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SOVIET MILITARY THOUGHT ON FUTURE WAR 
(Doctr ine and Debate Since  1960) 

T h i s  is a working pape r ,  a p r e l i m i n a r y  and uncoordinated 

Other  pape r s  on Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  

examinat ion of t h e  predicament of S o v i e t  m i l i t a r y  thought  on 
t h e  q u e s t i o n  of g e n e r a l  w a r ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  w i t h  regard t o  g u e s -  
t i o n s  of s t r a t e g i c  importance.  
d o c t r i n e  and p o l i c y  w i l l  f o l low.  

T h i s  paper  is b a s e d m t  irely on open Sov ie t  material-s, 
p r i n c i p a l l y  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  m i l i t a r y  j o u r n a l s  andt”6FtbSoks  
on m i l i t a r y  s c i e n c e  addressed t o  audiences  of p r o f e s s i o n a l s .  
These materials t aken  by themselves  are n o t ,  of course, a s u r e  
guide t o  S o v i e t  s t r a t e g y ,  as t h e y  are i n  p a r t  des igned  t o  s e r v e  
f o r e i g n  p o l i c y  and propaganda o b j e c t i v e s .  Neve r the l e s s ,  t h e  
materials c o n t a i n  ve ry  u s e f u l  i n d i c a t i o n s  of S o v i e t  m i l i t a r y  
t h i n k i n g  on f u t u r e  w a r ,  i nc lud ing  areas of u n c e r t a i n t y ,  a n x i e t y ,  
and confus ion .  We t h i n k  t h a t  w e  can  d i s t i n g u i s h  between a r t i -  
cles of d o c t r i n e  which are unquest ioned and those which are 
subject  t o  d i s p u t e ,  and t h a t  w e  can i d e n t i f y  the s c h o o l s  of 
thought  among m i l i t a r y  o f f i c e r s  . 

The writer has had encouragement and a s s i s t a n c e  from 
Howard S t o e r t z  of ONE and from Matthew Ga l l aghe r  of OO/FBID: 
t h e  l a t t e r  wrote our  l a s t  examinat ion of Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  th ink -  
ing ,  CAESAR XI-60 of January 1960. Ne i the r  Mr. Stoertz nor  
Mr. Gal l aghe r  is r e s p o n s i b l e ,  however, f o r  the  conc lus ions  
of t h i s  pape r ,  which are c o n t r o v e r s i a l .  

The Sino-Soviet  S t u d i e s  Group would welcome comment on 
t h i s  pape r ,  addressed  t o  Irwin P e t e r  Halpern,  who wrote t h e  
paper ,  or t o  t h e  c o o r d i n a t o r  of t h e  SSSG, 1 1  
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SOVIET MILITARY THOUGHT ON FUTURE W A R  
(Doctr ine and Debate Since  1960) 

Summary and Conclusions 

Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  thought  on a g e n e r a l  w a r  of t h e  f u t u r e ,  
as r evea led  i n  t h e  open discourse, has  been i n  a f l u i d  s ta te  
i n  r e c e n t  y e a r s .  Faced wi th  t h e  v a s t  d e s t r u c t i v e  p o t e n t i a l  
of thermonuclear  weapons and an a c c e l e r a t i n g  weapons technology 
i n  bo th  camps, many Sov ie t  leaders have found it no . longer  
p o s s i b l e  t o  formula te  modern s t r a t e g y  and t ac t ics  s imply  by 
apply ing  time-tested p r i n c i p l e s  of warfare. 
shchev,  who appears  t o  outpace m o s t  of h i s  experts i n  t h e o r i z -  
i ng ,  some m i l i t a r y  o f f i c e r s  have been t r y i n g  t o  break  old 
d o c t r i n a l  molds and t h e n  t o  gene ra t e  new concepts  and f r e s h  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of e x i s t i n g  ones.  In a number of p l a c e s ,  how- 
e v e r ?  t h e s e  p ionee r ing  t h e o r i s t s  have m e t  w i th  r e s i s t a n c e  
,from the i r  more conse rva t ive  colleagues. 

Fa r  from congeal ing m i l i t a r y  thought ,  Khrushchev's 
p r e s e n t a t i o n  i n  January 1960 of h i s  o u t l i n e  of a f u t u r e  war 
and h i s  "New S t r a t egy"  for  winning it s t i m u l a t e d  debate 
among t h e  m i l i t a r y  on the c h a r a c t e r  of f u t u r e  w a r  and t h e  
s t r a t e g i c  as w e l l  as t ac t i ca l  concept ions  r e l a t i n g  t o  it .  
For one t h i n g ,  an important  segment of m i l i t a r y  opin ion  lack-  
ed conf idence  i n  c e r t a i n  a s p e c t s  of Khrushchev's p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  
and i n  any case d id  not  r ega rd  it as t h e  complete o r  f i n a l  
word on t h e  subject .  
shchev ' s  d o c t r i n e ,  m i l i t a r y  officers q u i c k l y  added important  
q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  t o  it. 
on nuc lea r / rocke t  weapons t o  t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  Khrushchev had 
implied,  b u t  required d i v e r s i f i e d  m i l i t a r y  forces t o  cope 
wi th  t h e  v a r i e d  and complex s i t u a t i o n s  of a f u t u r e  w a r .  Khru- 

... . I .  shchev h imse l f ,  i n  speeches i n  1961, modif ied his earlier 
p o s i t i o n s  t o  some e x t e n t  a long  the l i n e s  of t h e  p r e v a i l i n g  
m i l i t a r y  views. H i s  newly voiced  a p p r e c i a t i o n  of t h e  need 
fo r  a l l  types of f o r c e s ,  bomber a v i a t i o n ,  and a large s tand-  
i n g  army, among other t h i n g s ,  may have been inf luenced  by 
Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  argumentation as w e l l  as by e x t e r n a l  c i r c u m -  
s t a n c e s  . 

I n c i t e d  by Khru- 

While r e a f f i r m i n g  the  main l i n e s  of Khru- 

In t h e i r  view, t h e  USSR could  not  r e l y  

In e l a b o r a t i n g  a theo ry  of f u t u r e  war, t h e  m i l i t a r y  have 
had o n l y  l i m i t e d  success i n  r each ing  agreement among themselves .  
Over t h e  p a s t  t w o  yea r s ,  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  has  carried a m u l t i p l i c i t y  
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of views on  f u t u r e  w a r ,  p l a c i n g  cheek by jowl c o n t r a d i c t o r y  
answers t o  s t r a t e g i c  and tactical  q u e s t i o n s ,  " T r a d i t i o n a l i s t s  , I 1  

secure i n  t h e  thought  t h a t  f u t u r e  war w i l l  i n  many r e s p e c t s  
resemble World War 11, have been p i t t e d  a g a i n s t  "p rogres s ives ,  
who p r e d i c t  t h a t  f u t u r e  war w i l l  be comple te ly  d i f f e r e n t  from 
p a s t  wars. 
t i o n s  as t h e  role of conven t iona l  i o r c e s  and weapons, t h e  
n a t u r e  of combat, t h e  d u r a t i o n  of  the  w a r ,  t h e  e f f e c t s  of  t h e  
f i r s t  n u c l e a r  a t t a c k ,  and a h o s t  of s u b s t r a t e g i c  m a t t e r s  s u c h  
as p o s i t i o n a l  warfare and s t a b l e  de fense .  M i l i t a r y  thought ,  
i n  s h o r t ,  is i n  a ddlemma: whi l e  encouraging  widespread de- 
b a t e  and d i s c u s s i o n  t o  improve and r e f i n e  d o c t r i n e ,  t h e  m i l i -  
t a r y  leaders lament t h e  f a c t  t h a t  m i l i t a r y  op in ion  is s e r i o u s l y  
d i v  ided  . 

D i f f e r e n t  p o s i t i o n s  have been t aken  ove r  such  ques- 

On the S t a r t  of War: That  a new g e n e r a l  war w i l l  prob- 
a b l y  s t a r t  w i t h  a s u r p r i s e  a t t a c k  is no t  d i s p u t e d .  Emphasis 
is p laced ,  of cour se ,  on t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of a Western s u r p r i s e  
blow a g a i n s t  t h e  USSR. Although Sov ie t  leaders have p resen ted  
c o n f l i c t i n g  views on t h e  p o s s i b l e  e f f e c t s  of  a s u r p r i s e  a t t a c k ,  
m i l i t a r y  leaders have tended i n c r e a s i n g l y  t o  stress t h e  g rave  
danger t o  t h e  USSR of a Western f i r s t  s t r i k e .  These s t a t e m e n t s  
have r e f l e c t e d  much less  conf idence  i n  a S o v i e t . a b i l i t y  t o  
absorb  s u c h  a s t r i k e  than  expres sed  by Khrushchev i n  1960. 
Such s t a t e m e n t s  may be a p p l i c a b l e ,  i n  S o v i e t  m i l i t a r y  t h i n k i n g ,  
t o  t he  U n i t e d  States  as w e l l  as t o  t h e  USSR. In  t h i s  connec t ion ,  
a l though Moscow h a s  disavowed both  a "prevent ive"  and a "pre- 
emptive" s t r a t e g y ,  important  S o v i e t  spokesmen, i n c l u d i n g  Defense 
M i n i s t e r  Malinovsky, have h i n t e d  s t r o n g l y  a t  t h e  need f o r  a 
pre-emptive s t r a t e g y .  Such s t a t e m e n t s ,  i f  no t  r e f l e c t i n g  a 
change i n  p o l i c y ,  may be a rgu jng  f o r  one.  T h i s  concept  of  
pre-emption, i n  o u r  view, would  n o t  mean a clumsy l a s t - m i n u t e  
e f f o r t  t o  unload a t t a c k  weapons, b u t  rather t h e  deliberate 
assemblage of  a m i l i t a r y  f o r c e  capab le  of d e l i v e r i n g  an e f -  
f e c t i v e  f o r e s t a l l i n g  blow. I n  t h i s  connec t ion ,  Sov ie t  s ta te-  
ments, w h i l e  no t  s u g g e s t i n g  an a b i l i t y  t o  d e s t r o y  long-range 
a t t a c k  f o r c e s  based i n  terr i tor ia l  United States, do s u g g e s t  
a belief t h a t  a s u b s t a n t i a l  b l u n t i n g  of  US attack forces c o u l d  
be achieved by a Sov ie t  f i r s t  s t r i k z .  

among Sov ie t  spokesmen on some p r o p o s i t i o n s  as t o  how w a r  might 
War After t h e  F i r s t  Attack:  There is g e n e r a l  agreement 
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develop after t h e  first a t t a c k .  Basic is t h e  d o c t r i n e  t h a t  
t h e  w a r  w i l l  i n e v i t a b l y  involve  t h e  widespread u s e  o f  nuc lea r  
weapons. 
weapons I n  f u t u r e  gene ra l  war, however, t h e  m i l i t a r y  d i f f e r  
among themselves  over  t h e  role t h a t  convent iona l  forces and 
weapons w i l l  p l a y  i n  i t .  
t h e  importance of convent iona l  weapons while "progress ives"  
minimize it.) 

i n  scope and involve large c o a l i t i o n s  of states;  whole cou- 
t i n e n t s  w i l l  become t h e a t e r s  of w a r ;  and there  w i l l  be no 
b o r d e r l i n e  between f r o n t  and rear areas. "Mass , mu1 t i m i l l  i on  
armies" w i l l  t a k e  p a r t  i n  t h e  c o n f l i c t .  The w a r  w i l l  be 
characterized by t h e  "extreme d e c i s i v e n e s s  of t h e  p o l i t i c a l  
and m i l i t a r y  goals of t h e  combatant sides"; it w i l l  be waged 
f e r o c i o u s l y  and w i l l  impose s e v e r e  d e s t r u c t i o n  on a l l  warr ipg  
p a r t i e s .  (Boasts of Sov ie t  v i c t o r y  i n  f u t u r e  w a r  are o f f s e t  
by near-admissions of the p o s s i b i l i t y  of defeat .) 

if p o s s i b l e  t o  "prevent ,"  and a t  t h e  least  t o  r e p u l s e ,  an 
enemv surprise a t t a c k ,  and t o  d e l i v e r  a "crushing" counter -  

(While acknowledging t h e  primacy of nuc lea r / rocke t  

' l T r a d i t i o n a l i s t s "  t end  t u  emphasize 

It is also t h e  gene ra l  view t h a t  w a r  w i l l  be global 

The immediate s t r a t e g i c  a i m s  of t h e  USSR in war are 

blow: 
are more d i f f i c u l t  t o  a s c e r t a i n .  The " f u l l  d e f e a t "  of t h e  

SoGiet s t ra tegic  o b j e c t i v e s  for  t h e  war as a whole 

enemy is desired, b u t  t h e  meaning of t h i s  t e r m  is l e f t  ambig- 
. u o u s .  The pr imary o b j e c t i v e s  of s t ra tegic  s t r i k e s  are said 
t o  be both groupings of enemy forces i n  theaters of  o p e r a t i o n s  
and t h e  d i s r u p t i o n  of t h e  enemy's rear area. The complete 
smashing of t h e  enemy's armed forces is stressed a t  leas t  i n  
t r a d i t i o n a l i s t  q u a r t e r s ;  b u t  it is not clear whether m a x i m u m  
or  l i m i t e d  d e s t r u c t i o n  of Western c o u n t r i e s  is planned on. 

Confronted wi th  d iv ided  op in ion  among its o f f i c e r s  on 
t h e  problem of conduct ing war a f t e r  t h e  first attack, t h e  
Defense Min i s t ry  appears  t o  hedge i n  its m i l i t a r y  p o l i c y ,  w i t h -  
o u t  commitment t o  either s ide.  On t h e  one hand, Defense Min- 
ister Malinovsky acknowledges t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of a shor t  w a r  
and h i n t s  of a "country-busting" mission f o r  Sov ie t  s t r a t e g i c  
r o c k e t s .  On t h e  other hand, he makes it clear tha t  Sov ie t  
p lanning  for theater warfare  is p r e d i c a t e d  on  t h e  assumptions 
t h a t  war w i l l  be more than  a missile d u e l ,  w i l l  be fought  on 
an important  scale a f t e r  t h e  first n u c l e a r  blows have been 
s t r u c k ,  and w i l l  require t h e  coord ina ted  employment of v a r i o u s  
types  of forces. It is a c a u t i o u s ,  i f  somewhat ambiguous 
approach, appa ren t ly  i n  p r e p a r a t i o n  f o r  any e v e n t u a l i t y .  

- iii - 
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The above-mentioned elements  of d o c t r i n e  t h a t  are f i r m l y  
de f ined  i n  t h e  open discourse sugges t  t h a t  t h e  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  
l e a d e r s h i p  has  achieved a g r e a t e r  f l e x i b i l i t y  for  m i l i t a r y  re- 
sponse than  w c u l d  have been p o s s i b l e  had Khrushchev's s t r a t e g i c  
pronouncements of 1960 been t r a n s l a t e d  i n t o  d o c t r i n e  w i t h o u t  
q u a l i f i c a t i o n .  
s t ra tegic  p o s t u r e  t h a n  was ev iden t  ear l ier ,  s a y  i n  1 9 5 P e n  
t h e  t h e n  Defense Min i s t e r  Marshal Zhukov l e f t  open t h e  poss i -  
b i l i t y  ( i n  h i s  p u b l i c  s t a t emen t s )  t h a t  a' f u t u r e  war might be 
fought  e n t i r e l y  w i t h  convent iona l  weapons. 

The e lements  of u n c e r t a i n t y ,  d i v i s i o n  and a n x i e t y  t h a t  
w e  have detected i n  d i s c u s s i o n s  on f u t u r e  war ove r  t h e  p a s t  
two y e a r s  i n  themselves  have i m p l i c a t i o n s  for p o l i c y .  Unable 
t o  agree  i n  a number of important  r e s p e c t s  on what shape a 
f u t u r e  war w i l l  take, Sovie t  m i l i t a r y  leaders probably have 
had s e r i o u s  doubts  a n d . d i f f e r e n c e s  about what measures t o  t a k e  
now i n  r ega rd  t o  t r o o p  t r a i n i n g  and force s t r u c t u r e .  
ferment  i n  m i l i t a r y  th ink ing ,  moreover, could have been caus- 
a l l y  related t o  t h e  announced m i l i t a r y  p o l i c y  changes in 1961 
and may foreshadow more changes,  i n  t h a t  c e r t a i n  expressed  
m i l i t a r y  v iewpoin ts  may become incorpora ted  i n  s t r a t e g i c  
d o c t r i n e .  

B u t  t h e  l e a d e r s h i p  has  adopted a more r i g i d  

The 
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I .  THE MAKING OF MILITARY DOCTRINE I N  THE USSR 

A. M i l i t a r y  Science Under S t a l i n  i n  t h e  Post-War Pe r iod  

Both t h e  cpn ten t  of Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e  and 

. .  of m i l i t a r y  thought .  Then, S t a l i n i s t  pronouncements on t h e  

t h e  atmosphere i n  which i t  is formed have changed d r a s t i c a l l y  
s i n c e  t h e  days  when S t a l i n ' s  heavy hand checked t h e  growth 

winning of the 'Second World W a r  were decreed immutable l a w s .  
In an order promulgated i n  February 1946, S t a l i n  declared 
tha t  " the  s k i l l f u l  mas ter ing  of t h e  exper ience  of t h e  r e c e n t  
w a r "  was t o  be t h e  s i n g l e  basis for  t h e  development of m i l i -  
t a r y  s c i e n c e  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  In a S t a l i n i s t  world, no cogniz- 
ance could be t aken  of t h e  need t o  alter p r i n c i p l e s  of war 
t o  f i t  advances in weapons technology. Mass d e s t r u c t i o n  wea- 
pons, t h e n  possessed  on ly  by t h e  United States b u t  under de- 
velopment in t he  USSR, were miraculous ly  obscured i n  Sov ie t  
m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e .  Sov ie t  o f f i c e r s  were ordered to p repa re  
t h e i r  s trategic ana lyses  on t h e  s t r e n g t h  of a s imple  assump- 
t i o n :  
s u p e r i o r  i n  " the  permanently o p e r a t i n g  factors" which deter- 
mine t h e  outcome of war. These were s o l i d i t y  of t h e  rear, 
moral s p i r i t  of t h e  army, number and q u a l i t y  of d i v i s i o n s ,  
armaments, and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  a b i l i t y  of t h e  " leading  s t a f f  . l l  

In t h e  S t a l i n i s t  view, t h e  USSR was endowed w i t h  s u p e r i o r i t y  
in each of these f a c t o r s .  

v i c t o r y  in w a r  would always be assured t o  t h e  s ide  

Commenting on t h i s  pe r iod ,  a RED STAR edi tor ia l  
on 21 January  1962 related i n  a s c o r n f u l  t one  t h a t  S t a l i n  had 
regarded  himself  as t h e  "only e x p e r t "  on m i l i t a r y  a f f a i r s  and 
m i l - i t a r y  theo ry .  Even h i s  "erroneous p o s i t i o n s "  on m i l i t a r y  
s c i e n c e  , t h e  e d i t o r i a l  said,  were pos tu l a t ed  as "genius- l ike  
d i s c o v e r i e s "  and he was p i c t u r e d  i n  t h e  l i t e ra ture  as t h e  
"direct o r g a n i z e r  and leader" of a l l  strategic o p e r a t i o n s  of 
t h e  Sov ie t  army. If m i l i t a r y  s c i e n c e  moved ahead i n  S t a l i n ' s  
t i m e ,  the e d i t o r i a l  s a i d ,  it was i n  s p i t e  of him--and owing 
t o  t h e  e f fo r t s  of courageous m i l i t a r y  leaders and lower-rank- 
i n g  p a r t y  off ic ia ls .  M i l i t a r y  o f f i c e r s  i n  such  an atmosphere, 
as Marshal Grechko recalled i n  t h e  MILITARY-HISTORIC& JOURNAL 
of February 1961, were afraid t o  e x p r e s s  t h e i r  own views and 
were con ten t  t o  mouth "s tandard  ph rases  and follow r i g i d l y  
p a t t e r n e d  schemes. 
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B. M i l i t a r y  Thought Under Khrushchev, 1953-60 
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Upon t h e  dea th  of t h e  dictator,  t h e  m i l i t a r y  e s t a b -  
J i shment  was among t h e  f i r s t  e lements  of  Sov ie t  s o c i e t y  t o  
f e e l  t h e  thaw of t h e  l o n g  S t a l i a i s t  w in te r .  In t h e  second 
h a l f  of  1953, isolated v o i c e s  began t o  q u e s t i o n  basic m i l i t a r y  ' 
d o c t r i n e  i n  public for  t h e  f i r s t  t i m e  i n  decades. The nascent  
r e f o r m e r s  worried p a r t i c u l a r l y  about  t h e  need to overhau l  
S o v i e t  s t r a t e g i c  d o c t r i n e  i n  order t o  take f u l l  account  of 
t h e  U.S. c a p a b i l i t y  t o  d e l i v e r  (wi th  impunity t o  t h e ' b e r i c a n  
c o n t i n e n t )  a n u c l e a r  s u r p r i s e  a t t a c k  a g a i n s t  t h e  USSR. Though 
t h e  atmosphere had become f r e e r ,  most m i l i t a r y  leaders, t r a i n -  
e d  t o  o p e r a t e  accord ing  t o  f i x e d  l l s c i e n t i f i c "  p r i n c i p l e s  of  
war, were l o a t h  t o  abandon c h e r i s h e d  maxims of  t h e  p a s t .  A l l  
t h e  same, S o v i e t  m i l i t a r y  thought  had a t  l a s t  embarked on t h e  
t o r t u o u s  r o a d  o f  modernizat ion and adjustment  t o  t h e  s w i f t  
developments i n  weapons technology.  And t h e  new p o l i t i c a l  
l e a d e r s h i p  would allow no t u r n i n g  back: 
s c i e n c e  m u s t  be moved ahead i n  eve ry  p o s s i b l e  way," Khrushchev 
to ld  m i l i t a r y  academy g radua te s  i n  November 1957. 

"Soviet  m i l i t a r y  

In t h e  p rocess  of t h e  t r ans fo rma t ion ,  S t a l i n ' s  "per- 
manently o p e r a t i n g  f actors" of  w a r  were de-emphasized and re- 
cast i n  a d i f f e r e n t  f o r m ,  b u t  were n o t  expunged f r o m  Sov ie t  
m i l  it a r y  s c i e n c e .  M i l  it a r y  spokesmen cont inued  t o  acknowledge 
t h e  g r e a t  importance of  t h e  s t a b i l i t y  of the  rear area, t h e  
morale of  t h e  army, t h e  number and q u a l i t y  of d i v i s i o n s ,  a r m a -  
ments, and t h e  competence of  commanders i n  t h e  conduct of war. 
B u t  t h e y  no l o n g e r  a t t r ibu ted  d i scove ry  of t h e s e  f a c t o r s  t o  
S t a l i n ;  rather, t h e y  said, t h e s e  "basic" factors  were w e l l  
known t o  s u c h  o u t s t a n d i n g  m i l i t a r y  leaders of old , R u s s i a  as 
Peter I, Suvorov, and Kutuzov. Moreover, t h e  r e fo rmers  de- 
c l a r e d  t h a t  these were o n l y  some of t h e  f a c t o r s  t h a t  may in- 
f l u e n c e  t h e  course and outcome of  war i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  era--as 
s t r a t e g i c  s u r p r i s e ,  s c i e n c e ,  and technology may also e x e r t  
a "dec is ive"  i n f l u e n c e  on t h e  w a r  as a whole. 

More important  is t h e  b e l i e f  now t h a t  s u p e r i o r i t y  
i n  t h e  so-called d e c i s i v e  factors (which the S o v i e t s  t e n d  t o  
claim f o r  t h e  USSR) does not  a u t o m a t i c a l l y  b r i n g  v i c t o r y ;  t h e  
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f a c t o r s  o n l y  p rov ide  " p o s s i b i l i t i e s "  f o r  v i c t o r y .  * These pos- 
s ib i l i t i es  can  o n l y  be realized by "much o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  and 
c r e a t i v e  work by people"--the t o t  a1 e f f o r t s  of commanders, 
s o l d i e r s  of  t h e  l i n e ,  and c i v i l i a n  workers i n  t h e  rear areas. 
(Maj. Gen. M.V. Smirnov, et. a l . ,  "On S o v i e t  M i l i t a r y  Sc ience ,"  
USSR Mini s t ry  of Defense: Moscow, 1960. )  

. .. . . .  , .. .. 
, _.. . . , 

. , ........I. 

. .  

As r e g a r d s  t h e  basic r e v i s i o n s  in S o v i e t  m i l i t a r y  
d o c t r i n e  t h a t  have been made, t h e  y e a r s  1953-55 and 1957-60 
s t a n d  o u t  as major watersheds--the f i r s t  p e r i o d  r e g i s t e r i n g  
t h e  impact of t h e  n u c l e a r  and thermonuclear  weapon on S o v i e t  
s t r a t e g i c  and tactical  concep t s ,  and t h e  second t h e  organiza-  
t i o n a l  i n t e g r a t i o n  of t h e  b a l l i s t i c  missile i n t o  t h e  Sov ie t  
force s t r u c t u r e .  I n  n e i t h e r  p e r i o d  w a s  t h e r e  a f u l l  disclo- 
s u r e  of t h e  scope  of d o c t r i n a l  change involved ,  a l though such  
ev idence  as w a s  made a v a i l a b l e  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  t ac t i ca l  
and s t r a t e g i c  concept ions  of  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  p l a n n e r s  were 
now keeping pace  w i t h  t h e  i m p l i c a t i o n s  of t e c h n o l o g i c a l  pro- 
g r e s s  and p o l i t i c a l  change. Moreover, w i t h  t h e  advent of the  
ICBM i n  1957, impor tan t  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  view became appa ren t  
among t h e  m i l i t a r y  o f f i c e r s ,  on t h e  one hand, and between t h e  
o f f i c e r s  and Khrushchev, on t h e  o t h e r ,  ove r  t h e  s t r a t e g i c  
s i g n i f i c a n c e  of the  new long-range r o c k e t s  and t h e i r  impl ica-  
t i o n s  f o r  S o v i e t  m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e  and f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e .  M i l i -  
t a r y  t h e o r i s t s  exchanged c o n t r a r y  views on s u c h  a c r i t i ca l  
q u e s t i o n  as s t ra tegic  s u r p r i s e ,  whi le  Khrushchev and t h e  m i l i -  
t a r y  d i cke red  ( w i t h o u t  d i r e c t l y  c o n f r o n t i n g  one another )  over  
t h e  r e l a t i v e  importance of conven t iona l  f o r c e s  and s t r a t e g i c  
nuc lea r / rocke t  weapons. 

