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CAESAR XVIII OCI No. 2010/63 
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KBRUSHCHEV'S ROLE IN THE CURRENT CONTROVERSY 
OVER SOVIET DEFENSE POLICY 

Th i s  is a working paper ,  an i n t e r i m  r e p o r t  on r e c e n t  
developments in Sov ie t  s t r a t e g i c  thought  and m i l i t a r y  plan- 
ning.  A more comprehensive t r ea tmen t  of* t h e  subject is 
planned, bu t  must await t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of more s u b s t a n t i a l  
evidenoe.  

con t rove r sy  over  resource a l l o c a t i o n s  and t h e  d i a logue  on 
m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e  in a per iod  i n  which t h e  m i l i t a r y  and 
economic choices f a c i n g  t h e  USSR have been a c u t e ,  In t h e  
p rocess  of t r a c i n g  developments i n  t h e  Sov ie t  economic- 
defense  sphe re  s i n c e  t h e  Cuban crisis, w e  have sought  t o  
d i scove r  Khrushchev's o b j e c t i v e s  and scheme of p o l i t i c a l  
maneuver, and t o  gauge h i s  p rogres s  i n  p u t t i n g  h i s  program 
ac ross .  On t h i s  bas i s  w e  have tr ied t o  determine t h e  main 
d i r e c t i o n  of Sov ie t  defense-economic po l i cy .  

Although t h e  writer has b e n e f i t e d  from t h e  s u g g e s t i o n s  
and r e s e a r c h  f i n d i n g s  of colleagues, he is s o l e l y  r e s p o n s i b l e  
f o r  t h e  paper  as a whole. The DD/I Research S t a f f  would 
welcome comment on t h e  paper ,  addressed t o  Irwin P. Halpern,  
who wrote it, or t o  t h e  Chief or Deputy Chief of t h e  S t a f f .  

Th i s  r e p o r t  focuses  on t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  
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KEIRUSIICHEV'S ROLE I N  THE CURRENT CONTROVERSY 
OVER SOVIET DEFENSE POLICY 

SUMMARY 
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Since  t h e  Cuban crisis, which nu r tu red  t h e  cause of 
t h e  advoca tes  of greater defense  spending,  Khrushchev's 
basic p l a n  has  been t o  keep up t h e  p r e s e n t  pace of growth 
of Sov ie t  armed s t r e n g t h  wi thout  f u r t h e r  impai r ing  t h e  
c o u n t r y ' s  economic growth. To h i s  way of t h i n k i n g ,  f u r t h e r  
serious retreats i n  t h e  economic process  of "bu i ld ing  
Communismt1 could be as d i s a s t r o u s  f o r  Sov ie t  f o r e i g n  
p o l i c y  and p r e s t i g e  as f a l t e r i n g  i n  t h e  arms race. 
shchev.'s method of d e a l i n g  wi th  t h e  mili tary-economic 
dilemma has been t o  main ta in  t h e  " s t a t u s  quo a n t e  Cuba" 
i n  t h e  resource a l l o c a t i o n s  equat ion .  S ince  l a s t  November, 
he has  argued t h a t  a radical r e d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  r e s o u r c e s  
is n 6 t  needed t o  v i t a l i z e  t h e  economy and m e e t  t h e  c o u n t r y ' s  
m i l i t a r y  o b j e c t i v e s ;  great resources could be found, he 
has  s a i d  r e p e a t e d l y ,  i f  "hidden r e se rves t1  were e x p l o i t e d ,  
i n e f f i c i e n c y  i n  product ion  reduced, and economic manage- 
ment s t r eaml ined .  

In a d d i t i o n ,  Khrushchev appears  t o  be campaigning 
behind t h e  scenes  f o r  another  s u b s t a n t i a l  r e d u c t i o n  i n  
convent iona l  forces--which do n o t  f igure impor t an t ly  i n  
h i s  concept ion of t h e  requirements  for d e t e r r e n c e  and 
waging nuc lea r  war. 
fo r  new c u t s ,  h i s  scheme has  been reflected i n  h i s  r e c e n t  
dep reca t ions  df  convent iona l  f o r c e s ;  i n  h i s  l i k e l y  success 
i n  o b t a i n i n g  a t r o o p  c u t  i n  t h e  Bulgar ian  army ( r e p o r t e d l y  
made p o s s i b l e  by its a c q u i s i t i o n  of "newer weapons"); i n  
h i s  d e p i c t i o n  of f u t u r e  w a r  as l a s t i n g  one day; i n  t h e  
t r ans fo rma t  i o n  of h i s  "one-day war" formula i n t o  m i l i t a r y  
d o c t r i n e  i n  some m i l i t a r y  forums; i n  t h e  new emphasis g iven  
t h e  d o c t r i n a l  impofitance of h i s  January 1960 ( t roop  c u t )  
speech; and in t h e  s t u d i e d  a s s e r t i o n  of t h e  p r e r o g a t i v e s  
of t h e  p a r t y  l e a d e r s h i p  i n  t he  sphe re  of defense  p o l i c y  
and m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e ,  as w e l l  as t h e  propaganda e f f o r t  
t o  b u i l d  up t h e  image of Khrushchev p e r s o n a l l y  as a m i l i -  
t a r y  a u t h o r i t y .  

Khru- 

While he has n o t  .ye t  e x p l i c i t l y  c a l l e d  
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In s h o r t ,  we have found Khrushchev t o  be successful 
in r e s i s t i n g  the  e f f o r t s  of o t h e r s  t o  s h i f t  more of the  
c o u n t r y ' s  s t r a i n e d  r e s o u r c e s  from t h e  cons6mer t o  t h e  
defense  s e c t o r .  That h i s  p o s i t i o n  in the  inne r  sanctum 
p o l i c y  d isputes  has  been apprec iab ly  s t r eng thened  s i n c e  
his gloomy economic f o r e c a s t  of l a s t  February is seen  in 
t h e  s u s t a i n e d  propaganda emphasis s i n c e  March on improving 
consumer welfare. (In t h i s  regard, t h e  m o s t  n o t a b l e  
developments have been. an i n c r e a s e  in March in t h e  planned 
capi ta l  investment i n  l i g h t  i n d u s t r y  and t h e  p u b l i c a t  ion 
in June of Khrushchev's g u i d e l i n e s  for t h e  1964-65 economic 
p l a n  t ha t  g i v e  p r i o r i t y  t o  t h e  chemical i n d u s t r y  e x p l i c i t l y  
i n  suppor t  of a g r i c u l t u r e  and consumer goods.) On t h e  
other hand, Khrushchev t h u s  fa r  Bas been thwarted i n  his 
own efforts t o  c u t  back Sov ie t  convent iona l  f o r c e s ,  by a 
somewhat weakened bu t  still uny ie ld ing  and a r t icu la te  con- 
s e r v a t i v e  m i l i t a r y  element (which, in t u r n ,  e v i d e n t l y  has 
important  backing i n  h igher  p a r t y  circles.). 

. .  
. .., . .  . .t .. . , . 
I.... , 

- ii - 



. . . '  

KHRUSHCHEV'S ROLE IN T€E CURRENT CONTROVERSY 
OVER SOVIET DEFENSE POLICY 

The c o l l a p s e  l a s t  f a l l  of t h e  Sov ie t  s t r a t e g y  t o  
pu t  missiles i n  Cuba seems i n  retrospect t o  have generated 
a s t r o n g  c u r r e n t  of opin ion  in favor of i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  

, .. defense  e s t a b l i s h m e n t ' s  share of t h e  c o u n t r y ' s  l i m i t e d  re- 
sources. Both  t h e  deployment i n  and t h e  withdrawal  of m i s -  
s i les from C u b a  were taci t  admissions of Sov ie t  s trategic 
i n f e r i o r i t y .  As Sov ie t  p r e s t i g e  dipped l o w  i n  t h e  wake of 
t h e  crisis, the remaining dynamism went o u t  of Sov ie t  f o r e i g n  
p o l i c y  i n  much t h e  same way t h a t  a i r  e scapes  from a t i re  and 
w i t h  t h e  same r e s u l t a n t  immobili ty.  The Chinese and t h e i r  
c o h o r t s  used  t h e  occas ion  t o  discredit t h e  Sov ie t  leaders 
w i t h  charges of "adventurism and c a p i t u l a t i o n . "  Sov ie t  
m i - l i t a r y  morale seemed t o  s l i p  t o  its l o w e s t  l e v e l  since 
t h e  announcement i n  January 1960 of a drast ic  u n i l a t e r a l  
t roop-cut  . I n d i r e c t  evidence s u g g e s t s  t h a t  there was d i s -  
s a t i s f a c t i o n  among t h e  m i l i t a r y  ove r  Khrushchev's handl ing  
of t h e  Cuban ope ra t ion .*  Under such circumstances, t h e  
need t o  improve t h e  r e l a t i v e  strategic p o s i t i o n  of t h e  USSR 
w i t h  genuine increments  t o  t h e  m i l i t a r y  became a p o l i t i c a l l y  
irrefutable argument, and t h e  p o s i t i o n  of t h e  advocates  of 
greater de fense  spending w a s  consequent ly  s t r eng thened .  

, . .. 

That t h e  Sov ie t  l eadersh ip  would g i v e  greater impetus 
t o  defense  w a s  f u r t h e r  suggested by t h e  d e c l a r a t i o n  of 

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

. .  .. .. . . .  

*As a coun te r ,  t h e  regime launched a propaganda campaign 
a s s e r t i n g  the  wisdom of t h e  p a r t y  leaders and t h e i r  preroga- 
t i v e s  i n  t h e  p lanning  of t h e  c o u n t r y ' s  de fenses .  For example, 
in RED STAR on 7 November, Marshal Chuikov c i ted a h i t h e r t o  
unpublished exchange of messages between S t a l i n  and Lenin 
i n  1920 t o  refute  the notion t h a t  "our diplomacy sometimes 
very  e f f e c t i v e l y  s p o i l s  t h e  r e s u l t s  achieved by o u r  m i l i t a r y  
v i c t o r i e s . "  S t r e s s i n g  t h e  dominant role of t h e  p a r t y  in 
m i l i t a r y  a f f a i r s ,  Chuikov c r i t i c ized  unnamed off icers  for 
f a i l i n g  t o  "maintain proper  a t t i t u d e s  and op in ions  ." 

