Assessing Revolutionary and Insurgent Strategies

CASE STUDIES IN INSURGENCY AND
REVOLUTIONARY WARFARE—
FOSTERING EFFECTIVE COUNTER
UNCONVENTIONAL
WARFARE/OCCUPATION

United States Army Special Operations Command



Case Studies in Insurgency and Revolutionary Warfare—
Fostering Effective Counter Unconventional Warfare/
Occupation is a work of the United States Government in
accordance with Title 17, United States Code, sections 101 and
105.

Published by the United States Army Special Operations
Command

Fort Bragg, North Carolina

Copyright © 2019 by the United States Army Special
Operations Command.

First Edition
ISBN (print): ###
ISBN (e-book): ###

doi/CIP data??

Printed in the United States of America by the Government
Printing Office

Cite me as:

Leonhard, Robert, et al. Case Studies in Insurgency and
Revolutionary Warfare—Fostering Effective Counter
Unconventional Warfare/Occupation. Fort Bragg: US
Army Special Operations Command, 2019.



Assessing Revolutionary and Insurgent Strategies

CASE STUDIES IN INSURGENCY AND
REVOLUTIONARY WARFARE—
FOSTERING EFFECTIVE COUNTER
UNCONVENTIONAL
WARFARE/OCCUPATION

Robert Leonhard, Author

Johns Hopkins University Applied Physics Laboratory
(JHU/APL)

United States Army Special Operations Command



Reproduction in whole or in part is permitted for any purpose
of the United States government. Nonmateriel research on
special warfare is performed in support of the requirements
stated by the United States Army Special Operations Command,
Department of the Army. This research is accomplished at the
Johns Hopkins University Applied Physics Laboratory by the
National Security Analysis Department, a nongovernmental
agency operating under the supervision of the USASOC
Sensitive Activities Division, Department of the Army.

The analysis and the opinions expressed within this
document are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily
reflect the positions of the US Army or the Johns Hopkins
University Applied Physics Laboratory.

Comments correcting errors of fact and opinion, filling or
indicating gaps of information, and suggesting other changes
that may be appropriate should be addressed to:

United States Army Special Operations Command
G-3X, Sensitive Activities Division

2929 Desert Storm Drive

Fort Bragg, NC 28310

All ARIS products are available from USASOC at
www.soc.mil under the ARIS link.



ASSESSING REVOLUTIONARY AND
INSURGENT STRATEGIES

The Assessing Revolutionary and Insurgent Strategies (ARIS)
series consists of a set of case studies and research conducted for the
US Army Special Operations Command by the National Security
Analysis Department of the Johns Hopkins University Applied Physics
Laboratory.

The purpose of the ARIS series is to produce a collection of
academically rigorous yet operationally relevant research materials to
develop and illustrate a common understanding of insurgency and
revolution. This research, intended to form a bedrock body of
knowledge for members of the Special Forces, will allow users to distill
vast amounts of material from a wide array of campaigns and extract
relevant lessons, thereby enabling the development of future doctrine,
professional education, and training.

From its inception, ARIS has been focused on exploring historical
and current revolutions and insurgencies for the purpose of identifying
emerging trends in operational designs and patterns. ARIS
encompasses research and studies on the general characteristics of
revolutionary movements and insurgencies and examines unique
adaptations by specific organizations or groups to overcome various
environmental and contextual challenges.

The ARIS series follows in the tradition of research conducted by
the Special Operations Research Office (SORO) of American
University in the 1950s and 1960s, by adding new research to that body
of work and in several instances releasing updated editions of original
SORO studies.
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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY



Case Studies in Insurgency and Revolutionary Warfare: Fostering Effective C-UW

INTRODUCTION

The objective of this study is to explore how to effectively prepare for
and oppose unconventional warfare (UW) and/or military occupation in
order to inform strategy formulation within vulnerable countries. The focus
is on actual and potential aggression by the Russian Federation in Europe,
and especially in Eastern Europe. The study looks at what measures a
country can take to identify and resist both military and nonmilitary
aggression. The latter can take many forms—from televised propaganda to
coercive economic policies to the use of organized crime to the funding of
political parties. With regard to military occupation, the study examines
what actions a potential target state could take in the areas of logistics,
communications, command, organization, intelligence, sabotage,
subversion, and guerrilla operations so that if an aggressor invades and
occupies the country, the population can begin to resist immediately.

The objective of this effort is therefore to examine two different but
related problems. The first problem looks at resisting UW-- best
demonstrated by Russia's campaign in Ukraine, 2013-present. Russian
operations there featured the use of non-kinetic as well as kinetic operations
to coerce the Kyiv government, foster and organize resistance, and annex
Crimea. This type of aggression can include military operations, including
incursions, raids, attacks, and defenses, etc., i.e., military operations short
of a full-scale, deliberate invasion. The second problem is that of outright
military occupation, such as occurred throughout Eastern Europe before,
during, and after World War Two.

Methodology

This study will begin by examining the extensive historical record of
resistance against Soviet and Russian aggression from World War Two
through the present. The goal of this first part is not to restate the history,
but to draw from it to derive key insights and lessons learned. The second
part of the study then takes those lessons and applies them to a fictional East
European country named “The Republic of Northaria.” The authors chose
to use a notional country in order to avoid fixation on one particular country
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Chapter 1. Introduction and Summary

and instead demonstrate pragmatic steps that any country could take to
reduce its vulnerability.

The sources used come from a wide spectrum of articles, case studies,
and books. The authors have taken care not to overestimate the threat or to
fall victim to polemic. Root causes of conflict run deep, and what may
appear as nefarious plans hatched in the Kremlin can in fact derive from a
multitude of factors. Nevertheless, Russian aggression is real, and it
presents an enduring problem—indeed, for some countries, the most
significant security problem—in modern Europe.

When discussing the Republic of Northaria, the goal will be to describe
the optimal preparation that the country’s government and people could take
to deter and resist Russian aggression. The intent is that real-world
strategists can use the notional case of Northaria as a basis for strategic
formulation in vulnerable countries.

Terms

The term “unconventional warfare” is used in this study in a general
sense to describe irregular warfare (specifically Russia's New Generation
Warfare), including political, diplomatic, military, economic, financial,
cultural, social, religious, cyber, and information warfare.

The Nature of the Threat

This study considers how European countries can best prepare
themselves to successfully defend against Russian aggression—either the
hybrid warfare recently called “New Generation Warfare,” or outright
military invasion and occupation.! This presupposes that Russia indeed
intends to wage such aggression, so it is logical to begin by discussing the
general nature of the Russian regime and the threat it poses or could pose to
nations abroad.

Since 1999, Vladimir Putin has ruled the Russian Federation, first as
prime minister, then as president, then as prime minister again (nominally
under President Medvedev), and then again as president from 2012. He has
voiced his intention to run again for president in 2018, which, assuming he
again takes office, could put him in power through 2026. During his reign,
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most observers agree that his government has become increasingly
authoritarian, corrupt, and aggressive. The main elements of national power
reside in three tightly interwoven pillars—government bureaucracy, big
business (either state-owned or run by Putin’s oligarch allies), and the
massive network of intelligence agencies. Some observers would add
organized crime as an unofficial fourth pillar. The so-called siloviki (or
‘strong-men’), consisting of Putin’s closest associates, many of whom had
backgrounds in the KGB and its successor, the Federal Security Service
(FSB), dominate the entire structure. It is common practice for super-
wealthy oligarchs to simultaneously control major corporations and serve
as key ministers in the government while maintaining shadowy connections
to organized crime. Dissent is discouraged—often forcefully—and
challenges to the regime are thwarted through dismissal, coercion,
manipulation of political processes, judicial persecution, and occasional
assassination.

Sergey Markedonov, an associate professor at Russian State University,
explained in a recent interview that, despite Western perspectives imagining
a grand, nefarious Russian plan for expansion, most of Vladimir Putin’s
foreign policy moves have been reactive, not proactive. Crises arise—either
from Western provocation or from local uprisings—and the Kremlin is
forced to respond. Likewise, scholars from The Johns Hopkins University
Applied Physics Laboratory (JHU/APL) concluded that Russia employs a
“modality” rather than a strategic plan—i.e., its foreign policy has clear
objectives in mind, but it pursues those vectors when crises arise and force
the Kremlin to respond. Events that would trigger significant response from
Russia come in three major varieties: (1) provocation from the West; (2)
spontaneous local uprisings; and (3) domestic pressure from within Russia.

An objective assessment of Putin’s foreign policy since 1999 would
point to its reactive nature. His first war in Chechnya was sparked by the
Muslim invasion of Dagestan and the string of terror attacks that followed.
The Russian move against Georgia came about in the wake of Tbilisi’s
military move to restore its sovereignty over South Ossetia and Abkhazia.
The Ukraine crisis of 2014 erupted as a local revolt against Viktor
Yanukovych and his sudden volte-face in rejecting further ties to the EU. In
each of these cases, Russia responded militarily, and Western critics
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summoned up the ghosts of Russia’s tsarist and Cold War past to explain
the sudden moves.

The goals of the regime include short-term objectives that are often hard
to discern, and longer-term objectives that are fairly stable. Among the latter
are (1) stability within the Russian Federation; (2) protection of the Putin
regime; (3) strengthening Russia’s prestige and respect abroad; and,
tangential to this, (4) thwarting continued expansion of NATO and the
European Union (EU).

Since the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact and the collapse of the Soviet
Union, both NATO and the EU have marched eastward. From the Kremlin’s
perspective, this relentless drive to Russia’s strategic periphery is
vindictive, provocative, and intolerable. Russia has been forced to acquiesce
as NATO reached out to embrace a unified Germany, Poland, Bulgaria,
Romania, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, and the Baltic States. However, as
its economy emerged from chaos and began to gain strength in Putin’s early
years, the Kremlin tried to deter further expansion of both NATO and the
EU. Rather than backing down and recognizing Russia’s great power
interests in its periphery, NATO leaders continue to flirt with Georgia,
Moldova, and Ukraine. Jens Stoltenberg, NATO secretary-general, recently
celebrated the opening of a training base in Georgia, noting that it was a
preliminary move toward accepting the country into the alliance. Likewise,
Moldova has, since 1992, been edging toward a bid for membership—a
move that will certainly spark a Russian reaction regarding the frozen
conflict in Transnistria. Ideologues championing Putin embrace and
inculcate a worldview that places Russia in the center of a Eurasian
civilization built on Russian Orthodoxy and Russian culture. They
demonize the West (and the United States in particular), believing (or
claiming to believe) that the American CIA heads up a broad conspiracy
designed to keep Russia weak and to advance Western culture and influence
eastward. The regime tends toward reactionary conservatism and berates
degenerate Western culture as self-destructive and unjust.

Pursuant to this worldview, the Kremlin seeks ways to increase its reach,
decrease American control, promote disunity within the EU and NATO, and
secure its rightful sphere of influence, especially in Eastern Europe and the
Caucasus. In line with the long-term objective of keeping both the country
and the Putin regime secure, Russian strategy is aimed at avoiding outright
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major war with the West, while at the same time striving to accomplish its
objectives through aggression that will not spark a major military response.
Because the regime desires to rule over the countries along its borders, it
typically seeks to repress, deny, or disrupt non-Russian national autonomy
ideals. The techniques used to advance the Kremlin’s agenda are many and
varied.

Non-military actions

There is a broad range of legal, explicit, and ethical, political, and
economic activities that a nation-state can use to pursue foreign policy
goals. Such methods fall under the category of routine peacetime
competition. At the other end of the spectrum of conflict lies war. Between
these two endpoints lie a wide range of legal, quasi-legal, and illegal
activities; clandestine and covert endeavors; ethical and unethical actions.
Likewise, relations between two powers most often transcend merely peace
or war, and instead are characterized by various gradations of conflict. In
short, modern strategy must embrace the “gray zone”—complex, often
inscrutable, forms of conflict that exists between states and non-state
groups. Beyond the legal and conventional methods that a great power like
Russia can employ, there are a number of non-military actions available to
governments and their agents and proxies.

Working with criminal elements abroad. Russian organized crime
operates an extensive network throughout Russian society whose operations
include extortion, fraud, cargo theft, prostitution, drug- and arms-
trafficking, and other activities. The crime syndicates have controlling
interests in both private and state-run businesses within Russia, and their
reach extends throughout the former Soviet Union. Russian mafia elements
and gangs likewise operate throughout Western Europe, North America,
Latin America, and the Caribbean. A unique feature of Russian organized
crime, however, is that there is no clear distinction between criminal
enterprises and the government. Criminal organizations and their leadership
often have direct ties to oligarchs and others in positions of power. In order
to conduct business in Russia, companies often find that dealings with the
government lead directly to exposure to extortion from Russian criminal
networks. WikiLeaks documents exposed in the summer of 2010 accused
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Russian intelligence of criminal activity including arms trafficking and
working with organized crime in Spain. The alleged relationship features
Russian agents offering support—money, intelligence, etc.—to criminal
elements who in turn perform tasks for their patrons, thus keeping Russian
agents clear of allegations of illegality.? Likewise, Interpol found that a
variety of Russian criminal organizations, including Poldolskaya,
Tambovskaya, Mazukinskaya, and lzamailovskaya, have moved into
Mexico, operating through multiple small cells and engaging in a wide
variety of criminal enterprises. Such criminal enterprises often have links to
and support from the Russian government. The problem of Russian crime
organizations is particularly severe in former Soviet states. The Russian
criminal networks, however, also pose a potential threat to Vladimir Putin’s
regime, because they operate according to their own objectives, which may
(and often do) conflict with Putin’s domestic and foreign objectives.

