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Note on Scurces and Assoclated Difficulties.

The main dlifficulty related to the fact that much
material of essence to the research was regarded as classified
by the national authorities concermned. Two obfuscating
factors exacerbated this difficulty. One relates to the
authorities, and to the process of sifting end selection
through which any classified material must pass before it
reaches +the declsion-makers; conscious or unconscious dise—
crimination en route from information gathering, to the
delineation of altemative hypotheses, and to final decisione
making, entails a (sometimes convenient) restricting of the
data available, a restricting which may in itself prejudice
the final option cholce, The other obfuscating factor
concerns 'convenient intelligence', This is 'intelligence!
and 'facts' released or leaked by the national authorities,
This type of information all too often rests on politically-
determined selection criteria; it always rests on some type
of selection, from the already selected material available
to the decision-maekers. The resultent information is no%
necessarily wrong or misleading, but it would very often be
different if the selection process from which it had emerged,
had been subject to different criteris,

This catholic caution relates also to Soviet military
"debates™, and to the question as to whether contributions
are 'genuine', or whether they merely reflect differing
aspects of policy decisions already érrived ate The guestion
is analysed more extensively in Chapter %, But it is proper
to indicate that the conclusion there arrived at encourages
maximum cautbtion lest one infer non~credible levels of anta~
gonism from apparent debate discrepanciese.

The debate analyses make it clear that an author's



rélative obscurity or prominence does not necessarily reflect
an.the importance of an article. Considerations such as
relate to troop morale, the domestic economy, or international
relations, often make relative or apparent obscurity a pre-~
ferred forum for a text's dissemination, The more prominent
the source, the more obviously the concerns of 'declaratory
policy' intermingle with those of Taction policy'. . For these
reasons the debates are investigated primarily with a view

to their illuminating or explaining of procureménts and
actions, -~ with a view to their relationship with ascertain
able developmentse.

The data is available, The problem lies in acquiring
sufficient knowledge to judge their comprehensiveness and
theilr relative worth. Hopefully, the present work evinces
a successful outcome,

Iinally: some related factors, such as concern Chinese
(or Japenese) capabilities and prospects, are not treated

extensively., The reasonsfor this are inherent in the texto



CHAPTER Oiill.

THE *COLD WAR® PERLIOD ~ HISTORICAL STRATEGIC
BALANCE INEQUITIES,

1l a 1945=195%:  "Mirror mirror on the wall, ———e 2"

A number of western academics have in recent years ree
asgessed the period in gquestion. In the process they have
demonstrated thal many pfevious analyses were toc facile, too
encumbered by ulterior motives, and hence too prone to blacke=
whnite generalizationso Some of their data, which appear of
essence to our study, will here be presented, As will further
evidence which tends to support their implications,

The reassessment does not concern’ the fact and/om the
morality of the Soviet securing of hegemony over Bast Turope.
Al{hough it must be remembered that while ideological desiderata
as well as recent invasions may have increased the necessity for
this in Soviet eyes, it was also considered necessary by earlier
Psarist regimes, The reassessment concerns rather the fear that
this action had further aggressive implications, the fear which
provided the raison d'etre for the creation of NATO.

Adam B, Ulam1 presents some of the contradicting data.

He points out that the rapid corntraction of the Soviet armed
forces, from 11,365,000 men at the end of the war Lo 2.874,000
men by 1948, scarcely left morc men than needed for domestic and
2

satellite “"garrison" duties, The figure is certainly not

lo Ulam, Adam B,, "Bxpcnsion and Co—existence™, Secker and
Warburg, London, 1968,

2. Ibide, page 404,
See also Ruban M, Captain Mrst Class, :
"Soviet Military Construction in Post-War period”, Kommunist
Vooruzhiennykh Sil, No, 13, July 1968, pg. 77~8%. "The
total nuvmber of persons discharged was ..., 8,5 million

persons'", Bee also Pravda January 15, 1960 (N, Khrushchev's
report).e



compatible with any grandiose schemes of aggression., That a
slgnificant factor behind the demobilizatdn was to be found in
domestic economic needs of reconstruction and further industri-
alization is not here relevant,

After presenting a number of Soviet statements and
actlions which tend to cast question on the premises under-
lying the anti-Soviel convictions current among U.5. policy-
makers during 1946-48, Ulam proceeds to refer to a book

edited by A.G. Mileykovskyo3

The Marshall Plan was therein
portrayed as greatly increasing Soviet susplcions regarding
U.8, motives and designs, and sugmenting the fear of capitalist
encirclement, The plan's "eventual aims" were seen to be
"clearly military™. "The real purpose of the Marshall Plan
was (thus) to create large standing armies that could threaten
Rugsia while the Americans would back them up if necessary, with
their naval strength and their atomic-srmed Strategic Air
Command"a4

The American genervosity inherent in the Marshell Plan was
seen as due to the calculation that "it was cheaper to purchase
British, I'rench, German etc. soldiers than to equip American
ones, It explained why the Americans were not building a large
standing army". --- "The formula of containment took on a much
more sinister meanings the doctrine of 'containment® foresaw

such a building of 'the positions of strength in the free

world® (this phrase was authored by Secretary of State Acheson)

3, Ulam, op.cit., pge. 448, Mileykovsky A.G. ed.,"Interna-
tional Relations after the Second World War",Moscow,1l962,

4, Ulam, op.cit., Pgo 447,
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as would allow a seriegs of successful local wars against

socialist states at the same time that one would be prepared

a
[T\
for a major war',” Ulam accepts this view as being seriously
held, since it constitutes a natural ascribing to U.S., policy
of considerations underlying Soviet policy, "i.e, avoiding a
major conflict and at the same time justifying and inciting
wars of 'national liberation'™. Western Burope was conceived
of as being made prepared to intervene in Bastern bLurope.

Ulam synopsizes his tenet thu s: "The period is replete
with historic ironies. America’s monopoly of nuclear weapons
lasted until the fall of 1949 and her economic preponderance
in the world was never again to be so great. Yet for all this
the vision of Soviet armies sweeping to the English Channel
panicked gsome American policy-makers, For their part the
Soviets appear to have been less alarmed by and responsive to
Americon possession of the atom bomb than by the implications
of that most non-ageressive initiative of U.S., policy = the
Marshall Plano”6

Professor Ulam then goes on to treat certain Soviet
initiatives which he believes may have been too easily disw
missed at the timm, Prime among these were the proposals
agreed upon at the 1950 Prague meeting of foreign ministers

from the USSR and Bastern Europeg7 and the Soviet Note of

March 10, 195298 The former proposed to forbid German

5. Ibide., page 448, quoting Mileykovsky, opocite., pg. 364,
60 Ibiday pgo 4‘550

To "Documents on International Affairs, 1949-50Y R.I.I,A,
London, 195%, pg. 167/168s Ulam op.cit. pge. 509,

8, "Documents on International Affairs, 1952", R.I.I.A.
London, 1955, pg. 88,



militerization, but allow for "the creation of a wnified,
peace~loving demccratic state®, An all-German Constituent
Council, with ecqual representation for Iast and West

Germany, was to prepare a constitution, And "under certain
conditions the German people could be directly asked to

give thelr opinion on this proposal™, The 1952 Note was
basically similar, but procegded to express acceplance of
rearmament by a unified Germany, provided she pledged herself
o neutrality,

That the Prague proposals may have been sincere is
indicated by their timing, Immediately prior to the Prague
Meeting the Westerm Powers had decided tc revise the
.Occupation Statute and had furthermore, through the North
Atlantic Council, implied that a West German force would
be dncorporated into WATO., Soviet apprehension must have
been genuwine. Taken in conjunction with other evidence at
the time, which indicated Soviet willingness to abandon
FBast Germany if necessary99 1t appears that the Soviet
initiative may well have been sincere.

The 1952 Note can be similarly viewed, It was
preceded by the setting up of the Buropean Defence Community,
the granting of soverelignty to Bonn and the definite agreew
ment that the West German forces would join the Allies, The
Korean War was raging, with General MacArthur advocating
nuclear strikes against China, U.3, Armed Forces were
being very rapidly cxpended, and "roll back communism'

advocates flourished in America, It would not be surprising

9. Bell, Coral, "Negotiations From Strength', London,
1962, pg. 99; Ulam op.clite, Pge 508 and 510,



if concessions were then considered seriously as being
necessary in Moscow,

The expansion of the U,S5. Armed Torces has been portrayed
as followss: " ———- after the war America demobilized, But only
two years later, with Britein's withdrawal from Greece and the
enunciation of the Truman Doctrine, the tide of military
spending turncd and has been flooding ever since. It surged
during the Korean War, subsided briefly, and then continued
o mounto”lo

Among the Yroll back communism" advocabtes the most
prominent was John Toster Dulles, His attitudes are represens
tatively conveyed by the following quotes., In a December,29,
1951, rebuttal to isolationist suggestions put forth by
former President Hoover in a December 20 broadcast, the then
Republican advisor to the State Department began by high-
lighting the fear that a '"tide of communism" would "roll on®,
with the U,5. becoming "encircled, isolated and fineally
engulfed”, TFurther playing on the hysteria sprouted by the
Korean War, he warned that some peoples "are so inexperienced
in the ways of self-government that it will be hard for them
to preserve their independence in the face of the dlabolically
clever apparatus of Soviet communism, --- But within the
captive world there are grave internal wealknesses," (There is
hope yet, 1t seems ~-~-3) -"War can be very unkind 4o rulers
who are despots and who have systematically destroyed the
individual initiatives of their peoples", "There is only one

effective defence, That is the capacity to counter-attack,e—-

10, Bingham, J.B. (Representative U.S., Congress, and Member
of the U.S., U.N, Delegation) "Can Military Spending be
controlled?", Ioreign Affairs; October, 1969, pg.bl—€6.



The places of assembly (for the arsenal of retaliation)
should be chosen not as places to defend but as places suitable
for destroying the forces of aggressionq”ll
A year later, and now Secretary of State, Dulles stated
that the U,5. would not start a war, although she would
prepare to defeat aggression, But he continueds YTo all
those sufferiny wmder comnunist slavery ---- let us say thise
fyou can count on uSVa”lg
Such utterances and bellicosity were of course more then
mirrored verbally by Soviel pronouncements. Among the best
known are the harsh speeches by the Soviet delegates to the
September 1947 founding of Cominform, Andrei Zhdanov™ and
Georgl Malenkov. The world was clearly seen as divided into
hostilc camps, the "imperialist" and the "peace~loving®,
There could be no in-betweeng those not for us are against
us (a concept the wersion of which was later to be propounded
and furthered by Dulles!) The "peace-loving" would have to
co~operate and organize defences against the “im.perialists"o;3
But the propaganda mirror is false, and gives a lop-sided
impression. Professor Ulam referred in passing to the American
nuclear monopoly., This has been expanded on by others, such as
Herman Kghn, who have pointed also 1o t he then decisive

American monopoly of effective delivery capacityol4 The

monopoly was to last well into the 1950's, The U,S, had the

11, Keesings Contemporary Archives 1950-52, pg. 11215,
12, Xeesings Ceontemporary Archives 1952=54, pg. 12740,
12, Documents ---~ 1947-48, R,I.1.A., London, pg. 14l

14, Mos?t lucidly in his talk sponsored by the Norweglan
Institute of International Affairs (NUPI), Oslo, 9 May,
1969 (Attended by author).
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capacity to obliterate Soviet citiess the Soviet Union had
no capacity to attack the Americen homeland., Inherent in this
constellation was a potential impunity to engage in actions
against Soviet controlled territory with the U.S. nuclear
shield deterring retaliation.

