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Abstract .

This thééis is an analysis o‘f thq re‘lationship between the
Soviet rilitary officers. and the political leadership -of - the
Cdmfnunist Party' of the Soviet Union. ‘Thére are three major part§
in this lwork. 'A.f.ter the introduction, the second chapter reviev?s
the general diSCl.JS.Sion as to the"néture of the Spviet\politicat
system. The third chapter, the kéystone sef:tion in th'i's thésié',
cove}s the history of the i‘officer corp”s, .the Soviet defense
structure, 'and So\}iet military thoggﬁt. There is‘..za!so a discyssioq _
of the various theories regardfng -civil-militéry'.relations in the
Sov'ie; Union. The fourth chépteri coh‘sis("s"of an ahélysis 'bfqthree
cases of vpotentia‘l; or acm’al .'Sovie.t _:nl'\i'li'tary. .i'nterve'ntioyn:f,
Czechosioyakia', 1968, Afghanistén 1979, and Pdland 1980-81.
There is also a brief summary in which several important ‘iésue_s
are outlined én{d certain conclusions‘ méde as to the best m’étﬁod to
use‘ in apbroaching the suﬁject of ihé Soviet military, and its role

.in the politif:al system, ~ ey e



.Ackndwledgemenf ’

I would like to mé“nk »Prof ‘M, Mote for'hns support and
guidance in both my studle‘s‘ and the work. on this thas's | would
also like to thank 'Dr. T. Yedlin fo; her help and‘encouragement
during the course of my studies. ln‘addition, this. pape'r could»ndt ‘
have been possible without the\‘generous. support of ‘Dr. R.L. Busch
or the Departm(gnt of Slavic and éast. European Studies, and | am
“‘grateful for their efforts on ‘m,y'l behalf. Finally, I wish to extend
© my thanks and apprecuatlon to the departmental secretaries - -
Janet Rebalkin, Doreen Hawryshko and Jean. Williams. -. who

tolerated my many questlons and my hauntmg pr‘esence at the

department computers



Chépter

’ II'
.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

e .
General Introduction

Soviet Political System ,
| A. " Official Soviet View
B. Totalitarian Model
C. Alternative Models
. D. Conclusion -

Pulicy Process: Tlfe Party and the M|l|tary
. 4

ﬁ«q,-.

A. Introduction’
B. History

C. The Structure of Sovner Defensef”Pohtrcs ,‘

D. Soviet Strategic Thought

E. Nature of the Soviet Mnlltary Ehte

F. Zhukov and Ogarkov
G. Conclusion

Soviet Military Intervention
A. Introduction
'B. Czechoslovakia 1968
C. Afghanistan 1979
. D: Poland 1980-81
E.Conclusion - .

Sum[ﬁary ,
Bibliography

it

-
N

Page

w {1

17
28

43

59
59

83

92
110
121

140

140

143

6 3 W
73"

167

184
1956

207

220



“.© - USTOFFIGURES
Figurg - , Y Page
1. Military-Technical System \ 74

2 - *Military Doctrine and Military Science 84



- 1. GENERAL INTRODUCTION

A

The aim of this thesia is to "analyse the decision-making .

procéss involvad i the formulation of Seviet foreign policy, and more
specifically the rola played by the Soviet military establishment., It

is important for we%tern‘sc}mlars to Study the Soviet political

system" in hopes of‘Understanding and -responding properly to Soviet

foreign palicies" because the USSR is one of the su erpowers capable
. per
’ L]

of creating a nuclear hof’%caust,' a primary reason to dccurately assess

Soviet policy and its implications\. | Objectively, beyond just the
. t . "P‘ﬂ R ’
' ' / .
nuclear consideration, there are other fac/:fs‘ that maké the Soviet
Union a priority,for study in the inter'nati/{nal sphere. -The landmass

-

of the USSR covers one- smth of that/on the globe, with the natnon ~
physncally a part of several reguonsjurope As»a and the M:ddle East
The Soviets have a wealth of national resources and -a- populatuon '

numbering 'approximately 270 million people and the largest standing‘-

‘rhilitary establishment in'the world, so a study of Soviet foreign-

policy is ‘?gecessary‘ not only because of its nuclear arsenal but also -



A

A}

for its strategic pcwer and position-

i The idea ‘vof studyinp"alil; or ‘even ‘-m‘ost, aspects pf Sovietr
foreign policy with any depthfbis beyend the scope ef t-h)‘s thests. The
alternative | .is -to off,er‘ severa'l ,’theories regarding :Scyiet foreign |
pplicy, and then identify an element within' the ‘decision—:making
process as the‘ ‘key suhject Tof study.. The Soviet mili\tar\y
establishment was selected as the topic of study far several reasons.

it consrsts of a large number of unrformed members whrch represent

the largest such rnstrtutron in the world, .an 'estainShment that

affects many sectors of Soviet society from the socral fabric to the

economlc system The fact that they are unnformed and occupy a key

—

~role in socrety, the officer corps-is easrer to ndentlfy as a separate

’f
area of study wrthln the Sovnet sydem The prof agional nature of

..

thelr mlssron is the protectron -of the Soviet” Moh rland and the

'furthenng of natronal mterests abroad both of which are the hrghest

6 .
pnorrtres of the ruhng Commumst Party‘ of the Sovret Unron (CPSU) ’

Thus it can be assumed that the mrlrtary estabhshment is. rmportant

———

to the makrng of Sovnet ‘forergn polrcy when questrons of nataonal N



.. . . ‘ \ ' T . . , v . .
secunty are .involved, It is relatively -easy to assess Soviet combat

‘ capabmtles as opposed to determming the domestlc mfluence of the :
oy Q

Sovigt® military because’ there is a more objective' data base ,fo‘r a'l’\\
“study of the ‘armed forces pér se : nurﬁberg of tanks and sHips,
i \‘. o

divisions, missile ‘silos, Soviet articles on tactics and doctrine and so .-
\ " ' ¢ \ ' ' . -

on. .But this thesis wtll atte‘mpt to gauge the extent to ‘which the top
So‘viet officers influenc: deeision-making ‘in ,for’eigrt pol‘ic'y, and in so
dding she_d sonfe Ifght ou the policy process as a whole. | N Q
_There are‘ several facts that make any study of the Stev’iet Union _.
difficult.‘ The nature of vthe foreign pollcy process |s a complex fneld o
of study when applled to- the the? étfucture of any government .but a ,

’ i
N

study of the Sowet pohtncal system is comparably. more dlfflCUlt
because of the mformatnon system in the USSR Baswally, the hature
.of the domestlc polutlcal struqt‘ure' ensures that no efficial source.o‘f‘ -
inforv'r'n'a'tvio.n“is p'er_mitt'ed\ te“-.e'kist ihﬂepeh_dent and outside of ‘th.e'., ‘
state.  This is 'apeltedvto‘ all ‘tyues" of ‘i-nforruatidhktglows',. including the

media, academic institutions, tourism, radio. and television stations,

‘and publishing houses. The st.ate“appaira’tus, in- turn, is supervised b“Y“.‘



the CPSU organization the form of official censors and party members
in the informatioﬁ sectors, backed by the potentiél intervention of
agencies such as the KGB. Although the natﬁre and efficiency of party
controls ove.r information flows is still debated in the west, }t must
be said that all. legal sowurces ef .information emanating from the USSR,
have been subjected to ofticizil censorship.

The government and CPSU memt;ers themselves exhibil a
traditional Russian preoccupation with secrecy and a deep mistrust of
foreigéers séeking information about the USSR. The mosi elemental
facts pertaining to the political proceés are often witheld from
foreign‘obse\;rverg and most Soviet citizens, such as the existence of
certain CPSU or state institutions, the names of individuals
responsible for committees and institutions, or the policies and
responsibilities of the political agencies' in quéstion. The CPSU does
not publish minutes of their meetingé, and neither the state nor the
party hold hearings that are open: to the Soviet publ‘ié. Or;é“weste'rn

journalist, Hedrick Smith, has written about the "White TASS" system

in which the Soviet state publishes different sets of information on

-



——

the same- subject, with the information made available for the general
public being falsified to suit the party, while the most accurate

. publications are reserved for top state and party officials.’  There is
N 4
a §i(ict|y stratified information system that limits hard facts to the

ruling\bﬁb\an_iieéves western observers and most Soviet citizens.
with a questionable base of information,

. ' ‘
One must also recognize the cultural differences that exist

between the Russians and the peoples of the west. Policy and politics

are not drawn out of a vacuum but are rather the product of society.

Morton Schwartz sounded a warning which is worth repeating here as
. . . ’o

a general caution for any field of study that involves an analysis of a

foreign country.

Though each nation shares some features of its
outlook with others, the particular "mix" "which
constitutes its political personality or character is
distinctive. " This is quite natural since the forces
which shape it . . . are varied and complex . . .Many
people tend to view other nations as but quaint
foreign versions of themselves. We tend to believe,
Unconsciously, that the assumptions and values of our
own society are both natural and universal: other
peoples and their leaders are seen to be much like our
own . . . Other political systems are assumedito $hare



the same norms as we do. R

T

|

A Canadian wishing to study the Soviét'system has to acknowledge
that the;e aré cultural problems -inherent to such a study and’avoid
the pitfalls of judging the system.according to our values of assumihg
cer;a’i?a“E‘éjh"Ed‘i’Zr{* political characteristics and processes as being
-applicable to Soviet society.

With these'ca‘utionéry notes in»r;wind, the objectiveof the fifst
chlapter is‘to ex‘am‘ine tﬁe wide variety of opinion regarding the nat.ure

-

of’ the Soviet domestic political system. . For-the sake of cohesion and
organizaltion, -the varioys models discussed in thi‘s chapter will be
placed in three very broad cétegories of Soviet domestic political
theory:  Soviet bffiqiél views, the totalitariankﬁmodel,ﬂandv interest
group theory. ‘Thé strengths and weaknesses of each theory wili be
examined to narrow ‘down tﬁe .defin'itions and ascertain the major

a .

points . of contention between the threé major models.
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II. SOVIET POLITICAL SYSTEM

the thing that is so extraorm/nary about the
[post-Stalin] Soviet system is the fact ‘that the
individual segments of the power elite, which include
the economic bureaucracy, the army officer corps, the

.. police, and the political-administrative bureaucracy,
.~ and dll are united in a single organization - the
Commurist party. Consequently, each group
surrenders some of its independence to the party, but
they gam a share in the absolute monopoly power of
the party. This constitutes the basis of the systemic
strength of the party . . . The confiict between various
groups in this system arr\ounts to a contlict for
influence within the party but not a conflict mttL_the

pa rty

| Zdenek Mlynar,
- . a former member of the
Czech Politburo, ‘as quoted in".
(- _Erik P. Hoffmann and Robbin F.

Laird, eds., The Soviet Polity in

’_e__Mscham_Era (New York:
Aldine Pubhshmg Co., 1984),

* p. 107.

‘Official Soviet view . !

°

Sowet wrlters have traced the roots of modern Soviet socnety

—

back to the October ReVolutton of 1917 whsch wrtnessed theA

—



ascension ‘to bc'mer of Vladimfr Ilf;ch Lenin and his éolshevik Party irll
Petrograd, 1t is .the’ specific conten*ion of Soviet scholqrs tha't th;
history of Russia before 1917 pas~ no real ‘bearing on the cur‘retnt‘
mak;zup of Soviet society or the political process of the state. - The

advent of communist rule in Russia, according fO‘the popularized

.

‘;gq)?}icial theory, eradicated the "®ntire structure of tsarist absolutism
w ! P .

and eliminated all traces of ltﬁe Old Russian lqéacy. ‘The revolution

péved the way for the creation of a unique and radically different

N
1)

. ¢ i
social structure in which_there was no class conflict and-an absence

of a small, propertied lclass exploiting the mé\sses.1 The .elimination

of privately owned property meant that- for the first’ time in history

the . resources “and wealth. of the .state - were bublicly owned and

operated for the benefit of all_the people' in sbciefyﬁ

[y
&

The Soviet view of their history and the nature of their

political sy'sterh, are both iqgolt;gically based. &) iihirj 1h‘e-IUSTSR, ‘it' is

also the duty and thé"scie‘ntific right of the - CPSU to Iead".'society and

determine the correct policies: The CPSU:gcofr;pfisés the. professional



I
v " h \ o
. . R oo
3 -

political ;eerty that represents tﬁe interests '.of the masses, including
both ‘socfal elasses of Soviet soc}efy (workers and fhe peasents). The
earty' is the elected agency"representing all vaovviet citizens because ,
all class conflict in the USSR bhas beeneliminated. ‘The abolit?on 'o‘f;

]

pri'vat_elownership‘ of the means of production and the elimination of

g

capitalism have left the wealth and resources of the land in the hands .

~ of the masses {who in turn are represented by the party). The party is

charg’e’d'with inierpreting ‘the: Marxist-Leninist idee"lvogy and is
N - . - . . \

entrusted with the task of furthering the construetio‘n of socialism in

.

the“USSR ard in the international arena. - This. reasomng is used o
legmmlze the fact that }he CPSU IS the only polmcal party in the ,
USSR, since the |deelogy' precludes any other political theory or party
from truly 'represehvti'ng the people. _The Soviet V'Ueion can therefore be
deecribed in“So"'Qie't'v.' Iite—rature as being‘ a der"nocq_atic nation despite
“the ,faet thakt there exists ,onl'y-‘a'» single ;;olitical pa.rty in the A‘sy‘stem )
The(CPSU is seen by ofﬁcnal Sovuet wnters and theorists as a

bJ
\

party ‘based. upon the ndeals of "democrat:c centrahsm whereby the
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leade‘rship' of the party. is responsive and 'r‘espohsible to the party
. rank-and-file while at the same time the ‘membership is }d'uty'lbound to

obey the leadership when party policy is formalised. A Soviet source

described the leadership of the CPSU and its relation to the party asia
. ‘ : | !

whole. -

r

The main principle of the party's work is the Leninist

- principle of c_o_uegtue_j_eaamnm [original. emphasis],

conclusively confirmed by the Party Programme and

- Rules. This principle stems from the very essence of

the Party, which is not an administrative organization

.. but a voluntary union of fellow-thinkers united by a

o common aim, association, and responsibility. Only
, .~ relying on the-principle of collective leadership ‘can
one properly direct and develop. the constantly

growing creative energy "ajtd activity of the pec‘>ple.2 |

The party is viewed. as. being both democratic in nature and
'hierarr‘hical instructure, wh‘ich|‘is a contre'dictio‘rt in te.rme but’
'hevertheless is said to.exist‘be_cause the CPSU members understand
the 'sf.cientific' lews of‘.t‘he“Marxist-Lenﬁnist ideology and °hert§c:e 'the
.memberehip can{ retain a cohestve unity; The‘cohclusion li§«”that th'e
| party combmes the adtrantages of complete unlty. and democrac;

ln the Marxlst vision. of the |deal communist system there ts ‘
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L ‘. | o ) o
no official role of a political party nor a state apparatus in society

1

becal;as'e Marx envisioned a spontaneous revolution on the part of the

' masses followed by the complete withering away of the oppressive

' state services. - Lenjn himself justified the:“'ro,le of a professional

~r

“ politicat party of ‘revolutienaries,“tq spark the revolution and lead the

people because Lenin was pessimistic about the revolutionary
eonsciousness. of the masses and their ability to defeat the .

oppressive rt:ling class. The Bol’shevik Jeaders. believed that the

success.of. the revolution jn Russia' would lead to the establishment&

~of socnalusm on a global scale creatmg a world in Wthh natnonal

A

states would no Ionger ezgst This mentahty is perfectly summ'ed up

in Trotsky'-s famous statéﬁtent- that as head of the Commissariat for

Forengn Affalrs he .would- snmply L issue a few revolutnonary.
proclamatlons to the people of the world and then shut up shqp_"3 The

faulure of the commumst revolution to spread to any other. nation in

the twenties ferced the party' to retain and- even stre'ngthen "th'e

“

“p,OWers of the ‘'state apparatus tc -survive the rigours of the Russian
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o

Civil War . and reconcile them‘s’elv_es to \the'continued existence of

capitalist societies, an ocCurr@e not accounted for .in the

Marxist-Leninist’ sscheme.

”

It was Ieftv- to Joseph Stalin as general secretary of the CPSU in-

the twenties to offer the theory of "socialism in ons country,” the
\ | . \ on?.

idea that socialism could exist in a single nation and. serve as an

A

interim solution while awaiting the co‘llapse‘ of capitalism in 'the

PRTN

world.  This ‘meant that true communism, with the withering away of

the state, would only occur after the hostile capitalist societies had
, S ‘ '

become socialist, and until such time the party was forced to retain
‘ ¢ '

the state apparatus to protect the "gains of October” and defend the

,

socialist motherland'.‘ The state apparatus was a tempora}y necessity
to prevent its elimination or subversion. by capitalist _powiers

'surroundipg the USSR. The party retains full power over the existing

<

stafe apparatus :to provide th'e‘ prbper gdidance\ in the developmént of

socialism and as protectors of the nation and the interests of the

masses.-
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The ComMunist Party works out a single political line

to be pursued in every sphere of the country's life and
conducts the orgamzatlonal ideological work for its

realization _jn practice. The Party - effects its
leadership through the system of government and °
public organizations. It unites their efforts,

co-ordinates their activities towards a definite end.
tis precrsely through the state bodies and numerous
public orgamzatlons that the Party is connected with
-millions~ of working people. ' It both teaches' the
masses and learns from them, generalising their rich, -
versatile experience. Together with the people and‘
the state the Party tackles most |mportant preblems -
involved in the’ guidance of society: and the
constructron of- commumsm 4 ‘ ‘

f ﬁ"‘ \
The CPSU is maintained to play an active and instrumental role in

-~ ' . : ! .
. . : -

- Soviet society, and by its nature the CPSU exercises this role in a

- -

: benevolent and responsrble fashron as representatrves of all Soviet
.cmzens Its decrees are not 1egally blndmg but are morally' binding
because of the Marxrst-Lemnlst rdeology, hence\party members mbst
_persnade therr fellow crtrzens (ln the state and pubhc realms) as to’»
the merrts of the party decrees They must be qurte persuasuve as ‘no.

party recommendatlon has ever been re;ected by any state organ so* :

that - whrle the theoretrc aspects of the relatronshrp have been
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| debated, the de facto results are quite apparelnt.s‘ -

| As mentioneo\ above, the official-. Soviet view stresses the'
»tm‘ique ability of’ the vp‘arl'ty to foyll.ow a policy‘ of “democratic
centralism™ within its, stru'cture' it is important to detail the ‘party ‘
structure at thls point and determrne the ‘process of decrsron maklng.
within the CPSU accordrng to the Soyret sources. The basic unrt of

0~‘

the party structure are the Primary Party Orgamzatrons (PPQ) , vyhich
are formed in any‘o;ganization (state or party) consisting of at least
th'ree party members. The members of. the PPO v’approye“the
appointment of their own party secretary for. the PPO. ‘ianuestion arrd
\}Vho will hold otfice at 'the next highest party level in the ‘CRS‘U.
lhlerarchy (the raikom org_Q_M party organrzatron) ..Thi‘s‘process is
) repeated at ‘each tier of the structure, hence membars of the Party :
‘ Congresse's are.‘ sent -every five years to Moscow by party"‘
orgamzatrons at <the provrncral ( _QQLa_s_{_ ) Ievel and thoserparty-:.

members attendmg the congress ele(;:t the Central Commrttee of the' .

CPSU The Central Commrttee is the most prestrgrous body in Sovret’f



[
B
~ political Iiterature and is made up *ot" app'roxim'ately 500 pa\rty'*
offioials, but |t only meet’s formatly tvyi'ce a year; and a smaller group
of memoers are‘elected to‘- serve ‘as the Politburo ot‘the Central
Commtttee (an election that is also held during the' Party CongreSs)
Th@ Polrtburo has usually consrstediof ten to twenty of the top ,
. N
party officials who are entrusted ‘with handlmg the day to day affarrs,
of the party anad meet on a weekly basrs. The Soviets asj a rule have
not given 'details‘regarding the natore of Pohtbdro proceedings, and
are also relu,ctantf to comment onr ’the“r‘ole played by the CPSU
Secrétariat.‘ The ASecretariat is another ‘slm.all group of party mem,bers\
'(compa‘r'apie‘vin .numbers to the Politburo) headed by the Genera‘l -
Secretary, some members of which serve in the Potit\buro'}(the"General
Seoretary is .alv'vays a memoer ot both?party Organs). The Secretariat
.'m‘embers | a‘re' res‘ponsible for the ,rsupervision' of the C'entra‘l
"Commlttee departments known as . the apparat departments whrch
‘cov.er a wnde range of party and state concerns from rdeo|ogy to the

e

K economy "and forelgn pglrcy. ) The Sovtets‘ emphasnze /the role .of the B
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Central Ci@imittee in the process but tor the ptjrposes of. this thesis
tt.can be assumed that there are three crucual party organs in- the-
- s o .

decrsron makmg process under the heading of Central’ Party Organs
the Politburo, the Secretariat and the departments of - the Oe‘ntral _
C’ommittee, | Th—e official- Soviet literature ‘clearly tndicates” that
power flows frem the\bottom io the top in the ferkmiot party elections
at eaph t‘ier of'the,’ stru‘cture 6ut sirnultaneously power ralse flows
down the structure in the ‘form ovf blndmg party decrees, upon party
‘and the state. Atthough centrallst abuses have been noted by same |
Soviet ‘writers, especially in regards to the Stalinist ,years,th‘e
concept of democratic‘:centralism is stilt_commonly vie_vr/ed in the
“Soviet‘ Iiteratur‘e as" the pillar’o'f 'thel Soviet ‘pdl_itical‘ system.®
Totattt’arian - Model -

’ % the west, there |s currently'a wide spectru_m ofﬂfop‘inio’n-
among .experts regardmg the nature of the Sovuet polmcal system and‘v‘ |

‘the role of the CPSU in socnety The.totalitar‘ian. 'mo_del ~was the,:‘
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eatﬂ'litest‘ and ‘rlqost.cem‘prehensive model‘ offeredlby seholars i'n the
pbst#wa‘r era “\to describe the Soviet politicdl system. | The term
'totalitariz_;:n' ‘was- originally -used by the lItalian Fascist party .of
Benito Mh'geelihi i‘n the early 1920's, but was given greater empﬁésis

.and deﬂnition three decades later by writers such as Hannah Arendt,
Cart Frredrlch agd Zblgnm Brzezinski.” The major thrust of these

m\!‘n\
eaﬁ}i works on totalitarianism was a companson of the smgle mass

S .

gm:@ systems in Fascist ltaly, Nazi Germany and Communist Russia.

;ﬁ{‘}" ‘
lrcompule the s:x basic pillars or characteristics that make up a

,(\‘\ -
D.\?.

,synQrome ldentlfymg the essentlal features of totalltanan power:
(1) An official' ideology, consisting of an ofﬁcial
body of doctrine covering all vital aspects of man's
existence to which everyone Invmg in that society is
supposed to adhere

s ‘(2) A. smgle mass party led typically by one man, the
"dlctator ‘and consisting of a relatively small
percentage of the total populatlon (up to ten per cent)
. of men and" women . . . such a party being
hlerarchlcally orgamzed and typically superior to or
completely mtertwnned - with bureaucratic-
government. - ., .- - o
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(3) A system of terroristic police controls,
+ . supporting but also supervising the party for its
leaders . . .

(4) A technologically conditioned near-complete
monopoly of control in the hands of the party and its
subservient cadres, of all means of effective mass
communication such as the press, radio, motion
pictures; ’

. e '
(5) A similarly technologically conditioned
near-complete monopoly of control (in the same
hands) of all means of effective armed combat:

(6) A central control and direction of the entire
economy . . .

Totalitarianism was idenﬁﬁ%ﬁéas a political phenomenom unique to
the twentieth-century because of the impact made on society by the

fusion of official state ideologies "amd modern technological systems
available to the "governors. Repressive, autocratic regimes of nother
‘eras do have one or more of the six.elements of totalitarianism, but
none (lzan match all six as described above.® The lgréatest
differentiation was 'ideﬁtified in technological terms, and it was
noted that the effe'ct’ivenes's of four elements of the totalitarian

3 S : »
model are conditioned by technology (system of tqrroristic police
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(f./ R - , .
control, monopoly of control of mass communication, monopoly of

\ #

control of weapons, monopoly of control of the e»conomy).9

Historically, many scholars emphasizing the continuity

A

between Tsérist Ruséia and the Soviet Union. The_ October Revolution

is not viewed as a break from the past as it is depicted in the Soviet

N

Ifterature, The empha'vsis on the tsarist legacy ﬁot conflned solely to
proponents of thé totalitarian ﬂmodel, nor is it intrinsic to that
political theory. Nevertheles‘s, many .scholars have linked aspects of
the historical legacy of Tsarist Russia to elements' in the totalitarian
rule of tﬁe,CPSU. Brl'zezidski stated that "(s)oviet politics cannot be
separatea ;rom Russian his.tory."10 |

Therg are many aspects to the complex and elusive 'debate as'to
the deéree of influénce Russian history has had on the Soviet: poiitical
system, but suffice it to say that the basic element linking the two
.regimes is autocracy. The numerous invasions of the Russian

heartland by foreigners since the Mongol invasion of the thirteenth

c‘entury ‘has 'necessit"ated a strong, central authority capable of
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retaining a large standing army and having the powér to mobilize 'all
the resources of the state‘té repe;l foreign intrusions. The trédition
of a powerful single ruler_in the éxpanding ‘state .o* Muscovy was
entrenched by ilvva”n \Y) (ivan the Terrible), Peter‘l (Peter the Gfeat) and
Nicholas | (Nicholas the Cudgel). Most of the inspirationlor i.rn;ﬁetus
for change in Russia came’ from the top, and one of the most hl
significant events in' this pattern was Peter the‘Great's attempt to
modernize Russia, which led to the creation of a vést state
bureaucracy in which the wealth and privileges of the ruling c|a$s
were depgndent not upon personal holdings or heritage but upon
apbgintment to state positions by the tsar; in essence, a selrvice
hobility. The central authority was progressively strengthened to the
point where one author felt that the power exercised by later tsars
bordered on totélitaria’nfsm.
In the early years of‘ the twentieth centur);, the.
imperial _guyernn'ient carried out experimentally
- certain policies which overstepped the boundaries of
the police regime and moved into the even more

sinister - realm of totalitarianism .. . . Yet when all is
said and done, it 'would be difficult to maintain that
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imperial Russia was a full-blown police state: it was
~rather a forerunner, a rough prototype of such a
: regime, which fell far short of its full potential. ..