- 1 -  
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m i l i t a r y  s u p e r i o r i t y  a s  a goal of Sov ie t  p o l i c y  soon after 
t h e  c u r t a i n  f e l l  on Cuba. 
m i l i t a r y  p o l i c y  and d o c t r i n e  publ i shed  in November, t h e  
Sov ie t  Defense Min i s t e r  wrote: "The most characterist ic 
feature of the  p r e s e n t  s ta te  of t h e  development of Sov ie t  
m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e  is t h e  f a c t  tha t  it bases i tself  on t h e  
s u p e r i o r i t y  of the  armed forces 0% t h e  USSR over  t h e  a r m i e s  
of t h e  most powerful  c o u n t r i e s  of capitalism, w i t h  respect 
t o  m i l l t a r y - t e c h n o l o g i c a l  means and moral-combat I qual i t ies .  'I 
Along t h e  same l i n e s ,  t h e  30 March CPSU le t ter  t o  the  Chicom 
P a r t y  in t roduced  a new s logan:  l l A s  l ong  as there is no d i s -  
armament, t h e  soc ia l i s t  commonwealth m u s t  always have supe-  
r i o r i t y  in armed forces over  t h e  imperialists."* Since  Cuba, 
Sov ie t  p ropagand i s t s  have a l s o  proclaimed c u r r e n t  m i l i t a r y  
s u p e r i o r i t y - - a t  times qua l i f ied  and a t  t i m e s  not--over t h e  . 
West. Boas ts  of m i l i t a r y  s u p e r i o r i t y  had dropped o u t  of the  
propaganda i n  e a r l y  1961, and u n t i l  l a s t  f a l l  t h e  S o v i e t s  
were con ten t  t o  assert m i l i t a r y  p a r i t y  w i t h  t h e  West. Among 
t h e  reasons  f o r  r e i n t r o d u c i n g  boasts of c u r r e n t  s u p e r i o r i t y ,  
e v i d e n t l y ,  were t h e  Sov ie t  need t o  s a l v a g e  some of t h e  
p r e s t i g e  l o s t  in t h e  wreckage of t h e  Cuban o p e r a t i o n ,  and, 

. in t h e  case of some Sov ie t  leaders, t o  p l a y  down t h e  strategic 
d e f i c i e n c i e s  of t h e  USSR in o r d e r  t o  draw off some of t h e  
urgency t h a t  other Sov ie t  l e a d e r s  attached t o  t h e  problem 
of improving t h e  Sovie t '  s trategic p o s t u r e .  

In an important  p-mphlet on Sov ie t  

.. ., 

Despi te  t h e  s t r o n g  mot iva t ion  t o  improve t h e  coun t ry ' s  
strategic p o s i t i o n  i n  t h e  a f t e rma th  of t he  Cuban debacle, 
t h e  USSR has appa ren t ly  not  r a d i c a l l y . s t e p p e d  up its kn i l i t a ry  
program. It does no t  appear on t he  basis  of a v a i l a b l e  evidence 

-is s l o g a n  w a s  subsequent ly  reiterated by Marshal 
Grechko in IZVESTIYA on 8 May and by RED STAR in an ar t ic le  
on the  W a r s a w  Pact ann ive r sa ry  on 14 May. It  has  been made 
clear in these and other Sov ie t  materials, however, t h a t  
t h e  e f f e c t i v e  m i l i t a r y  o r g a n i z a t i o n  p r o t e c t i n g  t h e  social is t  
commonwealth is t he  Sov ie t  c o n t r o l l e d  W a r s a w  P a c t ,  i n  which 
China is n e i t h e r  a member nor an o b s e r v e r .  A t h o u g h t f u l  
ar t ic le  in t h e  FBIS Bloc Survey of 31 May 1063 "Mi l i t a ry  
S u p e r i o r i t y  Declared Basis of Bloc P o l i c y ,  '' expands on t h e  
s u b j e c t .  

- 2 -  



t h a t  there has been a s u b s t a n t i a l  s h i f t  i n  resources from 
t h e  consumer t o  t h e  defense  sector. On t he  c o n t r a r y ,  from 
a l l  i n d i c a t i o n s  measures t aken  have tended  t o  main ta in  t h e  
'*status quo a n t e  Cuba" i n  economic priorit ies.  ( I n  f a c t ,  
there have been i n d i c a t i o n s  i n  r e c e n t  months of a d e c i s i o n  
t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  rate of expansion of consumer programs beyond 
previous  p l a n  f igures .  Thus an ar t ic le  i n  t h e  bfarch KOMM"IST, 
c la iming  tha t  t h e  "correct p ropor t ions"  between heavy and 
l i g h t  i n d u s t r y  are being maintained,  changed the  f i g u r e  for  the in- 
crease in . inves tmen t  in l i g h t  i n d u s t r y  i n  1963 from 22.3 'per- 
c e n t -  t o  37 percen t .  
been a s h i f t  in some consumer r e s i d u a l s  t o  t h e  defense  sector 
cannot  be r u l e d  o u t  .) 

. .  . 

. .. However, t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  there has 

That-  t h e  r e s o u r c e  a l l o c a t i o n s  equa t ion  has not been 
changed, it seems, is l a r g e l y  t h e  r e s u l t  of Khrushchev's 
de t e rmina t ion  (backed by hard campaigning i n  r u l i n g  circles) 
no t  to lose more ground i n  the economic compet i t ion  w i t h  t h e  
West. For i n  t h e  t a u t  economic s i t u a t i o n  i n  which t h e  USSR 
found i tself ,  t ha t  would be t h e  p e n a l t y  of f u r t h e r  sizeable 
s h i f t s  i n  a l l o c a t i o n s  t o  defense .  Khrushchev has c o n s i s t e n t l y  
regarded t h e  growth rate of the  Sov ie t  economy, t h e  improve- 
ment  of t h e  l i v i n g  s t a n d a r d s  of t h e  Sov ie t  people ,  as import- 
a n t  an index of t h e  growing power of the  S o v i e t  cause as 
Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  might. He has been w i l l i n g  t o  l i v e  w i t h  
l ong  per iods  of strategic i n f e r i o r i t y  so as t o  promote t h e  
coun t ry ' s  economic growth. For example, between 1955-1958 
he had secu red  a d e c l i n e  of t w o  b i l l i o n  rubles i n  m i l i t a r y  
spending,  w i t h  the  s a v i n g s  d i v e r t e d  i n t o  investment and 
consumption, and thereby  enabled the  Sov ie t  GNP t o  i n c r e a s e  
annua l ly  by seven  pe rcen t .  T h i s  is no t  to s a y  t h a t  Khru- 
shchev has neg lec t ed  t h e  defense  sector; he has  i n  fac t  l e d  
t h e  pack of reformers i n  remolding the S o v i e t  armed forces 
for nuc lea r  warfare. 
of h i s  m i l i t a r y  program; c u t t i n g  back the convent iona l  arms 
of s e r v i c e  t o  offset  t h e  great cost of advanced weapons 
and t o  nour i sh  t h e  economy w a s  t h e  o t h e r  p a r t  of h i s  scheme. 

B u t  modernizat ion was o n l y  one s i d e  

A t  t h e  he igh t  of Khrushchev's power i n  1958, t h e  up- 
ward t r e n d  i n  product ion  and investment w a s  r eve r sed  as t h e  
pace of m i l i t a r y  procurement, R&D and space  costs r a p i d l y  

, i nc reased .  These t r e n d s  were t h e  main r eason  for t he  slow- 
down i n  Sov ie t  economic growth .(the ra te  of GNP i nc rease  

- 3 -  
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dropped t o  4-5 percen t )  i n  r e c e n t  y e a r s .  Faced w i t h  a 
diminish ing  economic growth rate and r i s i n g  costs of new 
weapons, Khrushchev i n  January 1960 took s teps  t o  moderate 
t h e  high to ta l  defense  spending by d r a s t i c a l l y  c u t t i n g  back 
(by one- th i rd)  t he  older arms of s e r v i c e  and d i v e r t i n g  t h e  
sav ings  i n  r u b l e s ,  materiel and manpower resources t o  t h e  
exotic weapons program and t h e  economy. Once a g a i n  he was 
w i l l i n g  t o  l i v e  w i t h  r ea l  s t r a t e g i c  i n f e r i o r i t y  wh i l e  bas'ing 
t h e  Soviet  strategic posture  t o  a large e x t e n t  on decep t ive  
propaganda claims a b o u t  Sov ie t  ICBM s t r e n g t h .  A f t e r  i n i t i a l  
success i n  g e t t i n g  h i s  troop c u t  program adopted,,Khrushohev 
saw h i s  program founder as a r e s u l t  of a combination of 
i n t e r n a l  and e x t e r n a l  c i rcumstances.U And he himself rend- 
ered it t h e  coup de grace i n  announcing t h e  "temporary" s u s -  
pension of t h e  troop c u t  in J u l y  1961. Again in e a r l y  1962, 
in making the d e c i s i o n  t o  place strategic weapons i n  Cuba, 
Khrushchev and his co l l eagues  s e e m  t o  have been p a r t i a l l y  
motivated by economic cons ide ra t ions .  The v e n t u r e  offered 
t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  for a r e l a t i v e l y  inexpens ive  way t o  m e e t  
t h e  fe l t  need for  a t rans-oceanic  strategic attack c a p a b i l i t y .  
The fact  t h a t  the  r i s k s  involved i n  t h e  o p e r a t i o n  were un- 
u s u a l l y  h igh ,  as Sov ie t  f o d i g n  p o l i c y  i n i t i a t i v e s  go, under- 
scored t h e  d e s p e r a t i o n  f e l t  in Moscow t o  f i n d  a s o l u t i o n  t o  
t h e  dilemma of m e e t i n g  m i l i t a r y  and economic requi rements ,  
as w e l l  as t o  r e v e r s e  t h e  f a l l i n g  momentum i n  t h e i r  f o r e i g n  
p o l  i c y .  

w i t h  t h e  great dilemma of meeting t h e  demands of t h e  economy 
and the  m i l i t a r y ,  a t  t he  C e n t r a l  Committee Plenum in November 
1962, where he acknowledged t h e  cont inued  primacy of defense-- 
heavy i n d u s t r y  i n  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  of t he  .count ry ' s  resources. 
Bu t  he also made it clear t h a t  he  would not accept an "either- 
or" p r o p o s i t i o n :  he wanted t h e  USSR t o  s t a y  in both t h e  arms 
race ( to  b o l s t e r  the coun t ry ' s  strategic p o s i t i o n )  and the  
economic compet i t ion  ( to  score important  po l i t i ca l  p o i n t s ) .  