S o v i e t  m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e ,  as it emerged from t h e  
t h e o r e t i c a l  r eas ses smen t s  t h a t  accompanied t h e  development 
of  t h e  ICBM, w a s  ske t ched  o u t  by Khrushchev i n  h i s  January  
1960 speech.  I n  t ha t  p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  he d e f i n e d  t h e  s t ra teg ic  
concept ions  unde r ly ing  h i s  d e c i s i o n  t o  reduce  by one t h i r d  
t h e  s ize  of t h e  S o v i e t  armed forces- -a  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  which 
underscored t h e  new r o l e  a s s igned  t h e  nuc lea r / rocke t  weapon 

*Thus,  t h e y  s a y ,  s u p e r i o r i t y  i n  f i r epower  (armament) is 
e s s e n t i a l  f o r  v i c t o r y  i n  combat on a t ac t i ca l  or s t r a t e g i c  
scale,  b u t  does not  a u t o m a t i c a l l y  or n e c e s s a r i l y  lead t o  
v i c t o r y .  L t .  Col. Popov, RED STAR, 18 J u l y  1961. 
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i n  t h e  S o v i e t  Union's f u t u r e  p o l i t i c a l  and m i l i t a r y  s t r a t e g y .  
S u p e r i o r i t y  i n  " t o t a l  f i repower"  was d e f i n e d  as t h e  c r i t e r i o n  
of m i l i t a r y  s t r e n g t h ;  t h e  b a l l i s t i c  m i s s i l e  w a s  des igna ted  
as t h e  p r i n c i p a l  ins t rument  of S o v i e t  "firepower";  and t h e  
,newly formed l l rocke t  t roops"  were named t h e  "main type"  of 
f o r c e  i n  t h e  S o v i e t  m i l i t a r y  e s tqb l i shmen t .  

The p o l i t i c a l  concept  under ly ing  t h e  "new s t r a t e g y ,  If 
it was impl ied ,  w a s  an estimate t h a t  t h e  Western s ta tes  c o u l d  
be deterred f romlaunching  g e n e r a l  w a r  by t h e  f e a r  of  massive 
r e t a l i a t i o n .  Khrushchev's image of t h e  character of  a f u t u r e  
war, i n  t h e  even t  t h a t  d e t e r r e n c e  fa i led ,  w a s  more d i f f i c u l t  
t o  deduce from h i s  speech.  Khrushchev drew a p i c t u r e  of a 
r a p i d  exchange of massive s t r a t e g i c  blows between t h e  major 
a n t a g o n i s t s  d u r i n g  t h e  first hours  of a f u t u r e  w a r ,  b u t  he 
said no th ing  about subsequent  s t a g e s  of  w a r  or t h e  r o l e  of 
conven t iona l  f o r c e s  i n  it. Rather ,  he l e f t  t h e  impression 
t h a t  there would be o n l y  t h e  first stage--which would take 
t h e  form of a n u c l e a r / m i s s i l e  d u e l ;  and t h a t  one of t h e  warr ing  
sides would t h e n  c a p i t u l a t e .  

The fac t  t h a t  a major r e o r g a n i z a t i o n  of t h e  armed 
f o r c e s  accompanied t h e  Khrushchev statements seems to i nd i -  
cate t h a t  t h e  Sov ie t  leader's p i c t u r e  of f u t u r e  war w a s  drawn 
from a sober m i l i t a r y  estimate. 
even assured h i s  l i s t e n e r s  that  he had consu l t ed  t h e  General  
Staff  beforehand.)  
however, w a s  no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  geared t o  1960, t h e  y e a r  of t h e  
speech ,  b u t  might have been related t o  a f u t u r e  t i m e  when 
t h e  USSR would posses s  t h e  r o c k e t  weapons necessa ry  t o  f u l -  
f i l l  t h e i r  p r o j e c t e d  s t r a t e g i c  t a s k s .  Furthermore,  Khrushchev's 
January 1960 pronouncements on s t r a t e g i c  d o c t r i n a l  matters 
were t aken  by a number of m i l i t a r y  spokesmen a t  t h e  t i m e  as 
a "genuine c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  sc i ence"  and have 
s i n c e  been s i m i l a r l y  applauded by some of t h e  m i l i t a r y  theo r -  
ists and leaders. 

(During h i s  speech  Khrushchev 

The estimate on which t h e  speech  w a s  based, 

I 

C. M i l i t a r y  Thought S ince  January  1960 

One might have expec ted  a " d e f i n i t i v e "  p r e s e n t  a t  ion  
such  as Khrushchev's t o  have s i g n a l l e d  t h e  end of c o n t e n t i o n  
i n  t h e  m i l i t a r y  l i t e r a tu re  about t h e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  of nuc lea r /  
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r o c k e t  weapons for  s t ra teg ic  d o c t r i n e .  B u t  as it t u r n e d  o u t ,  
Khrushchev's c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of f u t u r e  w a r  and d o c t r i n e  was 
n e i t h e r  t h e  complete nor  the  f i n a l  word on t h e  subject. 
t a r y  o f f i c e r s  speaking  or w r i t i n g  d u r i n g  t h e  next  f e w  months 
r ea f f i rmed  t h e  main l i n e s  of Khrushchev's d o c t r i n e ,  bu t  added 
q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  and pe r sona l  touches  t h a t  tended t o  i n v e s t  
t h a t  d o c t r i n e  wi th  g r e a t e r  p r o f e s s i o n a l  s o p h i s t i c a t i o n .  A l l  
acknowledged t h e  new primacy of r o c k e t  weapons in t h e  Sov ie t  
m i l i t a r y  a r s e n a l ,  and some asserted t h a t  t h e  i n i t i a l  pe r iod  

L ..L of a f u t u r e  n u c l e a r  w a r  would be of o v e r r i d i n g  importance. 
But a long  w i t h  t h i s ,  many of t h e  m i l i t a r y  spokesmen p ro fes sed  
undiminished devo t ion  t o  some of t h e  classical p r i n c i p l e s  of 
m i l i t a r y  t h e o r y  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  ignored by Khrushchev. Most 
no tab ly ,  many stressed t h e  con t inu ing  v a l i d i t y  of the  combin- 
ed-forces doct r ine- - the  view t h a t  v i c t o r y  i n  w a r  requires t h e  

, coord ina ted  a c t i o n  of a l l  arms of s e r v i c e .  In  making t h i s  
p o i n t ,  t h e  m i l i t a r y  spokesmen may have been concerned merely 
w i t h  i n s u r i n g  a role  f o r  the i r  own i n d i v i d u a l  s e r v i c e s  i n  a 
p e r i o d  of rap id  r e o r g a n i z a t i o n .  B u t  t hey  were also e x p r e s  
s i n g a  b a s i c  m i l i t a r y  estimate: t h a t  t h e  Sov ie t  armed forces 
could n o t  r e l y  on a s i n g l e  weapon system t o  deal e f f e c t i v e l y  
w i t h  the  complex and v a r i e d  war s i t u a t i o n s  which t h e y  might 
be called upon t o  face. As p r o f e s s i o n a l  s p e c i a l i s t s  t h e y  
seemed t o  be r ecogn iz ing  that  however e f f e c t i v e  it might be 
as a p o l i t i c a l  s t r a t e g y ,  Khrushchev's d o c t r i n e  of massive 
r e t a l i a t i o n  d i d  n o t  o f fe r  a complete b l u e p r i n t  for  t h e  con- 
s t r u c t i o n  of a modern and d i v e r s i f i e d  m i l i t a r y  e s t ab l i shmen t .  

M i l i -  

Even after t h e  amendments and qual i f  icat  ions  t o  
Khrushchev's o u t l i n e  of s t r a t e g y  and f u t u r e  w a r  were p ro f fe r -  
ed i n  t h e  months fo l lowing  h i s  speech,  one could not s a y  t h a t  
t h e  major d i s p u t e d  issues were re so lved .  On t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  
over  t h e  p a s t  t w o  yea r s ,  t h e  m i l i t a r y  l i t e ra ture  has burgeoned 
t o  an unprecedented degree w i t h  d i f f e r i n g  viewpoints  on f u t u r e  
w a r  and e x p r e s s i o n s  of u n c e r t a i n t y  about e x i s t i n g  d o c t r i n e s  
on t h e  whole spectrum of i s s u e s  which Khrushchev had o s t e n s i b l y  
i roned  o u t  i n  January  1960. The whole body of Sovie t  m i l i -  
t a r y  d o c t r i n e  h a s  i n  fac t  been undergoing close review as 
t o  its adequacy for  f u t u r e  war c o n d i t i o n s .  Th i s  p rocess  has  
been fostered by t h e  m i l i t a r y  l e a d e r s h i p ,  which has en jo ined  
t h e  e n t i r e  o f f icer  co rps  to  h e l p  develop,  tes t ,  and r e f i n e  
t h e  concepts  t h a t  w i l l  govern t h e  conduct of a t h i r d  world 
war and the p r e p a r a t i o n s  f o r  it. 



, .  

M i l i t a r y  writers have stressed t h e  need t o  re-exam- 
i n e  t h e  subs t ance  of " c e r t a i n  concepts" which are "now f i r m l y  
i n t e g r a t e d "  i n  m i l i t a r y  and naval  d o c t r i n e ,  bu t  which have 
no t  y e t  r e c e i v e d  "a new s c i e n t i f i c  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  connec- 
t i o n  wi th  changes i n  t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  i n  which m i l i t a r y  opera- 
t ions  are conducted. '' (Rear-Admiral V. s. Sysoev, NAVAL JOUR- 
NAL, No.4, Apr i l  1961) They stress t h e  need t o  "support  and 
cncourage o r i g i n a l ,  independent d e c i s i o n s ,  bold s t r i v i n g s  
toward new methods of combat commensurate wi th  contemporary 
weapons." And shunning t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  of e x c l u s i v e l y  p r i -  
v a t e  deba te  and.review,  t h e y  have i n s i s t e d  t h a t  t h e  problem 
can e f f e c t i v e l y  be t a c k l e d  o n l y  by drawing upon t h e  "widest  
circle" of officers.  ( C o l .  Sushko, e t  a l . ,  KOMMUNIST OF THE 
ANUIED FORCES, No. 18, September 1961) I n s h o r t ,  debate made 
p u b l i c  i n  m i l i t a r y  j o u r n a l s  has become an accepted method of 
developing m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e  as w e l l  as of educa t ing  t h e  t roops .  

Addi t iona l  evidence of ferment i n  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  
thought is s e e n  i n  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which Khrushchev himself has 
dev ia t ed  from h i s  earlier s t a t emen t s  on war, i n  t h e  course 
of e x p l a i n i n g  t h e  changes i n  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  t h a t  took  p l a c e  
"as a r e s u l t "  of t h e  U.S. a r m s  build-up and the B e r l i n  crisis 
i n  1961. For example, i n  speeches  made l a s t  summer Khrushchev 
acknowledged t h e  need f o r  a l a r g e  s t a n d i n g  Sov ie t  army d e s p i t e  
his earlier claims t h a t  increments  i n  Sov ie t  f i repower  made 
t h i s  unnecessary r e g a r d l e s s  of t h e  size of a r m i e s  i n  t h e  West. 
H e  acknowledged t h e  need for a l l  t y p e s  of s e r v i c e s  t o  f u l f i l l  
t h e  c o u n t r y ' s  defense  requi rements ,  a l though p r e v i o u s l y  he 
was con ten t  t o  r e l y  almost e n t i r e l y  on nuc lea r / rocke t  forces. 
H e  called f o r  t h e  f u r t h e r  development of m i l i t a r y  a v i a t i o n ,  
whereas he  had earlier sought  its demise. He admitted t h e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  a gene ra l  war would  begin a long  t h e  f r o n t i e r s  

' i n  Germany, a l though he w a s  t h e  au thor  of t h e  f o r m u l a  t h a t  
w a r  would  begin w i t h  s t ra tegic  s t r i k e s  a g a i n s t  t h e  rear areas 
of t h e  a n t a g o n i s t s .  

Taken together, these changes add up t o  a s h i f t  i n  
Khmshchev's t h ink ing :  a s t e p  i n  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of t h e  commonly 
he ld  v iewpoin ts  of Sodiet  m i l i t a r y  leaders. Again, Khrush- 
chev ' s  change of mind amounts t o  p l a i n  ev idence  t h a t  an import- 
a n t  segment of m i l i t a r y  opin ion  lacked  conf idence  i n  h i s  m i l i -  
t a r y  estimate of ear ly  1960. The Sovie t  c h i e f  himself  was 
persuaded i n  1961--probably through t h e  give-and-take of argu- 
ment among t h e  m i l i t a r y  as w e l l  as by e x t e r n a l  circumstances-- 
t o  modify h i s  own s t ra teg ic  out look .  
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r I t  shou ld  n o t  be i n f e r r e d  f r o m  t h e  above d i s c u s s i o n ,  

however, t h a t  Khrushchev has  done a complete  tu rnabou t  from 
h i s  earl ier p o s i t i o n s .  
more l i k e  h i s  m i l i t a r y  l i e u t e n a n t s  in a number of  impor tan t  
r e s p e c t s ,  b u t ,  as r e c e n t  evidence r e v e a l s ,  he h a s  n o t  cemented 
a l l  t h e  f i s s u r e s  between h i s  and t h e i r  concept ions  of f u t u r e  

L w a r .  There is a t  least  a basic p h i l o s o p h i c a l  d i f f e rence - -  
which may have i m p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  policy--between Khrushchev 
and t h e  m i l i t a r y .  Whereas he  is i n c l i n e d  t o  stress weapons 
and t o  be l i t t l e  t h e  r o l e  t r o o p s  w i l l  p l a y  i n  f u t u r e  w a r ,  t h e  
m i l i t a r y  stress t h e  r o l e  of m a n  as w e l l  as weapons i n  w a r . *  
(Albanian p r e s s  o rgans  on 22 February 1962 made a p o i n t  of 
t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  w i t h  some accuracy  i n  a t t a c k i n g  t h e i r  bate 
n o i r e :  
revisionist views i n  h i s  a p p r e c i a t i o n  of  men and t echn ique  

Khrushchev may have begun t o  t h i n k  

! 

"What d i s g u s t  and a v e r s i o n  is aroused by Khrushchev ' s  - 
k 

*Thus, i n  a r e c e n t  message t o  P r e s i d e n t  Kennedy on t h e  
problem of disarmament Khrushchev s a i d :  

In  t h e  n u c l e a r  r o c k e t  weapons age--and w e  have en- 
tered t h i s  age--the numerical  s t r e n g t h  of t h e  f o r c e s  
does n o t  by a long  way havethe  importance it had i n  
World W a r s  I and 11. War now w o u l d  a t  once become 
to t a l ,  worldwide; and its outcome w o u l d  depend n o t  

. on t h e  a c t i o n s  of t r o o p s  s t a t i o n e d  a long  t h e  l i n e  
d i v i d i n g  t h e  combatants b u t  on t h e  u s e  of  n u c l e a r  
rocket weapons,with whom t h e  d e c i s i v e  blow can  be 
s t r u c k  even b e f o r e  v a s t  armies can  be mabilized 
and thrown i n t o  bat t le .  (TASS, 23 February 1962) 

L 

A c o n t r a r y  p i c t u r e  of  t h e  importance of troops i n  f u t u r e  w a r  
was p a i n t e d  in an e d i t o r i a l  i n  t h e  MILITARY-HISTORICAL JOURNAL 
, f o r  December 1961: 

r\ 
... F i n a l  v i c t o r y  ove r  t h e  aggres so r  can  be a t t a i n e d  
o n l y  as a r e s u l t  of j o i n t  o p e r a t i o n s  of a l l  t y p e s  of 
armed f o r c e s .  F u t u r e  war, i f  unleashed by the  imperi-  
a l i s t s ,  w i l l  be waged by m u l t i m i l l i o n  mass armies. 
Its cour se  and outcome w i l l  be t o  a d e c i s i v e  e x t e n t  
dependent on armies and t h e  people  a l i k e ,  on t h e  f i r m -  
n e s s  of communications between f r o n t  and rear, on the  
a b i l i t y  of t h e  S o v i e t  system it0 pour a l l  forces and 
means i n t o  t h e  s t r u g g l e  w i t h  the  enemy. 
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d u r i n g  war. W i t h  undue emphasis on t h e  t e c h n i c a l  side, he 
minimizes t h e  d e c i s i v e  ro le  of man, of t h e  soldier  on t h e  
f i e l d  of bat t le ,  and he makes a wrong e v a l u a t i o n  of t h e  r o l e  
of t h e  v a r i o u s  elements  on t h e  ba t t le f ie ld ." )  

D. The Search f o r  a S i n g l e  M i l i t a r y  Doctr ine 

Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  thought  as r evea led  i n  open sources 
is i n  a dilemma. On t h e  one hand, t h e  m i l i t a r y  leaders en- 
courage widespread debate and d i s c u s s i o n  on d o c t r i n a l  matters; 
on t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e y  f i n d  t h e  fac t  t h a t  m i l i t a r y  op in ions  
have not  been able t o  congeal i n t o  a s i n g l e  m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e  
very  d i s q u i e t i n g  . 

Wri t ing  i n  t h e  May 1961 i s s u e  of t h e  MILITARY-HIS- 
TORICAL JOURNAL, of which he is an ed i tor ,  Major General  P. 
Z h i l i n  lamented t h e  absence of agreement on a s i n g l e  m i l i t a r y  
d o c t r i n e .  He wrote t h a t  i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  "exhaustive" 
p r e s e n t a t i o n  of t h e  p o l i t i c a l  aspect of m i l i t a r y  doc t r ine- -  
be t r ay ing  h i s  conse rva t ive  colors, he relegated Khrushchev's 
1 4  January  1960 speech on w a r  and s t r a t e g y  to t h i s  category-- 
there are st i l l  "many d i s p u t a b l e  and vague p r o p o s i t i o n s  i n  
t h e  e l a b o r a t i o n  of t h e  m i l i t a r y - t e c h n i c a l  p a r t  of t h e  doc t r ine . "  
Evidence of t h i s ,  he s a id ,  could  be seen  i n  t h e  fac t  t h a t  
d e s p i t e  numerous d i s c u s s i o n s  i n  t h e  m i l i t a r y  p r e s s  and w i t h i n  
t h e  General  Staff and Frunze academies, ''a u n i t y  of views has 
not  been achieved" on t h e  rtlaws'l and "regularit ies" of m i l i -  
t a r y  s c i e n c e .  It  has been necessary ,  he sa id ,  t o  review the 
fundamental p o s t u l a t e s  of Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e  owing t o  
t h e  p o l i t i c a l  and m i l i t a r y  changes t h a t  have taken  p l a c e  i n  
t h e  world. B u t  he  implored t h a t  it is also "necessary,  now 
as never before ,  t o  have a u n i t y  of views on a l l  of t h e  most 
important  q u e s t i o n s  of m i l i t a r y  a r t  and t h e  employment of 
t r o o p s  in war." This  u n i t y  of views, he added, m u s t  be 
achieved no t  o n l y  i n  t h e  USSR armed f o r c e s ,  bu t  also i n  t h e  
armed forces of a l l  m e m b e r  c o u n t r i e s  of t h e  W a r s a w  Pact. 

Underlying Z h i l i n ' s  concern is t h e  bel ief ,  widely 
i n  ev idence  i n  Sov ie t  l i t e r a t u r e  on m i l i t a r y  s c i e n c e ,  t h a t  
a f u l l y  developed m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e  is a s i n e  q u a  non f o r  
t h e  s u c c e s s f u l  conduct of armed s t r u g g l e .  M i l i t a r y  s c i e n c e  
tex tbooks  pub l i shed  by t h e  USSR Defense Minis t ry  declare t h a t  
t h e  success of m i l i t a r y  o p e r a t i o n s  "on any scale" depends 

--- 
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g r e a t l y  on how c o r r e c t l y  m i l i t a r y  t h e o r y  has  been elaborated 
i n  peacetime and mastered i n  t r o o p  t r a i n i n g .  (E.g., Maj. Gen. 
Smirnov, e t  a l . ,  "On Sov ie t  M i l i t a r y  Science,  "-0.) M i l i -  
t a r y  leaders frrace p a r t i c u l a r  emphasis on t h e  need to  p e r f e c t  
a d o c t r i n e  t h a t  w o u l d  d e f i n e  t h e  requi rements  for  strategic 
as w e l l  as o t h e r  forces a t  t h e  s t a r t  of a f u t u r e  war. In h i s  
speech a t  t h e  22nd CPSU C o n g r e s s t  October,  Marshal Malinov- 
sky  invoked t h e  h i g h e s t  p o l i t i c a l  a u t h o r i t y  on t h i s  very  p o i n t :  

The Presidium of t h e  Cen t ra l  Committee of 
t h e  p a r t y  and t h e  Sov ie t  Government have 
demanded and do demand t h a t  w e  devote  
s p e c i a l  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  i n i t i a l  period 
of a p o s s i b l e  war. 

~. 

Moreover, t h e  p e n a l t y  for  not  having a ful ly-develop-  
ed t h e o r y  and a v i a b l e ,  up-to-date d o c t r i n e  f o r  t h e  conduct 
of w a r  once t h e  fracas begins  has  been i n s c r i b e d  i n  bold le t -  
t e rs  i n  r e c e n t  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  h i s to r iog raphy .  A number of m i l i t a r y  
h i s to r i ans - - inc lud ing  t h e  c o l l e c t i v e  t h a t  prepared t h e  l a t e s t  
o f f i c i a l  multi-volume h i s t o r y  of  World War 11--have come t o  
a t t r i b u t e  t h e  calamitous defeats of the  S o v i e t s  i n  t h e  e a r l y  
p a r t  of t h e  l a s t  w a r  mainly t o  t h e  inadequacy of prewar m i l i -  
t a r y  d o c t r i n e .  * 

* .  

. .  

E. The Contending Schools of Thought 

M i l i t a r y  spokesmen g e n e r a l l y  acknowledge t h a t ,  owing 
t o  the  presence  of s t o c k p i l e s  of  modern weapons i n  t h e  a r s e n a l s  
of E a s t  and West, a w a r  of t h e  f u t u r e  w i l l  be waged d i f f e r e n t l y  
t h a n  any war of t h e  p a s t .  Sharp d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  view have been 
r e g i s t e r e d ,  however, over  t h e  degree t o  which a f u t u r e  war w i l l  
d i f f e r  from World War 11. As w e  have noted above, c o n t r a r y  
p o s i t i o n s  are t aken  on s u c h  ques t ions  as t h e  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  of 
exper ience  of pas t  wars t o  a f u t u r e  w a r ,  t h e  v i a b i l i t y  of long  

*Th i s  has  been a h o t l y  d i s p u t e d  i s s u e  i n  t h e  his tor ical  
l i t e r a tu re .  Because  of its re l evance  t o  t h e  problem of m i l i -  
t a r y  thought  on f u t u r e  w a r ,  a d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e  debate is 
appended t o  t h i s  r e p o r t .  

- 9 -  
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e s t a b l i s h e d  m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e s  on s t r a t e g y  and tact ics ,  and 
t h e  role of convent iona l  t ypes  of weapons. 

Among t h e  t h e o r i s t s ,  there  appear  t o  be b a s i c a l l y  
t w o  schools of thought  as t o  t h e  best avenue of approach t o  
t h e  problem of t h e o r y  and d o c t r i n e  on f u t u r e . w a r .  One school-  
l e t  u s  ca l l  it t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l i s t - - t e n d s  t o  be conse rva t ive ,  
r e l u c t a n t  t o  m a k e  radical changes i n  time-tested concep t s  and 
p r a c t i c e s ,  and re l ies  h e a v i l y  on t h e  l e s s o n s  of t h e  past--  
p a r t i c u l a r l y  those of World War 11--in working o u t  problems 
of m i l i t a r y  s c i e n c e .  The theoris ts  of t h i s  school do no t  
r u l e  o u t  b u t  so f t -peda l  t h e  u s e  of prognos is  and non-h is tor i -  
cal  theo ry .  They t end  t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  f u t u r e  w a r  i n  many 
important  r e s p e c t s  w i l l  resemble World War 11. Such l e a d i n g  
m i l i t a r y  f i g u r e s  as Marshals Grechko and Rotmistrov* and Army 
General  Kurochkin appear t o  belong t o  t h i s  school. The MILI- 
TARY-HISTORICAL JOURNAL, a s o p h i s t i c a t e d  h i s t o r i c a l  monthly 
of the  Min i s t ry  of Defense, t e n d s  t o  be its p r i n c i p a l  p u b l i c  
forum. 

The attachment of t h e  " t r a d i t i o n a l i s t s "  t o .  t h e  
p a s t  a t  once apparent  i n  t h e i r  w r i t i n g s  on f u t u r e  w a r .  
Thus, i n  an a r t ic le  i n  t h e  his tor ical  j o u r n a l  s t r e s s i n g  t h e  
close r e l a t i o n s h i p  between m i l i t a r y  h i s t o r y  and m i l i t a r y  
t heo ry  and d o c t r i n e ,  Marshal Grechko declared: 

Only those  who are ignoran t  of Marxist  
dialectics main ta in  t h a t  t he  new h is tor i -  
cal  per iod wipes o u t  t h e  p a s t  i n  t h e  f i e l d  
of m i l i t a r y  a f f a i r s  and m i l i t a r y  thought .  

Desp i t e  t h e  fact  t h a t  a f u t u r e  war.. . w i l l  be 
conducted w i t h  new, unprecedentedly powerful  
means of d e s t r u c t i o n ,  e lements  of m i l i t a r y  
a r t  known from t h e  exper ience  of t h e  p a s t  war 
w i l l  n e v e r t h e l e s s  remain /xn u s e 7 .  
i n g  now a l l  e n e r g i e s  on tEe s t u a y  of  t h e  
new and s t r i v i n g  t o  look  i n t o  t h e  f u t u r e ,  it 
is necessary  along w i t h  t h i s  t o  con t inue  

Concentrat-  

I ... 

