
 1 

PRESENTATION AS A PANEL PARTICIPANT IN THE CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 

AGENCY-WOODROW WILSON INTERNATIONAL CENTER CONFERENCE ON 

THE WARSAW PACT, 5 APRIL 2011 

 

                                WALTER JAJKO 

 

The Central Intelligence Agency is to be complimented on the good job that they have 

done in declassifying and releasing so many of the essential documents concerning the 

Warsaw Pact.  It has to be noted that so many of these documents are available only 

because of the immense bravery and moral sensibility of the late Ryszard Kuklinski, a 

Polish Army Colonel on the General Staff, who passed them at mortal risk to himself and 

his family.  Colonel Kuklinski was a great Polish patriot and is an insufficiently known 

hero.   Doctors Byrne and Mastny are to be congratulated on their book, A Cardboard 

Castle?, an incomparable and voluminous compilation of the documentation covering the 

entire history of the Warsaw Pact.  Their book is a singular source for and service to 

scholars. 

 

I will make some general comments and express some personal views concerning the 

Warsaw Pact based on the documents about which we have been invited to speak.  For 

those reading the documents and those who had practical experience of the Soviet so-

called alliance, observations based on the documents are obvious and confirmatory of 

what was known or suspected.  Nevertheless, there are some revelations that provide 

unpleasant confirmation about the extremes of Soviet behavior towards the Non-Soviet 

Warsaw Pact member states.  The thread of Soviet boorishness, brutality, insult, and 

denigration of the Eastern European states is unbroken throughout the history of the 

Warsaw Pact.  On the other side, though not at all comparable to Soviet behavior, the 

United States and some European members of the North Atlantic Treaty sometimes 

exhibited a patronizing or dismissive attitude towards some of the European members of 

the Warsaw Pact in NATO-Warsaw Pact relations.  The West often assumed that the 

Eastern Europeans had no views of their own or that the views were merely slight 

differences from the Soviets’ positions.   The United States and NATO rather consistently 

preferred to deal only with Soviets.  (Parenthetically, I well remember when I was an 

analyst for the Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence in Headquarters, United States Air 

Force how intelligence officers consistently pronounced the abbreviation NSWP as 

Nosewipe, occasionally in the presence of representatives of those nations.  Of course, 

this demeaning characterization did nothing to endear the United States to the Nosewipe 

countries.  My repeated objections to my fellow intelligence officers fell on deaf ears.)  

Neither the Soviet Union nor the United States at times seemed to take the Non-Soviet 

Warsaw Pact members seriously.   

 

The very first sentence of the Warsaw Treaty belies what was intended by the Soviets and 

what the alliance was.  The opening sentence states that the Warsaw Pact is based on 

mutual non-interference in the internal affairs of its members and respect for their 

national sovereignty and political independence.  The whole history of the Warsaw Pact 

shows that this was a sham.  The Soviets never honored these declarations and never 

intended to do so.  The basis for the Warsaw Pact was, in fact, already in existence in the 
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bilateral treaties between the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the several Eastern 

European states and founded on the forced party-political-military relationships that were 

established during World War II and the subsequent post-war permanent military 

occupations.  In fact, the Warsaw Treaty was a cover for the Soviets’ complete control of 

the armed forces of the several East European states, excepting Yugoslavia and later 

Albania and Romania.  The Warsaw Pact was also a handy, but not too believable facade 

for Soviet propaganda, convincing, I think only to that numerous and ubiquitous class of 

useful idiots. 

 

The Warsaw Pact did successfully serve its primary purpose, namely Soviet political and 

military control of the conquered Eastern European states and Soviet enforcement of the 

tolerable limits of Eastern European ideological deviations.  The Soviet war on Hungary 

in 1956, the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia with the forced despicable participation 

of its neighbors in 1968, and the Soviets’ reluctant threat of invasion of Poland in 1981 

were stark, crude, and bloody lessons that there was no escape from Soviet mastery.  

These lessons were well-learned by the puppet parties, governments, and military 

commands and the oppressed peoples of occupied Eastern Europe.   