Khrushchev began t o  unfold h i s  s t ra tegy  for d e a l i n g  

, .  
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For t o  h i s  way of th ink ing ,  t o  drop back s e r i o u s l y  i n  e i ther  
compet i t ion  would have disastrous r e s u l t s  f o r  S o v i e t  f o r e i g n  
p o l i c y  and p r e s t i g e .  Khrushchev's s t r a t e g y ,  hence,  w a s  to, 
f i g h t  a ho ld ing  a c t i o n  on the  a l l o c a t i o n  of  resources. "'Al- 
though heavy indus t ry  has p r i o r i t y ,  f lexible  p r o p o r t i o n s  . 
should be maintained,  " Khrushchev said;  "consumer goods are 
no t  a second-ra te  matter." That Khrushchev won t h e  first 
round of the  cont roversy  is s e e n  i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  the  30,000- 
word plenum report  conta ined  on ly  one r e f e r e n c e  t o  defense .  
S t a t i n g  the  need t o  "maintain" n a t i o n a l  de fenses  a t  t h e  "due 
and proper  l e v e l , "  t h e  phrase w a s  much weaker t h a n  t h e  ver-  
s i o n  in  the .budge t  for 1962 tha t  called upon the coun t ry  t o  
" inc rease  i n  eve ry  p o s s i b l e  way" its de fenses .  

Khrushchev aga in  p l a i n l y  declared for both t h e  arms 
race and economic compet i t ion  in h i s  27, February speech a t  
Kal in in .  When a s s e s s i n g  a v a i l a b l e  resources, he said,  "we 
m u s t  s o b e r l y  take i n t o  account  t h e  needs of peace-time 
economy and t h e  requirements  of defense .  W e  m u s t  ba lance  
both sides so as t o  prevent  one side from be ing  overempha- 
sized." I n t h e  speech, Khrushchev p a i n t e d  a gloomy picture 
m e  f u t u r e ,  lamenting t ha t  the  high cost of de fense  pre- 
paredness  w o u l d  no t  permit a serious improvement i n  t he  
consumers' l o t  i n  t h e  foreseeable f u t u r e .  Thus  he fo r th -  
r i g h t l y  confirmed what he had i n d i c a t e d  in t h e  p rev ious  
November a t  t he  Cen t ra l  Committee plenum--that he had she lved  
for  an i n d e f i n i t e  time h i s  long-standing proposals for sub-  
s t a n t  i a l l y  i n c r e a s i n g  a l l o c a t i o n s  t o  a g r i c u l t u r e  and 1 ight  
indus t ry .  Th i s  a lone  could have been s u f f i c i e n t  r eason  
for  t h e  pessimistjc tone  of t h e  speech: Khrushchev w a s  
apologiz ing  t o  t h e  Sov ie t  people for no t  be ing  able t o  f u l -  
fill earlier promises of a change in f a v o r  of t h e  consumer 
by, say, l i f t i n g  the  p o l i c i e s  of r e s t r a i n t  brought t o  bear 
on the  consumer earlier i n  t h e  year  as a r e s u l t  of over- 
committed re sources .  ( In  1962, meat prices w e r e  raised by 
30 p e r c e n t ,  p r i v a t e  housing c o n s t r u c t  ion  w a s  c u t  back f u r t h e r ,  
and a promised r educ t ion  i n  the  personal  income tax was 
"postponed.") On t h e  other hand, Khrushchev's uncharacter-  
i s t i c a l l y  pessimistic t o n e  may also have r e f l e c t e d  t h e  period 
of g r e a t e s t  weakness i n  h i s  s t r u g g l e  t o  resist f u r t h e r  in- 
roads  by t he  i n s a t i a b l e  m i l i t a r y  machine i n t o  economic 
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investment.* There have probably been s t a r t s  and stops i n  
a number of d i r e c t i o n s  i n  t he  defense-eabnomic sphere over  
the  .past ha l f  yea r ,  as v a r i o u s  elements  i n  t h e  m i l i t a r y  and 
c i v i l i a n  bu reauc rac i e s  competed f o r  t h e  c o u n t r y ' s  s t r a i n e d  
resources. B u t  as subsequent even t s  have shown, Khrushchev 
succeeded i n  b e a t i n g  down a l l  a t tempts  t o  d i v e r t  more re- 
sources from t h e  consumer sector. (This w a s  made clear by 
t h e  end of March when KOMMUNIST, as mentioned earlier,  raised 
the  planned f igure  for  t h e  i n c r e a s e  i n  l i g h t  i n d u s t r y  inves t -  
ment i n  1963 f r o m  22.3 percen t  to  37 percen t . )  

We are also i n c l i n e d  t o  view t h e  appointment i n  March 
of the  former defense  i n d u s t r y  boss Ustinov t o  t h e  chairman- 
s h i p  of t h e  Supreme Economic Council n o t  as an i n d i c a t i o n  
of a s h i f t  i n l h e  a l l o c a t i o n  of resources toward d e f e n s e ,  b u t  
as an e f for t  t o  apply t h e  more e f f i c i e n t  methods used i n  t h e  
defense  i n d u s t r y  t o  other i n d u s t r i e s .  ( A t  t he  November 
plenum, Khrushchev had s i n g l e d  o u t  t h e  de fense  i n d u s t r y  as 
a model of e f f i c i e n c y .  Even in h i s  24 Apr i l  speech, i n  
which he voiced dissat isfact ion w i t h  t h e  hPgh cost of wea- 
pons i n  the  p a s t ,  he sa id  t h a t  t h e  former defense  chief was 
selected for  the new p o s t  because "he dese rves  it." Also, 
Rudnev, t h e  Chairman of t h e  State Committee for  t h e  Coordina- 
t i o n  of S c i e n t i f i c  Research p r i v a t e l y  gave t h a t  exp lana t ion  
of Ust inov ' s  appointment t o  Ambassador Kohler i n  A p r i l  . ) 
Such an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  is f u l l y  i n  keeping w i t h  t h e  march 
of other developments i n  Sov ie t  economic p o l i c y .  

S t i l l  more r e c e n t l y ,  i n  l a te  May, Khrushchev aga in  
made p l a i n  h i s  scheme for  d e a l i n g  w i t h  t h e  economic- ' 

. 

defense  dilemma. With h igh  confidence ne t o l d  7 1  
t h a t  t h e  USSR would be 
i t h o u t  serious i n t e r f e r -  

ence wi th  other investment programs." About t h e  same t i m e ,  
L *" "-2 uy ~.c.u D b r - n  

*About t h  e same t i m e  rushchev w a s  t a l k i n g  t o  the  
e l e c t o r a t e  i n  Ka l in in ,  Kozlov w a s  d e l i v e r i n g  a much more 
o p t i m i s t i c  speech--in which he called f o r  new "huge" inves t -  
ment i n  heavy machine b u i l d i n g  e n t e r p r i a e s  ( i . e . ,  defense  
indus t ry )  --in Leningrad. 

- 6 -  



.. . .  

, . .  

. . .  , .  .. . _. 
. . . '.., , , .. .. 

.. . 

on 23 May, he t o l d  t he  Sov ie t  people a t  a r a l l y  for Castro 
t h a t  whi le  t h e  USSR r anks  s e c o n d - i n  t h e  world i n  volume of 
product ion,  t h i s  is o n l y  for  ' 'the t i m e  be ing ,"  and t h a t  " i n  
f i v e  or seven  y e a r s  w e  s h a l l  s ay :  move over  and g ive  u s  
first place! And we w i l l  u n f a i l i n g l y  be f i r s t  .I1 

This  f resh  i n j e c t i o n  of o p t i m i s m ,  i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  
gloomy speech of l a s t  February,  undoubtedly r e f l e c t e d  Khru- 
shchev ' s  cons ide rab le  success i n  g e t t i n g  Castro, d u r i n g  h i s  
s t a y  in t h e  USSR, ts declare s t r o n g  sympathy f d r  t h e  Sovie t  
cause i n  t h e  Sino-Boviet polemics.  B u t  t he  new opt imism may 
h l s o  have mirrored Ehrushchev ' s  improved s i t u a t i o n  i n  t he  
inne r  sanctum p o l i c y  d i s p u t e s .  Perhaps t h e  best t e s t i m o n i a l  
of h i s  success w a s  t h e  announcement on 3 June, of t h e  govern- 
ment"guide1ines" for t h e  1964-65 economic p lan .  Following 
t h e  gene ra l  l i n e s  of Khrushchev's program set  f o r t h  a t  
last  November ' s  Cent ra l  Committee plenum, t h e  g u i d e l i n e s  
reflect h i s  personnal  concern ovdr t h e  lack of progress i n  
a g r i c u l t u r e  and h i s  awareness of the  need for f u r t h e r  im- 
provements in consumer i n c e n t i v e s  t o  spark  t h e  o v e r a l l  eco- 
nomic program. S ign i f  i c a n t l y  t h e  guide l ines-a  p lanning  in- 
nov&Ion--give p r i o r i t y  to t h e  chemical i n d u s t r y  e x p l i c i t l y  
i n  suppor t  of a g r i c u l t u r e ,  consumer goods, and chemical 
s u b s t i t u t e s  for c e r t a i n  metals. B u t  there w a s  no mention of 
m i l  it a r y  p r i o r  it ies in t h e  announcement. 

Thus f a r ,  w e  have d iscussed  ghrushchev 's  program in 
terms of h i s  objectives--which have become of f ic ia l  policy-- 
of keeping t h e  USSR in both the  armed and peace fu l  competi- 
t i o n s .  We have a l s o  discussed h i s  method of d e a l i n g  w i t h  
t h e  m i l i t a r y -  economic dilemma i n  terms of h i s  effor ts  t o  
maintain t h e  "status quo a n t e  Cuba1* in the  resource'alloca- 
t i o n s  equa t ion  (in which defense  already had primacy). L e t  
u s  next cons ide r  how Khrushchev has been t r y i n g  t o  m e e t  h i s  
p r i n c i p a l  o b j e c t i v e s  i n  a ve ry  t i g h t  economic s i t u a t i o n  
without  making bold changes in t h e  a l l o c a t i o n  of r e s o u r c e s .  