There were few overt acknowledgements of this total
Soviet vulnerability. Yet Djilas reports Stalin as intent on
stopping the post-war Greek uprising became the Allies would
not permit a Soviet breaking of thelr communication lines; «
necessary for the success of the uprisingol5 It was evidently
regarded as indisputable fact that if the Allies would not
permit it, then the Soviet Union had to accept it. She could
not afford to challenge the Allies Jdirectly., This same realizas
tion may be scen as the logical premise behind the enforced
development of the atomic and hydrogen hombs, The speed with
which they were researched and developed in the face of
economy reconstruction demands indicate great priority, a
priority which unequivocally refutes assertions that the
Soviet Union was unaware of the im@ort of the U.3. nuclear
monopoly.

Soviet conceptions with regard to the motives under-
pinning the Marshall Plam, together with the promulgation of
the Truman Doctrine, increased U,3, arms spending, and
bellicose U,S. anti-communist pronouncements (not least in
conjunction with Korean events), all clearly combined to

produce apprehension in Moscow, It is in this light that one

15, Djilas, Milovan, "Conversabtions with Stalin®, Pelican
1969, (Copyright by Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc. 1962),
P8o 14-10
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should see J.D, Stalin's QOctober 1852 report in which he
indicated that the time might have come to pursue ‘peaceful
co—existence'al6 With Dulles becoming Secretary of Stgte in
Washington and with the influence of MacArthur's sentiments
(if not his person) retaining and recruiting adherents, the
implications of Dulles? "You can count on us" had finally to
be seriously consicered.

Oneg further aspect or curiosa must here be presented.
Following L.P. Beria's ousting after Stalin's death, a
seemingly inexplicable rumour concerning his foreign policy
aspirations gained wide-spread circulation in Fastern Burope.
Tibor Meray, for example, reported that: "according ta one
report a secret Central Committee letter Lo satellite leaders
accused HBeria ol having proposed after the Bast German riots
to liquidate the Tast Germ an regime in order to wnify Germany

1]
16 The existence &f

in agreement with the western powers,
the Lletter, not to mention Beria's intent, remains highly
speculative, lNo conclusive evidence either way is yet avail-
able, The most plausible explanation may be that the leakage
was inspired to compromise Beria's reputation and thus justify
his removal, while at the same time reinforcing Fast Ewropean
Tears of German revanchist potentials ~ thus ecouraging their

dependence on Moscow,

16, Pravda, October 4, 1952,

17, Meray, Tibor: "Thirteen days that shook the Kremlin®,
P, A, Praeger, New York, 1959, pg. 28,
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What needs recognition is that an initiative such as
described would be a logical alternative on the basis both of
immediate history, viz., the Prague proposals and the March
1952 Wote, and of the interpational situaton at the time, IT
Stalin had feared that TU.S. extremists might be attaining
power suck as to upset previous prognostications of TU.S.
action~patterns, then there were all the more reasonsfor his
helrs to fear the influence of these extremis%s in a situation
of Soviet political disarray or uncertainty. The Bast German
riots and the lack of a definite and secure Soviet leadership
hierarchy had to induce fear of "strike now while they are
disorganized" advocales, Concessions gsuch as that reputedly
sponsored by Beria must have been considered in conjunction
with the need to "buy tim@' wntil domestic and Fast Luropean
stabilization was secured,

The prevailing view, however, clearly saw a furtherance
of Stalin®s lower-key posture as sufficing to buy the time

necesgary for essential arms modemization and developmente

1B MATENKQOV ~ KHRUSHCHEV

The years following the death of Stalin saw a stagnation
of the growth of the Armed Forces., The maximum personuel
strength of 5,763,000 men appears only to have been reached
in 1955018 But the troop-reductions initiated by the

demobilisation of 640,000 men in 195519 were foreshadowed by

18, Pravda, 15 January, 1960,
19, Pravda, 11 April, 1960,



the military budgel cuts of 2% in 1953 and 8.,9% in 1954,

These budget cuts were based on Malenkov's early
championing of budgetary resllocations towards greater consumer
goods priocrity, and the easing of international tensionsozo
The premise was that modern weapons of warfare meant that
war would result in "the destruction of world civilization';
the logical consequence being a "paralysing” of "the law of the
inevitability of war”021

This doctrine, that war had become impossible, remained
the prime novelty of the Malenkov period, Although emerging
opposition (see below) soon forced him to restrict his vision
of the consequences of war to orthodoxy's belief in $he
degstruction of capitalism, neither he nor his assoclates were
ever to repudiate convincingly their belief in more all-
embracing consequences (that is: +the destruction of the USSRI).

Three inter-acting motives for his postulation of the
doctrine may be envisageds

lo Fear, arising from the credence accorded in Moscow to
Dulles and like rhetoric, - combined with growing awareness of
expanding U.S., military might, The indications presented
above regarding Stalin's and Beria's attitude make this
postulate likely, There was a realization that the United
States was in too gengerous a mood for the Soviet Union to

indulge in challenging postures, and that symbolic or otherwlise

concessions might have to be given, Especially in the light

20, Pravda, 9 Auvgust, 1953,

2l, Gus.M., as quoted by Dinerstein, Herbert, "War and the
Soviet Union'y, Pmaeger, New York, 1959, See especially
PEeo Tl and 171.



of growing evidence (see above and following chapters) that,
notwithstanding the recent testing of a Soviet hydrogen bomb,
the USSR remained extremely strategically vulnerable and weak
vis a vis the U,5.A. Remaining sediments of international
revolutionary ardour had +to be encrusted in even greater
caution than before w—e-

2. A possible genuine belief in +the deterrence value of
the Buropean-hostage concept, as strengthened through the
acquisition of atomic and hydrogen bombs, But the public
belief in this tenet, and the lack of any public acknowledge-
ment of awareness of the U3BR's vulnerability and limited
capabllities within an inter-continental context, nght not
necessarily to lead to the conclusion that the deterrence was
really thought either adequate or acceptable, Two years later,
and thereafter, came public admissions or intimations of the
real strategic relationship (see below), But then also came
the acquiring of such missile delivery cepabilities as
entailed some promise of escape from the strategic inferiority.
It is hence plausible to view the pre 1955 credence accorded
the Duropean-hostage deterrence concept as politically and
psychologically motivated,

This is supported by the described increasingly messlanic
character of U,5. anti-communism?! +the more religious the tone
and the greater the ultimate evil of your opponent, the greater
the ultimate good of his destruction, and the greater the
immediate suffering that can be tolerated if necessary in the
furthering of that destruction. The greater the element of
fear or distrust, the less couvld Moscow rely on its capabilities
versus Burope deterring the USA, Above-~presented evidence
provides the rationale for fear or distrust. In conjunction
with the effects of ideology and experience, it could but lead

to doubt as to the genuineness of the beliefl in the existing
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"deterrence", Although for ideological, political and
psychological reasons, 1t could not be mentioned in public,
there must have been acute awareness of the fact that a war
would result in the destruction of only one super-power; the
USSR, and of a Westemrn liurope of increasingly minor signifi-
cance -~ as a PoOwer,

3. Tconomic strailns resulting from the basic contradic-
tion between military requirements and the need to buy time
domestically. This need for relaxation end living standard
increments « to alleviate the tense pace of Stalinist recon-
gtruction and advance - was certainly felt by some to be as
great as that relating to the international conditions; fikal
early Malenkov article does not equivocate in its espousal of
this Viechz

One might elaborate on a hypothetical fourth motive, that
of pure humane-ness recoiling from the horrors of war., But as
this author tends towards the belief that such purity as a
prime sction rationele is incompatible with emergence through
any existing ‘corridor' to political emminence, the conclusion
must rest in essence on a combination of factors 1 and % as
having been decisive., Intemational relaxation and domestic
economic advances were considered necessary, {(the latter for
political reasons at the time and possibly also fior the purpose
of creating a future basis better equipped to sustain necessary
nilitary procurements),

But opposition to Malenkov's doctrine, and/or its
consequences and implications, scon emerged, thereby producing

yet another novelty of the Malenkov years: TFor the first time

22, Pravda, 9 August, 1953,
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there appeared what looked like purely military demands, for
the continued predominance of heavy industry, for continued
international vigilence, and for constant attention to military
preparedness prerogativesoz5

The novelty of these demands and the articles® eloguent
neglect of Malenkov's consumer policies may in part be seen to
reflect on the novelty of the policies themselves. But they
might further be seen to reflect on the greater professional
avtonomy apparently conferred on the Militaery in late 1951, A
decree highlighting the increasing desire and need Tor military
efficiency then reputedly re-emphasized the principle of
wnified, one-man command024 (The intervening post—wér years
had witnessed the reintroduction of extensive political involve
ment in command procedures and duties.) One cannot ascertain
whether the decrece reflected on Stalin's fluld operative theme
of counterbalancing semi~competitive fconveyor belts? of
power, or whether 1t merely reflected on increasing inter-
national tensions.

It remeins clear, however, that the more open military
opposition to the prevalling line was accompanied by and
probably received its main ralson dietre from evident opposition
within the Party. The international situation was apparently
considered either tco tense, -~ or not quite as tense and
precarious as judged by Malenkov ~j;and the need for domestic
consumer orientation mnot (yet) sufficiently acute, There must
furthermore have been doctrinal and Party-justifying consideraw

tions leading to scepticism regarding Malenkov's doctrine.

2%, ©See e.g, - Col, Nenakhov,L, "Voennaya Mysl", Sept.; 1953,
Pgo 6, "Kommunist™ No, 8, 1954, Pravda,27 Jan., 1955, =
Krasnaya Zvezda, 3 February, 1955, and Garthoff,R.L.,
"Soviet Military Policys A Historical Analyses'™, Faber
& Faber, 19606, pg. 4%,

24-9 Ibi@uos Pgo 4‘4’ a:ﬂ.d 24'30
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By late 1954 Khrushchev gave a speech strongly emphasizing
the place and role of heavy industry, and on the 21lst of
Decenber Pravda (representing the Khrushchev-led Party) and
Isvestia (representing the Government and Malenkov) openly
demonstrated lthe seriocus diverge:nceo25 The former supported,
and was supported by, the articles in the military press, the
second persisted with the champlioning of Malenkov's consumer

re-orientation program,

The Khrushchevite gaining of ascendency in early

195526 therefore inherently entailed a semblance of victory for
the Armed Forces, And this was further indicated by the
promotions shortly thercafter of two Generals Lo the rank of
Marshals, of the war-hero Zhukov to the post of Minister of
Defence, and of Marshal Bulganin - who although basically a
political general, would presumably be aware of and possibly
sympathetic to military requirements -~ Lo the post of *Prime
Minister°027

The years of Zhukov prominence have been dealt with

sufficiently elsewhere,28 but a synopsis supplemented with

some additional comments is nevertheless appropriate.

[ U ——

25, Pravda, 21st December, 1954, Isvestiea, 21 December 1954,

26, Pravda, 9 I'ebruary, 1955, announced Malenkov's replacement
with Bulganin,.

27, TIhide

28, See e.g, coverage in Fainsod,M,, "How Russia is Ruled",
revised ed,, Harvard University Press, 1965, pg. 482=439,
or Garthoff, op.citsy, pg. 5154,



While independence from Parly control as such was never
demanded, a number of military articles were to demand the
maximum possible assertion of military professional autonomy.
In September 1955 the purported 1951 decree was followed up,
and the role of the Party organs within the Armed Forces was
limited to edu catiogal and political rather then operational
aspects, The nmilitary was cevidently shying away from the
previous integration, to such an extent as affected even local
varty-military organs® COwoperationo29

And it pursued efforts +to increase the role of the
professional commanders in the formulation of strategy and
theory. This was primarily through articles exposing Stalin's
military miscalculations, his dogmatic dismissal of +the
potential importance of strategic surprise, and his on occasion
faulty dispositioningOBO But it was further supplemented by
the Tfirst open intimations that political leaders in general
might meke mistakes if they engaged in strategic decisione
making without givi ng prime attention to the professionals®
advice: "Political leaders must know the potentialities of
strategy in order to set tasks ———-- skilfullyu“al

But such intimations, and the one-man commend concept's
corollary of a suppression of the old »rinciples of criticism
and self-criticism (according to wilch subordinates could
criticise th elr commanders), clearly went against the grain of

Khrushchev's inclinations, These may be synopsized as moving

away from the 'fconveyer-belits' of power practice, back to

29, Most evident in subsequent Party efforts directed at re-
versing the process: See e.g, Partinaya Zhizn, Auzgust,
1958, pge 15+2%, and Pravda, 29 August, 1958,

50, An attack which gained Xhrushchev's explicit supports: See
his 'Secret Speech' to the 20th CP3U Congress, 1956,

5lo  Voennaya Mysl, March 1355, pgo 6.



undiluted °*Leninist' Party dominance. And as favouring, albeit
in a fashion primarily symboll ¢ and not exempt from internal
contradictions and vacillations, a lessening of disparities and
a more egaliterian leadershaip. Viz. here his introduction of
Party Rules which at least theoretically limited lengths of
tenure and thus opportunities Lfox patronageoaz

Yet there were a number of reasons for acquiscence in the
military self-assertions,

1, The Party may be presumed to have been not immune to
divisive influencess supporters of Malenkov, as also he
himself, remained prominent members.