Funding opposition (often extremist) political parties in Europe. As part
of Russia’s attempts to discredit those who criticize the Putin regime, the
Kremlin seeks to forge links with political parties within the EU that oppose
incumbent governments. Unlike political meddling during the Cold War,
this new effort is not based in ideology. Indeed, Russia has supported both
left-wing and right-wing populist parties.® Russian influence operations
have targeted France, the Netherlands, Hungary, Austria, and the Czech
Republic, among others. Right-wing extremist parties like Jobbik in
Hungary, Golden Dawn in Greece, the Northern League in Italy, and the
Front National in France are benefitting from loans originating in Russian
banks.* Influence operations continue along a spectrum from illegal and
clandestine to legal propaganda and within the “gray zones” between. In
Great Britain, for example, Russia Today has broadcast programs in support
of the election of Jeremy Corbyn to head the British Labour Party,
championing Corbyn’s resistance to economic ties with Ukraine and his
opposition to Western military intervention in Eastern Europe. Russia
Today likewise criticized the results of a Scottish referendum on Britain’s
Trident base at Faslane, suggesting the results were rigged.®

Economic coercion. In the early phases of the Ukraine conflict, the Russian
Federation attempted to both blackmail and cajole the Kyiv government into
cooperation using economic and financial power. In an attempt to
popularize and prop up its political ally, Viktor Yanukovych (who had
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gained the presidency of Ukraine in 2010) by offering reduced prices for
natural gas. In November 2013, Yanukovych, who had been pursuing closer
ties with the European Union, bowed to Russian pressure and reversed
course, deciding to abandon European integration in favor of closer ties to
Moscow. This decision led to the Euromaidan crisis and the president’s
eventual ouster, but in the face of the initial popular uprising, Putin and
Yanukovych signed the Ukrainian-Russian Action Plan treaty, which
discounted Ukraine’s natural gas purchases by a third and provided for
Russia to buy up $15 billion in Ukrainian government bonds to alleviate the
debt crisis. The ploy did not work, but it served as an example of how Putin
would not hesitate to use his control of the Russian economy to influence
events in the near abroad.

White, gray, and black propaganda. The Putin regime has demonstrated
strong interest in and mastery of so-called “white propaganda”—i.e., the
legal, overt use of various media to persuade targeted populations toward
pro-Russian agendas. Gray propaganda originates from unclear sources.
Black propaganda emanates from the opposite side that it claims to come
from. Closely associated with such efforts is the practice of civil agitation
to encourage opposition to the government in general or against a specific
policy.

Espionage. Russian intelligence agencies include the Foreign Intelligence
Service (SVR), the Main Intelligence Directorate (GRU), and the FSB.
These successor agencies of the Soviet-era intelligence apparatus are active
inside and outside of Russia and constitute a major pillar of the Russian
government. They routinely deploy agents clandestinely to gather
intelligence, particularly against states that threaten Russia, or states in
which the Russian government has a foreign policy interest. Intelligence
efforts include gathering information that give the Kremlin diplomatic
leverage over a prospective target country, as well as spreading
disinformation to sow civil discord.

Fifth columns. Russia has also demonstrated the capacity to recruit,
develop, support, and control insurgent groups within target states that,
during peacetime, agitate in favor of the Kremlin’s policy objectives. In a
war, these groups can evolve into military proxies in support of Russian
military intervention.
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Cyberwarfare. The Russian government has demonstrated increasingly
sophisticated capability and willingness to launch cyberattacks on states
that resist Russia. Following a dispute over the fate of the Soviet war statue
in Tallinn in April 2007, Estonia suffered a devastating and sustained
cyberattack that targeted government websites, banks and other financial
institutions, the parliament, newspapers and broadcasters. The distributed
denial-of-service (DDOS) attacks lasted for three weeks and then suddenly
stopped. Although never legally attributed to the Russian government, most
experts agree that the attacks were directed or at least coordinated with the
Kremlin. In 2008, before and during the Russo-Georgian War, Moscow
directed a wide-ranging cyberattack against Georgian government and news
media computers, effectively rerouting the news servers to servers in
Russia. The result included Russia’s increased ability to manipulate the
news reports of the war. Likewise, starting in 2014, Russia launched a
cyberwarfare campaign against Ukraine, targeting government websites,
communications centers, and other critical infrastructure. In 2016, the
United States accused Russia of conducting cyberwarfare during the
American presidential election campaigns, and of working with the criminal
organization WikilLeaks to hack into the email accounts of American
politicians and their staffs. Because current technology makes it difficult to
trace the origins of cyberattacks, Russia and other countries continue to
develop this line of attack against opposing states.

Military actions

Use of SPETSNAZ. Russian aggression in Crimea and Eastern Ukraine
featured the widespread use of SPETSNAZ from a variety of organizations,
both military and intelligence. Russia recruits SPETSNAZ domestically as
well as from among populations on the strategic periphery. In the Ukraine
conflict, SPETSNAZ showed up in nondescript but professional uniforms
devoid of insignia, earning them the nickname “Little Green Men.” The
intent was to rapidly seize key installations and avoid armed conflict
through preemption and intimidation.

Use of paramilitary organizations. The conflict in Ukraine also featured
Russia’s delivery of paramilitary organizations to bolster Russian strength
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while providing the Kremlin deniability. Paramilitaries included the Night
Wolves (a motorcycle club), Chechen and Serbian militias, and Cossacks.

Infiltration of military supplies to insurgents. During the extended
military operations in Eastern Ukraine, Russia infiltrated military supplies
under the guise of humanitarian relief operations.

Deployment of battalion tactical groups (BTGs). In lieu of large-scale,
army-size invasions that characterized Russian operations in World War
Two and the Cold War, the Russian armed forces organized combined arms
battalion tactical groups and sent them over the border to engage with loyal
Ukrainian military units. As with other military actions, the Kremlin
continued to deny the presence of the BTGs, even in the face of
photographic evidence and firsthand accounts.

Full-scale invasion. This option, though not used in Ukraine, was the
implied threat throughout the conflict. In the diplomatic exchange that went
on between Russia’s government and the West, Putin at one point bragged
that if he wanted to, he could direct his forces to capture Kyiv within two
weeks. Actual invasion, of course, entails severe strategic risk and would
represent, in some ways, a failure on the part of Russia to achieve its goals
through subtler means. Aimed at a NATO member, it would likely trigger
major war. It is, therefore, the last resort that the Putin regime would use,
but the threat of it continues to play a role.

In order to prosecute a hybrid strategy along its strategic periphery,
Russia exercises escalation dominance. That is, it seeks to demonstrate its
ability to rapidly threaten and carry out military operations to compel
submission—potentially overwhelming targeted states with Russia’s huge
local military superiority. The effect of escalation dominance is that as
Russian agents carry out non-military and military activities, the targeted
state is deterred from responding effectively for fear of unleashing outright
invasion from Russia or other harsh military actions. Membership within
NATO theoretically solves the problem of Russian escalation dominance,
but Putin’s regime continues to test the alliance, hoping to prove that
disunity and lack of resolve within NATO nullifies its effect.
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Chapter 2. Physical Environment

INTRODUCTION

This section explores the two main trends in the resistance against the
Soviet occupation of Eastern Europe during the Cold War. On the one hand,
a number of indigenous guerrilla movements emerged. The catalyst was the
Nazi invasion of the Soviet Union in 1941. As the Wehrmacht poured across
the Baltic States, Poland, and Romania, and then drove into Russia,
partisans rose up to resist. In the course of four years, guerrilla organizations
grew in strength and effectiveness, particularly in Poland. When the turning
tide of war brought the prospect of the return of the Red Army and Soviet
communism, some of the guerrilla factions resisted and carried on a lengthy
insurgency. This section will examine the guerrilla operations in Latvia as
an example of the course of the guerrilla resistance—its strategy,
accomplishments, and ultimate failure.

Starting in 1953 just after the death of Joseph Stalin, another form of
resistance arose in Eastern Europe: populist uprisings. This trend of
resistance was quite different from the guerrilla movements on several
counts. First, it was spontaneous. The uprisings in East Germany, Poland,
Hungary, and Czechoslovakia were not planned but came about in response
to perceived provocation. Second, they were urban phenomena. The
guerrillas thrived in the forests; but the populist uprisings unfolded in the
heart of the cities. Third, they were conspicuously non-military. The
uprisings occasionally resulted in violence as mobs fought back against
Soviet military crackdowns, but the protesters had no organized militias.
Finally, the populist uprisings were remarkably effective. Their effects were
at first apparent in the resulting shakeups within the respective communist
regimes and in the concessions that the governments (and ultimately
Moscow) permitted. Nevertheless, the ideological and sociological effects
of the sudden uprisings reverberated throughout Europe and troubled the
Kremlin deeply as the Soviet machine struggled to deal with an increasing
political, psychological, and even spiritual resistance in the occupied
countries.

These two strategic trends unfolded roughly sequentially. The guerrilla
movements began during World War Two and continued through the mid-
1950s, after which they were virtually dead. The populist uprisings began
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with the death of Stalin in 1953 and punctuated Cold War history until
culminating with the rise of Solidarity and the end of the Soviet empire. To
get a feel for the dynamics of these two strategies, this essay examines first
the resistance in Latvia—centered on the guerrillas known as “Forest
Brothers”—and then the resistance in Poland and the Solidarity movement.

Soviet and German Occupation, 1939-1991

Beginning in 1939, the Soviet Union, at first in collaboration with Adolf
Hitler’s Nazi regime in Germany, began its occupation of Eastern Europe.
The Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact (also known as the Nazi-Soviet Pact) was
ostensibly a treaty of non-aggression between Germany and the Soviet
Union. Signed on 23 August 1939, the treaty had a secret protocol that
divided Eastern Europe into German and Soviet spheres of influence. The
treaty negotiations clearly anticipated subsequent military occupation of the
subject regions.

Germany invaded Poland on 1 September 1939, generally recognized as
the start of World War Two in Europe. Stalin, operating on the pretext of
protecting ethnic Byelorussians and Ukrainians, invaded eastern Poland on
17 September, incorporating Polish territory into the Byelorussian and
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republics (SSRs). To the north, Soviet
occupations began in September as Stalin coerced the Baltic States (Estonia,
Latvia, and Lithuania) to sign “mutual defense” treaties that permitted
Soviet bases within their borders. The Soviet military provided the force
necessary for Moscow’s political agents to replace the Baltic governments
with puppet communist regimes. The following June, Moscow then forced
those regimes to request integration into the Soviet Union, thus formalizing
Russia’s occupation and de facto annexation. The Soviets likewise annexed
part of eastern Finland as a consequence of the Winter War, and they
annexed part of eastern Romania, creating the Moldavan SSR.
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Figure 1: Soviet Occupation of Eastern Europe, 1939

This initial Soviet occupation lasted until June 1941 when Germany
commenced Operation Barbarossa, the invasion of the Soviet Union. The
Wehrmacht rapidly overran Eastern Europe, providing a brief window of
hope for the “liberated” populations, some of whom anticipated regaining
their independence under the Germans. The Nazi occupation quickly put an
end to such aspirations, and the beleaguered citizens of the region suffered
an equally harsh German occupation through the rest of World War Two.
Following the decisive battles of Stalingrad and Kursk, the Soviet war
machine steamrolled the German army and pressed on relentlessly toward
the German heartland, recapturing control of Eastern Europe in 1944-45. At
the end of war, the Western Allies acquiesced into peace with the Soviet
Union and Stalin’s effective annexation of the conquered territories. Soviet
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rule continued for the next forty-six years, when, in 1991, the Soviet Union
collapsed.

In the wake of the Cold War, Eastern European countries regained their
independence and pressed Moscow to remove their troops. The weakened
Russian Federation was forced to comply, and its armies eventually
retreated behind their own borders. Beginning in 1999, under the
increasingly authoritarian VIadimir Putin, the Russian Federation began to
reassert its right to a sphere of influence along its strategic periphery. This
led to a Russian invasion of Georgia in 2008 and Russia’s annexation of
Crimea in 2014, followed by their military and political support of
Ukrainian rebels against the Kyiv regime.

Eastern Europe thus has a long historical experience of Soviet and
Russian occupation. This study will focus on the dynamics of that
occupation within two countries—Latvia and Poland. Both countries staged
a vigorous resistance against Soviet occupation, but with different results.
The lessons learned from the long, arduous, and often heart-breaking Soviet
occupation provide invaluable insights as to how to counter such invasions
in the future.

OTHER CASES OF RUSSIAN AGGRESSION DURING AND
AFTER THE COLD WAR

Lithuania, 1991

When the Baltic states (Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania) each declared
independence from the Soviet Union, the Russian government under
Mikhail Gorbachev responded by attempting to crack down on Lithuania.
Military action commenced with Soviet forces seizing key government
buildings and media infrastructure on 11 January 1991. They continued to
assault and occupy government facilities while unarmed civilians mounted
protests and demonstrations against the aggression.

On 13 January, Soviet forces moved to take over the Vilnius TV Tower.
Tanks drove through demonstrators, killing fourteen, and Soviet forces
began to use live ammunition against civilians. When an independent
television broadcasting station managed to transmit desperate pleas to the
world decrying the Soviet invasion, international pressure on Moscow
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mounted. This situation gave rise to a tactic that was to be repeated and
refined in future interventions: denial. Gorbachev and his defense minister
denied that Moscow had ordered any military action in Lithuania, claiming
that the “bourgeois government” there had initiated the conflict by firing on
ethnic Russians. (Coming to the defense of ethnic Russians living abroad
would continue to be a favored ploy in Russian foreign policy.) Never-
theless, international and domestic reaction to the aggression caused the
Soviets to cease large-scale military operations and instead use small-scale
raids and intimidation.