 

The depth of subordination of the East Europeans to their Soviet superiors was 

demeaningly evident already in 1955 when it was decreed that the Supreme Commander 

and the two Theater Commanders of the new Warsaw Pact, who were and would always 

be Russian, would in wartime unilaterally determine the number of troops required from 

each of the Eastern European member states, without any opportunity for objection or 

demurral or even agreement by those states.  The force structure, equipage, and training 

of these troops were prescribed by the Soviets in advance in peacetime.  The employment 

of the Eastern European troops in wartime was determined solely by the Soviets without 

any consideration to issues that were of great importance to those nations.  The Supreme 

High Command of the Warsaw Pact armed forces was, in fact and without any disguise, 

the General Staff of the Soviet Armed Forces.  The two Soviet Theater Commanders “… 

were invested with absolute authority in directing actions of subordinate…” units and 

were “… authorized direct contact with the political-military leadership of the allied 

countries on all matters…”.  Additionally, the Theater Chiefs of Staff, who were Russian, 

would oversee the general staffs of the member states and would designate the Eastern 

European flag/general officers to wartime commands in their own national armed forces.  

To ensure the Eastern Europeans’ obedience to Soviet wartime orders, the Theater 

Commanders would second Soviet operational groups to each of the national forces. 

Importantly, the Eastern European members of the Warsaw Pact had no say in wartime 

combat operations, including planning, missions, tasks, objectives, and, of course, 

command.  In short, the Eastern Europeans were simply to furnish and expend their blood 

and treasure for a Soviet cause based on a Soviet decision in which they had no say.  Any 

pretense even of a genuine combined alliance structure was absent.   (The Poles in 

particular were bitterly unhappy at and resentful of the loss of the national character of 

their armed forces, after all it was the Polish Army that embodied the nation.) Although it 

was called the Warsaw Pact and not the Moscow Pact, there never was any Eastern 

European officer in any command position of importance.  There was not even a pretense 

of sovereignty. 
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There were also other differences between the East European states and the Soviet Union 

and also among the Eastern European Pact members.  I remember an amusing incident 

after one of the Pact exercises in the Seventies, those inveterate overachievers the East 

German generals held their own critique of the exercise during which a few of them 

boasted that of all the national forces in the Pact only they could fight their way to the 

Atlantic and then turn around, defeat the Russians,  and drive to Moscow.  

 

The history of the Warsaw Pact is also the history of the Eastern Europeans’ continuous 

but often muted, weak, and ineffective resistance and objection to the terms of 

subordination as demonstrated by the repeated, but almost always unsuccessful, attempts 

at reform of the organization of the Pact and their responsibilities in it: witness Polish 

General Drzewiecki’s 1956 proposal, General Duszynski’s proposal, the Hungarian 

proposals of 1966, the Romanian proposal of 1988, and, lastly, the Bulgarian proposal in 

1989.  Repeated Eastern European complaints and suggestions to establish something 

approaching an alliance of equals that would have autonomous institutions with authority 

and responsibility accountable to all members were denied summarily by the Soviets.  All 

of the disagreements, complaints, and proposals were clear indications of the 

dissatisfaction and disillusionment of the Eastern Europeans with the Soviets over 

fundamental alliance issues.  They also had to be indicators to the Soviets of a long-

standing, even hostile, dislike in some cases that suggested the tenuous reliability and 

loyalty of the Non-Soviet Warsaw Pact allies.  The Soviets could not have had any doubt 

that the Warsaw Pact sat precariously on Soviet bayonets. 

 

Notwithstanding this record of disagreement between the Soviets and the other member 

states of the Warsaw Pact, the United States never took any significant action in 

economics, diplomacy, or informational activities to take advantage of the differences 

and exacerbate them.  There were exploitable opportunities.  I remember in my own 

experience when the Poles approached the United States and explained some significant 

differences with the Soviets concerning the issues in the interminable, mind-numbing 

Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Talks in the Seventies, the United States ignored 

the Polish initiatives and the Intelligence Community glossed over them.  Yet, 

disarmament between the Warsaw Pact and the United States was a subject of continuous 

concern to several Eastern European members of the Pact besides Poland, for example 

Bulgaria in later years.  The United States may have identified vulnerabilities in the 

Warsaw Pact’s cohesion, but it certainly took no measures to exploit them.  

 

I think that the American indifference to the divergences between the Soviet Union and 

the Non-Soviet Warsaw Pact members reinforced and buttressed the Bloc as a bloc and 

enhanced its legitimacy.  But, of course, this kind of non-action by the United States had 

occurred all too commonly because the United States tended to view Eastern Europe 

through Russian lenses from Moscow’s perspective.  Morally, this policy resembled the 

British Prime Minister’s unfortunate characterization immediately after deplaning on his 

return from the infamous Munich Conference.  An indication of how little the Non-Soviet 

Warsaw Pact countries apparently played into United States’ concerns over war with the 

Soviet Union is that only two National Intelligence Estimates about them were produced, 
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in 1966 and 1983.  Yet, in between those two dates, serious arms control negotiations 

were conducted between the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 

and several significant events occurred that shook the Bloc’s stability and, consequently, 

its reliability. 