Khrushchev, it seems t o  u s ,  i n t e n d s  t o  f i n d  the where- 
wi tha l  t o  accomplish t h e  d i f f i c u l t  t a s k s  f a c i n g  t h e  count ry  
in two ways: 

(a) save  by s t r e a m l i n i n g  economic management, re- 
ducing i n e f f i c i e n c y  and e x p l o i t i n g  untapped r e s e r v e s ;  and 
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(b) c u t  .back t h e  convent ional-- in  h i s  view obsoles- 
cent--arms of s e r v i c e .  

He has voiced confidence tha t  t h e  sav ings  t o  be had from 
reducing  i n e f f i c i e n c y  i n  a l l  sectors of t h e  economy w i l l  
be cons ide rab le .  
w i t h o u t  new major s h i f t s  in r e s o u r c e s  has been h i s  batt le 
hymn s i n c e  t h e  t e rmina t ion  of t h e  Cuban crisis. But  he 
e v i d e n t l y  does no t  calculate t h a t  t hose  s a v i n g s  w i l l  be 
s u f f i c i e n t  t o  meet t h e  r i s i n g  costs of advanced weapons 
R&D, product ion  and deployment. Although he has n o t  y e t  
made e x p l i c i t  i n  a p u b l i c  forum h i s  i n t e n t i o n  to make 
f u r t h e r  s a v i n g s  by c u t t i n g  back convent iona l  forces, he 
has  done much short of t h a t  t o  prepare t h e  ground for  even- 
t u a l l y  b r i n g i n g  t h e  i s s u e  t o  a head. 

That economic p r o d u c t i v i t y  can  be raised 

A t  t h e  November plenum, Khrushchev r evea led  t h a t  a 
major i n g r e d i e n t  i n  h i s  remedy f o r  the c h r o n i c  a i l m e n t s  of 
t h e  Sov ie t  economy was another  sweeping a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  re- 
o r g a n i z a t i o n .  In h i s  November speech, he called f o r  t h e  
b i f u r c a t i o n  of t h e  p a r t y  i n t o  two separate o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  
one t o  c o n t r o l  i n d u s t r y  and t h e  other t o  c o n t r o l  agr icu l ture ;  
t h e  e s t ab l i shmen t  of f i v e  new Cen t ra l  Committee b u r e a u s ;  
t h e  c r e a t i o n  of a s i n g l e  agency t o  be r e s p o n s i b l e  fo r  
management of t h e  economy; and a p a r t y - s t a t e  committee t o  
oversee  t h e  f u l f i l l m e n t  of d i r e c t i v e s  a t  a l l  l e v e l s .  By 
mid-March 1963, these proposals--which amounted t o  a r e i n -  
s t i t u t i o n  of s t r i n g e n t ,  c e n t r a l i z e d  control--were adopted 
w i t h  some modi f i ca t ions .  However, t he  effect of t h e  re- 
o r g a n i z a t i o n  on p r o d u c t i v i t y  remains as y e t  a ques t ion .  

A second ing red ien t  i n  Khrushchev's remedy, it w a s  
made clear, was a radical inc rease  i n  t h e  e f f i c i e n c y  of pro- 
duc t ion .  Thus, Khrushchev's 24 A p r i l  speech w a s  e n t i r e l y  
devoted t o  t h e  problem of u t i l i z i n g  "hidden r e s e r v e s "  i n '  
a l l  programs, f r o m  m i l i t a r y  t o  consumer. Repudiat ing recom- 
mendations (made earlier by Kozlov i n t e r  a l ia )  f o r  huge 
i n c r e a s e s  i n  investment i n  machine-building , Khrushchev 
c a l l e d  for  a campaign to reduce t h e  f f w a s t e l t  i n  t h a t  i n d u s t r y ,  
which amounted t o  almost o n e - f i f t h  of t h e  metal it consumed 
o r  10 m i l l i o n  t o n s .  He i n s i s t e d  t h a t  there were " g t e a t  re- 
s e r v e s  i n  l i g h t  and food indus t ry"  a s  w e l l  as in t h e  machine 
bu i ld ing .  Bu t  most s i g n i f i c a n t  was h i s  assaul t  on t h e  defense  
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i n d u s t r y .  
p roduct ion  i n  the past--under Ust inov ' s  aegis--and argued 
t h a t  w i t h  better o r g a n i z a t i o n  m i l i t a r y  costs can  be lowere 
"The defense  i n d u s t r y  has  many r e s e r v e s  f r inc reased  pro- 

The new defense  chief,  Smirnov, is younger, Khrushchev s a i d  
and "we s h a l l  be able t o  shake h i m  j u s t  as we used t o  shake 
U s t  inov. 'I And before l e a v i n g  t h e  s u b j e c t ,  Khrushchev an- 
nounced tha t  a careful  s t u d y  of how product ion  capacities 
are be ing  used  i n  t h e  defense  i n d u s t r y  w i l l  be made by 
Ustinov 's  Supreme Sovnarkhoz. 

shchev is coun t ing  on increased  p r o d u c t i v i t y  a lone  t o  
s a t i s f y  t h e  f i n a n c i a l ,  resource and manpower increments  
demanded by t h e  Soviet mi l i ta ry-space  R&D ef for t .  It is 
becoming i n c r e a s i n g l y  clear t h a t  he is also campaigning 
behind t h e  s c e n e s  t o  win acceptance for  ano the r  troop c u t .  
Khrushchev, it seems in r e t r o s p e c t ,  never  gave up  t h e  idea 
of d r a s t i c a l l y  c u t t i n g  back t h e  older arms of  s e r v i c e  which 
do not f i g u r e  impor tan t ly  in h i s  concept of d e t e r r e n c e  and 
w a r .  Even before t h e  1960 troop c u t  was much underway, he 
spoke of f u r t h e r  r e d u c t i o n s  as w e l l  as the  p o s s i b l e  even tua l  
conversion of t h e  s t a n d i n g  army i n t o  a t e r r i t o r i a l  army 
("If a disarmament agreement is no t  reached"). When a 
combination of c i rcumstances- -mostnotab ly  o p p o s i t i o n  from 
t h e  mil i tary--brought  h i m  t o  announce the  suspens ion  of 
t h e  troop c u t  iti 1961, he  made it clear tha t  he regarded 
t h e  measure  as 'ftemporary.'f Even after t h e  s c u t t l i n g  of 
h i s  t r o o p  c u t  program, Khrushchev o c c a s i o n a l l y  i n d i c a t e d  
tha t  he d i d  not  endorse  t h e  m i l i t a r y ' s  deeply-entrenched 
p o s i t i o n  bn the  need fo r  a l a r g e  s t and ing  army i r r e s p e c t i v e  

He complained about t h e  high c o s t  of weapons 

d u c t i o n , "  he s a i d ,  tha t  are "not being us !! d s u f f i c i e n t l y . "  

As suggested earlier, it does n o t  appear  t h a t  Khru- 

, ...... 
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of t h e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  po l i t i ca l  atmosphere .* And once aga in ,  
after t h e  Cuban debacle, Khrushchev could be s e e n  maneuver- 
i n g  a g a i n s t  a s t r o n g  ves t ed  i n t e r e s t  to c u t  back t h e  size 
of t h e  large convent iona l  forces. H i s  u rg ing  the  m i l i t a r y  
t o  absorb as much of the  higher costs of weapons as p o s s i b l e  
is one i n d i c a t i o n  of h i s  i n t g n t  . B u t  there are also other, 
less ambiguous m a n i f e s t a t i o n s  of h i s  scheming. 

t o  effect new cu t s  i n  convent iona l  forces in t h e  Sov ie t  army 
is a l o y a l  satellite--Bulgaria. There is s t r o n g ,  b u t  as y e t  
i nconc lus ive ,  evidence t h a t  t h e  Bulgarian armed forces are 
be ing  reduced.  I 

a r educ t ion  may already be unaerway is also 
t h e  p u b l i c a t i o n  on 23 A p r i l  of a decree of t h e  Bulgar ian  
presidium amending previous  l e g i s l a t i o n  and e s t a b l i s h i n g  
c i v i l i a n  e q u i v a l e n t s  for  some m i l i t a r y  spec ia l i t i e s  .) 

forces components, other less a u t h o r i t a t i v e  sources have 
sa id  t h a t  t h e  c u t  might amount t o  as Much as 20 percen t  of 
t h e  p r e s e n t  estimated s t r e n g t h  of 164,000. 

One l e v e r  t ha t  Khrushchev may be us ing  i n  h i s  campaign 

L=z d i d  no t  s ta te  t h e  size of t h e  r e d u c t i o n  or g i v  
on how a c u t  might  be d i s t r i b u t e d  among t h e  armed 

. . . .  , .. . ... 
.s:,>.: . . .  . . . .  
, .. 