The Soviets signed a treaty with Lithuania on 31 January, and
subsequent elections saw massive popular support for independence. The
Russians had been given their first post-Cold War lesson about wielding
power abroad: large-scale conventional operations against sovereign states
would invite unwanted scrutiny, international pressure, and domestic
protest within Russia. To maintain their control over states on the periphery,
they would have to employ power in a more clandestine, deniable fashion.*

Transnistria, 1990-92

Under Gorbachev’s perestroika and glasnost, anti-Soviet sympathies
grew in Moldova, and ethnic Slavs in Transnistria and Gagauzia, who
favored ties to the Soviets, formed an ad hoc government that sought
autonomy from the rest of Moldova. War broke out in 1992 as Moldovan
forces tried to suppress separatist militias in Transnistria. To avoid the
problems associated with direct military intervention, Moscow sent
Cossack volunteer units to assist the separatists. For several months
Transnistrian militias and Cossacks, supported by the Soviet 14th Guards
Army, fought Moldovan forces, which had support from Romania.

In the summer of 1992, the remnants of the Russian 14" Army stationed
in the region launched devastating artillery attacks on Moldovan forces,
ending the military conflict. Transnistria became one of the so-called
“frozen republics”—i.e., quasi-legal states left over from the Soviet Union.?
The favorable outcome for Gorbachev resulted from the political strength
of the ethnic Russians on the east bank of the Dniester River, the weakness
of Moldova, and the strength of Russian forces still stationed in the region.
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Serbian Krajina, 1991-95

Although the Russians were not directly involved in Serbia Krajina,
Kremlin leaders watched with dismay as the self-proclaimed Serbian
republic attempted to break away from Croatia during the latter’s war for
independence. Though supported and largely controlled by Serbian leader
Slobodan Milosevic, Krajina’s forces could not withstand Croatia’s strength
and determination, and the would-be republic was defeated in 1995. The
Russians drew the conclusion that Western aggression against an
unsupported breakaway region would prevail unless a great power (i.e.,
Russia) supported it with arms and diplomatic protection. When the Ukraine
crisis created the Donetsk and Luhansk People’s Republics, Putin and his
lieutenants grew concerned that they would suffer the same fate as Serbian
Krajina if Russia did not intervene.?

Chechnya, 1994-96

In September 1991, a coup ousted the communist government of
Chechnya, the only one of the former federated states that had not come to
terms with Russia as the Soviet Union dissolved. President Yeltsin
attempted to put down the rebellion with Internal Troops, but the Russian
forces were surrounded and compelled to withdraw. In 1993, Chechnya
declared full independence from Russia. Russia began to provide funding,
arms, training, and leadership to the opposition against the Chechen
government, and in 1994, Russian forces joined the insurgents in two
assaults on the Chechen capital of Grozny that failed catastrophically.
During the campaign, Russia repeated its unconventional warfare tactics of
supplying mercenary and volunteer forces, denying involvement, and using
its own forces in support of the rebels. In December 1994, Russia launched
an all-out invasion. Russian forces inflicted horrendous casualties among
the civilian population, including those who had originally supported the
intervention as well as ethnic Russians. After months of bloody fighting,
the invaders finally took Grozny, but the cost in civilian life attracted
universal condemnation, including from former Soviet leader Mikhail
Gorbachev. The war grinded on as Russian forces advanced to try to take
control of the entire country. Public confidence in Boris Yeltsin plummeted.
On the last day of August 1996, the Russian government signed a cease-fire
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agreement with Chechen leaders, ending the First Chechen War. As in
Lithuanian, Moscow learned again that the large-scale use of conventional
force to impose its will on the periphery caused more problems than it
solved.*

Dagestan and the Second Chechen War, 1999-2009

In 1999, radical Muslims from Chechnya invaded neighboring Dagestan
with the aim of creating an Islamic state across the region. Russian forces
intervened and expelled the invaders, but Chechen rebels responded by
launching terror attacks in the region and also in Moscow. With Putin now
at the helm in Moscow, Russia invaded Chechnya. Having learned hard
lessons about the dangers of plunging headlong into Grozny, the Russians
staged a methodical siege of the city and eventually took it before moving
into the mountains to find and destroy the Muslim rebels. Following the
successful conventional attack, the Russians began to pull their military
forces out and instead worked with local pro-Russian proxies. The FSB and
Ministry of Internal Affairs (MVD) were the agencies that directed proxy
forces—an organizational technique that would continue in future wars.
From 1999 through 2009, Moscow directed a sustained campaign that
effectively destroyed the Islamic insurgency in Chechnya and reasserted
Russian control of the region. The political and economic weakness of the
Chechen government contributed to Russia’s success in eliminating the
rebellion by 2009. However, Putin and his advisors learned that employing
poorly disciplined mass conscript armies resulted in wanton destruction,
which in turn invited condemnation from abroad and from domestic
opposition.

Georgia, 2008

In the early 1990s, Georgia had fought to regain control of the two
breakaway regions of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, but Russian support for
the separatists foiled the plan and left the two regions with de facto
independence. Russian citizens with Russian passports made up the
majority of the population in South Ossetia, and in the face of further
attempts by Georgia to reassert control there, Putin decided to strengthen
Russian control. Georgia’s application for NATO membership and the fact
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that the Baku-Thilisi-Ceyhan pipeline runs through the country underscored
Moscow’s intention to bring Georgia to heel. The situation heated up in
early August as South Ossetian forces began shelling Georgian villages and
Georgian forces responded. The Russians moved in more forces and began
to evacuate civilians from the region. Georgian forces launched an attack
into South Ossetia, initially seizing the key city of Tskhinvali. The Russians
deployed units of the 58th Army along with paratroopers into the fight, and
by 11 August, the Georgian forces had been expelled from the region.
Russian forces then followed up with attacks into Georgia, seized the city
of Gori, and threatened the capital of Thilisi. Simultaneously they opened a
second front against Georgia through operations in Abkhazia and adjacent
districts. They also introduced the use of information warfare on a scale
previously unseen. Russian operatives employed cyberwarfare and strong
propaganda to neutralize Georgia’s warfighting options and to vilify them
in the press as aggressors, even accusing them of genocide. The Russian
military brought journalists into the theater of war to strengthen the message
of Russia protecting the population from Georgian aggression. Moscow
carefully managed television broadcasts both at home and in the region,
highlighting atrocities that the Georgians allegedly inflicted on the
population of South Ossetia. Russian military forces performed notably
better in the Georgian war than they had in the Chechen wars, in part due to
a renewed reliance on professional soldiers instead of conscripts. However,
strong Georgian air defenses were able to limit the use of Russian airpower,
which complicated reconnaissance and the rapid deployment of Russian
airborne forces. In general, Russian leaders viewed the relative success of
the Georgian operation as an indicator of the need to continue
modernization. Likewise, the brief campaign reiterated the key features of
Russia’s unconventional warfare along the periphery: (1) use of proxies
when possible; (2) deniability to deflect international criticism and domestic
political reaction; (3) use of information warfare, including propaganda and
cyberwarfare; and (4) political preparation of subject populations and
manipulation of economic conditions. All these factors would play roles in
Russia’s intervention in Ukraine in 2014.°

20



Chapter 2. Physical Environment

The Color Revolutions

The early 21% century witnessed the growing trend of popular
nonviolent demonstrations and uprisings that demanded political change
within authoritarian regimes. The phenomenon had precedents as early as
the 1974 “Carnation Revolution” in Portugal, and the 1986 “Yellow
Revolution” in the Philippines that toppled the regime of Ferdinand Marcos.
At this time, Moscow’s greatest concern involved the post-Cold War
revolutions that occurred in former Soviet states or within the Soviet sphere.
The 1989 “Velvet Revolution” in Czechoslovakia contributed to the
downfall of the communist regime there. In 2000, the Serbian people’s
efforts to unseat Slobodan Milosevic culminated in the “Bulldozer
Revolution.” Milosevic was forced to resign in October, was arrested the
following year, and was transferred to The Hague for prosecution. Edouard
Shevardnadze was likewise forced from power in 2003 as a result of the
Rose Revolution in Georgia. The following year saw demonstrations in
Ukraine against the fraudulent election of Viktor Yanukovych. The
resulting “Orange Revolution” culminated in new elections in January 2005
that brought opposition leader Viktor Yushchenko to power in place of
Yanukovych. The “Tulip Revolution” in Kirgizstan (2005) was imitated in
Belarus in the following year’s abortive “Jeans Revolution” against the
authoritarian regime of Alexander Lukashenko. Finally, the 2009 “Grape
Revolution” in Moldova edged the communist government there out of
power. Other color revolutions likewise occurred throughout the world and
generally featured pro-democracy efforts against ruling regimes.

Russian analysts point to several common factors in the color
revolutions: (1) student organizations; (2) non-governmental organizations
(NGOs) exercising political influence;® (3) ubiquitous media coverage; (4)
use of the Internet to spread revolutionary propaganda;’ and (5) the
government’s eventual loss of control of (or at least loss of monopoly on)
the state security apparatus. A key contributing factor in Georgia and
Ukraine was the fragmentation and disunity of the political elites, which led
to factionalism, infighting, and the development of new political parties.

Beyond these contributing factors, however, Russian leaders have
insisted that the color revolutions were not spontaneous, legitimate
uprisings, but rather were the product of deliberate manipulation and
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intervention from the United States. They likewise see these efforts as
targeted against Russia. Thus, countering the color revolutions has become
a major security concern among Putin’s circle. To forestall future uprisings,
Moscow has reached out diplomatically to authoritarian regimes, offering
assistance in preventing populist movements. In a parallel effort, they have
also garnered support within rightwing groups and parties in the EU and the
U.S. by highlighting opposition to the problematic inclusion of East
European populations into Western security and economic organizations,
along with Putin’s opposition to liberal positions on abortion, gay rights,
and secularization. Putin is also able to use protection of the Russian
diaspora as a pretext for more aggressive actions to counter democracy
movements on the periphery.
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Latvia’s Quest for Independence, 1917-1920

In order to understand how and why the Soviet and Nazi occupations
came about, it is necessary to examine the context of Latvia’s political
situation after World War One. Prior to the initial Soviet occupation of
1939, Latvia had enjoyed twenty years of independence. At the end of
World War One, on 18 November 1918, Latvia was recognized as an
independent state. The creation of new “nation-states” in Central and
Eastern Europe characterized the end of the war. This was facilitated by the
collapse of Czarist Russia and the two subsequent revolutions that
ultimately brought the Bolsheviks to power in 1917. The Brest-Litovsk
Treaty of March 1918 provided a framework in which Germany and Russia
would essentially carve up the provinces of Latvia, but the Bolsheviks had
their hands full trying to survive and win the Russian Civil War.
Concurrently, the weakening German Empire at first attempted to create an
independent duchy in western Latvia, but the subsequent defeat of Germany
left the Latvians with an opportunity to gain their independence. Latvian
diplomat Zigfrids Anna Meirerovics simultaneously convinced the British
government of the need for an independent country, and in October 1918,
Foreign Secretary Arthur Balfour announced British recognition of the
Latvian National Council as the government of Latvia. This precedent of
British support would be long remembered and would energize Latvian
partisans after World War Two. On 18 November, the Popular Council (a
collection of nearly all parties in the country) announced Latvian
independence. The weakened Russian government agreed to Latvian
autonomy but retained control of the easternmost province, Latgale.!

The embryonic state had to determine what form of governance they
would adopt, but there was infighting among the various parties on the right
and left. The Social Democrats—originally a pro-Soviet, socialist party—
eventually agreed to join the People’s Council, a national unity organization
led by Karlis Ulmanis and Mikelis Valters. The parties came together
enough to create the Latvian Provisional Government in 1918, but the
formation of the Latvian government took place in the context of ongoing
conflict between the new republic of Germany and Bolshevik Russia. Both
had formally relinquished their claims on Latvian territory, but in fact, both
countries had interests there and armies in the vicinity. The Western Allies
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hoped to employ German armies to fight the Bolshevik threat, while the
Latvian Communists and some Social Democrats hoped the Red Army
would help them capture control of the country.? Thus the East-West
dynamic that would later characterize the Cold War, already began to take
shape, threatening the independence of the Baltic States.

In November 1918, the Bolsheviks annulled the Treaty of Brest-
Litovsk, reasserting their claims in Eastern Europe. The following month,
the Red Army reached Latvian territory, and the Latvian War for
Independence began. The first phase—December 1918 through February
1919—witnessed a Soviet takeover and establishment of a Communist
government. The Soviets under Lenin and allied with leftist Social
Democrats in Latvia, launched a military offensive designed to recapture
the country. This forced the Latvian Provisional Government (under Prime
Minister Karlis Ulmanis) to strengthen ties with the occupying German
regime—a move that alienated many in Latvia. The Red Latvian Riflemen,
who had previously fought with Russia against Germany, led the attacks. In
January 1919, the Red Army advanced into Riga and proclaimed the
establishment of the Latvian Socialist Soviet Republic. The Bolshevik
offensive continued westward and captured all but a small part of the Baltic
coast in western Latvia. Peteris Stucka, a leftist Latvian politician, led the
new regime and soon began a radical program of nationalizing the economy
and executing class enemies. The prime targets were Germans, upper class
Latvians, and peasants who resisted food confiscations. Starvation and
executions claimed between 5000 and 10,000 Latvians in 1919. The
repression sparked partisan movements throughout the country. The terror
of the Stucka regime alienated most of the population, resulting in the
eventual collapse and banning of the Communist Party of Latvia.®

The second phase of the War for Independence began with the arrival
of Ruediger VVon der Goltz, the new German commander in the western
province of Courland. Von der Goltz thought little of the Latvian militias
and distrusted the Provisional Government. He had no interest in Latvian
independence but instead intended to lead a general offensive against
Bolshevism. In April, the German-led Landeswehr orchestrated a coup
against Ulmanis’ government, replacing him with the more pliable Andrievs
Niedra. The Germans and elements of the Provisional Army
counterattacked from Courland and took Riga in May. Stucka and the
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Soviets fled to Latgale, where they remained until a combined Latvian-
Polish army defeated them at the Battle of Daugavpils. The Latvian Soviet
government was abolished.*

On the diplomatic front, Latvian representatives at the Paris Peace
Conference achieved some international sympathy for the country’s
independence but fell short of obtaining de jure recognition. Great Britain
initially championed the Latvian cause, primarily as a way of creating a
buffer against the Bolsheviks in Russia. However, as the Conference
proceeded, the Allies began to retreat from their initial intentions. They
largely believed that the Bolsheviks were a temporary problem and that the
so-called White Russians would soon defeat them and reestablish the old
order. That being the assumption, the Western Allies did not want to
prejudice future relations with Russia by detaching the Baltic region from
Moscow’s control.