*Marshal Rotmistrov, a doctor of m i l i t a r y  s c i e n c e ,  w a s  
i r o n i c a l l y  one of t h e  most prominent r e v i s i o n i s t s  i n  1955. 
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master ing  t h e  expe r i ence  of t h e  Second 
World W a r  w i th  t h e  a i m  of us ing  every- 
t h i n g  t h a t  has  no t  l o s t  s i g n i f i c a n c e  for  
contemporary c o n d i t i o n s .  (Marshal Grechko, 
MILITARY-KISTORXCAL JOURNAL, N o .  2, Febru- 
a r y  1962) 

I n  a s i m i l a r  v e i n  Marshal Rotmistrov expressed  t h e  
view t h a t  a mastery of World War I1 exper ience  is e s s e n t i a l  
i n  w r k i n g  o u t  d o c t r i n a l  problems of f u t u r e  war: 

Success fu l  s o l u t i o n  of t h e  problems con- 
nec ted  w i t h  de te rmining  t h e  methods of 
conduct ing modern ba t t le ,  o p e r a t i o n s  and 
w a r  as a whole is impossible  w i t h o u t  
s k i l l f u l  t h e o r e t i c a l  s t u d y  and t h e  u s e  of 
t h e  p a s t ,  e s p e c i a l l y  exper ience  of t h e  
Great Fa the r l and  War. (Rotmistrov, MILI- 

1961) 
TARY-HISTORICAL JOURNAL, NO. 8 ,  A u g u s t  

.. . . . . .  

N o  one advocates  a r e t u r n  t o  t h e  S t a l i n i s t  period. 
Even t h e  m o s t  s ta lwart  conservatives--who expec t  t o  f i g h t  
f u t u r e  w a r  i n  much t h e  same manner as i n  World War II--deplore 
a r e t u r n  t o  S ta l in i sm.  Thus Marshal Grechko, i n  h i s  a r t ic le  
s t r e s s i n g  t h e  use fu lness  of m i l i t a r y  h i s t o r y  i n  developing a 
t h e o r y  of f u t u r e  war, took  p a i n s  t o  s e p a r a t e  himself from t h e  
s l a v i s h ,  u n c r e a t i v e  t r a d i t i o n  of m i l i t a r y  and t h e o r e t i c a l  
w r i t i n g  under S t a l i n .  He called f o r  t h e  ser ious s t u d y  of So- 
v i e t  m i l i t a r y  f a i lu re s  as w e l l  as successes, fo r  t h e  s tudy  
of t h e  m i l i t a r y  exper ience  of t h e  c a p i t a l i s t  c o u n t r i e s  i n  
World War I1 as w e l l  as t h a t  of t h e  S o v i e t s ,  and emphasized 
t h a t ,  above a l l ,  research i n t o  m i l i t a r y  h i s t o r y  m u s t  be con- 
ducted o b j e c t i v e l y .  In  h i s  op in ion  m i l i t a r y  h i s t o r y  is too 
c l o s e l y  t i e d  t o  t h e  problem of drawing up a dynamic m i l i t a r y  
d o c t r i n e  t o  permit  t h e  "mouthing of s t a n d a r d  ph rases  and draw- 
i n g  of s t e r e o t y p e d  schemes" t h a t  characterized t h e  S t a l i n  
period--when both m i l i t a r y  h i s t o r y  and d o c t r i n e  were u t t e r l y  
s t a g n a n t .  (MILITARY-HISTORICAL JOURNAL, N o .  2, February 1961) 

The second school  of thought - - le t  us ca l l  it t h e  
p rogres s ive  one--tends t o  shun o r ,  a t  t h e  v e r y  least  t o  de- 
emphasize, t h e  h i s tor ica l  approach t o  working o u t  a theo ry  
of f u t u r e  w a r ,  contending t h a t  it w i l l  be completely d i f f e r e n t  
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from t h e  p a s t .  Th i s  school r easons  t h a t  i n  t h e  absence of 
exper ience  i n  nuc lea r /mis s i l e  warfare, one m u s t  no t  look  t o  
t h e  p a s t  bu t  pee r  i n t o  t h e  fu tu re - - to  f o r e s e e  and fore te l l  
t h e  p r o s p e c t s  f o r  t h e  development of armed combat o n ~ e  
basis of profound logical  a n a l y s i s  and t r o o p  exercises under 
s imulated c o n d i t i o n s  of nuc lea r  warfare. The ar t iculate  ad-' 
h e r e n t s  of t h i s  s choo l  appear  t o  be mainly lower-ranking of- 
ficers--such as Colonels  P. Sidorov and S. Kozlov--who have 
been p r i n c i p a l s  i n  t h e  movement t o  r e v i s e  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  
d o c t r i n e  s i n c e  1955. Among t h e  s e n i o r  off icers ,  Marshals 
Moskalenko and Yeremenko seem t o  s h a r e  t h e  ou t look  of t h i s  
s choo l .  The o f f i c i a l  view of t h e  USSR Defense Ministry--re- 
vea led  i n  t h e  pronouncements of Marshal Malinovsky and i n  
RED STAR edi tor ia ls-- is  i n c l i n e d  t o  sympathize w i t h  t h i s  
school .  The theoretical  j o u r n a l ,  KOMMUNIST OF THE ARMED 
FORCES, is perhaps t h e  p r i n c i p a l  fo rum f o r  expres s ion  of' t h e  
p rogres s ive  viewpoint .  

The p r o g r e s s i v e s  teach t h a t  one m u s t  t h e o r i z e  
about t he  c h a r a c t e r  of f u t u r e  war through " s c i e n t i f i c  pre- 
d i c t i o n "  based on " t h e o r e t i c a l  s tudy" (as opposed t o  h is -  
t o r i c a l  s tudy)  of t h e  t endenc ie s  of development of social  
Condit ions and m i l i t a r y  technique .  ( C o l  . Sushko, e t  a1 . , 
KOMMUNIST OF THE ARBdED FORCES, No.  18, September 1961)-The 
s c h o o l ' s  emphasis on prognos is  is summed up i n  t h e  follow- 
i n g  passages  : 

The s i g n i f i c a n c e  of p r e d i c t i o n  i n  m i l i t a r y  
a f fa i r s  has grown unusual ly  great under con- 
temporary cond i t ions .  Over t h e  expanse of a 
long  pe r iod  of h i s t o r y ,  m i l i t a r y  t h e o r y  w a s  
l i m i t e d  t o  t h e  g e n e r a l i z i n g  of p a s t  expe r i -  
ence  of armed s t r u g g l e .  The absence of s u f -  
f i c i e n t  p r o g n o s t i c a t i o n  i n t o  t he  f u t u r e  w a s  
n o t  very  much reflected i n  its s e r v i c e  ro le .  
S ince  t h e  development of m i l i t a r y  a f fa i r s  
proceeded s lowly  and the t e c h n i c a l  base and 
t h e  f i r m  material c o n d i t i o n s  of armed s t r u g -  
g l e  changed g radua l ly ,  t h e  g e n e r a l i z e d  expe r i -  
ence  of the p a s t  wars could  be used ove r  a 
long  pe r iod .  

For t h i s  reason ,  b i g  m i s t a k e s  i n  t h e  p a s t  
i n  e v a l u a t i n g  p rospec t ive  w a r  f r e q u e n t l y  
were corrected dur ing  its course. A 
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completely d i f f e r e n t  s i t u a t i o n  has  t aken  
p l a c e  a t  t h e  p r e s e n t  t i m e .  The main powers 
of  t h e  world have created and con t inue  t o  
accumula te  and modernize weapons which m u s t  
p l a y  an enormous r o l e  r i g h t  i n  t h e  beginning  
pe r iod .  of w a r ,  Therefore ,  m i l i t a r y  s c i e n c e  
r i g h t  now m u s t  work o u t  methods of  apply- 
i n g  new superpowerfu l  and super longrange  
weapons, d e s p i t e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  these weapons 
never  were used, excep t ing  Hiroshima and 
Nagasaki. 

The t a s k  of working o u t  new methods of  s t r u g -  
g l e  can  be r e s o l v e d  on ly  by s c i e n t i f i c ,  m i l i -  
t a r y - t h e o r e t i c a l  thought  r e l y i n g  on a l l  a- 
round p r a c t i c a l  expe r i ence  of  t h e  t r o o p s  and 
t h e  g e n e r a l i z i n g  of  it. (Col. Sushko, e t  a l . ,  
KOMM"IST OF THE ARMED FORCES, N o .  18, E p G m -  
ber 1961) 

The phi losophy of t h e  p r o g r e s s i v e  schoo l  hence p u t s  
l i t t l e  s t o r e  by past expe r i ence  and takes f e w  time-honored 
concepts  a t  face va lue .  

W e  can no longe r  be sa t i s f i ed  i n  any s e n s e  
wi th  t h o s e  methods of combat o r g a n i z a t i o n  
which were c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of t h e  p e r i o d  o f '  
t h e  G r e a t  Fa the r l and  War, i n c l u d i n g  even its 
f i n a l  p e r i o d s .  (RED STAR e d i t o r i a l ,  8 June 
1960) 

How s h a r p l y  d i f f e r e n t  t h i s  approach may be from 
t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  Method is i l l u s t r a t e d  by t h e  fo l lowing ,  some- 
what extreme, s t a t e m e n t  by a "progress ive"  spokesman. 

Rocket t echn ique  remolds a l l  p rev ious  con- 
c e p t s  of t h e  character of w a r :  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  
o f s  i n i t i a l  p e r i o d ,  of  bat t les  and opera-  
t i o n s ,  of t h e  f r o n t  and t h e  rear, of t h e  u s e .  
of space  and t i m e ,  of t h e  character of  t h i s  
o r  tha t  theater of o p e r a t i o n s ,  and of  o t h e r  
problems of m i l i t a r y  a r t .  Khrushchev has  
spoken i n  d e t a i l  about t h i s .  ...( C o l .  P. 
Sidorov,  KOMMUNIST O F  THE ARMED FORCES, No. 
12,  June 1961.) 
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The d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h i s  school  of thought  
and tha t  of t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l i s t s  is also s h a r p l y  drawn i n  t h e  
s ta tement  (by a less extreme p r o g r e s s i v e  t h a n  Sidorov)  t h a t  
t h e  method of approach t o  r e a l i t y  f r o m  s t u d y  of t h e  p a s t  
r e p r e s e n t s  " the  main danger f o r  m i l i t a r y  theo ry  i n  t h e  c u r -  
r e n t  s t a g e  of its development." ( C o l .  s. Kozlov, KOMMUNIST 
OF THE ARMED FORCES, N o .  11, June 1961) According t o  t h i s  
w r i t e r ,  "adherence t o  t h e  past  always e n t a i l s  an underestima- 
t i o n  of t h e  new and.. . a  h o s t i l e  a t t i t u d e  toward it. T h i s  
is t h e  main danger of dogmatism." CoL Kozlov sees b a t t l i n g  
wi th  "dogmat i s m "  and overcoming s t a g n a t i o n  and r o u t i n e  i n  
m i l i t a r y  affairs ,as  insepa rab ly  connected t o  t h e  pr imary 
task  of r e v e a l i n g  t h e  new i n  m i l i t a r y  sc i ence .  B u t  a t  t h e  
same t i m e ,  he d e p l o r e s  extreme p o s i t i o n s :  "Soviet  m i l i t a r y  
s c i e n c e  also has t o  "struggle w i t h  extremes engendered by 
t h e  t u r b u l e n t  growth o f . t e c h n i q u e s ,  w i t h  exagge ra t ions  of a l l  
*;ypes, w i t h  unfounded c o n j e c t u r e s  and p r o j e c t i o n ,  and an 
a l i e n a t i o n  from r e a l i t y . "  F i n a l l y ,  he condemns those who, 
" n i h i l i s t i c a l l y  re ject  exper ience  of t h e  p a s t ,  I' though 
warning again,  t h a t  it has  ve ry  l i m i t e d  value.  

The schoo l s  of thought  d i scussed  here are of course 
not  mutual ly  exclusive-- they undoubtedly do no t  embrace a l l  
m i l i t a r y  v iewpoin ts ,  and i n d i v i d u a l  m i l i t a r y  leaders i n  an 
e f f o r t  t o  be openminded may sometimes favor  an opponent 's  ap- 
proach, depending on t h e  specif ic  i s s u e  a t  hand. Also, with- 
i n  t he  schools, as w i t h i n  i n d i v i d u a l  j o u r n a l s ,  there may be 
a s h a r p  d i f f e r e n c e  of opin ion  expressed  over  v a r i o u s  d o c t r i n a l  
matters. 

A case i n  p o i n t  is t h e  debate carried on i n  t h e  
pages of the  MILITARY-HISTORICAL JOURNAL between October 1959 
and J u l y  1961. The deba te  w a s  e s p e c i a l l y  remarkable for  t h e  
v igo r  and d i r e c t n e s s  of its d i s p u t e s  and its g e n e r a l l y  in- 
conc lus ive ,  p r o t r a c t e d  c h a r a c t e r .  It a f f o r d s  r e v e a l i n g  in-  
s i g h t s  i n t o  t h e  atmosphere of t h e  Sov ie t  gene ra l  s t a f f .  The 
debate o s t e n s i b l y  cen te red  on problems of World War I1 h i s -  
to r iography,  b u t  t h e  purpose of t h e  debate i n  r a k i n g  over  t h e  
l e s s o n s  of World War I1 was admi t t ed ly  t o  h e l p  work o u t  a 
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t h e o r y  of t h e  i n i t i a l  pe r iod  of f u t u r e  war.* 
disagreement  o f t e n  exceeded i n  number t h e  areas of agreement. 
And such  q u e s t i o n s  of c r i t i ca l  d o c t r i n a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  as t h e  
c h a r a c t e r  of t h e  first phase of war, t h e  role of weapons and 
high command, t h a t  were aired in t h e  deba te  were no t  r e so lved .  

The p o i n t s  of 

Unfor tuna te ly ,  t h e  open materials do not  c a r r y  
enough ev idence  of t h e  k ind  required t o  p i n  a p r o g r e s s i v e  o r  
t r , a d i t i o n a l i s t  tag on most of t h e  s e n i o r  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  lead- 
ers. Recent p o l i c y  s t a t emen t s  by Marshal Malinovsky, however, 
do r e v e a l  tha t  t h e  p r o g r e s s i v e  approach c u r r e n t l y  has  an im-  
p o r t a n t  edge o v e r  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l i s t  outlook in Sov ie t  o f f i a l -  
dom. This is s e e n  i n  Malinovsky's pronouncement of l as t  October 
on t h e  new s t u d y  yea r .  (PRAVDA, 24 October 1961) The state- 
ment emphasizes t h e  working o u t  of a theo ry  of f u t u r e  w a r  on 
t he  basis of maneuvers and t r a i n i n g  under s imula t ed  c o n d i t i o n s  
of n u c l e a r  war- -par t icu lar ly  its i n i t i a l  phase--but makes no 
mention of t h e  use fu lness  of s tudy ing  t h e  l e s s o n s  of past 
w a r s .  In  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  r e c e n t l y  stepped-up o f f i c i a l  attacks 
a g a i n s t  S t a l i n ,  f o r  i n h i b i t i n g  t h e  development of S a v i e t  m i l i -  
t a r y  s c i e n c e ,  undoubtedly has  been g r i s t  f o r  t h e  m i l l  of t h e  
p r o g r e s s i v e s  i n  t h e i r  e f for t s  to discredit  the  views of t h e i r  
more c o n s e r v a t i v e  colleagues. As r e c e n t l y  as 21 January 1962 
t h e  Defense Minis t ry ,  i n  a RED STAR ed i to r i a l ,  urged conserva- 
t i v e - t h i n k i n g  m i l i t a r y  off icers  t o  keep pace w i t h  t h e  main- 
stream of developments: "Much remains t o  be done i n  l i q u i d a t -  
i n g  t h e  consequences of t h e  c u l t  of p e r s o n a l i t y  i n  t h e  sphe re  
of m i l i t a r y  theo ry ,  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and h i s to ry . "  

. . ... . . , , . .  ..'. 

...... .. , ,. . .,. . ... , , . .  

. . . . . . , . .. . 
*An .article by Maj'. Gen. I. Rukhle and publ i shed  i n  t h e  

October 1959 i s s u e  of t h e  j o u r n a l  se rved  as a c a t a l y s t .  A 
vigorous d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e  ar t ic le  w a s  held i n  t h e  M i l i t a r y  
Historical S e c t i o n  of t h e  Mi l i ta ry-Science  Soc ie ty  of t h e  
M i l i t a r y - H i s t o r i c a l  Department of t h e  General Staff on 18 
December 1959, accord ing  t o  a r e p o r t  publ i shed  i n  t h e  Apr i l  
1960 i s s u e  of t h e  MILITARY-HISTORICAL JOURNAL. A liumber of 
ar t ic les  addressed  t o  the  s u b j e c t  were t h e n  publ i shed  i n  
succeeding issues of t h e  JOURNAL, culmina t ing  i n  an art icle,  
in t h e  J u l y  1961 i s s u e ,  by t h e  ch ie f  of t h e  General  Staff 
h imse l f ,  Marshal Zakharov. 
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11. STRATEGIC DOCTRINE FOR THE FIRST ATTACK 

How w a r  w i l l  beg in  and what t h e  consequences ol. t h e  
f i r s t  n u c l e a r  s t r i k e s  w i l l  be f o r  t h e  w a r r i n g  s i d e s  are ques- 
t i o n s  of g r e a t e s t  concern t o  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  l e a d e r s .  S ince  
a t  least 1955, t h i s  matter has  commanded t h e  most a t t e n t i o n  
in' theore.tica1 d i s c u s s i o n s  of  f u t u r e  war. Judging from re- 
c e n t  ev idence ,  t h e  heavy emphasis on t he  importance of t h e  
i n i t i a l  phase  of w a r  has been s u s t a i n e d  i f  no t  i nc reased .  
And t h e  concern voiced by Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  leaders ove r  t h e  
p o s s i b l e  e f f e c t s  of a Western s u r p r i s e  a t t a c k  a g a i n s t  t h e  
USSR would appear  t o  have important  i m p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  Sov ie t  
m i l i t a r y  p l ann ing .  

A. Su rp r i se  As a L i k e l y  Tr igge r  of  War 

Entangled as it is i n  a whole series of p o l i t i c a l  
and m i l i t a r y  i s s u e s ,  t h e  ques t ion  of i n i t i a t i o n  of war is 
bound t o  be handled i n  Sov ie t  discourse i n  a manner t h a t  w o u l d  
b e s t  s e r v e  p o l i c y  o r  p r o p a g a n d i s t i c  aims. It w o u l d  of course  
be f o l l y  t o  take such s t a t e m e n t s  a t  f a c e  va lue .  Y e t  it would 
be u s e f u l  t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  expressed .  S o v i e t  views on t h i s  q u e s -  
t i o n ,  in order t o  re la te  them la ter  i n  t h i s  s t u d y  t o  o t h e r  
concept ions  of f u t u r e  war and t o  probe their  i m p l i c a t i o n s  for 
Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  s t r a t e g y .  

p e c t a t i o n  t h a t  a d e c l a r a t i o n  of  w a r  w o u l d  precede  t h e  outbreak 
of h o s t i l i t i e s  between t h e  major powers. Rather ,  m i l i t a r y  
discourse has  r e p e a t e d l y  stressed t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  t h a t  a f u t u r e  
gene ra l  w a r  would begin w i t h  a s u r p r i s e  a t t a c k  w i t h  m a s s  
d e s t r u c t i o n  weapons by t h e  West a g a i n s t  t h e  S o v i e t  camp. In  
an article i n  t h e  Apr i l  1961 MILITARY-HISTORICAL JOURNAL, 
Major General  M. Cherednichenko cast t h i s  view i n  terms of  
a r i g i d  f o r m u l a :  

To begin  w i t h ,  no Sov ie t  spokesman has voiced  ex- 

It  is becoming a d e f i n i t e  l a w f u l  r e g u l a r i t y  
t h a t  w a r s  in t h e  contemporary epoch are be ing  
unleashed by i m p e r i a l i s t  a g g r e s s o r s  by s u r -  
p r i s e ,  w i t h o u t  d e c l a r a t i o n ,  drawing i n t o  t h e  
c o n f l i c t  enormous forces from t h e  ve ry  first 
days of t h e  war f o r  t h e  attainment of t h e  
most d e c i s i v e  o b j e c t i v e s .  
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Writ ing  i n  t h e  Augus t  1960 i s s u e  of t h e  same j o u r -  
n a l ,  however, t w o  o t h e r  m i l i t a r y  writers l e f t  open the poss i -  
b i l i t y  t h a t  e i ther  side might launch a s u r p r i s e  a t t a c k :  'As 
shown by p a s t  expe r i ence ,  wars most o f t e n  are s tar ted by s u r -  
prise attack by one of t h e  sides. . . .. ? ?  

would  w i l l f u l l y  forewarn its 'opponent of a d e f i n i t e  i n t e n t i o n  
t o  a t t a c k ,  t h e  S o v i e t s  have cons idered  t h a t  a threat period 
could precede t h e  first n u c l e a r  s a l v o ,  if t h e  c o u n t r i e s  were 
i n  t he  m i d s t  of an  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  crisis. (A complaint  heard 
d u r i n g  t h e  B e r l i n  crisis i n  1961 w a s  t h a t  t h e  USSR is confront-  
ed w i t h  " the  p rospec t  of war o n l y  because it wishes t o  s i g n  
a peace t r e a t y  w i t h  Germany.") 

t h i r d  world war c o u l d  begin under any of t h e  fo l lowing  cir- 
cumstances: 

\While  r u l i n g  o u t  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  a major power 

Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  spokesmen have also said t h a t  a 

1. Local w a r  (small-scale w a r  between states) which 
i n  c e r t a i n  cases w o u l d  " inev i t ab ly"  and i n  others w o u l d  "tend 
to" develop i n t o  a gene ra l  w a r .  Sov ie t  spokesmen agree t h a t  
any  armed c o n f l i c t  w i l l  i n e v i t a b l y  develop i n t o  a g l o b a l  nu- 
c l e a r / r o c k e t  w a r  should t h e  nuc lea r  powers become involved 
i n  i t .  (Marshal Malinovsky, speech a t  t h e  22nd CPSU Congress, 
23 October 1961) 

2. Attack a g a i n s t  a s a t e l l i t e  of t h e  Sov ie t  Union. 
"The armed forces of the  Sov ie t  Union, '' Marshal Mal inovsky 
declared in,PRAVDA on 24 January 1962, "are a l w a y s  ready  t o  
re ta l ia te  w i t h  a c rush ing  blow a t  the  aggressor  and w e  s h a l l  
smash t h o s e  who a t t a c k  u s  or o u r  a l l i es . "  ( In  o t h e r  r e c e n t  

Malinovsky--have exhib i ted  some r e l u c t a n c e  t o  pledge t o  de- 
fend a l l  s a t e l l i t e s  i n d i s c r i m i n a t e l y .  I n  t h e  h e a t  of t h e  
polemic w i t h  the  Albanians and Chinese,  f o r  example, Sov ie t  
l e a d e r s  e a r l y  t h i s  year  spoke of defending  t h e  "social is t  
c o u n t r i e s  which are o u r  f r i e n d s .  I))  

f e c t i v e  radars or by " the  ' a c c i d e n t a l '  appearance of a f o r e i g n  
a i rc raf t  and t h e  ' a c c i d e n t a l '  dropping of a bomb." (Khrushchev, 
PRAVDA, 15 March 1958) 

. .  s t a t emen t s  of t h i s  n a t u r e ,  however, Sov ie t  l eaders - - inc luding  

3." Accidental  war, which could  be set off by de- 
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Each of t h e s e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  is invoked i n  t h e  propa- 
ganda from t i m e  t o  time i n  order t o  i n h i b i t  Western m i l i t a r y  
a c t i v i t i e s  d e t r i m e n t a l  t o  Sovie t  i n t e r e s t s .  Th i s  is not  t o  
s a y  t h a t  t h e  v a r i o u s  no t ions  on how f u t u r e  war might begin 
are without  s i g n i f i c a n c e  f o r  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e .  The 
fact  t h a t  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  discourse focuses mainly on t h e  
problem of s u r p r i s e  a t t a c k  (or  first s t r i k e )  a g a i n s t  t h e  
USSR is i n  i t sel f  s i g n i f i c a n t  from a m i l i t a r y  s t a n d p o i n t .  
Th i s  s i g n i f i c a n c e  w i l l  be brought o u t  i n  t h e  ensuing  d i scus -  
s i o n  of o t h e r  dimensions of t h e  problem of s u r p r i s e  a t t a c k .  

B. V i e w s  On t h e  ImDortance of F i r s t  S t r i k e  

During t h e  p a s t  two y e a r s  Sov ie t  spokesmen have 
presented  c o n f l i c t i n g  views on t h e  p o s s i b l e  impact of a s u r -  
p r i s e  attack on t h e  USSR. 