20 The international situation remained strained, ifinot
tense, and thus psychologically bolstered the case of the
milifaryu One wight speculate that the 1956 Hungarien crisis
for this reason prolonged Khrushchev's tolerence,

%0 A presumed weakening of the security forces following
Beria's ousting may further have worked against any Party
clamp—~down conceptions,

4, Zhvokov's personality, combining as 1t did evident profes-
sional expertise with the war-hero aura, was in itselfl a
powerful deterrent in combination with the above,

The alliance was furthermore politically useful., Thus
Khrushchev's praising of Zhukov, and the promotion of Zhukov to
Preecsidium candidate m.embers.33 were to contribute to Zhukov's
possibly crucial help in the summer of 1957 ousting of the

‘anti-Party' groupe.

52, Adopted at the 22nd CPSU Congress,
%%3. At the 20th CPSU Congresse



AV.LL

Ironically Zhukov's reward at the time (full Praesidium
membership ) also meant his emergence as an obvious wielder of
ultimate power, And his emergence could, within the setting of
traditional Party antipathy towards potential rival power
sources, only lead to the crystallizing of a concensus
favouring his removal,

May 1957, which witnessed a Central Commititee instruction
reagsserting the rule and authority of political officers and
organs within the Forces, was the first portent. The subse-
quent near tilence regarding efforts towards increased Party
control connected with the summer events was finally discarded
in October, A more united and selfwconfident Khrushchev-led
Party was by then to utilize a Zhukov visit to Yugoslavia to
arrange the publishing of a number of articles reflecting
Khrushchev's views, By the end of the month Tass has announced
Zhukov's dismissal,

Yet this development ought not to be seen as revoking the
professional avtonomy that had been granted to the militarye.
Later events, as will be shown, demonstrate considerable aware-
ness of military requirements on the part of Khrushchewv, The
development ocught rather to be seen as a basic reassertion or
reminder of the bounds to the military professional autonomy,
as well as a reflection on the inadmissability of Zhukov's
"Napoleonic' aurm, Most of the military demends had been

limited to non-political concerns, and one sees no reason for or
evidence of any basic military-Party conflict beyond that
indicated,

But one final concern of military articles of this period
is of importance to our investigation, and must be mentioned
before proceeding to 'the Khrushchev years' as such., This is

.....

that of the effects of nuclear weaponry and the potential role of

strategic surprise.



Although temporarily politically impossible due to the
implications of the Malenkov doctrine, there soon appeared
reassertions of the Stalinist belittling of the effects of
nuclear Weapons@54 And this must surely be seen as inspired
by a psychological need to bolster troop morale, = & need made
more obvious by command awareness of strategic inferiority on
an inadmissable scale,

The subsequent appearance of articlces asserting the
potential decisiveness of surprise attacks and the need for
such sophisticated intelligence as would allow the USSR to
react against potential hostile attack preparations55 was only
superficially contradictory., The noting of the possiﬁie need
for the Soviet Union to strike first clearly indicated that
she might otherwise be incapacitated. And the conclusion must
be that these latter articles were directed at policy-making
Party levels, The fact that they were published in spite of
their epparent incompatibility with the morale~raising endea=
vors may then be seen to reflect on the acuteness of the
military concern. And this may then again be seen reflected in
the assertions that "political leaders must lkmow the potentia-

lities of strategy N and in the novel awareness inherent

therein, of the need for more professional strategic research

facilities, and new thiﬂkiﬂgcj7

4. Dee e.g8. Olisev,B., Maj.General, in Krasnaya Zvezda, 3.
Agust, 1955,

%5, Although intimated in a February, 1955, article by Marshal
Rotmistrov, this was first explicitly recognized by
Bmelin, V., in "Sovremennays Voenneya Teknika', Moscow
1956, pg. 121,

%56, Voennaya Mysl, March 1955, op.cite
37, 1Ibid. provides the first indication of this trend, which
finally received extensive elaboration in +the article by

Marshal Sokolovsky and Maj.General Cherednichenko in
Kommunist Voorvzhiennikh Sil, Mo, T, 1966,



Furthgy points of friction, relating to specific aspects
of Strategy§8hame been suggested by other authors. But such
are less czasily ascertainable than the described aspects of
more general military professional concern (See also following
section, and Chapter 3 for cautions regarding exaggeration of
the role of the dabates),

One ought to be careful about focussing on details of
strategic friction within the Soviet hierachies, One ought +to
be equally careful about dismissing Soviet awarencss of
strategic constellations and thought processes, The lack of
any explicit theoretical formulation of the deterrence-doctrine
until 1962399 need not imply previous lack of under&tandingoAO
It.might equally reflect merely on the lack until about that
time of the physicel wherewithall, capacity, to allow for a
credible well~elucldated deterrence posture., There might be
problems as to how much contradiction or undermining the above
mentioned morale-upholding efforts could sustain e-—— (%),

As has been made clecar there could be little doubt
regarding military scepticism with respect to the practical
value of the Turopean~hostage deterrent, And this entailed
conslaerable concern regarding the search for one of greater
credibility, and the securing of a maximum war-waging capablility
in the case of its failure., The worries may have become most
acute at the time of the Malenkov doctrine, but were of course
not dissipated by the advent of XKhrushchev,e

—

58, Garthoff, op.cite.,pg. 50, suvggests a further downgrading of
the role of the Navy initiated by Zhukov in 1955 and the
establishment of a separate long-range missile command, Butb
naval priorities had in practice languished prior to this,
and the latter might merely reflect the novel characteris-
tics of the weaponry —--—,

3G9, Malinoveky, R., Marshal, "Bditelnoe stoyat na strazhe mira®,
Moscow, 1962, pg. 25,

40, Western theoretical expositions on the subject were made
avallable: See for example Kissinger "Jadernoe Oruzhie i
Vneshnaya Politika'™, Moscow, 1959,



I C 1957 - 1964 (See also Chapter 3)

The above referred to Khrushchev's attunement o military
needs, This was indicated both in his alliance with the
military against Malenkov's relagtive degradation of heavy
industry, and in his early good relstionship with the

'btalingrad’ generals who he was later to promote to Armed

4

Forces Leadership 1 (see below), His drift towards and final

espousal of a massive retaliation missile strategy42 related
to the priority need for an effective deterrent as soon as
possible, H is statement at the time that the Army, Navy and
Air Torce had had their importance decreased43 was relative,

and must be seen in conjunction with the aocompauying"quote44g
"A reduction in the size of the Army does not prevent us
Tfrom maintainin,g the country's defence capacity at the
proper level, We shall continue to have all the means
necessary for the country's defence =~-- while reducing
the minimal strength of the Armed I'orces we shall not
reduce their fire-powers on the contrary, it will in-
crease many times over in quality."

His policy presentation did therefore not entall disregard for
the traditional branches of the Iorces, but reflected rather a
combination of military priority and economic considerata;

There is no doubt that Khrushchev was, or became, aware of
the need for significant improvements of the domestic economy
and the consumer good sector. This is seen both in his
Justification for the 1960 troop reductions, that they would
entaibd great savings (about 16-17 milliard roubles)%5 agd in his

more explicit later admissicns regarding the guns vs., butter

41, Kolkowicz, R., "The Soviet Military and the Communist
Party", Princeton University Press, 1967, pg. 224-238,

42, Pravda 15 Janvary, 1960,

4%, YIbide

44, Touid. (this author's stress).
45, 1bide
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46

quandary. But again, included in the former, there was the

assertion that strategic capabllities and qualitative ilmprovee

ments would more than offset the apparent military 1088047

The
point was that the military could not expect significantly
increased infusions of finences and might in fact have to
tolerate a lower level of budgetary allotments., The impliéation
was that they must proceed with the introduction of qualitative
improvements to replace and offset previous gquantitative

cushioning,

But they were at first conceeded significantly augmented
fﬁndsz there was a 12% increase in the military budget
approved in 1955, Remembering that the first operational
testing of an ICBM took place in 1957, and that the necessary
"lead time' (of research and initial development) meant that
one would by 195% be acquainted with the vrobable imminence of
the long~awalted effective delivery vehicle, then this may be
taken to indicate the scalc of the commitment and considered
needs, This scale is further emphasized by a consideration of

the savings accruing from the troop cuts of the later 19508048

19553 640,000 were demobilized
1956=57: 1,200,000 " "
1958¢ 500,000 n 1
1960¢ 1,200,000 " n

-~  Cuts which decreased the size of the Armed TForces 1o

2 million 423 thousend men .o

46, Pravda,l5 February, 1964,

47, Pravda, 15 January, 1960,

48, Pravda, 11 April, 1960,

49, "Vneshnaya Politika SSSR na Sovremennom Etape", Moscow,
1964, pgo 205,
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An indirect confirmation of Ulam's estimate that previous
high levels werc not out of proportion to the Military®s
domestic and Last Huropean ﬁask895o as well as confirmation
that the new lower level was such as to demand extensive re-
crganization and qualitative innovations, is provided in an

unpublished Moscow exposition of 1966951

It was herein stressed
that the demobilisgtions had resulted in the Armed Iorces
personnel level falling below that of the U.,S.A, "in spite of
the greater size of Soviet territory amd the greater length of
Soviet borders .oooo 529 the two factors quite evidently being
geen as placing considerable demands on the Armed Forces,

There therefore ensued the. enforced attention to modernie
sation which was %o continue to provide a prime focus of
military concern through the years of our investigationo.
Mobility and dispersal criteria came to be emphasized more and
more, as also offensive operations - away from concentrated
target arcas (See also Chapter 6 C),

The aim was to ensure the wnits' maximum independant
capacity to overcome the effects of nuclear war, Thus 1955
sgw the reorganisation of the air defence forces into & separate
wnified commend with status equal to that of the other services,
and 1957 witnessed the major upgrading and r eorganisation of
the logistics services, In the latter context M, Mackintosh

quoted an illustrative comment by General Kurochkin:53

50, Ulam, ope.cit, pg. 404,

5l. Tolnacheva, A,L., "Sovjetsko-Amerikanskie Otrnoshenie
1956-1965", MGU thesis 1966 under the supervision of LM,
Papin (MGU's authority on Soviet Foreign Policy).

52, 1bide, pge 26s

5%e Magintosh, M., "Soviet Strategy in World War III;"Survival
ISS, July-August, 1960, pg. 149-158, -
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" —~— problems of transport, the defence of supply lines

against destruction at their bases or during rail transport to
the front Lines, becomes of prime importance in view of the
deployment of new weapons'',

The comment is interesting both for its highlighting of the
problem and for its indication regarding the continued relience
on rail transport. The general {rend clearly evinced a new
deﬁermination that the Armed Forces be moulded and dispositioned
so as to decrease thelr vulnerability to a knock-oulbt nuclear
blow°54

But 1t was the corollary to this Khrushchev-encouraged
gtreanlining and emphasis on military qualitative improvements
which was to produce the main ascertainable friction between
the military and Khrushchev, The corollary was clearly seen by
the military 'to be increased effectivity through increased
discipline, Khrushchev's inclinations with regard to the place
and role of the Party as described above were not, however,
immediately conducive to the effecting of such discipline.