*Thus i n  a message t o  P r e s i d e n t  Kennedy on disarmament 
problems, e v i d e n t l y  t imed t o  co inc ide  wi th  t h e  c e l e b r a t i o n  
of Sov ie t  &my-Navy Day in February 1962, Khrushchev said: 

In t h e  nuc lea r  rocket weapons age--and w e  
have e n t e r e d  t h i s  age--the numerical  s t r e n g t h  
of t h e  forces does no t  by a long  way have t h e  
importance it had i n  World Wars I and 11. 
War now would a t  once become t o t a l ,  worldwide; 
and its outcome would depend no t  on t h e  a c t i o n s  
of t r o o p s  s t a t i o n e d  a long  t h e  l i n e  d i v i d i n g  t h e  
combatants but  on t h e  u s e  of nuc lea r  rocket 
weapons, w i t h  which t h e  d e c i s i v e  blow can be 
s t r u c k  even before v a s t  armies can 'be mobilized 
and thropn i n t o  ba t t l e .  
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i n  e a r l y  March 1963, when he to ld  
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The r e p o r t e d  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  g iven  for t h e  c u t  is t h e  
r e c e i p t  of newer weapons,* t h e  same r a t i o n a l e  used by Khru- 
shchev for t h e  Sov ie t  t r o o p  c u t  i n  1960. 
problems i n  Bulgaria also bear comparison wi th  t h e  USSR. 
Moreover, any major change in t h e  Bulgar ian  f o r c e s  would 
have t o  be engineered  i n  Moscow. The Bulgar ian  armed 
forces are r e g u l a t e d  in l a r g e  par t  by the Sov ie t  high com- 
mand as a r e su l t  of t h e i r  i n c l u s i o n  i n  t h e  Warsaw P a c t .  
And t h a t  o r g a n i z a t i o n  s i n c e  1960 has  assumed growing import- 
ance in Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  planning.  Also, t h e  Bulgar ian  
P a r t y  c h i e f  Zhivkov owes h i s  p o l i t i c a l  l i f e  t o  Khrushchev. 
In e a r l y  February,  accord ing  
Zhivkov s e n t  h i s  Defense Min t,b*--wWmeraL l i ! m I m a I I O V ,  TO 
Moscow t o  do a "sort of p u b l i c  r e l a t i o n s  job for  Comrade 
Zhivkov w i t h  t h e  t o p  echelon of t h e  Sov ie t  army.'.' 
and May, r e p o r t s  reached here on t h e  Bulgar ian  t r o o p  c u t  
d e c i s i o n .  In s h o r t ,  it w o u l d  seem t h a t  a d e c i s i o n  t o  reduce 
the size of t h e  Bulgar ian  army would*-mean t h a t  t h e  t r a d i t i o n -  
a l i s t  off icers i n  t h e  Sov ie t  high command had ceded ground 
i n  t h e  con t rove r sy  over  whether massive l and  a r m i e s  are 
e s s e n t i a l  f o r  t h e  b l o c ' s  de fenses .  (On t h e  o t h e r  hand, t he  
ground-oriented off icers  could probably be expected t o  
s p r i n g  back w i t h  t h e  argument t h a t  t h e  c u t s  i n  t h e  Bulgar ian  
f o r c e s  make it impera t ive  t h a t  no new r e d u c t i o n s  be made 
i n  Sov ie t  convent i o n a l  f o r c e s  . ) 

Tigh t  budgetary 

In  Apr i l  

*Bulgaria  has r e c e n t l y  r ece ived  new-generat ion  S o v i e t  
f ighters  and s u r f  ace-to-air missiles and may have r e c e i v e d  
s h o r t  range  s u r f  ace-to-surf ace. missiles. 

- 11 - 
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convent iona l  f o r c e s ,  s a y i n g  t h a t  t h e  McNainara thes i s  of 
convent iona l  war w a s  a f a i r y t a l e  s i n c e  n u c l e a r  weapons 
would be used from the  outset.* (Later ,  on 10 June, he 
Would agadn bel i t t le  convent iona l  weapons. -In a meet ing 

s t ra teg ic  bombers 
and s u r f  ace warships because of t h e i r  " total  v u l n e r a b i l i t y . " )  

We i n t e r p r e t  as f u r t h e r  evidence of Khrushchev's 
e f fo r t  to c u t . b a c k  convent iona l  forces the t w o  unprecedented 
r e f e r e n c e s  i n  h i s  27 February speech t o  a "one-day w a r . "  
F i r s t  he s a id ,  " i f  a new w a r  is unleashed, it w i l l  end 
w i t h  t h e  f u l l  collapse of t h o s e  who launch it on t h e  v e r y  
first day of t h e  w a r . "  Later i n  t h e  speech he sa id :  "The 
imperialists m u s t  know t h a t  if t h e y  s t a r t  a w a r  o u r  armed 
forces w i l l  deal  a c r u s h i n g  blow t o  the  enemy in order t o  
t o p p l e  him and c r u s h  him on t h e  very first day of t h e  w a r . "  

in t h e  form of a warning t o  t h e  West, made o n l y  f o u r  days 
earlier by Marshal Malinovsky i n  a RED STAR article celebrat- 
ing  armed f o r c e s  day: "The power of our  c o u n t e r s t r i k e  is 
more than  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  burn t h e  aggressors in t h e  first 
hours  of war." 
a w a r  i n  which t h e  main enemy is consumed i n  a n u c l e a r  
ho locaus t  w i t h  the first m i s s i l e  s a l v o e s .  B u t  MaLinovsky 
is more ambiguous than  Khrushchev on t h e  f i n a l i t y  of the  
nuc lea r  exchange for  t h e  w a r .  While a l l  three s t a t e m e n t s  
are obvious ly , in tended  for t h e  West, they also f i g u r e  in 
t h e  i n t e r n a l  d i a logue  on m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e  and p o l i c y .  In 
t h e  l a t te r  con tex t ,  t h e y  lay t h e  basis fo r  a forceful argu- 
ment a g a i n s t  t h e  need t o  maintain large convent iona l  forces 
for  gene ra l  nuc lea r  w a r .  Moreover, t h e  s t a t e m e n t s  of t h e  
t w o  Sov ie t  leaders have s i n c e  tu rned  up i n  t he  m i l i t a r y  
l i t e r a tu re .  'Thus f a r ,  o n l y  one  s e n i o r  m i l i t a r y  f igu re  has 

rushchev reportedly 

Khrushchev may have taken  h i s  c u e  from a s t a t emen t ,  

Both PLhrushchev and Malinovsky t h u s p o r t r a y  

*Shor t ly ,  w e  s h a l l  see how t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l i s t  spokesman 
Marshal Rotmistrov makes a c o n t r a r y  s ta tement  on t h e  subject 
of convent iona l  war i n  order t o  j u s t i f y  t h e  maintenance of 
large convent iona l  forces. 

- 12 - 
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a l luded  t o  t h e  one-day w a r  p r e d i c t i o n  in a p u b l i c  pronounce- 
ment; tha t ,  s u r p r i s i n g l y ,  is Marshal Konev; 'who a p p a r e n t l y  
had l e f t  h i s  number t w o  post i n  t h e  de fense  e s t ab l i shmen t  
i n  Spr ing  1960 because of h i s  oppos i t i on  t o  Khtushchev's 
t r o o p  c u t  p lan .  (The ways of Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  leaders are 
unpredic tab le :  Marshal Rotmistrov, who led t h e  re formers  
of Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e  i n  1954-55, has in recent yea r s  
been a leader of the conse rva t ive  group i n  t h e  m i l i t a r y . )  

mouthed t h e  one-day war s logan  seems to u s  t o  p o i n t  up its 
polemical n a t u r e .  

_ _  ~ The fact  t h a t  more of t h e  t o p  mi l i t aEy  leaders have n o t  

More remarkable still is t h e  t r ans fo rma t ion  of Khru- 
. shchev's p a s s i n g  r e f e r e n c e s  to$one-day  w a r  i n  h i s  27 February 

speech i n t o  l l m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n a l  p o s i t  ions"  i n  r e c e n t  i s s u e s  
of K0M"IST OF THE ARMED FORCES, organ of the  Main Po l i t i -  
cal  Adminis t ra t ion.  Thus, i n  an art icle i n  t h e  No. 8 i s s u e  
of t h e  j o u r n a l  (signed t o  press 4 A p r i l  1963), a s l i g h t  
paraphrase of one of Khrushchev's s t a t emen t s  on one-day w a r  
--with t h e  conspicuous a d d i t i o n  of t h e  Russian word for 
"blitzkrieg"--was included i n  a list of t h e  l l m o s t  important  
p o s i t i o n s  of Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  doc t r ine . "  The a r t ic le  as a 
whole, i n  terms of t h e  d i a logue  on m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e ,  is 
s t r o n g l y  "modernist" or pro-Khrushchev. The a u t h o r s ,  t w o  
c o l o n e l s ,  (1) stressed t h e  p a r t y ' s  e x c l u s i v e  c a p a b i l i t y  t o  
decide t h e  complex ques t  ions connected w i t h  the  "complicated 
tasks i n  t h e  sphere of m i l i t a r y  cons t ruc t ion" ;  (2) took  
potshots a t  Zhukov, a symbol of m i l i t a r y  p ro fes s iona l i sm 
and autonomy, the reby  h e l p i n g  t o  scotch r e c e n t  rumors of 
an impending r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  of the officer whom Khrushchev 
f i red i n  October 1957; (3) emphasized the  c o n t r i b u t i o n  of 
Khrushchev's 14 January 1960 speech t o  t h e  m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e ;  
(4) b u t  made no r e f e r e n c e  t o  Malinovsky's 1961 22nd CPSU 
Congress speech in which he set f o r t h  the " t e n e t s  of m i l i t a r y  
doctr ine ' '  t h a t  departed in some important r e s p e c t s  from 
Khrushchev's January 1960 speech; ( 5 )  claimed Sov ie t  sup- 
e r i o r i t y  i n  t h e  "means of armed s t ruggle"  over  t h e  armies 
of t h e  West, showing t h e  adequacy of t h e  p a r t y ' s  p o l i c y  
toward t h e  army and d e f l a t i n g  t h e  urgency of a rap id  m i l i -  
t a r y  bu i ld -up ;  (6) made no mention of the  " t r a d i t i o n a l i s t "  
catchword "mul t i -mi l l ion  man a r m i e s " ;  ( 7 )  d i d  however, 
acknowledge trhe weaker " t r a d i t i o n a l i s t "  t e n e t  on t h e  need 
for  combined f o r c e s  t o  conclude v i c t o r y ;  ( 8 )  stressed t h e  

. . a  
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dependence of m i l i t a r y  s t r a t e g y  on p o l i t i c s ;  ( 9 )  mentioned 
t h e  importance of c i v i l  de fense ;  

In a d d i t i o n  t o  e c l i p s i n g  t h e  m i l i t a r y ' s  c o n t r i b u t i o n  
t o  m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e ,  t h e  a r t ic le  gave greater direct reco- 
g n i t i o n  t o  Khrushchev's January  1960 speech t h a n  has been 
t h e  case s i n c e  the  suspens ion  of t h e  t r o o p  c u t .  Whereas 
previous  art icles acknowledged t h a t  Khrushchev's speech had 
"laid t h e  foundat ions"  of Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e ,  t h e  
p r e s e n t  ar t ic le  states f l a t l y  t h a t  Khrushchev's speech pre- 
sented t h e  "most important  p o s i t i o n s  of Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  
d o c t r i n e  worked o u t  by the  C e n t r a l  Committee." Among these 
"pos i t ions"- -s t rongly  implied t o  have been stated by Khru- 
shchev in January  1960--were inc luded  t h e  r e f e r e n c e s  t o  the  
b l i t z  one-day w a r  and the  need t o  be able t o  pre-empt an 
enemy s u r p r i s e  attack. Khrushchev in January 1960, far from 
s t r e s s i n g  t h e  importance of a s u r p r i s e  attack a g a i n s t  the  
Sov ie t  Union, denied  t h a t  s u c h  an a t t a c k  c o u l d  be d e c i s i v e .  
It was Malinovsky, i n  h i s  speech a t  t h e  22nd P a r t y  Congress 
in October 1961, who first p resen ted  t h e  problem of prepared-  
ness f o r  an enemy s u r p r i s e  attack as the  most important  
t a s k  be fo re  t h e  Sov ie t  armed f o r c e s .  .In doing so,, however, 
Malinovsky invoked t h e  a u t h o r i t y  of t h e  CPSU Presidium. 

