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\ Foreword

"~~~ Recent demographic and economic trends present mobilization
problems for both the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the
Warsaw Pact. When the United States and the Soviet Union agreed to
rid Europe of intermediate-range nuclear weapens, their agreement
naturgllf}}f increased the emphasis on conventional force balances—
thus creating new strains within and between the alliances. These
developments make the time ripe for a comprehensive study of
NATO and Warsaw Pact capabilities to mobilize their conventional
forces.

This book draws upon essays prepared for a NATO-Warsaw
Pact conference;\ sponsored by the Mobilization Concepts Develop-
ment Center of the Insfifute.for National Strategic Studies, held at the
National Defense University sIn these essays, US and European spe-
cialists discuss developments and vulnerabilities in the two blocs.
They address four issues: (1) mobilization and reinforcement, (2) ,
developments in front-line states, (3) communications and transporta- 1
tion problems, and (4) difficulties on the flanks.~The editor, Jeffrey
Simon, makes suggestxons for US and NATO polity.

R

< These individual studles and the book as a whole represent the
most current and thorough examination of NATO-Warsaw Pact
capabilities available today. At a time when the United States and its
allies are reflecting on their collective security responsibilities for the
future, this work is a welcome addition to the discussion.

VS s

BRADLEY C. HOSMER

LIEUTENANT GENERAL, US AIR FORCE
X N

PRESIDENT, NATIONAL DEFENSE UNIVERSITY L
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An Overview of
NATO-Warsaw Pact
Mobilization Issues

In December 1987 President Ronald Reagan
and General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev signed an agreement to rid
the European theater of intermediate nuclear forces (INF); the United
States would remove its Pershing IlIs and ground-launched cruise mis-
siles (GLCMs) in return for Soviet removal of SS-20s, SS-4/5s, and
SS-12/22s. More than just reducing nuclear weapons in the European
theater. this agreement may ultimately prove historic because of the
effect that it may have on the two post-World War II alliances; the
North Atlantic Treaty Orgunization (NATO) created in 1949 and the
Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTO) or Warsaw Pact dating from

1955.

Not only have both alliances been challenged, they likely will be
increasingly challenged from a number of quarters. Ever since Reyk-
javik, European NATO has remained shaken; some Europeans are
questioning US guarantees. After NATO’s painful dual-track decision
in 1979, and ultimate political success in deploying INF in December
1983, some Europeans who question the US nuclear guarantee have
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begun to search for ‘‘new’’ security arrangements both within and
outside the NATO structure.

INF has also had repercussions on the Warsaw Pact. Soviet stub-
bornness in INF negotiations between 1979 and their walkout when
NATO began deployment in 1983, created tremendous strains in
Eastern Europe. Tensions became publicly evident when the Soviets
pressured their allies to permit Soviet deployment of SS-12/22 mis-
siles as ‘‘countermeasures’’ to NATO’s INF deployment during
1983-1984. In sum, ever since the Soviets started SS—20 deployments
in 1977, INF has been a central issue for NATO and the Warsaw
Pact; undoubtedly, the recent ‘‘double zero’’ agreement profoundly
affects both alliances.

During the next decade both alliances will face a number of
challenges: the economic burden of maintaining and modernizing
conventional military forces in the face of increasing scarcity of man-
power and materiel; the need to maintain, if not expand (or reduce
through arms control), conventional forces in a European theater with
fewer nuclear weapons; and the problems of force readiness, mobili-
zation, reinforcement, and demographics. Both alliances are affected
by these problems, though often asymmetrically.

The purpose of NATO-Warsaw Pact Force Mobilization is to
describe these differing trends and developments and to evaluate their
impact on both NATO and the Warsaw Pact with the aim of suggest-
ing various options to improve US and NATO security. The book is
divided in four paris (Mobilization and Reinforcement Problems;
Developments in the Front-Line States; Problems of Communication
and Transportation; and Problems on the Flanks). Each part
addresses, independently, a critical issue and/or problem challenging
the two alliances.

PART 1. MOBILIZATION AND
REINFORCEMENT PROBLEMS

Part I focuses on the general problems that the United States and
the USSR have in alerting, mobilizing, and reinforcing their forward-
deployed European theater forces, from the continental United States
(CONUS) and the western military districts, respectively. In the
opening Chapter, I discuss a number of trends that have become
apparent in both alliances. First, I argue that economic constraints,
evident since 1978, will continue to become more pronounced over
the next decade. US and USSR domestic economic problems and
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OVERVIEW OF MOBILIZATION ISSUES 3

constraints undoubtedly will have repercussions on each super-
power’s political relations with their respective allies. Though demo-
graphics present a problem for both alliances, NATO’s Central
Region, at least until the year 2010, will be more adversely affected,
experiencing greater constraints on manpower than the Warsaw Pact.

Unfavorable demographics are increasingly significant for
NATO because NATO must rely more and more upon conventional
forces to maintain a credible deterrent and war-fighting capability.
Since 1960, however, NATO has actually decreased its active forces
in the Central Region, relying increasingly on reservists, while the
Warsaw Pact has increased its active forces. As a result, NATO
depends more upon mobilization of reservists to augment its force
structure. NATO must effectively employ what little time it has to
alert, mobiiize, and deploy its forces in crisis. Unfortunately,
NATO’s procedures for alerting, mobilizing, and ‘‘chopping’’ forces
to NATO commanders have shown little development since the
alliance began in 1949; mobilization and logistics still remain
national responsibilities. As a result, NATO’s alerting procedures
depend heavily on placing military decisions before the accompany-
ing political realities.

In contrast to NATO, a 1979/1980 Soviet Statute circumvents
East European political authorities, alters the Warsaw Pact’s alerting
procedures, and permits the ‘‘chopping’’ of non-Soviet Warsaw Pact
(NSWP) forces to Soviet Western and Southwestern TVD com-
manders. As a result, the USSR and the Warsaw Pact have improved
their capability to engage in offensive operations, if they so choose.
In sum, asymmetrical active/reserve force developments and alerting
procedures to ready and mobilize forces in NATO and the Warsaw
Pact create significant credibility problems for both sides. On the one
hand, they stretch the credibility of the Warsaw Pact’s defensive mili-
tary doctrine and, on the other hand, NATO’s ability to defend itself
against attack.

In Chapter 2 John Yurechko discusses Soviet problems for rein-
forcing their forward-deployed forces in the European theater. These
consist of their nineteen divisions in the Group of Soviet Forces Ger-
many (GSFG), five in the Central Group of Forces (CGF), four in the
Southern Group of Forces (SGF) and two in the Northzrn Group
(NGF). Soviet reinforcements rust transit across Poland (and per-
haps Hungary) from the six western military districts anc the three
military districts comprising the central strategic reserve.
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Analyzing the Russian and Soviet historical manpower mobiliza-
tion experiences—during the Crimean War, the Russo-Japanese YVar,
World War I, World War II, and the post-World War II experieaces
in Hungary 1956, Berlin 1961, Czechoslovakia 1968, the Middle
East 1973, Afghanistan 1979, and Poland 1980-1981—Yurechko
concludes that, since 1945, the Soviets have improved their
capability to mobilize portions of their forces on short notice in
response to crisis situations. He also outlines Soviet general mobiliza-
tion mechanisms; in particular, focusing at the level of the six west-
ern military districts and the three central strategic reserve districts.

Yurechko notes that the Soviets plan to generate over 96 divi-
sions from these nine military districts (including the 18 divisions
from the strategic reserve) in 60 days, and that between 1981-1987,
Soviet reserve forces have actually increased by over 17 divisions (12
divisions in the western military districts, and S in the central strate-
gic reserve). Yurechko also adds that the 1979-1980 Statute altering
the Warsaw Pact’s alerting procedures and the creation of Western
and Southwestern TVD command structures, made public in 1984,
allows the Soviets to coordinate and control the timing of mobiliza-
tion and reinforcement of western military district second strategic
echelon forces with Soviet-Warsaw Pact first strategic echelon Com-
bined Armed Forces (CAF) in the forward areas.

The Soviets, though, also have problems. According to
Yurechko, the Soviets believe that they will have to mobilize and
deploy western military district manpower while under attack from
NATO deep-strikes (the Follow On Forces Attack), and their pre-
positioned equipment for 12 mobilization base divisions will be
exposed to attack. Hence, the USSR’s struggle for strategic deploy-
ment will be different than in the past. Because a future war may be
won or lost because of deployment, Soviet mobilization and deploy-
ment plans stress secrecy, mobility, maneuverability, and flexibility.
In sum, the Soviets recognize that their mobilization and reinforce-
ment effort will be as critical to success or failure as the performance
of their front-line forces!

In Chapter 3 Karl Lowe discusses planning problems in mobiliz-
ing US manpower and reinforcing Europe. After describing how the
United States has mobilized reservists in the twentieth century (dur-
ing World War I. World War 11, the Korean War, the Berlin crisis in
1961, and the Vietnam conflict), Lowe concludes that increasing
dependence upon reservists and awareness of the political sensitivities
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manpower mobilization entails has made the United States
increasingly sophisticated in managing the mobilization process.

Despite developing sophisticated mechanisms for improving 4
mobilization, the US rapid reinforcement plan (RRP) for Europe :
requires too much time. In addition to political deliberations to
enhance readiness of forces, time is required to mobilize reserves, to
augment strategic mobility assets (civii air and sea-lift resources),
and, despite POMCUS, to move large amounts of materiel to Europe.
Hence, until existing specified shortfalls are met, Lowe claims that ;
the United States cannot meet its initial reinforcement objective of 10 '
divisions in 10 days.

Concerns about the US implementation of the RRP and stance
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on INF have led many Europeans to question the credibility of the
, United States generally—and its nuclear guarantee specifically—par-
ticularly in light of Soviet improvements in strategic and conventional
force balances and changed perspectives on extended conventional !

operations. Hence, on both sides of the Atlantic fresh attention is
being devoted to the question of the conventional defense of Europe.

Karl Lowe considers how to better convert NATO’s untapped i
potential into improved military capability. He suggests force altera-
tions in the following NATO regions: the Federal Republic of Ger- 3
many (FRG), Italy, and Thrace. In the FRG, amending the Treaty of e
Paris to permit the integration of its 12 mechanized home defense bri- j
gades into the Bundeswehr would provide four new heavy divisions ;
to cover the forward areas until reinforcements could arrive. This ¢
would result in strengthening all three German Corps sectors. In the
North German Plain it would free the UK reinforcement infantry bri-
gade to strengthen the British Army of the Rhine (BAOR). In the ‘
center, if German III Corps were reassigned to NORTHAG, the vul- f
nerable Belgian Corps would be strengthened. In Bavaria, German II
Corps would be strengthened; and if the First French Army integrated
into CENTAG, supported by Canada’s bilingual reinforcement divi-
sion, and US II Corps, Warsaw Pact penetrations through Austria
into southern Germany could be blocked.

In Italy, Lowe suggests that US and Portuguese reinforcements
are not really necessary to handle the Alpine approaches, particularly
if France and Germany block a Pact thrust through Austria. In Turk-
ish Thrace, he suggests making Greece and Turkey (who are
manpovwer intensive, but economically poor) more self-sufficient,
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6 SIMON

through a NATO funding scheme to subsidize their procurement of
selected weapons and ammunition. This would free US reinforce-
ments now ¢armarked for Thrace to be employed elsewhere.

R .ognizing that cbstacles to these ideas exist, Lowe argues that
the net effect of these considerations is to lessen European depend-
ence on early US ground forces reinforcement. In addition, by modi-
fying the RRP, forward area defense could be strengthened and a
more rational and realistic sequencing of US reinforcements could
occur. The net effect would be an improved NATO deterrent and
defense.

In Chapter 4 Michael Deane describes the Soviet perception of
US reinforcement of NATO and speculates how the Soviets might
attempt to frustrate its successful execution. According to Deane,
Soviet military doctrine began to change after 1962; no longer did the
Soviets perceive war as a single, decisive nuclear exchange, but as a
phased conflict. Since war would be longer and US mobilization and
reinforcement would be necessary, the Soviet’s planned to target
CONUS departure and European reception points during the initial
nuclear strike and to conduct anti-Sea Lines of Communication
(SLOC) operations against surviving forces. The Soviets apparently
believed that these operations would undermine the US ability to
reinforce Europe with enough ground forces to affect the outcome of
the war.

Their perceptions may have altered slightly, but not fundamen-
tally, when the US Reforger and Crested Cap reinforcement exercises
commenced in 1969 and 1970. The Soviets, though, began to show
some concern about US reinforcement capabilities after the NATO
Autumn Forge exercise in 1975; after Autumn Forge 1978
(Reforger-10) they became more seriously concerned. According to
Deane, the Soviets consider Autumn Forge-81 as the basic US plan to
reinforce Europe. Soviet literature discusses US/NATO SLOC
defense techniques and how to defeat the United States in the mid-
Atlantic. In sum, though the Soviets perceive the US reinforcement
of Europe to be more credible than formerly and plan to tackle it as a
military problem, they also plan to deal with first threats first—nota-
bly to attack US predeployed forces, weapons, and equipment.

Peter Wilson in Chapter 5 amplifies issues raised by Karl Lowe
and Michael Deane. Wilson argues that the economic crunch that
faces both the Warsaw Pact and NATO will be significant. On the
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one hand, it appears that the Soviets would like a near-term pause in
the competition in military readiness to focus on the tasks of revitaliz-
ing the Soviet economy and developing trans-century weapons Sys-
tems. On the other hand, NATO planners face similar choices: to
, choose between improving the near-term mobilization and reinforce-
. ment potential of NATO forces or long-term investment plans. In
‘ particular, any. US efforts to improve reinforcement capabilities will
face fiscal constraints through the mid-1990s.

AT 00 FRA T

I e

Wilson discusses the implications of French and Spanish par-
ticipation in NATO; both allies provide SACEUR with operational
depth to conduct reinforcement and theater operations. Although
French military activities are very important to NATO’s forward
defense, Spain’s potential significance is to receive reinforcements,
thus allowing US ships to traverse the Atlantic’s ‘‘southern’’ route to
avoid Soviet submarine and aircraft attacks. In addition, the Iberian
road net has been upgraded, providing alternate lines of communica-
tion (LOC) to France’s multilane highways to the front.

Adding to Karl Lowe’s concerns about US RRP shortfalls,
Wilson, recognizing economic constraints, provides some US rein-
forcement options, especially trade-offs between the heaviness and
transportability of forces. In order to improve US reinforcement time-
lines, Wilson provides a strategy that marries the attractive attributes
of motorized rifle divisions (Marine mechanized brigades with
organic tracked-vehicle mobility and firepower) with the US Marine
Maritime Prepositioning Ship (MPS) concept of prepositioning at sea
with fast sealift ships. Although motorized high-technology units
married to prepositioning and sealift concepts do not provide the
solution to NATO’s reinforcement dilemma, they do provide usetui,
financially feasible, second- and third-echelon force options that
could improve US reinforcement time-lines.