The 1957 reassertion of political authority within the
forces, anc the later repeated sitress on the Central Committee
being the only body competent ultimately to pronounce on
guestions of military science, strategy and doctrine (See
Chapter 8 A), was not inherently inimical to military needs,
But together with the encouraging of self-criticism and more
extensive efforts towards increasing the military role and
influence of the Party559 it clearly perturbed the military,
lest this should negatively affect their professional duties.

The autumn of 1958 saw the emergence of a number of military

54, IBmelin, V., Cols, op.cit,

55, ©See e.go. Partinaya Zhian, Au gust, 1958, op.cit, and
Pravda, 29 August, 1958, op.cite



articles complaining of worsened discipline and lowered
efficiency, with political promotions and interferences being
sslgned the blame with considerable frankneSSQBG

In fact it was Khrushchev's reluctance to concede and
respect a sulfficiently precisely defined sphere of military
professional autonomy which was to provide the prime obvious
difference in Party-Military reiatiOﬂs prior to and following
his oustingo57 Hence this emerged as the prime public reason
for a possible military preference for his successors, As
opposed to him, they were not to place the same stress on vague
assertions of the "role and influence'" of the Party,assertions
which inherently diluted the acceptance of the " op.e-man-—comman d*
prinoipleu58

It was only after late 1958 that this really appeared as
an issue, But before proceeding to sn enalysis of the poste
shukov military leadership, it may. be aporopriate to present
a partial suvmmary of the reasons for the early seemingly
complete, and even subsequent basic harmony - +this issue only
excepteds

l. Regarding fear and international tensions: There were
efforts aimed at international disarmement agreements and the
abolition of nuclear stockpile559 (One presumes that expecta-
tions here were minimal, since the latter would have meant a

unilateral voluntary abdication by the U.S.A, of its position

of supremacy.).,

56, Bee e.go. Marshal Malinovsky's article in Krasnaya Zvezda,
1 November, 19058,

57 Pravda, 6 July, 1962,ond Pravda,4 July, 1965,
58, Ibid. = compares

59, Bee e.g. Hoviet Government Proposals of 10th May, 1955.



There was the 1956 proposal to end nuclear testing, and the
dramatic temporary Sovielt halt to such testing in 1958060
There was the January 1958 US~Soviet agreement on cultural,
scientific and other exchanges and contaclts (the "first step!
towards a normalizing of relations)Gl, and the stressing of the
potential benefits from further su ch agreements in an era when
war was no longer seen as necessaryUG2 While there was a hard
faction, oue also now recognized a "temperate” faction within
6%

the U.H.A, hierarchy, and there were recurrent gestures

made in its direction (not least of which were hints as to the
possible harvest from increased trad964)o

Notwithstanding other positive motives there was, however,
also the military. The more eased the relationship, the less
chance would there be that the lack of effective strategic
retaliation capabilities would prove fatal, —~-- And the less
messianic the U,S.A., the greater the relative weight of the
moral deterrent of the Furope~hostage concepte

2o, IBfforts aimed towords redressing the strategic
imbalence. One may here observe that the troop cuts were a
forther stimuleant to the efforts directed at easing the
precariousness out of the cold-war confrontation, lMeanwhile
progress-reports and the ini tial procurement of missiles, as
well as the moves towards Armed TForces modernization, brought

60, Sbhomik Osnovnikh Aktov i Dokumentov Verkhovnovo Sovjeta
SPBR po Vneshnepoliticheskim Voprosam 1956-1960 ggo.,pg. 5o

61, Mezhdwmarodnaya Zhizn', Vol. 2, pg. 29, Moscow, 1959,

62, Pravda,lb IFebruary, 1956, carried the relevant 20th CPSU
Congress Regolutbticon, AMAnd sece Mazhdunarodnaya Zhizn',op.cit

6%, Tolracheva, A,Ll., op.Ccite, DPZo 31 &

64 Mezhdunarodnaya Zhizn', 1963, N o, 3, pg., 4%, pointed out

that over 1000 types of goods were then included on the
US embargo list conceming trade with the USSR.
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closer the prospect of achieving effective nuclear strike and
war-waging capability. But the prosyect remained unrealized
wntll some time in the 1960s (see following chapter). Mnd a
part-reason must surely be economic, since further obvious
infusions of funds beyond that éf the early budgetary increase,
and that accruing from perscinel limitation savings, did not
occur, Instead one saw the "deliberate, systematic (and cone
sistent)" deception of the West perpetrated by Khrushchev
between 1957 end 1962659 =~ @ policy made strategically
essential by general budget allocatory decisionse.

The psychological effect of the Sputnik successes was
utilized, Thus Khrushchev, who in 1955 asserted that "we
cannotv ve intimidated by fables tha%?a new world war civiliza-
tion will perish"669 proclaimed in 1958 that " a future war
would cause immeasurable harm to all mankind®, Yet in spite of
the accompenying assertions that war had become "madness”679
the morale-deteriorating Malenkov corollary that the USSR
itself might be destroyed was never drawn,

Scepticism no doublt remained as Lo the extent American
policy-makers (as opposed to the public) would be affected by
the psychological up~—grading of Soviet Strategic capabilitiess
Their access %o reliable balance of forces estimates would be
presumed; « and possibly even relied on as ensuring a come

promise Soviet force estimate sufficiently above reality to

65, llorelick & Rush, "Strategic Power and Soviet Foreign
Policy", University of Chicago Press, 1965,

66. Pravda, 27 March, 1955,
67, Kuusinen, Pravda, 23 April, 1960C.
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inspire caution, whi le yet sufficiently below the psychological
mirage to ensure agsinst a catch-up effort such as would negate
the Soviet progress --- (!). Moscow appeared to succeed, «
wntil the feared latter *backlash® occured vnder Kennedy (see
below, and Chapter 5),

In the meantime, excepting occasional hints of hollowness
such as sounded in ineffectual Soviet threats at the time of
the 1958 US landing in Lebanong the USSR did acguire the
desired super-power aura. AMnd this may not least have been
due 1o the encouragement to chance more assertive postures
which was offered by Tisenhower's extremec cautbtion during the
Hungarian crisis of 195G, By demonstrating fhai the aggressive
Dulles~tone was on leash, it decreased apprehension, It theree
fore encouraged faith in the viability of the psychological
deterrent as projected, and thus engendered trust in the slow=
paced build-up of a genuwine debterrent which Khrushchev's
policies envisaged, Temporarily one did have the pleasure of
both having and eating the cake ——we—g

To turm now to the post-Zhukov military leadership, the
"gtalingrad Group®: The term became current primarily due to
the work of Roman Kolkowiczy68 and while he probably over—
elaborated on some of his themes ~ hoth with regard to group
cohesion and intra-group and eventual group-Party friction
the concept is nevertheless a useful early focal point,

The group was defined as coming "almost without exception
from the group of generals who were located at a single frontal
sector (the Stalingrad Front) which was uwnder Khrushchev's
personal supervision during the six to seven months of the bitter

battle for Stalingrad®, The thesis concerning Khrushchev®s

68, Xolkowicz, Roy Ope.cilte



speclal relationship with the group was here based on "such
empirical factors as close contbacts under stress, opposition to
common adversaries and promotions to positions of influence that
parallelled the Party Leader's rise to power”o69 Sufficient
evidence is provided regarding Khrushchev's rapport and

70

harmonious working relationship with group members to encoure
P

age credence. Thelr rise to prominence, which climaxed after

71

Zhukov's ousting, evidently parallelled Khrushchev's, (Ana

that of Khrushchev's old protege, Brezhnev --- ),

The group is secen as gradually splitting into two factions
during the early 1960s, The one, including Marshals Malinovsky,
Zakharov, Grechito end Krylov, "viewed theixr obligations‘to the
military establishment as paramount to others“o72 While the
other, including Marshal Biriuzov, Moskalenko and Chuikov,
exhibited over-ri ding Xhrushchev loyal'tiesorf3 Ad there is
evidence for some di vergence between these lines, Thus for
example (post Cubh) Januvary-lebruary 196% saw a number of
articles on the 20th annmiversary of Stalingrad in which authors
‘belonging’ to either faction appeared to differ on the relative

prominence of Khrushchev and Malinovskyo74

69, Ibide, pPga 279 and 281,
T0e IDbid., pge 224~238,

Tle Ibide, pg. 241-255, They were also certainly not negatively
affected by the purge of 250,000 officers inherent in the
referred~to demobilizations.

T2, Xolkowlcz, Re, Opo.cit., pgs 2%9,
120 Ibid., pgo 239 and 263,

T4, Malinovsky himself wrote a Tebruary 1963 Pravda article
which minimized the role of Khrushchev at Stalingrad. «
Ind one may find contrasts with other articles 'campalgning’
Tor the Party's leading rolc to be emphasized and for the
nilitary to ‘know thelr place', - See e.g, three articles
by General Jdepishev, Cmdr, of the Political Control
Apparatus, du ring the same periode
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But one ought to be exceedingly wary lest one over-
emphasize apparent debate discrepancies, as this all too
easily leads to non-—credible exaggerations of Party-lilitary
and "factional® antagonisms (See also Chapter 3, 8 A and ,
especially,9).

Assertions such as Malinovsky's of 1961, that Yeven if

atomic weapons will play a prime role in a future war ———

nevertheless --- Tinal victory over en aggressor can only be
rA ..
achieved through combined operations”739 need not be seen as

anti~Khrushchev, They may equally be viewed as fully compatible
with Khrushchev's own thoughts as described above, and as
suggested also by Kolkowicz' own sections on the original
KhrushcheveStalingrad group rapport? Black-white distinctions
may be neat, but equally -~ facile,

MAnd one must revert to our previons conclusions: the only
issve which provoked ascertainable abiding military oppositional
concern was that caused by Khrushchev's vagueness: "The Party
Program emphasizes that single commend is a highly important
structural principle of the Soviet Armed I'orces —--, At the
game time we must always remember that Party leadership and a
greater role and influence for the Party organisations in large
and small units is the basic foundation of our military
structure”o76

This refers of course only to the period ending in the
Cuban crisis, After that the military, and especially those

sections most frustrated with the above, may naturally have

75, ©Speech to 22nd CPSU Congress, October 1961, See also
sokoloveky, V.D,, Marshal, ed, "Voennava Strategia", 2nd
ed., Voenizdat, Moscow, 1963, pg. 374, and Kozlov, S.Nog
Maj,Gen,, & others, "O Sovjetskol Voennoli Nauke", 2nd.ed.,
Voenizdat, Moscow, 1964, pg. 249,

760, Pravda end Isvestia, 6 July, 1962,
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tended -to switech allegience to Brezhnev, As Khrushchev's
erstwhile deputy, he was the one other political leader with
presumed close contacts with the 'Stalingrad group', and,
most important, he was as mentioned considerably more inclined
to tolerate a more consistent sphere of military professional
autonomy. 7
But by that time the remaining conjuring aspects of
Khrushchev's deterrencc policies had been exposed. The Kennedy
administration’s drastic expansion of strategic weaponry
omtlays and procurements78 nade any gradual Soviet achieving of
paerity as regards deterrence dublous, at least in the shorte
term, The U.5.A, milltary budget was noted as inoreééing from
40,992 million dollars in 1960=61 to 47.655 million dollars in
196lm62079 Parallel Soviet military budget increases were
implemented (See Chapter 8 Bi)., Yet these could obviously
not suffice to secure the desired parity, although they were
to contribute towards the early securing of some effective
second strike capability (See below and Chapters % and 5).
It is to the strategic equation that a preliminary
summary of the Khrushchev years must turn. The economic strain
remained such as +to strongly discourage increased military
spending, eand Khrushchev's awareness of this seems in fact to
have grown towards the end (Sce footnote 46). There can be
little doubt that he saw the solution in the utilization and

advance of early missile technology achievements, The promise

T Te Pravda, 4 July, 1965,

T8q Ikonomika i Kapitalisticheskie Strany, 1962 g, Moscow,
196%, pg. 18 and 30,
96 Mirovaya Iikonomika i Mezhdunarodnie Otnoshenya,

