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" PREFACE

,vrvThis Memorandum is Che,iéf§SC in aicontihuing;eeriea*ofhstudiee oh
Sooiet military doctrine undertaken by RAND for the-Unitedistetee Air
Force. | | | | | |
| ln the springrof 1963 RAND isvued a tranclated and annoteteo text‘

' of *he Soviet book Voennaia Strategiia (Military Strategy), under the

“tiCIEVSOVLGt Military Strategy (R-416-PR). The first Russian edition,,

nritten by a collec:ive‘ of authors under the editorship of Marshal
VuhSokclovshii had appeared in the fall of 1962, It‘was the mostrcompre-
‘hensiue‘Soviet'treatment of,strategy since‘l926. In an 'Analytical -
: Introduction,“ the RAND trahslation asseésedxthe significahce of therj
' Sokolovskif volume. | .
| hIn October'1963, the MilitarysPuhlishihg Houee ofithe Souiet

’V‘Hinistry of Defense brought out a revised edition of Voennaia Strat;giia

: Four months later RAND distributed Leon Goure 8 Notes on the Second

'Edition of Marshal V. n. Sokolovskii' s "Military Strategy” (RM- 3972-PR)

" The Goure study made a preliminary appraieal of the second edition on‘
the basis of selected textual comparisons between it and the original
work. The preeent atudy goea further. It examinea the major factors
underlying current trends in Soviet atrategy, and it au-veys and evalu—,.
atea recent Soviet military thought uaing a. wide ‘range of published
Soviet materiala, including of course both the'firat and aecand editions:

of the Sokolovskii book.
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SUMMARY -

‘J:fn‘the'béribdjsiﬁég ;hé Cubén‘cfisis of:dcfobgr'19§2,lthersa§iet,
‘policiéél th milifafy ieadership EaS'fodnd itéélf‘at:a cr6ssr§é3s of _ 'H
] aecision on many 1ssues of strategy and military policy. fﬁe present

study provides an analysis of Soviet thinking and debate on these
 issues, agains; the background of va:ious problems arising cut of the1.
néwrteéhnolégiéal'ahd pbliéical eﬁvi;onmenéroflthérﬁbde:h Qbrldf‘
rvAJCéntrAI'probléﬁ relates £o thé alloé;tion df‘fesﬁﬁrces. The

need for greater investment to sustain a high rate of industr*al
: growth and to shore up a faltering agriculcural aector g'risingr
"leve1~qf~consuuer:expectgtions,~groging 1abor rquirenents-;n'the'
faéé of,a‘manpdverxpinch Ehe~costs!of keéfing up the spkce race -}V
- these are sowe of tha competing demands upon the Soviet economy

:which evidcntly have nade it wore difficult thln usunl du,ing the

' past year or two for thn ‘Soviet ~eaders to decide vhat share of their

'resourcel should be devoted to militaty purposel. The‘Soviet laader-"
i ,sh1p hll aulorted that rc-ndial econo-ic unaaures -ust rot 1mpair
Soviqt def.nags. To a connidernble extent ccononic difficultieu
nn& licrnﬁ th? Botton 9f Soviét‘cfforcq to promote an atyonphote of
' ‘déieﬁfe in Eant-ﬂciﬁ*relntiona.i" | |

Anothcr funda-nutal problcn, ;rowin; out of the nilitarv-
technolo;ical rcvolution of modern’ til.l, ccnterl upon Soviet avare-
ness of the dcltructivoncll of nuclear W&T, A nuclear environnent
‘not only has made war look cxtrencly dangeroua. ‘;t'aldo h;svhelped
to,undernine traditionql le:ilt-Leninil; daqtrine‘on.the iink betueeh:j

wvar and politics,rand'has 31v§n rise to disturbing questions'bh the
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'f.political utility of the use of militnry power or the rhreat of 1tsr:
‘use in the nuclear-missile age. » -
| The continuing Sino-Sovlet rift represents another problem of
‘ great—magnltuue.‘ Its‘remificntions are vldespread. Bes*des feeding
the‘centrifugel forces'at work within the‘conmunlet camp and sharpeningi:
‘the competition betveen Moncow and Peking for the allegiance of "netiona:fu
‘ 11beration novenenta, rhe conflict may have called 1nto questlon some'\‘
‘of the: ballc strategic aslunptions upon which Soviet plan.ing has been'
rrbaled. Together with a stlrring toward greater autonomy amony the
VEelt»Enropeenvconntries the groving estrangenent betveen Moscow and
'Peklngxhee oollged the Soviet leadership to give mOTH ettention,to |
intern11'-111terjAreletionl vlthin the'eoi-unist:celp. |
l At the ‘same tine, alwost tvo yenre after the abortive deploynent

' of Soviet nislllel to Cuba, the develop-ent of a -1litary posture
‘ f‘euitahle to Sovlet needs ln the pouerrconteot‘with the United Stltél'“l
" apparently prelents:tronblolo-n end‘onreaolved'problengllrnoth the -
{nternal nilltary debate‘vlthin the Soviet Union and the external u
etrete;ic dlelo;ue vlth the Uuited Staree ‘bear vitnels to the fact
.'thet thlre are still differlng echooll of thought 1n the Soviet Union
on many matters that hlve been under di:cuellon for some tine. '

The ullitery polie debete that hll been taking place in the :
‘4Soviet Union ourlng the pnet‘few ycurlvhel furnilhed a good deal of
lnaight into the klnde o! -llitlry policy proble-n thnt preoccupy ,

the Soviet leeder-hip. It can be eeid too, thlt there is now
somevhat more lntltude then for-erly for the exprnl:.on of. diver;ent

views. The amount of letltude fluctuaten,rand there‘le‘ltill‘n
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o fairly eleborate ritual for eonveytng high-level critieism by
indirection 1n order to preserve the myth of communist solidarity. ,l
.,Nevertheless the condxtions of Soviet discourse today do allow more

‘rcom for public airlng oftdifferencesrthan formerly. -t

~ -As for the'mllitaryrdebate‘itself the mainstream has been fairly‘ E

‘7we11 deftned since the late fifties, when the consolidation of o

" Khrush~hev's political primacy coincided with the prospect that the ‘;
rSoviet Union might %oon count on having advanced weapons 1n some
numbers.“From>that time, tne debate hes centered eseentially’on the
d‘efforte of the»politlcal leadershio,_lnclnding particuierlyvxhrushchev
himself* to reorient 50v£et mllitarf doctrine and:forCes'ln'e'dlrection_:'
7considered more suttable for the needs of the nuclear-mislile age.

. These efforts have met with varying degrees of resistanre fron sone :

"ftquarters of the nilitary, perhaps with tacit backing among elements

) i“of the pnrty-sfate bureaucracy vhose interests were engaged in one

~ way or another.i . | »

It vould overninplify the picture, however, to regard thie as

't‘uerely an inltltutionelized contelt of views between political nnd
'-llitery leedership ;roupe., The debate probebly hll been sheped es

'V’nuch by the: netare o: the iesuel as by purely 1nstitutionel ,‘

differencel. fn fact there has been s continuous tributary ltrean :l
of discussion vithin the militery it-elf ‘with "modernlet" end

;‘"traditionelist" outlookl at eech end of the epectrum and a body of

"centrilt" opinion in the nlddle. 7
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The modernists have ten’2d more or less to sympathize with
the kinds of views advanced by Khrushchev, and to argue for a more
radical adaptation of modern technology to military affairs. They
have suggested that this approach might permit reducing the size of
the armed forces -- that quality, so to speak, would replace quantity.
The traditionalists, on the other hand, while recognizing the impact
of technology on military affairs, have nonetheless tended to argue
against discarding tried and tested concepts merely for the sake of
adopting something new,

Unresolved issues in the Soviet military policy include the
follwin‘g:

o The size of the armed forces that should be maintained in
pecacetime, and the prospects for mobilization of additional forces in
wartime under nuclear conditions. Khrushchev's proposal in December
1963 for further troop reduction, perhaps to complete his earlier
1960 troop-cut program which was suspended in 1961, met with notable
lack of enthusiasm among hi;h-ranklng Soviet officera. 1In Jact,
Marshal Chuikov, commander of the Soviet ground forces, spearheaded
a rather thinly disguised lobby agsinst the proposal. In December =
1963 he pointed out that the Western powers had recognized the
pernicious effects of "one-sided" military theorifes and were building
up their ground furces along with th;lr strategic nuclear powver.
While it would appear that the lobby against the troop cut has lost

its case, Khrushchev also secems to have yielded some ground by giving

public assurance that the reduction would be "reasonable.”
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‘,‘977 The kind of wa r -- short or protrected ~= for vhich Soviet ’
| forcee should be prepared Thil 1ssue invelvee two dﬁur'ent viev-,'

'V‘pointe. One viev, uauelly identi!ied vith the nodernilt lchool of .
thought placea major stress oa’ the decieive cherecter of the initiel

' period of L} ruc]eer war  and on the need to prepere the Soviet lrlld |

"ﬁ‘forces and eronomy for. bringing the var to a conclulion "{n tho

4ehorte-t poseible time vith mininum lolaea."' The second view paye.
_more heed to the pousibi ity of a protrected v: and tﬁe,coneeqhelt'

need to make’ strenuous preparetione econo-icell s militerily{{and

"rivpaychologicelly for such a war.

;o:'i The question whether li-ited wars ‘can be fou;ht vithout
‘:fdanger of escalation into ;enernl nuclear war. Contredictionl etill
exist between Soviet avowala of aupport for "netionel liberetion" ‘
| rwara and the Soviet doctrinnl polition that euall vars posere nrelt
‘t-danger of estaletion if the nucleer powererbetone involved; Some
"f;';igna of a :hift'in'tne‘soyiet vien‘on'tﬁeeeecaletion petentiel‘of
i _ localrware hevenoeen:eVident, perticulerly:in the‘etretegic'dieconrler
' with the United Stetee. - .

o ‘; The respective veagt. of strategic nuclear operationa end
combined-atms theater operetiona in any future general war involvingf
Ca powerful overseas adversary Iike the United States Although the
primacy of the strategic missile forces hae now become an eatablished
7 tenet of Soviet nilitary doctrine, coneidoreble debate continuel over;
‘the wvays in whicn theeter cenoeignsron‘the Eurleian continent lhouln
be releted in ecope; eharecter,'end ti-ing‘to .10541 ntretegicl
operationl. Such iusues as the lize of tne armed forces and the

duration of & war also are interwoven with thia queetion.- '
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'oi; The prospects of survival undervcondi*ions of surprise
nuclear attack This issue has many ramifications, including ultie
\nately the question whether a nuclear war can be won -- or lost == in
any meaningful aense.' In the inmediate contextiofrthe military debate,
cne school of‘thought holda‘that*seiiure ot the.strategic initiative .
by the ‘enemy at the outeet of a nuclear war could bring irreparable

,loaaea and defeat. Thia view has  led to qremt stress on high combat

V,'readinesa of forcea-in-being and aISo to veiled advocacy of a pre-,

,euptive atrategy, which tends to confli t with the political propagand :

.‘poaition that the Soviat Union would not strike the first blow.

Another achool of military thought concedes the importance of moving .
'awiftly to the strategic offensive in the. initial period of a war, .
| but arguea that there is a high likelihood that the War wouli stretch ht

77 out after the initial nuclear exchangea. Some adherents of this viewrh

‘advocate prepazation for a protracted war in which it is argued the,
euparior political-norala qualitiea of the’ Soviet aide, plus its o
raaidual aconoaic and -ilitary capacitiea, would operate to ensure p

Vvictory. o

| ] Tha queation whethar the criteria for developing the Sovieti

. ar-ed !orcaa should ltraaa -ainly their deterrenr and intimidat*onal i

functiona, or their actual war parformanca value. A aubctantial V

group in the -ilitary apparantly feals that thushchev 8 atrategic

ideas would laava the Soviat Union in an unsatiafactory position

if deterrence ahould fail, Vieva on thia 1ssue probably reflect

differing estimates of the lilr..alihood of war. Although both

‘political and nilitary apokea-en cuatonarily Join in tandentioua '
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char;cn thnt thc Hoat 1: prepn:ing tor s "prcvcntivo" vur ogcinlt the‘

Sovict Wnion, Khranhchav '] privatc view for thc palt fav yaarl appoarsA,;‘

to havc accordcd rnthnr low problbility to the dnngcr of a dolibcratc
‘VJWQatern attack on tho bovict Union unde' conditionl short of extrc-a
ﬁprovocntion; |
o The qucntion of tinding a -ilitary atrategy for victory in o
arpo:aible futurc war c;ainlt the United Stntal.r Sovict uilitary
thinkora appear to ba 1ncrelt£ng1y avare of the inadequacies of '
tradit fonal doctrinc and forccl for war againlt a fnruidablc ovorlcas -
»opponent like thc Unitcd st atel. Hawever ‘thcrc continues‘tovbe a
.- good eal of uncertcinty as to whothcr one could count on pnra]ytiog .
J the U. S will to re:ilt by quick nuclcnr blowu ugainnt thc U S.
homeland or whcthor it vould bc necesscry to defeat the U.S. arucd
forces in detail and occupy the United Statcs to athieve victory.
This uncertatnty is compoundcd,by the question whather nuclear uar‘{
‘cc\n any longer Ye regarded ag a rationll 1nstrunnnt of policy. Iﬁ t
gewerll Soviet military theoriats and idcologists continue publicly
- to spurn rhe concept of "no victor 1n modern V-,: but real doubt
appears to be-at work in the‘minds of nanjrsociét leaders vhether 15'
- fact anything that could mzaningfully be called victory could be sal-
vaged after the dlmage tHe Soviet Union would suffer 1n a nuclear war,

In addition to suc 'unresolved 1ssucl 1n the immcdiate area. of

" military policy and utr tegy, there ulao has been continuing evldcnceio'

'of Ll certlin amount of underlying strain in Soviet politicnl-militarv,
relattons. Symptonntic of this strain il the reneved emphasis placcd 3

‘since the fall of 1962 on the principle of politicll supre cy in :



,jidlitary affairs.. Variousfnroblem:, uomerof'lcn; ecanding; are
involvud One of these conrsrna the proper role of the military inrl\
thc foruulation of defcnsa nolicy erd atrtte;y.i'”he psvty-oriented’7
.viaw cenda to hold thnt the wilitary leadershiprshould confine 1te f.
tttention to the profensional aspects of greparing the Soviet armed“
-forces for tl :ir assigned talks. Amung the military, on tnero;her
haad, there is a tendency to feel that fhe‘complexlnetnre,of medefﬁ;
N watfare means thc lilitrry profelaiaﬁ ahould hnve ;reater veight |
in preparing the country as a whole for a. possible war. Thia view iuél;e
Llliﬂ for more influence in the shaping of basic national 0olicy.
While the internal military debate 1ndicates rhat doc rive’ is
still in flux on'many pbincc;"i t is lmportantrto near in,mind Lhac—‘a";1
Vconncunci on belic,-nttcrc still binds thcfv;riuhs elemencc of tne‘Soviet”"
lleadecebip‘tcgether'and‘chat‘the arees cf agreemen on’ purpose “and
'policy are doubtless broader thnn the areas of conrenticn. .ana ,
| number of uilitary questions,ra large measure of agreement is apparent
in Suviet thinking over the last couple of years. This is the case,
ffor example with regard to: the primacy of strategic nuclear weapons '
,in_modern warfare; the critical mportance of the initial per1od of .
a'wef; the need for maintenance of a high statp of combat read1nesq
adonticn { 2 target phil cgophy emphasizing dnstruction of both
'l"military and civilian targets; rej:ction of ﬁe cuncepts of targcting
‘*estraint and controlled recpunse, and recognirion of the economic ‘
difficulty of naintainlng laxgn SCcrding forces in peacetime.
On Qtill other matters, a ncw degree nf emphasia is to,be fcundl_‘

in‘recent Saviet military discussion, To mention a few exdmnles:
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gmore attention to limit ed var,; incrtased confidence‘in Lhe ability
“of eariy warning to. reduce the chances‘of successfu] surprise attack', -
_greater stress on the hardening and mobility of acrategic weapons andr
"~ on the,contribution;sn(' measures make to the cr°dibility of the
':Sopiettdeterrent postnre'_ upgrading of the strategic 1ole of m19511e-
->;launching suhﬁarines{r‘some downgrading of long rarge bomber prospects
for the tuture but an upgrading of the bomber s role‘against targets
at sea‘rzmore emphasis‘onrantisuhnarine operations and amphibious .
landing ‘capabilities; 7andvfurrher stress on the inportance of
‘developing both antimissile and antisate‘lite defenses.
The views uf,Sovietrpolitical and military leaders on prohlens

of war- and strategy are also ot great interest in the CQHCGXL oi’

‘the erternal strategic dialogue with the West,‘principally the United:‘
' States., As anforn of communication between,adyersaries, much of ther

-strategic dialoghe has heen‘and probably w111 continue to’be con-

"ﬂcerned with advancement of the policy interests uf the two great

nuclear powera in a more or. less narrow sense with eacn side using :‘
public declarations to enhance-itu deterrent pcature, to obtain |
7,lpolitical advantage from its military power o1 prevent the other o
fron doins 80, and to imnress the authority ot its position on. allies
and onlookere. ;:,‘ | | - 77 |
o At thn saw:- time however bothrsides zend perceptibly; thcogh

in varying degrees to look upon more precise strategic connmnication
as a means to clarify the complexities and’ mitigate the dangers ot

their stratetic relationship in the nuclear-missile age.
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In the pllt ycar or s0, the Soviet lide has made levoral

'interelting contributionl to the diaculuion of atrategy, both
. intornal‘and externll . One of these vas a revlsed and expanded

—”odition of the Sokolovnkii volume Hilitary Strategx, publilhed in.

: thc fall of 1963, a. lcnnt fifteen murchn after the widely-publicized

firlt edition. Another was a diwect Soviet riposte»in Red Star to,"

U.S. con.entary on the firlt aokulovukii edition.f In these and

_ ccrtain othor expressian: of utrategic thinking by Soviet mi‘ltary

- and political figurea chere‘haa been a tendency to refine,the

: lrgujan;n, pattly‘in ordér to thntc* or modiff Western inﬁerprefétionf
‘Af‘Sovict iil;t(iy,pdlturé and policy.  Sdﬁz Séviec wrifinga‘havg s
‘cohtain;d "corféctiVe‘-nlsages“ on such questions as’escaiatibnjqfi

, locnl conflict-, Soviet second strikn capability, pre-emption, ,ET;

,-111tary political relationl. and so on.'

The Soviot landcrlhip s tecent difficultien hav» left their

inprint on otratcgic dilceurae ‘with the Vent v 1~h roflectl an

:evidont Soviet awareness of thc nccd to adju-t Soviet poliuy to chnngn-'

" im th‘ chlrac:nr of thc atrutcuic cnviron-nnt.

There has ‘been an 1ns‘otcnt effort to -nhlnce the crcdibility

‘.ot the Soviet ntrlteg‘c doLc*rcnt 1n Wcltcrn e} ‘s, This tho-.,

ar;ucd with ;rcntcr technical lophioticatton thsn prcvioully, hll :
bocu~coqplcd vith an attempt to dilnbugc the United Statgl of any idea
that {t can count on a succesaful firat strike or draw politicilifil

advnntnjp.froi its strategic position vis-d-vis the Soviet Union."

 Increasing aiphnoil;hjlrbcenrpllccd‘on the qtr;tcgic‘itc!ilc for#ol

‘I thQ"liﬁ dlainnt of Soviet military power and a iajor‘todl of Spvict
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foraign policy. While aaserting:the,quilitotive’superiority of
- Soviet'millileo; and'alludihg to the Sobict Hnioo il the‘oolei
posseaaor of weapons of "50- 100 n:;atonl and more," the Soviet

oneaunn huvc continuod to uvoid numcricnl cnmparison of their long-"

o range miasile forces with thoso of the United States. o

Another fenture of Soviat diocourse on warfare at the strategic'

; ilevel has been a conoiltent rcjcction of the 1dea of controlled :

use of atrategic veapons and da-a;a~11nit1ng reltrainta in the eventr"r‘7

a2 nljor var lhould occut.r Since Secretary Hcﬂamara ] Ann Arbor :

‘speach of Junc 1962 in vhich ho outlined a ltrategic philosophy :T,r
'5ltrallin; that -ilitnry turzpto rathcr than citiea and populltion
"lhould be tht«ﬁdcct of attatk 1n case of nuclear var, Soviet

7 »co-nntltorl havc devotad -uch criticio- to vhat they call a U,S,
:Lattcupt to popnlarizo a "countcrforce" ot city-oparint' strategy.
At tho Illl time, thorc havc bsen some li;ns of Soviot aonnitivity

» to 1lp11cations thlt tho Soviot strntcgic concept 1- rigid and lenl

' ,'hu-nnn thnn‘tho pooition of Western advocatoc of da-n;n-li-iting
mesasures, | B - | o

In contrnot vtth the ri;id Sovict 1-... of war at thc strategic

lov¢1,>thoro hll been a new tcpdonoy;to tcdctlnn‘tho Soviet position -
on the link between small ourn and ;lobnlrvor., for some ycaro this |
pooition'wlo marked oy‘o,rathot high degree of docttinal rigidity,
cxouplifiod bi stress ou;tho‘;tcatfonnger‘ot cloalation; Today,

“howovcr, thcr. are some offortl, plrticulltly 1n lilitcry nodia, to
’nlk. the point that Sovict doctrino doou not preach thc "1nnv1tnblo"

,‘olcalltian,of llnitod wars into genoral war., While not nocollarily
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“indicating thet the Soviet Union hes onddenlv developed a iresh
intereet in vaging locel were, the new trend of argument suggesta
thet tho Sovirta are at lenst seeking to’ soften the old 1ine on
c‘eeceletion. ‘One reeson night be to countet Chinese criticism of
Soviet feilure to ;ivo vigorous nupport to "national liberatio
»etru;glee. Another reeeon night be to correct any. impression that |
" the West enjoye 3reeter freeadom to act in local conflicts because
Soviet doctrine indicates a hypersensitive concern over escalation. -
‘The epperent deaire in eone‘Soviet querters to convey an image 7
" of ;teeter flexibility in the hendling of potential local conflicts
‘hea tended to etop ehort of Central Europe where the possxbility

of keeping a locel var within liaited ‘bounds is. scorned by Sov'et o

opinion.r Hovever, there has been some eugsestion in Soviet discourse,,"

u‘thet in case of certein third-power conflicts involving possibly

: Hact Ger-eny end Eeetern Europe, the Soviet Union might try to avoid .
: expendin; the confiict by vithholding ettecks egeinet the United ”
Stetee in return for U S. ebetcntion. Thie suggestion seems to
relete to a lpnerel Soviet concern to reeeeure the United States
‘egeinlt a Soviet firet strike under borderline conditions in which ;:
the queetion of pre-e-ption might eriee. c _ |

At the ee-e‘tine,‘however, tho Soviet poeition on pre;emotion ‘
‘Temains somewhat eebigdooo. There is etill a veiled hint in the

etetelente of -eny Soviet leaders, perhaps intended ‘to reinforce the

xijoviet detettent i-lge, thet under some circunetencea the Soviet

Union: -ey entettein vhet would be in fect if not in neme, a pre-
elptivo,etrete;y.r Thue, for exenple, one finde Harshal Malinovekii

and othere etill eleerting that the Soviet armed forces must be 7‘



Cexvii-

‘ ptepared for the high priori y task of "breaking up the enemy s‘
v'raggressive plans by deeling him in good tine a "rushing blow."

Much of the cast-West strategic disculaion to date has centered‘y
‘on the question whether the balance of uilitary power in the world

rfavors one aide or the other., ‘The predominant note in Soviet

L 1dilcourse has consistently been the need for military auperiority

' ' over the West.r Bovever, there are aome obvious liabilities in

iprofes:ing n‘policy of achieving and ma.nteining military superiorrty; o
»ofor if the Soviet nilitary posture is nade to look excessively formidaole
‘the result may well be sinply to~ upur the West to greater efforts, and :
1to leave. the Soviet Union reletively no better off in the military
' tsphere, and perhaps a good deel wors# off econonically. For:nu
country vhole resources olready seem strained by‘the high cost of‘ 7

',1arnt competition, this is a serious considetotion.‘ Soviet cultivation

o of a detente et-onphere indicates recognition of the proble-, for it N

B aims in port at cloving down the coupetition for nilitary pre-elinonce.

. Furthermore, in a tactical eenle,ﬂuntimely enpheais on,nilitery

nuperiotity couldijeopetdi:e othef\i-ueﬁiate»goelo tnet'd‘tento ssems

‘uean* to serve. | o . | | “
Some tentetive signl of vnvering on the wisdom of procleining

o policy of niliuuy ouperioxity hlve appeered in recent Soviet

! discourse, but whethor thio connotes merely a tenporery softenin; ofr

:tho luperiority doctrine or a deeper roaoleon-ent of ite pros end cons

;ennins to be leen. Certeinly the Soviot loaderohip feceo one of

r‘;ito noto;,yexing problems in deciding vhethor to strive‘for ltrntogic

'snperiority‘over'the Weot or to settle for a lecond-beet'pOlition;
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- Rot only is the Soviet Union at ‘a rclativc dinadvnntagc in thc
‘resources available for the talk a; achieviug significant nupcriority;
rbut as experience shows it haa uunagad to l:lvc for a comideublo
period in a position of strategic inferiority to 1ts unjor advarsary
without being subjeccad to the "1nperialist attack' so often

”.predicted.
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1. NUCLEAR-AGE IMFACT ON SOVIET MILITARY POLICY -

:Few‘people anyVhete”remein'nnaware todav thet thevscientiiic-
' technological revolurion of modern times has had an enormous impaet
'ron sociel 8nd‘P011tiQa1 institution , and has helped to stimulate
gteat:ferment,andjchange in therworld. ﬁilitary affaits'and the
,tntelationshiprof‘military'oowet‘to politics have felt the’impact,of,f
the scientific revolution in a particularly immediate sense ‘:This‘ -
is no legs trne in the Soviet case than in our own. To undersrandir
the debaLe over military policy and strategy that has unfolded in
fthe Soviet Union over the past decade as wall as the strategic
h‘dialogue with the West, it may be useful,first to*viev the situetion oi
of‘theysoviet‘leadership,in'the lignt‘of‘severel'considerationsA'r
retising out of  the new:technologicalhand politiceljenvironment of
the modern worldr | | : 7 |

| The first of theee considerations ia the Sov et eppreciation‘of
the destructiveness of a nuclear war and the desire of the Soviet
‘ leadership to reduce the risk that such a war might occur and plece h."
in jeoperdy the achievements‘of more than four and a half decedes'otr
socialist consttuction. Thil‘epptecietion has served to undermine
some of'the fundenentel esnects‘of pte-nucleer;aee'éommnnist docttine,
especielly on the link between war and revolution. It wse Leninll |
"view that var had- whet might be dc!cribed as a legitimete eocio-
political function of enhencing the conditions for end tri,gering .
off socialist revolutions. WHile pre-nuclear ege Communist docttine -
did not include the notion of violence for {ts ovn seke nor --

except for brief intervtls --‘did it strees,the_spreed oforevolution'



By'virfue‘df ced bayenets, it did‘certcinly; in,tﬁe Mcrx1at:id1bq,f:
regctd’waf asj"thc midwife>of revoluﬁioh.“, Thcﬂexbecienceﬁcf two  7
: world wars seemed to confirm this notion, fot 1: was after ench of
these wars that communismrenjoycd 1:3 greatest su.cess and ¢xpanlion 7
in the world H
Today, a ncclear cnvironment not only has made ‘a world var look
_ extremely dcngerous, it also has tended to put a brake on many forms |
of. revoluCionary activity, for even small conflicts might escalate
,intq llrge nuclear wars apd jeopardize the chigt sygtem itselfg,
This situaticn ciearly‘has had a striking iﬁ#act,on Sovictrdcctricc:
_and poLicy *t cccouncs in lafgc measure for Khrﬁshche@'s rcvicionr
"of the dogmn of inevitable war and his vigorous advocacy of the‘
strategy of peaceful coexistence as the safest and most reliable»f
_  form of class struggle 1n the internationnl arena. One may recall
- the sentiment expresncd 1n chc CPSU’: riposte to the Chinecc Communiafs )
in its open lett-r of Jnly lu, 1963 in which thc utaremenL was mnde.
The atomic bomb doos not adhoze to tho Cllll |

principle: 1t destroys evcrybody within range
, of its devantating force 2

ICOnnunintAdoctrine has continued to recognize the historical
dependence of communism on war, even though the Soviet "revisionist"
view holds that revolution is no longer "obligatorily linked with war."
An authoritntiue doctrinal manual, published in 1959 but still cited
as valid scripture in the Soviet Union, says for example: "Up to now
historical development adds up to the fact that revolutionary over- -
throw of capitalism has been linked each time with world wers. Both
the first and second world wars served as powerful accelerators of

- revolutionsry ixplosions. Osnovyl Marksizma-Leninizma (Foundations
of Marxism-Leninism), Moscow State Publiahing House for Politicll
-L1Cerctur¢, Moscow, 1959, p. 519

2pravda, July 14, 1963.




E In termsfof'communist doctrine, this is a'trulylcorrosivevstatement?A'

l,for once iL is admitted that there are powerful phenomena which do

:{.not obey the laws of. Hnrxism Leninism, the door is open to inc easingh
:doubt about the validity of other features of the'creed.r Thie seems
to beleensed by'the Chineee‘Communiets,inrtheir defenSe of ideoloéicalu
orthodoxy against what thcy regard as Soviet revisionism The nuclear:
age revolution in weaponry thus liea cloee ‘to the heart of the dis-
pute between Moacow and Peking over the choice of meanb'toward -
attainment of c0mmunist objettives in the world While the Soviet ;f
leadership,still clings,upon occasiontto the doctrinaire aasertionyr‘h
th&trif‘a'nuclear‘war ehouldvbreak out betweer the West'and‘the-
: Coumunist canp, it would end with victory for the latter this
ass«rtion is advanced with growing lack of conviction ‘ Khrushchev s“l
'Vown eppraisal of the difficulty of erecting a Communist order on. the
radioactive tubbie of a ‘war which he has said might cost from 700 to y
'f800 million casualties,l':eems to reflect 2 more canaid Soviet view -
" of the outcome of_e,general.nuclear var thon‘the doctrineare:fornule'
- of ineviteble communiot: ictory. | | o |
Alsecond‘ienerel consideration bearing upon the basic‘policy
: decieions vhich confront the Soviet leaders in the avea of war and
' peace is the uncertainty they may feel as to the outcome of an un-
rlinited arms competition with the United States An importent facet
| of thislqueetion'ie whether the intensified buildup of militery )

forces in an arms race against an opponent with ouperior rescurces

. llh_i.cl-. January 17, 1963,



- wuuid oring;ndded or{diminiahing rerurﬁsrsolfor:ao Sovier secirity -
'io‘concerood. Fast experience, such. as that rel-ting to the closuro
"by the United States of the so~called mibsile gap, aould seem to
gest that from the Soviet viewpoxnt, chatl ienging the United States
" to a numbers race 1n modern veapons might have the effecc of leav&ng
(he SoV;P“ Union relative;y wo de off thnn before ¢ he‘challenge ugs
made. There Aare signs, to be diacusscd in detail later, thes th
Soviet leaderahip appreciates and is caught in this particug r
dilemma | ‘7 |
. A third and cloaely related coqsideration is the qu;ation of
ecooomﬂc pressure and constraints upon Soviet decisions in the fielot
of military policy and strategy. The Soviet palitical leaders seem o
- well aware of the. rising costs and rspid turnover rates of mudern"
,weapona systema. piled atop the fixed costs of a large conventioral
”'>7m111tary establilhnent at a time vhen they fnce major problems of rﬂ
- resource lllocation to mcet a rising level of consumer expectation"
Jand to fulfill very aubstontial investuent requirementa for a
faltering agricultural sector.1 Further, thcre are increased
deuunda on Sovint ‘resources to -oct the cconomic growth goals set
by current plans and 1-plic1t in the Party Program Thesordemanda ‘7j77

~ come at & time when, according to infornnd Western entimates.af

- IThe ""chemicalization" dccilionn taken by the Dncember 1963
- plenum of the Central Committaee indicated, for example, that a
seven-year investment of 42 billion rublel in the chemical industry
~ was necessary to increase production of fertilizer and cother
~chemical products. See Khrushchev's December 9 Report at the CPsU
- Central CommitLee Plenum, Pravda, December 10, 1963.



Soviet‘ecbnq§{c‘péffofméﬁée}°the soviet rate of economic gfowtﬁ héé  n:
: glqwed‘AOWn coﬁsiderably.lj‘Thére is also a manpower pinch. qoppled:
~ with expunding lnbvr fd;cu rcquifemeﬁfs{inot to menﬁion r5;‘resource.;
fc1\1m"uf spuce programs. .11 of these competing préés&re;’upon

lect rc;ources und0ubted1y posé for the boviet leaders difficult
Vproblqmg og cho1ce be;wecnidefense nee@s'and:ophgp requi?ements,;even
tﬁoﬁfh‘;Hey have in the‘pd;ﬂ’manag¢altd st;ike,a'wérkaﬁie,:ifrnot
necess.arily nappy b&iapeé befweeﬁ meeting militéryrénd nonmiiitéry
Vrequircmentgiwhen»the Séviétre;oﬁémy was7s%al1ér than it isitoday;

Fach of t.e broad considerations sketched above tands to raise o

nany quest1ons concernlng the pollcies ard program$ applying to the_

,agyiet‘armed'forces,—partlcularly as regards the matter of devotlng :

o Lgee analysis by the U,S. Central Intelligence Agency, reported
“in The New York Times, January 8, 1964, and report released by
Senator. Pzul H. Douglas, arnual Economic Indicators for tue USSR,

"Materials Prepired for the Joint Economic Committee, Congress cof the

United States  February 1964. These studies indicate that the Soviet

‘rate of econvwic growth declined from an annual rate of 6 to 10 per .

“cent in the last decade to less than 2.5 per cent in 1962-1963, The

nos

Douglas report suggests {pp. 93, 98) that the 10ng-term Soviet growth

“rate for 1960-1970 may average out at around 4.5 to 5% if temporary
‘difficultles, particularly in agriculture, are ircned out, - It appears
that Soviet sensitivity over the growth-rate issue has prompted a
major battle of statistics with U,S. experts., ‘In January, V. N.
Starovskii, head of the Soviet central statistical administration,
derided the accuracy of the CIA analysis, but at the same time
concedev that the growth rate (as calculated in Soviet terms, using -
the concept of "gross social product-) was down from 6 per cent in
1962 to 5 per cent in 1963, Izvestifa, January 15, 1964, Omission
- of certain income statistics in the annual Soviat economic report -
published in Pravda, January 24, 1964, seemed to lend credence to
. Western analyses of a- growth-rane slowdown, . See Theodore Shabad, The.
.New York Times, January 26, 1964. Khrushchev entered the statistical
argument in a major speach published ir Pravda, February 15, 1964, and
in Pcavda, March 14, 1964, Starovskii again attacked the CIA and

. Donglas-reports. Starovski* gave hitherto unpublished figures for-

sross industrial production, but rather significantly did not furnish
figures be.ring directly on the over-all growth ra*e argument. For
other comment, see: The New York Times, January 9, 1964, March 15 and
22, 1964; The Christian Science Monitor, January 13, 1964,




fnrthet large tesoutcestto tneir devéiooment. However, betore the
' oOViet leadership can satisfy itself as to. the wisdom and feasibilitv‘virfk
of embarking on radical rhanges in the polxcxes whlch have hitherto

- gnverned the development of the Soviet armed‘foroee;‘there is a

tecond class of generalttonsiderationsraleo to be teken Seriously
into‘account. | | -

First amongrthese perhaps, as the Soviet'Ieaderenip seems ]
iabundantly auare, is the fact that the:power position and political -
standing of the Soviet Union in the world today rest to a largerr
‘.extent on bov{e’ military 3trength an” the technology associated
leth 1t.f Indeed one might say that the Soviet Union's status ae
”super-power" was not confxtmed i{n the world's eyes until the

Soviet. Union became a full fladged ucnber of the "nuclear club "

= Modern arms, in short have given tho presont Soviot loaderohip a

,‘capability for 1nf1uonc1ng eventa on aHglobal acolo which novpreviou:l'j

'generation of Soviet leadcrl anjoyed | | S
7 Along with tho hendy sense of 1n*ernntionnl povor which the

ersoviet Ielderlhip dorivol fron 1ts arnod forcolr;ool'a ctrong

conviction thot thaue forces ‘are an indilponlablo safeguard of

Soviet security :glinlt the holtilo designs of the copituliot vorld;"

rurther,'Soviot -tlitnry power also has a -4301 :olorto‘plly in

aupport of Sovht po‘l‘i‘ticel‘ strategy uurarlly;‘ ‘in Soviet 7 eyes,

tmiiitary power bncﬁn'up Soviet polittcll cttotogy,'bothgby dis-l‘

'couraging Western 1n1t1at1v¢l in troubled areas ond by dilcoura;ing‘

"'dangeroug Western reaponses to aoviot moves. The honrt of the

coexistence ooliey,itoolf,,ao the Sovict:lcadera have bepn arguing
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‘ein‘eheif;bolemics wlth Qﬁéréhinesé is the. proeoeilion thet aov1et

‘nuclear~mlssi1e power: deters the ”imperialists and keepb.them from fd

, launching a war—ngainst tderCnmmdnist eamp, ardanéer—whieh rhe‘fr
'i:Sovlel 1éaq§;s peofess eorbelleveAiseldhefedﬁ‘id ﬁhefeitudeldh':
45 long as lmperiallsm‘exiets. |

Apart from their relat1onship with theVWest the eovlet leaders

~‘are not likely to lose sxght of the fact that their pos1tion w1thin
_the Communisc bloc also is intimately affected by their mzlitary
‘ pos;ure; Uncertainty as to the eventual course of Slno-Sov1et
relaﬁlqes add intrafbldc unlty could make thisrfac;or.loqm even
"more.impertane>fdrrche,futdre;;tShodld én,dben'split‘ldrthe bloc»rl{
,,occurllfbf nxample, Soviet milieery power*of arsignificedt‘ofderr

. might be needed not only as a check upon Chinese pretentions, -it"

. might. alao prove indispensnble for keeping Moscow s own satellites

in line within a restive and fragmented Communist camp. Moreover;:'d
quite distinct from what might be called this 1ntra-bloc policidg o
o fdnctiqn of Soviet uilitary power. the Soyie:AUnion,das‘eakee on“:

',the‘Self?appolnted'roleﬁoffproeldlng tﬁelﬁddcleat‘shleldWlfOr the
communist states wlthln lte orbit,VVhichrallo pleces:requlrenentsi
“on Soviet resoufces‘aboveland,beyend the needs ef‘lte—owd'defense

| In the latter conneetion, the 80v1et reletlca:hip with Chinn‘:

‘rlnvolvns special problems, relnted to ‘the poloibility of 1ndependent
Chinese acquisitiod>of nuclear capapilitiel.r The larger degree of
~policy4freedomfdf-action:wﬁich‘Chinele nucleericaeebilltiee otdeven o
e»llmlted order Qouldltive the Peking leederehip nuse te eleedne of

‘some concern to the Soviet leadevs. This is particularly true insofar




‘as,Chinese‘actions‘might‘leed te_e<dangerové'cdnfrontation with the
| Unitee States eneicali»direetlv:intb‘qnestion Seviet treatv andf_ ’
- tacit'obligations'tn‘eeme~to‘the eid of a fellom Cemmunist‘cpuntry :
: inidistrees., The - Soviet leaders for some time past have been trying .

to prepare a position under which they would not be obliged to back 7:,

up China if the latter pursued parochial interests not coinc1ding ,

problem of what to do if a cris‘s should develop 1s etill one with
ij. which the Soviet leaderah‘g must contend
7 Even with regard to the dangers of nuclear war.‘the Soviet
‘leaders find themselves in a somewhat ambivalent position. ‘On tnei B
7 one hand, they,underatand thatrif a nnclearjwar shouldroccur, it
could put them’out'of bnsinQEsraitogether.>'Thisifurnisnee'a Strengf,
ineentive to aeek solutions of the Soviet lecuritj problem throughi_
avenues other than buildup of the Soviet armed forces such as armsv~i'c
| control and disarmament On the other hand ‘the Soviet leaders
; tobviously recognize that the world' fear of n ,uclea_; atestropﬁ'
‘ providel a potent emotion issue sround which the "peace struggle"
and other formn of political vnrfare can be mobilized "Given the
neturevof their politieal aimm, thera‘iepthuara built-in'temptation
~ for the Soviet leeders‘to capitaiize‘on‘the tnreatrof nuclear .
'disaeter. This means amon; other things that they have ‘a large'f
| politicel ltake in keeping the diaarmament pot boiling without
actually seeking to connulldm ;enuine disarmament arrangements as a

serious alternative to the posaession of impressive military power

The‘Soviet ‘leadership appears to be quite aware that, while the

‘with those of the Soviet bloc as a whole ‘ Neverthelese' the stubborn' -



prospects ofrusing war as 4 dellberate instrument of policp havel
“gone down in the nuclear age, the potential political returns from
“exploiting the possession‘of modern military power have gone‘up.
lnla‘sense the Souietlleeders seem to heve~grasped whattmay oe rue,
salient strategic truth ot ‘our times -l namely, t\at men's mindsr
'are by far Lhe most profitable and perhaps the only suitable target N
' eystem for the new weapons, of the nuclear age.
4 At the same tlme, this- consideration, too, is tempered oy the .
:practical lessons of experience.“nt the moet optimistic level of
Soviet calculation; it'mey have seemed onlyre‘few‘yeare bééklth?f
the combination of Souiet“nlssileVendpspacertecnnology plus
°V”Bolshevik iron will" offered a good‘prospect of'faclng dounxthe .
imperialists oyer'e;scrlee>of>Crisie‘situations, wnich'wouldrlnjturn
hesten;the decline end'fell ofVWestern‘power,and 1nf1uence‘ln thef,
. world, lf However, thlngs turned out otherwise.~ Spurred by the |
Sputnik challenge and revived threats against Berlin 1n the late
rlfifties the Western powers not only ahook off the suggestlon that
?the balance of strategic power had turned irrevocably agalnst them
"and that therefore ‘they might just as well give in gracefully,
" they responded rather, with actions which had the effect of
7 dissolvlng the myth of the nissile gap ‘and" strengthened the mdterlaI‘
‘and political bases for Weatern reslstance 1n the areas of contest

around the/world Cuba capped the process 1n the fall of 1962 when

~ lsee philip E. Hoselj, The Kremlin and World: Politics, Random
*°  House, Inc,, New York, 1960, pp. 545, 551-557. . -




,-lJr

the tool of'missile diplomac? plusﬁﬁﬁolshevikiironvwill" came
’ra;urt in iovier hands andjleft]them:uith'no reasonablelalternative
- but to back of f and salvege vbet'they could of‘an unhappy,Situation.
- Lookingrback upon tbeir'experience;‘the Soviet'leaderscmey wcll‘

, be £aced:withithe questioniwhethcrlthe declining worth‘ofra aissile
blackmailidiplonacyljustifies further great effort and investuént'tov,;
restore itsrplausibility.r | | |

Tbese; then are‘some of the broad considerations’thdt underlie
vthe decisions tacing the §ov1et leadership vith regard. to their u: Vi"
'forces and the role which military power ‘can be expected to play in
the»conduct of oov19t-policy generallyjl Changing concepts and
pructical necessities over the past decade have influenced the
"< policies governing the development of the Soviet armed. forces ‘and‘

bthese influences -- often pulling in diverse directions, are still’

at work The leaders of the Soviet Union are pursuing ‘a. variety otv
'domestic and foreign policy goals, and these often come into conflictv
©with military policy considerations as well as with ‘each other.

The 1mmea1ate problems of Soviet detense policy arise in

several identifiable areas and undoubtedly are perceived differently ’
at various levele of the Soviet bureaucracy. A iirst,source of ‘
difficulty stems from the ‘nature of modern war itself,‘and as
indicated above, involvee fundamental questions as ¢o whether war
or the threat of war can nny longer be regarded as a rational
’ instrument‘of policy. A second source of difiicultyllies in the
V arealaf allocation of resourcesrto the military establishnent in

the face of urgent competing‘claims upon the economy'from other



-1~
,.seCtors of'Soviet society.]'A third set-ofrproblemssariseshin.the
overlapping zone where military strategy and political purpose meet’
and involves such questions as hom best to muintain the credibility
(of 90viet deterrence how to. reconcile the difference betteen actual

military posture and the foreign policy utilltleo claimed for it
" and what to do about any gaps that exist between Soviet military
hcapabilities and those of potential enemies.' Arfourth'source of h;_
difficulties lies in the'organization and training of theVSoviet
: armed forces themselves, and reflects all the- practical problemsr'-
-that are generated when policy must be meshed w1th serv1ce roles‘:
“and responsibilities. And finally, cutting across each‘of tneser

| areas is the question of dealing and communicating vith ther
‘adversary,'a process in which the strategic dialogue w1th the Qest
plays its part.r>7A | |

Few of the problems in these several categories are unique to : E

lpthe soviet Unionl; At the same time, they are not necessarily per_ -

~ceived and'dealt with'along the same lines‘as'generically similar

o problems with which Western policy-makers and strategists must cope.

‘HIn this book we shall be concerned with Soviet thinking in all of
the areas mentioned above. And as we shall see later in examining
4‘the substance of Soviet strategic thinking and debate, the Soviet
leaders seem to stand at a crossroads of decision on many issues of
‘military policy and strategy, which is perhaps the natural state
Vof those who guide the destinies of great powers in the nuclear- 7

,missile age.'
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II. THE INTERNAL SOVIET MILITARY DEBATE

The structure and what might be called the grouyd rules of the
doviet military debate deserve some comment. First, there 1. the
question whether a genuine polfcy debate, in the customary sense
of the term, has been going on in the Soviet Union at all. Open
discussion of strategic problems and military doctrine certainly has
taken place more or less continuously in the decade since Stalin's
death, reflecting a process of adjustment in Soviet thinking to the
revolution in military affairs brought about first by nuclear weapons

and jet aircraft, and then by ballistic missiles and space technology.

Policy discussion of such matters undoubtedly has gone on in private

as well. But does such internal discourse and communication, whether
public or private, necessarily constitute a debate?

Much of it doubtless {s merely the nroduct of normar processes
of professional military inquiry, policy formulation, and indoctrination
of appropriate audiences, with no particular polemical significance.
In fact, the areas of consensus in Soviet military discourse are a
good deal broader than the areas in which disagreement can be dis-
cerned. At the same time, however, it seems quite clear that
coviet discourse has spilled over onto controversial terrain, often
with important practical 1mplinglona for defense policy and strategy.
In this sense, it can properly be said that a genuine debate in-
volving divergent views on military {ssues has been taking place,
interwoven with foreign policy and internal political-economic S

considerations. The essential point, over which confusion sometimes

‘arises, {s that the airing of divergent opinions in the Soviet Union
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' ofvtheipast few years does'notfnecesearily imply,las‘it once uidiﬁ
, thut those who lose the’ argument must also lose their positions of
authority Policy differences, in short, are not inextricably bouno .
:up with a power struggle There is now sonewhat more latitude *1an"
lformerly fo. both public and private expresaion of differences of
' view; notvonly on militaty‘questions, but also on econouic,~literary;
1and even‘some:politicalrmattets.7 lheramOunt'of latitude'fluctuates,f
rend there is still a fairly elaborate ritual for conveying criticism'
,fby indirection so that the myth of Communiat solidarity may be
' tpresetved, but neverthelessrthe conditione of Soviet diacouree‘today:}
‘oo'allov more room fot tneleiring of‘diffetences}than:before.‘7
erdistinction exiata'betWeen officiallyeencoutaﬁed,expression
‘ 'of variant vieVpointa, such as one occasionally finds, “for eaauple,  o

’in Soviet military journals, and what might be callea the unnolicited

i‘ifinterplay of competing vieva, apecial pleading and bureaucratic axe- 7:31,

“grinding that finds its vay into Soviet print from time to time In-
. both cases, it can be aaaumed that the diacuaaanta recognize limita '»1
bevond vhich it is not axpedient to praaa ditferancea with the |
accepted policy line of the noment. Nevertheleaa, the a.tentive

outsida obaerver is the beneficiary,in any event, andafrom‘the

>, pnrtial avidance available is left to maka vhat ha can of the

”Vproblema and iaauaa vhich preoccupy thc Soviat discuaaanta. Thxe
ubringa up the quaation of "liataning in" on Soviet internal dia-‘
*rrcussion, end whethar or not thia ia a raliable avenue to inaisht on

Snviet military thinking | | o
It would aaen to be one of the characteriatica of ¢ totaiitarian

iyétem or indeed of any modarnggovernmant that it doea . need tc



' ‘focter‘communicntion‘wich and swong its elites and other internal
. audiences on all sorts of mngters; cnd'that the mont,expediciou;‘
way‘to do so is not nececsarily through’restricted pfivace channels. -
rIn the Soviet system much more undo¢bted1y goes on beneath the sur-
‘fnce through private and confidential communications thon in a
democratic society. Even so, a gregt_deal of‘communica:ion is
neccssarily'carried on‘publicly.’ When Khrushcnev; for exampie; '
 delivers a long speech'criciciiing'Soviet agricoltufal, industrial
nlnagement liteflture‘ or defense inductfy, as he hos‘done'puolicij
on various occasions, he faces the problem of outsiuets listening
in and cbtaining in'ights that ‘they would not get if nLl this wers . -
done in closed lesﬂions.‘ Indecd ﬂhrushcncv hnl recognized this
problcn explicitly, a8 vhen he lpoke to a construction workers’
tconfercnce in: Hoccow in April 1963
'vj After todly s confcrence, my spcech will te
“published. There is a great deal of crificism
in it. Our enemies will again howl: 1nok,
there 1is a crisis in the Soviet Union. There
is this and that in the Sov!at Union. We should
_not be afraid of this, comrades. If we start to-
A,hidc our shortcomings, we will impede the creation
of conditions for swiftly eliminating them. 1
It 1s not to be luppo-od of courla, that. the exigpncien of
intorncl co-unicntion And or;tnom. in thc Soviet Union are like 1y
to !rchbout uncontrollod tovoiotion ut what s cuutourily roprdco
" "clacoi!iod"nilitory infor-ntion ancver, even vith rc;nrd to

tho kinds of military information that lhoxld bo kept out’ of public ’

‘discussion, there has been some change in the So&icc Union. For

lpravda, April 26, 1963.
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exinpic;r‘ oauphlot byAMatsnal'Malinovskii pubiished‘in late 1962
contained tha folloving comment pertinent to a change in the ground
rules for discuslio. of military matters "We nowadays set forth the
bnsic theses of Soviet military doctrine openly - both in its .
ﬁpolitical and in its technital lspectu -=- not’ hiding ‘such’ details ag’

‘even in the recent past vere considered great state secrets *

Such couparatively ;reatox opennena in Soviet discourse does )
not mean, te be sure, that Soviet military writings can now be‘”

re;ﬁrded as a mirror of "objectivity." divorced from the oropaganda

7~'functionl that even profeslional nilitary exgression is- intended to

.V»lcrve in thu Sovtet U*ion.r As nnde clear by the authors of the
Sokolovukii vork Nilitarz Strltegl vhich vas rerently republished '

»in a revised edition end to vhich we shall give detailed attention

f‘xlatcr, Soviet nilitary vritorl are explicitly avare that their job~

n;il not to taks an "objoctive" lud "neutral" nttitude toward their
, -nterieix,i

Soviet military theory...reflects the lavs of var
as an armed struggle in the name of the most pro- :
gressive social class -- the proletariat. Consequently,
in this work the study of various aspects of war could
. not be in the mature of an objective investigation.
- . Although war, as a two-sided process of struggle, has
a number of objective fcatures, the authors, as .
. representitives of ths Soviet Ar-med Forces naturally
could not conside: these features from the position
. of an outaide observer, but always started with =
Marxist-Leninist concepts of the essential nature
~ of war in the modern epoch ita ceuuel, and how
ic ltlrtl. , :

1lelhnl R.Ia. Malinovskii, Bditel'no Stoyat- Re Strazhe Mira
(Vigilantly Stand Guard Ovar the Peace), Voenizdet Hinilterltvn
Oborony SSSR, Hoccov,‘1962 p. 23
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. Accdrdiﬁj térﬂariilE-Lhnihiit dlalccticcl ij;ctivc
evaluation of the various rhenomens of social develop-
ment means that the investigator cannot be neutral,

. but is always the representative and proponent of

. the ideology of his clacs,l 7

Obviéully, military litcraturc thus prodxced within thc frame- -
 work of Marxist- Lcninist ideology wi;l b; color.d throughout by a
‘"propaganda"rinterpretltion that distorts reality as seen through non-~

- Marxipt eyes Thil kind of propagtnda distortion however, doea not -

makelSoviét work any,lesg‘valid as =n axpresaicn of yhatySovict

- writers believe to bevréIQVantito tﬁeir subjecé; ner does'Lﬁvruﬁ

counter to the éurpbles df:1n£ernal 1nﬂdctri§ntioh ahd 1@stfuct1on”l,
which Soviet milifary w?it{ng alqo 1§Lmeant,to éefve. Simil;rly,
,i coniéiﬁusn.l: of theifjﬁﬁligation as pfoﬁoncnts oftuér*ist;Lcninist
,idcolosy doos not mean thnt Soviet discuasnnts are never drawn into
 7dobate o.er thc n.ritl of one nlternativo policy or ptoposition
<ag;1n|t nnothcr. Aplrt from lcrving s lcgitinntc nccd for internnl :

'¢ou-dn1cltion,'8cvigt military dilcouraq docl‘hqvc another function, ;

>,to'be -ﬁrc - ‘that df éoi-hnicating vith nnd inflgcn¢1ng e#;érhg17f 
tar;at audionccl in one vay or anothor. 'Thtn inttcrfnopect of'Soviei"
dt-cournc vill be c.kon up ucpuratcly vhon ws come to the qucltion

of the cxtornal ltrnrogic dialo;uc with thc United Stntcl Yor the

:f moment, hovcvcr, the internal Sovict debate ov.r -1‘-tary qua-ttona

merits lOll ‘further co-nnt.

lxnrlhnlvv. D. Sokolovskii, st al., Soviet Military Strategy,
. with Anslytical Introduction and Annotations by H. S, Dinerstein,
-1 Goura and T. W, Wolfe of The RAND Corporation, Prentice-Hasll,
Englewood Cliffs, New Jarsey, 1962, p. 513.
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Main Lines: of the D-batp

The cheracter nnd history of the Soviet nilitlry debate from
v'the time of Stalin's deeth up to the publication of the Sokolovskii_ o

work on nilitery ltretegy in the late summer of 1962 have been .

‘ ,‘treated elsewhere at sooe Y gth by the present author and others 1

and only its main 1ines na'd be recalled here in order’ to set the
”‘bacgground for diecussion‘of.current inluel,in :ubsequent chepters f
of thislbook Thermeinstrenm u‘ the military‘dobate hdo Been fairly
well- defined since the late fifties when the consolidntion of e
Khrushvhev 8 politicai primacy coincided wlth tne prospect that the
Soyiet Union mizht soon count on_having advenced yeeponsrinrsome"
‘nunbersi From thio point‘ the‘dcbete4hdl centcred estentially'on

efforts of the politirel lenderahip, vith lhru-hchev hinlelf deeply

o involved personally, to reorient Soviet -ilirery doctrine end torcel

in a direcrion considered more nuitabla for the needl of the nucleer- ==
‘ missilerage,v Thece effortg~heve‘net‘vith_yarying‘degreel of

‘ rediotnnce end:dileent ironrsone Qunrterl,oi'the,iilitery. oorhepi

‘with tacit backing smong other clenento of-the pertyintete‘bureen;
‘c};cy whose interests vere en;n;ed»in one vej'or:enOther.rfIt‘oould

, oVersimplify the picture, ho&eyer, torde-oribe,thil .5 nnroly a

: lgqe U.s. Editors' Analytical Introduction to Soviet Military -
Strategy, pp. 12-41., Yor other axtensive anulyses of the post-5talin

~military debate, -ee' Herbert S. Dinerstein, War and the Soviet Ui Union,

‘revised editioen, Prederick A. Preeger, Inc., New York, 1962; Rny-ond L.

-~ Garthoff, Soviet Strate‘z in the Nuclear Age, revised edition, !rederick
- A, Praeger, Inc., New York,. 1962, J. M. Mackintosh, Strategy anc S
- Tactics of Soviet rorc_‘grPolicx, The MacMillan Coupnny. London,

1962 »apeciully pp. 88~ 105. - -




o conteat of vlcws betveeﬁ political and nilitary 1¢ld¢rlhip 3roupl

for the debate probably has been dominaced more by tho nature of thc

. issues than by purcly 1nst£tution&1 differencec bctween the political

“and mili;;ry lcnderthipa. |
In‘fﬁc:;rthcr;'has been a continuous fribdtary‘strcap < dnbati'

wighin th‘,niliéary 1tleif,'v1th "qodﬁrn#;t“ a§d "trndi£i6na11'€',

outlﬁdkﬁ gt cich cnd,of,ﬁh; ipectrumxand ;Abody of "centrist" opinioh'

rin thc'niddlo. Thc uodctnista hnvc tended to be more or less 1n

: synpathy vith the kindl of viavu advanccd by lhrulhchav, Ar;uing for

‘more rndical adaptltion of the fruits of nodcrn tcchnology to military

affaira and suggelting that thil approach -ighr lightcn the straia

© . om’ rclouruel -- that qullity, s0 to lpcnk ‘could rcplicc quantity.

The traditiontlilts, on tt; othor hand while rcco;niz ng the
impnct of tcchnology on militury affairl, huve non.th.lcsa tended
 to lrguelcthut disca:din; tried and taltqd conceptl merely for thg
sake of Adoptin; lbnntﬁin; ﬁcv' | | |

J lLrunhch.v s own ltratcgic 1dcal vcrc most fully lnd forccfully

1 o
laid out in a Jlnuary 1960 prclcntntion to the Suprs-n Soviet. This

lpo.ch which nppcurcd to tcprcscnt Ihru-hchav ] dofin‘ttvc assess-
‘,-.nt of r.quira-.ntl inrthc nuclolr--illilc age for Soviot defense
poltcy ‘and ltruccuro. il onc of tho -ajor land-lrku in th. dobato.
In 1:, ho doncribcd the chln;cl wrought by mndcrn velponc in thc

 charnctcr of ‘a future wvar and notcd the probable docilivcn.ll of tho

‘ 1Rnport by N. S Khrushchev to a s.-uion of tha Supro-n Sovict
of the USSR, Prnvda, Janunry 15 1960, ‘ ,
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initial phase impl}ing that such‘a war would be of short duration. -
He stressed that nuclear weapons and missiles were the nain element
in modern war and said that many types of traoitionql armed forces
were rapidlv becoming obso’ete ﬁe advanced the'viev‘thet a—larée
Vcountry like the Soviet Union,‘even though it might be struck firat ,:j
by nuclear weapons, would always be nble to. survive and retalinte |
Expressing ronfidence that the imperinlist camp was deterred by Soviet
military might “he held that the Soviet Union vas therefore in a good
rposition so far as its militery posture was concerned. Finelly,_he .
 ,¢epped this preientetion of hiedbleic etrategic notionsrwith ther
'annoonoeient'thet}the Soviet lrmed'foroes would be eot roughly‘one-~ -
third from lround 3.6 nillion to 2.4 million men, and vent on to
"aay that this reduction meant no- lonl of combet cnpability, since
, the»firepoyer provided by nev veaponry‘would neke,up for the nnnpower
cut, s S | 7‘ |
lhru-hchev s Jenulry 1960 policy polition nd the progremn through
i_vhich it vas to be iuplo-ented did not tenein intact for long. py the
‘summer o! 1961, thertroop reduction pro;ran hea been,hnlted.rrThej |
cohzxd.nc'..-.-...ﬁﬁ ctaat sc"iet'detennebrvere in good Ah.p.'..en.q
to be i-plicitly contradicted by other neelutel - en increnoe of
7 one-third in the Soviat -ilitery bud'et .and the relunption of nuclcer
telting, includin; veeponl of luper-me;nton yield A nev formulation
of militery doctrine, dif!erin; in some noteble respec.s from thulhchev 8
Jnndery'1960 viaws, was edveneed at the 22nd Pnrty‘Congrell‘in Qntober |

1961 by lelhll‘Hnlinonkii,'tollowed in 1962 by the comprehensive

" Sokolovskii vork on'nilitnry stretegy vhich reflected Malinnvekii's

position on certein touchstone ieeuet more closely then Khrulhcheﬁ'l.



And in the realmvof practzral move? on éhe 1nternation§1 sttategic
w»ene a boviet step of unprecedented chatacter was taken in the fall
of 1962 with the deployment of missiles to Cuba. o

~ The factors which broughg about these various mbdifiq#tions in
the Khruﬁgchév Jaﬁuary 1960'pros§ecﬁhs;f6r Soviet military,policy"
“and poature are not fully knovh; though séme”Lf them can be ideﬁtified
Soon after the January 1960 policy vas enunciated a teluctance toward -
7 accepting 1: in toto becamn lpparent in the Soviet military press
not in chg forp of open opposi;ion, bt oftcn through stttemen;s

stressing matters whiéh Khrushchev had eithcrrglolncdﬂover 6: '

‘omitted hltogethef. Concdrrently, signs appeared in the Soviet pres: - .

that mlny officors being rcturnnd to civtlian life vere encounteringv
‘Vdifficultiea ot 1djust-nnt which railod qucstions about the effect

' of thc troop rnduction progran on nilitlry noralc. External events
> 11so‘h&d their 1npact on the litultion. In May 1960’the U-Zreé1ﬁ§dé 
poncd the pollibility that Soviet hilitury locurity -ay "have been
conpronilod by loss of loctccy. It also left the 1ntcrnntionnl
situution more tense a!tor the brukdm of the Parin Sunit meting.
In 1961 a nev A-rtcnn adntnictration cook offlca And rcnpondcd to
the throat. thnt h‘d boon raised .;ntnlt norltn by incrcanin; Uu.s.
do!onu opproprinttm, ltrongthcning convcntionul forcu. nnd
1lprov1n| the poctutc of U.S. lt*atogic forccl., In tho fnll of the
sams yoar, the United Stntol bc;n. to cxprals new confidcnco in tho
nar;in of Western strategic oupctlority, on the blail of improvcd
‘intelligence. A year lato:, the Soviot.attcnpt :o rcdrcnp the

7 ::trltcgicrinbillncc came to nluiht in Cuba, and in the aftermath of



o the Cuban missxle crieis the Soviet leadersnip was feced with a
| painful reapprdisal of its worldwide position
| : while Khruahchev s policies thus escaped neither a certaiq '
iemount of iﬁternal criticism nor the challenge of events, ther |
: striking rhing about his,role invthe military debate ie therconstanry
Vwith'which heeseens—to have'stuck’to’nis'basic strategit ideas ..
7 His'viebs‘ both publiclv and privately etpressed heve tended to run’
along ‘much the same lines as those in his January 1960 presentation
‘rMoreover,'as we shall sece later, these views again took on renewed
: currency in the on301ng military debate in 1963 and 19¢+. N
| The role,in the'military debate of‘Marshal Ma’inovskii: the
: VSoviet Defense Minister, is of particular interest Like other high '
vcommand appointees Malinovskii is benolden to Khrushchev for his
Tjob and is furtherrconstrained by party discipline and presumably
V:Tby his own prudence not to be so bold in opposition as was for
rexample, his oredecessor Harshal Zhukov. In a ~sense, Marshel'7
'Malinovskii has seemed to aearch for a mediating role in the military
' debate,'seeking to,reconeile the general thrust of Khrushehevrs,views

with the'reaervationq;probably’felt by a subetantialrbody of

, lan assessment of Khrushchev's emergence as a military authority,
~written in 1960, offered an observation which may have aptly fore-
seen the role he has since played in the military debate. It said:
""One of Khrushchev’s major achievements in the military spaere, in
fact, may prove to te that of wrenching a traditionally conservative
Soviet military bureaucracy out of its accustomed groove and
torcing it to reorgnnize in line with the technological facts of
l:fe." Khrushche:'s Strategy and Its Meaning for America, A Study
_for the use of the Committee on the Judiciary, United States Senate,
U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, 1960, p. 12,
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- cdnlervntivc‘bpinidnrwifh1n5tho'm111tar}. Tha ru:ult has been that‘
11novnkil'l public pronounccn.ntl have L1 ded to rctlcct vhat
"-1;ht be cullcd thc ccntrilt poni*lon in- thc ntlitary dcbutc, al-
| . though he hll also dilplaycd fluccuationn whlch might teflect prcsluro
f:on either lidl or~porhnpl nnrely the pull of his awn‘convtctionc.
. Mnlinovskii'n nilitlry report to tae 22nd Congress of thc CPSU
- in October. 1961 il auother of tbv ma jor lnndmarks in the militlry 7
d.b.g. .Al" :Tlil prelentltion of a "new Soviet military dog:c:iue" :
,rcfloctoa ﬁnnj'of the bointi thushchév had mtde in‘hiu Jinu;ry 1960 .
(:npooch con;.rnin; tho chang.d character of thc var, thc ptinlcy of
-trntcgic -ilsilc forcca, and 80 on, but it also 1nc1ud¢d :onn notnbl;': )
- annnd-nntl., Most’ -1gn1££cantly, Hllinovskii reaffirmed the trnditionl;
‘forccl, lttcsning -- in rather conlpicuous contrast to onillion of
- thil point by lhtuahchcv «=~ that -nsl. -ulti-nizlion ‘man’ arnics
would be roquircd—tor victory in nny !uturc var. Hhilo Hslinov-kii
" himself curiouuly avoid.d taktu; a lpccific pooitiou on thc {ssue : 
of s lhort ‘versus protractcd var, tht chruct of hia nr;u-nnt on thc
' conttnucd ncod for 11:.. arnicl 1191106 :hnt tha Soviet Union -unt
prepare 1tool£ for a lon; var as voll a8 a lhort, dociltvo one. Thil
'4v1¢v hnd qutcc dt!!cront 1lpltcationn for Soviet -dlttnry pe’ icy
than Khrushchev's notion of a war_ that would rup q'v.ry brief qourlii
ﬁ!tjr‘thi initial nuclear oiehnnj.o. On *he whole, vhile H-l{noiukii -
shared lhrdohéh.v'p emphasis on a military poﬁtuto that would dctcf“
the West, §o qlno,rctlo;tod n‘concorn céidontly felt by the Sovtct"

military that the kind of peacetime forces envisaged by Khrushchev

1speech by umhn R. n. lhunonku to the 22nd Cou'rul of the
CPSU, Prnvda, October 2%, 1961. ‘
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might prove inedequete for fighting a war succesefully if deterrence
ahould bteek down 7 |
The much-diacusled Sokolovekii work on militery stretegy vhich
—appeared a little less than a year efter Melinovskii': Perty Congress
_ report ‘can be regarded as enothet importnnt 1endmark in the«militery
7 debate. Tﬁis jointly-authored wbtk 'vhilc not an "official“ tteatise,‘
‘. was ‘the most embitioue treatment of doctrine end strategy attempted J
ri'in the‘Soviet Union in mlnyeyeerl. " It could hardly avoid becoming
a fotum,in vhich both divergeﬁciel and areas of agreement in boviet"
military thinking vere brought into view., On thk whole the vork
"'eppeors to have been an effort to. strike ‘a_kind of belence in the
',,debete using the fornuletions edvanced by Merlhll Helinovskii in
October 1961 a8 "niddle ;round' betveen conpeting vievpointe.
Howaver, this coupronise effort clelrly failed to end the debete.
"Some of tbe 1s|uen on which enbivelent and eou.times contred ctory
poeitions vere taken in thn first edition of the Sokolovskii work
vere, briefly: ' V 7
1. The size of the armed forces. Does modern
technology and its effects on the nature of any
- future war reducs the need for msssive multi-
million man armed forces? "Is Soviet security
~ jeopardized by attempts -- like those sponsored
by Khrushchev in January 1960 -~ to cut down on.
- military manpowver levels by substituting ﬂillil‘l“
~ and nuclear firepover? When competing claims on
. Soviet resources are great, should today's. priority
investment go into technology for ite potential
payoff in the future, or into maintenance of very
large er-ld forces for present security?
2.  The nature of the initial period of a var. ‘ﬂav‘ '
"decisive" is this phase of a wvar likely to be under -
conditions of nuclear-missile warfare? What {impli-
cations should ba drawn and whet practical steps

_taken with regard to force p@lture, readiness end
pre-enptive ceplbility? ,
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3. ' The iength of the war., Will a futurz war be

. short and decisive as a result of nuciear-missile
attacks in the initial period, or will it be pro-
tracted with major campaigns in widespread theaters
of war? Must one expect that only combat ready
forces-in-being at the outset of the war will be

~ able to contribute to the outcome, . or can one count
on extensive economic and military mobilization in .~
the course of a nuclear war? If forces-in-being
are the critical factor under modern conditions, '

~ can the economy support adequate forces on a h
'constant, peacetime basis? .

- : o 4. The best military strategy for dealing with the
K - United States. What kind of military posture will
, 1 ‘ - provide the most convincing deterrent against the
‘ : United States? In the event of war, what strategy
holds the most promise for victory against a o
formidable overseas power like the United States? =
Can one count on paralyzing the U.S. will to resist
by quick duclear blows against the U.S. homeland,:
or vill it be necessary to defeat the U.S. armed
forces in detail and occupy the Uuited States tc
achicve victory?