PART II. DEVELOPMENTS IN THE FRONT-LINE STATES

o At e p e s

Part II focuses on the general problems faced by the Warsaw
Pact’s front-line states and NATO’s core. While each alliance main-
tains the largest concentration of its first echelon military manpower
and equipment in the forward areas, there are significant, often
asymmetrical economic, societal, demographic, and political pres-
sures for change.
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In Chapter 6 Douglas Macgregor portrays the GDR as the War-
saw Pact’s model war mobilization state. Although East Germany’s
National People’s Army (NVA) is one of the smallest in the Pact with
six divisions comprising 125,000 ground troops (77,000 conscripts
and 48,000 regulars), it remains the best equipped and trained of the
non-Soviet Warsaw Pact (NSWP) forces. Since the NVA has been
earmarked to the First Strategic Echelon since 1965, all its units are
Category I; its six divisions are operationally and logistically config-
ured for deployment within the GSFG’s two fronts; and its tactical
units and rear services structure matches the Soviet Army’s. More
importantly, the NVA lacks an artillery division, intelligence, trans-
port, and logistical formations—making the NVA structuraily
dependent on Soviet support.

According ‘to Macgregor, during the decade of the 1970s the
GDR defense budget increased by approximately 75 percent, leading
to rapid progress in the mechanization and modernization of East
German forces—significant infusions of T-62 and T-72 tanks, heavy
folding bridges and engineer equipment, Mi—-24 HIND helicopters,
and MIG-23 fighters. Qualitative armaments improvements were
necessary to support increased training and exercise activities
between NVA and GSFG units. By the mid-1970s, as larger war
stocks were being prepositioned in the GDR, civil defense and mobi-
lization were increasingly subordinated to the NVA’s control. In
addition, the GDR’s 50,000-man border force, under the ministry of
state security, became increasingly integrated under the ministry of
defense and coordinated with GSFG. Combined NVA-GSFG
exercises suggest that these units were being trained to attack across
the inter-German border from the march column without assembling
prior to deployment.

The GDR’s expanding military potential is based on a cadre sys-
tem. A nucleus of professionals trains draftees who spend 18 months
on active duty, and then 3 months per year undergoing refresher
training until they have completed 24 months (Category I reservists
are 20-35 years of age; Category II from 36 to 50). Thus, the GDR
expects to supplement its six NVA active ground force divisions with
four mobilization divisions. While reservists constitute 65 percent of
the GDR'’s total force of 619,000 troops, when other armed organs
are added during full mobilization, the total swells to 1,272,000 men.
Added to this rather impressive force in East Germany is the GSFG,
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with a total strength of 420,000 (380,000 ground troops and 40,000
air force).

Soviet command. and control of NVA forces predates the Statute
system described by Colonel Kuklinski for other NSWP forces. The
status of forces agreement which regulates the GSFG in the GDR
allows .the GSFG free reign regarding the number, location, and
movement of Sovi:t forces and implicitly grants the GSFG Com-
mander the authority to declare a state of emergency in response. to
internal or external conditions. Macgregor notes that the NVA’s
structural dependence upon the Soviet armed forces not only makes
independent NVA army operations impossible, but also the' three
NVA divisions in Military District (MD) V and the three in MD III
could be operationally commanded by the GSFG commander. In
addition, NVA naval forces have been incorporated into the Baltic
Fleet since exercise Sever in 1968. Air force units are not only
extremely dependent upon Soviet support for repairs, supplies, and
fuel, but will operate under Soviet direction as well.

In sum, the GDR is the Soviets’ model Warsaw Pact ally. One
estimate, probably overly optimistic, suggests that the NVA could
mobilize and deploy its four reserve divisions within 48 hours. In
addition the militarization of the civil sector during the 1970s has
been significant. The real question, though is whether the GDR can
sustain its current military contribution in the years ahead. Not only
has its population declmed in recent decades, but demographics sug-
gest future steep declines in the 18-year old male cohort. In addition
to bringing women into active service, the GDR’s long-term demo-
graphic prospects suggest that the NVA cannot maintain its existing
strength levels in the 1990s.

In Chapter 7 Christopher Jones discusses developments in
Czechoslovakia since the Soviet invasion. The catalyst for changes in
relations between the Czechoslovak People’s Army (CSPA) and the
Central Group of Forces (CGF) was the year 1968. CSPA restructur-
ing occurred in the context of severe demoralization—the purging of
the officer corps, mass resignations, and efforts to recruit new
officers, while a Soviet shadow staff was placed at all levels of CSPA
command. During the 1970s, the Soviets resolved the problem of
demoralization by converting the CSPA into a national training and
reserve system that supplied elite units to. the Soviet-dominated
coalition. On the internal front, the- CSPA became a reserve and
logxstlcal system to support the elite 20,000-man National Secunty
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Corps (Ministry of Interior) and the mass 120,000-man People’s
Militia.

The CSPA has four Category I divisions (one tank and three
mechanized rifle), which are the most likely candidates for
integration with the CGF's five ground divisions. In the early 1970s,
combined exercises involving regiments and sub-units of the two
allied forces occurred with increasing frequency. One consequence of
bilateral and multilatera: exercises was the CSPA’s de facto surrender
of independent operational capabilities.

Jones argues that during the next decade, the CSPA will con-
tinue to train and equip 4 to 5 of its 10 ground forces divisions to
integrate increasingly with the S division CGF on the model of the
NVA ground forces with the GSFG in East Germany. Although the
ultimate goal in Czechoslovakia may be to link the CGF and CSPA
units on a 1:1 ratio, at present it is no better than 2:1, and in the early
1970s the ratio was worse, on the order of S:1.

The remaining five to six (of the present 10) ground divisions
will serve as training units, reserve units, and logistical back-ups.
The People’s Militia, reorganized along CSPA lines in the early
1970s, will handle internal security. The CSPA and CGF have pri-
mary responsibility for the southern flank of the Central Front—to
march into Bavaria to take on US and West German troops.

Jones argues that the Brezhnev-Husak era has left Czechoslo-
vakia a number of troubling legacies. First, it remains difficult to
replenish the CSPA officer corps. Second, the economy is steadily
deteriorating, resulting in depleted CSPA inventories. Third, dissi-
dent and anti-nuclear movements continue to fester. Therefore,
because Gorbachev and Milos Jakes can ill afford an intensified
European arms race, they are pursuing a vigorous arms control policy
to relieve the pressure.

Gorbachev’s arms control policies are consistent with Czech
interests. The CSPA’s larger, but lower-quality forces can be bar-
gained away, even on an asymmetrical basis, against smaller num-
bers of higher quality NATO forces. In fact, Jones argues that such a
trade could enhance the relative offensive capabilities of the CGF-
CSPA coalition force facing West Germany. At the same time, the
interlocking structures of the CGF, CSPA, National Security Corps,
and People’s Militia preserve ar. effective internal control apparatus.
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In Chapter 8 Phillip Karber and John Milam discuss develop-
ments in the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG). During World
War 11, the German Wehrkreis (military district) system (based upon
a ‘‘mobilization in waves’’ concept) created over 300 infantry
divisions between 1934 and 1944. Each Wehrkreis raised division-
level formations by conducting recruitment, conscription, and post-
mobilization training.

Today the Bundeswehr is the cornerstone for defending Western
Europe. Frcm its humble beginnings in 1955, the Bundeswehr now
contributes 50 percent of NATO’s combat ready land forces, 30 per-
cent of its aircraft, and 70 to 100 percent of the naval aviation
deployed in the Baltic Sea. By law, the Bundesheer (Army) is
restricted to 12 divisions with a manpower cap of 350,000; a further
150,000 men are authorized for the Air Force and Navy. The Ter-
ritorial Army, created in the 1970s, is based on the concept that para-
military formations who provide rear-area defense are the best source
of logistic support. They also permit the FRG to create the maximum
combat elements within its 500,000/12 division cap.

In addition to the Territorial Army, new manpower pools were
also created during the 1970s. These are the ready reserves and active
unit fillers, which yield trained personnel to bring active peacetime
units to full combat proficiency. The mobilization system, which
allows the Bundesheer to increase from 300,000 in peacetime to
1,000,000 in wartime, is based upon conscription of 15 months serv-
ice (18 raonths in 1989) and resembles the World War II Wehrkreis
system.

The 12-brigade Territorial Army, which relies even more than
the Bundesheer on reserves to fill out its wartime requirements, has
undergone comprehensive equipment modernization. Six combined
arms brigades have been organized to deal with the Warsaw Pact’s
increased capability to penetrate NATO’s rear combat zones.
Increasingly, several ‘‘heavy’’ home defense brigades have been
assigned forward defense missions of their own, while some light
equipment holding brigades provide rear defense functions. In addi-
tion to providing area and point security in NATQ’s operational
depth, the Territorial Army plays a critical role in establishing and
maintaining civil-military liaison.

According to Karber and Milam, the FRG’s armed forces today
are better manned, equipped, and prepared to carry out their peace
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and wartime missions'than at any time in the past. The mobilization
system is efficient and reliable; ‘Bundesheer personnel are well-
trained and highly motivated; ‘and their equipment ranks among the
best-in the world. Problems, however, lurk on the horizon. First,
Germany is experiencing declining birth rates which are causing per-
sonnel shortfalls -which will be increasingly felt in the civil and mili-
tary sectors. A second problem has emerged from the recently
completed modernization process; reservists are finding it more
difficult to man new technologically advanced systems. The third
concern is that recent five-year economic: growth projections, which
suggest a decline from 3 to 1.5 percent growth rates, will adversely
affect the Bundesheer’s ability to field new equipment and improve
infrastructure support. In addition to these domestic problems, exter-
nal factors will likely impact the most over the next decade. INF and
future arms control agreements might significantly impact on conven-
tional forces. Despite these challenges, the FRG has been a notable
NATO success and will likely continue thus in the future.

In Chapter 9 Diego Ruiz Palmer describes the evolution of
France’s traditional mission from being NATO’s ‘‘heartland’’
between 1949 and 1966, through its withdrawal from NATO’s ‘inte-
grated’’ military structure (the Defense Planning Committee, the
Nuclear Planning Group, and the Military Committee), to the present
when France participates in numerous NATO committees (dealing
with Air Defense, Logistics, Civil Emergency Planning, Armaments,
etc.) possibly contributing more conventional ground forces than at
any time in NATO’s history.

Although French participation in multilateral training activities
with allies has been deliberately low profile since 1966, it has
expanded over the years. For example, its role has increased in
SACLANT'’s series of Maritime exercises (Teamwork/Ocean Safari/
Northern Wedding) and in joint training with the Bundeswehr at vir-
tually every level from battalion to corps. 20,000 French troops par-
ticipated in 1987 Kecker Spatz/Moineau Hardi.

Under the Fifth Republic, the concept of the ‘‘short war’’ has
driven mobilization planning. The two principal instruments for
instilling a defense consciousness have been universal, compulsory
military service and a mass mobilization-based territorial defense
organization., The army’s activc component is almost exclusively
oriented towards performing wartime: mi§sions outside France, while
the home defense forces are dependent upon mobilization of 115,000
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men (from 273,000 reservists). With increasing cooperation with
NATO, French support of protracted conventional combat concepts
has occurred.

All French males between 18 and 50 are subject for military
duty for 12 (some volunteer for 24) months conscription and then
service as reservists (subject to 1 month recall for refresher training
until age 35). Today, the French Army has 280,000 men (183,000 or
65 percent conscripts); it expands by an additional 273,000 men upon
mobilization. An engagement in Central Europe would involve the
three corps of the 1 (FR) Army and the Force d’Action Rapide
(FAR)—200,000 men, 1,200 tanks, and 400 artillery pieces. In most
conceivable scenarios, French conventional forces, as demonstrated
by FAR in Kecker Spatz in Germany, would be available as a NATO
operational reserve.

Alone in Western Europe, France maintains a versatile defense
posture: a strategic nuclear triad, ‘‘prestrategic’’ nuclear and conven-
tional forces configured for coalition war in Europe, out-of-area
activities, and home defense. The size and quality of French conven-
tional forces, though, may be at odds with her common defense
responsibilities in Central Europe. While Kecker Spatz was an
encouraging sign of French willingness to participate in European ;
defense, it revealed French inadequacies in a high-intensity conflict.
The issue of whether or rot to move French forces forward into Ger- ;
many in peacetime may arise if the United States decides to withdraw
some troops from Europe. :

The greatest challenge facing France will be to preserve the
existing national defense policy consensus while adjusting France’s
defense posture to an evolving strategic environment. Such a policy
will require resource constraints, less reliance on nuclear weapons,
and an expanding role within the Alliance. Since it appears that
France is more congenial to overall Alliance interests, a follow-on
step would be to make French territory available to the Alliance, par-
ticularly US reinforcements during crisis or war. In sum, though
much more could be achieved, France is another NATO success
story.

In Chapter 10 David Isby discusses Britain’s historical mobiliza-
tion experiences. During World War I and World War II British
mobilization stressed the rapid deployment of regular forces to the
continent, with the Territorial Army dealing with the home front. It
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14  SIMON

took Britain two years to complete national mobilization with enor-
mous US assistance. In contrast, post-World War II conflicts have
been handled without mobilization of non-regular troops. Although
manpower was raised through two-year conscription between
1949-1960, de-colonization, the emergence of the superpowers, and
atomic weapons contributed to a change in British force structure;
now Britain focuses primarily on Europe and NATO defense with all-
volunteer forces.

Mobilization during the recent Falklands conflict demonstrated
that modern ‘‘post-industrial’’ mobilization stresses the ability to
‘‘surge’’ not only production but procedures (notably in the develop-
ment and procurement of systems) often using a wide range of civil-
sector assets. The Falklands, though, was a limited mobilization,
allowing for a concentration of resources that would not be possible
in a general conflict. Britain’s historical efforts to buy required items
abroad may not be applicable, nor will *‘surging’’ domestic industry
because of the decline in the heavy industrial base. In addition,
ammunition and spare parts are likely to be consumed at very high
rates in modern conflict and the UK’s ability to use overseas
resources is further constrained by NATO’s lack of standardization.

Britain’s total regu’ . {\ res coraptise 327,000. The 163,000
man British Army depends .-; much on reserves to complement its
fighting power. The Reserve and the Territorial Army total about
218,000; the 158,000 reserve personnel are ‘‘fillers’’ (there are no
‘‘army reserve’’ units as on the American model). Instead Britain has
a distinct Territorial Army of some 78,000 (that augments to
120,000), which is fully integrated into the Army structure, and will
provide over 30 percent of the British Army Of the Rhine (BAOR)’s
mobilized strength :ad much of the home defense force. British plan-
ning is geared to the short, sharp conflict. If a war lasted more than a
month, a general mobilization would have to be improvised.

All unilateral, bilateral, or multilateral British military opera-
tions since 1945 have been performed successfully. Within NATO
Britain plays a central role in many commands. including CINC-
CHAN. In AFCENT, the I (UK) Corps will be part of NORTHAG;
British forces committed to Norway and Denmark come under
AFNORTH command; and forces on Cyprus would be available to
AFSOUTH. British forces would, however, come under NATO
command only on mobilization; in peacetime only British forces
committed to AMF are subordinate to NATO command. In 1980
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; Operation Crusader and 1984 Operation Lionheart Britain tested
mobilization and reinforcement of 10,000 regulars and 20,000 Ter-
‘ : ritorials and Reserves by air and sea to Germany in 48 hours. This
1 : quickness counteracts the slower movement of the I (NL) and I and
Il (FK) Corps.