On t h e  one hand, i n  h i s  speech announcing t h e  t r o o p  
c u t  i n  January 1960, Khrushchev had denied  t h a t  "any country" 
w o u l d  d e r i v e  d e c i s i v e  advantage by launching  a s u r p r i s e  at tack 
a g a i n s t  another  n u c l e a r  power: "The s t a t e  subjec ted  t o  a sud-  
den a t t a c k - - i f ,  of course, t h e  s ta te  i n  q u e s t i o n  is a s u f f i c i -  
e n t l y  b i g  one--will a lways  be able t o  g i v e  a power fu l  rebuff  
t o  t h e  aggressor. Khrushchev c l e a r l y  had p o l i t i c a l  r easons  
f o r  say ing  t h i s .  A major o b j e c t i v e  of h i s  speech w a s  t o  assure 
h i s  l i s t e n e r s - - b o t h  domestic and fore ign- - tha t  t h e  proposed 
t r o o p  c u t  w o u l d  i n  no way a f f e c t  t h e  c a p a b i l i t y  of t h e  Sov ie t  
Union t o  defend i t s e l f .  In  denying t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of s u r -  
p r i s e  a t t a c k ,  he was b u t t r e s s i n g  t h e  image of an a s su red  
Sov ie t  c a p a b i l i t y  t o  re ta l ia te  i n  f o r c e ,  even under t h e  worst 
p o s s i b l e  c o n d i t i o n s .  I n  suppor t  of h i s  argument t h a t  t h e  USSR 
had a guaranteed  c a p a b i l i t y  t o  s t r i k e  second w i t h  its nuclear /  
rocke t  weapons, Khrushchev said tha t  Sov ie t  t e r r i t o r y  was 
immense and t h a t  Sov ie t  m i s s i l e  f a c i l i t i e s  ( th rea t ened  by 
NATO bases a long  t h e  pe r iphe ry  of t h e  USSR) were located i n  
such  a way as t o  i n s u r e  d u p l i c a t i o n  and t r i p l i c a t i o n  as w e l l  
as adequate d i s p e r s i o n  and camouflage. Later, i n  t h e  wake 
of t h e  U-2 i n c i d e n t ,  Khrushchev aga in  sought  t o  assure t h e  
West as w e l l  as bloc leaders a t  t h e  June 1960 Conference of 
Communist p a r t i e s  i n  Bucharest  t h a t  t h e  USSR could s t r i k e  
second even i f  t h e  United S t a t e s  d i scovered  t h e  l o c a t i o n  of 
Sovie t  r o c k e t  bases: "It is no t  p o s s i b l e  t o  p u t  a r o c k e t  base 
o u t  of commission by one, t w o ,  or s e v e r a l  a t t a c k s ;  r o c k e t  
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t echnique  i n s u r e s  a c o u n t e r a t t a c k  i n  eve ry  in s t ance . "  In 
n e i t h e r  i n s t a n c e  i n  which he eva lua ted  t h e  s t r a t e g i c  s i g n i -  
f i c a n c e  of s t r i k i n g  first d i d  Khrushchev seem t o  vouch f o r  
t he  c a p a b i l i t y  of t h e  West's s t r a t e g i c  forces t o  s u r v i v e  a 
s u r p r i s e  at tack by Sov ie t  m i s s i l e s ,  a l though t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  
cannot be ru led  o u t . *  

'effect of s u r p r i s e  attack w a s  c o n t r i b u t e d  by L ieu tenan t  General 
Kras i ln ikov  in RED STAR of 18 November 1960: 

Another a u t h o r i t a t i v e  disparagement of t h e  u l t i m a t e  

Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  s c i e n c e  aff i rms t h e  fo l lowing:  
Regard less  of t h e  fac t  t h a t  a sudden attack 
can  cause very  g r e a t  harm, it st i l l  cannot  be- 
come a d e c i s i v e  factor  i n  t h e  course and o u t -  
come of t h e  w a r .  

Th i s  s t a t emen t  t o o ,  when examined i n  c o n t e x t ,  seems designed 
t o  emphasize t h e  Sov ie t  Union's a b i l i t y  t o  r e t a l i a t e ,  ra ther  
than  t h e  West's. For t h e  preceding  sen tences  were: "By means 
of a massed sudden a t t a c k  t h e  i m p e r i a l i s t s  dream of i n f l i c t -  
i n g  blows on t h e  soc i a l i s t  c o u n t r i e s  which would immediately 
decide t h e  war i n  t he i r  f a v o r .  We cannot  afford t o  ignore  
s u c h  i n t e n t  i o n s  of t h e  enemies of social  i s m .  " 

Sta tements  such  as these,  i n  s h o r t ,  implied t h a t  
t h e  Sov ie t  leaders had a h igh  conf idence  i n  a Sov ie t  ( b u t  no t  
n e c e s s a r i l y  Western) s t r ike-second c a p a b i l i t y .  Bu t  n e i t h e r  
m i l i t a r y  spokesmen nor  Khrushchev have b e l i t t l e d  t h e  import- 
ance of s u r p r i s e  a t t a c k  or  boasted of an assured S o v i e t  s t r ike-  
second c a p a b i l i t y  i n  p u b l i c  s i n c e  1960. The prolonged reti-  
cenceon s u c h  a c r i t i ca l  i s s u e  as t h i s  could  mean t h a t  t h e  Sov ie t  

*For obvious r easons ,  Sovie t  spokesmen do no t  d i r e c t l y  and 
openly d i R c u s s  t h e  q u e s t i o n  of t h e  p o s s i b l e  e f f e c t s  of a -- Sov ie t  
first s t r i k e  a g a i n s t  the U.S .  The marshals g i v e  assurances  
that t h e  USSR " w i l l  never  s t r i k e  t h e  first blow." They have 
made sweeping threats i n  t h e  mass propaganda, such as Malinov- 
s k y ' s  boast i n  PRAVDA on 24 January 1962 t h a t  t h e  USSR could 
d e s t r o y  "any target ,  a l l  po l  it ical-admin i s t ra t  i v e  c e n t e r s  of 
t h e  US" w i t h  a s i n g l e  nuc lear / rocke t  a t tack.  B u t  t h e y  have 
not  s p e c i f i e d  t h a t  s u c h  an a t t a c k  w o u l d  be launched under con- 
d i t i o n s  of a first s t r i k e  or s u r p r i s e  a t tack.  
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l e a d e r s  are less c e r t a i n  now t h a n  t h e y  were i n  1960 about 
t h e  Sov ie t  a b i l i t y  t o  wi ths tand  a first nuc lea r  s t r i k e  by 
t h e  West. 

I n  t h i s  regard, it is also s i g n i f i c a n t  t h a t  s i n c e  
t h e  Khrushchev speech  of January 1960, and i n  s u b t l e  r e j e c t i o n  
of it, a number of m i l i t a r y  spokesmen have stressed t h e  pos- 
s i b l e  d e c i s i v e  e f f e c t  t h a t  a s u r p r i s e  a t t a c k  might have on 
t h e  war as a whole. Statements  t o  t h i s  p o i n t  made i n  1961 
by t w o  r ank ing  m i l i t a r y  leaders s t a n d  o u t  as most impor tan t .  

In  an ar t ic le  summing up a l eng thy  deba te  on t h e  
i n i t i a l  p e r i o d  of war, developed i n  consecut ive  i s s u e s  of t h e  
MILITARY-HISTORICAL JOURNAL, t h e  Chief of t h e  General S ta f f  
endorsed t h e  view tha t  s t ra teg ic  s u r p r i s e  could be of over- 
r i d i n g  importance i n  a f u t u r e  w a r .  I n  t h e  J u l y  1961 issue 
OT the j o u r n a l ,  Marshal Zakharov focused on t h e  danger t o  t h e  
USSR (with p o s s i b l e  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  West as w e l l )  of a s u c -  
c e s s f u l  s u r p r i s e  a t t a c k :  

The nuc lear - rocket  weapon, having enormous 
d e s t r u c t i v e  f o r c e  and p r a c t i c a l l y  un l imi t ed  
i n  its r a d i u s  of o p e r a t i o n s ,  opens before t h e  
aggressor wide p o s s i b i l i t i e s  for  d e l i v e r i n g  
a s u r p r i s e  blow of enormous force. N u c l e a r  
weapons permit  i n  t h e  very  f i r s t  hours of 
t h e  war t h e  d e l i v e r y  of s u c h  blows as can 
t u r n  o u t  t o  be d e c i s i v e  f o r  t h e  c o u r s e o f  
t h e  war. In  these cond i t ions ,  l a c k  of 
m i l i t a r y  preparedness  for r e s i s t a n c e  a g a i n s t  
an aggressor  a t t a c k  can e n t a i l  far heav ie r  
consequences than  was t h e  case / i n  t h e  USSR7 - 
i n  1941. Of h ighes t  importance-here is 
t h e  a t ta inment  of h igh  v i g i l a n c e  and c o n s t a n t  
preparedness  of armed forces t o  prevent  a 
s u r p r i s e  blow. 

Marshal Malinovsky, i n  h i s  speech  t o  t h e  22nd CPSU 
Congress on 23 October has provided t h e  m o s t  a u t h o r i t a t i v e  
opin ion  on s t ra tegic  s u r p r i s e  t o  date. H i s  view of t h e  i s s u e  
w a s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  t h e  m i l i t a r y  l i t e r a tu re  s t r e s s i n g  t h e  
d e c i s i v e  role  of s t r a t eg ic  s u r p r i s e  i n  a f u t u r e  w a r  b u t ,  l i k e  
Zakharov's,  w a s  out of s t ep  w i t h  Khrushchev's p r e s e n t a t i o n  
of January 1960. Malinovsky seemed a t  p a i n s  t o  g e t  across 
t h e  idea t h a t  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  and m i l i t a r y  l e a d e r s h i p  w e r e  now 
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f u l l y  i n  accord  i n  t h e i r  estimate of t h e  importance of s u r p r i s e .  
Thus he took  t h e  rare s t e p  of invoking t h e  a u t h o r i t y  of t h e  
CPSU Pres id ium i n  emphasizing t h e  need to  s t u d y  t h e  problem 
of t h e  i n i t i a l  p e r i o d  i n  a war: 

The Presidium of t h e  C e n t r a l  Committee of  
t h e  p a r t y  and t h e  Sov ie t  Government have 
demanded and do demand of u s  t h a t  w e  devote  
s p e c i a l  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  i n i t i a l  pe r iod  of 
a p o s s i b l e  war. The importance of t h i s  
p e r i o d  l i e s  i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  very  first 
m a s s  nuc lea r  s t r i k e s  are capable ,  t o  a vast  
e x t e n t ,  of prede termining  t h e  whole subsequent  
course of t h e  war and could l e a d  t o  such 
losses i n  t h e  r e a r  and among t h e  t r o o p s  as 
would pu t  t h e  people  and t h e  coun t ry  i n  an 
e x c e p t i o n a l l y  d i f f i c u l t  p o s i t i o n .  

I n  s t r e s s i n g  t h e  grave  danger. t o  t h e  USSR should  
t h e  West succeed  i n  s t r i k i n g  t h e  USSR T i r s t ,  t h e  s e n i o r  m i l i -  
t a r y  l e a d e r s  b e t r a y  t h e i r  doubts  and f e a r s  a b u t  t h e  a b i l i t y  
of t h e i r  coun t ry  to withs tand  a massed n u c l e a r  a t t a c k .  A t  
t h e  very  least ,  t h e i r  s t a t emen t s  r e f l e c t  much less confidence 
in .  t h e  USSR's a b i l i t y  t o  absorb  n u c l e a r  blows and t o  s t r i k e  
back e f f e c t i v e l y  than  Khrushchev and General  Kras i ln ikov  had 
expressed  i n  1960. A t  t h e  same t i m e ,  t h e  s t a t e m e n t s  on t h e  
p o s s i b l e  d e c i s i v e n e s s  of strategic s u r p r i s e  may bea r  on t h e  
a b i l i t y  of t h e  United S t a t e s  t o  wi ths tand  s u c h  an  a t t a c k .  
Were t h i s  t h e  case, t h e  s t a t emen t s  could  be used i n  suppor t  
of an argument for  a Sovie t  s t r i k e - f i r s t  s t r a t e g y  and f o r  
t h e  USSR's a c q u i r i n g  a weapons c a p a b i l i t y  commensurate wi th  
t h a t  t a s k .  

More w i l l  be s a i d  s h o r t l y  on t h e  probable  implica- 
t i o n s  of t h e  he ightened  Sov ie t  concern over  t h e  ques t ion  of 
s u r p r i s e  f o r  Sov ie t  s t ra tegic  p lanning .  S u f f i c e  it t o  note  
here, t h a t  t h e  e v i d e n t  Sov ie t  u n c e r t a i n t i e s  about t h e  effect  
of t h e  first a t t a c k  has  probably c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  d i s a r r a y  
i n  m i l i t a r y  t h i n k i n g  on s u c h  quest icms as t h e  d u r a t i o n  of t h e  
f u t u r e  war, t h e  kind of role  t h e  o l d e r  component f o r c e s  w i l l  
p lay ,  t h e  r e l a t i v e  importance of convent iona l  weapons, t h e  
scale of w a r t i m e  economic product ion ,  and a v a r i e t y  of r e l a t e d  
ques t  i o n s .  
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C. S t r a t e g y  For t h e  I n i t i a l  S tage  of War 

A s  r evea led  i n  the open sources, the S o v i e t s  en- 
v i sage  f i g h t i n g  a "defensive" war i n  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  s e n s e  b u t  
an "of fens ive"  war i n  a m i l i t a r y  s e n s e .  They g i v e  no ind i -  
c a t i o n  i n  t h e i r  w r i t i n g s  or  pronouncements of planning  for  
a "prevent ive" war-that is, a deliberate, unprovoked a t t a c k  
a g a i n s t  t h e  West. The f ac t  t h a t  t h e y  p l an  t o  f i g h t  a "defe::- 
s ive"  war, however, does not  r u l e  o u t  t h e i r  s t r i k i n g  another  
power first, by s u r p r i s e ,  should  t h e y  deem t h i s  important  t o  
their  s e c u r i t y .  A USSR Defense Minis t ry  book, "War and P o l i t i c s "  
(s igned t o  p r e s s  i n  December 19591, - t h u s  r a t i o n a l i z e d  a first- 
strike s t r a t e g y  for  t h e  USSR wi th in  t h e  framework of a 'defen- 
s i v e "  w a r  i n  a p o l i t i c a l  Sense: 

Contemporary methods of conduct ing wars have 
g r e a t l y  increased  not  on ly  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  
of s u r p r i s e  b u t  also t h e  role  of a t tack- -  
which is t h e  basic and most important  way of 
conduct ing  w a r ,  and of provid ing  f o r  t h e  
d e c i s i v e  d e s t r u c t i o n  of t h e  forces of t h e  
enemy and t h e  p r e s e r v a t i o n  of o n e ' s  own 
f o r c e s .  Attack i n  t h e  m i l i t a r y  s e n s e  of 
s t r a t e g y  by no means c o n t r a d i c t s  t h e  defen- 
s i v e  c h a r a c t e r  of w a r  i n  defense  of t h e  
social is t  f a t h e r l a n d  from the  p o l i t i c a l  
p o i n t  of view. 

Marx and Engels c o n s t a n t l y  advised  commun- 
ists t h a t  a . . . j u s t  war, defens ive  i n  char-  
acter ,  does no t  prec lude  s t ra teg ic  a t t a c k  
o p e r a t i o n s  b u t  on t h e  c o n t r a r y  presupposes  
them. 

According t o  numerous Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  s t a t e m e n t s ,  
p revent ing ,  and a t  t h e  l ea s t ,  r e p u l s i n g  an enemy s t r a t eg ic  
a t t a c k ,  and d e l i v e r i n g  a c rush ing  counterblow, w i l l  be t h e  
m o s t  important  o f  t h e  immediate s t r a t e g i c  aims of Sov ie t  
forces i n  a f u t u r e  war. From other s t a t e m e n t s  on how the  
w a r  w i l l  develop i n  its i n i t i a l  phase,  it is clear t h a t  
s e i z i n g  t h e  s t r a t e g i c  i n i t i a t i v e  and c r e a t i n g  f a v o r a b l e  con- 
d i t ions- - through s t r a t e g i c  nuc lea r  s t r i k e s - - f o r  t h e  f u r t h e r  
development of o p e r a t i o n s  are inc luded  among t h e  immediate 
o b j e c t i v e s .  
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To prevent  an enemy s u r p r i s e  a t t a c k ,  should  deter- 
r e n c e  f a i l ,  means t o  d e s t r o y  t h e  enemy's nuc lea r  s t r i k i n g  
force--or as much of it as poss ib le - - in  good t i m e .  The best 
and perhaps o n l y  way t o  achieve  t h i s  is by s t r i k i n g  t h e  enemy 
f i r s t .  Such was t h e  t h i n k i n g  of a group of Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  
theor i s t s  who, i n  1955, advanced t h e  view t h a t  a s u r p r i s e  
a t t a c k  could be f rustrated i f  t h e  enemy were himself  s u r p r i s e d  
as he ip repa red  t o  s t r i k e .  

admit i n  p u b l i c  t h e  adopt ion of a pre-emptive s t r a t e g y .  On 
t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  on a number of occas ions  s i n c e  1955 Sov ie t  spolres- 
men have e x p l i c i t l y  disavowed it  .* Never the less ,  i n  t h e  pe r iod  
under review,  there have been some c r y s t a l  clear a l l u s i o n s  
t o  t h e  need for  t h e  USSR t o  be in a p o s i t i o n  t o  s t r i k e  t h e  
first n u c l e a r  blow, should  war become i n e v i t a b l e .  Thus, i n  
a debate I n  t h e  m i l i t a r y  h i s tor ica l  s e c t i o n  of t h e  General 
S t a f f  ( r epor t ed  i n  t h e  Apr i l  1960 i s s u e  of t h e  MILITARY- 
HISTORICAL JOURNAL), a Colonel Nazarov made t h e  fo l lowing  
s ta tement  about t h e  "new problems" i n  t h e  p r e p a r a t i o n  f o r  
w a r  and t h e  conduct of armed s t r u g g l e  i n  its i n i t i a l  period: 

I t  has  not been t h e  p o l i c y  of t h e  Sov ie t  Union t o  

The f i r s t  problem is i n s u r i n g  for  onese l f  
t h e  advantages for  t h e  s u c c e s s f u l  realiza- 
t i o n  of a s u r p r i s e  first blow o r  t h e  pre-  
ven t ion  (predotvarshchenie)  of s u c h  a blow 
on t h e  p a r t  of a probable  enemy. Th i s  prob- 
l e m ,  as h i s t o r y  has  shown, has become t h e  
c e n t r a l  one i n  t h e  p r e p a r a t i o n  of c o u n t r i e s  
for  w a r  and i n  t h e  p r e p a r a t i o n  of armed 
forces and of t h e  m i l i t a r y  h igh  command. 

In  an a r t ic le  i n  t h e  March 1961 issue of t h e  MIZITARY- 
HISTORICAL JOURNAL, Army General  Kurasov h i n t e d ,  though i n  
more cautious language, a t  t h e  need f o r  t h e  USSR t o  s t r i k e  
first i n  t h e  event  of war. He quoted Lenin t o  t h e  e f f e c t  t h a t  

*The above-ment ioned book, "War and Po l i t i c s  , for  example, 
s a id :  " I t  is w e l l  known t h a t ,  un l ike  t h e  i m p e r i a l i s t s ,  m i l i -  
t a r y  and p o l i t i c a l  leaders of t h e  Sov ie t  Union have many t i m e s  
s ta ted  t h a t  t h e  USSR w i l l  never s t a r t  w a r s .  They have always 
denied t h e  s t r a t e g y  of 'pre-emptive blow'." 

- 23 - 



. . . .  , 
.. . . .  , .. . .. . . . . . , . , 

.. .. ,.. . . .  . , . . .  ......._ . .  . .  

it would be " s t u p i d  and criminal" not  t o  attack an enemy "act- 
i n g  a g a i n s t  us." He recalled t h a t  Lenin wrote (Works, V o l .  
26, p.  152) t h a t  "one m u s t  t r y  t o  c a t c h  t h e  e n e m m d i s a r r a y ,  
. to  s t r i k e  a t  t h e  moment when h i s  t r o o p s  are assembled." And 
he noted  Lon in ' s  adage t h a t  " i n  w a r  you do n o t  communicate 

. t o  t h e  enemy when you are going  t o  a t t a c k . "  

Voic ing  concern i n  h i s  22nd CPSU Congress speech  
l a s t  October about t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of a Western s u r p r i s e  
attack a g a i n s t  t h e  USSR, Marshal Malinovsky no t  o n l y  called 
for  p repa redness  t o  repel s u c h  an attack, b u t  h i n t e d  s t r o n g l y  
a t  a pre-emptive s t r a t e g y .  He  s a i d  t h a t  i n  1961 t h e  armed 
forces were called on t o  work o u t  means of  "exploding" t h e  
a g g r e s s o r ' s  p l a n  by a " t imely  and d e v a s t a t i n g  blow a g a i n s t  
him'' : 

. ... 
, ::; 

. .  

In r e a l i s t i c a l l y  a p p r a i s i n g  t h e  s i t u a t i o n ,  
one m u s t  ho ld  t h a t  it is p r e c i s e l y  a s u r -  
p r i s e  n u c l e a r  at tack on t h e  S o v i e t  Union 
and other s o c i a l i s t  c o u n t r i e s  t h a t  t h e  i m -  
p e r i a l i s t s  are p repa r ing .  Th i s  is why 
S o v i e t  m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e  r e g a r d s  as t h e  
most impor tan t ,  t h e  p r i n c i p a l ,  and pr imary 
tasks of  t h e  armed f o r c e s  t o  be i n  c o n s t a n t  
r e a d i n e s s  t o  r e p u l s e  r e l i a b l y  a s u r p r i s e  
a t t a c k  of t h e  enemy and t o  thwar t  h i s  c r i m i -  
n a l  p l a n s .  The p o i n t  a t  i s s u e  is t h a t ,  i n  
contemporary c o n d i t i o n s ,  any armed c o n i  1 ict  
w i l l  i n e v i t a b l y  develop i n t o  a u n i v e r s a l  
nuc lear - rocket  war, shou ld  t h e  n u c l e a r  pow- 
ers be involved i n  it. Thus we  are f o r c e d  
t o  p r e p a r e  ou r  armed f o r c e s ,  t h e  coun t ry ,  
and a l l  t h e  people  p r i m a r i l y  f o r  a s t r u g g l e  
a g a i n s t  t h e  aggres so r ,  mainly i n  t h e  condi- 
t i o n s  of n u c l e a r  warfare . .  . . 
The main common task posed f o r  a l l  ou r  armed 
forces i n  m i l i t a r y  t r a i n i n g  f i n  19617 was 
t h e  s t u d y  and working out  of-the means of 
r e l i a b l y  r e p u l s i n g  a sudden n u c l e a r  a t t a c k  
by t h e  aggres so r  and a l s o  t h e  means of ex- 
p l o d i n g  h i s  a g g r e s s i v e  p l a n s  by a t ime ly  
and d e v a s t a t i n g  blow a g a i n s t  h i m .  
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There are t w o  important  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  
p r e s e n t  and p a s t  t r ea tmen t  of t h e  pre-emptive q u e s t i o n  i n  t h e  
open d i s c o u r s e .  F i r s t ,  a l though a l l u s i o n s  t o  a pre-emptive 
s t r a t e g y  have been carried i n  less a u t h o r i t a t i v e  sources i n  
t h e  p a s t ,  o n l y  r e c e n t l y  has  t h e  concept of pre-emptive a c t i o n  
been inco rpora t ed  i n  t h e  s ta ted mission of t h e  USSR armed 
forces.* Second, t h e  s t r i d e n t  conf idence  expressed  by some 
m i l i t a r y  spokesmen p r i o r  t o  1960 i n  having ample warning of 
an impending enemy a t t a c k  has not  appeared i n  r e c e n t  m i l i t a r y  
discourse. Rather ,  emphasis has  been on v i g i l a n c e  and s p l i t -  
second r e a c t i o n  i n  t h e  e x p e c t a t i o n  t h a t  t h e r e  w i l l  be l i t t l e  
advance warning. The spokesmen g i v e  as t h e  main r eason  f o r  
t h i s  t h e  threat posed by  American ove r seas  bases. "The pres-  
ence of numerous m i l i t a r y  bases of i m p e r i a l i s t  s ta tes  around 
t h e  TJSSR and o t h e r  c o u n t r i e s  of t h e  social is t  camp de termines  
t h a t  t h e  t i m e  fo r  b r i n g i n g  o u t  forces t o  immediate combat 
preparedness  m u s t  be measured not  i n  days  o r  even in hours ,  
b u t  i n  a series of cases l i t e r a l l y  i n  minutes  and seconds." 
(Major General N. Kiryaev, KORlMUNIST OF THE ARMED FORCES, 
No. 17, September 1961) 

American ove r seas  bases, moreover, are g iven  first 
p r i o r i t y  among t h e  prominent ly  announced t a r g e t s  of a Sov ie t  
coun te r - s t r ike .  The whole system of bases r i n g i n g  t h e  Sov ie t  
camp, t h e y  boast, can  r a p i d l y  be knocked o u t  of commission. 
B u t  t h e  S o v i e t s  have observed a c u r i o u s  r e t i c e n c e  wi th  r e s p e c t  
t o  SAC and m i s s i l e  bases located w i t h i n  t h e  United S t a t e s .  
A t  t h e  m o s t ,  t h e y  speak of a t t a c k i n g  "very important  targets'' 
w i th in  t h e  United S t a t e s  or imply a c a p a b i l i t y  t o  d e s t r o y  
them by drawing on a u t h o r i t a t i v e  American s t a t e m e n t s  bea r ing  

. . . . :. :. . .  

*Thus i n  February 1961, Malinovsky said o n l y  t h a t  t h e  So- 
v i e t  armed f o r c e s  would ' ' r epe l  t h e  a t t a c k  of t h e  enemy and 
deal him immediately a crushing;  r e t a l i a t o r y  Blow."" . 
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on Sov ie t  s t r a t e g i c  a t t a c k  fo rces .*  More common i n  m i l i t a r y  
discourse are r e f e r e n c e s  t o  strikes a g a i n s t  s u c h  rear area 
t a r g e t s  as " i n d u s t r i a l  and v i t a l  c e n t e r s ,  "communications 
Junc t ions ,  'I " p o l i t i c a l - a d m i n i s t r a t  i v e  c e n t e r s ,  "naval bases ,  '' 
and "every th ing  t h a t  f e e d s  war . I 1  

The fac t  t h a t  there is l i t t l e  i f  any s p e c i f i c  mea- 
t i o n  of h i t t i n g  long-range a t t a c k  elements  located w i t h i n  the 
United States cannot  be expla ined  s imply  by a r e l u c t a n c e  t o  
broach a subject  t h a t  impinges on a s t r ike-f i rs t  s t r a t e g y ,  
f o r  Sov ie t  spokesmen f o r t h r i g h t l y  speak of a coun te r fo rce  
s t ra tegy-- imply ing  first s t r ike - -wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  American 
rocket and SAC bases ove r seas .  

