Kremlin
decisions.

Starting with 1960, Romania, without questioning her allegiance to the
socialist camp, has promoted - sometimes with a great deal of risk- a policy of
detachment, even of autonomy, from the constraints imposed by Moscow to
the satellite states.

The year 1960 had a double significance from internal and external
points of view. At the internal level, some achievements had been done - the
abolishment of the SOVROMS’', the retreat of the Soviet counselors, the
withdrawal of the Soviet troops. These achievements provided the basic
conditions for the beginning of an internal process of detachment from USSR
without changing the very nature of the regime itself. At the external level, the

Sino- Soviet ideological and power rift deeply affected the communist world as

' SOVROMs were mixed Romanian-Soviet companies created in compliance with the Accord for Economic
Collaboration between Soviet Union and Romania from May 8" 1945. Their main justification was to provide
to Soviet Union the established war compensations.They were based on the principle of half-shares, each of the
contracting parties having 50% percent of the shares. In fact, all these companies were entirely under the
Soviets control becoming the expression of the Romania’s economic exploitation. SOVROMSs included almost
all Romanian economical branches, including the financial and banking systems. The last SOVROM
company- SOVROMCUART- was abolished in 1956.



well as the “monolithic unity” of the system placed under the strict hegemony
of Moscow.

The deepening of the friction between the great communist powers
provided to Romanian leaders a space of maneuver and allowed them to
promote their own political actions based on the defending of the national
values and interests.

Taking benefits from the rift between USSR and China, the Romanian
leaders tried to mediate this conflict impartially. Doing so, Romania aimed at
providing herself a certain protection, a kind of “umbrella”, otherwise
unrealistic, in case the “big brother” would have intended to punish such a kind
of behavior.

Romania’s “detachment™ attitude from Moscow and her involvement in
the Sino-Soviet conflict were based on practical and opportunity reasons that
were influenced mainly by the rethinking of the soviet leadership policy. Both
the destalinization process, initiated by Khruschev at the 20™ Congress of the
Soviet Communist Party, and the Hungarian uprising showed the Romanian
communist leader, Gheorghe Gheorghiu Dej, his vulnerability meaning that he
could be removed by Moscow anytime, as well as the lack of any Soviet
support guaranteeing his political survival. These political circumstances and
the attempts for preserving his political power are relevant for understanding
the new Dej’s political thinking towards Kremlin. Therefore, Dej’s political
strategy was based on the re-assessment of the national values and the
development of the national communism. In this regard, Dej followed a double
goal: internal and external legitimacy. The first one, having as a pretext the
defending of the national interests, aimed to provide him the increasing of the
public support. The second one had to provide him a real credibility in order to
enhance the relations with the West, especially important from economical
point of view and a distinct position within the communist world as well.
Following the “small steps policy”, Dej paid attention not to challenge

Moscow, being aware that an open hostile action against the Soviet Union



could be fatal. The experience gained after the Hungarian revolution of 1956
had been relevant in this regard.

As the Sino - Soviet conflict become acute, Romanian leadership was
able to put into practice the new political course as it had been thought before.
Without this dispute, without the breach opened inside the communist bloc, the
Romanian action could not have been possible.

The “detachment” from Moscow was made simultaneously at economic,
internal and external levels.

Within Council of Mutual Economic Aid (Comecon), Romania adopted
a relentless stand: she refused to accept any Soviet pressure aimed at the
economic integration of the socialist countries and at the setting up of some
supra-national economic structures (the EEC had been, in a way, the starting
point for building the Comecon) intending the economic subordination of the
satellites.” Romania adopted the same stand as regarding the implementation of
the principle “labor’s international division inside of socialist camp” which
would have provided to Romania, according to the Soviet plans, a role of
supplying agricultural products and raw materials to the more developed
socialist countries.’” Therefore, the Bucharest regime initiated a high-level
industrialization process simultaneously with the increasing of economic
cooperation with the Western countries, Yugoslavia and China. The measures
taken by Dej’s régime provoked an open conflict with the Moscow within
Comecon.