Numerous politically significant and expensive procurement pro-
grams will require funding, and procurement choices will affect
Britain’s mobilization capabilities. Almost all categories of follow-on H
equipment will cost more than the weapons being replaced. Greater
cost trends are apparent in operations and maintenance, too. The
already reduced regular force structure limits future reductions to off-
set these higher costs. Because most savings from transferring func-
tions to reserves or the civil sector have already occurred, future cuts
will likely mandate cuts in NATO commitments. The latest ‘‘mar-
ginal’’ commitment to be reexamined is deploying ground forces to
Denmark; prioritization will be a Eritish (not NATO) decision.
Although Trident represents a considerable share of scarce procure-
ment funds, Isby sees Britain’s commitment to NATO’s Central
Front remaining as Britain’s highest general purpose force priority, at
the expense of Britain’s Atlantic commitment. Britain has made
NATO the key to its defense policy; it has not developed major bilat-
eral defense agreements comparable to France and Germany. In addi-
tion, as INF are removed from Europe, Britain’s (and France’s)
ﬂ : nuclear forces will likely take on added importance.

PART IIl. PROBLEMS OF COMMUNICATION
AND TRANSPORTATION

Part III focuses on the general problems that both the United
States and USSR have in transporting reinforcements from the conti- i
, nental United States and the western military districts to the forward

’ arcas. Not only doss ~ach have asymmetrical problems in distance,
‘ time, and terrain (air, sea, and ground) for transit of reinforcements,
but also reception problems vary.

Soviet reinforcements must transit Poland and, depending on the
nature of the conflict, Hungary, to reinfc:ce the forward area; and
both allies represent extremes. Poland has the largest military force
(aside from the USSR) in the Warsaw Pact, a rich martial tradition,
and sits astride a geo-strategically significant Soviet axis. Hungary
has the smallest army, a less than exemplary martial tradition, and
resides in a less significant strategic location.
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Once US (and UK) reinforcements transit the Atlantic, Belgium,
the Netherlands, and Luxembourg (BENELUX) provide major sea
and aerial ports for troop and materiel debarkation to reinforce and
resupply the forward areas in Germany. In addition to providing
naval mine sweeping and air defense support, BENELUX also com-
mits manpower to NORTHAG in the form of I BE Corps and I NL
Corps.

In Chapter 11 Les Griggs discusses the special problems that
Poland presents to the USSR. Despite very unfavorable odds, the
modern Polish Army generally has performed well. It had its origins
in World War I, when Polish legions were formed, expanding to
almost two million men. After the creation of the modern Polish state
at the end of World War I, its first armed conflict was with the
USSR, during which the 1,300,000 Poles acquitted themselves well.
Poland’s next military action was against the German onslaught on 1
September 1939. Although the general mobilization was chaotic,
being called only 24 hours before the German attack, the Poles man-
aged to field 840,000 troops (70 percent of their planning force) and
to perform heroically against overwhelming odds.

Lessons learned from this tragic experience formed the basis of
the Polish People’s Army (PPA). Today the PPA remains large; it
consists of 402,000 regulars with a very high percentage of conscripts
(62.5 percent) who serve a two-year term of service. There are also
501,000 reserves (of which 415,000 belong to ground forces). The
major problem with the PPA’s 15 divisions is that while its equip-
ment holdings are large (3,500 tanks and 675 combat aircraft), they
remain mostly obsolescent despite efforts to modernize them. In addi-
tion, Poland maintains large paramilitary forces (14-65,000 Internal
Defense Troops, 18-30,000 Frontier Defense Troops. 60-100,000
Citizens’ Militia, 25-30,000 Motorized Reserves of the Citizens’
Militia, and 100-300,000 Voluntary Militia Reserve).

The PPA has been tested in one international action, the inva-
sion of Czechoslovakia in 1968, and a number of domestic activities.
Although the Polish General Staff positively evaluated the PPA’s
1968 performance, the action demoralized the PPA’s officer corps.

The PPA has also played a role in various domestic crises—in
1956, 1970, 1976, and 1980-81. During June 1956, PPA uniis
refused to fire on rioting Poznan workers. Later in the year, the PPA
backed Gomulka, who threatened to resist the Soviets if they
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intervened in Poland militarily. During the December 1970 Baltic
Coast riots, the PPA participated extensively in putting down the
insurrection. Coming in the wake of the Czech intervention, PPA
officer corps morale dropped precipitously. Perhaps for these rea-
sons, during the June 1976 riots Jaruzelski refused to commit the
PPA. In marked contrast, though, during the entire 1980-81 Soli-
darity period, PPA planning of a possible military intervention and
the implementation of martial law was prominent.

In a potential Warsaw Pact military operation 20 percent of the
PPA would fall under the control of the Soviet Western TVD com-
mander. Poland’s key role, though, remains its strategic location,
providing lines of communication for Soviet second echelon forces in
transit from the western military districts to the forward area. Noting
that 168 Soviet divisions moved across Poland during World War II,
Griggs argues that Poland’s national territory and transportation sys-
tem can support Soviet deployments if adequate preparations are
made in advance. He argues that the Soviets likely will employ
Soviet forces from the western military districts to secure transit of
Soviet forces across Poland, and speculates that the Soviet NGF will
establish and protect the Western TVD headquarters and protect any
Soviet weapons of mass destruction on Polish soil.

Griggs concludes that Poland’s struggle to modernize the PPA
has been uneven and glacially slow. Despite Soviet pressures,
economic conditions result in continual.delays in the upgrading of
equipment. In fact, Polish leaders may face the prospect of having to
scale back or restructure their military commitments. The PPA,
though, remains vital to Warsaw Pact operational planning; if conflict
broke out today, the PPA would play an offensive role. The effect of
continued erosion, though, has clearly undermined the PPA’s ability
to operate in a protracted war and will likely undermine its future
capability.

In Chapter 12 Ivan Volgyes and Zoltan Barany evaluate Hun-
gary’s historical military performance as dismal. As part of the
Habsburg Empire, and not yet independent, its one true mobilization
experience during World War I was fouled up. After independence
under Bela Kun in 1919, and again during World War II, Hungarian
mobilization proved less than exemplary.

In the post-war era, under communist rule, the Hungarian Army
did not fundarnentally improve. It was not a very impressive threat
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against Yugoslavia in 1950. During the 1956 revolution many troops
sided first with the rebels, then failed to resist when the Russians
invaded Hungary. Finally, the HPA participated in the invasion of
Czechoslovakia, an unpopular action. In sum, the HPA’s historical
performance has been less than impressive.

In assessing the HPA’s structure today, the authors note that
though it is the smallest NSWP army, it has the second largest pro-
fessional officers corps because the party fundamentally distrusts the
HPA. The HPA'’s six divisions have no Category 1 units and are
poorly equipped. Aside from a few T-72s, vertical-lift aircraft, and
modernization of SAMs, the HPA’s inventory remains generally
inferior. Military service is only 18 months, the second shortest (after
Romania) among NSWP armies; readiness and training are under-
mined by the need (o perform domestic economic tasks. Even though
the 83,000-man army is the one service that must significantly aug-
ment by 135,000 through mobilization; and the authors question its
effectiveness.

The Soviets’ four-division Southern Group of Forces (SGF) pos-
sess Category 1 forces, more aircraft than the HPA, and are located
around major HPA bases and population centers. The SGF clearly
has the mission to maintain control over Hungary in the event of a
domestic crisis and to control Hungary’s logistics and air defense.
Soviet domination over the HPA remains the same as in the past,
only Soviet supervision is not as intrusive.

From the Soviet perspective, Hungary’s strategic role is less
important than the northern tier. But in a Southwestern TVD offen-
sive, the HPA might drive to the south toward Yugoslavia; in a West-
ern TVD operation, the HPA would provide logistic and limited
combat support in a ‘‘Danubian front.”’ While the HPA’s ability to
participate in offensive operations is clearly limited by mediocre
training, personrel, equipment, and questionable reliability, Hungary
is important as a staging area. Hungarian weakness could cause prob-
lems for the Soviet Union since Hungary is *‘the soft underbelly’’ of
the WTO.

In Chapter 13 Robert Ulin notes that the twentieth century has
been hard on Belgium. Germany has invaded the country twice, its
economy has gone from one of the best to worst in Western Europe,
and the Fleming-Walloon language dispute threatens to tear the state
apart. These experiences and trends reflect negatively on Belgium’s
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7

defense posture: though Belgium’s total active forces have declined
from 148,495 in 1953 to 90,800 in 1987, conscripts comprise a very
low (31) percent of that force. With the eventual stand-down of the
NIKE air defense missiles due to lack of funds, another 2,000 troops
may be eliminated from the active force structure. The Belgian
defense minister has indicated that Belgium may, in the future, have
to do ‘‘one or two (NATO) tasks less.”’

As Belgium’s active component has declined, there has been a
corresponding increase in the reserve force structrre. In 1987, for
example, the 67,500-man army augments to 424,233, the 18,800-
man Air Force to 61,649, and the 4,500-man Navy to 16,524—a
total of 502,406. Unfortunately, the reserves are poorly trained and
most units are poorly equipped. Of the 30,000 conscripts aunually
rotating through the Belgian Armed Forces (serving active duty tours
varying from 10 to 15 months), most perform menial tasks and view
military service as a waste of time. Following active service, a
reservist can expect recall for a maximum of only 24 days during the
remainder of his 8-15 year obligation. In sum, meaningful field train-
ing exercises are seldom held. This could present a critical problem
for the I BE Corps sector and for US reinforcement, because most
Belgian manpower for operating the LOC comes from Forces of the
Interior who must be mobilized when called to duty. In addition, Ulin
notes that not only do the reserves receive cast-off equipment, but
that if the 411,606 reservists were called to duty in an emergency
today, there would not be enough equipment to go around.

The active structure also has its problems in junior officer short-
ages and outdated equipment. For instance, one disturbing trend is
the lack of junior officers in front-line units, while there is no short-
age of officers on the staff in Brussels. Outdated equipment is wide-
spread. Even the highly motivated, superbly traincd Para-
Commandos are supplied with World War II M2A1 105mm
Howitzers and Korean War vintage radios. Rather than replace the
1960s vintage Leopard I tanks, the Belgians have been compelled to
modernize them. In addition, though the Air Force has recently
ordered 44 additional F-16s (at a cost of $980 million) that the
defense ministry did not want, the decision was made merely to
maintain jobs since they will be assembled in Belgium. Ulin argues
that political-economic considerations create maldistribution of
defense expenditures that contributes to Belgium’s structural
disarmament.
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Despite some long-term negative demographic, economic-politi-
cal, and military trends, Belgium recently achieved important pro-
gress in bilateral host nation support (HNS) agreements, and in the
development of a ‘‘mobilization by objectives’’ system which
provides greater flexibility in the transition from peace to war. In
addition, they adopted three major priorities. They recognize the need
to improve the defense of LOC including air defense of the ports; the
organization and equipment of the reserves; and the ability of the
Gendarmes to protect LOC and provide rear area security.

In Chapter 14 Peter Volten notes that though the Dutch were
willing to mobilize their forces historically (in 1870, 1914, and 1939)
shortfalls and poor planning were evident. The experience of the May
1940 capitulation and 1940-1945 occupation led to an end of the
Dutch armed neutrality policy. Since signing the Treaty of Brussels
on 17 March 1948, the Netherlands has been tightly wedded to
NATO. Since then, they have publicly supported the Korean War,
Berlin crisis, peace-keeping efforts in Lebanon, and recent Persian
Gulf minesweeping activities.

Volten also notes that the Netherlands shares some of the same
problems that exist in Belgium. Demographic trends will impact upon
military manpower; slowing economic growth signifies declining
defense expenditures. Not only do Gorbachev’s perestroika and
glasnost campaigns make it more difficult to generate public support
for defense expenditures, but, when coupled with the high cost of fol-
low-on weapons systems, the Netherlands also faces the problem of
structural disarmament. In addition to these domestic problems is the
difficulty in timing the arrival of US reinforcements in Europe to pre-
vent Soviet successes. This, Volten argues, coupled with the lack of
Western European operational manpower reserves, is the most critical
Western defense shortfall that the Dutch can help to solve.

All three Dutch services (Army, Navy, and Air Force) fulfill
their principal missions in NATO’s defense. The Navy contributes to
protecting SLOCs with a special emphasis on anti-submarine warfare.
The Air Force mission (with eight squadrons of 162 operationally
assigned F-16s of a total of 213 by 1991) remains close air support,
although Dutch aircraft also play a role in air defense (with 12 squad-
rons of Hawk guided missiles). The Army’s I NL Corps, which has
the mission of defending a NORTHAG corps sector in the North Ger-
man Plain, depends heavily upon conscripts (70 percent of the 34,000
peacetime force); in fact, more so than any other NATO member.
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This aspect of Dutch mobilization—the contribution of con-
scripts to the almost threefold increase of combat power in wartime—
is a system called Rechtstreeks Instromend Mobilisabel (RIM or
Direct Intake ‘*‘Mobilizable’’). The system provides a model for
NATO to emulate. Under the system, troops train as units during
their 14-16 month active duty and remain available in the 16 to 20
months after active duty completion, while equipment, identical to
that used during active duty, is stored in depots. The system’s advan-
tage is that for every active-duty battalion, a trained reserve battalion
is maintained at 20-35 percent of the cost of an active-duty battalion.
In addition, a so-called short leave (SL) system allows soldiers to go
home after active duty, but they are subject to recall at any time dur-
ing the next four to six months, substituting for the company still
undergoing training, to bring their companies up to strength. Under
this system, two active companies in peacetime can be augmented to
six trained companies (one SL and three RIM) in wartime, thus trip-
ling the peacetime strength. Upon full mobilization, which takes a
few days, the I NL Corps will grow from 34,000 to 89,000 men.

According to Volten, the Dutch mobilization system offers dis-
tinct advantages compared to other NATO states and should be exam-
ined, in light of US reinforcement shortfalls and NATO’s core
problem, as a possible model for the Alliance—Ilack of operational
reserves. For example, if the United States picked up the Dutch Air
Force or Naval mission, the Netherlands could concentrate on aug-
menting its ground forces. In effect, it could create a second NL
Corps as operational reserves for NORTHAG, thereby reducing pres-
sure on III US Corps strategic reserves. Though Volten’s suggestion
may appear drastic, his point—that if countries within NATO (and
services within countries) begin to cooperate more closely, NATO
would discover and utilize an untapped reservoir of improvements—
is worth pondering.