For a brief period in 1919, there were three governments in Latvia: the
Provisional Government headed by Karlis Ulmanis (at one point located on
a ship in the Baltic for security), the German-backed government of
Andrievs Niedra, and the Soviet-backed Communist government of Peteris
Stucka, which had fled to the eastern province of Latgale. When Latvian
and Estonian armies advanced into the country from the north, they defeated
the German Army at the Battle of Cesis, and Andrievs Niedra’s government
dissolved. Ulmanis returned to Riga in July. Pursuant to the Western Allies’
desire to unite all parties against the Bolsheviks, the Latvians and Germans
signed a truce, the terms of which included the withdrawal of the German
Army (but not the forces of the Baltic Germans). The German forces under
Von der Goltz ignored the terms and continued to search for a way to assert
their control.

Von der Goltz’ solution was to cooperate with Russia, placing his Baltic
German forces under White Russian control. At first, this appeared to be a
move designed to fight the Bolsheviks, but secretly the intent was to
reestablish Russian control of Latvia, with guarantees that Baltic Germans
would be granted Russian citizenship and the right to acquire land, thus
preserving their domination of western Latvia. The German forces attacked
Riga on 8 October but were stopped after seizing control of the left bank of
the Daugava River. The loyal Latvian forces were growing both in numbers
and experience, and they soon reversed the German gains, expelling them
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from Riga and forcing most German troops back to their homeland. Soon
after, Ulmanis’ government declared war on Germany with the aim of
ending their occupation of Latvia. This move was popular among the ethnic
Latvians and strengthened the government’s control.®

The third and final phase of the War for Independence commenced in
July 1919. With the help of the Poles, the Latvian Army turned its attention
to the Soviet-backed Communists still in Latgale. In an extended battle near
Daugavpils, the combined forces ejected the Red Army from Latvia, and
the government of Peteris Stucka collapsed. Stucka fled to Russia. In
January 1920, Latvia and Russia began to work toward a truce and
eventually a permanent arrangement. On 11 August 1920, the Soviets and
Latvians signed a peace treaty in which Russia abandoned all claims to
Latvian territory and recognized the independence and sovereignty of the
Latvian state. The young state failed, however, to win immediate
membership in the League of Nations. Nevertheless, the following year,
European nations recognized Latvia’s independence, and the country was
accepted into the organization. In 1922, the United States recognized
Latvia.

Latvia’s quest for and achievement of independence offer important
lessons for East European countries facing potential Russian aggression.
Geography, international politics, and the course of European history
framed Latvia’s struggle and ensured that its success would depend heavily
on the behavior of others—both sponsors and opponents. The vicissitudes
of the Western Entente at the end of World War One demonstrates that
offers of help and succor must be considered pragmatically, not
ideologically. The Western Allies, for all their proclaimed ideals, were war
weary, unacquainted with Latvia’s aspirations and history, and easily
distracted from attention to the Baltics by their greater problem of
containing Bolshevism. Hence, if Latvian independence could further
Western Europe’s strategic goals, then support might be forthcoming. If,
however, the Latvian people’s desire for freedom might aggravate relations
with Russia or Germany, the Western Allies would as quickly abandon
support for independence. Diplomatic engagement certainly played a role,
but it was not the decisive factor in achieving international support. The
strategic calculation that underlay the West’s response to Soviet
Communism was the key to their eventual support for Latvia.
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The lesson to be learned is that a country’s national aspirations must
match the strategic ends of would-be sponsors. If they do not, neither
ideology nor diplomatic engagement will suffice to win support. The
unforeseen growth in Soviet power upset Western strategy, and that sudden
shift in the balance of power was the key factor in the Soviet Union’s
eventual occupation of the Baltic States in 1939.

Latvia’s Democratic Experiment, 1918-1934

The second aggravating factor that led to the Soviet occupation was the
chaotic political situation within the newly independent Latvia. From its
declaration of independence in 1918 through its first nationwide free
election in May 1920, the country’s Provisional Government labored to
both win the War for Independence and rule the country—or at least that
part it controlled on the ground. Meanwhile, the multi-party coalition
known as the Popular Council struggled to write a constitution. Their efforts
were hampered by their lack of a popular mandate. Occupying armies and
the ongoing war made elections impossible. In addition, before the
horrendous experience of Peteris Stucka’s Communist regime, most
Latvians liked what the Bolsheviks and their Latvian allies had to offer: land
redistribution and a restored economy. Hence, the Popular Council’s labors
had to proceed without electoral backing from the citizenry.

Beginning in 1918, the Popular Council outlined its proposed
constitution, calling for a liberal democracy open to all, irrespective of
ethnicity. Jews, Poles, Germans, Russians, and others would be welcome
into the political organization, providing they supported Latvian
independence and sovereignty. The early political platform also called for
respect for private property, which implied the necessary capitalist economy
that a democracy required to thrive.

Less than a year after proclaiming independence, in the wake of
Germany’s defeat at Cesis, the Provisional Government began to organize
for the nation’s first election. The Law on Elections allowed an
unmanageable number of tiny political parties to compete for the 150 seats
in the Saiema. Though satisfying popular calls for extreme democracy, the
result would be a legislature with many small parties holding, in some cases,
just one or two seats. Nevertheless, it was a start down the road of
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parliamentary democracy. Women were granted suffrage as well, a
progressive step that had not yet been achieved in many of the Western
democracies. The first election was held in April 1920. Eighty percent of
eligible voters turned out.

Latvia’s first elected parliament opened their session on 1 May 1920.
They immediately began work on the “Satversme” (the Latvian
constitution). The drafting committee looked to the constitutions of the
United States, Switzerland, France, the Weimar Republic, Estonia, and
Lithuania. Some, like Karlis Ulmanis (who had spent six years in America),
were attracted to the broad presidential powers in America. Others—
especially the suspicious Social Democrats—preferred the French model
with a powerful legislature and a weak president. Still others liked
Switzerland’s direct democracy and use of popular referendum. In the end,
the Social Democrats, who were worried about the ambitious Karlis
Ulmanis, prevailed and the Satversme established a president elected by
parliament to serve three years, although parliament could vote to dismiss
him. His powers would be limited.®

From 1920 through 1934, the young state pursued a parliamentary
democracy and enjoyed a high voter turnout. Sixteen major parties
populated the political spectrum, but the Social Democrats remained the
largest. Fourteen governments formed over the period, each featuring
volatile coalitions. The Saeima—the national parliament—had four
elections over the same period. Despite the strength and size of the Social
Democrat party, its leadership refused to participate in most of the
governments formed during the interwar years. Indeed, they deprecated the
Latvian flag and national anthem, instead proclaiming loyalty to the
Socialist International. Leaders of the party were more oriented on Marxist
dogma than on Latvian national interest, and they feared that the
pragmatism and compromise required to rule would harm their
revolutionary ideals and alienate the leftists that they served.” Governing
thus fell into the hands of the center-right Farmers’ Union and smaller
coalitions. Karlis Ulmanis and others led the party but their frustration grew
with the increased polarization of the Social Democrats and with
competition from smaller parties that ate away at the Farmers’ Union seats
in the Saeima. The spectrum of smaller parties included a wide variety of
constituents, including urban middle class, right-wing anti-Soviets,
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Communists, anti-Semitic nationalists, and ethnic-based parties (e.g.,
German, Jewish, Polish).

The consequences of Latvia’s War for Independence actually worked in
favor of the democratic experiment, at least in the beginning. Peteris
Stucka’s Communist Party was abolished, ridding the country of a potential
Bolshevik fifth column. Other extremists (both right and left), along with
the worst criminals, fled the country as the Germans and Russians departed.
Those who were left, though by no means politically unified, were at least
willing to work with each other and cooperated to some degree in the
Saiema. It was a brief episode of political cooperation that failed to take
root, and the demise of political compromise would morph into a major
national security threat as the Soviet Union grew in strength and looked for
an opportunity to reclaim its lost lands in the Baltics.

As happened in Germany, democracy came under assault due to the
nationalism in Latvia. The country had a long history of occupation and
exploitation from its neighbors, including Germany, Russia, Lithuania, and
Poland. Each of these ethnic groups remained within the country’s borders,
along with Jews, who were increasingly viewed with suspicion, especially
if they embraced Social Democracy. Karlis Ulmanis and others in the center
and right began to call for “Latvia for Latvians” as a way of appealing to
ethnic Latvians and denigrating foreigners. The nationalist trend worked
against the democratization of Latvian society, because its champions
consistently criticized the country’s constitution. Among the discontented
were the Aizsargi—the national guard—who no longer had a role in
domestic security and instead occupied themselves by urging Ulmanis to
march on Riga and rid the country of the democratic experiment.®

The Great Depression likewise ate away at democracy in Latvia. In the
late 1920s and early 30s center-right politicians (e.g., Adolfs Klive, Arveds
Bergs, and Edvarts Virza of the Farmers’ Union Party) complained of the
excessive democracy of the 1922 Satversme and called for reform. In the
face of the deepening economic downturn, many saw a need for a more
authoritarian president who could reset the economy and resist the
centrifugal pull of foreign nationalities within Latvia.
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The End of Democracy, 1934-39

In May 1934, Prime Minister Karlis Ulmanis and his allies staged a coup
d’etat and established a dictatorship over Latvia. The Saiema was
dismissed, political parties were banned, and the press was censored. The
brief experience of Latvian parliamentary democracy was over. The reasons
for its failure included problems within Latvian society itself. Some sixty
percent of the population was rural, which did not augur well for the
development of a successful political organization. The Latvian middle
class was not well developed, and the standard of living for most citizens
was poor. The regional ethnic differences were pronounced, and there was
no history of a united people and country to draw from. Latgale, for
example, had not previously been part of the Baltic provinces of Courland.
Finally, the population had little experience with modern democracy or with
the concept of self-reliance that often underpins successful representative
government.®
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Figure 2: Karlis Ulmanis After the Coup of 1934

Ulmanis was an unusual dictator in that he did not create a rubber-stamp
legislature or attempt to legally justify his rule. Instead, he founded his
government on the notion that a state of emergency required him to take
command of the nation. He was first and foremost a Latvian nationalist,
proclaiming his motto: “Latvia for Latvians,” but he strictly forbade
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oppression of minorities and foreign ethnicities. Under his rule, the
economy improved, along with literacy and education. Non-Latvian
populations were encouraged officially to develop their own cultures, but
through education and the economy, Ulmanis’ regime aimed at assimilating
them into Latvian culture.

The 1922 Constitution was set aside, and civil rights were curtailed.
Political parties were banned (including Ulmanis’ own Farmers’ Union),
and opposition presses were closed. Notwithstanding the loss of political
freedoms, the Latvians enjoyed rapid economic growth under the new
regime’s state capitalism. While the rest of the world was still struggling to
recover from the Great Depression, the Latvian gross national product
(GNP) grew. Trade ties with the Soviet Union were reduced in favor of
renewed trade with Britain, Germany, and the West.

From 1934 through 1939, the overriding national security problem for
Latvia was the question of how best to guarantee the nation’s independence.
The advantage of hindsight allows the conclusion that nothing Latvia did
would have prevented the disasters that soon engulfed the nation. In the
uncertain and volatile situation during the interwar years, Ulmanis and his
political allies pursued several approaches. First, along with sixty-one other
world nations, Latvia signed the Kellogg-Briand Pact, which sought to
outlaw the use of war as a means of resolving international conflict. The
treaty had no practical effect on containing the conflicts that would soon
give birth to World War Two, and it achieved nothing for Latvia. Second,
Latvia tried to forge close ties with the countries it saw as most favorable to
Latvian independence—Great Britain, France, and the United States.
Although the Western powers were ideologically inclined toward self-
determination, they were war-weary, geographically distant, and lacked the
will and resources to oppose Bolshevik Russia. Third, Latvia expressed
approval of the embryonic pact between France and Russia that would have
reinforced the status quo in the Baltic States, but in the face of growing
German aggressiveness and Soviet collusion with Germany, nothing came
of the pact. There was also a half-hearted movement toward creating a
“Baltic Entente” among Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania that might have
become a military security agreement, but again, the relative weakness of
the subject powers vis a vis Germany and Russia doomed the initiative.
Toward the end of the 1930s, Ulmanis’ government attempted to adopt a
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strict neutrality in international conflict, but declarations of neutrality by
minor powers were not going to be a serious obstacle to aggression from
the major powers.°

Latvia’s failure to maintain a democratic constitution was not in itself
determinative regarding the country’s loss of independence, but it was a
contributing factor. As the Soviets cast about for a justification for their
invasion of Latvia, Karlis Ulmanis’ dictatorship provided an easy out. Any
autocracy, no matter how benevolent, was bound to attract opponents to the
regime. Lack of civil liberties meant that those enemies would be
disgruntled and would likely welcome or at least cooperate with foreign
intervention. Likewise, Ulmanis’ dismissive attitude toward the carefully
developed constitution of 1922 gave the Soviets and their Latvian allies the
perfect pretext for overturning the regime.