The implication is that' the Russian penchant for an autocratic
ruler, a strong, centralized state apparatus and 'stringent policy

control did not.end in 1917, 'but rather these ‘traditiohs were carried
~on by leaders of the CPSU who strengtheped these lines of

development with the acd of the Marxnst Lemmst ldeology ‘and modern

I‘l

. technology. Brzezinski felt that socnal condntjons which existed in
1917 further accentuated this process.

The adaptation of Marxism to Russia accordingly took
place in a context that was bound to emphasize the
authoritarian and dogmatic aspects of Marxism. That
it took place .at a time of accelerating change in
Russia, of the first pangs of the industrial revolution, .
-and of increased political suppression, which came in
‘the wake of unsuccessful populist terrorism, further
.'tended to prompt more Manichaean, simplistic, and
autocratic expressions among those who dedicated
themselves to destroy the old for the sake of the
new.12 o

This Iine of argument is further extended by scholafs who state

3

that totahtanamsm is not just the product of an autocranc dlctator

such as Stalm but is intrinsic to the - Marxnst |deology and/or the -
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nature‘ ‘of the ‘Commonist Party as foundod by Lenin.‘ Kolakowski .no_ted
that Marxism " . , . was repeatedly attacked in the nineteentlh century,
expecially by anarohist writers, as a program fo,r'~onabashed.state
t)rranny, Historical developments.. perfectly bore | out: this
aﬂs‘s‘essm‘ent.?13 While historicallqy other despotio regimea oid.not
attempt to c'ontrol all asplects. of society, Marxism as an ideology
poatulated that the state must attempt to control sooietyrto gotde it
to perfectioh. The con.clvusion ia that " . . . modern totalitarianism IS
inseparably linked with the ‘histovry of soctalist ideas and
mox}er‘nents."14

The errtphasis givén to Russian history in marty totalitarian

» —

models has -a definite impact on the most crucial aspect of ov'ur_‘

discussion, mainly the -nature of the: CPSU and its relationship to the
rest of Soviet society. The party, as indicated given  above in the
definition ,of'a totalitarian state, is seen as a centralized "and

hierarchically organized structure, within which 'power"flows trom

. )

the apex (tge central party o.r'ga'nvs,' he_aded by {the Genera‘l ‘Secretary) -
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ydownv to the ‘P‘PO‘s. Ths party is not_‘a.democratic 'institutiori. All
officials ':elected" t)r‘r‘ecl:o'rnm‘endedAto ‘key party positions at any level
‘laie actually appointed by higher CPSU departmerits. A key elemsnt in
the, Geneial ‘Secretary's. maintenancs of ‘persona’l po‘vvv‘er ‘is this ‘abilitx‘ .
to determine party appointments ‘arid staffing of ."i'inportant positi‘on‘s "

by placing a reliable client as the head of departments in the

- [CI

Secretafiat.
A further extension of this principle is evident in the
nomenklatura system.

.. all [original emphasis) important positions in the
Soviet Union - whether in the party, the government,
the military, the trade unions, the press, agnculture,
science, education, or the world of the arts - are
subject. to the so-called nomenklatura : system The .-
term nomenklatura refers to-a list of key positions,

" thé appointments to .which are’ directly or indirectly
controlled by the secretariats of the CPSU at the

~_various levels ‘of the _political  and
" territorial- administrative structure~ of the Soviet
. system . .": Through its exclusive or joint control over

the personnel appointed to all key p0sntions in Soviet

socnétx_v\ia the basic and the registration ‘and control

nomenkla{ura ., the. CPSU has gamed a preponderant '
- institutionak advantage

e
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The General Secretary, as a member\.{et the Politburo ‘and the
Secretariat, ultimately has the poi&er to supervise the CPSU

departments and hence the cadre constituency as well. While the

system is no. longer the terroristic dictatorship of Stalin, the Soviet
system remains totalitarian’ because "L .‘,ng[original emp‘ha‘sis] truly,

important aepision is. made’ without the "k'nowledge,“ let alone against

the wish, of the‘le’ader. It is equally important to-realize that while

not all decisions"are made by the ' supreme leader, all coyld [original

errtphaais] have been. made, by "him."16
-Thre'conclusion_s as to the nature of the system also indicates
the role of the'elite “in 'relatid’n"to‘ the rest of society. The Politburo

and the Secreta’nat headed by the general secretary , with control of
the 'homenklatur‘a ' system can shape the nature’ of the elute in the‘

party and the state and perpetuat@ rts rule Thrs had led some

o

scholars to the conclusron that a new ruhng class or ehte has arlsen

-separate from the malnstream of Sovret socrety i L‘f‘ﬂ_
As de_fmed ‘by Rgman law, pro'perty constitutes.the ‘
" use; enjoyment and dispositib’n of material goods. The
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Communlst polmcal bureaucracy uses, enjoys and
. disposes of natlonal property. If we assume that
‘ membershrp in this bureaucracy or new owning class
_is ‘predicated on the use of privileges inherent in
ownership’ - -in this instance nationalized material
goods - then“m‘embersﬁip in the new party class, or
political .bureaucracy, is reflected in a larger income -
in material goods and prigileges than society should
normally grant (for such .functions. . In practice, the.
ownership privilege of the ne class manifests itself
as an exclusive right, as a ;grty monopoly, for the
political bureaucracy to -distribute the national
‘income, to set wages, to direct economic
. development, and dispose of ‘nationalized and other
property . . . Now that the party has consolidate its
" power, party membershlp means tl;tat one belongs to a
privileged class; And at the core of the ;])arty are the
“all_ powerful exploiters and masters . . .

This 'passag'e represents an important. aspect of the- totalitarian
model,, wrth the leadershrp formtng a cIassuc ruling class along the
‘hnes ongrnally used by Marx to define. the bourge“orsre

The state apparatus |tself is supervrsed by the - party, partra.lly*‘
staffed by party members and is subject to the party Secretanat for
promotrons and. apporntments tn short the state rs but an arm of the ,,
party, and the apparatchrkr owe therr onaltres to the party above any

\

protessronal responsrbrhtles The state rn turn encompasses all-

t



public activlft'y in the country through: ownershlp of commonicathn,“
the economy" and the coevr‘c.ive. lcapabllltie‘s 'of thel security
organlzatlons and the extensuv‘e system of mformants

The totalltarlan model usually denies the exrstence of any real
| politicalpoweroutsude.the central party organs 'of the QPSU. yThe .
v.horn"ogeni'ty of the: party membership as' the elite of society ancl‘the .
'social oe'nefits of their ‘statos‘allows the party to eventoally present
a unified line on any pollcy"in the USSR ano hencé _toleave no political
alternative ln ‘Soviet society. In v'fa‘ct, party' unity is the cru'x.‘ of a”
totalitarian s’ystem and " . ..in modern ednditions social_a'nd political
control' of the maQSes has become ’,much easier - provideo _alvyays that
“there is |no split in the ruling stratum. lThls_ is the one mortal dange,r‘
facing the ‘system."‘w, !
‘The" totahtanan ‘model confrrms the strength of the party and
the leadershrp, and allots it a dommant role ln settlng pollcy Any'f
' Q

‘pollcy dlscussnons take place onIy wuthrn the party._ and this

vdlscussmnl often centers not as much on general ObjeCthGS but rather‘

l

|
i
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“on the tactics' and timing that will bring the best results. The
discussions are 'conducted to obtajn 'a.con‘sensTUS ang are care‘fu'lly"
_screened ‘from,the‘.rem‘ainderj‘of éoviet society. I’The pOwer-'in'*this .
syste'rﬁnor_iginate‘s atmost -S'OIely} m the party leadership and“'flows
“ dovvn thelstructure frorn top to bottom. P.’olicyvhis determined by - tHe
General Secretary and h‘is Po‘litburo. collegues and carried out by the

state and party apparatus. . |

‘Alternative Models
-Iro.n'ically, as  the original, totalitarian theory;.of Soviet politiCs
-'was bemg given scholarly deﬂmtron an event occurred that ‘gave

nmpetus to alternatwe theories. The death of Joseph Stalm in 1953

followed by Khrushchevs stunmng denuncuatnon of Stalnn as a tyrant‘

s

P

and murderer three years later in” the famous secret speech" led

some observers to questlon the contrnued utlhty of the totalrtanan‘

r-model in the post Stahn version' of Sovret socuety The vanous
. Q S . oo .

-alternatrve models often represented a combrnatron of crmcrsms of
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the totalitarian model as put forward in the fifties and early sixties,
the new Stqu of leadership exhibited by Khrushchev, and a growing
'mov‘emvent t}owar'ds “ comparihg pdiitical systems and arriving at

<

common _ (if sali'ent)' characteristics of all policy mak{ing processes.

1

| ‘ ! ‘ * ‘n ' r‘ o
Several approaches were adopted to challenge the totalitarian model

‘and identify the changes: in -post-Stalinist society,: but for the

of this paper we shall examine the most prc‘)minentlof,{he

altefpative theories ‘as advanced by authors such as H. Gordon
Skilling, Franklyn Griffiths, Jerry Hough and Stephen Cohen. |
o : ,

" One of the earliest and most comprehensive alternative

~arguments was put forward by H. Gordon Skilling” and Franklyn -

- Griffiths 'in th_e:. elarly;sevent'i"ecé.wl T‘heir‘stud‘ies‘v of the quiet Unipn_
following ‘thv'e "secret spéech" in 1~9'56”Ie'd them to be'lie\(}e‘ 'that‘v a
fundaméntal éhange had indeed occurred in thelba.\'tterrj ‘and ‘subst'anée ;
of .Soviéti politics. . ‘-‘The' t%)talifarian r‘nvod‘el“ Waé‘ rej'ected ;i favour of
the ihteresf group theory of Soivie‘t"society.' Po\&er v\-ras'v m).t. §eeﬁ té .be'

. concentrated sol.efy at the apex 'of‘”the CPSU, but was. diffu'sed“‘down'

N
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| 'ath‘rou‘gh several laYera of \the eystem', The deeisions pre(;eced by the
Ieadershlp in the USSR were partlally shaped by competmon between‘
‘varnous groups representmg wndely disparate interests in - socuety, a |
. erocess_ in which the party performed as an arbitrator of intemal
| diepﬁgteé.’_ | |

. The ‘int'erest group theory as an ap_preach tQ ,politieal analysis
was _der,i\./.ed'.‘ f.rem'the .wri:tings‘? of‘ the Amer,ican‘ political‘ sc‘fenti‘st |
Arthur B‘entle);, whel worked early in the twentieth century, "and \‘fvur]o
embatked on the creation of a dehestjc political medei that WOUId
mlo’re.ac‘cp'rate‘l).' reflect the Ameérican political pjbeess as distinct
frem ‘.‘the rigidlx' ciass oriented polffics "ef\Edrope-.‘zo ~The model
" postulated that. groups of mterdependent men wnth snmslar outlooks
and |nterests oraanlzed wnth the mtentlon of mﬂuencung the polmcal
proeess ‘to ‘SUIt theur alms.:' Tne »,go;/ernment struct'ure served;
prlmanly as an arena whxch deflned the means by which mter'estv’.

-

grOUps could compete and mteract Once the mteraction had prodUced" |

a pohcy, that pollcy would be |mplemented by the responsnble;,“‘:&
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'go'vern}ment ‘agenc’ies.. The i‘ntere.st groups r'epresented .actave
domesno pohtnoal aetors Whlle the eovernment served as a pass;ve:k’
framewerk' for. ‘the,lr activities, |
The theory of mterest group pohtncs was revwed and modmed |

in the fcfues by Davnd B. Truman 21 Truman def'med‘en i‘nterest group' -
as a set of- individuals with‘ one or vrf\‘rore sets , of ehared” "attitUQee “
}éttembti‘ngto’ modmify. or Iset g'evernlmer.].t poliey aﬁd tha’t"“l. - '{he
existence ef a peli‘;ical' int‘e're‘st ‘greu"p lie.said to requirel"a, mjnimqm‘.
."f‘req‘uency. of' ‘interlralct’ior‘\ | a‘mepQSt . its .‘members_~22 Tru'mary,“oswf‘model

. i

was an 'attempt to assess 'and define the process of Amerncan

t

domestﬁc polmcs but scholars such as Skmmg and 'Griffiths J@ought‘
'Ithat such a study could be apphed to the post Stahmst structu-re of
lSovuet polmcs ‘ Sknllnng dlvnded the interest group model into two “-
broad categories» of~«groups: ""occupati‘o,nal g‘roups" (such. as.
mtellectual groups - inters eeoeomnsts lawyers natural smennsts ,‘

- or offlc:al ahd/or bureaucratlc groups - apparatchlkr KQB or.,v

'mlht_ary) and, "Qpinion groups (person% wuthln a smgle gaven‘



occupation who have a distinguishable viewpoint of their own, ie.,
. Iiberal,‘centris‘t, Or‘ conser'vative).23 Skilling adéed that these
.classificatiorl‘r‘s_"'wére"tnot mutually exclusive and that it was likely
that there ,e.);vfs'ted'a complex web of subgroups and overlap between

theseé;g‘@ébov'e—merhioned cate‘gories.z4 In the Soviet case, Skillin@\\'
R . / . \

@lte?éd .Truman's definition of an interest groui) and narrowed the .\

R

hb?fsis of a grup by maintaining that such a group could only be

&

-

recognized if it expressed its - attitudes and articulated Tits claims on

!

' ‘tﬁe"‘governmént structure and called for a certain’ action or poliol‘y (i.e.
.Af‘fa "demand” group).‘ The emphasis was shifted from’Truman's ‘c;oncept
\of' shared characteristics in an interest group towards the "common
&Mattitudes' and "claims"A of a politically active group.25‘ Skilling
defined this by stating that " . . . (I)t is only when a f:omr?won‘ attitvu‘de,
?\;‘associated with, b-l:.Jt"th identical to, a commén,charactéristic-f I'evéds
to an expressed commt-)n‘ claim that a ‘political '.interest group' may be
said .to exist.”zs_

N,

The bolitical groups were said to play a distinctly secondary
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role in the Soviét pol}tical process because the USSR remained
dominated by a highly centralized party,which controlled the key .
elements of power in the state. Moreover, tﬁe status and influence of
fhese political groups is not necessarily comparable, as those with
greater access to the ruling Politburo™ (i.e., the military or the KGB)

have a better opportunity to present their case directly, Nonetheless,

" the political groups ensure that the " . . . Soviet decision-making
process is thus to some degree pluralistic . . . ,” with-" . . . several
' v

points of acc.ess or channels of 'possible influence in the various.
departments of govern‘ment.and se.ctions of the party apparat .“27 The
military groups will attempt to influence thé Minister of Defense, the
ju&ges and Iaw})'lers will deal with the Minister of Justice, and so
forth. These grou;;s will also attempt to prese?t their viéws through
newspapers and journals with editors sympathetic to their cause, as
well és prevailing upon su;;;;orters in the state bureaucracies’\and
party organs such as the Central 'Committee to ;idvance pplicy

preferences and eVentually influence thée leadership to a degree,
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either through forcing the agenda or gaining their policy preference.
’ ' v
- Skilling stated that the system remained authoritarian, with political

. groups as defined above able to express policy preferences and have

" an impact on policy making. -
Policy-making, accordingly, more and more takes
place within a context of sharp group conflict.
Political groups. may interpose their own viewpoints,
presenting alternative policies for consideration, and
endorsing, criticizing, or sometimes resisting, the
carrying out of policies already resolved upon.
Although interest groups seldom possess
constitutional or even practical sanctions to enforce
their views on the topmost leaders, they may on
occasion succeed in influencing the ultimate decision
or in blocKing its implementation. 28 ‘

.The major focus is nqt on social groups in SoVi‘et society but 6n the
intermediate plta\i'itical actors in thle state, party and professional
ranks. The interest groups that @ould affect the- upper levels of
leadership are not oiass-oriénted in the traditional sense.

An offshoot of fhé interest group theory was the study of
individual‘-. Sovipt leaders™ and their personal ties to c!ifferer‘\t aspects

of the state bure_aucracy, an approach that ei'nphasized the presence

3
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of ‘pyramids’ or ‘family circles' as. the hallmark of the political
system. The }lwembers .of the Soviet elite are said to »h_ave many
piatromclient relationshipé, a single pétron having a groub of .
associates drawh frém personéi contacfs when_the (p‘atror) held
offices .at’l'bwer' levels of the party and state machinery. As the

patron rises through the structure, he brings along these trusted

associates, often gaining a wider circle of clients as he moves up to

*

higher office. In turn, these clients develop their own ‘pyramids'.

The: study of these personal groups is a complex matter in-its own

4

right, and while no doubt the clash of personalities and factions

plays ‘a role in the political process, it is aImoAst impossible to

i

accurately follow the course of factional infighting among the Soviet

" elite. To give this modél a primary place in- the study of Soviet
o . ‘ |
politics would give " . . . the appearance of Oriental court politics,
\ .

the power | implications -for one's faction determining the policy

position one tbék and the relative strength of the factions
determining tl\je outcome."@9 This aspect of Soviet politics is better
\ L )

A

-

L]
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™
discussed in conjuhlction with or within the framework of specific
cases.

Thé‘ course of Soviet l.p'olitic‘s in the séventiﬂes.faile‘d to
confirm the ‘inte:est group‘.theorie‘é,developed a decade earlier. It
was clear' that d t.he "intellectual” group‘s deséribed by Skilling had
Iittlle impact on the policy making ﬁrocess. Breghné_v emparked (Jp_on .
a policy of detente with the United States in the f.ield' of féreign
policy, but simUltaheously enhanced the poweré of th\‘e KGB (headed
by lurii Andropov) and mounted é widespread dqmestic'crackdown on
'i'ntellvectual dissent in the Soviet Union. The KGB did not have to
}resort to a lStaI‘inist “te}ror pqrge" ‘in its 'cam'pai.gn aga‘ins‘f the
“m.telligentsia ’gmd yet it s,ucceede’d'%shattering the movement and’
ény ideas of institutihg réforms'df frie domestic political system.

| The events served to hfgﬁhléght the otﬁer r’em'ai»ningvaspect of
the »-i;nterest gropp ‘b-theory:f the 'buregucrétic’ Qroups. The -
- bureaucratic; tﬁeory hés proven to r;avé"‘é gr'eatler/attfact-ior”t."'The

general theory is that'to function 'prop‘erly. an indus'ffially. advanced



and modernizing society requires a- bureaucratic structure to
supervise and co-ordinate activities in the state by representing. or

identifying the various a‘spAéc}ts, and interests clamouring for

A

atvtention and priority. n tﬁrn;these bureaucrétic. departments
‘became an inte‘gra!' ’pavr‘t c;f ;he political process and wOuid becorﬁe
domestié politicall' éctérs -ink thveir"own ‘ fight. As a largé Tindustrial
superpov;er with a vast bdreauclrécy, the Soviet Union, vvés
theorized ‘t'o“be a subject of b‘uréaucratic political theory develolped‘

for other non-totalitarian systems. In a sense, the bureaucratic

theory is a major element in the compératiye politics school, as the

bu?eaUcratic oriented study is seen as béing the best chmmc‘m
approach to. !ink‘ Characteris;ics of the Soviet political system wifh
other ,syste'ms. ‘,Tr'm.e éoﬁrse and ;pasis df. compafative politi‘c-s in
Qenéréﬂ ,cannbt"ge adequately. djécUss.ed hére, 'b,ijt‘th'e | lﬁpdel‘currently |
represents ";he' prima'ry, éltérnative tov.the tétélitarian‘ theorie}as} of
" Soviet ."p“olitics.:. |

" This model retained the idea of thé party as a power broker
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whose fonction is"to mediate 'the cllash }of' p'owerful interest vgroAups
with ‘vestedr interests, out na'rrow‘s.the scope to a few at the apex of .
" the government and party ‘pyrarnids. As allodé'd to before, ‘these

vested interests were confined to entr_en'ched groups within the"
‘-bureaucracy (party and state) usually at the ' level of the Central ,
Commlttee (or the mmlstrres) and above. Jerry Hough offered the’

notion that a rough comparison could ‘be made between the

procedures in the Central Committee and in the various parliaments

¢ , ‘ . o

of v.vestern‘ democracies.‘ 'The executive has no formal restiction on |
policy' s,etting., ‘there |s no written.' constitution to ffrarne the xactions |
’.of the cabinet or .Politburo, 'ﬁout there exists- 'and 'unwritten'
constitution which has evolved over’ the years from precedents set by
'lprewous governments and rulers' Whrle’ there is only one polmcal K
| party in the USSR Hough mferred that there may be an unwntten ,
~code of conduct regardmg procedures responslbllmes and restraints
-‘amongst the Sovret ehte 30 No offacral factuons exnst in the Central' .

Commlttee smce the formatron of such groupmgs was outlawed m-‘
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1921, but there is a spectrum of varyirig interests within the Central

Committee formed around issue "whirlpools®. The idea was drawn'

from Franklyn Griffiths' theory of tendency»articylation,» whereby
' 'bure.aucratic individuals from selyeral .di.ffe‘renct departments ‘wAiil
develop a common or ‘shared attitude over' an issue f'acino the state,
) .

tand work together to try and gain the support of key members in the
.central party organs (the issue becomes a whlrlpool"'that wrll
'attract ‘interested elements in the bureaucracy) -For pexample, an
lissue in ."fhé, field of Iegatizing small\ entrepeheurialkoperation-s
'among the populatio'n at‘ Iarge would.‘perhaps draw in NKe-minded
offrcnals from areas such as.the hght mduStry departments or
mrmstnes GOSPLAA the trade umons Iegal servrces the lawyers

4

and the JudrCuary. Competmon would then develop between this'
‘whlrlpool" and others (le a whrrlpool" wuth securlty mrnded,j
‘offICIals callmg for a crackdown on black market actlvmes) for theﬁ‘.

attentlon and polmcal support of the party members in the Central'

Party Organs.31' | L o,
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;‘Gritflths was . more expansive. _then‘ Hough in this -
‘interol\:etation,‘ stating ' that issues’ could involve "different
‘intermediate and elite levels, such as .defense: and light industry -
~ representatives vying for -support and thus giving the debate wider
scooe.l .The operative indicator would be the nature of the issue at )
‘hand rather ‘than competing priorities between established
.'burea"dcratic groups.32 But ultimately there was a kind of consensus
amongst the bpreaucratlc or comparatrve polmcal scientists was'
summed up by Alexander Dallnn
All this [discus’sion] underscores the need to
recognize .the existence of ~multiple  sources of
clesagage and allgnment in Soviet polrtlcs and. socnety
But there were recogmzed hmuts to thlc statement.
Wt s clear that there are such elements of mmatlve
and mdrvndual ‘choice in the Soviet system They
appear ‘to be ‘growing. On the other hand, it seems T
that .such practices: are not yet wnde%pread and there,_
‘|s no mformatlon about therr effect |f any 34
Most recent wnters devy lrttl‘etattention to. the,impact of
i

Ftussnan hrstory or the Marxlst ology'on' the tormation of the Soviet |
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f political system.‘ but in‘-general little welght i‘s 'placed ‘oh the =
lnhented Russran polltlcal culture or the usefulness of the ldeology
as a key to Soviet’ forelgn pollcy.. | Dallin noted,that there were Acer:tain 1‘,
vcharacteristi,cs' reminiscent ofﬁthe Tsarist regime,v‘but}pointed out
that for each trend,'inherited. "fro‘m" Russian " history the're'al'so existed.
counter—trenvds.v ln"conclusion, placed llttle 'faith‘in a hlstorical 'or
| ldeologrcal foundatlon for the current Sovuet system a‘ ‘pomt rejected
by other scholars such as‘(aren Dawrsha 35
Stephen Cohen in his book B_le_njuan_Q_S_pﬂ_QLEmm
approached the hlstorlcal argument from a completely dlfferent angle.
,Cohens baS|c premlse is that there are frlends and foes of> change in
the CPSU and that the schlsm can be traced back to the crrtrcal
| debates of the twenties. Cohen personallzed the spllt in the form of
| Stalm and Bukhann wuth Stalm forcmg mass:vevmdustnal growth oT
’::the natron (over the protests ‘of Bukhann and other Old Bolshevnks) “
- and creatlng the new class of managers and professmnals drawn from \

l(

the peasantry, who were determlned to. preserve the economlc and‘[
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‘s‘OCial system that gre»\rout'of the initi'al ﬁve—year plans.- Others,
following the Bukharin philosophy of balanced allocation of resources -
to'l both the industrial and‘agricultural ysectors lare chrentIy‘ seen as
'attemleng to alter and modernrze the s;'stem to achreve a balanced
economy‘ Cohen postulated that the debates between the two groups

LK )

‘ ‘was sttfled durrng the terror’ of Stallns rule but lt re- emerged .
r | it
during the Khrush‘ohev ‘thaw: and,,barring a return ft’o‘ a blood purge, the
debate wlilt&‘continue."”6 T(hts is a historical argument that supports
the"left versus. the rrght dichotomy, within‘, the‘ Communist ,spectrum
of de'tCy, Alexander Dallln claimed that srgns of thrs dlchotomy have
been apparent since 1917 and that rndrvrduals wrthm .the ehte have' |
"tended to favour.one .approach over the other. The factio‘ns are not(
’ permanent but form upon SPSCIfIC lssues wrth the Ieft bemg the
’rreformers and modermzers whtle the nght ‘is represented by party
offrcrals concerned wrth stabrlrty and consensus burldmg 37 The .
.‘major conclusron is that there ,are two genergl tradmons of pohtrcal .

o

;Iithought wrthrn the Sowet -ellte whrch are capable of transcendmg

e



party \discipline,

vCOnclus'ion ‘

Tois coverage of’thef‘deb’ates on _the‘ natuée of the Soviet |
poiitical"‘sy,stem illosfrates so’me espect‘s‘of the vargomen‘ts putl }orth_
for the last four decades. When dealing with a subject as complex as -
political‘rtheory "and lpowern, deﬁnitivet conoloeions remain elosive,'
even m the ‘.weStel"n world where there are rh.ore oa#a and Iih‘for“'rna‘:tion.
sou}eces aveilable. |

‘lt' would perhaps be easier to e‘ummarize a‘ platform 'vu‘pon Which_
most western sch“olars would agree and' then proceed fo ‘arees of
cOn‘tention.‘ Tﬁe Soviet ‘Union‘ is ~at ihe very leaetﬂ'an" autho’ritarian
system wathm‘whnch a small‘rulmg ehte in Moscov;« (no Iower thanv,
" the Central Commlttee / Mmlstry Ievel) have a domunant posmon m‘_
rulmg Sovuet socuety The\CPSU as an organuzanon has the most

.7po|mcal power in the system whnch |s noteworthy for |ts capacuty to f

‘operate behmd a. screen of censorshlp (state- and self |mposed) an-f‘f‘
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army. of seoret police and beyond the scrutiny aof its own citizen‘s7 . No
IOfficial alternatives to the CPSU: are allowed to exist, and official
groups or factions are “not ‘permitted within the party The

— . .

t

government system is perhaps the .most centrallzed ever known to

man and a. remarkable achievement for such a geographically massive

nation. The rulers represent the most conservative of ‘domestic

‘politician_as a group, and with a rigorous party discipline one of the

|
. '
\ ~

| m%\t ,cohesive‘ orgavni‘zations to be found in‘ the world, L
Any Vanat;\ons from the party line" would be farther to the nght‘

‘relatrve to many other countnes ~as Jerry Hough noted in hlS studies.
One ‘suspects that the ‘best - and most usual P
strategy for a, glitical hopeful, especially one at the

erddle‘levets%f\ he Soviet system, would be to
refrain from poh y «controversy or even a pollcy
-stance and try’ to\\acqurre the stance of a sound and
progresswe moderate as those terms would be_
defrned by the Sovre\t estabhshment 38 R ‘. -
\ ! | ' - ‘ o
The Imk betwe.en the ehte and the masses rs one where the population

B \ .
hY A i

"rs generally acknowleged as playmg at best ‘a secondary role in pohcy

'decrsrons and often descnbed as havmg only passrve mfluence
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Alexander Dallin, while noting the divisions in the elite. also gave’
~ this appreéciation of}‘;th’e capabilities of the Soviet ruler’s.'