The same attitude was adopted by Romania regarding the Warsaw Pact
as well. Despite of the pressures against her, any kind of political-military

integration through setting up of supranational structures within the alliance

* The plan for setting up an economic planning supra-national structure has been delivered by Khruschev
during the Meeting of Comecon’ countries which took place in Moscow on August, 3-5, 1961.

* During the Plenum session of the reprezentatives of the Communist and Workers’ Parties from socialist
countries and of the Political Consultative Committee from the member-states of the Warsaw Treaty, the
principle of specialization was firmly rejected by the Romanian delegation : “we can not transform ourselves in
a supplier of fodder materials for the other countries benefit.” Shorthand of the Meeting of the Politburo of the
Central Committee of the Romanian Workers’ Party (CC of RWP), of February 8, 1960, Central Historical
National Archives, (C.H.N..A.) Fund CC of the RCP, Chancellery Section, File no. 9/ 1960, p. 18.



was rejected firmly by Romania.* A categorical proof of the Romanian
communist régime’s decision to carry on her own foreign policy within the
Warsaw Treaty was its attitude, a courageous one, regarding the Cuban crisis
(October, 1962).° Since that event, Romania tryed to take all necessary
measures in order to avoid a possible involvment in the Soviet risky policy
which could have endagered the Romanian state’s security interests.

The Soviet pressures for economic and political-military integration
have been strengthen due to the worsening of the conflict with communist
China: the control over the satellites had to be emphasized in order to avoid a
possible rift inside of the political-military bloc under the Soviet domination.
Dej proved diplomatic ability in dealing with these two phenomena: the
“detachment” from Moscow (including the rejections of the Soviet lines) and
the involvement, preserving her neutrality, in the Sino- Soviet dispute have
been accomplished simultaneously.

The perception of the motivations that determined Romania to assume
the role of mediator has to be correct. The Romanian leaders were far from
having the necessary power to play a significant role in settling the Sino-Soviet
divergences. Yet, as these divergences got worse, they created the necessary
context and the rationale for expressing some ideas and directions of actions,
impossible to be accepted by Moscow’s leaders in different circumstances.®

The visit of the Romanian delegation led by Ion Gheorghe Maurer, in
China in March 2-11, 1964, apart from the official reasons (to persuade both

*Dej did not accept the setting up of a new standing structure of the deputy foreign ministers within Warsaw
Treaty as well as the establishing of the General Staff of the United Armed Forces. Memoranda of Discussions
at the Meeting of the First Secretaries of the Central Committees of the Communist and Workers’ Parties and
the Presidents of the Council of Ministers of the Warsaw Pact countries held at the residence of the Central
Committee of the Polish United Working Party, Bucharest, January 20, 1965, C.H.N.A., Fund CC al RCP,
Foreign Relations Section, File no. 15/ 1965, p.124-127.

> According with some recent testimonies, on October 4, 1964, it took place a meeting between Corneliu
Manescu, Romanian Minister of Foreign Affairs and Dean Rusk, American State Secretay. During these
talks, Romanian minister informed about Romania’s decision to preserve a neutrality status in case of a
possible war between United States and Soviet Union. By such a kind of behavior , Romania essentially
repudiated its allegiance obligations regarding the Warsow Pact Raymond L. Garthoff, When and Why
Romania Distanced Itself from the Warsaw Pact, Cold War International Historical Project Bulletin, Bulletin 5
Spring 1995.

% Alexandru Osca, Soviet-Chinese Polemic, Just a Pretext for Romania in On Both Sides of the Iron
Curtain, Military Publishing House, Bucharest, 2001, pp.98- 105.



parts to cease the public polemic and to solve the disagreements by “brotherly”
discussions), offered the Romanian leaders the opportunity of showing their
own dissatisfactions and frustrations generated by the Soviet attempts to take
over the entire control of the satellites. The Romanian leaders were, yet, aware
of the fact that they were unable to solve this political crisis or to influence the
further evolution of the relations between the two great communist powers. It
still has to be proved by documents to what extent Romania aimed at acquiring
the support of the Chinese leaders in order to renounce to the Soviet hegemony
or to build up a Balkan bloc under Chinese guarantee.