 

The Warsaw Pact’s wartime alerting and mobilization system, Monument, imposed by 

the Soviets, provided for the transmission, within two minutes, of the order to go to war – 

the most important and consequential decision any state makes, ultima ratio regni – from 

the Soviet General Staff directly to the Eastern European national forces, bypassing all 

Eastern European party, political, and military leaders without any notification to, 

consultation with, or approval by them.  The Soviets’ sole control of the decision to go to 

war was proof of the abrogation of even the last shred of the Eastern Europeans’ 

sovereignties.  There can be no better proof of the disdainful disregard by the Soviets’ of 

their allies’ most important national interests.  Even concerning this fundamental right 

affecting the possible survival of a sovereign state, the Soviets, as was their wont, began 

their long preparation of this deprivation with the Zapad 77 Exercise.  Soviet Marshal 

Kulikov set the tone and made clear the intent with his vulgar, insulting, and bullying 

behavior towards Polish Generals Jaruzelski and Siwicki and his deliberate disdain for 

Gierek, the Polish Communist Party leader.  Obviously, the Eastern European military 

leaders were expected to be no more than messenger boys. 

 

Although the political utility of the Warsaw Pact vis-a-vis the United States and the North 

Atlantic Treaty Organization was sometimes in doubt not least among the Soviets, the 

Soviets seemed to be confident that their Warsaw Pact allies would comply if it came to 

war; the Pact structure and procedures seemed to assure that.  Moreover, the active, even 

enthusiastic, participation of the Pact allies was crucial to a Soviet-led war against the 

North Atlantic Treaty Organization.  These allies were an integral component of the 

combat forces in the war plan, Seven Days to the Rhein, which was tested and refined in 

all the Pact’s exercises beginning in 1979.  In fact, the Soviets planned to reach the 

English Channel within fourteen days in a massive combined offensive defeating NATO 

forces.  The Soviets’ objective and expectation were the rapid defeat of NATO before the 

NATO political-military structure could respond, sort of maximizing the OODA Loop on 

the grandest scale.  The Soviets planned on serial operational victories, knocking NATO 

countries out of effective combat, breaking the will of the NATO countries, and 

rendering NATO non-existent.  This rapid advance would prevent the United States from 

escalating to the use of nuclear weapons, would render irrelevant United States’ 

mobilization, and, thus, preempt a longer war of attrition in which the United States could 

bring to bear its longer range assets.  Moreover, the Soviet war plan was predicated on 

the assumption that only a short war would ensure the reliability of their Pact allies.  If it 

had come to a NATO-Warsaw Pact war, it would have been the Group of Soviet Forces 

Germany and probably the East Germans who likely alone would have attacked with 

enthusiasm and initiative.  The Soviet war plan has to be balanced against the United 

States’ plan, which would target Soviet second echelon forces, the Follow-On Forces 

Attack (FOFA), in Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary with tactical nuclear weapons.  

Obviously, if it came to this, any American hope for the East Europeans’ forces’ 

defection or even resistance to the Soviets would be highly unlikely.  Both the Soviet and 
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American war plans were based on tenuous assumptions and fanciful expectations of 

maintaining control of escalation. These plans and their results were highly 

problematical.  Thankfully, NATO and the Warsaw Pact never went to war. 

 

Even with the revelation of so many official documents concerning the Warsaw Pact, not 

all of the important historical issues concerning the Pact have been elucidated and settled.  

A score of years after the demise of the Warsaw Pact and its leader, the Soviet Union, 

there is still no comprehensive investigation of a fundamental issue that continues to 

befuddle statesmen and strategists and will probably be a fundamental issue in some 

future confrontations and conflicts: namely, deterrence.  Although there are many studies 

of deterrence, none is completely satisfactory and there seems to be no universal 

application.   Are there relevant lessons for the future from this long East-West 

confrontation?  Can deterrence, as in this historical case, be composed of constituents?  

What value can be put on individual components of a deterrent in ensuring the desired 

result?  If the Soviets indeed had the intent to go to war with NATO, what deterred them?  

Was it the fear of a homeland-to-homeland exchange of nuclear weapons?  Was it the 

American tactical nuclear weapons on NATO’s European soil?  Was it the technological 

superiority of American conventional weapons?  Was it some combination of these 

weapons and their associated doctrines and targeting?  Was it some other technological or 

some economic factors?  Was it a lack of faith in the certainty of the triumph of 

Socialism?  Was deterrence simply a matter of perceptions, uncertainty, incalculability, 

and fear?  Or is this issue irrelevant at least for that specific historical confrontation?  