. of all political systems the Soviet seems most ,
" likely to -and most able to override, ignore; or distort-
what might otherwise  or elsewhere be |dent|f|ed as
natural of seculaT trends.: ¥ ’

The aboye ‘information is merely a reference“\framework. It
seems fair to conclude -tha: domestic political friction does exist

within the' chiet System be it su‘perficial or 'fundamental; its scope
\ §
and mtensnty can be debated but not its presence (hence thas studyl

can be consudered a rejectlon of orthodox Soviet polmcal theones as
put forward earher in this chapter); ‘The example of K_hrushchev's
u'ouster' in 1964 is irrefutable ~evidenc‘e‘- that' even the most powerful

. u

-.p,ositiOn hasV some polmcal l|m|tat|ons in. the exerc1se of pow arf
| er\it could be stated that Khrushcv s/uster was a unlque"

occvui:n/ much as the reSIgnatnon of Presndent Nixon a decade later
_could byconSIdered an extraordlhary event not mdccatlye of’ the lusual
"A.mencah poimcal process‘ but the result was the‘same in that both',‘v,

‘leaders had mcurred powerf:l/ domestlc opposmon by overstepp{n{d"
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their po&ers In any event most theories do nat suggest that any

i@‘ﬂ
society - that is completely totalltarian and free of opposition or -
~ conflict, - o | ' S »

This leads us to another important point. The Soviet reality

[
N

‘cannot bé ascribed to an extreme interpretation of any of the abpve

models. The totalitarian model does not pooit thé complete powet‘?. of
"the General Seor,ataryt and has been criticized by the caveat that "
it is imp('ossible for‘.one ma'rl: even- the most efficient and hardworkiﬂ’g\~
leader, to control every aspect of life in a big couotry."40 But the
critlci‘sm led to a more realistic ‘.in,terpreta‘tion of the totalitarian
theory, noted above by scholars such as Walter Lacqueur, who went on
to say that " ()hero is no ‘justmcatlon for .calling' society pluralistic
simply because some of the leaders Amay disagree."*

rhé‘ original critioi§m.of the. totalitarian model still remains
;~-valld 1o thls day and pertams to the controversy over the nature of

-

the elite and -the Sovcet policy .process: -the original totalitarian

'_m‘odel was not a uséful guide to the oolioy'process, and this point was

“y
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~ identified by authors such as Roman Kolkowicz:

It is as if some immaculate conception had occurred
after the October Revolution, and a wondrous,
conflict-free harmonious{system of institutions and
bureaucracies had materialized in the Soviet Union . . .
the boundary between state, society, and the
individual is rather ambigious in a country where the
ruling elite subscribe to a modern Hobbesian concept
of kto-kogo [who-whom], and suspicion and terror are
institutionalized. %2

As for interest group theories, there remains the ever-present
danger of transferring western values or politicgl assumptions to a
~completely different culture such as the one that exists in the USSR.
Franklyn Griffiths himself noted the major weakness in an interest
group theory: - @

. since most of the interaction is not visible to the
foreign .observer, it is virtually impossible to
demonstrate that it in fact occurs. - Thus, the use of
analytic group concepts would have to.take largely for ..

granted that which is most. vital to the enterprise®
~ the existence of the "group™ under investigation.43

This warning can and should be.extended to any grbuﬁ theory,
bureaucratic theory, or any other proto-pluralistic approach to Sovi.ét‘

'politics. If an observer goes on faith that there are groups in the
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o 1 (
.

USSR, then an in\\)'g%kigation based on this premise already assumes

the most controversial point in the argument and makes the rest of

. S o~
-any such study a predetermined exe\rcise. If some form of pluralism

—

does exist in the Soviet elite, the odds are that it would be in a form
far different from the western experience of political .pluralism.
- The models should not be vlewed’?v ends in themselves, but

rather as a means to an end, that end being a greater ‘understanding of

the Soviet“ sYstem and the crucial questions involved in the ”policly
process. The original work of Frled'rich and Brzezinski was -:ﬂ\}aluagle'
not as a dogma or a definitive model of Soviet politics, but bme.cause it
fooused attention on the u’nique.l qu:alltie's of thé soviet“ system t'hatu_

had not emsted in: the usual authonlanan °reglmes m hgstory ltwas”

"o

also along - wnth the works of Hannah Arendt a pnoneer work

N

o

?attemptlng to analyse and °def|ne the workmgs of the polmcal

von

system. The, work of Skallmg and anfuths was -valuable in that it

o \l Q

exposed some problems wnth the onglnal totalltanan theory and

o

° . ., N & .
e, s L - : v,
\\‘“ . [ ) . "

spurred debate and clarification in the area ofn the policy" process

v . . (i
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itself, the model challvengin one to further define the scope and

' ihtensity of disagreement in .damestic politics, 'As the debate gdes on
and time passes, there is a greater volume of .data and a broader base
of scholarly work. to be drawgy upon for study of the sy'stem,. The

models presented above were es .éntially pioneering efforts, and now

theﬁchalqlenge is to draw out the\stro.ngest lines of argument from

- each and perhaps mesh them to prodhqe a more accurate picture:
The best theories of Soviet op%liicy and policy formulation will

be those that are not dogmatic and'deterministic, but those which

—y———

attempt to amalgamate -and synthesize earlier’ theories. One example

of this is George Breslauer's Khmﬁmnmam_ﬂmzlmﬁ_auuma

‘Authority in Soviet Politics. Théere are other scholars such as

Holloway, Colton, and Oapm “who. refine and combine earlier
. hypotheses—atong—with: new information on historical events, to arrive
at more .s‘o)phisoticated t_hebries ,re‘ga‘rd‘ing. policy. ’lformulation.-

-Breslauer noted that " . . . Western characterizations and evalu'ations

of Khrushchev's and Brezhnev's ° orierffatiorf? ‘have often beeﬁ |
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misleading, for they heve tehded to overstate the differences, and to

§ e \

view these leaders as’ choosing between, \rather than synthesizing,

egalitarian and elitist ‘v.éilues."44 Breslauer's reseérch is more
flexible in that he did not ‘simply attempt to ch"aracte{rize the role -of
‘ @

the General Secretary, or just the ‘perso'nalities ofl K’h‘rushcpev or
Brez‘hnev'in isolatien. Breslatier found that despite the remarkable—
differences in leadership style between 'the two men, theirpcareers as
General Secretary seemed to\‘,have followed a s'iailair three-part-
p‘attern. Sd“chl anl.approach ‘r_nust be cgrttmende’d ‘for its ébility to
epcompess a .broader ;sp.ectrue;n of information and a carefulhlstudy lof‘
Q)rthe ﬁ/areens involved. It shedld be noted that scholars now have three

,post-Stali’nist Ieaders 'tmt can be corﬁpared and ‘studied.

Wiliiam Odom has also - produced a different point of view,

o
(4

Odom agreed that the important question was not " .. w_h_e_m_e_g
[original emphasis] power was diffused but .h_uy_ [original emphasis] it
is . diffusmg "45 Odom shifted ”he focus from the . horizontal confhct_

: ¢

ibetween departments in the central party and state apparat (as "\
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would be found in the west) to postulate m&aj_confhct between

the central party organs who decide policy and the various’ party and

state officials in the intérmediate levels of' th_e system charged w@th.
actually attaining Politburo policy goals. _»

Conflict is less severe. between institutions and
incipient groups. than it is- between higher and lower
strata in the hierarchical Soviet system . . . the
= central focus for Soviet domestic policy has to be the
party cadre ‘problem, ‘that is, the lacks of cadre
responsrveness to the party center.46 . ’

®

~ The question becomes one of how the party elite can enforce its

policies,ort ap_assive"ahd stubbern bureaucracy Without resorfing to

v B e .
terror or giving up the privileges of eentral power, as Op;tosed to the
question of a divided -eadership "utilizing the*bureau&}acy for ats" own .
factional infigh‘ting. In any case this |s a new approach and a much
| more sophrstrcated argument “ ‘, o R
| The ovemdmg rssue that wtll be addressed in the hext chapters‘._

will be the strength of the CPSU in the pol:cy process focusrng'

‘pru\anly on the central party ggans in Moscow. Hough set out a
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A

pattern of questions regardmg the policy process, and thesel‘ questions
Wbe applied to this study There:are two primary ‘aspects . to "
' Soviet politics and the formulation 'of policy' (1.) Methods by»which
" the elite control the party and state apparatus and (2) Methods and
the process by which decrsrons are reached Under the second point, |
there -are _further q’uestions to be}onsidered Where do policy
initiatives 'originate'.‘? How does the mmative merit becommg part of
the Politburo ag'enda? 1$ the initiative' motivated by personal be‘lief ,
personal and/or bureaucratic politics, or socuetal pressure'?’47 At the
core: of these consrderatlons is the QUestion d@ what happens ‘when the

jellte in the party disagree |
| These questlons are impossrble to answer definmvely, but in

~the next two chapters we shall attempt to measure the members of

the Sovret mrlitary and analyse their pohtical relatlonship to the. )

CPSU so as to obtam clues as to some answers ~for these questrons |
-The members of the Sovuet Armed Forcos (whlch erI often be.:

-referred to as the Sovret military) are easily identmed ll’l the
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I political -struéture.‘-- They are Uniforrned ‘specialists ‘andvare irnportant'
because they physically make up an oroamzauon capable ot' dqstroylng» ;
natlons and contments Most of the weapons in the nation are -
' physncally manned by members of the mllrtary and a huge part of the
.natl‘onal economy |s‘structured to supporting thevmilitary and geared |
to servin’g its needs. tf‘any professional'subset' cout’d be'proven to.‘
have the power to act as‘an. interest groop, the army would have the
most impressi\re_.credentials (even.the K,G',B' coold ,hardty ‘be ranked.as}
its equal in coercivelcapa“bi‘lity' and budQetary allocations). vThe‘only‘_
drawback to the study is that in a secretive governrnent such‘ aslth'ai\t

_ of the USSR na(nonal defense issues .naturally become much more-

drffrcolt to analyse because of thenr‘ secunty classrflcatlon Withf“'

thls in mmd the second chapter shall now deal with an analysrs of|

‘the Sovnet mnhtary and |ts role in the polncy process
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lll. POLICY PROCESS; THE PARTY AND THE MILITARY

One teature of 'the hlstory of old Russra was the.
continual beatlngs she. ‘suffered because of her
backwardness She was beaten by the Mongol khans.
She was beaten m’ the Turkish beys. ‘She was beaten

- by the Swedtsh feudal lords. She .was beaten by the
Polish and L|thuaman gentry -She was beaten by the
British .and French capitalists. 'She ‘was beaten by the .
"Japanese barons . . . Do 'you want our . socialist
tatherland to be beaten and lose its mdependence” If
you do not want' this, you must put an end to its
backwardness in the shortest possrble time and >
develop genuine Bolshevik tem ' in burldmg up its
socialist system of - ‘economy. There iS no other way«
That. 'is why Lenin said .on the eve of the October
Revolution: "Either perish, or overtake and outstrip.
the advanced capitalist countries.”

o $‘ L
1 .

o~ JV. Stalin-
lntroduction' |
The relatronshlp between ‘the . crvnl authonty of the state andT
N D ' o
“~|ts mlhtary estabhshme@ is one of the most |mportant and centrat

'themes m the study of polmcs The natural tenston that usually.“-

?exlsts between the two mstltutaons has been a feature of polmcs for

. - . b ' " ' ' ‘o '
. . S C . . . , P '
Lt v o, . R i ' 1
"t ' ; . ’ . ‘ - A : ¢ . :
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' centuries.'i Thi's‘.tension stems from the unique character of. th.e
~military as a'potential political actor because by definition 1he army
‘ ie equib_ped with weapons to defend t~he state from foreign enemies,
but m the domestic leontext thie meane the army is the one institution
with‘l'trr\e physical rﬁear’is to .elnforce its will on the eivilian_
éovernmen‘tl.' -The centrelized .and hierarc‘hicall command strle_rj:ture
allows for orga‘niz‘ed and coordinated action, giving the army the
ad;/antages ef poyver,‘s,peed, and unrty. As . the arnrx is u'sdlally
organfzed'on‘ a netienal ‘be:sis an"y euCh action would represent
conflrct on the Iargest scale possible and would be extremely
dlffrcult to localize (given the assumptlon that the officer corps is,
to a great “extent, united). Since . no other smgle‘ institution or“
' polmcal ergamzatron in the “State has a greater potentual for.v
~_impos‘i"n‘g its will on 'civi[ian 'government many ciAvilian leaders
rémain keenly aware of thns fact and are sensmzed to“ the status of
the ofhcer Eorps. lry the state. | | o - R ly\

There are several measxdfes that a cuvahan government may
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"

adopt to control its military establishment. The military can have its

powers carefully delineated by the provisions of civikian law (such as -
the constitution of a state) which serves to (estrin and regulate. its -

: pa’rtic"ipat'ien in‘the political decisionfmaking ‘pro‘cess. A pranch of
ﬁ the hatienel . eecurity force ‘0( "bolic‘:e may hbe'ldi're'cted ‘te,;.na,inltai.n a
- constant surve‘fllance of the militery, 0] ‘as"to‘vale"rt' the eliViIian

“”leadership as to vany} signs e'f a censpiraey or a revolt, A 'rivel

organiza‘ticmoyal to the government may be created and equipped’

with w"eapons' .equal to those of the regular army, and could number

only a ‘small bodyguard' unit in the capital or 'could: 'eonstitut,e
‘ . -

army-sized formations (i.,e., the HW.affen—SS in Nazi G'e(niany). The

Ieaders‘hip may dire-ctly _interverie to ensure that the army* high

b

command is made up of men they deem to be polmcally reliable, anxi
the- umty of the army can be tempered or undermined by playmg ‘
~ different factuons in the offucer corps off agamst each other.- Tneh

cuvnhan authorltnes ‘could- also introduce ngud pohtlcal educatlon and‘_

indoctrination programs into the offlcer corps.‘ Finally,‘ the civilian



government could cooot the ‘army‘"‘ by "giving ﬂthe officer corps high -
social status, and generous budget allotments in an effort to cultivate

lhe' idea that the army has a definite material' stake in preserving the

i

status -quo of civilian authority.._’

Many.' of these measure‘s designed to vcon‘trol the army can be
imolemen'ted or ”combin'ed", out such policies can be COunler-productive'
"if it saddles a ﬂnation with an army | inca"pable of oroperly defending

’the state and rts interests from forergn aggresslon . If the officer

e

'corps is spllt the army hlgh command could be staffed by polmcally

,rellable but‘professionally incom'petent generals. As well, thé®

resources of the natlon may be dlvrded between the regular army and
j' "a rrval polmcal force thCh would also dlvlde the command and '

-

‘mtelhg_ence structures‘. The restric_tion of ar.my"input "into national '
"policy ’may.have' produc_'ed an e'conorvnyﬂ illlprepared fo}” war or a
: crvrlran government rgnorant of the problems and potentlal of a given
strateglc srtuatnon Large -bodget allotments to purchase military

| ( : T o ° N ”l ' .
allegiance : could result in- a military-industrial complex resistant ‘to



civilian control. C.Iearly,‘ these consequences are not desirable for a
government, especially ope facing the prospects .of, "or actually
. ! [T k

engaged'in, a shooting war. ‘Herein lies the dilemma confronting

tu,‘ ' ’ ) {;} . "
politicians; how to effectively control the military without

o : L e
destroying its value: as an armedforce.

History “

* These consider_ations,were paramount in “the m»inds of Lenin a’no'
other Bo|shevrk leaders when they toppled the Provtsronal Government
~in 1917 because their coup in Petrograd that faII tnggered a civil warv

that sWept the Iength ot the Russnan emprre Lenin and Trotsky (along
with other pmrmnent bolshevrks) looked to the French Revolutron as a
A hrst‘ori,c'ajl model of a popular revolution, and were determ.ined to
 prevent the rise of. 'a Russian Bonaparte out of tn'e turrnoil and ehaos
'of Civil Vt;ar. The Marxust Lenrmst rdeology had |dent|f|ed the officer

:'corps of caputahst nations as powerful centers of reactlonary forces :

and the‘theory of wor-ld ,wide Marx1st; revotutlon precluoed their
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necessity _in. a- truly »fsocialis't‘ soeiety, but ..the .reality of Russia in
- 1917 requiredua Redv Army capablle of defeating the \{Vhite armigs anc‘i‘
their feteign. allies in a w:\)rld very mueh resistant to the spread of
.socialism. ' ‘}Loathing‘the very necessity, Trotsky ‘.beeame Corhmiss‘ar of
. War m early 1v918 an.d,'desparate for expettenced officers, ‘the
A\Belsh'eyiks m_anaged to" enlist 22,000 officers from the Old Imperial

'Army to give the. Red Arm‘y a capable officer corps.1

Trotsky dlsplayed bnlllan{ feats ot orgamzatlon and strate{gy, :

and hls leadershnp was a factor in the ultnmate Bolshevuk victory in
the Clvtl Warb But it had req‘uured the "aid of pohtncally suspect
ex- tsarnst otflcers and durmg the war the system of appomtmg
polmcal offlcers as deputies to military co,mmanders was
‘tmplemented These mlhtary_ commissars (theaforerunners .ef \‘t‘he
officers of ' the MPA- Main Political Admini‘strat‘i’en) we"re' o spteae‘
the Marx(i t\Lemmst udeology amongst the troops and serve as a check .

on any potentnally disioyal mmtary offlcers Thns was - the first

‘element in the system to restrain the muhtary in \Soviet Russia.



The Civil War also produced other |egacues for the Sowet Ieadershlp
’The forerunner of the modern Councul of Defense was established to

. b o l l
provrde the- Sovrets with centralized Ieadership, a- rneasure, which was
also an imp‘ort'an.t factor in _their subsequent “\'/ictory‘(‘see discussion
of Defense 'Council.belovi‘/)." |

The crucral debate over the nature and the role of the Red Army,"
however came after the successful end of 'the Civll War and the
defeat of the immediate’ military threat facing the Soviet leaders.
. Trotsky, supported by some of .the‘ ex-tsarist officers which had led
the army in the war, argued for a small regular army'whose primary
'mlssron would be " the protectlon of the:. regime agalnst 'a"
'counter-revolutlon or spontaneous peasant revolts: 2 " Other promment: .
offlcers such as Mikhail Tukhachevsky and M.V. Frunze argued that a
large standmg regular army, supplemented by a mllltra system was
Hnecessary for. qunck reactlon to outsnde threats -and the professronal‘

competence to use that force rn future mobile wars (Trotsky was,':

'deposed and exiled .in a successron struggle whrch followed Lenm s !



66

“death in 1924, and in 1940 was assassinated on the orders of the
victor, ‘Joseph Stalin). * The military‘ issue was only one of many in the -
- crucial debates and political str,lrjf:g‘gll‘es‘ of the twenties, ‘with Stalin in -

‘most cases leading the opposition(to'Trotsky, as Stalin sided with
Frunze and Tukhachevsky to giVe the military a larger establishment,‘

and a professional _otficer corps. One of the most damagmg pohtlcal
issues that hampered Trotskys posmon in the. twentles was his -
‘rmpresswe cwrl war record, whrch ‘made hrm“a potentual Bonaparte in
the‘ eyes of his nervous party collegues For the sake of the
revolutron "Trotsky never attempted toh capltallze on his standmg m

the Red Army to advance hrs polltucal career, and he was aware of the

danger greater than that of Bonapartrsn‘i
. H0wever even. durmg the NEP Trotsky was shoWrng s
-~ fears that - ‘military ‘considerations mlght dominate . ..
- Soviet society rather than-the reverse:’ Trotsky later
~ warned that - if . the - skewed economic priorities,
.°;where|n mlhtary claims predomlnated"’ were to
. continue, both the economy and “society would become -
" militarized. . Such, - to him, was the essence of
-'Bonapartlsm a concept much ‘more- daagerous than" ..
the - conventlonal notnon of a mere soldrer on a ‘white
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"'horse'. 3

Trotsky may have recogmzed the danger but the reallty of the ClVIl

e

‘War qunckly supenmposed |ts own lognc over |deologlcal tenets
Trotsky htmself called for extreme measures to moblllze the entire
nation .for war, advocatun_g po‘lucres. that led }one,‘ author to note that
| "Trotsky's state was implicitly monolithic-" ano he " . : ; extolled*the

~

collectlve solldarlty of -the rullng group in the face of a hostlle or ‘
l " | e r

' apathetlc natuon ~4 | N o | - P

iy

 The subject of the mtlltarlzatlon of Sovret socrety will be‘

,,,,,

diséussed Iater in thls paper but sufflce rt to say.. that ™" a Iarge |
standmo_army _staffed by a professnonal ofhcer corps was created in
‘the twentres and fully estabhshed by the thnrttes ostensrbly as an'.
»arr‘n of the people since there was no longer a capltallst rulmg class l
_C‘,Stallns major platform in the debates of the twentles was sociallsm
in one ‘country. the |dea that the Sovret Umon could exist as a"

socrallst state in what the Sovnets percelved 1o be an lmplacably

hostlle mternatlonal system domlnated by capltaftst states and“"
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,,,,,

‘~bereft-""‘”of,..:'\so"cialist ’ allies. | Stalin tied the interests - of global .

"revolutlon to lts only exlstmg pafron state, the Union of Soviet
‘ =

'A"Somalist Flepublics and thus the measurement of the power and, :

" * .
progress of the socrallst movement depended upon the" state interests_,

o'

of the USSR., To exist in this -hostile international environment‘ th,e

USSR. would requrre a large defense establlshment backed by a

massrve industrral base capable of survrvung and sustalmng a

,..A

protracted war effort Smce 1928 mrlitary mterests and heavy
mdustry consrderatrons have dominated the Sovret economy and; ‘

forelgn policy, and by extenSlon Sovret somety Every frve year plan
'smce 1928 has wrtnessed the pnmacy of the mrlrtary mdustrial o

complex in the system over the oonsumer and agricultural sectors

producung the skewed economy forseen by Trotsky As was'nOted in.