PART IV. PROBLEMS ON THE FLANKS

Part IV focuses on the general problems that the flanks present
tu both the United States and USSR. The Soviet Southwestern TVD
Commander’s ability to project forces in the Southern flank toward
Italy and/or Thrace through Bulgaria and Romania has eroded in
recent years. In the same vein, NATO’s ability to reinforce and
defend Norway and Denmark in the Northern flank has also eroded.
These mutual, but asymmetrical vulnerabilities present opportunities
and challenges to each alliance.
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In Chapter 15 Daniel Nelson describes Bulgaria’s military his-
torical experience as being singularly uninspiring. Traditionally the
Bulgarian army has had little esprit de corps or officer leadership.
Virtually nothing in modern history suggests the Bulgarian People’s
Army (BPA) can operate independently and successfully against an
adversary. In addition, in 1965 an unsuccessful political-military con-
spiracy arose within the BPA contributing to lack of trust between the
Bulgarian Communist Party and BPA. As a result, the BPA has one
of the smallest professional officer corps of Pact armies. In a pro-
longed war, the BPA’s lack of élan and combat experience may be
telling factors in its ability to employ forces effectively.

Bulgarian military preparedness shows some major gaps—the
most glaring one is that three of the eight BPA motorized rifle divi-
sions are manned at only 30 percent. The limited size and moderniza-
tion of the army and air force (and almost non-existent navy) suggest
that an offensive role for the BPA is very unlikely. In fact, if the
principal Soviet advance in the Southwestern TVD is through Hun-
gary (Danubian front), a likely role for the BPA is to sit tight to
secure Yugoslav and Greek non-interfererce.

NATO planners are most concerned with a general Warsaw Pact
offensive where 24 Hungarian, Romanian, and Bulgarian divisions
reinforce an equal or greater number of Soviet divisions in the South-
western TVD. One offensive thrust in this unlikely worst-case sce-
nario might occur through Hungary, Slovenia, and Croatia into
Austria and Northern Italy. Other fronts might seek to secure the
Bosphorus and Dardenelles, while other forces would move through
Thrace and Macedonia to seize Greece. While Bulgaria might have
the capacity to initiate an offensive operation, it would not mobilize
nor begin preparations for hostilities unless ordered by the Soviet
Stavka.

In addition to economic (aged inventories of armor and trans-
port) and social (ethnic minority) obstacles to mobilization, military
obstacles also exist. Of the BPA’s eight motorized rifle divisions,
three are Category III (manned and equipped at 30 percent) and two
divisions and some armored formations are Category II (50-75 per-
cent manned and equipped). Hence, at most only about half the BPA
is capable of rapid involvement. A BPA effort to capture European
Turkey and the northern Aegean coast would be fraught with uncer-
tainty. If a rapid BPA mobilization were necessary, it would take
several days to fill out the Category II divisions with 10-15,000
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reservists, and would take weeks to fill out the Category III divisions
with at least 25,000 reservists. The readying and testing of aged
equipment would then necessitate further delays. During this period,
NATO aircraft could disrupt troop formations, depots, staging areas.
and transportation links. In sum, the Bulgarian build-up would be
impeded and as combat time extended, the Turkish military (with a
regular army ‘of 500,000 and over 800,000 reserves) would gain
favor.

Two indicators of Bulgaria’s strongly integrated role are its
defense spending, which at 7.0-8.0 percent of GNP, is the highest in
Eastern Europe and its military manpower, which at 20 active-duty
personnel per 1,000 population (versus 16-17 in the USSR) remains
disproportionately high. Though no Soviet Group of Forces resides in
Bulgaria, a Soviet presence persists with Soviet instructors in Bul-
garian military schools, and technicians and personnel attached
directly to BPA units. In sum, while the Soviets may be satisfied
with Bulgaria’s commitment of resources to its military effort, the
BPA'’s understrength divisions and disproportion of conscripts to total
manpower, limit its ability to support a full mobilization.

In Chapter 16 George Price refers to the Romanian People’s
Army (RPA) as merely tokens in the Warsaw Pact. In the 20 years
since the 1968 Warsaw Pact invasion of Czechoslovakia—which
Romania did not participate in, but felt threatened by—Nicolae
Ceausescu has implemented a military policy that emphasizes the pri-
macy of territorial defense on the Yugoslav model and he has restruc-
tured Romanian armed forces to resist invasion. Hence, although
Romania gives the minimal support to the Warsaw Pact, the RPA is
severely limited in its ability to engage in Soviet-style military opera-
tions.

Mobilization and force employment are geared to conduct mili-
tary operations solely within Romania’'s boundaries. While the transi-
tion to territorial defense has reduced the need for expensive
mechanized forces, it has burdened Romania’s infrastructure to meet
basic needs. In 1965 Romania produced 25 percent of its military
materiel; today the bulk is produced domestically. The RPA’s mis-
sion, centered around its elite mountain troops, is to resist invasion
and delay enemy occupation to buy time for the 900,000-man Patrio-
tic Guards to mobilize and engage in resistance based on an ‘‘all-
peoples’ defense’’ concept.
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Romania keeps its participation in the Warsaw Pact to the abso-
lute minimum. Romanian forces did not participate in the 1968 inva-
sion of Czechoslovakia, and they do not participate in combined field
exercises. Since the 1978 Political Consultative Committee meeting,
Ceausescu has publicly resisted Soviet calls to increase defense
expenditures; in fact, Romania has decreased its expenditures. Roma-
nian law prohibits the use of Romanian forces outside Romanian ter-
ritory, and Romania is the one Pact member that refused to adhere to
the 1979/1980 Warsaw Pact wartime Statute which provides for
‘‘chopping’’ forces to the Soviet TVD commander. Romanian
officers do not train nor are they educated in Soviet schools. These
actions demonstrate Ceausescu’s commitment to keeping participa-
tion in the Warsaw Pact to the absolute minimum, and make the
incorporation of Romanian forces into a Southwestern TVD very dif-
ficult.

The 150,000-man (mostly conscript) Romanian Army has 10 (2
tank and 8 motorized rifle) divisions and three brigades of elite
mountain troops. The army’s size has gradually decreased from
200,000 in 1966, while the militia or Patriotic Guards have increased
from 50,000 in 1968 to 900,000 in 1986. In addition, the Youth
Homeland Defense Force provides manpower with some military
training. In sum, the Romanian military mobilization process is
designed to activate territorial defense units, not to provide replace-
ment units for divisions depleted in offensive operations.

While the Soviets clearly have problems on their Southern flank,
NATO has similar problems defending the Northern flank. In Chapter
17 Christian Thune discusses Denmark’s defense problems. Since
joining NATO in 1949, Denmark has endeavored to keep Alliance
and defense commiiments at a low level both politically and
economically. Denmark’s quasi-neutralism was revealed in 1953 in
its peacetime prohibitions against permitting Allied forces to be sta-
tioned in Denmark, and in the 1960 refusal to permit nuclear war-
heads on its soil. Despite early Danish reservations, serious political
divisions did not occur until the 1980s, when the issues of INF, Co-
located Operation Bases for US fighters, and increased defense
expenditures erupled.

The three pillars of Danish defense planning include allied (US
and British) reinforcements, Bundeswehr detense of Schleswig-
Holstein, and Denmark’s own force structure. The 17,000-man
Danish army has a Standing Force of 8,500 regulars, which can be
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augmented by 4,500 in a matter of hours to form a Covering Force.
Only 24 hours are required for mobilizing the 72,000-man Army, and
an additional 36 hours to achieve full combat readiness of its five-
mechanized brigades and one 5,000-man regimental combat team.
The Jutland division’s 20,000-man three mechanized brigades operate
jointly with the Bundeswehr in Schleswig-Holstein. The rest of the
army forces protect reception areas for allied reinforcements. In addi-
tion Denmark’s Home Guard musters an additional 70,000 men.

The Danish navy maintains a relatively high alert in peacetime
thanks to its professional core. In wartime its mission is to mine the
straits and beaches at likely ifivasion approaches and to undertake
multiple tasks in the Baltic. The mostly professional Danish air force
has 64 F~16s for interceptor and ground attack missions and 32
DRAKENS for maritime strike and reconnaissance missions.

The basic problem with the mobilization force is that declining
numbers of conscripts have resulted in the need to extend the period
of reserve obligation to keep the wartime army force at 72,000 men.
As reservists get older, their combat capability becomes a serious
question. The 1984 defense settlement raised the annual intake of
army conscripts to ‘‘freshen’’ the mobilization force. Over the years,
Denmark has shortened the period of active duty for conscripts from
18 months to 9 months at present. As selective drafting developed, a
more adequate wage system was developed. Today Denmark’s mili-
tary includes some of the most expensive soldiers in the world.
Although Danish defense expenditures are indexed to guard against
inflation, given the higher cost of military personnel, the amount of
funds available for new equipment and supplies has been lower than
in many other NATO countries.

The prospects for Danish defense are not bright. Despite more
active Soviet-Warsaw Pact exercises and operations in the western
Baltic, Denmark is unwilling and/or unable to respond. First, the
existing coalition government must cooperate with smaller parties
who are against increases in defense expenditures; hence, a zero solu-
tion with continued indexation is likely and needed modernization
programs are unlikely. In response to NATO pressures to increase
expenditures, strong undercurrents are developing for finding closer
West European defense cooperation outside the Alliance.

In Chapter 18 Tonne Huitfeldt discusses the defense of Norway
and NATO’s northern flank. Norway remained neutral during World
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War I, but the German surprise attack and occupation on 9 April
1940 led to a change in Norway’s defense view. The lessons of
World War II were, first, that Norway did not permit sufficient dele-
gation of authority to local commanders (Norway only mobilized
50,000 men of 119,000 available) and, second, that it had not pre-
pared and trained with allies in advance.

Norway gave defense a higher priority after World War II. The
defense structure in the 1950s and 1960s combined mobilization
forces based on general conscription with the allied preference for
maintaining standing forces in exposed areas. After MC 14/3 and the
1968 invasion of Czechoslovakia, NATO put more emphasis in flank
contingencies and Norway focused on rapid reinforcement of North
Norway (which is sparsely populated but near the Kola peninsula)
using national and allied reinforcements.

Mobilization plays an important role in Norway’s force struc-
ture, particularly in the army. At present Norway requires 12 months
service, divided into basic training, specialist training, and service
with standing units. This is followed by four training periods of 21
days and two of 12 days, until the age of 44, in mobilization units.
The total peacetime strength of 35,100 (including 22,800 conscripts
and 11,000 civilians) can be augmented to about 380,000 (9.4 per-
cent of the population) in 36 hours—probably the highest mobiliza-
tion percentage of any NATO country. For example, the army
expands from 10,000 to 142,000 at M + 36, and the Home Guard will
have 80,000 personnel.

Recent tests confirm that Norway’s mobilization forces (which
are all, including the Home Guard, dedicated to the Alliance in war)
are effective: 60 hours after the mobilization order was broadcast on
the radio, one infantry battalion from South Norway was ready in its
GDP position in North Norway. A precondition for Norway's receiv-
ing allied (notably US, UK, and Canadian) reinforcements is transfer
of Norwegian command to allied command in advance. Norway’s
role in NATO is important in providing surveillance and warning,
contributions to crisis management, forward defense, and host nation
support of allied reinforcement.

The long-term prospects for Norway’s force structure depend on
economics and demographics. During 1984-1988, Norway allocated
a 3-3.5 percent yearly increase to the defense budget. A Chief of
Defense Staff study, though, argues that if this does not increase to
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the 6-7.0 percent range, Norway will not be able to maintain and
modernize its current combat forces. In addition, Norway’s current
birth rate will make it difficult to maintain the present level of stand-
ing forces by the late 1990s. Since Norway depends for its security
on NATO support and reinforcement because of its large area, small
population, and exposed location, it strongly supports the Alliance.
Any uncertainties regarding future NATO relations are primarily con-
nected with developments within the Alliance (notably the trends toward
Western European Union cooperation), and not to changes in Norway.

The contributions discussed above have focused primarily on the
following issues as they are developing in both NATO and the War-
saw Pact: economic trends and military modernization and defense
budgets, demographic trends and military manpower, societal atti-
tudes and political policies. While these developments will ¢_atinue
to provide challenges that will test the US and USSR and both
alliances, some developments also provide the United States and
NATO with numerous opportunities for pursuing policies that may
contribute to our benefit. In ‘‘Maintaining the Balance’’ I examine
some of these in detail. I attempt to outline developing USSR-War-
saw Pact vulnerabilities and the major US-NATO vulnerabilities and
strengths that need to be addressed and improved in order to enhance
US-NATO security. The result is a set of policy recommendations for
consideration by academics and policymakers alike to chart a course
through the increasingly turbulent waters that will confront us as we
move into the 21st century.

JEFFREY SIMON is a Senior Fellow in the Mobilization Concepts
Development Center, Institute for National Strategic Studies,
National Defense University. Previously he was Chief, National Mili-
tary Strategy Branch and Soviet Threat Analyst at the Strategic Stud-
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ration, the RAND Corporation, and the American Enterprise
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Cohesion and Dissension in Eastern Europe: Six Crises (New York:
Praeger, 1983), Warsaw Pact Forces: Problems of Command and
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Institutional Developments

This chapter will begin with a number of
observations regarding the ability of both NATO and the Warsaw
Pact to cope with the global trends and developments. First, both
alliances have exhibited a declining share of the world’s population
and gross world product over the 25 years since their creation. These
trends likely will continue. In addition, how the United States and the
USSR deal with their own problems—efforts at domestic economic
reform, conservation policies, new burden-sharing requirements/
arrangements within each alliance—could result in declining prestige
and influence for the respective leaders in NATO and the Warsaw
Pact.

Second, in addition to increasing economic constraints on the
United States and the USSR, as well as their coalition allies, demo-
graphic trends are likely to create added pressures on both alliances.
There will be difficulties in reallocating manpower resources into the
civilian sector, and altering active/reserve force mixes for conven-
tional force reductions. These economic constraints and demographic
pressures, coupled with the generational changes that have occurred
within the alliances since World War II, will have a continued impact
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32 SIMON

upon political policies between superpowers and on allies and rela-
tions within the alliances.

Third, while it is impossible to predict the ultimate outcome of
these issues on both alliances, it is likely that these trends will con-
tribute to further stresses within the alliances and create greater chal-
lenges for the superpowers, potentially altering their relationship
within each coalition.

In sum, we may be entering the period which history might
ultimately judge as the beginning of the end of the post-World War II
world order. While both superpowers likely are going to enjoy less
influence and prestige in that ‘‘new’’ world order, national security
successes will most likely depend on who loses the least influence,
not on who acquires the most.

THE SHIFTING GLOBAL ENVIRONMENT

Since the signing of the North Atlantic Treaty (NATO) on 4
April 1949 and the Warsaw Treaty on 14 May 1955, a slow, but nev-
ertheless steady, general trend has evolved. The rather ‘‘tight’’ bipo-
lar world of the post-World War II era has yielded to a much looser
bipolar world.!

Table 1.1, which outlines the relative economic standing (in
1985 constant US dollars) of the Warsaw Pact and NATO in 1960,
1970, 1980, and 1985, suggests that the relationship of both alliances
to the global economy has altered rather significantly.? In 1960, for
example, the world’s Gross National Product (GNP) equaled 5.33
trillion dollars, while the world population equaled 3.06 billion. The
Warsaw Pact and NATO economic and population shares were 1.18
and 2.74 trillion US dollars and 311.0 and 422.9 million population
respectively in 1960-—comprising some 24 percent of the world pop-
ulation and 73.5 percent of the world GNP in 1960.