Due to these efforts of solving this conflict, the Romania’s stand has
been perceived as being unique, neutral and impartial, worried of its possible
consequences over the future of the socialist camp. In this way is justified the
position of the Romanian delegation within the Warsaw Pact related to
disarmament’ and to Mongolia’s membership application®. The argument of
the Romanians were that, in both issues, adopting a positive solution could be
perceived by China as a direct attack against her, thus increasing the division of
the communist world.”

The Bucharest strategy had in view a double orientation: to play a role of
mediator even of negotiator between these two rivals of the communist world
and to maintain a position of neutrality avoiding to adopt either a firm pro-
Chinese position or a pro-Soviet one.

Being aware of the Soviet reactions and of the fact that a real support
from China is less credible, Romania had to find an alternative, respectively the
improving of the political and economic relations with the Western countries,

whose support was essential for achieving the established goals. In order to

7 Shorthand of the Meeting of the First Secretaries of the Central Committees of the Communist and Workers’
Parties and the Presidents of the Council of Ministers of the Warsaw Pact countries, held at the residence of
the Central Committee of the Polish United Working Party, Bucharest, January 20, 1965, C.H.N.A., Fund CC
al RCP, Foreign Relations Section, File no. 15/ 1965, p. 113-119

¥ Shorthand of the Meeting of the Politburo of the CC of RWP of April 3, 1963, Bucharest, C.H.N.A., Fund
CC of RCP, Chancellery Section, File 39/ 1963, p. 123-126



succeed in achieving its plan, the Romanian communist régime had to create
for itself the image of a credible independent and sovereign state.

The highest expression of the policy of “independence” adopted by
Romania was the “Statement on the Stand of the Romanian Workers’ Party
Concerning Problems of the Communist World and Working Class
Movement” issued on April 22, 1964. The development of the Sino-Soviet
polemic and the necessity to restore the communist world’s unity have given
the background for the discussions. Taking into account the possible Soviet
reaction, the issued principles emphasized the need to cease the dispute. In the
same time, these principles pointed out the Romanian leaders’ concerns
regarding a possible military intervention that could have stopped the political
course of Bucharest. Being aware of this reality, the Romanian communist
leaders sustained that the relations between states should be based on the
observance of the independence and national sovereignty, equality of rights,
mutual advantage, non-interference in the domestic affairs of other states,
territorial integrity and socialist internationalism.'” To prepare, choose or
change the forms and methods of the socialist organism was an attribute of
every Marxist-Leninist party, a sovereign right of every socialist state. The idea
that there is not “a farther party” and a “son party” anymore, that no party
could have a special place and impose its own views to other parties, was
courageously affirmed by Romania.'' Adopting a neutral position on the Sino-
Soviet dispute, the statement of the Romanian Labors’ Party asserted that there
is no unique strategy regarding the ways of passing from capitalism to
socialism, a certain way being “determined in every country by its concrete

historical conditions”. ' Underlining this principle, the Romanian leaders

’ In the last day of the plenum session from January 19-20, 1965 held in Varsaw, Soviet leaders decided to
meet togheter, without Romania, in order to discuss a possible strategy which had to be adopted against China.
This event proved the Romania’s relentless stand regarding the Chinese problem.

1 Statement on the Stand of the Romanian Workers’ Party Concerning Problems of the Communist World and
Working Class Movement issued on April 22, 1964 by the Plenum session of the Central Committee of the
Romanian Workers’ Party (April 15-22, 1964), C.H.N.A., Fund CC of RCP, Chancellery Section, File 23/
1964, p. 12, 19-20, 28.

! Ibidem, £. 29

*? Ibidem, £. 25



aimed at justifying their own political orientation and at formulating their own
arguments for the position adopted related to many of the Soviet proposal, both
within Comecon and within the Warsaw Treaty, without being subject to
possible consequences.