.the first chapter srx decades of commumst rule have created the ,

largest mrlntary establishment m the world backed by a mass ve base L

ln heavy mdustry : o 'Q_ a_ '

A}
e - e

. ‘G,iven ‘the' statements .above, one f,c»'ould ,as’sfumef '-"th‘at the



69

professronal and polrtlcal ‘standlng. of the Sov L ofttcer corps has'.
grdwn in step with the size and poyver of the army, but the record
does not bear out this- assumptron Stahn kept a trght rein on the"
'_generals and yvhen the general secretary vnewed the offrcers as
becommg a threat to hrs‘posrtron- Stalin - used the NKVD‘ (Iater to
' become known as the KGB) to institute a massnve‘purge of the offrcer‘l
Jcorps starttng m 1937 éetween one-d‘uarter and one—half of‘the
offrcer corps Io,st therr hves and many others were arrested on‘ the
outlandrsh charges of treason wrth the fllmsrest of evtdence and sent
‘to the gulags (labour camps) The‘ '‘Great Purge had struck the offrcer .
corps, jUSt as it-had the party cadre and as rt would the KGB ltself "
.-.*wrth arrests and executrons gorng on into the early years of the 3

i‘lSecond World War The decrmatron of the offucer corps was reflectedfl
' 'l in the defeats suffered by the Fted Army m the Wrnter War wrth"
leand (1940) and the colossal losses in the German mvasron ofr
| »‘1941 The mvasron placed a severe stram— on‘ the Soyret armed forces

: ,and many offrcers Iangurshmg in: the gulag were hastrly guven
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commands and we're thrown into battle agamst the‘veteran legrons of
the German Wehrmacht “The war served to remind Stalin and otherl
, party offrcrals of the ‘penaltles of . crushrng the mlhtary. Ie‘adershrp
| for percelved domestlc Léohtrcal} gam | -
| The Sovret armed forces suffered massive Iosses out in " the
E:EEB halted the Germans at Stahngrad in’ 1942 and by 1945 the Sovrets '
}'had fought their way into. Berlm Durmg‘ th‘e war, Stalrn had gradually “
: dranted talented "commander‘swslmh "a's G. Zhukov, K. Rokossovsky.and .
Konev great orestrge and some operatronal flexrbrlrty, privileges
‘Stalm |mmediate|y~revoked at the end of the Great Patnotrc War in
~ July, 1946 the .most dmfluentlal and respected ‘Sovret- offrcer ‘

LY

‘Marshal Gngory Zhukov Hero of the Sovnet Umon and the ivnctor at‘ ‘.‘
‘Moscow rn 1941 and Stahngrad in 1942 was packed off to command
'the mlnor Odessa and iater Ural Mrlrtary Drstncts Rokossovskr wasvj ;

*drspatched to Warsaw to’ take command of the Polrsh armed forces

,‘Stahn had served notnce that wrth the vrctory over Germany the' '

f

j'_'armed forces was to agam be relegated to strrcter control by ‘fﬁ
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Ieagers"hrp
-The death of Stalin. in 1953 and the su‘bsequent succ‘essi“on
s'trugglep seemed ‘to augur well for the military, with Zhukov returning'

to Moscow to become First Deputy Minister of Defense that same year.

4
!

Durmg a Central Commrttee plenum in June 1957, a factron in the'
party attempted to have Khrushchev ousted, ‘but Zhukov _made‘ military
aircraft available to Khrushchev to fly in loyal party cadres' to secure,
' l(hrlushchev's position as party‘ leader.5 | Khrushche\r pre\railed oﬁer his .
polrtlcal opponents and Zhukov became: the frrst careerr offrcer to .
obtam membershrp in the rulrng Pohtburo Four months |ater Zhukov
_hrmself was ousted and -once more bamshed lnto obscdnty Three‘v
.years later in. February, 1960 five hundred generals frorn the Sovret
vnarmed forces followed Zhuko\r into forced retrrement as ‘lfhrushohev ‘
had decrded to reduce the srze of the Sovret Ground Forcé‘s in fa.vour_

. l

-of the- new Strategrc Hocket Forcess' Thrs actron was ‘a sharp .

=

remmder of the power of the Frrst Secretary Khrushohevs ouster m

f1964 however seemed to benefrt the mrlrtary when the new:‘
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ylleadership :he'aded by ‘Leonid ‘Brezhnev 4i"nstit‘0ted ‘a sdbstan‘t‘ial
mmtary butldup to attaln strategrc paﬁ\y wnth the Unlted States ln
. d(tron Brezhnevs rule wntnessed the ascensron o(? both Marshal
“Grechko |(1973-76) and Marshal ,Drrnltrly Ustinov (1976—1985) to Ql
..Politburo"mentbersh'ip. Thﬂe officer corps as a: who;’le seernedr to‘
benefit fro‘rn. a more secure' standing in soc"iety and a‘mple budgetary
,‘ allotments for the “rnilitary‘ establiShment. N | |

The polmoal and professnonal power of the oftlcer corps smce
1928 has not consustently increased to 'match the matenal growth :n‘
the rnnhtary-mdustnat sector'of the economy.‘ On the contrary, the‘
officer -oorps - has ' had a 'checkered history marked';by,' great
achnevements such ‘as the mthtary vuctory in the’ 'Serond World WarJ
“and the polmcal rlse of Zhukov along wutLh great dnsaster |n the Great '
-‘Purge of Stalln and wholesale dlsmlssa‘lw by”Khrushchev P As one -
former Sovnet offlcer observed the result is. that the offlcer corps |

has been sens'mzed to party mterests m the mnhtary and polmcal

spheres



. No :Soviet general, and for that matter no Soviet .
. officer or soldier - no single member of this’
©enormous organlzatlon ~ has any guarantee that .he
will* be allowed to retain his priviieges, his rank or
even his life. - They [the party] may drive him out, like
. an old dog, at any moment:. they may stand him
| agamst a wall and shoot hlm 7 ' - : '

Thns may be an extreme view, but it does point out that the hlstory of
the offlcer corps and the purges stull has an lmpact on the opnnlon of

Sovnet offnoers today

‘The Structtfre of Smrlet Défense PoliticS‘

i

. The ' structup of Sovuet defense polmcs has developed mto a

remarkably stable form srnce the expansnon ef the armed forces in the‘

thtrtles There are three major agencnes ln the Sovret ngh Command ‘.

-

‘(1) the Councrl of Defense of the USSR (Sovef oborony) (2) the :

_,Mam Mllltary Council of the . kollegua of the Mlmstry of Defense (

Glavnyr voyennér sovet - kollegua mlmstersfva oborony ) and; (3) the'

;Gene al’ Staff (General nyl shtab ) Another‘-important '.ag‘ency is the |
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Main Political Administration (MPA), which consists of the career
political ofﬁ’cers”i?h the armed forces. Other state and-party agencies
which vplvay a large role in deferrse politics are GOSYPLAN"(the State
« ‘Plenning Agency - gaconomic),m the Defernse Indu;tries Department of
the Tentral “Committee, the various state ministries involved in
defense industry, the Military-Industrial Commission (VPk) and, ' of
course, ‘the Politburo. All of the aforementionéd agencies have
existed in one form or another since the thirties and represent a
highly cen\{ralized and consisrent defense structure. '

| The highest decision making body in the Soviet defense and
foreign'e‘oﬁcy structure is. the Council of Defense. The direct
forerunner of this organ vas established in 1938 and the "Main
Military Council', but was renamed the State Committee of Defense
(GKO) and‘ chaired by Stalin .himself after the German in\rasion of
1941. The GKO became the top governmg body in the land and its

decrees durmg the war years were consndered law and bmdlng on both

the. state an.d party structure. The GKO consisted of approxrmat‘ely

-~
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nine men, a small subset of the ruling elite with represehtation from”
" some fnembers of the Politburo, the military, the secret police, the
diplomatic corps, state economic pianning and defgnse industry
. ‘rvnénagers‘: The. GKO was officially disbanded after the war

~ (September 4, 1945) but may have continued to exist. Only recently

was Brezhnev direcfly referr'ed" to as Chairman of the Coundil of
ADefe‘nse kin a decree of t;e Supreme Soviet, Méy 7, l976).8 Sin‘ce
;576, .the.- General Secretary of the CPSU has chaired the Defense
Council, and its existénge, in peacetime further served to highlight,.‘
defense concerr;s v&ithgh the Soviet elité. - Most scholars haye ‘gbr;e' on
the 'assumption that the powers and representation Jﬁ the Defense .

Council ‘are similar to that of the old GKO.
The Council of Defense of the USSR, as the successor

to the STO [a legacy of Lenin's conduct of the civil

war] and GKO, oversees the preparati n of the country, ~

the economy and the people. for wap. It ensures that

there are standby plans for myﬁbmzmg industry,

transport, and manpower to meet the" requirements

- for possnble war at various levels of intensity. it has

the power to form new staffs, create new military

districts, or change the entire structure of the Soviet



[#]

Armed Forces. The council examines proposals, makes
~ its ' judgements, ‘and issues decrees. 9
: A

While the 1977 Constitution mentions the Defense Coyncilﬁ the

membership of the modern defense Couneil beyond the General

Secretary has never officially been “specified by the Soviets and is

currently the object of much speculation. Most sources agree that it

~is chaired by the General Secretary, and that the Minister of Defense

(usually a‘ military officer) is a full member.'0 Other positions

77

commonly s“‘ug‘gested are the .Chairman of the Council of Ministers,

“ Chairman of the KGB, Chairman of the VPK (the Military-Industrial

Commission that oversees defense production) Minister of Foreign

Affairs, Chlef of the General Staff and the Chalrman of GOSPLAN11

Not all members of the Defense Councrl are Polutburo members‘

(although some are members of both,ﬂ most notably the General
Secretary), but rather eacn member 'of the edunci_l represents the apex
of a specnahzed freld in the Soviet Union. As such, the council would

represent the greatest centrahzatuon of economfc pohtucal and

-

v‘mlhtary power in the USSRa- O | Ce

8
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The secondcomponent in the Soyiet High Cornrnand is the Main“
Military 'Council,';wh”ich: rs chaired by the Minister of Defens'e and
. responsible for ‘the .im'plemfe_ntation‘}of Defense Council decisions
_regarding - manpower procurement "and bersonnel ‘i's,sues affecting. the
--armed forces, often' actmg in an advrsory capacity. | It ‘rs commonly
suggeeted that this councrl mcludes the General Secretary, the three
frrst deputy defense t‘mmsters" (Chuef of -the'Generat' Staff,
Commander m’énef of the Warsaw Pact Forces, and General Affairs),
"'and eleven first deputy mln’sters "from within. the defense mmrstry
(heads of the five ma]or services; Ground. Forces Strategrc Rocket‘
Forces Navy, Frontal Avratron Troops of Arr Defense as well as the '
'Inspector General cn(Jldefense btlletmg \and constructron Qrear
seMces.- cadres and armaments).12 Finally, the Chief of the MPA is
'also a member ot' thts body. In wartrme ‘the kollegua would revert to
its desrgnatton grven in the Second Wortd War,. STAVKA and carry out

strateglc operatrons ordered by the Defense Councrl <wrth=

'representatrves from STAVKA bemg drspatched to mrhtary fronts to :



79

supervise implementation‘ of the plans and pro‘vide .overall
co-ordination for the various <fronts ‘inydlved in the plan. -.The ‘Main
Military C‘ou‘ncilhwo‘uld becorn‘ey thefli‘nt( between the fronts and the
Defense éounctl. ' |
The thurd elernent in the structhre of the ngh Command is the
‘General Staff WhICh is of course headed by the Chtef of the General
. Staff The General Staff was modelled on the German General Staff
and the staff tradmon of the tsarist officer cqres.' but th"e' Soviets
have pt;bl‘is.hed very little information regarding the General Staff and
are );et to p'uhlish an Organizatien chart. 'The five ‘milit'aryvs'ervices "
are dir'eéted .by: thev.Mini.stry of ‘Defense thr&tgh the ‘Genera"l Sta’ff,
which -handles Jb.asic .plann‘tng ter~the armed torces. "The 'St‘aff‘ ”it‘self ,,
- has: ele",ve‘n" direeto‘r'ates, .. the '.threefl most im'pertantv be'in'g those ;' ofrl"
N operatiojns mtelhgence and._ orgamzatuOn mobnllzatron 'a‘nd it i's"»
'pnmarrly entrusted wnth formulatmg ' and‘ |mplement|ng- Soviet_"'
' mthtary strategy and thé mthtary techmcal aspects of mtlr«tary.;--;;.

f. i

e doctnne (for the dtscussnon of mllltary doctrune see bele‘w) 13‘ For‘-'



4 the purposes of thls study, the General "Staff per se is not? oentral to :
" the thesns but the Chlef of the Geaeral Staff does hold a prestlglous
and lmportant posmon in Soviet defense polltlcs o .
| ) The party mfluence in the mllltary IS represented in several‘
‘udlfferent ways a haIlmarK of the Sovnet system whereby the state’.‘
;.structure is paralleled by a dual party structure - supervrsnng pOlIC)’.
tmplementatlon - The Admlnlstratlve Organs Department of the
Central Commlttee ls responsrble ft:r screenlng all mllltary (as well
as judlmary, KGB and MVD- Mlnlstry of the Interior) personnel for key

'appomtments while nearly all offlcers mcludlng and above the rank

"of colonel must be‘ 'members of‘ the CPSU. It has- been noted 'th'at the :

‘Mlmster of Defense is now qmte often.-a mllltan offlceLand has fullj

"".or candldate status as a member of the party Pohtburo Most of the* "

0

offlcers servmg in. the Maln Mllttary Councul are also members of the
_CPSU Central Commlttee and the mllltary forms the second Iargest, :
: smgle professuonal contlngent in’ the Central Commlttee (second only‘-

l'.to reglonal party flrst secretarles)ll"' Fmally, all mllltary pests ln



81

the‘- Soviet High Comma‘nd "..(with a ‘fe_w' exceptions in the lower .
echelons of the Generat Staff) are assumed to be nomenklatura posts

subject to direct revrew by the Polrtburo/Secretarrat departments |

and the MPA.15 .

So far‘ there have been several reterences ‘rn thrs paper
regardrng the. MPA gorng‘ back tb t'(S orrgrnal role - as the "political
. commissars” in the Russran Crvrt War The MPA today is the network“
‘ot career pohtrcal offrcers wrthm the overall mrlttary‘st:ucture.
vwhose mrssron |s to rernforce and upgrade the - |deologrcal awareness
of. the officers and soldiers in the armed forces as well as to educate
the Sovret people and youth ln mr_lrtary hrstory and the benfrts of'
martral values The MPA parallels the mrlrtary structure from the‘ |
| Chief of the MPA “and the Mrmster ot Defense in the Maln Mnhtary
. Councrl nght down ‘to the company Ievel (a umt of one hundredf\?
v"men) 16 The MPA functrons as the publrsher and censor of all mrlrtaryf "

!Journals and pubhcatlons, and screens mrlrtary apporntments whlle,..v

_;uoperatmg wrth the full authdrrty of a department of the Central‘.."f
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“ Committee 17 The MPA is vnewed by some as the prmcrpal ‘arm of the‘
| party in mllltary affarrs and it should be noted that the Chuef of - the
MPA lS ranked fourth in the hlerarchy of Sovret mllltary protocol“‘
(after the Mlmster of’ Defense Chlef of the - General Staff and
COmmander-in-Chief of the Warsaw Pact Forces)._ There ‘are MPA
"officers . serv-in; with tpeir' mllitary counte_rpa'rts@y on | military
" oouncils,‘ “apd party -members within- ther armed | forces " are ‘also
respons\iblet‘o the MPA for instruction. ‘.lt is fair" to say that the:r'MPlA
is a‘ majolr 'lfa'.ctor in attemptmg to determme that nature of"_.
‘party-mrlrtary relatnons in the USSR\and the debate over the nature of

c ‘e

thls orgamzatlon wnll be taken up later

There should also be some mentlon of" the K;B and lts role m'
kthe Sovnet mllntary The KGB |s the sword and shleld" of the partyf |
‘and |s responsnble for malntamlng vrgllance and onalty amongst the
f.fpopulatlon a mlssron the party and KGB vrew as also extendmg to"j

those Sovret cutlzens who also happen to be members of the armed- ]

forces "1"?,5_The secret pollce force rs commonly known to have ltS own
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informants - amongst the officers and rank-and-file members of the -
. e ' " ' C .
o NN U S Y
services, providing the KGB, with' information regarding the "activities
of thel@rvic’:emen. .18‘ This is only one: of the sources of:ténsion
between the two agencnes -as both ‘e powerful' organizations:within |
- the. Sovret state In addmon the mrlrtary has |t’wn rntelhgence ,
‘branch - the GRU - whrch rs a bltter nval of the KGB in the freld of -
forergn (and even domestrc) mtelhgence gathermg However this
 area of party mrlrtary relatlons is obscured from view m the west

but the fact that the KGB does marntarn a network of rnformants in

' the ranks should be remembered as another potentral constramt on
‘

L 1 Vo

' the military. X

NSovretv Strategic Thought *’\ . | \

The basrc framework of' Sovret strategrc thou ht can be traced
'back to Lenln and hrs acceptance of Clausewrtz as a vaIrd gurde to =
""polrtrcal and‘ mrlrtary struggle partrcularly ask struggle was"l.l;

.‘ fconsrdered the prrmary mechamsm of socral change m the
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.:_Marxist-Leninist ideology, Lenin emphasized the Ii'de'a that war was ah :
extension of politics and théi the party must control all elements of
"the struggle. While there was 'not a uniform ’adoption of

ClatJSewitzean theory in“its ei‘ntirety, the Soviets have acceptedlmany

t'e%ts..omlin"ed by. Clausewr‘*tz and these are reflected in Soviet
“milit‘ar‘y thought. .Therev is a|. hierarchical division of strategic pOIicy_.
.'premgatives which are desighed to follow and ensure the, principle of

"'p'oliticall control over the miIitary In this . paper only the top* two -

, @ ' o
llevels of strategtc thought shall be dtscussed in detail; military

N i

< doctrine { Voyennaia doktrina ).‘and the subordihat‘e ar‘e,a‘of ml}litary .
af'sclence (Voyennala nauka ) EE .' | S

‘e . ’ -

-Mrhtary doctnne has the greatest scope for determtmng ‘he

';y ‘.." '

| strategtc pohcnes of the Sovret Unlon Doctrme IS expected to answer’
‘."’“ X ‘

fnve bas:c questrons facmg the Ieadershlp of the natnorr and shape the;é

"t_‘

‘ s?rategtc famework wrthm whrch the state operates f ) L
‘1) What is the possnbrltty of war |n the future" lf a
i res war is t0- occur , what country )or countrres should be
v_consrdered the potenttal enemy or enemles'?:: :

\ ,"\,,\< B

‘ ~'~ '».‘-
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(2) If a war is to occur, what sort of war should the
natlon and the rmlltary expect to fight?' -

’

(3) If such a war is to occur, what objectrves and
tasks should be: assigned to the military? 'In 'order to
‘achieve such objectnves what level of military power
' should the nation mamtam?

’

o (4) In order to prepare the nation and the military for
‘ war, what mnlatary organlzatlons should the state

Create? . R

5) If a war is o occur, what tughtnng rztethods should.
be used?1?’ :

The fmal defmmon of mrhtary doctrme is the sole responsrbrhty of °
'che party Ieadershrp as represented in the Pohtburo and the Councrl of :
'_Defense. Sovret mahtary wnters in the past have consustentlyﬂ

J

."“deflned doctrme as an objectwe assessment of current mrlutary_‘

f'economlc and pohtrcal reahtres ( the rdea of the correlatuon of -

forces tn the world) produced by the leadershrp ‘based upon’

indusputable Marxrst-Lemnrst prmcrples The abuity .»,to set mnlltary

a-‘..

'.doctnne |s a crucral theme of thIS paper and as John Dzrak-_-"
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commented, doctrinal power is not to be -underestimated:

Military doctine, then, is .the party’'s guide to the
" strategic structure and futuré of the. military, - It is
the/mtellectual ‘and pollcy framework which informs'.
- .war planmng ahd guides  force acqunsmon Once
‘pronounced by the . Party, it provrdes the authority for
more specific plannm@ and establishes the armament:
norms and weapons acquisition policies for the armed
forces. Since doctrine issues from the highest
council of the land it'is very ‘stable, thaugh it can be
changed in’response to new . mllltary screntmc_” ‘
-developments Once . pronounced however, doctrine is'
no, longer debatable unless 'so ordained by hlgher~ Party
authority, “in. ‘specific terms undoubtedly * the' Defense,-
‘Council . . . This being the case, who controls docrme |
_contrdls the lot ~2‘° e o

The next major term subordinate ‘.to~th_at of m-ilitary@dOctrine ls |

‘rnilital':y science Scrence as a defmmon is’ more llmlted m scope
’compared to the all encompassmg natuﬁe of "doctrme Mllltary"‘

: : ’ N E ¢'\" T )
‘smence 1tself is made up of several elements (mcludmg mllltary};"

.
PR
k

-':strategy, operatlonal art and tactlcs) 'l'he Sovret mrlutary wrlters

-
. Lo~

| have defmed mllltary :.crence as \ L ~ e
% ~w A system of knowledge concermng the nature essence

1and ‘content- of armegd conflict, and.. concernmg the:
: manpower facr mes and methods of conductlng combat

o .



operations by means of armed forces and their
comprehensive support.21

The definition of rhilitary science describes responsibilities that fall
primarily, under the jurisdicvtion of the General Staff, with .the
glement of military strategy being essentially determined by the
'guidelines set by military doctrine. Unlike doctrine, military science
'S seen to be subjective in nature and hence some .aspects are open to
debate within professional military circles, usually‘ vt/ithin the

official journal of the General Staff (Voyennaia mysl’ - Military
' \

Thought, a publication closed to the weét after 1973). The difference

between doctrine and science is emphasized in Soviet literature along
\

— -

the following lines.

The difference between milit ry science and doctrine
consists in the fact that doctrine, elaborated and
adopted by the state, is & unified system of views and
a guide to action, free of any kind of personal
subjective opinions and evaluations. Science, on the
other hand, is characterized by controversy. In a
system of theories known as military science, there
may be several différent_points of -view, diverse
scientific concepts, ongma@ypqtheses which are not
selected as doctrine for ptactical application and
thus do not acquire the character of official state



89

views on military questions.23
: N

This suggests that in the_.narrower realm of military preparat'ions for

. war, fhe General Staff has the ability to debate aspects o‘f, military
_ science but that it is mofe limited -in its ability ‘to discuss doctrine.,‘-

‘.

Given the _above material, it is clear that the definition given to

| the term military doctrine has a g[ea; inlpact on defense polié‘y with
important ramifications in both do'mestic. and foreign atfairs.” Tt;}us, '

the subject of military doctrine is worth examining in greater detail

as it is. such a major consi(;erafion in the q&estion of party-military

rélations and is the highest political arena wheré politicai and

strategi;: viewpoints intersect. Mili}ary doctrine is made up of two

elements; sociopolitipai and military-technical. We sﬁall nsv;/ turn to

‘these topics in an attempt to assess their rflation to one another and
the posSible influence of the military ‘in.»onekr both of these

elements; ‘ | A | | .

Most sources agree that the Soviet military plays a crucial role

in the military-technical field, as many of the decisions fall under

[
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the mandate)‘ of military science, an area we have Sgeh to been covéred .
by the General Staff. The diagram used? to comyey the
military-technical p.olicy process shéWs how th‘e variods‘..party. state
and hilitary agencies interact, 'ldeés and systems devglbped in the
military service.brgnches are screened and 6ollected at'tr"\e level of
. the General Staffb and reviewed by’ the Main Military Council. -The
information is 'sent to the gpakrty apparatus, ;1:a_mely the Centre;l
Committee Defense I:ndustrf.tes Department and the Defense Council.
The program is then sent to GOSPLAN and to the state ministries

(includirig the Ministry of Defens.e),lafter which it is possibly placed
. R ) | ;o
on the Politburo agenda for consideration. Upon approval, the program

is sent to% Mi!itaf;j/-lnldustrial Commission where it is transformed

into a set® %specific economic guidelines as part of the five-year"
. nE® e

economi¢~plan. The military is directly represented in all of the

agencies in the military-technical process with the excepti'on of

9

GdSPLAN It is also worth notnng that the General Secretary of the

H
I

CPSU who holds the title of__Commander in- Chnef of the Armed
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F'orces is a member of the Defense Councnl Politburo, the SeCretariat .

(which: includes the, Defense Indu‘stries Departrhent), end‘ the /Mai'n'*

Militafy,Counch, giving the General Secretary access to many levels

]
N

24

-

of the process.
' . S .
The extent of the military “p‘articipation in this area is

necessary to staff and run a ‘modern, professional army capable of

8]

effectively deploying its ‘forces in wartime  to .fuﬁ‘ufﬁolitical,‘

requirements for victory. The military jealbqsly guard their

-

,

privileged access to infdrmation in this.area. Considering th:"é'i\t. tne
military have direct edc'ess to' militaryv production and theories frdm
the drawing board up to .tne Defense ’Council and depa'rtrments of the
Central Committee, the ofﬂcers are in a posmon to deny 7ccéss to
other agenCtes in the area of foreign or defqﬁse affalrs (such as the.
‘Ministry of Fore;gn Affairs or the civilian Academy o? Scie_nces '
Insvtitutes, namely tne Institute for. the 4Study ofi the USA and Can\ada).'

It is one ,fhing to say that the military have considerable input

° . , o ‘ .
concerning the technical comcerns of its own profession and



institution, but could .this or has this been translated into actual

policy, power? In order to support such a ‘position, one would have to

L

determine the relationship between the sociopolitical considerations

and military-technical input that determine military doctrine. - To do

this, the first step would be to examine the officer corps and its. rolp
in the elite. Can and do these officers in key positions act in concert

i
. A

to form & domestic political actor advéncing their own causes and

agenda? Professionals in the USSR are said to wear two.hats, one for
) \ o

the party and one for the state (their proféssion)\.'-q\ Which role is

played” by the military off-icers‘"inVOlved‘ in the shaping of Soviet

military ‘doctrine?

Nature of the. Soviet Military Elite | !
As was the case in the "analysis of theories regarding the
Soviet political system, many viewpoints have- been. advanced on this

topic. in one book, Dale Herspring divided the_rénge of'bpinion into

three basic schools of thought.25 . The first :theme i‘théﬁ of the
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-military ,as‘an interest group and the emphasis is on the element of

friction in party-military. relations.  The military .is depicted as

constantly trying .to escape ahd circumvent party reSirictions which
hamper the attainhent of professional military objectives. The

second —model, the ‘barticipatory model of party-military relations,

notes that the military has some minor grievances and bureauCratic

troubles with the party but bostulates that the officer’corps has no

reason to intervene in Ieade‘rshlp polmcs even though it has that
capabmty The mlhtary has benefmed from a generdus party policy

regardmg the officer corps and lts military establlshme%t and thus

\ .
the mnhtary has no motive to take a dnrect role ‘in ruling the USSR

Finally, there is‘ the par}'y cadre medel, which notes that

barty-military" relations are m.arked not only by a ‘harmony of commoh
mterests and values but that the orgamzattonal relatuonshup between
the CPSU and the mmtary (especnally in_the elite) is almost'

~ symbiotic in’ nature. These'_ three position‘s shall ser"‘\‘f/e as the

B

R

parameters- for this. discussion, with the various opinions of other
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wr‘iters ’pei‘ng‘ linked or compared to one of these three .theories.