Moscow, 1962, o, 2, pg. 90.
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entailed both a more reliable delivery-vehicle and potential
capabilities offsetting those of the U.8S.A. Hence his 1960
espousal of a "massive retaliation™ strategy according to
which escalation of war was inovitableego
But the early Soviet missile procurement-program was to
prove highly inadequate., Wissile degradation Tactors, to
which we shall return, meant that her damage inflicting capabi-
lity was low., The same factors applied of course to Americen
missiles, and therefore in theory led to greater Soviet missile
first strike survivability expectations. But on the othew
hand, the scepticism emanating from an awareness of degradation
factor implicatbions may not yet have pierced the awe of missile
novelty, and anyway the U,S. strategic bomber-fleelt alone
retained sufficlient penetration certainty to make Soviet
missiles® surwival most dubilious. In other words: Moscow may
have entertained overoptimistic expectations of the extent of
her damage-inflicting capabiliﬁyoal But she must have
realized that any such capability related only to first strike
calculations ~ and U.BS. superiority and deployment remained
throughout likely to retain second-strike retaliation means of
even greater impact, The USSR was checkmated (Sece Chapter

3 and 5)o

80, Pravda,lb danuary, 1960, See also Kolkowicz, R.y, Opocito,
for comparisonc with oimilar doctrine advocated by .
and subsegquently abandoned by the U.S.A, in the 1950s,

( - Althoogh this was based on very different and more
secure capabllity prognoses),

8l, Although the USSR clearly did realize that even then her
forces' limitations were such as demanded taelr use to
maximum effect, i.e. against cities, 1f they were to be
effective at all, The USSR unlike the USA did not have
the capabilities to afford contemplation of limited or
varied target choice and strategy, such as relating to
airfields and missile pads. See also explicit inference
in Sokolovsky, ope.cite, 2nd edo; P& 84. And compare with
later more sophisticated capabilitizs as reflected in
Sushko § Kondratkov, Metodologicheskie Problemi Voennoy
Teorii i Praktiki, Voenizdat, Moscow, 1967, pg. 147
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Considerable advance was made ftowards the end of
Khrushchev's tenure. More sophisticated, better protected,
and in some cases mobile, rockets were finally to provide a
more dependable deterrent with significant first-strike sur-
vivability capaci‘byga2 Put the wvery achieving of this minimum
eim presumably directed greater attention towards that of
parity with the U.S., without which military strategists would
not feel at ease. And as Krrushchev's final campaign clearly
indicated that other needs precluded the assigning of funds
to this end, and in fact demanded some re-allocation towards

consumer interestsga)

military dissatisfaction found open
84 i

expression,
This late military ‘opposition’ was without doubt in part
duc to Cuban events. As concexns these, they appear most
logically explained as resulting at least in part from a
Khrushchevian venture Jo secure a ‘cheap' augmentation of

strategic capabilities and thus procure a more credible

deterrentOBD Thus intermediate-~range misgiles in Cuba would
have a range covering the U.S5. heartland and therefore have

Tthe same effect on the strategic balance as an otherwise far
more costly increase in ICBM numbers., And there was the
additional adventage of dispersel of potential targets that had
to be covered by US=forces, It appears reasonable to assume

that the non-achievement of such considerable and anticipated

82, Dee e.g., Glagolev & Larionov in "International Affairs®,
No, 11, 196%, pg. %2, and teatimony by Brezhnev and Kosygin
in Pravda & Isvestia, 4 July, 1965, and the following
Chapter,

8% Pravda, 15 February, 1964, op.cite

84, See €.8s CGrechko, Marshal & lst Dep.Min, of Defence, ed.
"The nuclear Age and War'", Voenizdat, Moscow, July, 1964.

85, ©Hee also Ulam, op.cito., pge 669,
Soviet sources in general concentrate exclusively on the
explanation that missiles were installed at Castro's
request to forestall perceived U.S, invasion schemes., The
oulbcome of the crisis, with the U,S. pledging not to inter-
vene, in hence seen as a victory which made the missile
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benefits would, if omly by highliighting their potential, lend
greater urgency to the degire for their achlevement through
other means, The fact that the late and apparently extensive
Topposition’ emerged in public may finally reflect equally on
more general Party dissatisfaction with khrushchev's economic
and political schemes. One might draw a parallel with the
Malenkov years, when the emerging Party oppoéition was powerful
enough to provide protectlion,

One must again cavtion against exaggerating antagonisms.
There was not to prove much difference between the two adminie
strations' defence policles, except in emphasis, Xhrushchev's
final envisaged cutbacks were not implemented, and thére emergec
relatively more public appreciation of defence needs and
requirement8086 But domestic demands were by Khrushchev's
successors considered equally acut8987 and thelir first militery
budget was in fact cut by 4%, ILater increases did no more than
parallel U.5, military budget increases, And their achieving of
'étrategic parity' by 1970 was to be primaerily due to the
'slack’ represented by the large proportion of the U.5. budget
which was to be "wasted' on the Vietnam war (See end of
Chapter 3)o

The seeming major military cempaign for increased convens
tional forcesB8 was similorly not to result in troop augmenta-
89

tlions following his ousting, but was nevertheless then

installations superfluous, Oee also Pravda, 11 February,
1963, for interesting comments,

86, Isvestia, 20 Cctober, 1964, Pravda, 8 November 1964 and
Pravda, .4 July, 1965, ope.cite

BT See eof, Kuarcz, J.I's, "The wew Soviet Agricultural
Program”, Soviet Studies, Vol, XVII, Mo, 2, Octoher 1965,
Tor a thorough snalysis ol one of their major initial
civilian economy investment plans,

88, Huch as in Grechko, op.cit,

89, ©Sokolovsky,V.D., Marshal, Press Conference for Western
journalists, Moscow, 17 February, 1965,
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muted, The campaign may perhaps therefore best be seen as
over-reachtion to Kh rushchev's final taking to extremes (if
that it was) of his concentions of both defence and budgetary
priorities in generalogo Zut that 1s all,

The ecarly evidence clearly negates speculation of such a
ceneral XKhrushchev obsession with intercontinental missile needs
as to lead to lgnorance regarding complementary conventional
needs, To the contrary - as seen also in speeches during his
lagt years - he continued to recognize that the imperialists
could not be allowed to achieve the superiority which would
allow them "to impose their will and policy"., And he assured
that military requirements in general would not be jeopardized,
nor would armed forces efficiency be impairedo91

His tenure of office did from the beginning witness efforts
towards a general streamlining end modernization of forces so as
to make them svitable for nuclear war conditions., There appears
to be no reason to doubt that he remained fully in accord, at
least theoretically, with later assertions regerding the
necegslty for flexibility of operations and mobility -~ '"the
basic feature" of any utilization of nucleaxr strikesd? - , and

regarding the obsolescence of old defensive Conce;o'tsog5

90, Pravda, 2 October, 1964 - herein Khrushchev puhlished
designs for a drastic shift in resources away from heavy
industry ( - a last desperate reaction to domestic economic
disappointments?),

91, Pravda, 15 Iebruary, 1964, op.cite
92, Xrasnaya 4vezda, 6 June, 1964,

9%, Xommunist Vooruzhiennikh Sil, No., 3, 196%, pg. 27=28.
oee also Khrushchev's own comments and assurances above,
Pravda, 15 January, 1960,
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And his very reluctance to allocate significantly
increased resources, together with his detormination that
the missile forces be given priority, did as indicated spur
the development, IHe ought thus probably to be given prime
credit for forcing the Armed Forces to recognize and adapt
to nuclear warfare implications,

This comment ought finally to be extended to a
consideration of the development of interventionary-type
forces., While thelr significant emergence was precluded by
allocatory priorities, elements therecof were neverthe}gss
procured under Kh rushchev, And it should be noted that this
did nov occur es a reaclion to Cuban events, Al though these
did of coursc crystalize athention also on the then stark
Boviet wealkmess regerding the ability to intervene or show
force outside her continental environmeinte

Thus for example the significant utgrading of the Navy,
of its strategic tasks, and of its commander, took place prior
to the Cuban event8094 As did the redefinition of the Navy's

tacks: "to give battle to enemy forces at sea and at thelr

bases"s =~ o far cry indecd from the previously unchanged

- . . - - -~ 95
limited and defensive naval strategy of world war 11,77

94, Pravda, 2 Iebruary, 1962, art. by S,0. Gorshkov,
Pravda, 29 April/ IsvesLla, 30 April, 1962,

95. Sokolovsky, op.cit. The stress is this euthor's. Compare
re 2nd world war role, of which BSokolovsky testifiess
"Maritime operations had no decisive effects on the
results, See also McGuire, Commander, Brassey's Annual

1969, For exvosition on the limited charccter of the
Soviet Navy's tactical mobility at the time -~ on its
reliance on short-range shore-based alr support.
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One mey conclude as follows: BSoviet military concepts
and capabilities under Stolin had remained largely convern-
tional and orthodox, with a static continentel role. Under
Khrushchev considerable global strategic strike forces
apveared, Ad there is evidence for seeing the genecral
concepltual shift from continental restrictions to global
perspectives as having occured during his tenure and as
having been spurred by his policies, = YMven if the drawing
of some of the conseguences was slowed by his determining
of prioritites, and for exemple interventionary forces as
such did not appear on any significant scale until after his

ousting,



CUAPTER 2

STRATEGLC THRMNINOLOGY ATD CONCEPTUAL BACKGROUN Do

2A —~ Period Delineations of Soviet IForeces' Evolution
from Continental Timitations to Global Perspectives and
Capabilities,

L tentative delineation of the post-war Sovielt military
developments must here be drawn. Some aspects have already
been vrescnted, others will be dwelt upon in later analyses
and chapters, DBut clarity would seem to demand some further
conceptual specification at this stage,

1945-5% was, as indicated in Chapter 1, a period during
which both Soviet strategic and Soviet non—-strategic forces
were restricted to a continental environment, In other words,
effective Soviet strike capabilitics wcre restricted to the
Soviet Lome area and lmmmdiately adjacent territory. There
was at most an intermediate range cepability, effective against
Burope and parts of Asia, but not capabl: of striking at the
U.5. home area.

The following yedrs saw some increases in Soviet bomber
renge and capaclity, but no assured or confident long range
strike capability emerged, The limited strike capability that
did develop is here seen to put the years 1954-57 in a limbo.
I'or purposes of clarification however, the period may perhaps
best be seen as an extension of that of 1945~53, As far as
capability~confidence was concerned, Soviet forces remained
basically contained within the continental environment,

1958-1961 was the period of initial long-range missile
deployment, 1958 thus signiiied the attainment by the strategic
forces of global capabilities and perspectives, TYet these
capabilities remained primarily associated with first strike
calculations,

1962-66 saw the development of asoured second strike



capacities, Wfforts almed at decreasing or eliminating missile
vulnerability, togcther with dncressing misgile number
procurerents, cusured the development of guarenteed strategic
¢lobal capubilities,

1966-703  throughouvt the period during which the
strateglic iorcew acquired global perspectives, the conventional
Torces hud rem aincd contfined within their coutinental environ-
ment. By 1960, however, one saw the emcrgence of naval vessels
capable of long-ronge interveantionary type utilisation, of
more advanced long-rauage aill transrnerdt capacities, and of
military theory adaptations 1o lobal non-strategic consideras
ta, The non-stralegic forces were clearly also acquiring
global perspectives, Lut a later date, such as assoclated
with the world-wide Sovict naval exercives of April 1970,
might perhavs be preferred as that at which the global
perspectives became supoorted by significant and credible
capabilities (and therefore as the date by which sophisticated
General Forces and 'flexible response’ capabilities had
emerged)

It here ce=ms propitious to present introductory
definitions of come of the terminology and backgrouwnd relevant
1o stretegic arms discussions,

2B ~ Strategic Terminology and Conceptial Aids,

Henry Kissinger's conceptual Schemesgl and the parallel
but more rigorous definitions of Morton Halperinp2 will he

used in this section. This autlor has however in meny

ls These are interpreted priwmarily on the basis of Henry
iesinger, "fhe Necessity for Choice, New York, 1960, and
Henry kisginecer, "Arms Control, Inspection and Surprise
Attack™, Iorelgn Affairs, o, 4, July, 1960, pge. 557=575.