'S.-  The escalation of small wars. What is the

- 1ikelihood that such wars will occur and that they
can be kept limited, or is it "inevitable" that any
limited war into vhich the nuclear powers are drlvn
vill rapidly .xpnnd 1nto ;lobal nuclcar var? :

~ 6. The proper role of the military in the formulation o
of defense policy and strategy. Should the military
confine its attentiom strictly to the narrow pro-
fessional aspects of preparing the Soviet armed forces

~ for their assigned tasks, or does the complex nature

. of modern warfare mean that the military should have
‘greater weight in preparing the country as a whole
for a possible war, wvith consequently more influence
upon the shaping of basic national policy?:

| Subsequant critical Qilcuai;op of the Sok§lov-kii vork'inrthe‘ﬂ
ISovio; Unlon—iudtcatcd that it hid~not‘onlj”|toppid on'pdl‘tical
- toes, byt thnt a-lthor -odorniot nor truditionnlt:t lchooll of
thou.ht vare nltognthar hnppy vith the cocpronilc for-ulltionn

‘advanced by thc work on varioul'qucltionl at issus. As will bccoie

npﬁiront‘lntcr vhen we take up /;volop-nto in Soviet military
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thirking since bublication of theffirst‘SokaOVBkii;editibn,
: ;_inélhdxng therrévisgd edition'of this work whichLﬁhs'bénght out
" in the fall of 1963, many of these issues in the internal Soviet

' fﬁilitary debate still remain unresolved.
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111, ug.; so@r VOICE IN 'mi usr-wzsr'srmrmryc Dm vE
‘Tﬁe’Qieﬁs,ofrsﬁviec policicll and militar& ieadefl on'probiemﬁ

" of war and strategy are of greac interest not only 1n the context ofi
1nterna1 Sovint dincussion and debate over military issuav but also V
. in the context of theraxte:nal strateg*c d*alogveAwi.. the West, v
principally with the United States. Widespread appreciation of the ;t
| fact that the modern world probably cannot as President Kennedy put-
it in ong of his last public remarka, "su:vive, in the form in which .
w? kﬁow it; a nécle(r wnr,"l accounts in pdrﬁ_for the grbwing
signifiqancé of the iterdgié d;ﬁ}ogue between ﬁhg‘ﬁniﬁgd'Stafeé and B
the quiéf‘Unioﬁ.‘vThii 1ircl§ecinlly trugiinsofaf‘;s_the‘&iaiogqe o
‘,rcpreientb a}nnanh by which the two 3rea£ nuclear bowetn'nay seek

to clarify thc complexities and mitigate the dangers of their '

‘ otrntcgic tclationlhip 1n thc nuclclr-aicsilc age. -

By and largn, the ltratosic dialoguc to date has not Been '

- especially 1npr¢usiv¢ iﬁ tcrna of bullnccd and mutually 1natructive

: dileourlo»botwlon th. vwo lidcs. Thay urc. after 111 in an adversary"
. rolatifaxhip vhich involvel bllic difforonceo of purpose and policy.

A broad conetptuql ;ult lies betwccn thcn.; rhey sre not likely to

find it easy to explora the intprncting:problcl. and ambiguities of

1Scldon hll the ;r-nt predicna.nt of the nodcrn vorla boon
sumned up morc simply than in these words of the late President
Kannedy: "The family »f mau can survive differences of race and
religioa,..it caa accept dlfferences in ideclogy, politics, economics.
But it cannot cturvive, in the form in which we know it, & nuclear war."
See: '"Our Obligation to the Fan’ly of Man," Remarks by President

Kennedy, The Department 9‘ Stgta Bulletin, Movember 25, 1963, o
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' their reSperti»e‘etrecegic cosicionsdin any dispaseionate‘and‘non-d

polemi-al fashion. Indeed as a form of communication between '

' adversaries, much of the otrategic dialogue has been and wi. i

' prooabiy continue to be concerned;with advancement of :he poiicy

interescerf the tﬁo~greet'nnc1eer‘povers in a more or leesrnarrow

,eenxe,nwich:each side ueing che dialogue to enhance.its deteirent .

:postdre ‘to obtain political advancage i:on ite militery oowee oi

. to prevenc the other from doing 8o, to impress the duthority of

_its position upon allies‘and*onlookers,—and so on., In particuiar;

‘the dialogue up to now has. tended to center on the question whetherr

the stretegic power balance in the world favors the Soviet or the

- Western eide.l‘ So- lon; as the world's everyday judgment concerning

d'the:balance'of militatyrpuwer‘continuee to be a weighcy faccorrin

incennationni policiee;'one can e*nec; chet‘much of the dieloéne‘wiii

turn, as before, ‘on this question. | 7 | . |
Howsvet, there il at the same time a perceptible tendency today V

ﬁifoc eech side, in varying degzee;rto iook upon the stracegic dialogee

elea'neanl'to oronotcrbetter,:on at least,dnore precieedcommenicetion

with t‘iplct to nilitety poliev, ltrategy and the corollary problems'

that eriae out of chcir ltretegic perception of each other. Thin in

1por a discussion of the U,S.-Soviet strategic dialogue of the
- past fev years, sme U,S. Editors' Analytical Introducticn to Soviet
‘Military Strategy, pp. 24-27. This discucsior points out that in mid~ .
1962 the Soviet Union was having some diffici.iy holding up its sfde
_of the strategic dialogue with the United States. and that generally
accepted assertions of Westorn strategic superiority at that time had
probably genersated pressure on the Soviet leadership to repair the -
Soviet image in the wworld power balance, T retrospect tnis fac.or
aay have had something to do with tha Sovie~ ~effort to aeploy missiles
to Cuba.:
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-‘,itaelf way be a small start tovard a more frui:ful lnd 1ntelligznt;
‘str;tegic dx.cnurse betweeu East and West, with the discussants
talking past each other less and to each Jchcr more.,
| ‘In chese ci;cumstancea‘ it s unuerstaudable thatrany new
~expressions of sfié tegic thinking from the aoviet side shculd tend to
_be scrutinized tn the West with great 1nteres: for whatever contribution o
' they may. make to the developiﬂg dialngue.r Over thp past year or so there
‘have been occasional statements by prominen: Soviet political and |
‘military leaders as well as books and articles wy lesqer figures,
- which qualify as significanc cont'ibutions to the strategic dialogue -
' if not for che unassa1llbility of rhe arguments they present, then at
. ‘least because thcy seem to have been intended to convey particular‘
messages of one kind or amother t§ targat audiences abroad in addition ]
to whatevgr internal,coqmunic§tion funqtion they may have beepﬁmean;
 ‘td gervo, ‘0ng of thé ﬁpre notable of ﬁhea?‘conpfiﬁutioqs is the:_‘
;éviscdriha‘scmnwhaa expandéd second edition of th§5work‘ﬂilgggf~
tratc.x wxitten by 3 collcctive team of Soviet milina y experts :

. headed by Marshel V. D. Sokolovsku.l

lunrshal v. D. Sokolovekii, et al., Vozonaia St:atgg;ia (Mili ary
Strategy), second edition, Voenizdat Ministerscva Oburony SSSR, Moscow, -
1963, Hereafter cited by Russian title to distinguish 1t from earlier
or partial versions in Z“nglish, A full English vrarslation of the
second edition does not yat exist, although a line-by-line comparison
of changes is available under the title Militacy Strategy (A Coiparison
of the 1202 and 1963 Editions), Joint Publications Research Service,
U.S. Department of Commerce, Washington, I. C., 14 December 1963, o
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The first edition of this work which wag published in thc Soviet
Union in the late summer of 1902, was, as mentioned earlier, an
‘important,document in the'Sovietrinternal military deba:e. Described
by the boviets as the first comprehensive work on military strategg .
to appear in the Soviet Union since 1926 the. book alSO aroused a
great deal of ‘nterest abroad 80 much‘so indeed that it was:
'shortly thereafter brought out in English translation by two
,; different American publishers not to mention versions in other,‘

'languages. Whether its Soviet sponsors arilc vated the ektent‘of“
‘attention the Sokolovskii work was to rec '@.in e West is problemf
‘atical but at any rate the effect was . .°t & 3¢ udience sbroad h
ivwas introduced for the‘first time to a fulr-length ap eimernof" |
contemporary Soviet writing cn military doxtr*ne ard stiategy -~ a
‘subject hitherto known to the Western worli 'i»gely through the
:.nterpretive medium of a relatively small group of professional
'*students of Soviet military affeirs. A
o The new edition, in the same format and by the same tean of
- ‘collective authors as its predeceuor,1 did not come as a complete

surprise to interested observers even though the interval between

‘”,ed tions -- fifteen nonths - was unuauelly short for auch a work.

In the spring of 1963 a Soviet lilting of forthcoming publications
cerried a brief notice thet a revised ver-ion of the Sokolovskii

‘book could be expected in the fall of the year. This announcement

, lone of rheﬂoriginal contributors, Major General N. ?r,Tsygichko,
‘subsequently died and is listed posthumously in the new volume.



appeared at a time whcn the original volume was meeting vith mixed

critical cowment 1n‘the Soviet Union, heishtening chc imprcslion )

held sbroad that while the book give*evidence'of avbrond'conuennul
on many mattars of military policy and strategy, it also reflected
divergent Soviet views on various unresoived issues, Whether plans

for early republication of the Sokolovskiivwork were promptgd'by,:'

. editorial ncceésity relating to developmintsfbf‘che 1ntétv¢ning‘

period, or simply by the ﬂeed‘fnr larger distfibuéidn (the :iist‘

“.edition of 20,000 ¢ ‘a1 was quickl& exﬁqustéd, while the ﬁéw"'
,editioh 1is doublé this number), vas not at ill clear. ’Ih“anyﬂevént‘f
hovevcr, thc nev verlion was aweited with more than routine 1nterest o

as & possiblc btroncter of 1mportant changzl in 50v1et thinktng and

emphasis on s broad range of rili*ary policy ilsues. ,
" As if to give thc new uokolovskii volume a vigorous lcnd-off
and susgcsting 30v1¢t twareness of thz book's potential as a

vchicle of cxternal'ar well as 1nt¢tnal comnunication on,str.cégic '

~prob1qus,of‘thg nhﬁlcgr age, the Soviets themselves focused fresh

;éttcnéion on it thtoﬁ;h:a prouinontly-hcidlined article in the =

ncvpplpct_jgj_gs.; §d‘2 Novcnbd: 1963, éoincidcht,with appcitancé pf‘:

- the wérk in Moscow bpokntoril.' Thie i:tlcli, sighed by four‘menbe;s'

IThrcc lubltancinl Sovicc connentacicl on the book critical E
of it in some respacts, appeared in early 1963, They were in:
Yoenny! Vestuik (Military Herald), No, 1, January 1963: Morskoi

Sbovnik (Naval Collection), Jsnuary 1963; Voennc-Istoricheskii
Zhyr ggl iHilitary-Hiltoricsl Journal), No. 5, May 1963.
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. ot the Sokolovsﬁii teem;;‘weerin the form‘of:n ripoeterto'tnejinter-'
'rjptetive'introductions which ned:aeeomoenied the‘two U:S.ltranélations
of the otiginal okolovekii work 2 The main burden of complaint was
- that American commentators,‘"directed from a single center in the S
‘USA,"“hnd systematicallyrdistorted ther"peacceloving policy of,the,
VSoniet Unioni"; This ripoate to‘the U S. editors of'the'Sokolonskii
vork despite its genetally peevish tone, contained ‘a8 number of sub-
: stantive observations which made it a noteworthy document itself
in the strategic disccurae between the United States and the Soviet
Union. -Ae we shali point out more iully leter, this article, like e
“nomber‘OE otner':eeent expressions of,Soviet,etretegicrthinking, gsye:.
: eVidenee‘ofisoviet eeneitivity'to Weetern intetptetetions of‘Soviet :
jmilitery policy and poeture, and conteined "corrective messages" on
1such queetions ‘as eecelation of loeel contlicte. Soviet eecond-etrike

cepebility, and pre-enption. -

. lrhe four Soviet euthorn vere Hejor-Generale. I. Zav'ielov,

V. Knlechitekii M. Cherednichenko and Colonel V. Larionov. Their
~ “article was entitled "Against Slanders and Falsifications: Concerning
the U.S, Editions of the Book Hiliter! Strete‘z " !gd Ster, November 2,
1963. P. 3. ' , o

20ns of these vas gvigg gilite;! §t;gte‘1 to- vhich reterence ‘T

'has already been made, The other was Strate Soviet
Doctrine and Concspts, Frederick A._Pree;er, New York, 1963, vith an

Introduction by Reynond L. Garthottg

-  3Most of the Red Ster criticien was directed in detail et the
- Introduction to the Prentice~Hall adition, to which the present writer
was a contributor. It is worth noting that despite their critical
attack upon American interpretations of the Sokolovskii work, the -
Soviet authors nevertheless found cccasion to descrile the Prentice-"
»Hall-RAND Introduction in particular as being more "restrained in
tone,” more ""objective' and "professional" in its comments, and more
":cientitic-like" in its analysis, than earlier "leneetionel and
openly elenderoue" preu co-unteriel. :
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Another exanp le of the kind of direct dincourse with Weotern '
military analthc thcﬂ has tended to bring the Soviet aide of the

'strategic dialogue into sharper £ocus is afforded by an article by

L. Glagolev and V. Larionov published in the November 1963 issue of

- International"Affairs.1 The authorehip of this article represented

a rather intereeting combination. Glagolcv is a Soviet specialist

‘ on international relations and disarmament affairs who has been

active in promoting the informal discussion of disarmament questions'

with various American scientists and goverament officials.z Colonel»

Llrionov, a Soviet militery expert and a prolific‘writer'on etratesic
affeirc, including the subject of military uses of epace, is one of

the authorl of the-Sokolovskii work The collaboration of these two

men marked a departure from customary Soviet ractice, suggeeting ‘tr Lo

that the particular competence of a miritary specielist like Lerionovv

was deemed deairablc to;reinforcerthe policy argumentc of the Inter-'

‘negionnl Affeiromarticleg This luppoliticn vas borne'out by the

: ;L;,Glagolev and V;‘Lerionov.l"soviet'Defence‘Might,end Peaceful'

Coexistence,”" International Affairs, No. 11, November 1963, pp, 27-33.
‘Interpational Affairs, a monthly political journal circulated both

vithin the Suviet Union and abroad, appears in Russian as Mezhdunarodnais
- Zhizn. References hereafter to the clegpiev-Lerionov erticle are to -

tho Bnglich language version.

zclogolov'o title 1s Director o! th. Scientific Group for Dis-
armament of the Institute of World Economics and International
Relations, a body which functions under the auspices of the USSR
Academy of Sciences in Moscow. He has visited the United States and
has on occasion been able to express his views on the study of
disarmament in the American press. See, for example, "A Communication
tosthe !ditor of the wenhington Poit,” The Wash ington Post, November 27,
1962, -
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contente of the article»iteeif. Besides reacting‘to,the alleged
'inference abroad that there are "contrédictionsAhetneen‘the‘Sovietr
policy of peacefulrcoexistence and the propositions of Soviet military
‘strategy,"l;the article also contained;a‘rether_detailed elaboretion -
of military factors‘designed t0‘denonetrate the‘credihility of the "
- qoviet retaliatory posture. The latter exposition, which we shall
take Up in deta11 presently, introduced into the strategic dialogue»r_
a SOmewhat more informed sty1e of argument than usually has been -
' encountered in Soviet writing. o |
~ Not the least interesting example‘of thisrnew genre in Soviet

etrategic discourse was an article which appeared in the March 1963 _Ad

',,issue of the World Marxist Review, under the signature of "General

V'A Nevsky, Military Commentator."2 This article'was a trail-blazer~
'of sorts, laying out many of . the arguments on limited war, counter- dbx
force etrategy and other matters which were aubsequently to be found o
in the revised Sokolovakii edition and the Glagolev-Larionov piece. ;’
Indeed the close correspondence of content and style suggested that :
"A., Nevsky" e by curioua coincidence the name of a traditional
Ruseian military hero -- may'have been a nom de glume for one or

" more of the‘writers‘who‘had a hand in the Sokolovskii work. This
'rimpresaion was strengthened by at least two other ¢ircumstances:

no Soviet general by the name of Nevsky could be found in any

1International‘Affaire, November 1963; p.'27.y

General‘A. Neveky, "Modern Armaments and Problems of Strategy "
World Marxist Review: Problems of Peace and Socialism, Vol. 6,

No. 3 March 1963 pp. 30-35,
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rlistinga of Soviet poriodical literature and the Iist of contributors~ ‘ R

to the March 1963 issue of World Marxist Review identified all 7

countributors with the‘conspicuous exception of General Neveky.
Furthermote, it’is the cuetom‘ior'flesn-and-olood'Soviet general
officers to be identified wnen cigning articles by their foli‘title
of rank, such as Major-General of Aviation;VColonel-General of
Artillery, etc. .Thete does not happen to be a chiet'tenk'of just'
plain "General " Whatever the identity of the nebulous General |
Nevsky ney be, however, the point remains that his article helped
 to inttoduce the more informed etyle of argument that has been.

"noticeeble f:om the Soviet side of the strategic,dialogue.

Reflection of Internnl Ileues in the Str tegic Dialogue

Woven through the strategic dialogue with the West have been
soue of the ieeucl undor internal debate in the Soviet Union, 7
7 eepecielly thooe growing out of the critical .-‘etionship between '
oconomicl end defenae. A ceee in point has’ been the central questiﬂn‘
whether to increane the Soviet military budget and to adopt a 7
teorteepondingly tough declaratory policy that night provoke mote '
vi.orouo Western: defenee offorte -or to take a path toward detente,
‘using among other things the tecticl of "negotiation by example"'
into btin; ' dovntnrn in the levol of nilitaty‘preparations. Through#
| out the oetiod of internn?,Sovietfreeppteicei tordetermine vhat
should be done to tettiove tne,Soviet stretegicipoeition‘efter the
tovetlel in.Cuba.rthcto weo,obviouoly conaidereole preeaute for:env
increale in ’ho nilitery budgot., An'eerly aign of eucn prezsure

eppeered in ~ pamphlet by Hershol Melinavekii in ﬁovember 1962, in



‘iwhieh‘qnerut the ieaaons drewu‘from the'Cuben eﬁperiencerwesrthet ?
?,..reai reqsdus existtthet force'the gevernmentqénd‘the édmuunist
Party to streugthen theVSoviet'armed forcee.51r Khrushchev himself

E gdve recognition to this pressure when, in a major speech on.
‘February 27,'1963, he made the painful admiesion that satisfaction
of eonsumer‘needs would egein have to be poatponed so’that'the l‘
"enormous reeources" required to keep Soviet military capacity from'

falling behind that of the West might be made available.?' Shortly o

o fhereafteri the<creation of a new Supreme Eeonomit'Countil was,“

auuouueed‘ with'b.'F xUstiuov, a defense productiou expert ’at its
"head 3 This move: suggested that ‘a decision may have betn made, or
was pending, to inc*ease allocations for military purposes. No hirt
. was forthcoming, however; as ‘to how any incr»aaed defense expenditure
might be apportioned within the military establishment., Should it :
8o to satisfv the prevailing military argument for contiuued sunoort |
riof large. combined-arms theater forces, or to atrengrhen the strategic
‘missile forcws by which Krrushched himself seemed to set greater
a store? The pguoibility that, of the two, the strat2gic forces vight‘
lreceive'the gredter‘ettentieu,wetiuuéeested Byrthe elevetion‘et about “
this tiﬁe of Herahll 3iriuzou. a thuchchev”eupﬁorter‘and tomueuder
rroi the strategic niq-ile‘tarces, to the position of Chief of the

General Staff.

: IHalinOVlkii, Vigilantix Stand Cuard Over the Peace, p. 15.A7
- 2pyavda, Pebruary 28, 1963. . -

—3Prevda,'ﬁnrchgla, 1963,
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At this point in'tﬁe spfxﬁg'of.1963,,ﬁbweVer, thé internal
policy débate,eVidentlﬁ'took a néw‘tu:n Whichfwaé torcuiminate'
béfpre iohg in a Soviet decision fo séék at leést a liﬁifed déignte“

: with the United States. In a long Spgech 6h Aptil 24; 1963,‘Khrushchevr
shifted hié s;ghts to the need fcr pribrity or economic develcpment |
'and for mdré‘efficient use of évailab1e resou:cés by defense Ludﬁsfry,'
:whilesaf the same time indicating tﬁat ﬁhe Sovieﬁ armed far@es vere
nov already “equipped wifﬁrthe‘ﬁost*advanced weapons4fcfjiepuxsiﬁé

‘aggressive forcgs.“lerhis statement and his remarks'in early June

:‘to Harold Wilson, the British Labor Party leader, that the‘Soviét
Unidn had:ceased\ptoduction of strategic bombers and surface war- 7
ghi?s,z sﬁggested that Khrushchevrwas égain'prepared té take the line

‘rtﬁgt Soviet déiehseé.wgfe in éood enoughrshape not to'reduifé a i
‘la:gerinc:easé in militar& §xpend;tures. ‘A1so;'thushgheQ'sv |

- January 1960 vigwé ‘§hairfirepower:rathef than7méssive manpowér
éhonld'govéth tﬁe scale and compositibn'of SoQiéf miiitar}»fcrces
nov began fo §6me back iﬁto,Vogué in some‘$9v1ét publlcat:ions,3 witﬁ

 :the a?tendgntimplicdtibn thﬁt,tﬁis was‘a_"holﬁ7thelline" w4tning

,‘Qn defense apgndlné. 'Thgae Qigns d£ an impending shift ﬁowafd‘a—

:,pdlicy pffdéténte were soéhﬂove:ghadawed byfdebélobments léading ﬁo

,~lign£ng'of thc’t§s€ béﬁ freity in Augd§t‘1963, and the UN réioihtionA

banning'nuclear wcspohl in npdce in October, by which time, deqptte

lpravda, April 26, 1963,

21pe New York Times, June 11, 1963,

‘ Sze Colonels C, Baranov und E. Nikitin, "CPSU Leadership -- The
Fundamental Basis of Soviet Military Development,” Kommunist

- Yooruzhennykh Si1, No. 8, April 1963, p. 22. For a fuller discussion
~of thege developments see Chapter Twelve.. o SR
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S such abevrant notes as the Ber‘in autobahn incidents, an atmospherc
of detente was unmistakably estabiished.
The ostensible outcome of the military budget issue beeame 7
known in December 1963 when Khrushchev s remarks at the Central |
vCommittee olenum on "che.ice1 zation'™ sf Sevi et‘ uuunLLy'anﬂ the
‘ publication nf the new Soviet budget‘immediately thereafter-dis;
closed that the Soviet Union intended to reduce its military budget

‘for 1964 by 600 million ruble,,>or about four per cent.1< This

‘&Lt&oﬂ was immediately reflected in the strategic dialogue ‘with the -
'AJWest as various Soviet spokesmen including Khrushchev himself

pointed to the budget reduction &s a token of Soviet good intentions

and an example which the Unitad States snould emulate.2 Rhrushchev' 's

L introduction of che military budget cut into the strategic‘dialogue'

appeared to be a case of meking a virtue of necessity. ~As*in his ~

7 earlier military policy speech of January 1960 where he combined an
| announcement of Soviet troop reduction wirh disarmament proposals
:aimed at the then forthcoming lOfNation_Disarmament Conference in
Geneva, Khrushchev'appeared to be seeking political mileage and
negotiating'leverage'fromrmilitary policypmoves that he was hentarx

on"carrying‘throughrfor other;roasonS‘anyvay.

1]2vestiia, December715"'1963{: Pravda, December 16, 1963. '7

2Soviet statements applauding their own unilateral good
example ignored the fact that the Soviat budget reduction announce- )

 meat trailed by a few days the initiative anmnounced by the new

Johnson administration in the United States tc close a number of
military installations and to lower the U.S. military budget,
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Inloﬁio‘eooneotion, it s ro;her‘gevealioé that ho,eoho vas
Lheardif:om che‘Soviec,side'of.the'diologoe Qhen; inrearly Januaty
‘1964,‘ehe Uoited‘Stateslannoqnced its intention of cutting back
ptoduccion ofrnoclee: oatetials endriovited‘the Sooiet Union to

' ooneider doing likeViee.l 'Soviec silence on this mcve in the oto- :
cess of "negotiation by example" may, of course, ultimately be
oroxen.2 However, the Soviet attitude on nuclear production cutoack‘

18 likely to be stronﬂly influenced by their relative nuclear position.‘
1f Soviet leaders find thdt a production cutback does not happen to |

" be compatible with cheir assessment of their military requiremente,,
they may remain quite unenthusiastic about - Caking up tbe U Se o

‘challenge on this matter. 7

Differences of view between the Soviet political and military
leaders on the definieion of military‘requirements in such cases o
are patently potenﬁial oouroe‘of-discordaney so far as the‘Sovietw
voice in the atrotegic dialogue is concerned.r It is inceresting,‘».
for exnnple, that while Soviet militory lenders in general gavo public o

.lpptoval of the Soviot military budget reduction announced in
:Docoﬂber 1563, no militory leoder came. forward immediately in the‘
Soviet prcoc witn specific comment on Khrushchev 8 remark iu his
«Dooonbnr 13 plenum opooch that rho Sc?ict government wos canyiqexlng

'“...tho'poboibility‘o!,lo-oilurchot reduction in the nomerical

LTho New York Timoo, January 9, 1964.7 ’ S
2In this connection, little interest was cubooquontly saown by
Soviet negotiators at the Genova 17-Nation Disarmament Conference in
the subject of cut-off of nuclear materizls production, See Hc:hington
Rost, Yebrusry 7, 1964; Tho Nev !ork Times, March 3, 1954,
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strength of our armed forces;"l.‘ln fact, the most cdnspicuous

military utterance in the wake of Khrushchev‘a statement cdrried‘the .

: unmiStakable inference that it was unwise for the Soviet Union to

contemplate further reduction of its ground forces at a time when

‘the West was building up its own ground strength. .This article .
' was‘by HarShal Chuikov, commander of the Soviet ground forces, whdse .

» temptation to respond to the NATO bulldup of ground forces Wikh

some special pleading of his own was probably great 2 We shall return"
to Chuikov s views later in connection with internal controversy |
over what the size of the Soviet armed forces should be.

Soviet reaction to the program of conventional force buildep

urged on NATO by the United States has tended to vary in a way

‘«rwhich suggests,some entanglement of 1nterna1 policy conflict withr
‘the.stretegic'dielegue; Marshal Chuikov'e evident vorryiabbut‘the '
”chenéingireletionehip bf Western end Soviet'ground'forcesrstrength,

R rehared oecasionaiiy By other military spekesmen'whevhave asserted .

" that the West is building up maeeive ground forces‘elong with {ts

nuclear forcei,3 typifioe one kind'df‘renponse. Another has been

lgzveetiin,‘becenber 15; 1963."Thelsingle exception,nnong

"prauinent military men was Marshal A, I. Yeremenko, who alluded

w#ithout comment to "the forthcoming cut in the Soviet armed forces"
in an article in Moscow News. This is an English- language publication

| distributed abroad rather than to domestic Soviet audiences. See

Marshsl Andrei Yeremenko, "War Must Be Wiped Qut," Moscow News,

,No. 2, January 11, 196&

ZHnrshal Chuikov, "Hbdern Ground Forces," Izvestiia,
December 22, 1962, See Chapter Twelve for further discussion of

- the troop reduc\ion issue,

3See Marshal Pavel Rotmistrov, "The Causes of Modern War nud

their Peculiarities," Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil (Communiet of the
- Arwmed Forcas). Ho. 2, January 1963, p. 31; also Soviet Military

Strategy, p. 410; Voennaia Strategiin, 2nd ed.. P, 383,
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,the standard political propaganda line that the NATO buildup

demonstrates the aggressive aims of the Western bloc, particularly Vfl

the Bonn "revanchists."1 At the -same time, however, a tendency to

' accept some increase in NATO's ground forces as a fact-of- life and

to'try to turn it to Soviet political account rather than to;
challenge it head-on also has been discernible especially since ‘
the onset of Khrushchev s detente overtures,‘i

Khrushchev himself for example, has taken notevof Western

conventional strength increases in Europe, but has suggested that if

Vthese forces are as strong as American spokesmen say, then there is

no reason why the West should hesitate to enter into arms. reduction

Hagreements.z There also has been play upon the NATO buildup in '

atill another vein in some Soviet commentary dealing vith the question

of 1.5, policy for employment of nuclear weapons in the event of 8

‘Soviet attack on Europe which could not be contained by conventxonal
- means. Thus, ‘the Glagolev-Larionov article in the November 1963 iss:e

 of International Affairs stated that the question of a U.S. uuclear 7

initiativa wao Justified by some people in the‘United States,aS‘a '

response to "the'posoibilityaof an,attack by conventional Soviet

forces onVWeotern‘Europe, yhich allegedly does nct have enough con- |

ventional,forceo to defendfitself;" The article‘then‘went,on to

1See Colonel E, Fadulaev, "The Missile-Nuclear Arms Race in the
NATO Countries =-- A Threat to Peace," Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil,
No. 17, August 1963. pp. 84-85. . _

2See xh'ulhchev s Concluding Speech to the Central Commit‘ee

,Plenum, Pravda, December 15, 1963.



"acsert'thatvthia:argumentp"does not:hold'any.vater,ﬁ since Western

forcesrtoday’aresdeployed in ﬁreaterlstrength'than formerlvrin

A Europe.,1 Thie'statement wouldvseem toiconstitute‘an interestingf ;
Liadmission that the Western buildup of conventional strength in |
Europe represents a factor making for greater stability of the

| military situetion~1n that»area. Although the article did not offer
'such an interpretation, the general effect of this’ treatment of the .
NATO situation was 'to play down factors which might add fuel to o
{internal Soviet arguments for further strengthening of the Soviet

ground forces.

’tggssages"‘to the West in‘Soviet Stretegic DiscourSe

The foregoing examples of ways in which intcrnal issues have
tended to become interwoven with the strategic dialogue may seggest“
l the di‘ficulty of interpreting the "messages" which Soviet strategic.

discourse may be intended to convey to the West; That—is tc say,
'the Soviet voice in thefdialogue may sometimes'speah in contradictory
- waye, “not necessarily consistent witih what may appear to be the main:
;line of Soviet policy at a given moment . On the whole, howeaer,
there does tend to emerge from Soviet discourse a fairly wells
‘orchestrated pattern of strategic policyvpoints adcreased_to target’
eudiencesrabroad. VSOne‘of these points are variations on fanilier
themes; Vothersrappear to reflect new considerationa.»‘At the,timel
of writing,rthe general'pattern of‘the dialogue seems to a largeu

: extent to be releted to the critical and trying period through which

the Soviet leaders have passed during the last year and a half,

linternational Affaira; November 1963, p. 30.
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During thia period nzFficultiea plaguing Soviet agriculture and

‘ the economy aharpened the problem of resource allocation, making it
harder to deal with the competing claims of military and econonic
requirements. Within the'Commoniat bloc, the dispute with China

grev increaeinaly bitter,:calling‘into question‘soviet,leadarahip of
the world Communist movement,”nhilerat theiaame time the European'
satellites displayed an urge foria greater meaaure'of;autonony.‘-»
And above all, in the'area of their politiCO-strategic relation- o

rship with the United States and the West the Soviet leaders during

‘ ,this period faced some. soul-searching crises of decision, the moat .

,dramatic of which was the Cuban missile showdown. These develop-
‘aents clearly left their imprint on the strategic dialogue with the
West, the main lines of vhich have come to reflect an evident Soviet df'
- awareness of the need to adjuat Soviet policy to the changing |
:charecter of the strategic environment., Some of tho main features ‘
" of recent Soviet diecourae which are of particular interest «n the
'context of the otrategic dialogue, and to vhich we shall give further |
ettention in eneuing cbapteraiof this book. can be sommed up ae,‘ |
iellﬁﬁis

First, there‘ia/an ineietent'effort'to enhancebthe credibility
of the Soriet etratesic deterrentiin Western eyes. This theme,
ergued.with ereater‘technical‘aophietication tban previoosly.'is
coupled with an attenpt to disabuse the United States of any idea
thet it can count on a succesaful firet-atrike or Jraw political
advantage fron its strategic position via-a-via the Soviet Union.

In a sense, this double-barrelled "message" seems to be the military



policy concomitant to the political policy of detente varning
the West in effect not to try to stretch the limits- of detente to
its advantage. 7 |
Second there is a general effort on the Soviet part‘ not always
precisely Spelled out, to propagate the‘idea of mutual nuclear
“deterrence at'tne'strategicﬁlevel‘and>to:give an impreseionvof y
' doctrinal rigidity at this'levelAby'rejecting‘such'concepta as
“controlled strategic warfare.» Thia trend in‘Soviet'discouree—may |
‘relate to a sease- of growing doubt among the Soviet leadership as'
to whether missile blackmail diplomacy, which once - looked highly |
,rpromising, can‘in'fact be used successfully to force withdrawal
‘of the West from its stubbornly-held political and strategic
,positions around the world. 7
» Third and in notable contrast with the tendency to rigidify‘
the Soviet doctrinal stance at the strategic level, there appears‘
Vto be a tentative endeavor to project a less rigidly doctrinaire
. image than formerly‘vith regard to therescalation potential of local
conflicta. ThiS'suggesta tnat thefsoviets may wish to see the '
"escalation threehhold" raised, perhaps in order to provide greater
flexiuility for local use’ of military power below the nuclear level : .
:and to disarm Chinese criticisms of Soviet failure to give‘vigorouo,‘
support to "netionaléliberation" struggles. Rather curiously, wnilef‘
'this trendrwould seem to run in the direction of opening greater
freedomrof_action for Soviet political strategy‘in the under-
developed world, more interest in‘eoftening the customaryrdoctrinaI‘
line on "inevitability" of escalation seems to have comelfrom Soviet,“'

military then from political spokesnen;'
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,Fourth. and related te’the'apparent desize inieeme sevietr
quartera to communieate an image of greater flexibility for supportv
~of lecal conflicts; there 18 a new suggestion in Soviet discouree .
that‘in'the'case of certain third power conflicts; suchras'pessible
~ local. hostilities involving West Germany and Eastern Europe the 7
Soviet ‘Union might try to avoid expanding the conflict by withholdin‘riy
attacks against the United States in‘return for‘U.S. abstentionr
ThiS'euggestion seems to>re1ate tO‘argeneral Seyietecencernpte re-
eassure the United States against a Soviet firs tr*ke u*der orde;
line conditions in which the question of pre-emption might arise. aiiw
the same time, the Soviet position on this point remains somewhatr‘
-ambivalent. There is still the veiled hintrin other quiet'i

strategic discourse, perhaps intended to reinforce the ngiet‘

deterrent image, that under some circumstances the Soviet Unior mav =

‘entertainvyhet wouid pe in fact, if'not‘in name,ga_pre-emptive‘
strategy. | | 7‘ o o |

Pinally, on the question of military superiority, the Soviet
y ice in the atrategic dialogue seems to reflect uncertainty whether
ithe Soviwt Union' beet intereet lies in asserting superiority over
the‘wg. ) at the rilk of stimulating greeter'ﬂeetern exertions and:"
preneturely jeopardizing'the atneaphere efvdétente;.or in settling -
thor a eecond-hest'pesition;r Seviet policy onithie question 18
complicated by wany factore.‘ for-exanple,'not only is the Soviet
Union at a reiative disadvantage in reeources, but as experience |
shows, it bas managed to live for a conaiderable period in s

Vposition of strategic inferiority to its major adversary without: o

beinp subjected to the "{mperialist attack" so often predicted.
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IV. GENERAL THRUST OF THE NEW SOKOLOVSKII VOLUME

v’Tﬁe reviaed Sovietaeoition of‘the Sokolovskii work;“MilitaryVStrategz,
‘,/ofters an unusual‘opportunity to compare ooth‘cnanges and‘continuities in
>Soviet thinking on a wide range of strategic and miiitary»nolitical issues
during the eventful period between the two edition . For,this.reason‘it
would appear useful before taking up in detai th varioue'oUestions with
'which the Soviet strategic thinking and policy see- most concerned today,

- to comment briefly on the general thrust of- the new. Sokolovskii volume.'

| One'of_the first things to be,aaid,aboutvthe reviseh11963 volume is
"lthat it did not fégistéi any radical changesrin‘Soviet military doctrine

or strategic concepts since the original volume appeared f fteen months . ;
earlier in. the late summer of 962 1 While»textual alterations were fai 19,

: numerous and the original version was expanded by approximately 50 -pages,.

' many‘of the revisions bore on questions of a political character and.seemed

V;‘idesigned more to bring the book into harmony vith shifts in the Soviet

foreign policy line. than to advance any major new formulationa on military
‘ questions as such, uowever, even though brenking no radicalrnew conceptual
iground.'the‘reviaed vdlume'nevertnelesawrespresented'the most eubstantial R
single'adoition torsoviet military»literature sincerite predeceasor, ano :
. as such has contributed;further'understandingiand incight into thevprocessi
of Soviet adaptation to the strategic environment of the nuclear-missile

"‘age.

lror a detailed comparison of the two Sokolovskii editions, see Leon

Goute Notes on the Second Edition of Marshal V., D. Sokolovskii' "Military‘ o

Strategy", The RAND Corporation, RM- 3972-PR February l964
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7 With regard CO the Soviet military policy debate, the reviced
V‘Sokolovckii edition gave evidence tbct 4 nunber of iacuec remain unrecolvea’ :i
_and that doctrine is still iv flux on variouc questions., Some of the .
,macteae still at icsue or. ambiguoualy czeated vere: the duration:of a
futu:c wars the size of the armed forces° the likelihood of war out-
break in the sixties; the feasibility of wartime mobilizetion»unde: »
nuclear conditions' the role of pre-emption in modern dar, the dang@r etl
escala:ion of local conflictc, the prospects for effective active

defense against'nuclear etteck' the military uses of 8pace;' aud above :. -
Lhe cuestion of finding a atrategy for victory in a possible fuiure nuclea.
war when the feasibility of war itself ac an instrument of policy is
rincreasingly in doubt. | |

On a numher of other military questicnc & large measure of consensus

-wce to be found relatively unchanged between the firat and second editione:
'Included in this category were.euch matters as: the primacy'of strategic;
nuclear weapons in nodecn werfece; a targec philosoph) which emphasfzes
dcctruccion of both nilitcry and utban-industrial targets and rejects the
concept of ctrategic tcrgeting estrainc, recognitiop of the economic
;difiieulty of -nintaining lerge enough atnnding forces in peacetame,‘
‘ e-phacic on the need for quclitative and quantitative cuperiority, 'c'
theater werfere doctrine calling Eor extenlive nuclear strikec with
wfollov-up and occupziion by grodnd fcrcec; ‘and an image of the Hect'aa>‘f
a -iliterily f01uidcb1e cpponenc. ltillrheld in check,mninly by7fear of‘thcﬂr
~ consequences of Soviet :eteliation; | |
Besides these two categories of questions on which views canain

either at issue orrin'lubctcnticl agreement, there was a third,ceteQOty



of military questions upon which a new degree of emphasis was placed in
the revised edition of the Sokolovskii work Among such matters were'

: more attcntion torlimited werj o an increased confioence 4n the abil ity of
early-varning ard other'measures to reduce the chances of successtul »
"surprise attack{' greater stress on the hardening and mobility‘of strategic l‘:
,weaponst an upgrading cf the strategic role of missile launching sub-v
marines; more emphasis on antisubmarine operations and amphioious landing

'capabilities' some downgrading of hesvy bomber prospects for the futuce -

, irbut an upgrading of the bouber 8 role against targets at sea,' and linkirg

:J,of the importance of developing both antimissiie and antlsatellite
Hdefenses. | |
7Anotherrinteresting;new'feature‘of‘the‘revised;sokolovskii volumerd
":was an analysis of u.s. "counterforce" or'"citvesparing" strategy; withvw‘
arguments agsinst its feasibility, exemplifying Qoviet resistance to vhat
authors described as "some sort of suggestion to the Soviet Union o

rules for the conduct of nuclear war."1 The new Volume did not lend

itself specifically to the revival of thusbchev 8 1960 notions on the
‘substitution of missile firepower for manpower, but it did reflect the
increasing emphesis placed by Khrashchev and the modernist school on the
Vstrategic missile forces ss the main element of Snviet miiitary power.
Throughout the revised sokolovskii. volume, as in most expositions
i‘rof Soviet strategic thought; there'wasrmarked ambivalence concerning the‘j
military path to victory in modern war, especially against a powerful
overseas opponent. In the new volume as in its predecessor, the concept

of winning through thevshock effect of strategic nuclesr attacx alternated A

1Yoenr.aia Stratggiia.{an,ed;,‘p.785.
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“with the traditional concept that victory can oniy beisetured by combined‘v
arms operationa to. seize and occur. y the eqemy 8 homeleud a variant line
Vofﬁthought‘in Soviet miiztsry taeury of the past year; which‘piaced
emphnsie on theloossibiiity’of Soviet~vict0"y in a prorrected wnr tnrough‘
supe ior politital-morale qualitien ar economic orgauization, found a ‘
»slight reflection in the revised Sokolovshii work, but was not taken up
as & major new theme.. ,‘
| In a political sense, the revised Sokolonskii volume bore the imprin:
xof trends both on the internal Soviet scene and ia thn area of foreign |
- policy. Im thevformerrconnection, the nev voiume ouppiemented other
evidenoe‘of ﬁnresolved tensions in politicniémilitary»reletiona in the‘
Soviet Union. A strong tendency to reeffirn the primacy Jf the political
leaderahip in‘military affairs ~which appeared in Soviet military vritine
‘subsequent to publication of the firat Sokolovskii edition, was diacernible
in the new edition. This appeared to be part of a general internnl »
reaction to efforts of the military to claim a larger share of influence
on national aecurity policy. | 7
| The signing of the teat-bnn treaty was neknowledged in the new :
ivolume as an important step in reducing international tension, but ‘the o
‘nev “sp*rit cof Hoseow" by nn means pervaded the whole of the work Indeed;l
commenting on the telt-ban treaty, the auvthors cautioned against "relyingri
on the goodwill' of the- imperialiste," rather than on "the might of the
socialist camp," to prevent a new tdr.l‘
A certain amount of minor political face-litting was evident in the

new text, such as the omission of the two uncomplimentary references ‘to

11Voennaia Strategiia; 2nd ed,, v. 8.
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'thejfugoslavs,l‘reflectrng'en improvenent §§¢£ the past:monthe 1ne§oviet;
,"YugOalav relations. ﬁitn'regardrto China,‘tne'new voiume, }ike the old,
rmaintained a discreet silence on the Sino-Soviet quarrel, rtferring

only once by indirection to the Chinese.r This reference ozcurred in a
statement cn the struggle "againsr cevisionism," to which ".}.and dogmatienf‘
;was auded in the new text.2 The dogmatists, in the cur—ent Soviet |

lexicon, are of course the‘Chinese. This.treatment of the Chinese‘issue“;

.. 'stands 1n‘contrast to other Soviet‘writing~on military affairs which

often’ cchoes the polemical 11ne agalnst Peking with pointed attacks on
thinese misrepresentation cf‘Soviet‘defense pol1ey and strategy=3 The.
reason for neutraitéinérthe‘Sbkdiovskri‘voiune'enithe‘enestieninf‘Cnina ‘
. 1$‘not cleer}a 'Poseiblyqthe authorsiantieipated-some‘1mprovenent inf
fond—Soviet reletions;~and did.not‘nant to burden'their'work~nith

{nvidious refereneee on this delieste‘issue.

Ibid., PP. 218 221. For the original references to Yugoslavia,
 see aoviet Military Strategz pp. 273, 276, A o

2y0ennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed,, p, 437.

: 3l-‘or an example of this, see the Glagolev-Larionov art{clr in .
International Affairs, November 1963, pp. 27, 39, 29. 3z, 33, See also:
‘Red_Star editorial, Septembtr 24, 1963, Colonel P. lrifonewkov, "The
Meot Pressing Problem of the Present Day and the Ad enturism of the

. Chinese Dogmacists," Kommunist Vooruzheanykh Sil, No. 21, November 1963,
PP.. 23-29; D. Melnikov, N. Talenskii, A. Yarmonskii, "Th? Main
Problems of the 20th Century," International Affa;rs No. 9. Septenber
1963, pp. 10 7. ‘ ‘ g

&The new edition carriad neutrality on the question of China to
the point 5f excising an earlier reference that was wholly incontroversial.
ir concerned the contributions made to military theory some 2,000 years
"a20 by such Chinese thinkers as Confucius, Sun Tsu and Su Tsu. - See
Squist Military Strategy, p. 86, for the passage in question,
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Like the firat Sokolovskii edition, thc revised vork was’ doubtless K
intended to help mee. a felt need within the Sovxet Union for up-to-date"
‘internal coununication and inatzuction in the field of military doctrine
and atrategy. In this connection, the numerous reviews of the first
Sokolovskii volume in Soviet mil‘tary perindicals'gaverevidence'that the
:book was csnsidered professionally significant witbin the Soviet Union. o
So, too, did the preface to Che second edition where the authors noted |
that their book was discussed at "the Academy of the General St af', a.
military-scientific societies of the Hain Staff of the Grouno Forces at‘ 5
the M. V. Frunze Central House ot the Soviet Army and in a number of |
' other 1ngtitktions."1 The book alzo vas apparently discussed widely in
Soviet military unita An the field ‘as {ndicated by comment in a Soviet

military journal in Octobe"l963.2

At the same tims, the revised volune clearlp was meant tovha e a
calculated impact on external auoiences as well As regards the l‘
internal and external communication functions of the respective editions,
onc gets the iupreasicn that the second edition was prepared with a. o

“sonewha? wore deliberate e;e upon audiences outside the SOViet Union that

ite predecesnor.al This waa perhaps to be expected in light of the
,attention given the firat volune in the’hun.. While the new work, like

its predeceasor; canno’ be regarded as an "official" Soviet'policy =

1Voennaia St—ategiia, 2nd ed.. P. 4.
2Kommuniat Vooruzhennykh 511, No. 20, October 1963, p. 94.

‘3Por a discussion of the internal and external communication
funictions of the original Sokolovskii volume and their relative
weight in the book, see the report of a symposium on Soviet atrategy,
published under the title Soviet Nuclear Strategy: A Critical
Appraisal, by the Center for Strategic Studies, Georgetown University,
- Washington, D, C., November 1963, especially pages 2-7.
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‘document it neverthelesn serves 28 a medium through which various
~strategic policy "messages" have obviously been directed at’ targpt
,Vaudiences abroad In the preceding chapter, the general pattern of
such messages to be found in the new Sokolovakii work and other Soviet
.utterancea was summed up in brxef. It is now time to turn to a more
detailed examination of Soviet discourse bearing upon internal Soviet
»debaterover military issues and the external strategic dialogue with the

United States.
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V. THE CREDIBILITY OF THE.SOV:IAET DETERRENT POSTURE

Among, the more noteble trends 1nisovlet)stretegic discourse
Vtooay,is an‘insistent effort'to‘get across tne point that Soviet E
military strength and readiness to employ it in the event of .

aggressive Western moves ag«inat the Soviet bloc should be taken
Nserxously in the Nest. While this is by no means a new Soviet theme,
it has become more pronounced since the fall of 1962 Its further
‘novelty lies in the present tendency to argue with somenhat‘gfeatet
technlcal sophietlcatiOnvthen prevlonsly thet the Soviet Union,le
‘in a nilitatlly eound positlon to retallete aéainst arnuclear attaCA.:
By way of backg:ound against which to judge this current effort to
rreLnforce the ccedibility of the Soviet detetrent vosture, it may be
useful to revlew brxefly certain past developments. |

In the eyes of the Soviet leadership, one of the prime values |
 of Soviet,mllitary power has long lain in its presumed deterrent
- effect upon‘tne,capltelistrcountties,, To appreciate thefweight of
: this :ector 1n Sovietrtnlnking, it‘ls neceseeryrto recellt:hat.cntil
quite recently tne Soviet,leadets.took it for gfented tnat_sooner:o:'
,‘late:'tnefcapltolict,states, seeking to preserve their system againet
tho march of "history," would ma'e war upon the Soviet Union. :
,Accordingly, from the earliest days of the Soviet regime it became
a constant aim of Soviet policy to postpone what was expected to bel
the inevitable military collision of the capltalist and Communist l
'systems, untll the Sovlet Union could make itself stronger‘thanr

any forces thatlmight bevafreyed against it., Temporary pa:tnership



"in arms with some. caoitaiist states inVWOrld Wer,Ii didinot,aiter

this long term policy 7 ‘
| From the Soviet viewpoint the reluctance of the United States 'o
exploit its nuclear monopoly after‘the last war was to;be‘explained 1: N
‘iess in terms of'Ameriranrbenevolence_and'good intentions,:nan‘as:

,tne result of restraint imposed bf Soviet military‘oower.‘rin the e:
‘rrfirst>postwar years,dthe‘burden of restraining thedUnited States Irém
‘;1exploiting itsrndclear predominance‘fell‘mainly on the.iergentneeterrx
ground forces with which the Soviet Union,'in a sense;vwas,able to fe_”
: holdlwestern‘Ecrope ﬁhostage"rand tnus indirectly toideter tne:United
g‘étates. ‘The dorability'of this‘pertiCuiarrrestraint; however,‘wes
fnot at all certain:in,tne.new age of military‘poner dshered‘in b&
:nuclear technology‘ A major endeavor of chiet policy in the first
postwar decade, therefore was to -ensure ‘that the United States would

: not retain a nuclear mononoly for long and to providc the Soviet armed |
. forces with at least nominai'nuclear capabilities to strengthen their

' deterrentrvaluem dAfter the Soviet Union began to acduire modern :‘
weaoons and delivery meens,‘the primefdeterrent’role shiftedr
“gradually but not‘wholly to'Soviet strategic.forcee whose "reach,"

as Marshal Biriuzov put it recentiy,1 had“come to extendrbeyond'rr
VEurope to the United States'itself. The Sovnet theater forces
cont‘nued to’ provide an element of indirect deterrence cnd the PVO,
or air defense system, became a complementary partner with the

strategic forces as a direct deterrent to nuclear attack from the West.

1Marshal Biriuzov, "Poiitics and Nuclear Weapons,"' Izvestiiq,
December 11, 1963,
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'Fbt”the Soviéc,leadership, the inintenunce of a military poatu;é '
V §hat wéuld keep dete:ience credibie‘pfesented many problems. Soﬁe
of‘theae vere 6fra techn#cal and operational character, relating to

| the dei(elopment of tl'rtev necessary Sov;et forces. In thib connection,
:-'thernisg lnd'péeture of,ﬁ.s. military :o:ces,;- which did nbi semain -
ltatié, pgfticuiarly after the 1hpact of,thérsb:eap w#t‘dn American o
d.fonic éélici --rconéﬁitutcd‘nn iuporﬁant vari;blérvhich ;h§ Soviet
«HUiiou vas obliged to take 1nto»accoﬁnt in tﬁ§ bdildnp:éf its bﬂn'l‘"
- fprcal.‘ Otﬁ.f problems‘gxewlout 6f'th§rlhift1n; criﬁgtia for .
dctetrcnce,iticlf, and fhg cldnelyflink;d demln&qrdf the politi¢dl
cttqtq‘y which SovictVmiiitafy‘poﬁerrvas expectéd‘to‘guﬁpoft. 'Tﬁ;";
Soviet military pootﬁ:ejvhich évolﬁed during the latter fifties and
 early sixties, !of c:u-pl§,_u10 ddubtiend more than édequatg coréater]
aﬁ'opgrighg pttnck‘énrtho Soﬁinc Uﬁion; pﬁbrt of‘é;treﬁé ptovocatidh,
butriiqiditiriont vilu;rwaa;qtiil‘unccrciiﬁ in aiguqtions vhere the
vitnlrtntoriﬁf o£ th¢‘ﬂant’vdo7n£ jtakcl-- a pdisibility‘vhiéh the~,r
Cuban cttlta vou1d iqo- to hivo hronght'ho-iri;vidlj to'the'Sovietvi '
‘i.ndp:yhié; With to.n:d'to fh.'iicdlAbf 80§1§t péli;ical stfatcgy,‘
‘Sovidé military po'dr of this p;ripd w;s,pcrhape suftieiéni in the
) SOViit view quin§1btﬁ dﬁn;‘téuq Hcitarq 1n1:1qt1ven;n§d‘to bring
‘the United States to recencile itself tb,Soviot‘;cinarnlrcudy made.

| But vui 1t also i¢q1untc’§p support an éilerciﬁé forh#rd policy |
- that uould:lircc‘chlAwqat into tdttcat Sn mAjo:routotanding political
tlouqnf Hore the Soviet lcgdcro.:wttb nuch obdﬁrate‘renindgro,nu‘:
Bo:lih“bdtoro their ayes, ni.h: hﬁvo“bionrlcd'to reflect that a

military posture suitable ..,. deterrent to attack lends 1tse1f



- somevwhat less well to an aggressive political strategy. Furthermore

ilthere was the problem that would arise if detetrence should break

A‘down; Hilitary forces that looked ample for'deterrence verernot

'ineoeseorili strong‘eooogh to‘vin a vir.if,it,should‘come:toethat.V
 And on,this"queatioo‘there,was<evety likelihood, jooging from the
o hilto:y’of the miiitetyfﬁebate io the Soviet Union, that the Soviet
political and oiiitatyrleeders di;iuot see eye to eye. 7

| Thus, as developoehto of the late fiftieerand eatlyfsiXtiea

rappeared to. demonatrate, both the deterrent value and the political
7 vorth of the military poature achieved by tha Soviet Union loft soms~
thing to be desired 'Hore than that ho balance ot military forces,qe
as generally acrepted by the world at Iarge, waa auch in the early
sixties that the Soviet leaderc themaelves vore evidently constrained‘
"to exercise caution upon the internntional scene and to adopt a leal
‘.ulsertive policy in general, along lines vhich came to bo doacribcd
as neeking a detente. It in'agninlt this b.ckground thnt BIH .
cnphaois io boing pllced today on warningn to the West calculetod

to buttrens the Soviet dotorrent posture.

' Geuarnl Harning to the Weat

Sovict military uttength Harlhal Halinovakii aaid in the suum-rrr

| of 1962, ought to "inntill doubts about tha outcome of a var plnnned .

‘.by the a;gressor, to frustrate his criminnl designs in embryo, and’

1f war becomes & rellity, to defeat the aggressor decilivoly."1

 lyarshal R. Ia. Malinovskii, "The CPSU Program and Questions of
Strengthening the Armed Forces of the USSR," Kommunist, No. 7,
‘May 1962, p. 15 :
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Such warning statements have of eourse, iong been stock-in-trade
among Soviet apokeamen, ‘but there is today a aomewhat f ater tendency'
‘to spell out Lhe message An illustrution of this is provided by the
‘nev Sokolovakii edition, which makes explicit the point were’y im-
plied in the first edition -- namely, that the book's comprehensiveAv
,discussion of war and strategy is looked . upon as a warning to the
West intended to discourage any thoughts of an outright attack on
"tfe.Soviet bloc:or attempts to ‘gain politieal advantage,at Soviet
expenser:/ | | 7' |

| In s‘soeciai orefsce‘to‘the second edition -- after noting that
the firstledition of:their work'had caused‘“repercussions" in‘the
iiWestA-- theVSokolovskii authors aocused the "politieal and military‘
ideologists of imperialisnP -of wanting to see the Sovxet Union
,i"defenseless before the threat of attack in order *o pursue their’:
‘ iaggressive,policy and dictate their will"rto‘others.' Assertingv,
hthat the'comnmnist countries, for their‘part "do not. intend to

attack anybody,f the authors stated that these countries nevertheless
Mwill not leave the enemy with any illusions that they are unpreparedr
to rebuff him."1 The authors next quoted from a pamphlet by Marshal ‘; .
Malinovskii to'the"effect that in Soviet eyes the best means of o
defense isAnot‘an attack, but rather "a warning to the ewemf‘aboutZ‘V
our strength and readineqs to destroy him at the first attenpc to’_f

carry out an act of aggression."zv

1Voennaia StrateAiia, 2nd edition, p. 3.

2Voennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed.; P+ 4. The pamphlet by Marshal
Mzlinovskii referred to here was Vigilantly Stand Guard Over the
Peace, p. 25.




‘ Then_they,seid: 

That is why, rather than hiding our views on the
nature and means. of waging a future war, we bave -
- revealed them in the book Hilitary Strate gz

‘rThe general im°ge of Soviet militery‘power projected in thet
‘strategic dialogue‘witn the West today‘is Built 1arge1y around elaims
- advanced for the strining power and readiness of the strategic missile

forces.‘r large Soviet literature, dating back to Khrushehev 5
claims in tle»late,fifties that the Sov1et Un;on had 'organized‘tne

series production o£ 1ntercontinental ballistic missiles" and that

L it possessed “the means to del:ver a crushi ng blow to the aggressor

rat any point on the globe wl has . grown up around the theme of Soviet
missileqpower es the mainstay‘of deterrence. While most of this
‘:?‘iiteretore has avoided speeific essertionsvof Soviet numerical
superxorlty in missiles, it has dwelt heavily on: the qualitative
edge. allegedly enjoyed by the Soviet Union bv virtue uf greater war-‘

nead weight global range, and 80 on.2 After Soviet testing of very

V»large yield nuciear weapons in late 1960, the widely-advertised
fdeetructive attributes of Weapons in the 50- and 100-megaton class
became a new element of the Soviet deterrent image,3 with frequent

nntnted reminders from Soviet spokesmen that the West. possessed

1l’ravde Pebruery 5, 1959.

2See, for example: Marshal Honkelenko in Red Star, September 13, 1961; -
Marshal Malinovskii in Kommunist, No. 7, May 1962, p. 14; Marshal Krylov in
Izvestiia, November 17, 1933 nnd Colonel General Tolubko in Red Star,
November 19, 1963; Colonel I. Miareev, "The Indestructible Shield of the
Socialist Countries,” Kommunist Vcoruzhennykh $1i., No. 3, February 1964,

p. 11; Marshal N. I. Krylov, "Always on the Alert," Izvestiia, February 23, }96&‘, .

, 31t has now become the customary Soviet formula to claim possession of
. wsapors of "50-100 megatons and more." See Marshal S. Biriuzov, 'New Stage
"~ in the Davelopment of the Armed Forces and Tasks of Indoctrinating and '
Training Troops,”" Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 4, February 1964, p. 20,
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no weapons of this kind 1 bpon occasion, hin:srthat the Souiet

Union might have up its sleeve "even more formidable" weapons vere
dropped into. the dialogue, as when Khrushchev in 1960 spoke of a
v"fantastic weaponﬁ under design by Soviet scientists,?,or when - -
Malinovskii‘in‘l963 mentionedrthe possibility of aiﬁfundamentally new

weapon, "3

ln theifall €ﬂ1§b3;;the780uiet liter..cure dealing witn the
:strategie missile-forces was suelled‘by a new round of attention to','r
these forces ‘in the Soviet general and military pvess. A'spate‘oi
‘srticles, mostly in a popular vein, appeared at this time in 7
connection with the military parade in Red Square cn November 7th

and the observance of Artillery Day in the latter oart of ‘the month

o These articles vere nofable on several counts. First they bore -

L?down hard on- the theme that thanks to SOViet possession “of modern
weapons,,as “the military parade on Red Square hss visually con- B
firmed, n the Soviet Union now possessed a retaliatory caPability :

which hsd helped to "golve the country s secur'ty problem "5

ISee, for exsmple, Khrushchev's Speech to World Peace Consress,,

Pravda, July ll 1962i" Marshal Krylov, Izvestiia, February 23, 1964.,“"

2Prsvds anuery 15, 1960.

‘ 3Hsrshsl R. Is.Hslinovskii "The Revolution in Military Affairs
and the Tasks of the Military Press," Rbmmunist Vooruzhennykh S11,
No. 21, November 1963, P 8.

‘ aPrsvds,'November 8, 1963, See alsc Izvestiia, November 8,
1963; Red Stsr, November 6 1963; Pravda, November 19 1963

5Marshal N. Krylov, "Qtrstegic Missiles " Izvestiis, November 17
1963. ‘ , L
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xseeond;'in»ar lesst one’inEtance, a highetaekieg offieer,:the deputy E
eommander of the strareéic'missile forces, reacted tQJWesterh‘ ‘; |
‘ analyees of reiatirersevierVinferioriry‘inrrre'31re of‘ttrategic,
‘deliyery,forcee with an épéérentl? sweepirg claim tﬁatlthe‘sdviet
,"Unibn Qould respond to ;nrqttack ef any size‘wrth,"a strll-greater ‘
 numberoém1ssiles.“1 Third,useme of the articles dﬁelr on tﬁe’e
eababiliries df ﬁﬁé strategie misétle forces and the e#cept1oea1 ‘“
>‘rqualities‘ofrsovietfﬁieeile personnel rn:a,eayrwhichﬂmeyrhare been':"'v
‘i Vﬁeant to pave‘rhe.way:psychologically forffurther reddctionsrieithee

more traditional brancﬁes of the Soviet armed torces a move whieh"i

E Khrushchev subsequently indicated he had in mind at thc crese of

the Central Committee»s Plenum sessronv*n Decembe 1963 Avd
finally, the point was stressed that Soviet nuclear weapons and
 .'missi1es not only provid d a "reliable sh eld"rof Soviet seC'-‘*r -
but that in the event of Western aggression, "our hande vjll not 11
falter in using chem;ﬁ24 %4bsequent1y,'uhen it came time to observe
~ the 46th anniversary of 1e Soviet armed forces on February 2J, 1964,e‘
the central theme in the press again 'was that . the "rocket-nuclear ﬂ,
might of the USSR" deterred the 1mpetialilts and provided ,én‘

“indeﬁtructible shield" for the gocialist caﬁpg" 3

leolone1-General v. F. Tolubkc, "The Main Rocket Stremgth of the -

Coﬁntry," Red Star, November 19, 1963.” See further discussion in
Chapter Seven. S : | '

2Vershinin, "The General Line of Scoviet Foreign Polizy,"-

. Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 19, October 1963, p. 16.

3PLCfure story on strategic missiles, "Ushering in the 46th

~ Anniversary of tihe Scviet Army and Navy," Red Star, February 21,

1964; Marshal Krylov, Izvestiia, February 23 1964 - Colonel Mareev,
Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No., 3, February 1964, pp. 12-14,
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Tendency to Refine the Soviet Argument

Despite the volume o{_aoviet discourse designed to emphasice
the Soviet Union's retaliatory might, it hes not been distinguished
on the whole for what might be called its persuasive quality. o .
rule, the sSoviet case has rested on broad assertions that tend to T
gloss over many of the problems involved in assuring & succescfu!
retaliatory strike, For example, as some of the remarkcebly candid
disclosures of the state of Sovicet defenses by U... _ccretary of
Defense dobert McNamara have indicated, the Soviet Union upparently
began unl} quite recently to adopt such measures us hurdening of its
strategic missilc forces‘l without which the chances of their survival
to deliver a retaliatory blow would seem quite dim, unless of course,
the Soviet Union intended to use them for a first-strike. Sovict dis-
course generally has been glong such broud guuge linc, un to brush
over the significance of military-technical considerztions of this sort.
Hovever, there now seemsvto be groving Soviet recognition that refine-
ment of the Soviet line of argument is needed if the Soviet Union is
to propagate a convincing coctrine of certain retaliation tu a
strategic attack. It is not altogether clear vhether this reflects
residual concern over the credibility of the Soviet dcterrent posture
after the Cuban confiontation or vhether it conveys a nevu sense of
Soviet confidence groving out of remedial defense measurcs that may

have been in progress since that time, At any rate, a new note of more

objectively-argued analysis has begun to enter Soviet discourse.

lﬂearings on Military Posture, U.S. Congress 88:1, House Committee
on Armed Services, January 30, 1963, p. 308; Bulletin of the Atomic
Scientists, April 1963, p. 38. ‘
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A typical example of this can be found in the Gxagolev-Larionox

artlcle in the November 1963 issue of Internutlonal Affairs to which .

‘rreference was‘made earlier. This article advanced a more precise“
argument than usuel 1n aeeklng to establish that the Soviet Union ;s ’
’,milltarily in a sound positlon to carry out d cecond-strike 1etaliatory
pollcy.: While the assertions it contained concerning the Soviet pesture
rwere’not \ecessarily vo be caken without some reservation, the article
. at least addressed the- second-strike pvoblem more explicitly than had :
lhftherte been customary 1n'Soviet literature.1er It is therefore,worth »
:leeking at he points on which the Glagolev-Larionov argument rested
The argument was prefaced by the assertion that "foreign | |
‘military enalvsts are "talking through their hats" vhen they con-:.
tend that ";..roviet nuclear rccket weapons are highly vulnereble

2
- and are deslgned for a first and not a counterstrike," : AlthO“Sh

’couched in a way to dismiss the aptnesc of Western analysis of the"
Soviet mi?itary posture thls remark nevertheless suggests,an

‘awaroness that actual militery disposltions and arrangements some- E

1tiwes ‘speak louder than words in the strategic dialogue, end that ;,

‘:jit is tnerefore lmportent to consider the 1nterpretat10ns thet mnyri'
be placed pon them. The authors then went on tormake,thelr‘flrst

pqint that Soviet measnres to‘dlsperee,‘harden, conceal'end otherwise.

1The previoUBnynentioned Nevsky article contained some of the
same points, but they were more fully elaborated by Larionov and
- Glagolev. See Wurld Marxisv Review, Merch 1963, pp. 33-34,

Zlnternational Affairs, Wovember 1963, p. 32. It may be noted
ia peraing, that the text of “he Ruesien-lenguage version of the
journal éid not use the exprzssion "talking through their hats," .
~ Rather, f¢ sald more ‘prosaically that Weetern views vere Mground-

less," N
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reduce the vulnerability of their strategic forces mean that an
enemy cannot hope teo knock out all these forces simultaneously:
- It is obvious that even in the most favorable
conditions, an aggressor would be unable to -
destroy all the counterstrike means with his
first salvo, for - these means -- rockets,
bombers; submarines, etc. -- are dispersed. .
- A considerable part of them is comstantly on
" the move. Another, even greater - part, such
" as bombers on airfields, are in a state of -
"almost instant readiness to take off. It is :
- physically impossible not only to knock out all .
"the counterstrike means simultaneously, but even
to pinpoint their location as the first salvo
missiles reach their targets.l :

iApart from inferring in the above passage that camouflage and
,'mob*litv would complicate the problem of target 1ocation, the
:‘Glagolev Larionov article did not specifically spell out the targethat
'problem as one of the'factors that would bear significantly,on ther-
soccess of an attack rBy COotrsst in a new discussion of U. S.
counterforce strategy in the second edition of the Sokolovskii
book as. will be noted in more detsil lster, the target location :
question received gtest emphssis. The Sokolovskii volume's negstive  ;
assessment of the prospects for's U S.Acountefforce‘strategy,  7{ o
incidentally, served to flesh out the obverse 3ide of the srgument‘
“hsc the Soviet Union now possesses s secure second strike cspsbility.r
"The next msjor point of the Glsgelev-Larionov argument in Inter-‘L‘
'nstionsl Affsirs rested on the clsim that modern warning techniques
make it possible for the defendet to avoid being taken by tactical
surprise. Besides including a rather novel claim for very early

Soviet‘detection of missile launchings, sna'implying that uoviet
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strategic missiles have amw extremely rapid reaction cime,l the
CGlagolev-Larionov article here reflected a trend, also observable
in the new Sokolovskii edition, to re-evaluate somewhat the factor
of surprise., It stated:
The element of surprise, rather important in past
wars, now has a different character. Even such
veapons as instant-action rockets, launched at
any time of day or night and in any weather, can
ve detected in the first section of their flight
path by ever vigilant radars and other instruments.
In this age of radiocelectronics and targeted ready-
~to-fire rockets, a counterstrike wil)l follow the
first strike in a matter of minutes.

The above paragraph concluded with a passage on the defender's
ability to get off his missiles before the attacker's weapons
arrive, suggesting a notion very close to pre-emption, which we
shall take up presently, -The argument then moved to the contention
that an attacker would be limited to a small first strike if he
wished to achieve even a relative degree of surprise. Presumably
U.S, bomber forces would not be regarded as a factor in an initial

attack, on the grounds that their use would sacrifice the advantage

of surprise.

15 similar assertion that Soviet strategic missiles have a very
short reaction time was made in November 1963 by Marshal N, Krylov,
commander of the strategic missile forces, who said that among the "~
"fine technical properties" of Soviet missiles was the fact that
"{t takes just a few minutes to prepare them for actiom,” Izvestiia,
November 17, 1963. See also: ibid, February 23, 1964,

21nternational Affairs, November 1963, p. 32.
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If the attacker is to achieve & measure of even
relative surprise -- an advantage of a few minutes -~
he would have to use in his very first salvo a small
‘but most efficiesnt part of his means of attack. Thus,
existing: bombers,‘whose speed is only a fraction of
that of rockets, would hardly produce any element of
surprise, in the modern sense. On the other hand, after
the aggressor's strike the attacked could discount the
‘element of surprise and would use all his counter-
. strike means set in motion before the first explosions
‘on his tetritory or remaining irtact 2{ter the start
of the enemy s nuclear bombardmext.l

Scating'finelly that §oviet forces are mein;ained'in e state‘bf
heiéﬁteued'teadiness to deliver "an instenf?eeunfernlow, which would
be equivalent in power to thousands of millions o‘ tons of TNT,'
the Glagolev-Larionov article then drew the conclusion that

e..8R aggressor cannot now derive any,economic or
- political advantages from nuclear war, for it merely
"puts _the seal on his own. destructiono,,the basic
change in the rorld balance of forces “and the new
properties of the weapons at the disposal of the
Soviet Union are a powerful deterrent to the un-
leashing of another war by_the most aggressive

- eircles of 1mper1alism.2 thalics in the original /

, The Question of Prefggg;ion .