The int‘erestr group theory of party-military relatiohs is
}‘generally an extensnon of the mterest group model of Sovnet polmcs
discussed in the fnrst chapter The death of Stall,'n in 1953 was
\.follovr/ed by the ouster of one General Secretary, and then followed by
a massive military‘ hoildup during the Brezhnev era. Some writers
have made a posmve connectlon between the growth of the armed
, forces.and ah increased domestic polrtrcal power on the part \ot the-
Sovnet military. One o‘f the. most mflue,ntlal epokesmen for this view

of Soviet politics has been Roman Kolkowicz, who gave the following
S , ‘s

|~

appreciation of the Brezhnev era: = R 4

Essentially, the military has become the benefactor
of the Party's decline within the system. and. its
‘expansuonary. ambitious, imperial . and superpower -
policies abroad. The military has benef;tted from the
Party's erosion- of legitimacy, decline of authorrty and’
farlure of performance 26 -

Kolkowrcz pounted to the political successaep struggles for the

!
posmon of General Secretary as- the opportumty for the mmtary as

-

a T~
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an inter‘est 1groﬁo‘ to .intervene in 'party politics }a'nd 'secure policies
favoorable to the /military such as budgetary allocations, a continoing

..' ' - . N . . .
mission rational’e(the _er;ternal threat posed by the USA), and a major
influgnce in fo‘r.é'ign"oolic'y concerning Fastern Euro'pe, the United
States and China.27 tThe checkered hrstory of the officer corps is
indicative of the drfferences between the military profehssronals and
party careensts‘ for control over policy. | A major assumption in ‘Ithis, |
| theory is " . - . that the political Ieaders, the basic polttic‘al values,’
and the ,‘ideology are ’inherently' anti-military,'i.e. there is a profound "

f.
distrust of the professronal mrhtary men who possess the weapons

Q

“and' technology of war - "28 Kolkowrcz has noted iparty rntolerance

of polrcres artrculated outsrde the CPSU, ‘and wrote that the "L

party and the military have become mutual captlves they need one

another and cannot let go for there are' no viable alternatives'."29
Thrs vrewpornt has been echoed by other writers soch as

Andrew Cockburn who stated that - political~ powe'r in the Soviet

“

Unron stems from the support in the bureaucracy 30 " The dynamrc |

\
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source of army infloence in the policy-making system are once m'oreﬂl‘"”

identified as'po'litical succession struggles and the fact that‘party'_‘,
. played for and secured the support of the military '
‘ | s

industrial complex while. consolidating ..power and edging out

‘leaders

formidable p‘_olitical rivals."3 Cockburn's atgumenttfollows along the
L ‘ - - LY e :
lines that bureaucratic politics rule the USSR and that the military is'

one of the mo‘stprwerfu’l elements in the bureauoracy :
Edward Warner adopted a shghtly dnfferent approach to the

theory of the military as a powerful mterest group. In an age of rapnd\
' ,
technologlcal change partacularty in .the fueld of gnhtary theory and

A "}

"‘technology, the mtlrtary exercnses |ts expertnse |,n defense lssues to

secure” favourable domestic rolicies. Y )

We have also seen that the. effOrt§ of the military to
advance their. parochial interests are enhanced by the
virtual monadpolies of defense policy information and
'expertlse they enjoy and the pohcy making
arrangements’ that 'permit them to play leading roles

. in- the ' formation and_ lmplementatuon of Soviet
mlhtary policy.32 | | ) -

To extend th|s statement the Soviet officers determjne the
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Armilitar‘y-‘technical policy ‘and would thereby have an influential role
in the shaping of military dogéine; , ) o

" Soviet military doctrine that provcdes the
~ authoritative: assignment of roles and missions’
" within the military establlshment and guidelines for
I-the employment of mulltary power, is importantly.
{ related to the size, composmon and armament of the
Soviet - Armed Forces.  However, this relatronshnp
B appears to be as much a shaping of doctrine to
accommodate and rationalize particular - weapons
systems .as a result of the lobbying efforts of the
various services, branches, and weapons designers, as
it @oes the programmatic ‘shaping- of the services and
" weapons procurements in accordance with a sungu%/\
"‘doctnnal design.33 "

One author_hasgone’ further than this and declared that " . . . (t),‘his'_is '
: . » - -—‘ . ' ; . .
not the.,,‘»cas'e'oi having a wellfconstrdcted doctrinal edifice ‘and then
! \ . . *
adaptrng mlhtary forces to it" because the doct.e is "

'rmprovnsed to fit the curcumstances whuch obhge it to accept a.

‘ _ *: :
partlcular‘ pattern 'of’ forces at a given time."3 4 The general’n

| ) '\‘ '
’conclusron is that the mrlrtary has had a major role in setting

mlhtary techmcal pollcy, whlch has at tlmes outwe:ghed

'socrcpohtrcal consrderatlons of the party when determnmng doctnne v
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The other conclusion is that the party‘membership for protessional‘
muljtary officers is in a sense jUSt a permit for them to partncapate
in the pohcy debates of the elite, and only” brnds top otfncers to

malntalmng an outward facade of party umty the srmbltaneOusly-

——— . »

\(pursumg professnonal autonomy and benefits for the military as an

institution, t ‘ I v
Timothy ‘Colton disagreed with this portrayal of party-military -
relatiéns based on his extensive study of the Main Political

.
1

,Administrat"ion.'35" ‘Contrary to the perception’ of the political
4 ! - "

officers as' the Trojan %orse of the party in the military camp, Colton

presented an |mage of a political otflcer network tgat shares many of

» | g
the concerns and mterests of their mnlltary counterparts This 'is--not

a trend that developed in recent years/ During the _Great ’Purge lthev

LN
a

‘ commlssars often suffered the s/ame“‘-fate as the military .
,: professronals with whom they serve /d (if the NKVD arrested .a general :
for hugh treason thrs had definite lmpllcatlons for the conjkmlssar

nommally responsrble for the g nerals onalty to the party)36 'Many.
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. sources aokricfzv{edge the diminished role. v'ot“ political offiCers as the
‘party watchdog, a duty whrch has been enthusrastncally embraced by.
“the specral departments in the KGB Thrrd Durectorate The MPA
officers are more responsible rtbw’ ro; mili,tary‘training and disciplihe"
.i'ni' th"eir units and thus hav'e acquired a_—deﬁnites_take‘ in the) standing
’of ‘the uhit and the status of the r‘cornrhanding officer. - -

The common goals that unite the commander and his
political officer are not dissimilar from those that
link the enterprise director with the enterprise party
secretary. In both cases the relationship between the -
two officials, which has often been viewed by
Western observers as an adversarlal relationship, is
~more one of partnership. Just_ as the Soviet
.enterprise director and enterprise . party secretary
must work cooperatively to achieve common goals and
fulfill the enterprise’s plan indicators, .the mmtary
commander and his zampolit = [political offlcer] have
-important. professnonal incentives to maintain a farrly
“harmonious working relatronshrp These comments

- suggest. that MPA activities within the armed forces
are . basically crrelevant to the issue of civil-military

. conflict. - The relationgpip between the p6NYcal
.~ officer and the commander cannot be used\ a -a
’ barometer of “party- mlhtary relatlons 37 -

'\.\5&

lf one accepts as th|s llterature suggests that the polmcal offlcer ;
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- corps has become almost a regular branch of ‘the armed ‘forces, it

,undermines the idea of severe paFty-mi!itary tension j”but also
® '

removes what heretofore has been viewed as a key etement in party .

,

~control over the milit '?y 38 There is still the coercnve constramt m“
] ' t !

the form of, the. KGB ‘but Colton viewed thls as atsecondary
consuderataon. lnstead Colton stated that “the Kmuhtary haé been .'
successfully co- opted into Rohtlcal quiescence because the CPSU has,,
consustently satasfled tRe officer 'corpsﬂ‘ with_'r“égards to the four key .
militaty intere‘sts:‘ (1)‘ ‘ideologjal; (2) military; (3) status and (4)
. - ' : )
Professiénal.' - o - T A

Ideologlcally, ttﬁ’party has: provnded the mnlltary wuth a gunde |

to action in the form of protectmg\_, the furst socialist state and the‘

- L L ‘
party‘has also -been L alsposed to natuonahsm m forelgn polucy and

Iflrm cent-rallsm in. domestlc affalrs . ."";39 The matenal benefntsg

bestowed rupon the‘ military hav’e been mentioned eerlier, but th.e_s
officers also benefit in a more ‘personal manner. For -example,

pensions .reach 75% of salar'yuaf.ter thirty:tqur‘yeets of sen/"i,ee and
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since 1953 lacal Soviets are bodnd by law to allof 10% of all new
housing for réserve and retired.ofﬁcers in a state plagued by a
perpetual housi;wg-shortade.4o Amongst profess{onal occubations, the
career of mi‘liitary officers has great prestige within the Soviet
Union, their accomplishments and stre;xgth symbalizing .for many
citizens the, great achievements of the nation. While the pay and
IiQ.ing conditioqs, especially fof junior officers, are not particula‘rly
admired, there aré fringe . benefits (as shown above) and perhaps
greater potential for upward- social mobility (usually for ethnic
Russians). There is also the cynical side, as a Soviet military
defector noted when he compared the USSR to a prison and
pragmatically bhosé to become an officer as th: ~ . . _. 'guards are
,b‘etter fed and have a pleasanter and more varied life than those‘

[civilians] in the cells .

=41 Finally, in terms of professional

interests, the military has considerable latitude to discuss
intra-institutional affairs and plays a major role in the

nilitary-technical procesé. There is the mission rationale provided



‘102

in the form of the great external enemy, the United States, and the'

' s N ‘
party Is-in full agreement with the need for a strong military to

-

protect the socialist Motherland. The military does have ' some
disagreements with aspects of their position in society and party

'po'licy, but their four key interests have lafgely been met,

-

Colton concluded ' that -the military. Ihas been politically

LY
4

quiescgnt because historically (tsarist years included) the army has

. 4
never shown the 'propensity for direct interventiocn in ruling the land

o
S

and presently the party has given the military no reason or motivation

to challenge or test party rule. David-Holloway, in ?,his study of Soviet
' /
nuclear weapons policy, basically reached the same conclusions,

. the party, by stressing the importance of conflict
betwgen states and the need for cohesion and
solidarity at home, has provided an ideology ‘that
gives clear purpose to the Armed Forces’ existence.
Party polic;} has given the officer corps a good
standard of living and high .status, and has furthered
their professional interests by allocating generous
resources to defense. Finally, the party has provided
capable ‘and cautious leadership (with some glaring
exceptions) in foreign ._poliCy, avoiding risky
adventures that might provoke war.4
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Colton stated that beyond these points , the Soviet officer

'

corps does have the. capability to intervene in Soviet politics, .and
depending upon the timing and circumstances, could conceivabl);
instit.ute é'coup ,d‘etat.4.3 The " officer corps have developed a
‘professional identity which is, most effective in the buréaucratic‘ and
\adminigtrativ’e realm of Soviet politics and the development of

military-technical policy, but the military. has accepted the party

*

leadership and and th"e7 party military doctrine. Holloway plaéed more

we,ightl on the part)‘/'s power to control the military and stated that

-

the armed forces and the defense ihdustriés could = resist party policy

but could -not necesfsarily modify or halt party policy.
Such resistance might have considerable political
significance if the Party leaders were divided on the
issue. But priorities have been changed since Stalin's.
death (for example, in the greater investment ip
agriculture), and this suggests while old structures may
make it difficult to adopt new priorities, they do not
make it impossible.44. '

Holloway agreed that the grmed forces had been coopted for pa‘rty
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reasons, but made it clear that the party still retains policy power,
The interest group model was based on the concept of friction

between two powerful and dichotomous institutions, while the
. ' . . Ll ’\
participatory model consisted of a largely harmonious relationship

]

petyveen two institutions that shared the' same societal concerns and

objectives, The third model, the party cadre model, is based on the

idea that the harmony between the pa;ty and the military is so .

that the army should be viewed as an " . . . administrative

extensive
arm of the Party, not something separate from and compseting with
it "4

The officers of the Soviet armed forces should be séen

primarily as officials of the CPSU, a party whose political philosophy

permanently semifmobilized for war. Under these.conditio‘ns, the
military is a party and state instrument with greater responsibiiities
than those who serve ,in. theﬁ light industry or ‘ag(iqultural’ :'ﬁelds.
Since the party is a-‘po!itical entity . organ'ize‘d 'alzﬁg'milifary lipes:

the military . themselves easily fit in as a gubo’rdinaté bvranc:h.‘in‘the

”

is based largely upon thé milita'ry'ethos and exists in-a society
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party chain of command. 'Coit Blacker pointed out that the thought of

.the military as an institution acting outside party auspices is ‘quite

remote. .

The crucial point to bear in mind, however, is that the

competition takes place among party members within

limits 'set by the "party, which defines the rules,
monitors compliance, adjudicates differences, and
enforces outcomes. No evidence indicates that the
military has ever taken a position opposed to that of
the Party on any critical issue.46

William Odom is 'a ‘leading‘ 'p;oponent of this. mode!, and
~ stressed the importance of viewing the military as an integral part. of
the home:ﬁklatuf; 'system and véry much an elemeﬁt of the CPSU
cadre.: It'is ”the ‘emphasié Ion the notion of the military. 'exs‘" party

~members first that. sets it‘apért from the interest group or
' participatory’ models.
Perhaps it is instructive in comprehending the
differences | have with Colton and Kolkowicz to ask
¢+ ' - "What if the marshals did intervene?" "How would
‘ Soviet -policy differ?""Would they dismember - the |
Party?" Hardly; if they did they would fall*into civil
war, and.in the course of that war-they would-
reinvent the party-or one very similar. The abseénce of
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sharp ~ Party-military = conflict, which Colton
" discovered, is rooted in the historical development in
. the Russian military state and the heritage of the
multinational empire it bequeathed the 'Bolsheviks .

Lenin faced . -up to the politics of ruling a state-that
embraces very powerful centrifugal forces.” As long
as those forces- persist, the military imperatives- for
Soviet rule shall remain dominant for the CPSU.- the
CPSU is not beholden ‘'unto corporate military interest:
‘rather, it . understands military-bureaucratic
requisites for ruling the Soviet Union. It is*not paying
off the military corporate interests to get the
marshals to behave; rather, it is emphasizing military
‘power to cope with political realities. The marshals
cannot afford the luxury of corporate military
~interest; they dare in the same polifical boat with the
CPSU. f :

It is important to keep in mind that. lJarge defense
. budgets and a vigorous set of military programs are
probably much less the result of pressutres from
.military leaders (military corporate interests?) than
the response by the leadership § ging marshals) to
a’ clear perception of mestic  political
fragmentation, of danger of dlssolutnon of the Warsaw
Pact alliance system in the absencé. of Soviet
mlhtary power, and of -fears of Sowet foreign policy
-that have been manifested by. many states outside the
_ Soviet alliance .system. The more fully this is
‘understood, the ‘easier it is to under$tand why
Brezhnev is a marshal" and why the
military-bureaucratic ethos is so wudely adapted to
- social and economic orgamzatuo@m the :Soviet Union, . ,
' Fmally, if | reject Colton's reading of an

E;{
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"institutional congruence model" into my analysis, |

. would adtept the idea of .a congruence in

o orgémzatconal ethos between the military and the
‘Party. That is, "Social choices, as defined by key
central Ieaders _Aake precedence over individual and
subgroup vatues, The military ethos is not expressed
in the wearing of uniforms, It is expressed in the
priority of institutional values over individuals’
| values.47 o |

This passage has been quoted at Jength because it succintly

-summarizes Odom's viewpoint and also highlights its differences

from other models. - Odom does not deny the . . existence of - the

military boundary as an administrative and \'I?\ureaucratic reality . . .,

but‘goes on to " . . . assert that foo much is made of that boundary in
explaining Soviet military politics in- general."~48
. " oL N

Ellen- Jones hats also noted the “shared sociopolitical oUtlook.of .
A

- the party and the 'mili‘tary. Jones mas worked on the concept of ‘the

armed -forces as a tool for socialization of the Sovnet citizenry in the
»é .

¢

mll.u‘t»ary ethos of service to th,e.‘state. \ 'Ther'e‘. aré a host of
. . -,‘_ . ‘ . . - R R . y ‘

pata-military activities and organizations that supplement the.
two-year term of service fortdraftees in the Soviet militafy (three

-
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years for naval personnel) such as the Pioneer and Komsomol party

orgamzations for Sovret youths, The 'DOSAAF (Voluntary Organization

y .

for the Cooperation with the “Army; Aviatioh and Fleet) is a mandétory

.pre-draft program for Soviet students to provide for spebialiet
trairiing in tuture military,‘service, - The subject of -‘m'ilitary

socialization of socrety cannot be glven justice here, but Jenes

»,

argued that the ma;or |mpact of programs such as thlS was to. break
down sacial barriers between the armed‘forceS'and ‘Soviet society.

" ., . . . the interdependence 'of military and civilian
institutions is based on more than shared values. -Use -
of conscription maximizes the’ connection_s between
civilian and military envnronments . ... The discipline
and regimentation of the . mllltary environment -.
strict by Western standards - are acceptable in the o
Soviet military because such an environment is but a
more rigid version of the USSR's regimented civilian
Irfestyle 49 : '

Many civilians have tended to adept the vocabulary and outlook of ‘the

military and retain a greater understending‘ of the armed forces and"
its role in Soviet society.50 - . -

l.g
H

This model. does notlimp!y that th_e°mili'tary has:'no”ellaqe in‘j‘
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defense policy. -~ The _mvilitary-te'chnical “questions of doctrine are“s.till
very .mu_c,h the'concle‘rn of -the afrued \?orces.v ‘The monopblya of
p(ofessional information énd exp;artiS‘e in military\ affairs ruakes this
pogsible. But the military elite ’ conduct théir busuness as party _
officials through party channels and the soclopolmcal élement of
mllhtary, doctr:ne, as de‘flned by the G.eneral' Secretary and the.
Politburo, is ‘.the binding framevwor.’k within wuich the’

military-téchnical questions of strategy are decided.

Dmmnns_and_nmude_emam_anause_s_for the Party
_Ieadershlp But mmnﬂy_e_ng_e_pohtvcal and economic

or_because tﬁey favour goals and interests .closely
coinciding with -those of the Part leader and
Polltburo anylaow [ongmal emphaSIs]

T

The marshals are pa_rty officials trained to handle military_ affairs
rather ‘than Vr'nilitary’ professionafs’ forced to .‘ac'cept party . policy and

doctrine. Experts capable of influencing policy are not automatically
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policy-makers. SRR
The position of Soviet specialists, in the end, remains -
entirely dependent/ upon the goodwill and needs of
political authormes their participation - is governed
by the authoritiés' pleasure; their advice given is
largely secret; the portion of it that is subject. to
public debate is for. the most part a weak echo’ of
what is' really being discussed behind the scenes, and
~there is no appeal - none, that is, that the Ieaders are
obliged t’o take account of. The Sovuet expert at least
in the areas we hve discussed here, is clearly on tap;
not on tgp, however much he many fe useful or
necessary. ‘
The above' >passage‘w,as not a direct reference to the military, but it-is

definitely in' tune with the the party cadre- model whéreby the party

uses its control of communications to monopolize debate, hoard vital

information and then summon technical experts. . In this manner, the
e '

party, includingv top h\ilftary officia|s, restrict. real pol‘icy debate to‘ | ‘

the upper levels df the ‘elite.

Zhukov and Ogarkov

So far in this chapter, we have taken into account the debates

—
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__a‘s‘ td; the hlisto‘ry,‘ s\trdCture .a_nd ‘natu@ of the _‘armed_ | forces and
'party—r]nili‘ta'ry retations in th'e.USSR.‘ In ‘an attempt to ‘gain fgrthe'r '
insight into these argu@rnents, we shalll." noyv ‘examine two specific”;‘:‘-
cases in party-mititary relations; the ouster of Marshal éhukev ‘from

the Polltburo (then called the Presndnum) and the demotnon of Marshal

Nikolai V. Ogarkov from hlS position as Chlef of .the General Staff m .
September 1984 to the post of commander of the Western TVD
V(Theater of Mlhtary Operatlons - stlll a prestlglous post)

h : Thejouster_ of Marshal Zhukov in OctoberA1957 was mmally
“'seen as a promment mamfestatnon of party‘mmtary confhct the the
USSR. Kolkowicz stated that‘Zhukov‘ had obtamed~a remarkable
‘freedom of action’ from 1955 to 1957 as a result of the tnternal party |
‘tension between the old Stalinist proteges ‘and Khrushchev a dispute
‘,.whlch mtensufned after the secret speech m 1956 and Khrushchevs '
startllng condemnatton of Stalm as a tyrant anﬂ murderer.93 ghukoy

'explouted this . opportumty to weaken. the party conttols over the

mnhtary by attackmg the prerogatlves of party membershrp on
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mllltar)r councnls (whrch oversee rhllltary dlstrncts) and the powersl
of the MPA, Kolkowrcz reaffnrmed that . {he MPA, the Pa'rty's-ln
\crucnal mstrurhent of control has always been a’ bone |n the throat of .
the mllltary "54 Accordmg to Kolkowicz, the attempt by a wartlme

hero to, reduce party controls over mnhtary affairs ratsed the spectre.
of a Bonaparte‘ on the ruling Politburo, -Zhukov paraooxtcally may hava

‘triggeredv political opposition by helping Khrushchev‘to defeat the

attempted coup by dtssatnsfled party members in<Jume, 1957, - I ‘an event '
that - Ieft Khrushchev indebted to the marshal 9° The ease of  Zhukov' s"
_removlal is explained by 'Zhukov's character as " . .. the‘ heroic but

politically nai\)e tt/larshal .l " outmaneuvered b)r ’the wily political

chrets 56 Kolkowvczs conclueions were very much 'lndncatrve of how

he vuewed the role of Zhukov in the affair.

. With the ouster of Marshal Zhukov the Sovret mrhtary-
had lost a charismatic leader, a.'fearless spokesman,

and, even more important, an officer who embodied
-~ the military virtues cherrshed by ‘the offrcer corps =
’ estahhmnﬁgm_ .. Upon his departure the muhtary

again had to submrt to the dreary catechlsms of -
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“Marxism-Leninism and the schizoid ‘performances of
men who . were both mrlltary afficers and Party .
zealots [emphasts added] L N

Not surprnsnngl)’,. ¢Colton‘ has arrived _at a- dif"ferent
_ —— o Ry ,

interpretati‘ort of Zhukd\/'s'fall from power. iColton' noted that "

scholars have ’been unanimous in seeing -the Zhukov affair in

“institutional ferms as a head on polrtncal collrsnon between the army
| under Zhu((ov and the party , . . " a‘nd that " (his in;terpretation of

,‘Zhukov's fall is in drastic n'eed of revision.">8. The Western

assessment is alm'ost-exclusively based on the ‘ﬁv} official Soviet |
charges- against Zhukov published after his ouster, a da‘ngerous‘ eingle '

>

-

source upon'which to rely so heavity. The charge of ‘Bo'napartism and -

plans Yo replace party control is suspect because such an action

would require several officers in key poeitione, yet there was no

-

- discernable purge of other top military'.corrt'man'ders. The military as

4

an institution did not close rank‘s behind Zhukov., ‘the most p'restigious‘

representatrve ever to lead the offrcer corps and there was httle .

evndence of unrest resultmg from Zhukovs dlsmrssal As for Zhukov s f
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supposed policy adventurism,‘Co!ton found that there was no
‘remarl@{e military policy shift after October, 1957, As well the

.‘.charges of c"reating a personality . cuit‘ and di's‘pllaying personal"\

N

crudeness ean be linked 1o Zhukov's dutocratic and imperious ' nature in

addition to the jealousy and resentmeni\engendé(edlby Zhukov's

wartime standing and record (as a travelling representative . of
STAVKA,‘ the high command, during the war Zhukov earned the enmity

of many frontline commanders).
" B N T, : 7 p—

The fifth chéfgé: weighted  heavily py"Western observers, was
that Zhuko‘\f hac; le‘d'an at:ack on fhe military ‘party orgahs. Cplion _
stressed that thefe is no e_v'idcence‘ of an anti-political aitit’ude_ on
Zhukov's part during his _éctive‘ mni{a'ry career, and that in light of .
MPA and party. policies during the fifties as a whole, Zhukov's
‘spéecheé followed . the general paﬁj no‘tion.v that” b-olitical officers
.r_hust bécome ‘more awéf'e of rhilitary ~th.erry and c:.oqgierkw.irate on.’ ~=.
_i’m@ving qis?;ipline and political education in the context of g‘o;npét

t‘r‘ainin‘g.59 Even more surprising is the fact that after Zhukov's fall,
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the MPA was struck by a seriee of firings and dismissals, engendering
s P M:"\ o ,
a -turnover rate of fifty percent in top MPA posts during the. years

1957 and 1958 two and a half times the normal mean.59 it seems

that Zhukov's attack on the MPA was trivial compared to the wrath of

4
N

the partylﬂrf‘(‘i'easons for the purge of the MPA at this time are vague, but
cone theory is that the party was made aware of serious problems in

the MPA organization by the Zhukov affatr) 61 Colton's conclusions

T 4

‘ cdht:entrate on a different aspect of Zhukovs position in 1957,

; o, This ‘reassessment sheds some light on the endurin{
problem of analysing elite-level politics in the Soviet
Union, It reinforces T.H. Rigby's admonition to
distinguish with care between conflict among .leaders
‘and conflict among institutions . . . It was, after all,

. only a combination of contingencies - such as
Zhukov‘s.'-personali@, his status as a national hero,
and his -arrival in the Presidium as part of a
precarious. leadership coalition - that produced the
“outcome in 1957.62

-Zhukdv affair"is.mere reflective of the personal rivaliries in the

ﬂtburo wnth the inspcratlon for Zhukovs ouster based on the fact
\mf“ . .

thggf;s standlng in the Pohtburo the top party institution, had begun
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to rival that of the First Secretary and necessitated his removal from
the party elite (during the Khrushchev era, the leader of the CPSU was

officially known as the First Secretary),

A more recent but lesser known case of a prominent military

.officer being relieved of his position 'is vthat of Marshal Nikolai V,

Ogarkov. Ogarkov was the military representative on the Soviet

delegation to the SALT talks, IeadiMs promotion to Chief of the

General Staff in January, 1977, Ogarkov became known for his

L)

professional ability and the relatively outspoken proponent of
increases in the military budget. The Chief of the General Staff also

Qe : .
gained a measure of do‘ggbgs‘ﬂq and international recognition when he
N ‘1-"{‘ [
.’ﬁ_‘."}’ !
conducted televised sessions with the Soviet and western press

fo[lowing the destruction of Korean Air Lines flight 007 in

o

September, 1983. Approxim’ately one year later, it was announced

‘that Ogarkov had been dismissed from his post and was made

commander gf the Western TVD. Ogarkov's dismissal- was

unanticipated, considering that he was a potential candidate as the

!