First Soviet Occupation, 1939-41

Pursuant to the Soviet-German Nonaggression Pact of 23 August 1939,
the Soviet Union was secretly granted a sphere of influence over the Baltic
States, which included Finland, Estonia, Latvia, and, later, Lithuania. The
so-called Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact was a brash violation of the Kellogg-
Briand Pact and numerous bilateral and multilateral treaties. In a naked act
of aggression, Hitler and Stalin decided to carve up Poland and allow the
annexation of weaker neighboring states. The actual occupation of Latvia
began shortly thereafter. On 5 October, the government of Latvia signed the
Mutual Assistance Treaty. The immediate consequence of the treaty was the
introduction of Soviet troops to be stationed in the country. One benefit of
the treaty was renewed trade agreements between the two countries, which
temporarily stimulated the Latvian economy. At the start of World War
Two, Germany’s interdiction of the Baltic Sea cut off Latvia from trade with
Western Europe, so new opportunities for import and export were welcome.
For the brief period that Latvia remained independent and Germany and the
Soviet Union were cooperating, Latvia also increased trade with Germany.

As Hitler realized that the Soviets would shortly annex the Baltics, he
negotiated the departure of the Baltic Germans from Latvia. This move
facilitated Moscow’s takeover by removing the possibility of an ethnic
German population suffering oppression at the hands of the Communists,
and it also divested Latvia of its best-educated and motivated citizens.
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Ulmanis’ government assumed the debt for the divested properties, partly
in the hope that the debt would move Germany to guarantee Latvia’s
continued independence. It was a vain hope.

In October 1939, the Soviets entered Latvia with 25,000 troops—a
figure larger than the Latvian Army—pursuant to the Mutual Assistance
Treaty. Most of the Soviet bases were in the western part of the country near
the Baltic coast. However, as Soviet strength grew and the possibility of a
wider war increased, the Kremlin decided to annex the Baltic States
outright. On 15 June 1940, Soviet NKVD units attacked three border posts
in eastern Latvia, killing three guards, and the wife and son of a guard. They
also abducted others. The next day the Soviets issued an ultimatum to
Latvia, demanding they form a new government and allow Soviet
occupation. On 17 June, the Latvian government ordered its troops to
cooperate with the Soviets.!!

Stalin sent Andrei Vyshinsky, Deputy Chairman of the Council of
People’s Commissars of the USSR to Riga to organize the political takeover
of the country. Vyshinsky delivered Moscow’s list of new cabinet members
to Karlis Ulmanis, demanding that he comply. The Soviets portrayed the
subsequent change in Latvia as a spontaneous people’s revolution, but the
entire process was supervised by the Kremlin’s agent. The following month,
Soviet Communist provocateurs arrived and began to organize
demonstrations calling for the removal of Ulmanis and the restoration of the
Constitution that he had suspended. Vyshinsky then oversaw mock national
elections in which only candidates from the pro-Soviet Latvian Working
People’s Block were allowed to run. The results were 97.6% of the voters
supposedly backed the new cabinet.?

In July, the Saiema voted to declare Latvia a Soviet Socialist Republic
and petitioned the Supreme Council of the USSR for admission into the
Soviet Union. Technically this move was unconstitutional, because the
1922 Constitution specified that such a move required a plebiscite. It
proceeded nonetheless. On 5 August 1940, the USSR formally incorporated
Latvia and installed Augusts Kirchensteins as president. The Western
powers, including the United States and Great Britain, refused to
acknowledge the new government, labeling the move as a Soviet annexation
of a sovereign country. Notwithstanding, no Western powers were disposed
to intervene militarily.*3
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Figure 3: Soviet Invasion and Occupation, June 1940

Working from the Soviet embassy in Riga, the NKVD immediately
began recruiting collaborators and activating agents already in place. The
puppet government included popular writer Vilis Lacis (Minister of Home
Affairs), who had remained in contact with the banished Latvian
Communist Party and the Soviets since 1928. The Chairman of the Secret
Police, Vikentijs Latkovskis, was a long-time Soviet agent. The commander
of the newly formed People’s Army, General Roberts Klavins, had been
working with Soviet intelligence since 1939.14

The new government set about obediently dissolving political and social
organizations and removing any vestiges of a free press. Communists,
regardless of education or capacity, were appointed to key cabinet positions
and other offices designed to strengthen Moscow’s grip on Latvian society
and economy. Because the number of Latvian Communists was small—
about 500 at the time of the invasion—Vyshinsky’s team imported both
formally exiled Latvians and a cadre of Russian Communists to oversee the
local party. Moscow directed that mock elections be held, and all parties
except the People’s Labor Bloc were banned. Vyshynsky pushed the pre-
election propaganda line that Latvian property and rights would remain
intact, and he publicly shunned the idea that the USSR would annex Latvia.
The rigged elections showed nearly 100% of votes for the handpicked list
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of candidates. This thin veneer of legality was intended to set up the next
step in Moscow’s incorporation of the country.

Arrest and deportation of key leaders, including Karlis Ulmanis,
followed in July 1940. The newly elected Saeima sent a delegation to
Moscow, where, on 5 August, the Soviet Union accepted the delegation’s
“request” for incorporation into the USSR. Back in Latvia, deportations
increased, ethnic minorities were arrested on trumped-up charges, and
Soviets took over all print media. Latvian schools were instructed to teach
students “Stalin’s constitution.” The Latvian Army, which had been
renamed the People’s Army immediately after the invasion, was cut to about
11,000 men. Some twenty percent of the officers were arrested, deported,
or shot, and the entire organization was supervised by Russian political
commissars. By November, more than 1500 Latvians had been arrested, and
an underground prison had been constructed in the basement of the Ministry
of Home Affairs at 37/39 Freedom Street in Riga. For the next fifty years,
it became the infamous “house on the corner” where Latvian enemies of the
state were tortured.®®

The occupation regime next moved to nationalize both farming and
industry, confiscating all land exceeding thirty hectares. The financial,
transportation, and commercial sectors were nationalized, and hundreds of
businesses were seized throughout Latvia’s major cities. Personal savings
were likewise taken, and nearly all private property had been confiscated.
As new Soviet and Communist functionaries moved into cities, they ejected
families from their apartments and homes. Desperate to survive, Latvian
citizens scrambled to buy up food and other necessities, and Latvian
currency—heretofore marked by stability and strength—plummeted in
value. Rationing was introduced, and anyone violating the restrictions was
marked as an “enemy of the people” and arrested. Soon police were entering
homes at random to inspect for surplus goods. The Soviets then imposed an
artificial exchange rate of one ruble for one lat (formerly worth ten rubles),
exacerbating the shortage of goods and continued to send products of all
sorts back to Russia, where they fetched a much higher price. In March
1941, the lat was eliminated.

The process of Russification was begun on a small scale in 1940-41.
The influx of Red Army soldiers, Communist bureaucrats, and other
functionaries, along with their families, slowly increased the Russian
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minority. After World War Two, the process became more deliberate and
featured the wholesale relocation of Russian civilians into Latvia. From the
beginning of the occupation, history was Russified as well. The Latvian
people were forcibly acquainted with the new facts of their past, which
featured Russian benevolence and protection as the dominant theme.

Though interrupted by the German invasion of the Soviet Union in the
summer of 1941, the Soviets had begun the process of collectivizing farms
throughout rural Latvia. Some lower classes benefited as they were given
confiscated lands in tiny portions, but the agricultural industry as a whole
suffered greatly. The larger, more productive farms were either confiscated
and divided up to others, or collectivized and forced to produce goods for
Russia. To facilitate confiscation, many prominent landowners were
deported.

There were three waves of deportations dating from the Soviets’ arrival
to the devastating fourth wave that occurred on the night of 14-15 June
1941. At first only prominent politicians and high-profile resisters were
carted off, but when the final deportation before the German invasion
occurred, 15,424 Latvian citizens were taken to Siberia, including nearly
one hundred infant children. Many died during the journey. Their
experiences have been well documented by the surviving victims. 6
Communist officials and police would arrive in the middle of the night and
order the targeted family to pack a few belongings. They would then be
marched to a railroad station and loaded onto cattle cars for the long trip to
the Russian hinterland. There were three main destinations: Krasnoyarsk
and Novosibirsk districts in Siberia, and Karaganda district in Kazakhstan.
The Latvians, depending on their former place in society, were placed under
guard in prison camps or set to work in “corrective labor camps.” The
specific victims and their families were chosen by local Latvian
Communists and other collaborators.*’

Latvian Resistance

As early as August 1940, Latvian citizens began organizing resistance
movements against the Soviets and their puppet regime. Twenty years of
independence had sown the seeds of nationalism and love for freedom, and
the embryonic insurgencies that sprang up had in view the destruction of
the Latvian Communist regime. In October, the “National Union of Cesis
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Students” was founded. Other student movements followed—in the Aizupe
School of Forestry, the Jelgava Secondary School No. 1, the Jelgava
Polytechnic, and the First Secondary School in Daugavpils. Adult resistance
movements included “Guards of the Fatherland,” “The Young Latvians,”
the “Latvian National Legion,” and others. The resistance published leaflets
opposing the regime and organized partisan bands in the country’s forests.
When the Germans invaded, guerrillas launched limited attacks against the
retreating Soviets.

German Invasion and Occupation, 1941-44

Soviet deportations had shocked the Latvian national conscience and
almost overnight converted everyone but the collaborators to hatred of the
Russian oppressors. When the German Army entered the country at the start
of “Operation Barbarossa,” most Latvians cheered their arrival, hoping they
would liberate the country from the Soviets. The Communist regime
resorted to massacring political prisoners or rapidly deporting them to
Russia, where many were later murdered.

As the Soviets began to pull out, Latvian partisan groups arose to fight
them. Some were motivated by a genuine desire to reestablish the state;
others used the temporary vacuum of power to exact revenge on the Latvian
Communists. Guerrilla forces attacked retreating Soviet forces in Riga,
Valmiera, Smiltene, Aluksne, and numerous other locations. A total of 129
partisan groups operated in the summer of 1941. The question for many of
them was whether the Germans were there to liberate the country or
establish another occupation regime.

Latvian politicians who had survived the “Year of Horror” of the Soviet
occupation spontaneously emerged and tried to set up a Latvian nationalist
government. When they sought contact with the Germans, however, they
were quickly disabused of their aspirations and told that such initiatives
were outlawed and would be punished. Latvia’s future status would be
decided after the war, and in the meantime, the Latvians were to support the
German occupation and war effort. The Latvian partisans were at first
placed under the supervision of the German Army, reduced in size, and
ordered to guard key facilities and transportation hubs. The German
authorities set up Latvian self-defense groups in the villages and towns, but
in August 1941, these were disbanded and replaced by police. The German

38



Chapter 3. Historical Context

commander Brigadier Walter Stahlecker directed that former partisans be
used in registering and eventually exterminating the Jews, along with
strengthening the German occupation.*8

As the German Army moved east, Nazi civilian officials poured into the
country. They created a complex administrative bureaucracy, but the main
idea was that the Germans would appoint prominent Latvians to administer
“Latvian self-government.” However, the goal was not any sort of Latvian
national autonomy. Rather, the self-government was aimed at relieving the
Germans of the burden of dealing with local issues. The Latvians in charge
were tasked by their German overlords and forced to support the war effort.
While some Nazi officials—most notably the Minister for the Occupied
Eastern Territories Alfred Rosenberg—gave promises of post-war
autonomy, others, including Himmler, had in view the mass German
colonization of the Baltics.

The Nazi Sicherheitsdienst (SD) and Security Police headed security
and repression efforts in Latvia. SD agents sought to recruit Latvians to
assist in the elimination of Jews and Communists throughout the country.
Operational Group A was the mobile punishment unit that aimed at
exterminating ideological and racial enemies, including gypsies, Jews,
Soviet agents, and Communists. The unit entered Latvia on June 22 1941
and split into three groups: Liepaja, Daugavpils, and Riga. Working with
Latvian appointees, the SD initiated a campaign of burning down
synagogues and rounding up Communists and Jews to be shot. In addition,
Reichskommissar Hinrich Lohse and Generalmajor der Polizei, Franz
Walter Stahlecker oversaw the organization of ghettoes in Riga,
Daugavpils, and Liepaja. Latvian Jews were herded into the enclosures and
their property confiscated. The 14,000 people in the Daugavpils ghetto were
liquidated in May 1942. The Liepaja ghetto was also marked for
extermination, with a few survivors sent to Riga. A large concentration
camp was constructed at Salaspils and operated until the Soviets
reconquered the region. In all, some 70,000 Latvian Jews perished in the
Holocaust.*®

Germany recruited Latvians to fight along the Eastern Front and formed
two divisions that fought major actions during the war. Both ended up
defending with the retreating Wehrmacht in Latvia. One division
surrendered to the American Army and the other to the Soviets. Other
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smaller units were likewise formed and served, mostly in Latvia. A total of
over 100,000 Latvian men and boys had been organized into units and
fought during the conflict, some few winning the German Iron Cross for
valor.

Latvian Resistance to the Nazi Occupation

There were two distinct forms of resistance during the German
occupation, 1941-44. Nationalistic Latvians who had hoped that Berlin
would liberate the country and allow its reestablishment as an independent
state were flatly denied their aspirations. The Nazi leaders outlawed any
such movements, and they attempted to remove vestiges of Latvian
patriotism. The disappointed Latvian leaders resorted to resistance that was
aimed at political organization and exposing the Nazi regime’s true motives.