CAs in !he case examined above, it has been -usromary in both
ublic and private Soviet discourse to picture che Snviet strategic
forces as a necond-strike retaliatory«inst:umen;. First-gtrike use
- of theae forces has not been publicized'r indeed Soviec‘contemplafion o

of a first-sttike has been assiduousl; disavowed. with regard :o”a

l1bid.

s

' zlbid., p. 33.
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third possible use -~ for what is described in technical parlance

. as a; pre-emptive or foreatalling attack1 -- the Soviet position has
rbeen characterived perhaps purposely, by a great deal of ambiguity.:

Pre-emption as a possible Sov1et strategy remains a pertinent
vquestion, for atrleast‘two sets‘of reasons. In a‘military sense,
'Soviet calculation of‘the conseQuencesrof a nuclear attack if war o
should come about cannot help but laise the 1ssue that pre emption
might be necessary in order to try to keep the Soviet losses within'
surv1val limits. There are practlcal consequences of a very large -
‘u3order between a policy of attempting a pre-emptive strike ~-- which
would be 1ntended to break up or blun. an enemy attack that was about
. to be launched -- and a policy of a purely retaliatory strike which
iwould be mounted only after Hav.ng absorbed the unimpeded wa .t‘af3
the enemy s initial blow.

In another sense, the deterrent and political values of Soviet
forces are to some degree affected by whether or not'they are assumed
rto have a pre-emptive role. ,If thefSoviet Union chcoses,to:pursue
-a forward political policy,‘for instance, and manages to make con-
lvincing its intentio' and ability to pre-empt it way stand a better
chance of forcing retreat upon the United States instead of the

1It may be useful to clarify what is meant by "pre-emptive as
distinct from "first-strike" forces. The essential distinction is
that a first-strike force wo '1d be sufficiently powerful to permit
a deliberate, pre-meditate. attack on the enemy, with reasonable
expectation of not being seriously damaged in return, whereas a
pre-emptive force, as customarily defined, would not be capable
of assuring such an outcome, but rather would be employed to blunt
and disrupt an attack about to be launched by the enemy. A first-
strike force -- if properly alerted -- might be employed in a pre-

emptive role, but not vice-versa, so long as a rational basis of
decision governed ‘
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Soviet‘siderinesome futuee crisis, Thus, while the po»sxbility of .
Soviet pre-emptive actlon in the ]962 Cuban crisis fa11ed to pass

the credibilicy test, tne Soviet leaders might’come tovfeel in -
fetrospectdthae if‘theyrhad succeed°d’inldeploylng‘a miSsile'ferce‘
1, “in Cuba and had thereby improved cheir pre- empt1ve capab1lity,

rthere would have been more chance, of an lneffective nmerican response

not only in Cuba but perhaps in Berlin and. elsewhere 1

However, at the same time that a pre-emptive policy might
conyey a politlcally useful wa;ning‘to the West and help to reinferce

‘the Soﬁietndetertent lnage, it also creates difficulties. Besides

the militaty'demands which must be met,in'order to‘atcain'a,capabili.;d g

for pre-emption, such ae nigh readiness,:qdlck‘reaction,‘anequieocal 7
warning and‘so‘on;'there is‘also‘the danéer'fhet a manifest eeef‘
emptlye]atanee might'in sone situations piemet‘the,ether side to
nake pfe-empfive‘prepara510ns on its own aCcountrrwleh eonsequent,
high risk of couching off an unintended nuclear exchange . More-l B
over, a declaratory pre-emptive policy also has undesirable pol1ticalv
overtones with_reapectr:o ;helimage of the Sovlet Union as ;he .
rcnampien of peaceful coexiseence and aeeonnCry nhich would never
1n1t1ate war undee any,peoeocation short of an actual attack. =
Fer‘all these reasons, bro and~con; thelSoviet‘attieudernd
pfe;emption has been and remains ambiguoas.“seﬁiet rhetorie :

cnatonarily elaims the'practlcal resulta to be expected from

: l'l-‘or a fuller expleratlon of this queation, see Arnold Hoielick.
The Cuban Missile Crisis: An Analysis of Soviet Calculations and
Behavior, The RAND Corporativn, RM-3779-PR, September 1963.
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;’a pre-emptive strike agaihstvan adversary caught inrthe actrof

‘preparing to attack while it disclaims at’ the same time that the‘

3 Sov1et Union would ever contemplate‘any course butva retaliatory
strike Uncertainty ég to where the Soviets really stand on this
‘question is the. result which may be precxsely the 1mpre351on they
wash to create. This was brought out graphlcally in the comments on
‘ the‘qoestion of a pre-emgtive strike‘by four of ‘the $okolovskii 
, aothors in their Red Star atticle‘of November>2,'1963}urespohdihg'to'
,Western‘commentary on'therfiret Sokoiovekii‘editioh;

- Adverting to remarks made by Marehai Malinovskii at the éznd"
. Congreos of the CPSU'in October'196lvrthe Soviet euthors denied that o
Malinovskil wds thinking in terms of a pre-emptive strike when he
poke of "the .eadiness of the Soviet Armed Forces to break up a
' surprise attack by the imperialists.", Hithout specifying precisely
what Marshal Malinovskii may have had in mind, - or what their own 7
‘rendering of his remarks in their book was meant to convey,‘theij
"Soviet authots declated that "the’very‘idearof such a blow is
‘totally rejectedrhi the'peace—iovihg'oolicy‘of the Soviet state.”
Thef also bridled‘at‘theieuggestionrthat relative atrategic Heakness .
'might account for Soviet ‘resort to ambiguous warnings of pre-emption
‘as a device to enhance the Soviet deterrent ponture.;
While the four Sokolovskii authors plainly went .to some plinl‘

in their _e_d__s_;g. ntticle to disclaim that statements of Soviet

readiness to frustrate and break up an enemy attack‘a:e‘meant to

1Red'$tar; Novembe:‘2;71963.
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‘imply‘pre-émpfion, it iS'iﬁtefésting that the second edition of the
Sokolovski i béok still adheres ;Qjarformuia no less ambiguous than
- the fifﬁt;  Thé peftinént paééage in tﬁé new editién, ess¢ntia11y
. unchanged fro@'the p;éviQus text;'réads as foiiowé? |

~ Since modern weapons permit exceptionally important -
strategic results to be achieved in the briefest
time, the initial period of the war will be of
 decisive significance for the outcome of the entire
' war. Hence, the main task is to work out methods’
for reliably repelling a surprise nuclear attack,
as well -as methods of breaking up the opponent's
aggressive plans by dealing him in good time‘a
crushing blow.l /Italics in the original./

  ‘ Vari;;ibns‘6h the ﬁheﬁe of,SQViet,“féadiness to brédkwup‘thef-
enemy'é éttack énd hi% criminal‘dééigns" ‘confiﬂue td appear reghl;;f3 
~  :in'Soviet:di§course; withéqt ever specif?ipg jus;>whut conditidﬁs
- ére eﬁvisaged?7 Perﬁéﬁs the closest,tﬁéﬁ SbQiét writerg;havércdme
recently to suggesting that the SoQiet Union encertains q‘strategy>
approxima;ing that of pre-ehptipn, in fact if,not-in‘nahe;rwés“in .
a previousiy mentioﬁedrpéésage:in thé Giagbleﬁ;Lériqnov article

‘in'lnternationalvAffaggg. The,passége in question, appeéring in a

context where the Soviet Union was the defensive side, stated:

The first rockets and bombers of the side on the

defensive would take off even before the aggressor's
- first rockets, to say nothing of his bombers, reache

their targets.3 /Italics in the originmal.,/ =~

1Voenhaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 260. For the earlier version;'i"
see Soviet Military Strategy, pp. 313-314. o ,

2Colonel-General N. Lomov, "Basic Tenets of Soviet Military Doctri
The Revolution ia Military Affairs, Its Significance and Consequences,"

- Red Star, January 10, 1964, See also Marshal R. Ia. Malinovskiti,
Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 21, November 1963, p. 9; Colonel V. .

December 1963, p. 31; Colonel I. Mareev, "The Indestructible Shield of
the Socialist Countries," ibid., No. 3, February 1964, p. 15,

3International Affairs, November 1963, p. 32,

Konoplev, "On Scientific Foresight in Military Affairs," ibid., No. 24, _
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Ifﬂthis‘desctiption'is‘to:be taken ‘at iace,Qalue,JaAvery finevltne‘
”indeediekists:between the-50viet concention‘of a pre;emptiee:and a
~'retaliétory étrike."At'the very least,.tne pessage”eeeme nant‘tcj 2
conbey the notion}that‘chiet,reSpnnee t0‘watning,ef‘a'streteg;e"7
 attack‘wcﬁ1d be‘inetant‘and automatic, withont'weiting forAincontto-'
.»vertible evidence that‘en’atteck hed‘actuelly been lannched atr>
Soﬁiet tatgets.  The impfeseion of‘a "hatt~triggerﬂ Soviet poétwre
‘has‘been heightened 'nhether by design éf othetQise'>by'recurrent
statements that the importance of su:prise in modern war means”that

1
boviet forces must: "skillfully apply surprxse and mUSt Seek

take the enemy unawares.

 Some Reasons for the Present Soviet Concern

o Severai~reasonsKnéy'accountzfdr the”effotts described:above
to enhance the cred1b111ty of the Soviet deterrent posture. The:
5rSoviet leaders may- have some doubts about the actual state of thext
| military posrure,rgrowing perhaps out of the Cuban experience.‘ Such
cdonbts could be compounded by frequent western expreseions of :
confidcnce in the margin of Western strategic superior ty, pre-
sumably resting in part oa Western intelligence assesaments which
fnjin turn tmply some-diminution of the secrecy'barrier‘behind which‘,
,Soviet:military ptenafations cuetomarily have been cairied out. VThe‘

| SoVietLleaders aISOVmay still retain an ingrained suspicion of

o 1Colomel-(;eneral N. A, Lomov Sovetskaia Voennaia Doktrina
- (Soviet Military Doctrine), All-Union Society for the Dissemination
of Political and Scientific Khowledge, Moscow, May 1963, Pe 28.

2

Colonel Konoplev, Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 24,
December 1963, p, 30; Colonel V. Clazov, '""Some Features of Conducting
Military Operations .in Nuclear War," ibid., No. 3, February 1964, p. 43,
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western‘ihteotion(; decpite’the fact thet the,Went shoved no -inclination t«rf

nake ver'vpon the Soviet Union even vheo it enjoyed a nuclear hohoooly. |
fhere is preoouably an eleoeot of reasSUranoe totthe hbmefroht‘ih»

volved in frequent sssertion of the impregnability of Soviet defenaes.

t:Sinilarly, this may sorve to reassure satellite regimes that. the denger o*

: rollback nnd threats to their rule fron the West no longer need be felred o

Paradoxioally. however, the more the sateilite regimes feel they are out_
' of daoger‘oh tﬁié score. thermoreitheylmay be ioclinod‘torpuliravay'froa','
: the!éoviet‘ﬁnioois protective'ving aho torzeek widervintoreourse vithithr'
With'regard t0'tte -oraie end‘profeosion‘;gggig of the. Soviet'militar;' .
' eotablilhnent itaelf repeated euphasi: on the importance of Soviet milic. |
'power to deter wvar and guarantee the peace nny serve a useful psychologicu
,functiou ] Strell on the role of deterrenee can be leen as a device, 1) to‘
‘ speak for encoura;ing Soviet aoldiery to stick to their xnitting in an
: age vhen -nny of the tredition&l contributions of the mi]itnry profession g
nra boin; called into queltion und the political utility of war is
incrneningly in doubt. '
A reuidual Hope of calhing in on the once optimistically-held

bclief thet a for-idable Soviet ltrate;ic ponture could force the Weot int: 
politicel retreat -Ay be enothar fartor in the uinda of the Soviet leadera‘
as they seek to project en innge of unullnileble Soviet -ilitery pover. i
At the leaot they lppear to feel that a for-idabla nilitary stance is a |
necessary backstup for the kinds of politicel and idgologicelvctruggle
called for byrthe policv of'peaceful coexiatence. Aad‘finlliy, a reneved
'eﬂphllil on Soviet nilitery ltrengtP and readinels nny be rogerded by the
Soviet leaders as a prudent concoumitant of the detente ovarturar they have

been obliged by circumstances of the sixties to put forward te the Hest.



_71-

VI, THE QUESTION OF WAR AS AN _INSTRUMENT OF POLICY

Lo =

The view is £ equently heard in the world todey that'the

,scientific-technological revolution of modern times has brought to

an end a long period of human history,,that, in the words of an-

‘ American scientist, it "has made wars 1rrational and deprived

diplomn-y of its most important tool -- plausible wax threats. "1

‘Whether tne Soviet leadership has come gradually around to SULh a
V:‘view .- whether 1t has come to fcel that Soviet poxicy must not only
V:Vu,avoid the danget of a major military coufli"t with the West but A
. eschew also threats of Soviet military action -- this is a questien
;upon which the final returns are not yet in. However, it seems ,'

~ clear up to this point that Soviet pclitical and military‘thpught -

have not escaped the‘proionﬁdiy'eneettling tmplications of the 1dea‘,
that it may ptoVeﬁiﬁpoasiﬁle'to win a nuclear war in any mesningful
sense. :

Beginning with Malenkov's ehort lived theais in 1994 .hat a

,_heciear war could result n the "mutu-l destruction" of capitaxilt

and cmumnﬂjt‘eaciety;z the Soviet lenderahip hae lived with an

unresolved doctrinel crisze over the quoetion of- war as an lnutru-"

) ment ottpalicy. One aympton_of this crieia‘vee the reviaton by
¥hrushchev im 1956 et‘the‘lengfheld,Communtat~dogma on the 1nevitebility

: ofrenvevcntuel'uhowdownrvar'betweeh the capitalist and commurniet

lEugena Rabinowitch, "Scientific Pevoiution' The End of

‘History," Bulletin of the Atomic Scieﬁt‘qgg, November 1963, p.79. '~‘

2For a diecuesion of MEIGGROV'S thesis and htsrrecantation a
short time later, see Dinerstein, War and the Soviet Union, pp. 71-77.
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systems.l Another symptom has been *he gradual erosion of the

nocion of communist victory in any new worid war, although this

dogma dies hard and has yet by no means disappeared from Soviet
thinking. Tt seems to find the most currency among Soviet ideclogists
and military people, although as pointed out in the first chapter

of this book, increasing doubt as to its validity has evidently

seeped into the conscicusness of the top lead:rship and helged o

alter their perspectives on fundamental problems of war and peace,

A third symptom of doctrinal crisis ower the question of war as an
instrument of policy has been the raising of this issue in the many-
sided quarrel between Moscow and Peking.

It is understandable, in terms of the Sino-Soviet polemics,
that a certain amount of distortion has .rept into each disputant’s
allegations concerning the other's view of the relaticnship between
war and politics. The Soviet side has tended to assert more
categorically than the facts may warrant that China is for war and
the‘Soviet Union for peace. It has accused the Chinese of risking
a nuclear holocaust by dognntic:interpretation of Lenin's views
on war as an instrument of policy. The Chinese, on the other hand,
have accused the Soviets of forgetting Lenin's teaching that war
18 a continvation of politics., They have somewha* overdone the
charge that the Soviet Union hes permitted itself to be aved into
"capitulationism' toward the West through fear of nuclear war, and
that it has failad to exploit its military power in a political

sense t¢ adyance the interests of the communist camp as a whole.

lkhrushchiv 5 speech to 20th Party Congress, Pravda, February 15,
1756. See also, Currept Sp¥ial Policjies I1: ‘The Dﬂcumen ary Record
o. the 20th Party COonpress and Its Aftetmath, Lao Gruliow, ed.,
erderick A. Eydeger, Ney iork, 1456, p. 37,
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The chances are, polecmics aside, that neither party to the dispute
is any more eager than the other to invite a nuclear war, but
rather that they differ essentially in their estimates of how far
it 18 safe to go in ~zerting pressure upon the West without

‘serious risk of preniritating war,

Internal Soviet Dialogue Over Lenin's Dictum

The interesting point with regard to the Soviet side of the
argument over war as an instrument of policy is that in the post-
Cuba period of sharpz=ned polemics with the Chinese, this issue has
also come to the surface as a matter of internal discussion and debate
among political and military circles in the Soviet Union itself.

The fact that the lines in this internal dialogue seem to be

roughly drawn between Soviet political and military spokesmen adds
to its interest. Khrushchev himself, with occasioral remarks on the
implausibility of erecting Communism on the radioactive rubble of

a nuclear war,l has set the tone for statements from the political
side which have brought into Juestion Lenin's dictum -- adspted from
Claugewitz =-- that war 1is a continuation of politics by violanmt
means. Others have made repudiation of Lenin's ideas more specific,
a8 for example, the political commentator, Boris Dimitriev, whko has

changed the formula to: "War can be a continuation only of folly."2

LSee, for example, Khrushchev's Speech on tze International
Situation, Fravda, December 13, 1962,

2poris Dimitriev, "Brass Hats, Peking and Clausewit:z, lzvestiia,
September 24, 1963,
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On the other hand, military writers with few exceptions have
persistently defended the doctrinal validity of Lenin's formulationm,
continuing to assert in the face of political apostasy on this point
that war must be regarded as the continuation of politics and the
instrument of policy. The new edition of the Sokolovskii work, for
example, reaffirmed that:

It i3 well known that the essential nature of war
as a continuation of politics does not change with
changing technology and armament.

The Sokolovskii authors, in fﬁct, went beyond their original

it

treatment of this question by intfoducing elsevhere a new quotation
from Lenin that has the effect of emphasizing the role that military
operations play im changing the political landscape.

O

For a correct understanding of the nature of war

as the continuation of politics by violent means

vwith the aid of military operatious, the following
thesis from Lenin is of great importance: "War is ..
the continuation by viclent means of the policy
pursued by the ruling classes of the warring powers
long before the war. Peace is the continuation of
that same policy, with registration of those changes
of relationship batween the_sntagonists dbrought about
by military operstions.? [Italics in the originai./

Mot all Soviet military writers have ranged thounclch‘in
defense of Lenin's formulation. Ome conspicuous exception is
retired Major Generazl Nikolai Talenskii, a prominunt military theorist
who has vfitten widely on the character of nuclear warfare and its

implications for international politics, and who also has baen a

lyoennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 25; Soviet Military Strategy,
p. 990

2Yonnnnia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 216,
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regular participant in the informal "Pugwash'' meetings of scientists
on disarmamant questions. Talenskii, whose published views have
tended to parallel those of thushchcv'tathet'cloqely,l broached the
notion as early as 1960 and again in 1962‘chat‘"tﬁé time has passed"
when war can any longer be regarded as an instrument of policy.z
Even Talenskii, however, seems not to have made his mind up fully on
this question. On the one hand, he has expressed a quite negative
view, in contrast to that of various Soviet ideologists and many
military writers, toward the prospects of recuperation and mobilization
after a country has been subjected to nuclear attack, which seems to
place him with those who feel that there is little likelihood of
any one emerging the winner in a nuclear war. On the other hand,
he has zlso identified himself with views that the Communist system
could expect to do better in a nuclear war than the other side. He
has said, for sxampia, that:

In the final analysis, however, the outcoms of s

nuclear wvar.,.would depend on such decisiva facters

as tha superiority of the social and economic system,

the political soundness of the state, the morale and

political understanding of the masses, their organi-

:;::?g and Lﬁity,’fhc prestige of the national leader-

In these raspects, according to Talenskii, the Soviet system

is superior to the capitalist system "bayond any doubt,”" and hence

lsee discussion of Talenskii's sympathy with Khrushchev's out-
look in U.S. Editors' Analytical Introduction, Soviet Military

Strategy, p. 22.

2N. Telenskii, "The 'Absolute Waapon' and the Problem of
Security,” International Affairs, No. 4, April 1962, p. 24,

3Ibid., p. 26,
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a third world war would spell the doom of the latter. Which of the
two Talenskii viewpoints reflects his own convictions, and which
comes closer to the real outlook of the Soviet leadership elite in
general, remains unclear,

Some Soviet militavy writers have sought a formula that would
reccncile the continuing validity of Leninist doctrine on war as an
instrument of policy with the ap;ireatly contradictory proposition
that nuclear war represents an impractical path toward the attain-
ment of political goals. Thus, one writer whose stature as a
military theorist has been on the rise in the past few years, Colone
P. Trifonenkov, strongly defended the validity of the Leninist
doctrinal position, stating that "the thesis on war as a continuatic
of politics can never be called into question by any Marxist-Leninis
At the same time, Trifonenkov worked his way out of a logical impa s
Ly observing in effect that the validity of this thesis need not be
tested, since great nuclear losses have made world war "unrealistic"
and the strcngtﬁ of the Soviet camp makes the prevention of war
ponliblc.z

A IOIthlgﬁllﬂillt viev was voiced in December 1963 by Marshal
Sergei Biriuzov, Chief of the Soviet General Staff, whose entry into
the discussion of war as an instrument of policy suggested that thig

issue had become more than a matter of doctrinal iairsplitting at

1Colonel P. Trifonenkov, "War and Politics,'" Red Star, October
1963. 1t is worth noting that in this article Trifonenkov was
defending the thesis on war as a continuation of politics against
Chinese charges that the Soviets had abandoned it,

21bid.
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the purely theoretical level. Marshal Biriuzov cautioned that the
Leninist definition should not be "interpreted dogmatically, with-
out due consideration for the worldwide historical changes that
have taken place in the world," This reminder that he was not
taking the side of the Chinese "dogmatists" was followed later by
Biriuzov's reaffirmation that even nuclear war remains an instrument
of policy. Using essentially the Trifonenkov formula that the
leninist dictum i3 valid but that "™aggressive circles™ ought not to
be rash enough to make it operative, he said:

Nuclear war, like any war, i{s also an instrument

of policy, but of a rash, senseless policy,

because 1its utterly devastating character cannot

guarantee to aggressive circles the achievement

of their reactionary goals. Mankind faces a

dilemma: either avoid a new world war or to find

itself in a position whose cogsequences are

difficult to foresee in full,

Elsewhere in his excursus on war and politics, Biriuzov made
the observation that "the nuclear form of the continuation of
politics" would be enormously destructive. This seemed to imply
that in Biriuzov's view there might still be room for nonnuclear
forms of warfare suitable for carrying out the Leninist thesis, but
this point was not developed., The main emphasis of Biriuzov's
article was on the necessity of preventing a war from breaking out,
toward which end he placed himself on the record by concluding that:
"The more powerful our armed forces sre and the better they are

equipped, the more reliable they will be as guarantors of lasting

world peace."

lizvestila, December 11, 196%.
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The continuing ferment in Soviet thinking on the relationship of
war to politics was underscored in earily .64 by a tortuous theoretical
article on this subject by two m .litary writers, Major-General N.
Sushko and Major T. Kondratkov. This article, too, represented a
rather painful attempt to have it bith ways, asserting on the one
hand that "the Marxist-Leninist thesis oii war i; a continuation of
politics by violent means reta:ns its validity with regard to thermo-
nuclear var,"‘whilo conceding at the same time that "thermonuclear war
cannot serve as an instrument of policy."1 The latter admission was
accentuated by the statement in another passage that modern weapons
"have made war an exceptionally dangerous and risky tool of politice n?

Two features of this article were of particular interest. Omne
vas a heated attack on ''the fabrications of bourgeois theorists" to
the effect that nuclear weapons '"had 'deprived' war of its political
-nanin;,"a and "had made 'obsolete' the thesis of wa. as a continuatior
of‘paliticl."a Under the guise of such criticism, the srticle charged,
"a rabid attack was being conducted against Marxist-leninist teaching
on var," In the context of the internal Soviet debate, one might

‘nuppo;o that these rc-nrklrvnrc aimed more at Soviet critics of the

Leninist dictum on var and poiitico than at "bourgeois the:rists.”

1"War and Politics in the 'Nuclear Age',” Kommunist Vooruzhennykh
$i1, Wo. 2, January 1964, p. 21,

2
3Ib1d., P. 1‘0
“1b1d., . 16.
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This supposition is strengthened by the fact that Sushko and

Xondratkov also charged “bourgeois theorists" with the somewhat
contradictory offense of ''propagandizing the inevitability and
1

‘acceptability' of rocket=-nuclear war.," It hardly makes for

consistency to argue that bourgeois thinking regards nuclear war
as politically "obsolete' and &t the same time as "acceptable."
The second point of special interest in the Sushko~Kondratkov
article was the position it took with regard to "national-liberation
wars." In addition to restating the customary Soviet position that
such wars are '"just" and ''permissible,” the article also stressed
their "inevitability"” and went on to say that in the cagé‘of these
wars "it is fully understood that the question of rocket-nuclear
weapons being used will not atise.“z Here the Soviet authors seemed
to be associating themselves with a trend toward placing greater
emphasis on the prospect of waging small wars without danger of
nuclear escalation -- a subject we shall take up more fully in a

subsequent chapter on limited war.

l2cations of the Dialogue on War and Policy

‘o some extent, the surface contradiction between Soviet
political and military utterances on the question of war as an
instrument of policy may arise from differences of institutional out-
look, The political spokesmean, with an eye for fresh ammunition in
the polemics with Peking, have wished to stress the irrationality of
war in contrast to the virtues of peaceful coexistence, and in the
process have dealt in a somewhat cavaller way with Lenin's dictum,

The military, on the other hand, charged Ly the profession with

l1p1d.
21p4d., p. 23.
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thinking ubout how to wage wars successfully if they should occur,
have tended to assume that some useful purpose may be served by
their efforts to wage and win any future war, In rallying to the
defense of Lenin's dictum, they have seemed to sesnse that the
doctrinal rationale for their profession and its contribution to
the nation's life may be in question.l A surrogate rationale is at
hand, of ~tourse, and the Soviet military have grasped it. As
Marshal Biriuzov's typical statement, mentioned above, suggests --
if the military man's raisontﬁ'ctre can no longer be found in
waging ;nd winning wars, it can rest on the function of preventing
them,

However, this explanation alone does not exhaust all the
implications of the internal Soviet dialogue over lenin's pre-
scription on war and politics, Practical questions whick go to
the heart of the problem of Soviet security appear to lie below
the surface of the dialogue. At bottom, the issue hinges not only

on the question whether war has lost its meaning as an instrument of

lAn interesting symptom of this concern was an article by
Marshal Krylov in June 1963, prepared at the request of Red Star's
editors to set at rest doubts about the present-day role of the
military professior., Krylov castigated "those somstimes encountered
among us who assume the pose of 'bold free-thinkers'' and talk
about the ""decline' of the military. Krylov argued that "the
military profession is not a thing of the past" and that: "Pacifism
is a bourgeois ideology alfen to us, We must be uncompromising
toward it, toward the slighest appesrance of it in our remarks."
Marshal N. XI. Krylov, "An Honorable Profession, Needed by the
Nation," Red Star, June 9, 1963,
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policy. It hinges also on what the limits of military power in the
nuclear age are understood to be. And it also involves the question
whether the Soviet Union can continue to live, as it has for some
time past, in a position of strategic inferiority to its major
adversary.

If on the one hand there {s sti{ll in the Soviet view a prospect
that war can be won -~ or lost -- in a meaningful sense, then it
might be worth the effort to strive for a war-winning strategy and
for superior forces commensurate to this task. Undesirable as a
nuclear war might be, there would still be a sense in which "nuclear
war does pay.'t But if on the other hand there should no longer be
anything to choose between victor and vanquished in a nuclear war,
then the course to take might look quite different, So far as
Soviet military policy is concerned, a second-best solution might
be readily rationalized as the best golution. That is to say, the
Soviet leadership might settle indefinitely for a strategy of
deterrence and Soviet strategic forces at a level sufficient to
maintain credibility but still clearly inferior to those of the
adversary.

The problem does not end here, Apart from deterrence of nuclear
war, there is the problem of defining the useful limits of military
power in a nuclear world., In a sense, the Soviet leadership seems to
have been probing for some time to find out what these limits are,
feeling its way from one potential crisis situation to another. Can
the use of military power, or the threat of its use, enable one side
to alter the political situation to its advantage, or is the feasible

1imit merely to prevent the other side from attempting to do so? And
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if it appears that power relationships are to bgcoﬁe increasingly
wfrozen on the strategic level, what are the prospects that military
power at other levels of conflict may help to restore some fluidity
in the political situation? And ultimately, if the situation proves
to be one in which the limits of military power requi.e a kind of
formal acceptance of the permanence of ''peaceful coexistence,"1 how
is communism to replace capitalism ir such a world?

These are the kinds of problems that seem o underlie the
doctrinal crisis over the question of war as an instrument of poliere
It is probably safe to say that neither the Soviet political nor
military ieaders have yet made up their minds on how to deal with
these questions, if indeed they have posed the issues in this way at
all., However, in one form or another life itself, as Khrushchev
sometimes pute it, 1s likely to place these matters on the ageunda.
When this happens, Soviet policy can be expected to pass through a
crisis of uncertainty and turmoil, To some extent, if we have read
the signs correctly, some such process may already have begun,
cloaked -- and undergtandably 80 -- by renewed emphasis on both the
credibility of tha SoVieé‘dcte;rent posture and on the doctrine of
Soviet wiiitary superiority. ‘The lgtter is the next question to

which we shall turn.

IThe notion thet “peaceful coexistence" implies a permanent stat
of affairs is vigorously denied in Soviet interpretations of this
concept. For exsample, two Soviet writers affirmed recently that the
policy of peaceful coexistence '".,.does not at all signify the
'preservation' of_the bourgeois order; it does not recognize the
immovability of /this ordcgf.which bourgeois ideologists unsuccessful
seek to establish.” Sushko and Kondratkov, Kommunist Vooruzhennykh
£il, NXo. 2, February 1964, p. 22,
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VII, THE DOCTRINE OF MILITARY SUPERIORITY

No issue relating to Soviet militsry~economic policy seems more
sudbject to misconstruction than the Soviet position on the question
of military superiority. If the Soviet positicn is marked by a
certain inconsistency, this is partly because of discrepancies between
assertion and the manifest facts of inte.national 1life, and partly
perhaps because of uncertsinty in the xinds of the Soviet leaders
themselves as to what stand should ba taken on this question., Before
going into Soviet views on military superiority in more detail, it
may be useful to indicate the principal features of the present Soviet
position,

There is, first, a rather long-standing public commitment to a
doctrine calling for military superiority over the West, Soviet
wmilitsry literature has clearly favored such a doctrine, and
political spokesmen often have expressed the same view. However,
there has besn a tendancy for military leaders to dwell on the theme
gorewhat more emphatically, perhaps as a symptom of concern that
military needs may not be given aufficient attention. Diring most
of 1963, wheun internal defense-economic competition for resources
was apparently intense, there was, for example, a notable incraase
in Soviet propagands on the military superiority theme, emanating
for the most part fcou military spokesman. On the other hand, toward
the end of the year, after a "détente budget" Lad been settled or,
savaral prominent military leaders joined {a approval of this move,
and there was at least a temporary softemin; .f the custoaary

gttitude on military superiority,
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Most Soviet discussion of military superiarity bkas tended to
leave an ambiguows impression as te whether quantitative or qualita-
tive superiority is considered the moi= important and the more
feasible, This 1issue, which bears overtones of the traditionalist-
modernist detate, cften 1is straddled by adwocating both quantitative
and qualitative superiority, although a present trend toward emphasis
upon the latter is discernible. Ancthe:r respect in which Soviet dis-
cussion of military superiority frequently reveals inconsistency
concerns the question whether superiority is to be understood as an
objective already achieved, or merely a policy goal that lies ahead,

A certain amount of ambiguity on the question of military
superiority also carvies over into the East-West strategic dialogue,
much of which has been devoted to establishing the claims of each
side that the military power balance leans in its own favor. The
Soviet voice in the dialogue occasionally wavers between assertions
on the one hand that Soviet superiority is ircontestable, and
suggestions on the other hand that a state of rel.’ive parity iv.\ ts

between the United States and the Soviet Union.

Commitment to a P, licy of Military Superiority

With regard to the desirability and necessity of achileving
military superiority over the West, the Soviet commitment, If oae
were to judge solely by the volume of utterance on the subject, 1s
strong and unshakeall~, This commitment probably rests, in general,
upon an undarlying -tcsrmption, as cld as the Soviet regime itself,
that the Soviet Y.i,.. smet surpass Its leading capitalist rivals in

the wmilitary, econvwn:c asd political elements of power if it is to
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nudge history in the direction of a Communist future, In a more
imuediate sense, Khrushchev himself more than once has macde plain that
the present policy of peaceful coexistence rests in essence on ths
premise that the Soviet bloc countries, as he puts it, "have a rapidly
growing economy and surpass the imperialist camp in armaments and
armed forces." The Soviet Union, of course, remains the hard core

of bloc military strength in the Scviet conception, and upon it falls
the main burden of attaining superiority over the West., It is worth
noting, however, that in the last two ot “hre- years there has been
an obvious shift of emphasis in Soviet -4i.  xrse :.ward stress upon
the joint strength of the "socialist comusiwe4iis™ { ~druzhestvo),

>

particularly in terms of the Warsaw Pact countries.

The commitment of the Soviet military to the syctrine of military
superiority is a matter of long-standing. £ ~=ceént major Soviet
work, for cxample, in a discussion dealing with the development of
Soviet military theory in the twenties and thirties, pointed out that
Soviet policy of that period was directed toward "...the strengthening
of tke country's economic potential by every possible means, so az to
guarantee the 'uninterrupted supply of the Armed Porces with all types
of arms and equipment for attainment of quantitative and qualitative

military superiority over the probable ene-y."3 In terms of the recent

lpravda, February 28, 1963.
2See discussion of this trend in Chapter Saventeen,

3Marshal P. A. Rotmistrov, ed,, Istorii Voennogo Iskusstvo (A
History of Military Art), Volume I, Voenizdat Ministerstva Oborony
SSSR, Moscow, 1963, p. 484, See dlso Raymond L, Garthoff, Soviet
Military Doctrine, The Free Press, Glencoe, Illinois, 1953, p. 126,
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past, miljtary emphasis on the superiority theme picked up steam

in the fall of 1962, probably as a kind of reflex reaction to

events in the (:m:i.bbun,I and grew in volume in the spring and summer
of 1963, A typical military expression at this time of Soviet
commitment to a policy of military superiority was the following
statement by Marshal Andrei Grechko, Soviet First Deputy Minister of
Defense and Commander of the Warsaw Pact forces:

The Communist Party amnd the Soviet government base
their military policy on the fact that as long as
disarmament has mot been implemented, the armed
forces of the sccialist commonwealth must always
be superior te those of the imperialists,?

This statement was shortly followed by a leading editorial in

Red Star on the eighth anniversary of the Warsaw Pact, stressing the

3

same point.” The Grechko policy declaration comtinued to receive

attention into the fall of 1963, being repeated agsin in almost
identical form im a Septembar Red Star article dealing with the

: . , 4
Karxist-luninist position on war and peace, It is interesting that

vhile the 7962-1963 military emphasis on Scviet commitment to military
superiority was running high, Khrushchev gave rather restrained

expression to his views on the subject, Por example, in a December

R
B4

lped s;,; ‘October 5, 25, Wovember 17, 1963. See also: Malinovskif
vizilantly Steod Gusrd Over the Pesce, p. 23; Malinovakif, "45 Years
on Guard of the Socialist Fatherland," Red Star, February 23 1963,

z)hrllul A, Grcchko\, "The Mation's Exploit," Izvestiia, May 9,
1963,

3‘"1'11‘ True Guardian of the Peoples’' Security,” Red Star,
May 14, 1983,

l’(:(iioul I. Sidel'nikov and Colonel V, Smitrenko, "The
Present Epoch &nd the Defense of the Achiavements of Socialism,"
Red Star, September 19, 1963,



1962 speech defending his conduct of the Cuban crisis, he twice
referred to the fact that the Soviet Union had "« sufficient
quantity" of intercontinental missiles to repel aggression, rather
than boasting of Soviet superiority.l

It is worth noting that Xhrushchev and military leaders have
been out of phese with each other before, so to speak, on the
military superiority question. For example, in January 1960 and
again at the 22nd Party Congress in October 1961, Xhrushchev emphasized
Soviet military superiority, evidently to reinforce his position that
Soviet defenses were in good shape, By contrast, Marshal Malinovskii's
report at the Party Congress failed to advance specific claims of

Soviet military preponderance over, or even equality with, the

United StaCes.z To the extent that the military superiority issue
serves as a touchstone of differing military and political views
on the state of Soviet military preparedness, it is possible that
Malinovskii in the fall of 1961 may have baen conveying a subtle
reminder to the Soviet political leadership that the Soviet armed
forces were not adequately prepared for a military showdown over
Berlin, toward which Soviet policy at that time wmay have seemed to
be veering.

In 1963, military stress on & superiority doctrine began to
show signs of wavering only after the December budget announcement
was made and Marshal Grechko came forward with a new and somevwhat

significantly altered statement, to which we shall come in a moment,

llhrulhchev'; speech at December 12th session of USSR Supreme
Soviet, Pravda, December 13, 1962,

25ee Pravda, January 15, 1960; October 25, 1961,
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Mesanwvhile, the new Sokolovskii volume which reached the public in
November 1963 reflected a commitment to the doctrine of military
sup¥rior1ty no less insistent than that which the first edition
had diaplayed almost a year-and-a-half earlier.l Not only were key
passages on this theme retained, such as the statement that ''the
main thing is to maintain constant superiority over the enemy in
the basic branches of the armed forces, weapons and ways of waging
v,r,nz but sowe additional points were made in the same vein. For
example, in discussing the factors upon which the Soviet expectation
of -sictory in a future war would rest, the authors added a new para-
graph, stating that:

One of the basic problems is to encure qualitative

and quantitative superiority in the mil{tary-

technical sphere over the probable aggressor.

This demands a suitable military-economic base

and the broadest application of scientific-

technical resources to solution of the problen.3

Relative Importance of itatjive end Qualitative Superiority

While the revised Sokolovskii volume placed great emphasis on
quantitative and qualitative superiority in some passages, it also
remained somsvhat ambiguous elsevhere as to their relative importance,
As a matter of fact, there vere several indications in the revised
volums that the qualitative route to superiority might enjoy a slight

edge in the suthors' current thinking, Thus, a statement was cetained

1'!’ox' comment on the treatment of the military superiority theme
in the first cdttion, see U S. Editor:' Analytical Introduction,

2ysennaia s;;ate.iig 2nd ed., p. 314, Sce also, pp. 297, 303.
gv;cg HLLitlgz Stratc.l. pp. 349, 335, 340.
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that: ''.,.at the present time, in gailning superiority in nuciear
weapons, their quality and the technique for their employment are
more ixportant than their nu-bc.r-"l' On the other hand, ansther
statement conveying opposite emphasis on the numerical side of the
picture was omitted in the revised volume, The discarded passage
was one which stressed "the need for a largs number of nuclear
weapons to attain decisive results in destroying the enemy's
economy,"

The quantitative-versus-qualitative superiority issue lies in
a troubled area. It seems to be symptomatic of an underlying problem
concerning the best use of available rescurces that has lain at the

root of the debate between modernists and trnditioualists,3‘ The

former have leaned toward the idea that large investment of resources
and scientific effort in research and development today cffers the
prospect of a significant "qualitative'' payoff in the future, thus
helping to compensate fcr the Flrgin of U.S. economic supcriority.

The traditionalists, by coantrast, have shown a preference for main-
taining large forces-in-being, implying a priority claim on presently
available resources for this purpose. The idea that qualitative
advance 1is an important element of superiority 1is, of course, common
to both modernist and traditionalist schocle, but the latter have
tended to take the view that qualitatlve innovations musc be trans-

lated into quantity of weapons available on a mans scale in the hands

11bid,, p. 297. Soviet Military Strategy, p. 335.
2Soviet Military Strategy, p. 409.

See U,S. Editors' Analytical Introduction, Soviet Military
Strategy, p. 23,

Lo
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of troops before becowing a significant factor.1 The sharpening
of the resource allocation problem within the Soviet Union in the
past year or two seemingly has worked against the traditionalist
position, however, and strengthened the argument that Soviet efforts
to solve the superiority problem should lie along the qualitative
route, that is, by more intensive R&D efforts now which would permit
deferment of difficult procurement decisions until later -- a course
with undoubted appeal to a hard-pressed political leadership. It
is also a course which provides a rationale for softening any military
misgivings, for it can be argued that translation of qualitati.e
advances into quantitative dimensions will come later, when the
Soviet economic base is in better ihape.z

A tendency to shift the emphasis in Soviet discourse from
rumbers to quality of weapons became particularly evident in the
pamphlet by Marshal Malinovskii which appes::3i in the fall of 1962
shortly after the Cuban crisis. Variations on the theme of Soviet

military superiority were prominent in this pamphlet, and they

Lrhis point was underscored in a series of articles in January
1964 by Colonel-Censral N, A, Lomov, who is not himself an exponent
of the pure traditionalist view, but seems to stand somewhere in
between. See "New Weapons and the Nature of War: The Revolution in
Military-Affairs, Its Significance and Consequences," Red Star,
January 7, 1964. The sccond article of the Lomov series, which wa.
largely a condensation of his mid-1963 brochure on milicary doctrine,
appeared in the January 10, 1964 issue of Red Star.

21n this connection, Marshal Grechko's article in December 1963
voicing suppor’ of the Dacember plenum line on heavy investment in
the chemical industry concluded with an exhortation to "military-
scientific cadres" which seemed to rest on such & rationale. He said
that workers in "science and technology, basing their efforts on the
latest achisvements of our economy, must continue with still greater
perseverance to work out military-technical problems -- problems of
further perfecting the combat capability and organization of the
armed forces."' Red Star, December 22, 1963,
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tended to focus on qualitative rather than quantitative superiority,

as in the following passage:
Our country has improved military equipment at its
disposal fully satisfying the requirements of defense
under modern conditions. In the competition for quality
of armament forced upon us by aggressive circles, we

are not only not inferior to those who threaten us
with war, but, in many respects, superior to them,

Soviet determination not to fall behind in an arms-deveiopment
race was also stressed by Malinovskii, After asserting that the
"development by our scientists of superpowerful thermonuclear bombs
and also global rockets'" was an index of Soviet superiority over
probabie enemies, Malinovskii went on:

Let them know we do not intend to rest on our
laurels, This common vice of all victorious
armies is alien to us, We do not intend to fall
behind in development, and we do not intend to
be inferier in any way to our probable enemies.

As indicated in our earlier discussion of the Soviet deterrent
image, the implication conveyed %y current Soviet discourse is that
very large wield weapons in the 50- and 100-megaton categories, which
fall under the rubric of '"qualitative” superiority in the Soviet lexicon,
would make ap fuor any disparity in numbeis. Even so, some Soviet
spokesmen do not hesitate upon occasion to make rather sweeping
claims of numerical superiority. Malinovskii himself, writing in
early 1963, responded to an earlfier statement by the U.S. Secretary

of Defense with the assertion that the Soviet Union would answer

3
"McNamara's 344 missiles with several times move,"”  Some months later,

IMalinovskii, Vigilantly Stand Suard Over the Psace, p. 23.
21p1d,
3Red Star, February 23, 1963,
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Colonel-General V, F, Tolubko, Deputy Commander of the Soviet
strategic missile forces, reiterated Malinovskii's warning, stating
that:

.+.to the number of missiles with which we are

threatened we will respond with a simultaneous

salvo of a still zreater number of missiles of

such power that they will raze all industrial

and administrative targete and political centers

of the Dnited States, and will completely destroy

the countries on whose territories American

military bascs are situated.1

In both cases, the Sovieat claims were not confined to ICBMS, but

apparently tcok into account the substantial numbers of medium-range
Soviet missiles which would be aimed at countries less distant from
the Soviet Union than the United States. It also is worth noting tha*
even in General Tolubko's assertion of ""a still greater number of missile
he claimed only a capability to deal with urban-industrial type targets,
leaving the inference that the Soviet Vnion is not in a position to

carry out corresponding attuacks against a large list of military or

"counterforce' targets as well,

y
Superiority -- Accogglishgd‘Fact or Policy Goal?

The Soviet positiun on military superiority, as previously mentioned
is marked by a certain amount of wavering between claims that such superi
over the West {s an accomplished fact and statements which imply that

superiority is a Soviet desideratum by no means yet assured., A notable

llbid., November 19, 1963, See further discussion ofmissile

numbers in Chapter Thirteen,

ZGeneral Tolubko's superior, Marshal N. 1. Xrylov, commander of

the Soviet strategic missile forces, took & somewhat different line

in early 1964 in reference to American statements on the U.S. numerical
lead in missiles., Rather than asserting that tke USSR could respond
with greater numbers, Krylev said: "If the United States has such
quantitites of missiles, one can draw the legitimate conclusion that U.S.
strategy is not based on ndationel defense, but pursues aggressive ends,"
Izvestiia, Febyuary 23, 1964,




example of Soviet wavering on this question was provided several years

ago by an interview with Marshal Malinovskii in Pravda on January 24,
1962, The interview dealt explicitly with the balance of military
strength, but nevertheless managed to leave an impression of considerable
ambigulty, Malinovskiil first cited as '"more or less correct" an earlier
statement at Vienna in 1961 by President Kennedy to the effect that U.,S,
and Soviet military strength are aqual. Malinovskii said that it "was
high time" for American military leaders to draw the appropriate con-
clusions from thie admission, He next said that in his own opinion as
Soviet Dafense Minister the socialist camp was stronger than the United
States and its NATO allies; however, "in order to avoid stirring up a war
psychosis,” he would be willing tu call both sides equal, Finally, before
the interview was over, Malinovskii changed his assessment once mcre and
aszerted that the Soviet side was militarily superior. Xhrushchev, upon
occasion, also has wavered back and forth in similar fashion between
claiming Soviet superiority and insisting that the United States has
acknowledged Soviet strategic power to be equal to its own, !

More recent Soviet discourse has continued to interpose flat
claims that "the Soviet Union has military superiority and won't
relinquish 1:"2 with statements on the need to strengthen the Soviet

armed forces and other comments that suggest far less assurance about

the margin of Soviet advantage, In the revised Sokolovskii volume

1z recent example of this was Khrushchev's statement at the conclusion
of the Februesry 1964 Central Committee plenum session on agricultnre, when
he first said that ",,,the socialist countries have now created armed forces
equal to the forces of the capitalist world, as leaders of the imperialist
powers have admitted," and then went on to say: '"We believe our armed
forces are the more powerful," Pravda, February 15, 1964, See also:
Pravda, August 8, October 18, 1961; July 11, 1962; January 17, 1963,

2Commentary on the Ncvember 7th Parade by A. Leont'ev, Moscow

domestic radio, November 12, 1963, See also Red Star, August 30, 1963;
February 18, 1964. -
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for example, the contention was repeated that ",..we consider our
superiority in nuclear weapons over the Western bloc to be indis-
putable,ﬂl and the new claim was added that:

The Soviet Union has achieved superiority ovér the

probable enemy in the decisive means of warfare =--
in missiles and in the yield of nuclear warheads.

On the other hand, however, the new volume, like the old,
continued to dwell on the point that Soviet policy of strengthening
"the world socfalist systenm' must include "an unremitting increase
in Soviet military power and that of the entire socialist camp.“3
The new volume also contained an amplified description of Western
military power in terms which seemed calculated to serve as a
rationale for strengthening the Soviet military posture. 1Ir addition
to this image of a formidable oppcnent, upon which further comment
will be made later, the revised Sckolovskil volume retained the

greater part of an earlier discussion suggesting that a state of

' lycennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 239. Soviet Military Strategy,
p. 297.

2Voennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 317. See also second article
in series by Colonel-General N, A, Lomov in Red 3tar, January 10,
1964, which asserted that the Soviet Union has managed '"to atts "z
superiority over the potential enemy in the decisive means £ »°.=-
fare; rocket-nuclear weapons and, azbove all, strategic nuclear means,

3voennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p., 230, Soviet Military Strategy.
p. 285, 1In this comnection it is noteworthy that after the December
1963 announcement of a military budget reduction and heavy invest~ent
in the chemical industry, the military piress was anxious to make the
point that Soviet defenses still needed to be perfected, Thus, an
editorial in Red Strr, December 18, 1963, stated: '"In his fina:
address at the plenum, Nikita Khrushchev declared that the planned
progran for development of the chemical industry will be carried out
vithout detriment to national defense,..we are forced tuo perfect our
Jefenses and take measures to ensure the safety of our friends and
aliies.,"
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relative strategic parity exists between the United States and the
Soviet Union,

This discussion of the strategic balance in both of the
Sokolovskii editions stood in rather interesting contrast to customaxry
Soviet claims of outright superiority. While the context of the
discussion was such that the assessment offered was attri‘uted to
"American strategists,'" the implication’éeemed to be thac the Soviet
authors were not in disagreement. The main argument was that American
stratezists, recognizing the existence of a "balance™ in strategic
weabong and ''Soviet superlority in copventional armed forces,”" had
come to the conclusion that '"mutual deterrence" now operated on both
sides.

Rather curiously, this argument was somewhat emasculated in the
revised text by omission of a passage which referred to the prospect
of "complete mutual annihilation' in a nuclear war and which stated
further that "...the greater the stockpiling of weapons of mass
destruction, the greater becomes the conviction that it is impossible
to use them., Thus, the growth of nuclear-missile power is inversely
proportional to the possibility of its use,” The effect of this
oalssion was to suggest that large stockpiles of weapons on each side
do not necessarily foster stability. The original argument was carried
by retaining a less categorical passage which read as follows:

A "nuclear stalemate" to use tha Western expression,
had arisen; on the one hand a tremendous increase

in the number of missiles and nuclear weapor., and on
the other hand, the incredible danger of their use.
Under these cornditions, accerding to the evaluation
of American and NATO political aand military circles,

both sides had sttained the position of so-cualled
"mutual deterrasnce.!l

lyoennaia Strategr‘a. 2ud ed., . 80, In Scviet Military S'rategy,
the discussion in quesfion oc uJrs on pp, 156-137,
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One is left uncertain by this ststement. as perhaps its authors
intended, whether "mutual deterrence' is accepted in Soviet military
thinking as a durable concept or regard:=d merely as a passing
phenomenon,l On the whole, the treatment of the question of military
superiority in the Sokolovskii work, as in Soviet military literature
generally, conveys the impression that Soviet military theorists, at
least, are not yet prepared to write off the prospect of altering the
wilitary talance in their favor, and thus by implication -- upsectiag

the state of mutual deterrence.

Liabilities of a Doctrine of Military Superiority

While Soviet military thought is evidently agreed on the desirabilits
of attaining across-t-e-board superiority over the United States, it
would seem that the Sov. t leadership as a whole remains in doubt both
&8s to how this might be accomplished and whether the potentlal results
would justify the effort involved. Theie are some obvious liabilitie:
in‘proigssiné a policy of military superiority, for if the Soviet military
posture is made to look excessively formidable, the result may well be
simply to spur the wosi tc greater efforts, leaving the Soviet Unjon
uélat{vely nd begﬂemuo££ 1n a military sense and perhaps a good deal
7@om;éirff cconcimically, For a country whose resourtes already seem
strained by the high cost of azms competition, this is a serious
consideration. Indewd, Toviet cultivation of a detente atmosphere

indicates recognition of thiz problem, for it is aimed, among other

Ithe stability of "mutual deterrence™ has frequently baen questioned
in Soviet literature on disarmament. See, for example, ', A, Zoriu, ed.,
Borba Sovetskogo Soiuza ga Razoruzhenie 1946 -1960 gody (The Soviet Union'-
Struggle for Disarmament 1946-1960), Izdatelstvo Institut» Mezhdunarodnyth
Otnoshenii, Moscow, 1961, pp, 83-85; D. V. Bogdanov, Iadernoe Razoruzheni
(Nuclear Disarmament), Izdatelstve Instituta Mezhdunarodnykh Otnoshenii,
Moscow, 1961, p, 75,
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things, at slowing down such competition., PRurthermore, in a tactical
sence, undue and untimely emphasis on the military superiority theme
could jeopardize other immediate goals whi:h dé%eute seems meant to
gserve. such as wheat purchases abroad, Western technical and credit
guppoert for the chemical expansion program, and so on.

Some tentative signs of wavering on the wisdom of proclaiming a
policy of military superiority appeared in Soviet discourse toward
the end of 1963, One of these indications, to which we referred
earlier, was an article in December 1963 by the same Marshal Grechko
who had spoken categorically six months before for a policy of military
superiority. 1In this article, in which he voiced approval of
Kitrusiichev's Decewber plenum line, Grechko took note of Western
military preparations, singling out remarks by U.S. Secretary of Defense
Robert McNamara at the NATO Council meeting in December on "the number

of American long-range missiles and the nuwber of bombers on air

1
alert," Western preparations, Grechko said, were meant ''to attain

military superiority over the Soviet Union." However, rather than
responding in the vein of his earlier position that the Soviet Unfion
intends to maintain forces superior to those of tlLe West, Grechko adopted
a notably restrained tone. The Soviet Union, he said, "has sufficient
means to restrain any ~zggressor, no matter vhat kind of nuclear power

he may possess." Further, said Grechko, the Soviet Union is not "in

the least interested in an armaments race," but merely intends to

maintain its defense "at the level necessary to insure‘peace‘."2

1Marshal Andrei Srechko, "Leninist Cause,” Red Star, December 22,
1963,

21b1d,
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Whether this note of restraint cnnnoted merely a temporary
scftening of the Soviet lire on military superiority or a deeper
process of reassessment of its pros and cons is still to be seen.
Several articles in professional military journals in late 1963 and
early 1964, however, seemed to indicate that the doctrine of military
superiority has by no means been shelved, In one of these articles
it was observed that Stalin was guilty of formulating an "objective
law" that the aggressor would always be better prepared than the
defender., If the Soviet Union were to acknowledge such a law today,
it was argued, perhaps for the ears of Stalin's successor, then the
Soviet armed forces would not be in a position to defeat an aggresso..
This curious reminder of one ¢. Stalin's alleged errors was followed
by pointed reference to a statement by Malinovskii that if the arms
race is not terminated, Soviet "superiority will be stiil further
increased."1

In another artiele it was stressed that preservation of peace
today was due to ""superiority in the military field over the
imperialist camp,” and that it was the economic and scientific-technic.
task of the Soviet government to ensure the "maintenance and further
increase of military superiority ofrfhe Soviat Union over the
imperialist camp."2 An especially forceful statement was made by
Marshal Biriuzov, chief of the general staff, who said: "The

mafntenance of our superiority over probable enemies in t .« field of

1Colonel V. Konoplev, "On Scientific Foresight in Military
Affairs,"” Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 24, December 1963, p. 33.

2
Colonel I, Mareev, "The Indestructible Shield of the Socialist
Countries," Kommunist Vooruzhennykh $il, No. 3, February 1964, pp. 14-1
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new weapons and military technology is one of the most important

1
tasks in development of the armed forces at the present time.,"

In the same article, Biriuzov noted that the key to victory in
modern war would go to the one who '"not only masters the new

weapons, but who takes the lead in producing missiles,"2 which would

seem to be an indirect challenge to those members of the Soviet
hierarchy who may wish to rest their case on "sufficient'" rather
than superior numbers of missiles,

Whatever direction the superiority argument may take in the
future, however, it would appear likely that the question of how
military Superiority of a significant order is to be achieved
against a strong and powerful opponent like the United States --
given its relative advantage in resources and a disinclination to
rest on its laurels -- remains for Soviet policy-makers a vexing

and unresolved problem,

Marshal Biriuzov, Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No, 4,
February 1964, p. 19,

Ibid., p. 18.
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VIII, SIGNS OF STRESS TN POLITICAL-MILITARY RFEIATIONS

Politica ' -miliary relations in the Soviet Union have been

.characterized by a number of built-in tensions and controversies

sirice the beginning of the Soviet regime. Basically, these tensions
have grown out of the process by which the Party has sought to
integrate the armed forces into the totalitarian structure of the
state and to prevent them from developing a separate identivy of their
own, The fact that the military establishment possesses a potential
power of coercion far beyond that of any other element of the Soviet
bureaucracy naturally has sharpenedrthe concern of the Party to keep
it an acquiescent instrument of political authority.

The Soviet military command, on ike other hand, while not dis-
posed to challenge the basic policy-making powers of the Party, has
tended to seek a greater measure of autonomy in matters within its
professional competence and to look upon excessive Party-political
intrusion into military affairs as a threat to military effectiveness,
In a sense, therefore, the history of Soviet political-military
relations can be described as the search for a formula to reconcile
political cont;g}¢ﬁith professional military efficiency, played out
against the background issue of what the proper extent of military
influence ahou@d be upon the formulation of Soviet policy and

strategy.l

Lrhe 1iterature on the history of Soviet political-military
relations £s too extensive to cite at length here, but the following
are worth particular mention: D. Fedotoff-White, The Growth of the
Red Army, Princeton University Press, 1944, pp. 76-100, 384-407; Merle
Fainsod, How Russia Is Ruled, Harvard University Press, Cambridge,
Mass., 1954, pp. 411-418, 500; John Erickson, The Soviet High Command,
St. Martin's Press, London, 1962, pp. 113-178, 187-191, passim; Paper
by Louis Nemzer, ""The Officer Coros as a Political Interest Group," read
at the 39th Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association,
New York, September 4, 1963, pp. 1-38; Raymond L, Garthoff, Soviet
Strategy in the Muclear Age, FPrederick A, Praeger, New York, 1958, pp. 18-

/ . —
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Developments of the past year or so, especially since the Cuban
crisis of October 1962, have furnished revealing testimony to the
continuing vitality of many of the old proolems of political-military
relaticns, as well as suggesting the emergence of new difficulties
avising out of the politics and technology of the nuclear-missile
age. While it is important to bear in mind that an essential
consensus still binds th: various elements of the Soviet leadership
together, the present signs of stress in Soviet political-military
relations are not without interest as evidence that no stable
solution has yet been worked out in this area of Soviet bureaucratic

1ife.

Reaffirmation of Political Primacy in Military Affairs

One of the symptoms of underlying tension in the area of Soviet
political-military relations in the last year-and~-a-half has been the
conspicuous reassertion of political primacy in military affairs.
While the need to re-emphasize this time-honored assumption of Soviet
political life may spring from deeper sources of ferment in Soviet
soclety, the manifest questions involved here have centered mainly
on the relative weight of the military and political leadership in
the development of military doctrine and strategy, and on the
tenﬂency of some elements of the military elite to overemphasize
military professionalism at the expense of ideological values,

A noticeable trend toward reassertion of political primacy
became cvident in the fall of 1962 on the heels of the Cuban missile

crisis, at a time when critical second thoughts about the handling




-102-

of Lhe crisis presumably were circulating among the Soviet hierarchy.1
Among the first signs of & new campaign to reassert political primacy
in unmistakable terms was an article in early Novembar by Marshal
Chuikov, Commander of the Soviet ground forces. The Chuikov article,
which took the form of an interview in Red Star, repeatedly stressed
the dominant role of the Party in military affairs and used the

rather transparent device of citing a hitherto unpublished exchange

of messages between Stalin and Lenin in 1920 to refute the notion

that "our diplomacy sometimes very effectively spoils the results

2
achieved by our military victories."” Chuikov criticized unnamed

fellow officers for failing to "maintain proper attitudes and
opinions," and seemed to be reminding the military leadership that it
would be unwise to question decisions of the political leadership,
which is in a better position to see the larger policy picture. The
delivary of this "ﬁessage" by a high-ranking military leader avoided
the embarrassment of any open confrontation between the Party and

the professional military.3 Indeed, one of the interesting features

lfor a detailed discussion of signs of post-Cuban dissatisfaction
with Khrushchev's handling of the crisis, see Roman Kolkowicz, Conflict
in Soviet Party-Military Relations: 1962-1963, The RAND Corporation,
RM~-3760-PR, August 1963, pp. 16 =35,

anrahll V. I. Chuikov, '""The Basic Fundamentals of Military
Development," Red Star, November 17, 1962,

3One should be careful in discussions of this sort not to regard
""Party'" and the "professional military" as two altogether discrete
and antipodal groups in more or léss constant opposition to each other,
Without exception, all responsible military figures in the high command
of the Soviet armed forces are also Party members, subject to Party
discipline, and so on. At the same time, there are institutionalized
interests on both sides which may, in fact, collide, and which find
expression in variocus forms of bureaucratic in-fighting. It is in
this contained area of conflict, so to speak, that tensions in
political-military relations arize.
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of the Soviet campaign to reassert political primacy in military

affairs and to stress the importance of Marxist-Leninist attitudes

among military personnel has been the fact that top-ranking military

leaders have for the most part taken on the task of setting their own

colleagues straight. Thus, while impetus for the campaign may have come

from political authorities, there {s also a possibility that the military

leadership may have embarked to some extent upon a process of self-

catharsis in order to ward off stronger measures of the sort that

Khrxushchev felt obliged to administer in the Zhukov case in 1957.
Another important military leader to lend his prestige to the

Party primacy campaign was Marshal Malinovskii, the “oviet Minister

of Defense. A pamphlet over Malinovskii's name, as mentioned

1
earlier, was sent to the press in late November 1962, One of the

conspicuous features of this document was its assertion of the
complete dominance of the Party generaliy and of Nikita Khrushchev
personally in military affairs and in the formulation of military
doctrine, Stressing explicitly that "military doctrine is developed
and determined by the political leadership of the state,” the
pamphlet emphasized Khrushchev's personal role in this process.

It stated that his January 1960 speech represented ''the first
developed exposition’’ of modern Soviet military doctrine "from both

2
a political and a technical standpoint." This tribute was the more

IMarshal R. Ta. Malinovskii, Bditel'no Stoyat Na Strazhe Mira
(Vigilantly Stand Guard Over the Peace), Voenizdat Ministerstva
Oborony SSSR, Moscow, 1962,

ZIhig., pp. 22-23. This ascription of credit to Khrushchev was
in marked contrast to the approach taken in the first edition of the
Sokolovskii work, Voennajia Strategiia (Military Strategy), whose
authors tended to give the military an expanded share of credit for
developing the new Soviet military doctrine and by implication staked
out a claim for greater military influence on state policy. See
Soviet Military Strategy, pp. 33ff.,
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conspicucus because no specific mention was -mede of Malinovskii's
own major formulation of the new military doctrine at the 22nd Party
Congress in October 1961, While Malinovskii may have written the
November pamphlet on his own initiative to deflect Party criticism
of the military, the character of the document suggests that more
than one author may have been involved. It is not implausible, for
instance, that the Party and Khrushchev may have had ia hand a
pamphlet in search of an author, and thac¢ their choice fell upon

Malinovskii.l

The trend toward stressing political pre-eminence in the
military field gathered momentum in 1963, In February, General of
the Army A. A, Epishev, chief of the Main Political Administration
of the Ministry of Defense and presumably the Party's principal
voice in the armed forces,2 published an article which emphasized
the leadership of the Party in developing military doctrine and

policy and strengthening the Soviet military posture.3 Several

l1n this connection, Khrushchev has admitted a precedent by
mentioning in a conversation with former Vice President Richard M,
Nixonr that he himself had really written a widely-publicized article
on Soviet military policy which had been attributed to Air Marshal
Vershinin in Pravda, September 8, 1957. See article by Earl Mazo
on the Nixon trip to the Soviet Union in 1959, New York Herald
Tribune, September 14;° 1960, p. 8.

he Main Political Administration headed by Epishev has been

traditionally an extension of the Party Central Committee's pro-
fessional staff within the armed forces. A statement on this point
in Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 6, March 1963, p. 8, went as
follows: ''Party work in the armed forces is under the leadership of
the Central Committee CPSU, through the Main Political Administration..
which operates within the rights of a section of the Central Committee
CPSU." Before donning a uniform to take up his present post, Epishev
had been ambassador to Yugosiavia, Earlier in his career, he had been
an important secret police official in the MGB,

3a, A, Epishev, "The Growing Role of the CPSU in the leadership
of the Armed Forces, Voprosy Istorii KPSS (Problems of the History

of the CPSU), No. 2, February 1963, pp. 3ff.
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Soviet reviews of the Sokolovskii bock on milirary strategy in early
1963 sounded a similiar reaffirmation of Party supremacy. In contrast
with earlier raviews of the book, which had not dwelt on the subfect,
one of the 1963 reviews criticized the work for its failure to

follow Lenin's injunction to '"'subordinate the military point of view
to the political," and it charged that the book had broadened the
scope of wmilitary doctrine and strategy at the "expense of nolitics
whether the authors 'meant it or not:."1 Another review suggested
that the Sokolovskii suthors had overstated the military leadership's
role in the determination of strategy, It said the book tended to
overlook Frunze's words that "strategy iz pot the precogative solely
of the military command."” The review also noted that it should be
borne in mind that the government leadership "determines the final
and interim goals of warfare...and the means of attaining them,”
while the job of the military command '"comes down mainly to carrying

out concrete operations to attain thase‘goals."z

Just as these reviews took the Sokolovskii book to task for
staking out too large a claim for military prerogatives in the area
of strategy, so in other Soviet military writing in 1963 the issue
of Party supremacy arose fraquently around the question of whére
competence lay for the formulatfon of military doctrine. There was

little doubt that the new guidelines on this question had been laid

1Colonelq V. Zemskov and A, Iakimovskii, "Military Strategy,"
Voennyi Vestnik, No. 1, January 1963, p, 124,

2, Golubev, "Some Problems of Military History in the Book
"Military Strategy'," Voenno-Istoricheskii Zhurnal, No. 5, May
1963, p. 90,
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ou~, While an undercurrent of resistance persistad, many military
writers found it expedieat to fazll in line with the new trend. Thus,
a coanfersnce on Soviet military dortrine which was held in Moscow in

1
May 1963 (but not reported until October) came up with the uncontested

finding, among other matters, that: "Military doctrine is developed
2

and determined by the political leadership of the state." The saze

point was underscored even more explicitly in May 1963 in a brochure,

Sovist Military Doctrine, by Colonel-General N, A, Lomov, published

approximately a year zfter an earlier article by the same author had
appeared in a Soviet military journal. In the earlier article, Lomov
advanced a claim for significant military influence on policy
formulation in the following words:

The formation of our military world-view has taken
place in a creative atmosphere...and is the result
of the common efforts of military theorists and
practical military people, Tkhanks to this, we nave
developed a body of unified, the(retical views, on
the basis of which has been carried out a broad
state program to prepare the country anc the

armed forces for the defense of the Fatherland.3

This passage was conapicucusly missing in the Lomov brochure
on the same subject published a year later. A new formula now

appeared:

IRaporteé’in an article by Colonel L. Belousov, "Conference
on Soviet Military Doctrine,'" Vosnno-Istoricheskii Znurnal, No. 10,
October 1963, pp. 121-126.

21bid., p. 122,

3Cclone1-ccncral N. Lomov, "Oh Soviet Military Doctrine,"
Kormunist Vcoruzhennykh Sil, No. 10, May 1962, p. 12.
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«eothe foundations of military doctrine are
determined by the country's political leader~
ship, for it alone has the competence and the
Jurisdiction to solve the problems of developing
the armed foxces...

The journal Cormunist of the Armed Forces, which is the organ of
the Main Political Administration of the Ministry of Defense, was
especially diligent in reminding its audience that the Party is both
the creator and the leader of the armed forces. A particularly
notable exposition along this line was an article by Colonels S.
Baranov and E. Nikitin in April 1963, which underscored the point,
quoted from Lenin, that:

The policy of the military establishment, like that
of all other establishments and institutions, is
conducted on the exact basis of general directives

issued by the Party Central Committee, and under
its control,?

In the fall of 1963, the political-military issue took on new
interest when Soviet commentary began to displéy marked sensitivity
to foreign interpretations of the 6figina1 Sokolovskii edition as
a document reflecting a conflict of views and interests between the
Soviet political and military leadership. The Glagolev-Larionov

article in the November issue of International Affairs noted, for

example, that Western writers had sought to use the Sokolovskii work

as evidence of "glaring" contradictions between Soviet foreign policy

1Colone1-General N. A. Lomov, Sovetskaia Voennaia Doktrina

(Soviet Military Doctrine), All-Union Society for the Dissemination
of Political and Scientific Knowledge, Moscow, May 1963, p. 5.

2Colonele 5. Bzranov and E, Nikitin, "CPSU Leadership ~~ The

Fundamental Basis of Soviet Military Development," Kommunist
Vooruzhennykh 8il, No, 8, April 1983, p. 17.
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and military thinking.l Four of the Sokolovskii authors themselves,
in the highly unusual Red Star article dealing with foreign commentary
on their book, conceded that the work had been a forum for
*theoretical discussion”" of varying viewpoints, but vehemently
denied that this betokened any conflict of views over military
doctrine, strategy or defense appropriations. Controversy over
such matters is rife within imperjialist countries, they charged, but
not in the Soviet Union, where:

All these questions are decided by the Central

Committee of the CPSU and the Soviet government

on a scientific basis...with full support from

the people, the army and the navy.z

Concurrent with this riposte in Red Star to foreign commentary

on the first Sokolovskii edition, the second revised edition of this
work appeared in Moscow bookstores, a scant fifteen months after its
predecessor, While many of the changes in the revised edition bore
on questions discussed elsewhere in this book, it is not unreasonable
to assume that editorial necessity related to tne political-military
issue may have had something to do with republication of this
substantial work at such an early date, Interestingly enough,
however, although sone effort obviously was made to bring the book
into line with the prevailing trend on Party primacy, the Sokolovskii
authors gave ground rather grudgingly. Most of the changes they
introduced in this aréa were relatively minor, For example, in one

place the authors dropped a sentence which Western commentators had

speculated might be aimed indirectiy at Khrushchev, in light of his

tnternational Affairs, No, 11, November 1963, p. 27.
2Red Star, November 2, 1963,
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frequent pérsonal sallies into the enunciation of new military
doctrine. The sentence read:

Military doctrine is not thought out or compiled
by a single person or group of persons.l

In its place, the authors substituted the currently favored formula:
The baslc positions of military doctrine are

determined by the political leadership of the
state.2

At another place, where the discussion concerned the relationships
of strategic considerations to policy, the first edition, after
citing Engels to the effee;—that poslicy raust not violate the laws
of military strategy in Qartime, went on to say:

In wartime, therefore, strategic considerations
often determine policy.3

The new edition addressed itself to the same question by first
inserting the caveat that Engels did not intend to emphasize "the
independence of strategy from politics." It then substituted a
new sentence, stating:

In wartime, strategic considerations gften
reflect and in turn influence policy.”