117

”e?‘rt, Minister of .Defense,. Though this happened only recently, there
has been some speculation as to the motive for Ogarkov's removal
from the second spot in the military hibrarchy. Many observers have:
cited the dbctrinal disagreement between. Ogarkov and Minisfer of
- Defense Dmitry Ustinov, a debaie that is said to go back to Brezhnev‘s
years as General Seérefary.

Tsuyushi Hasegawa has indicatedl that Brezhnev, at the 26th
rPar'ty Co}ngress in 1981, launched a doctrinal shift that had been
gradually formulated since Ustinov, a defense industry expert, had
been appointed Minister of Defense (April, 1976'v),63 In fact,
Hésegawa stated that Ogarkov was brought in to relieve Marshal
Viktor KQIikov in 1977 so as to pave the way for acéeptance of the
new doctrine in the off‘icier corps.64 The new doctrine w}és based .on
the idea that it was nation;al sufcide fc;r ’é nation to become engaged
“in a nu'clear war , with Hasegawé co?vince,d that " . . . by October,
198..1',.. at the Iatest‘, ‘Brezhnev' and his supporters had come to fully

accept MAD [Mutual Assured Destruction] as the basis of Soviet
’ <N\
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military doctrine,
' Frém Ogarkov‘slvarious public pronouncements, articles, band
books, Hasegawa and other obs‘ervérsl have deduced that -égarkov ‘
opposed the doctrinal shift that accepted the principle of MAD,
Ogarkov persisted with the interpretation that a conventional “war
wnl)uld quickly' lead to a nucl‘ear conflict in" which the USSR would
emerge victorious be‘;cause’ of the superiority of .the Soviet armed
forces and the socialist system.66 ‘ Iﬁ this doctrine, the Soviet Union _ |
 must plan for a nuclear was strategy capable of obtaining s’ome level
of victory, especially after a massive retalitatory strike by the USSR.
The‘ carefully worded debate went on ‘for another three years as
Ustinov backed Brezhnev aﬁd later Brezhnev's successors 1is party
leader (Andropov .‘and C‘,hernerlvko). ~ Ogarkov never specifically
renounced the prjnéiplé oflvictofy in nuclear war, and in his ‘book
History Teaches Vigilance, published after his removal as Chief of the
General Stgff, Ogarl:ov again discus§edl a succeséful huclear ‘war

fightina strategy.67 Hasegawa concluded that the Usti‘nov-Ogarkov‘
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debate was evidence that the sociopolitical guidelines of - the party

and the . military-technical reQuir’ements of the offiéer
conflict \when deciding Soviet' military doétriné. There /was also
another example of thé party's ability to remove dissenting” officers
| and rewrite doctrine, as the CPSU. did at 'the_a 27th Party Conéress in
1986. But the military is has‘been said to be-relu_ctant to édopt the
MAb principie in ~the operational and force pt;sture levels, while the"
dissenter Oga}kov' L’}stin retains an iﬁportént .‘vmih!‘iiar'y command and
membershipyin thé»Central Committee. J

Dale Hefspring accepted the doctrinal debate as one possible
cause of Ogarkov's ouster, and also cited Oéarkov's standir)g. as a
known ‘and respected military figure (especially after the Korean Air
Lines'incide'nt). Theré. wés also the péssibility that Ogarkov pdshe‘d
too hard for increaséd military spending;68 But Herspring stated that
the major reason was the Soviet political sit_uation in the fall-é;'f"
1984, ' ER a

Chernenko was ill, and it was well known that his

-
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days were numbered. Defense Mnmster Ustinov was
also ‘ill, and the Politburo must have known how
serious his illness was by the summer of 1984 .
Given' the situation at the time, ‘Ogarkov. would have
been in a good position to succeed Ustinov if he had
not been removed. Ogarkovs assertive personaltty
the possibility that he could become ‘a kingmaker in
the succession, the likelihood he would have
continued to push for additional military allocations,
and the problems the leadership might have faced in,
trying\to stop him once the top job came open - all
argued for his removal. 69 7

The above passage is striking when compared to Colto'n's‘conclusions
.as to Zhukov's oester. In both easeé, ‘we have strong v;illed 'and highly
regarded military professuonals in the upper ranks of the party elite
" at a time of flux wnthm the CPSU Each case resulted ‘in the dismissal
of the officer concerned and a subsequent failure of their military |
'colleaguesk to come to. the defénse of their senior spokesman. Celten -
and Herepring poirtt to the officers' po‘te}ntial political power. within
the CPSU‘ Politburo as the cause of dismissal .‘but Kolttewicz ’end
Haeeg.awa cuted the profess:onal mlhtary argument as the decudmg

factor. . The study of these cases mustrates the debate covered

earlier a7.to the nature of the officer .corps and party~'military 8
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relations. There are a myriad of considerations to be addressed such |
as party membership, professional responsibility, Kremlin politics
and the foreigri and ‘domestic conditions, all of which tend to blur the:

line between a straightforward reading of civilian-military relations’.‘"ﬁh‘

Conclusion
We were left with two central aspects ot Soviet polmcs at the
end of the first chapter methods by Wthh the elite control the party
and state apparatus, and methods-or the process by. which decisio‘ns .
are reached (see Chapter bne,_conclusion). The arg'uments m vthe
‘-present chapter.have dealtwith the first consideration that of party
control in. party-military relations, Kolkowucz said that * the party
actively e>tercrses control over the mllltary as part of a rnfaliy
between two dlchotomous' mstltutlons whrle Colton countered that.
A
the mrlitary was not controlled but coopted by the party and thus had.‘r

never exercised a political capability.— ‘Odom denied that t_he military

existed as-an interest group separate‘_from ‘th‘e party, and felt that the
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military identity should be subordinated to - the- party taentity‘ an‘d the‘
v . y’ .
offucers properly seen as an mtegral part of the party cadre system

The cases of Zhukov and Ogarkov have been ‘seen in two ways a

party-military clash and as' an internal matter of party politics in the

"Politburo.  The. interpretation of these cases therefore can be used to

support any of the three major theories, but have served as an

&

R

definitive conclusions. =~ = . . oo

T‘he strength of, the . interest' group theory is that rt has

rdentrfled the Sovret mthtary as - an admtmstratwe entlty wrthin the -
N A '
system and has hetghtened awareness of the military - |dent|ty in the -

offrcer corps The mr.lutary is a unique institution in any 00untry, and ‘

the mrlrtary |n Russnan SOClety has been -a specral professron m a'
nation hlstorlcally obsesSed wrth defense Ogarkov and Zhukov no -
doubt: had professronal concerns for the Sovret mtlltary and its

doctnne They may have.been removed as Wpotentral party rtvals, but

the stature they h'eld" was based on the bureauoratio str‘éngth ‘in‘, the'
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.military, serving to add an elernent of potential'political ‘power and
thereby ola‘yi'ng' on party eensitivities. | There rs no doubt that the
military off‘icers have had professronal ‘concerns regardrng |
Am‘ilitary-technical issues 'ahd?its ‘monopoly of expertise had secured
it a ro'le'in.t’he .hig'hest d'eoiei,onv making process in the state. The
' etrthture' of the_ military-technical process andv- th‘e“ pre‘sence'of
Ioffli.cers" in 'the Politburo‘ and Defense Council ,en'sures' millita'ry- inpuf -

4

into top policy duestio‘ns..‘ >

But. as vvas not‘ed»in the’ilfirst ohaoter the interest' group theory
rests 'on the presumptlon of a mlmmum frequency vof mteractlon
arnong the members of ‘the group, an’d\evrdence that’the group has’
| made\demand&on the government authonty Prdponents of thrs theory |
have yet to suffrcuently deal wrth elther ‘ot these prereqursutes The
'ewdence is that rnformatron flows and offrcral mrlrtary orgamzatuon‘s
are'careful.ly momtored by th‘e‘KGB. The presence of KGB career‘

offucers down to the regnmental Ievel and the network of hrdden'

mformants wrthrn the rank and flle have all served to hmrt the flow'
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- of information amongst the officer corps; prev_entin'g‘an interest

r R .
group from coalescing. o - -

Y]
' '

In the military-technical process, the KGB serves to restrict

lateral information flows between research institutes and brahches

of t.h'e‘afrmed forces. As goarantors of state secrets, the .KGB‘ is-

involved in clearing information for security purposed.. On top of this,
the Russian and military tradition of secrecy also plays a large role

in dividing the bureaucracy a'nd the military:

The General Staff is extremely 'compartmentalized'
and subject to rigourous security . . .fNo one can doubt
- its high standard of professionalism, but, in many
ways$, the most important point is . the isolation in - -
which it works -. partly for .traditional Russian and
partly for. secunty reasons - even from other
elements in the Armed Forces and the Ministry. As
far as we can tell, General Staff . requrrements and
assessments are often sent upwards through the Chief
of the General Staff to the Minister of Defense and A
" the. Defense Council, without, appartently, full .
“consultation with" all the ‘relevant - Staffs ‘and. Councils )
-of the Armed Forces But the General Staff is also
under close Party supervusuon through its Polltlcal
“-Directorate, through which.the Party momtors and
' supervises the work of ‘even this very closed sectnon‘
of the.Armed Forces 72 o " o
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To -reinforce this view of 'a compartmentalized m‘ilitary
structure, there is the Soviet tradition of loading up military

ceun'cils with p‘oliticalw 'representatives and 'making sure that
. ) . V]

polmcal councrls have greater party membershrp than mnlltary

&

‘ Thls is evrdent in the ehte structure

- The available‘evidence suggests - that as long as this
. structure is adhered to, the Party wrll conttnue ‘to be
the - dominating authorlty in Army- Party relations on

. foreign and defense policies. While the Minister of

- Defense is a member of the Defense Council and the
Politburo, he has only one officer, the Chief of the

~ General Staff, to- support ‘him - if he is putting
forward military ‘views or recommendatnons - in the
Defense’ Councrl & ‘ «

In this manner the party can set mrlrtary doetrlne by calllng on
fragmented elements of the military- techmcal buraaucracy to grve
thelr \opmlons as seearate entities, thus allowmg only Pohtburo
_members the quury of knowmg fhe full mformatlon and range of
.'optlons regardtng an lssue i

We wull now revlew ‘the three basie mOdels The mterest group

'theory also has no evndence that the mrlutary has forced the party to

PN AN



‘adopt a policy that the Politburo had opposed. . The military buildUp'of
the sixtiesu.and'seventies does ' not necessarily indicate that the
military. dominated policy. Caution must be exercised in ahalysing‘the.‘

Soviet political process with 'Western‘medes sof management and
commuqicétien, David Holloway issued a warning that places the
" interest group thedry in perspective,‘ SR _‘ IR

‘ Can one speak of a malltary -industrial complex? The
Soviet Union certainly possesses a’ large defense
industry and powerful Armed Forces, and the tnes_‘
between them are close and numerous. '‘But the mere
existence of such institutions does not mean that
they-can dictate a government's policy.’2

Colton's argument that the military has been well provided for

*

and- has a part in supporting the status quo is vaiid. The work done in -

.regards to ‘t‘he, MPA and -its .military professienalization’ is also
. o T Q : o ' B ‘
impressive ~and convincirig. One shoul‘d add however, Checi'nsk-i's\

'.caveat that whrle the MPA |s polmcally mdufferent lts exustencew
does render by defmmon any polmcal actrvnty outsrde |ts realm as

|l|-ega| Colton also serves to remind us that a nommal mrhtary‘
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.structure 'exists even though it does not clash wnth the party

— S IR

"leadershlp and does  not necessarrly functlon as a polmcal enmy For

i

[+ : .
e_xample, the ‘Sovlet‘; Cohstltution of 1977 guarantees each of the

‘Scyiet‘Repub‘lﬁics a separate governmental structure in a federal
’systerh, and has previeions) for repub‘llcs,to,vcluntarlly withdraw

“from' the Soviet Lnion, A centralized government bent on cchtalnlng

the "Centripetal forces of nationalism in a huge, ‘multihational ‘stia'te,
has ignored those rights guaranteed under the constitution (in

addition t'ob countless orhers). But there is always the latent threat'

that one day, in the midst of a severe crisis, this brocedure might be

'initiated*by the exlsting‘republic acth’ority”,‘ Likewlse, the military is

still a laten‘t' threat‘, and that in a severe crisis it might coalesce as a

~ h

colitical a"ctor' The subtle lesson of the’ mllltary in socrety and . lts' E
role compared to the party and the KGB was noted by Suvorov .

The Army is potentlally the most powerful of the .
" three. [Party, KGB, and Army] and therefore it has the =+ -
~ fewest rights. . The Party and the KGB know, very well '
. that, if Commumsm should collapse they will be-shot
by thelr own countrymen but that this - will not



hapbeﬁ to the Arfny.74 Lo

White ‘HColto‘n would not agree that “the military has the fewest rights,

there" are ‘ébme ' pqweréf ~of " the military structure - that may no_t“

'
{ , ' )

| vnecess.afil‘)f exist in‘maihsiream lite politics, but could' come 'to the
fore in‘ a s..ystemic cr,isi‘s, ‘at which. time. 'a salient professior'\alv}a
lide:nti‘ty r‘nigh<tllcc_>,fne' tdnt;'he~_SUrfaée of Soviet‘ politics“. . The majl'o'r
.omissi‘(.)n“ in (}olt;)n‘s works ' is fhe' failure .to;analys'e thed kGB netwérk

in thé military, admittedly a - difficult 'ta“skv,;‘an‘d' fails to' go beyond

5
i

stating that it should b"é scrutinized ‘more carefulilyﬁ75 |

The party cadre model is useful because it offers a_Uniqu‘e
approach to civ‘il'-rrfilitary relations’ It highlights "the role of the

.officer as a respcgnsible member. of the party and maintains that the

political training of the .officer corps is not just an _ideol%ical\

A

‘.fa.cade but ‘a real element in "com‘bining‘ r‘n'ilitary’ .and party concerns.
The senior Soviet military - officers have consistently maintained that .~
. . ‘A ‘; ' . .

“the party sets "doctrine ‘in- the ‘U.SSR.‘,‘M'arshal Grechko continued '_this‘

interpretation: - |
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' e ‘,';"( .
Only .the party, armed with Marxist-Leninist theory, is’
capable of comprehending every political, economic,
'social, and military phenomenon and event, of
profoundly’ analysing all of our social and political
life, and of settlng the proper course for resolving the'
complex problems of building Communism, ~defending

its just cause, and consolidating world peace.76
The 'milifariiation of Soviet civilian institutions and the

adoption of 'a ‘military ethos by the ruling party has limited
civiligf‘i?f'?niliféry conflict as. understood in the west.  Yosef Avidar

a
*

s«goffeﬁ'\'red“hli‘s conclusion of the implications of the symbiotic,

o ' \

A . :
w’relationship between party and army in the Soviet Union:

i

Undar normal conditions in relations between the
Party and the Army, when the polm\al leadership and
the bureaucratic machines are functnonmg well . . it
is inconceivable that any junta should form in the
Soviet Armed Force$. No commander, however senior
‘. he might be and however great his influence in the
Army, could conceivably raise the standard of revolt

#o in the Party,. overthrow the leadership jand seize

power, in the State in its stead. It is inconceivable
that an officer corps, educated in the way customary -
in the Soviet Union, fundamentally loyal in its awn
way to the Party, seeing it as the .flesh of its flesh
and the bone of its bone, should put its hand to a '~
revolt of . this. kind.

Even if a special situation should arise of 'a
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breakdown of ther political leadership within the
Party, while the Army remained united, it seems to
me that the influence of the military force could only
be broyght t6 bear through the Party and in the name
of the Party. It would be a take-oyer:all the same,
but not a military coup in the usual sense . ., To the
. outside world, the new ruler or rulers. would certainty
remain the monolithic Party of Lenin, clarifying its
principles anew but continuing to set the “only

correct” general line, infallible as ever,7
The party cadre model should not be taken so far as to totally
rule out the- salient professi(;nél idgﬁtity discussed above, It would
C‘ge a disservice to the field if the party fear of Bonapartism or the)
special place of the military in Soviet society were npt recognized as

important.  Avidar himself noted these qualifications of a complete

p—

harmony model of party-military relations:

If this is so, if the senior command and the officer
corps are part and parcel of the Party and see it as
flesh of their flesh and bone of their bone, if
instances -of friction are internal affairs which are
resolved solely within the Party - then the leaders
should calmly rely on the Army's aysolute loyalty to
the Party and to themselves as representing the Party
monolith.  Yet the reality throughout has been
otherwise. The leaders are not light-headed and* they\
do not rely on the blind loyalty of the Army. We see
-the - leadership's apprehensions awakened .by  every
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'sign of the Army command's entrenching “itself in
defense of its direct professional needs, when these
are opposed to the needs of the Party, Hence the

» constant insistence on the priority of Party needs.

' We have seen the investment of great and sustained
efforts to establish and keep going special
Party-political supervision over the officers -
supervision without parallel in other professional
groups in the state.”8

The nature of party-military relations has a double element reflected
in this passage. One is the. identification of the military with the
party and its interests, while another is the set of various political
agencies supervising the military. All three schools of thought
identify these elements and the struc;turé of Soviét defense politics

bears out the interwoven membership of party and military officials.
But the three schools of thought stress one element over the other,
and differ as to the\a_methods and nature in which the party exercises
control. All three generally agree that the party has retained the.
pohtlcal power and has the major say in settmg military doctrine.

the real implications of the debate are whether there is potential- for

. dominant military infiuence and a separate. military identity in the -
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USSR,

The third chapter dealt p;imari'iy with the first halt of the
mandate outlined in the first chapter; methods of party contr‘ol‘ over
the military. The fourth chapter shall now deal with the other topic;

the military role in Soviet deciéion~making. To tackle ‘this difficult
area of inquiry, three prominent crises in Soviet foreign poliéy during
the Brezhnev era have been chosen for study, crises that involved the

Soviet Armed Forces: Czechoslovakia 1968, Afghanistgri 1979, and

Pdlané\ 1980-81.
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IV. SOVIET MILITARY INTERVENTION ‘

In reahty, what was the Russuan Empire’ based on?

Not just primarily, but exclusively on its army, Who

_createdl the Russian Empire, transformlng "the

Semi-Asiatic tsardom. into the most influential,” and

dominant European power? It was accomphshed
| strlctlyl by the armys bayonets. |

it was not before our. culture bureaucratlsed church
.or wealth and prosperity that the world bowed. 1t
bowed before our power. And when - wnth a
‘significant degree of exaggeration - it appeared we
were not as strong as everybody' thought, and 'that
Russia was the colossus on clay" legs - the. picture
.|mmed|ately changed "All' our enemies - both internal
“and foreign »ralsed their heads and the neutrals
began to pay no attentlon to us. '

-Sergei Witte, ) b
Prime Minister of Russna
for Tsar N»cholas 1

Introduction '
In the realm of forelgn poltcy formulatlon the decusuon to use

mnlltary force m the pursunt of polmcal gOals ns the most senous ot

BT I
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".all the options available to a government. Such a decision runs' many

risks that cannot be easily controlled (or controlled at 'all) and can -

result in the shift of " policy power ‘fro\m'.the civilian authorities
towards the military officers (witness’ Imperial Germany during the ,

l?lrst World ‘War). The greatest risk IS that of failure or of ultimate .

n

~defeat. A sharp' reverse or a lost war has served as a catalyst Which
shakes or topples pow\ful regimes or Systems, governments thaty

‘ appear to have been quute secure. Russ:an history in ‘particular bears

wrtnes_s to the costs of loslng a war and the resulting lmpact on th_e |

do‘mestic A'scene. The defeat in the Crimean War (1854 -56)

lCOHtflbUted to\the turmorl of "he followrng decade and was one of the

‘motlvatlons for. the domestlc reforms introduced by Tsar Alexander ll‘

during the 18605 Defeat in the Russo- Japanese war of 1904 05

. \\\;

tnggered the revolgt%\ol 1905 a revolutlon that resulted in the'
\ \is \h\ ,
\

"formatton of a. Russrarl parlrament (the Duma) as a challenge to the.v

" power of the tsar The wa?\\also has been crted as a crucual factor in

the loss of popular support for the Russran monarch in the years o
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following the: conflict. ~ Finally, the severe hardships and. military.

“defeats of th-erFirstiWorld War led to a domestic crisis that t0pp‘led

I

‘Tsar Nichol8s 1l and ultimately led to a situation 'in whlchsa small.

group of communists, with heretofore little power ‘or support, seized
and eventually held political power in Russia.in\‘October; 1917. These

A

three examples alone,"all drawn from Russian history, are'testimony
.to the risks of military failure,
The SoViet leaders, no doubt, are. quite cognizant of the

domestic rlsks of milltary adventures accentuated by the fact that
l /‘ . .
- they are conductrng forergn policy in an sage where total war would.

probably result in‘the decimation, ‘if‘ not total annihilation, 'of‘ any
s,ociety involved in a nuclear exchange. When oiven the traditional and
historical Russian "preoccupation with 'defe:ns,e ‘of| the homeland ‘and
"the‘ risks of military failur"e" cited a.bove, it c’an. be appreciated that:

an'y" Saviet decision to intervene“ m‘ilitarily‘would involve the input of

‘ ‘the most authontative agencres m the\for gn polrcy process The'-‘ g

_high VlSlblllty of any Cl’lSlS whrch could lead to the ‘use- of force. |
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would be more likely to provide, clues as to policy formulation and to

[
-~ . i

the Jocus of power behind Soviet foreign p_olicy", as opposed to

Iongﬁprm and routine * foreign policy decisions which evolve more
r}d
slowly with much less visibility. Thevanalysis of each of the

A

following cases will attempt to cover three basic el®ments in the

crises; the basic outline of what occurqed, a description of the Soviet
[ N s \

polic){?‘;procéss in dealing with the crisis, and the role played by the

a :

, | | s
military in the decision-making process.

]

. F ) )
Czechoslovakia 1968

» The roots of the Czechoslovak crisis go back well before 1968,

| but it can be said that one mmeduate catalyst for the Prague Sprmg

-was the replacement of Antonln Novotny as leader of the Communist

l &

Party ' of Czechos‘lovakla I(CPC‘z) by. "Alexander Dubcek in December,
| «

/ ‘ . x N ‘ ) .
1357. The matter appeared to be relatively routine and seems to have

;)een sanctioned in Moscow. But Dubcek went an to initiate a series of

~ . . ’ ‘ L . ll ‘ ‘ - Ces
liberal domestic reforms which took Brezhnev and his East European

.
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collegues by surprise, - The reforms included purging the CPCz of
-.hard.line. Stalinists, the cUrbing“df the terroristic practices of the
secret police and its connections to the Soviet KGB, | acknqwledging
thé sh'o'rtcomings of one-party rule in the nation,r and calls for an end
to censorship. In March, 1968, Brezhnev and other Eastern Bloc.
leadersp met at Dresden amidst mounting concern over the Dubcék
reforms v;/hile one month later, the Soviet CPSU Central ‘Committee
held an extraordinalry plenum while the first calis for intervention
were heard amonst communist officials. In early May, %968, a
Czechoslovak delegation led by Dubcek arrived in Moscow to discuss
the situation, but after the ta!ks Soviet and Warsaw Pact military
forces began summer maneuvers in and arolmd Czechoslovakia while
the Soviet and East European newspapers mounted a méssivé‘ cémpéign |
to denounce and discredit the domestic reforms in Czechoslovakia.
The -tensions increased, and late in July the Czechoslovak and "S'o,\};et_
Politburo members met face to face at Cie.rna-on-Tisa,'to_ defuse - the

crisis and reach an agreement. They arrived at a modus vivendi that
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seemed to accept Dubcek's continued leadership of the CPCz. Later, on

-August 3, the other‘!'*}éﬁders of‘the‘ Warsaw Treaty Organization- {WTO),

with the exception of Romania, met at Bratislava and agreed to the

withdrawl of WTO units from Czechoslovakia, but not those units in

[
\

the districts surrounding the country, Whatever the provisions of this

»

agreement, it lasted, only seventeen days. The_ invasion of °

Czechoslovakia by the Soviet Army and other WTO forces “(again -

excluding Romania) began on August 20, 1‘968.' =

The invasion is remarkable for several reasons. It represents

the largest military commitment by the Soviet Union - since the

“

Second World War, an attack against a nation governed by a ‘fraternal

communist party which had given répeated assurances of loyalty to

Moscow and which was maintained order in-the land: The move came:
. v - “ i

A

.-as a great surprise to many -outside observers because it had occurred

- on the heels..of the apparent agresment at Bratislava. ‘The invasion

©

‘was also a- precedent m setting policy, and was justified, under the

?