An a n c i l l a r y  development is t h e  renewed e f f o r t  being 
made i n  some q u a r t e r s  t o  p o r t r a y  Wrushchev as a seasoned 
m i l i t a r y  leader. Of late,  he has once aga in  been i d e n t i f i e d  
i n  t h e  p r e s s  as t h e  "Supreme High Commander of t h e  Sov ie t  
A r m e d  Forces ."  (4 May 1963 RED STAB, . i n  an unsigned account  
of t h e  May Day Parade.) The l as t  previous  pub l i c  r e f e r e n c e s  
t o  h i m  as m i l i t a r y  c h i e f t a i n ,  t o  o u r  knowledge, appeared i n  
t he  f a l l  of 1961.* Also, a r e c e n t  IZVESTIYA (8 Yay) featured 
a 1942 p i c t u r e  of Khrushchev i n  uniform w i t h  members of an 
a n t i - a i r c r a f t  crew a t  the  f r o n t .  And las t  March, some 

. .  

*The 1962 D e f e n s e  Min i s t ry  book "Soviet  S t r a t e g y "  noted 
t h a t  i n  t i m e  of w a r ,  t h e  f u n c t i o n s  of Supreme High Commander 
w i l l  be ves t ed  i n  t he  " F i r s t  S e c r e t a r y  of the C e n t r a l  Com- 
mittee and Head of Government," b u t  d i d  not  s a y  t h a t  Khru- 
shchev ho lds  t h e  supreme m i l i t a r y  p o s t  in peacet ime as w e l l .  
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commemorative ar t ic les  on t h e  B a t t l e  of S t a l i n g r a d  played 

others s u b t l y  detracted from it. (More w i l l  be s a i d  on t he  
detractors l a t p r . )  There have also been occas iona l  refer- 
ences  i n  the  m i l i t a r y  l i terature i n  r e c e n t  months t o  Khru- 
shchev ' s  other wartime expe r i ences ,  such as the  Kursk b a t t l e ,  

. in v a r i o u s  m i l  it a r y  pub1 ica t  ions .  * 

. up Khrushchev's wartime role  as a m i l i t a r y  leader, whi le  

. .  ...... 

. . . . ... 

*A r e c e n t  v i s i t o r  t o  t h e  USSR, F i d e l  Castro, also sang  
praises of Khrushchev's World War I1 expe r i ence  and m i l i -  
t a r y  prowess in a marathon t e l e v i s i o n  i n t e r v i e w  i n  Havana 
on 5 June. Note how he characterized Khrushchev's ro le  i n  
' the  defense  p o l i c y  f ights--which seem t o  b e a r . o n  h i s  p r e s e n t  
as w e l l  as past a c t i v i t i e s - - i n  t h e  fo l lowing  passage:  

W e  m u s t  keep i n  mind one  t h i n g :  The 
fac t  t h a t  the  Sov ie t  Government, t h e  Sov ie t  
l e a d e r s h i p  , and Comrade Khrushchev have 
shown great i n t e r e s t - - 1  had a special  op- 
p o r t u n i t y  t o  see it i n  m y  t a lk s  w i t h  t h e  
Sov ie t  officers on strategic matters-- in  
t h e  d e c i s i o n  t o  b u i l d  rockets. Th i s  was 
a d e c i s i o n  i n  which Khrushchev c o n t r i b u t e d  
w i t h  h i s  leadership.  H e  defended t h i s  
p o l i c y  c o n s i s t e n t l y ,  t h a t  is, t h e  develop- 

.merit of rocketry--a  weapon t h a t  has made it 
p o s s i b l e  f o r  t h e  USSR t o  face, from a m i l i t a r y  
p o i n t  of view, t h e  danger of an imperial is t  
aggress ion .  Pa r t  of t h e  t e c h n i c a l  equipment 
of t h e  Sov ie t  armed forces has inc luded  
rockets in t h e  past  f e w  yea r s ,  and the  number 
of rockets I s  i nc reas ing .  T h i s  is t h e  s i t u a -  
t i o n .  Aside f r o m  Khrushchev's preoccupat ion  
w i t h  peace,  I w a s  c o n s t a n t l y  aware of h i s  de- 
t e r m i n a t i o n  t o  be i n  a p o s i t i o n  t o  resist and 
of h i s  de te rmina t ion  t o  main ta in  a f i r m  p o l i c y .  
We must realize t h a t  Khrushchev has participated 
i n  wars: i n  t h e  c i v i l  war and i n  t h e  most 
d e c i s i v e  bat t les  of w a r .  He has par t ic ipated i n  
war; he has taken  pa r t  i n  t h e  most d i f f i c u l t  
bat t les ,  and he showed great a u d a c i t y  in those 
d i f f i c u l t  moments. He  w a s  a l s o  bold i n  p o l i t i c s  
and it is admi t ted  t h a t  he is a bold p o l i t i c i a n .  
This  is t h e  conclus ion  I drew. 

PRAVDA carried t h i s  passage i n  its coverage of t h e  Castro 
in t e rv i ew.  - 15 - 
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Also, s i n c e  t h e  Cuban crisis, there h a s  been a spate  
of articles i n  t he  m i l i t a r y  press a s s e r t i n g  t h e  p r e r o g a t i v e s  
of t h e  p a r t y  l e a d e r s h i p  in t h e  m i l i t a r y  s p h e r e  and rebuking 
t h e  m i l i t a r y  for  t h e i r  presumptions i n  n a t i o n a l  defense  
matters. The KOlYlMUNIST OR THE ARMED FOBCES ar t ic le  d iscussed  
above is a good example of t h e  p a r t y  l e a d e r s h i p ' s  . c l a i m  t o  
e x c l u s i v e  a u t h o r i t y  i n  dec id ing  basic defense  q u e s t i o n s .  
Another n o t a b l e  example is t h e  widely circulated pamphlet 
released l a s t  Novelnber under t h e  s i g n a t u r e  of Marshal 
Malinovsky. E n t i t l e d  V i g i l a n t l y  They Stand i n  Defense of 
Peace" and i s sued  by the  Min i s t ry  of Defense, t he  pamphlet 
went t o  some l e n g t h  to ascribe the  credit for S o v i e t  m i l i -  
t a r y  d o c t r i n e  t o  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  leadership and t o  i n f l a t e  t he  
role  of ghrushchev p e r s o n a l l y  i n  t h e  development of t h e  
d o c t r i n e .  B u t  t h e  pamphlet igsored t h e  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  of 
m i l i t a r y  t h i n k e r s  t o  the  d o c t r i n e ,  o m i t t i n g  any r e f e r e n c e  
t o  Malinovsky's own speech a t  t h e  22nd 'CPSU Congress i n  
which he set f o r t h  the " t ene t s "  of m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e .  

doubt intended as an answer t o  m i l i t a r y  cri t ics of Khru- 
shchev 's  handl ing  of t h e  Cuban affair .  B u t  it also seems 
t o  answer those who may q u e s t i o n  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  and wisdom 
of t h e  p a r t y  leaders i n  deciding on other issues p e r t a i n i n g  
t o  t h e  n a t i o n ' s  defense .  By t he  same token ,  the  r e c e n t  
tendency t o  pu t  fresh p a i n t  on Khrushchev's por t ra i t  as a 
m i l i t a r y  theorist and t o  p r e s e n t  h i s  January  I960 speech 
( i n  which he announced the  troop c u t )  as t h e  p r i n c i p a l  em- 
bodiment of Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e  may be designed t o  
s t r e n g t h e n  Khrushchev's a u t h o r i t y  in a rgu ing  for changes i n  