There are s e v e r a l  p o s s i b l e  e x p l a n a t i o n s  f o r  Sov ie t  
r e t i c e n c e  on t h e  sub jec t  of mainland U.S. m i l i t a r y  targets.  
It could ,  f o r  example, reflect a m i l i t a r y  estimate t h a t  U.S. 
overseas  bases, be ing  mainly rocke t  bases, r e p r e s e n t  t h e  p r i -  
mary threat  t o  t h e  Sov ie t  camp; whereas t h e  long-range a t t a c k  
forces based w i t h i n  t h e  United States are still  mainly air-  
craf t ,  a p a r t  of which are on a i r  a ler t ,  and can  be dealt  w i t h  
by e x i s t i n g  Sov ie t  a i r  defense  f o r c e s  (whose role  is heav i ly  
stressed i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e ) ,  A second p o s s i b l e  exp lana t ion  
is t h a t  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  p l anne r s  lack  conf idence  i n  t h e i r  
a b i l i t y  t o  s t r i k e  a t  ICBM si tes  and SAC bases w i t h i n  t h e  Uni t ed  
States--or a t  least i n  good time--with e x i s t i n g  c a p a b i l i t i e s .  
S t i l l  a t h i r d  p o s s i b l e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  is t h a t  the  Sov ie t  lead- 
ers, d e s i r i n g  t o  g i v e  s t a b i l i t y  t o  m u t u a l  d e t e r r e n c e ,  f i n d  
it i n  t he i r  i n t e r e s t  t o  maintain American conf idence  i n  SAC'S 
re ta l ia tory  capab i l i t y  t o  deter t h e  USSR--but a t  a l e v e l  l o w  
enough t o  discourage an American s u r p r i s e  a t t a c k  a g a i n s t  t he  
USSR. ** 

*''The s t r e n g t h  of o u r  rocke t  weapons is also acknowledged 
abroad. For example, commander of US SAC General  Thomas Power 
declared openly  t h a t  under p re sen t  c o n d i t i o n s  any t a r g e t  can 
be des t royed  w i t h  an accuracy of up t o  95%, even i f  t h i s  tar-  
g e t  is a t  a d i s t a n c e  of 8 t o  10 thousand k i lome te r s .  Power 
draws t h e  conc lus ion :  ' I n  e f f e c t  a l l  t h e  S o v i e t s  need t o  p u t  
o u r  atomic weapons o u t  of commission are 300 r o c k e t s .  A l l  t h i s  
i n  some t h i r t y  minutes."'  (Marshal Moskalenko, RED STAR, 13 
September 1961) 

American conf idence  i n  its a b i l i t y  t o  deter t h e  USSR is t h e  
p r a c t i c e  of p u b l i c i z i n g  expec ta t ion  of t h e  v a s t  d e s t r u c t i o n  
t h a t  t h e  USSR w o u l d  s u f f e r  i n  t h e  even t  of a new w a r .  

**Another method t h e  Sov ie t s  have used i n  ma in ta in ing  
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I). Conclusions 
:+ 

What is most s t r i k i n g  about  S o v i e t  s t a t e m e n s  on t h e  
,problem of t h e  i n i t i a l  s t a g e  of w a r  is t h e  u n c e r t a i n t y  t h a t  
u n d e r l i e s  them. The f e a r s  of Sov ie t  leaders r e g a r d i n g  t h e  
e f f e c t s  of a s u r p r i s e  attack carried o u t  a g a i n s t  t h e  USSR have 
already been mentioned. We a l s o  encounter  ev idence  of un- 
c e r t a i n t y  i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  some o f f i c e r s  have voiced  doub t s  
ove r  whether s t r a t e g i c  d e c i s i o n s  taken  by  t h e  m i l i t a r y  leader- 
s h i p  can  c o n t r o l  e v e n t s  i n  t h e  first phase of a f u t u r e  war.* 

That  s u c h  f e a r s  and u n c e r t a i n t i e s  are i n  ev idence  
undoubtedly has  impor tan t  i m p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  S o v i e t  s t r a t e g i c  
p lanning .  T h i s  h a s  been made clear i n  a l l u s i o n s  by t o p  m i l i -  
t a r y  leaders t o  a pre-emptive s t r a t e g y .  If n o t  r e f l e c t i n g  
a change i n  p o l i c y ,  t h e i r  s t a t e m e n t s  may be a rgu ing  f o r  one.  
For they  seem t o  compel t h e  p r a c t i c a l  d o c t r i n a l  conclus ion  
t h a t  t h e  S o v i e t  Union ought e i ther  t o  p r e p a r e  t o  accep t  a s u r -  
p r i s e  n u c l e a r  a t t a c k  by t h e  United States or t o  launch  one 
i t s e l f .  

, 

The S o v i e t s  do n o t ,  of cour se ,  s p e l l  o u t  f o r  u s  
t h e  meaning of  pre-emptive a c t i o n .  In  S o v i e t  t h i n k i n g ,  t h e  

. . . .  ... 
.. . 

*In 1960 , a s h a r p  con t rove r sy  took  p l a c e  i n  t h e  m i l i t a r y -  
h i s t o r i c a l  department  of t h e  G e n e r a l  S t a f f ,  as reported on 
t h e  pages of t h e  MILITARY-HISTORICAL JOURNAL, over  t h e  rela- 
t i v e  importance of t h e  d e c i s i o n s  of t h e  m i l i t a r y  h igh  command 
on t h e  one hand, and technique  (armaments) on t h e  o t h e r ,  i n  
forming t h e  i n i t i a l  phase of war. Some o f f i c e r s  contended 
t h a t  t h e  m i l i t a r y  h igh  command can i n  peacetime predetermine 
t h e  c h a r a c t e r  of t h e  i n i t i a l  pe r iod  of  w a r ;  opponents of t h i s  
viewpoint  argued t h a t  t h e  c h a r a c t e r  of  t h e  i n i t i a l  p e r i o d  of 
war is above a l l  determined by methods and weapons--that is, 
by factors independent  of t h e  w i l l  of i n d i v i d u a l  pe r sons .  I 

Marshal Zakharov, who summed up t h e  debate i n  an a r t ic le  i n  
t h e  J u l y  1961 i s s u e  of t h e  MILITARY HISTORICAL JOURNAL, s ide-  
s t epped  t h i s  c o n t e n t i o n ,  l e a v i n g  t h e  q u e s t i o n  among a number 
of o t h e r s  unreso lved .  H e  was c o n t e n t  t o  say t h a t  t h e  character 
of armed s t r u g g l e  i n  t h e  i n i t i a l  period of  w a r  is determined 
by "many c o n d i t i o n s ,  '' i n c l u d i n g  p l a n s  and armament. 
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concept  of pre-emption may not  n e c e s s a r i l y  e n t a i l  a s t r a t e g y  
on which m i l i t a r y  p lanning  is based. It may have no bea r ing  
on t h e  choosing of weapons i n  t h e  USSR. It may simply mean 
a l a s t -minu te  a t tempt  t o  u n l o a d , t h e  coun t ry ' s  strategic at- 
t a c k  weapons i n  an e f f o r t  t o  b l u n t  an impending enemy a t t a c k .  

Such a concept  of pre-emption, however, would im-  
p l y  an i r r e s p o n s i b l e  a t t i t u d e  on t h e  p a r t  of t h i n k e r s  so  
committed as are t h e  S o v i e t s  t o  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of t o t a l  plan- 
n ing .  W e  b e l i e v e  it much more l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e i r  concep%Zf 
pre-emption is indeed expressed  i n  p lanning ,  is o r g a n i c  t o  
t h e i r  w a r  p lanning .  In t h i s  s e n s e  t h e  concept  n o t  o n l y  means 
t h e  launching  of a f o r e s t a l l i n g  first blow (as opposed t o  an 
unprovoked first s t r i k e  a g a i n s t  an opponent) ;  it also means 
a s t ra tegy t h a t  would dictate  the  assemblage of a m i l i t a r y  
force t h a t  is capable of d e l i v e r i n g  an e f f e c t i v e  f o r e s t a l l i n g  
blow, even though such  a blow w o u l d  n o t x s m l y  des t roy  
the  enemy's capabi l i t ies .  

... 

... . . . . ,  
, ..,;..,; ,;.' 
:,. '.'>' ...,..- 

.. .. . .  

'.', ..' ,.: : ..: 

As t o  c u r r e n t  Sovie t  c a l c u l a t i o n s  of t h e  e f f e c t s  
of a Sov ie t  first s t r i k e  a g a i n s t  t h e  United S t a t e s ,  w e  can 
on ly  guess  i n  t h e  dark .  The m i l i t a r y  do no t  come t o  grips 
with  t h i s  ques t ion  d i r e c t l y  i n  t h e  open discourse. A t  t he  
most, one could p o i n t  t o  i n d i r e c t  i n d i c a t o r s  of Sov ie t  th ink-  
i n g  on t h i s  matter, w i t h o u t  drawing any f i r m  conc lus ions .  
I n  e l e c t i n g ,  as t h e y  appear t o  do, a pre-emptive a t t a c k  
s t r a t e g y ,  t h e  m i l i t a r y  leaders imply the b e l i e f  t h a t  sub-  
s t a n t i a l  b l u n t i n g  of t h e  enemy's attack forces could  be 
achieved by a Sov ie t  f i r s t  s t r i k e .  Th i s  hypo thes i s  is b u t -  
r e s s e d  by t he i r  expressed  confidence i n  an a b i l i t y  t o  d e s t r o y  
t h e  whole sys tem of American ove r seas  bases, as w e l l  as by 
t h e i r  s t a t e m e n t s  t ha t  a s u r p r i s e  a t t a c k  could be d e c i s i v e .  
On t he  other hand, t h e i r  s t a t emen t s  b e a r i n g  on st rategic  
t a r g e t i n g  i n  t h e  first phase of war s e e m  to reflect  a lack 
of conf idence  i n  an a b i l i t y  t o  destroy t h e  long-range attack 
forces based w i t h i n  t e r r i t o r i a l  United States.  T h i s  would 
seem t o  suggest t h a t ,  i n  t h e i r  view, an important  p a r t  of t h e  
U.S .  long-range attack f o r c e  would  s u r v i v e  even under t h e  
most adverse  c o n d i t i o n s  of a Sov ie t  n u c l e a r  a t t a c k .  Never- 
theless, it s e e m s  obvious t h a t  t h e  l e v e l  of d e s t r u c t i o n  would  
be higher  i n  a pre-emptive blow than  i n  a r e t a l i a t o r y  blow, 
so t h e  i n a b i l i t y  t o  e f f e c t  t o t a l  d e s t r u c t i o n  wou ld  no t  in-  
v a l i d a t e  a pre-emptive s t r a t e g y .  
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111. DOCTRINE FOR W A R  AFTER THE FIRST ATTACK 

The S o v i e t  m i l i t a r y  l e a d e r s h i p ,  f r o m  a l l  i n d i c a t i o n s ,  
is p r e p a r i n g  t h e  Sov ie t  armea f o r c e s  f o r  f u t u r e  w a r  on t h e  
gu id ing  assumptions t h a t  it w i l l  involve  more t h a n  a m i s s i l e  
d u e l  between t h e  major powers and w i l l  c o n t i n u e  on a large 
scale af ter  t h e  f i r s t  n u c l e a r  blows have been s t r u c k .  On 
t h e  same assumptions,  t h e  m i l i t a r y  leaders have sought  t o  
work o u t  a body of t h e o r y  on t h e  c h a r a c t e r  of  t h e  e n t i r e  
course of  f u t u r e  w a r  as a basis f o r  S o v i e t  w a r  p lanning .  The 
f a c t  t h a t  t h e y  have n o t  had complete success i n  t h i s  e n t e r -  
p r i s e  h a s  a l r e a d y  been noted  i n  t h i s  s t u d y ,  as has  t h e  ten-  
dency of  groups of  o f f i c e r s  t o  t a k e  t r a d i t i o n a l i s t  o r  pro- 
g r e s s i v e  p o s i t i o n s .  I n  t h e  s e c t i o n s  t h a t  follow, w e  s h a l l  
f i r s t  o u t l i n e  t h e  s p e c i f i c  concept ions  of how war w i l l  develop 
a f t e r  the f i r s t  a t t a c k ,  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g ,  as w e  go,  between 
p o i n t s  of agreement and con t rove r sy  i n  t h e  m i l i t a r y  l i t e ra -  
ture.  Then w e  s h a l l  assemble ev idence  of p robab le  Sov ie t  
s t r a t e g i c  o b j e c t i v e s  f o r  war as a whole and of methods of 
a t t a i n i n g  them. 

. .  

A.  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n s  of Futu re  War 

1. Dura t ion  of War 

The q u e s t i o n  of a f u t u r e  w a r ' s  d u r a t i o n  is a 
c o n t e n t i o u s  one i n  t h e  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  e s t a b l i s h m e n t .  There 
is no hard  and f a s t  d o c t r i n e  on t h i s  matter, a l though t h e r e  
once w a s .  Up u n t i l  1960, t h e  n o t i o n  t h a t  f u t u r e  w a r  would 
be ve ry  l o n g  and a t t r i t i o n a l  was no t  d i sputed  i n  t h e  m i l i t a r y  
l i terature.* In  f a c t ,  as l a t e  as 1959, a Defense Min i s t ry  
tex tbook,  " In  Aid t o  O f f i c e r s  Studying Marxis t -Lenin is t  Theorb, '' 
envis ioned  a t h i r d  world w a r  as l a s t i n g  l o n g e r  than  World 
War 11. B u t  s i n c e  1960, many views have been expressed  on 
t h e  sub jec t .  Some w r i t e r s ,  p r i n c i p a l l y  mi l i l t a ry  economists ,  
cont inued  t o  p r e d i c t  tha t  a f u t u r e  w a r  w o u l d  be l eng thy  be- 
cause of  t h e  fac t  t h a t  bo th  c o a l i t i o n s  posses sed  immense 
human and material resources as w e l l  as a l a r g e  t e r r i t o r y ,  
which could  n o t  be knocked o u t  by n u c l e a r  blows i n  a sbr t  
t i m e .  (Major G e n e r a l  Lagovsky, SOVIET FLEET, 6 February,  
1960; V. Uzenyev, KOMMUNIST OF THE ARMED FORCES, No. 6 ,  1961) 

" .  .. 

*Ca l l s  for upgrading t h e  importance of s u r p r i s e  may have 
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On t h e  other hand, o t h e r s  have mused over  t he  
p o s s i b i l i t y  kha t  w a r  might be concluded w i t h  t h e  first nuc lea r  
broads ides .  
f e a s i b i l i t y  of a b l i tzkr ieg  in t h e  f u t u r e  under t h e  " r i g h t  
cond i t ions ,1 t  b u t  went on t o  d i scount  it a t  least a s  a practic- 
ab le  Western s t ra tegy a g a i n s t  t h e  USSR w i t h  its v a s t  t e r r i t o r y  
and p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  d i s p e r s i o n  of means of defense .*  

The l i k e l i h o o d  t h a t  a f u t u r e  c o n f l i c t  w i l l  t a k e  
t h e  form of a b l i t z k r i e g  o r  s i n g l e - s t a g e  w a r  is clear ly  a 
minor i ty  viewpoint i n  t he  Sovie t  m i l i t a r y ,  however. Even t h e  
outspoken p r o g r e s s i v e  experts on m i l i t a r y  s c i e n c e  now tend  
t o  d iscount  t h i s  no t ion .  Colonel S. Koelov, one of the  co- 
au tho r s  of t h e  1960 textbook on "Soviet  M i l i t a r y  Science" t h a t  
e n t e r t a i n s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of a b l i t z k r i e g ,  i n  1961 wrote d i s -  
paragingly  about unnamed Sovie t  o f f i c e r s  who p r i v a t e l y  look 
toward a b l i t z k r i e g  as t h e  war of t h e  f u t u r e .  (KOMMUNIST OF 
TRE ARMED FORCES, No. 11, June  1961) 

extremes of b l i t z k r i e g  and of a l eng thy  w a r  of a t t r i t i o n ,  a n t i -  
c i p a t e s  a w a r  which w i l l  cont inue  beyond t h e  first stage b u t  
which w i l l  no t  be long  and drawn o u t  l i k e  World W a r  11. M i l l -  
t a r y  spokesmen t end  t o  agree t h a t  a t  least  t h e  i n i t i a l  phase 
of war-which, by d e f i n i t i o n ,  w i l l  end when one of t h  e sides 
a t ta ins  its immediate strategic a i m s - - w i l l  be very s h o r t .  
Khrushchev's p i c t u r e  of t h e  i n i t i a l  phase of f u t u r e  war, drawn 
i n  January 1960, .had scheduled t h e  d e l i v e r y  of the d e c i s i v e  
s t ra tegic  strikes "not on ly  dur ing  t h e  first days but  du r ing  
t h e  f i r s t  minutes of the  war.*l 
more conse rva t ive  m i l i t a r y  t y p e s  (who, i n c i d e n t a l l y ,  expect  
much t o  be done i n  t h e  i n i t i a l  phase,  i nc lud ing  t h e  completion 
of t roop  mob i l i za t ion  and t r ans fo rma t ion  of t h e  economy t o  
a war f o o t i n g )  s a y  t h a t  t he  first s t a g e  w i l l  be counted i n  
t lhours o r  i n  days.  l1 (Colonels Kolgushkin and Bershadsky, MILI- 

One source  went so fa r  as t o  acknowledge t h e  

P r e v a i l i n g  m i l  i t a r y  opin ion ,  avoid ing  both t h e  

S i m i l a r l y  even c e r t a i n  of t h e  

TARY-HISTORICAL JOURNAL, NO. 8 ,  August 1960) 

. , . . .. . . *"Soviet m i l i t a r y  s c i e n c e  does n o t  deny t h e  b l i t z k r i e g  method 
of conduct ing war. It p o i n t s  o u t ,  however, t h a t  t h e  s u c c e s s f u l  
conduct of a b l i t z k r i e g  r e q u i r e s  an advantageous combinat ion 
of ecotmmic, p o l i t i c a l  and m i l i t a r y  c o n d i t i o n s . .  ." (Defense 
h l i n i s t r y  tex tbook,  "On Sovie t  M i l i t a r y  Sc ience ,  l1  Moscow, 1960 .) 
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More noteworthy is t h e  fact  tha t  s e n i o r  m i l i -  
t a r y  leaders, n o t a b l y  Marshals Malinovsky and Moskalenko, have 
o f  l a t e  conveyed t h e  impression for the .  f i r s t  t i m e  t h a t  t h e y  
expec t  no t  o n l y  t h e  i n i t i a l  phase of war b u t  t h e  w a r  as a 
whole t o  be short .  They d ivu lged  t h i s  ou t look  i n  t h e  course  
of dramat i z ing  t h e  s w i f t n e s s  wi th  which s t r a t e g i c  o b j e c t i v e s  
could  be a t t a i n e d  w i t h  t h e  u s e  of b a l l i s t i c  missiles. 
i n  an ar t ic le  on S o v i e t  r o c k e t  power i n  RED STAR of 13 September 
1961, exp la ined  the new ou t look  i n  terms of t h e  r e v o l u t i o n  
i n  weapons technology.  

Moskalenko, 

U n t i l  the  appearance of rocke t -nuc lea r  wea- 
pons t h e r e  were no means wi th  t h e  aid of 
which it would be p o s s i b l e  t o  a t t a i n  t h e  
d e c i s i v e  g o a l s  of  a w a r  w i t h i n  brief p e r i o d s  
of  t i m e  and i n  any theater of  m i l i t a r y  
o p e r a t i o n s .  

In  t h e  p a s t  t h e  s t r a t e g i c  g o a l s  of a war 
were a t t a i n e d  by means of consecu t ive  or 
s imul taneous  s o l u t i o n s  of tac t ica l  and 
o p e r a t i v e  t a s k s  i n  theaters of m i l i t a r y  
o p e r a t i o n s  on l a n d ,  and t h i s  w a s  accompanied 
by a cons ide rab le  l o s s  of t i m e ,  e f f o r t ,  and 
means . 
Today o u r  armed f o r c e s  d i s p o s e  of powerful 
s t r a t e g i c  rockets w i t h  n u c l e a r  cha rges  
which m a k e  it p o s s i b l e  t o  a t t a i n  t h e  stra- 
tegic  goals o f - a  w a r  w i t h i n  short  p e r T Z F  
of t i m e .  The r o c k e t  t r o o b s  are cabable . 
of conduct ing  o p e r a t  i o n s  bf vary ing  scope  
i n  any area of t h e  g lobe ,  and t h e y  can  
e x e r t  an e s s e n t i a l  i n f l u e n c e  n o t  o n l y  on 
t h e  cour se  but  a l s o  on t h e  outcome of a 
w a r  as a whole. 

. . . . . . .  . . . .  

......... 

And Malinovsky underwrote h i s  c o l l e a g u e ' s  state- 
ments i n  a speech  before the 22nd CPSU Congress i n  October 
1961 : 

The u s e  of  atomic and thermonuclear  weapons 
w i t h  un l imi t ed  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of d e l i v e r i n g  
them t o  any t a r g e t  i n  a matter of m i n u t e s  
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bv means of r o c k e t s  makes it Doss ib le  i n  the shortest  period t o  achieve  deci- 
s i v e  m i l i t a r y  resu l t s  a t  any range  and 
ove r  immense t e r r i t o r y .  

t . .  . .  I .  , 

Khrushchev's pronouncement 02 January 1960 
t h a t  nuc lea r / rocke t  forces w i l l  p l a y  the main role i n  f u t u r e  
war is now an unquestioned ar t ic le  of Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  doctrine. 
Unchallenged though It may be, t h i s  canon is open t o  d i f fe r -  
e n t  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  as t o  its meaning f o r  the ways i n  which 
war 'may be conducted a f te r  t h e  first strategic s t r i k e s .  

S o v i e t  m i l i t a r y  spokesmen do n o t ,  as a rule ,  
go so far  as t o  s a y  t h a t  f u t u r e  war w i l l  s i m p l y  be a "missile 
duel  or  a "push-button war. '' (Klirushchev had implied t h a t  , 
war would take s u c h  a form i n  January 1960, and aga in  i n  Feb- 
r u a r y  1962 i n  a n o t e  t o  P r e s i d e n t  Kennedy on disarmament is- 
sues,)  While acknowledging t h e  primacy of nuc lea r  weapons, 
the  m i l i t a r y  n e v e r t h e l e s s  see a place f o r  convent iona l  t y p e s  
of forces i n  a f u t u r e  gene ra l  war. They d i f f e r  among them- 
s e l v e s ,  however, o v e r  t h e  kind of ro le  t h a t  convent iona l  forces 
and weapons w i l l  p l a y  i n  it. 

. .... < . ... .. .. .. .. /:....,.,...,... . . . . . . .  .'...'... , '  

Progressive-minded i n d i v i d u a l s ,  on t h e  one 
hand, minimize t h e  importance of convent iona l  'weapons and 
s imi la r i t i es  betweeii lhethods of waging the  f u t u r e  war and . 
those of t h e  pas t ,  In  t h e i r  view, on ly  nuc lear / rocke t  wea- 
pons can  f u l f i l l  rJtrategic m i s s i o n s T m o d e r n  warfare. 
(Marshal Yeremenko, INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS, No. 6 ,  June 1961) 
Even i n  tact ical  s t t u a t i o n s ,  t h e y  s a y ,  battles w i l l  be de- 
c ided  by blows d e a l t  by nuc lea r  weapons; and they  p i c t u r e  
bat t les  as g e n e r a l l y  be ing  fought  w i th  nuc lea r  weapons. ( L t ,  
Col. M, Popov, RED STAR, 18 J u l y  1961) 

T r a d i t i o n a l i s t s ,  on t h e  other hand, t end  t o  
emphasize t h e  importance of convent iona l  weapons. They raise 
the  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  convent iona l  weapons might even p l a y  a 
rimar ro l e  i n  secondary t h e a t e r s  of o p e r a t i o n s ,  or i n  t h e  !hid e a t e r s  a t  c e r t a i n  stages i n  t h e  war. 

viewpoint (its p o p u l a r i t y  is inde terminable  from available 
evidence)  is ths fo l lowing  estimate by  General of t h e  Army 
P. Kurochkin: 

Typica l  of t h i s  
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A f u t u r e  w a r  is u n l i k e l y  t o  have i d e n t i c a l  
forms of s t r u g g l e  i n  a l l  t h e a t e r s  of m i l i -  
t a r y  o p e r a t i o n s .  The most powerful weapons 
w i l l  obvious ly  be concen t r a t ed  i n  the  chief 
t h e a t e r s  and d i r e c t i o n s .  B u t  i n  t h e  o t h e r  
t h e a t e r s  and s e c t o r s  of t h e  s t r u g g l e  it is 
n o t  excluded t h a t  m i l i t a r y  o p e r a t i o n s  may be 
conducted i n  t h e  main w i t h  conven t iona l  wea-  
pons.  Thus t h e  bat t le  itself i n  these the -  
aters w i l l  a c q u i r e  forms which w i l l  be i n  
some degree  s imilar  t o  t h o s e  which c h a r a c t e r i z -  
ed t h e  Second World War. (MILITARY-HISTORICAL, 
JOURNAL, N o .  8 ,  August 1961.) 

Defense Min i s t e r  Malinovsky h imsel f  t a k e s  a 
more ba lanced ,  open-minded view of  t h e  r e l a t i v e  importance 
of modern and conven t iona l  weapons i n  his s t a t e m e n t s  on p o l i c y  
f o r  Sov ie t  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e ,  as w i l l  be s e e n  i n  d i s c u s s i o n  of  
Sov ie t  s t r a t e g y  f o r  t h e a t e r  war fa re  la ter  i n  t h i s  s t u d y .  

It should  a l s o  be po in ted  o u t  t h a t  S o v i e t  lit- 
erature t a k e s  i n t o  account  t h e  p o s s i b l e  u s e  of  chemical-bio- 
l o g i c a l  warfare in a f u t u r e  g e n e r a l  war. A t t e n t i o n  has been 
drawn t o  t h e  f ac t  t h a t  advances i n  r o c k e t  t echn iques  may 
r a d i c a l l y  i n c r e a s e  t h e  m i l i t a r y  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of  chemical and 
b a c t e r i o l o g i c a l  weapons "whose development i n  t h e  West is 
proceeding i n t e n s i v e l y .  I '  (Major General N. Talensky,  INTER- 
NATIONAL AFFAIRS,  No. 10, October 1961) Cur ious ly ,  d i s c u s s i o n  
of  CBW is l i m i t e d  t o  t h e  u s e  of such  weapons by the  West and 
defense  a g a i n s t  them by Sov ie t  f o r c e s .  