The other form of resistance was the Soviet-backed partisan movement.
Soviet aims were, of course, the reinstatement of the puppet Communist
regime and the disruption of German military operations. In the
historiography of the Latvian resistance movement since the end of the Cold
War, Latvian nationalists insist that the Communist partisans not be
considered “Latvian resistance” as other groups are called, but rather
classified as “pro-Soviet collaborators.” This trend reflects the factional
differences that emerged as the Soviet Red Army entered Latvia in 1944,
leading to the second Soviet occupation.?°

The resistance against the Nazi occupation was affected by the
pervasive knowledge that the defeat of Germany would only hasten the
return of the Soviets. During the war, therefore, the Latvians refrained from
large-scale guerrilla operations against the Germans and instead confined
their efforts to political and cultural resistance. They protested and tried to
avoid the conscription of Latvian men into the SS Legion. They likewise
pushed back against Nazi economic and cultural policies and against the
deportation of workers to Germany. Unlike the French Resistance and
others in Western Europe, the Latvian resistance enjoyed no aid from the
Western Allies. Their resources were few, and the twin enemies’ regimes
deployed overwhelming military strength into the country during their
respective occupations. Latvian nationalists opted to distribute leaflets,
newspapers, and journals protesting the German presence. Numerous
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groups met secretly to propagate the idea of restoring national independence
after the war.

In November 1941, A. Caupals reestablished the Latvian Nationalist
Union (LNU)—an organization started under the Soviet occupation but then
disbanded. The LNU published flyers, facilitated communications among
resisters, and collected weapons. Its clandestine network reached into the
Riga police force, the city’s Children’s Hospital, the Red Cross Nursing
School, the joint stock company “Vairogs,” the Philology Faculty of Riga
University, the State Technical College, and other institutions. Their illegal
newspaper, Tautas Balss (Voice of the People) was published and
distributed throughout Latvian cities. It urged the population to oppose Nazi
orders and to resist both the Germans and Russians. In November 1942,
Nazi agents arrested over 100 LNU members, and the newspaper was
stopped.

Groups of students, intelligentsia, and other nationalists likewise pushed
back against the Nazi occupiers by urging citizens toward minimal support
of the German war effort. A group known as the “Patriots” insisted that they
also opposed the Soviets and that the only hope for Latvian independence
would be the victory of Great Britain and the United States. The old anti-
Semitic extremist group known as the “Perkonkrusts” (Thunder Cross), led
by Gustavs Celmins, also resisted the German regime, publishing
underground newspapers calling for the restoration of independent Latvia.
They called for citizens to refuse the orders of their German overlords.
Celmins had, at first, collaborated with the Germans against the Soviets in
the hope that they would support national independence, but when he
realized that Hitler intended to colonize the Baltics, he turned against the
regime. In all, there were dozens of small resistance groups—each with
memberships of fifty or less—that published illegal papers and attempted
to keep alive the aspiration for a restored state.?*

What was left of Latvian political leadership in 1943 attempted to unify
the disparate resistance efforts in forming the Central Council of Latvia
(CCL). The organization was composed of politicians from the four most
prominent parties of the last sitting Saeima: the Social Democrats, the
Farmers’ Union, the Democratic Centre Party, and the Latgallia Christian
Farmers and Catholic Party. The underground organization met for the first
time in Riga on 13 August 1943. Konstantins Cakste, a Riga University Law
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professor, was elected chairman. The CCL declared its purpose to be the
restoration of the Republic of Latvia. They reached out to the Western Allies
and reiterated the message that Latvia was not voluntarily assisting the Nazi
regime. They organized committees on foreign affairs, military,
information, legal, economy, resource collection, and communications. In
February 1944, the CCL declared its political platform—that it was opposed
to both occupying regimes, Nazi and Soviet. It called for Latvians to
preserve and protect national economic and cultural assets. Notwithstanding
its high ideals, the CCL was forced to flee the country in the face of the Red
Army’s invasion. After the war, it attempted to reassert control in Latvia,
but it failed, primarily because of the postwar ramifications of the East-West
standoff.

Strategic Miscalculation

Key to the CCL’s perspective was the Atlantic Charter. Declared in
August 1941, the Charter was the foundational Anglo-American policy
statement regarding war aims. U.S. President Franklin Roosevelt sought to
influence Great Britain toward a postwar international system of national
freedom and global security. The British, in turn, wanted to recruit the
United States into the war effort. The joint declaration that became known
as the Atlantic Charter brought the two powers together with a vision for a
global strategic objective. The Charter set forth that the Allied powers had
no territorial ambitions but that the peoples of the world themselves would
determine their own governance. Self-determination, freedom of
navigation, and the lowering of trade barriers would characterize the
postwar world. The two nations also called for the more idealistic goals of
world disarmament and the promotion of general welfare for all.

The Atlantic Charter was at the heart of a grand strategic miscalculation
by the resistance movements of Eastern Europe. The beleaguered Latvian
nationalists, who had first lost their democracy in 1934 and then their
independence in 1939, looked to the leadership of FDR and Winston
Churchill with faith in the high-sounding words. But the Western leaders,
when they spoke about national autonomy like Woodrow Wilson had done
at the conclusion of World War One, had little understanding or
appreciation of what that meant for Eastern Europe. When Hitler invaded
the Soviet Union in 1941, the Western Allies suddenly found themselves in
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cahoots with their erstwhile enemy, the Communists in Russia. That
relationship—vital for the purpose of defeating Nazi Germany—would
change the entire direction of the postwar world, especially for Eastern
Europe.

The logic of an insurgent movement deploying a guerrilla force is based
on the feasibility of those guerrillas defeating or disrupting an occupying
force, or at least surviving as a physical nucleus of resistance. In the case of
Eastern Europe, guerrillas formed from the ranks of national military units,
local militias, and bands of anti-Nazi or anti-Soviet citizens. However, from
1941 onward, those insurgents cultivated a strategic vision in which the
Western Allies would triumph over Germany and, in the wake of the Nazi
defeat, remake Europe based on the ideal of self-rule. The actual strategic
situation was altogether different. Nazi Germany would expire on the
steppes of Russia and at the hands of the Red Army. Moscow—not London,
and not Washington—would dictate the fate of Eastern Europe. The
prospect of the Western Allies girding themselves for a second major war
against Soviet Communism in the name of providing independence for East
European nations that had little cultural or historical connection to the West
was illusory.

It is possible, then, to consider what might have occurred if the
resistance movements of Eastern Europe had read the situation accurately,
anticipated a sustained Cold War confrontation, and acted in accordance
with pragmatism rather than idealism. As we will see, the guerrilla
movements had all but died out by 1956, because they were achieving little
and at great cost. What might have resulted if visionary insurgent leaders
had instead focused on building clandestine networks aimed at non-violent
resistance, political organization, labor unions, social groups, and cultural
preservation? This was the direction that resistance movements eventually
adopted, but only after years of failure.

The central principle that should have guided the resistance in Latvia
and elsewhere was that national independence—if it were ever to be
realized—would happen as a result of events outside the control of the
insurgents themselves. Hindsight informs us that Latvia and the other East
European countries achieved independence because the Soviet Union
collapsed, not because those countries fought their way to freedom. Once
the occupying power was seriously weakened, the national resistance
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movements did indeed exert themselves effectively and pushed the
Russians out, but the main reason for the Russian retrenchment was its
government’s own failures and the patient persistence of the West.

Soviet Reoccupation, 1944-56

As the Soviet Red Army approached Latvia, General Janis Kurelis
assumed command of a growing group of Latvian resisters who intended to
fight them. The Germans permitted the group to form and intended to use it
as a host nation force to oppose the Soviets, but with the Wehrmacht
continuing to face defeat all along the eastern front, Kurelis and the other
leaders made clear their intention to oppose both occupying powers, and
they refused to cooperate with the Germans. Nazi leaders responded by
cornering and destroying a large contingent of the so-called “Kurelians,”
deporting or executing most of its leaders. Thus, just as the Soviets were
beginning to reassert their control of Latvia, one of the most effective
guerrilla groups was destroyed.

Soviet-backed partisans also operated in Latvia with the aim of
opposing the German war effort and paving the way for the return of the
Red Army. Because most of the population had been alienated against the
Soviet regime in 1940, the number of partisans was small—under a
thousand. They were trained and supported by the Red Army, and starting
in 1943, they began active operations against the Wehrmacht in Latvia.
Their efforts were confined to sabotage and intelligence operations for the
most part, and the Germans employed harsh countermeasures against them
and anyone thought to be supporting them.

Pursuant to the arrangements worked out among the Allied powers at
Tehran in 1943 and confirmed in Yalta in 1945, the Soviets reoccupied the
Baltic States. In 1948, Stalin ordered the complete collectivization of
agriculture in the subject states along with the elimination (primarily
through deportation) of the landowning class and the troublesome partisan
units that threatened the Soviets’ monopoly on military power.??

The reoccupation was an expected but complicated phenomenon.
Latvians who had survived the German occupation were glad to see the
Wehrmacht and German officials depart, and they hoped that the return of
the Soviets might lead to an end of conflict and a return to some form of
normality. At the same time, the memory of 1940 was still fresh, and many
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took a dim view of the Russians and their Latvian allies. The Soviets, for
their part, were also conflicted. They viewed the Latvian population with
suspicion—especially those who had worked with the Germans.
Unfortunately, they also had to remind their functionaries, including a
number of criminals who victimized the population under the guise of being
party officials that Latvia was and remained a Soviet Socialist Republic.
Notwithstanding all these sentiments, Stalinist repression resumed with a
vengeance. A recent study revealed that 2625 Latvians were arrested in
1940-41, with another 9546 (estimates as high as 15,000) deported, of
whom about 2000 perished. Another 2000 were sentenced to death and
killed. From 1944 through 1953, 20,000 people were sentenced to death,
88,000 were incarcerated in camps (about 10% dying there), and 41,393
(estimates range to 44,000) were deported, about 5000 of whom died.?3
Prior to the war, deportations were aimed at political elites and
intelligentsia. After the war, they targeted alleged “kulaks” and “bandits”
who were accused of resisting agricultural collectivization. Beyond the
figures above, nearly 100,000 were placed in camps for various lengths of
time.

The Latvian Resistance

Anti-Soviet partisans began to form as early as 1944. In order to avoid
or escape conscription into the Red Army, and in the face of the threat of
deportation, many young men fled to the forests, sometimes accompanied
by their wives and children. Their intent was not necessarily to fight against
the Soviets, but simply to avoid facing them. Initially, large partisan units
were formed near Balvi and Vilaka in 1945, with smaller groups forming
throughout other forested areas. Nevertheless, the State Security Ministry
conducted effective anti-partisan sweeps of the forests, and, especially in
the winter, these sweeps were able to locate and destroy the larger units.
Logistical scarcity and the danger of detection therefore resulted in the
multiplication of small guerrilla groups.

Various organizations attempted to organize and coordinate the guerrilla
bands—some of which numbered only five to ten men. The Latvian
National Partisan Association in Livland and Latgallia, the Northern
Courland Partisan Organization, the Latvian National Partisan Organization
in Courland, the Latvian Defenders of the Homeland Association in

45



Case Studies in Insurgency and Revolutionary Warfare: Fostering Effective C-UW

Latgallia, and the Fatherland’s Hawks in Southern Courland sought to
orchestrate a sustained guerrilla resistance to the Soviets. They were
successful in publishing leaflets and underground newspapers, but they fell
short in prosecuting actual guerrilla operations on anything but a localized
level .24

From 1944 through 1946, the partisan groups were most active,
attacking Soviet and Latvian communist forces, police, and officials. They
were occasionally effective in temporarily disrupting government control,
especially in remote areas. Moreover, Soviet countermeasures combined
with the growing awareness that the Western powers were not going to
intervene caused a gradual decline in the numbers of partisans. Amnesty
programs likewise coaxed a number of resisters out of hiding. In all, some
20,000 Latvians had gone underground in partisan bands. About 900 bands
had been destroyed, comprising roughly 10,000 killed. From 1944 through
1953, they had conducted some 2659 attacks. They had killed about 1000
civilians in Latvia and killed or wounded about 1700 military and police
personnel.

Soviet countermeasures included the use of locally recruited “destroyer
battalions” that hunted partisan bands and attempted to bring them to battle.
They also created units that masqueraded as partisans who would perpetrate
crimes against civilians in an attempt to neutralize civilian support for the
resisters, but the most effective countermeasure was the infiltration of
informants. Partisans who were caught were often mercilessly tortured
publicly for information. Occasionally, they would be executed and left in
the middle of a village so that observers could watch for and capture any
family members who mourned their dead.

The fate of the Latvian “Forest Brothers” and that of their other Baltic
counterparts was sealed by the failure of a sustained intelligence effort
orchestrated by British MI6 and the American CIA. As early as 1943,
British intelligence began to establish contact with resisters in the Baltic
States. They were interested not only in the continuing war effort against
the Germans, but also in how the Forest Brothers might assist them in the
anticipated postwar conflict with the Soviets. As the world war ended and
the Cold War began, the British were chiefly interested in any plans the
Soviets might have to invade Western Europe. They were determined to
send agents into the Baltics to mobilize partisans there, who would in turn
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serve the interests of the British and later American intelligence agencies.
On 15 October 1945, the Secret Intelligence Service (SIS) sent a boat from
Sweden to Latvia with four agents on reconnaissance mission.
Unfortunately, the boat capsized and the agents were captured and tortured.
Their ciphers and radio transmitters fell into hands of Janis Lukasévics, a
Latvian KGB officer. This began the KGB’s infiltration and compromise of
Western intelligence operatives in the Baltics.