Table 1.1 indicates the change occurring by 1985. Despite each
alliance’s overall increase in population and GNP, in absolute terms
each suffered a net decline. For example, in 1985 while the popula-
tion of the Warsaw Pact (386.4 million) and NATO (515.6 million)
had increased to 902.0 million (up from 733.9 million in 1960)—the
world’s population meanwhile had increased from 3.06 to 4.89 bil-
lion between 1960 and 1985—both alliances’ share of world popula-
tion decreased from 24 percent to 18.4 percent. Similarly, in 1985
while the combined GNP of the Warsaw Pact (2.73 trillion) and
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NATO (6.09 trillion) had increased to 8.82 tr.dlion (up 3.92 trillion
from 1960)—the world’s GNP had significantly increased to 14.0
from 5.33 trillion—both alliances decreased their share of world GNP
from 73.5 percent to 63.0 percent.’

Put simply, in very gross economic terms, NATO and the War-
saw Pact represent a shrinking part of the pie. As this trend con-
tinues, both alliances are likely to search for economic and political
relationships with the broader world community. Concerns, policies,
and activities occurring outside the sphere are likely to play an
increasingly important role in both Warsaw Pact and NATO delibera-
tions.

While the relationship of both alliances to the world has shown
relative decline, Table 1.1 also indicates another trend. Over the past
25 years, economic conditions have improved apace.* In the Warsaw
Pact per capita income went from $3,808 in 1960 to $6,755 in 1980,
and to $7,061 in 1985. Similarly, in NATO per capita income went
from $6,490 in 1960, to $11,172 in 1980, to $11,810 in 1985.

In 1960 when the Warsaw Pact’s and NATO’s per capita income
was $3,808 and $6,490 respectively, Warsaw Pact per capita income
represented 58.7 percent of NATO’s per capita income. Warsaw Pact
per capita income was 60.3 percent of NATO’s in 1970; 60.5 percent
in 1980; and 59.8 percent in 1985. While improvements in per capita
income have been evident in both alliances over the past 25 years,
relative per capita income between the two alliances has remained the
same.

While this situation bodes neither ill nor well for NATO, it
poses an ideological problem for the Soviet Union and the Warsaw
Pact. One only has to recall Nikita Khrushchev’s rhetoric at the 22nd
Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) in
October 1961, when the CPSU (then First) Secretary claimed that the
USSR would achieve the advanced stage of communism in 20 years
(1981), or his threats at the United Nations boasting to the West that
*“We will bury you.’’ Khrushchev’s statements reflected an optimism
about the Soviet political and economic system (and the Warsaw
Pact) vis-a-vis the United States (and NATO) that, only 25 years
later, has all but dissipated. Khrushchev’s rhetoric and threats aside,
the data in table 1.1 suggest that in reality there has been no real
change in the relative share of each alliance over the past 25 years.

Gorbachev’s program of glasnost and perestroika (restructuring)
is an explicit recognition of that failure. In turn, the degree to which
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his policies rejuvenate Soviet duinestic political and economic stag-
nation will impact on Soviet relations with Warsaw Pact allies and
ultimately on NATO and the United States. Similarly, the political
ability of the United States to resolve its economic problems (its new
debtor status, increasing deficits, and balance of payments) will
impact on its relationship with European NATO allies, and ultimately
on the USSR and the Warsaw Pact.’

DLFENSE EXPENDITURES AND MANPOWER POLICIES

As noted above, both NATO and the Warsaw Pact are experi-
encing a decreasing share of world GNP. To the degree that this
economic pressure either continues or increases over time, both
alliances likely will initiate economic reforms and conservation pol-
icies which are iikely to affect both alliances’ future modernization
and military manpower programs.

We may compare and contrast the alliances’ responses over the
past 25 years to the above-noted economic problems and population
trends. Both alliances, for example, have tried to increase defense
expenditures in real terms over the past decade. After NATO agreed
to 3 percent annual real increments’ increases in defense expenditures
in May 1978, the Soviets pushed for a similar Warsaw Pact defense
expenditure increase at the 22-23 November 1978 Political Consulta-
tive Committee (PCC) session. Since the added burdens created by
these superpower demands were great, some members of both
alliances failed to meet the new requirements.

In the Warsaw Pact, Romania explicitly refused to comply and
publicly threatened to reduce defense expenditures; Poland and Hun-
gary indicated reluctance.® Despite Soviet pressures, Romania did, in
fact, reduce expenditures,” and Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslo-
vakia also did not meet their commitments.® In NATO, Belgium,
Denmark and, since 1982, the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG)
have not achieved the agreed to increases.’

The effects of economic constraints are increasingly evident in
the inability of some allies to modernize their inventories of military
equipment. Within NATO, for example, Belgium decided not to
spend $700 million to modernize its aging Nike Hercules Air Defense
system with Patriot or its Leopard 1 main battle tanks with Leopard—
25,10 likewise, within the Warsaw Pact, Poland, and Czechoslovakia
have failed to modernize their 1950s vintage T-54/55 main battle
tanks with T-64/72 models or to maintain artillery holdings adequate
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to Soviet norms. Similarly, the Air Defense systems of both Poland
and Czechoslovakia are predominantly equipped with aging SA2 and
SA3 missile systems.!!

Although both alliances have made similar efforts—with varying
degrees of success—to increase defense expenditures, they have con-
sciously pursued different military manpower policies. Table 1.2,
which compares NATO* and Warsaw Pact active and reserve**
manpower strengths over the past 25 years, highlights the different
manpower policies of NATO and the Warsaw Pact.

One generalization suggested by the data in table 1.2, is that
Warsaw Pact active force levels (with the sole exception of Romania)
have increased over the past 25 years while NATO active force levels
(with the exception of the FRG) have decreased. Non-Soviet Warsaw
Pact active strength rose 18.4 percent from 1960 to 1985. Most nota-
bly, East Germany (GDR) increased its active force structure by 74
percent (from 100,000 to 174,000) between 1960 and 1985; Hun-
gary, 31.7 percent; Poland, 25 percent; and Bulgaria, 23 percent. At
the same time, European NATO active strength fell 27.3 percent. In
particular, France’s active force declined 52.8 percent (from
1,009,000 to 476,600); Denmark, 31 percent; the United Kingdom,
28 percent; and the Netherlands, by 25.4 percent.!? The NATO
exception, though, is significant. The FRG’s Bundeswehr increased
from 330,000 to 478,000 (or 44.8 percent).

Another generalization suggested by table 1.2 is that Warsaw
Pact reserve forces (with the significant exceptions of increases of
31.1 percent in the GDR and 12.5 percent in Romania) generally
decreased between 1980 and 1985, wiale NATO’s reservists (with
the exception of Norway) generally increased. The data shows that in
the Warsaw Pact, Czechoslovakia registered the largest decline of 20
percent, followed by Bulgaria with 18.8 percent, and Poland with

* NATO, for purposes of this analysis, encompasses NATO’s core and France
plus Denmark and Norway in the Northern flank.

** Countries’ reserve systems vary greatly. The figures given may include
reservists with recent training, active territorial militia and forces available for later
mobilization. The figures exclude paramilitary forces. For specifics, see The Military
Balance, 1985-86, London: IISS, pp. 172-173.
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f 17.2 percent. Within NATO, the increases were most notable in
i Belgium with 54.5 percent and France with 14.9 percent. In sum,
East Europe overall registered a slight decline (3.2 percent) in reserve
forces between 1980 and 1985 while European NATO registered a
, slightly larger increase (6.4 percent) during the same period.

One final generalization that emerges from table 1.2 is that the
Warsaw Pact generally has been willing and/or able to commit a
larger percent of its population to active and reserve military man- ;
power than NATO. Generally, the difference has been on the order of :
magnitude of two to one. In other words, in 1980 while Warsaw Pact :
military strength represented 3.1 percent of available population, in
NATO it was 1.5 percent. In 1985 it was 3.2 percent to 1.6 percent.
This apparent difference in NATO-Warsaw Pact ability to commit
; population to military manpower might become increasingly impor- ;
tant in any future conventional force negotiations.

Significant strategic implications, though, are buried in the dif-
ferent NATO and Warsaw Pact manpower policies outlined in table
1.2. The Warsaw Pact increasingly relies on active forces in contrast
to NATO’s increasing reliance upon reserve forces. Because reserve
forces require time for mobilization, NATO has a problem. First,
NATO forces must make sure that a warning is both politically cred-
ible and adequate; they then must have enough time to respond, that :
is, to reinforce and to mobilize reservists. Second, because mobiliza-
tion of reserves causes societal and economic problems, NATO gov-
ernments must judge political versus military sensitivity. NATO’s
institutional procedures for warning and alerts, which will be exam-
ined below, are becoming not only increasingly time-sensitive, but
also critical to NATO’s capability to survive attack.

; Before examining the institutional developments and procedures
; for alerting and mobilizing forces within NATO and the Warsaw
Pact, we shall examine both alliances’ demographic patterns. Table
1.3, which compares the 18-22 year old male cohorts in NATO and
the Warsaw Pact over the next quarter century, highlights demo-
graphic differences developing between the alliances. These trends do
not bode well for NATO’s conventional forces, particularly in light
of the prospects for significant reductions in European intermediate-
range nuclear forces (INF) and short-range (SRINF) nuclear torces.

One generalization suggested by the data in table 1.3 is that
between 1987 and 2000, the 18-22 year old male cohort (which
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provides the primary pool of military conscripts) will, with the sole
exception of East Germany, increase in the Warsaw Pact; the same
pool will decrease rather significantly in NATO. Essentially, the data
indicate that in the year 2000, the 18-22 year old male cohort will
increase by 490,000 (12 percent) for East Europe and by 1,725,000
(16.5 percent) for the USSR. European NATO, in contrast, will have
decreased by 2,370,000 (27.5 percent), and the US by 321,000 (3.3
percent).

Thus, over the next 15 ycars, NATO will find it increasingly
difficult to maintain existing uctive force levels, while the Warsaw
Pact will find it eabier. Although this trend will begin to reverse in
2000, the question is how these demographic pressures wili affect
alliance policy between now and the year 2000. The demographic
trend will be particularly painful for NATO, which, we noted earlier,
has historically demonstrated less ability to commit manpower to mil-
itary strength. '3 Hence, NATO likely will find it increasingly difficult
to counter this trend politically.

In summary, I believe that manpower developments within
NATO and the Warsaw Pact over the past 25 years have put NATO
in a more vulnerable position. While the Warsaw Pact has increased
its active force structure, NATO has decreased its active forces,
thereby increasing its reliance upon mobilization of reservists for
meeting its force geals. Demographic trends to the year 2000 suggest
that the pressures already partly responsible for the change in the
active/reserve force mix in NATO will get much stronger, while the
opposite change in the Warsaw Pact continues. Finally, these trends
place increasing demands and requirements on NATO’s warning and
alerting procedures.

ALERTING MECHANISMS AND PROCEDURES

NATO’s alerting mechanisms and procedures are distinctly dif-
ferent from those of the Warsaw Pact. In almost 40 years of develop-
ment, NATO structures have not developed any supranational
authority. A NATO axiom is that military mobilization (and logistics)
is a national responsibility. Hence, each NATO country decides inde-
pendently when to alert and mobilize its national forces committed to
the defense of NATO.

Since sovereignty remains the essential ingredient of NATO’s

military alerts, effective civil structures are vital to NATO’s success.
The North Atlantic Council (NAC), established by Article 9 of the
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Treaty, is the principal body of NATO. When specific defense issues
(as opposed to general political-military consultation) must be dis-
cussed, the Council meets in session as the Defense Planning Com-
mittee (DPC), composed only of the member nations participating in
NATO’s integrated command. This procedure became necessary after
France withdrew from the integrated defense structure in 1966 yet
continued to participate in political affairs as a signatory of NATO. !

The DPC deals with defense matters and, for all practical pur-
poses, has the same authority as the NAC. For this reason, we will
refer to NATO’s highest political structure as the NAC/DPC, which
provides a unique forum for confidential, constant, and timely inter-
governmental consultation!’ and has been called a ‘‘standing commit-
tee of governments, or a 'diplomatic workshop.’’’16 Each national
government retains decision-making authority. However, the NAC/
DPC, permanently housed at Evére (Brussels), meets at least once a
week at ambassadorial level (Permanent Representatives) and twice a
year in ministerial sessions when foreign and defense ministers repre-
sent their nations.

The Military Committee (MC), composed of the Chiefs-of-Staff
of the member countries taking part in the NATO integrated military
structure, is the senior military authority in the alliance. Although it
also meets twice per year at the Chiefs-of-Staff level, the MC meets
each week with national military representatives appointed by their
Chiefs-of-Staff, The MC advises the NAC/DPC on military matters
and gives guidance to the major NATO commanders (MNCs) such as
Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR), Supreme Allied
Commander, Atlantic (SACLANT), and Commander-in-Chief, Chan-
nel (CINCHAN).V

During a crisis, though, as one source notes, ‘‘the position of
the MC as an independent body reporting directly to the NAC/DPC
ensures that a situation which relates a clear military risk for NATO
will be brought to the NAC/DPC for resolution.’’ During a develop-
ing crisis, therefore, requests for increasing the readiness of (and/or
““chopping’’) NATO’s military forces can be made by national gov-
ernments, MNCs (most likely the SACEUR, operating from NATO
military headquarters at Casteau near Mons), or the MC." Since
decisions as to whether or not to reply to a perceived threat do not
reside in the NAC/DPC, but always in the national capitals, time
becomes a precious commodity in the NATO alerting process. In
addition, the time factor has become particularly critical to NATO
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over the past 25 years because its military forces, as noted above,
have become predominantly reservist, thus requiring mobilization.
For these and other reasons, NATO requires a permanent Interna-
tional Staff (IS) and International Military Staff (IMS) headquartered
at Evere (Brussels) which periodically exercises this decision-making
process® (in the WINTEX-CIMEX series, for example).?!

The Warsaw Pact’s political and military planning process is
very different from NATO’s. The Warsaw Pact does not have an
equivalent political headquarters with permanent representatives of
ambassadorial rank in residence. It does, though, have a military
headquarters, situated on Leningradskiy Prospekt in Moscow, where
Warsaw Pact Commander-in-Chief (CinC) Kulikov resides.?? This
organization appears to perform military functions similar to those
carried out at NATO’s military headquarters at Casteau, Belgium.

Although the Soviets want to refine and improve the Warsaw
Pact’s political coordination capabilities over the years, they have not
yet created a permanent political headquarters, in part because such a
political agency is not necessary to alert and mobilize forces (as it is
in NATO). Before addressing the question of alerting procedures
within the Warsaw Pact, though, we shall briefly review the Pact’s
political development.