3. The Role of  Man i n  War 
....... .. . . .. . .  .... , The new emphasis on weaponry no twi ths t and ing ,  

m i l i t a r y  thought  stresses t h e  role t h a t  men w i l l  p l a y  i n  modern 
war fa re .  Understandably,  t r o o p  i n d o c t r i n a t i o n  i n  t h e  USSR 
emphasizes t h i s  p o i n t  i n  an e f f o r t  t o  buoy up morale and t o  
impart a s e n s e  of purpose and importance t o  o f f i c e r s  and men. 
There is, however, a t e c h n i c a l  m i l i t a r y  dimension t o  t h i s  ques- 
t i o n  as w e l l .  Doct r ine  now c a t e g o r i c a l l y  states--as it had 
be fo re  1960--that f u t u r e  w a r  w i l l  demand t h e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  
of "mass, m u l t i m i l l i o n  a r m i e s .  '' (Uarshal Mal inovsky,  23 October 
1961 speech)  Ehrushchev had e v i d e n t l y  t r i e d  ' t o  g e t  t h e  m i l i t a r y  
t o  break  w i t h  t h i s  o l d  m a x i m  i n  p l a y i n g  down t h e  need for  l a r g e  
armieg in h i s  January  1960 p r e s e n t a t i o n .  H i s  v iewpoin t  found 
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expres s ion  i n  a r t ic les  by some m i l i t a r y  o f f i c e r s  i n  e a r l y  1960. 
Thus, Major General G. Pokrovsky ( i n  SOVIET FLEET, 9 March 
1960) ,  h a i l i n g  t h e  announced t r o o p  c u t  as c o n s i s t e n t  witb t h e ,  
g e n e r a l  t r e n d  of t h e  h i s t o r y  of warfare, argued tlqat a w a r  
of t h e  fu t .u re  would be waged wi th  smaller l a n d  a r m i e s  t h a n  
i n  t h e  p a s t . '  Even Colonel I. Grudinin,  who t r e a t e d  t h e  t r o o p  
c u t  as a peacet ime measure, foresaw on ly  a " c e r t a i n "  i n c r e a s e  
i n  t h e  size of t h e  armed f o r c e s  i n  case of war. (RED STAR, ' . '- 

16 February 1960) 

In la te  1960, however, t h e  o ld  m a x i m  reappeared 
i n  t h e  m i l i t a r y  l i t e ra ture .  I n  a new w a r ,  General  Kras i ln ikov  
wrote i n  RED STAR i n  November of t h a t  yea r ,  " m a s s ,  multi-mil-  
l i o n  s t r o n g  armies w i l l  p a r t i c i p a t e .  I' 

I n  e a r l y  1961, there were s t i r r i n g s  among t h e  
m i l i t a r y  about  t h e  p r a c t i c a b i l i t y  of l a r g e - s c a l e  mob i l i za t ion  
i n  w a r t i m e .  A m i l i t a r y  economist seemed t o  q u e s t i o n  the w i s -  
dom of t h o s e  who be l i eved  t h a t  massive m i l i t a r y  mob i l i za t ion  
could be realized a f te r  t h e  shoo t ing  had s t a r t e d .  He wrote: 

The cons t an t  i nc rease  of m i l i t a r y  a c t i o n  a t  
t h e  rear of warr ing c o u n t r i e s  causes g r e a t  
l o s s e s  among t h e  c i v i l  popu la t ion  and c u t s  
down on t h e  number of r e s e r v e s  which can be 
mobil ized.  An inc rease  i n  t h e  s t r e n g t h  of 
t h e  armed forces of t h e  warr ing  c o a l i t i o n s  
is p o s s i b l e  on ly  under c o n d i t i o n s  of a great 
i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  number of c o u n t r i e s  a c t i v e l y  
p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  t h e  armed c o n f l i c t .  (V. 
Uzenyev, KOMMUNIST OF THE ARMED FORCES, No. 
5, March 1961) 

By Apr i l  1961, it had become clear t h a t  t h e  
q u e s t i o n  of t h e  need f o r  l a r g e  armies i n  w a r t i m e  ( a t  least)  
was r e so lved  f o r  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e .  RED STAR of 5 
Apr i l  1961 c a r r i e d  what appeared t o  be a d e f i n i t i v e  a r t ic le  
on t h e  s u b j e c t ,  and t h e  m i l i t a r y  l i t e r a t u r e  has  s i n c e  not  

. ques t ioned  t h e  "mass, m i l t i m i l l i o n  a r m i e s ' '  concept .  The doc- 
t r i n e  (adopted i n  e a r l y  1960) t h a t  m a k e s  a coun t ry ' s  m i l i t a r y  
p o t e n t i a l  dependent p r i m a r i l y  on f i repower  r a t h e r  t han  num- 
b e r s  of t r o o p s  has  been r e t a i n e d  a t  the'same t i m e ,  however. 
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4. The Scope of War 

Another basic t e n e t  of m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e  is 
t h a t  f u t u r e  w a r  w i l l  be g l o b a l  i n  scale and involve  large 
c o a l i t i o n s  of s ta tes  i n  armed combat a g a i n s t  one another .  
" A  cons iderably  greater number" of c o u n t r i e s  are expected 
t o  be drawn i n t o  a new war t h a n  took  p a r t  i n  t h e  last, 
(Lt. Gen. Kras i ln ikov ,  RED STAR, 18 November 1960) Europe, 
America ahd "o ther  con t ihen t s "  w i l l  become " t h e a t e r s  of war."* 

' t h e a t e r  war fa re  throughout  t h e  course of a f u t u r e  war--however 
Milltary opin ion  env i sages  t h e  conduct of 

l ong  or s h o r t  it may be, T h e o r i s t s  p i c t u r e  t h e  war as s t a r t -  
i ng  wi th  a s t r a t e g i c  a t t a c k  by "nuclear - t  ipped r o c k e t s  , aviL- 
t i o n ,  or combined s t r i k e s  by those and o t h e r  means." A t  t h e  
same t i m e ,  t h e y  s a y ,  "severa l  f r o n t s  would s p r i n g  up i n  d i f -  
f e r e n t  t h e a t e r s  of m i l i t a r y  ope ra t ions"  i n  which t h e  o t h e r  
t ypes  of s e r v i c e  would go i n t o  a c t i o n .  (Col. P. Sidorov, 
KOMMUNIST OF THB ARMED FORCES, No. 13, June 1961) 

Taking a page from Khrushchev's book, t hey  s a y  
t h a t  t h e r e  w i l l  be l i t e r a l l y  "no b o r d e r l i n e  between t h e  f r o n t  
and t h e  rear a r e a ;  t h e  t e r r i t o r y  of e a c h  s t a t e  t h a t  is involved 
i n  t h e  war w i l l  become a t h e a t e r  of  m i l i t a r y  opera t ions ."  
(Col. A.M. Yevlev, RSD STAR, 5 Apr i l  1961) With some excep- 
t i ons ,**  t h e y  add that t h e  war w i l l  be waged o n  l and ,  sea and 
in t h e  a i r  simultarreously and i n  many t h e a t e r s  of o p e r a t i o n .  
(Major General ( R e s , )  V.A. Semenov, "Short  O u t l i n e  of t h e  De- 
velopment of .Sovidt 'Operational A r t ,  '* 1960) 

- %  

*Col .  R. GridasGv, RED STAR, 18 3 u m e  X960. Major General 
N .  Talensky may have had Communist Ch ina  i n  mind as w e l l  as 
t h e  United S t a t e s  when he wrote, in $an a r t ic le  i n  KOMMUNIST 
of May 1960, t h a t  there cannot be :a '"thrird and winning pa r ty"  
i n  a f u t u r e  w a r .  

**The. a u t h o r s  of t h e  1960 textbook "On Sov ie t  M i l i t a r y  
Science' '  were t aken  t o  t a sk  by Col.  General  N .  Lomov (RED 
STAR, 10 May 1961) f o r  " inco r rec t ly"  implying t h a t  i n  a 
(hypo the t i ca l )  s h o r t  war, t h e r e  would be no l a n d ,  sea,  and 
a i r  ba t t l e s ,  t h a t  t h e  war would s imply  c o n s i s t  of a missile 
exchange. 

- 35 - 



5. Decis ive  Charac te r  of  War 

.. .... . 
. ..., . . .  .. . 

.. . ... 
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..... .. .. 

M i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e  also t e a c h e s  t h a t  t h e  warr ing  
sides w i l l  s t r i v e  for t o t a l  v i c t o r y  i n  w a r .  Discussions of 
f u t u r e  w a r  o f t e n  mention t h e  "dec is ive"  p o l i t i c a l  and m i l i t a r y  
aims or goals t o  be pursued, and emphasize the s e v e r e  conse- 
quences t h a t  w i l l  be fa l l  t h e  warr ing  par t ies-- though not  i n  
equal measure. A f u t u r e  w a r ,  accord ing  t o  Marshal Malinovsky, 
will be, 

w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  its po l i t i ca l  meaning, a 
d e c i s i v e  armed c l a s h  of t h e  t w o  opposing 
soc ia l  systems.  It should  be q u i t e  clear 
t o  u s  t h a t  t h e  s h a r p  class n a t u r e  of such 

I ' a war w i l l  predetermine t h e  extreme deci- 
s i veness  of t h e  po l  it ica l  and m i l  i t a r y  

Eent  of means of mass d e s t r u c t i o n  and 
oals of t h e  combatant s ides . . . .The  employ- 

a n n i h i l a t i o n  w i l l  impart  t o  w a r  an un- 
precedentedly  d e s t r u c t i v e  n a t u r e .  (PRAVDA 
1 4  September 1961.) 

Discussion of t h e  consequences of war g e n e r a l l y  
appear i n  p o l i t i c a l  c o n t e x t s  and cannot  r e a d i l y  be eva lua ted  
for t h e  meaning it might have f o r  s e r i o u s  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  th ink-  
ing .  I t  is noteworthy, however, t h a t  no Sov ie t  source has  
i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  prospec t  o f  w a r  is ag reeab le  t o  Sovie t  
m i l i t a r y  leaders; nor has  t h e  t e n o r  of m i l i t a r y  l i t e r a tu re  
as a whole borne a h i g h l y  o p t i m i s t i c  ou t look  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  
t h e  outcome of a f u t u r e  gene ra l  w a r  f o r  t h e  USSR. M i l i t a r y  
leaders, on t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  t e n d  t o  p a i n t  a gloomy p i c t u r e ;  i n  
keeping wi th  t h e  mainstream of propaganda, t h e y  p r e d i c t  t h a t  
a nuc lea r  w a r  would e n t a i l  g r e a t  disasters f o r  a l l  p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  
indeed for a l l  mankind. Thus, Marshal Malinovsky wrote i n  
PRAVDA on 24 January 1962, a f u t u r e  war would do " i r r e p a r a b l e  
damage t o  a l l  c o u n t r i e s . "  Spokesmen f r e q u e n t l y  assert t h a t  
t h e  USSR would vanquish t h e  i m p e r i a l i s t s  and c a p i t a l i s m  w o u l d  
meet its demise i n  t h e  event  of w a r ;  b u t  o n l y  i n f r e q u e n t l y  
do they  speak  i n  terms of a clear-cut m i l i t a r y  v i c t o r y .  They 
never d i r e c t l y  admit t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of defeat of t h e  USSR 
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i n  w a r ,  a l though s e v e r a l  p u b l i c  s t a t e m e n t s  carried i n  t h e  
mass propaganda media du r ing  t h e  p a s t  yea r  have come close 
t o  such an admission.* It should  be noted  however, t h a t  
t h e  Sov ie t  losses t h a t  have been e x p l i c i t l y  conceded refer 
t o  a w a r  i n i t i a t e d  by t h e  West. The Sov ie t  leaders' estimate 
of t h e  losses tha t  t h e  West might be able t o  i n f l i c t  on t h e  
USSR af te r  be ing  subjected t o  a Sov ie t  f irst  s t r ike ,  of 
course, has  no t  been discussed.  

would s u f f e r  g r e a t l y  i n  t h e  even t  of war obvious ly  are 
publ ic ized  for  propaganda e f f e c t - - t o  unde r l ine  t h e  s i n c e r i t y  
of t h e  Sov ie t  government i n  its s t r i v i n g  t o  avoid a new war 
and t o  s tab i l ize  m u t u a l  d e t e r r e n c e .  The e x t e n t  t o  which t h e  
s t a t e m e n t s  reflect  actual m i l i t a r y  estimates of a n t i c i p a t e d  
l e v e l s  of d e s t r u c t i o n  cannot  be determined. It  can  on ly  be 
s u r m i s e d  from t h e  g e n e r a l  t e n o r  of open m i l i t a r y  discourse-- 
t h e  fears of a Western first s t r ike,  t h e  a p p r e c i a t i o n  of nu- 
clear weapons effects, etc . - - taken together wi th  t h e  absence 
of ev idence  t o  t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  t h a t  t h e  expressed  fears on t h e  
consequences of w a r  are q u i t e  genuine.  

The s t a t emen t s  acknowledging t h a t  t h e  USSR 

B. A l t e r n a t i v e  S t r a t e g i e s :  M a x i m u m  or  L i m i t e d  
Des t ruc t ion  

Sov ie t  s t ra tegic  o b j e c t i v e s  beyond t h e  immediate 
s t r a t e g i c  a i m s  of t h e  w a r  are d i f f i c u l t  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  wi th  , 

*Thus Malinmrsky, i n  h i s  22nd Congress speech l a s t  October,  
expressed  agreement wi th  Kennedy's s t a t emen t  (as d id  ghrushchev 
i n  t h e  p rev ious  month) t h a t  t h e  superpowers are "capable of 
d e s t r o y i n g  each o t h e r . "  Although t h e  Defense Min i s t e r  went 
on t o  m a k e  the  customary boast t h a t  t h e  USSR would d e s t r o y  
any aggressor i n  a new w a r ,  he  d i d  n o t  assert t h a t  t h e  USSR 
would  s u r v i v e  it. The m a s s  propaganda also came very  close 
t o  admi t t i ng  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of a Sov ie t  defeat i n  w a r  when 
TASS, on 22 January  1962, quoted T o g l i a t t i  a s - s a y i n g  t h a t  
" n e i t h e r  of t h e  t w o  sides can s a y  t h a t  it has  t h e  s l i g h t e s t  
conf idence  t h a t  it w i l l  s u r v i v e  an armed c o n f l i c t  w i t h  its 
opponent." A PRAVDA ver s ion  of t h e  T o g l i a t t i  speech i n  which 
t h a t  s t a t e m e n t  w a s  made s i g n i f i c a n t l y  omitted it, b u t  carried 
another  f o r c e f u l  s t a t emen t  of t h e  same t e n o r :  "War must  be 
ave r t ed  a t  any p r i ce . "  
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c e r t a i n t y .  The " f u l l  defeat" of t h e  enemy is des i r ed ,  b u t  
t h e  meaning of t h i s  t e r m  is not  s p e l l e d  o u t .  I t  is no t  clear 
how close t h e  Sov ie t  f o r c e s  must  come t o  t o t a l  a n n i h i l a t i o n  
of t h e  enemy--his armed forces, h i s  c i v i l i a n  popula t ion ,  and 
h i s  o v e r a l l  war-making capaci ty-- to  accomplish t h e  " f u l l  de- 
f e a t "  of t h e  enemy. 

, . . . .  . . .  . .. . 
. . ... . . , . .  

. . . .  ...,. 

.,.. .. 

The Sov ie t  s t ra tegic  a t t a c k  e f for t ,  as expla ined  
i n  open sources, w i l l  be d i f f u s e d .  Groupings of enemy forces 
i n  theaters of m i l i t a r y  o p e r a t i o n s  and important targets  i n  
t h e  enemy's rear area w i l l  both be "primary o b j e c t i v e s "  of  
strategic s t r i k e s .  The d e s t r u c t i o n  of t h e  enemy's forces i n  
t h e  f i e l d  is s e e n  as a major p r e r e q u i s i t e  for v i c t o r y .  A t  
l eas t  i n  t r a d i t i o n a l i s t  quarters, emphasis has been p l aced  
on t h e  complete smashing of t h e  enemy's armed forces. 
(Marshal Grechko, PRAVDA, 9 May 1960) On the  other hand, this 
p r i n c i p l e  no l onge r  en joys  t h e  o v e r r i d i n g  emphasis which w a s  
placed on it before t h e  1960 d o c t r i n a l  r e v i s i o n .  Once t h e  
gu id ing  s t ra teg ic  concept ,  it m u s t  now, under "progress ive"  
i n f l u e n c e ,  s h a r e  primary importance wi th  rear area bombard- 
ment i n  o f f i c i a l  (pub l i c )  d o c t r i n e .  

p e a r s  t o  be  p r e d i c a t e d  on t h e  assumptions (1) t h a t  a t  t h e  
v e r y  least ,  t h e  d e s t r u c t i o n  of rear area c i v i l i a n - m i l i t a r y  
t a r g e t s  would b r i n g  v i c t o r y  more qu ick ly  than  i f  t h e  f u l l  
weight of the Sov ie t  a t t a c k  were directed a g a i n s t  groupings 
of armed forces in t h e  f i e l d ;  and (2) t h a t  under optimum 
c o n d i t i o n s ,  heavy rear area a t t a c k  might b r i n g  t h e  s w i f t  
c a p i t u l a t i o n  of a number of c o u n t r i e s ,  t he reby  p rec lud ing  
the  need f o r  major engagements w i th  enemy armed forces i n  
t h e  f i e l d  and t h e  complete d e s t r u c t i o n  of t h o s e  forces. 

The p resen t  emphasis on rear-area bombardment ap- 

With regard t o  t h e  f i g h t  a g a i n s t  enemy rear areas, 
. open discourse unfo lds  a v a r i e t y  of s t r a t e g i c  des igns ,  i n t e r -  

woven w i t h  p ropagand i s t i c  aims. Which one o r  which combina- 
t i o n  of t h e  fo l lowing  strategies p l a y s  a p a r t  i n  Sov ie t  w a r  
p lanning  cannot  be determined from t h e  open sources a lone .  

ing" (not  a Sov ie t  phrase)  is one l i k e l y  a l t e r n a t i v e  sugges ted  
by t h e  publ ic  Sov ie t  s t a t emen t s .  

(1) M a x i m u m  r e t a l i a t o r y  damage o r  "country-bust-  

a. In Western Europe, c e r t a i n  c o u n t r i e s  sub- 
jected t o  Sov ie t  nuc lea r  s t r i k e s  may, because of t h e i r  s m a l l  
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size,  be "knocked o u t  of t h e  war" w i t h  t h e  f i r s t  s a l v o s .  
"Whole c o u n t r i e s  w i l l  be tu rned  i n t o  . l i fe less  deserts cov- 
ered wi th  ashes." (Malinovsky, 23 October 1961) These 
c o u n t r i e s  w i l l  be t h e  ones which house U.S. or NATO stra- 
tegic  a t t a c k  f o r c e s  and thereby  p r e s e n t  a grave danger t o  
t h e  U S S R .  

b. Regarding t h e  United S t a t e s ,  t h e  USSR 
w i l l  "wipe from t h e  face of the e a r t h  any aggres so r ,  wherever 
he may be" should  he tc t ry ' '  t o  encroach upon t h e  Sov ie t  camp. 
'(Marshal Malinovsky, PRAVDA, 23 February 1962) Up u n t i l  l a te  
1959, t he  propaganda p i c t u r e d  o n l y  t h e  NATO al l ies  as vulner-  
able t o  a Sov ie t  a t t a c k  on a "country-busting" scale.  B u t  
i n  November 1959, and aga in  i n  the fo l lowing  t w o  months, 
Khrushchev by i m p l i c a t i o n  directed h i s  "country-busting" 
threats a g a i n s t  t h e  United States as w e l l .  

(2) Limited d e s t r u c t i o n  of d i f f e r e n t  c o u n t r i e s ,  
on t h e  o t h e r  hand, can also be s e e n  as a s t ra tegic  o b j e c t i v e  
under ly ing  c e r t a i n  s t a t e m e n t s  made over  t h e  p a s t  t w o  yea r s .  

S t a t e s  may n o t  be des igna ted  fo r  complete d e s t r u c t i o n ;  indeed, 
t h e  thorough d e s t r u c t i o n  of t h e  Western c o a l i t i o n  may not  be 
f o r e s e e n  as a s t ra tegic  a i m  of war. The brunt  of t h e  Sov ie t  
n u c l e a r / m i s s i l e  a t t a c k  might be directed a g a i n s t  t h e  U.S.  l a n d  
mass and its ove r seas  bases, whereas less dras t ic  means might 
be used  t o  n e u t r a l i z e  t h e  European a l l i e s  (should t h e y  s u r v i v e  
t h e  s t r i k e s  a g a i n s t  t h e  American bases on t he i r  s o i l ) .  Th i s  
d i s t i n c t i o n  appears  t o  be made in t h e  fo l lowing  s ta tement :  
" W e  have a t  o u r  d i s p o s a l  t h e  necessary  means of combat not  
on ly  t o  deal a c rush ing  blow a g a i n s t  t h e  t e r r i t o r y  of t h e  United 
States, b u t  also t o  r ende r  harmless the  a g g r e s s o r ' s  a l l ies  
and t o  c rush  t h e  U.S. m i l i t a r y  bases scattered a l l  over  t h e  
world.  (ghrushchev, PRAVDA, 8 August 1961 .) 

a. Western European a l l i e s  of the United 

b.  As fo r  the  United States, many threats of 
Sov ie t  r e t a l i a t o r y  blows bear t h e  i m p l i c a t i o n  t h a t  t h i s  coun- 
t r y  w i l l  s u f f e r  more l i m i t e d  d e s t r u c t i o n  t h a n  its smaller 
a l l i es  and ove r seas  bases because of its great size and w i d e l y  
d i s p e r s e d  popu la t ion  and indus t ry .  It has  never 'been  sa id  
by Sov ie t  spokesmen about  t h e  United S t a t e s ,  as it has about 
Western Europe, for example, t h a t  a s p e c i f i e d  number of nu- 
clear weapons w o u l d  knock o u t  t h i s  count ry .  The d i s t i n c t i o n  
is apparent  i n  t h e  fo l lowing  s t a t emen t  by Army General  Ivanov, 
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made i n  a message t o  U.S. v e t e r a n s  over Radio Moscow l a s t  
September: 

About t e n  Sov ie t  n u c l e a r  bombs would be s u f -  
f i c i e n t  t o  wipe o u t  c o u n t r i e s  l i k e  B r i t a i n  , 
West Oermany and France .  The United S t a t e s  
would not  escape e i t h e r .  

The p i c t u r e  p a i n t e d  above of mixed ob jec t ives - - i f  
assumed t o  be a d e l i b e r a t e  and coord ina ted  one--probably is 
des igned  t o  keep t h e  West o f f  balance as t o  where t o  expec t  
t h e  main d i r e c t i o n  of Sov ie t  strategic a t t a c k .  On t h e  o t h e r  
hand, i f  it is no t  t h e  r e s u l t  of a coord ina ted  e f f o r t ,  t h e  
p i c t u r e  could  p o s s i b l y  r e f l e c t  i n d e c i s i o n  or  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  
view among t h e  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  p l a n n e r s  themselves  over  b a s i c  
o b j e c t i v e s  and c a p a b i l i t i e s  r e q u i r e d  t o  a t t a i n  them. Indeed, 
it is d i f f i c u l t  t o  know whether Sov ie t  s t ra tegic  p lanning ,  
as r evea led  i n  t h e  open sources, is p u r p o s e f u l l y  confusing-- 
o r  merely confused.  

It may shed some l i g h t  on t h e  problem t o  s t u d y  t h e  
c o n t r a d i c t o r y  n a t u r e  of t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  s t r a t e g i e s  of m a x i m u m  
and l i m i t e d  d e s t r u c t i o n  of enemy c o u n t r i e s .  F i r s t ,  if m a x i m u m  
d e s t r u c t i o n  of NATO a l l i e s  i n  Europe by a s i n g l e  nuc lea r  s a l v o  
were planned ( l o g i c  t e l l s  us , as it probably  has  Khrushchev) , 
t h e  w a r  in Europe would be shor t ;  t h e r e  w o u l d  be no expecta-  
t i o n  of massive l and  engagements between Western and Sov ie t  
armies; and t h e r e  would  be no need t o  occupy enemy t e r r i t o r y  
(which accord ing  t o  Malinovsky would be reduced t o  " l i f e l e s s  
d e s e r t s  and heaps of rubble") .  Sov ie t  d o c t r i n e ,  s t i p u l a t i n g  
t h a t  t h e  immediate s t r a t e g i c  aims of war can now be achieved 
i n  a very  s h o r t  t i m e ,  is consonant w i th  such  a s t ra teg ic  o u t -  
look .  B u t  d o c t r i n e  c a l l i n g  f o r  a "mass , mult i -mi l l ion"  army 
would appear  to  be anomalous fo r  such a s i t u a t i o n .  Y e t  bo th  
p o i n t s  of d o c t r i n e  are s imul taneous ly  espoused by t h e  m i l i t a r y  
l e a d e r s h i p .  

massive Sov ie t  l and  army t h a t  t end ,  i f  somewhat weakly, t o  
r e c o n c i l e  it wi th  a "country-busting" s t r a t e g y .  The h igh  
a t t r i t i o n  rate due t o  enemy n u c l e a r  s t r i k e s  and t h e  depth  
and b read th  of o p e r a t i o n s  (even i f  conducted wi th  small  
u n i t s )  are g iven  a s  reasons  fo r  needing "great r e s e r v e s  of 
command personnel  and enormous c o n t i n g e n t s  of rank  and f i l e  
troops. '" (Lt .  Gen. Kras i ln ikov ,  RED STAR, 18 November 1961) 

Sov ie t  writers have o f f e r e d  j u s t i f i c a t i o n s  f o r  a 
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Also, t h e  argument has  been advanced t h a t  great numbers of 
t r o o p s  may be needed f o r  de fens ive  o p e r a t i o n s  on Sov ie t  s o i l :  

In a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  t r o o p s  t h a t  w i l l  conduct 
t h e  combat o p e r a t i o n s  d i r e c t l y ,  a great num- 
ber of t r o o p s  w i l l  be needed f o r  a n t i - a i r -  
c r a f t  , a n t  i-atomic and a n t  i-chemical defense ,  
t o  guard t h e  communications, t o  l iqu ida te  t h e  
consequences of t he  employment of means of 
mass d e s t r u c t i o n ,  . t o  d e s t r o y  a i r b o r n e  and 
naval  l and ings ,  e tc .  (Col. A.M. Yevlev, RED 
STAR, 5 Apri l  1961). 