In Latvia and Lithuania, KGB-directed agents continued to contact
British intelligence and lured more agents to the region. The infiltrators
were invariably caught, tortured, and either imprisoned or killed. In 1948,
U.S. president Harry Truman tasked the newly created CIA with
propaganda, economic warfare, preventive direct action, sabotage, anti-
sabotage, demolition, and subversion against hostile states, including
assistance to underground resistance movements. The Baltic States were an
ideal spot for intelligence operations. The population was mainly anti-
communist, and the partisan movements in the forest supposedly numbered
tens of thousands. The region was accessible by boat and plane, and it was
a forward bastion for Soviet expansion to the West. If an attack on the West
were imminent, operatives there would know. The Americans’ human
resources were considerable, as Germany, Britain and the U.S. had many
Baltic refugees who were willing anti-communists. MI6 launched
“Operation Jungle,” whose American counterpart was “Operation
Tilestone.”

The Americans set up a training camp in Germany, and the British
trained other operatives in London. Their plan was to infiltrate native agents
into the Baltic States to work with resistance movements and collect
intelligence on the Soviets. Neither intelligence service was aware that
Soviet double agents, including the infamous Kim Philby, had been
operating within MI16 for years. Thus, every time the Americans or British
sent agents into the region, they were caught, along with critical information
about local resisters. The KGB and their subordinate agencies in Latvia and
Estonia continued to send double agents to the West, where they
impersonated freedom fighters ready to work with the West against the
USSR. The Americans and British continued to trust the agents despite
repeated reports of failure in the Baltics. Finally, when one mission sent to
get radioactive waste from the Tobol River near a Soviet nuclear facility,
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the agents returned with a sample that, upon analysis, was found to have
come from inside a nuclear reactor. In short, the KGB had planted it, and
the Western spy agencies finally concluded that their operations had been
compromised.

Upon further investigation, both the CIA and MI6 shut down their
operations in the Baltics. They informed the disillusioned resistance in
Latvia that they could no longer support them and wished them well. By
1956, all further contact was suspended. The guerrillas in Latvia, Estonia,
and Lithuania had made a capital mistake in working with the Western
intelligence agencies, which served only in exposing their organizations to
the scrutiny of the KGB. Further, while the resistance fighters aimed for
eventual national liberation, the Western intelligence agencies entertained
no such ideas. They wanted to use the partisans for intelligence, knowing
full well that their respective governments would not risk war merely to
bring freedom to minor states in Eastern Europe.

Guerrilla movements elsewhere in the region likewise failed to achieve
their goals. In Poland, the Armia Krajowa (AK), established in 1942 to fight
the German occupation, grew to 150,000 (estimates up to 350,000) by 1945.
When the Red Army returned to Poland in 1944-45, the AK attempted to
cooperate with them while aiming for national independence at the
conclusion of the war. Unfortunately, the 1944 Warsaw Uprising resulted
in the near total destruction of the AK while the Red Army waited nearby,
refusing to come to their aid. Other militia groups—some pro-Soviet but
most anti—sprang up as the war concluded. The Red Army and the Polish
communist government continued to hunt down militias and guerrilla bands
through 1963, when the last ones were eliminated. Because they had no
external sponsorship, the guerrilla groups had no chance of fulfilling their
strategic goals. Indeed, their armed opposition served only to strengthen the
grip that Moscow had on the region.

Effective resistance was thus fated to emanate from a completely
different strategy—one that capitalized on social networking and non-
military action.
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INTRODUCTION

The other major form of resistance to Soviet rule in Eastern Europe was
populist movements. In 1953, Joseph Stalin died, and the populations of
Eastern Europe anticipated changes in the harsh Soviet rule they had
endured since World War Two. Change did come, but in cities throughout
the region, workers, students, intellectuals, and common people were not
satisfied. A series of uncoordinated populist uprisings occurred that
eventually shook the Soviet system apart.

The first significant disturbance occurred in the heart of one of the most
repressive of the communist states: East Germany. In June 1953, the so-
called “Workers’ Uprising” broke out in Berlin. In response to the German
authorities increasing work quotas by ten percent, construction workers in
East Berlin spontaneously laid down their tools and refused to work. The
protests widened into other sections, with the people demanding free
elections and democracy. By 17 June, the demonstrations had turned into a
revolt and begun to spread to other cities. Nearly half a million workers had
gone on strike, and protesters began to occupy government buildings. The
next day, in response to the communist government’s appeals for help, the
Soviet Army moved in and crushed the uprising. Several hundred people
were killed, with thousands arrested. The German communist regime was
purged of the members who had failed to stop the uprising earlier, and the
revolt was over. The ideological implications of the Workers’ Uprising
were significant because the entire logic of Bolshevism was that the
Communist Party was the legitimate representative of the working class.
Here for the first time workers were protesting against the party and
government that ruled in their name.

In 1956, the new Secretary of the Soviet Communist Party, Nikita
Khrushcheyv, initiated a “thaw” in the Soviet system. The “secret speech” in
which he revealed his intentions was leaked and became common
knowledge, contributing to the popular expectation that change was
forthcoming in Europe. Polish workers in Poznan gathered for mass protests
in June, but again the popular uprising was put down harshly. In Hungary,
1956 saw a more sustained populist effort. The newly installed communist
regime was attempting to de-Stalinize the country, but the people’s desires
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for liberation and better economic conditions quickly outran whatever
progress they could make. Tapping into Magyar nationalism and a rising
sense of modernism, students and intellectuals began to march in protest in
Budapest. Workers and Hungarians from all sectors of society soon joined
the students, and the uprising grew to nearly 300,000 people. Police and
army soldiers even joined the revolt. The people were temporarily
successful as a new government was formed, the secret police dissolved,
and Soviet troops withdrawn in an attempt to calm the storm. Instead, the
revolt grew, and the people began to call for withdrawal from the Warsaw
Pact. On 4 November, the Soviet army returned and unleashed a vicious
crackdown, with thousands killed and wounded. The new government was
replaced and the former prime minister executed. The new government
slowly gave the people greater access to consumer goods and relaxed the
harshness of former practices.

The Prague Spring of 1968 in Czechoslovakia was the next major
popular uprising. The Slovak reform politician Alexander Dubcek became
the head of the Czechoslovakian Communist Party in January. He intended
to relax the totalitarian control imposed by former regimes in a new system
he dubbed “Socialism with a Human Face,” but his plans met with suspicion
in Moscow. When it became clear that the Czechs intended to completely
replace the communist government with a more liberal, democratic form,
General Secretary Leonid Brezhnev in Moscow put his foot down. In
August, Soviet and Warsaw Pact troops poured into the country to put an
end to the change. The Kremlin feared a repetition of Hungary and the
earlier uprisings. The Soviet move preempted any mass movement from
developing, but the crackdown left feelings of betrayal and unrest in its
wake. Brezhnev soon announced the doctrine named after him, the
Brezhnev Doctrine, which mandated that any country which was in the
Soviet communist system, must remain there.

Throughout the 1970s popular protests, demonstrations, illegal
underground newspapers, and other expressions of discontent multiplied.
Intellectuals continued to give voice to the growing dissatisfaction with
Soviet communism. Religious and nationalist impulses likewise gained
strength, even in the face of repression. Defections and escapes from
Eastern Europe grew in number as well. Even the “hippy movement” made
its way into the region. Police found themselves having to shut down rock
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concerts and arrest flower-carrying youngsters wearing jeans because the
government feared this new Western influence.

Polish Populist Uprisings—the KOR and Solidarity

Poland’s history is one of endured occupation. From 1772 to 1918, the
nation lay divided, partitioned between Prussia, Austria, and Russia. Poles
fought for their independence, even employing guerilla warfare tactics, but
never met with success. It was not until after World War | that adoption of
Point 13 of President Wilson’s Fourteen Points secured Poland’s self-
determination.

During partition, and later during the Nazi occupation, Polish resistance
included both violent and nonviolent means. Nonviolent resistance derived
from an early 19" Century philosophical movement called “positivism,” an
ideological perspective that taught intellectual, cultural, and economic
might was more viable than military strength.! These, then would become
the nonviolent lines of operation that Poles would employ to resist first Nazi
and then Soviet occupation.

This history is well known by Poles; it is inculcated into their national
identity, and as such, made it very easy for them to connect with Solidarnosc
to resist against communist oppression. For example, following the 18"
century partition, Austria stifled Polish studies of history and heritage.
Schoolhouse maps were devoid of depictions of Poland before partition. An
underground movement known as the Agriculture Circle Society built
reading rooms to continue education, established Christian stores to
preserve culture, and formed credit unions to promote economic life.?
Similarly, the People’s School Society emerged in 1891 to provide
education to the masses. By 1913, the society operated in 300 locations with
over 42,000 members. In the German partition of Poland, not only did Poles
maintain their heritage and culture through schools; students went on strike
when forced to study in German or commemorate German nationalistic
events.® In Russian-controlled Poland, a “flying university” operated in
secret, graduating over 5,000 Poles in the 1880s.*

Following the devastation of World War Two and the imposition of
Soviet communism, the Poles responded with both armed resistance (mostly
in the countryside), and nonviolent resistance. The concept of nonviolent
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resistance through positivism was most eloguently summarized by author
Maciej Barkowski, “The conspiratorial experience of organizing and
running secret education became ingrained in the collective memory of
national resistance.””® Thus, the concepts that later enabled Solidarnosc were
a part of Polish cultural inheritance.

While Poles had a cultural predisposition toward nonviolent resistance,
the decision to resist oppression took time to mature. Before people were
individually or collectively willing to overthrow their government the
burden of oppression had to be endured, and they had to feel
disenfranchised. After World War Two, the country became a communist
state with a centrally managed economy. At first, communism seemed an
effective vehicle after occupation and destruction of its infrastructure to
restore the Polish people; over 6 million had died in the conflict.® The new
government formed a construct: obedience in exchange for economic
stability and security. Initially, life in Poland improved. The economy
evolved from agrarian-based to more industrial-based, and peasants moved
from country life to urban environs and worked on factory floors. However,
this eventually led to a life of fixed prices, fixed wages, and no incentive for
productivity or efficiency. This may not have been problematic, but Poles
soon found themselves waiting in line for staples like bread and meat.
Married couples waited years for a government-assigned apartment.

Poland, like all of the Soviet satellites, endured a managed economy.
Absent the normal free market forces, this construct would eventually
collapse. Periodically, the government tried to build in corrections by
adjusting prices. To make these revisions more palatable a veneer of
improving or changing products may accompany these increases.
Sometimes the product would receive new packaging. On other occasions,
it would be renamed to suggest it was a new or different item. For example,
neckties were dubbed a “male hang” with an accompanying price increase.’

In December 1970, price increases arrived at the worst possible time,
right before the Christmas holiday season. The adjustments created a
detrimental effect on the overall standard of living.® Workers on the Baltic
coast responded with strikes and demonstrations that were put down with
violence. Several Poles were killed. In one infamous incident that would be
revisited and memorialized, several protestors were gunned down right
outside the gate of the shipyard in Gdansk.
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In this instance, Poles were eventually mollified somewhat because First
Secretary Edward Gierek replaced Wladyslaw Gomulka. This suggested the
government heard their pleas and reforms would follow. Gierek’s plans
included garnering foreign investment and credits from capitalist countries.
Then, the party encouraged personal consumptions, ironically mirroring a
capitalist model. To succeed, investment and spending needed to be met
with the growth, production that eventually outpaced the borrowing.
Instead, due to inefficiency and recession, the influx of capital became
debt.® For example, “licenses for machines were bought, but there were no
factories to install the machines. These machines do not work to this day.”*°

Poland enjoyed an initial appearance of rising prosperity but without
real reform, the economy again began to sink. For the activists, lessons
learned in 1970 guided everything that followed. Jan Jozef Lipski, a
founding member of KOR and later of Solidarnosc said, “1970 also did
nothing but teach us that if we’re not organized, we won’t achieve a thing,
and if the workers march separately from the intelligentsia, and the rural
workers march separately, then we’ll never have any impact on that power
we are constantly up against. This lodged in people’s minds and to this day
it is paying dividends.”?

As the economy continued to underperform, significant price
adjustments again emerged as the only solution. On 24 June 1976, the prime
minister proposed and the legislature accepted a general increase in food
prices. There was a 69% increase in the price of fish and meat, a 30%
increase in poultry, 50% in butter and cheese, 100% in sugar, 30% in flour,
beans, peas, and processed vegetables. This meant near devastation for most
Polish families.?

Strikes broke out throughout the country, but demonstrations in Radom
and Ursus became the most iconic. In Radom, workers at the General Walter
Metal Works refused to start the day. They did not form a strike committee
but organized themselves well enough to decide to march on the Provincial
Committee of the Polish United Workers Party (PUWP). This tactic became
common when workers revolted in Poland. Lipski suggests, “This is a
typical phenomenon under such circumstances: whenever the workers’
anger boils over, the party committees alone, and not the organs of state
government, are treated as the centers of power.”*® Upon discovering the
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officials departed in anticipation of their arrival, protestors trashed the
building and set it ablaze. Looting followed.