2o MNorton Halperin, "Contemporary Military Strategy",
Harvard, 1967,
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cases modiried or extended the definitions in qpestiono) Not

all the defined concepts will reappcear in our leter analysis
of strategic deveclopmenis. These are nevertheless presented
to facilitate comparisons and discussions. Those that do
occur in our analysis chould concur with fthe following
definitions, Those of them that are nol delfined hre are
considered either non-escential or swificiently defined,
expressly or by implication, in the text in which they are
found,

\ PR . J48 R . N ,
wtabllitys Technlcall stabllity is a Tavourite concept

of . KissingerVSUB It is produced by missile systems incore
porating sufficient missile nurmbers, locations and prétection
(and consequent capacity to survive assault), to countere
balance eacn other due to a tectmolegical certainty that
neither systemn's controlling powcr may achieve "victory" by
initiating an attacke. ygliticalf stability i1s a strengthening
ol the above through the adding oi credibility and acceptbance,
This is brought about with the emergence of stability-inducing
strategies incorporating a decrease in belligerence and
sucplcion-nroducing postures «~ 1in other words, strategies
vprobanrly ol necessity based on mutual or wiilateral arms

control measuvres,

Deterrence: Thig is defined by Kissinger as requiring "a

combination of power, the will to use 1t, and the assessment of

5o This anelysis closelr follows a memo received fTrom, and
discussed with, Per Overregn in May o1 1909, drring which
time he and fthis autbor worked wvogelher as members of the
Strateglic Research Group of the YNorweglan Defence Research

e

ILstablishment,
4,  The term is Mr, Cverresn's (dbid),

5, hissinger emphasises the concent but hig definition of 1%
is 1ot ag precise as could be thoueht desirable,

6, Another of Mr, Overregn's terms., (ov.cit,)

T, Xissinger, "'The hecessity dox Choice", op.citey, PZe. 12,



these by. the potential aggressor”o7 Peterrence is a product

of these factors, all of which must be positive for it to be
effcctive, The last factor, the credibility in the eyes of the
potential aggressor, is obviously essential. Deterrence is
almed at dissuading an opponent from a course of action by
making that course appear the worst of all alternatives, One

may call it crodible ouly 1€ it commands abtention, appreciation,

ond acceptance on the vart of on opponent,.

Vuluerability of weapons affects both the stablility and

credibility ol weapon systems., It relates to the combined
effect of such factors as a missile systen's number of missiles,
their spread, and their mobility, as well as possible protective
strengthenin: of silos and other technical and technological
measures, A vulnerable wmissile dees not have secure prospect

of survivin: a eneny strike, - neither cocs a vulnerable
migssile system as a whole,

Firgt and Second Striltes The definitions of these concepts

need tc be paused on, as micconceptions are a2ll too frequent,.«
not least bhecause the definitions have evolved considerably
since first introduced, Mrst strikc was the term assigned 1o
vulnerable misciloes which one coula not expect to survive a
hostile attack. 'hey would, therelore, have to be used first
to ensure clfeciivenes, Second strike missiles, however, were
those sufficiently non-vulnerable to warrant expectations of
efficiency even after hootile attacks. These definitions were
later eltered through the addition of the term ¥credible™ to
the oricsinal concep’s, Halperin was thus to dedfine credible
first strike as a forece "capable of destroying most of the

- 8
enemy's strategic Torces."

o

8o M, Halperin, ov.clt., pge 27~28,



v

A credivle first strike forece may comprise both
vulnereble and non~-vulnerable delivery vehicles; the condition
being cnly that its ntilisation will cripple the enemy’s
potential second strike forces, A credible first strike,
therefore, entalls that the opponent's second strike capability
is not credible, While individual missiles may be deployed in
such a fashion as to be considercd either vulnerable (first{
strike) or non-vildierable (second-strike), the over-all
credibility will yet denend on the relutive position vetween
the super powers® forces, A credible second strike is, there-
fTore, a force compxi~ing a sulficlient number of second strike
missiles to ensure the copability to inflict unacoepﬁable
damage even after absorbing an attack,

A power with a credible first strike force need not,
of course, alco have a credible sccond strike, this being
dependent on how big a percentege of the first strike force
is composed of second strike missiles., It 1s furthermore cleax
that & first strike is not credible if the opponent possesses
a credible second strike force, Where both protagonists
possess a credible sccond strike force, neither can possess
a credible first strike,

There arc two primery confusions surrounding first and
secont shbrike definitions., Ci the one hand, there was the
potential first strike utilisation of seccnd strike missiles,
but this has been treated wufficiently above, On the other
hend there were the difficulties leading to the affixation
of the adjective credible, This has also been sufficiently
explained, 3Sut then yet another difficulty develops., As will
become evident in ouvur more besic analysics of strategic
developments and capabililies (see fellowing chapters), the
late 1960s saw the emerging use of "first strike" as meaning

"credible first strike", Alternatc terminology such as



"initiating strike" was introduced to replace the rigorous

original "first strike™ definition,

O e -

Now, the preconditions for credible first or sccond
strike forces do, of course, chonge as technological advances
alter the definiltions ol vulnecrability. “hic in usefully
demonsitrated by the following survey, which serves as an
illustrative introduction to our later amalyses,

Thus, the U.S. nuclear forces all retained none
vidnerability until the USSR developed sufficient quantitative
and qualitative delivery vehicles to endanger U.S. ground-based
missiles (end strategic bomber forces), During most of the
post-war period the U.B.A, therefore retained the ability to
deliver a credible first strike assault on the USSR, first
with planes anc leter with micsiles « first aimed at atomic
instellations anc arsenals and later at missile sites,
(Although in reality of coursc most of the Stratesic arsenal
remained targeted on populated areas, in accordance with
Bisenhower-bulles creeds on maximum deterrence valuc based on
second strike option cholces,) The USSR remained wvulnerable
throughout,

a

Dut the development of/Soviet missile force after the
mid-1950's entailoed the possibility that U.S., strike forces
were becoming vulnerable, Illence the original concept of first
strike became relevant, as some of the forces became vulnerable
to a hostile (initiating) strike,

1t was only in the late 1950's that there apveared
recognition of the fact that the U.S. homeland was itself
becoming exposed Lo rotentlal threats., It was then thet the
famous article "The Delicate Balonce of Merror™ (by

Wohlstetter)g appeared, showing that developments were msking
G, 1In lFoveign Affairs No. 2, Januvary, 1959, pg. 211-234.
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the micsile bhalonce precarvious due to the emerging state, or
conditions, of vulnerablility. TUnder such conditions nuwerical
parity alone was shown to be irrelevants for numerical
comparisons to have significence, they must be restricted to
dealing with second strike missiles, A number of books and
articles soon appearcd dealin~ especially with surprise
attacks and pre~emptive attacks (initiated by a vower which
conuiders an avtaclk from an opponent as imnminent, and therefore
decides on the necessity of anticipating such action). 1%
became clear thal the baloance of terror in en era in which
the protaconists only possessed (vulnerable) firct strike
micsiles, was most unsatisfactory.

Consicverable intellectual efiort became devoted %o
finding more satiofactory solutions, kissingerlo was, in
clarity end conception, in the forefront of such efforts., He
advocated the development of non-vulnerable missiles end a
changed U,5, strategyv. Both concepts were adopted by the
incoming Kennedy adrinistration. As regards strategy, this
involved the replacing of the (in hic opinion) no longer
credihie all-out retaliation d:terrent, with a strotegy
encompassing Iflexibllity and escalatory capacitiesoll

We shall not pursuz this further here, oult concentrate
rather on his olunr advocacy. He gaw that not only was a

credible second strike capacity necessary, but a nation's

10, .dissinger, ope.cit. (especially in "The Necessity of
Choice™),

11, 1Ibide, pge 46. lle explained thet "il the threat of
all-out waxr is to deter, it must produce the following
caelculations on the port of the aggressor: 1) that the
UeS,e wonld prefer to strike an all-out blow rather than
acquigsce in a Soviet gein, however small: 2) that it is
willing to suffer a Soviet retaliatory blow: 3) that
desnite its readiness to launch all-out war in retsliaw
tiomn, anc dcopite the certainty that thic would produce
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power would be belter judged by its possession of such, First
strike copacities alone were both crude and¢ irrational, and
it was obviour thalt inter—suver power stablility depended on

both having credible second strike forces (and thus foregoing

attempts to achieve credible first strikes), Iissinger's main
work here referred t012 is now gcomewhat outdated, since 1t was
written in 1960, an«d he makes some mistakes, Yet a consideras
tion of these in the light of later events only increases the

book's introductory value.

Kissinger conceivéd of four phagez in the development of
nuclear weezponrys: 1) The period of U.5. monopoly both of
weagpons and delivery vehicless 2) The period in which +the
USSR acguired nuclear weapons, but the U.8. retained over-
whelming svperiority in delivery vehicless %) The period in
which the USSR acquired delivery wvehicles, but in which the

UeBohe nevertheless retained gquantitative and possiioly

qualitative superiority: 4) The vericd in which the powers’®

001rEd
ast devastation, the U,8, is wnlikely to produce a pree

emptlve blow or Lo be so “itrigger-havpy” as to start an
accidentael war; 4) thet corcequently the Soviet Union
runs no riss if it does not launch a pre-~emptive blow
itself, Kicsinger considered that this demanded =z
combination or combat preparednecs and subtlely impossible
in practice, The U3, would eithcr not bhe helieved or
would appear too belligerent. Deterrence must, he
claimed, comply with four conditions (ng. 40~41l): "1) The
implementation of the deterrent threat must be sufficie
ently credible to preclude its being taken as a bluffy

2) The potential aggressor must unuorstand the decision
to resisct attack or presgurey; %) The opponent must be
rational, i.e, he must respond to hic s 1Tminterest in a
memer which is plemc 'ml.o" 4)  In weighing his selfe
interest, 1he votential agrreussor m”<t reach “the
Conclusiou" which the "deterrer! i geeking to induce,

In other words, the penaltics of agnression T“f‘ cutweigh
the bonefits," He deemed thesc four Ooucﬂtlopg/uufflclv
ently met and advocated "flexible response” copabilities
so as to provide an altermative to the 'all-oul or nof
response dilemma, en allbermative the acceptance oi which
by the U.S5, might be more credible than the ultimate. e
See our m aln analysis for actual and later developments,
and Turther conclusions,



stocks of weapons and delivery wvehicles were near parity -
and in which the USSR achieved svperiority in certain aspects.

The work was written wnder the influence of the totally
fictitious or micleading '"missile gap" period, and he therefore
considered vhase 4 to have evolved by 1960, Uince the Sovied
missile strength conceived of by the "missile gap" was a myth,
this placing of phase 4 was obviously incorrcecet. However, his
gcheme 1o usefvl 1 one wlters hic timetable, anc coasicers phase
4 to heve appeared in 1966 or thereabouts.

The Tollowing sketches arc presented as conceptual aids,
The details, as well as further-ranging discussion and enslysis,
will be returned to leter, Some might opvose the arbitréry
dividing into periods. Dut these are thought to represent as
accurate a relative picture as is possible in this form and at
his stage.