Political Development. When the Pact was created in 1955, the
Political Consultative Committee (PCC), comprised of ministers of
defense, foreign affairs, and party secretaries, was designated the
highest political authority. During the first decade of the Pact’s exist-
ence, the PCC remained embryonic in nature: it always convened in
Moscow, met sporadically (6 times in 10 years), avoided addressing
critical issues (such as Hungary in 1956 and Berlin in 1961), and
served more as a forum for enunciating Soviet policy rather than an
arena for political discussion and resolution..

Shortly after Leonid Brezhnev came to power, the CPSU Gen-
eral Secretary in September 1965 began to stress ‘‘the need to set up
within the framework of the Treaty a permanent and prompt mecha-
nism for considering pressing problems.’’2 This initiative finally
resulted in the first major political reform within thc Warsaw Pact.
The Budapest PCC session in March 1969, in addition to creating a
permanent staff and reconstituting the Combined Command, put a
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Military Committee (MC) *‘in charge of matters of combat and mobi-
lization readiness of the Combined Armed Forces,’’? created a Com-
mittee of Defense Ministers (CDM), a Technical Committee (TC),
and a Military Scientific-Technical Council (MSTC).?* The Bucharest
PCC session, in November 1976, further refined the 1969 institu-
tional reform. Although the PCC approved forming a Foreign Minis-
ters’ Committee (FMC) and a Joint Secretariat of the PCC ‘‘with a
view [according to the communiqué] to continually improve the
mechanism of political collaboration,’’26 differences amongst allies
continued.?’

We may summarize the Brezhnev era by saying that although
Warsaw Pact political organs began to emerge, they still remained
less developed than those of NATO. Under Brezhnev, PCC sessions,
formerly convened in Moscow, began to rotate among East European
capitals. In addition, sessions were predictably convened every other
year. Immediately after the 1969 and 1976 reforms, the CDM and
FMC followed similar periodic rotation patterns.

The absence of a permanent Warsaw Pact political headquarters
becomes glaringly evident whenever the Soviets have to deal with a
crisis or issue that necessitates meetings outside the normal Pact insti-
tutional rotation patterns. Such was the case when ‘‘emergency”’ ses-
sions were hastily convened in Dresden, Moscow, Cierna, and
Bratislava in an attempt to resolve the crisis in Czechoslovakia during
1968; in Moscow on 9 June 1967 during the Middle East War; on 5
December 1980 during the Polish crisis; and 28 June 1983 for the
INF ‘“‘countermeasures.’’

Although Warsaw Pact political institutions atrophied during
Brezhnev’s declining years and during the brief Andropov and Cher-
nenko periods of ‘‘disarray,”’ during which the 1982 Prague PCC and
1985 Sofia PCC were postponed, they have evidenced nothing less
than a renaissance ever since Mikhail Gorbachev came to power in
March 1985. In the past three years, the MC and CDM have con-
tinued their normal annual and biannual patterns, and the PCC has
convened annually while the FMC has met twice a year rather than
once. During the 28-29 May 1987 East Berlin PCC, participants
agreed on ‘‘new’’ Pact mechanisms to further policy coordination.
According to the communiqué, the PCC ‘*agreed to set up a multi-
lateral group of representatives of Warsaw Pact member-states for
current reciprocal information [and also] to set up a special commis-
sion of the Warsaw Pact member-states on disarmament questions.’’28
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Although it is premature to speculate either on how this multi-
lateral group will be structured or how effective it will be in
coordinating Pact policy, it is clear that Gorbachev wants to involve
the Warsaw Pact institutions (specifically the PCC and FMC) in all
arms control discussions and initiatives. It is clear, though, that the
Pact structure differs from NATO structures because it will not be
used for alerting Warsaw Pact forces.

Throughout the 1970s the Soviets used the peacetime admin-
istrative and command organs of the Warsaw Pact as a mechanism
for modernizing the Pact’s Combined Armed Forces (CAF) and lay-
ing the groundwork for a wartime command structure.?® Though both
conditions were necessary, they were not sufficient to transform the
Warsaw Pact into an effective military alliance, capable of operating
as an extension of the Soviet Armed Forces.

Since at least 1981, the Soviets have advocated conducting com-
bat at a theater of military operations (TVD) level rather than at the
front,30 From the Soviet perspective, since their Western and South-
western TVDs include the Warsaw Pact’s Combined Armed Forces,
new requirements would be necessary to ensure the availability of
non-Soviet Warsaw Pact forces. It is now without doubt that the
Soviets have been attempting to subordinate Warsaw Pact CAF ele-
ments within the Soviet command structure since the late 1970s, as
the following evidence shows:

® From 1971 to January 1977, the Soviet Chief of the General
Staff was equal in rank to the First Deputy Chief of the General Staff,
who also served as Warsaw Pact CinC (Yakubovskiy until 1976,
Kulikov thereafter). When N. V. Ogarkov became a Marshal of the
Soviet Union (in January 1977), he outranked all others (including
Kulikov) on the General Staff 3!

® Immediately following the November 1978 Moscow PCC ses-
sion, Nicolae Ceausescu publicly suggested that the Warsaw Pact
states not only had agreed upon certain arrangements regarding the
military command structure of the CAF (control by the Soviets), but
that Romania abstained from the new arrangement:

W. have certainly assumed obligations within the Warsaw Pact ...
which we respect.... The Warsaw Pact clearly states that each coun-
try will participate in conformity with its capability and with the
provisions and decisions which wiil be adopted by each state indi-
vidually. We have not surrendered and we will never surrender to
anyone the right to involve the Romanian Army in a military action
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except to the parliament, the people, the party bodies and the Roma-
nian state bodies.

® Recent writings by Warsaw Pact chief of staff Gribkov also

suggest that he embraces the TVD command concept and perceives
the need for a Supreme High Commander. In September 1979,
shortly after Ceausescu had voiced his objections about Soviet efforts
to change the Pact’s command system, Gribkov stated the case for a
coalitional high command with substantial wartime authority:

Under contemporary conditions the significance of the centralization

of the control of coalition groupings sharply increased ... and con-

duct of large-scale operations by coalition troop groupings entails

also the need for the creation of uniform command agencies both to

the scale of the military coalition as a whole and on the most impor-

tant axes. The experience of the past testifies that such organs must

be capable of ... directly commanding the activities of operational

formations.>

® A recent interview, granted by Colonel Ryszard Jerzy
Kuklinski, formerly of the Polish People’s Army General Staff, con-
firms that the Soviets have, indeed, altered the wartime command
and control structure of the Warsaw Pact.3* In 1979/1980 Poland
signed a top secret document, ‘‘Statute of the Combined Armed
Forces and Organs Commanding Them in Times of War,’’ which
meant, in effect, that Poland now was ‘‘recognizing the Highest
Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces of the USSR as the sole
command of the Warsaw Pact forces in the event of war.’’3 Accord-
ing to Kuklinski:
in these situations [crisis and war] the control of Poland’s defense
and the command of her armed forces passes completely.... The
indivisible command will be the Highest Command-in-Chief of the

Armed Forces of the Soviet Union, while its sole working organ will
be the Soviet General Staff.

The Soviet command will give their orders and instructions directly
to the Polish armies subordinate to them, bypassing the national
command. In practice, this means that the USSR has the unre-
stricted right to dispose of the Polish People's Army without any
prior consultations with the Polish People's Republic’s leader-
ship.... Even Party-political work will be conordinated not by the
CC PUWP [Polish United Workers' Party], but by the Soviet politi-
cal department attached to the Command-in-Chief of the Western
War Operations Theater,%

® Another indication that the Soviets had renovated the Pact’s
command structure came in 1982 with the death of Leonid Brezhnev.
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In his eulogy to the CPSU General Secretary, East German defense
minister Heinz Hoffmann revealed that Brezhnev, among his other
positions, held the title ‘‘Supreme Commander-in-Chief of the War-
saw Pact.”’%7

® More recent evidence indicates that the Soviets have taken addi-
tional steps for creating their military command structure and that this
command structure will control Warsaw Pact CAF elements. In the
obituary for defense minister Ustinov, several prominent names—former
Chief of the Soviet General Staff N.V. Ogarkov, I.A. Gerasimov, and
Yuri Maksimov—were listed with the commander of the Far Eastern
TVD, I.M. Tret’yak, but placed below the Deputy Defense Minister
level.® Thus, it appears that the TVD level is new in the command
structure in 1984, with Ogarkov acting as Western TVD CinC and L.A.
Gerasimov as Southwestern TVD CinC.%

In sum, the creation of the high commands in the Western and
Southwestern TVDs is an important step in enhancing the Pact’s abil-
ity to transition to wartime operations. Additionally, the adoption of
the so-called ‘‘Statute,’”” which apparently provides the Soviets with a
mechanism to ‘‘chop’’ non-Soviet Warsaw Pact (NSWP) forces to
Soviet control, is another important step.® In effect, the creation of
new TVD commands plus changes in procedures to alert (or *‘chop’’)
NSWP forces indicate two Pact directions: first, they define the sub-
ordination of the non-Soviet Warsaw Pact forces to the Soviet
Supreme High Command in Moscow; second, they satisfy the Soviet
requirement that the war be focussed on a single, unified objective,
with the coalitional armies fighting as a single, unified force. If the
Soviet Union can successfully implement these objectives, NATO’s
warning and alerting procedures will be burdened and challenged. In
fact the Warsaw Pact’s ‘‘defensive’’ doctrine increasingly must be
called into question.

DEFENSIVE MILITARY DOCTRINES

Both NATO and the Warsaw Pact profess to be *‘defensive’’
military alliances. The NATO Treaty, comprised of a Preamble and
fourteen Articles, was signed on 4 April 1949. Article 5, which rep-
resents the core of the treaty, states that:

The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them
in Europe or North America shall be considered an attack against

them all and consequently they agree that, if such an armed attack
occurs, each of them, in exercise of the right of individual or
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48  SIMON

collective self-defense recognized by Atticle 51 of the Charter of the

United Nations, will assist the Party or Parties so attacked by taking

forthwith, individually and in concert with the other Parties, such an

action as it deems necessary, including the use of armed force, to

restore and maintain the security of the North Atlantic area.*!
The Warsaw Pact Treaty consists of a Preamble, which affirms the
signatories’ teliefs in the ‘‘purposes and principles of respect for the
independence and sovereignty of states, and of non-interference in
their internal affairs..,”’ and eleven articles.*? The core of the Pact’s
treaty is similar to NATO’s Article 5:

Article 3- Establishes joint consultation among parties when a threat

of armed attack against any party occurs and provides for organizing
a joint defense against such threats.

Article 4- If an ‘‘attack in Europe’* against one of the parties occurs,

each signatory shall render the state attacked immediate assistance

by all means it may consider necessary, including the use of armed

force

To this day, the military doct-ine of both alliances remains

‘‘defensive.’’ In the case of the Warsaw Pact, the 29 May 1987 PCC
session issued a document entitled ‘‘The Military Doctrine of the
Warsaw Pact Member States,”” which states that:

the Military Doctrine of the Warsaw Pact is exclusively defensive in

character .... the participants will never, and under no circum-

stances, commence military actions against any other state or

alliance, if they have not themselves been subjected to attack.*
The Soviet definition of ‘‘defensive,’’ though, becomes critical. In
marked contrast to NATO, the Soviets have either employed or
threatened to employ military force in the European theater to
““‘defend’’ their interests on numerous occasions (unilaterally in Hun-
gary in 1956; threatening to terminate the West’s access to Berlin in
1961;% multilaterally with Warsaw Pact CAF forces in Czechoslo-
vakia in 1968; and in pressuring Poland during 1980-1981).47

This greater Soviet willingness and apparent need often to resort
to military force frequently to maintain order explain, in part, why
the Soviet/Warsaw Pact has increased its active conventional forces
since 1960. Aside from the Soviet/Warsaw Pact’s defensive military
doctrine and ‘‘need’’ to maintain active conventional forces in
Eastern Europe, the Soviets do have at their disposal more of the nec-
essary instruments to go on the offensive, if they feel it necessary. At
the very least their recent actions are not synchronized or consistent
with their doctrine and they stretch the doctrine’s credibility.
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Like the Warsaw Pact, NATO is finding its defensive doctrine
increasingly called into question—though for very different reasons.*®
NATO’s actions (notably its decrease in active forces and increased
reliance upon reserve forces over the past 25 years, plus an alerting
procedure requiring time to develop consensus at political headquar-
ters) are consistent with a defensive military doctrine. However, the
credibility of NATO’s military deterrent is still a basic question. The
credibility of NATO’s (MC 14/3) Flexible Response Doctrine and
ability to defend itself, especially in light of an impending agreement
on INF and SRINF, is becoming increasingly questionable.
NATO’s doctrine, in other words, is increasingly out of touch with
what it can do credibly. Added to this problem, and in marked con-
trast to the Warsaw Pact, is the fact that as NATO proceeds towards
the year 2000, it will meet increasing demographic difficulty in main-
taining existing military manpower levels, let alone increasing them
to bolster its conventional force deterrent.

FUTURE TRENDS

What do these trends in the Pact and NATO indicate? I have
suggested that only now in 1987, over 40 years after the conclusion
of World War II, are we witnessing the transformation of the world
order that was erected between 1945-1949. United States national
security policy must accommodate and successfully operate in a more
fluid global environment, where ‘‘out-of-area’’ activities, with their
inherent dangers for miscalculation, will increasingly attract super-
power attention. On the other hand, as both superpowers continue to
encounter increasing constraints, the relative success of their domes-
tic political and economic initiatives and reforms will determine
ultimately who is to lose the least, thereby affecting US-Soviet rela-
tions, and relations between the NATO and the Warsaw Pact.

Although the US and USSR have pursued similar policies since
at least 1978 to get their respective alliances to spend more on
defense, different manpower policies have evolved between the
alliances. First, while NATO decreased its active force structure by
27 percent between 1960-1985, the Warsaw Pact increased its active
force posture by 18 percent. The Warsaw Pact has demonstrated that
it is either more willing and/or able than NATO to commit its popula-
tion to military manpower; the ratio consistently remaining at 2:1.
Second, as noted, NATO’s historical inability to commit its popula-
tion to military manpower will become increasingly more problematic
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50 SIMON

due to unfavorable demographic trends. Through the year 2000,
while the 18-22 year old male cohort will increase by 12 percent in
the Warsaw Pact, it will decrease by 27.5 percent in NATO. Both
active force and demographic disparities will place increasing asym-
metrical pressures on NATO vis-a-vis the Warsaw Pact, and likely
will play a role in the upcoming Soviet campaign for conventional
arms reductions.,,

An asymmetry also has been developing between the alliances in
their ability to alert and mobilize military forces. As we have seen,
NATO relies increasingly upon reserve forces, which place two addi-
tional burdens upon the NATO alliance. First, NATO must have a
warning apparatus providing adequate time to mobilize the reserves.
Second, reliance upon reserves raises NATO’s political costs of
implementing manpower mobilization measures because of the result-
ing economic and social dislocations. This makes these mobilization
decisions more painful and therefore more difficult to implement,
The likely end result of these burdens is to place the latest possible
time for military decision before the earliest possible time for politi-
cal decision.