Here the Sokolovskii authors appeared to be making some con-
cession to criticism that they had failed to "subordinate the
military point of view to the political." However, they stopped
short of a full amendment of their original text, by retaining in

the new edition a sentence stating unequivocally:

1Soviet: Military Strategy, p. 130.
2yoennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 54.
3soviet Military Strategy, p. 104.
4Voennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 30.
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Cases even arise when the military factor not
only predonin:tes, but even acquires decisive
significance.

Military Professionalism Versus Political Indoctrination ~- 0ld

Issue With New Currency

The Party traditionally has held the view that the armed forces
should be not only an institution to provide an effective military
capability, but also a “schosl for comunitm."z A good deal of
friction in ﬁblitical-ilitary relations has been generated by
fgilure to reconcile fully these two objectives. One of the
transgressions laid &t Marshal Zhukov's door was that he had "under-
estimated" and tried to "liquidate" the indoctrinational and other
activities of political workers in the armed forces.3 Concurrently
with revival of the Party supremacy campaign, this issue also took
on new currency. Various Soviet media found it expedient to cite
the unhappy fate of Zhukov, recall’ng that he had "followed a line
cf ignoring and doing away with Party-government leadership and
control of the arggd‘fotces’"a and had sought '""to tear the army

avay from the Party and the people.“s

As if to steer clear of his predecessor's mistakes, Marshal
Malinovskii, at a military couference in Mosccw in October 1963,

sounded a warning to military cadres to avoid thinking too exclusively

libid,

25ee N. M. Kiriaev, '"The 22nd Congress of the CPSU on Strengthen{-
of the Armed Yorces and Defense Capability of the Soviet Union,"
Voprosy Istorii KPSS, No., 1, January 1962, p. 74.

3Pravq£, November 3, 1957; Red Star, November 5, 1957,

auoscow broadcast to North America, November 10, 1963,
5Baraaov and Nikitin, op. cit., p. 19,
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in professional military terms and '"to develop their skill in
anslyzing phenomena and facts from a Harxist-Leninist posit:lon."1

His admonition came in the wake of a running dialogue during the
previous year in which one side argued essentially against spending
too much time on propaganda and political orieniation activities in
the armed forces when the increasing complexity of tue new military
technology demanded more time for intensive training,z while the
other side bore down on the tendency of nigh-ranking officers to give
superficial attention to ldeological and Party matters, and thus to
get a poor example.3 The Party's concern to channel this dialogue in
the right direction was made evident by a flurry of meetings in late
1962 and early 1963, designed to look into the state of ideological
heaith among the offficer corps and to devise ways to improve the work
of political organs within the military establishment. At one of
these meetings, Epishev, the Party watchdog in the Ministry of

Defense, urged political organs to "inquire deeply into the activities

1Report of All-Army Conference of Ideological Workers, Red
Star, November 1, 1963, Articles in a similar vein turned up around
this time in Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil., See, for example, Colonel A,
Tuvlev, "Requirements of the 22rnd Party Congress and the Program of
the CPSU with Regard co Military Cadres," No, 15, August 1963,
pp. 14-45; Editorial "To Strengthen Military Cadres Ideologically,"
No. 19, October 1963, p. 6,

2General I. Pliev, "The New Technology and Protiems of
Strengthening Discipline,” Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sii, No. 19,
October 1962, pp. 21-28,

3See‘Red Star, November 18, December 8, 1962, February 20, 1963;
Major-Ceneral D. Rashetov, '"The Highest Level of Marxist-Leninist

Training of Officers,” Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 20, October
tomn, 21-23,




-112-

of generals, admirals and officers and to evaluate their pro-
fessional and political-morale qualities on the basis of their
activities."l

This warning apparently was not fully effective, for complaints
{rom some high-ranking military figures abcut excessive political
interference in military affairs and in the private lives of officers
continued to find their way into print. For example, Colonel-General
Tolubko, deputy commander of the strategic missile forces, took
occasion in January 1963 to criticize political organs for "burdenin-,
officers" with political requirements which interfered with their
military duties, and there was other military back-talk in the same
vein.2 Malinovekii's urging some months later in October 1963 thai
military professionalism should not be overdone at the expense of
political indoctrination thus merely underlined an old and apparently
unresolved dilemma. Further testimony to failure to find a happy
balance between the requirements of military-technical training and
those of political indoctrination was furnished by another lengthy
excursus on the subject by Marshal Malinovskii in Red Star in March
1964, In this article, which capped a series in Red Star op the
need for "unity of theory and practice,'" Malinovskii took both

militarv professionals and political workers to task for not working

la, A, Epishev, "Raising Combat Readiness of Troops -~ The Main
Task of Party Work," Red Star, December 1, 1962,

2Colonel-(;ene:al V. Tolubkc, "Know Strategic Weapons Perfectly,"
Red Star, January 8, 1963, See also, Red Star, March 20, 29, 1963,
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together clocely euough., The commanders and professional staff
officers should seek more help from Party workers in detecting
shortcomings in treining and indoctrination; Mslinovskii said,

while the political workers on their part should acquire a better
knowledge of modern military affairs and technology if they are to
make a useful contribution to preparing the armed forces for the tasks

1
of wodern warfare,

A new facet of the old conflict between military professionalism
and Party work in the armed forces/deaerves note, It relates to the
rise of a2 new generatiom o€ "military specialists" associated with
advanced technology in the missile forces and other branches of the
Soviet military establishment.z Evidently, an unusual amount of
tension has arisen between these officers, who urge release from
political activities to devote more time to their complex military

tasks, and the Party apparatus in the armed forces. This is

1Marshal R, TIa, Malinovskii, "Ideological and Organizational
Activity of Military Cadres,”" Red Star, March 3, 1964. For article
which launched the Red Star series see: Colonel-General A. Getman,
"Unity of Word and Deed: How to Achieve It," Red Star, October 10,
1963, Concurrent articles in the periodical military press dealing
with the same question included: General of the Army M. Kazakov,
"The Command Preparation of Officers - A Daily Consideration,"
Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 23, December 1963, pp. 20-23;
Captain lst Rank V., Stukalov, "Arm Political Workers with Deep
Military-Technical Knowledge," ibid., pp. 24-29, Other evidence that
Malinovskii's counsel was still going unheeded in some quarters
was provided by exhortations in early 1964 to improve Party
indoctrination activities and to make better use of the military
press for this purpose, Colonel 1. Korotkov, "What the Military
Reader is Waiting For," Red Star, January 23, 1964,

2'rhe "military specialists," comprised of officers with
engineering and technical backgrounds, are especially numercus in
the missile forces. Marshal Krylov, commander of the strategic
missile forces, put the proportion of such specialists among officers
of his command at "more than 707" in early 1964, Red Star, January 11,
1964, g
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suggested by the fact that Party workers' complaints have tended
to single out the "military technologists,” along with some "staff

offi{cers,” as the main source of "obstructionisw' and resistance to

Party activities in the military forcen.1

The Question of M{litary Influence on Policy

The obverse side of the political primacy issue is the question
of what the proper limits of military {nfluence should be ip the
area of strategy and national security policy. Notwithstanding the
co-operative role which the Soviet military hierarchy has found it
expedient to assume in the Party supremacy campaign, it also s
evident that an effort has been quietly under way at the same time
to resist the narrowing of the military's sphere of influence,
Before turning to some eff-plen of this effort of the military
professionals to hold their ground, it may be useful to distinguich
somevhat more precisely the areas in which military influence on
Soviet policy comes into play, at least potentially. One may T
distinguish three such areas. The first is the level of party-state
policy formulation. The second is the level of military-technical
considerations relating to the development and management of the
military establishment itself. A third area in which the influence

of the military is of actual or notential moment is that of internal

Soviet politics.

l5ee Colonel D. levchenko, "Tha Cormmancdar and the New
Technology," Red Star, November 10, 1960, Fliev, op, cit., p. 26,




-115-

s

With respect to the Party-State policy level, the direct formal
influence of the military traditionally has been minimal, even or
questions affecting the cougsry's defenaze arrangements. There has
been little dispositfon in the past on the part of the Soviet
ailitary -- either as individuals or as an {nstitution -- to chcllenge
the dominant role of the political lecidership in this area. Neither ——=>"=-r.
tha case of Tukhachevskii i{n the thirties nor that of Zhukov {n the
fifties seems to constitute a genuine exception to this rule. 1In the
Soviet scheme of things, such basic policy questions as the share of
national resources to be devoted to the armed forces and the uses to
which military power {8 to be pul have been determined by the
political leadership, and the role of the military at this level has
been to furnish professional advice and to assist in the process of
integrating military doctrine and strategy with state policy -- rather
than to participate in the poltcf-making function {tself. Whatever
the indirect influence of the military may have been from time to
time, tne absence of military figures at the summit of the Soviet
policy-making struccur; -~ except for Zhukov's short-1liv=d tenure
on the Party Presidium -~ attests to the formal primacy of the
political leadership at this level.

At the level of militaey-cechnlc,l policy concern, in the
planning and dirvection of military activities within the armed
forces themuelves, the military professionals have tendad over the

| mppp——E iy
years to enjoy considerable autonomy, Over most of the past decade,
for example, the Minister of Defense has been a bona fide soldier,

and at virtually all echelons the Ministry of Defense {s staffed by
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professional military men vather than civilian authorities., This is
not to say, of course, that i« :his professional reaim the military
leadership has ruled suprens. Not only have the missions of the
armed forces and the general poiicies for their development been
laid down by the political leadership, but a pervasive machinery of
political and secret police controls bas operated within the armed
for:es themselves, At the sauwe time, &s we have already uotad, the
attempt to mmintain close political “ontrol withiun the armed forces
without impairing their professional effectiveness is a long-standing
problem to which an ultimate solution apparently har 10t yet been
found,

In the third area, that of internal Soviet politics, the Soviet
military leadership has tended -- almost in spite of itself -- to
become a potential political force of some consequence in the post-
Staiin period. In a sense, disunity and maneuvering for posicion
among the political leaders after Stalin's death drew the military
into the political arena as a kind of "balancer." Both at the time

of Beria's arrest in 1953 and {n Khrushchev's victory over the "anti-
Party group" in mid-1957, the military apparently was wooed to
supeort one internal pelitical faction against another, and its

1
intervention proved important, Zhukov's downfall, which would

1R. Conquest, Power and Policy in the USZR, MacMillan and
Company, Ltd., London, 1962, pp. 330££, and Myron Rush, The Rise of
Khrushchev, Public Affairs Press, Washingtom, D.C., 1938, pp. 80-81.




«117-

seem to have been at least partly realated to Khrushchev's concern

over his potential political intervention om somecone alse's side in

the future, brought a decline in the political influence of the
military, However, the pattern of military involvement in political
eff-irs has been established. Should Khrushchev's leadership be
seriously challenged by other political leaders, or in the event of

a succession crisis after his departure from the scene, it seems

likely that the support of the military would again be courted by

one faction or another. This very potential for influence upon
internal Soviet politics mighe, in turn, tend to increase the authority
of the military voice in matters involving state poiicy and fundamental
strategic issues,

Tu return to these questions in 2 more immediate context, what
seems to have been happening in the Soviet case can best be described
zs an effort by the Soviet military to ex.end irs influence 1; a gray
area lying between the militsry-technical level aud the Party-State
lavel of policy concern, This h&s not been a frontal challenge to
political primacy, but a process of indirect ercrcachment, The
nrincipal avenues of miiitary encroachment upen terrain traditionally
reserved to the political leadership have been twofold,

The first of these, so far as the visible avidende enables one
to judge, has been a military bid for greater influence in the
formulation cf military doctrine and strategy, both of which impinge
upon the area of state pollcy to a greater or lesser extent, depending
on how they are defined., According to the presently prevailing

Coviet definition, military doctrine is the more fundamental conception,
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representing "the officially accepted expressions of state views...
on questions of war and the country's defense," whereas the comtent
of military strategy is in a sensxe provisional until approved by the
political leadershipwl '

Generally speaking, the broac:v the accepted scope of military
doectrine and strategy, and the gréater the acknowledged share of the
military in their formulation, the more room there is for the milltary
leadership to exert influence un policy -- whether to better advanca
the national interest as the -111ttry may perceive it, or to serve
more parochial military interasts in the day-to-day interplay of
Soviet bureaucratic life. This helps to explain why the Party
supremacy issue has tended to center so frequerntly on the question
of "jurisdiction" over military doctrine and strategy. Unless the
Party has sensed am implicit challenge from this direction, it is
difficult to account for the concerted effort to reestablish a poiat
thnt has ganerally been taken for granted anywuy -- namely, that
prinncy tn thn for-ul.t&on o! military doctrine and strategy belongs
to the political leaderslip.

‘The second avenus of 1nd1r¢ct military ancroachment upon the
trndttionalAptotq.;éivol gf the political lqadcruhip has been through

a more or less subtle assertion that the mi)itary-technological

revolution of the nuclear age has put a higher premium than ever

loeano-Istoricheskit Zhurnal, No. 10, October 1963, pp. 121-123;
lLomov article in Red Star, January 10, 1964 and same author's Soviet
Military;nocttinn, PP. p. 5, 18; Vocnnnia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 54,
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before upon professional military expertise and thus enhanced the
contribution that the professional officer corps is fitted to make to
the complex snd many-sided task of assuring the country's defense.
Essentially, this is another aspect of the cld question of military
professionalism, in modern dress, as it were., This second line of
military argument has been somewhat diluted by the moderniste~
traditionalist debate within the Soviet military establishment it-
self, which has tended to place the advocates of modernism in

the position of looking toward Khrushchev and the Party to take

the initiative in the combatting military conservatism and outworn
concepts still dear, evidently, to a substantial numher of military
leaders, Another factor which has tended to smudge the line of
argument based on the special qualities of the military leadership,
as a whole, has been the emergence of the so-called "Stalingrad
group" of military leaders whose careers have been closely linked
with Khrushchev's, and who occupy many of the top positions in the
military hierarchy, &t the expense of officers whose earlier service
did not bring them into close contact with Xhrushchev. By and large,
Khrushchev has rewarded the Stalingrad group well, but in return has
expected their co-operation in supporting policies, which may have
been more or less unpalatable to large sectoers of military'opinion.l
Nevertheless, despite the cross-currents of internal military factions

and debate, there has been a perceptible tendency for the military

to seek leverage upon policy by advancing the notion that the

1Among prominent members of the Stalin group are Marshals
Malinovskii, Chuikov, Biriuzov, Krylov, Yeremenko and Grechko., For
a detailed discussion of the Stalingrad group, see Kolkowicz, op. cit.,
pp. 37-45,
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professional military elite serves unique funetions which the

political leadership itself camnot discharge,

"Rear-Guard Actions” in Defense of Military Influence
In tha period of reassertion of political primacy in military

affairs since the latter part ¢f 1962, the Soviet military professionals
appear to have conducted a number of reaf~suatd‘actions, as it were,
in order to keep alive the question of what the proper limits of
military iafluence should be in the area of defense policy. Om the
issue of military doctrine and strategy, as the previous discussion
has indicated, the military case suffered a perceptible setback,
Even so, while giving way on some points, ground was held on others.
An interesting example of this was provided by the revised Sokolovskii
edition.

In the preface to the revised edition, the authors bowed
to criticism that they had failed to accord enough weight to the
role of the political ieadership in the formulation of strategy.
They éid so by the interesting device of saying that some Soviet
critics had found fault with them for defining strategy on a class-
oriented basis "in confradiction with its objective character as a
science,"” Thi‘.‘éﬁé;/l;id, was ;n "objectivist position" with which
they could not agree, for the '""dependence of strategy on politics"
and 1its "part; character' were incontrovertible.l After thus

clearing themselves of any leaning toward a monpolitical or purely

lyoennata Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 4.
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professional view of stratagy, however, the authors went cn to
indicate that they were not prepared to "exclude" from the scope of
military strategy the '"study of problems of leadership in preparing
the covatry for wear," as other critics had suggested. This suggestion,
they said, was founded on the rotion “hat military strategy “should
deal with questions of leadership concerning the armed forces alone,"
while preparation of the country itself in & military respect was
"a political matter." The authors then asked:

Is it possible to separate so mechanically the

two interrelated aspects of the indivisible

process of leadership?l

Answering this question in the negative, they pointed out that
the defense capability of the country was inextricably bound up with
the combat resadiness of the armed forces themselves, and therefore:

+e.in addition to questions of leadership of the
armed forces, the task of Soviet military strategy
must also include study of the problems of ieader-
ship involved in preparing the country itself to
repulse aggression,

Thus, as concerns the claim of the Soviet military for a larger
share of influence upon pclicies governing the country's defense
preparations, the Sokolovskii authors in this passage appeared to be
taking back with one hand what they had conceded with the other. As

previousiy noted, they also did much the same thing with regard to

the relationship of political and strategic considerations in wartime,

l1bid., p. 5.

21pid,



-122-

having softened their original position somewhat whila at the same
time reminding the political leadership that in wartime cases arise
"“"when the military factor not oniy predominates, but evcn‘gcquirel
decisive lignificance."l

Attewpts to shore up the military side of the pclit zal-military
balance by empha "~ on the unique contributions of the professional
officer corps have found expression in Soviet discourse periodically

even during the campaign to reassert Party supremacy. A typical

exampie of this was furnished in the brochure Soviet Military

Doctrine by Colonel-General Lomov, published in mid-1963. Discussing
the command cadres of the armed forces ~-- and noting in the process
that almost 90 per cent of the officer corps consists of Party and
Komsomol members, which in itself was a way of inferring that the
political health of Soviet officers need not be questioned -- Lomov
stressed that the regular officer corps has a special role to play
in the era of a revolution in military technology. '"Preparation of
the officer corps has an especially important significance," he
wrote:

...for they areiihc backbone of the armed forces,

the creator and the bearer of the military art
and the teacher of the soldiers in the ranks.2

1mbid., p. 30.

2Lomov, Soviet Military Doctrine, p. 19.
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lomov then went cn to emphasize the high level of technical
competence required of the officer cecrps in a modern military
establishnnnc.l These passages, wvhich did not incidentally appear
in Lomov's earlier May 1962 article on military doctrine, came close
to being a reminder that the professional officer corps serves a
function for which the Party by itself is no substitute, Much the
sam: point was made again by lomov in a Januvary 1964 series of
articles in Red Star, where he alsc introduced the theme that even
the best technology is not good enough in war without well-trained
comnanders and troops to employ it. This theme, developed concurrently
in other Soviet military writ1n3,2 has overtones broader than the

issue of Soviet military-political rei.cions alone, for it has been
introduced into the Sino-Soviet polemics by the Chinese, who for
reasons of their own have charged Khrushchev with '‘'nuclear fetishisn'

3
and one-sided emphasis on technology over man, In Red Star, Lomov
said:

11pid., p. 20. See also: Col. V. Konoplev, Kommunist Vcoruzhennykh
Sil, No. 24, December 1963, p. 34.

2See Colonels V, Sinyak and V. Vare, "Role of Man and Technology
in the Command and Control of Troops," Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil,
No. 18, September 1963, p. 50,

%Cbinele criticism of Khrushchev's military theories was most
pungently expressed in one of the series of joint Peoples' Daily -
Red Flag articles on Sino-Soviat relations which appeared November 18,
1963. While Chinese stress on the importance of '"man over technology"
was undoubtedly related to their own lack of an advanced military
technology, including nuclear weapons, there vas also a likelihood
that their charges against Khrushchev were calculated to exacerbate
political-military relations within the Soviet Union, for the Chinese
were undoubtedly aware of scme Soviet military reluctance to go along
fully with Khrushchev's ideas, See further discussion of this question
in Chapter Seventeen,




Qualitative changes in military personmel, changes
in the "human materials," as Engels would say,
particularly im the command cadres of the So iet
armed forces, are a most important feature oi

the revolution in military affairs., Msrxism-
leninism teaches that man is the main factor in
war, since warfare is wvaged by people mistering
weapons, The equipping of modern armed forces
with the most modern weapons and equipment has
even further enhanced the importance cof man and
the role of his many~sided qualities in attaining
victory over the enemy.

The revised edition of the Sokolovakii work also contributed its
“lr to sustain an image of the Soviet military elite as an asset which
no amount of harping on Party supremacy in military affairs should be
allowed to obscure. It carried over virtually intact from the first
edition a lengthy exposition om the role and qualities of the top
Soviet professional uwilitary leadership. This included a passage
making the point that history affords no examples of an army "led by
inexperienced military leaders successfully waging war against an army

2
led by an experienced military leader."

Another set of arguments from history which seem to have had st
least an oblique bearing on the political-military relations issue
was introduced into Soviet discourse in late January and early
February 1963, around the time of the anniversary of the Battle of
Stalingrad (now Volgograd). Several articles bé’prouinent military
men reczlled the victory of Soviet arms in this key battle of World

War II, but assigned reaponsibility for planning and organiéing the

lped Star, January 10, 1964,

Voennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed,, p. 477, Soviet Military Strategy,

L]

2
p. 496



T

-125-

victery in a way which suggested that historical credit was being
used to argue the relative weight of mil{tary-political influence b ¢ W
4 more current context.1 One group, including Marshals Yeremenko,
Chuikov and Biriuzov, paid tribute nainly to local Party and military
cithorities at utnlingrad.2 This meant giving a large share of credit
to Kirushchev, who was the political commissar of the Stalingrad
Milltary Council at the time. The second group, which included
Marvhaly Voronov, Rotmistrov and Malinovskii, singled out professfonal
officers of the Stavka, or military high command in Moscow as the main
architects of the Stalingrad plan for victory.3 Malinovskii's Pravda
article of February 2 was perhaps the boldest 18 taking a line which
emphusized the professtohal military over the political leadership
ingredient, for he revived the name of Marshal Zhukov, along with
Marshals Vasilevskii{ and Voronov, as the Stavka representatives who
played key roles in conceiving and planning the Stalingrad operation.
Why Malinovskii chose on this occasion to slight Khrushchev's
stalingrad role and to make favorable public reference to Zhukov,

whose name had become synonymous with professional military flouting

of Party supremacy, remains one of the minor mysteries of internal

e, WSS

IFor an {liuninating discussion of the way Soviet historiography
vnn World Var 'T has served as an {nstrument for arguing the relative
veight of military-political roles, see: Matthew P. Gallagher, The
doviet illstory of World War 11, Frederick A. Praeger, New York, 1963,
especially pp. 169-175,

5thvgﬁ, January 27, 30, 1963; Komsomolsrkaia Pravda, February 2,
1963,

e ]

‘agg%Sga[, January 16, 1963; Pravda, January 31, February 2,
Tevestiia, February 1, 1963,

19675,
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Soviat politics. It sheuld ba moted, however, that Malinovakii's
position with respect to the subtle amd touchy problems of political-
military relations has naver been altogether clea: and consistent,
In a figurative senss at least, he has seemad to suffer a split
personality, being at once the titular guardian of military interests
within the Soviet bureaucracy and the chief executor of Khrushchev's
policies wi‘hin the armed forces., While himself a mewber of the
"Stalingrad group," he has not alitays identified himself with it as
s claimant of Khrushchev's favor, as in the case of the 1963 anniversar:-
article. His gruff presence at Khrushchev's elbow during the abortive
1960 Summit meeting in Paris was widely noted, but whether he wieldss
real influence there or was merely brought along as a bemedalled
symbol of Soviet military might has never become clear., Further,
though Malinovskii often has spo%en out against military conservatism,
outmoded thinking and ideological backsliding among Soviet military
pecple, yet at times he has seensd to defend essentially conservative
positions and his views on the qualities of Soviet military leaders
have served as a rallying peint for those emphasizing the uniaue
professicnal contributions of the military.

An examplz of the latter occurred in a review in December 1963

of a two-volume work, A History of Military Art, edited by Marshal

Rotmistrov. The reviewer, Major-Gener=l E, Boltin, drew on a state-
ment by Malinovskii to illustrate his wain point -- namely, that the
Rotmistrov book, which stressed the value of applying the lessons
of the past to today's military problems, was a worthy testimonial

to the creative qualities of Soviet military leaders, Referring to
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Meli{aovskil's description of military art as the applicatfion of
military science sad theory in actual warfare, the reviewer then
quoted Malinovski{ to the effect that:

The creative mind of military leaders and commanders

and the initiative of military personnel exerts

tremendous influence on the practical application

of military-theoretical knowledge. This {s not a

mere crafteman’'s trade -- {t {s an art.l

Whils 1t would seem unwarrantad to suppese that the conflicting

views and interests of military and political leaders in the Soviet
Union are anywhere near ;he point of getting out of hand, the
ovidenc? generally avuiiqblc does seem to support the proposition
that no stable solution to the problem of Soviet political-military
relations has yet been worked out. The old issue of balancing
military professionalism and efficiency against political inter-
ferance remein” a/ive, New problems have arisen, as the military-
technological revolution of the nuclear age has tended to put a
higher premium on profe;;lonal military competence and thus to
{ncrease the potential weight of the military leadership vis-a-vis
the political qlite. At the same time, judging from the treads ..
examined here, it would also seem true that the Soviet military

as an elite group is still far from being in a position to exercise

dominating influence on Soviet policy-making as a whole.

o

O U I USRS S

1Major-Ceneral E. Boltin, "Art Triumphs,” lzvestiia, Dscember 26,
1963. '
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JX, WATURE AWD LINELIHOOD OF A FUTURE WAR

Ths architects of Soviet strategic policy face a task which is
not fundsmentally unlike that set bafore tne leadership of any great
powsr {.. the world today. First, they must decide what sort of
stratajic posftiure within the country's weaws will best prevant the
occurrance of a .aclear war amd support the country's political
strategy gs-raily. Second, they wust consider how the country would
conduct a war if one should occur, &nd what forces and mesasures would
be required for this purpose.

In thair owm way, in ordear to orisnt them:.alves and provide a
theoretical foundatiom for the wmultiplinity of practical decisions
involved, the Soviets have tanded to place much emphasis on develop-
ment of a unified body of doctrime om the problems of war and strategy.
As imdicated in the previous chapter, the foimulation of Soviet
military doctrine has certaim important implicaticns for political-
military relations within the Soviat Umion. But quite apart from
this, it also has in Soviet eyes an inherent value of its own "of
great scientific and cognitive li;ntficanco."l This doctrine
involves the bltndin¢ togather of Marxist-Leninist theory, political
policy, military-technicsl factors and other considerations. While
one may properly question whether 4 happy blend of these ingredients
is ever actually achieved, or whether the resultant doctrine will

necessarily govern Soviet decision-making to a significant degree

lvoennc-Istoricheskii Zhurnal, No. 10, October 1963, p. 121.
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when pragmatic factors happen to bear heavily on the situation,
nevertheless, & doctrinal underpinning appears to be important to
the evolution of Soviet strategic policy.

Lmong doctrinzl questions of cardinal impertance in the Soviet
view is that of making a correct theoretical analysis of the nature
of a future war, As Marshal Malinovskii once put it:

Soviet m"litary doctrine -~-- bssed on the policy of cur
party and resting its leaaing recommendations on the
conclusions of military science ~- helps us to penetrate
deeply into the nature of nuclear war and its initial
eriod, helps us to determine the most suitable modes

of operation in it, and points out the path for
development and preparation of our armed forces,1

Only from the starting point of such doctrinal analysis, in
the Soviet belizf can proper policies be developed to prepare the
armed forces and the country for the possible eventuality of war,
Soviet military strategy today, as indicated by the two Sokolovskii
editions and other Soviet literature on the subject, "assumes tne
theoretical! possibility'" of three types of wars -- general world

2
war, lmperialist wars, and national-liberation wars. The main

1Speec:h by Marshal R. Ia. Malinovskii to the All Army Conference
on Ideological Questions, Red Star, October 25, 1962, For an elaborate
argument on the importance of correct scientific prediction of the
nature of a futurzs war in order ''to quickly defeat the enemy with
minimum losses'" and to '"avoid mistakes”" which could lead to
"{rreparable consequences,'" see Colonel V, Konoplev, "On Scientific
Foresight In Military Affairs," Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 24,
December 1963, pp. 28-29, See aiso: Editorial, "Everything Pro-
gressive and New in Military Preparation," ibid,, No, 2, January 1963,
pp. 34,

2y“qgnnaia Strategiia, «nd ed., p, 228; Soviet Military Strategy,
pp. 282-283, 1In the Soviet usage, both '"imperialist war'" and '"national
liberation war'' are customarily in the small war category, the difference
being mainly one of pclitical definition, that is, an imperialist war is
ar "unjrest" war waged by an imperialict power against a colionial country,
and a "nationrel liberation war' is a "just" war waged the other way
around, Current Soviet doctrine admits the slight possibility of wars
between "imperialist' powers, hut it seems to provide no room for wars
between '"non-imperialist' countries, See also: Khrurhchev's speech on
81 Party Moscow Conference, delivered January 6, 1961; Pravda, January 25,
1961; Lomov, Soviet Military Doctrine, p. 21.
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focus of attention in Soviet military literature and general ¢iscourse
on the question of war continues to be on the first category, worid
var, although there are currently some interesting shifts of emphasis
concerning the latter two categories of wars which will be taken up
presently when we discuss the question of limited war.

With regard to the nature of a future world war, which in the
Soviet view would see the "imperialist and socialist camps" pitted
agalnst each other, there is a large area of agreement among Soviet
military theorists. At the same time there also are some significant
differences of view which appear to remain unresolved. These pertain
in part to the nature of a possible future world war, particularly
to the question whether it would be short or protracted, but on the
whole they center more on the methods and requirements for conducting
a general war, and upon the differing criteria for peacetime deterrent
forces and those needed to fight a war. Differing Soviet views on

these questions will be examined in subsequent chapters.

Soviet Tmage of a Future World War

Among the basic features of a future general war upon which a
large measure of consensus is to be found in Soviet military
literature are that it would be global and nuclear in character;
that missiles would be the main means of nuclear delivery; that it
would be a war of coalitions, with a group of socialist states
ranged together on one side for the first time in history; and
that it would be fought for unlimited ends, namely, the existence
of one system or the other. The possibility that some roncommunist

countries might come over to the Soviet Bloc side in the course

e S s et
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of tha war also is r.cognizcd.l Awothar agreed featura of a future
world war is that it would be highly destructive, with nuclear
attacks being carried out mot only against military targets, but
sgainst industrial, population, amd communication centers as well,
The idea of adopting measures to limit the destructiveness of a
nuclear war if ome should occur has no public backing among Soviet
military theorists or political spokesman, and current Soviet doctrine
remains inhospitable to such concepts as controlled respomse and
vestrained nuclear targeting. In addition to these aspects of a
future war, Soviet thinking is agreed upon the special importance of
its initial pericd, which in tha gemaral Soviet view may have a
decisive influence on both the course and the outcome of the wnr.2
Detailed scenarios of the possible ways in which a future world
war might run its course are singularly lacking in Soviet military
literature, despite the large amount of attention given to the
subject in general and the special {mportance attached to "thorough
scientific analysis" of the nature of war. In part, this may be

due to the many unpredictable factors that would effect Soviet

lyoennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 233; Soviet Military Strategy,

p. 287.

2Por treatment by representative Soviet sources of the various
general features of a future world war mentioned herz, see: Soviet
Military Strategy, pp. 298-315; Voennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., pp. 241~
261; Lomov article in Red Star, January 7, 1964; Marshal P. Rotmistrov,
""Causes of Modern Wars and their Chnracteristics," ¥ommunist Vooruzhennykh
Si1, No. 2, Januery 1963, pp. 29-32; Colonel-General S. Shtemenko,
"Scientific-Technical Progress and Its Influence on the Development
of Military Affairs," Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 3, February
1963, pp. 26-2%9, Rbnoplcv, ibid., No. 24, Doce-ber 1963, PP, 28-34;
Colonnl P. Detevianko, "Soms Featurss of the Contemporary Revolutions
in Military Affairs,” ibid., No. 1, January 1964, pp. 17-25; Maj. Gen. N,
N. Sushko and Major T. Kondratkov, 'War and Politics i{n the Nuclear Age,"
ibid., No., 2, January 1964, pp. 15-23,




-132-

strategy for a general war, as well as reluctance to get into
details bordering upon Soviet war plans., However, from the open
literature available, one might reconstruct the typical Soviet image
of a future world war along the following lines.

With regard to the circumstances of war outbreak, the favored
Soviet view remains that a future war would start with a surprise
nuclear attack upon the Soviet Union, probably during a period of
crisix. Escalation from a local war 1s another possibility inm the
Soviet view, as is war by miscalculatlion or accident.1 Saviet
literature is quite hazy on the expected train of developments at tbhe
irmmediate outset of a war, althougﬁﬂkt recognizas that quite different
implications might arise in the case of war outbreak via a surprise
attack as distinct fror. escalaticn of a local conflict inte general
war.2 The questions of warring and pre-emption also serve to cloud
the picture at this point.

On the matter of warning, divided Soviet views are apparent.
During the latter fifties, the prevailing view was that since war
should be likely to come after a period of crisis, the Soviet Union
should receive sufficient strategic warning to make preparations

to deal with an attack. In the last few years the validity of this

Irhe possibility of accidental war was given somewhat more
emphasis in the revised Sokolovskii volume than in the first edition.
A new description in the second edition of various technical and
command failures which might touch off a war included an allegation
that the Commander of SAC, General Thomas Power, without Presidential
authority, had ordered his bombers to take off against the Soviet
Union in November 1961 on the strength of false radar signals,
Voennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 36%,

21b1d., p. 378.
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assumption has been questioned, amd there is at lsast one school
of thought that an aggressor might try to moumt an attack from the
blue with no advance period of crisis, which -- given the comstant
high state of veadiness of strategic delivery forces -- might mean
war outbreak without signs of mobilization and other traditiomal
preparations.l On the other hand, there is apparently a growing
belief among some Soviet circles that modern warning methods, plus
other factors which were discussed in Chapter Five, have reduced
Western confidence in the feasibility of a successful surprise attack,
and hence lowered the prospect of war cutbreak in this fashion.z

As for pre-emption, the ambiguity ot the Soviet position on this
question also has been discussed earlier. 1In view of Soviet state-
ments on the serious consequences of a nuclear first-strike, which

some Soviet authorities have said could place their country "in an

lsee Colonel S. Lipitskii, "Activity of an Aggressor in the Period
When War Tincatens," Voenno-Istoricheskii Zhurnal, No. 8, August 1963,
pp. 11-24., 1In this discussion, after giving pros and cons of the case
for a surprise attack without advance crisis or warning indicators,
Lipitskii concluded that one could not be sure of warning, and hence
the Soviet srmed forces must be in the highest state of readiness for
action "not in days or werks, but in minutes or seconds." He also
commented on the need to move warheads to missile sites and air bases
in time of crisis, which would suggest a ''normal" state of Soviet
readiness somewhat less than that needed to respond in '"minutes or
seconds,"

2The Sokolovskii authors are among those who have tended to tone
down their view of Western readiness to launch an attack without warning.
In this regard, the second editicn of their book omitted a passage in
the first edition which had said that, owing to the wide deployment
and high combat readiness of their forces, the "imperialists' today
were in a much better position to deal a surprise blow against the
Sol ‘et Union than Hitler had been. See Soviet Military Strategy,
p. 397.
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exceptionally difficult position'" and even "lead to defeat,"1 one is

perhaps warranted in supposing that the Soviet scenario for the initia
period of a future world war would include an attempt to pre-empt

and blunt any initial nuclear attack that the other side might seek
to launch. This was certainly the implication given by the arguments
of one Soviet military writer in 1963 against the notion of adopting
a strategically defensive posture in the initial period of a modern
war, which he said, "means to doom oneself beforehand to irreparable

losses and defeat,"

Whatever the outbreak circumstances might prove to be, however,
in the Soviet image of a future war there would be an initial nuclear
exchange by both sides “'not only in the first days, but even in the
first minutes of the war."3 Most of the strategic forces-in-being
are expected to be consumed in the initial phase of the war,4 which
would bring heavy mutual destruction but which probably would not --

at least in the most frequently professed Soviet view -- end the

lMarshal Rotmistrov, in Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 2.
January 1963, p. 30. See also: Malinovskii's speech to xx 1119 Congr:
of CPSU, Octcber 21, 1961, Pravda, October 25, 1961, Soviet Military
Strategy, p. 308; Voennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 253.

2Major D, Kazakov, "The Theoretical and Methodological Basis of
Soviet Military Science," Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 10, May 1.
p. 11. See also Konoplev, ibid., No. 24, December 1963, p. 28,

?Khrushchev»speech to the USSR Supreme Soviet, January 14, “960
Pravda, January 15, 1960, See also Lomov article in Red Star,
January 7, 1964, Derevianko, Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 1,
January 1964, p. 20,

4Kommunist Vooruzhennykh 811, No. 3, February 1963, p. 27.
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fighting capacity of the major comtestamts them and there., While

the Sovist comcept of the decisive character of the initial peried
admits the possibility that the war might come to a sudden and

abrupt close, the gunszal tendency is to hedge at this point anmd
assume that the war would now move imto a l;cond phase., The majerity
of Soviet military writers suggest that the initial round of strategic
attacks would be followed by theater campaigns in Europe and else-
where on land, ses and air. These would be fought with both nuclear
and conventional weapons, and would vary in intensity from bitterly
contested battles involving strong combined armed forces £o mop up
operations.1 The rapid occupation of Eurcpe and its isolation from
U.S. support by Soviet operations against sea and air lines of
communication between America and Europe are envisaged in Soviet
literature as among the major strategic tasks to be accomplished in
these campaigns.2 The participation of the Warsaw Pact countries

in the European campaigns is foreseen in Soviet writing,3 but nothing

similar is mentioned with respect to Sino-Soviet collaboration in
the Far Easterh theaters of any future global war.
At this point, having pictured a two-phase war consisting of

initial strategic strikes followed by widespread theater campaigns,

lsoviet Military Strategy, pp. 302, 305-306; Major-General V.
Reznichenko and Colonel A. Sidorenko, "Contemporary Tactics,"” Red

Star, February 12, 1964,

25oviet Military Strategy, pp. 348, 404, 410-414; Voennaia
Strategiia, 2nd ed., pp. 382-390, 4%/.

3Sov;et Military Strategy, pp. 109, 495; Kommunist Vooruzhennykh
Sil, No. 10, May 1963, pp. 71-73. Red Star, May 9, 1962, See Chapter
Seventeen,
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the Soviet literature of general war becomes quite vague as to the
character of any further military operations o- how the war itself
might be terminated. For those countries in the enemy camp within
the reach of Soviet theater forces, the expectation is that rccupatiorx
of their territory and probably the overthrow of their governuents
with the help of internal '"peace forces" would bring a political
settlement of the war favorable to the Soviet Uni‘on.1 The United
States, however, would pose a different problex. Soviet literature
jis silent on the strategic course to be pursued against the America:
continent in this phase of the war. Unless the U.S. will to continue
the war had been broken, the Soviet Union would now be comfronted
with a long-drawn-out war of uncertain outcome, It might, ii Sov-et
capabilities permitted, attewpt to mount a military assault against
the United States, although Soviet military theorists on the whole
do not appear to be very optimistic that the residual capabilities
left over after a period of nuclear warfare would permit such an
undertaking. Or, the Soviet Union might expect to do no more in
this phase of the war than to discourage any American attempt to
assemble forces for a counteroffensive against Soviet-held areas.
The only Soviet clues as to what might be expected from here on are
the supgestions by some Soviet writers that in a "class war" of
rival systems for organizing society, they would expect thelr system

to prove the more durable in a badly disrupted world, bringing

-

1Soviet Military oStrategy, p. 410; Voennaia Strategiia, 2nd.
ed., pp. 382-383; Lowmov, Coviet Military Doctrine, p. 26,
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about an eventual margin of Communist superiority before which the

opposition would ultimately decide to give in.l

The Soviet Posipipn qn_the Likelihpod of War

From the utterances of Soviet political and military leaders on
the likelihood of war, it is difficult to judge what the real rock-
bottom Soviet estimate of this danger actually is. 1In a sense,
charges that the West 1s preparing for a "preventive" war sznd a
surprise attack on the Soviet bloc have been a constant prop of Soviet
foreign and domestic policy for so long that, even though they may
wax ané wane with thz immediate exigencies of the situation, they
have ceased to throw much light on what the Yoviet leadership
considers the prospect of a major East-West military collision to
be.

The danger-of-war issue, moreover, has certain controversial
{mplications in Soviet internal politics. The more real the danger
zan be painted, the stronger is the case of those who feel it necessary
to put more resources into the defense establishment -- a point on
which, as we have previously indicated, Khrushchev and the military
have not always seen eye-to-eye. The issue also is enmeshed in a
very complicated way in the dispute betwecn Moscow and the Chinese
Communists. The Soviet tactical position in the dispute calls for
both minimizing and accentuating the danger-of-war issue, depending
on the context in which it is argued. On the one hand, the Soviet

leaders need to play down the danger when deferding themselves

lsece discussion of this question in Chapter Eleven.
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against Chiness charges that they are neglecting the defense of the
communist camp against predatory imperialist designs. On the other
hand, the Soviet side is obliged to raise the specter of war and its
destructive consequences when arguiag that adventurous Chinese
policies could provoke a capitalist attack,

In current Soviet discourse, an ambiguous position on the
likelihood of war continues to be evident. The general Soviet line,
consonant *ith efforts to cultivate an atmosphere of déiente in East-
West relations, is that the danger of war has abated somewhat, thank-
largely to regngct in the "imperialis: camp" for Soviet military
might. While there has thus been some tendency to tone down earlier

1 the issue still comes up with

stress on the growing danger of war,
the persistency of a well-learned reflex, particularly in military
writing. The revisel edition of the Sokolovskii book illustrates both
tendencies. Preparing their new edition at a time when general Sovi::*
policy was being shaped toward a limited détente with the West, the
Sokolovskii authors seem to have searched for a slightly moderated
formula on the likelihocd of war in the current period. Thus, a
chtement which previously read that "at the present time (in the
sixties) the danger of a world war breaking out has becore particularl:
real,"z was altered in the revised text to read ".,.more real than

earlier."3

1"I.‘here had been a perceptible increase of Soviet propaganda on
the growing danger of war, dating from the time -he new Party Program
was promulgated in the summer of 1961 and contim ing down to the
emergence of the détente spirit in 1963, See So:iet Military Strategy
pp. 42, 286, 312, i

25

oviet Military Strategy, p. 284.

3yoennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed,, p. 232,
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At the sam2 time, the new Sokolovskii edition was £%ill permeated
by standard references t{o the danger of Western attack on the Soviet

Union, "despite the . owing influence of factora ensuring the
pragervation of peace."1 In this connection, the revised volume
included a new reference to President Kennedy's statement in an
interview in early 1962 that under certain conditions the United
States might initiate the use of nuclear weapons.2 This, said the
Sokolovskii authors, provided:

...a direct indication that the United States is

preparing for the surprise use of nuclear weapons

in unlimited fashion against the socialist countries,>

Like the Sokolovskii authors, most military writers have tended
to give the benefit of tiue doubt to the assumption that the danger
of war is ever-present,4 whereas the pclitical leadership has seemed
less constrained to do so, Although the "official” view of the
So7iet politicsl leaders on the danger cf Western attack anid the
likelitood of war have been by no means temperate anc relaxed, their
impromptu remarks sometimes have implied 2 lower measure of concern,
as when Khrushchev suggested in the spring of 1962 that threats of
war from both sides had the effect of cancelling each other out and

stabilizing things, which, as he put it, "...is why we consider the

l1bid., p. 230.

2See Stewart Alsop, "Kennedy's Grand Strategy,” The Saturday
Evening Post, March 31, 1962, pp. 11, 13.

?1g;g., p. 351. See also International Affairs, November 1963,
p. 30,

hSee. for example, Lomov, Soviet Military Doctrine, p. 29;
Malinovskil, Vigilantly Stand Guard Uver the Peace, pp. 13-14,
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situation to be good."1 It can be argued, in fact, that if the
Soviet political leadership has consistently entertained a really
high expectation of war, it probably would have sanctioned
considerably larger military budgets and programs in the past few

years than appears to have been the case.2

1Remarks by Khrushchev in Msritsa, Bulgaria, on May 15, 1962,
broadcast on that date by the Sofia domestic radio, but not circulated
in the Soviet Union., See U.S. Editor's Analytical Imtroductionm,
Soviet Mllitary Strategy, p. 43.

2Ftom the time of the Soviet Union's emergence as a nuclear
power, Khrushchev has shown an increasing tendency to emphasize the
growing deterrent effect of Soviet military power, and to de-emphasfze
the likelihood of a premeditated Wastern sttack against the Soviet
Union. This suggests that in Khrushchev's private view, decisions
leading to war have remained largely in Soviet hands, apart from the
danger of war arising through irraticnal or accidental causes. Sece
A, L. Horelick, 'Deterrence" and Surpr-ze Attack on Soviet Stratepic
Thought, The RAND Corporation, RM~2618, July 1960, Por earlier
expressions of confidence by Khrushchev that Soviet arms gave
assurance against a premeditated attack on the Soviet Union see:
Pravda, Octcber 15, 1958; January 28, June 1, July 30, 1959;
January 15, 1960.
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X, LIMITED WAR

The relatively meager treatment customarily given in Soviet
military literature to L' question of conducting limited wars has
been in marked contrast *» the attention bestowed on general nuclear
war. In one sense, the claboration of a voluminous doctrine on the
nature and conduct of general war probably reflects the contingency
which gives the Soviets the greatest concern. In another sense, tha
S viet doctrinal image o.” such a war -- emphasizing its violent,
global character and rejecting any notion ef limitation on its scope
and destructiveness once it has bepun -- doubtless serves a
deterrent function in the =strategic dialogue by suggesting an un-
qualified and automatic Soviet nuclear response in any warfare at
the strateglc level bet'reen the nuclear powers. Similarly, on the
question of the link between small wars and global war the Soviet
position also has been marked by a rather high d=gree of doctrinal
rigidity, exemplified by the mth-repeated escalatrion formula to the
effect that any armed conflict will:

+oodevelop, inevitably, into 2 general war if the
nuclear powers are drawn into it.

This gttitude toward the escalation potential of local wars
seemingly has reprasented both a genuine Soviet concern about the
risk of escalation into a major war involiving the Soviet Union, and
a Soviet politi:al stratagem designed to discourage the use of
Western military power im areas where "national liberation” movements

have threatened countries ailied with the West. A considerable

1See Soviet Military Strategv, pp. 44, 299,
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body of Soviet literature, dealing not with Soviet views on how to
conduct limited wars, but rather deprecating the possibility of
localizing war under modern conditions, has accumulated in the pas’

decade or so.1

Today, however, there are some signs that the Soviet doctrina:
position with respect to local and limited wars may be undergoing
change. There is still a good deal of ambiguity and inconsistencv
in the Soviet treatment of the subject, and no inified doctrine o
limited war applying to Soviet forces has by any means yet emerged
in the open literature, However, more attention is being given *
the possibility of local wars, and there seems to be some effort t.
find a more flexibie formula on the question cf escalation in area
of local conflict. These tendencies are somewhat more evident in
military media than in the pronouncements of nolitical spokesmen,
who have upon occasion continued to stress the escalation dauger,

in Khrushchev's January 1964 New Year's message to heads of state.

Igoth Bulganin and Khrushchev were early exponents of the vie
that limited wars would prove impossible in the nuclear era, See
Bulganin's letter to President Eisenhower on December 11, 1957 in
Pravda, December 12, 1957; Khrushchev's letter to the British Lsb
Party in October 1957 in The New York Times, October 16, 1957 and
his article "Toward New Victories of the World Communist Movement
Xommunist, No, 1, January 1961, p. 18, Among military writers,
Major General N, Talenskii was an early and consistent advocate of
the view that limited war In the nuclear age was a ''utopian idea."”
See his articles in Mezhdunarodnmaia Zhizn (International Affairs),
No. 10, October 1960, p. 36, and No. &4, April 1962, p. 23, For a
review of other Joviet literature on the subject, see Soviet
Military Strategy, pp. 289-293.

2Ptavda, January 4, 1964,
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Signs of a Doctrinal Shift on Limited Warkand Escalation

One should preface this discussion of recent signs of change in
the Soviet doctrinal position on limited war by making clear that
Soviet writiny still gives predominant emphasis to the danger that
small wars may expand into general war. The revised Sokolovskii
edition is a case in point. Although it gave increased recognition
to the possibility of local wars, it also furnished few grounds for
suggesting that small wars might be kept 1limited., Thus, for example,
an expanded section of the book dealing with Western theories of
limited war was devoted largely to rebuttal of points on which
Western limited war doctrine allegedly rests, In this section,
which incidentally, followed closely the treatment of this subject

by General A, Nevsky in the previously-mentioned World Marxist Review

articlel, the Sokolovskii authors argued that U.S. political and
strategic objectives in small wars were not limited, despite claims

of their modest character; that the setting of geographic limits on local
wars 1is "complicated” by the Western alliance ~ystem; that a distinction
between tactical and s=trategic targets is not feasible; and that if
nuclear weapons are employed, their use can not be limited to tactical
weapons or according to yield.2 The Sckolovskii authors also linked
Western theories of limited war with the U,S, strategy of "flexible
response'' as an 'adventurous'" attempt of American theorists to find

a4 safe way ''to wage war on other people's territory."3

I¥orld Marxist Review, Vol. 6, No. 3, March 1963, pp. 34-35.

2Voennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., pp. 94-95,

31bid,, p. 96. See also p. 61, where a new statement asserts that
U.S. 1imited war theories are an attempt to convince the American
people that "war is not so terrible" and that even wars involving

nuclear weapons can be "normalized."



The geneval thrust of this new sec’ ion was to assert that "the
concept of limited war contains many contradictions," and that the
danger of escalation to general nuclear war remains very high,
particularly in the event of employment of tactical nuclear weapons,
which would involve "unpredictable politi-al, military and psycho-
logical consequences,"l Previous references to the danger of
escalation were retained in the re' Ised volume also, including a
statement that "an aggressive local war against one of the non-
soclalist countries that affects the basic interests of the socialis.
states” is umong the cases that "will obviously lead to a new world
war."

By contrast with this recurrent stress on the prospects of
escalation, however, the new Sokolovskii volume also contained some
discassion of local or limited wars in terms suggesting a Soviet
interest both in military preparations for conducting such wars and
in raising the doctrinal threshold at which local conflicts might be
expected to escalate to general nuclear war. The first point, on
the need to prepare the Soviet Bloc armed forces for local wars also

had been made in the original Sokolovskii volume.3 It was carried

lypid,, pp. 94-95.

szid., p. 232; Soviet Military Strategy, pp. 286-287,

31t should be pointed ou* that occasional statements in Soviet
military literature on the need for attention to the problems of
local war antedated the first sSokolovskii edition of 1962, Se-,
for example, Marksizm-Leninism o voine i armii (Marxism-Leninism
on War and the Army), Voenizdat Ministerstva Oborony SSs5R, Moscow,
1956, p. 145; Colonel I, S, Baz', "Soviet Military Science on the
Character of Contemporary War," Voennyi Vestnik, No. 6, 1958, p. 24;
Colonel 3. Kozlov, '"The Creative Character of Soviet Military Scieuce

Kommunist Vooruzhennvkh Sil, No. 11, June 1961, p, 55.
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over to the new edition in two virtually unchanged passages, one of

which 1s given below:

While preparing for a decisive struggle with the
aggressor in a world war, the armed forces of the
socialist countries must also be ready for small-
scale local varieties of war which the imperialists
might ipitiate. The experience of such wars, which
have broken out repeatedly in the postwar period,
is that they are waged with different instruments
and by other methods than world wars, Soviet
military strategy therefore must study the methods
of waging such wars, too, In order to prevent their
expansion into a world war and in order tn achieve
a rapid victory over the ene:ny.1

An even more specific statement on the need for the Soviet
armed forces to be prepared to fight a conventional-type war of
local character, while keeping nuclear weapons ready for instant
use in case the enemy should employ them, occurred in an article
in a Soviet military journal in May 1963, in the interval between
the two Sokolovskil volumes, The author of this article, Major D.
Kazakov, afrer speaking of the likelihood that the “'imperialists"
would launch any future war with a surprise nuclear attack, then
turned to the possibility that the Soviet Union might be confronted

first with a local war. Here he said:

YWoennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 234, See also p. 319,
Soviet Military Strategy, p. 288. See also p. 356, Other Soviet
military discussion in the pericd between the two Sokolovskii
editions also adverted in the same fashion to the need for Soviet
military doctrine and strategy to concern itself with loczl war.

An example was the raising of this question at the conference on
military doctrine in Moscow in May 1963, where it was noted that
"the possibility of waging local and limited wars is not to be
rejected.” J3ee Voenno-Istoricheskii Zhurnal, No, 10, October 1963,
p. 123.
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One ought not to lose sight of the fact that

the imperialists, fearing an inevitable retaliatory
rocket-nuclear blow, might laur.h against us one
form or another of war without employing nuclear
weapons. From this cemes the practical conclusion --
our armed forces musi be prepared to deal an
appropriate rebuff also with cornventional means,
while keeping rocket-ruclear weapons in the highest
state of readiness,}

This statement suggested ar escalation threshold at a fairly
high level, at least up to th~+ point when nuclear weapons might be
introduced, Likewise, a new passage in the revised Sokolevskii
volume also appeared to place the escalation threshold for at least
some local war situations at a somewhat higher level in Soviet thinki.
than before. It went beycnd anything in the previous volume to sugger
the possibility of limited war being fought on a rather large scalz
under theater conditions. The new passage, inserted in the midst
of a discussion of strategic operations in a world war, gave a

description of local war in the following terms:

\'\'“""w
In a local war events would develop differently.
First of all, in such a war wmilitary operations
will be conducted in land theaters and also in
naval theaters, Operations will be directed
against military forces, although one cannot
exclude attempts to hit targets in rear areas
with the help of aviation. Offensive and defensive
actions in land theaters will be carried out by
ground and air forces. Military operations wil'
be characterized by maneuver and by greater mobtility
than in the last war, because ground and air fources
have undergone fundamental changes in compariscn
with the last war,?2

lRommunist Vooruzhennykh 511, No. 10, May 1963, pp. 1l1-12,

2ycennaia Strate iia, 2nd ed,, p. 374,




~147-

This description presumably envisaged a local war fought with
conventional forces. The possibility of tactical nuclear weapons
being used by both sides in such a local war was recognized in a
subsequent passage, stating:

In the course of a local war, it may happen that
the belligerents will employ tactical nuclear
weapons, without resorting to strategic nuclear
weapons,

The introduction of nuclear weapons, however, apparently marked
the limit at which the Sokolovskii authors were prepared to set the
escalation threshold. At this point, they reverted to the standard

argument that use of nuclear weapons in any form would mean escalation

to world war:
However, the war would hardly be waged very long with
use of tactical nuclear weapons only. Once matters
reach the point where nuclear weapons are used, then
the belligerents will be forced to launch all of their

nuclear power. Local war will be transformed into a
global nuclear war, 2

On the question of tactical nuclear employment, a slight lapse
from this standard escalation argument has been discernible wupon
occasion in other Soviet commentary over the past year or so, For

example, the Lomov brochure on Sovist Military Doctrine in mid-1963

included an almost casual reference to the possibility that nuclear

weapons might be employed in local war, without adding the usual

libid,, pp. 374-375.

2yp44,
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caveat that this would mean cscalation to general wat.l In an
article in the English-language newspaper Moscow News in early 1963,
Marshal Rotmistrov spoke categorically of ths readiness of the Snviet
armed forces to conduct conventional or nuclear operations at any
level of conflict in local as well as general war, which seemed to
indicate a possible new direction in Soviet thinking.2 Another sign
of Soviet interest in the employment cof tactical nuclear weapons,
though not confined to the context of local war, was an article in
November 1963 by a Soviet general commenting on the desirability of
small-caliber nuclear weapons for battlefield,use.B

Such straws in the wind certainly do not add up to evidence
that a basic shift has occurred in the Soviet attitude on local w ~
use of tactical nuclear weapons., The prevalent tendency is still
to single out the use of tactical nuclear weapons in local war as
the point at which escalation is likely to occur, as for example,
the flat statement by Marshal Malinovskii in November 1962 that:
"No matter where a 'tactical' atomic weapon might be used agaii.st

us, it would trigger a crushing counterblow."# At the sauwe time,

1L-omov, Soviet Military Doctrine, p. 15.

2Mo8cow News, May 11, 1963,

3Major General I. Anureev, '""Physics and New Weapons," Red Star,
November 21, 1963, Ceneral Anureev stated further in this article
that the Soviet Union "disposes at the moment of a great assortme=t
of nuclear weapons beginning with low yield warheads and ending
with bombs of more than 50 megatons.,

4Malinovskii, Vigilantly Stand Guard Over the Peace, p. 39.
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other factors may be at work which could bring a gradual change in

the Soviet view. The possibility that Sovief supplies of nuclear
material for tactical weapons may be more ample in the future than
hitherto, and a Scviet conviction that mutual deterrence had become
more stable at the strategic level, are two such factors which might
alter the customary Soviet view on the feasibility of tactical nuclear
use at the local war level,

Perhaps the most interesting evidence of an effort to redefine
the customary Soviet doctrinal position on limited war and escalation
is to be found in the Red Star article of November 2, 1963, by four
of the Sokolovskii authors. In this article, the Soviet authkors
went to rather unusual iengths to make the point that Soviet doctrine
does not preach the "inevitable" escalation of limited wars into
general war, Taking issue with the U.S. editors of their book, the
Sokolovskii authors said they had merely warned that local wars
"ean grow into a world war,” They cited some 70 limited conflicts
since World War II as proof that escalation was not inevitable, and
charged that the U,S, editors had deliberately ignored an important
proviso in their book linking escalation with the participation of
the nuclear powers in local conflicts,

In point of fact, this charge amounted to setting up a straw
man, for the U,S, editors in question had quoted in full from the
pertinont passage in the Sokolovskii voliume, which stated:

One must emphasize that the present internztional
system and the present state of military technology
will cause any armed conflict to develop, inevitably,

into a general war if the nuclear powers are drawn
into 1t.1

lrnis passage appears om p. 299 of Joviet Military Strate
The U.S, editors' quotation and comment is on p. 44,
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The Sckolovskii authors then resorted in their Red Star article
to the curfious step of misquoting zhemselves in order to reinforce
the point they were interested in making. 1In citing the above passage

from their boock, they quietly omitted the key word'"inevitably."1

This particular omission, along with general denial of the inevitabilit:
of escalation of local wars, represented a notable shift in the usual
Soviet argument. While not necessarily indicating that the Soviet
Union has sudaenly developad a fresh interest in waging local wars,
the new trend of argument suggests that the Soviets are at least
seeking to soften scmewhat the old line oa inevitability of
escalation, perhaps in order to reduce their vulnerability tc Chinese
charges that this line immobilizes support of national liberation
movenments and to extricate themselves from a situation which might
lead the West to feel that it has greater freedom to act in local
situations because of a hypersensitive Soviet display of concern

over escalation,

Support of National-Liberation Wars

The Soviet doctrinal position on limited wars has long been

complicated by the political necessity to demonstrate that the Soviet

Union is a strong supporter of aéfcallmd national-liberation wars.

While arguing on the one hand that locel wars involve the danger of

escalation and should therefore be avoided, Soviet policy-makers

, lincidentally, the word "inesitably' remains in the same passage
in the second Sokolovskii editicn, See Foenmaia Strategiia, Znd ed.,
P 242,
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from Khrushchev on down have at the same time pledged Soviet support
of "national-liberation struggles."1 Since the latter may appear
indistinguishable in many respecte from local wars, this ambivalent

formula has given rise tc considerable doctrinal confusion,2 and has

placed the Soviet Union in the rather awkward position of having made
a pledge whose logical outcome -- by its own definition ~- could
be the expansion of a local conflict im.o global nuclear war,

As a practical matter, the Soviet Union has sought to resolve
this seeming paradox by making a careful distinction between inter-
governmental wars (which by Khrushchev's definition are "local"
warSS) and national-liberation wars, or what might be called wars
by proxy. The former, involving possible formal confrontation
between U.S. wnd Soviet forces were dangerous and should be avoided
if possible, while the latter might be pursued with less risk by
lending moral support and other forms of aid to guerrilla and proxy

forces. in the lighkt of events, it would seem that this formvla

1See N. §. Khrushchev, "For New Virtories of the World Communist
Movement," Kommunist, No. 1, January 1961, p. 20,

281gnu‘uf doctrinal difficulty indiscriminating between local
and national-libaration wars on a proper Marxist-Leninist basis
appeared in GCeneral Lomov's mid-1963 brochure on Soviet military
doctrine, He wrote on this pcint: "...lccal wars must not be
evaluated on the hasis that they can be waged within local territorial
limits. If one takes this position, then one must also place in this
category wars of national-liberation and civil wars -~ that is, just
wars which also are waged within territorial limits, The only correct
criterion for defining the character of ware is their socio-political
content:," Soviet Military Doctrine, p. 21.

3As Khrushchev put 4t in 1961, natior al-liberation wars "must
not be i{dentified with wars between states, with local .ars,"
Kommunist, No. 1, January 1961, p., 20,
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may have fallen somewhat short of Scviet expectations, and that
competition with the Chinese for inf'luemce over nationai-liberation
movements may be forcing the Foviet Umion to reappraise its position
and to seek ways of renderding more effective support te national-
liberation wars.1

A suggestion thac the issue here may invelve the quesition of
how much andé what kinds of armed support the Soviet Union is prepared
to furnish can be found in the noticeably defensive tone taken in
Soviet statemeuts om the subject. FKhrushchev's comments to a greup
of editnrs from Ghana, Algeria, and Burma in Moscow on the day when
Chou En-lai began his visit to Algiers in December 1963 is a case
in point. In the course of defending the Soviet record against
standing Chinese charges of timid and ineffective support of the
national-liberation movement in Asia, Africa, and Latin America,
Khrushchev on thir pccasion asserted specifically for the fiis«t time
that the Soviet Union had "'dispatched large quantities of wespo~y ‘
to the Algetinn patriots frea of charge;"z Numercwi statements o
defending both the paect Scviet record of aid and - .cading firm

Soviet support in the futuce to the naticral-iiberation mover.nts

were frequently voiced by other Soviet sources, perticularly in

1Another factor which may be involved in the greater attention
being given to national-liberation wars was suggested by the Sushko-
Kondratkov article in February 1964 on the question of war as an
instrument of politics. As noted previously in Chapter 3ix, this
article took the pos’tion that national-liberation wars were ''not only
permissible, but ine>itable," and it ignored the danger of escalation
by asserting that i%2 juestion of using nuclear weapons would not
arise in such wsrs - ‘wis may suggest a Soviet military interest .a
giving more act®.# ww-king to national-iiberation wars in order to offs
the tendency to Z>geed a 1 wars in the nuclear age as too dangerous
to serve political pivouces, See Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 2,
January 1964, p, 23,

2pravda, Decembur 22, 1963,
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the military press, during the latter part of 1963 and early
1964,1
It is worthy of note, however, that up to early 1964 at least,
Soviet commentary has remained deliberately vague on the central
point whether the kind of material support the Soviet Unfon is
prepared to render may include the use of Soviet forces in military
situations growing out of the natiomal-liberation struggle. The
revised Sokolovskii edi%ian, for example, gave slightly strengthened
Soviet assurance of support to national-.' .xvat. i movements and was
a bit more specific as to the ngture o) siecr su. <¢t., Whereas the
1962 edition had said only that the Sovie:s ©.,.consider it their
duty to support the sacred struggle of oppressed nations and their
just wars of liberation,"2 the revised verston specified that:
««.sthe Soviet Union fulfills its .ty consistently
and steadfastly, helping nations in their struggle

against imperialism not only ideologically and
politically, but also in a material seunse,

1See‘, for example, D, Vol'skii and V. Kudriavtsev, "Practical
Reality and the Fantasies of the Splitters," Red Star, October 10,
1963; Editorials in Red Star, October 22, 1963 and December 18,
24, 1963; Pravda, January 19, 1964, '"Marksizm-Leninizm - the
Rasis for 'the Unity of the Communist Movement,''" Kommunist, No. 15,

October 1963, p. 17, in which Soviet "'armed support of the national-

liberation struggle in Indonesfa, Yemen and Iraq was mentioned,

Zsgviet Military Strategy, p. 283.

3yoeanaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 229,
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While seeming to go slightly further liere than the previous version
with regard to support of naticnal-liberation struggles, the new
Sokolovskii edition still fatled to define the kind of material
support envisaged, and specifically, whether this might include the
use of Soviet armed Zorces.

Other Soviet spokesmen have remained equally reticent on this
point, For example, in December 1963 Marshal Biriuzov, Chief of the
General Staff, noted that '"the Soviet people are not against any wa~
and tbat "they know how to fight" if necessary in a just war, How-
ever, while placing rational~-liberatior wars in the category of
"4ust wars," Marshal Biriuzov carefully avoided a specific pledge
of military support to national-liberation wars.1 Another matter
germane to Soviet thinking on local war problems, which Soviet source:
have redulously avoided bringing into open discussion, concerns the
varicus questions arising from the presence of Soviet military
personnel in such places as Cuba, Indonesia, and some parts of the
Middle East, Although ostensibly present to instruct and assist
host country forces in connectiun with Soviet military aid programs,
Soviet military personnel have been in a position vhere they could
well become gnvolved in local military action. Any development of
Soviet doctngn‘ﬂlnd policy covering these situations presumablv is

somewhat too delicate for discussion in an open forum,

v

;Izvestiia, December 11, 1963,
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The Question of Third-Power Conflicts and Escalation

The apparent Soviet desire to convey an image of greater
flexibility for support of local conflicts has tended to stop short
of applying this suggestion to the situation in Central Europe, Here
the Soviet attitude for many years consistently has been, as a
Soviet radio conmentator put it in 1957, that little wars would
be impossible to contain "in the center of Europe, along the
frontiers between the NATO powers and the menmbers of the Warsaw
Pnct."l Again in 1964 in his Mew Year's message to heads of state,
Khrushchev voiced a similar notion that a local war "in such a region
as Europe" would pose great danger of expansion into global nuclear
war,

However, while Soviet spokesman still decry the possibility of
keeping a local war limited in the heart of Europe, some thought
apparently is now being given to the possibility of isolating certain
third-power conflicts so &8 to dampen the chances of escalation to
the level of a U.S.-USSR strategic nuclear exchange. Evidence of
a somewhat terntative character pointing in this direction was
introduced into the stiategic dialogue by the Sokolovskii authors
in their Red Star article of November 2, 1963, Commenting on a
statement by the U.S. editors of their book to the effect that Soviet
doctrine seems to imply a first strike against the United States in

the event of Western action against another member of the Soviet

1Colonel M, Vasiliev's Cormentary, Moscow broadcast to Germany,
December 6, 1957; Red Star, December 17, 1957,

2Pravda, January 4, 1964,
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Bleoc, the Sokolovskii authors denied that this was a valid inter-
pretation ox the Soviet posit:ion.1

In their book, the Soviet authors said, they were dealing
simply with the case of "an attack by imperialist forces" on a
socialist country, and '"the United States was not mentioned." Only
if the United States were "to carry out such an attack itself'" --
they noted pointedly -- would the Soviet Union be impelled to deliver
a retaliatory blow, "in whi:h case the United States would have been

the aggressor."2

IThe statement in question by the U.S. editors occurred in a
discussion (Soviet Military Strategy, p. 43) of Soviet views on
how a war might star”. The statement sald that these views
included: '"...escalation from local war, 'accidental' outbreak, and
retaliation by the Soviet Union for an attack on another Bloc member.
The latter would imply a Soviet first strike against the United Stat.:
but despite the crucial implications of this question for Soviet
strategy, it receives no explicit attention in the work." The
Soviet position on numerous occasions has been that an "attack on
any of the socialist countries will be viewed as an attack on the
USSR,' Red Star, November 18, 1960, December 26, 1962, What
Soviet response actually would be to such an attack remains, of
course, a major unanswered question, However, in the case of Berlin
and more specifically the case of Cuba, Khrushchev has threatened
on various occasions that if military force were used by the United
States, the Soviet Union would be prepared to ressond with "all means
at its disposal,' which seems to imply a willingness to be the first
to resort to strategic nuclear attacks. See Soviet-Cuban Communique,
Izvestiia, January 24, 1964, See also: Pravda, September 11, 1962;
February 23, May 24, 1983; January 18, 1964; CPSU open letter of
July 14, 1963, Pravda, July 14, 1963, It should be notcd, at
the same time, that while Khrushchev has threatened that "an
invasion of Cuba would confront mankind with destructive rocket-
thermonuclear war'' and has strongly implied that Sovict strateglc
missiles would be launched against the United States in retaliation
for such an invasion, he has carefully steered clear of an explicit
statement that the Soviet Union would strike the first missile blow.