In par t ,  t h e  r e a s s e g t i o n  of p a r t y  p r e r o g a t i v e s  is no 

m i l  it ary pol i c y  

What w e  have p resen ted  t h u s  f a r  is o n l y  one s i d e  of 
a con t inu ing  dialogue between Khrushchev and h i s  suppor te rs  
on t h e  one hand, and those who oppose h i s  mili tary-economic 
p o l i c y  views, on t h e  other. L e t  us next  cons ide r  t h e  "op- 
p o s i t i o n ' s "  s i d e  of the  dialogue. Khrushchev's "opposi t ion" 
i n  t h e  sphere of n a t i o n a l  dedense-economic q u e s t i o n s ,  from 
our  perch,  is a changing, amorphous body of m i l i t a r y  and 
po l i t i ca l  leaders, of whom w e  can  i d e n t i f y  o n l y  a s m a l l  
number by name. W e  have been able t o  deduce t h e  e x i s t e n c e  
of elements  i n  t h e  Sov ie t  c i v i l i a n  and m h i t a r y  bureaucracies 
t h a t  (1) desire t o  main ta in  or even s t r e n g t h e n  t h e  convent iona l  
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forces of t h e  S o v i e t  Union whi le  moving ahead i n  t h e  advanced 
weapons f i e l d ;  and (2) consequent ly  u r g e  a s h i f t  i n  r e sources  
from t h e  consumer t o  t h e  defense  sector. We can  a l s o  gauge 
the  r e l a t i v e  s t r e n g t h  of these elements  i n  t e r m s  of t h e  ob- 
se rved  t r e n d s  i n  Sov ie t  defense-economic p o l i c y .  Thus fa r ,  
as m a i n t a i n e d , e a r l i e r  i n  t h i s  paper ,  Khrushchev has ,  s i n c e  
l a s t  October, been able t o  thwart  t h e  efforts of t h e  champ- 
ions of a s h i f t  in r e sources  t o  defense .  In doing  so, he 
h a s  had t o  make concess ions  i n  t h e i r  d i rec t ion- -he  has she lved  
h i s  own long-standing proposals for a major change in p r i o r -  
i t ies  i n  f a v o r  of t h e  consumer; he has g iven  i n  on some . 
p o l i t  i c a l - i d e o l o g i c a l  q u e s t  i ons  such  as t h e  '%conomics over  
po l i t i cs"  i s s u e ,  after d e f l a t i n g  them of much of t h e i r  p o l i c y  
s i g n i f i c a n c e .  Moreover, he has no t  as y e t  been able t o  p u t  
across his program for a r e d u c t i o n  in t h e  convent iona l  arms 
of s e r v i c e .  And u n t i l  he does,  t h e  USSR w i l l  be a t  an import- 
a n t  p o l i c y  impasse--with an e v i d e n t l y  g e n e r a l l y  accepted 
pol icy  of f o r g i n g  ahead w i t h  t h e  expensive development of 
advanced weapons, b u t  e v i d e n t l y  w i t h o u t  s u f f i c i e n t  where- 
w i t h a l  t o  support  i t .  

The en t renched  ground-oriented oppos i t i on  among t h e  
m i l i t a r y  e l i te  have used a v a r i e t y  of v e r b a l  weapons t o  
resist f u r t h e r  c u t s  i n t o  t h e  convent iona l  forces. L a s t  
f a l l ,  t w o  defense  m i n i s t r y  books were publ ished t h a t  stressed 
the need for' mul t i -mi l l i on  man a r m i e s ,  t h e  l ike l ihood t h a t  
t h e  w a r  w o u l d - b e  long  and drawn o u t ,  and t ha t  t h e  economy 
would p l a y  a v i t a l  role throughout t h e  war. On 11 January,  
RED STAR r a n  three articles defending t h e  r e t e n t i o n  of a 
large s t a n d i n g  army. One of t h e  i t e m s  stressed t h e  need t o  
be ready  for  protracted w a r  w i t h  "mass, mul t i -mi l l ion  man 
armies." Another emphasized t h a t  on ly  a r e g u l a r  cadre army 
can meet t h e  c o u n t r y ' s  defense  requirements .  And the t h i r d  
art icle concluded t h a t  m i l i t a r y  s c i e n c e  "has profoundly sub-  
s t a n t i a t e d  t h e  d o c t r i n e  t h a t  under p r e s e n t  c o n d i t i o n s  t h e  
waging of war requires mass armies." 
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In February,* Marshal Rotmistrov--an outspoken leader 
of the  t r a d i t i o n a l i s t  group-made a s t r o n g  case for conven-. 
t i o n a l '  f o r c e s  i n  h i s  ar t ic le  i n  t h e  No. 2 i s s u e  of KOMMUNIST 
OF TEE ARMED FORCES. In t h a t  art icle,  he attacked t h e  no t ion ,  
which he ascribed t o  t h e  imper ia l i s t s ,  t h a t  a n u c l e a r  war ' 

w i l l  be a "push-button w a r . "  While acknowledging t h e  estab- 
l i s h e d  d o c t r i n e  t h a t  strategic missile troops w i l l  p l a y  a 
"dec i s ive  role" in a f u t u r e  w a r ,  he went on t o  assert  t h e  
con t inu ing  importance of other t y p e s  and branches of t h e  armed 
f o r c e s .  To show t h e  compatability of these ideas, he por t rayed  

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

*In another  j o u r n a l  i n  February,  PROBLEMS OF HISTORY OF 
THE CPSU (No. 2), General  Yepishev--whom Khrushchev l a s t  
y e a r  appointed t o  head t h e  Main Po l i t i ca l  Adminis t ra t ion ,  
a Cen t ra l  Committee depai-tment--made a s t a t emen t  t h a t  
appeared t o  be a t  odds w i t h  Khrushchev's way of t h i n k i n g  
about t h e  s i ze  of t h e  armed forces. Yepishev wrote t h a t  
t h e  "views of some t h e o r e t i c i a n s  about t h e  need t o  s t o p  
developing mass armies, but i n s t e a d  r e p l a c h g  manpower by 
technology, have proved unfounded, 'I and t h a t ,  i n  fact  , 
"the r o l e  of mass a r m i e s  has grown w i t h  t h e  inc reased  
importance of technology i n  modern war." (Yepishev made 
these p o i n t s  after s t r e s s i n g  the  leadership of t h e  p a r t y  
i n  developing m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e  and po l i cy . )  We are ad- 
m i t t e d l y  mys t i f i ed  by these remarks by Khrushchev's po l i t i ca l  
watchdog for the m i l i t a r y .  
p o i n t  i n  Khrushchev's f i g h t  i n  p a r t y  circles t o  c u t  back 
t h e  size of t h e  army; it w i l l  be recalled t h a t  he w a s  very  
pessimistic i n  h i s  February e l e c t i o n  speech a b o u t  t h e  burden 
of defense  c o s t s .  On t h e  other hand, Yepishev's remarks 
may have been i d e n d e d  t o  s t r e n g t h e n  Khrushchev's p o s i t i o n  
by d i s s o c i a t i n g  h i m  from t h e  most radical p roposa l s  such 
as t h e  complete sc rapp ing  of t h e  s t a n d i h g  army (Khrushchev 
had h i n t e d  a t  t h i s  in 1960 i n  proposing a t e r r i t o r i a l  m i l i t i a  
system) or t h e  p a r i n g  down of t h e  ground forces t o  some 
30-40 combat d i v i s i o n s  (which Gen. G a s t i l o v i c h  had proposed 

toward t h e  fo rce - s i ze  i s s u e .  Yepishev, it shou ld  be noted,  
spoke of '9nassr1 , n o t  of " m u l t  i -mi l l i on  man armies .*I 

They may have s i g n a l l e d  a l o w  

C"_&" *" yv -" puTL n 1960); t h e  n e t  effect of 
more moderately disposed 

- 
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nuc lea r  war in terms of t w o  w a r s  t o  be fought  in b a s c i a l l y  
d i f f e r e n t  ways. "If a l l  t h e  weight  of war w i t h  a t r a n s -  
oceanic  enemy is placed on t h e  s t r a t e g i c  m i s s i l e  t r o o p s , "  
he said "neve r the l e s s  on t h e  c o n t i n e n t  t h e  missile t roops  
w i l l  operate in close coord ina t ion  w i t h  l and  troops, t h e  
main s t r i k i n g  force of which w i l l  be composed of t ank  u n i t s  
and formations."  
t h e  ground f o r c e s  w i l l  no t  p l a y  a combat ro le  i n  t h e  w a r  
a g a i n s t  terr i tor ia l  United States. The s t a n d a r d  f o r m u l a  on 
t h e  need f o r  combined forces t o  secure f i n a l  v i c t o r y  m a k e s  
no such  d i s t i n c t i o n ,  b u t  imp l i e s  u n i v e r s a l  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  of 
t h e  formula.* 

Rotmistov was t h u s  w i l l i n g  t o  concede t h a t  

More r e c e n t l y ,  i n  t h e  Engl i sh  language MOSCOW NEWS 
of 11 May 1963, Rotmistrov authored a h i g h l y  unorthodox 
s ta tement  which, i r r e s p e c t i v e  of its f o r e i g n  propaganda 
purpose, provided s t r o n g  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  for the  maintenance 
of large, v e r s a t i l e  armed forces: 

The Sov ie t  Army has  at  its command an ab- 
s o l u t e l y  new a r s e n a l  of weapons, w i t h  w e l l  
t r a i n e d  men able to wage both atomic and 
convent iona l  warfare, on a large scale or  
small scale, i n  any climate and on any 
terr i tory.  ... 

*The USSR , of course, has no s e r i o u s  c a p a b i l i t y  for  a 

p a ~ u l f {  w i t h i n  t h e  next  decade or t w o .  Y e t ,  m i l i t a r y  
spokesmen o c c a s i o n a l l y  t a l k  as i f  such a capabi l i ty  e x i s t s .  
Thus, a naval  j o u r n a l  (MORSEIY SBORNIK, No. 1, 1963) 
review of t h e  Sov ie t  book M i l i t a r y  S t r a t e g y  n o t e s  agreement 
w i t h  t h e  book's s t a t emen t  on t h e  need t o  occupy s t r a t e g i c a l l y  
-important areas on t h e  enemy's t e r r i t o r y ,  b u t  takes the  
book t o  t a sk  for  ignor ing  t h e  role of t h e  navy in c a r r y i n g  
o u t  an "o f fens ive  on t h e  t e r r i t o r y  of an enemy across a sea 
barrier." The naval  j o u r n a l ,  i n  making t h i s  p o i n t ,  may be 
lobbying fo r  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  by t he  navy of such  a c a p a b i l i t y .  

t rans-oceanic  l a n d i n g  of troops--and a Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  p lanner  
Admiral  Bogolepov , \ I - was very pessimistic about  a t t a i n i n g  S U C h  a 

- 1 9  - 

1 



... ...... 

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

. ,.; 8 . .  