Perhaps the Soviets simply suffered from the inertia of peace.    

 

Yet, despite all of the Soviets’ political and military measures, beginning with 1956, the 

Soviets must have had their doubts about their allies, particularly in a pinch.  The revolts 

of 1956 of course, 1968, and 1981 could only have deepened their doubts.  1956 was a 

frightening reminder to the Eastern Europeans as to who was in charge and the cost of 

rebellion.  At the same time, it was the beginning of that profound cynicism of the 

peoples engendered by their servile status that began the slow rot that finally resulted in 

the swift collapse of the Pact.  The Soviets had some share in undermining the stability, 

legitimacy, loyalty, and ultimately the integrity and reliability of the Warsaw Pact.  The 

process began with Khrushchev’s “secret” speech denouncing Stalin, which, by 

implication, discredited the USSR itself and the Warsaw Pact.  Then, beginning in the 

1970’s, the Soviets’ own diplomacy in pursuit of lessening East-West tensions lessened 

the seeming need for the Pact and, thereby, lessened the reliability of its European 

members. 

 

In my view, the primary purpose of the Warsaw Pact was not as an alliance to fight a war 

against the United States and its NATO allies.  Rather, the Pact was meant by the Soviets 

as an instrument for controlling and retaining their conquest of Eastern Europe.  This 

mission of territorial retention was second only to the defense of Mother Russia.  The 

direct links from the Soviet General Staff to the Eastern European national armed forces 

served to ensure the permanence of this territorial conquest.  The history of the Soviet 

occupation demonstrates, I think, the continuity of this interest.  The 1949 bilateral 

treaties with the Eastern European states granted the Soviets the right to the military 
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occupation of the Eastern European states.  The multilateral 1955 Warsaw Treaty 

institutionalized the Soviet presence in this half of Europe.  Even before the formation of 

the Warsaw Pact and certainly after each of the several subsequent East European 

rebellions, the Soviet presence was preserved and, of course, strengthened, but certainly 

not legitimated by the introduction of Soviet army divisions and their organization in 

permanent commands: the Northern Group of Soviet Forces in 1947, the Group of Soviet 

Forces in Germany in 1949, the establishment of the Central Group of Soviet Forces in 

1956, and the doubling of the Southern Group of Soviet Forces in 1957, together totaling 

some thirty divisions plus massive support forces. The entire history of the Warsaw Pact 

military exercises, both field and command post, in my opinion, illustrates my point as to 

the Soviets’ retention of these states.  The Soviets permitted no independent planning, 

training, equipage, readiness, mobilization, or control by the national forces.  In fact, the 

Soviets prevented initiatives in these essential activities which could have improved the 

training, planning, and morale of the Eastern European national armed forces to the 

Soviet armed forces advantage.  The exercises absolutely reduced the possibilities of the 

East Europeans’ resistance to Soviet domination.  The Soviets’ pursuit since the late 

1960’s of East-West agreements legally securing the political and territorial accretions of 

World War II in Eastern Europe, Stalin’s annexations of immense territories from these 

states, for example half of Poland, all of Czechoslovakia’s Carpathian Rus, and 

Romania’s Bukovina, underlines the primary Soviet interest.  Clearly, the Soviets 

intended to remain in Eastern Europe in perpetuum.  

 

Yet, at the end of this long, sad history of institutionalized terror, incompetent 

governance, impoverishment, militarization, and persecution of civilization and religion, 

the West, in denial of all that it stood for and strove for, was not only not prepared to 

welcome liberation, but actively opposed it.  When the Warsaw Pact was dissolving, 

astonishingly, the United States and some of its NATO allies, in a lapse of strategy and 

morality, were dismayed at the withdrawal of Soviet Russia from the Continent and were 

more concerned with the stasis and stability that Russia purportedly provided in that half 

of Europe.  The end of the Warsaw Pact was both joyous and shameful.     

 

In a longer view of European History, the Warsaw Pact was unquestionably the prison of 

nations that sequestered the Eastern European nations from their common European 

heritage with the intent of de-Westernizing them.  The Pact’s dismal, demoralizing 

history is a brutal record of how effective it was in tormenting, twisting, and trying to kill 

the souls of its members.  It was an evil institution, like its sponsor, that was meant to 

attack and to eradicate the unique dignity and worth of man and the two millennia-long 

patrimony of Western Civilization, especially its ideals, principles, and values.  When the 

Warsaw Pact was finally dismantled after the collapse of Soviet control in East Europe, 

its demise was decades overdue.                      
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