Further asymmetry stems from the late 1970s when the Soviets
developed a mechanism that makes it easier to employ non-Soviet
Warsaw Pact forces as an extension of the Soviet Armed Forces. In
addition, the creation in the early 1980s of high commands in the
Western and Southwestern TVDs represented another important step
in enhancing the Pact’s ability to transition to wartime operations.

As a result of these long-term military developments, the
*‘defensive’’ doctrine of both alliances, though for different reasons,
have become less credible. The Warsaw Pact’s *‘defensive’’ doctrine
has lost credibility because the Soviet Union, which often has
resorted to employing its military to restore ‘‘order’’ in Eastern
Europe, has developed the necessary instruments to go on the offen-
sive when the Soviets feel it necessary.

In contrast, NATO’s ‘‘defensive’’ Flexible Response doctrine
has become less credible over the past 25 years because of the
changes in NATO’s active/reserve force structure and its cumbersome
alerting procedures. In addition, through the year 2000, NATO’s
Flexible Response doctrine will be asymmetrically burdened due to
unfavorable demographic trends coupled with NATO’s historical
unwillingness to commit population to military manpower,
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In other words, in the face of an impending INF agreement
which will reduce nuclear weapons in Europe, NATO’s conventional
forces will become increasingly important to maintain the credibility
of its deterrent. But, unfortunately, NATO will meet increasing diffi-
culty in even maintaining existing conventional force levels while the
Warsaw Pact, in contrast, will find doing so increasingly easy. In
addition, the recent ‘‘renaissance’’ of Warsaw Pact institutions under
Gorbachev (notably the PCC and FMC, as well as the ‘‘new’’ mecha-
nisms announced in 1987) for coordinating arms control policies,
suggest that NATO is in for a campaign that might make the Warsaw
Pact’s ill-fated 1979-1983 INF campaign against NATO seem
amateurish.
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Endnotes

1. The *‘tight’* and *‘loose’’ bipolar terminology derives from systems structure
analysis international relations theory. See Morton A. Kaplan, System and Process In
International Politics (New York: Wiley, 1964). See also the critique in Kenneth
Waltz, Theory of International Politics (Reading, Mass.; Addison-Wesley, 1979),
pp. 50-59.

2. For information and an explanation on how these economic data were compiled
and derived, see notes to Table 8, Central Intelligence Agency, Handhook of
Economic Statistics, 1986 (Washington, DC: September 1986), p. 35.

3. This comparative figure, though, probably understates the weaith of the Western
Alliance through foreign investments, etc.

4. One must keep in mind that we are speaking in macroeconomic terms about over-
all alliance trends. It must be noted here that some specific members within each
alliance have exhibited either decline, economic stagnation, or very slow growth
between 1960 and 1985. Poland, Romania, and Bulgaria are examples within the
Warsaw Pact. The Netherlands and Belgium are examples within NATO. See, Hand-
book of Economic Statistics, 1986, op. cit., Table 8, pp. 34-35.

5. For an excellent discussion cf this problem and how to manage it, see Paul Ken-
nedy, ‘‘The (Relative) Decline of America,”” The Atlantic Monthly (August 1987),
pp. 29-38.

6. For a discussion of the 22-23 November 1978 PCC, see Jeffrey Simon, Warsaw
Pact Forces: Problems of Command and Control (Boulder: Westview, 1985), p.
126.

7. Almost five years after the Soviets began pressuring Warsaw Pact allies to
increase expenditures, Ceausescu confirmed in an interview that: ‘‘For three con-
secutive years Romania has cut back on its military spending, and at the end of 1982
it decided not to increase it until 1985."" Nicolae Ceausescu 19 May 1983 Interview,
Scinteia, 28 June 1983, pp. 1,5. Foreign Broadcast Information Service (FBIS),
Daily Report (DR), Eastern Europe (EE) (1 July 1983), p. H2.

8. One recent study concludes that: **‘The GDR appeared to have responded to Soviet
pressure to increase military expenditures in response to the NATO 1978 three per-
cent decision. The other three countries [Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslovakial
reported a marked deceleration in the rate of increase in military spending after that
year.”’ See, Keith Crane, Military Spending In Eastern Europe, The RAND Corpo-
ration, R-3444-USDP, May 1987, p. 64.

9. See Chart 23, ‘‘Growth in Total Defense Spending of NATO Countries and
Japan,” in: Caspar W. Weinberger, Report on Allied Contributions to the Common
Defense, A Report to United States Congress, March 1986, p. 52. Keith Crane’s
study agrees with Weinberger on Belgium and the FRG, but disagrees on Norway.
See, Ibid., p. 96. v
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10. According to Belgian Minister of Defense Xavier-Francois de Donnea, *‘This
helps us to save about 25 to 30 billion Belgian francs, for the acquisition of the sys-
tem, and approximately 1.5 to 2 billion Belgian francs in operating the system.”” In
‘‘Rationalizing the Defence Effort of Belgium,’* NATO’s Sixteen Nations, July 1987,
p. 49. Also, see Mark M. Nelson, ‘‘Cash-Strapped NATO Members Grapple With
Waste,"” The Wall Street Journal, 6 August 1987, p. 20.

11. For an excellent discussion of this problem, see Richard C. Martin, ‘‘Warsaw
Pact Force Modernization: A Second Look,"’ in Jeffrey Simon & Trond Gilberg,
eds., Security Implications of Nationalism in Eastern Europe (Boulder: Westview,
1986), pp. 199-214. Martin concludes, ‘‘The prognosis, then, is that the national
armies will remain ‘at least one, and probably two generations behind the rapidly
modernizing Soviet forces in both equipment and force structure.”” 1bid., p. 213.

12. It should be noted, though, that these figures do not necessarily tell the whole
story. In the early 1960s France had many men under arms to fight in Algeria; the
United Kingdom and the Netherlands had outside commitments. While these active
forces could have helped in a global war, the French could probably have done less
than the others.

13. The Soviets, though, will experience some pain. The quantitative advantage of
the Soviet Union and East Europe 18-22 year old male cohort in 2000 clouds a
qualitative problem that is significant. Most of the increase in the Soviet Union will
be in Asian minorities (notably Muslims). In Eastern Europe, Poland, which has the
largest non-Soviet contribution, may cause the Soviet Union concern about
reliability. Hence, the Soviets’ apparent quantitative edge through the year 2000 car-
ries inherent qualitative problems for the maintenance of reliable and capable active
forces.

14. France withdrew from NATO’s integrated military command structure in 1966,
at which time it was decided to move the NAC from Paris to Brussels and the DPC
decided to move the Military Committee from Washington to Brussels, France
remained a member of NATO and participates in the NAC. On 14 August 1974
Greece withdrew from the integrated military command of NATO; its forces were
reintegrated on 20 October 1980. On 30 May 1982 Spain became the sixteenth mem-
ber of NATO, It participates in the NAC, but does not yet participate in NATO’s
integrated military structure. See, NATO Handbook (Brussels: NATO Information
Service, April 1986), pp. 85-86, 92, 97, and 101.

15. An excellent discussion of the advantages and limitations of NATO consultation
have been outlined by former US Permanent Representative to NATO, Harlan Cleve-
land. See his, NATO: The Transatlantic Bargain (New York: Harper & Row, 1970),
pp. 18-31.

16. The North Atlantic Treaty Organization: Facts and Figures (Brussels: NATO
Information Service, 1984), p. 90.

17. For a good discussion of the MC’s activities, see: Peter Hill-Norton, No Soft
Options, The Political-Military Realities of NATO (Montreal: McGill-Queens Uni-
versity Press, 1978), p. 85. Admiral Hill-Norton served as both UK Military Repre-
sentative and Chairman of the MC at NATO Headquarters.,
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18. Thomas J. Kennedy, NATO Political-Military Consultation: Shaping Alliance
Decisions (Washington, DC: National Defense University Press, 1984), p. 37.

19. According to The North Atlantic Treaty Organization: Facts and Figures, op.
cit., p. 112: **Most military manpower committed to the Alliance remains under
national command and control during peacetime. In war the Major NATO Com-
manders would normally assume those functions.”

20. ““To increase the effectiveness and combat value of the NATO armed forces and
to further cooperation amongst the different nationalities, international exercises are
organized periodically by the [MNCs] in conjunction with member governments,
They fall into (wo main categories: those in which no forces take part, which are
called Command Post Exercises (CPX); and Live Exercises in which actual forces
participate.

The aims of the CPXs are to familiarize commanders and staff officers with
wartime problems; to test and evaluate plans and executive bodies; to study tactical
and uiher questions; and to test communications facilities. The object of a CPX is to
define, examine and solve military defense problems.’’ See, Ibid., pp. 111-112.

21. According to a Soviet evaluation of NATO’s command-staff exercise
WINTEX-87: *‘The participants...rehearse their operations in international crisis
conditions over an exteusive range of territory from Washington to Ankara and
throughout Western Europe....This rehearsal envisages taking ‘key decisions’ in con-
ditions as close to possible to those experienced in a crisis...including those relating
to the interaction of the bloc’s military aud civilian organs for combat operations
against the Warsaw Pact countries. Orders are to be issued for calling up reservists,
industry is to be geared to meet military needs, the government of each country is to
be invested with ‘emergency powers,” and ‘committees for the transition to wartime
conditions’ are being formed.’’ See, V., Vavrilov, *‘Provocative Games,"’ Krasnaya
Zvezda, 5 March 1987, p. 3. FBIS,DR,SU (12 March 1987), pp. CC4-5.

22. For a description of Warsaw Pact military headquarters in Moscow and
Kulikov’s office, see: Marshal Viktor Kulikov interview with Miroslav Lazanski,
Danas (Zagreb), No. 269, 14 April 1987, pp. 47-51. FBIS,DR,EE (21 April 1987),
pp. AAS-6.

23. Pravda, 16 September 1965, cited in: East Europe, Volume 14 (November
1965), p. 29.

24, Michael Checinski, ‘‘Warsaw Pact/CEMA Military-Economic Trends,”’ Prob-
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2 Soviet Reinforcement and
Mobilization Issues

The modern Soviet state faces the same basic
problems that its tsarist pred€cessor faced. The military geography of
Russia, its large land mass, its seemingly inexhaustible wealth of
human and natural resources, while providing an impressive military
potential, have burdened the country’s strategic planners with a per-
sistent handicap. Although Russia’s great store of manpower and
economic assets has defeated many enemies, and although its vast
territory has absorbed frequent invasions, frustrating the ambitions of
some of the greatest military leaders in human history, its own gen-
erals and marshals have been virtual slaves to the same {undamental
security question for centuries: how do we bring our numerous
resources to bear in war and how do we use geography to our own
advantage?

Confronted with these same questions, the current leaders of the
Soviet armed forces must resolve them in a manner that strengthens
the military might of the nation. They face a task that Russian sol-
diers like D. A. Miliutin, V. A, Sukhomlinov, L. Trotskiy, M. N,
Tukhachevskiy, and G. K. Zhukov wrestled with from the 19th cen-
tury throvgh the Great Patriotic War. Their efforts have focused on
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developing a more effective means for mobilizing Russia’s resources
in a rapid manner in order to fight and win a war. Since the
emergence of mass armies, the role of the mobilization process has
become more and more important. The relationship between strategic
deployment, reserves, reinforcements, and in the current era, readi-
ness, is growing more complex. The presence of nuclear weapons
with strategic means of delivery has further complicated the process
of force mobilization and employment.

Today, the units in the Western military districts of the Soviet
Union are a key factor when comparing the military strength of
NATO and the Warsaw Pact. The Soviet Union’s ability to alert,
mobilize, and deploy these forces will, to a major degree, influence
the course and outcome of a future war in Europe. With the commit-
ment of the fronts formed from the Western military districts, the
Soviet armed forces at the beginning of war would strive to reach
their immediate strategic objectives in the theater and thus lay the
groundwork for successfully concluding the war.

This chapter addresses the issue of the Western military district
forces in reinforcing the Soviet armies in Europe during a future
NATO-Warsaw Pact war. It examines the historical roots of the Rus-
sian approach to the process of mobilization and ieinforcement, and
reviews Soviet military doctrine concerning mobilization. It describes
the Soviet mobilization system, the forces in the Western military
districts, and their probable role in a future war. Finally, it outlines
the evolving nature and character of the mobilization process, as seen
through Soviet eyes, to show how some current trends in modern
warfare impact on matters of reinforcement, readiness, reserves, and
deployment.

The problems facing the Soviet forces today, as during the past
130 years, center on the questions of what is the most efficient way
of reinforcing the forward-deployed units in Eastern Europe to secure
a victory. Those units, while at a high state of readiness, do not rep-
resent the fully mobilized combat power of the USSR. As in past
wars, Soviet military leaders must count on all Russia’s resources to
be mobilized and brought to bear during a future conflict. In the sim-
piest terms, mobilization must deal with fundamental issues of spacc
and time, of distance to, and of speed in reaching the front. The mar-
gin between victory and defeat will rest on successfully achieving
those mobilization goals.

T O P I R PR L e Bwjﬁqw%gm‘“

g L e ot b s BT 7 %

v

A by REATIY 2 BT TS N B0 AR 4 ey S

R SUARR Ty AL

edess




-

— e orten

el N

R TS AN s

ARy

pLitnd o

SOVIET REINFORCEMENT AND MOBILIZATION 59

HISTORICAL FACTORS IN THE
EVOLUTION OF MOBILIZATION

The Crimean War and the Miliutin Reforms. Russia’s defeat in
the Crimean War (1853-56) influenced the current mobilization sys-
tem of the Soviet Union. In that conflict the Russian army suffered a
series of humiliating defeats at the hands of Great Britain, France,
Turkey, and Sardinia. Russia’s territory was invaded; the country’s
largest port on the Black Sea besieged and captured; and the Baltic
coast blockaded. Ovér 250,000 men died in combat or from cholera.
In the peace settlement which followed, Russia had to accept the neu-
tralization of the Black Séa and to cede southern Bessarabia to
Turkey.

The Crimean War revealed serious deficiencies in the Russian
military establishment. The armed forces could neither prevent an
invasion of the homeland, nor bring enough trained forces to bear to
defeat the invaders on Russian soil, even though the Ruscian army
had a shorter line of communications than its enemies. The allied
invasion force fielded technologically superior weaponry and sup-
plied its forces on foreign soil much better than the Russian army did
in their own homeland. Two factors contributed to Russian defeat:
inadequate rail service and an unprepared army. The Russian raunroad
system was woefully unprepared for the war. Because rail service
from Moscow did not extend into the Crimean peninsula, reinforce-
ments and supplies had to move overland from assembly points at
Kharkov, where the rail line terminated, over 400 kilometers north of
the Perekop isthmus. From there, another 200 kilometers remained to
the main battlefields at Sevastopol. Furthermore, the army was forced
to maintain a large force along the Austrian border, and reinforce-
ments sent to the Crimea were often home guard units with little or
no training. The army lacked any additional reserves and no formal
system existed for mobilizing more forces. As a result, the Russians
were outnumbered and outgunned on the battlefield, and suffered
defeat after defeat.