Pursving our definition of vulncrability913 in which i+t
represents the lack of a credible second strike capability,

while non~vulnerability represents the possession of suchs

1966 )

UeBa
Vulnerability non-Yulnerability
+ 7 ;
valnerablility | e e H 0A5-195 v
- e Yor o 1958.1962 ; 1045-1957 ;
UE)bR 1] 7 ] qe'fl r__}_':‘,) v
1.0 ! ! SELASIY L
vulnerability | ; 4
' ! :
¢ 13 £

12, Ibid,

1%. i
Wher considering thic and the presented graphs, it shouvld
be noted thai the superiicial fucts may have TCeen mis-
lrading, “hus it mar be that the creatlt inaccuracies of
early I{Ms offset their» opvorent total vulnerability, an
would have ensured the cvrvivel of a number of the "targei"
missiles and installations, If so a case coul¢ be argued
according to which the UsS,A, had never been in a position
of real or extensive vulnerability, while the USSR emerged
from such a position as early as 1958,
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The period of U.B. valnerability represents the veriod
following the Boviet acquisition of a certain delivery capacity,
and prior to the converaion of U.S. wisgiles from first strike
to (non-vilinerable) secondé strike types. Thin conversion i1s
poatulated (hypothecized) as sufficiently completed by
196%, while it is snocoested that the equivalceat USSR
conversion became sufficient in 1966,

The other suggested sketchs

i P —— ¢
measuvre of thej ~~ USSR h‘“%m\\\x,ué¢mhe long¢v1ty of
valrerability | H the missile gap
of the ! ! §~ myth ! .
strategi.c ; ‘*§/ ‘\%3 2 F\(TDD];RZ%I
weapon :
systens, 1945 1950 19557 1960 1965 1970
increasing ¢ high ine  less stability?
stability i stability inste~ (mutual
' Dility credible
: second
' strike)

An answer to the cuestion mark will be attempted
Tollowing our main analysics, to which il will be appropriate
to turn after a final comment,

“he above anaclysis of the cmerging condition of stability
and assured second strike forces ol the Llote 1960%s bhegs one
question, The "missile" gap prosmostications of the late
19505 and carly 1960's having been proven misleading legends,
what assurance is there that later data will not suffer a
similar fate? And whalt are the chences that a determined
effort by one power might not uvpset or revert the calculations
arising irom the presented staticiices, as happened consequenty
uponr “"the myth"?

The answer, ans will emcrge from our later analysis, are:
1, Present intelligence gothering means, e.o. sobhellite
photogrophy, are seen to be far advarced o those prevalent
at the time, An associate factor is that caleulations at the

timwe were t¢ o lorge degree hased on hosardous projections of



such flimsy data ac existed, while such projections are nod
relied upon in our analysiss 2. Related to the latter will
be our conclusion, which indicates that neithecr power can

hope significantly to upset balance calculation in the fore-
seecable future, due to present technologicel and strateglc
sophistications. The 1960'sg saw the conversion to assured
second strike capabilities such as could not become vulnerable
wnder fereseecable conditions (whercas, to reiterste, the

first strike dtype micsiles of a generation carlicr were all
toe vudlnerable to hostile offensive increments of any sizeable

)14

crder, Or, to put it another ways cither power is now

belicved technologically able to ensure the continuation of
the state of "second strike" for a sufficient section of its
offensive forces, and ‘this capability is likely to remain

through at least the foreseeable future,

14, Our analysis thus exponds and strengthens Secretary of
Defence Mcllamara's reported arsertion (Wew York Times,
11 February, 196%) that the apvroaching era would meke
it "increasingly improbable that either side could
destroy & sufficiently large portion of the other's
strategic nuclear force, either by surprise or otherwise,
to preclude a devestating retaliatory load,"



CHAarTER T REE

The hurushchev lh.goey: . clerrence vs, General Furposce
/€

Forces Debates. (Bee also Chigter one),

Discuscion and  Ladyucs of the Debites foliows. mut
Tirst it cppeers propiticus to return to 2 misconception
referred to in Chepter 1, not least because of the generwel
credence 11 hus long been accorded.

Bven the otherwise admirable 1964 w:alysis of the
Khrushchev uebates Ly T.W. Wolfel exemplified this. Against
the backgrouwd of definite Soviet inferiority in missile
capubility, -.nd remaining continental restrictions to Soviet
conventional Forces, he intverpreted the hhrushchevian
notions of the inevita.ility of war esculation and "massive
retoliation" to wean tucit Soviet wcceptance of their
gstrategic inferiority, «nd that Soviet mbitions did not
extend to tne creation of counter Force capabilities. le
believed thult Lin nciosi and other considerations hed forced
Soviet leacers to accept the sufficiency of an ultinmate
deterrent.

The extent of Western credence For this theory is
indicated further by a 19607 H udson Institute Reportz, the
relevant section of which had the title "oxploit the Fresent
Undted states - Soviet Unlon Strategic Position'. It
cont.ined this paregraph: "There is reason to believe that
the Soviet Union/

1. Jolfe, Thomes Y., "soviet SBitrotegy at the Trossroads',
Heurverd Undversity Precss, 19064, Dee also wolife, T.W.,
"Soviet Strateric Thought in Yroncition®, Rend Corporwtion
faper, Muy 19064,

2. Rockett, "rederick Co, "An Illustretive Study: Strategic
Avacustion Plun', Ch,V. & Report, The Hudsor In .titute, 1967.
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the Soviet Union is in the process of trying to match a
counter-force strategy of ocurs with a minimuwa deterrence
position. This may e for reasons of economy, doctrinsl trust
in our restraint, #n incliination not to meke major
provocations, a hesitince to indudge in an expensive or
hopeless arms race, a belief in the efficacy of secret

or for some other reasons., In any cuse this may represent

a mistake on their part".

Jut there is no reuson to doubt that Voscow was aware
of the last point. by 1967 hardware acd other evideace was
already appeuring as visible revuttals to the above tenet,
Lead-time considerations (the time needed for the res=zrch
ond development of new systems) alone were strongly to
inuicate that the tenet's rejection had cccured already
under Khiushchev,

48 regards Wolfe's conclusions, they represented also
& rather bazardous inference from Lhrushchev's wetions and
gneeches. As shovn in {hopter one these might equally,
and as 1t proved more justly, hoeve been intervreted very
differently. “conomic necessities were certeinly judged to
preclude any concentrated early drive towards generul forces
capuplilities. Jut this reflected econcomic priorities and had
ne necessary causal connection with long term wpelicles in
the strategic field. The moves that were made towards
enabling Force units’® mobhile, flexible zud independent
operations under nuclecr conditions, and towards reviving
and expanding daval capsbilitics, supplemented the securing
of « reliaole detervent. =~  They furthcrmore created the
practical end theoretical nucleus on which more extensive

General Iorces would rely, .nd from which they eventually emerged
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These appearances could admittedly again be traced back,

for example to Admiral Gorshkov's 196% references to US

Naval capacities and his hiunts regarding the necessity

to counter them

7

o Dut then Gorshkov's own efforits might

be traced back to yet earlier evidence, such as for example

the upgrading of the ¥evy by 19628»»——“o

One might here comment that the decision Lo assign the

Navy a definite strategic role, and therefore the decision

from which all of the above flowed, must in fact have been

taken at about the time of Khrushchev's crystallizing of his

“deterrenee»dootrine‘9c find prior to this one can certazinly

not find published evidence of any significent navel campaign.

&
bee Krasnaya Zvexda issues the fortnight following, and
referring to, the mid 1967 T~day war in the Near East.
And see Timofeev, X., "The Role of Navies in Imperialist
Policy", New Times, 28th Wovember 1969,

Ogonick No, 25, June 1965,
The Military Balance 1968«=69, IS5, Londone
And Chapter 6 A,

Dee e.go. Isvestia, 19th May 1963,

Pravda 29th April 1962,

Gorshkov's testimony regarding some emerging Noval
strategic role tnd capabllities in Pravda 2nd February
1962 pushes the time~estimate of the political decision
back even furtheT,

Pravds 2nd Yebruary 1962, Ibid. Compare the implications

of this to earlier conceptions, as typified by Sokolovsky's
reported earlier comment to Gorshkov that the Navy had
become a "totally obsolete” service branch under modern
war conditions.—

See Glese, ¥Fritz, Li.Cmdr., October 1959 ‘Wehrkunde®

arts, reprinted as "Behind the scenes of the Soviet
Admiralty", Military Review, Fort Leawenworth, May 1960,



Much has at times been inferved from the recurring
military (Krasnaya Zvezda) pre budget-time articles on the
importance of and needs for heavy industry. But with regaré
to no budget cen causal connections be drawn between such
articles and budgetary allocations as finally published,

Ors if one four ex. mple interprets the mentioned late
Khrushchev militaryhrticles demending "multi-million-srmies®
and conveantional force increments, as a campaign hostile 1o
the political leadership, then the post- Khrushchev developments
could only be seen as & political over-ruling of military
agspirations, Similarly: credence might be given to rumours
tha% the military desired a preventive strike against China
in 1968-69 (See Addendum 4), — on the bhasis that a strike
would be easy within the near future, but possibly far more
problematic in later years. But again developments would
have to judged as having demonstrated the finality of a
poiitical veto at the time. ind the conclusion must be that
the political authority remained absolutely paramount (See
also Chapter 8 A).

On the basis of discrepancies and occasional
inconsistencies between articles, one can sometimes present a
case for the existence of factional mplits within the Party,

] . 1
as bebtween "moderates' and 'consecrvatives® O

o One could
then with theoretical profit co~ordinete such inconsistencies
with like wvaristions as between various military articles

and/or as Dbetween military and Party articles. But there is/

10, See Chapter 10 B, - ind see e.g, Michel Tatu's
admirable "Le Pouvoir en 1'URSS", Bernard Grasset,
Paris, 1967,



VIT

is grave danger that bthe comoining of too muny inferences
will emasculate them of their possiuvle value ——--—- a

The main intent in pursuing debate contributions ought
thuerefore not to we the unevrthing of policy difierences, a
task perhops mode impossicle by Soviet censorship prectices.
It ought rather to concentrate on the extent to which the
the articles help to explain end elucidate policy decisions
already tuken wand procurement programs already evident. -
Not least since such a course minimizes wlso the danger of
confusing 'declaratory’ policy with 'esction’® policy,.

The type of article Justly demmnding attention ma&
be -exemplified by Marshal Krylov's of 1966110 He then
testiflied that 1t was only recentiy that the Soviet Union
had acquired the sophisticated nmeans necessary to out to a
minimum “the {time reqired for putting missiles into combat
readiness" . Now 1f previous commend and conbrol proceduress
techmiques had not been sufficlently advanced +to pexrmit
missiles' preparation and dispatch within comparatively
limited time conceptions,; then soooocoes

a) The Soviet deterrent must have been even more
vulnersble to extinction from hostile strikes than anybody
might assumes;

b) It furthermore casts even greater dot.ot on
speculations that the Soviel Union might have contemplated
embracing first strike conceptionsy under those conditions
the USSR would have to expect that the US imtelligence/
informetion-processing/reaction times correlation would,

at least in theory, permit a countering strike before the/

11, Pravda 19th Nowember 1966,
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the contemplated Soviet strike ever got off the ground ....(%)

The debate contributions surveyed below ore therefore
approached primarily with @ view to their reievunce to:

a) The hictorical acquiring by the USSP of global
perspectives ana capablliities ws concerns both strategic
and interventionary-type forces (procuremnents and processes
otherwise investigated in Chaplerst - 7% and b) Yhe
egvolution of the milivaery's role in society zwd its
relationship vis a vis the Purty (See Chapteryg8 & 9).

For purposes of simplificaticn they will both here and
in the following chapter be divided into the Tollowing -
heagings: The Stretegic lMissile Forcess Nucloar-oriented
Land and filr Iorcess; Weval Developmentss The Military
in Society.