2ped Star, Movember 2, 1963,
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The circumlocution displayed here suggests more than a semantic
sidestep to dodge the implication that there are circumstances under
which the Soviet Union might strike first, Rather, the Soviet
authors seemed to be trying to convey the thought that there are
some situations, as in Central Europe, where the Soviet Union is
anxious to dampen the possibilities of automatic escalation by
distinguishing between the United States and third powers in the
event of local conflict., Soviet thiniing as to the locale of such
a conflict is suggested by Khrushchev's recent references to the
high escalation potential of a local clash between countries in the
heart of Europe,l and by statements elsewhere that West Germany

might start a local war against East Germany on its own initiative.2
If the Sokolovskii authors are to be understood as thinking
of possible hostilities involving West Germany and Eastern Europe,
their intent may have been to suggest that in such a case the Soviet
Union would try to avold expanding the conflict by withholding any
strategic attack against the United States ia return for U.S,
abstention, Besides offering the United States reassurance against
a Soviet first strike under borderline conditions in which the

question of pre-emption might arise, a Soviet approach along these

1Pravda, January &4, 1964,

2Voennaia Strategiia, 2ad ed., p. 362; A, Prckhorov, "The
Possibility of Preventing and the Danger of Unleashing Wars,"
Red Star, December 26, 1962,
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lines would presumably be meant to convey the political “message"
that the United States should not let itself be drawn along by Wegt
Germany should the latter attempt to pursue an adventurous policy
of its own. Whether in fact these purposes can be associated with
the commentary by the Sokolovskii authors is, of course, a question

which perforce remains uncertain.
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HI. THE SHORT-VERSUS~LONG WAR ISSUE

In tke cuntext of internal military discussion and debate in
the Soviet Union, certain questions have tended over the course of
time to become ''touchstone’ issues charged with somewhat broader
policy implications than their intrinsic nature might suggest. The
short-versus=-long war issue is one of these. Positions taken one
way or the other on this issue often have tended to signify either a
certain amount of sympathy with cr quiet resist=nce to Khrushchev's
general military policy approach. The issue also has sometimes
served as a kind of short-hand description of a more ramified fabriec
of differences batween modernist and traditionalist schools of mili-
tary thought. And in & further sense, the short-versus-long war
issue probably has touched upon a still deeper stratum of considera-
tions involving such fundamental matters as the prospeci fz: survival
and viability of Soviet society under the corditions of nuclear
warfare,

As ihdlcated in Chapter Two, the military debate of the early
sixties left the short war«long wer isaue; aloﬁg with such closely
retated questions -as the decisiveness of the initial period and the
size of the armed forces, in 2n essentially unresolved state. In
Soviet military discussion over the past year or so, this has
continued to be tne case.

Two differing lirnes of thoupght cn the short-vergzus~long war
issue have been evident. Both begin from the propusition, now
thoroughly embedded in Soviet doctrine on general war, that the

initial period of a future wer will have decisive influence on its
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course and outcome. However, thz two lines of thought diverge here
over the still ambiguous quecuiion whether the initial period will be
"decigive' enough tc bring the war to a quick and conclusive termina-
tion. The first view places major stress on the decisive character
of the initial period and the need to prepare the Soviel arwed force
and economy for bringing war to a conclusion '"in the short=st possib.
time, with minimum losses.”l The second pays more Leed to the poss.-:
bility of a protracted war, with :onsequant need to make strenuous
preparation economically, militarily and psychclogically for such -

war.

Trends in Debate on the Duration—of-qu Thene

It would be difficult and perhaps misleading to try to draw fro
recent Soviet discourse a strong trend running in favor of one or tr.:
other of the ibove~mentioned viewpoints. Generally speaking == to
the extent that these viewpoints can be identified with pro or con
attitudes toward Khrushchev's military pelicy approach, with its
emphasis on a defense pcsture oriented more toward deterrence or a
short, decisive war than to preparatiun for a protracted war -~ one
might say that the Khrushchevian view seems to have gained ground
slightly at the expense of the long-war, big-army thesis favored by
many military conservatives,

Early in 1963, after a perlod of relative silence on the questic
Khrushchev himself strongly reaffirmed his convicticn that a new war

would be likely to end quickly after an initial nuclear exchange, in

1
Voennaia Stratagila, 2nd ed., p. 261, Soviet Military Strategy
p. 3l4, Konoplev, Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 24, 1963, p. 28.
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fact, "on the very first day."l This note was taken up by a nunoer

of military writers and commentators. An article in a Soviet mili-
tary journal in April 1963, to which earlier referunce has been made,
spoke of the readiness of the Soviet armed forces to deal "a lightning
blow in order to topple and destroy the enemy on the very first day

of the war."? The following month an article in the same journal,
giving added momentum to the public reiteration of Khrushchev's January
1960 strategic ideas, emphasized the radical changes in military
affalrs that were tending to make strategic nuclear attacks more
significant than ground offensives in long-drawn=~out wars of the
past.3 Later in the year, similar themes, emphasizing that the

Soviet armed forces were capable of "routing the enemy on the very
first day of the war," ran through some of the Soviet commentary on
the anniversary parade in Red Square on November 7th.%

Meanwhile, the published views of several prominent military
leaders revealcd some ghift toward Khrushchev's line of argument,
Those of Marshal Malinovskii were of particular interest for their
gradual evolution in this direction. In October 1961, Malinovskii
had avoided the duration-of-war issue in his Party Congress report,
although as we pointed out earlier, the thrust of his remarks
suggested a hedge on the possibiiity of protracted war., iIn his

Fuvember 1962 pamphlet, Vigilantly Stand Guard Over the Feace,

1Pravda, February 28, 1963.

2prticle by Colonels Baronov and Nikitin, Komwnist Vooruzhennykh
Sil, No. 8, April 1963, p. 22.

3Kazakov, Komnunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 10, May 1963, pp.
10-12.

ALeont'ev commentary on Moscow radio, November 12, 1963.
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Malinovskii stressed the prospect of 'decisive military results" in
the initial period of a war, stating: "No one can now deny the poani?

bility that a war may quickly run its couru.”1

While the pamphlet
noted that Soviet doctrine takes into account the possibility of a
protracted war, this doctrinal point received only brief mention,
without elaboration.? A year later, in an interview with a group of
editors of Soviet military newspapers and journals, Malinovsiii did
not offer the customary hedge on the possibility of protracted war
at all. Rether, he emphasized the radical effect which modern weapos
right have on the duration of a war, stating:

New means of warfare are radically changing

the character of modern war....Ve'y little

time may be required with modex: “pons to

accomplish the basic missions or tne war,

perhaps hours or even minutec. All of this

has a definite impact on the operations of

all branches of the armed forces.3

Another military leader who also advanced the view that nuclea:

weapons are likely to shorten significantly the length of a future
war was Colonel-General S. Shtemenko, chief-of-staff of the Soviet
ground forces. His viewa were cf more than casual interest in light
of hig role in the ground forces, an establishment teniing to lean

toward the conservative, long-~war view. In a major article in early

1963 Shiemenko wrotc that "with such large stockpiles of clear

rwaaponl and divertifird means of delivery, the duration of a war ma_

Vig lantly Stand Guard Over the Feace, p. 26. See also
Malinovskii'c emphasis on the decisive results of the initial period
in Red Star, October 25, 1962,

zyigilunt;i Stand Guard Over the Peace, p. 26,

3"Th¢ Revolution in Military Affairs and the Tasks of the
Military Press,” Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Si), No., 2!, November 1963,

p. 9.
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be substantislly shortenad."l At the same time, whila Teszating the
validity of Soviet combinad arms doctrine, he gave no attantion in
this lengthy article to the prospect of protracted war.

The long war view, however, was not without its &dvocates,
aithough m st of them argued their case in terms of the need for maas
armies rather than on specific grounds of protracted war. One of
the more prominert exponents of the long-war viewpoint w.s Marshal
Pavel Rotmistrov, the tank expert, who took a sober view of the
heavy losses which widespread enemy nuclear attacks could be expected
te inflict on the Soviet Union and itg armed forces, and who argued
from this that:

Soviet soldiers therefore must be prepared
for a quite lsngthy and bitter war. They

must be ready for magsive heroism and any
sacrifices in the name of victory over the

enemy .2
Another more extensive and theoretically elaborate azgument on
the side of the protracted war thesis was made in two books published
in the Souviet Union following the first Sokolovskii edition. One of
these, which appeared in late 1962, was a book by Colonel P. I.
Trifonenkov, whom we have previously mentioned. His work was entitled

On the Fundamgntnl Laws of the Course and Qutcome of Modern War. The

other was a symposium volume, the latest in a series published

intermiitently in the Scviet Union under the title, Marx sm-Leninism

on War and the Army, by a group of twelve military writers. Both books

l"Scientjfic-Technical Progress and Its Influerce on the
Developmenc of Military Affairs," Kommunigt Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 3,
February 1963, p. 27.

2"The Causes of Modern Wars and Their Characteristics," Kummnunist
Vooruzhennykh il, No. 2, January 1963, pp. 29-30.
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followed in general the main prupositicis on Sovliet doctrine and
strategy to be found in other current Soviat military literature,
including recognition of the decis.ve influence of the initial period
nf & war. However, they departed from the cusromary tentative spproac
on the msatter of duration of & war, assuming a high likelihood that
w8y would atretch out after the initial nuclear exchanges, and
arguing for a strategy of protracted war in which the economic
superiority of the West could be canceled out because of the West's
more vulnerable industry and population. Thereafter, it was argued
further, the superior political-mocrale qualities of the Soviet sia;
plus its rasidual economic and military capacities, would operate
to insure victory,l

Between the two more or less well-defined poles of thought on
the short=versus~long war issue, meanwhile, there also has been a
body of expression reflecting other viewpoints in varying degree,
The new edition of the,gokolovakii volume fell intc this category,
much es did‘;ts‘éﬁedecc;aora While the ptedomi;ant view in the secon
“gdi;ign con;}nued‘;p‘be that 'missiles and nuclear weapous meke it
{ géiiible‘goﬁiqgieyé‘the purpeses of war withir velasively short

: periods of tima,"zfslightly more emphasis than before was given to

‘ leolonel 2. 1. ‘Trifonenkov, Ob Osnovnikh Zakonakh Khoda i Izkhoda
Sovremmeroi Veiny, Voenizdat Ministerstva Oborony SSSR, Muscow, 1962,
especially pp. 48, 53=54; Colonel G. A. Fedorecv, Major Genexal N. I.
Sushko, et &l., Marksizm~Leniniim o Voine i Armii, Voenizdat Minister
Oborony SSSR; Moscow, 1963, especilally pp. L87fL. An editurial
preface to the Trifonenkov book pointed out, incidenta.iy, that some
of the author's propositions were of a 'polemical nature” and not
necessary agreed to by ihe reviewing authorities, It was not indi-
cated whether this applied to the propesitions oa protracted war,

however.
2yoennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 260. Soviet Military Strategy
p. 314, ) -

.
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the possibility of a protracted war. Thus, a brief statement in
the first edition that "it is necessary to make sericus preparations
for a protracted war," was expanded to rvead:
Howevcr, war may drag out, which will demand
2 prolonged maximum effort frowm the army &nd
the people. Therefore we must be resdy for a
protracted war, and prepare our humen and
national rescurces for this contingancy.
The revised Sokolovskii work showed some signs of bteing influenced

by the views on protracted war in the Trifonenkov book and Marxism-

Leninism on War and the Army. While the Sokolovskii authors did not

go nearly so far in the direction of arguing the protracted war case
as these books, they did dwell somewhat more on the political-morale
factor and gave a bit ﬁore welght to the possibility of a prolonged

war than in their original volume.

Among other military theorists whose views on the duration-of~
war ilasue were of some interest was Colonel-General Lomov. His
assessment over a period of a year-and-a~half shifted first in one
direction and then another, typifying the ambivalence on this issue
so often encountered in Sovi;; doctrinal appreciations. Lomov's
mid~1963 brochure on Soviet military doctrine, for example, gave
somewhst less weight to the possibility of protracted war than his
article on the same subject a year earlier, which had dwelt at length
on the importance of preparing the country‘s economic base for a

prolonged war by providing for large~scale wartime expansion of

industry.2 In mid~1963, by contrast, Lomov stated:

1Vaennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 261, One of the more extended
criticisms of the first Sckolovskii edition by A. Gulubev had found fault
with it for neglecting the possibility that a future war could be, in
Frunze's words, "protracted war" {nvolving a strategy of attrition,”
Voenno-Istoricheskii Zhurnal, No. 5, May 1963, p. 9,

ZKbmmunist Vooruzhennykh $11, No., 10, May 1962, p. 15.
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On this question, current Soviet military doctrine
is guided by the proposition that war cbjectives
can be attained in a short perfod of time, since
powerful surprise blows with rocket-nuclear weapons
and effective exploitation of the results by the
armed forces can ?uickly decide the major strategic
tasks of the war.

Lomov went oa to say in mid-1963 that the prospect of a short
war was bszed om "current reslities" -- first, on the growing
advantage of the secizlist camp with respect to the ''correlation ¢
forces in the world arena," and second, on the superiority of the
Soviet Union over "its probable enemy » the military-technical
provision of nuclear weapons to the armed forces."” A third factu-
adduced by Lomov was that the worldwide peace movament, together
with modern weapons capabilities, would make it possible to
"significantly shorten the duration of a war and to speed up the
conclusion of peace." Only after this marshalling of reasons favo-
the likelihood of a short war did Lomov add a single sentence to tt
effect that:

»s.it cannot be ex¢ludad that under certain conditions
a var might take on a protracted character, which
will demand of the country and the armed forces a
proloﬁgnd, maximum effort.”

By eariy 1964, however, Lomov had again shifted ground., 1In h°
January Red Star series on military doctrine he returned to the

3

. importance of preparing the economy for a prolonged ar,” a point

stressed in 1962 hut dropped in 1963, While touching base on the

ISOQ;gt Milicary Doctrine, p. 25.
21bid., p. 26.
3Red Star, January 10, 1964,
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short-war prospect by citiag Malinovskii on this score, Lomov also
gave added eamphasis in his Red Star series to the possibility of a
long war, Instead of saying that the possibility '"is not excluded,"
he now declared:

es.it 18 absolutely clear that, depending on the

conditions under which the war begins,,.warfare

will mot be confined to nuclear strikes. It couid

become protracted and demand of the country and the

armed forces a prolonged, maximum effort,.l

What may have prompted Lomov to swing back in the protracted

war direction is not clear nor is it necessarily of any consequence,
except to suggest that while Khrushchev's short-war view may have
gained headway amomg the Soviet military, it had not apparently won
over at least some military opimnion, which continued to favor a
more conservative position. Lomov's change of heart on the duration-
of -war issue apparently was related also to the fact that his January
Red Star series as a whole seemed to be meant to offer support for
a quiet military 1lobbying effort against Khrushchev's December 1963

forecast of {impending manpower cuts in the Soviet armed forces. This

ir a subject to be taken up in the next chapter,

Tne Corollary Issue of Vilbiligy Under Nuclear War Conditions

A corollary aspect of the short-versus-long war issue in Soviet
military literature has been for some time a running discussion as
to whether the country can count only on forces~in-being and
resources mobilized and stockpiled in advance of a war, or whether
it will still be possible under nuclear conditions to generate

significant additional strength in trained military manpower and

1§gd-8tar, January 7, 1964,
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wav productiom during the course of the war, Hidden below the
surface of this debats, but seldom given explicit attention except
in occasional formulary utterance: by political and military leade:
on the guneral destructiveness of nuc’ arfare, is the larger
quastion of the prospect for survival ¢ . viable Soviet society i
the event of nuclear war. As we have suggested elsevhere im this
book, real doubt is at work in the minds of many Soviet leaders, »
has foumd its way into both their public and private disoourse.
whether any meaningful outcome might be salvaged after the damage
the Soviet Uaion would suffer in a nuclear war, Nevertheless, in
the Soviet case as in others, this ragging question has been set .
one side, so to speak, while professional preoccupation with the
problems of managing a war if it should occur, comtinues,

The several strands of professional military discussion rel..
to force mobilization and imdustrial buildup after the start of a
nuclear war were laid out to view in the first Sokolovekii editior
and further illuminated in the second editiom. With regard to
mobilization of the armed forces, the Sokolovskii authors in both
editions took the position that peacetime forces-in-being will be
1n‘dequitc‘to“ntgi1n the goals of the war, This position, to whic
Soviet military opinion has come somewhat reluctantly, as will be
discussed in the next chapter, i{s based on the proposition that {
is beyond the sconomic capability of the Soviet Union or eny othe
country to mninﬁ;in sufficiently large forces in peacetime to mme

wartime needs.1 The logical way out of this impasse is to assume

lsee discussion of this question in U.S. Editors' Anmalytical
Introduction, Soviet Military Strategy, pp. 36-38.
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that the necessary force buildup would be carried out after the
start of the war in accordance with mobilization plans.1 Here,
however, Soviet military theory rune into two obstacles.

One of thesze is the view that the length of the war and its
outcome may be settlea "by the effectiveness of the efforts wade at
its very beginning,"z rather than by the old method, as Malinovskii
once put it, of "stepping up one’s efforts gradually.,.in the course
of a prolonged war.”3 This means that forces-in-being are the
critical factor, and if they are to be limited by peacetime econemic
constraints, the prognosis in case of war may look very poor. The
second obstacle 1s Soviet recognition of the great difficulty and
uncertainty of mobilizing and deploying additional forces under
nuclear conditions.4 In general, however, Soviet military theorists
have not drzwn the pessimistic conclusion that wartime mobilization N
efforts are likely to prove futile, as Khrushchev's occasional remarks
suggest that he may have done.5 Rather, military writers have
continued to concern themselves with such matters as methods of

6

mobilization,” and have seemed to draw some comfort from the

prospect that the opposition would face problems similar to their

lsuch an assumption is of course made in Soviet military theory.
See Soviet Military Strategy, pp. 433-439; Voennaia Strategiia,
2nd ed,, pp, 291, 410-417.

2yoennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 500.

3ped Star, October 25, 1962.

45oviet Military Strategy, pp. 338, 437-438; Voennaia Strategiia,
2nd ed,, pp. 300, 412,

5See Khrushchev's letter to President Kennedy, Izvestiia,
February 24, 1962. )

6Tn the second sokolovskii edition, discussion of this subject
furnished a new differentiation between peacetime recruitment for
“regular formations,' which '"are recruited on a extraterritorial basis,
and mobilization under nuclear war conditions in which "a system of
territorial buildup of trcops during mobilization is considered the
most acceptable.’ Voennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 412,

"
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own. In this connection, both Sokolovskii editionr contained a
passaga which stated:

Under conditions where missiles and nuclear weapons

are used, both belligerents will be subjected to

attacks in the very first hours of tue war, and

1. can be assumed that both will find themselves

in approximately the same circumstances as regards

to techniques of carrying out mobilization and

moving troops to the theater of military operations.

On the question of industrial viability after the initial blo:
of a nuclear war, Zoviet milita.y theorists likewise have tended t-
express a less somber view than may be found in some political
utterance, This is particularly true in the case of military sc.’
men identified with the traditionalist viewpoint, or even the cent
position, for their gemeral conception of a world war that woui!
develop into widespread theater campaigns by mass armies after the
initial nuclear strikes is partly contingent upon continuing war-
time production. The modernist school, on the other hand, may
have come to its conception of a quite different kind of war, mos:
likely short but brutal, partly out of the conviction that the
issue would be settled by the means in hand at the outset,
All schools of Soviet military thought, however, have found

themselves in agreement on the imoortance of peacetime preparatior

of the economy and armed forces so as to be ready at the outset of

a war to apply 'the full might of the state, stockpiled before the

Isoviet Military Strategy, p. 439; Voennaia Strategiia, 2nd
p. 417. This passage concluded with the suggestion that the side
which firat exploited nuclear attacks by penetrating the other's
territory could win a major advantage, particularly in the Europe:
Theater,
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wvar," to the attainment of victory.1 The principal new trend fin
recant doctrinal discussion has been teo expand earlice arguments
that the significance of economic potential has been enhanced
under nuclear war conditiens, not only for a long war, but even in
a short wur. The revised Sokolovskii edition offered a formula
which sums up the general view as follows:

There is no doubt that economic preparation of the

country in advance of a future war has now taken

on exceptionally great importance, At the same

time, even during the course of the war, even a

short war, the role of the ecenomy will net only
remain but will increase.2

1Voegggia Strategifa, 2nd ed,, p. 21, See also Lcmov in Red
Star, January 10, 19‘?.

Zyoennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed,, p. 276. Sece also Lomov in Red
Star, January 19, 1964,
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XII, DEBATE QVER THE SIZE OF THE AXMED FONES

The quastion of the size of the Soviet armed forces has been at
the center of the debate over military policy in the Soviet Unfion
since Khrushchev in the late fifties began preaching to the more
congservative-minded elements of the Soviet military elite that
modern technology should make it possible to pare down an over-
sized traditional military estebiistkment and free some resources
for other urgent needs without endangering Soviet security. On
this touchstone issue, as on the question of a short versus a pro-
tracted war, somewhat more is involved than first meets the eye.
Both the economics and the politics of Soviet defense have been so
intimately interwoven with this question that it can scarcely be
regarded as a mere technical problem of determining what the
appropriate size and composition of the armed forces should be to
meet Soviet military requirements, Controversy over the problem of
resource allocation among the Soviet leadership, for example,
probably has bubbled up mcre often around the issue of the size of
the grnnd forces than around any other issue in the military policy
dob;;e.

In the 1d}on oéztnternal Soviet debate, the claims of “he
military establishment for its share of national resources often
have been put forward not only in terms of the general need to keep
the armed forces strong or to ensure their superiority over the
enemy, but also in terms of attitudes taken on certain doctrinal
questions., One of these is the question whether '"mass, multi-

million man" armies will be needed any longer in the nuclear age,
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to which §s closely related the question vhcgpcr victory can be
attained only through "co=bined-arms' op‘rltigﬂi. The question of
short-~versus-long wvar, vhich we have just discﬁssed, is another, ‘In
a sense, the intarnal debate on these issues has ser-ed as a
substitute for more blatant, but pclitically unsettling, arguments
bearing on the allecation of resources amorig various claimants,
Genzrally speaking, the claims of the military for a larger cur
of the resources cake have taken the form of advocacy of the '"multi-
million man" and "combized-arms' doctrines. However, the military
has not presented a wholly united fﬂgnt here vis-a-vis the political
leadership. In the modernist-traditionalist dialogue over doctrine,
strategy and force structure, the modernist outlook often has leaned
toward‘!hrushq@ev'a position, with its emphasis on missile forces
over very large theater ground forces, The modernists, therefore,
have shown less concern over measures affecting the size of the
armed forces tﬁ;ﬁu;g; traditionalists, who are more or less closely
identified with the interests of the theater grounq forces, and
whose ox stands to be gored more painfully when troop reductiuns are
made than in the case of the less "manpower intensive' strategic
missile and air defense forces, submarine forces, and so cn., Indeed,
the "multi-million man'' doctrine has tended to become the particular
cachet of the traditionalist position in the internal dialogue. At
the same time, hpwever, the modernists -- whose needs may be smaller
in manpower terms but not necessairily so in other forms of resources -~
have had a common interest with the tradifionllists in sustaining a

high priority for the overall military claim on national resources;
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| hence, they too have b§¢u4~1111n| to soms exteat to see th;'-ilttlé
case pressed under the doctrinal rubric of "Iui£1~iilltoa man" torcé
ln‘»"COIbilld~ltIl" operations. Further, wvhile both modernist and
trlditibnllilt‘r.pti..ntltiV.llhlV. len: lip service to Soviet prof;
eof troop reductions as & ploy in the East-West disarmawment dialogue.

neither has seemed to do so with an excess of enthusiasm,

Trends in the Argument for "Multi-Million Man" Armed Forces
After Khrushchev's January 1960 program for a reduction of the

Soviet armed forces from an announced figure of 3.6 millioan to 2.4
million men was suspended and the Soviet military budget was increa.
by 500 million rubles under the pressure of events in the summer of
1961,1 Khrushchev noted on several occasions that these measurer we
"temporary' and "in the nature of a reply’ to various U.S. noves.2
The implication was that Khrushchev might return to his previous
., program should an daqin; of international tensions be achieved, ™
f#e end 6!A1963' a state of limited détente between the United Stat
. and the Sovict Union had progrcoscd to the point where Khrushchev
..ntn announcnd a militery budget cut of about the same amount as
‘the 1961 1ncrcnl¢, and indicated that manpower radictions might soor
b. rcountd.’ Ia the ‘interval between the-e developments, there was

-

3
lgge ptcvsoul discussion of thess developments in Chapter II.

25¢¢ lhrulhch.v'l specch to gravuates of Soviet military
scadenies on July 8, 1961, and his telavision address of August 7,

1961, Pravds, July 9, 1961, Jzvestiis, August 9, 1961,
3lgvestita, Dacember 15, 1963; Pravda, December 16, 1963,
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a quist but insistent lobdbying effort by some influential elements
of the Soviet military -~ whose case received a temporary boost of
sorts from the Curan events of 1962 -- to demonstrate the need for
the Soviet Union to "strengthen its armed forces" azd to "maintain
massive lrniat.“l Although this effort fell short of carrying the
day zgainst Khrushchev's policy and its supporters, there were signs
in early 1964 that at least certain elements of the Soviet military
had not given up trying. Soms features of the running argument on
massive armies down to the time of Khrushchev's December 1963 hint
of impending troop reductions are reviewed below.

The first Sokolovakii volume in late summer 1962 tended to come
down on both sides of the multi-million man doctrinal argument,
although on baiance, judging from traditionalist criticism of it
for having neglected the role of ground forces in particular, it
probably gave nc great comfort to exponents of the large army case.z
In the military press, the massive-army formula continued to receive
favored treatment in the fall of 1962 and early 1963,3 though the top

man in military hierarchy, Marshal Mslinovskii, was notably not

among ite ardent advocates. In fact, in his widely circulated

IH;jor General V. Kruchinin, "Why Massive Armies?'' Red Star,
Junuary 11, 1963,

25ee Review by General of the Army P, Kurochkin, Red Star,
September 22, 1962. See also Soviet Military Strategy, pp. 34-39,
523-529,

3Following General Kruchinin's January llth Red Star kickoff
article, in response to a '"reader's query," a series of these articles
appeared soon after stressing the vital role of ground forces and
"multi-million man'' armies in a future war. See Red Star, January 14,
February 12, 14, 1263, See also Colonel M. Skirdo, "The Role of the
Popular Masses and the Individual in Contemporary War," Kommunist
Vooruzhennykh $il, No. 5, March 1963, p. 10.
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pamphlet of November 1962, ha singled out for mention the "special
care shovn by the Presidium of the Central Committee for ths missile
forces, the air forces and the submarine fleet" in a way which
seemed to indicate a shift in priority from forces involved in
traditional land warfare to those with newer taakl.l Later, on
Armed Forces Day in February 1363, Malinovski: noted that the sixze of
the ground forces had been "considerably reduced" from past lavels,
but that their capabilities had been increased by modern equip-nnt.z
The most prominent spokesman for the mass-army view at this time
proved to be Marshal Rotmistrov -- a one-~time '"progressive' in
military affairs who had gradually become & strong voice for what
might be called the "enlightened conservative'" outlonok in the
military debate.3 In an article in January 1963 notable among other
things for its defense of the military roie in formulation of
military doctrine, Rotmistrov stressed the need to prepare for a
long war as well as a short one, and he also called attention to
the fact that modern war, despite {ts nuclear character, can not
be "depicted as & 'pushbutton war' which can be waged without
massive araies.” Further, Rotmistrov argued, even the bourgeois
powers "in practice are following the course of creating multi-

million man nrmiei,"h The latter point, which has tended to become

<

lyigilantly Stand Guard Over the Peace, p. 43.
2Red Star, February 23, 1963,

3See U.S. Editors' Analyticel Introduction, Soviet Military
Strategy, footnote on p, 13.

“Rotm{strcv article in Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 2,
January 1963, pp. 29, 30-31.
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one of the main arguments of the mass-army lobby, was taken up by another
writev in an article signed to the press on March 21, 1963. The author,
Colonel N. Azotsev asserted that Lenin's views on the Soviet need for a
regular standing army "as long as the imperialists maintain powverful
regular armies" were still vaiid "under contemporary conditions" -- thus
pressing Lenin's authority into the service of the mass-army advocates.l

In February 1963 a curious sign appeared that the macsive-army lobby
had gained an unlikely recruit in the person of General Epishev, Chief of
the Main Political Administration of the Ministry of Defense and presumably
Khrushchev's choice as the Party's principal spokesman within the armed
forces, An Qrticle by Epishev, which we have mentioned scarlier, was pubhliched
in a Pariy journal at this time. While in it Cpishev indeed s*ressed the
leadership of the Party in military affairs, he took 2 position on the ¥Tze
of the armed forces which was at odds with that espoused by Knrushchev and
generally favored by the ﬁodernist school., He wrote that the "views of
some theoreticians about the need to stop developing mass armies, and
instead to replace manpower by technology,,have proved unfounded,” and

that in fact, '"the role of mass armies hawv grown with the increased importance

icolonel Azotsev, "Leninist Principles of the Construction of the
Soviet Armed Forces," Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 7, April 1963, p. 14.
It is worth noting that the appeal to Lenin's views of a regular standing
army has been paralleled in Soviet military writing by frequent reference
to the soundness of decisions taken by the 8th Party Congress in 1919, which
authorized establishment of regular armed forces in preference to a
territorfal-m{litia system, The old i{ssue was given new currency by
Khrushchev's statement on January 14, 1960 that consideration was being
given to the establishment of a territorial militia system in place of
some regular armed forces. By adverting to the 8th Congress decis{ons,
militsry writers seem to-be challenging Khrushchev's idea of revivaing the
teeritorial militia conception, which may strike tl.e military as being
archaic in 3 highly technical era. For a discussion of this question and
its relationship to the present Party Program, see Nikolai Calay. "Soviet
frmed Forces and the Programme,' in Leonard Schapiro. ed., The USSR and
the Future, Frederick A. Praeger, New York, 1963, pp. 222-231,
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of technology in wodern war."! This viéw by a top Party spokesman was
almost immediately contradicted byfihrulhchsv himself in a major speech
in Moscow on Pebruary 27,2 in which, as indicated esrlier, he strongly
reaffirmed his short-war thgsic == which had been the basis of his
previous assertions that a future war would be decisively settled "before
vast armies can be mobilized and thrown into battle.”3 One can only
speculate that at this time an internal leadership crisis over defense
policy was being thrashed out, with the issue still in the balance, and
that Khrushchev was under Party as well as military pressure to commit
himself to larger military allocations. Indeed, the over-all tenor of ——
his speech indicated that he had moved in this directicn, in which case

his emphasis on short war could have been meant to serve notjice that if

more rubles were to be spent, they should go into the newer arms like
A
the missile forces rather than the traditicnal theater ground forces. '

In the spring and summer of 1963, as the Getente phase of the
generai Soviet policy line developed and Khrushchev seemed to be
making progress in shifting investment priorities toward economic
deveiopunnt and a new assault on the agricultural problem,5 the
mili;ary debate on the -npi-qr-w 1opgc;¥ognn to reflect a parallel
turn in this direction, 'TQB tttidies several weeks apart in Communist
of the Armed Forces were pittlcﬂllr!y notable, as mentioned earlier,

for their conspicuous revival of Xhrushchev's January 1960 formula

1Vogros! Istorii KPSS, No. 2, February 1963, p. 10,

2Pvavda, February 28, 1963,

3Letter to Prestdent Kennedy, Izvestiia, February 24, 1962, See also
similar views by Khrushchev reported by W, E, Knox, '"Close-Up of Khrushchev

During a Crisis,” The New York Times Magazine, November 18, 1962, p. 129.

bsee previous discussion of the Soviet military budget debate at
this juncture in Chapter Three.

5See discussion in Chapter Three,
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that nuclear firepower counts more in determining the strength of
the armed forces than numbers of troops. The author of the second
article, Major D, Kazakov, credited a qualitative "leap" in weapons,
theory and practice with having strengthened Soviet military
capabilities and changed past methods of waging war. He said:

Beyond doubt, the basic methods of waging war

today are not offensives by ground forces, as

in the past, but the delivery of massed, rocket-

nuclear strikes,l .

The Kazakov article then pursued its point further with the

following statements, citing Khrushchev's 1960 doctrinal thesis in

the process:

Soviet military science, supported by the

dialectic lav of the transformation of quantitative
changes into qualitative, is now resolving in a new
wvay many problems concerned with development of the
army. 'In our times ' emnhasized N, S, Knrushchev,
‘the country's defense capability is determined not
by how many soldiers we have under arms or by how
many people we have in soldiers' greatcoats.

Leaving aside general political and economic factors...,
the defense capability of a country is determined by
the firspower and delivery capabilities available to

1e,'2 [ffalica and elision in original text;?

This revival of the earlier Khrushchevien line on the doctrinal
issue of massive armies, with its practical implications for the
Soviet defense budgef; vas of particular interest viewed against
the background of a conference on Soviet military doctrine held in
Moscow in May 1963. The proceedings of this conference, as previcusly
mentioned, were not reported until October, which itself suggests

that there may have been controversial issues involved, The

lKkommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 10. May 1963, p. 10.
2
“1bid.
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conference discusnedrﬁnny questions, including the primacy of
strategic operations in a future war, the critical nature of the
initial period, the continuing importance of theater operations, the
relationship between offense and defense, che possibility of local
var, and a range of other nncter:.l Curiously, however, fthe

conference proceedings as reported did not mention the issue of

T e

massive armies at all, nor the closely-related question of short-
versus-long war. Omission of any reference to such touchstone
issues would suggest that they may have been considered politically
too controversial to includ~ {in the published proceedings.

In the fall of 1963, the revised Sokolovekii edition ~-- that
useful barometer of snifts in Soviet thinking and shadings of position
on disputed issues ~- reflected, rather interestingly, a slight new
bias in the mass-army direction. Since the book was typeset on
April 18, 1963 and sent to printing on August 30, 1963, there may
not have been time to respond to the mounting emphasis on Khrushchev's
formula, or perhaps the Sokolovskii authors themselves remained of
divided views on the mass-army issue. In any event, the new
volume remained ambivalent on the subject. On the one hand, it
argued as before that even in the nuclear age, mass, multi-million
man armies w. be needed, Indeed, the argument was embellished
somewhat, At one place, ;;t example, where both editions repudiated
the '"notorious’’ theory of the possibility of waging modern war with
small but technically well-equipped forces, the original wvolume e

merely stated:

pe—

lyoennc-1storichieskis Zhurnal, No. 10, October 1963, pp. LZ1ff.
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The advocates of such armies fail to consider that
the new equipment, fgr from reducing the requirements
of the armed forces for personnel. increases thew.
For this reason, massive armies of millions of men
will be needed to wage a future var.

The revised edition repested in essentially the same words the e

first =entence of this argument, but then vent on to flesh out the

argument in greater detail:

The ueed for massive armies derives . -om the fact
that enormous simultaneous losses f: om nuclear
strikes require significant reserve: to replenish
the troops and restore their combat . apability.
Moreover, the enlarged territorial scope of the war
and the creation through nuclear strikes .f vast
zones of destruction and radioactive contamination
require a large number of troops for guarding and
defending state borders, rear objectives and
commmications, and for eliminating the after-
effacts of the nuclear strikes, Hence, there cannot
be any doubt that future war wil} involve massive
armed forces of millions of men.

On the other hand, along ﬁith these and other arguments for
large forces scattered throughout the book, the revised Sokolovski!
volume also reflected some views which cut the other way. In parti-
cular, the new volume gave added recognition to the economic problems

involved in the mainterauce of large forces.

Recognition of the Economic Problem of Large Forces

The Soviet military, as indicated in the preceding chapter, have

come gradually to accept the view that economic constraints limit
the size and character of the forces that the Soviet Union, or, for

that matter, any country, can expect to maintain on a permanent

lsoviet Military Strategy, p. 338.
2Voennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 300.
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bcncetiua basis. This view still rubs st some sensitive points, It
grates, for example, against the doctrina of military superiority.

How can a #ignificant order of superiority in forces-in-being --
recognized as an increasingly critical factor in the nuclear age --

be attaing? ageinst the West, particularly when the relative economic
foundetions are somewvhat disparate to begin with? The trauma suffered
as & result of the Nazi invasion in the last war also has left 1its
effects, Soviet military men remember u.casily the poor atate of
Soviet readiness that helped pile one disaster upon another early in
the wur, and they do not want this co be rep:ated in the initial
period of any future war, with probable tfatal effects. It is
significant perhaps that in the fall of 196., when there evidently was
some concern about where the Berlin crisis might be leading, a rash

of articles by Soviet military leaders recalled how the country was

taken by surprise in 1941 and vowed that it wculd not happer again.l

It i{s interesting also that the historical treatment of the early
part of World War II in a recent major six-volume series has dealt
explicitly and candidly with the inadequete readiness of the Soviet
military posture.2 The blame for this is conveniently laid at
Stalin'e door, but the moral seems to be that any political leader
bent on disregarding sound military advice might fall into the

saw< &ivor,

l5ee Marshal R, B. Malinovskii, '"The Defense of the Socialist
Fetherland {s Our Sacred Duty," Pravda, September 14, 1961; Marshal 5.
Biriuzov, Sovetskaia Rossiia, October 3, 1961; Marshal A. A. Grechko,
"The Patriotic and International Duty of the USSR Armed Forces,”
Ped Star, October 6, 1961,

ZP. N. Pospelov, et al., Istoriia-Velikos Otechestvennci Voiny
Sovetskogo Sciuza, 1941-1945, Voenizdat, Moscow, 1960-1963, 6 volumes
(one not yet puhlished), See especially Vol. I, pp. 414-475,
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Theses are but some of the fuctors in the "gestal’" of the Soviet
military mun that help explain why the idsa of large standing forces
ready for war has a tenacious grip on him. Large forces ard combat
readiness ar-, c¢f course, by no means synonymous in a technical sense,
but in an emotisnal sense they have tended to merge in the thinking of
many Soviet military men. How nearly the actual state of Soviet defenses
today may meet the military leadership’s idea of what 1s needed, is
difficult to say. But certainly the idea of cutting back forces, even
toree. which wmay be demonstrably superfluous tc the needs of the times, has
met with a considerable amount of instinctive resistance. It undoubtedly
has been one of the major policy and psychological problems of Khrushchov's
administration of Soviet affairs to change the traditional conceptions of
the Soviet military 8o &8 to gain acceptance of a military posture which

gives prinacy to strategic delivery and air defense forces, while calling -~

for reduction of large atanding ground forces in the name of economy.

The state of Soviet military thinking on the economic {mplicatior-
of large forces as reflected in the new Sokolovskii editfion and other
Soviet literature show: both a willingness to accept thc notion of
constraints, which can be regarded as a step in the right direction iun
terms of Khrushchev's policy necessities, and at the same time reveals
a tendency to suggest that tl :re may be ways out of the economic dilemma
that ought not to be forgotte¢ 1. Thus, in Chapter Seven of the new vclume,

it was rcitersted that however advisable 1t might be to have peacetime

One of the contentions of the "modernist" school which has tended
to support Khrushchev's approach is that the Central Committee's "wise
decisions” with respent to technical development and force structure have
enabled the Soviet Union not only "te surpass the imperialists'" in the
most modern weapons and techniques, but "at the same time have resulted
{n reducing state expenditures on obsolete military objects and types of
arms which have no future " Konoplev, Kommunist Vooruzheanykh Sil,
lio. 24, December 1963, p. 33,




~184 ~

forces suificient to fulfill all the tasks "of the initisl seriod of a
war without additiunal mobilfzation," this fs wot within the economic
capability of "even the strongest lte:e."l

At the same time, there uué an increased tendency in the revised
volume to stress that a country with a planned economy and a highly
disciplined social system like the Soviet Union ca: make better use of
available resources and distribute chem msre visely hetween the “aymea

forces and the economy" than can capltalist countrles.2 This iine of
argument might be i{nteipreted as a subtle reminder from the military to

the political side ot the house that despite the West~rn margin of economic
strength, the Soviet leadership need not f2el compelled .c back away fro:
an arms competition with the West, While thLis line of discussion was
related to peacetime preparations, it was paralleled, as noted earlicr”
by u sugiestion similar to thkat of the Trifonenkov booXk that in awn
extended war the superior econowmic organization and political-moraie
features of the Soviet system might prove decisive over a less durible

»

capitalist system.J

Along with recognition of the ecHnomic load of Soviet defense
programs, military writing has tended to reflect growing sensitivity
to the need for justifying large military expenditures. The revised
Sokotovikii work, for example, noted that military requirements tad

made it "necessary to divert significant economic resources and large

Yoennala Sirategiia, 2nd ed., p. 410, See also pp. 291, ui.

1

it
“Veennaia Strategifis, 2nd ed,, p. 287,

3SAme Soviet military theorists not identified with che protracted
war thesis also have argued that one should not jrdge the enemy's strongpth
only a. it exists before a war starts, but also from the viewncint of
"futuce changes 1a the balence of iorces and capabilities breught ucut
by combat operations.” See Xonoplev, Kommunist Vooruzhennyih &1,
Ho, 24, December 1963, =. 33,

LS
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sums of money”’ from other purposus. Even so, they argued, Soviet
military expenditures are less than those of the United States.
Besides citing Western military spending t. justify large Soviet
invectments in defense. the Sokolovskii authors slso associated
themselves with the argument that maintenance by the ' {mperialist"
states c{ "multi-millien man cadre armies" requires that the Soviet
Union and other socialist countries maintain strong forces, "part of
which must be kept in a c;;stant state of combat readiness."” How-

ever, as in other public Soviet discourse, they avoided specificity

&s to how large the Soviet standing forces should be, noting merely _ .—eee .

that they "will not be sufficient to conduct war'" and will have te

be built up '"in eccordance with planned mobiiization.”

Even vhile recognizing economic limits on the size of peace¢ime
forces-in-being, the Sokolovski{ authors, like a good many of their
military colleagues, have continued to labor the point that war
1cself would require a great expansion of the Scviet armed forces.
This position, needless to say, was somewvhat out of key with the
vavival of Khrushchev's January 1960 theme that 2 new war fought
with missiles and nuclear weapons would end q:{ikly, cbviating the

uted for massive arumies.

Military Reactirm to December 1963 Troop-Cut_Sugzest.ion

Tt is not surprising, against the background of the consideratious
discussed above, that misgivings among scme elements of the Soviet

nilitary becamr apparent follwing Khrushchev's announcement in

‘1bed., p. 275.
“Ibid., p. 291.
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December 1963 that the Soviet Union was considering "...the possibility
of some further reduction in the n:merical strength of our armed
fotcca."l The announcement, coupled with & move to reduce the

military budget slightly for 1964,2 indicated that Khrushchev's

policy licn was for the zivy being on the ascendancy, but signs were
not long in cominr that an anti-tro:p-cut lobby was gathering itseif
for an e¢ffort to bring about vreconsidaration of the force-reducticn
proposzl,

Military reaction to the proposal took several forms. Top
nilitary‘lquers studiously avoide’ direct wmention of the trocp-cut
proposal at all in the Soviet preu,3 although several of them had
opportunity to do #o in public statements, touching on the companion
budget-reduction .euun," The military press itself, in its initiasl

editorial comment expreseing approval of the budget measure,

llzvactiga, Decsmber 15, 1963, FKhrushchev's proposal was
repeated in much the same language in his interview with UPI corre-
pondent Henry Shapiro, Red Stsr, December 31, 1763,

2g;g!gg, December 16, 1953, The anmnounced reduction was from
13.9 billion rubles in 39863 to 13.3 billion for 1964, or about
5%. The actual impact of th~ snnounced reduction on Soviet defense
prograns 1is difficult to dotaruine, since internal shifts in the
budget may have had a cowpensating effect, such as an increase for
#cientific research in shout tbe sams amount as the defense cut,
In any event, it seems unlikely that the new budget could have
brought satisfactfon to advccates of any larg- expansion of the
Soviet defunse effort.

3as pointed out in Chapter Three, Marshai Yeremenko was the
axception, being the only ranking military m=n to mention the troop-
cut proposal in more than a month after Khrushchev's statement.
Yeremenko's mantion of '"the forthcoming cut in the Soviet armed
forces," which offered neither approval or disapproval, was made
in the English-language newspsper, Moscow News, No. 2, January 11,
1964,

aFor example, Marshal Grechko in Red Star, December 22, 1963;
Marshal Chuikov in Izvestifa, December 22, 1963; Marshal Birfuzov
in Red Star, January 9, 1964, i o

e oy,
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was silent on the troop-cut proposal,1 and only mentionad it for the
first time, noncommittally, on December 25.2 By contrast, the non-
military press several times alluded approvingly to the troop~cut

proposal in the first days after {its announcement,

The most significant sign of distress from the military side
of the house came in a major article on December 22 by Marshal
Chuilkov, commander of the Soviet ground forces, whose professional
domain was the most likely target of any move to reduce the number
of men under arms. In this article, antitled "Modern Ground Forces,"
Chuikov expressed no direct disapproval of Khrushchev's proposal,
indeed, he did not mention it at all. However, the article itself
was an unmistakable piece of apecial pleading. The first half
expanded on the by now favorite theme of the mass-army advocates --
that the Western countries, while "preparing for a nuclear war, not
only are not liquidating ground forces, but on the contrary, are
steadily developtng:hgn."b Chuikov elmborated on his point that
the Western countries '"are constantly improving their ground forces
to accord vith modern demands" by citing not only technical improve-
ments but numbers -- 5 million men in the NATO armies, of which 3.2
million are ground forces; 1.2 million mon in the ground forces of
the United States alone, And these forces, he said, emphasizing a

central point in his argument, are now "in peacetime," concentrated

lRed Star, December 21, 1963.

zrbid., December 25, 1963,
3nggggiig, December 15, 31, 1963; Pravda, “ecember 15, 18, 31,
1963; January 8, 1964,

alzvestiia, December 22, 1963,
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“in the decisive area of Europe." Purther, in marshalling his
evidence of current Western solic{tuds for ground forces, Chuikov
pointad out that certain "one-sided"” foreign theories which once

had "a haramful effect on the developmant of armed forces" apparently
have now baen abandoned by Western military leaders themselves, who
"realize that in a future war, thay will not be able to gst along
vitheut mass armies.”

The s2cond half of Chuikov's article dealt with the status of
Soviet theater and ground forces. Hare he described their technical
proficiency and fine qualities -- as if to warn the West not to let
his prior encomium go to its head -- but he gave no figures on
Soviet numer{cal strength. The main emphasis here was on the
continued validity of Soviat combined-arms doctrine, and the
fndispensable role of ground forces in e future var. While offering
a one-sentence obeisance to th( 4{dea that "a decisive part ‘n achieving

the main aims of a war will be played by the strategic missile forces,”
2

he capped his thesis by deéclaring:
Therefore, in modern conditions, the ground forces
continue tc be not only a mandatory but also a
highly important integral part of the armed forces.
Other military cosmsntary by lesser figures followed the lead
1aid down by Chuikov, pointing to Western endorsemsnt of the concept

of mass armies and actual large-scale Western mansuvers with

"million=-strong amiu"l to support the implicit argument of the

IMajor V. Kozlov, "The Soldier and the Nuclear Bomb," Red Star,
December 28, 1963; Colonel B. Aleksandrov, "On Land, oan Sea and
in the Air,"” Red Star, December 29, 1963.

s S et
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anti-troop cut lobby that trends in the West counseled against
tampering with the Soviet ground forces., In early 1964, General
Lomov's Red Star series on Soviet military doctrine furnished
additional doctrinal support for the lobbying effort by stating,
among other things, that despite the nuclear-age revolution in
military affairs, victory against a strong adversary still "requires
the efforts of a multfi~million man nuclear army."l However, as the
spring of 1964 approached, there were signs that this campaign of
special pleading had failed to stay khrushchev's proposal fer a
reduction in the size of the Soviet armed forces. At the same time,
it appeared that the campaign may have scored at least a few points
by making it necessary for Khrushchev tc allay military concern

that economic development priorities might adversely affect the Soviet
dafense posture,

This became evident from Khrushchev's remarks on defense
problems in a major speech at the close of the Central Committee
plenum gession on agriculture in mid-February., Here Khrushchev
repeated that the Soviet Union "is embarking upon certain reductions
in military expenditures and in the numerical strength of the armed
forces." Significantly, however, he then added:

But we realize that economizing in this respect must
be reasonable, 1In present conditions when the
imperialist countries have created powerful armed
forces and equipped them with nuclear weapons, it

is impossible to reduce the size of appropriations for
armaments and the army to a degree that would allw the

imperialists to surpass us {n armed strength and thus
impose their will and policy on us.2

lRed Star, January 10, 1964,

thrushchev speech at the CPSU Central Committee Plenum,
Pebruary 14, 1964, Pravda, February 15, 1964,

CmraBANe = me e .
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This reassurance that defense requirements were not to be
slighted was reinforced by a statement reminiscent of Khrushchev's
comment & year earlier that satisfaction of consumer demands would
have to be postponed in favor of defense nceds.1 Peferring to
criticism from unnamed quarters that "too little" was bein done
about the housing ; ~~gram, Khrushchev said: "If we accepted an
unreasonable reduction of military expenditures, if we started to
build more housing and forgot about defense, e would be like blind

men whe cannot assess the real situation correctly."2 In light of
these¢ words, there was a palpably hollow ring to Khrushchev's denial
in the same speech that the Soviet Union was being '""forced to reduce
armaments and armed forces because of difficulties in economic
development.”

How much ground Khrushchev might actually yield on the troop-
reduction issue was left unclear by this speech. That some concession
may have been made to military opinion was suggested by increasing
. public references by military spokesmen, beginning around mid-

“ February, to both the reduction in military expenditure and in troop
%

A

strength. These references were accompanied by the admonition that
foreign foes should not "nourish any hopes" that weakening of ihe
N Soviet armed forces or economic difficulties were impliad by the

budget and troop reduction measures,

lpravda, February 28, 1963,

2yb4d., February 15, 1964,

3See Sushko and Kondratkov, Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 2,
January 1964, p. 23; Army General Pavel Kurochkin, "War Must Be
Outlaved,” Moscow News, Pebruary 22, 1964,
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To the outside observer of this ongoing phase of the Soviet
military policy debate, one factor was conspicuous by its absence
from the Soviet discussion. The case of Soviet mass-army advocates
was hinged on a concern over ground force trends in the West, but
novhere was there a public hint that Soviet military leaders may
also have had their mind's eye on developments to the East., It
does not strain credibility, however, to auppose that another
element of concern may have been the potential threat cf China. The
old Soviet military problem of being prepared for trouble at both
ends of the vast Soviet land may well have fed the forebodings of
many Soviet military men as they contemplated the prospect of their

forces being reduce-,
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IILL._TIE PRDUCY OF STRATEGIC FORCES AND OPERATIONS

Perhaps the most strikiang changs im the Soviet milit: outlook
over the past decade-and-a-half has been a gradusl but basic shife
from almost exclusive preoccupation with comtinental lend warfare
to a nev asphasis on the problems of glebal strategic war. In
essence, thies trend has parallsled a grewing sppreciation of the

rlommuo iupact of strategic muclesr wespons upen the outcoms of
var. 1t also has reflected s growimg differentiation in Soviet
thinkiag between two quite different militery problems -- that of

conducting a continental war, especially in the Rurcpeau theater,
and that of dealing vith an adversary whoss strength amd influence
extend to far corners of the world and whose main bastion of
military power lies beyond ths confimes of Rurope.

The latter problem has moved gradually toward the center of
Soviet sttention, although it has by no msans displeced ths importance
in Soviet eyes of the Europesn theater problem and sczeas unlikely to

'tdo so in the foreseesble future. As indicated by the discussion in

" the preceding chapter, the heritags of a continental military
tradition still runs strongly through Soviet strategic thirnking.

??*‘tln amount of ewphasis given today "o the strategic missile forces
‘and to the influence of strataegic operations generally upon ver
outcome has not mesant a corresponding, decline in the role of
theater forces and operations. These are still viewed as significant
snd essential within the framework of general war, and a large
share of Soviet defense resources and planning continues to be

devoted to the theater warfare problem.
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It has nct been easy to adjust Soviet military thinking and
practice so as to find a happy medium in dealing with the respective
problems of theater warfare and global, strategic war. Much of the
tension evident between professional Soviet military opinion and
that of Khrushchev sinc2 he took up the reins of Soviet power and
policy in the latter fifties has stemmed from this process of
adjustment.1 And, as will be brought out in this chapter and a
subsequent one dealing with Soviet views on the military path to
victory, there still seems to be a military debate under way on the
relative weight to be given these two basic problems in Soviet

strategy.

The Doctrir:l Shift to Strategic Primacy

From a doctrinal standpoint, there is no longer any question
about the primacy accorded nuclear weapons and strategic missiles
in Soviet thinking, by traditionalist as well as moderni :t schools
of thought. The shift in this direction did not take place
dramatically at any single point along the route which Soviet
strategic thinking has traveled in the past eight or ten years.
Already in the mid-fifties doctrinal ferment over the significance
of nuclear weapons had begun to find expression in the Soviet
Union.2 However, it was still cast then mainly in terms of how to

harness these destructive nev weapons to familfiar Soviet concepts.

lsee Khrushchev's Strategy snd Its Meaning for america, pp.
10-12,

25ee Dinerstein, War and the Soviet Union, pp. 180-212;
Carthoff, Soviet Strategy in the Nuclear Age, pp. 61-81.
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Nuclear weapons were regarded most often as supplementary to the
operations of the traditional forces, whose primacy was not questioned.
The idea that ruclear weapons might prove strategically decisive was
left half-born at best, gince it seemed to violate the stern injunction
in traditional Soviet doctrine against "one-weapon'" theories.
Some flavor of the shift in outlook may be gained by comparing

a few typicsl expressions of the mid-fifties with representative
statements today, In 1954, Marshal K. Moskalenko, then a general,
wrote that "Soviet military science decisively rejects any arbitrary
fabrications.,..that one could, ais it were, achieve victory by
employment of one or another new weapon. There are no such weapons
which possess exceptional and all-powerful qualities."1 The same
year Mgjor General B, Olisov said: '"Strategic atomic bombs, which
are a source of great danger to cities and civilian populaticns,
have little z2ffect on the battlefield, Strategic bombing will not
decide the outcome of war, but the scldiers on the battlefield."2
A year later, Major General G, "okrovskil, a prominent military
expert and at the time one of the leading Soviet authorities in the
field of advanced military technology wrote:

Atoric and thermonuclear weapons at therr

present rtage of development only supplement the

firepower of the old forms of armament. Artillery,

small arms, tenks, aviation and other armaments
were and remain the basic firepower of the army.3

1red Star, September 25, 1954,
2Ibid., August 3, 1956,
3Hljor General G. Pokrovskii, "Weapons in a Modern Army,” in

MarksizmelLeninizm o Voine i Armii, Voenno Izdatelstvo, Ministerstva
Sborony SSSR, Moscow, 1955, p. 168,
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By contrast, Major General Lomov's January 1964 Red Star series
on Soviet military doctrine, which reprerented 2 rather middle~of-
the-rcad presentation in terms of modernist-traditionalist pcsitions
stated unequivocally that '"the most important tenet of Soviet
military doctrine is the recognition of rockeiv-nuclear weapons, and
above all strategic missiles and nuclear weapons, as the decisive
means of repelling imperialist aggressior and completely crushing
the enemy."1 On an earlier occasion in 1963, Lomov had underscored
the importance attached in his thinking to nuclear weapons and
missiles by saying that '"one can scarcely imagine ct the present time
anything which could take the plice of these weapons."” He wer® on
to say that vuder today's conditions, a country cannot expect to make
up for nuclear deficiency with other forces, as in the past one
might "compensate for inferi-rity in one type of force with strereth
in another type."2 A colleagu , one Major-Ganeral P, E. Varezhnikov,
orojected Lomov's appreciatior of nuclear weapons into the future,
stating at a military doctri. conference in May 1963 that “vrhe

possibilities of further improvement of nuclear weapons are limit:less."3

Another representative statement in 1963 from a soviet naval
officer, one Captain Y. V, Kolesnikov, illustrated explicitly how

far Soviet doctrine had moved from the conceptions of 1955. ‘'Soviet

1Red Star, January 10, 1964,
2Lomov, Soviet Military Doctrine, p, 24,

3"Report of a Conferenze on Military Doctrine," Voenno-
Istoricheskii Zhurnal, No, 10, October 1963, p. 125,
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miiitary doctrine,” he said, “must look upon missiles and nuclear
weapons as the principal means of victory over the enewy." Purther,
to make the point clear:

¥e emphasize that these arec the principal means,

pet ¢ reserve, nor a supplement, nor ¢ means of

exploitinz success achieved through =mployment of

couventional weapons. On the comtrary, the latter

have become the secondary, supplementary and some-
time; reserve means,

Even such currently staunch championr of the traditional amaszs-
army and combined-z a8 doctrine as Marshals Chuikov and Rotmistrov
have associ..ed themselvis without apparent reservation with the
view that nuclear weapons have & decisive rcole in modern war and
that strateyic missiies constitute the main striking force of the
Soviet Union. The latter, for exampla, said in 1963: "Of course,
we do not deny, but on the contrary, emphasizz the decisive role
of nuclear weapons...the strategic missile forces have become the
main branch of our armed forces, At the same time, we do not be-

l1ittle the role and significance of other types of forces."* This
statement, giving first place in the sun to the stiategic nissile
forces without consigning other forces te the shadow, probably

reflects the present dectrinal understanding shared by wmost Soviet

military lenders.3

1Captain First Rank Y, V. Kolesnikov, ''Scme Categories of Naval
Tactics," Morskoi Sbornik, o, 11, November 196., p. 19.

2Kommunist Vooruzhennykh S{1, No. 2, January 1963, p. 21,

3Exponents of the moderrist view are likely to put the emphasis
somewhat differently. For example, Major Kazakcv, one of the writers
who took part in the revival of khrushchev's strategic views in mid-
1963, noted in his May 1963 article that 'the combined efforts of all
troops'' would help gain victory. However, he then added: 'But
Marxism-Loninism teaches that in this combined effort one must select
the main, decisive element., That element at present is nuclear
weapons and missiles, the missile forces.” Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil,
No. 10, May 1963, p. 12, For similar stress on strategic missile operations
as the "main link" see Konoplev, ibid., No. 24, December 1963, p. 3l.
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If one were to seek the principal factor on wh’'ch this
do~trinal shift has hinged, it was probably the Soviet Union's
acquisition of advanced weapons and delivery means in sufficient
numbers to maxe the question of a doctrine aud strategies for their
employment something more than an academic matter., In the Soviet
case, this occurred in the latter fifties, coincident with Khrushchev's
aasumption of political power. Prior to this, when the Soviet nuclear
stockpile was still very limited, the main focus of doctrinal
discussion was, understandably, on how t- adapt the new means of
warfare to traditional Soviet concepts. Afterwards, particularly
with the advent of intercontinental ballistic missiles, the problem
became one of radical revision of Soviet doctrine, along with
reorgaenization and re-equipment of the armed forces themselves., It
was Khrushchev's !ot, therefore, to preside politically over the
Soviet Urnion at the time its military establishment faced nev and
difficult problems in digesting the weapons' revolution of the

nuc lear -missile agg.l

lone should not leave the impression, as some of the discussion
here and elsewhere in this book wmay tend to do, that Khrushchev
alone was the source of fnnovation and reform im Soviet military
affairs. Certaialy, the technical basis for the changes he has
fostered was laid dowa by decisions taken still in Stalin's time
to embark on rescarch and development programs in nuclear energy,
jet aircraft, misziles and other fields. In a sense, this was the
military parallel tv ine process by which many of the political
antecedents of Khrushchev's policy carried over from changes
already at work in Stalin's day. For a perceptive discussion of
this subject, see Marshall D. Shulmen, Stalin's Foreign Policy
Reappraised. Harvard University Press, Canbridge, Mass., 1963,
especially op, 104-138, 255-271.
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There are numerous indications, many of which already leve been
discussed in this book, that Khrushchev's ideas and policies met
resistance along the way from various elements of the military
bureavcracy. The Soviet decision to carry on with a major program
in the field of ballistic missiles arocund which Soviet doctrine and
forces have since been reoriented, apparently was one of the issues
on which Khrushchev encountered opposition. An interesting note of
testimony on this point was furnished by Fidel Castro, in a rambling
television interview in Havana on June 5, 1963, after returning from
his fiist trip to the Soviet Uniun. 1In a portion of his remarks
lauding Khrushchev, among other things, for '"understanding the need
for the Soviet forces to have the maximum fighting preparation in
order to face the possibility of war,'" Castro said:

We must keep in mind cne thing: The fact that the
Soviet government, the Soviet leadership and Comrade
Khrushchev have shown great interest -- I had a
special opportunity to see it in my talks with the
Soviet officers on strategic matters -- in the
decision to build missiles. This was a decision in
which Khrushchev contributed with his leadership.

He defended this policy consistently, that is, the
development of missiles -- a weapon that has made

it possible for the USSR to face, from a military
point of view, the danger of imperialist aggression.

Against whom Khrushchev found it necessary to defend his missile
polfcy was not made clear by Castro, but other evidence suggests
thau critics were, and perhaps still are, to be found among military
men. For example, one of the articles reasserting Khrushchev's

strategic line in May 1963 went out of its way to note that "in

determining the role of rocket-nuclear veapons various opinions

1Havana Domestic Radio and Television Networks, June 5, 1963.
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vere advanced," and that while some comrades 'overvalued" such weapons,
others "insisted" that they would only serve "for supporting troop
operations,” With the latter, Kazakov said, "it is impossible to agree."1

2
The revised Sokolovskii edition also took note, as had the first, that

some Soviet military people coutinued to place too much waight on the
experience of the past war and to apply it mechanically to modern
conditions. The expansion of this point in the revised edition would
suggest that while doctrinal obeisance was being paid to the primacy
of strategic weapons, resistance to the new line of strategic thinking
was still in evidence in some quarters. The expanded passage stated:

The error in such a point of view is that it

depreciates the role of strategic missiles and

nuclear weapons and underestimates their enormous

combat potentialities., This results in an orientation

toward the ground forces and toward traditional ways

of waging war. But the imperialists do not intend

to wage war against the socialist countries with

ground forces, Basically thex place their stakes

on strategic nuclear weapons.

That Soviet strategy also has come to place its stakes

increasingly on strategic nuclear weapons is underlined by the
amount of attention given in current military literature to strategic

operations, as well as to the evolving autonomy of such operations,

spart from traditional battlefield operations in theater campaigns.

lxommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 10, May 1963, p, 12, An account
by Colonci I, Mareev in rhe same journal in early 1964 spoke with unusual
frankness ol the "bold and revolutionary" character of the Central
Committee's decisfon to undertgke the missile program, and of the great
diversion of resources and skilled personnel that this involved, as
well as the "many complex theoretical and technical problems" en-
countered, This discussion mentioned no open opposition to the program,
but the recital of obstac.es suggests that it did not anjoy smooth
saiiing, See ibid., No. >, February 1963, pp. 10-11,

2Soviet Military Stratepy, p. 401,
3Voennlia Stratep.ia, 2nd ed., p. 368,
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The revised Sokolovskii volums furnished s number of interesting

additions to this subject, although in general its discussion of
strategic operations followed the pattern of the first edition.
On the question of the extent to which strategic operations alone
may have decisive resvlts in war, the Sokolovskii authors strengthened
some of the propositions in their first edition. One of these had
said that modern strategic weapons "make it possible to achieve
decisive results in vinning victory in war sometimes without resort
to tactical and field fori=s and their uuapoul."l In the newv edition,
the authors ssid further that:

eso3trategy, which {in the past attained its ends

through tactics and the operational art, now has

the capability to achieve its goals by its own

autonomous msans -- independent of the outcome

of battles and operations in other spheres of

combat .2

In an expanded discussfion of strategic operatious elsewhere in

the revised volume, the interesting point was made that it will be
necessary in a nuclear war to co-ordinate the operation of all

branches of the armed forces "according to a single plan and under

a single strategic eonmnd."3 This suggests a rather large measure

1sovie: Military Strategy, p. 94. It should be borne in mind
that the first Sokolovskii edition took an ambivalent stance on
this question, elsewhere adhering to the doctrine that victory can be
secured only through cozbined-arms operations, The second edition
vas similarly ambivalent, These matters are taken up more fully
in Chapter XVII.

2Voennain Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 21.

3Ibi.d., P. 377. The same point has come up in Soviet discussion
elsevhere, particularly on command and control problems arising in
modern war, Colonel-General Shtemeako, for example, wrote in
February 1963 that despite the great importance of strategic missiles,
one would need the combined action of all arms "under a single central
plan and leadership to win the war.” Whether this is an argument to
counter a trend in Scviet planning toward greater autonomy of the
strategic forces is not clear. Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 3,
February 1963, p. 28,
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of reliance on a fixed form of strategic operations, and might
indicate that alternative plans and options have not been devised
for a veriety of circumstances that might arise, However, this
impression is somewhat at variaace with another passage in the same
discussion, which stressed at some length the many-sided character
of a future war and the need to adapt strategic operational planning
to a variety of possible developments:

War is alwvays a quite complex and many-sided
phenomenon, which will be even more true of a

future nuclear war. In working out the forms and
methods of conducting a future war cne must take

into account a number of questions: how will the

war be initiated; what will be its chdracter; who

is the main enemy; will nuclear weapons be used at
the very outset or only in the course of the war;

what kind of nuclear weapons -- s! rategic or only
tactical, and where; 1in what region or theater

will the main events develop, etc.? By taking these
factors into account it is possible to solve concretely
the question of the forms and methods of waging a war,
One form of strategic operations may take place {1 a
global nuclear war resulting from an enemy surprise
attack; a ditferent form of operations may develop
in a global nuc .car war arising as a result of
escalation from s local war, vhile a completely
different {orn oy operations will take place in a
local war,

Strategic operstions, the authors predicted further, "will
unfold on a wideagroad geographic scale, embracing simultaneously
all the continents and seas, while at the same time they will be

Y3
short -lived, running their course rapidly.'  However, injecting a

pote of caution here that contrasted with more sanguine expectations
expressed elsewhere in the book, the authors then added that the
outcome of such operations "...is difficult at the present time even

to tmagine."3

l1-bid., p. 378.
21bid.
Iba4,



Like other recent Soviet military writing, the new Sokolovskii
zvork gave no indication that any revision of Soviet targeting doctrine
for the strategic forces may be under contemplation. This doctrine
has been consistent over the last few years in calling for nuclear
strikes against both military and nonmilitary targets deep in the
enemy's territory, in order "to deprive him simultaneously of the

mflitary, political, and economic capacity to wage var."l While
gipultaneity of attack upon bolh military and nonmilitary target

systems has been emphasized in virtuallyall Soviet wmilitary and
political discussion of the subjezi:, an order of priority of sorts
does seenm to 2merge in the professional literature., The usual order,
found in both Sokolovskii volumes, is to emphasize that the nuclear
delivery neans of the enemy, ''the basis of his military power,"
constitute the priority target system. HNext come other major
military forces, the economic base, command and control system, and
"other important strategic targets" that support the enemy's
capacity to make vcr.z Within the category of nuclear delivery means,
strategic forces generally are earmarked as the priority targets,

on the grounds that they represent the greatest thrut.3 Both

:%;ku editions emphasized this point, as stated below:
¥ he dectsive weapon in modern warfare is the strategic
nuclear veapon. The long-range delivery vehicle for
this wespon is located far from the front lines or
the borders, at a great distance from the theaters

of military operations, Unless these weapons are

lyoennsata Strategiis, 2nd ed., p. 250; Red Star, November 19, 1963;
January 10, 1964, Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No, 2, Januvary 1964, p, 21.

25oviet Military Strategy, pp. 298, 400, 408-410; Voennaia
Strategiia, 2nd ed., pp. 241, 366, pp. 380-382,

htarshal Biriusov, Kommupist Voorushenpykh Sil, No. 4, Pebruary
19“. p. 19.
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destroyed or nsutralized, (t is impossible to
protect the country's vital centers from destruction,

and one cannot count on succeesfully achieving the
aim of the var even if the [pnnqu troop formltigns
deployed in the military theaters are destroyed.

Among the significant implications of this targeting doctrine
is that it calls for counterforce capabilities of a very substantiai
order, well beyond what would be iavolved for a "minimum deterrent”
threat mainly against cities. The doctrine thus seems strangely out
of key with the current Soviet tendency described elsewhere in this
book to dsprecate the feasibility of a U.S. counterforce strategy,
and to argue that such a strategy would require a surprise first-strike
in order to have any chances of success. One may suspect that a
major source of Soviet policy concern and controversy is the question
vhether Soviet resources can provide the forces required to support
such a targeting doctr:l.ne.2 In this connection, a small but
significant change appeared in the revised Sokolovskii edition in
a discussion of the question whether the main strategic effort
would be directed simultaneously against military and nonmilitary
targets. The answer in both editions vas yes, but in explaining
vhy, the second edition added two words (italicized for identification
in the quotation below) which did not appear in the original text:

There is & real possibility for us of achieving

these aims simultaneously with the use of the
military instruments at hand,.3

lsoviet Military Strategy, rp. 399-400; Voeunaia Strategiia,
2nd ed., p. 366.

2Historically speaking, a doctrine which regards the enemy's armed
forces as the main object of destruction in war has long continuity
in Soviet military thought. In a sense, therefore, extension of the
doctrine to strategic counterforce operations made possible by mndern
weapons involves no basic conceptual wrench.