Police began to gather evidence of the demonstrations, while
constructing a clever information operation. They took photos of
demonstrators, forcing them to recreate or reenact scenes of looting and
wreaking havoc to use as evidence against them later and as justification for
their own brutality. Around noon, Motorized Detachments of the Citizen’s
Militia (‘ZOMO’ in Polish acronym) landed at the Radom airport. These
forces were resourced, trained, and equipped to counter demonstrations.
Heading into action at 5:00 pm, they wrested control of the city and arrested
2000 people within two hours. They were able to do so through brutal
tactics. ZOMO used clubs not only on men, but also on women, children,
and the elderly. They constructed gauntlets, forcing people to endure a
beating as they walked between the ranks. Several people reported that they
were beaten to the point of unconsciousness.#

Official reporting of these atrocities was rare, perhaps because people
were too scared or too frighten of reprisals. Some counted themselves lucky
for having survived. At least eleven people were killed as evident by death
certificates, most of which listed suicide as the cause of death. This
unusually high number is contrasted by the fact that during periods of social
unrest suicides typically decline, perhaps because people who are otherwise
disenfranchised are able to garner hope for a brighter future.®

Protestors in Ursus blocked rail lines, cutting sections of the line and
placing a locomotive in the gap. This prevented the flow of international
commerce until the line could be restored. The police response in Ursus was
so similar to that in Radom that it was clear they had prepared and were
trained to respond with brutality.'® Ten to twenty thousand people lost their
jobs following the 1976 protests; police arrested 2500 people; 373 received
prison sentences or fines.!’

The Worker’s Defense Committee (KOR)

As throughout their history, the Polish people would continue to resist
against government oppression. Forming a group to assist the victims of
Ursus and Radom became the next step. Through the act of organizing,
supporting and protecting the victims and their families, and proliferating
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information on how to continue to resist, activists could ensure a foundation
for fighting against totalitarianism.

A group of the intelligentsia formed the Workers’ Defense Committee
known by its Polish acronym, “KOR.” This group employed an imaginative
design. Not surprisingly, Polish political parties and unions must register
with the government. This provided means for the government to regulate
their actions. First, the application could simply be denied. Second,
registration required all manner of identification and reporting. Who were
the leaders? Where were the offices and meeting places? Where did the
funding come from? If approved, registration made the group vulnerable.
They might be investigated, fined, arrested for violating laws, or simply
suspended. (In the 1980s, the union called Solidarnosc was outlawed,
making any and all of its activities illegal.) However, a 1930 law stipulated
that committees formed to provide relief or aid, what today may be called
an NGO, need not register with the government. KOR then would be an aid
agency, without registration, without leaders, without a formal
organization.'® This allowed the group to be fluid in its actions.

KOR first needed to identify and connect with the victims at Ursus and
Radom. On 17 July 1976, journalists, KOR members, and family members
sought to observe court proceedings in Ursus, but security police blocked
access.® Two female KOR members approached a crying woman, seeking
to console her.?° She was a victim’s family member. This became a KOR
tactic, sending young women to find those who were clearly suffering, then
approaching them to determine if they were enduring the loss of a loved one
in jail or hospital. Victims expressed the need for legal representation,
finances to make up for lost wages and even babysitters to care for children
as their parents’ endured incarceration or convalesced. KOR collected
funds, obtained lawyers to represent protestors, and even recruited boy
scouts as babysitters.?!

Though there was no formal organization, KOR still required an
effective scheme of roles and responsibilities. The group built consensus
during meetings, leading to decisions announced by word of mouth or
pamphlets. Several subgroups, social groups, churches, and the like,
maintained their identity while assisting KOR in its activities. A cadre of
lawyers formed to represent the workers. As the most public of the KOR
members, they invested and risked the most, exposing themselves,
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sacrificing time, while trying to avoid disbarment.?? Still, no requirement
was placed on any KOR member to maintain identity as a member.
Individuals contributed as much or as little as their inclination or ability
would allow. This ensured the entire effort was voluntary, and therefore,
less susceptible to internal friction or fracture.

Included in the KOR ethos was a hard fast rule to always express and
publish the truth. Anything written in a KOR document or correspondence
about the state, about a government representative, if later proved to be
untrue, led to a published correction.?® This practice ensured that KOR and
its message maintained legitimacy and could stand up to scrutiny by the
government or rival groups.

The leadership of KOR deliberately avoided forming militias or
guerrillas. Armed resistance would certainly be met with more force, and
perhaps lead to a Soviet invasion similar to that of Hungary in 1956. The
group renounced violence, fomenting resistance by other means.
Forgiveness and reconciliation, a concept understood by Poland‘s large
Catholic population, served as another element of the KOR platform.?* This
philosophy enabled the country as a whole to heal and move forward as the
conflict ended.

Despite KOR’s attempts to be unobtrusive and to be an aid agency rather
than a political party, the police began targeting its members. KOR
members had their vehicles vandalized, others were detained by authorities,
some beaten, and still others punished by a sentencing board without
opportunity to plead their case.?®> KOR encouraged all victims to report and
press charges for police brutality and petitioned the government to
investigate. The state responded in kind by accusing KOR as a front for
espionage and its members were traitors. The police threatened accusers
until they withdrew their complaints.?

Over time, the organization became aware of other citizens beyond
Ursus and Radom that suffered under the state’s oppression. To achieve
their goals and remain legitimate, the organization had to support all Poles.
KOR reached out to other groups seeking continued assistance, broadening
the network of information and support. With the expanded mission, KOR
changed its name to Committee in Defense of Human Rights and later to
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the Social Self-Defense Committee.?” Though the “Workers’” moniker was
dropped, the group was still commonly known as and referred to as “KOR.”

Publishing became a large element of KOR’s mission. The ability to
proliferate ideas, share decisions of both what the group would and would
not do, and to direct the actions of its members served as a natural
foundation of any organization. KOR remain amorphous in this endeavor
also supporting writers, publishers, those who typed and retyped the pages,
and the distribution stream, but without officially connecting to any one
paper or pamphlet. This meant that the authors had to clearly identify when
they were writing on behalf of or in support of KOR or when their words
were an editorial of their own or in support of another group or movement.
Through this approach, KOR supported publication and production of over
100 documents from pamphlets to books.?®

As KOR connected with other activist groups, new groups formed in its
image. The word “solidarity” was used by “student solidarity committees”
that formed to protest on behalf of those who were unjustly expelled, to
create a library of forbidden books, and form a union separate from the
official Socialist Union of Polish Students.?® A new version of the “Flying
University” also emerged. Lectures with titles like “On the History of
People’s Poland” and “Contemporary Political Ideologies” connected
people to their past, encouraged continued resistance, and prepared them for
their future.®® As with other KOR activities, the police suppressed the
Flying University. In one example, police raided an apartment on
11 February 1978 where Adam Michnik lectured to an audience of 120.
When the students remained in defiance, the police employed tear gas to
break up the class.3' Cardinal Karol Wojtyla, who attended an underground
seminary in World War Two and would later become Pope John Paul Il,
ensured that churches in his diocese supported Flying University courses.3?

The Solidarity Movement

“Though we are caught in the vise of a fossilized system,
a product of an outdated partition of our planet, in August
1980 we overthrew an all-powerful political taboo and
proclaimed the dawning of a new era. The Polish nation
achieved this as a force before the eyes of the world
without threats, without violence or a drop of the
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opponent’s blood being shed; no ideology was advanced,
no economic or institutional theory: we were simply
seeking human dignity.”

- Lech Walesa — A Path of Hope

In June 1989, a Polish political party that had gained legal recognition
less than two months before came to power and ended communist rule. A
few months later, in a similar process Hungarians removed their communist
government in October 1989. East Germans began traveling to Hungary,
then crossing over the newly opened border into Austria. Later, others
flowed into Czechoslovakia to take a similar journey to the West.
Recognizing that they could not control this exodus, East German officials
opened the border with West Germany on the evening of 9 November 1989.
Before sunrise the next day, countless Germans converged on the Berlin
Wall and began to dismantle it, reuniting the city.

The Cold War that had seemed interminable had ended. Countless
factors led to these historical events. Among the most notable was the
nonviolent resistance in Poland bearing the name “Solidarnosc”
(pronounced “Solidar-nosh™) or “Solidarity.”

Historians variously view Solidarity as an organization of labor unions,
a political party, and an insurgency. A political party seeks to participate in
governance—a goal outlawed in communist Poland. An insurgency seeks
to overthrow a government, supplanting it with a new form of governance.
Solidarnosc began as the latter. Though possessing many of the
characteristics of both a trade union and a political party, they were born
outside of Poland’s legal framework. Solidarnosc was an illegal
organization, violating laws of assembly, press, speech, and striking in
violation of labor laws. They operated as an underground with a
corresponding auxiliary, but no armed guerillas. Solidarnosc employed a
path of nonviolent resistance because history told them an armed
insurrection would be suppressed by overwhelming force. The Poles knew
violence would beget violence, and Soviet tanks would be on Warsaw
streets as they had been in Budapest in 1956 or even in Prague in 1968 when
even peaceful reforms sparked violent reaction. Therefore, Solidarnosc’s
first step was to obtain legitimacy, to become a recognized, legal body with
whom Poland’s communist government would negotiate. To garner this
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recognition, the group needed numbers—a constituency so vast that it could
not be overwhelmed, intimidated, or ignored. The Polish people were able
to form such a group very rapidly because they had a long history of
surreptitious self-organization for resistance, armed and otherwise.

Throughout the Soviet occupation of Eastern Europe, there were
episodes of protest against communism, but in each case, the government
response suppressed and eventually mollified its detractors. The rise of
Solidarity, however, was a fundamentally different phenomenon. The KOR
had created the foundation for a broad network throughout Polish society,
so that as the resistance against Soviet communism took shape in the form
of Solidarity, the ground was fertile for the growth of a massive popular
movement. The spontaneous uprising that would begin in the Lenin
Shipyard in Gdansk would thus quickly take root and grow beyond the
state’s ability to control it. At the same time, the rise of a new spiritual leader
within the Roman Catholic Church helped propel the Polish drive for
independence.

Karol Wojtyla

Karol Wojtyla (“Carol Vwo-till-ya”) entered the priesthood through an
underground seminary during Poland’s occupation during World War Two
modeled after the “flying university.” Wojtyla ascended through the
Catholic Church hierarchy, receiving an appointment as Archbishop of
Krakow in 1964, then as Cardinal of San Cesaro in Palatio in 1967. The
Papal conclave elected Wojtyla in 1978. He was the first non-Italian pope
since the sixteenth century and served twenty-seven years before he died in
2005. He became a formidable world leader and is widely recognized as
having contributed significantly to the end of communist rule in Eastern
Europe.

One of the themes of his sermons as the new pope traveled to his
homeland was the Biblical encouragement “Do not be afraid.” His spiritual
instruction merged conveniently with intellectual and social trends growing
within the communist bloc, lending strength especially to the Roman
Catholic population of Poland. In June 1979, Pope John Paul Il began a
nine-day pilgrimage of his native land. His first sermon, given to an
unexpected crowd of three million in Victory Square, Warsaw, clearly
called the Polish people to both religious and spiritual struggle.
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“My pilgrimage to my motherland ...is surely a special
sign of the pilgrimage that we Poles are making down
through the history of the Church not only along the ways
of our motherland but also along those of Europe and the
world.”33

Poles surprised even themselves at how many assembled for Mass to
see and hear Pope John Paul 1l. Inspired by his homilies, they began to
discuss how to change their plight.

Lech Walesa

Pope John Paul Il could inspire and give hope to his fellow citizens, but
he could not be on the ground leading change. Just over a year after the
pope’s visit, a strike began on 14 August 1980 in the Lenin Shipyard in
Gdansk led by an out of work electrician named Lech Walesa. It originated
when another shipyard worker and organizer named Anna Walentynowicz
was sacked. Well loved and respected, her removal initiated protests that
began in Gdansk, but then cascaded to other parts of the country. Three days
later, the Interfactory Strike Committee (Micdzyzakladowy Komitet
Strajkowy —MKS) was established. One hundred-fifty factories throughout
the nation join the ranks of the protesters—a testimony to how KOR had
laid the groundwork for resistance.3* Lech Walesa led the strike committee,
which formulated twenty-one demands that the government had to accede
to before the nationwide protest would end. The two most important were
the right to form independent trade unions and the right to strike. All other
demands derived from or supported these two.*®

On 31 August 1980, Walesa and Deputy Prime Minister Mieczyslaw
Jagielski signed an agreement that became known as “The August
Agreements.”*® By holding firm until the communist government agreed to
all 21 demands, Lech Walesa demonstrated to the Polish people that they
could foment nonviolent resistance and through it garner self-
determination.

Solidarnosc

It was after this initial protest in the summer of 1980 that disparate
unions and political movements merged into a single entity named after an
underground trade union newspaper - Solidarnosc (“Solidar-nosh”) or

62



Chapter 4. Socioeconomic Conditions

“Solidarity.” Within a matter of weeks, the union was 10 million strong,
consisting of 80% of the Polish workforce.3” They elected Lech Walesa as
their leader. With one large organization binding all Poles together, the
government could not erode their strength, acceding to the demand of Poles
in one geographic region, or one industrial field of endeavor. Similarly,
smaller interest groups that were part of Solidarnosc would not be ignored,
for their brethren would act in their defense.®

Solidarnosc acted in some ways as a typical trade union, seeking better
working conditions and higher wages. It also acted like a social reform
entity, promoting education and the end to alcoholism. Finally, it was
clearly political, fighting for the rights of the imprisoned, and exercising a
free press and free speech, especially against the communist government.3®
In the spring of 1981, Solidarnosc staged a four-hour strike including 12
million people. In the fall, they announced additional strikes to protest
against government repression. Seeing the conditions emerging for Soviet
intervention, the Polish government imposed martial law on 13 December
1981. The army imposed a curfew, Solidarnosc lost its recognition and
again became an illegal entity, and thousands were thrown in prison
including Lech Walesa. Teachers, journalists, and intellectuals critical of
the system were demoted or removed. Plants and factories, already in effect
nationalized, were taken over by the military.

The increased oppression would not stand. Solidarnosc continued to
organize and operate using its nonviolent forms of protest. The 1980s were
marked with periods of government easing restrictions, marked inability to
provide for the population, and nonviolent strikes 