On t h e  other hand, i f  on ly  p a r t i a l  d e s t r u c t i o n  of 
t h e  NATO a l l i e s  were planned, t h e r e  would be c lear  j u s t i f i c a -  
t i o n  f o r  a powerful Soviet  l and  army,  and the b e l i e f  t h a t  
there would be i n t e n s i v e  t h e a t e r  warfare  on ground, sea and 
a i r .  I n  this e v e n t ,  l a r g e  groupings o f  NATO f o r c e s  would-be 
expected t o  s u r v i v e  t h e  i n i t i a l  nuc lea r  exchange and t h e r e  
w o u l d  be impor tan t ,  i nhab i t ed  t e r r i t o r y  t o  be seized and oc- 
cupied by  Sov ie t  f o r c e s .  Logic te l ls  us, though it does not  
assure us, t h a t  t h e  USSR would prefer t o  l e a v e  as much of 
Europe as  p o s s i b l e  i n t a c t  i n  order t o  have b e n e f i t s  t o  r e a p  
in t h e  even t  of v i c t o r y .  

Taking t h e  problem of c o n f l i c t i n g  ev idence  of So- 
v i e t  s t r a t e g i c  o b j e c t i v e s  a s t e p  f u r t h e r  i n  our d i s c u s s i o n ,  
w e  can draw some t e n t a t i v e  conclus ions  about t h e  s t ra tegic  
outlook of the  Sov ie t  m i l  it ary l e a d e r s h i p .  

I n  h i s  p o l i c y  s t a t emen t s ,  Marshal Malinovsky has  
acknowledged t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of a short' i n i t i a l  pe r iod  of 
war i f  no t  a s h o r t  war as a whole; he has  g iven  s t r o n g  h i n t s  
of a "country-busting" p o l i c y  wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  Western Europe, 
i f  no t  t o  the United States  as w e l l  ("we w i l l  wipe any agres-  
sor  f r o m  t h e  face af t h e  earth"). A t  the same t i m e ,  he has  
carved o u t  an important  r o l e  fo r  the convent iona l  a r m s  of 
s e r v i c e  i n  P f u t u r e  war, t a k i n g  i n t o  account t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  
t h a t  war might l a s t  w e l l  beyond t h e  i n i t i a l  n u c l e a r  exchange. 

c o n t r a d i c t o r y  approach t o  t h e  problem. The Defense Min i s t e r  
is p r e p a r i n g  Sov ie t  f o r c e s  f o r  a number of e v e n t u a l i t i e s .  
H e  is s e e k i n g  a f l e x i b i l i t y  t h a t  would have been denied  t h e  
Sov ie t  armed forces had Khrushchev's s t r a t e g i c  b l u e p r i n t  of 

C l e a r l y  t h i s  is a markedly c a u t i o u s  i f  somewhat 
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January 1960 been t r a n s l a t e d  without  mod i f i ca t ion  i n t o  m i l i -  
t a r y  p o l i c y .  He w o u l d  no t  gamble, as Khrushchev seemed w i l l -  
i n g  t o  do, on r e l y i n g  almost completely on nuSea r ' /mi s s i l e  
weapons. I n  h i s  view, n u c l e a r / m i s s i l e  weapons m i g h t  be s u f -  
f i c i e n t  t o  t h e  t a s k  of d e t e r r i n g  the enemy from going t o  war; 
b u t  should war break o u t ,  o t h e r  weapons and f o r c e s  would  be 
r e q u i r e d  t o  see it through t o  v i c t o r y .  

C. S t r a t e g i c  P lanning  for Theater  Warfare 

Sov ie t  s t r a t e g y  has not exaggera ted  t h e  
importance of t h e  newest weapons. 
mass a p p l i c a t i o n  of atomic weapons does 
not at  a l l  e l i m i n a t e  waging f u t u r e  war in. 
t h e  form of l and ,  sea and a i r  o p e r a t i o n s .  
Wi thout  t h e s e  forms of armed f o r c e s ,  and 
wi thout  t h e i r  c o r r e c t  i n t e r - coord ina t  ion ,  
it is impossible  t o  wage w a r  s u c c e s s f u l l y .  
The c o n s t r u c t i o n  of t h e  Sov ie t  armed f o r c e s  
as w e l l  as t h e i r  o p e r a t i o n a l - t a c t i c a l  t r a i n -  
i n g  is being  conducted i n  accordance wi th  
t h i s  p recep t  ." (Maj. Gen. V . A .  Semenov, 
"Short  Ou t l ine  of t h e  Development of Sovie t  
Opera t iona l  A r t ,  'I 1960) 

The 

, .  , ... . . . , . . .  

. ... 

Such is t h e  credo of Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  s c i e n c e ,  t h e  
keystone of d o c t r i n e  f o r  t h e a t e r  warfare. 

The in t e r - coord ina t ion  of nuc lea r / rocke t  and con- 
ven t iona l  forces is c e n t r a l  t o  t h i s  credo. The theater w a r -  
f a r e  miss ions  ass igned  t o  t h e  nuc lea r / rocke t  forces of t h e  
s t ra teg ic  command and t o  t h e  other  t y p e s  of forces i n  t h e  USSR 
are a t  once d i f f e r e n t  and complementary. I n  t he  Sov ie t  view, 
t h e  n u c l e a r  s a l v o s  on a s t r a t e g i c  and t a c t i c a l  scale s e r v e  
as an e n t r e e  f o r  follow-up o p e r a t i o n s  by other t y p e s  of forces. 
Through its nuc lea r / rocke t s ,  accord ing  t o  a prominent progres-  
s i v e  view "the s t r a t e g i c  command i n f l u e n c e s  t h e  subsequent  
o p e r a t i o n s  of groups of armed f o r c e s ,  p rede termining  t h e i r  
success as a whole.'' On a t ac t i ca l  scale, nuc lear / rocke t  
s t r i kes  s o l v e  t h e  main t a s k s  and t h e  o p e r a t i o n s  of o t h e r  t ypes  
of forces real ize  and improve on what w a s  accomplished by t h e  
nuc lea r /mis s i l e  at tacks.  ( C o l .  S. Kozlov, KOIVIMUNIST OF THE 
ARBilED FORCES, N o .  11, June 1961) 
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1. Ground Warfare 

Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  leaders f o r e s e e a n  e s s e n t i a l  
i f  secondary role for  Sov ie t  ground t roops i n  a f u t u r e  war. 
"It is on ly  w i t h  t h e  h e l p  of t h e  ground t r o o p s , "  t h e y  s a y  
" t h a t  t h e  successes gained w i t h  t h e  new means of warfare can  
be s e c u r e d  and expanded. '' (Marshai Yereienko, INTERNATIONAL 
AFFAIRS, No. 11, November 1360) U n t i l  January 1960, t h e  
ground t r o o p s  p layed  t h e  l e a d i n g  role i n  Sov ie t  s t r a t e g i c  
p lanning  and were regarded a s  t he  "main type" of armed forces. 
Now, however, t h e  S t r a t e g i c  Rocket Forces ,  as t h e  b a s i c  force 
for  t h e  employment of nuc lea r  weapons, are o f f i c i a l l y  regard- 
ed as t h e  "main type" of s e r v i c e .  Never the less ,  as noted 
ear l ie r ,  some of the more conse rva t ive  m i l i t a r y  t h i n k e r s  
env i s ion  t h e  ground t r o o p s  as p l ay ing  even t h e  p r i n c i p a l  role  
i n  "secondary" theaters  of o p e r a t i o n s .  

According t o  a u t h o r i t a t i v e  Sov ie t  s t a t e m e n t s ,  
t h e  ground t r o o p s  have themselves been t ransformed i n t o  a 
nuc lear / rocke t  f o r c e .  Rocket u n i t s  of " o p e r a t i o n a l - t a c t i c a l  
des igna t ion , "  w i th  ranges  up t o  "many hundred kilometers,  
have supplanted  the  a r t i l l e r y  as t h e  "main f i r e  s t r i k i n g  force" 
of  t h e  ground t roops .  In  an ar t ic le  i n  RED STAR of 18 Novem- 
ber 1961, C h i e f  Marshal of A r t i l l e r y  Varentsov p resen ted  a 
lis t--"by no means complete"--of t h e  tasks of o p e r a t i o n a l -  
t ac t ica l  rocke t  u n i t s :  

Deal ing blows t o  t a r g e t s  s i t u a t e d  i n  close 
proximi ty  t o  o u r  t a n k s  and i n f a n t r y ,  des- 
t r o y i n g  t h e  most important  groupings 
of enemy means of nuc lea r  at tack, major 
c o n t r o l  p o i n t s  of o p e r a t i o n a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  
important  communication c e n t e r s ,  and a i r -  
f i e l d s  of atom-carrying a i r c ra f t  t h a t  are 
located i n  t h e  deep o p e r a t i o n a l  rear. 

t h e  l i m i t a t i o n s  of even t h e  t ac t i ca l  nuc lea r / rocke t  weapons, 
warning t h a t  t h e y  a lone  cannot b r i n g  v i c t o r y  i n  combat. "It 
is not  p r o f i t a b l e  t o  u s e  atomic weapons a g a i n s t  t a r g e t s  which 
are very  widely deployed and d i s p e r s e d , "  sa id  a m i l i t a r y  lec- 
turer.  "Some t a r g e t s  cannot be des t royed  by n u c l e a r  weapons 
when o n e ' s  forces are i n  close proximi ty  t o  those  of t h e  
enemy. Moreover, as a r e s u l t  of h i g h l y  developed engineer  
f o r t  i f  i ca t  ions  ( inzhinernoe oborudovanie mestnost  i) much of 

A t  t h e  same t i m e ,  m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e  has stressed 
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t h e  f i repower  of t h e  enemy can remain i n t a c t  i n  a r e g i o n  sub-  
jected t o  an atomic blow." (Lt .  Col. Abramov i n  a t a l k  over  
RADIO VOLGA t o  Sov ie t  forces i n  Germany) 

Reasoning t h u s ,  the m i l i t a r y  l e a d e r s h i p  con- 
t i n u e s  t o  equ ip  t h e  ground t r o o p s  w i t h  conven t iona l  t y p e s  of 
weapons. Marshal Malinovsky made a p o i n t  of t h i s  in his 
speech before the  22nd CPSU Congress last October: 

. .  
' I  

W e  are not  r e l a x i n g  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  conven- 
t i o n a l  types-  of weapons, i n  p a r t i c u l a r  t o  
a r t i l l e r y  . O u r  motorized r i f l e  d i v i s i o n  is 
cons ide rab ly  smaller i n  number of personnel  
t h a n  it was a t  t h e  end of t h e  l a s t  war, b u t  
its f irepower--exclus i v e  of r o c k e t  weapons-- 
has increased  over  f o u r f o l d .  A s  r e g a r d s  
t a n k s ,  t h e r e  are more of .them i n  our modern 
motorized r i f l e  and t a n k  d i v i s i o n s  t h a n  i n  ' 

. t h e  mechanized and t a n k  co rps  of t h e  Great 
Fa the r l and  War, and i n  t h e  cor responding  
d i v i s i o n s  of any NATO count ry .  
much a t t e n t i o n  is be ing  p a i d  t o  The a i r b o r n e  
troops and m i l i t a r y  a v i a t i o n  t r a n s p o r t .  

/h addi t ionL7 

. . . .. , .  

Doctr ine ,  it would s e e m ,  a s s i g n s  t h e  ground 
t r o o p s  t h e  t a s k  of d e s t r o y i n g  enemy troop c o n c e n t r a t i o n s  not  
taken  o u t  by strategic m i s s i l e  s t r i k e s .  B u t  it is no t  clear 
-:diether t h e  d o c t r i n e  e n v i s i o n s  massive and extended l and  
campaigns or o n l y  smaller, "mopping-up" o p e r a t i o n s  for t h e  
combined ground and suppor t ing  a i r  teams. E s t i m a t e s  of the 
s t r e n g t h  of enemy t r o o p  format ions  tha t  might s u r v i v e  t h e  
blows of t h e  strategic rocke t  forces are not  g iven .  A num- 
ber of writers appear t o  be open-minded on t h i s  ques t ion ,  
a l lowing  fo r  o p e r a t i o n s  of both l a r g e ,  head-on engagements 
and small  detachments.  

S e i z i n g  t h e  enemy's t e r r i t o r y  is i m p l i c i t  in 
t h e  miss ion  of the  ground t r o o p s  of following-up s t r a t e g i c  
s t r i k e s  and c o n s o l i d a t i n g  v i c t o r i e s ,  b u t  is seldom mentioned. 
The subjec t  w a s  broached, however, i n  a 1960 tex tbook on 
m i l i t a r y  s c i e n c e ,  which spoke of c a p t u r i n g  t h e  "economic 
material bases" of t h e  enemy, and inc luded  among t h e  g o a l s  
of a m i l i t a r y  campaign i n  f u t u r e  w a r  t h e  ga in ing  of e f f e c -  
t i v e  c o n t r o l  o v e r  t h e  enemy's t e r r i t o r y .  (Maj. Gen. M. V, 
Smirnov, -- e t  a l .  , "On Sovie t  M i l i t a r y  Sc ience  .") 
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Khrushchev i n  January 1960 had p u b l i c l y  d i s -  
avowed t h e  idea of occupat ion of an opponent 's  t e r r i t o r y ,  
breaking  w i t h  t h e  m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e  which s t i p u l a t e d  t h a t  
" d e s p i t e  new weapons, t roops  occupying t h e  opponent 's  ter- 
r i t o r y  w o u l d  determine t h e  outcome of war." (SOVIET FLEET, 
5 January 1957) H i e  mot iva t ion  i n  doing  so may not  have 
been e n t i r e l y  p o l i t i c a l :  he may n o t  have been a b l e  t o  re- 
c o n c i l e  t e r r i t o r i a l  occupat ion  w i t h  h i s  s t r a t egy  of "country- 
bust ing. ' '  In h i s  January 1960 speech he j u s t i f i e d  t h e  Sov ie t  
t r o o p  c u t  no t  o n l y  on t h e  grounds t h a t  f i repower  ra ther  t h a n  
numbers of t r o o p s  was t h e  ch ie f  i n d i c a t o r  of a coun t ry ' s  m i l i -  
t a r y  p o t e n t i a l ,  b u t  also on t h e  grounds t h a t  t h e  Sov ie t  
s t r a t e g y  was t o  develop a force capable  o n l y  of des t roy ing  
an enemy, not  of occupying h i s  t e r r i t o r y .  Only a count ry  

,bent  on a g g r e s s i o n , . d e s i r i n g  t o  conquer another  people ,  he 
s a id ,  requires a large army. 

2 .  Naval Warfare 

The importance of t h e  Sov ie t  nava l  a r m  in a 
f u t u r e  w a r  a g a i n s t  t he  United States  h a s  r e c e n t l y  been under- 
scored i n  Sov ie t  s t a t emen t s .  As d e p i c t e d  i n  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  
discourse, t h e  w a r  w i l l  be carried t o  t h e  United States v i a  
nuc lea r  strikes from r o c k e t s ,  submarines and p o s s i b l y  manned 
a i r c r a f t .  N o  mention is made of t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of conduct- 
i n g  ground warfare in t h i s  country.  The s t r a t e g y  t h a t  is 
discussed for t h e  second s t a g e  of w a r  a g a i n s t  t h e  United 
S t a t e s  is t o  i n h i b i t  forces and material based there from 
c r o s s i n g  t h e  ocean. Khrushchev made a p o i n t  of t h i s  defen- 
s i v e  s t r a t e g y  i n  h i s  address t o  t h e  22nd CPSU Congress l a s t  
October. He s ta ted t h a t  an enemy a t t a c k i n g  t h e  USSR--namely 
t h e  United Sta tes - -must  achieve supremacy of t h e  seas i n  order 
t o  be s u c c e s s f u l .  B u t  t h i s  requirement  could not  be m e t  by 
t h e  United States ,  s a id  Khrushchev, owing t o  t h e  enormous 
c a p a b i l i t y  of t h e  Sov ie t  submarine f leet  t o  i n t e r d i c t  f o r e i g n  
s h i p p i n g  and t o  deny command of t h e  seas t o  t h e  enemy. In  
s t r e s s i n g  t h i s  p o i n t ,  he r epea ted  t h e  claim first made a week 
ear l ier  i n  an IZVESTIA ar t ic le  on Sov ie t  atomic submarines 

. .  

I 
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t h a t  t h e  Sov ie t  underwater f l e e t  is equipped wi th  "target- 
seeking" r o c k e t s  f o r  u s e  a g a i n s t  moving targets.* 

Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  writers have dea l t  w i th  t h e  
q u e s t i o n  of dominance of t h e  seas i n  t h e  p a s t  b u t  have not  i n  
r e c e n t  y e a r s  posed it as a requirement  f o r  v i c t o r y  ove r  t h e  
USSR, 
t i o n  f r o m  its a l l i e s  as a s e r i o u s  l i a b i l i t y ,  however. (Mar- 
s h a l  Vasi levsky,  for  example, i n  an a r t ic le  i n  RED STAR on 
1 4  Augus t  1957 stressed t h e  Sov ie t  advantage of n o t  having . 
t h e  American problem of v i t a l  communication l i n e s  over  the 
sea w i t h  its al l ies . )  And they  have consequent ly  regarded 
t h e  inc reased  v u l n e r a b i l i t y  of surface v e s s e l s ,  owing t o  
modern weapons developments, as a tremendous advantage t o  t h e  
USSR. 

Despi te  Khrushchev's i n d i s c r i m i n a t e  d isparage-  
ment of s u r f a c e  s h i p s  i n  t h e  p a s t ,  Sov ie t  nava l  leaders speak 
of important  and v a r i e d  r o l e s  f o r  surface v e s s e l s  of d i f f e r -  
e n t  classes as w e l l  a s  submarines i n  a f u t u r e  war. The atom- 
powered submarine equipped w i t h  n u c l e a r  rocket weapons is now 
regarded as t h e  "backbone" of the S o v i e t  navy, and t h e  sub- 
marine arm is por t r ayed  a s  its main s t r i k i n g  force. But vo ices  
are heard c a u t i o n i n g  a g a i n s t  p l a c i n g  e x c e s s i v e  emphasis on t h e  
submarine a t  t h e  expense of o t h e r  nava l  weapon systems.  Ac- 
co rd ing  t o  Rear Admiral  V.  Prokof iev :  

They have always regarded America's geographica l  separa-  

Sov ie t  naval  thought  opposes t h e  onesided 
exagge ra t ion  t o  an extreme of any p a r t i -  
c u l a r  arm fif t h e  navy7. Naval combat 
opera t ions-wi l l  develop ove r  enormous ocean 
and coastal areas and w i l l  r e q u i r e  t h e  

*Soviet  submarine armament is said t o  inc lude  long-range 
b a l l i s t i c  r o c k e t s  w i t h  nuc lea r  warheads, self-homing r o c k e t s  
(winged r o c k e t s )  for  f i r i n g  a t  v a r i o u s  nava l  t a r g e t s ,  and an 
assortment  of torpedoes--magnetic, self-haming, and others-- 
f o r  a t t a c k i n g  s u r f a c e  s h i p s  and submarines .  A n  atomic sub- 
marine w i t h  i ts  r o c k e t s  can d e s t r o y  "a l a r g e  nava l  base of 
t h e  enemy, a l a r g e  i n d u s t r i a l  c e n t e r ,  or a formation of a i r -  
c ra f t  carr iers ."  (IZVESTIA, 10 October 1961) 
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coopera t ion  of a l l  f o r c e s  as w e l l  as com- 
prehens ive  combat suppor t  for t h e  main 
s t r i k i n g  forces- the  submarines.  Surf ace 
s h i p s  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  w i l l  have t o  s o l v e  a 
l a r g e  number of t a s k s ,  which i n  contemporary 
warfare c o n d i t i o n s  have become except ion-  
a l l y  complex.. (RED STAR, 13 January 1962) 

The gene ra l  miss ions  of t h e  Sov ie t  navy, eguip- 
ped w i t h  rocl ie t  crulsers, atomic and convent iona l  submarines,  
and cutters armed wi th  r o c k e t s ,  have been c i t e d ' b y  a number 
of d i f f e r e n t  Sov ie t  sou rces .  These are 

(a) t o  canduct battles a g a i n s t  a s t r o n g  naval  

(b) to break ocean and s e a  l i n e s  of communi- 

( c )  t o  d e s t r o y  p o r t s ,  naval  bases, and o t h e r  

enemy, d e s t r o y i n g  its s t r i k i n g  power; 

cat  ions  ; 

i n s t a l l a t i o n s  on t h e  Shore; 

(d) t o  i n f l u e n c e  t h e  achievement of t he  general 
aims of t h e  armed c o n f l i c t ;  and 

(e) t o g e t h e r  w i t h  o t h e r  arms, t o  defend the  
s h o r e  from enemy Invasion from the  sea and from s t r i k e s  from 
t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of the  sea. 

Concern over  t h e  U.S. P o l a r i s  submarine has  
f o r  a long  time been r e g i s t e r e d  in Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  d i scour se .  
-CMalinovsky boasted t h a t  t h e  P o l a r i s  submarines w i l l  not 
escape d e s t r u c t i o n ,  i n  an Army-Navy Day art icle in PRAVDA of 
23 February 1962).  Against these and o t h e r  NATO submarines,  
t h e  S o v i e t s  w i l l  deploy t h e i r  nava l  a i r  arm and k i l l e r  sub- 
marines.  Thus rocke t -car ry ing  naval  a i r c r a f t ,  which were 

demonstrated f o r  t he  first t i m e  a t  Tushino i n  J u l y  1961 are 
said t o  be capable  of d e t e c t i n g  a t  great d i s t a n c e  and des t roy-  
ing enemy s h i p 6  of a l l  types ,  "both on t h e  s u r f a c e  and sub- 
merged." (Marshal Versh in in ,  RED STAR, 1 6  September 1961) 
Anbther sou rce  has  said t h a t ,  in a f u t u r e  w a r ,  underwater com- 
b a t  w i l l  be one of t h e  b a s i c  methods of defending sea borders  
a g a i n s t  t h e  approach of enemy submarines:  "The hew power and 
t h e  new weapons open f o r  t h e  novie;7 atomic submarines g r e a t  
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  t h e  s t r u g g l T  a g a i n s t  t h e  enemy submarines." 
(IZVESTIA, 10  October 1961) 
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3. Aviat ion and A i r  Defense 

The Sov ie t  a i r  forces w i l l  a l so  be ass igned  
v a r i e d  and important  suppor t  miss ions  i n  a f u t u r e  war. A i r  
f o r c e  leaders have c o n s i s t e n t l y  declared tha t  manned a v i a t i o n  
w i l l  p l a y  an  important  role i r r e s p e c t i v e  of developments i n  
r o c k e t  technology,  even when Xhrushchev and c e r t a i n  m i l i t a r y  
leaders voiced  c o n t r a r y  views. Now there appears t o  be a 
concensus among t h e  p a r t y  and m i l i t a r y  leaders on t h e  need 
t o  develop manned a v i a t i o n  for  o f f e n s i v e  s t r a t e g i c  and tac- 
t i c a l  mis s ions  as w e l l  as d e f e n s i v e  miss ions .  The change i n  
Khrushchev's .view is s t r i k i n g :  

"The m i l i t a r y  a i r  force and 
- / zur face7  navy have los t  
t h e i r  pf;evious importance. . . .  
A l m o s t  t h e  e n t i r e  m i l i t a r y  
a i r  force is be ing  r ep laced  
by r o c k e t  equipment. We 
have a l r e a d y  s h a r p l y  c u t  and 
it seems w i l l  cont inue t o  c u t  
s h a r p l y  and even d i scon t inue ,  
t h e  manufacture of bombers 
and other obsolete equip- 
ment." (14 January  1960 
speech. ) 

"In equipping  t h e  armed 
forces w i t h  r o c k e t s  and 
an  atomic submarine f leet  
w e  do no t  d i scoun t  t h e  
a i r  force b u t  cont inue  
t o  develop and improve 
it .  '* (Speech d e l i v e r e d  
a t  t h e  22nd CPSU,Congress, 
October 1961) 

The new o p t i m i s t i c  view of t h e  use fu lness  of 
bomber a v i a t i o n  i n  a f u t u r e  w a r  seems t o  s p r i n g  mainly from 
t h e  new p o s s i b i l i t i e s  given i t  by r o c k e t  armament. Sovie t  

' off icers  describe air-to-ground r o c k e t s ,  which they  now claim 
for t h e  USSR a i r  forces, as "bomber aircraft  weapons" which 
permit  t h e  bombers n o t  only t o  avoid e n t e r i n g  t h e  a n t i - a i r  
defense  zone of t h e  target b u t  "to avoid approaching it." 
And they  ascribe t o  such rocket-equipped bombers a "consider-  
ab ly  lowered v u l n e r a b i l i t y . "  ( C o l .  Gen. A.N. Ponomarev, RED 
STAR, 18 November 1961) 

Bomber a v i a t i o n  is appa ren t ly  s la ted  fo r  a sup- 
plementary or  suppor t  ro le  i n  -the f u l f i l l m e n t  of s t ra teg ic  
as w e l l  as s u b - s t r a t e g i c ' m i s s i o n s  i n  a f u t u r e  war. According 
t o  Marshal Malinovsky, t h e  Sov ie t  a i r  f o r c e  is capable  of 
d e l i v e r i n g  n u c l e a r  s t r ikes  a g a i n s t  an aggressor  " j o i n t l y  w i t h  
t h e  s t ra tegic  r o c k e t  t roops.1 '  (Speech of 23 October 1961, 
a t  t h e  22nd CPSU Congress) Th i s  c a p a b i l i t y ,  he s a y s ,  d e r i v e s  
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f r o m  t h e  "new" j e t  a i r c r a f t ,  i nc lud ing  " i n t e r c o n t i n e n t a l  sup- 
e r s o n i c  bombers, '' which c a r r y  r o c k e t s  capable  of d e s t r o y i n g  
enemy i n s t a l l a t i o n s  "many.hundreds of k i l o m e t e r s  from t h e  s p o t  
where t h e  r o c k e t  is launched." (PRAVDA, 23 February 1962) 