3voennais Strategiis, 2nd ed., p. 250; Soviet Military Strategy,
p. 305.
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This {nsertion of "for us" may have reflected soms feeling by
the Sokolovskii authors that Soviet forces had increased in streugth
sufficiently in the 1262-63 period betwveen their editions to warrant
making the "possibility" of which they spcke more emphatic. What
actual changes in the strength of Soviet strategic forces may have
occurred, is, of course, a matter of conjecture. No subject is mors
religiously shunned in Soviet discourse than actual figures on
Soviet missile strength. General statements abound that '‘the Soviet
Union has strategic missiles in such quantity and of such quality
that it can simultanecusly destroy the required number of the
aggressor's targeca,"l but these are hardly a suitable basis of
Judgment as to whether Soviet missile strength is at all adequate to
support the kind of targating doctrine in quettion.z

While che habit of being close-mouthed about Soviet missile

strength probably contributes, in Soviet eyes, to their "secrecy

stockpile” and is thus regarded as a military asset, Soviet spokesmen

lVoennala Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 241. Soviet Military Strategy,
p. 298, See also ibid., footnote 26, p. 24, which discusses an

ambiguous reference on January 19, 1963 by Khrushchev to the figure
of '"80 to 120" long-range missiles as the possible size of the Soviet
ICBM force. Perhaps the only other actual figures menticned by a
Soviet leader in connection with Soviet missile forces were those
cited by Marshal Malinovskii in October 1961, when he said that "at
the present time the missile forces include about 1800 excellent
[military/ units.,” This figure, unrelated to numbers cr types of
missiles, was relative meaningless, Pravda, October 25, 1961,

2A rather rare statement claiming sufficient Soviet nuclear
weapons to '"turn to ashes the aggressor's bases, launching sites and
military centers' was made by a Soviet general in early 1964, without
mention of attack against civilian targets, This apparent 'counter-
force" targeting statement, in a publication meant for circulation
outside the Soviet Union, may have reflected sensitvity to charges
that the USSR has adopted & "city-killing" strategy. See Army
General Pavel Kurochkin, "War Must Be Outlawed,” Moscow News,
February 22, 1964, p. 3.
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also are notably sensitive to the implication that this may imply an
inferior strategic posture., One example of this was a parenthetical
statement inserted in a February 1963 article by a Soviet Air Forc:
general, who said: 'Recently bourgeois propaganda has begun to talk
moce intensive gibberfsh about the 'military weakness' of the Soviet
Union, alleging, if you please, that it has missile forces without

1
strategic missiles and nuclear warheads for them,"” A year later,

in an interview in Izvestiia, the Commander of the strategic missile
forces, Marshal N, I. Krylov, displayed unusual auxiety to get
across the point that the Soviet Union is numerically strong in
missiles, without, however, divulging actual figures, After asserting
that Soviet missiles were qualitatively superior in all respects to
Ametrican missiles, Krylov addressed himself to the quantitative
question in the following words:

osoit should be added that our forces have SUCH A

QUANTITY of nuclear warheads and SUCH A QUANTITY

of missiles as to permit us, if the imperialists

start a war, to destroy any aggressor, wherever

he may be located, including an aggxstsnr who

has nuclear weapons at his disposal.? /Capitals
in original,/

This resort to capital letters illustrates the handicap under
vhich Soviet marshals labor in not being free to disclose even
approximate numbers of Soviet missiles when trying to hold up their
end of the strategic dialogue, In Krylov's interview. incidentally,

he spoke only of Soviet ability to destroy cities, ignoring entirely

the question of military targets.

1Lieutenant-ceneral N. Sbytcv, "The Revolution in Military
Affairs and Its Results,"” Red Star, Pebruary 15, 1963,

2;:veo§;‘g, February 23, 1964,
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Attitude Toward Strategic Targeting Restraints

Another feature of :current Soviet discussion bearing on strategic
targeting has Seen a consistently negative attitude toward such
concepts as the controlled use of stcrategic weapons and damage-~
limiting restraints {n the event a major war should occur. As this
writer has observed on a previous occasion, several factors may
underlie the lack of Soviet interest in such concepts, which have
been widely discussed in the Veat.l One reason appears to be the
doctrinaire assumption that the political aims of the belligerents
in any general “'ur would be unlimited, and that neither s.de could
be expected, as Khrushchev has put it, "to concede defeat before

resorting o the use of all weapons, even the most devartating oaes."z

Another and perhaps more compelling reason may relate tc Soviet

reticerce about actual figures on Soviet missile strength., For if

the Soviet Union kaows itself to be in an inferior strategic posture,

it may wish to enhance ths deterrent value of its strategic forces

by professing no interest in ground rules for restrained targeting.
Throughout Soviet discourse there is insistence that only measures

to avert var, rather than to limit its destructiveness, are a

- permissible subject of discussion. This, of course, ignores the

questior of trying to place limits or ti li-el of violence in case
8 war unvanted by either side should begin tnrough accident or mis-
celeulation, American statements on the subject of restraints in

strategic wvarfare have been vigorouly scored as an attempt to invent

lgee U.S. Editors' Anslytical I roduction, Soviet Military
Strategy, pp. 59-60.

zvgnvda, March 8, 1961, For similar statements see also: Pravda,
Novewber 29, 1957; January 15, 1960; July 11, 1962,



.207.

Yrules for waging a nuclesr var" in 8 weéy that would preserve the
capitalist -yoton.l Scsiet disapproval of controlled strategic war
concap?s also has been linked to criticism of U.S. counterforce

or "city-sparing” strategy, a subjoct we shall take up ip a
subaequent chapter.

At the same time, however, there have been some signs of
Soviet sensitivity to Western suggestions that damage-limiting
concepts are 2 fit subject of discussion. The Glagolev-Larionov
article of November 1963, to which we have previously alluded, dis-
played a notably defensive attitude on this question in taking note
of Western comment that, as the Soviet authors put {t, '"the Soviet
strategic concept is rigid and does not set any limites on the use
of uuclear veapons in the event of \nr.“z The article then went on
to argue that the Soviet refusal to entertain agreements which would
have the effect of "legalizing”" nuclear var is sctually more
"humanitarian than the position of Western advocates of damage-
1imiting concepts., Other Soviet commentary also has suggested that
at least a propaganda liability is sensed ia the Soviet position
that no distinction is to be made betwsen militery and nonmilitary
cargets, On various occasions Sczvict writers have risen to protest,

as did one Colonel Morozov in criticism of a columm by Joseph Alsop,

lMarshai v, D. Sokolovskii, "A Suvicidal Strategy," Red Star,
July 19, 1962; General A, Nevsky, World Marxist Review,
March 1963, p. 33; Voennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 85; Moscow
Radio commentary or ""Military Cbjectiives,” July 13, 1962,

zlgsgrmcioml Affsirs, November 1963, p. 31.

——————————



that American military doctrine 1is not ‘more humene "than Soviet
doctrine, simply because of 1ite "stres. on the destruction of military
objectives only."1

On the related question of adopting safeguards of various kinds
to reduce the possibility of accidental initiation of nuclear wvar,
the Soviet Union has tended to treat cthe issue polemically without
much evidence, with perhaps the conspicuous exception of the 1963
"hot line"” agreement, of a serious effort to advance mutual under-~
standing in this area. Certaiily, Soviet professional military
literature as reflected no aerious discussion of pruodblems and
techniques of nuclear saf:guards, Again, however, there is some
sign that the wide sdvertising of Amsrican measures in contrast with
Soviet silence on this subject has touched a sensitive spot. For
exsaple, a somevhat defensive note on this question crept ivtc an
othervise boastful article by Colonel-Gensral Tolubko, deputy
comnander of the Soviet missile forces, in Ncovember 1963. Following
a recitation of the readiness of his rockst troops to fulfill their
duty, Tolubko took note of "press accounts of 'priecautionary measures
sdopted by the USA agsinst accidental outbresk of nuclear war,.'"
Such reasures might be necessary for the Americans, he said, who have
resl reason to fear that "a mad man” among them might star: a war,
But ss for the Soviet Union, according to Tolubko, "there is no need
to think about such problems,” because "Soviet rocketeers have

strong nerves.,.and a 4¢an sense of ruponotbiuty."z

Icotonel V. Morozov, '"Joseph Alsop's 'Boiled Dog'," Red Star,
March 21, 1963,

21}5;&__’%_5:'_, November 19, 1963, A quite contradictory statement on this
point appea.cd in a subsequent Red Stur artirie which cited the comments of
the commander of a soviet missfla unit to tha effect that there "were some
mea among his suboidinates who had weéak nerves., FExpressing a false sense of
fe.r, they requested transfers,;." Lisutenant -Colonel A, Sgibnev and Major
A. Snichalir, "Missile Prose,” ihid., January 8. 1964,

(SR, N ————————— -
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Psycho-Political Exploitation of the Strategic Missile Forces

In a puraly military sense, much of current Soviet professional
discussion of the strategic missile forces, as in the successive
Sokolovskii volumes, can be regarded as a stage in the process, under
way for the past few year: of adapting Soviet military doctrine and
strategy to the potential."ies of missiles and nuclear weapons.

This process also has involved restructuring the Soviet military
establishment to accommodate the new strategic missile forces,

creation of which was first confirmed by Marshal Malinovskii in 1961.1

The professiovnal Soviet discussion of ways and means to employ the
strategic missile forces 1f war should come can be considered ==
within the limits of such open publications as the Sokolovskii
volumes -+ as a useful contrioution to understanding of Soviet
strategic thinking and policy,

However, there is another aspect of Soviet discourse on the
strategic missile forces that should be differentiated from that
noted above, This is what might h~ called the process of employing
these forces against men's minds, ather than against physical target
systems, This process, too, is part of the strategic dialogue; 1t
represents the political and psychological exnloitation of the
Soviet missile forces, as distinct from their cintemplated use in
any actual war that might occur, This political exoloitation of

Soviet missile potentialities began as early as the late fifties,

1in his report at the 22nd Party Congress. Pravda, Octover 25,
1961, Khrushchev first suggested that separate nmiszile forces had been
established in his Junuary 1960 Supreme Soviet speech, but Ma.inovskii's
announcement made it explicit, The literal rendering of the ‘uviet
term for the strategic missile forces is "Rocket Troops of Strategic
Designation,"
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wvhen Khrushchev, on the strength of the first Soviet ICBM tests and
sputnik lauachings in 1957, set out to persuade the world that the

strategic balance of power had shifted suddenly to the Soviet side.1

Today, the strategic missile forces bear a special cachet in
Soviet discourse. They frequently are described, for example, as
2
8 force "from which no aggressor is safe,"” or as "the mighty

3
shield standing in the way of the imperialist aggressors."”  The

“"special care'" which the tresidium of the Central Committee and
Khrushchev personally have shown toward development of the missile
forces often is mentioned.a As discussed earl r in Chapter Five,

the acclaim bestowed upon these forces has played its part in the
East-West strategic Jialogue as a device to enhance the credibility

of the Soviet deterrent posture. Besides being pictured as the
guarantor of Soviet securi-y, Soviet missile forces also &.~ credited
vith being a major tool of Soviet foreign policy. Thus, for example,
an article in November 1963 ascribed a string of diplomatic victories
to Soviet missile forces, cbserving that the Soviet Union had "...usea
its nuclear rocket might to shield Socialist Cuba, to avert aggression
against the Chinesa People's Republic, and safeguard the independence

and freedom of Egypt, Syria and Iraq."s

l5ee Arnold L. Horelick and Myron Rush, The Political Use of Soviet
S¢xategic Power, The RAND Corporation, RM-2831-PR, Januury 1962,

zlirtuzov, Igvestiia. November 8, 1963; Red Star, February 21, 1964,

3Red Star, November 19, 1963; Voennye Znanifa, No. 1, January 1963, p.
Col. I. Mareev, "The Indestructible Shield of the Socialist Countries,"
Konmunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 3, February 1964, pp. 9-16,

6Mal£novck1£, Vigilantly Stand Guard Over the Peace, p. 43. Sovetskii
Patriot, November 18, 1962; November 17, 1963; Red Star, February 23, 196]
Marshal S. Biriuzov, ''New Stace in the Development of the Armed Forces and 1
of Training and Indoctrinating Troops,"” Kommunist Vooruzheannykh S.!, No. 4,
Pebruary 1964, p. 19,

SInternstionsl Affairs, November 1963, p. 29.
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Perhaps the case of Cuba has {llustrated most vividly the
special burden borne by Soviet missiles in the conduct of 3oviet
foreign pclicy. Although Khrushchev learned a lesson in the limits
of aissile diplomacy in the Cuban episode of 1962, ae has since
then fallen back again on the missile theme to lend authority to
Soviet promises of protection to the Castro regime. His remarks
diring Castro's second visit to the Soviet Union in January 1964 were
characteristically missile-oriented, as when he said:

.esothere were people who began to criticize us

for placing the missiles and then taking them away.
It is true we did emplace them and removed them,
But we received the promise that there would be no
invasion of Cuba, And we told the enemies of Cuba
that if they butted in, our missiles would not
necessarily have to be in Cuba. Our missiles will
reach you at the farthest corner of the world from
Soviet territory.l

One of the articles which appeared in the Soviet press in the
fall of 1963, at a time when the strategic missile forcee were the
object of an unusual amount of public attention, deserves particular
note for its contribution to the new mystique whick the Soviet Union
seems to be creating around the strategic missile troops. The
article dealt with a day in the life of an unidentified Soviet
strategic missile unit, describin- the technical competence,
readiness for combat and devotion to duty of the unit's personnel.
In this account, there was an extraordinary passage that seemed to
be aimed at giving a special identity tc Soviet rocket personnel,
Remarking first that "a strategic rocketeer” outwardly may not be

distinguishable from an officer in any other branch of the Soviet

1Spesch in Kslinin on January 7, 1964, Pravds, January 18, 1964,
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armsd forces, the autho: tien safd: "But if you knew that here
before you stands a licutenant or a colonel .f the strategic
rockets ~- then, word of honor, you would doff your cap in his

presence’"”

lLt. Col. A. Sxibnev, "Attention: Stratesic Rocketeers --
An Account of Life in One of the Units of the iocket Forces," Red
Star, Wovember 6, 1963.
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XIV, EVOLVING ROLES OF THE TRADITIONAL PORCES

Although the increasing emphasis placed upon the strategic
missile forces stands out as the most conspicuous trend in current
Soviet military literature, this does not mean, of course, that
other branches of the Soviet armed forces have been correspondingiy
neglected in Soviet thinking, In fact, the impact of the new
missile forces upon Soviet doctrine and strategy probably has
stimulated efforts to redefine and re-evaluate the roles which other
elements of the armed forces may play. In this chapter, we shall
touch upon some of the principal trends in recent Soviet discussion
with regard to the evolving roles of the traditional ground, air

and naval for:zes,

Ground Forces

Traditionally, the Soviet ground forces have been expected to
carry the majn brunt of theater warfare operations, and for a
considerable time after World War II, as noted earlier, they
represented the principal element of Soviet deterrence by virtue of
their ability to hold Europe "hostage.” Technological developments in
the nuclear-missile age have had a strong impact on doctrine for
these forces, whose evolving role is clearly undergoing change,
Soviet MRBM-IRBM units, for example, which are part of the st:rategic
missile forces, apparently have taken over much of the "hostage"
role vis-a-vis Europe. Within the ground forces themselves, the
need to mount a dual capability for both nucleer and conventional

warfare has further stimulated structural change and helped to keep
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doctrine in flux. Moreover, ac indicated in Chapter Twelve, the
question of the size of the Soviet militacy est. ;lishment has partic-
ularly affected the ground forces., Wh'le it is clear that the
majority of Scviet ground force leaders continue to support the
concept that Soviet security is indissclubly linked with the
maintenance of mrssive armies, it is uotable that arguments in the
open professional literature for lar,: forces do not spell out the
relative slice e.visaged for combat clements, as distinct from troops
required for such functions as interior security, logistic support
and civil defense. One therefore has little basis to judge whether
Soviet ground force leaders are disturbed by the present balance of
combat forces, or by what they would regard as deficiencies in
supporting units and large requirements for trained manpower to
restore order and carry out rehabilitation tasks in the rear during
8 nuclear war,

The central point stressed inSoviet military discourse today coacerning
the ground forces, as in Marshal Chuikov's December 1963 exhortation
on their importance, is that they still play an indispensable role
"in achieving the final goals of the var."l Despite this conc-ssion
to the idea that the initial operations of a war would be dominat:d

by the strategic offensive and defensive !orcu.z howaver, a wide

l1gvestiis, December 22, 1963; Vognnais Strategiia, 2nd ed. p. 246,

2this dominance vas expressed in Lomov's doctrinal exposition of
January 1964 in the following words: 'In the initial period the
operations of the strategic missile forces and the PVO (antiair defense)
will be of particularly great significance, sirce basically it will be
precisely these forces which, having been the first to join combat,
will solve the main tasks,"” Red Star, Jamuary 10, 1964,
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range of operations i{s envisaged for the ground forces in all phases

of a war. A picture of the theater ground operations expected to
develop at the outset of a general war can be found in the following
passages from the revised Sokolovskii edition.

In the theater of ground operations, offensive
operations will develop along fronts, in the
course of which strategic tasks will be
accomplished. This will be a theatcr offensive
following nuclear strikes by strategic means,
which will play the decisive role in defeat of
the enemy.1

Following the retaliatory nuclear strikes, airborne
landings may be launched in great depth and --
depending on the radiological conditions -~ the
ground force formations which are still intact

will initiate a rapid advance with the support

of the air force, in order to complete the
destruction of the surviving armed forces of

the enemy.2

It is noteworthy that these passages and a similar one elsewhete3

in the second Sokolovskii edition suggested that the ground operations
probably would not begin simultaneously with the initial nuclear
strikes, but that there might be an interval, with thc first follow-
up action in depth by airborne troops. Most Soviet military literature
has conveyed the impression that ground operations would be timed to
begin simuitaneously with the initial strategic striies.

The increased importance of tank forces and airborne troops in
a future war is repeatedly stressed by top Soviet military leaders

and military writers. The second Sokolovskii edition, interestingly

lycennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 372.
21b14., p. 374.
31bid., p. 377.

4Chuikov, Izvestiia, December 22, 1963; Rotmistrov, Kommunist
Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 2, January 1963, p. 31; Soviet Military
Strategy, pp. 342, 344; Mslinovskii, Red Star, February 23, 1963;
lomov, Red Star, January 10, 1964.
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enough, placed even more esmphasis than the first on the role2 of

ajrborne operations, noting that "air landing as well as paratroop

. 1
operations have taker on a new significance.” Among the purposes

of airborne operations, according to the Sokolovskii authors, will

be seizure of enemy auclear veapons, airfielde and naval bases.2

A
suggestion that technical improvements in Soviet airborne capabilities
may account in part for increascd Soviet interest in airborne operation
was conveyed by a Red Star article in January 1963, in which the author
pointed out that the airborne forces now have heavier weapons and
equipment, deliverable by airdrop.3

The acquisition of nuclear weapons by the ground forces has been
one of the major factors affecting their development over the past
few years, Soviet military literature makes clear that nuclear
wveapons aud tactical missiles now constitute the "ma’n firepower"
of the ground forces.4 However, a certain amount of doctrinal and
perhaps organizational uncertainty, tinged with possible rivalry
between strategic and tactical missile elements, appears to have

arisen around the question of nuclear weapons in the ground forces.

Signs of this emerge from the shifting evaluation placed upon

lyoennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 307.
21b44.

3Lieutenant General V. Margelov, "The Precepts of a Paratrooper,"”

‘Red Star, January 31, 1963,

4soviet Military Stra p. 341; Voennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed.,
p. 246; Sbytov, Red Star, i‘!tu‘ry 15, 1963; Mslinovskii, Red Star,
Pebruary 23, 1963.
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tactical missile units within the g ound forces.l Marshal s.
Varentaov, who was in charge of tactical missile units before his
fall from grace because of his connection with the Penxovskii espionage case.
wrote an article on tactical missile doctrine in late 1962 in whlch
he laid greszt stress on the esuperior value of tactical missiles over
tactical aviation and artillery in theater operations.2 This
asressment seemad to be generally (though not exclusively) shared
in other military writing, including the first edition of the
Sokolovskii book. However, two interesting modifications bearing
on this question appeared in the revised edition. One of these
changes consisted of dropping a previous statement that the
cactical missile troops:

...will to a consilerable degree replace artillery

and aviation in bombarding the front; for some

purposes they will completely replace artillery

and aviacion.

The other change occurred in a passage stating that the tactical

missile troops '...will be the main means used to clear the way for
tank and motorized troopl."“ The revised statement dropped the

words "main means" and said instead that the missile units of the

ground forces will:

11n soviet usage, ""strategic missiles" include missiles of inter-
continental (ICBM), intermediate (IRBM), and medium range (MRBM).
These are under the control of the strategic missile forces, directly
subordinated to the Soviet High Command. Other missiles of lesser
range designated as "operational-tactical missiles" in Soviet usage
are to be found in the armament of the grovna, air and naval forces.
As used above, '"tactical missiles" refers to the Soviet category of
"operational-tactical missiles." See explanation in Soviet Military
Strategy, pp. 51, 521,

2Marshal S. Varentsov, "Rockets =- Formidable Weapon of the
Ground Forces," lzvestiia, December 2, 1962,

3soviet Military Strategy, p. 341. Voennaia Strategifa, 2nd ed.,
p. 30C4.
bsoviet Military Strategy, p. 341,
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«.shelp clear the way...by destroying any importont
enemy targets and troop formatione that may survive
strikes by the scrategic missile forces...

The effect of these changes was to suggest that some re-
evaluation of the role ol tactical missile units within the ground
forces sky have taken place in the past year or so, resultiug in a
downgrading of their contribution to battlefield operations. The
expressed expectation that strategic missile forces will play a
greater role in "clearing the way" for ground force theater
operations contributed further to this impression. However, other
Soviet military writing yields the impression that the use of
tactical nuclear weayons in battlefield operations is still very
much an open question., As indicated in the discussion of limited
vwar in Chapter Ten, increased interest in the value of small weapons
for tactical purposes has been displayed by some Soviet military
men. Colonel-General Shtemenko, for example, in assessing
significant veapons' developments in February 1963, took note of
Western develupment of "small and very-small yield nuclear weapons,”

although he vas noncommittal as to Soviaet activity in this area.z

A Red Star article by Major-General Anureev in November 1963 also
placed rather umsccustumed emphasis on the value of small wsapons,

stating:

o~y

lyosnpeis Strategifs, 2nd ed., p. 304.
2pommunist Yoorushenayhh 841, Wo. 3, Pebruary 1963, p. 22,
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The necessity for such weapons is dictated by the
circunstances themselves. It £s difficult to

use large yield nuclear warheads on the battle-
field.. .vithout risking the destruction of one's
own forces.

The question of maintaining dual capshilities -- both nuclear
and conventional -- in the Soviet ground forces is undoubtedly, as
in other countries with & nuclear potential, wne of the most complex
and troublesome problems with which Sovietr military planners have had
to contend. It is rather surprising, therefore, that very littl.

professional discussion of the technical and operational problems

arising out of this matter has appeared in Soviet military literature.

The standard treatment of this question goes little beyond statements
that the Soviet ground forces must be prepared to use both nuclear
and conventional weapons. and that improvement of comventional
weapons will continue along with develuy umnt of new types of
wecpons.z

The underlying doctrinal assumption in Soviet writing :oday is
tnat in any general war the use of conventional arms will take place
within the frameworz of operatinns dominated by nuclear weap.ns.

Some statements, Powever, suggest the {ndepzndent employwment of

conventional forces uider 8 variety of conditicns. In this conmection,

both editions of the Sokolovekii work, for exesmple, statec that
conventional weapons "wil' be extensively employed in ioccal and

vorld wars, either indepcundantly or in comjunction vith now types

lped Star, November 21, 1963.

25ee Voenno-Istoricheskii Zhurnal, No. 10, October 1963, p. 123;
Kommunist Voccuthennykh Si1, No. 10, May 1963, po. 11-12; Vosrnais

Strategiis, 2nd ed., p. 234, 319; Soviet Miijtery Strategy, pp. 288,
338, 356.

‘e AWV ere .

I Aoy A +> €73 #



-2:3.

of vg.pou."l While ne doctrine for dealing with a pureiy conventional
war on 8 large scale is currently extast in the open Sovist litersture,
there have been, as noted earlier, some recent signs of an swakened

interest in the question of local wars vhich might involve convemtiomsl

oparations on & fairly extensive ncalc.z

Ag Porces

As in the case of the Soviet ground forces, technological change
and other factors have had a strong impac. on traditional roles and
doctzine for the air forces. Less well-entrenched in the Soviet
scheme of things than the ground forces establishment (the Soviet
air forces were elevated to the same level as the ground and naval
forces as one of the thve basic branches of the armed forces only after
the last var3), the air forces have had perhaps an even more
difficult time in holding their own against the competition of
nissile technology than the ground forces. A sense of this situation
vas conveysd by the first Sokolovek’i edition. in a passage staticy
that:

T

Today, the air forces are in a special situati~:n,
In recent years, there has been keen competi-iim
betweun bombers, missiles and sir defense wep :ns,
In this competition, air defense weapons huv-~
gained the advantage .ver borber aircraft...
consequently, long-rarge Lombers are rapidly
yielding first place to intercontinental bombrars
and intermediate range ballistic missiles.’

1Soviet Military Strategy, p. 338; Voennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed.,
P. 299. See also Rotmistrov, Mcscow News, May 11, 1963,

2Su hapter Ten,

3See Robert A. Kilms -, A History of Soviet Air Power, Prederick
A. Prasger, Nev York, 1961, p. 225.

“soviet Mileary s 2 ogy, P. 346
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The impression given by the first Sokolovskii edition that
many decisions affecting the futurc development of the air forces
probably were pending or under debate has not been altered by the
second edition or other Soviet writing in the interim. The area
of principal flux in Soviet air power doctrine seems to councern the
roic of the long-range bomber, although a zone of contention over the
relative weight of tactical missiles and tactical aviation in the
conduct of theater operations also 1is evidenrt.

The case of the long-range bomber, which gave the Soviet Union
its first intercontinental delivery capabilit; belore the advent of
the ballistic missile, is affected not only b ompe.. "ion from other
veapons svstems, but also by the introductic.. »f rouxnt ‘‘sarmament
proposals relating to strategic delivery means. These raiged from
8 U.S. suggestion to "freeze" the present level ¢f eli - ;pes of
strategic delivery vehicles to a Soviet propoeu > scrap existing
inventories of all bombets.1 Khrushchev, moreover, has again

announced that the Soviet Union has ceased production of strategic

2

bombers, along with surface warships,” which no doubt limits the

l1n nis message of January 21, 1964 to the Geneva disarmament
corference, Presideat Johnson urged that the United States and the
Soviet Union agree to explore a verified freeze of the number and
characteristics cf strategic nuclear offensive and defensive
vehicles, The New York Times, January 22, 1964. The Soviet Union
counterad this by proposing the destruction of all bomber aircraft
without waiting for an agreement on general and complete disarmament,

The nNew York Times, January 29, 1964.
2Thc Mew York Times, June 11, 19¢3,
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latitude for expressing professinnal military views on the bomber
question.

To judge from the revised Sokolovskii edition and other pro-
fessional writing, there has been a further trend toward downgrading
the worth of strategic bombers in the past year or so, offset to some
extent by continued recognition that air-to-surface missiles have
given the bomber a further lease on ufe.1 For example, the
revised Sokolovskii edition, like the first, stated that strategic
missions deep within enemy territory can be better performed by
ballistic missiles than bowbers.z Both volumes also noted that
the use of air-to-surface aissiles can preolong the combat potential
of strategic bomberl.3 However, in the second edition, after
observing that air-to-surface missiles can "considerably increase
the capabilities of long-range bombers'" by enabling them o strike
"enemy targsts, without peaustrating his air-defense zone," the
Sokolovakii authors then went on to say:

But even ir this case, stratazgic bomber aviation

cannot regain its lost significance. Its speed
is too low compared to ballistic nissiles.t

11t. General N. Sbytov, "The Revolution in Military Affairs and
Its Res: 1ts," Red Star, February 15, 1963; Mulinovskii, Red Star,
Pebruary 23, 1963.

2yoennsia Strategiia, 2nd ed,, p. 310; Soviet Military Strategy,
p. 346.

dvoennsia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 312; Soviet Military Strategy,
p. 246,

4!ggqng}g~§§gg;g iia, 2nd ed., p. 311. 1In the second edition,
examples were given of atir-to-surface missiles of "400-600 kiiometer
range and greater” in the Soviet case, compared with Hound Dog and
Blue Stresi missiles of "800 and 600-1000 kilometers,”" respectively,
in the Western case.
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Other signs of backing avay slightly frow their mid-1962
appreciation of the 'ong-ranges bomber role also were evident in
the 1963 Sokolovskii edition. Thus, in a passage dealing with
bomber penetration of enemy airspace, greater stress was put on
the difficulty of concealing bomber flights "from modern means of
detection."1 Elsewhere, in a discussion of future aircraft develop-
ment possibilities, including aircraft not requiring improved
airfields, the second edition omitted reference to a statement

that development trends promised to increase significantly the ,

-

capabilities of aircraft operating "in the deep rear" of enemy

territory:z.- an omission suggesting somewhat less optimism adout

future prospects for improving the capabilities of aircraft with
deep penetration roles, such as those in the long-range bomber

category.

» FLBERR I TP

On the other hand, in discussing strategic operations in a
general time-irame without specific reference to future trends,
the new Sokolovskii volume, like the first, was somewhat more
generous to the strategic bamber. Im both cases, a standing role
was ascribed to long-range aviation, together with the strategic
wmissile forces, as the main instrumentality for carrying out

strategic cttacko.3 Moreover, the new volume gave greater emphasis

1Ibid., p. 310. It may be recalled irom the discussion in
Chapter Five that modern detection caspabilities have been emphasiszed
by the Soviets as one of the factors reducing the prospect of a
successful U.S. first strike against the Soviet Union, as in the
Glagolev-Larionov article in International Affairs.

21bid., p. 312; Soviet Military Strategy, p. 347.

3voennais Strategiia, 2nd ed., pp. 375, 381, 382. Soviet
Milicary Strategy, pp. 406, 408, 410.
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than before to the role of long-range bombers for '"independent
strikes against enemy targets, espoclally on the seas and oceans.”!

This emphasis cou ] railect the increased activity in the past year
of Soviet long-range aircraft, which were publicly reported on
several cccasions to be shadcwing’U.S. carrier forces at lea.z The
new volume also added long range aviation to an enumeration of Sov.et

forces that would play an important role in disrupting enemy maritime

communications.3

The ambiguity thus attending the treatment of long-range bombers
in the respective Sokolovskii editions has been evident in cther
Soviet military commentary, particularly as te;nrdl evaluation of
bombers equipped as air-to-surface missile carriers. Opinion on
this subject has not been civided along branch-of-service lines.%
Various high-ranking non-air force officers, among them Marshal S

Malinovskii, have endorsed the ASM-equipped bomber in emphatic terms.

Malinovskii, fer example, said in February 1963:

lyoennaia Strategiic, 2nd ed., p. 312.

2See Washington Post, March 17, 19 and New York Times, June 5,
1963,

3yoennsia Strategifs, 2nd ed., p. 400.

“SQtvice-orinnted viewpoints certainly exist in the Soviet Union
and are undoubtedly a factor in the internal military policy debate.
It is difficult, however, to find a close correspondence between any
particular service viewpoint and the modernist-traditionalist schools
of thought, except perhaps that the traditionalist outlook may be more
widely found in the ground forces merely on strength of numbers. In
the air force case, the bent of many officers may be naturally in the
modernist direction, but their interests often lie closer to those of
the traditionalists. Por example, the missile forces, which have
become the darling of the Party and where the modernist view flourishes,
are esseatially competitors for fawr and resources against lorg-range
aviation advocates withkin the air forces. At the sime time.
tactical avietion elements in the air forces find their natural allies
in the shaping of doctrine and channeling of resources among the staunch
traditionalists who want to preserve large combined-arms theater forrcsn.
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Important changes have taken place in recent
years in the air forces...the bomber has been
replaced by missile-carrying aircraft which
are capable of carrying out -- with great
accuracy -- long-range, nuclear strikes aguinst
the enemy, without entering the zone where they
are vulnerable to his air defenses.l

Other officers, however, have seemed to slight the missile-
carrying bomber when discussing air force capabilities. A
conopicuousrexample of this turned up in Major-General Lomov's
January 1964 doctrine ceries in Red Star. He 2numerated several
fields of improvement in Soviet aviation which had occurred
"simultaneously with the growth of the air forces as a branch of
the armed forces,"” but made no mention at all of missile-carrying

aircraft except in connection with naval aviation.2 The warmest

e -

proponents of the ASM-equipped bomber have been found, as might

-~y

be expected, among air force officers and aircraft designers. One

of the latter, the world-famous airc -aft designer Andrei Tupolev, '
advanced & public argument in 1962 that missile-carrying bombers
ha® some "very important advantages' over the ballistic missiles,
but there has since been no evidence that this visw has gainad
wide acceptance in Soviet military opinion.3
If the long-range bomber has received somewhat diluted support,
other elements of the air forces have fared somewhat better in

recent Soviet discussion. Tactical or frontal (frontovaia) aviatinm,

1Red Star, February 23, 1963,

2ged Star, January 10, 1964.

3A. Tupolev, ""The Missile-Aircraft Carrier,” Aviatsiia i
Kozmonavtika (Aviation and Cosmonautics), No. 6, June 1962, p. 4.
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vhich traditionally has bean the central element of Soviet air forces,
has lost some of its functions to tactical missiles, but, as
indicated earlier, there are signs cf a revived interest in the
contributions of this arm, particularly against mobile targets in
theater warfare. Col. Gen. Shtemenko, chief-of-staff of the ground
forces, spoke up as a strong champion of tactical aviation in
February 1963, noting that there is ''no substitute" for it, "especially
wvhen independent searching out of targets is required."1 The
revised Sokolovskii edition also stressed the continuing importance
of tactical bombers and fighter bombers for use 2zainst mobile
targets, and suggested that technological improvement of aircraft
for battlefield use could be expec:ed:

...there are many specific tasks, such as destruction

of mobile targets, which can be more effectively
carried out by bombers or fighter-bombers than
missiles, The future improvement of aircraft-missile
technology may significantly increase the nperational
effectiveness of the bomber air force or xhe battle-

field.?

In addition to long-range strategic and tactical support roles,
other mdssions of the air forces also have been under reassessment.
The present trend 18 to foresee an important role for fighter aircraft
"{n the next years" in the air defense system, and a need for
improved fighter performance, including endqrance.3 The importance

of aerisl reconnaissance has been upgraded, now being described as

lxommunist Vooruzhennykh S21, No. 3, February 1963, p. 24,
ZVoennnia Strateniia, 2nd ed., p. 311. This revived emphasis
on tactical aireraft for battlefield support is of particular interest
in connection with the possible downgrading of tactical missile
contributions me: tioned earlier.

31bid., pp. ' "9, 311.

e b

S,



‘227- prm e

one of the "more important missions of aviation."l In this connection,
the revised Sokolovskii volume placed added weight on the need for
aerfa) reconnzissunce, both to aid the missile forces and to locate

submarine bases and submarine positions at sea.z Alr force

contributions to airborne operations, logistic support and commnications

also are described as of growing importance in Soviet military discourse

today.3

Vaval Friggs

The great change in the strategic landscape brought about by
World War II, which left the Soviet Union and its continental
satellites facing a glcbal coalition of maritime powers, resulted in
a new Soviet emphasis on the importance of naval forces. The Soviet
navy had played no major role in the world's oceans in World War IT,
naving been used mainiy for support of the geaward flanks of the
Soviet ground forces and for defense of Soviet coastal areus. While
these tasks remain among the missions of the naval forces, they have
been overshadowed by new roles -- ¢o fnterdict American support .
of Europe in case o{ war, to cowbat U.S. carrier and submurine
forces, and lately, since acquis{tion of missile-launching submarines,
to share to ocome zxtent in the strategic offensive effort.

For a time early in the post-war period, it appeared that the
Soviet Union might attempt to create a surface challenge to Western

sea power, However, a large program of sucface naval constr. *ion

Libid.

2Voennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 399.
31bid., p. 312. See aiso: Marshal K. A, Vershinin, "The Might

of the Alr Force Is Growing," Red Star, February 1, 1964; Margelov,
Red Star, January 31, 1963; Malinovskii, Red Star, Februry 23, 1963.
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was cut back,1

and after Khrushchev cousclidated his pouer,rho

" publicly anmounced the obsolescence of sucface warships, a view he
reiterated as recently &8 June 1963.2 The main Soviet emphasis
went into building a arge submarine fleet, and althoughr no carrier
progran was ever initiated, a substantial land-based air arm
songisting mainly of jet bombers and reconnaissance aircra€t has
been prnvided tor naval tasks. These ara soms of the factors wrich
have given the naval forces greater weigh. today in the Soviet scheme
of things than was formerly the case.

Judging from Soviet military literature since the appearance of
the fifst Sokolovskii edition in 1962, a fairly significaut re-
evsluation of navy roles and missions appears to have been taking
place over the past year or two, partly influenced perhaps by re-
assessment of threats with vhich Soviet naval forces may have to
cope, and pattly by changes in the capabilities of these forces
themselves. One of the naval tasks upon which nes emphasis has
been placed is that of antisubmarine varfare. 1In particular, more
stress has been evident on measures for combating Polaris subs, a

‘problem which had been treatud somewhat lightly in <he first

Sokolovskii edition, as both foreign commentators and Soviet critics

1rn 1955 Admiral N. G. Kuznetsov, head of the navy, was dismissed
for favoring a large surface navy, which also may have been opposed by
Marshal Zhukov, then Minister of Defense,

See Garthoff, op. cit., pp. 37-38.

Khrushchev himself has sometimes been credited as the "father of the submarine
fleet,” who allegedly over-ruled Zhukov on the need for submarines. Zhukov
has been somewhat tendentiously pictured as the opponen: of not only surface

vessels but also submarines. See Izvestiia, October 11, 1961.
2rhe New Yotk Tiwes. June 11, 1963,
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pointed out.1

The second Sokolovskii edition, by contr&st, described
this problem as ' the most important task of the Soviet navy."2 In
ar sxpanded discussion of ASW operations, the Sokolovskii authors
noted that such operations must now be conducted at great distances,
and that "the former coastal system of ASW is not effective today
against missile-launching submarines."3 A more important role was
ascribed to antisub submarines it the new volume, and it was stated
that Soviet submarines used for ASW purposes will be arme? with
“homing torpedoes' as well as missiles.a Soviet strategic missile
forces, loug-range aviation, and naval surface forces also were

5 While

said to have a role in dealing with the Polaris threat.
taking a more sober view of the Polaris prcblem than in their
previous edition, the Sckolovskii authors repeated the assertion

that such submarines are "vulnerable" despite foreign claims to

the nontrary.6 In this connection, they said:

lror American commentary on this point, see U.S., Editors'
4. +Jytical Introduction, Soviet Military Strategy, p. 55. A Soviet
critic was Admiral V., A, Alafuzov, writing in a Soviet naval journal
in Janvary 1963. Alafuzov found in the first Sokolovskii edition
a tendency to take too much for granted the vulnerability of Polaris-
type submarines, and found shortcomings in its treatment of other
naval problems as well. "On Publication of the Work ‘'Military
Strategy'," Morskoi Sbornik, No. 1, January 1963, p. 94.

2yoennata Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 398.

31bid., p. 399; Soviet Military Strategy, p. 422.
byoennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 381.

31bid., p. 399.

6;9;5.. p. 398, Some Soviet naval writers also have continued
to assert that Polaris submarines are vulnerable on various grounds,
including the "noise" they are alleged to generate when running submerged,
Admiral A, Chabanenko, "Nuclear Scouts of the Pentagon," Izvestiia,
Dec. 1, 1963, See also: Captain 1st Rank V. Mamaev, '"Targets in the
Ocean,” Red Star, April 4, 1963; Captain 1lst Rank V. P. Rogov, "U.S.
Imperialists Form A 'Polaris’ High Command,”" Morskoi Sbornik, May 1963,
pp. 77-85,




Atomic submarines with "Polaris" misailes can

be destroyed at their bases by strikes_delivered

by the strategic missile forces, [pllg? during

transit and in their patrcl areas, by snti-sudb

submarines, by long-range aviation and by other

anti-submarine forces and means.l

Other Soviet discussion has indicated differing views oa the

ASW problem, Some spokesmen, including Admiral S. G. Gorshkov,
comnander of the Soviet navy, have expressed rather sanguine views
of the "successes'” &achieved in Soviet ASW exercises.2 In October
1963, a Soviet admiral said that "methods and equipment are being
improve:d more eacl. year" in <he ASW field, although he noted that
"concealment and surprise’” might be used as a court:r to ASW
oPcrations.3 A comment in July 1963 in a milf.acy journal's des-
cription of a submarine exercise to penetrate an ASW barrier
seemed to éuggest an improvement in ASW capabilities by noting
that the submarine commander ‘'was very much disturbed by the un-
precedented range of an ASW ship" operating against him.a By
contrast with these expressions on the subject, Adwmiral V. A,
Alafuzov in January 1963 made some direct and pungent negative

commants on the prospects for ASW operations against nuclear-

povered submerines. In a discussion dealing with the problem of

1mv4d., p. 399,

Zpdmir2l S. G, Gorshkov, "The Great Tasks of the Soviet Navy,"
Red Star, Felruary 5, 1963.

3Reur Admirsl F. Maslov, "Suddenly and Secretly,” Red Star,
October 12, 1962,

4C¢ptain Second Rank N. Belous, '"Masters of the Deep,"
Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 13, July 1963, p. 51. It shculd
be noted that in this account the submarine ultimately succeeded,
despite difficulties, in forcing the ASW barricr.
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finding surface navsl vessels and attacking them with missiles,
Alafuzov first observed that this "is not so casy, unlass one
uses 8 missile with a superpowerful nuclear warhead whose destructive
radius will compensate for all possible mistake2 in calculation of
the target's location." Alafuzov then sdded:

It will be even more difficult to detect snd

destroy atomic susmaerines which are all the
time in a submerged position.l

Another problem which has beea high on the list of Scviet naval
tasks for the past few years is that of dealing with U.S. carrier
forces. The revised Sokolovskii volume in 1963 coﬁtinued to stress
the {mpurtance of operations sgainst carriers, giving preference to
submarines as the best anticarrier weapon when uuclear tcrpedoes or
missiles are emp!oyed,z An important role in operations against
carriers also was mentioned, as before, for units of the naval air
arm and long-range aviation.3 In this connection, the new volume
ad:anced the claim that when air-to-surface missi.us. with nﬁclear
warheads are used by such ait'untts, only a small number of aircraft
will be required for successful attacks against carrier forces.’
In general, the new volume expanded somewhat on the vulmerability of

carrier forces, asserting that Soviet possession of missile-launching

submarines makes it possible to attack cerrier forces without having

lMorskot Sbornik, January 1963, p. 95.
2Voennagg_§grategiia, 2nd ed., p. 398.
31bid. Soviet Military Stratesy, p. 421.
“Voennuta Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 398.
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volume, reference was made to U.S. press accounts that avclsesre

; powered sircraft carriers can operate without a protective screen,
,‘}é

and it was said that this "should be taveu into sccount in

+&

organizing countermeasures against aircraft carriets."l

e

The precise role which missile-lsunching submarines should play
g
% *{n Soviet plans appears to be a subject on which there has been
considerables debate, particularly as regards the contribution these

submarines would make to strategic operations against land targets.

s

e
PERRAET T2

‘While recognition that "submarines are the principal striking force
of our lavy"z has been general in Soviet statements, there often
hat been a tendency %o associate missile-launching submarines with
opcrations against eremy naval forces at sza rather than with

3 ‘art of the burden of Admiral Alafuzov's

stratagic operations.
criticism of the first {o! slovskii edition in the previously-
mentioned review was that the book failed to give sufficient
rezognitio: t: “he strategic role of Soviet missile-launching lubl,a
which would further suggest that this hae been an issue in Soviet

defense planmning.

tintd.. p. 397,
“rditoriel, "Principal Striking Porce of the Navy," Red Star,
Jutudber 31, 1962,

JIbid. This editqr:ial, and other material in the same issue
of Red Star, includir: sn interview with Admiral Gorshkov, appeared
in the vaxe of the Cuoan c~isis. The emphasis throughout was on
the defensive mission ot ~he submarine force, rather than upon a
stretegic offensive role, which might have b2en expected to receive
emphasis in light of the setback to Soviet offensive strike
capabilities implicit in withdrawal of land-based mmdium-range
missiles from Cuba,

uorskos Sboruik, Jemuary 1963, pp. 94, 95.
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Aq indicaiion that this issue may have moved toward resolution
in the 1962-63 interval between the two Sokolovekij editione was
furnished by the second edition, which geve considerably more
atteatfon to the strategic role of the missile-launching submarine.
«. four different puints ia discission of strategic operations, for
~xample, the 1963 volume identified missile-launching submarines as
a participating element in such operations, aluze with the strategic

1
missile forces and long-range aviarion units, In this connection,

it is interesting that the Sokolovskii authors' discussion of
missile-launching submarines did not dwell on Soviet capabilities
for submerged-launching of missiles, such as possessed by Polaris
submarines. In other Sovie: statemen®s, dating back to Rhrushchev's
7isic to fieet éxercisea in northern waters in July 1962; occasional

tlaims of a Soviet subzerged-launching cspability have been advanced.2

In the evoluticn of Soviet naval roles, one of the more interesting
levelopments of the last year or 30 has besn the increasing attention
given in military literature to the question of amphibious landing
:apabilities. Critics, both foreign and Soviet, have in the past
ioted the paucity of treatment given this cubjectrin Soviet military
octrine, the more striking because of the doctrinal prescription

hat Soviet forces would have to be put ashore to occupy the

1Voenngia Strategiisa, 2nd ed,, pp. 369, 372, 406; Soviet Military
trategy, pp. 492, 404, 427,

%ged Star, July 21, 1962: Pebruary 5, 1963. /a account in
ivestiia, November 7, 1962, identified naval missiles shown in the Red
{uare parade as types that could be "lasunched from any pocition --

1 the surface or submerged,”

?
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territory of an overseas enemy before victory could be consoli.datod."
«wi«&i Again, the most outspoken Soviet critic on record on this point is
%:“ggg Admiral Alafuzov, who scored the first Sckolovskii edition for failing
? "¢to remember that if it is a question of a 'maritime opponent', his

£final destruction and the taking of his territory cannot be accomplished
2
witbout conducting amphibious operations.,” To drive his point home,
Alafusov said one must not overlook the naval forces,
M...vitbout vhich the ground forces would be in a
terrible quandary, to say the jesast, in sttempting
invasion of enemy territory across the sea,3
In their revised volume, the Sokolovskii suthors weat part way

toward rectifying their previocus neglect by adding a notation to the
effect tht:

In developing toe navy, one must take into account

the mission of combined operations with the ground

forces, and ahove all, make provision for amphibious

operations,

Meanvhile, in other Soviet military writing in 1963, the

question of amphibious operztions began to receive more sttentionm.
A particularly notable contribution to the literature on this subject
was & serious article by a mavy captain in the September 1963 issue
- of Norskoi Sboraik, The author, Captain N. P. Viunenko, reviewed
many of thw problems attending amphibious landings in the nucie«ar
age, and vhile stressing the hasards, cams to the conclusion that

"{¢ is possible to carry out amphibious landings even under modern

Lgee U.S. Editors’ mlymn Introduction, Soviet M{litary
Stxateny, pp. 71, 75.

mm_s_@_m_h January 1963, p. 95.
3pyd., p. 92.

2nd ed., p. 3.
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conditiom."l At one place he made the point that a nuclear attack
on the dafenses prior to a landing would be the most effective way

tc ensure succeuz -~ an approach fo the problem which apparently
has received attentisn in actual training cxercises.3 Perhaps the
most significant observation in Viunenko's analysis was that large-
scale landings of a significant strategic order -~ such as presumably
would be involved in operations against a major adversary -- could be
expected to occur only “when the nuclear capabilities of the
belligerents have declined and when the conflict has taken on a

wmore protracted chauctcr."‘. One pertinent point not discussed was
that of the resources required to develop amphibious landing

capabilities of a significant order.

lcaptain Pirst Rank W. P, Viunenkn, "Modern Amphibious Landings,"
Morskoi Sbornik, No. 9, September 1963, p. 21,

21bid., p. 26.

3An article by Lt, Colonel B, Burkanov describins a training
exercise in which a landing took plece after neutraliszing "ensmy”
shore defenses by a simulated mucloar otriko appoored ia Bad Stgr,
October 11, 1962,

“worskol Shecuik, September 1963, p. 27.
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XV, STRATEGIC DEFENSE OF TEE SQVIET UNION

A doctrine placing rather heavy reliance on active defense

'lptnlf.: strategic attack has been a conspicuous feacure of Soviet

et

development cf a system of &ir defense against strategic bombers,

v"‘?

2L
v
M@

b

strategic thinking in ~ha nuclear age.l'

This emphasis or the value
of active cefense has been reflected f{n the commitment of very

substsantial Soviet resources over the past decade or so to the
2

and there is a strong doctrinal basis at lecst for attempting a

similar active defense effort against missiles.

The Soviet air defense systen3 entered its main period of growth

after the Korean War, at a time when U.S. strategic bomber forces
also were being greatly strengthened. There always has beer. an
implicit competition for resources and attention between Soviet
strategic offensive and defensive forces, resolved more often in
favor of ths latter, at least until the advent of strategic missiles,
In a sense, the Soviet leadership seems to have followed a course

of building a deterrent strategic delivery force and pursuing a

lov war-risk foreign policy on the one hand, whilé taking out
fnsurance on the other hand i{n the form of extensive air defenses
against the possibility of an unexpected war. To the extent that
such defenses might make the success of an air attack on the Soviet
Union look uncertain, thoy weuld aloo sorva as an nddtcgoml elomont

of deterrence.

1see U.S. Editors' Analytical Introduction, Soviet Military

Strategy, pp. 55-57.
25ee Kiimarx, op. cit., pp. 265-267.

Iknown as the National Vo, from tha formal Soviet designation,
Protivovosdushnaia Oborona Strany, or Antiair Defense of the Country.
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How germane such a rationale may remain in the missile era is one
of the prime factors bearing on the evolving role of Soviet strategic
defense forces, as well as the civil defense effort, which in Soviet
eyes is regarded as “one of the essential elements of the over-all
defense preparations of the country."1 The problems waich the Soviet
Union has faced in preparing itself to cope with bomber attacks are
dwarfed by those opened up by the advent of missile delivery systems.
These problems iavolve not only difficult technical and operational
questions, as the duel betwee~ offense and defense goes on, but also
the commitment of very large additional resources. The recent trend
of “oviet discourse suggests that many problems in this area remain
unresolved, although there also has been an obvious attempt to convey

the impression that progress is being achieved,

Views on Antimissile Defense Prospects

Since Khrushchev's much-quoted statement in July 1962 that che

Soviet Union has an antimissile missile that 'can hit a fly in outer
2 PR SR
space,"” public Soviet claims in this field hd@e multiplied rapidly.3

They became particularly pronounced following the display at the

laddress to the Fifth All-Union Congress of DOSAAF by Marshal
V. I. Chuikov, Sovetskii Patriot, May 26, 1962.

2Sratement to a group of visiting U,S5. newspaper editors, The
New York Times, July 17, 1962.

3The first specific Soviet claim of success in this field was made
by Marshal Malinovskii at the 22nd Party Congress in October 1961, when he
said: "1 must report in particular that the problem of destroying
missiles in flight also has been successfully solved,” Pravda, October 23,
1961. GSee also Pravda, February 23, 1963. Early public indications
that the Soviet Union was interested in the possibility of antimissile
defense go back to the mid-fifties, at which time a .oviet officer
wrote that "technically, creation of a potent defenee system against
ballistic missiles is fully feasible.” Major F. Kriksanov, '"The
Problems of the Interception of Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles,’
Voennye Znaniia, No. 7, July 1957, pp. 15-16. See also Peter Kapitsa,

"The Task of All Progressive Mankind,” Novoe Vremia (New Times), No. 39,
1956, p. 10.
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- November 7, 1963 military rarade in Red Square of a new type of

surface-to-air missile, vhich Sovie” commentary placed in the anti-
. missile clau.l Msrshal Birfuzov, chief of the general staff, asserted
. on November 8th, for exampl., that the Soviet armed forccs now possessed
antimissile veapons "capable of intercepting any missile in the air,
This circumstance,” he said, "permits our country to be defended
' against an enemy missile attack.“z A similar emphatic claim was made
| m a fev days later by & Soviet srtillery geieral, who sald: “These long-
range, air-defense missiles are capable of destroying any means of air-
space .cuck,"s Alr Porce HMarshal V, Sudets, Commander of the Nationasl
PVO and the man immediately responsible for any actual operations against
a missile attack, was just a shade less categorical in Januvary 1964 when
he stated:

C v

The combat capabilities of the weapons of these
gvg/ forces pernit the destruction of practically

a1l modern msans of air-space attack,
at saximum range, high and low altitudes and super-
sonic speeds.

The treatment of antimissile defense in the revised Sokolovskii
volume vas somsvhat more restrained than some of the Soviet claims

advanced elsevhere, but it too reflected a slightly more optimistic

A
, lie0nt'ev commentary on Moscow radio, Rovember 12, 1963; Major-
Gensral P, Radchewko, "Pilotless Interceptors Are Launched,” Rad Star,

.. November 16, 1963; The New York Timss, November 8, 1963.
2!:3_@.“13. Wovember 8, 1963,

3Hnjor-00mul I. Baryshev, "Nuclear Weapons and PVO," Red Star,
November 13, 1963,

"H-rohal V. Sudets, "A Reliable Shield," Izvestiia, January S,
1964, The word "prakticheskii" lends itself to ambiguity, for it can
be translated as "in a practical sense" or "in practice,” which conveys
quite a different meaning in English than "practically.” However, a
TASS version of the Sudets article, broadcast in Epglish on January 4,
1964, used the expressioa "practically all modern msans," as in the
graanlogien.
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appraisal of the prospects for effective antimissile defense than the
1962 volume., Several changes in the text illustrate this point. The
new text, for example, omitted a passage in the first edition stating
that ballistic wissiles "are still practically invulnerable to
existing means of air defense" and that it will be possible to counter
their massive use "only as specisl inscrumente of antimissile defense
are devoloped."l In another place, discussing the problem of creating
an effective antimissile defense, the original text stated:

In principle, a technical solution to this problem

has now been found. In the future this form of
defense must be pcrfected.2

The revised edition dropped the second sentence, again conveying

the inference that some progress had been achieved in the interim.3

Although the Sokolovskii authors made no categorical assertions that
the Soviet Union now possesses a system of effective antimissile
defense, the revised volume contained a new statement alluding to the
future possibility of such a system in more positive terms than before:

The grect effectiveness of modern PVO resources
permits a successful solution to the difficult

and important task -- the complete destruction of

all attacking enemy planes and missiles, preventing
them from reaching the targets marked for destruction.
The crux of the matter liss in meking skillful use of
the grest pateatfal of ra msans of astiaircraft
and antimissilé ‘defense.

) ‘v«m;. Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 261; -Soviet Milita trate
p. 298,

25oviet Military Strategy, p. 5.

Noennata Strategiis, 2nd ed., p. 309. See also ibid., p. 393,
where & oimilsr 1-pI!eat15n vas coﬁv:yod by amsnding a statement on
the possibility of "creating' an antimissile defaense so that it now
reads: '"the task of repslling an ensmy's missile strikes becomes »
realistic possibility.”

“1v1d., p. 395,
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Together with the growing Soviet tendency to suggest that a
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solution to the problem of d.fending the Soviet Union against missile

attack has already been achieved, or is just around the corner, there

e (S

“F%- has been a systematic denigration of Western efforts in the field of
w1 iv satimissile defense (ABM), drawing ammunition from rather candid

debate on this subject ia the United States. Both Marshal Sudets

« «
G, L Fell

o
sak LA 1§‘§§ and General Baryshev, in the articles mentioned above, compared

g -

e @? Wit
g -’E@Tauemd Soviet success with American failure to solve "the problem
%" of combatting ballistic missiles, as admitted by American scientists
= kg and military men themselves."! Among the arguments summoned in

-, iy
e

' Soviet favor by General Baryshev was the statement that heavier

Soviet strategic missile payloads would permit the use of "decoy
“* warheads" to penetrate any antimissile defenses the West might devise,
and that “maneuverable warheads" foreseen "for the future" would

further degrade Western defenoes.z The effect of decoys and

“  maneuverable warheads on Soviet defenses was not mentioned.
While an occasional Soviet statemsnt has linked antimissile \

defonoas in gonoral terms with other elomants of Soviet military o

strength as a factor helping "to cool down" the iq»erialista,a it o

’ 1s interestling that the more explicit arguments designed to enhance ‘ l

ahg

?3% ﬁ’%‘é‘% lgzvutua, January 4, 1964. It may be observed that Soviet

-~z commentary has made no mention of tha fact that the United States
aloo has imtercopted ballistic missiles in flight in connection
with developmental programs, as presumably occurrad in the Soviet

case. See The New York Times, Novesber 10, 1963.
2304 Ster, November 13, 1963.

Ibid.
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the credibility of the Soviet second-strike posture have not

included the subject. Thus, for example, in the Nevsky and
Glagolev-larionov articles previously mentioned, as 'vell as in the
revised Sokolovskii work, no specific claims were made .or antimissil
defenses as one of the factors that would make the success of a

U.S. counterforce strike problemati:al and the survival of Soviet
retaliatory forces certain. This might indicate that santimissile
defenses are being thought of by the Soviet Union in terms of
defending cities, or simply that they are not yet taken seriously
enough to be introduced into the argument at this stage.

From the trend of Soviet discussion of the ABM question, it is
difficult to distinguish prqgaganda claims from sober evaluation
of the situation. As usual,‘;\éﬁrtain of secrecy has been drawn
over just where the Soviet Union piay actually stand in the develop-
ment of antimissile defenses. Tﬁe great difference between claims
of being able to "hit a fly in space" and the actual large-scale
deployment of an effective ABM system, which has been elaborated
upon in great detail in both official and press accounts in the
United scates,l has been quietly avoided in Soviet discourse. |
Further, if the Soviet leaders have thought at all of the effect

that Soviet ABM claims might have i{n exerting upward pressure upon

1gee, for example, Hearings on Military Posture and H.R. 9637,
"Statement of Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara Before the
House armed Services Committee on the Fiscal Year 1965-1969 Defense
Program and 1965 Defenses Budget," released by the House Armed Services
Committec, 88:2, January 27, 1964, pp. 7010-7011, 7015-7018; Press
Conference Statement by President Kennedy, August 1, 1963, The New
York Times, August 2, 1963; Jack Raymond, "Soviet ‘Missile Defense'
is Minimized by the U.S.," The New York Times, November 10, 1963;
Richard Witkin, “"air Force Presses For Way tc Pierce Missile Defenses,"
The New York Times, November 9, 1963.
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‘ﬁ%g both U.S. and Soviat arms z:pond!tunsl == 3 pressure they seem
currently anxious to deflate -- little sign of this has crept inco

I the Soviet commentazy.

a3

S ke

At the sama time, beneath the propaganda topscil, there is a

u; . stratum of serious Soviet discussion of the prospects for actlive
defense against both strategic air and missile attacks. While this
~ aspect of the discussion suggcetes thut the Soviet Union 18 proceeding
m&v .3 with organizational arrangements as well as developmental programs

2
in the antimissile field, it also seems to indicate that official
optimism is tempered by a number of sobering considerations on the

relationship of offense to defense in the missile age.

15ee comment on this point in Thomas C. Schelling, '"Managing

the Arme Race,” in National Security: Political, Militarv, and
Economic Strategies ir the Decade Ahead, ed. Ly Daniel M. Abshire
and Richard V, Allen, Frederick A. Praeger, New York, 19623, p. 607.
20n the quastion of crganizational a:van~ements, Soviet
militaty literature has mentioned on several occasions in the past
tvo years the formal inclusion of santimissile defense in che over-
all "anti-air defence" system. See, for example, Soviet Military
Strategy, pp. 344, 417-418; Malinovskii, Pyavda, February 23,
. 1963; Baryshev, ggd Star, November 13, 1963. Baryshev's account
.« indicated that "tiue process of dovcloptng the PVO proceeded even
.more intensively after the 22nd Party Congress," from which time
ws 0OW organisational planning may stem. The extent to which snti-
- - zzuissile organization is stil! on paper as distinct from de)loyment
s 0f actual facilities iu the field is, of course, a matter on which
4.~ Soviet discussion is unrevesling. The Western press has furnished
-4 ooms comment on this question, such as the statement in The New
» November 10, 1963, that the Russians sre "renorted
to have built ens satimissile siseile battery in the viciaity of
Leningrad.”
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The Offense-Versus-Defense Question

DNespite consistent emphisis on the value of active defense,
Soviet strategic doctrine also embodies the judgment that the
offense can overpower the defense in nuclear warfare. This judgmenc,
which has implications reaching beyond the immediate question
vwhether missiles can relatively easily stay ahead of antimissiles,
is implicit in the Soviet position on the primacy of the strategic
misaile forces.l However, it also has oeen made explicit. 1In both
editions of the Sokolovskii work, for example, the authors stated:

...0one must recognize that the present instrumentalities
of nuclear attack are undoubtedly superior to the
instrumentalities of defense against them.2

Both editions of the Sokolovskii vorﬁ also voiced a closely
related view on the offense-versus-defense question which amounted
to saying that a good offense is the best defense. Thus, the point
was made that the task of protecting the country against nuclear

attack "will be achieved primarily by destroying the enemy's nuclear

weapons vhere they are b.led."3 Retention of this passage was the

170 some extent, the Soviet argument that air defenses have the
upper hand over bombers also is at odds with the obverse contention
that missile-launching bombers can foil the defense by staying out
of its reach. Occasional tacit acknowledgements to this effect have
found their way into the Soviet military press, such as tte description
of an air defense exercise in which the situation "quickly changed" to
the disadvantage of the defense when one of the "attacker's" bombers "launched
a missile at a great distance." Major M, Makarov, '"Strike Against
Missile Carriers,"” Red Star, September 10, 1963,

2soviet Military Strategy, p. 307; Voennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed..
p. 252,

3Soviet Military Strategy, p. 417; Voennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed.,
p. 391.
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., more notable in light of the fact that great sensitivity has been
oy
- shown to any iwmplication that the Soviet Unicn might countemplate

pre-emptive action in order to blunt an enemy attack., It is difficult
to argus that the enemy's nuclear forces should be destroyed at their
b7 ;es without conceding that an attack against them wouvld have to
be attempted before they left those same bases,

This is not to iwmply that SoQiet thinking calls fur starting a

var. In fact, given the balance of forces in the world, it is hard

to picture the circumstances in vwhich a war-initiation policy would

my

look attractive to the Soviet Union., Yet there are anomalous areas 1.
the policiss of states where political strategy pulls one way and
military strategy another, This seems to be the case with regard to
Soviet doctrine on the question of offense versus defease. The notior
of adopting the strategic dofensive at the outset of a moderan war,

and counting on active and passive defenses to pull the country throug

until a counteroffensive could be mounted, has no standing in con-

g 1
" temporary Soviet military thought. If this was an unacceptable

o principle of postwar military theory, it has outlived its day since

the advent of the nuclear age. The adoption of a strategic defense
in the early period of World War II is now treated in Soviet military
literature as a necessary but costly prelude to a counteroffensive.
The World War I1 achievements of Soviet arms in the period of the

strategic defense are lauded, and rightly so, together with

1"l‘he offensive-defensive relationship in Soviet thinking was
sumned up in 1963 by one writer who said "it is indisputable that tod:
the offense must be developed at maximum speed from the very first he
of the war," to to protect "one's country against possible enemy strii
offense must be combined with "modern air and missile defenses,..with

which it .8 impossible to win a war." Golubev, Voenno Istoricheskit,
Zhurnal, May 1963, p. 94,
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admission of errors in conducting it, but this all belongs to
history.1 Today the situation is different, as emphasized by
Colonel-General Shtemenko, chief-of-staff of the Soviet ground
forces:

The striking power and range of modern weapons puts

the question of strategic defense in a different

light than formerly. Our contempordry military

doctrine flows from the decisiveness of the goals

in a war. The combat potential of modern armed

forces manifests itself to che greatesi degree in

the offense, not in the defense. Therefore, Soviet

military doctrine regards the strategic defense as

an unacceptable form of strategic operations in a

modern war.?2

Other Soviet military men have put in stili stionger terms the
unacceptability of '"'orienting oneself on the strategic defense...
in the inicial period of a medern war, which means dooming oneself
beforehand to irreparable losses and defeat."> While there is a
school of Soviet military thorght that banks cn the prospect of
reversing the sffategic-econdmi:-morale balance in Soviec favor
in the course of a protracted war, as previously discussed, even
this school does not deny the critical importance of trving to seize
4

the strategic initiative at the very outset. Thus, Soviet =military
strategy finds itself in a position where its conception of the need

to take the strategic offensive immediately must live, so to speak,

in a state of uneasy coexistence with political imperatives against

lsee discussion of this subject in Soviet Military Strategy,
pp. 246-258; Voennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., pp. 186-200; Golubev,
Voenno-Istoricheskii Zhurnal, May 1962, pp. 100-101., See also
Gallagher, op. cit., pp. 128-135,

2Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 3, February 1963, pp. 27-23.
3Kazakov. Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 10, May 1963, op. 10-11;
Konoplev, ibid., No. 24, December 1963, p. 28.

aSee Marxism-leninism On War and the Army, 1962 edition, pp. 255~
256; Trifonenkov, op, cit., p. 29.
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Soviet initiation of nuclear warfare. One might suppose that the
latter imperatives will continue to govern so long as the Soviet
leaders remain persuaded that neither active defenses nor a Soviet
first-strike -- nor the two in any feasible combination -- offer
much hope of preventing unacceptable damage in a nuclear war.
There 1s, understandably, no open Soviet literature on the

calculations which the Soviet leadarship mey hold on thi. scor:.
The literature does concede, however, that some enemy blows could
not be prevented, even under conditions which seem to imply a Soviet
pre-emptive strike. For example, a passage in the revised Sokolovskii
volume stated:

One must assume that our reteliatnry nuclear

blow will considerably weaken the enemy's

nuclear attack forces. However, one cannot

exclude the possibility that a certain number

of enemy missiles and aircraft will nevertheless
be launched to strike our targets.l

The critical element in this calculus is, of course, the
"certain number" of enemy missiles and aircraft envisaged, and on
this point Soviet reticence is not likely to be broken. Neither
such data nor detailed studies of the damage the Soviet Union might
ruffer in a nuclear war are to be found in professional Soviet
hticussion. However, there is a voluminous literature in circulation
in the Soviet Uniou in connection with the civil defense program,
from which the Soviet population can doubtless draw its own

conclusions concerning the dislocation that a nuclear world war

would bring.

lyoennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 394. One may note here the
incongruity of a Soviet "retaliatory strike” which is expected to
hit many enemy forcee before they can be launched. This would seem
to be more aptly a vescription of a pre-emp.ive Soviet strike.

P



Civil Defense

In Soviet thinking, passive meszsures have been accorded an important
place along with a system of active defense as an integral part of the
Soviet Union's military posture in the nuclear age. As a prominent Soviet
military leader put it early in 1964, "not a single defense measure can
be decided under modern conditions without considering civil defense
ngeds."l There are many other expressions on record of Soviet interest
in civil deferse as "an inseparable part of the defensive strength of
our Motherland"” and "one of the most luwportant factors determining the

2
potential strength and survivability of the state under war conditions."

These have been backed up over the past ten or twelve jyears by a large-
scale program of civil defense indoctrination snd training of the Soviet
population."3

Contrary to a general impression abroad of official Soviet
indifference to civil dafense, this activity continues to absorb the
time and energies of a great many people in the Soviet Union. For
example, the organization DOSAAF (Voluntary Society for Aassistance
to the Army, Afr Porce and Navy, organized in 1951), with a member-
ship of more than 30 million, is involved in training the population-

at-large in civil defense. Compulsory training courses have been in

1Marshal V. I. Chuikov, '""Defense of the Population -- Main Task
of Civil Defense,” Voennye Znaniia (Military HKnowledge), No, 1,
January 1964, p. 3.

2colonel-General 0. Tolstikov, "An Undertaking of Great Impor-
tance to the State," Voennye Znaniia, No. 2, February 1962, p. 22.
See also address by Marshal Chuikov, Sovetskii Patriot, May 26, 1962;
Lieutenant <General L. Vinogradov, "The 30th Anniversary of Civil
Defense,” Sovetskii Patriot, October 7, 1962,

3See Leon Goure, Civil Defense in the Soviet Union, University
of California Press, Berkeley, California, 1962, especially pp. 38-61,
Soviet sources date the beginning of civil defense effort back to
1932, but its reorganization and orientation around problems  f
nuclear-age civil defense occurred in the early fifties, See
Vinogradov, Sovetskii Patriot, October 7, 1962,
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effect since 1955, and at present the fifth course in this series is

1 In the years 1955-1963, by a partial count, more than

under way.
120 books and manuals dealing with civil defense were issued in the
Soviet Union, and the number of conferences and lectures on the subject

was evidently very large. One Soviet account mentions that 2500

2
lectures were given in Sverdlovsk cblast alone in 1961, Late in

1963 it was announced that the monthly journal Voennye Znaniia was to

be increased in size and was to "expand considerably the publication
of training articles and reporting on the activities of civil defense
committees and staf.. .3 Military responsibilities in connection wit:
the civil defense program, which have incluided the furnishing of

troops for rescue, rehabilitation and other civil defense operations,a

were underscored in the fall of 1963 by Marshal Chuikov. In a dis-
cussion of new Garrison and Guard Service Regulations for the armed
forces issued in 1963, Chuikov emphasized that garrison commanders

were charged wich assisting civil defense authorities in their areas

All this does not mean, to be sure, that the Soviet civil defense
program is prepared to cope with the problems of a nuclear war, nor

even that S¢ _et officialdom is fully agreed upon the value of civil

1Sovetskti Patriot, September 18, 1963. The present 19-hour
c¢ivil defense trainirg course, announced in Sovetskii Patriot on
September 30, 1962, evidently began in the summer of 1962.

25ovetskii Patriot, April 12, 1961,
31bid., October 9, 1963.

4soviet Military Strategy, pp. 462-463; Goure), op. cit., p. 32.
sggd Star, October 8, 1963.
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defense under many of the conditions that a heavy nuclear attack
would create. Exhortations to improve the training program and
aduissions that "the problems of protecting the population are not
aolvod"1 have bean a regular feature of th: Soviet literature on
civil defense. Evidence of internal debat on the subject appeared
in early 1962, when Cr-lonel-General Tolsti: »v, then acting head of

the Soviet civil-defense service (Grazhdanskaia Oborona), referred

to differences of view on civil defense, but noted als§ that the
question has baen resolved in favor of continuing with a vigorous
program.