The new Romanian leader, Nicolae Ceausescu (elected on March, 1965)
continued to apply and put into practice the main principles as they were issued
in the “April Declaration”. This declaration remained, throughout the period of
Ceausescu’s rule, the fundamental premise upon which Romanian autonomy
within the Warsaw Pact and Comecon relayed on. During 1965, Romania
required a radical change of the Warsaw Treaty’s command structures,
underlying the fact the pact “wasn’t an organization of equals but a fief of the
Soviet Union” being used as an instrument entirely controlled by the Soviets.
Also, Romania claimed for an increase of the role of the other member states
within the Treaty, as well as each state’s right to keep its own military forces
outside of the alliance.”” Regarding the Soviet intentions of reorganizing the
Treaty and setting up new integrated structures, the new Romanian leader
continued his predecessor’s policy.'* Playing the role of mediator of the Sino-
Soviet conflict, Romania adopted, again, at the Meeting of the Consultative
Political Committee, held on July 4-6, 1966 in Bucharest, a pro-Chinese
position, contrary to the Soviet one, related to Vietnamese war."

The policy of national autonomy and sovereignty has been emphasized
through some spectaculars gestures (the refusal to cut off the diplomatic
relations with Israel during and after the six-day war, the recognition of the

Federal Republic of Germany, the enhancing of the relations with the Western

13 Note on the talks between Nicolae Ceausecsu, Secretary General of the Central Committee of the Romanian
Communist Party and L1 lakubovski, the Supreme Commander of the United Armed forces of the Warsaw
Treaty countries, Romanian Military Archives, Fund V 2, Vol.3 | File no. 13/ 37, p. 64-70

' During the Meeting of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs from the member states of the Warsaw Treaty, held
in Berlin (February 10-12, 1966), Romania’s delegation asserted that the Soviet proposals were not in
compliance with the principles upon the relations between the socialists countries relayed on. Due to this,
Romania rejected the Soviet proposals in this regard. Shorthand of the Presidium Meeting of the Central
Commiittee of the Romanian Communist Party, Bucharest, February 16, 1966, C.H.N.A., Fund CC of RCP,
Chancellery Section, File 17/ 1966, f.13

13 Shorthand of the Meeting of the Executive Committee of the Central Committee of the Romanian Communist
Party of July, 12, 1966, CH.N.A., Fund CC of RCP, Chancellery Section, File 95/ 1966, p.23-24



world), having as the highest point the firm denunciation of the military
intervention of the Warsaw Treaty’s forces against Czechoslovakia. Ceausescu
opposed to any interference in what was called “Prague spring”, and Romania
did not take part in the invasion of the Warsaw Pact’s troops in

Czechoslovakia.

Conclusions

The analysis of the policy promoted by Romania between 1960-1968 is
closely connected to the internal and international realities. It was favored, on
one hand, by the changing of the Moscow’s strategy towards West on the basis
of “peaceful coexistence” principle, and, on the other hand, by the increasing
breach within the communist world due to the breaking out of the Sino-Soviet
conflict.

Undoubtedly, the Soviet leadership understood very well the real limits
of Romania’s policy of autonomy and the fact that her defiance would not turn
into an open rift from the Soviet block menacing the unity and integrity of the
camp under Moscow’s control. As a result, Moscow watched indulgently
Bucharest’s endeavors of autonomy, without taking into account the solution of
military intervention. This reality does not reduce the significance of the
actions undertaken by Romanian communist leaders, of defiance and
insubordination, both at economic and political-military levels.

The involvement as mediator in the Sino-Soviet conflict gave to
Romania the opportunity to promote, in order to defend the unity of the
communist world, a policy of autonomy within the socialist block, as well as
the image of a régime concerned about the defending of its national values and
security interests.

Playing the role of mediator, Romania was able to draw up her own
points of view on many problems of the communist world during this period.

As a conclusion, one must say that Romanian leaders did not really want

that this dispute to be settled. It is hard to say that without it the Romanian



leaders would have been tempted to adopt a position contrary to the one
dictated by Moscow, both at international level and within the communist bloc.
The role of mediator was only an instrument of dealing tactfully with
Moscow’s susceptibilities regarding the opposition actions promoted by the
Romanian leaders. Without agreeing with the Maoist political vision,
Romanian leaders supported, in various circumstances, the Chinese positions
against Moscow’s ones in order to justify, on one hand, its autonomous policy

and, on the other hand, its credibility as impartial mediator of this conflict.
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