I I 

The s t a n d a r d  doctr inal-propaganda p o s i t i o n ,  r a r e l y  depar ted  
from in t h e  Soviet p r e s s ,  v i r t u a l l y  prec ludes  t h e  involve- 
ment of t h e  Sov ie t  armed forces i n  a large or small con- 
v e n t i o n a l  war w i t h  U.S. forces. Any direct clash between 
Sov ie t  and U.S. troops in a l o c a l  war, accord ing  t o  t h e  es- 
t a b l i s h e d  doc ' t r ine,  w i l l  i n e v i t a b l y  develop i n t o  a g e n e r a l  
n u c l e a r  w a r .  Nei ther  open nor classified Sov ie t  l i t e ra ture  
r e v e a l s  the e x i s t e n c e  of a large-scale convent iona l  w a r  or  
local w a r  d o c t r i n e ,  a l though some open l i teratiwe i n  r e c e n t  
y e a r s  has stressed t h e  need for  Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  s t ra tegy  
t o  take account  of t h e  problem of l o c a l  war in t h e  nuc lea r  
age.* Moreover, p rev ious  exp l i c i t  arguments for  a a i n t a i n i a g  
s t r o n g  convent iona l  forces have been i n  terms of! nuc lea r  
ba t t le f ie ld  requi rements .  Now Rotmistrov has for t h e  first 
t i m e  in open or a v a i l a b l e  c lass i f ied  Sov ie t  l i t e r a t u r e  ex- 
tended t h e  grounds for  j u s t i f y i n g  t h e  maintenance of large 
convent iona l  forces t o  t h e  realm of non-nuclear warfare. 
(The i r r e g u l a r i t y  of t h i s  p o s i t i o n  may e x p l a i n  why it was 
presented  i n  a very  obscure prQpaganda organ, MOSCOW NEWS, 
tha t  is n o t  in tended  for  a domestic audience and not  even 
a v a i l a b l e  in t h e  Russian language. MOSCOW NEWS, it might 
be said,  is a poor excuse for "equal t i m e "  f o r  t h e  t r a d i t i o n -  
a l i s t  viewpoint .) 

Khrushchev's m i l i t a r y  "opposi t ion" also t e n d s  t o  
q u e s t i m  t h e  P a r t y ' s  claim t o  e x c l u s i v e  a u t h o r i t y  i n  t h e  
de t e rmina t ion  of m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e  and po l i cy .  They g e n t l y .  
protest t h e  tendency of Khrushchev's s u p p o r t e r s  , t o  eclipse 
the  m i l i t a r y ' s  role in t h e  sphere of d o c t r i n e  and de fense  
p o l i c y .  Thus, Marshal Rotmistrov i n  h i s  KOMMUNIST OF THE 
ARMED FORCES l a s t  FebPuary acknowledged t h a t  Wrushchev ' s  
January 1960 speech  w a s  a "major c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  Marxist-  
L e n i n i s t  s c i e n c e  on w a r  and t h e  army"--but went on t o  assert 
as few m i l i t a r y  spokesmen do nowadays t he  c o n t r i b u t i o n  of 
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t h e  m i l i t a r y  leaders themselves:  *'We f i n d  a detailed devel-  
opment and e x p o s i t i o n  of t h e  essence  of S o v i e t  m i l i t a r y  
d o c t r i n e  i n  r e p o r t s  and speeches by t h e  S o v i e t  Defense 
Min i s t e r  Malinovsky and other m i l i t a r y  f i g u r e s  s t '  

.effor t  t o  press t he  m i l i t a r y ' s  p r e r o g a t i v e s  i n  t h e  defense  
s p h e r e  is t h e  attempt of gome t o  detract from Khrushchev's 
prestige as a m i l i t a r y  s a v a n t .  Thus, an t h e  occas ion  of 
the  l a s t  S t a l i n g r a d  batt le ann ive r sa ry  earlier i n  the  yea r ,  
one group of Marshals--Yeremenko, Chuikov and Biryuzov--placed 
the  main credi t  for t h e  v i c t o r y  w i t h  t h e  local command, 
meaning Khrushchev among others. A second group of Marshals 
--Voronov, Rotmistrov,  and Malinovsky-asingled o u t  off icers  
of t h e  high command i n  Moscow as t h e  main architects of the  
S t a l i n g r a d  w a r  p l an .  Of t h e  l a t te r  group,  Voronov is on 
tpe  re t i red list and is eager t o  uphold h i s  own World War 
I I record as Supreme Command Headquarters officer.  That 
R6tmistrov w a s  among Khrushchev's i m p l i c i t  detractors is 
c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  h i s  steadfast  suppor t  of the t r a d i t i o n a l i s t  
p o s i t i o n .  B u t  it is d i f f i c u l t  to s a y  j u s t  where Malinovsky 
s t a n d s  on basic m i l i t a r y  ques t ions .  In debates among t h e  
m i l i t a r y ,  he u s u a l l y  s t raddles  t h e  f ence ,  t a k i n g  a c e n t r i s t  
p o s i t i o n  which more o f t e n  than  not  t u r n s  out t o  be 'an ex- 
p r e s s i o n  of t h e  c u r r e n t  stage of of f i c i a l  m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e .  
A t  the  same t i m e ,  i n  h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  Khrushchev, he 
has  a l t e r n a t e d  between t h e  roles of g r o v e l l i n g  sycophant 
and stalwart  spokesman fo r  t h e  p r e v a i l i n g  m i l i t a r y  viewpoint ,  
even when t h a t  c o n f l i c t s  w i t h  Khrushchev's expressed views. 
The f ac t  t h a t  Malinovsky in h i s  PRAVDA article on 2 February 
named Marshal Zhukov as one of t h e  Supreme Headquarters  
off icers  who played a key role  i n  p lanning  t h e  S t a l i n g r a d  
o p e r a t i o n  t e n d s  t o  suppor t  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  imputa t ions  of the  
art icle . 

Another p o s s i b l e  man i fe s t a t ion  of t h e   opposition'^^^ 

That some i n f l u e n t i a l  people were t r y i n g  t o  rehabi l i -  
t a t e  Zhukov, who has been a symbol of m i l i t a r y  profess ion-  
alism, was made e v i d e n t  when, on 10 A p r i l ,  a S o v i e t  m i l i t a r p -  
1 i a i s o n  officer suggested t o  U. S. m i l i t a r y  attaches t h a t  
Zhukov be i n v i t e d  t o  t h e  U.S. Armed Forces Day c e l e b r a t f o n .  
The Sov ie t  f u n c t i o n a r y  s t a t ed  t h a t  Itas f a r  as w e  know" Zhukov's 
o n l y  d i f f i c u l t y  was t h a t  he ignored p o l i t i c a l  t r a i n i n g  in 
t he armed forces f i v e  yea r s  ago. Yet, o n l y  a f e w  days ear l ier ,  
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General Yepishev's j o u r n a l  KOMMUNIST OF THE ARMED FORCES 
lambasted Zhukov i n  a l e a d  ed i to r i a l  and i n  an i n s i d e  
art icle for h i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  e a r l y  d e f e a t s  i n  World 
War 11. This  d i f f e r e n c e  ove r  Zhukov's s t a t u s ,  it seems 
t o  u s ,  is another  expres s ion  of t h e  clash of views among 
t h e  Sov ie t  l e a d e r s  over  such  fundamental p o l i c y  q u e s t i o n s  
as Khrushchev's e f f o r t s  t o  economize on convent iona l  f o r c e s .  
As it t u rned  o u t ,  Zhukov has  not  been r e h a b i l i t a t e d ;  and 
n e i t h e r  he nor  any other Marshal a t tended  t h e  U.S. r e c e p t i o n .  

Whether or not  a s u b s t a n t i a l  r e d u c t i o n  i n  conven- 
t i o n a l  f o r c e s  w i l l  be forthcoming w i l l  most ly  depend upon 
Khrushchev's a b i l i t y  t o  dislodge t h e  s t r o n g  t r a d i t i o n a l i s t -  
minded f a c t i o n  t h a t  still ho lds  sway i n  t h e  m i l i t a r y  e s t ab -  
l i shment ,  as w e l l  as t o  overcome t h e  important  c i v i l i a n  
s u p p o r t e r s  of t h a t  group i n  t h e  higher  p a r t y  bodies. H e  has  
a l r eady  carried h i s  f i g h t  t o  t h e  m i l i t a r y  academies and 
ba r racks ,  propagandizing h i s  p r e f e r r e d  concept ion  of t h e  
n a t u r e  of future w a r  and t h e  coun t ry ' s  requi rements  f o r  
bo th  p reven t ing  it and f i g h t i n g  it. . But he has  n o t  as 
y e t  e x p l i c i t l y  called for another  f o r c e  r e d u c t i o n ;  so as 
not t o  p l a c e  h i s  p r e s t i g e  a t  s t a k e ,  he may no t  do t h i s  
u n t i l  he has  a c t u a l l y  won t h e  p o l i c y  f i g h t .  He may also 
have made h i s  f i r s t  major move s i n c e v  Cuba  t o  r e p l a c e  ground- 
o r i e n t e d  o f f i c e r s  i n  t h e  m i l i t a r y  high command w i t h  people  
more sympathe t ic  t o  h i s  own philosophy df d e t e r r e n c e  and 
war. 
r ep laced  Marshal Zakharov wi th  Marshal Biryuzov as Chief 
of  t h e  General S t a f f .  Zakharov, who served  i n  World War I1 
as c h i e f  of s t a f f  of  Malinovsky's Second and Thi rd  Ukrainian 
Front  and Trans-Baikal Front (1943-45), au thored  a "swan 
song'' ar t ic le  in t h e  March i s s u e  of MASTER SERGEANT i n  which 
he made a s t r o n g  argument f o r  main ta in ing  large ground forces. 
(According t o  the  U.S. Army a t t a o h e  i n  Moscow, some 20 
Sovie t  Marshals and Genera ls  a t t e n d i n g  a F i n n i s h  Armed 
Forces  Day Recept ion i n  Moscow on 4 June g r e e t e d  Marshal 
Zakharov wi th  "unusual w a r m t h "  i n  a b l a t a n t  show of sympathy 
over Zakharov's demotion.) Biryuzov, who headed up t h e  a n t i -  
a i r  defense of t h e  coun t ry  be fo re  h i s  appointment i n  1962 
t o  succeed Pdoskalenko, comes t o  t h e  General S t a f f  w i th  a 
s t r o n g  background i n  s t r a t e g i c  warfare .  The appointment may 
have s i g n a l l e d  a new e f f o r t  t o  reorganize  t h e  General S t a f f  
--the " labora tory"  of Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  science-the leaders 
of which up u n t i l  now have been d i s i n c l i n e d  t o  break  wi th  
t h e  tested, t r a d i t i o n a l  concepts  o f  war which accord t h e  con- 
v e n t i o n a l  arms of s e r v i c e  a very  important role. 

In t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  in l a te  February or e a r l y  March he 
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