Judging from occasional remarks questioning the value of sheiters

3
in aa era of multi-megaton weapons, this was probably one of the

questions at issue. The absence of published Soviet information on

the scope of shelter construction and availability has made this a

A

matter of wide speculation abroad.” Although references to the

1701stikov, Voennye Znaniia, No. 2, February 1962, p. 22;
Tolstikov, "Improve the Training of the Population in Every Way,"
Voennye Znaniia, No. &4, April 1963, p. 33. In this connection, two
basic civil defense training manuals were severely criticized in
Voennye Znaniis, No. 7, July 1963, for inadequate "discussion of the
destructive effects of nuclear wesapons” and other shortcomings. The
maanuals in question were: N. N. Ivanov, et al., Grazhdanskaia Oborona
(Civil Defense), State Publishing House for Textbooks and Educational
Literature, Moscow, 1962; P, T. Egorov, et al., Grazhdanskaia Oborona,
Ministry of Higher Education, Moscow, 1963,

2yoennye Znaniia, No. 2, February 1962, p. 22. See also L. Goure,

The Resolution of the Soviet Controversy Over Civil Defense, The RAND
Coporation, Santa Monica, California, RM-3223-PR, June 1962.

JNegative statements on the value of shelters have been made by
Anastas Mikoyan, Mrs, &hrushchev, and Marshal Malinovskii, among others.
See Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, May 1959, p. 191; The New
York Times, Octocber 7, 1961; Pravda, January 24, 1962.

ﬁ3¢¢ Goutcﬁ Civil Defense in the Soviet Union, pp. 106-110.
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construction and use of shelters continue to appear in Soviet
l{terature,1 it remains unclear precisely how far the Soviet Union
hes gone or intends to go in pursuing a mass shclter program. This
becomes a particitlarly pertinent question in connection with ary
Soviet intention to deploy ant’missile defenses on a large scale,
for, as pointed up by discu.sion of analogous questions in the
United States, the usefulness of active defenses against missiles in
reducing population losses would depend to a great extent on the
existence of an adequate system of shelter against radfoactive
fallout.2 The Soviet leadership thus finds itself at a crossroads
of decision not only on the commitment of che very large resources
needed to support an antimissile system, but also to provide an
accompanying population protection program.

It is interesting to note that no "lobby"' against civil defense
has appeared in the Soviet Union, comparable t~ those which have
exerted pressure against civil defense programs in some Western
countries. With the exception of occasional comments on the
inadequacy of shelters (made, incidentally, in the context of
protection against Jdirect nuclear effects rather than fallout)
Soviet spokesmen have presented virtually a united front in endorsing
s serious Soviet civil defense effort. In Soviet military circles, all

schools of thought have stressed the importance of civil defense in

lzg;g., pp. 79-110; Major L. Gorshkov, 'Collective Means of Defense,
Voennye Znaniia, ®o. 4, April 1963, pp. 36-37; Soviet Military Strategy,
;: 529; Voennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 438; Egorov et al.,
Grazhdanskaia Oborona, pp. 159-169; Chuikov, Voennye Znanifa, No. 1,
January 1964, p. 3.

2Hear1ngs on Military Posture and HR9637, "Statement of Secretary
of Defense Robert S. McNamara before the House Armed Services Committee,”
88:2, January 27, 1964, pp. 7017-7018,
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the event of either a short or & protracted war. However, proponents
of the view that tae Soviet Unjon must prepare for a protracted war
have laid particular emphasis upon the contribution to be made by

a large-scale program for pcotection of population and industry,
including shelters, dispersal and hardening of key installations,

evacuation from cities, rehabilitation measures, and so on.1

Recent Soviet treatment of civil defense matters in the revised
Sokolovskii edition and elsewhere has continued to dwell on the
need for a brcad civil defense program to reduce casualties and
help the country to recuperate, but also nas reflected certain shifts
of emphasis. Greater attention has been given, for example, to the
psychological impac; which the first '""devastating nuclear strikes"
might have, not only on the civil population, but even upor well-
disciplined military petsonnel.2 The consequent need for better
psychological preparation is implied by such expressions of concern.
Some vacillation concerning the importance, or perhaps the feasibi..ty of
pre-attack evacuation of the urban population alsc has been evident.

One of the new air defsuse manuals issued in late 1962, for example, gave

lsee Trifonenkov, op. cit., pp. 15, 31, 48, 53, 54; Marksizm-
Leninizm o Voine 1 Armii, 1962 edition, pp. 187, 255-256, 283, 323;
Soviet Military Strategy, pp. 451-452, 454-458, 461-463; A. Lagosskii,
Strategiia 1 Ekonomika (S rategy and the Economy), Voenizdat
Ministerstva Oborony SSSR Mcac.w, 1962, p. 32; Colonel I. S, Baz',
"Soviet Military Science n the Character of Modern War," Voennyi
Vestnik, No., 6, June 1958, pp. 24-25; Colonel I. Sidel'nikov, "On
Soviet Military Doctrine," Red Star, May 11, 1962; V. Siniagin,
"The Creation of the Material-Technological Base of Communism and
Strengthening of the Defense Capacity of the USSR," Kommunist
Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 14, July 1962, p. 14.

2Voennaiv Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 47. For other expressions of
the growing importance of morale-political preparations, see
V. I. Kazakov, "Field Training of Rocketeers,” Red Star, September 28,
1963; Voenno-Istoricheskii Zhurnal, No. 10, October 1963, p. 125.
Major-General N. Sushko. "The Laws Determining the Course and Qutcome
of Wars," Red Star, Pebruary 7, 1964. Lieutenant-General Iu., Votintsev,
"Fortitude -- How It Is Taught," Red Sgtar, Pebruary 8, 1964,
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very limited attention to evacaation measures,1 in contrast with

vrevious extensive treatment of this subject in civil defense literature.
The revised Sokolovskii edition als» followed thic trend by omitting
the principal passage in the 1962 edition on the subject of pre-attack

2
evacuation from cities and borcder zones. Other statements, however,

have indicated a continuing place for pre-attack evacuation in civil
defense planning. An arcicle in Voennye Znaniia in August 1963 said
that "during the threat of enery attack, it may be decided to
evacuate the population of some cities to rural areas.' The article
gave advice on what to do in such a case, which included taking alone¢
a three-day food supply.3 Writing in the same publication in 1964,
Marshal Chufkov stated that dispe:rsal and evacuation from cities

were the ""basic methods of protecting the populacion,'" together with
use of protective shelter.a In contras! with Chuikov' s assessme 1t

of shelters, the revised Sokolovskii edition took a somewhat negatis
ab

view in a discussiorn devoted to criticism of U.S. counterforce

strategy, where it was observed that the role of shelters in a future

var was "problemntical."s

1E;urov, et al.,, op, cit., pp. 133-134, See also V., Pechorkin,
“About 'Acceptable' War," Interrational Affairs, No. 3, March 1963,
pe 23.

2'l'he owitted passage, Soviat Military Strategy, p. 460, read a:
follows: ‘'Great importance is now attached to the prior and thceroughly
planned evacuation of the population from large cities and horder
zones during the period when war threatens or during the {irst (.ys
of the war.,”

3Colonel V. Moskalev, "Aci Skillfully During Civil Defense Alerts,”
Voennye Znaniia, No. 8, august 1963, pp. 31-32,

AVoennye Znaniia, No, 1, Jamary 1964, p. 3, Instruction in
evacuation procedures inc use f shelters was described in an article
in the same journal in February 1964, dealing with the carrying out
of the 19-hoir civil defense training program., See N. Oloviasrishnikov,
“Depending on Conditions,  ibid,, No. 2, February 1964, p. 20,

YVoennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 5.
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X I, MILITARY USES OF SPACE

Civen the rapid development of space techaclogy, one of the
world's newer and potentially more troublesome problems centers upon the
uses to which space eventually may be put. So far as any concrete
Soviet plans ana intentions with regard to military exploitation of
space are concerned, relatively little enlightenment has been afforded
either by Soviet military writing or ty the positions the Soviet
Union has taken on space questions in various international bodies.
Most Soviet military thought, for example, continues to be focused
on the problems of war as a terrestrial phenomenonr, although in the
past few years increasing attention has been given to the prospéct
that space would become an active dimension in any future war. 1In
the international sparring over space policy within and outside the
United Nations in recent years, the Soviet Un‘on has sought to
picture itself as the champion of peaceful uces of space, and its
adherence to the United Nations resolution 65 October 17, 1963,

barring weapons of meis destruction from outer space,l has suggested

A Soviet interest in mutual efforts to disccizeze an extension of
the arms race to the medium of space, at least with regard to systems
of orbital bombardment.

At the scme time, however, there have been persistent and vocal
Soviet allegations that the United States already has embarked upon
an ambiticus military program for "mastery of outer space,” from
which the argument has followed that th Soviet Union must give

sttention to ways of using space for defense purposes and to prevent

lgee The New York Times, October 18, 1963.
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the "imperialist camp'" from gairi:ig "any superiority in this area."l

This has the standard earmarks :f & rat{onale for the Soviet Union to
pursue a military space program { 1ts own, for which the technological
base 1s already available.2 Moreover, Soviet leaders have shewn no
disposition to forego opportunities to exploit Soviet space achieve-
ments for political and propaganda gains, both in the int :rnation.l
aren» and domestically.3 The further cpportunity tha: development

of a military space program migh- afford for ex:rting political and
rsychological pressure upon the Wert is therefore likely to be
weighed by the Soviet leaders, along with the military pros and cons
of such a program, and the effects it might have in stimulating a
more intense level of arms competition. All of these considerations
tend to leave the question of Soviet attitudes towards the military

uses of space open tc much speculation,4 if lideed, the Soviet leaders

themselves know at this juncture the directions in which it would

best suit their interests to move.

Soviet Charges of U.S. Military Exploitat cn of Space

Perhaps the most conspicuous feature o' the Soviet attitude

toward the military uses of space has been tha attempt, mentioned

lscviet Military Strategy, p. 427.

2See Soviet Space Programs, Staff Report, Senate Committee on
Aeronautical and Space Sciences, May 31, 1962, Washington, D. C.,
pp. 99-150.

3see Horelick, op., cit., pp. 43-70; see also Joseph M. Goldsen,
"Outer Space in World Politics,” in Quter Space in World Politics,
Frederick A, Praeger, New Yoik, 1963, pp. 15-20.

4see Alton Frye, "Our Gamble in Space: The Mili%ary Danger,"
The Atlantic Monthly, August 1963, pp. 47-49., See also, Soviet
Space Frograms, p. 47,
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above, to demonstrate that American activitics in space are aggressively-
oriented and that therefore the Soviet Union is justified in looking to
its own defense. Soviet military writers, space law experts and inter-
national negotiators all have followed this general line. As one
American writer has pu. it, there has been an effort from the Soviet side

"to create a moral dichotomy between American and Soviet space technology,"l

in order to convey the impression that the United States is employing its
space capgbilities to intensify the cold war and pursue aggressive aims,
while the Soviet Union uses its space technology in the interest of
“peaceful coexistence."

Since the first Soviet sputnik was launched in 1957, prompting the
Soviet Union to reverse its traditional position on the queétion of un-~

limited national sovereignty over airspace.z Soviet theory on space law

has been subject to continuous improvisation intended to keep Soviet
political interests meshed with the changing perspectives opened up by
space tcchnology.3 Partly as a result of this, the formal Soviet
position on the wilitary uses of space has developed in a some-

what uneven fashion. The Soviets have argued that the

military use of space should be prohibited, but also that space may be
used in conformity with Article 51 of the UN Charter for "a retaliatory

blow at the aggressor in the course of legitimate self-defense."“ They

1Robert D, Crane, "The Beginning of Marxist Space Jurisprudence,"
The American Journal of International Law, Vol. 57, No. 3, July 1963,
p. 622, See also, Soviet Space Programs, pp. 207-208,

2. p. Zadorozhnii, "The Artificial Satellite and International
Law,"” Sovetskaia Rossiia (Soviet Russia), October 17, 1957,

35ee Soviet Space Programs, p. 203.

46. P. Zhukov, '"Problems of Space Law at the Present Stage,"
Memorandum of the Soviet Association of Internmational Law at the Brussels
Conference of the International Law Association, August 1962, pp. 30,
35-36, cited in Crane, op, cit., p. 620; G. P. Zhukov, "Practical
Problems of Space Law," Interrnstional Affsirs, No. 5, May 1963, p. 29.
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also have n;gued that the "peaceful uses” of space should be restricteu
to "non-military uses," dismissing the contention that non-aggressive

1
military uses are permissible, which strikes at the U.S. position

e S

that the non-weapon character of U.S. military space programs is compatibl.

wirh the use of spac: for peaceful purposea.2 In the controversy over
pernissible and impermissible uses of space, the Soviet Union has

centered much of its fire on reconnaiscance satellites, charging the

United States with using satellite systems for espionage "in order to

3
organize an attack on the socfalist countries,” and holding that

reconnaissance satellites should be considered 1llegal before other
prohibitions on military activity in space are settled.a At the same
time, the Soviet Union has shown some interest in the reconnaissance
potentialicies of satell%tes, as will be discussed presently, and when
a resolution on legal principles governing activities in outer space
was finally adopted by the UN General Assembly in December 1963, the
Soviet Union quietly dropped its previous {nsistence on condemnation of
reconnalssance satellites in this document.” Finally, while arguing
in general for the "demilitarization" of space, Soviet space law

writers, such as E, A. Korovin, chairman of the Space Law Commission

1Zhukov, International Affairs, May 1963, p. 28; E, A. Korovin,
"Transfcrm Space into a Cenuine Peace Zone,'" Mezhdunarodnaia Zhizn,
No. 9, September 1963, p. 117.

25ee Frye, op, cit., p. &47.

35. Teplinskii, "The Strateglic Concepts of U.S. Aggressive Policy,”
International Affairs, No. 12, December 1960, p. 39; C. Zhukov, '"Space
Espionage Plans and International L w,” International Affairs, No. 10,
October 1960, pp. 53-57; Red Star, July 12, 1961,

AN. Rovalev and 1. 1. Cheaprov, Na Puti k Kesmicheskomu Pravu (On
the Road to Space Law), Institut Mezhdunarodnykh Otnoshenifi, Moscow, |
p. i23; FKorovin, Mezhdunarodnaia Zhizn, September 1963, p. 117; FE. A.
Korovin, '"Peacetul Cooperation in Space," Interrational Affairs, NHo. 2,
March 1962, p. 61,

d5ee Declaration of legal Principles Governing the Acrivitien of
Stetes in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, A/RES/16562 (XVIII),
26 Dlecember 1943,

i T 2 it
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of the USSR Academy of Sciences, also have stated that the demilitarization

of space cannot be realized until disarmament on earth has been achieved.1

The Soviet position on space i. the sphere of international law
thus seems contrived to place the onus on the United States for
“militarizing' outer space and to inhibit U.S. developments considsred
detrimental tc Soviet interests, while at the same time leaving the
door open to the Soviet Unicn to take such steps as it may consider
necessary of its security. Meanwhile, Soviet military literatuce
has borne marks of a somewhat parallel effort, apparently designed to
lay the groundwork for whatever military space measures the Soviet
leadership may choose to sanction., There is some possibility, at the
same time, that a certain amount of special pleading may be involved
in military statements on the subject, particularly if the Soviet
political leadership should still find itself uncertain at this
juncture over how deeply to become committed to a military competition
in space.

Among the first statements to present an emphatic case for Soviet
military interest in space, on the grounds that the Scviet Union
could not afford to ignore U.S. military space preparations, was a
series of two articles in March 1962 in Red Star. The author was
V. Larionov, then a lieutenant-colonel, whose contributfions to Soviet

military literature have grown impressively since that time. In the

lMezhdunarodngia Zhizn, September 1963, p. 118; see also G. P,
Zadorozhnii, ""Basic Problems of the Science of Space Law,”" in Kosmos i
Mezhdunarodnoe Pravo (Space and Incornntional Law), Institut Mezhdunarcdnykh
Otnoshenii, Moscow, 1962, p, 38.
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first article, Larionov argued that the United States nhad set its
sights on a long-term program for the military mastery of space
because it could not hope to catch up with the Soviet Union "in the
next few years.” MNc mention of Soviet response to t. is challenge
was made in the first article, although in some passages Larionov
seemed to be calling the attention of the Soviet leadership to the
advantages of military space capabilities. He said, for example,
that:

...the creation and employment of various space

systems and apparatus can lead immediately to

major strategic results. The working out of

efficient means of striking from space and of

combat with space weapons in combination with

nuclear weapons places in the hands of the

strategic leadership a new, powerful means of

affecting the military-economic gotential and

the military might of the enemy.

In the second article several days later, Larionov was more
explicit. Here he argued not only that the Soviet Union must counter
the United States with military space measures of its own, but also
suggested that the status of Soviet space technology gave the Soviet
Union a head start in such a competition. After accusing the United
States of preparing a large array of military space systers from

bombardment satellites to antisatellite weapons, Larionov said that

the Soviet Union:

...cannot ignore all these preparations of the
American imperialists and is forced to adopt
corresponding measures in order to safeguard its
security against an attack through outer space.
It is no secret that the technical basis for the
launching of earth satellites and spaceships is

]"Missiles and Strategy," Red Star, March 18, 1962,
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the ballistic missile and {ts guidance system,
Such complex, perfected technical equipment,
which is many times superior to American
technology, 18 in the possession of the Soviet
Union.

The Larionov formula has since been taken up by others. Both
editiors of the Sokolovskii work, for example, dwelt on American
military space plans as the basis for declaring that "the imperialists
must be opposed with more effective weapons and methods of using space
for defense."2 Both volumes also made the assertion that: "It would
be a mistake to allow the imperialists to gain any superiority in this
area."3 In the 1953 edition, several ~xpanded passages accused the
United States of stepping up its program for military exploitation of
space, and it was charged that the U.S. program attaches special
significance to use of the moon for military purposes:

Research is being conducted to determine the military
potential of the moon. Studi s are being made of the
possibility of using the moon for communicat ions,
reconnaissance and as a base for cosmic means of
attack.

Another accusation, based on an article in the U.S. periodical
press, was that the United States contemplates placing boabardment

satellites armed with nuclear weapons in orbits '"passing over the

Soviet Union."s Since the row Sokolovskii volume went to press

lnguter Space and Strategy," Red Star, March 21, 1962,

255viet Military Strategy, p. 427; Voennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed.,
pp. 405-406.

3bid.

aVoennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 404, .oviet charges that
"American militarists” are planning to occupy the moon were made as
early as 1960, Sce P. S. Romashkin, "Technical Progress and Soviet

Law," Sovetskoe Gosudarstvo i Pravo, No. 1, January 1960, p. 21,

SVoennaia Strategiia, 2nd cd., p. 404.
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before the adoption in October 1963 of the United Nations resolution
against mass destructicn weapons in space, it is not clear whether

the Sokolovskii authors would choose to soften this particular
accusatfon if they had it to do over again. However, a similar
accusation was repeated later ia November 1963 by Major-General
Baryshev,1 and in a December 1963 article another Soviet military writer,
cha. ged that the U.S. Dyna~Soar program "confirmed once again the
insidious intencions of the imperialists...to turn the cosmos into

an arena of war."z notwithstanding prior announcement by the U.S.

Department of Defeu.e that the Dyna-Soar program was being cancelled.J

Along with the theme that U.S. military activities in space

justify corresponding measures on the Soviet part, Soviet spokesmen

have touched regularly on the companion theme that the Soviet Union
would possess the edge in any military space competition that might

=
%%% % 7 develop. In January 1963, for example, a Soviet scientist pointed

out that "powerful Soviet rockets and heavy satellites cen carry out

= military tasks much better than low-capacity American rockets and

SACellitel."a In the same connection, Khrushchev and others have

%&f - o called attention to the militery significance of Soviet manred space

flights, as when Marshal Malinoveki{ said after the twin fijghts of

lped Star, Novecber 13, 1963, Marshal Sudets in January iv64
also charged that th: United States was continuing to "use space for .
military purposas,” including “'the developmeat of orbital space cystems,

Igvestiia, January 5, 1964,

21 {eutenant <Cclonel N, Vasil'ev, "From Airplane to Rocketplane,”
Sovetskii Patriot, December 22, 1963,

3New York Times, December 11, 1963,

‘U. A. Varvarov, Moscow radio bcoadcast, January 21, 1963.
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Vostoks III and IV in August 1962: '"Let our enemies know what

1
techniques and what soldiers our Soviet power has at its disposal.”

Trends in Soviet Thinkiag on the Military Significance of Space

Since the middle fifties, occasiunal Soviet expressions of
interest in the military utility of space have found their way into
print, and have included reference to the military potential of
satellites for both reconnaissance and bombardment purposes.2 How-
ever, the development of a cohesive doctrine of space warfire seems
to have been inhibited by the necessity to prese ve a propaganda image
of the Sovie. Union as a country interested solely in the exploration
of space for peaceful purposes. Only in the past few years, parallel
to the increasing attention given to alleged U.S. military ambitions
in space, can one find an emerging set of Soviet views on the
possible significance of space in Soviet military strategy. Even so,
the Soviet literature on the subject remains rather unii"ormative as
to the specific direction which any Soviet military space projects
might take.

As noted previously, the first Larionov article in March 1962
called attention to the '"major strategic results" which might be
attained by space operations, and other Soviet military literature

has since reflected the view that outer space must be included as

lRed Star, August 16, 1962. See also Major-Gereral 1, Baryshev,
"What Is Anti-Space Lefense?' Red Star, September 2, 1962,

2See Raymond L. Garthoff, "Red War Sputmiks in the Works?"
Missiles and Rockets, Vol, 3, May 1958, pp. 134-136; Soviet Space

Programs, pp. 56-59.
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a likely domain of military operations in the future. The revised

Sokolovskii edition, for example, in speaking of the spatial dimensions

which would characterize a future war, included a new statement that:
The concept of the "spatial scope" of a future war

must be basically amended, because military operations
can also embrace the cosmos.l

Apart from acknowledgment of the significance of space operations
in general, the principal focus of expressed Soviet interest and concer
has been upon the need to develop antisatellite capabilities. Ince.:
for such interest are suggested by the intense Soviet political campais
against reconnaissance satellites and Soviet insistence that '"the right
of a state to destroy 2 satellite-spy...is indisputable."2 In June
1960, whea the U-2 incident was fresh in his mind, Khrushchev told an
audience in Bucharest, with apparent reference to possible reconnaissan
satellite cperations, that 'these efforts, too, will be paralyzed and
a vebuff adminlstered."3 Horshoi Malinovskii in early 1963 indicated
that Soviet air defenses were not culy expected to counter aircraft and
missile attacks, but also vo deal with reconnaissance sateilirtes, The
defense forces, he safd, were "assigned the extremely imporcant role of
combatting an aggressor's modern means of nuclear attack and his attemp

. 4
to reconnoiter our country from the air and from space,"

lVoennai.a Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 254. Another Suviet writer in
late 963 stated: "T%e present development of military affairs gives
one the basis for assuming that space will be used in the future for
military ends.” Konoplev, Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 24,
December 1963, p. 32, See also: Derevianko, ibid., No., 1, January

1964, p. 20.
22adorozhn1£, op. cit., p. 53,

3Pravda, June 22, 1960, See also G. Zhukov, Internatioral Affairs
October 1960, p. 55.

aPravda, February 23, 1963, See also Red Star, Septemher 2,
1962,
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In their revised edition, tChe Sokolovskii authors introduce.

some new references to the need for antisatellite as well as anti-
nmissile defenses.l They also indicated that antisatellite defenses
would be intended not only for use against reconnaissance satellites,
but against other types of satellites carrying out 'the widest
variety of missions," including commun.cations, navigation and
bombardment.2 It was not made clear by the Sokolovskii authors
whether the antisatellite defenses the Soviets have in mind would
be ground or space-based systems, or both. Neither was it made clear
what progress has been achieved toward setting up such deferses.
One s:atement in the revised edition said that "under contemporary
conditions, an important task is to create a reliable system of anti-~
satellite defense,"3 from which it might be inferred that the job still
lies ahead. Anothe: comment. suggested less subtly that solutions to
the prcblem of antisatellit - defense are still, figuratively speaking,
somewhat up in the air:

It is still too early to predict what direction

the solution of this problem will take. However,

as means of attack are developed, so will means
of defense be created.t

In this connection, when discussing antimissile and antisatelli:te
defense research in the West, the new volume twice alluded ro a numbasr

of esoteric developments that were not mentioned in the 1962 edition.

lyoennaia Strategiia, 2nd od., pp. 394, 405, 407.
zgggg.. pp. 309, 394,

3bic., p. 3%%.

“1bsd., p. 309.
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in addition to high-speed neutrons a.ud electromagnetic flux, cited
in the first edition, the new text also mentioned the followiag
developments:
Various systems of radiition, anti-gravity, anti-
matter, plasma (bali lightning) etc., are under
tady 1s a2 means of desrroying missiles. Partirular
ctention is devoted to lasers (death rays), and it
is believed that in the future powerful lusers will
be able to destroy any missile or satellite.l
The extent of Soviet interes: in the developmert of bombardment
gatellite systems has been less clearly -drlineated than in the case
of antisatellite weapons, even thoug:? Soviet space technology pre-~
sumably is capable of developing bomb-carrying satellites.2 On a
number of occasions, Soviet spokesmen have drawn attention to the
convertibility of Soviet manned space vehicles into bombardment
vehicles, as did Khrustcncv in December 1961 when he said: "If we
could bring the spaceships of Yuri Gagarin and Gherman Titov to land
at a prearranged spot, we could of course, send up 'other payloads'
and 'land' them wherever we wanted."3 In early 1963, Marshal

Biriuzov, then commander of vhe Soviet strategic missile forces,

spparently meant to convey a similar suzgestion ‘hen he said:

A5

lIbid., p. 394. Soviet Military Strategy, p. 419.

2See Statement by Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara to
the House Armed Services Committee, Tanua.y 31, 1963, p. 321, where
he said: '"the Soviet Union may now have, or soon achieve, a
capability to place in orbit bomb-carrying satellites...”

3ggavda. December 10, 1961. Khrushchev had earlier linked the
Titov flight with an implied Soviet militeary capability to deliver
large-yield nuclear weapons '"to any pnint on the globe,' although
his statement was ambiguous enough to leave it unclear whether ke
was speaking of orbital delivery or ordinary missile delivery.
The New York Times, September 8, 1961.




-265-

"It has now bercome possible. at a command from the esrth, to launch
micsiles from satellitas at any desired time and at any point in
the sateilite's trajectory."l Since adoption of the October 1963
UN resolution against orbiting nuclear weapons in space, Soviet
suggestions of this sort have ceased, although as noted abcve, the
United States is stillrsporadically charged with harboring plans for
crbital-bombardment satellites. Whether the Soviet Union might
pursue the development of such systems under the cover of the UN
resolution, on the theory that it was merely taking precautionary
measures against possibie capitalist perfidy, is a question on which
opinions may vacy, but only time will furnish the answer.

Another direction of potential Soviet interest in space is the
development of reconnaissance capabilities, which Soviet literature

had canvassed in some detail as early as 1959.2

Owing perhaps to the
Soviet eftort to discredit any American development of reconnaissance
satellites, there have been no specific expressions of Soviet intent
to play this game. However, the capacity to take photographs from
satellites has been demonstrated by the Suviet cosmonaute themselves,3

and detailed discv=aions of the photographic potentialities of satellites

4
have appeared in Soviet literature at various times, The high

premium placed by Soviet military men on the role of reconnaissance

IMGECUW Domestic Service, F:bruary 21, 1963.

2Sne G. V. Petrovich, ""The First Artificial Satellite of the Sun,”
Vestnik ~kacemii Nauk SSSR (.JJournal of the USSR Academy of Sclences),
Ro. 3, March 1959, pp. 8-14.

35ee pubiished photos taken on Nikolaev's and Popovich' flights {in the
magazine US3R, Novenber 1962, pp. 45-47.

b5ee N. Varvarov, ''Cosmic Land Surveyors," tkonomicheskaia
Gazeta (Economic Gazette), January 8, 1961; _Voennaia Strategiia,
2nd ed., p. 86,
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under modern conditions would suggest that they have not remained
indifferent to the contribution which satellites might make to this

requirement.l

15 typical expression of Soviet emphasis on the importance of
reconnaissance was that by Colonel-General Shtemenko in February
1963. He wrote: 'The role of reconnaissance in modern war has
been increased to an extraordinary degree by the destructive powe:
of nuclear weapons and the great speed and accuracy of their delive.
to targat. The rapid and accurate selection of targets for nuclear
strikes can decide the outcome of battle...On the other hand, poorly
organized reconnaissance can result in great expenditure of nucle~r
weapors to no purpose, and in the last analysis, in failure to fu.i.
combat tasks." Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 3, February 1963,
p. 30.
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XVII, COALTTION ASPECTS OF SOVIET STRATEGY

Soviet strategic thinking in the postwar period has been pre-~
occupied largely with problems relating to the confrontation between
the United States and its NATO allies on the one hand and the Soviet
bloc on the other. Increasingly over the past few years, however,
the Soviet Union has been obliged to turn part of its attention
inward, as it were, to questions arising out of internal military
relations within the communist camp. Two phenomena have been larg:ly
responsible: one, the gradual emergence of the Warsaw Pact countries
toward a status of somewhat greater autonomy within the Soviet camp;
the other, the eruption of the bitter and far-reaching dispute between
Moscow and Peking. In this chapter, we shall touch upon some of the
developments in Soviet strategic thinking and internal Bloc military

relations which have acecompanied each of these phenomena.

Development of Warsaw Pact Co-operation

Looking at the development of the Warsaw Pact over the past nine

years, one is struck by the irony that what began primarily as a paper
mechanism to counter the entry of West Germany into NATQ has become
gradually an institution with a meaningful role to play in Soviet
coalition strategy. This is not to suggest that the Uarcaw Pact
countries wield anything comparable to the weight of the Furopean NATO
partners in the determination of coaliticn sirategies on the respective
sides, Nevertheless, with the nassage of time, the military co-
operation of the Fastern Luropean countries seems to have become more

important to the Soviet Union im both a political and a practical sense,
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At its inception in May 1955,a8 & Soviet-engineered response to

ratification of the Paris Agreements on March 26, 1955, the Warsaw

pactl apparently was intended as a device to permit Soviet negotiatior
with NATO, as one observer has put it, "on the basis of two ‘equal’

2
European security organizations.”  The new Warsaw Treaty supplemente

3 under

an existing series of bilateral mutual assistance treaties,
which the Soviet Union presumably could have pursued any necessary
military arrangements with the East European countries had not a
collective Pact seemed to be a desirable political-propaganda inst -um
for dealing with the West. Early Soviet propaganda treatment of the
Warsaw Pact and the rarze meetings of its foimal organs, together wit!
apparent failure to flesh out these bodies in the first few years of
the Pact's existence, tended to support the view that its symbolic

political role initially carried far more weight in Suviet eyes

than its co-operative military aspects.b

Two major bodies were provided by the Warsaw Treaty to carry

out the functions of the Pact., One of these was a Poiitical

lFor a Soviet description of the Warsaw Treaty on Friendship,
Cocperation and Mutual Assistance, G. P. Zhukov, Varshavskii Nopgovc
1 Voprosy Mezhdunarodnoi Bezopastnosti (The Wars.av Treaty and .uest:
of International Security), Sotsialno-Ekonomicheskoe Gosudarstveanoe
Izdatelstvo, Moscow, 1961,

2Mackintosh, og. cit., p. 103. For some of the basic material
in this portion of Chapter XVII, the author has drawn on an unpublis
paper by Sol Polansky, "The Development of the Warsaw Pact,” January
1964. The interpretations offered are, however, the responsibility
of the present author alone,

JV. Berezhkov, '""At the Warsaw Conference,” Novoue Vrenia V.
Times), No. 20, October 1955, p. 9; Ludwik Gelbert, Uklac
Warozawski (Warsaw Pact), Warsaw, 1957, p. 64, cited by Polansky,

op. cit., p. 2.
aPolansky,.gg. cit., pp. 3-5.
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Consultative Committee, whose meetings have been attended normally

by Party First Secretaries or government Premiers, together with
their Foreign and Defense Ministers.l In addition to its political
functions, this organ is said to have '"important functions in
military matters," which include decisions on "strengthening of the
defense capability and organiz;tion of the Joint Forces" and "matters

: ?
of delivery of arms and other materials.” The second major organ

set up by the Warsaw Treaty was a Joint Command. Its announced
function is "to carry out direct coordi.ation of military operations"

and "to prepare beforehand for effective defense in the event of

armed attack."3

The Joint Command has always been headed by a Soviet officer.
There have been two commanders-in-chief to date, Marshal I. Konev,
and the incumbent, Marshal A. Grechko. The commander-in-chief {s
assisted by deputies, who are the Ministers of Defense of the Pact P

countries and who nominally are supposed to retain '"command of the

armed forces of each member state allocated to the joint forces.""

Lrvo subsidiary organs of the Political Consultative Committee,
a Permanent Commission to deal with foreign policy questions cri a
Joint Secretariat, were provided by the Treaty, but there has bcen no
reported activity by these bodies. Polansky, op, cit., p. 3.

zGelbett, op. eit., pp. 113-114,
3Zhukov, Varshavskii Dogo or, p. 21.

AV. K. Sobakin, Kollektivnaia Bezopasnost' (Collective Security),
Moscow, 1962, p, 385. The only other element of the Warsaw Pact
command structure that has been mentioned publicly is the staff of
the Joint Armed Forces, composed of representatives of national general
staffs ond situated in Moscow. ‘Until his death in 1962, this staff was
hcaded by General A. I. Antonov, a close wartime associate of Stalin.
Another Soviet officer, General of the Army P. I. Batov, is the incumbent
chief-of-staff. Wehrpolitik, No. 3, 1963; Kommunist Vooruzhenuykh 45il,
No. 10, May 1963, p. 72.
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It is interesting and perhaps revealing that this concept was
contradicted by the description in both Sokolovskii editions of the
way Warsaw Pact command arrangements might be expected to work out
in wartime, The Sokolovskii formula stated:

Operational units including armed forces of

different socialist countries can be created

to conduct joint operations in military theaters.

The command of these units can be assigned to

the Supreme High Command of the Soviet armed

forces, with the representation of the supreme

high commands of the allied countries.l

Only after thus establishing the principle of Soviet contrel did
the Sokolovskii authors add that: "In some military theaters, the
operational units of the allied countries will be under their own
supreme high command."” Militarily, the concept of Soviet control
of operations, and presumably of strategic direction of a war as we 1
doubt less makes sound logic from the Soviet viewpoint, but given the
growing strength of nationalist sentiment in most of the Eastern
European countries, it may add some political strain to intra-
bloc relations,

The path to closer military co-operation among the Warsaw Pact
countries in the earlier days of the treaty was by no means smooth.
The crushing of the Hungarian rebellion in 1956 by the Soviet army
certainly dealt a setback to the idea of a socialist military allianc
based on common goals, and the apparently narrow margin of decision
against applying similar treatment to Gomulka's defiance of the

Soviet Union probably did not bolster a sense of common cause. At

the same time, however, events in the fall of 1956 did have the

1Goviet Military Strategy, p. 495. Voennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed.
p. 475,
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effect of prompting the Sovi?t Union to negotiate a series of
"status-of-forces" lgFeements.with various East European countries
in the course of the next year, and may also have led the Soviet
Union eventually to conclude that a closer binding together of |
military relationships under the aegis of the Warsaw Pact was the
best wey to avold future Hungarys.

These relationships already were close in some respects, of
course, particularly on a bilateral basis, for the Suviet Union had

e

largely equipped and trained the national forces of the new communist
regimes in‘Eastetn Europe in the early fifties. With respect to air
defense arrangements, which apparently became more closely integrated
vith those of the Soviet Union from around 1955 on,1 there was
necessarily a rather high degree of collaboration. The principal
outward sign of change in over-all military relationships in the
late fifties and early sixties was a greater Soviet tendency to stress
the joint strength of fho socialist countries and their fraternal
co-opéntlon,2 culminaticg finally in a series of well-publicized
joint military exercises inxi§61’and 1962,

This process of upgradiﬁg the Warsav Pact publicly in terms
of common defense of the socialist camp was tyrified by two state-

ments of Marshal Grecﬁko, uttered two years apart, On May 9, 1960,

he said:

Ig{1marx, op, cit., p. 267.

Zror example, in 1958 Colonel-General G. I. Khetagurov, commander
of Soviet forces in Poland, said: "Our combat cooperation with the
Polish forces is constantly growing. Units of our fraternal countries
exchange visits.” Red Star, November 21, @58. In 1959, Marshal

Konev, the first commander of the Warzaw Pact forces, sald: "We
no longer stand alone guarding the achievements of socialism, T
Shoulder to shoulder with us stand our brothers-in-arms.” Red Htur,

May 9, 1959.
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The might of the Soviet army is a reliable safezuard
of world peace, a reliahle zuarantee of the security
of our Motherland's borders, a guarantee of the
security of the fraternal socialist states.l

Two years later, he said:

Together with the Soviet armed forces, the
fraternal armies of the Warsaw Pact countries
are vigilantly standing guard over the peace,

The trend toward emphasis on the joint strength of the Warsaw Pac o
countries became particularly noticeable as part of the Soviet milita:
reaction to heightened tension over Berlin in the summer of 1961, wher
the first of several joint Warsaw Pact military exercises was held.1
The following year, three additional exercises took place, involving
Soviet forces in joint maneuvers at one location or another with all ¢
the East European countries except Bulgaria. 1In early 1962, a Soviet
general wrote that ",..the joint armed forces of the Warsaw Pact
countries have grovn qualitatively and have become still stronge:r duri
the past year.“a' Another officer,/nppfaising the éxercises of the
previous year, wrote in 1963: "Tﬁe joint exercises conducted recently
by a number of the armies of the Warsaw Pact countries have proved that

the joint armed ferces are yready at any moment to deal the aggressor

5
a destructive retaliatory blow.” The same officer, Colonel S. Lesne’

lpravda, 1ay 9, 1960.
21b1d., May 9, 1962. _
3Red Star, October 6, 1961,

ahicutcnant-coneral K. Piliashin, "Cuarding Peace and Security,”
Voennyi Vcstnik, No. 5, May 1962, p, 12,

SColoncl S. Lesnevskii, '"Combat Alliance of Fraternal Armres,"”
Voennye Znaniia, No. 5, May 1963, pp. 12-13,

e




stated in a long article on the Warsaw Pact later in 1963 that co-
operation among the Pact countries had increased their military capabilities
and regsulted in their "closing ranks in a single military family."1 Marshal
Malinovskii cemented the bonds among the Warsaw Pact members in still more
dramatic terms when he declared in 1963 th.t the '"pact was sealed in
blood."2 In line with this frequent recitation of measures that were
helping to bring the "socialist armies closer together,"” the published
report of a conference on military doctrine in Moscow in May 1963 noted
that one of the items seriously discussed was the recessity of developing

“a single military doctrine" for all of the Warsaw Pact countries.3

While it might be inferred from this latter comment that military
collaboration had not proceeded quite as far as other accounts sought
to convey, the fact remains that the Soviet Union has found it useful
to stress the close military bonds among the Warsaw Pact countries,

To what extent this effort derives from military as distinct from
political considerations, it is not easy to say. The two are closely

interrelated, Perhaps ths principal Soviet motive can be traced to

lcolonel S. Lesnevskii, '"The Military Collaboration of the Armed
Forces of the Socialist Countries,” Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 10,
May 1963, p. 73. See also: Marshal of the Soviet Union A. Grechko, "The
Exploit of the People," Izvestiia, May 9, 1963; Colonel A. Ratnikov, "A
Reliable Guard of the Security of People,"” Red Stur, May 14, 1963,

ZPravda, Pebruary 23, 1963,

3Voem\o-Istoricheskii Zhurnal, No. 10, October 1963, p. 126, In this
cennection, an article in the fall of 1963, written with the obvious
intention of stressing Warsaw Pact "military fellowship"” in contrast to
Chinese aloofness, pointed out the need to work out joint actions now
* scause it would be too late for a socialist country '"to call for aid"
after the bombs start to fall, Colonels I. Sidel'nikov and V. Zmitrenko,
"The Present Epoch and the Defense of the Achievements of Socialism,"”
Red Star, September 19, 1963,
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the fact that, in addition to opposing NATO, Soviet forces in
Eastern Europe have long had a kind of garrison function to insure
tuat regimes sympathetic to Soviet policy remain in power, as Hungary
rather vividly demonstrated. As the countries of Eastern Europe
have come gradually to acquire a larger measure of autonomy in the
economic, cultural and even political spheres, the naked garrison
aspect of a Soviet military presence in Eastern Europe would become
increasingly awkward were it not for the Warsaw Pact, which confers
collective sanction on the Soviet presence under the n:me of defense
against the NATO threat. The differing Polish and sSoviet inter-
pretations of the Hungarian episode suggest that there is still room
for friction and misunderstanding betweer. the East European countries
and the Scviet Union as to howrfar the Warsaw Pact can be stretched
to cover Soviet policing actions.1 Nevertheless, the Pact would
certainly seem of greater value to the Soviet Union today for its
internal cohesive functions than it probably appeared nine years
ago.

Ir. the strictly military sphere, some advantages for the Soviet

Union doubtless arise from closer co-operation with other Warsaw

1n this connection, the Polish view consistertly has been that
"the Warsaw Pact cannot be used as the legal basis for the actions

of Soviet troops during the tragic <vents which took place in
Hungary.” W, Morawiecki, "Or. the Warsaw Pact,”" “p-awy Miezynarodowz
(International Affairs), No. 5, 1958, p. 22, cited by Polansky, op.
cit., p. 16. The Soviet Union, on the other hanc has continued to
dispute Polish statements that Sovict troops couliu not put down the
Huncarian revolt under the legal - intle of the Warsaw Pact. The
Soviet view, as recently as May 1v63, was that "...the operative
strength of this cooperation /i.e., the Warsaw Pact/ was convincingly
demonstrated in the days of the counter-revolutionary putsch in
Hungary in the sutumn of 1956." Kommunist Voo.uzhennykh 5il, No. 10,
May 1963, p. 73,
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Pact armed forces. .n peacetime, Soviet access to maneuver areas,
transit, logistic support and the like are probably simplified under
the Pact. 1In the event of local hostilities, involving perhaps
West Germany, closer Soviet control of national armed forces might
be faciiitated by the Pact, although this would not appear to be
a central consideration, especially as long as Soviet policy continues
to keep nuclear weapons out of the nands of other Pact forces, which
appears to have been the case up to now. Should major hostilities
occur, there would be obvious advantages in having carried out prior
maneuvers, jolrt planning and staff arrangements, and so on., How-
ever, on the key nuestion -~ the extent to which a growing sense of
Soviet military dependence on other Warsaw Pact armed forces may have
accounted for upgrading of the Pact in the past few years -~ there
is no ready answer,

Soviet strategic missile strength, particularly in the large
medium-range missile forces trained against Western Europe from
USSK territory proper, would seem, on the surface, to have reduced
somevhat Soviet dependence on the [ast European countries. Ancther
point -- the reliabiiity of t4he East European armies ia Soviet
eyes =- also is germane. In this connectiocn, 1: is perhaps
gignificant that the modernist school of Soviet military thought
has never brought up the point that éxistence of large East European
armed forces mitigates the requirement for Soviet mass armies on the
earlier scale, although this would seem to be a logical argument for
the modernists tc make. This suggests that the S 'viet Union may
entertain some doubt as to how much rellance may be placed on other

Pact forces, and that Soviet military plans may be based on meeting
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the requirements of warfare in the European theater esseantially from
their own resources,

Finally, Soviet emphasis on the collective strength and military
unity of the Warsaw Pact countries has run curiously parallel tn the
worsening of relations wich Peking, which suggests that one function
of the Warsaw Pact co-operation theme has been to serve as a foil
against Chinese charges that the Soviet Union is guilty of splitting
the communist camp and of placing its own interests ahead of those

of other conmunist states.

Sino-Soviet Milit.cy Relations

In retrospect, it has come to be felt by many students of Sino-
Soviet affairs that military relations betwe:en these two largest
comnunist states were never as close as popularly assumed, even

before open disclosure of the growing rift between them in 1960.1

Woile this is not the place to undertake a full raview of earlier
Sino-Soviet military relations, it may be useful to note briefly the
background against which the post-1960 airing of differences over
matters of strategy and military policy has developed.

The seeds of future discord apparently wecre sown before the
Chinese Ccmmunists came to power on the mainland in late 1949,
Even during the postwvar vears when the Chinese Communists were
fighting the f[inal chapter of the Civil War against the Nationalists,

Stall:r ovidently held a skeptical view of Chinese Co wunist military

1Fcz a pe.~vasive expesition of this view, see Ray-ond L,
Gartnoff, "Simo-Soviet Milityry Relations,” The Annals of the nmerican !

Academy of Politicel apd Sogisl Sciemee, Vol. 44, Seprember 1963,
P, 5493 =
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prospects, as Indicat by his comments in 1948 to Dimitrov and

Kardelj.!

Stalin se~»-! to be hedging his bets by extending
military help and adv.:e sparingly to Mao and by maintaining
relations with Chiang's government until the Chinese Communists took
over.2 Wirh the Sino-Soviet Treaty of February 14, 1950, a formal

rilitary alliance aime< ! principally at Japan and the United States
came into being., Under tnis agreement, and presumably its various
unpublished protocols, the Soviet Union began to furnish military
advisors and equipment to China.

In the fall of 1950, when Soviet expectation of a quick North
Korean victory was upset and Chinese 'volunteers'" had to be comnitted
on a large scale, Moscow and Peking faced perhaps the first real
strain on their co-oper. tive military relationship. The Soviets
found themselves obliged t» rely on the Chinese to salvage a war they
themselves had apparently be;m,3 and in turn Moscow had to contemplate
the possibility that the war mi, . expand to a nuclear level at a time
when the Soviet military posture was far from adequate to deal with
a nuclear threat. In any event, however, the threat did not

materialize and the Sino-Soviet partners were spared the "agonizing

reappraisal” of their situatiou which events might have forced upon

lVladiner Dedijer, T!*o, Simon and Schuster, New York, 1953,
p. 322, '

2See A, Doak Barnett, Communist China_agnd Asia, Raa'om House,
New York, 1961, pp. 340-344; sce also Mark Mancall, "Russia and
China: Perennial Conflict," Problems of Communism, Vol, XII, No. 2,
March/April 1963, p. 65,

3see Allen S. Whiting, China Crosses the Yalu, The MacMillan
Company, New York, 1960, pp. lvev, 124-126; Carthoff, '"Sino-Soviet Military
Relations,' p. 84,
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them, By the time the war was closed out after Stalin's death in
1953, the Chinese had benefited greatly from Soviet aid in building
up modern, regular .ailitary forces.1 At the same time, however,
Chinese dependence on che Soviet Union had greatly increased. This
was particularly true with regard to the future, for if China was
to acquire the kind of nuclear military po r possessed by the Soviet
Union and the United States, and the t-chnical-industrial base to
support it, Moscow's help in rather massive doses was necessary.2
Apparently, this help was never to become available as freely
as the Chinese would *.ve liked, although in the pericd from 17354
down to 1960, the Soviet Union did prove more co=-operative in some
respects than in Stalin's time, Following the Xhrushchev-Bulganin
visit to Peking in late 1954, for example, some of the earlier hard
bargains driven by Stalin were relaxed: Port Arthur was turned bacs
to the Chinese in 1955, and the arrangement for exclusive Soviet
expioitation of Sinkiang uranjium was revoked. Increased help in
building up Chinese industry, including an indigenous arms incdustry,
also was forthcoming, anc in 1955 a scientific-technaical agreement
was signed, This was to be followed in October 1957 =-- as the
polemics subsequently revealed -- by & secret treaty dealing with

"new technology for national defense."3

1See Harold Hinton, 'Communist China's Miiitary Posture,”
Current History, September 1962, p. 151.

25ee Alfce Langley Hsieh, Communist China's Strategy in the
Nuclear Age, Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, Mew Jersey,

1962, pp. 72-75.

3Stacement by the Spokesman of the Chinese Covernment,
September 1, 1963 -- A Comment on the Soviet Covernment's tatement
of August 21, People's Daily, September 1, 1963, Peking, New China
News Agency broadcast, August 31, 1963,
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Nevertheless, despite Soviet co-operation with Peking from 1955
to 1960, a rather tight rein apparently was kept on Soviet military
commitments to the Chinese during this period.1 This included the
somevhat ambiguous Soviet backing of Mao's Taiwan Straits venture
of 1958, which took the form of a warning from Khrushchev to President
Eisenhower on September 18, 1958, that the Scviets would retaliate
with nuclear weapons in the event of a U.S. nuclear attack against
China.z It also has since become known that during this period
Sino-Soviet relations became seriously suarled over the question of
nuclear assistance to China, wit teking now charging that on June 20,
1959 the Soviet Union 'unilaterally tore up" the new technology
agreement of October 15, 1957, and "refused to provide China with a
sanple of an atomic bomb and technical data concerning its manufacture.’
In short, the strains which have since become evident in Sino-Soviet
military relstions already were well advanced 'y the time they erupted
in the open rift of mid-1960,

The principsal issues of a military uature exposed during the

Sino-Soviet polemics since 1960 tend to spill over well beyond the

1Garthoff, "Sino-Soviet Military Relations," pp. 82, B6ff.

2The extent of Soviet backing is still ambiguous, for the
Chinese have subsequently charged that Khrushchev ciaimed a false
victory because his warning came after the danger of nuclear
confrontstion in the Taiwan crisis had passed. See Chinese state-
ment, September 1, 1963, and Soviet government statement, September
20, 1963, Pravda, September 21, 1963, which reproaches Peking for
ingratituds,

3hinese Statement of September 1, 1963 and Statement by the
Srokesman of the Chinese Government, August 15, 1963 -- A Comment
on the Soviet Covernment’'s Statement of August 3, 1963, People's
Daily, August 15, 1963, Pekirg, New China News Agency bruaccast,
hugusc 146, 1963, The soviet Union has tacitly acknowledged a Lreach
of faith with regard to the October 1957 agreement by criticizing the
Chinese for disclosing recent defense fnformation in this connection,

|
Sovist government statemant, August 21, 1963, Pravda, August 21, 1963.



bounds of strictly military considerations. This is certainly the case
with regard to the central question of war and peace, The Soviet
leadership, scobered by its understanding of the consequences of nuclea
warfare and as yet the sole custodian of nu.lear capabilities within
the communist camp, has perforce been saddled wvith the responsibility
of taking practical steps to avoid the risk of nuclear war. The
Chinese, long-inclined to expect grrater political dividends from
Soviet military power than the Russians themselves,l and unencumbered

with practical responsibility for the control of weapons they do not
possess, have been more assertive in urging pressure upon the West
under the umbrella of Soviet missile and space accomplishments. To
some extent, the Chinese view may be colored by their own experience
in the Korean Wa: andrin Southeast Asia, uhere rather heavy pressure-
upon the West did not bring a nuclear response.

These differences of attitude have come to a focus in Chinese
criticism of the way the Soviet Union has been conducting the policy
of peaceful coexistence -- what one observer has called Moscow's own
"theory of containment'" directed against the West. Perhaps Chinese
criticism i{s seated in a concern that the tactical device of peace-
ful coexistence, by which the Soviet leaders hope to regulate pressure
on the West so as not to risk a auclear disaster, may become in the
course of time a way of life -- a mellowing of earlier militant

communism, with gradual divergence between the long-range aims

lsee Donald S. Zagoria, The sino-Soviet Conflict: 1956-1961,
Princeton University Press, Princeton, N. J., 1962, pp. 154-172;
Hsieh, op. cit., pp. 83-99, 169.
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of the world communist movementwgnd the national interests of the

Soviet Union.

High on the list of specific issues over which the Soviet Union
and China have fallen out i{s the Chinese determination to break into oy
the "nuclear club,” most graphically expressed by Chinese avowal of
willingness to go "with or without pants”" for this purpose if
necessary.l While a good deal of obscurlity still actends the question
of how far the Soviets had gone in assisting the Chinese in activities
related to acquisition of a nuclear capability before Moscow had second
thoughts on the subject, it now seems clear from the polemical exchanges
mencioned above that Sino-Soviet relations deteriorated rapidly after
the alleged abrogation in June 1959 of Soviet commitments to furnish
a sample bomb and weapons producgionranta. Soviet second thoughts on
the desirzbility of furnishing other advanced military items to the
Chinese also are evident. In June 1959 Khrushchev told Averell
Harriman that the Soviet Union already had sent some missiles to
China (he did not speci{fy whether with or without nuclear warheads or
Soviet crews) to help defend it against Taiwan.z However, somewhere
along the line further Soviet largesse ceased, and China has since
been denied even aircraft of up:Eo-date types furnished Hy the

Soviet Union to such non-communist couuntries as Indonesia and Egypt.3

1Clwn Yi Interview by Japanese Newsmen, Tokyo, Kyodo brovadcast,
October 28, 1903,

“Hsieh, op. cit., p. 164.
3Sue Garthoff, "Sino-Soviet Military Relations,” p. 92.
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Why the Soviet Union decides to withhold nuclear assistance to

China is open to speculation. Concern over being drawn by the
Chinese into a nuclear confrontacion with the United States,
particularly after the Taiwan :pisode of 1958, is one possible motive.
It is giver some weight by rather frequeat 3oviet accusations,
beginning with Khrushchev's speech of December 12, 1962 on Cuba,
that the Chinese hope to provoke a U,S.-Soviet anuclear war, while
themselves "sitting it out" -< more or less in the role of tertius
gaudens, waiting to pick up the pieces.1 A second possibility 1is
that the Soviet leaders may have calculated erroneously that nuclear
denial wculd force the Chinese to modify some other aspect of their
behavior not to Soviet liking., Signs that there was internal
Chinese division over the question of jeopardizing Soviet military
aid or "going it alone"” may have encouraged Moscow to belleve that
this pressure tactic would work.2 A third Soviet motive which has
been professed openly in connection with the test ban dialogue is
that, if the Soviet Union were to furaish nuclear weapons t¢« China,
ihe United states would follow suit by giving them o countries like

West Germany and Japan, which, in the Soviet view, would c1ly

lKhrushchev speech to Supreme Soviet, Pravda, December 13, 1962,
For other Soviet accusations along the same line, see: Marshal A,
Yeremenko, "A 'Paper' Tiger or a Thermonuclear Tiger?', article
written for the Bulgarian paper Pabotnichesko Pelo, Octcober 10, 1963;
Editorial, "For the General Line of the Worid Communist Movement
Against Opportunism, Nationalism, and Alventuricm,"” Kommunist,
No. 14, September 1963, pp. 19, 22,

2For discussion of internal Chinese schools of thought on
defense policy and the question of attitudes toward Soviet aid see:
Hsieh, op. cit., pp. 34-75; Zagoria, op, cit., pp. 190-194;
David A, Charles, "The Dismissal of Marshal P'eng Teh-huai," The
China Quarterly, No. 8, October-December 1961, pp. 62ff,
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"{ntensify the arms race" and ''complicate the defense of the
socialist camp."1

Closely related to the issue of withholding nuclear wesapons
from China as a source of Sino-Soviet friction has been the juestion
of how firmly Soviet deterrent power is committed to the support of
Chinese interests. Ultimately, this issue brings the very validity
of the Sino-Soviet Treaty itself into questisn. Soviet assurances
have been given in the course of the jolemics that the Soviet nuclear-
missile shield extends to China. Indeed, this is part of the Soviet
rationale for withholding weapons.2 At the same time, the Soviets
have left no doubt that there are limits to their counuxment? and
that it can be considered good only so long as the Chinese take their
policy cues from Moscow., As Marshal Malinovskii put it in January
1962, Soviet military power always stands ready to cefend "those

socialist states friendly to us."a Another Soviet Marshal,

Yeremenko, put it more picturesquely in October 1963, when he quoted
an old Russian .roverb to the Chinese: ''Do not spit into the well,

5
because you may one day need drinking water."

lsoviet government statement, September 20, 1963, Pravda,
September 21, 1963; Trifonenkov, Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 21,
November 1963, p. 28.

250viet government statement, Seprember 20, 1963, Pravda,
September 21, 1963; Red Star editorial, "The Leninist Course of our

Foreign Policy,” September 24, 1963; Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Si1,
No. 21, November 1963, p. 28.

3Curiously, the Western world seems tc have taken the strength
of this commitment more seriously than the Chinese, ascribing a rather
high "credibility rating” to the SovieL deterreat in the service of China.
See discussion of this point in Thomas C. Schelling, "Deterrence:
Military Diplomacy in the Nuclear Age,"” The Virginia Quarterly Review,
Vol, 39, No. &4, 1963, pp. 545-547,

GEEEXQ“- January 24, 1962. See also Zagoria, op,. cit., pp. 335-336.
sYeremenko, loe. cit.
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For their part, the Chinese have visibly chafed at being depe .demt
on Moscow, and have made plain their determination to acquire nuclear
weapons by their own efforts, stressing that all of China's problems,
including those of "“nationa. defense,” can be solved without Soviet
help.1

The question of the policy to be pursued with regard to national
libevation struggles and local wars has been another vexed issue
between Moscow and Peking. As our previous discussion in Chapter
Ten has sugges:ed, the Soviets seem to be seeking a more flexible
position on the escalation pctential of local struggles, partly to
reduce their vulnerability to Chinese charges of "capitulationism,”
which grew more strident after the Cuban crisis of 1962. The Soviet
Union has not remained wholly on the defensive, however, with :iegard
to Peking's pretensions to a superior doctrine for winning revolutiona.
wars. They not only have counterattacked by reminding Peking tha ooth
the socialist camp and national liberation movements live under the
protection of Soviet nuclear power. They also have gone further to
charge that the Chinese are courting war on the basis of Mioist
military theories that would pit manpower against nuclear weapons,
This line of attack was pursued in October 1963 by Major Ceneral
Kozlov, military correspondent of the Soviet news agency Novosti,
who baited Mao Tse-tung in the process, RQeferring to the "stratepy
and tactics for the victory of the weak over the strong,” developed

by Mao in his work, On Protracted War, Kozlov said: '"The tendeacy

lChen Yi at cientists' Banquet, Peking, New China News Agency
broadcast, January 5, 1962; Chen Yi, Red Flag, August 16, 1960;
See also Hsieh, op. cit., p. 112.
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and idea that victory in a war can be won through 'weakness' {s

naive, to say the least, {f not criminnl."1 Stating that "it {is e ———
impossible to entertain any hope of success when modern techniques

of warfare are ignored,” Kozlov charged that the Chinese idea of

"reducing everything solely to a numerical superiority nver the

enemy in the number of troops” would simply "doom small nations to

hopelessness.” Further, said Kozlov, in trying ""to impose their

limited experieuce and corresponding theories as a guide for all,

the Chinese leaders...distort the Marxist-Leninist theory of war

and do great harm to the communist cause."

On the other hand, the Chinese’ilso have made an issue of the
man-versus-technology question{lvAa noted earlier in Chapter Eight,
several Chinese statements on this subject have seemed to be
calculated to exacerbate internal Soviet political-military relations
by appealing to sentiment unsympathetié to Khrushchev's military
theories within some circles of the Soviet military establishment.

In an interview with Japanese correspondents on October 28, 1963,
for example, Foreign Minister éien Yi pointedly observed that in his
opinion "the CPSU, the Soviet people, and the Red Army will not readily

give up their friendship toward China."? A more specific stroke to e
separate Khrushchev from the Soviet military was delivered in the

Chinese statement of November 18, 1963 which attacked Khrushchev

lMajor-(;eneral S. Kozlov, "Against Dogmatiem and the Distor®ion
of Marxist-Leninist Teaching About War," Narodna Armiya (People's
Army) article, broadcast on Sofia radio, October 8, 1963.

’
“Tokyo, Kyodo broadcast, October 28, 1963,
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for "auclear fetishism" and for lopsided emphasis on technology
over maw, Declaring wthat while the Soviet army remains "a great
force safeguarding vorid peace,"” the Chinese also said that at the
same time:

Khrushchev's whole set of military theories

runs completely counter to Marxist-leninist

teuchings on war and the army. To follow

his erroneous theories will necessarily

invelve disintegrating the azmy....l

Besides the issues which have been publicly aired in the Sino-

Soviet polewics by the participants themselves, signs of friction
over other matters of military co-operation have come to lighc from
time to time., Edward Crankshaw, the British writer, disclosed in an
article in Pebruary 196% that one of the concrete issues which had
come up during the behind-the-scenes argumeits at the Conference of
81 Communist Parties in Moscow in November-December 1960 concerned a
plan for a joint Sirno-Soviet naval command in the Pacific.2 Pre-
sumably the Chinese charged that the Soviet Union wished to imposge
an unacceptable subordinate status on China in this arrangement,
Raymond Garthoff, in the Annals eesay previously cited, speculates

that Chinese sensitivity over equality of status may have similarly

preventod full integration of air defense systems, Newspaper reports

1"Two Pifferent Lines on the Quustion of War and Peace,'" Comment
on the Open Letter Issued by the Ceatral Committee of the CPSU,
People's Daily - Red Fiag, November 19, 1963, rekinz, New China
News Agency broadcast, November 18, 1963,

2Edward Crankshaw, "Sino-Soviet Rift Held Verv Decp," The
Washington Post, Februusry 12, 1961. Chinese charges in a joint Red
Flag-People's Daily article of Segtember 6, 1963 that the Soviet Union
in 1958 had tried "t ° .ng China uncer Soviet military control” were
apparently related t. the naval command issue, as indicated bv a peecr
made in Japan by a visiting Chinese official Chao An-pu, reporte in
the Japan Times, February 23, 1964,
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of border clashes in Sinkiang and of the strengthening ¢f garrisons
by both sides along their frontiers in Inner Asia,l while »ossibly
exaggersted, may also reflect an aspect of Sino-Soviet military
relations that is not quite according to‘Hoyle, as relations among
Communist states are supposed to go. In this connection, it is rot
without interest that recently-releas:d secret Chinese Communist
army documénts of 1960 and 1961 contained a directive on the need

to preserve the security of the Sino-Soviet froantiers of China.?

Although the deteraioration of bonds between Moscow and Peking
has gone much farther than the shrewdast prophet might have foreseen
a decade ago, one may rightly hesitate to predict what the future
bolds for Siao-Soviet wilitary relations. At ~ne extreme, it is not
inconceivabie that at some future date the two sides may find them-
seives shooting at each other, although this does not seem likely
unless their poliiical relations decline even beyoad the point they
have reached today. Both sides certainly have great cause %o
maintain some semblance of unity vis-a-vis the Western alliance,
and if the cholice oresented to the Soviet Union were either to
assist China o: see the mainland wrested from conmveuist control,
one might perhaps expact the Soviet Union to lend a helping hand.
Likewise, 1f the Soviet Union were t» become jnvolved in a major war

originating cutside of the Far Zast, China's fulfillmen: of her

l5ee: "Peking Spars with Soviets "wver Wilds of Central As{a,"
Christian Science Monitor, October 2, 143, Parnsworth Fowle,
"Soviet Tightene Yatch on China,” The New York Times, “ovember 17,
1963,

2por further comment or these documente, see Alice Heieh,
Communist China's Military Doctrice and Strategy, The RANU Corporation,

RM-3833-PR, Abridged. October 1963,
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treaty obligations to the USSR might be expected, although wa-
certainty es to what form Chinese support might take 1s likely to

be a touchy problem of Soviet strategy.

Short of such extreme situations which wake prediction hazardous
the tendency of bott powers to define their policy in terms of their
own interests seems likely to persist, wirh the prospect that thei.
military relations will continue to be guarded and somewhat distant.
Soviet strategy will p'tablbly reach a major crossroades of decision
howevar. when China becoms a 'ﬁuclear pover in her own right, At
that time, the Soviet Unfan ~ay have to choose between seeking an
accomwodation of some kimd with her populous neighbor in the Last,
or making other arrangemencts for Soviet security which could greatly

alter the structure of East-West relacionships as they exisi (adev.
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XVIII, THE UNFINISHED SEARCH FOR A WAR-WINNING STRATEGY

While the Soviet leadership may be iIncreasingly assailed by
grave doudt that a nuclear war would serve any rational policy
purposes at all, this sentiment has not yet seeped down into the
main body of Soviet military AOCCrine and strategy. Soviet military
literature provides n»n room for the crto. pt ¢f "no victor” in a future
war, and in this respect it continu. 2 echir he doctrinaire

ideological position that in the evenr of var, ‘' “ue true bdalanre of

~political, economic and military forces' betw:er the opposing systems

""guarantees”" victory for the communicst canmp.

However, when it comes to laying iduw.: the military path touvard
attainment of the "decisive political and military goals'” set for
the Soviet camp in any future general war with the Western coalition,
Soviet military theory seems still beset by conflicting views and
uncertainty. It reflects a continuing ambivalence between the
concepts of a short, decisive war and a long one, between the radical
notion that the shock effect of modern strategic weapons might bring
quick victory by paralyzing an enemy's will to resist and the nore
traditionai view that victory is to be secured only by large-scale
combined arms operations, ending with occﬁpatlon of the enemy's
homelard. |

Tte 1963 Sokolovskii edition secemed “0o be as much at cross-

purposes with ftsclf on this question as it. predecessor. Koy

1

fSoviet Military Strategy, . 313; Veennaia Scrategiia, 2nd ed.,
p. 298. ..e also: N. Talansky. "The 'Absnlute Weapc' and the
Problem »f sSecurity,” Iaternationul Affatrs, No. 4, April 19657, p. 6.

Major-Cerural N. Sushko and Major T. Eondratkov, "War and Politics in the
Nuclear Age," Kommunist Vooruzheanykh ${1, No. 2, January 1964, p. 20,
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passages expressing both viewpoints were retained. For example, the
prospect was still offered that ‘‘modern strategic weapons...make it

possible to achieve ¢ cicive results in winning victory in war some-
times even without ressort to tactical and field forces,"1 and that a

country subjected to "massive missile blows may find it necessary to

surrender even before its;armed forces have suffered decisive defeat.

On the other hand, the more traditional view also was repeated, with

the argument that tor final victory:

eo.it will be absolutely necessary to smash the
enemy's armud forces completely, deprive him of
strategic areas of deployment, liquidate his
military bases, and occupy his strategically
important regions,

In other recent Soviet military discourse, perhaps as part of the
traditionalist school's effort to hold its ground against the troop-
reduction implicatious of Khrushchev's December 1963 policy statemunt,

py——
there has beer a aotable tendency to place renewed emphasis on the
combinad-arms formula for final victory. The Red Star series on the
"eevolution in military affairs,” which began in January 1964 with
Gencral Lomov's two-part exposition on military doctrine, was

particularly weighted in this direction.?

lyoennaia Strategils, 2nd ed., p. 20; Soviet Military Strategy,
P. 94. See also Konoplev, Kommunist Vooruzshennykh Sil, No. 24, Dec. 1963
ZYodnnnia Strategiis, 2und ed., p. 32; Soviet Military Strategy,
p. 105. See alzo Derevianko, Kommunist Vooruzhemnykh SIT, Yo T"'u. Jan. 19
3§9ennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 246; Soviat Military Strategy, _
p. 302. An afterthought was added to this formula in the revised
edition, to emphasize the combined-arms aspect of the z.tustion.
Where the original text obssrved that "all these and other tasks can

only be accomplished by ground forces,” the new text added: "...in
combined operations with other brauches of the armed forces.”

bsae lomov, Red Star, January 7, 10, 1964; Colonel-General
S. M. Shtemerko, "The New Requirements Posed for the Combined-Arms
Commander," Red Star, January 16, 1964; Major-General K. Sushko,

Red Star, February 7, 1364.
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Continued Debate on Choice of Strategy

Hestern commentary on the first edition of Milftary Strategy

had pointed out that in terms of an over-all strategic design, the
work failed '"to lay out a promising formula for winning a war against
1
the United States if such a war should have to be fought,” The
alternative prospects for a Soviet military victory, given the
strategies expounded in the bcok and the existing relationship of
lorces, appeared to rest either on the hope that U.S. morale would
collapse early in the war or that the Soviet Union could outlast
its adversary in a protracted struggle -- neither of whieh possibilities
offered a very convincing basis for a winning military strategy.
There was no effort at direct rebuttal of this assessment in

the revised Sokolovski{ edition. On the contrary, the authors
gseemed to lend further strength to the impression that Soviet
military strategy is still at a loss to offer any prumising design
for victory. There was, in fact, a new suggestion that considerable
internal debate still turns on questions of choice between a Europeon
land-war strategy and a strategy for a new kind of war involving a
powerful transoceanic enemy. In a section of their book dealing
with "Methods for Conducting Modern Warfare," the Sokolovskii
authors included a new statement that:

A debate continues around all of these questions. TIn

essence, the argument is over the basic ways in which

a future war will be conducted. Will it on the one

hand be a land war with the employment of nuclear

veapons as a means of supparting the operations of

ground forces, or will it ou the other hanu be a

fundamentally new kind of war in which the main means

of solvigg strateglic tasks will be missiles and nuclear
weapons?

Isee U.s, Editors' Analytical Introduction, Hoviet Militury
Stratepy, p. 75. e
Zyoennaia Strategiia, ’nd ed., p. 3067,
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It strikes cne ar somewhat strange to find the issue posed in
this fashica, after the enormous outpouring of assertions from all
schools of Soviet military thought that a new war would be "fundamenta
different from any past war and that strategic nuclear-missile weapona
would be the "decisive means" employed. At the very least, the passa,
attests to the stubborn vitality of the traditionalist outlook, agair
which some military leaders still find it necessary to inveigh.l Hew
ever, the questicn at issue in this case may have been less a matter
of selecting one basic strategy versus the other, than of debate o\:.-
ways in which theater campaigns on the Eurasian continent should be
related in scope, character and timing to g.obal strategic operations
The latter are clearly a cardinal concern of Soviet military theorist
seeking a strategy for any general war with the United States, as
attested by the bulk of the material in the Sokolovskii book itse!¢.