_he\?v Brézhnev Doctrine;, the ‘righf of the Soviet Union to intervene in -
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the "affairs of another\communist nation if the leading role ot the

party there ‘is threatene by the forces of reactuon

To deal with thlS c\ase in depth two  of the most prominent and -
recent studies of the .Chisis will be used as the basis for our

examination here in this the is.mOne of the most impressive analyses

i)

regarding the Soviet decision to intervene was written by Jiri

1

. Valenta. Valenta maintained that the formulation of policy in the _

/USSR is restricted to three major bodies in descending order of

\
i
i

bower; the Politburo, the,Secreta?i}at, sand the Central Committee. The

general sgcr‘etary, Brezhnev, is r;l\t seen as the omﬁipotent dictator
-, but, to use Valenta's desériptign,\' Brezhnev. is the- 'leader among.
equals’ '(primus inter bares ) "in the Politburo.2 Th-e‘PoIitburo is
portrayed as én “examp‘)le of coi!eqtive leadérship ( kollekt/:\(noe‘

rukovodstvo ), an arrangemeht that evolved followin"g the ‘death ~of
'Stalin., The Politbuto is ‘a. ruling oligarchy, ‘and all debate is limited
to the members of the aforementloned three party organs The more

| crucnal and controversuaL the issue, the more likely that professnonals
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.and idedlogues of  the Central Cbmmittee- will have Asome‘ impact“ oh
bblicyrhaking. Valenta believed that within the‘ narrow CPSU elite,
party bffiqials do tend, . to sbme ‘extent, to ‘represent ih'eir current
field of_ expe‘;rtise‘l" Within the bureauéracy.3 This is not to say that
th.ere'a.re "hawks" and "doves" ih the éolitburo, and Valenta stated
,tﬁa'tll sucﬁ a view is misleading because all Soviet partyileade'rs' d&
strongly share the communist weltanschauung (Qorld view) 4

In the internatién;l ﬁeld,‘ there are several b;sic tenets that
the leadership -subscribes to as foreig}u policy pillars, and these serve
tb unitle the .gpinions of t;{e party and the leadership; these,aré the
avoidénce of nuclear wér with tﬁe.Unitéd States, the desire' to weaken
%he us coﬂmmitmoerult;) its NATO allies and Japan, the pfeventio‘n of
.aéy resurgence of an équal or superior power in Europe (i.e. a united
Germgny)', ﬂthe, maintenance of“ the East : EQropean -states»_within
Moscow's socialist co;nmon'\n!e‘alth, Iirﬁiting .Chi“nese infl_ue'nceoin'-.the

o | R .
ideological and international épheres,_ and,t'hat ‘support for- Tmr\d

World states presenté Ob’portUnities for the USSR;sj Thesefserv‘ej as

\ .
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standard pillars of Soviet external behavior and Valenta asserted. that
~ adherence to these goals~prevén§s tactionalism within the Politburo
along 'lines of belief such as "progressive ys;’ conservative™ in the

western sense of the meaning.

]
y .

But there remains scope for competition amongst bureaucracies
with  vested interests. Should domestic considerations take:
precedence over the foreign  policy tenets? - If an iissue  creates )

conflict between two or more .foreign policy objeétiv'e*s,l which course
. o s . R

i )

should be adOp;ed‘ and which‘ objective should be subordinated?

Valenta thought that the answer to these questions depends on the

@

Politburo mémber's current constituency in the bureaucracy, with ' the
~general s‘ec'retary carefully presiding over the debate and 'not_ir'i‘g the

i
B

formation of. coalitions over the issue.b . o

[

In the case of Czechoslovakia, there were conflicting dpme_stié o
and foreign policy considerations as well -as conflict amongst the: set

o‘f'foreign" policy o_bjecﬁves mentioned eérlier. In 19‘68', Mikhail

~Suslov ‘and Boris Ponomarev were working to create a world
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. communist cohference in lhopes cf isolating the Chinese and redocing .
their influence in the global oommunist community. »‘ _TOgether they -
represented the "'inte,rnatiorrali'st" viewpoint as memhers'r of the
.Politboro: 'Suslov was | responsible vfor‘ supervising "Soviet foreign*
polioy, particularly- the relations vrrith the " international oommunist, |
movemenrs, while Ponomarev h‘eaded‘the Iri'ternationai"Department of
the‘ Central Com‘mit'tee,'. Which" dealt. with non;ruling commonist '

. parties and revolutiohary rhoverh%ts.'

Also .at‘this time, thevChairman of the ‘Counc':il of Ministers,
',Alexel Kosygm seems to have been workrng on two major |ssues at
‘thrs time. |nternatronal|y, he ‘had met with Pre@srdent “ Lyndon Johnson
at Glassboro in 1967 to discuss the oossrbrhty of rnrtlatmg talks
\‘armed at reducmg strateglo nuclear arms’ (the frrst ‘sfep m the
~"'Strateg|c Arm; errtatrons Treaty - SALT) | Domestlcalln Kosygm'f.'
was workrng on posslble economrc reforms in_ hopes of rejuvenatmg

the system and mcreasmg both productrvrty and qualrty in the Sovret .

’neconomy Suslov Ponomarev and Kosygm were seen by Valenta as
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members of the Politb“uro primarily responsibte .for' international
affairs, and 'in this capacity. they appear to have‘ taken ‘a moderate,or
conciliato’ry line regarding the events in Czechoslovakta. . A. ‘mititary‘w_
invasion would ‘underm'tne efforts to |solate . Chlnese
' 'internation‘ally, oivioe the opinion of'the' Soviet Union “amongst other |
communist“states. a'nd " movements,‘ damage relations with western |
governments, d"_elay"the moye towards a‘rms.con_trol and stifle' the
prospects for economic reform in the ‘Soviet‘ Unto’n. , | | -

| Those Pohtburo members chargedwnth domestnc concerns
‘tended to support mterventron in Czechoslovakla FirstASeCretary of
the Ukrainian Communist Party,.Pyotr Sh'elest. spoke of the dvanger
that the liberalism' of the. Prague reforms might f‘intect_" and'_
destabthze party rule in Byelorussna and the Ukralne By -allowing.‘
, Dubcek to shape a Czqchoslovak system of socnahsm wnth a humantf
face |t was thought that the restwe Ukranman or Whute Russnan’.

,populatron would also campangn for more reguonal autonomy There, -

were promrnent mduvnduals outsnde the Pohtburo who were also
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",push'ing “forha m‘ilitary .resolutio(n to the changesin the ‘Czech‘oslovakf‘
~ socialist system.' The Ieaders of thefGerman D‘emor:ratic 'Re'p‘ubllc
‘Ulbncht‘and Gomulka of Poland also teared that the Czechoslovak
example would.under‘mine theirl ‘regimes in Eastern Europe. |
‘Confronted by. varying concerns in‘the Politbluro " Brezhnev was .
lnltlally cautious and-careful to av01d pursumg a smgle pollcy llne
‘- regardmg the Dubcek reforms Accordmg to. Val_enta, therrole of the
" general secretary is that of an arbitrator who “superv‘ises the debate.
‘Once it seems that a partrcular tactron ‘has gained a Jarge base‘ ofv
support in the Central 90mn1/t1tee a general ﬂsecretary will abandon
the role of neutrahty and adopt the cause of the winning faction as
‘hls 'own.‘ Thus, the general secretary alwa;'s sndes with dt)he wrnmng_
"factlon and relnforces hls authorlty and retams power in the
Polr\tburo\ In February, 1963 Brezhnevs publlc pronouncements V\rere
cautious m regards to the reformsAmtnated by the Czechoslovak'
leader After the conference of bloc leaders in Dresden r‘r‘} March andv

i

the plenum of the CPSU Central Commlttee in Apnl 1968 Brezhnev s,ﬁ: ,
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attitude seems to have become more eritibalofthe Prague v‘refor‘ms '
and, ‘Val.enta,. hypo‘theeized’ ‘thavt' there was :,’e‘ngugrlx ‘suppert»‘ for"
‘in‘terventien in the ,Ce‘ntr‘ell Comnmittee fo‘r Brezhnev to begin’
ad\‘/ocating a pfegram to limit or halt the Prague ;eforme (Valenta |
aleo noted “.that‘ Brez.hnev'e ri\/alry‘lwi‘th t‘<os‘y'gi.n, a member of ',thle

trliur'nvirate that reblécee Kr‘1rushchev“'in 1'964,"may he\"/‘e. served to |
,prompt —Brezhne\;r te suppert‘ the 'int.erv.entionists).f_T'r}is :eceOUnL

.emphasizecli. the' 'linke ‘betmlveen \fovreign “‘,polic‘y de'c.isions' and the

bureaucratic responsibilities vofth‘e P’olitburq members, andv how their -
missfop and personél rfvalries‘affect“ their fofeig‘n "p‘olv‘i;cy stands, .

In 'regeres to ;the Qentral .Committ‘ee, Valenta state“d‘that: this
‘orga'ni'zaiion ie rare'ly brdught into‘ policy fermuJafion as 'the
vPolltburo usually stnves to achieve and obtam a consenses wnheut
‘attemptmg to. moblhze suppert in . the Central Commlttee , In caeee y
'\.Nhere the -|ssue defles;: Polltburo, attempts.' at eonsenses t'hefCC.“

becomes more mfluentual as Pohtburo members engage |n mobmzmg

‘support and by obtammg professmnal and techmcal expertise from
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.the\ir ‘bu'reauoracies..‘ In e)ramining :the exlsting records from th'eA
Central Committee“ se'ssion'o'f ‘Aprll 1968, Valenta noted that Shelest'
seemed to have a large role in the mterventlomst coalition, 'and that /
several speakers responsrble “for ldeologncal supervnsuon“and domestlc“
seourlty ,werercalled upon ‘-during the session_ tol‘give. speeches." Party
members from ‘Iarge ‘u‘rban 'oblasts such as ‘V V., (grishin of ‘Moscow |
~had dealt wuth the problem of dlssent among mem?ers of the Sowet”
| mtelhgentsra durlng the: suxtles and vuewed the hberal Czechoslovak )
reforms as a possible rallying point" for. Soviet dlssenters ’who' wanted
"to l'i‘beralize the ' political system. It is dlfficult to discern what role
the CC play‘ed at this point,‘ but Valenta felt that it servedA as a"forum'
where th(g'party was attemptlng to legmmlze a course of ‘action (in
Athls case to- lay the groundwork for lnterventlon m Czechoslovak‘,
_Qaffalrs should rt become necessary) l-lowever there ns no srgn of any'

‘l_party sympathy for the Prague reforms rn Moscow and no Splltb@?
whether -the llberal pollcres adopted by &bcek were ]ustafled or not

‘_‘The members of the Pohtburo and the - party ehte all vrewed the'
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\ever\ts m Czechoslovakla ‘wrth antlpathy, and all agreed. that the .
| s:tuanon had to be stabrhzed The question was ’flndrng the optimum——
" strategy to stabilize the situation. |

Valenta's model'd‘efini'teglly p'o:rtrays a systelm 'where loose.l
temporary, heteroge,neouAs, iseUe—oriented coalitions se'éking personal ~
| a'n'd/or bureaucratic .‘p.a)roff.'s atterrrpt to influence the ‘cour}se .‘of Soviet
foreig‘n‘ policy . over Czechoslovakia.10 Valenta indicated that'the:
Soviet Armed Forces did not ‘aot as a united, p}rofessionallny‘ based '
interest group ‘during the 'deC'ision-maKing process. V‘The head of t‘hé:_ .
MPA, General Epishev; ‘wa‘s} the‘ first ‘Soviet official reported as -
calling for mi‘li‘tary.‘ intervention in April, 1é'6‘8k.l11v | Other merrrbers of
 the’ armed.forces' includin’g ‘the"con'rmander of the Warsavsr Pact forces
(Commar;der-m Chlef Marshal Iakubovskn) aod the commander of the |
| Ground Forces (Coo1mander -in- Chlef Pavloveklr) were worned about i
‘;the possrble eecunty problems in- the Eastern bloc and the strateglc

rmphcatlons of a weak or neutralazed Czechoslovakla bordermg on the/ R

‘—Sovret Umon 12 Sovnet mllltary mtelhgence (GRU) is stated to have
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- favoured mterventlon and served as a pnmary source of - nnf\or;natuon‘
ulf.or the Pohtburo in’ Czechoslovakna during- the cnsns But Valenta
. also“‘indicated ,fhat ether military officials did .not actively : %}vocate‘li.
intervention, such as. t‘he comnaahder».ef- the Strategic'Rocket‘Eor‘ces,-"

| Marshai '.Kryloi'/.-13 ‘Krylov may h"ave ;/iewe\d the ‘interventic)nl’; as an
‘ opppftunity for the rival Ground ‘Forces corh*ma_rqu avndv .vthu_s did ;not
| .'suppqr.t the ‘case‘ of ‘activ'e.‘niilitary interve'ntilc\)\‘n.‘14 vThe ‘Air Defense
Cofnrhand (Geh.eral ’Batitskn) and the Navy (Admlral Gorshkov) ‘are"‘v

descnbed by Valenta as havmg been - d|$|nterested durmg

, cnsns.15‘.‘ | | | v
'There were other conlflic‘ting signs noted by\‘lvalenta amongst -

the military ohicials. Even thptjgh‘ Marshal ‘Iaku\‘b‘ovskii favoured
-.mterventlon by the mmtary his chlef of staff in the Warsaw Pact
:command General Kazakov was ' abruptly replaced in' June 19_68
because Kazakov doubted‘ the wnsdom of such a pohcy ,Marshal\

»Grechko as Mlmster of Defense and the top mlhtary profess:onal in

‘the Sovset Umon does not appear to have played an actuve role in the‘
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pol\itical deliberatioﬁns 3but‘ rather . remained aloofv from whatever‘
debate occurred and served as an arbitrator over any disagreements
‘ within ‘the armed forces. On the whole, the. military seemed disposed’
to lnterve‘ntion‘because:of the strategic implications for Soviet l
: security if | Czechoslovakia ;yvere tneutral or, host‘ilej, As well‘ there

was also the effect of the/ prolonged summer maneuvers on the

e
T

economic system of the Soviet Union and the logistical problems of
o 2 ' | ‘ o

a

_m_ain'taining unit readiness among the divi'si,ons earmarked for the“
, Czechosloyak Operation (consnderattons which may havel forced the
'mllltary ‘to request -a decnsuon regarding 5echoslovakia in August,
'1968, on professional grounds). |
A'ccording to Valenta, | the armed  forces did ‘}got "act tas a
| professiOnal interest group during th‘e crisis,..‘ but rathgfégf( vas-a set of
‘ ‘conflicting branches Who used their stat'us as party members -of: the‘
Central Commrttee rather than channel their arguments through the

Mmistry of - Defense as state professnonals 17, The debate was soiely L

. -restricted to the arena of the CPSU elite in the form of the Politburo‘
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and thé Central Committee, the point of note Bging that the military

men accepted' this 'politicval arena as the legitimate forum for their

o
)

\}iews. to be’vat forward, The views cl>f. the officers did not
necessarily cbincide, and it was possible that the military mémbers
of the Central Committee joined different coalitions during the
discussion of the crisis. |

A s‘e‘cénd ~major stud‘y..ﬁr:ished“recently was that oflKaren-
.Dawisha. Dawisha agreed inth Va‘l‘eﬁta 'oﬁ many aspects of Boviet
decisTGﬁTr'ﬁ'a'Ri.n'g‘at this time.1® she supported the theory that there
was a lack of'consensuS ‘w\ithin the Politburo as' to how the sifuétion
in Prang sh;)u\ld be handled. The L‘Js‘ual }F"(.)i;tburo confirmation qfﬁ the
results of an ihternatic;nal c'onferencg was not recorded in the major
pa'hy newspéper, Pravda . in the aftermath of the Dresden .Conferenéé
in March, suggesting é”’la‘ck of unified <‘)pinion‘19 The calling of a
CPSU. Céatral Cgm’m'ittee p'len:u’m‘inv April, hard on the heels of th"e‘
| Dresdén confe;encgt ialso' refnforced this impression‘ and suggeste'g'

c .

the n,ee‘d .to s,ound out the party elites in the Central Committee.

.
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Dawisha also viewed the CPSU Ap[il plenum as the cigcg;ion where ‘t.h'e
intervent.ionists built a'\‘ consensus by calling hérdli\ne ébeakers fronhw )
the republics ‘experiéncing nationality prébelm$ .and thé party elite
from  the  oities dealing  with: _dissidents.

The dissent p'ro'vb,lerhn fgcing‘*thé‘”swiet Iléadership is given
éreatér’ ‘er‘nphavsis in the decision~m‘a.king process. | The frial of
Al‘exahn‘der Gyi‘nzbmg- in January, 1968, and the censoring o‘f Alexander
. Solzhenitsyn, s"ervédgo makedissent in fh nnteiligé\;hts'i‘a é‘majdr
parfy concern, a problem equal in stature 'tothe\' Prague reforms, The
tWo key resolutions of the April‘plenur‘n §‘hould be seén in' thi§ light,
The first indicated that in de”alinlg vx)ith domestic‘ di'ssent,l the CP?éL.J
_retained lthe right to ‘combat ‘loutsia‘e bourgeo;s. influénces,‘ a
~ resolution clearly aimed at just\‘ifying‘-'Whateyer‘ mgasur?é the CPSU
‘detlame’d necessary to'dea‘l. with bubqek.“ 'The second resolution stated
that dﬁi'sser‘nv and bloc disunity' were 6ausgd by ‘impéria,listvattpe‘mpt’s gt
su‘lbvers'ion from within the bloc system, thereby labelliﬁg ‘ar‘iy dissent

as imperialist treason.20 Taken togethér, the plenum served as g’
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L
. u " " ! " ‘n
plattorm for -party consensus.and a warning to dissident elements in

—
i

the USSR and to Dubcek in Prague, 5

Dawisha, like Valenta, also mentioned the effect on policy of
lhe ‘bureleuC‘r'atic responsibilities of the Politburo -members; Kosygin

and Suslov pursuing a non-interventionist line; Shelest, ‘P‘,o‘dgorny and

il

_ the eastern bloc leaders (except for Kadar of Hungary) as favouring
iintervention, "and“ Brezhnev as undecided. As well, Dawisha wrote that

the Czechoslovak crisis was paftly elevated to the Politburo .level by
Ulbricht and Gomulka in March, ‘1968, at}al time when the Politburo

rigl and the riots in Poland

,. 'remalhed preoccupied by the VG”in'zt')l)urg'f

(the forced resignation of the o-Mosco"w“ president of

".Czechﬂbslov‘akia' Novotn'y, at this time “aléo served to heighten
susplcnons in the, USSR and other bloc countrles) 21 the main, the
'Dawnsha vnew paralleled the earller work by Valenta

Nelther the Central Commlttee nor the East European
“leaders could be classified as part'of the decisional
forum in the pre-crisis period [January to April,
1968] but their functlons rievertheless extended
»beyond mere passuve consultatlon From the beginning

-
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1 'y

they acted as policy advocateg, constituted pressure
groups, and served as alliesih the slow process of
consensus building that began in the pre-crisis

~_ period, but really only gained momentum later on.
Neither .the Cantral Committee apparat nor the East
European leadérs représented a unified group; there
were crosscurrents of opinion. in both groups 22

i

4

At this pomt it should- be noted that Dawisha had identified two of

the three major groups mvolved as consnfﬁatnve agencies during the

/

crisis: the East European leaders and the Central Committee apparat .
The third agency is the military, which shall be covered in greater .
detail Iater.\23 o ‘ ‘ \

There are, however, differences. bétween the two -accounts of
. ' f .
Soviet decision-making: Dawisha placed much more emphasis on the

_failure of “'ihve_ Soviet and Czechoslovak 'delegations td reach an
accommdda:tion at a conference in Moscow on May 4,1968. Aft ir. these
talks, “then military preparatioﬁs 'began in eérnest, and, unlike }/élénta,
Dawisha stated that the consultative role of the Central Committee

_and the )bloc ‘Ieaders declined d«u'rin‘:g the crisis:pe‘rvioc'i (May-August,

'1968)", while coné;;rrently' the role of the Politburo and the military in

w4
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policy-making ihcreas'ed. This Iect to the concglusion that the party
teaqership heac'ied‘.by Brezhnev had secured their workable eoh.sensus'
by the end of Apri|,19.68.' The most important eoint was that for the
duration of the enti_re crisis '(a)uthority for 'strategic or golicy
decisions rested with the Politburo” anq Da‘wisha,asserted that the
Politburo was the key policy-making body.25"

The -overwhelming impression of research f)ndings is -
that the Politburo remained the institutional focus
.. for  all the formal and major decisions made on
Czechoslovakia . . . (h)ad a majority of the Politburo
wished to resist pressures to convene a plenum, then
almost certainly the [April] plenum would not have
been icalled. The absence of a Central Committee
meetmg to approve the results of the Cierna and
Bratrslava negotiations can. be mterpreted in th|s
' Ilght

Conversel‘y, however Dawisha gave the mthtary a greater
‘ ‘proflle durmg the months from May to August When the KGB network
in the Czechoslovak Mrmstry of the Ihtenor (ahd other 'CR‘Ci or,

"‘GO‘vernment d,epartmentS) was disrupted by- the - firing \;of its

operatives by the Dubcek Wberals in Merch, the traditiOnaI Soviet
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sources of information from abroad were all but removed, The

intelligence gap was filled by the GRU supplemented by a series fo

{

tours to Czechoslovakia by Soviet generals during. the summer of
1968 in connection with bstehsibly routine Warsaw Pact ekercises.

. e ] es
This situation was unique, as it forced Brezhnev and his Politburo

associates to deal more direct|y with  their 'Czechoslovak

“

counterparts- and -hence therg is more information “available as to the
actions of the Politbuto, m})re that onId have existed Has the KGB
ne&vork remained intact. \‘”It'a‘lso gave the "‘mil_itary greater scope
regardi‘lng input intqo‘ the decision-making process as a main sour¢e of
intelligence.' When this fact is a‘dded‘ to the'profeslsional ex_pe.rtis'\e'
Yi'equired to brepére and execu‘te t‘he invasion, it appears that the
'r’ni‘litary' had“a substantial part in the Poli'tburd‘devaciision" tori'nvade:'l
Although the Politburo 're’r‘nain'ed‘ the formal
institutional fecus of decision-making, the
indications are that Grechko was involved in Key -

Politburo . deliberations _ involving ~ military
security...‘?7 o o o
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While‘ Daw’ish‘a; noted that G'rechkof'never seemed to be _an_ee_tﬂiye
prop‘onen‘t of. intervention (a\s not}eclj by Vlalenta), there is also no
‘evid‘ence‘ that he opposed intervention, and given the opinio‘vn ythat
Czechoslovakia coulfi"develop[intd a strategic risk, Grechko.would
Iegically have sup,porred., ‘t_tlwe‘vi.nyasien.zs ‘-T'he m‘ilitary ,merl that toured
Czechoslovakia durinvg‘: 1968ﬂsuch as Marshal Konev and“"GeneraI
Epishev,” were ‘early' proponeete or a r?iii‘ta‘ry solution and. D:awisha.
.stated that " . s0 “serious was the, breakdown of pilateral relations
on- the militar;/ front. [of Soviet-Cze‘cho‘elove‘k relatione] . . . that it is

doubtful if any of the’ key military counseled against invasion "2 9

Grechkovis thus viewed as having agreed with .the consensus to

ihtervenewit’h' the _Wérsa‘w Pact militér‘y forces. : o
The swnft ‘and decrswe mvasron by the mlhtary on August

20 1968 in contrast to the political cdnfusnon that followed at may

have glven the mrhtary a greater bstanding in, the CPSU ehte and

4

allowed Grechko to play a greater role==~m-the~forelgn pohcy process

\such as’ hlS trip to Egypt in 1970 to dISCUSS mnhtary matters wnth_,‘,,‘_
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" President 'Nas.ser).30 | Damsha offered thls possnbumy m the_
aftermath of the mvasnon but- also souﬁded a notg of. cautlon by.
'obsérvung th-at‘“at the kéy negbtiations b\etweenthe Soviet and
Qzechoslgvak politburo mq‘mbers _. atWand. Bratislava in late July,’
‘Grechko was ab‘sve.n,t and vit was qgi{e.cleaf .th‘a‘t' the pa“rt,y e‘leme:nt
l.dominated‘thé‘. Soviet handling of this- é}uéiél‘ nieetfng.31 -
On the whoie, Dawisha's conclusions give a gre‘éter impression
of a military consenéus than is found in the Valénta materiai. Sh,e‘

- also went on to doWnplay’ the intérnal Politburo conflict: K
’A
In the fmal anays:s one must be skeptical abom the
effect of political mfnghtmg on’' the decision to invade
because of the almost’ complete absence of negative . .
o ~ political repercussions for. the opponents of the
invasion. The membershtp of the Polltburo‘ in the
Soviet Union and party Ieadershlp in, Eastern Europe
were very stable 'in the years followmg the- invasion;
and .when demotlons were finally announced, at the.
top of the list were those who had been the: most
.-vociferous advocates ' of mvasnon Shelest in the.
* . Ukraine, Gomulka. in Poland, ‘and Ulbncht in East» o
) Germany 2 o | R

.