The loss of the Crimean War and the abolition of serfdom in
861 led to a series of reforms in the army. Carried out by Minister
of War D. A. Miliutin, the reforms reduced the overall size of the
army and created, in addition, a trained reserve of 553,000 men by
1870. From 1862 to 1864, Miliutin renovated the local military
administrative system, and established 15 military districts and a new
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training program based on several new military academies. In 1874
Russia instituted a law of universal military obligation which raised
the number of reserves to over 750,000 men, and provided the army
with more modern weapons.

By the mid 1870s the peacetime army numbered 760,000, and
the military districts had the task of generating new forces in wartime
to expand the overall size of the army. A newly engineered mobiliza-
tion schedule proved particularly effective in marshalling forces for
the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-78, which ended in a Russian vic-
tory. In sum, the Miliutin reforms produced a mass army which could
mobilize over one million men in times of war.

The Russo-Japanese War. Although the Miliutin reforms of the
1860s and 1870s corrected some of the army’s serious shortcomings,
systemic weaknesses continued to undermine its effectiveness. While
the new mobilization system performed fairly well in the Russo-
Turkish War, technological backwardness continued to result in
inadequate armament and supply. Furthermore, lack of talent among
military leaders, particularly in the area of operations, contributed to
a weak and unreliable command structure.!

The Russo-Japanese War of 1904-1905 manifested these defi-
ciencies, and mobilization capabilities quickly became a key feature
of the war. War in the Far East found the Russian armed forces
totally unprepared. Of the 1.1 million-man regular army, only 98,000
were troops deployed in the Far East. To make matters worse, this
force was ‘‘scattered over the vast territory from Chita to Vladivostok
and from Blagoveshchensk, to Port Arthur.”’2 Such deployment pre-
determined Russian strategy for the initial period of the war. Army
General S.P. Ivanov in his 1974 book, The Initial Period of War,
describes the Russian command as being hindered by the need to
mobilize and deploy forces to the Far East—a process requiring up to
six months time:

The plan of the Russian command was quite clearly formulated by the

commander in chief of the Manchurian Army, Kuropatkin, in a report

to the tsar.... In Kuropatkin's opinion, the Russian army could begin

decisive offensive operations to expel the Japanese from Manchuria and

Korea and to land assault forces in Japan not sooner than 6 months after

the declaration of mobilization. To gain time and to ensure the con-

centration and deployment of its ground forces, the Russian command

directed the Pacific Squadron to win supremacy in the Yellow Sea at the

start of the war and to impede the landing of Japanese assault forces on

the coast of the Asian continent.?
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As in the Crimean War, the limitations of the railroad system
hindered troop deployment. Althcugh a rail line did extend all the
way through Manchuria to the battle areas around Port Arthur and
Mukden, it was not strategically sufficent. The Trans-Siberian line
could only handle three pairs of troop trains per day, and all of the
main reinforcements arriving from western and central Russia faced
additional delays at the 15-45 mile wide gap at Lake Baikal. Here,
the rail line was incomplete and forces had to transfer to ferries or
march across the frozen waters in the winter months. In fact, a troop
train from European Russia required up to six weeks to make the
transit.* Even units in the Far Eastern region were of little help
because some garrisons were up to 600 kilometers from the nearest
rail line.5 Of the 1.2 million men deployed to Manchuria during the
war, a majority arrived in 1905, a full year after the war had begun
and after the important Russian defeats at the Yalu, Wafangkou,
Liaoyang, and in the seige of Port Arthur.5

The defeat to Japan cost Russia the highly valuable Port Arthur
and the Liaotung peninsula. Once again the poor performance of the
Russian army and the mobilization system spurred a reform move-
ment. This occurred first under Minister of War A.F. Rediger
(1905-08) and then under V.A. Sukhomlinov (1909-12). The reforms
revamped the mobilization and reserve system and created ‘‘con-
cealed cadres’’ or a reserve corps which, when mobilized, would
field 35 divisions.” The overall peacetime deployment of the Army
changed: troops from the western military districts were restationed in
the central military districts to make strategic deployment easier.® In
addition, Russia introduced a territorial system of recruitment that
established special corps, division, and regimental recruitment areas.
This system provided for the calling up of troops in a specific region
or military district, if necessary, and enhanced the state’s ability to
mobilize for specific contingencies, such as using the armed forces to
suppress rebellions.® These provisions for mobilization played a cru-
cial role in the events which led to the outbreak of World War 1.

World War I. The cataclysmic events of the summer of 1914
demonstrated the inherently political nature of the mobilization proc-
ess and exposed its delicate inflexibilities once set in motion. Russia
was drawn into the war by the dynamic relationship between the
mechanics of its own mobilization system and the objectives of its
foreign policy. The primary feature of that relationship was the
Franco-Russian alliance of 1894, in which both parties agreed to aid
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each other in case of war with Germany.!9 The provisions of the
alliance guaranteed that the political decision to support one’s ally
and the military decision to mobilize and initiate hostilities would be
formally intertwined.

The actual events that unfolded in the crisis of 1914, however,
did not fully accommodate the contingencies of the Franco-Russian
alliance (nor, for that matter, of the opposing Triple Alliance of
Germany, Austria-Hungary, and Italy). When Austria-Hungary
ordered what was, in effect, a partial mobilization of her forces
against Serbia, after the assassination of the Archduke Ferdinand in
Sarajevo on 28 June 1914, and followed that with a formal declara-
tion of war on 28 July, the Russians and their French allies were
thrown into a quandary. Although Austria was not ‘‘attacking’’
Russia as the alliance provisions stipulated, the Austrian mobiliza-
tion, even though incomplete and directed against Serbia, threatened
to catch the Russian army unprepared for future war contingencies
which might involve not only Austria, but Germany as well.!!

This complication caused Russian leaders to consider a partial
mobilization of the Russian army, involving only the forces in the
Kiev, Odessa, Moscow, and Kazan military districts (those units
which would be used against Austria alone). No mobilization would
occur in the military districts of Warsaw, Vilna, and St. Petersburg
so as not to aggravate Germany and lead to a widening of the
conflict. 2

As historical writings reveal, the proposal for a partial mobiliza-
tion discussed at the Russian Council of Ministers held on 24-25 July
1914 was not a novel concept.!? Russian military leaders had debated
such a possibility during the negotiations surrounding the Franco-
Russian alliance in 1894, but the Minister of War, General
Vannovsky, and the Chief of the Russian General Staff, General
Obruchev, argued that such an undertaking was impossible. During
the Balkan crisis of 1912-13, the idea of a partial mobilization was
raised again, this time by War Minister Sukhomlinov, who believed
that the greatly improved Russian army and strategic railway system
could carry out such a demanding process.!* Sukhomlinov proposed
conducting a partial mobilization of the army by mustering the Kiev
military district, and undertaking a partial mobilization of the War-
saw military district itself. The Tsar’s prime minister opposed this
scheme and, instead, decided to initiate certain ‘‘premobilization’’
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measures by extending for six months the service term of those con-
scripts scheduled for discharge.!’

In 1914 Sukhomlinov’s idea fell on more receptive ears. Foreign
Minister Sazanov embraced the idea of a partial mobilization as a
means to dodge the diplomatic miasma caused by Austria’s unilateral
mobilization against Germany. But military planners in the Russian
General Staff openly questioned the efficacy of Sukhomlinov’s offer
in light of Russia’s war plans. General Dobrorolsky, Chief of the
J Mobilization Directorate of the General Staff, pointed out that a par-

tial mobilization was out of the question: ‘A partial mobilization of
our forces would have had exactly the opposite consequences of those z
which we reckoned upon. From a strategic point of view the partial
mobilization was simply folly.”’16 The General argued that by mobi-
lizing the Kiev, Odessa, Moscow, and Kazan military districts, only
‘ 13 army corps could be provided for operations against Austria
) whereas the war plan called for additional forces to come from the

Warsaw military district, which were supposed to protect the right
flank of the Southern Army Group. In addition, some of the forces in
the Moscow and Kazan districts were designated as reserves for the
Warsaw district, and apparently no plans existed for their deployment

| elsewhere. !’
Whether a partial mobilization would have been technically fea-
| sible remains the question of ongoing historical debate.!* Some
Soviet works completely ignore the issue. Sukhomlinov’s proposal
fell victim to rapidly unfolding events and pressure from France on
Russia to fulfill the terms of the alliance agreement. At one point the
Tsar agreed to sign two separate mobilization orders, one for a partial
muster and one for a general call-up, while some other steps had been
taken to lay the groundwork for a general mobilization. The Tsar
resisted, however, and ordered a partial mobilization late on 29 July,
which led to a general mobilization in Austria and the final march
into war. Less than a day later, Russia began a general mobilization;
Germany then mobilized and declared war on 1 August.!?

The complications surrounding Russia’s mobilization decision in
ﬁ ‘ 1914 reflect key relationships among the military process of mobiliz-

: ing the western military districts, the entangling requirements which
coninect thosc districts with each other and with the strategic reserve
military districts such as Moscow, and their jumbled interplay during
a war crisis in Europe. Russia’s political commitment to France
continued to influence the mobilization process even after the Tsar’s
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decision had been made; what had been a flirtation with a partial
mobilization now became an obsession in the opposite extreme.
Russia turned from attempting to sidestep the commitments of the
1894 alliance, to a partial mobilization, then to trying to meet those
obligations through an accelerated mobilization.

Soviet military writers emphasize that the difficulty in meeting
the 800,000-man deployment scheme stipulated by the 1894 alliance
directly caused Russia’s early defeats in the war. Ivanov points out,
for example, that the treaty commitment forced the Russian General
Staff to revise its war plans for the initial period of war.? Instead of
conducting a strategic defensive operation designed to buy time to
permit a full mobilization of her forces, Russia instead launched
simultaneous offensives against both Austria and Germany to draw
off German forces from the French front. However, Russia simply
could not put enough forces into the field in time to achieve this
objective.

Instead of bringing all of its forces to bear in one concentrated
mass, the Russian command committed them piecemeal. The attempt
at an accelerated mobilization resulted only in sequential mobiliza-
tion, in which the forces of the border military districts were com-
mitted by the sixth day of mobilization, followed by those of the
interior regions by the 8th, and finally by those of the strategic center
by the 21st.2! While more efficient than in the Russo-Japanese War,
the process did not fully meet the rigorous requirements of the war
plan’s offensive. Hence, at the start of hostilities Russia had ready
approximately 2 million out of a 5.3 million-man mobilization base;
of these, only 500,000 actually deployed against Austria and little
more than 600,000 against Germany. The 1894 alliance agreement
had specified that Russia would deploy 700,000-800,000 against Ger-
many alone.?2 Although the Russians achieved a dramatic victory in
Galicia against the even less efficient Austrians, in East Prussia, Ger-
man planning and boldness proved more than a match. The Tsarist
army, which still outnumbered the Germans more than two-to-one,
suffered a staggering defeat at Tannenberg from which it never
recovered,

The mobilization experience of 1914 had a profound effect on
military planners. The rush to mobilize placed extreme constraints
both on politicians and strategists and indicated a growing need for
greater flexibility. The events of these first months also revealed that
the mobilization rate was necessarily accelerating; thus, full-scale
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operations could begin earlier than heretofore thought possible.
Ivanov summarizes these trends as follows:

At the same time, World War I confirmed and strengthened the trends

that had appeared in the wars of the nineteenth century: first, the trend

toward starting military operation in the interval between the declaration

of war and the commitment of the main forces to battle; and, second,

the tendency for the initial clash of the main forces to occur earlier in

the war.

For the first time, one could also see the distinct tendency of the bellig-

erents to put into effect, even before declaring war, certain preparatory

measures that in the nineteenth century were usually carried out after

the declaration‘of war. This trend was brought about by the identical

desire of the belligerents to preempt their enemies in carrying out a

number of political and military activities that would supposedly

provide the key to victory to the side accomplishing them first.?

The consequences of these trends still reverberate today. Armies
devote considerable energies towards improving the readiness of their
peacetime forces through measures which previously were associated
with the traditional mobilization process. At the same time, strate-
gists began to examine planning alternatives to preempt an enemy’s
mobilization and to achieve a lightning victory before an opponent
could bring his full force to bear. These developments dramatically
influenced the Soviet mobilization during World War II,

World War I1. Soviet mobilization and war plans remained
focused on the potential threat in the European theater. Despite the
rapid mechanization of military forces in the interwar years, Soviet
strategy for dealing with a potential invasion of western Russia
remained remarkably similar to their defensive war plan for the First
World War, when Tsarist strategists planned to conduct a holding
action, or ‘‘covering battle,”’ along the deployment line from Vilna
through Belostok, Brest, Rovno, and Kamenets-Podolskiy . Fortresses
along this line were to anchor the defense until the newly mobilized
army moved forward and launched its counteroffensive.?

The last Soviet war plan before the German invasion in 1941,
like its Tsarist predecessor, mixed both mobilization and operational
planning. Produced by the Soviet General Staff in April-May 1941,
and entitled ‘‘State frontier defense plan 1941, the plan provided for
the initial defense of the Soviet frontier while mobilization would be
carried out.?’ Similar to the 1914 defense plan, the defense concept
anticipated the use of covering forces deployed in peacetime and for-
tified areas in the border military districts to provide a barrier against
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invasion. Second echelon forces, now more highly mobile than in
World War I, would then mobilize within two wezks of the war’s
outbreak and close on the battle, isolate and destroy any break-
throughs, and begin a counter-offensive to drive the invader out of
Soviet territory on to its own soil.2

Once again the western military districts influenced the evolu-
tion and structure of this plan. In early January 1941, the top Soviet
field commanders and the General Staff conducted a war game to
evaluate the effectiveness of the forces in those districts; a major con-
ference then reviewed the results of the game for Stalin. Zhukov,
soon to be appointed Chief of the General Staff, took issue with the
location of fortified zones in the western military districts, arguing
that:

In my view fortified zones in Byelorussia are being built too close to
the frontier, and have an extremely disadvantageous operational con-
figuration, particularly in the area of the Belostok bulge. This will
enable enemy forces to strike from the Brest and Suwalki area at the
rear of our Belostok group. Furthermorz, due to inadequate depth
the fortified zones cannot expect to hold out for long as they are

completely vulnerable to artillery fire. I hold that the fortified zones
should be built farther from the border.”

In essence, Zhukov proposed that the principal defensive line be
moved away from the border (as had been urged in the pre-World
War I war plan when proponents decided that the Polish ‘‘bulge’”
would not be defended) to provide a more effective covering line for
mobilizing reserves. Zhukov’s proposal, however, was rejected in
favor of a more forward defense.

Another aspect of the mobilization and operational planning
before the war centered on the issue of the likely German axis of
advance. Stalin, according to Zhukov, believed that Hitler would first
seek the economic wealth of the Ukraine and the Donets coal basin
and that the principal axis of advance would be in the southwestern
sector through the Kiev Special Military District, Consequently, he
assigned to this region a large reserve force which could be mobilized
if war occurred; he ignored the Western Special Military District
(Byelorussia), where the main thrust of the German attack in fact did
initially occur.?8

The frontier districts—the Baltic Western and Kiev Special Mili-
tary Districts, and the Odessa Military District—were directed to
revise their separate operational and mobilization plans, though with
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