As fo r  a i r  defense ,  o t h e r  e lements  of t h e  a i r  
forces, no tab ly ,  f i g h t e r  a v i a t i o n ,  "working i n  coope ra t ion  
wi th  t h e  a n t i - a i r c r a f t  defense  forces of t h e  count ry ,"  w i l l  
s t r i v e  t o  r e p u l s e  a i r  a t t a c k s .  (Malinovsky, 23 October 1961 
speech) M i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e  provides  t h a t  i n  a f u t u r e  w a r ,  
" the  c rush ing  of t h e  nuc lear - rocket  and rocke t - ca r ry ing  forces 
and t h e  nuc lear  8i.r force of! t h e  enemy w i l l  become one of t h e  
main f i t ra tegic7 t a sks . "  (Lt .  Gen. Kras i ln ikov ,  RED STAR, 
18 November 1 9 g O )  Accordingly, t h e  a i r  defe'nse f o r c e s  m u s t  
g ive  t i m e l y  warning of t h e  t h r e a t  of a n u c l e a r  at tack and 
d e t e c t  and d e s t r o y  approaching enemy forces be fo re  t h e  deadly  
payloads r e a c h  t h e i r  t a r g e t s .  There is no d i s p u t i n g  t h e s e  
b a s i c  impera t ives  i n  t h e  m i l i t a r y  l i t e r a tu re .  

be ing  v i t a l  t o  t h e  success of t h e  o p e r a t i o n .  Inasmuch as t h e  
outcome of b a t t l e  w i l l  be decided i n  "not on ly  minutes bu t  
even f r a c t i o n s  of seconds,"  t h e  enemy m u s t  be  "wiped o u t  on 
t h e  first a t t a c k  or t h e  f i r s t  l aunching  of a rocke t . "  (Mar- 
s h a l  Biryuzov, RED STAR, 23 September 1961) A i r  force com- 
manders are admonished t h a t  t o  permit  even one t a r g e t  t o  
r each  t h e  o b j e c t i v e  can  have "very un fo r tuna te  consequences,  I' 

and t h a t  t h e  NATO forces have powerful means of long-range 
a t t a c k  and w i l l  use r a d a r  i n t e r f e r e n c e  on a "wide scale" t o  
prevent  c o u n t e r a c t i o n s  by Sov ie t  forces. (Marshal Sav i t sky ,  
RED STAR, 1 4  November 1961) 

of t h e  coun t ry  is based p r i m a r i l y  on t h e  a n t i - a i r c r a f t  r o c k e t  
t roops .  
s t a n t i a l  a n t i m i s s i l e  force w i l l  also p r o t e c t  t h e  USSR. In  
e v i d e n t  a n t i c i p a t i o n  of t h i s  c a p a b i l i t y ,  Marshal Malinovsky 
--having p r e v i o u s l y  announced t h a t  t h e  USSR had so lved  t h e  
problem of d e s t r o y i n g  missiles i n  fl ight--now claims t h a t  t h e  
Sov ie t  a i r  de fense  f o r c e s  "possess  equipment and weapons cap- 
a b l e  of d e s t r o y i n g  enemy a i r  and space methods of a t t a c k  a t  
great h e i g h t s  and d i s t a n c e s  .'' (PRAVDA, 23 February 1962) 

The t i m e  factor  is r e p e a t e d l y  underscored as 

Now, t h e  S o v i e t s  s a y ,  t h e  a n t i - a i r c r a f t  defense  

B u t  t h e y  a l r eady  look forward t o  t h e  t i m e  when a sub- 
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The p r o j e c t e d  ro l e  of a m i s s i l e  defense  system 
f o r  t h e  USSR is worth mentioning. For advanced weapons tech-  
nology now has  a coveted p l a c e  i n  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  t h i n k i n g  on 
t h e  waging of a f u t u r e  war as w e l l  as on t h e  problem of deter- 
r i n g  it. Frequen t ly  i n  t h e  m i l i t a r y  l i terature--as w e l l  as 
i n  Khrushchev's speeches- -a t ten t ion  is drawn t o  t h e  need f o r  
t h e  USSR t o  have a weapons s u p e r i o r i t y  ove r  t h e  probable  enemy. 
The concept  of s u p e r i o r i t y ,  i n  so f a r  as it is revea led  i n  
t h e  l i t e r a tu re ,  is de r ived  f r o m  an assessment of q u a l i t a t i v e  
c r i te r ia  as w e l l  as numerical  compar3Sons. They s a y  t h a t  " i f  
one side has a more e f f e c t i v e  weapon, it is p o s s i b l e  f o r  t h a t  
side ( a l l  other t h i n g s  be ing  equal) t o  hold t h e  upperhand over  
the  enemy which posses ses  i n f e r i o r  weapons. '* (V. Uzenyev, 
KOMMUNIST OF THE ARMED FORCES, NO. 6, March 1961) Reasoning 
t h u s ,  t hey  emphasize s c i e n t  if i c  and t e c h n o l o g i c a l  c a p a b i l i t i e s  
as such ,  and are ve ry  much concerned w i t h  ga in ing  lead t i m e  
over  t h e  United S t a t e s  i n  t h e  development of weapons and counter-  
measures. "The Sovie t  Government is not  l i m i t i n g  i tself  t o  
those m i l i t a r y  means which t h e  adversary  a l r e a d y  has ,"  said 
a USSR Defense Minis t ry  book, "for undoubtedly t h i s  would be 
i n s u f f i c i e n t  . Any preempting of t h e  adversary  s p o t e n t i a l  i n  
t h e  c r e a t i o n  of t h e  newest means of1 combat no t  on ly  g i v e s  un- 
'doubted s u p e r i o r i t y  i n  case of war, b u t  also m a k e s  it d i f f i -  
C u l t  f o r  t h e  aggres s ive  i m p e r i a l i s t  forces t o  unleash  wars." 
(E. I. Rybkin, "War and P o l i t i c s " )  And they  warn, fur thermore,  
t h a t  "slowing down i n  any of t h e  l i n k s  of t h e  complex system 
of de fense  or i n  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  on a broad scale of contem- 
po ra ry  technology,  can lead t o  t h e  m o s t  d i f f i c u l t  consequences 
for a r m i e s  and coun t r i e s . "  (General V. Kurasov, MILITARY- 
HISTORICAL JOURNAL, No. 3, March 1961) If w e  may hazard a 
conclus ion  f r o m  t h i s  b r i e f  d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e  concept of m i l i -  
t a r y  s u p e r i o r i t y ,  it i s  t h a t  t h e  Sov ie t  Union is not  neces- 
s a r i l y  committed t o  main ta in ing  a s u b s t a n t i a l  lead i n  t h e  
q u a n t i t i e s  of modern weapons: it may r e l y  t o  a cons ide rab le  
degree on t echno log ica l  ( q u a l i t a t i v e )  adxances i n  t h e  develop- 
ment of weapons f o r  f u t u r e  w a r .  

- 50 - 



I V .  APPENDIX: THE STATUS OF SOVIET MILITARY DOCTRINE ON THE 
EVE OF WORLD W A R  I1  

The search f o r  a dynamic m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e  which w i l l  
f a c i l i t a t e  a c c u r a t e  p r o g n o s t i c a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  f u t - u r e  w a r  is 
having a s a l u t a r y  e f f e c t  on Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  h i s t o r i o g r a p h y .  
The t r e n d  toward greater o b j e c t i v i t y  is becoming more pro- 
nounced as more and more p a r t i c i p a n t s  in World. War I1 are be ing  
encouraged t o  w r i t e  memoires and t rac ts  i n  a f o r t h r i g h t  and 
o b j e c t i v e  manner. Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  leaders who pu t  much 
store by p a s t  expe r i ence  i n s i s t  tha t  t h e  o b j e c t i v e  t r u t h  m u s t  
be found and s ta ted i n  t h e  w r i t i n g  of m i l i t a r y  h i s t o r y  i n  order 
t h a t  t h e  proper  l e s s o n s  can be l e a r n e d  and a v i a b l e  d o c t r i n e  
prepared f o r  t h e  cont ingency of a f u t u r e  w a r .  Whether t r u t h s  
w i l l  be s ta ted  even i f  p o l i t i c a l l y  inconvenient ,  however, re- 
mains t o  be s e e n .  

I n  t h e  p rocess  of r e w r i t i n g  m i l i t a r y  h i s t o r y ,  one of 
t h e  c e n t r a l  i s s u e s  debated has been t h e  ques t ion  of t h e  s t a t u s  
of Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e  on t h e  eve of World War 11. A l -  
though a c o n t e n t i o u s  q u e s t i o n ,  it se rved  t h e  purposes  of the 
v a r i o u s  debaters who were i n t e n t  on impressing others  w i t h  
t h e  importance of having a f u l l y  elaborated, up-to-date t h e o r y  
of f u t u r e  war and t h e  i n e v i t a b l e  p e n a l t y  t o  be p a i d  i n  the 
absence of such a theo ry .  Because of t h e  r e l evance  of t h i s  
ques t ion  t o  o u r  s t u d y ,  and because of t h e  i n s i g h t s  t he  d is -  
cuss ion  affords u s  i n t o  t h e  process of r e a s s e s s i n g  e s t a b l i s h e d  
d o c t r i n e s  i n  t h e  USSR,  w e  s h a l l  by way of a p o s t s c r i p t  o u t l i n e  
t h e  p r i n c i p a l  arguments on t h e  s t a t u s  of pre-war m i l i t a r y  
d o c t r i n e  t h a t  were publ i shed  between 1959 and 1961. 

_. . .... . . .... .:.. .. . . . .  .. .. 
. .  * * * * * * * * 

In October 1959, p r i o r  t o  t h e  p u b l i c a t i o n  of t h e  la tes t  
o f f i c i a l  multi-volume h i s t o r y  of World War 11, Maj. Gen. I .  
Rukhle set  o f f  a sharply-worded debate i n  tk pages of t h e  
MIL ITARY-HISTORICAL JOURNAL, with  a f ree-wheel i n g  cr it i c i s m  
of both t h e  pre-war m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e  and t h e  s p e c i f i c  c o n t r i -  
bu t ions  of c e r t a i n  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  t h e o r e t i c i a n s .  Most of t h e  
p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  t h e  d i scuss ion  i n  t h e  JOURNAL materials were 
i n c l i n e d  t o  suppor t  Rukh le ' s  view--which e v e n t u a l l y  became 
t h e  o f f i c i a l  view--but there were s o m e  n o t a b l e  d e p a i t u r e s .  . 
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The fo l lowing  views o n t h e  subjec t  are p resen ted  i n  chronologi-  
cal order t o  g i v e  t h e  f l a v o r  of t h e  debate as it unfolded on 
t h e  pages of t he  MILITARY-HISTORICAL JOURNAL. 

In  December 1959, R u k h l e ' s  p o s i t i o n  w a s  debated i n  t h e  
General  S t a f f  m i l i t a r y  s e c t i o n ,  and an account of t h e  debate 
w a s  carried i n  t h e  Apr i l  1960 i s s u e  df t h e  j o u r n a l .  A C o l .  
Nazarov recalled t h a t  pre-war m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e  had cons idered  
t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of s u r p r i s e  attack--but had not  drawn the 
necessary  conc lus ions  : 

... The p o s s i b i l i t y  of s t a r t i n g  a w a r  w i t h  a 
s u r p r i s e  a t t a c k  and s t r i v i n g  t o  d e l i v e r  t h e  
first powerful blow was examined i n  t h e  t h e o r y  
of m i l i t a r y  art between the  first and second 
world w a r s .  However, n e i t h e r  ours, nor  f o r e i g n  
m i l i t a r y  theory ,  foresaw a l l  t h e  consequences 
of a s u r p r i s e  blow, and n e i t h e r  worked o u t  
measures f o r  its prevent  ion .  

. .. 

, .  .. ... .. 

C o l .  Verzkhovsky, i n  t h e  same d i s c u s s i o n ,  was f u l l y  
sympathe t ic  w i t h  R u k h l e ' s  p o s i t i o n :  

Before World War 11, t h i s  problem /The i n i t i a l  
p e r i o d  of t h e  war7 - w a s  no t  worked o u t  i n  s u f -  
f i c i e n t  degree.  Perhaps t h i s  played a c e r t a i n  
role i n  o u r  f a i l u r e s  i n  t h e  f i r s t  days of t h e  
w a r .  

Lt. Gen. Skorobogatkin,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, attacked 
Rukhle f o r  b e r a t i n g  pre-war m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e .  The same i s s u e  
of t h e  JOURNAL r e p o r t e d  him as s a y i n g  a t  t h e  hee t ing :  

I cannot  agree  wi th  Rukhle 's  a s s e r t i o n  on t h e  
backwardness of Sovie t  m i l i t a r y  s c i e n c e  before 
World War 11. Sovie t  m i l i t a r y  s c i e n c e  worked 
o u t ,  ea r l ie r  than  t h e  German, no t  o n l y  t h e  
t h e o r y  of ba t t l e s  and o p e r a t i o n s  i n  dep th ,  b u t  
also o r g a n i z a t i o n  of t r o o p s ,  a5 w e l l  as t h e  
p r a c t i c a l  d e c i s i o n s  of t h i s  t heo ry .  We had 
t h e  first mechanized co rps ,  w e  earl iest  of 
a l l  began t o  apply a i r  s t r i k e s  and t o  i n t r o -  
duce t h e  u s e  of t a n k s  in large format ions  
( soedinenia) .  A l l  t h e s e  problems were al- 
ready  worked o u t  by o u r  m i l i t a r y  s c i e n c e  by 

., 
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1937. I n  t h e  R e d  A r m y  l a r g e  scale maneuvers 
were conducted wi th  t h e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of 
mechanized c o r p s .  Bu t  la ter ,  t h e  mechanized 
c o r p s ,  i n  s p i t e  of t h e  theo ry ,  were disassem- 
b led .  During t h e  w a r  w e  could  no t  f o r  a 
series of  r e a s o n s  rea l ize  o u r  t h e o r y  i n  t h e  
f i r s t  pe r iod ;  la ter ,  however, it j u s t i f i e d  

, I t s e l f .  

Rukhle ' s  p o s i t i o n  won o u t ,  f o r  t h e  t i m e  be ing ,  and found 
its e x p r e s s i o n  i n  Yolume I of "The H i s t o r y  of  the Great P a t r i o t i c  
War of the  S o v i e t  Union, 1941-45." (Signed t o  t h e  p r e s s  28 
May 1960) .  According t o  t h a t  a u t h o r a t i v e  source, S o v i e t  m i l i -  
t a r y  d o c t r i n e  was inadequa te ly  developed t o  meet t h e  s i t u a t i o n  
encountered  i n  t h e  e a r l y  p a r t  o f  t h e  w a r .  The f o l l o w i n g  ex- 
c e r p t s  r e p r e s e n t  t h e  g i s t  of t h e  o f f i c i a l  p o s i t i o n  on t h e  pre-  
w a r  d o c t r i n e  : 

S o v i e t  s t r a t e g y  /zn t h e  eve  of  the war7 recognized  
t h e  de fense  as a-necessary form of  armed s t r u g g l e  
b u t  subord ina ted  its r o l e  t o  t h e  o f f e n s i v e .  As 
r e g a r d s  t h e  q u e s t i o n  of de fense ,  o m y  w a s  
n o t  f u l l y  worked out. It cons ide red  defense as 
p o s s i b l e  and necessa ry  i n  s e p a r a t e  d i r e c t i o n s ,  
b u t  n o t  on t h e  whole s t r a t e g i c  f r o n t .  In p r i n -  
c i p l e ,  s t r a t e g y  cons ide red  a f o r c e d  withdrawal  
p o s s i b l e ,  b u t  o n l y  on s e p a r a t e  s e c t o r s  of  t h e  
f r o n t  and as a temporary phenomenon connected 
w i t h  t h e  p r e p a r a t i o n  of an o f f e n s i v e .  The 
q u e s t i o n  of withdrawal of  l a r g e  f o r c e s  from t h e  
t h r e a t  of an enc i r c l emen t  had n o t  been worked 
o u t .  \ 

The q u e s t i o n  of t h e  c o u n t e r o f f e n s i v e  as a 
p a r t i c u l a r  k ind  of  s t r a t e g i c  o f f e n s i v e  be- 
f o r e  t h e  g r e a t  p a t r i o t i c  war was not  posed 
d e s p i t e  t h e  r i c h  expe r i ence  of t h e  counter -  
o f f e n s i v e  i n  t h e  c i v i l  war of 1918-20. 

A major shortcoming i n  t h e  t r a i n i n g  of  t h e  
h igh  command cadres of t h e  Red army on t h e  
eve  of t h e  w a r  w a s  t h e  absence of  a manual 
on a t t a c k .  
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The whole o r g a n i z a t i o n  of t h e  defense  of 
t h e  s ta te  border  proceeded from t h e  f a c t  
tha t  a sudden a t t a c k  by t h e  enemy w a s  ex- 
cluded..  . 

The i s s u e  w a s  n o t  y e t  r e s o l v e d ,  however. In t h e  Septem- 
ber 1960 i s s u e  of  t h e  JmNAL--several  months after t h e  pub- 
l i c a t i o n  of t h e  o f f i c i a l  h i s t o r y  of t h e  war--Mad. Gen. Mernov 
offered a d i s s e n t i n g  view. L i k e  General  Skorobogatkin,  he 
defended t h e  s ta ture  of  the  pre-war d o c t r i n e :  

W e  c o n s i d e r  t h a t  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  theoreti-  
c i a n s  s t u d i e d  t h e  new c h a r a c t e r  of  armed 
f o r c e s . . . a n d  had provided  f o r  t h e  s t r a t e g i c  
deployment of armed forces i n  t h e  even t  of  
enemy s u r p r i s e  a t t a c k  as w e l l  as i n  the 
case of  a declared w a r .  For t h i s  purpose 
it w a s  recommended t h a t  there be an army 
of  defense  i n  c o n s t a n t  m i l i t a r y  prepared-  
ness as a f i r s t  s t ra tegic  eche lon .  These 
views w e r e  based on a c o r r e c t  understand-  
i n g  a t  t h a t  t i m e  of t h e  n a t u r e  of f u t u r e  
wars as w a r s  of l ong  d u r a t i o n  invo lv ing  
mul t i -mi l l i on  mass armde6, w i t h  t h e  
deployment of  subsequent  s t r a t e g i c  eche- 
l o n s .  

The pendulum swung t h e  other way i n  t h e  fo l lowing  s p r i n g ,  
however, when L t .  Gen. Kolchigin--in t h e  Apr i l  1961 i s s u e  of  
t h e  JOURNAL--rapped t h e  knuckles  of Mernov f o r  be ing  an apolog- 
ist f o r  t h e  pre-war m i l i t a r y  t h e o r i s t s :  

.. .Maj . Gen. Mernov i n  h i s  a r t ic le  tries t o  
deny t h e  mis t akes  committed i n  t h e  pre-war 
p e r i o d  by certain of  o u r  m i l i t a r y  theoreti- 
c i a n s  (Melikov, Eideman, T s i f f e r )  i n  q u e s -  
t i o n s  of  t h e  i n i t i a l  p e r i o d  of  w a r ,  i n  par-  
t i c u l a r  i n  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  of 
de fense .  These t h e o r e t i c i a n s ,  as Rukhle 
c o r r e c t l y  observed,  "mistakenly thought  
t h a t  t h e  i n i t i a l  p e r i o d  of t h e  war would 
invo lve  o p e r a t i o n s  of small  armies defend- 
i n g  ' t h e  r i g h t  t o  be deployed. '"  (pravo 
r a z v e r n u t ' s i a )  They d i d  n o t  f o r e s e e  t h e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  of t he  a p p l i c a t i o n  by t h e  enemy 
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of secre t \methods  of mob i l i za t ion  and deploy- 
ment of armed forces w i t h  t h e  o b j e c t i v e  of 
a s u r p r i s e  a t t a c k  a t  once by t h e  main f o r c e s  
and t h e r e f o r e  cons idered  t h a t  t h e  i n i t i a l  
pe r iod  would be c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by o p e r a t i o n s  
of small armies under defense  which would be 
e f f e c t e d  by t h e  s t ra teg ic  deployment and 
a c t i o n s  of t h e  main mass of armed forces. 
N o t  denying t h i s  p o s i t i o n ,  General  V. Mernov 
w r i t e s  : "Maintenance i n  cons t an t  r e a d i n e s s  
of a s t r o n g  army of defense  a long  t h e  bor- 
der would have f ac i l i t a t ed  t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  
of t h e  army of peacetime on to  a w a r  f o o t i n g  
under any circumstances."  I n  o u r  view, 
t h i s  is a mistaken p o i n t ,  s i n c e  it was made 
wi thout  account of t h e  s i t u a t i o n  of 1941, .  . . . 
Desp i t e  t h e  opin ion  of General Mernov, w e  
a lso cons ide r  t h a t  t h e  prewar t h e o r e t i c i a n s .  
i n s u f f i c i e n t l y  s t u d i e d  t h e  new character of 
armed f o r c e s  and i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  t h e  r a p i d  
and deep invas ion  by enemy armies. 

Major Gen. Cherednichenko came t o  Rukhleb and Kolchig in ' s  
suppor t  i n  the same i s s u e  of t h e  JOURNAL, once aga in  underscor- 
i n g  t h e  shortcomings of t h e  pre-war d o c t r i n e  and t h e  mistakes 
of t h e  s t r a t e g i s t s  i n  t h e  f irst  days of t h e  w a r :  

Rukhle i n  h i s  a r t i c l e ,  i n  o u r  op in ion ,  has 
c o r r e c t l y  observed t h e  mistakes of m i l i t a r y  
t h e o r e t i c i a n s  i n  t h e  prewar yea r s ,  i nc lud ing  
V. Melikov and R. Eideman, on q u e s t i o n s  of 
t h e  i n i t i a l  pe r iod  of war. . . .Sovie t  armed 
f o r c e s  by t h e  beginning of t h e  w a r  t u rned  
o u t  no t  t o  have been (deployed) i n  an ap- 
p r o p r i a t e  s t ra tegic  and o p e r a t i o n a l  way, 
b a t t l e - r e a d y ,  or' p repared  t o  r ebuf f  a s u r -  
p r i s e  a t t a c k  by t h e  ground and a v i a t i o n  forces 
of fascis t  Germany, A l l  t h i s  had ser ious  
consequences on t h e  course of t h e  i n i t i a l  
p e r i o d  of war. . . .Events a t  t h e  beginning of 
t h e  w a r  w o u l d  have taken  a d i f f e r e n t  c h a r a c t e r  
i f  o u r  armed f o r c e s  had i n  good t i m e  been 
b a t t l e - r e a d y  and p rope r ly  deployed; i f  av ia -  
t i o n  and a r t i l l e r y  had immediately directed 
c o u n t e r - s t r i k e s  a g a i n s t  t h e  advance groups 
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of  t h e  fasc is t  t r o o p s ,  t h e i r  a r t i l l e r y  and 
a v i a t i o n ; .  and if f r o n t s  and armies had a t  
once developed a c t i v e  and o rgan ized  combat 
o p e r a t i o n s  t o  f r u s t r a t e  t h e  a g g r e s s o r ' s  
a t t a c k .  There were p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  t h i s ,  
b u t  t hey  were not  u t i l i z e d .  

O u r  army, having su f fe red  serious losses a t  
t h e  start of t h e  w a r ,  needed t o  retreat deep 
i n t o  t h e  count ry .  Such o p e r a t i o n s  came as 
a s u r p r i s e  t o  t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  and strategic 
l e a d e r s h i p  as w e l l  as t o  t h e  t r o o p s .  Great 
f l e x i b i l i t y ,  a r ap id  e v a l u a t i o n  of t h e  com- 
p l e x  s i t u a t i o n ,  t h e  pos ing  of correct t a s k s  
t o  t h e  f r o n t s ,  a v i a t i o n  and f leets  and t h e  
o r g a n i z a t i o n  for f u l f i l l i n g  t h e s e  t a s k s  were 
r e q u i r e d ,  under t h e  new c o n d i t i o n s ,  of t h e  
s t r a t e g i c  and o p e r a t i o n a l  l eadersh ip .  How- 
e v e r ,  i n  t h e  f irst  days of t h e  w a r ,  because 
of i n c o r r e c t  e v a l u a t i o n  of t h e  s i t u a t i o n ,  
t h e  Sov ie t  f o r c e s  were g iven  u n f u l f i l l a b l e  
t a sks ,  and t h e i r  p o s i t i o n  was f u r t h e r  ag- 
g rava ted  and made more d i f f i c u l t .  

F i n a l l y ,  Marshal Zakharov, i n  an ar t ic le  concluding  
t h e  debate i n  t h e  J u l y  1961 i s s u e  of t h e  JOURNAL, also r e i n -  
fo rced  t h e  o f f i c i a l  p o s i t i o n  i n  a brief bu t  s h a r p  criticism 
of t h e  pre-war d o c t r i n e :  

It m u s t  be said t h a t  on t h e  eve  of t h e  Great 
Pa t r io t i c  War, d e s p i t e  t h e  fact  t h a t  t h e  ag- 
g r e s s o r s  had a l r e a d y  had exper ience  i n  con- 
d u c t i n g  s u r p r i s e  attacks i n  t h e  West, l i t t l e  
a t t e n t i o n  was paid t o  t h e  conduct of beginning 
o p e r a t i o n s  i n  our m i l i t a r y  theory .  An espec i -  
a l l y  big omission from theory  and p r a c t i c e  as 
w e l l  , . . . w a s  such an important  ques t ion  as con- 
d u c t  i n g  o p e r a t  i ons  under c o n d i t i o n s  i n  which 
t h e  enemy t a k e s  t h e  i n i t i a t i v e  f r o m  t h e  o u t s e t  
o f  t h e  war; / in  short7 m e a s u r e s  for  r e s i s t i n g  
a s u r p r i s e  aztack weFe not  f o r e s e e n .  
s i n c e  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  a t  t h e  s ta r t  of t h e  w a r  
w a s  unforeseen by o u r  s ide,  t h e  Sov ie t  h igh  
command had t o  take h a s t y ,  p a r t i a l l y  improvised 
d e c i s i o n s ,  no t  responding q u i c k l y  t o  t h e  chang- 
i n g  sit u a t  ion.  

The re fo re ,  
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