At the same time, an undercurrent of rivalry for cormmand prestige

and pride of place between old line fi»1ld generals and a new generatio

lSee, for example, Marshal Malinovskii's exhortation to a group «
military editors i{n November 1963, where he said, arong other thing-:
"We must boldly smash and throw out everything that interferes with 'h
creative development of progressive military thinking and...be prepar
for active, decisive operations to the point of daring under comditic
of the employment of missiles and nuclear weapons by both sides.”
Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 21, November 1963, pp. 9-10. See als
General of the Army, P. Batitskii, "The Main Thing Is Constant Combat
Readiness," Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 18, September 1963, p. 2¢
Major-General I. Y. Krupchenko, "On Teaching History of Military Art »
the Higher Service Schools,'" Voenno-Istoricheskii Zhurnal, No. 9,
September 1963, pp. 40-41; Konoplev, Kommunist Vooruzhennykh 5il, No.
December 1963, p. 32; Marshal Biriuzov, ibid., No. 4, February 1964,
pp. 19-20. The latter, while criticizing officers who cling to out-
woded views, said caustically (p. 19): '"There is no place in the
missile forces for those who measure the new means of warfare with an
old yardstick."
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of technically-oriented, engineer-trained Soviet officers also seems

to run through the debate over theater warfare versus strategic
operations. This 1ssue came to the surface in one of the January 1964
Red Star articles, authored by Colonel-General S. M. Shtemenko,
chief-of -staff of the ground forces. The article dealt with the
question whether the combined-arms commander could still be considered
under modern conditions ''the basic organizer of combat and operations.”
Shtemenko argued in the affirmative, but in the course of doing fo,

he noted that the higher technical qualifications required in modern
warfare "gave a few comrades the opinion that a contemporary combined-

arms commander must necessarily be an engineer." While Shtemenko

spoke only in the context of ground forces personnel, an extension of
the field officer-versus-technical specialist issue to wider circles
within the Soviet military eltablishmeﬁt is implied by the unusual
publicity buildup of the special'ﬁualities of strategic missile

officers, to which we have referred earlier.

Awaraness of Shortcomings in Strategic Doctrine

In the revised Sokolov.kii edition of 1963, there were several
amendments which tended to show an awareness of logicai shortcomings
in current strategic doctrine, especially as regards the question
of how an essentially continental land power like the Soviet Union can

find a realistic strategy against ecn overseas adversary if it is

lned Star, January 16, 1964, See also Chapter Eight for dis-
cussion of another aspect of this question, that of the tension
brtween the new "military specialists'" and the Party apparatus in the
armed forces,



=294~

obliged to follow the doctrinal dictate of invasion and occupation
of the enemy's homeland. One such amendment occurred in a discussion
of requirements for gaining "complete victory over an enemy." In
the original version, it was said that this could be accorplished,
after strategic nuclear attack against the enemy state,

...only by completely defeating the enemy's armed

forces and capturing his territory, including the

regions where strategic weapons are reliably protected
[Underscoring added,/

In the revised version, the words underscored above weiec omitte
The inference to be drawn here is twofold. First, that the auth.
recognized a certain urrealism chout suggesting that the deep interi
of a country like the United States could be readily invaded and
captured by Soviet troops. Second, that -¢sewhat greater weight ma-
have been attached to the proapect of the enemy's colilapse after
nuclear bombardment, in which case occupation of his territory wculd
be a dif arent matter than fighting one's way in,

A second amendment in the 1963 Sokolovskii edition concerning
amphibious landing capabilities already has becen discussed in
connection with naval forces in Chapter Fourteen. This change,
recognizing the need "to make provision for amphibious operati.or:s,"2
was paralleled by other Soviet commentary which appeared to concede
that, in a war against an overseas opponent, the ground forces canno
be expected to accomplish their mission of final destruction of the
enemy and seizure of his territoury without naval and amphibious

operations.

1Voennaia Strategifa, 2nd ed., p. 263; Soviet Military Strat
p. 377.

2yoennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 313.
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The display of greater realism appears to take at least partial
cognizance of an important lacuna in the doctrine of combined
" operations customarily expounded in Soviet military literature. It may
be meant to suggest no more than that Soviet amphibious capabilities
should be improved for operations around the Soviet periphery or in
local conflict areas. However, if it is meant to imply the buildup
of invasion capabilities on a more ambitious scale, it opens up
perhaps lorger questions than it answers, particularly as regards
the matter of rescurces that would be required if the Soviet Union
were to embark upon development of naval and amphibious capabilities
on the scale required for invasion of an overseas opponent like the
United States. In light of the pressure already exerted upon Soviet
resources bv other miiitary and civilian requirements, an amoitious
new program of this sort would seem difficult to realize unlesa the
Soviet leadurs were preptred to boost their defense budget very
substantially -~ a step for which they apparently have little
enthusissm, as suggested by the trim-iag of the Soviet militacy
budget for 1964,

Thus, while the advocates of the combined-arms path to victory
may have worked some of the kinks out of their theory, they apparently
have not sold their case so far as ciaims on the Soviet hudgetl are
concerned. Unless the Soviet political leadership places more confidence
in che alternative strategy of & shock-elfect, first strike thar
it has manifested to date, this would appear to leave the search for
a military path to victory in the category of an unfinished item

on the Soviet asgenda.
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XIX, _SOVIET MILITARY STRATEGY AND DISARMAMENT

e e S e e ——— Y 4. S ————

Soviet Jicarmament policy customarily has been part and parcel
of an over-all strategy designed to improve the Soviet Uniun'e
military and political position, while strewing restraints in the
path of its major adversaries.1 The prospect that the So .ot milit:
search for a war-winning strates_ may prove unrewarding, or that
victory in a nuclear war, even if gttainable, may come to look
increasingly barren, dues not wmean, of course, that the Soviet
leadership will find it necessery or even possible to seek a disarme
worla as the only .lternative answer to the problem of Soviet secuu-
The intermediate ground between armed peace and a disarmed world is
broad and unexplored, Huw long it may take to cross it, no one
cav predict, but it seems sate to say that during whatever lengthy
p2ssage may lie ahead, the Soviet leaders will continue to regsrd
Soviet military power as an indispensable safeguard of their secvrit
and a strong support for their political strategy.

At the same time, one must recognize that the character of the
links between political and mil{tary power has been changing. In a
vorld where nuclear war may seem no longer a rational course and

vhere the possiiilities of altering the political balance by urc

lSee Malcolm Mackintosh and ilarry Willetts, "Arms Control and
the boviet National Interest,” in Louis Heikin, ed., arms Control
Issuc: for the Public, Prentice-Hall, Inc., Tnglewood Cliffs, New
Jarsey, 1961, pp. 141-177; ichard J. Barnett, '"The Sovict Attitude
on Ciszarmamens,” Probl.ms of Co wwnism, May=-June 1961, pp. 32-37.
See zlso, by .he present zuthor, "Khrushchev's Disarmament Strategy,
Orbis, Vol. IV, No. 1, Spring 1960, pp. 13-27.
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or threat of military action are otherwise fraught with grest
danger, Soviet attitudes toward the management of military power
1n the service of politics may well undergo change. Along with
this process could come also some shift in the customary Soviet B
approach to disarmament. While the political-propagandu exploitation

of the disarmament issue has been a ceutral feature of Soviet

df{sarmament policy,l we shall be primarily concerned in this chapter

with the relationship of disarmament to Soviet military strategy and

with Soviet military attitudes toward disarmament,

Ties Between Military Strategy and Disarmament Policy

It is hardly surprising that Soviet disarmament proposals
frequently have been made with an eye to improving the Soviet
strategic position or altgfinglthe military balance to Soviet
aa rantage. This pattern ib familiar in the history of disarmament
negotiations generaliy, and in the Soviet case -- as in nre-Soviet

Rugsia =- disarmameht initiatives often have coincided rather closely

l1n this connection, a recent major work on Soviet foreign
policy notes that althvugh no agreements resulted from the Soviet
" Unicn's postwar disarmawnt campaign, the S {et effort did serve
'to expose the enemies of disarmament and to mobilize world public
opinion for the struggle against the danger of war,"” M, Baturin,
and S, Tarov, Vneshnafa Politika Sovetskogo Soiuza Na Sovremennom
Etape, (The Foreign Policy of the Soviet Union at the Contemporary . ..—-ee—m. .
Stage), Izdatelstvo Instituta Mezhdunacodnykh Otneshenii, Moscow,
1962, p. 67.

- e
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with strategic and military needs.1 Many of the various Soviet
disarmament proposals since World War II have had a rather close
connection with the evolving requirements of Soviet military
strategy, although this is not to suggest that the tiwuing and natu
of these proposals was wholly a matte- ' :ubordinating other aspe
of Soviet disamament policy to immedia*e mllitary consideracions.
It may be useful to recall a few examples of Soviet disarmament
positions which hav: had a fairly obvious link with strategic
developments., One of these occurred in the first years after the
war in response to the 1946 Baruch Plan for internaticnal "cor:'r-i
cwnership of all atomic energy activity potentially dangerous to
world aecurity."z After definitive rejection of the Baruch Plan .
early 1947, the Soviet Union countered with demands for a ban on
atomic weapons aud destruction of all stocks.3 This was followec

by successive Soviet proposals from 1947 to 1949 to reduce all
conventional forces by one-third, concurrently with a ban on atomi

'Qgpong.a The effect of these proposais would have been to depriv

por example, the Litvinov proposal to the League « ¢ Nations
Prepiratory Commission at Geneva on November 3C, 19:' . . "Immedia
Complete and Seneral Disarmament” came at a time when ~he ed Army
was undergoinyg major reform and reorganization and the first Fi'e
Year Plan for industrialization was about to begin, placing t.ue S
Uni>n in a position which made a check upon the armament efforts
the other puwers a strategic necessity., An earlier pre-Soviet Rus
proposat vhich led to the Hague Conference of 1899 came similarly
a time when Russia needed to modernize her forces and was concer.e
Austrian and Cerman military strength in the West and the growing
power of Japan in the East. See Count Witte's confidences to his
advisor, Dr, C, J. Dallon, in E, J. Dillon, The EcLlipse uf Russia,
George H. Doran Cou,, New York, 1918, pp. 44-45, See also
Michael I. Florinsky, lussia, Vol, ITI, Tie MacMilian Company, 1958
pp. 1260-1261.

2Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, Vol. 1, Department of
state, 'lasirington, D, C., 1960, pp. 7-16.

31bid., p. 1.-19, 68-82,

41bid., pp. 84, 176, 187, 188, 191, 193
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the United States of the new weapons in which it was superior to the
foviet Union and to leave the latter with far superior conventional
strength in Europc,l The fact that the proposals were unlikely to

be accepted would permit the Scwiet Union in the meantiae to pursuve

its own program to acquire nuclear weapons, unhindered by ‘nternational
constraints, which cf course 1is what happened.

Another example of rather close correlation between Soviet
strategic interests and disarmameat policy is afforded by the major
set of proposals put forward by the Soviet Union in May 1955, not
long aftar Khrushchev forced Malenkov out of the leadership hierarchy.
Ry 1955, the strategic situation had greatly changed. The Korean War
was followed by a vigorous buiidup of U.S. strategic delivery forres
and the extension of a vorld-wide network of American bases, bringing
ho.e more forcefully than ever to the So-iet leadership the potential
consequences of a nuclear war. In Europe, the portent of a stronger
NATO was raised by the imminent re-arming of West Germany, alsc posing
a troublesome new problem for Soviet strategy. While Soviet military
power had not bzen neglected, and the U.S. nuclear monopoly had
by now been broken, the strategic situation from the Soviet viewpoint
was nevertheless deteriorating. Precisely at this juncture the
Soviet Unfon put forward its new set of disarmamecut propcsals in

2 .
May 1955. They called for a tuo-stage program, beginning vith

lgae Mockintosh and Yillatts, op, cit., v, 145,
2
“Docunents nn Nissrwamant, Yolume 1, pp. $56-4066,
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an immediate "freeze" of all for:es, vo be completed by the end of
1957. Conventional forces would be reduced to levels oreviously
suggested by an Anglo-French plan.l anc elimination of nuclear
weapons would begin when 75 per cent of conventional reductions wer
completed. Among other signiticant provisions, iiquidation of ail
military baces on foreign soil would b~gin in the first stage, a..
all countries wrould renounce the use of nuclear weapons, As a
measure to orev:nt surprise attack, observers would be stationed at
communications junctions,,ports and airfields. When completed, th-:
progran would 1: we the mnjor powers with a fixed level of con-~
ventional forces, and with no nuclear weapons or foreign baser.

Froi the Sovieé viewpoint, these proposals, if accepted, wou.'
have r:ieared the toerd of those aspects of Western military power
which gave the Soviet leaders most concern. Soviet conventional
superiority in Europe would he retained, German rearmament would
be nipped in the bud, NATO ard other Western alliaonces would come
upart at the sevns when U,S, bases were dismatled, and the Soviet
Union would finally have laid at rest the threat of U.5. nuciear R
pover.

Some of the subsequent Zoviet disarmament proposals in the nix
years after 1955 also showed a continuing link with the changing
strategic situation and Khrushchev's emergent military poli:fe-.

For exampie, in early 1956. as Soviet nuclear capabilities were

lthe force levels adopted from the Anglo-French plun of Jur.
1954 wvere 1,5 million men for the Soviet Union, (nited tate., and
China respectively, and 650,000 for Britain and France,
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1 znd Khrushchev's {deas of substituting ""firepower for man-

groving
power'" Yegan to take shape, the Soviet Union proposed that nuciear
disarmament be shelved for the time being while making a fresh

2ffort In the fleld of conventional redu.z*ion.2 Although these
suggestions led to nc disarmament agreementsg, {t {s interesting

that in 1956 the Soviet Union began unilateral troop cuts,3 ruggesting
that Khrushchev hoped to obtain some disarmament '"mileage" from
measures to be taken anyway Iin connection with his military reforms.
Somewhat simiiar erfforts to turn unilateral troop reductions to
account in the disarmamént market were to be obhserved in Khrushchev's
troop-cut svatements in January 1960 and December 1963, Soviet

troop reductions also have been cited in the context of the strategic
dialogue, as discussed earlier in Chapter Three, to support the
argument that the West cannot justify its arms programs on the grounds
that the Soviet armed forces are larger than those of the West.

Another argument has been that Soviet unilateral reductions have

removed the Weatern pretext for insisting on inspection.

lsge Mackintosh and Willetts, op, cit., p. 152,
2Documenta on Disarmament, Volume I, pp. 503-607.
3;&1ﬂ,, Volume I, pp. 630-639; Volume II, p. 780.

Aror examples of these arguments, see V. A. Zorin, ed., Borba
Scovetskogo Sojiuza Za Razoruzhenie 1946-1960 Cody (The Soviet Union's
Struggle for Disarmament, 1946-1960;, Izdatelstvo Instituta
Mezhdunarodnykh Otnoshenii, Moscew, 1961, pp. 83, 212, 302. The
same work also argues, pn. 73ff that Western arms control proposais
are Intended to serve the West's strategic objectives, to gather
intelligence, lull public opinion, and so on, rather than to
stup the arms race,

| ...
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The revival of a Litvinov-style proposal for general and comp
disarmament, marked by Khrushchev's speech to the UN General Asse .
in September 1959,1 had quite different implications {n a strateg
sense than previous postwar Soviet proposals., It was much more
tenuousl; linked with immediate military ¢ -iderations, and aimec
at bigger game. Politically, the sweeping Khrushchev proposal ws.
doubtless meant to put the West on the defensive, with little
expectation that it woulc lead to anything more concrete than pro:
longed and incc~clusive negotiarions from which the Soviet Uniwup
could hope to extract maximum political-propaganda advantages. C
the outside chance that adoption of a plan somewhat along the 1i-.
of this and subéequent Soviet total disarmament proposals might
transpire,2 what opportunities might it seem to offer from the
Soviet viewpoint?

For one thing, the rather drastic change of relationships in
a world abruptly and totally disarmed might seem likely to the So:
leaders to create a favorable environment for well-organized
revolutionary movements to gain the upper hand.3 During the proce
of dismantling formal military machinery, for example, real
opportunities could arise to accelerate '"national iiberation move:

withe 't fear of effective Western intervention, This seems to ha:

lxhe New York Times, September 19, 1959,

2For copies of the original 1959 proposal and subsequent
versions offered by the Soviet Union up to 1962, see: The Soviet
Stand on Disarmament, Crosscurrents Press, Inc., New York, 1962,
op. 9, 25, 53, 80.

3s5ee by the present author, Some Factors Bearing on Soviet
Attitudes Toward Disarmament, The RAND Corporation, P-2766
July 1963, p. 9. ’
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been the sense of Mikoyan's reproach in early 1962 to Chinese

critics of Soviet disarmament policy, when he said that disarmament

as proposed by the Soviet Union would not make the national liberatiom
struggle more difficult, but rather would strip the imperialists of
the means of "resisting the revolutionary actions of the proletariat
and the peasantry."l

Even well short of a totally disarmed world, the Soviet leaders
might feel that partial implementatinn of such measures as the
scrapping of nuclear delivery systems and withdrawal from overseas
military bases would bring about the demoralization and collapse
of the Western alliance system -- a political and strategic prize
well worth seeking in itself.

Militarily, adoption of a Soviet-style plan would ultimately
leave only national militia forces, equipped with light arms, for
the maintenance of internal order. Units of national militia also
would be made available to the UN Security Council for internatiomal
peace-keeping pufposga,z With the proportionately larger militia

which the Soviet Union and its East European auxiliaries would have

Igtection Speech in Yerevan, Pravda, March 15, 1962,

Zyhile the Soviet position on an international police¢ force for
peace-keeping purposes has softened slightly in the past year or two,
it is still inhospitable to the fde: of a permanently-organized
fnternational armed force independent of a Soviet veto, The essential
Soviet attitude on this cuestion seems unchanged f{rom the statewent
made in Octover 1959 by GC. A. Zhukov, Chairman of the State Committee
for Cultural Relatfons with Foreign Countries, who said the West looks
for "the establishment of an international police furce armed to the
teeth, which would have the job of suppressing peoples determined
to change the social system in their countries,"” Pravda, October 2,
1959. See also statement by Khrushchev on October 31, 1959, Pravda,
Noverber 1, 1959.
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at the r dlspocal, and protected by the veto in the security Counci
the Soviet leaders might feel that opportunities would arise to
intervene in the event of civi) uprisings in roncomaunist countries
of YWestern Europe.1 The United states, of course, would have nc
means to come to the rescue. The main cloud in this somevhat rosy
picture might be China, which presumably would dispose of even
larger militia forces than the ~oviet Union.

The possible advantages to be seen by the Soviet leaders in
adoptinn of a total disarmament plar would, of ccurse, include ~
end to the risk that a nuclear war might bring the destruction of
Soviet society, and the freeing of resources for nonmilitary purpo
Doubts about Soviet ability to stand the pace of a stepped-up arms
race also would be resolved by a total disarmament solution, althc
they might be replaced by problems of keeping up in a "peace 1ace”
a 1'outrance.

While an interesting case could be pressed still further for
Soviet interest in a radical replacement of present military
arrangements by total disarmament, there are also off-setting fact.
which doubtless work in the other direction. One of these: reluct
to trade off a powerful military machine and familiar security
arrangements for the unproven benefits of disarmamert. Another:

a realistic view of the intimate dependence of soviet political str
on the authority of military power. Closely telated to these consi
in the minds of the Shviet leaders is the conviction that Soviet de

power is mainly responsible for preventing war and protecting the

political and territorial integrity of the Soviet bloc.

1See Mackintosh and Willetts, op, cit., p. 156.
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Another factor in this category is the persistent belief that
communist superiority in the political, economic and miiitnry elements
of pover must be attained before a new communist order can be
expected to replace capitalism in the world. The possible future
threat posed by China also entgts Eﬁe picture, And, finally, there
is the unpalatable invasion of Soviet secrecy and the dilution of
the Party's internal wonopoly of power which would be implied by
acceptance of international authority over the disarmament and
peace~keeping processes,

This list, too, could be extended, but the point is evident
that the Soviet leadership is“gpt likely to make up its mind to
embrace tctal disarmament at one fell swoop. What might emerge
in the %oviet approach to disarmament could be somewhat less
concern for fashioning disarmament proposals so as to yield obviously
one-sided military and political advantages for the soviet Union, and
somewhat more concern for measures promising to reduce the danger of
war, to lighten the burden of armaments, and to control the character
of the arms competition,

The possibility of employing arms control measures to reduce
the tempo of the arms race and to channel it in direccions which the
Soviet Union might find less burdensome would seem to have a
particular appeal to the Soviet leadership at a time when converginy
demands upon Soviet resources are great. If no positive gains for
the Soviet military posture were forthcoming, an arms control
program vhich prevented "weapons' gaps" from widening might still
look attractive in terms of the relative correlation of forces

hetween the two sides.
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This raises again an important but as yet unanswered question
bearing on the Soviet approack to disarmament. Does the Soviet
leadership st’1l consider that improvement of the Soviet Union's
relative power position is an essent’al objective to be sought in
disarmasent negotiations, or does it now recognize areas of mutual
interest in which both sides might give up something in order to
attain a common henefit? The test-ban treaty signed on August S
and ratified in September 1963, seems to have involved both of
these elements, On the one hand, it probably contributed to some
easing of international tension and may have marked & step toward
slowing down the proliferation of auclear weapons which both sides
professed to find to their mutual interest, On the other hand, the
Soviet Union was quick to observe that the treaty foreclosed testir
of the kinds of weapons "in which superiority is on the side of th
Soviet Union," while permitting the Soviet Union "to conduct under-
ground tests of nuclear weapons if necessary for the security
interests of the Soviet Union and other socialist stateo."l The
Soviet lesders themsclves moy be uncertain as to which of these
criteria is the more important. The chances are, however, that even
when the criterion of mutual interest enters the picture, as {2 the
test-ban case, the Soviet leaders will continue to base their

decisions essentislly on the grounds of self-interest,

1

Editorial "To Strengthen Our Country's Might," Red Star,
September 21, 1963, See also: Pravda, September 26, 1963; Red
Star, October 10, 19063,
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Soviet Military Attitudes Toward Disarmament

The role played by the Soviet military in the formulation of
disarmament policy, an'ullitnry interest in the technical aspects
of a subject which obvioualy impinges closely upon military affairs,
are matters on which very little light (s shed by puhlic Soviet
discourse. Ritudl advocacy of Soviet disarmament proposals is expected
of and, as we shall note, obtained from military leaders, but their
public interest in the subject seems to stop there. Soviet military
literature itself is distinguished by an almost total indifference to
disarmament and arms control as a technical problem of serious pro-
fessional interest to military theorists and planners.

One cannot find -- either in Soviet military publications or”wwmmu&.h?
in the abundant output of political-propaganda organs on the
subject of disarmnmentl -- anything comparable to Western exploration

of arms control techniques to lower risks of accidental war, to

tighten command and control arrangements, and to help in the

1In addition to Soviet publications on disarmament already
cited, some of the mnre representative recent works on the subject
are: V. M. Kheitsman, SSSR { Problema Razoruzheniia (The USSR and
the Problem of Disarmament), Izdatelstvo Akademii Nauk SSSR, Moscow
1959, a monograph on the history of Soviet disarmament policy;
E. K. Fedorov, Prekrashchenie ladernykh Ispytanii (Cessation of
Nuclecar Testing), Izdatelstvo Akademii Mauk SSSR, Moscow, 1961, an
account by a Soviet scientist of the test ban issue; 0. V. Bogdanov,
Iadernce Razoruzhenie (Nuclear Disarmament), Izdatelstvo Instituta
Mezhdunarodnykh Otneshenif, Moscow, 1961, a description of Soviet
policy on the subject and criticism of Western views; 1, S. Glagolev,
ed., Ekonomicheskie Voprosy Razoruzheniia (Economic Problems of
Disarmament), Izdatelstvo Akademii Nauk SSSR, Moscow, 1961, a
collection of articlass following the Marxist-Leninist view of
this subject.
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management of crisis situations.! Neither does Scviet writing furni
any equivalent to the growing body of Western literature in which
various concepts of deterrence, strategic posture and arms control
are viewed as interrelated aspects of the international security
problem. At the same time, it is true, as noted previously in this
book, that there has been somz tendency of late for Soviet writers,

especially in media designed mainiy

()]

or foreign audiences, to empion
the technical idiow of this literature even though continuing to
attack its concepts.2 In part, the relative absence of a technical
analytical literature of disarmament in the Soviet Union can be
explained by the fact that such literature does not carry the emot'

force and high morai tone demanded by the general Soviet disarmamen

1'l“or a2 convenient listing and critical discussion of some of
the voluminous U.S. arms control and disarmament literature, see
James E. Dougherty, "The Disarmament Debate: A Review of Current
lLiterature,"” in two parts, Orbis, Volume V, Number 3, Fall 196°,
pp. 342-359 and Volume V, Number 4, Winter 1962, pp. 489-511,

2Among examples of this trend in Soviet writing are: V, Pecho
"About ‘'Acceptable' War,"” International Affairs, No., 3, March 1963,
pPP. 22-25, an attack on strategic concepts of Herman Kahan and Raymo
Aron; Boris Dimitriev, Pentagon i Vneshnaia Politika SShA (The
Pentagon and the Foreign Policy of the USA), Izdatelstvo Instituta
Mezhdunarodnykh Otnoshenii, Moscow, 1961, a somewhat dateu propagan
attack on militery influence in the United States, with portions
devoted to concepts of "massive retaliation" and "mutual deterrence
N. Talenskii, "Sincere? -- Yes, Realistic? -- No," International
Affairs, No. 3, March 1963, pp. 98-100, a criticisu of zonal
disarmament and inspection proposals advenced by Louis B. Sohn
(an accompanying "guest" article by Prof. Jay Orear of Columbia
University, defending the zonal concept, appeared in the same
issue); A. A, Blagonravov, "Destruction of Means of Nuclear Delive,
Novoe Vremia (New Times), No. 52, 1960, p. 10, an earlier discussio
by a Soviet scientist which went into problems of detecting missile
launchings. In additfon, this category includes the previously
ment ioned articles by Ceneral Nevsky in the World Marxist Review,

March 1963, the Glagolev-Larionov article in International Affairs,

November 1963, and portions of the 1963 revised Sokolovskil edition
of Voennafa Strategiia (Military Strategy). See also guest article
Yuri Sheinin, "A Soviet Scientist Looks at Disarmament,” Bulletin o
Atomic Scientists, January 1964, pp. 19-22, in which the Soviet aut
argues that the American concept of "arms control" can:ot provide a
adequate substitute for the "non-trivial"” approacl. of "complete and
universal disarmament."
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line. Secondly, the treatment of sophisticated concepts on the irter-
relation of arins control and strategy not only calls for spe’ling out
more details of Soviet military posture and strengths than normal Soviet
practice allows, but sucﬁ corcepts tend tc meke poor propaganda for
Soviet advocacy of radical and highiv oversimplified disarmsment
solutions. Finally, the voluminous Soviet literature on war itself
nrovides the basic uadcerpinning for the Soviet disarmament position,
which takes the view that arms control schemes and concepts are
attempts to "legalize'" nuclear war and the arms race.

The Soviet military outlook on disarmament customarily finds

-
LU O
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expression in the formula that "ax Tnang ae no anras:
reached and no universal disarmament implemented, the Soviet Union
and all other countries of the socialist camp are maintaining and

will continue to maintain their defense might at the necessary

1

level." One gets the impression that, having got this off his

chest, the average Soviet military man goes about his business

with little further thought about disarmament as a practical
expectation to be reckoned with, The formula is sometimes carried

a bit further, however, to suggest that Soviet military men are more
willing to hang up their unifofma and call it a day than their
Western counterparts. Thus, Marshal Yeremenko declared in January

1964 that:

1

Colonel A, M. Iovlev, '"New Technology and Mass Armies, Red
Star, April 5, 1961. See also: Editorial, '"The Strength and
Pride of the People,'" Pravda, February 23, 1964,

SN
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Some people in the West may find it incongruous

that Soviet military circles should joim 1n

sdvocating disarmament and the exclusion of

interstate wars from the life of society. It

is well known that Western military men try hard

to prove...that a worid nuclear war, or at least

a restricted, local one, is quite acceptable and

even necessary.

It is interesting that Marshal Yeremenko's formula barring

"interstate wars" left room for what the Soviets define as
“national liberation struggles” to continue, even in a disarmed
world. A colleague, the somewhat nebuious General Nevsky, offered
snother point omitted by Yeremenko when he said earlier that "Soviet
military men are willing to change their uniforms for civvies if
the Soviet proposcis for general and complete disarmament are
carried out,” becsuse, said Nevsky: "They have no private interests
running counter to the peace pclicy pursuwrd by the Soviet govern-
unnt."z

This general picture of a Soviet military elite which stauds

ready and eager to dissolve itself is a conventional Soviet myth

lﬂoccow News, No. 2. Jenuary 11, 1964.

2Hotld Marxist Review, March 1963, p. 30. The argument that
Western militery men are more opposed to hanging up their uniforms
than Soviet soldiers is paralleled by the argument *that "moncpoly-
dominated" Westeru aconomies have a vested interest in the arms
race, vhereas the controlled Soviet ecc..omy is held to be free of
such interests. See V. Onushkin, "Atomwnyl Bizues" Amerikenskykh
Monopolii (The "Atomic Business" of Americaan Monopolies), Izdatelstvo
Sotsialna Ekonomicheskoi Literatury, Moscow 1960, passim,.
At the same time, the customary Soviet line that the U.:. economy
could not shift from arms production to disa.mament has been altered
recently in some Soviet writing to c-ucede that the transition
could be made without big problems. Ses Zorin, op., cit., p. 293.
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which may have some basis in fact, but which hardly amounts to an
accurate description of the complicarted realities of Soviet life.
Disbandment of the armad forces and their absorption into civil
society would involve not only social and institutional problems
of considersble magnitude, but also a difficult shift of values
vhich the Soviet leadership has sought unremittingly to inculcate
in the Soviet fighting man for the past four-and-a-half decades.
To make light of these problems would suggest that the possibility
of facing them on & large scale has not been taken very seriously.
At the ssme time it should be recalled that the Soviet Union
has carried out substartial demobilization programs in the postwar
period.1 While not cowmparsble to uprooting the whole military elite
and expunging its role in Soviet life, these programs are instructive
on at least two counts. First, they were carried out, despite the
dislocation of personal lives involved and over some opposition
¢oparently from military leaders. Second, there was dissatisfactior
and lowering of morale, and in at least one case -- the January
1960 reduction program -- the troop cuts were hal;ed before completion.
Military moralc was not the only issue involved in this case, how-
ever, as ve have pointed out earlier in Chapter Two.
Some of the ''temporary'" dislocations and problems experienced

in the 1954-1959 period of demobilizations were rather frankly

lIn his January 14, 1960 Supreme Soviet speech, Khrushchev
retroactively srated that Soviet forces stood at 2.8 million men
by the end of 1948, were brought back up tc 5.7 million by 1955,
eand subsequently reduced to 3.6 million by January 1960, There
is some uncertainty as to whether all of these figures can be taken
at face value, but nevertheless a sizeable reduction appesars to
have taken place. See Pravda, January 15, 1960,
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described in s speech by Marshal Malinovskii im January 196C, on the
eve of a new round of cuts.l Rumblings of discontent and a&djustment
difficulties also found their way into print after the 1960 reduction
program began, particulariy with regard to officers, of Whom some
250,900 wvere to ke prematurely tetired.2 Even after suspension of
tne program in 1961, there were signs that re-employment of demobilized
sfficers had not been solved, such &s an appeal to reserve officers
in Red Star in March 1962 to migrate to the Far East where farm heip
was needcd.3 A year later, partly as a response to continuing
problems of readjustment, an extension of the January 20, 1960 decree
rroviding benefits for discharged military =2n was announced ir Red

Star.a

Other scattered glimpses iunto the state of the Soviet military
mind suggest that the Soviet officer's feeling about his place in
Soviet life, and his dedication to nilitary values, are somewhat
more comrlicated phenomena tham the myth of the compliant officer
vould indicate. PFor examplo, suie disonchantment over civilian
unconcern for the hardships of the officer's life has occasionally
found expression in the press. Testimony on this point was furnished

by N. Makeev, the editor of Red Star, writing for a civilian audience

lged Star, January 20, 1960. Amoang other things, Malinovskii
noted that 407 of the officers discharged in previous demobilizations
had not yat found "responsible posts."

21bid. See also, ibid., July 9, 1960, December 14, 1960.
3tb1d., March 16, 1962.

AIbid., March 29, 1963. A certain amount of chronic readjustment
difficulty associated with the "nmormal" return of discharged draftees
to civilian life also is reflected in the Soviet press from time to
tims. See Colonel A, Mitiashin, "A Soldier Comes Home," Izvestiia,
January 30, 1964,




in Ysvestiia, in Pebruary 1963, Ir a bitter comment on the "un-
concerned citizen,"” Makeev wrote: "What does he care that while he
sleeps, thousands of officers tirelessly carry on their difficult
duties...what does the unconcerned citizen care if the ten-times
wounded colonel has changed his place of service twelve times since
the war..." Makeev concluded by reminding his civilian audience that
the contribution of the officer to Soviet life is not less than
that of "the farmer, the engineer, the agri:cultural specialist, or
the dactor."1

jther Soviet military writers similarly have commeuted from time to time
time on civilian "misunderstanding" of military personnel and their
ccrntributions to Soviet society.2 Such comments suggest that the

Soviet cfficer corps nurses a wounded pride that would tend, at

the least, to complicate its reassimilation irto civilian life.
Military sensitivity to undermining of the martial values zad

heroic deeds upon which .he morale of the Soviet fighting man rests

elso has been displayed by the Soviet military leadership. Addressing

a group of Soviet writers and artists in February 1964, for example,

Marshal Malinovski{ was critical of "incorrect tendencies" in

portrayal of the last war, charging that various artistic works

1Izvestiia, February 2, 1963, The problem of the Soviet military's
place in the national 1ife is one of long-standing. In the middle
twenties, for examplc, this was one of the questions addressed by M., V.,
Frunze, who played a central role in reform of the armed forces after
Trotsky's ouster. Frunze argued on the basis of Lenin's prediction
that the Soviet Unicn would one day be irvolved in "frightful bloody
clashes" with Western "Imperialism,'” that the Soviet military must be
imbued with a sense of purpose and "should not be isolated from the
political life of the country." M. V. Frunze, Izbrannie Proizvedeniia
(Selected Works), Vol., 11, Voenizdat Ministerstva Oborony SSSR, Moscow,
1957, pp. 219, 274, passim.

25ee Colonel M, Makoveav, "Our Officer,” Red Star, February i3, 1964,
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contaired "pacifist themes and abstract negation of war" and brought
"irresolute and patty people” to the center of the state. Conceding
that war was cruel and devasteting, Malinovskii said nevertheless:
"Wa reject such a une-sided qppzoach to this important subject."1
While pacifist values #re not condoned ian the Soviet Union, and no
popular literature of the "Fail Safe" genre 18 parnitted to portray
the Soviet soldier as a greater thredt co his country's security than
the enemy,z it is nevertheless interesting that Marshal Malinovskii
should display concern over the possible contamination of Soviet
youth by antimilitary art.

Such occasional glimpses into the military state of mind in the
Soviet Union do not, of course, furnish grourds fcr¢ concluding that
Soviet military men would bYe either more or less resistant to a
general disarmament program than their counterparts in othar
countries. What they do suggest is that the exaggerated simplicity
of the official Soviet myth covers a host o1 problems that would have
to be dealt with by the Soviet leadership no less than by leaders

of cther societies.

1Specch by Marshal R. Ia. Maliunovskii, Pebruracry 7, 1964, Red Star,
February 9, 1964. For similar military criticism of artistic works
which failed to provide proper "heroic" inspiration, see Captain 2nd
Rank A, Chernomys and Lieutenant Colonel V. Fedorov, ''Wherein Lies the
Beauty of an Heroic Deed," Red Star, January 29, 1964; Msrshal I.
Bagramian, "Mighty Means of Patriotic Education," Sovetekfi Patriot,
January 29, 1964, See also Marshal Krylov's comments on pacifism,
Red Star, June 9, 1963,

2500 Sidmay ook, Tho Poil-Safo Palloev, Stoin amd Day, Mew York,
1963, pp. 19-23,
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XX, DMAGE (P THE AIVERSARY

At & time vhen both the United States and the Soviet Union seem
to be seeking ways to clarify the complexities of their etrategic
relacionship in the nuclear-missile age, greater importance than ever
before attaches to theif verception of each other., 1In this regard,
as noted earlier in this book, the picture of the West "hat emerges
fcom Soviet discours: of the past year or two has begun in some
respecls to take on more objective dimensions, notably in treating
ths United States as a strong but withal zomewhat more responsible
sdvcrsary than was formerly the case. Both editions of the Sokolovskif
work were landmarks of a sort in this connection.

The first Sokolovskii volume conveyed an image of the West that
in some vespects departed notably from familiar Soviet lore on fhe
"{mperialist enemy." Though colored, to be sure, by serious dis-
tortions of Western motives and intentions, the work contained a
relatively strafightforward lndrgpnerally realistic account of U.S.~
NATO military strength and strategy. The revised volume largely
followed the pattern of the first in this respect, again picturing
the United States as a forrmidable and resourceful opponent. However,
its appraisal of Western military strength was tempered by somewhat
more stress on internal contradictions and instability of the NATO
alliance.

One should caution against assuming that greater realism in
looking at the Unitel States is universal among Soviet writers, or
that it necessarily connotes . softening of the basic hostility with

which the West is viewsd. As much of the material which has come
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, under examinatiom in this book indicates, the premises upon which
Soviet gspokesmen base their imterpretation of the adversary remain
essentially unchanged. There is a further point to be borme in
mind also. Publicly-expressed Soviet views of the West more often
than not are meant to serve propaganda ends of one sort or another,

‘luch as demonstrating aggressive intent in every Western move. The
private Soviet assessment, on th: other hand, may vary frow one case
to another, Thus, the image of the West reflected in Soviet public
statements does unot necessarily correspond in all respects with what
Soviet leaders may think privately about the rstrategies and intentions

of their opponents,

S t View of Strengths and Weaknesses of Western Military Posture
Until guite recently, it was the fashion for Soviet military
writers to picture the United States as the devotee of a one-weapon
strategy, paying only lip service to the concept of balanced forces.
This view has now shifted -- to the point that at least onre Soviet
nilitary leadar, Marshal Chuikov, has intimated that Amer.can

rejection of “one-siced" theories is an exacple which the Soviet

Uaion should b in mlnd.l The general Soviet te.dency today is

to credit the United States with havinr changed its strategy and
force structure inm rec: gnition that victory in a global nuclear
var can only be attained by the joint effort of all arms, even

though strategic forces still have the central role.2 This,

lln Izvestiia, December 22, 1963, See discussion of Chuikov's
special pleading on this point in Chapter Twelve,

2Sovtet Milicary Strategy, pp. 168-170; Voennaia Strategiia,
2ﬂd .d.’ PP. 83'36.
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interestingly enough, is a concept very cluse to ithe one that mose
Soviet strategists have claimed as their own. At the same time that
Soviet commentators speak of the general trend of U,S, strategy with
a certain amount of oblique approbation, however, they also have been
highly critical of a particular development in U.f. strategic
thinking -- the '"'counterforce" or ''city-sparing'’ . ctrine enunciated
by Secretary McNamara in 1962. We shall take up "his subject at
greater length presently.

The United States vas obliged to shift from a once-rigid strategy
of "massive retaliatiocn" to that of "flexible response,' according
to the Soviet view, because of‘the growth of Soviet retaliatory power,

which would make general war unprofitable for the United States.1

There is an obvious inconsistency, which Soviet writers have conveniently
overlooked, between this description of a change in U.S. strategy and

the continued assertion that the United States also is preparing to

wage a "preventive" general war.2 As our earlier discussion has
suggested, there is probably a certain amvunt of rote as well as
tendentious purpose in the accusation of V.S, plans for preventive

war, a danger which the top Soviet leadership itself now appears to

regard as somewhat remote.3 There is, however, no such evident

lsoviet Military Strategy, pp. 157-159; Voennaia Strategiia,
2nd ed., pp. 75-77; Nevsky, World Marxist Review, March 1963, pp. 32-33;

B. Teplinskii, "U.S. 'Grand Strategy'', International Affairs, No. 2,
Pebruary 1964, pp. 24-25,

2Soviet Military Strategy, p. 160.

3See earlier discussfon of Soviet views on likelihood of war
fn Chapter Nine.
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vaservation {n Soviet views at all levels concerning U.S. interest in
and planning for local war operations as part of an effcrt to
strengthen the U,S. position in the underdeveloped world.1

With regard to the Soviet assessment of Western military strength,
there is explicit recognition in Joviet military writing of the
buildup of strategic delivery and conventional forces in the West.2
The most fully elaborated account of Western forces and programs in
the open Soviet literature remains that given in Chapter Two of the
Sokolovskii work, as revised in the 1963 edition. While no changes
of major import were made in the description cf Westzrn military
programs and capabilities in the revised edition, it up-dated
material previously presented., The new material, reflecting data
in open Western sources since publication of the first volume, dealt
with both numbers and in some cases qualitative changes in Western
weapons systems. For comparison at a glance, some of the figures
given in the successive editions for U.S. strategic force strength

are summed up below.3

IRed Star, November 27, 1963, December 12, 1963; Soviet Military
Strategy, pp. 158-159. Teplinskii, International Affairs, February
1964, pp. 25-27, 29. See also our previous :iiscussion in Chapter
Ten of the increased attention given to U.S. limited war theory in
the second Sokolovskii volume.

2See, for example, Grechko, Red Star, December 22, 1963; Chuikov,
Izvestifa, December 22, 1963.

dyoennaia Strategiis, 2nd ed., pp. 103,109; Soviet Military
Strategy, pp. 173, 177.



1963 1966
ICBM let Ed. 2nd Ed. lst Ed, 2nd Ed,
Atlas 132 126 132 132
TITAN-1 - 54 108 5e
TITAN-2 -- .- - 54
Minuteman o 20 800 950
132 200 1040 1190

Bombers (1962}

Heavy 600 630 900 900-1000

Medium 1300 1100
Migsile Subs

Subsz 6 9 41 41

Missiles 96 144 656 656
Space Weapons == -- % 34

The figure given in the second Sokolovskii edition for over-all
manpover strength of the U.S. armed forces was increased from 2.5
nillion at the end of 1961 t072.8 million in 1962.1 As in Lhe
previcus volume, no comparative figures for Soviet and Western force=
vere offered, preserving the discreet silence Qith which this subject
is 'nvariably treated in Soviet military literature. With regard
to ground forces, the combined strength of NATO, SEATO and CENTO
wvas given as approximately 5 miliion men, or about 180 divisions,

compared with 160 divisions in the previous edicion.z Of these,
NATO was said to have 90 di isions, as beforc.3

lyoennata Strategiia, 2nd ed,, p. 257; Soviet Military Strategy,
p. 311.

2yoennaia Strategiia, 2ad ed,, p. 114; Soviet Military Strategy,
p. 182,
3

Voennaia Strategifsa, ?nd ed., p. 114; Soviet Military Strategy,
p. 183,
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Or the question of nuclear waapons, the absence in the 1962 edition
of any figures for the V.S, atockpile war rrmediad in the new edition,
which gave the figure of "about 40,000." a nrmber cited by Khrushchev
on several occasions.1 The Soviet stockpile was described cryptically
in the same passage as being ''more than enough.'" Ameng additions to
the description »f U.S, missile capabiiities were figure. for war-
head yield, given as 3 megatons fer Atlas-E, 4 megatons for Yitan-l,
and 600 kilotons for Hinuteman.z

In a book intended, among other things,rto argue th. case for
Soviet military superiority, cthe rather candid appraisal nf American
nilitary power in both editions doubtless presented certain problems
for the Sokolovskii authors., If left to stand alone, the picture of
a militarfly formidable Western opponent would hardly help to eanhance
the Soviet imuge as the dominant weight in the world power balance.3
Perhaps for this rveason, the authors showed a sumewhat greater
tendency in the revised volume to offset their description of
Western a’'itary strength by references to internal strains and
contradictions in the Western alliance system, These comments, of
course, were not without some basis in developments over the past

year or so. Ir expending on tone tueme of growing instability within

lyoennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 244,
21b1d., p. 103.

3At tne came time, it should be recalled that from the view-
point of the Soviet military, the picture of a Western military
threat of great magnitude is not without certain self-serving
aspects, since it would tend to fortify the case of those urging
further strengthening of the Suviet ‘‘{litary posture, See dis-
cussion ir Chapter Twelve,
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NATO, the new volume ascribed this in part to increasing copposition
by the European partners to U.S. leadership in the sphere of

1
"military policy and strategy.'"

The tendency of the revised edition to discern chinks in the
opponent's political-morale position was matched by increased emphasis
elsewhere in the book,2 as in other recent Soviet military literature,
on the superior political-morale qualities which the Sovieat system
is said to eng' .der, both among troops and the population. It may
e recalled from our earlier discusrion of the short-versus-long
war issve in Chapter Eleven that one school of Soviet “hought has

particularly stressed this factor. A representative statement of

&

this school put the matter as foliows:
The imperialist states will not be able to bea~
the hardships of modern war...in case of war the
political-morale potential of the world so.ialist
system will be vastly superior to the morale
capabilities of the imperialist aggressor, This
will determine to s considerable extent th: cgutcome
of the struggle in favor of socialism,3
Apart fror the politicalemorale factor, Soviet comaentary
prcfesses to find severzl other weak points in tue testern posture.
One of chese is the vulnerabiiity of Europe, bcth with regard to
the density of its population and industry ir. the event of nuclear

4
war, and with regard to its pcacetime role as a '"hostage," to which

lysennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 35; see also pp. 97, 206. For
a Soviat analvsis of Internal NATO difficulties, in which an attempt
wac made to demonstrate that despite growing disunity the threat of NATO
aggression nas not diminished, see F. Fyodoro\ "NAIO and che Pemand of
the Times," International Affairs, No. 2, February 1964, pp. 38-41.
2yoennaia Strategiia, pp. 47, 50, 491, 495.
3rrifonenkov, On the Fundamental Lews of the Coucse and Outcome
of Modern War, p. 48.
4soviet Military Strategy, op. 409-410; Voennaia Strategiia,
2nd ed,, pp. 340-341,

i
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Khrushchev is fond of alluding., No lzss important, in Soviet eyes,
i8 the passing of the day when the Unl «d States could consider
itself invulnerable to attack. As Khrushchev put it when talking
with a group of American businessmen in Moscow in November 1963:
"The time when the United States, being separated from Europe 'y
the vast ¢« panse of the Atlaaric Ocear, could feel itself secure

and never involved in conflict and wai1. that time has passed."l

While fully aware that the Soviet Union itself enjoys no
invulnerability to nuclear attack, the Soviet leaders seem to feel
that the vulnerability of the U.S. homeland is the one factor more
than any other that represents the Achilles' heel of their major
adversary, With respect to U.S. overseas bases, thg Soviet view
is somewhat inconsistent. On the one hand, Sovie. spokesmen have
argued that these bases are highly vulnerable in the missile age2
and therefore a liability, whila ar the same time these very bases
have been the target of an intense Soviet diplomatic and propaganda
canpaign aimed at sacur.ng their liquidation. . balance, it
wouid appear that the Soviet Unfon regards U.S. ' vcrseas bases more

as an element of Wastern atrength than of weakness.

Ipime-Life News Service, Transcript of Interview with Chairman
Khrushchev and American Businessmen in the Kremlin, November 6, 1963,
p. 8. See Pravda, February 6, 1959, for one of Khrushchev's eariier
compents on the same theme. See also Teplinskii, International
Affairs, February 1964, p. 24.

2R, Ia. Malinovskif, "15th An.iversary of the Victory Over
Yascist GCermany," Pravda, May 10, 1960; Marshal A. Yeremenko, "The
Strategic and Political Value of Military Bases," International
Affairs, Wo. 11, 1960, pp. 59-60; Khrushchev interview, Pravda,

Saptember 10, 1961; Mareev, Eompunist Vooruzhsnnykh Sil, Wo. 3,

Pebruary 1964, p. 13,
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Criticism of U.S. Counterforce Strategy

In a speech at Aar Arbor on June 16, 1962, Secretary of Defense
Robert McNamara gave a definitive outline of a new strategic
philosophy stressing that military targets rather than cities and
population should be the object of attack in the event of a nuclear
war. Stating that the West was strong enough to survive a massive
surprise attack and still go on "to destroy an enemy society 1if
driven to it," McNamara also « phasized that "we are giving a
possible opponent the strongest imaginable incentive to refrain

from striking our own cities."

From the time of this speech, Soviet commentators have devoted
a great deal of attention to criticism of U.S. "counterforce" or
"city-sparing" strategy, terms used more or less interchangeably
by Soviet sources with reference to the basic strategy enunciated
by M:Namara. On several occasions in 1962 Khrushchev and varioﬁs
Soviet military leaders expressed flatly negative views of what
they called McNamara's attempt to establish "rules" for nuclear
w.rfare,z wvhile some Soviet snokesmen chose to interpret the

Ann Arbor speech as the enunciation of a first-strike doctrine and

1Vit:al Speeches of the Day, August 1, 1962, pp. 626-629,

2Khrushchev speech of July 10, 1962, Pravda, July 11, 1962,
See also: Major-General M. M{l'shtein, "Certain Strategic Military
Concepts of the American Imperialists,"” Mirovaia Ekonomika i
Mezhdunarodnie Otnosheniia (World Economics and International Relations),
No. 8, August 1962; Major-General N, Talenskil, "Preventive War-
Nuclear Suicide," International Affairs, No, 9, September 1962,
pp. 10-16; Colonel-General A. Rytov, "USSR Air Force Day,"

Kommunist Vooruzhennykh Sil, No. 15, August 1962, p, 14,
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"concrete and practical evidence of preparation for a preventive
'.r."l Presumably with these Soviet allegations in mind, the U.S,

side in the strategic dialogue sought to make clear that the new

B ~ U,.S. strategy was not oriented around a first-strike., Later in the

year, for example, Secretary McNamara pointed out that the implications
of the U,S. strategy were "exactly the opposite," since with "a sure
second-strike capability," there would be no pressure whatsoever on
the United States to try to strike first.z

Subsequent Sovist discussion of U.S. strategy has continued to
reflect a concerted effort to discredit the concepts advanced by
McNamara at Aan Arbor. However, there have been some interesting
shifts in Soviet treatmsnt of tha subject, suggesting awareness of
the need to present a more persuasive Soviet case. Four points are
worth noting in this connection. FPirst, while Soviet strategists have
remained unrcccpt£v§ to the city-sparing aspects of the McNamara
doctrine, they themselves have begun to emphasize the second-striﬁe
assurance afforded by their own strategic posture.3 Second, some
sensitivity has been displayed, as noted earlier, to the implication
that Soviet stratugic doctrine is less humane than the counterforce,

city-sparing .ppm.ch,‘ Third, the argument has been introduced that

lnarshal Sokolovskii, Red Star, July 19, 1962.
2!nt0rviow with Stewart Alsop, '"Our New Strategy," The Saturday
Bvening Post, December 1, 1962, p, 18,

3Su discussion of this question in Chapter Five in connection
with Soviet efforts to enhance the credibility of the Soviet
deterrent posture.

‘Su discussion of the Soviet attitude toward strategic
targeting restraints im Chapter XIII.
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the counterforce doctrine is a further elaboration of the U.S.
"flexible response' strategy, representing an attempt to escape
from "the crisis of military policy and strategy" in which Western
leaders find themselves.1 And fourth, there has been more effort to
trace the development of the counterforce concept and to demonstrate
its untenability from a military standpoint.

These trends became apparent in several Soviet analyses which
appeared in 1963, the first of note being the work of General Nevsky,

2
the nebulous military commentator of whom we have spoken before,

The points laid out in Nevsky's article in the World Marxist Review

in March 1963 were taken up and amplified in the second Sokolovskii
edition, which put forward the fullest critique of the U.S. counter-
force strategy in Soviet writing to date. This critique is worth
observing in some detail, not only as an example of the way the
Soviets perceive the process of U.S. strategy formulation, but also
for the light it sheds on Soviet thinking with regard to the counter-
force doctrine itself.

Tha first part of the critique covered the developmant of
U.S. counterforce theory, which was said by the Sokolovskii authors
to be '""the result of prolonged study of the problem of waging

auclear war,” aimed at determining the target categories which must

lNevsky, World Marxist Review, March 1963, pp. 30-33; Voennaia
Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 83,

2"Modem Armaments and Problims of Strategy," World Marxist
Review, March 1963, pp. 30-35, See also article by Pechorkin,
International Affairs, March 1963, p. 24, in which the feasibility
of McNamara's concepts was challenged, though on less extended
grounds than by other Soviet authors.

——
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be destroyed in order "to bring quick defeat of the enemy."l Initially,
according to the Sokolovskii authors, differing views were advanced in
the United States as to whether it was better to concentrate on
destroying the sremy's strategic forces or to attack lar.. population
centers. The first altornative presented the greater difficulties,
because:
The delivery of nuclear strikes against the enemy's
strategic weapons is a more difficult task than
striking large cities. In the main, these difficulties
are due, first, to the fact that such weapons exist in
significant quantitiea, and second, the majority of
them, especially missiles -- which under today's
conditions are absolute weapons -- are emplaced in
nearly-invulnerable underground bases, on sSubmarines,
etc., Further, the trend toward increasing this
invulnerability is growing all the time,2
Another factor also affected the choice of which target system
to strike, for according to the Sokolovskii authors: 'This depends
to a considersble extent on the delivery systems available anu theix
numbers." If accuracy of the systems is poor, "they comnut be used
against small targets like missiie launch pads or sirfields.,” If
their nunbers are inadequate, they "can only be used against large
targets, like cities,"3
Continuing their description of the procees by which the
United States arrived at the strategy enunciated by McNamara in
June 1962, the Soviet authors said that the U.S. command conducted

war games for several years, using computers 'to test various kinds

of attacks against the Soviet Union." The resultant findings were

lyoennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 84,
21p14.

3bad.
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that strikes against cities would not "remove the threat of powerful
retaliatory strikes,” which could wipe out the United States. On the
other hand, strikes against the opponent's strategic delivery forces
could "significantly reduce his cspability to destroy American cities
and p»“alatioa."l

On the basis of these consideration:, the United States "came to
the ultimate conclusion that it was necessary to destroy the enemy's
armed force, and first of all, his strategic delivery means."2 Thus,
in the Soviet viéw, evolved the "counterforce'" or 'city-sparing"
strategy which the United Statas has now offered "as some sort of
suggestion to the Soviet Union on 'rules' for tne conduct of nuclear
war."

The second part of the Sokolovskii critique dealt with problems
of carrying out a counterforce strategy. Among obstacles to such a
strategy, the Soviet authors enumerated the fol.owing: First, how
"convince"” others of the need to adhere to "new rules" of sparing
cities, when "most military targets ure located in or near cities.”
Second, if these "rulesﬁ are to be followed, the United States and
its European allies should start tc remove all their military

installations from cities. However, this is not only unrealistic,

1bid,
ZIbido ’ PP. 84-850

3;91g.. pP. 85. Elsewhere in the revised Sokolovekii edition,
the authors were skeptical that the United S ates would in fact try
to follow a set of rules in the event of war. They said, p. 365,
that: ".,.the U.S. militarists do not intend to employ their nuclear
weapons solely against military targets...they are planning to use
Such weapons above all against targets in the deep interior, against
cities, against the peaceful population, against the economy, and
also naturally against...the armed forces."
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but as noted in the Western press, if such a move were ca..ied out,
",..the USSR would draw the conclusion that the United States was
preparing to attack." Finally, counterforce strategy presupposes the
need for a large system of population shelters, "whose role and
significance in a future war appears quite problematical.”

For a counterforce strategy to be '"realistic and practical,”
acc. rding to the authors, five basic requirements must be met, These
were listed as:z

1. Reliable and numerically-adequate reconnaissance means,
in order to assure necessary target informationm,

2. Large numbers of missiles of great accuracy, reliability
and readiness, "since there are considerably more
military targets, thanm cities,"

3. Reliable systems of command and control, warning and
communications.

4. Careful planning to co-ordinate missile strikes and

military operations of the whole coalition, "based on
extensive use of computers."

5. Surprise.

With respect to the first item, reconnaissance, the Sckolovskii
authors said the United States banks on the use of large numbers of
satellites, capable currently of taking photographs "with a resolution
of 2 meters,” By the 1965-1970 period, they will be capable of
"60-centimeter resolution from an altitude of 500 kilometers." How-

ever, according tn the Soviet authors, prospects for solution of the

reconnaissance problem are pocr. Citing the American press and

1Ibid. See also: Glagolev-Larionc-, International Affairs,
November 1963, pp. 31-32; Nevsky, World Marxist Review, March 1963,
pe 33; Pechorkin, International Affairs, March 1963, pp. 23-24.

2Voennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., pp. 85-86.
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Henry Rissinger as authority, thev pointed out that Soviet missiles
will be increasingly dispersed and hidden in underground silos, and
many will be mobile or based at sea, all of which will make
reconnaissance more difficult.1

With respect to the second requirement, the United States was
said to be staking its bets mainly on such solid-fuel missiles as
Minuteman and Polaris. While conceding thé advantages of Minute-
man, the authors pointed out that Polaris is nct accurate enough to
be employed against any targets other than large cities, which
counterforce strategy '"is supposed to avoid.”2

On the third point, the Soviet authors noted that the U.S.
»plans to use satellites both to obtain 79 -minute warning of missile
attacks on the United States, and for invulnerable cémmunication
and navigation systems on a global scale. They also nentioned the
use of airborne and sea-based command posts. However, they offered
no comment on the efficacy of these measures.3

As to the co-ordinated planning problem, the Sokolovskii
authors aguin adverted to the opinion of anonymous U.S. military
specialists that the difficulty of obtaining target information on

a growing -“oviet missile force increasingly complicates the planning

1

Ibid., p. 86,
ZIbid. See also: N, Talenskii, ' NATC Nuclear Force Is a

Dangerous Venture, ' Iniornational Affairs, No, 5, May 1963, p. 26;
Nevsky, Uorld Marxist lewviev, March 1763, p. 33.

3Voennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed,, p. 87.
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and organization of a U.S, missile attack.1 All these reasons, they
said, cast doubt on the effectiveness of a counterforce strategy,
which banks on full Jestruction of the opponent's strategic weapons,
Still citing anunymous opinion, the authors then stated that the
uncertainty of accomplishing this task means that:

+so.the political value of a counterforce strategy

may be depraciating even more rapidly than its

military value, because it becomes increasingly

difficult for the representatives of the military

command to convince the political leadership of the

absolute reliability of their plans and calculations

based on fragmentary iantelligence data on enemy

targets,?

Militarily, the value of a counterforce strategy also will
continue to decline during the sixties, according to the Sokolovskii
authors, because: ",,.even if the percentage of the Soviet strategic
forces which the United States can destroy remains constant (which
itself is a rather optimistic assumption), the absolute number of

3
surviving forces will increase.”” Finally, turning to the qiestion
of surprise attack in relation to counterforce strategy, the authors
asserted that such a strategy is in essence aggressive, because it

would offer nu expectation of victory without preventive war and a

surprise attack. '""This strategy," they said:

lIb d. See also: Nevsky, World Marxist Review, March 1963, p. 33;
Pechorkin, International Affairs, March 1963, p. 24, The latter, in
addition to mentioning the difficulty of target location as a problem
for the United States, also implied that this would be a problem for
the Soviet Union, since the location of U.S., targets would not be
pinpointed for the adversary by "the U.S, Secretary of Defense."

The Pechot¥%in argument then went on tc make the point that:
"Accordingly, large th.rmonuclear warheads would be used to blanket
great expanses, which means they would inevitably hit the cities as
well, especially in the densely-populated countries,"

2Voennaia Strategiia, 2nd ed., p. 87.
31b14.
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...involves {irst of all the need for a preventive
war, A strategy which expects to achieve victory
through the destruction of srmed forces cannot bLe
based on the idea of a "retaliatory strike"; it
i3 based on preventive action, on the attainment
of surprise.

. While rounding out their critique of counterfor.c =trategy with
the customary allegation that the United States is actively studying
ways to achieve "maximum surprise' by meairs of a first strike, the
Sokolovskil authors also added a new note in their 1963 discussion
by suggesting that changing conditions may now be reducing U.S.
confidence in the feasibility of conducting a surprise attack. Om
this point they said:

U.S. military experts consider that the possibility
of achieving strategic surprise will increasingly
decline in the future. This is due to the fact
that modern means of detecticen and warning make it
possible to spot ballistic missile launchings,
especi~liy strategic miss les, and to send warn'~g
information on such launch.ngs to the appropriate
comnand centers.

The above excursus on U.S. coun’erforce strategy by the
Sokolovskii authors, while still po. 'mical in tone and disposed at
times to fall back on Marxist-Leninist platitudes about U,S3,
behavior, nonetheless represents a somewhat more objectively-
argued analysis than has been customary in Soviet military literature.

In this and similar Soviet treatment of the counterforce question,

one may discern several factors whici presumably help to account for

imbid., p. 88.

Zzgig., pp. 70-91, 4 similar view, it may be recalled, was
also expressed in the article in the November 1963 issue of Inter-
national Affairs by Glagolev and Lirionov, p. 32, See discussion
in Chapter Five,




-332-

the strenuous Soviet effort to discredit 1+ e counterforce, city-
sparing concept. First, assuming that Soviet atrategic celivery
forces are considerably smaller than those of the West, there is

an obvious d! advant-ge in embracing a strategy which, by the Soviets'
own account, raquires large numbers of delivery vehicles, Secoend,
there would appear to be an incompatibility between the Soviet

weapons program, with its recent stress on super-megaton yields,

and a strategy calling for precise delivery 2nd measured megatonnage
against military targets. To reverse diraction of this pregram would
probably eatail great practical difficulties, besides depriving the
Soviet arsenal of weapons upon whick a high political premium evidentl
is put for their intimidational and dete:rrent value. Third, the
jmportant role played by Soviet secrecy is undevscored by the Soviet
attitude toward the counterforce strategy. While in Soviet eyes an
advantage may lie with their side so far as obtaining target data is
concerned, they also appear to fe.i that their position in this

regard may be somevhat shaky, hence the empi.asis put on the difficulty
of locating targets as a barrier to & counterforce strategy.

On the whole, in terms of the strategic dialogue, the line
pursued with regard to the counterforce strategy issue seems intended
to lend further cupport to the Soviet contention that che United
States zan no longer count on carrying out @ successful first-strike
against the Soviet Union, and that Soviet capability to deliver a

retalistory second-strike {s now in any event beyond question.
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Future Prospects fur the Strategic Dialogue

It would ke rremature in the extreme to suggest that the Soviet
image of the West now mirrors reality with reasonsiole fidelity.
Soviet perception of the West is still filtered through ideological
and parochial suspicions that procuce a woefully distorted picture,
particularly of W.stern motives and intentions. At the same time,
it can be said that the successive Sckolovskii editions and some
other recent expressions of Soviet strategic thinking have come a
little way toward presenting a more objective image of the other
side,

This in i{rself may be a small start toward a more meaningful
and mutually instructive dialogue between East and West, particularly
between the two great nuclear powers on either side., Some slight
change in the rode of discourse ~-- with the discussants talking past
each other lcss and to each other more ~-- is another small start that
may be discerned in the present trend of affairs. It generally has
seemed that the discussants in the strategic dialogue vere speaking
fron an entirely different conceptual framework, arguing from
independent systems of logic =-- which in fact is not far from the
mark, 1s a result, they have talked past zach other more often than
not, /4 change in the mode and quality of discourse == if nothing
else, a beter mutual grasp ot it  technical idio~, while unlikely
to oridge the concentual gap, might at least draw the two different
systens of logic closer together,

It could be said that there is precious little evidence of

irpro-ement .n the quality of discuurse exhibited from the Soviet
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side in such vehicles as the successive Sokolovskii volumes, the
rebuttal of the Sokolovskii authors to the U.S. editors of their
work, the Glagolev-Larionov exigesis on Soviet peace policy and
military posture, the Nevsky commentary on problems of strategy, and
other recent examples of Soviet strategic thought, not excluding the
frequent sallies into this field by policy and decision-makers like
Khrushchev himself. All have more or less I{n common a penchant for
painting the motives of the other side black, the pclicies of the
Soviet Union white, and its superiority unquestionable -- a picture
which somevhat oversimplifies the situation, to say the least.

And yet, it is perhaps unwarranted to dismiss out of hand the
possibility of rafsing the level of discourse and moving the atrateg.
dialogue onto more productive ground., The expanded discussicn cf
U.S. strategy in the revised Sokolovskif volume is a case in point.
One may feesl that the treatment of counterforce strategy was pre-
judiced by being used to support Soviet charges of aggressive U.S.
plan: and to fortify Soviet claims to an invulnerable retaliatory
posture, However, the Aﬁnlyltn demonstrated at least that the
authors had done some homework and had acquainted themselves with
the U.S. literature on the subject, If their rendering of the U.S.
process of strategy formulation was imprecise, it showed at least an
understanding of some of the factors involved, and in the process
revealed some of their own concerns, including the strong dependence
of the Soviet military p;;ture on a continuing high level of secrecy.
The Red Star commentary of the Sckolovskii authors, in itself a
forensic development of a rather unusual kind in the strategic

dialogue, showed several signs of Soviet desire to clarify foreign




=335

understanding cf the Soviet military posture, as did the International
Affairs article by Glagolev and Larionov and som: of the other state-

ments examined in this book.

The question may be raised that an improvement in the quality
and level of strategic discourse is not necessarily of any significant
moment in itself., No matter how well informed by common appreciation™
of the problems and concerns of the parties involved, strategic dis-
course itself will never be a substitute for the substance of military
force in a world where the politics of power holds sway. This is no
doubt true, Still, the forms and character of the strategic dialogue
can influence the policies governing military power., In an age when
the destructive potential of military power is so great that its
use or misuse {s the common concern of all, this would seem to be a
sufficient excuse for improving the quality of the dialogue.

One of course should expect no miracles. The strategic dialogue
s a form of communication between antagonists, not a vehicle for
healing host{ility or for clearing up a deep-seated clash of purposes,
It may make some contribution to avoiding mistaken impressions about
the posture of the opponent. It may, of course, have just the
opposite effect, but that 1{s a risk that exists in any event. At
beet, the strategic dialogue could lead to a useful end §{ it serves,
as Walter Lippmam put it f:éently wvhen describing President Keanedy's

influence on the course of world events: '',..to convince the Soviet

Union that it must perforce and that it can comfortuably und honorably ...

live within a balance of power which is decidedly in our favor." !

ljhe Washingcton Post, December 3, 1963.

S
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EPILOGUE: SOVIET STRATEGY AT THE CROSSROADS A

In the opening chapter of this book we noted that the Soviet
leaders seem to stand today at a crossroads of decision on many
issues of strategy and defense policy. Problems of various kinds,
some unique to the Soviet situation and others basically similar to
problems with which Westur-. policy-makers and strateglsts must cope,
have converged upon the Soviet leadership at this stage of the
twentieth century.

One of the problems of first magnitude, as we have seen, is
relatéd to tke allocation of resources. Diffic.lties withia the
Soviet economy and combeting demands upon it evicently have made
it more difficult than usual for the Soviet leaders to decide what
share of their resources shall be devoted to military purposes.

Another fundamental problem, growing out of the military-
technological revolution of the present age, centers upon Soviet
awareness of the destructiveness of nuclear war. This has given
rise to questions about the feasibility of war as an instrument of
policy and the limits of military power in the nuclear-missile era.

The unhcaled St{no-Soviet estrangement reprecents another
problem of great magnitude, which, among other things, may have
called into question the possibility of future Sino-Soviet military
co-oparation and some of the basic strategic assuintions upon which
Soviet planning probably has been based.

In the immediate area of Soviet milita:y policy and strategy,
it would appear that well on to twe years after the unsuccessful

deployment of Soviet umissiles to Cuba, the Soviet leadwersivip is

g it
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still confronted with a number of unresolved issues in seeking a
military posture suitable to Soviet needs in the power contest with
the United States. The ongoing military dialogue in the Soviet
Union, which we have examined at some length, bears witness to the
fact that there are still differing schools of thought on many
matters which have been quder/debate for some time past. To mention
a few, these include: (i) the size of the armed forces which should
be maintained; (2) the kind of war ~- short or protracted -- for
which Soviet forces and the country should be prepared; (3) the
prospects of survival under conditions of nuclear warfare; (4) “’.:
respective weight of strategic missile forces and combined arms
operations in any future war against a powerful overseas enemy;

(5) the question whether the criteria for developing the Soviet armed
forces should stress mainly their deterrent and intimidational
functions or their war-fighting value, and finally, (6) the problem e
of finding a winning military strategy for any war that might have

to be fought with the United States.

In addition to such questions bearing on practical decisions
with regard to defense policy, there also has been continued al-
though inconclusive evidence of a certain amount of underlying
strain between Party-political authorities on the one hand and
some clements of the professional officer corps on the other.

While 1t is important to remember that an essential consensus
still binds the wvarious elemenfs of the Soviet leadersiip together,
and that the areas of agreement on purpose and policy dare doubtless

mich broader than the areas of contention, nevertheless, the above
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brief catalogue of vexatious issues is enough to suggest that
Khrushchev and other Soviet leaders hsve their hands full today

in charting the course of Soviet defense policy. Indeed, a
convergenze of suech problcgn ovaer the past ysar or two would sesm

to account in large quflfor Soviet interest im cultivating a certain
measure of detemte in ﬁ.s.-Sovtot relations. It is in this sense
that one might say that Soviet strategy is at a crossroads today,

as the Soviat l;ld.rl play for time, seeking ways to work them-

selves out of their various difficulifes.