The Strategic hissile TForces,

The priority development of these under Khrushchevl2

may be divided into two periods, prior to 1961-62, and after
that date,

The firut period mey be scen as that of poszibly too
extensive nmissile research and procurement, The degrodation
factors detracting from missile eiflcctivencss and reliacility
were, os intimated, such as may not have been fully appreciated
at first, thereby leading to over-optimistic expectancies.
Nevertheless, as nmade clear in other chapters, even such
expectancies had to acknowledge the limited capacity of enrly
nissile procurements vis & vis American capa.ilities, As a
consequence there resulied the pertly illusory strength
assertions which served to psychologically augment the
deterrent image.

12, Proevda 1bth Jonuery 1960, YMote:The Strategic Roclicd
Troops became a separalbe cewwce i vecember 1959,



Meanwhile research was cutended to the field of enti-
ballistic nissile development. Again over-optimistic
prognositications night well have ied Ho this being seen as
providing the missing link in the drive towards an imminent
secure deterrent ————--- «, find 1T one considers the reported
tentative BFD deployment of 196213, and Turthermore
remembers lead-time considerations, then 1t Lecomes reasonable
to esslign to Yhrushchev considerable reclistic expectoncy
by 1961, Bspecially when considering also the supplementary
benefits hoped for from the Carribesn missile installations
shortly thereafter., One might see evidence for such an ex~
pectancy in an early 1962 Supreme Soviet decree:"(article
l)z‘Sturting in the acadimic yewur 1962-6% preconscription
training for students in secondary schools w=nd speciulized

14

secondary educational institutions is cuncelled,” This

could thus be interpreted as reflecting (also) some
satisfaction with militery achievements and as indicating the
Tirst steps towards major re-allocations in Tavour of the
slugeish domestic economy (along the lines of Khrushchev's

Tate 1964 efforts)is.

1%, Ure Jo3. Mosterts (U.B. lefence Devt.) 5th Aupust 1969
testimony to the House of Representatives Forelgn
Lffairs Subcomnitlee, revealed that the U,5. huad evidence
of tentative a8k deployments around Leaingrad as early
es 1962, Yee ulso Krasnaye Z4vezda 15th November 19673,
MAnd Pravda 194h November 1964 for premature but interesting
capapbllity-claims,

14. Vedomosti Verkhowvnovo Soveta o, 7, 10th Tebruary 1962,
P 195, Isvestia 15th bDecember 1963%,

15, Isvestia 15th Decenber 1963 and iravda 2nd QOctoher 1964,
Ore wust note the effects ol the drop in birthrates during
the war end the consequent decrease in the number of 18
year olds availab.e through 1960-70, tut the resulting
rremium on menpower did of course equedliy affect the
militery. Avd one mut hence cavntion against the view that
civilian cconomy demands alone constituted sufficient
reason Tfor the development.
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But complacent estimates of the Soviet deterrent value
were tlready being challenged hy increasing awareness of the
. N o e . e 16
great early 1960s US strategic procurement increments.
Arnd i€ the sbove inference is valid, then the scheme st
al the latest hzve foundered when the 1962 Cuba events drove
the point home. ilence the secong period, which saw yprime
attentlion dirzscted ot increasing the survivability vrospects
of the existing wmissile strength, through silo horderning,
Loewvoch movility and disversal schemes, and through
17

perfecting control proceaures ™, The corrcctness of this

evaluation s well as the ewtent of the effort is indigated

1=y

hye: a) The leck of inyv ovident major fund-diverting in

fevour of other militery endeavors, combined with b) The
increased wilitory budocet clleocutions of 196% und 1964 (See
Chovter 8B1i), 'nd c¢) The avporent hiatus in 7D deployment
Tollowing the niticdl procuremeu'tslB° This latter hiatus

did of course probably also reflzct uppreciation of the
vafovourable evrly cost-exchoange ratics of relative defensive=
ofiensive systems' offsetting velues, And tihis appreclation
must huve provided a supolementoary factor in the determining
of priorities. ‘ub as it is she BMD hiatus only serves to
highlight the centrs’ interest of the later Kbhrushchev period,

16, Mirovuye Hhononmika 1 Mezhdunarodnic Oinoshenie, Hoscow
1962, To. 3, pe 90,
Tkonondik: 3 Keoitalisticheskie Strini 1962, hoscow 1963,
5. 18 wnd 20,
The tilitery Pairnce 1969-197.0, IS¢, London 19vY, nresents
a historicsl teble of the quurtitatlive growti: of respective
str teglc missile strengths,

17. See Glagoiev & Lerionov, Intermationdd Affairs, " o. 11
Wovember 1903, pg. 32, and assertions =nd retroactive
implications ofs
Pravda/)svestic 4th duly 1965, wund Pravda 19t%h November 19€6

18, vYee testimony by Lr. Foster, ov.cit., and Chupter 55 -
for extensive treatment.
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His lete 1964 espouszl of a drastic resources shift in
favour of the comestic ecoromy mist hence in part indicate
his belief that the deterrent had Linally been secured. But,
28 has been ilndicated, this does not volidate the belief of
dolfe and others. .omestic needs wereclearly such as made
Khrushchev intent on their satisfaction., Yut 1t was wn intt
based on temporiry contemporary necessities as he saw them,
and not revresentative of bhasic sutisfaction regoraicg the
lack of more genuine counter-force capavilities, This
certainly apyears the more logical inference from a
consideration of his early speeches wnd associates, as well
as of his later articles and procurenent wutrorisztions,

The first period m y be symbolized uy the following
Malinovisky quotes. In 1959 he descrived as "twaddle" the
contention that war vetween wajor powers could be "limited™

19

or "local', Md in 1960 he elaborated on the complementory

theme of the great destructive power of Sovietwmissilesu2o

It was contended that the Soviet Union "could literally wipe
oft the face of the earth any couwntry or commtries attacking"
herOZlOr, as formulated vy the 21lst CPSU Congresss "The
truditional invulnerauility of Americar is ligquideted for all
tine",

19. Pravaas 4th Februery 1959 « Quoted a2lso by Jucobs, Wele,
"Morshal talinovsky end Missiles'", Militory Review, Fort
Leavenworth, Junc 1900, pg. 15-20., Jacobs' article slso

provides evidence Turthering scepticsm concerning Kolkowicz'

classification of Melinovsky as not in rapport with
Khrushchev (see Chupter 1),

20, Pravda 2%rd February 1960,

21, Kracnaya Zvezda 20th Janu.ry 19€0,



Thére was Rhrushchev's 1960 zssertion that the USSR had
achieved a nuclear balonce of (acaclysmic implicetions, and
that she could now afford snd would henceforth pursuc the
volicy of "maximum retaliation" as her deterrentuzg And
Milinovsky followed up by cexibitine the confidence in this
deterremt inherent in acceptance of U3 theories: "the best
means of defence is worning the ocoponent of our strength and
readiness to destroy him at the first attempt to comiit an
act of aggression”o23

Juot the flawnting of Soviet capabilities subsided as
its dimplicit cluim to pority wnd port-superiority began to
look more and more suspect, MclNumara's calm ussertion to the
Seﬁate Ariwed bBervice Comuitiee of early 1962, that tne US
was"fully cupable”™ of destroving such "Soviet targets" as it

might select, carried considerubly more conviction than

s

Malinovsky's rip08t6224 "Such boasting is to say the Least
reckless, - Let us go so far as to grent that the forces are
equal, We are prepared to agree Lo this in order not to fan
war psychosis., But 1if our forces are indeed equal, the
Americens should draw the correct conclusions from this and
pursue an intelligent vpolicy"., The USSR was still declzred able
to "wipe out any target" and to possess forces "sufficient to
destroy any vpotenticl encmy™., And hie shortly thereofter

felt compelled to return to the point: "Do not touch us,
imperialists/

22, Pravda 15th Jonw.ry 1960,

23. Malinovsky, 'Buitelno Sthoyat na Strazhe Mira®, Mozcow
1962, pg. 25, ~ See also Garthoff, R.L.,0p.cite.

24, Pravda 24th January 1962,
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imperialists, and do not fthreaten us, because you will fall
into the pit you are so corefully prevering for us and will

, . . . 25
he comsumed without trace in = nuclear hell",<”

de=
A subtle difsercnce could be/tocted between the
unensy contewporary demands for peaceful co-exisience

i . 2
"which preciudes war" 6

and the more confident later
>assertions like (1965): "wneaceful co-=existence --— is ---
an objective necessity wesulting Ifrom the contemporary
relation of forces between the two Systems”27u 1t is the
same subtle difference as one micht infer frem the
disparity between the blustering Soviet Reaction to the
1958 Lebinon events cnd the more purposeful response 1o
the 1969 events in thot couwvlry,
But. whatever the value of this inferarce, pubiic pre-
occupctions were certainly to chinge with the crumbling
of the curouvflage ‘nerements to Soviet cavabilities,

The mid-50s has, as mentioned, scen public hints thet
the USbR's strategic inferiority was of o scale to deuend a
first strike for wtny success to wve envisagedoga And as late
as 1962 there were warings of TS military threats to strike
first, warnings which invited the inference that the USSR
might not survive such an attack =nd wmight therefore have to

strike first herself 1f she recelved relevant intelligence ..

25. Fravda 2%rd Februcry 19062,

26, Pravde L7th Junuery 1962,

29

27, Bochkarov & Siuelnikov, Lrasnuyw Zvezda, 21lst Junuary 1965,

28, Bmelin, opo.clte, Dfe 131,

29, Krasncya Zvezda Llth ey 1962, - fArticle by Col. I
bidelnikov which ig considered to contiin alsc an
excellent summary of Khrushchev's cdoctrine,

o



IV

There was also Sokolovsky's pointed comment3ot0 Uus

discussions ol counter-force and city svaritg stratezies:

ifle declored that such sirategy and tarpget cholce discrssions

depended "to a considerable extent on the delivery systems

available, wnd their numbers", And ke expireined that

systems that might be inaccur:ie were ineflectual "against

small targoets like missile launch pads or eirfields",

Turthermore systems liwited in numbers (of deliverymvehicles)

could snyway "only be used ugainst large targets like cities".
This is of course a concise charactersation of Soviet

capabilities prior to 1961-62,
Tow with regard to the endeavors directed at securing
31

the deterrent”™, Sokolovsky himself provided evidence of the

. . . . . 2
more recently achieved (or still sspired to) des:tgns:j

H e thus stated thot "rissiles, which under to-day's
conditions are absolute wegpous, are envlaced in nearly
invulnerable underground buzes, on subnarianes etc.'", and
noted significently that "the trend bowards increasing this
invulnera:1lity is growing all the time".

Previous cdmonitions on the need to protect sgairst and
prepare for nuclear war conditions had related primarily to
land forces, and their requirements for mobility and
53

flexibility . The specific stress on the need for thig with

regard to missiles was novel,

20, Sokolovsky, opecil., 2nd cdiltion, pg. 84, sez .1lso 3ro
edition, po. 255, .nd compare with Sushko & Kondrotkov,
OpoCltey, PE.LAT =~ Regarding the time when the UISR ILAD
Tinally uwcquired the cavabilities necessury to permit
such luxuries.

51, See Pravda llth Peoruvars 1963 For interesting Post=Cuban
comment by Y, shukov which elearly reflects (enforced)
awareness of US strategic power -nd copabilities.

52, Lokolovsky, op.cit., 2nd edition, g.84,

¥

5%, Thus also those countained in “melin, on.cite, vH.LOLs



And the new orientation was socn followed ups "ioreign
military anclysts" were szaid to be "talking through their
hats™ when they cleimed that "Soviet nuclear rockets are
highly vulnerable and (therefore) designed for a first and
not a counter-strike'; "An aggressor would be unable to
destroy all the counter-strike means with his first salvo, for
these means ——-——- are dispcrsed, A considerable vart of them
is<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>