Dawisha agre’ed that ‘the Po)jtburo was .“‘ihde'cisive‘ or cautious from



-Januaryl to ll‘ﬁarch,‘ and dud call for “lim‘ited debate on ‘the issue in which -
the‘;‘Central 'Committee (or iellements thereot)‘ and‘ the bloc leaders
: played a” cpnsultatlve role and acted as a soundlng board for the
_,Polutburo -In addition to thls the talks with . these elements also o
:.‘granted more leolttmacy for any later course ot actlon including'
military mterventlon. But as noted already, Dawisha observed a shlft
_in policy wuth the dlssolutuon of theACentral Committee plenum an}d'
the ‘failure of the Czechoslovak Sovnet talks of May 4< After thus she\'
“vstated that the Polltburo bas:cally adopted a two-track pohcy in
whrch they decnded to provude for a potenttal mrlltary solutlon whule
hsrmultaneously atte,mptmg to subvert the new reforms in Prague. The
Politburo wanted to use pro Moscow members of the CPCz to halt the "
Iuberalnzatlon process and possmly replace Dubcek but called in?
‘mmtary offlclals just in case thls course falled After ApnlMth’e’ .
lPqutburo agaln became the sdle locus of decnsmn makmg and it wa.sy

‘ here that the dlscussmn over the Prague Sprmg went on The mvasron -

f_probably resulted from the perceptron in the Pohtburo that the cnsrs[u"
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could not be reselved by meddling in Czechoslovakia's. internal affairs
‘and - that th‘e" h"\rni‘l_ita'ry: ‘seluti‘.on ‘vrras 'called for in the ‘strate.gis
interests of the Sovi'et_‘ Ltnion. B | |

A final poinit. worth mentioning in the Dawisha account is that
shel'net only consi,dered‘the Politbero as ‘'the locus of decision—makin‘g,‘

‘ t , o ‘
but that often a smallv‘gro‘up of members within the Politburo litself

seemed to be the most_‘ir'npertant in regards to party policy during the -
crisis..

. Certainly there was. an inner core “within the Pohtburo
that acted.both formally in the name of the Politburo -
in nethlatlons on ‘Czechoslgvakia and informally as a '-
subgroup with apparently self-appointed -
responsibility for the management of the crisis. The
membership . . . included Brezhnev, Kosygm Podgerny,
Suslov and Shelest

It is mterestlng that Dawrsha refralned from offerrng the possrbrlrty

"

that thrs subgroup represents the membershlp of the Sovret Defense
) Councrl m 1968 Both the nammg of the members and the postulated‘
f'extstence of the Defense Councrl in 1968 are hrghly speculatrve )

assertrons, ,but nevertheless Dawrshas observatron should be noted
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So\rdie'ty. behavior during the crisis does tend,‘ to support the subgroup
theory‘ of Politburo"decision-‘making.‘ |

Both Valenta and Dawisha cautton that their fmdmg in thev
Czechoslovak example requnre‘ further study of Sovnet ‘behavior m"“.
..other s:tuatlon‘s in order to‘ reach deflmte conclusions regardmg the
~crisis of 1968 Valenta %)ted that the bureaucratlc pohtlcs paradlgm
IS best ut+hzed in cases where domestic secunty mterests are as "
',nmportant as \defense ano rmternatlonal consrderatlons and Iess-'~
“useful in cases where non socialist countnes are |nvo|ved34'
Dawnsha also observed the bureaucratrc mterplay of the Sovnet‘ehte
in the c,nsns but insisted that ‘this ‘conflict: can only be - propeny
Juooed if one flrst vrews the exlstmg consensus ‘within- the Sovuet

ellte Both of these pomts shoutd be kept in mmd dunng the analysus‘ g

of the next two . Sovnet foretgn polrcy cases. .. T

Afghanistan 1979

. Afgha_nista'r_i",i_s’ a case "Study'that involves a country governed*by‘ .

T ——
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socrahsts when the Sovret rnvasron took place in December 1979, but

the Peoples Democratlc Party of Afghanrstan (PDPA) had onIy taken
A.' .
pou@r from the government of Mohammed Daoud |n April, 1978.
) 5’l :Aa rwd‘ﬂ ' " . |
" Unfortunately, from the Soviet point to.f view, ‘the PDPA. unde“r the

Ieadershib of Nur Mohamrried Taraki proved to be_inoapable of running
the country, - The'part)} polvicies were brr:tatand "‘ir;nplemented by an
admintstrative apparatus ‘maf Itrv'as both. inetticient and’ corrop't.,.' two
facts that worked in'tandern vto “alienate the bulk-of the ,pooulation and .
produ'cela re'sistance- rnov,ement that the PDPA was incapable of
‘.,suppres's'.ing. n :\,(, , J | |

®

As early as May, 1978, Soviet'officiaals_were dispatched to the

Afghan caputal of abul “to advise their socialist allies on. how to"

stabilize the count but Tarakr was both unable and unwnllrng to

adopt the Sovret pre grams The party rtself was Spllt along tribal

Innes wrth Tarakr h adlng the Parcham faction of the F;DPA and

»

| Haflzultah Amrn repre}ientrng the Khalq contrngent There .was dae‘p"

w

, o :
| seated drstrust between the two groups based on a hrstoncal nvalry“ :
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.and ideﬁologfcall differences, ;and the ‘existenc’e Hof this split prevented
any coordin'atedlpolicy to deal “With the , probferns faci'n'g the nev(r “
regime, | | |

| In July, 1979, the Soviets began 1o study alternatives to Taraki
as Ieader fof‘the' PDPA, and possible methods'<ef ‘sup'pre‘ssing' the
‘guerrilla movement and securmg a measure of stab:hty and support in

o

hthe country, the most. sagmfrcant step berng the transfer of an ehte
400-man strlke -unit: from the( Soviet 105th -Guards Airborne' Division
to Bagram airt?ase -outside Kabu‘lA35 ‘Two months later Taraki” was
ousted by Amm and reportedly krlled shortly after hlS tall from"f
Apower and |t is Stl" not clear as to whether thls was rnsprred by the
Sovtets or an mdependent plot engineered'by Amin. It does seern,

apparent now that at this time the Soviet leadershlp began to 'oress‘

‘Amm to |ssue a call for’ Sovuet aldv thereby restonng order and g
allowmg the Sovrets todeal wrthwuthe guernllas Moscow seemed to"'v

, %

be reachmg the conclusron that the Afghan army was dfsmtegratmg :

as a’ mllrtary force lnstead Amrn sought to rmprove relatnons wrth
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3 F_’ekisten'eng' the UnitedI' States ‘vﬂvhile" sirnultaneeusty attempting to ‘
Ii'rnit or -reduce Soviet influence in Atghan internel afta‘irs: whicn lwas“
no .mean feet'cons,idering thet 'by tnis time there were','approxir‘nately
1500 Sovqet offncnals in the civilian mlnlstnes of Afghamstan and
) "3500 to 4000 Sovtet offlcers aldmg the Afghan army. 36 Amln s‘
( retusat to call for direct Sov;et mterventnon in Afghamstan is. cnted

- as ‘a mejor factor‘tn ‘the invasion tn late D‘ecember, 1979, an invasien -
,that.nwes accvompani‘ed by the‘ aseaésinati&h of ‘Haftzullah Amin’and ni.s‘
reptac:iement by Babrak Karmal as leader of the PDPA .
| ‘S'omle pafalle‘ls ‘b‘etween Afghamstan in 1979 ane “
- “‘Czechoslgvakta in 1968 hat/e been noted by several other authors and{
will only be eumn}grt;ed bnefly here. ‘Both countries were"governed»
by socielist narti”e‘sv_ ‘and in each ease ‘the Sevt,et Pol.itburo »c'ame .to”-
viewt“the,neti‘ve ‘Cf)mr':nunilst‘ parti‘a‘s unable er unwilting to C‘ontrolu‘
vdomestlc ctlseent that threatened the Ieadmg role of the party |n that.

‘country They also represented secunty nsks since both vnationé"

-
-

o ‘bo"rd'ered on the Sovnet‘Umon,. and'lm this ;,light it'was_‘\intoler’abﬂle"ter '



either to become n’eutral or pro—westerr;. There were also the
ideologlcal and | international clolnsiderations involved in 'iosing"
countries that were once members of the socialist 'co}nm'oﬁwealth,
leading to"concerns regarding Soviet ﬁrestige and its ability to
pro‘téct‘i.ts friends dbroad. Fi-nally, there ‘was the threatA that
domestic tLIeroil ir; ? bordQ‘ring socialjst state cled carry over into
the Soviet Union itself and threaten to, weaken the power of the CPSU:

in“the .case of Czechoslovakia, there was the threat of dissent

amongst the. nationalities and intta(lligentsia, while in 1979 the
. v S "
concern centered primarily on potential problems that Isiamic

fundamentalism could raise amongst the Moslem sects in the Soviet

1 h

~ Union (particularly with the fundamentalist regime of the Ayatollah
. ' s » ' | 5 * | ‘
Khomeinl in the bordering state of lraﬁ).

There were other. considerations beyond those mentioned above,

e

but these wérﬁhe- crucial considerations involved in the Afghan

“situation. l'The major. distinction between the. two case% co;ﬁbared

above is that Afghanistan was a Third World nation, ostensibly a
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non-aligned member of the international community with no formal

ties to the Soviet Union, such as membership in the Warsaw Pact. The

Soviet invasion represénted the tirst occasion where the USSR had

~conducted a~military invasion of a Third World country since their

-~

occupation of northern lran in 1946. The outcome of the invasion, ot

coufse, has been far different from Czechoslovakia in 1968. Both
th
[ . -
were initially successful in seizing key' centers of power and both

“attained a large measure of surprise that facilitated military

.
\e [

operations during the opening days. But the war in Afghanistan has

degenerated into a bloody and inconclusive struggiq to s‘uvb;;'ressmhe

/A °
rebels '\in the countryside, while the PDPA remains weak and the

A

regular Afghan army units a liability. The party in Czechoslovakia had

. J | -
made it known that in the event of military confrontation, the Czech

7o

armed forces would not- resist, but the Mosierh rebels called for a
? " *

jihad or holy war against 'the Soviets. The upshot is-a situation that

still requires Soviet’ attention and resources.{ and also .created

ongoing complications in the conduct of Soviet foreign pqlicy.



173

In trying to pieceh together the ‘quiet decision-makihg- proceés,
it ‘must be remembered that such information is difficult to come by,
given thatvthe invasion occurred ‘a relaﬁvély ér;ort time ago a.nd thaf :
in many ways the Czecho'slovak crisis was a unique oppdr{unity to
study Soviet policy formulation, In regérds to Afghanistan, Bradsher
noted the broblems that existed in 1-983‘ and still exisf today in
énalysing the Soviet decision-making proc“q\ss. ' |

-t

No inside, adequate’f} informed account of that
thinking  [Politburo 'd_eliberations]. had become
available to' the outside world more than two years
later . . . 37 ‘

Nevertheless, we will use the information available in an attempt to

gain some further ir:séght into the decision-making process.

The two key elements, thealaagkwef—«faith in the ruling socialist
party and the strategic location of the cpuntry,' have been ’identified.
The 'Iatte‘r‘ concern would involve the mflitary in \the policy process “ln )

some mannér. The evidence seems to indicate that Amin adamantly

refused to issue an official invitation to‘ the Red Army ‘to enter

,
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- Afghanistan, and that .Soviet advisors 'already there were quite
pessimistic about the ability of the Afghan army to defeat the

guerrlllas despite large amounts of military . aid sh|pped to the

~,
Y

embattied reglme.38 As in 1968 Sovnet military mtssnons made
several visits Ato Afgﬁanista_n during the course of 1979; and‘the
'makedup of "'the personnel disbéct}ed from Moscow seem!itg indi’ca{e
that the SovieAts themseives 're‘cogni:sed | the paréllels to
Czechoslovakia. _Mé’ny' familiar ’figure"s .. w'eré 'being " sent to
A,fghanvistan:' Deputy. Minister of . D‘efense lvan 'Pavlovskii;

commander-in-chief of the Soviet Ground Forces, conducted an

-extended visit to Kabul from August to October, 1979 (Pavlovskii held - |

1

~ the same post in 1968 and commanded the invasion of Czechoslovakia
after fouring the" Gountry beforehand).:‘39 Beforé him, t'heAhead of 'theh
MPA, General l:lexei Epishev, had be‘en part of a militafy mission to
'Afgh'anistar'm in April, 1979“‘” ancg} should Qe remembered as the earliest |
military officer to advo‘cJ:ate "the ;invasio‘n .of CiechoSlovakia |n

1968.40 The dispatch of two top level military officers,,v‘bo’th" of
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;vhom'dccupied the.Same boéts duriﬁg the“C“z‘echoslovak’cr‘isis; in the
séme year, indicated .Athat the Politburo had in éll likelihbod ‘COnc‘;luded‘
that events I‘i.n. “Afghanistan were\ be,coming‘ sbrioug énd that the
fﬁilitary ‘might be required to ensure stabi‘litytv in tﬁe codntry. It .also
signalled’ to théAfg‘haﬁs the same \messé”ge that it had to Dubcek
eleven yéar_s earliér; there wés ‘.the 'di”stinc‘tiposs'ibility that the -Red
Army ‘wo.uld be called tovsetlt'le the matter.

T~he-Aprivl _trip by""(v;er;e’rélv E;iShev, might be considered t”he
ir\t.itial stag’e -in”‘ ;vhich 'the ‘m"i'litar'y was cdr%sulte.d," while the
' nmmedlate)reparatwns ‘for invasion by the mllltary were set in
motlon during the Pavlovskn‘ vnsut to Kabul in ‘August. The
dec;snon-makin‘g process probabl'y Stretched for @ number of months
dunng which the mmtary was sent as a polmcal me;sage and to lay :
’ the groundwork for the actual invasion of December- 27, 1979 The
quesﬁqn ‘agaun is this; ‘. how much influencq vdid these military
professionals »have during the‘cou'rsa of policy ‘deliberat‘iofné?“z -

A'The‘re weré strategic differences ‘from Czechoslovakia - that )
‘ ‘ > . . b
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prooaoly serv'ed'to strengthen th"e mil‘itary'l in”cli‘nation’ to‘ invade
Afghenistan. .The ‘Czechoslov.ak‘ case .represented e st‘rictly‘ negative
strategic operation: to pre.vent the loss and/or neutrelity of
Czechoslovakla as part of the Sovnet defenswe buffer in Eastern
Eur_,ope.‘ But Afghamstah oftered heretofore unavallable bases for
further operat|ons in - lrah Pakustan and.th‘e Persnan Gulf, «—a sugmfrcant ’
factohr - if one considers the volatility;of the region "artd the

"iﬁternational sensitivity to events here. The‘prospect of an invasion

offered positive strategic gains that would perhaps streng‘t‘hen the

- \

Soviet'position in the Middle East and serve to further Soviet efforts

in gain access in some manner to a warm-water port on the Indian

Ocean.. There was also the potential gain in combat experience for;'-

) Soviet fOrces'in”Afghanistan against what was probably considered to
be relatively simple opposttion, whereas in Czechoslovakia there had -
beeh no organ'ized and 'arme'd resistance to the'invasion ~The Sov'iet

pmrhtary had envred the experlence gamed m Vtetnam by theu

_ Amerlcan counterparts and possrbly saw Afghamstan as'an. advanced |
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testing g‘rounds to measure and te“mper the combat capabilities of
Soviet ‘units,and eguipment.43 * There is nodo.u‘bt“ that strong “military
and strateglc mcenttves whtch could wrn favourable ‘opmnons amongst
members of the Sovret mtlltary establrshment and the Politburo.  But
“there hrs precious .little ev‘idence as to whether ..the' militavry-»
"commanders formed a cohes:ve pressure group,ﬂ orgamzed an interest
;group coalttton in the eltte or snmply fulfrlled the orders of the
Polltburo. | |

The key' to the' C"zech oase was that‘ in ‘the inttial stages the'
~ Politburo did not come down \mth a’ spectfrc polrcy line and thus a
,wnder range of expertrse within the Central Commtttee seems to have
.";been consulted. But in late 1979, ther_e were few domestioor foreign
*polic,y ilssues‘ that ‘would or oould. ha\;e produced the"same hesitiation
w:ithinl the.' Sovi"et",-elite_.‘l T.he 'dom'estie argument' of potential
‘subversipn of the Sovnet system by lslamtc fundamentallsmplayed a“ ‘

;major role wuth the argument that Iosmg Afghamstan would deal a’

great blow to the mternattonal standrng of the Sovret Umon Bot .
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these seem.ed-'to Iack the same immediacy ‘and_‘ inten’sity’ ‘when .
,comoared to the parallel ooncerns of 1968 The mternatlonat
| condmons that may have promoted dlsumty or. tndeC|S|on in 1968
| however, had very much dnmmnshed by 1979. The SALT process a
“keystone of Sovnet Amencan re|at|ons in the seventles had played
‘ |tse|f out as both sndes came to conclude that the results of the talks |
had been d:sappomtmg Durlno'the cOurse of 1979, it aopeared that’
President Carter would be unable to’ have the SALT I Treaty 'rat‘rtied
by the Senate, and’ in the Politburo xit was “'prooab.ly increasjngly”
~ evident that the Americans vv'ainted-to Iinky several interr“\ation‘al.‘
issues to the treaty, a concept that had bee‘n completely rejected by”
-the Soviets. A ‘ H B | ; .\ The : Cvarter'_
w‘Admmlstratnon may not have been vaewed as hkely to take any actwe..v
measures over the antncupated mvasnon One commentator noted that"
in the wake of. Amencan mactton of Sowet mvolvement in Angola .
"Ethlopla and the Sovnet bngade m Cuba the Amenoan warm}ngs"

&

’-"agamst durect Sovnet action in- Afghamstan looked good on: the
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: bureaueratfc rec0rd | They showed ltha‘t"the‘ a‘dministration had “not |
‘been‘,onau’/‘are of the situationl But .that Was ahdutall the)r ‘were - a
‘bureaucratro record."44 There are grounds to support the \rrew that
Moscow had decrded that the Amencan reactron would be limited to -
| generalcomdemnation of_ the-‘USSR on a diplomatic level and that in
the et/ent 'of a‘ stro'nper r‘e"actiOn there ‘was no-proole‘m be‘cause SALT}‘JI :
r‘ was thel major conerderatron m\rolved and it appeared to be lost no
"matter what pollcy was~ pursoed by the Sovnet Ieadershlp

lOther mternatlonal consrderatlons that -‘had served to restram
the Polltburo in 1968 had dlmnmshed in rntensrty by 1979. The
»Smo Sovret spllt was now. ‘an ‘accepted reahty m the internationat
arena and the drlve to isolate the Chmese |deolog|ca| heresy was 'no
S longer the pnorrty consrderatron rt had been at the herght of the spht .‘
'nlnv.the srxtres The questron of the rmpact on the non- ruhng'
‘commumst movements partrcularly m Europe doesn't seem to ha\./e_‘-vv_’

c .

rftgured prommently in Pohtburo dehberatlons whlle the role of other v
.“ " ' .
'leaders in- the Warsaw Pact countnes was qurte Irmrted because '



- 180
Afghamstan was n’ot a member of that‘ orgamzatuon “ The only E
y restralmng f?ctor in the Sovret deCtsnon -making . process ‘may have‘ |
been the dlplomatrc problgms connec d wuth the invasion of a Muslum :
~and a Thlrd word nation, which would represent a sha@ brgak from
the Sovret party hne Qf ‘the USSR as a defender of Thlrd WOrId,

mterests agal’nst the forces of tmpenahsm But here, agam there IS;‘\:"
I{le evrdence m currentlllteratu&as to’ the dete or lts exrstence

as a consrderatron in Pohtburo plannlng

’-'

The general conclusron is that 'an observer at hIS pomt cannot

" analyse which model of Sovret behavror applres in thts case because
the Polrtburo appears to have been united in regards to the decnsron to
'v‘lnvade Afghamstan and prop up the PDPA as the governmg party The -

:‘mternatronal and domestlc trade offs appear at thls tlme to have'

r-‘

overwhelmmg supported the |dea of drrect mrhtary mterventlonf

"From the bureaucratrc pomt of view the decr ion makmg process\ 8
‘ .

, does not appear to have been marked by a high evel debate perhaps‘ "

| because most of the domestlc restramts of 1968 were absent or -
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lessened 'b)’l1v'979b; “‘-The rational-actor or~un.i'ty'mode|‘ would assume .
'“ ‘, that' the .mernber's..ag:reed “th'at‘var_':tion ‘would \have to be taken and th’atr
“ the only queetion :wa‘s' -re'ally.one -of tactics: “ |

“ f'Henry' S. Bradsher,has ‘m'adeﬁfa rare attempt to .analyee thel

- mechanics of Sovtet decrsron -making in relatlon to the mvas:on of

, Afghanlstan 45 Agaln ‘as Dawusha related in. her account of the
Czechoslovakra Bradsher mentuoned that there t:vas probably a srnall
"inner R,ohtburo‘- ‘}pf. Six k‘eyk party’ Ieaders (Brezhnev Andropov

Gromyk‘o‘. Koslygin" Susfov‘l Ustmov and perhaps Ponomarev),

t

responsrble for decusroné taken regardmg Afghamstan but reframed

-

from |dent|fymg thns small subgroup as the Defense Councnl46 :
Furthermore Bradsher thought that the Polltburo as a whole probably

| decrded to mtervene in Afghamstan at the meetmg on -November 26,

1,

1979 the day before the Central Cpmmrttee meetmg that Bradsher,',t

referred to as” a soundmg board for the Polatburo "47 (Three days; ;

. n

Iater Lreutnant General Vrktor Paputin of the Sovret mternal poluce‘.';v‘i_}.,

and frrst deputy mnmster of the mterror plus an unldentmed KGB)*:.,'.'-;
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e

- general, arrived in Kabul in what some. have described as an attempt

' to“‘ha‘ve Amin assassinated before the invasion).“18 Alth’ough Brezhnev

. announced after. the‘invasion"that action had been taken by the Central

&

L'

-Committee\‘and the state org‘ans, he did not discuss who made the‘
decision but simply acknowledged that it had been a complex issue to

. resolve.49.

Thns Iast xeference has been |nterpreted to mean that there
{

.
v |

was some Polﬁburo debate on the issue, but Bradsher noted that there

is as yet no real evuéence of this, and quoted former Polltburo

'\ ‘rﬁember Dl‘mlt,ny Polyanskit as having said that f‘(d)ecisions are made

, cq@ectively, and in no-case is a decision made individually. Questions

A

/

~are’"cdrefully discussed, but final decisions aré made with complete

ﬂunaniqg,t;ty.‘ ‘The decision on the dispatch ot{Soviet trodps to

.
e
ol

'Afgh‘anistan 'v»'/ae made in accordance with, this "p'raétice ... the debate |

.
- ip o

' ori thls -‘question Was‘ not easy. But- the fmal decnsnon» was adopted |

wuth unammous approval 50 Bradsher dtd not rule out possnble'"l:
. ‘ o

l’pureaucrattc mterests bemg vouced in. the Pohtburo by fuve or snx key“

» .
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[

members, but his conclusions preclude an interpretation of any policy |
making role on the part of the Central Committee.ST\ - )

The Afghan case, from the standpoint:of the Soviet military and
- policy formulation, raises _some interesting questions rather than

VgiVing objective conclusions The mllttary appears to have occupied- a,-

+

' specual role in’ the decrsuon maklng process in- 1968 and 1979 wuth,
‘the same “top ,generals of the armed forces bemg entrusted to
personally attend the scene of developmg cnsrs and make an

assessment of the srtuatlon Both cases resulted in a mrlttary
R

“rnvasnon wrthun the targeted country wrth so'("me sources alludlng to
the idea ‘that the military, because of their professionalv expertise\

had a. decisive roie in. the decisions to invade. 52 Remforcmg thrs

S~

conclusron is the argument that by August, 1968 and December 1 979

m

mrlrtary preparatrons were complete and the Sovret mulntary was abte

_‘to use thls aecomphshed fact to sway the polmcal leadershtp and“_ |

"that it was psychologrcally duffrcult to reverse the momentum of - a_,"

‘,mrlrtary burldug once lt had been sompleted53 (not to mentron the‘ )

. e
s .
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/
/

L]

‘ posS|bIe drsru‘pfon of the ,4vuet economy caused by Iarge scate

/‘
A

mrhtary mobrllzatron as, occurred in 1968) 54 There' is strong,

'although generally crrcumstantfal evrdence that the mthtary or.

Jsectuons .of the mlhtary exerted mfluence through therr role as

expertsh “The Afghan case does not ‘really go further as yet’ in
addréssing this ‘oarticula‘r consideration: But the study of the

invasion of Afghamstan does‘ fRdmate that the varlous domestlc ‘and .

lnternatiOnaI factors can have a majoL imbact 'on the de‘cision

whether or not to commit. the mrhtary,,and these factors may well

» ' ‘ i

~

serve as the framework wrthm which one should judge possnble

,mrlrtary; influence. o . L p

Poland 1980-81
The purpose of introducing the Solidarity" er‘rsis -in' P-oland“ is to

g o L e . ‘
Aprovrde a contrast to the prevtous exammatror;s of the cnses ’in

"'Czechoslovakua and Afghamstan ln Polano there were many key

,_Sowet defense pnorttles whrch were. belng threatened by the growth

. - Cet
'y ‘ L

es
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of the independent Solidarity trade union movement, First, the rise of
this" movement threatened the traditional leading role of a' ruling East
European communist party, a party which was already split and in

éisarray for a variety of reasons. From a Soviet perspective, it cquld
be interpreted as an intraparty problem worse than that in the TPCz
in 1968. When dealing with- Dubcek, the Politburo' could be reasonably

g \
confident that the rank-and-file of the CPCz would obey the
directives of their party leader (;:\ fact trlat prevented Athe Soviets
from t&ug able to form an alternate and legitimaie Politburo in the\\'
aftermath of the 1‘968 invasion). But the PUPW (Polish United
Workers Party), which traditiénall)l could be argued as the least
Iegitimat% ruling communist blo; government in the eyes of its
'people, was for all intents ahd urEosgs paralysed in 1980 and
incapable of -dgaling effectively \;vith the ;iée of the Solidarity trade
union movemenlt. The crisis was brougr@on by the incompetence and

corruption of the PUPW leadership headed by Edward Gierek, whose

ouster in September, 1980, o'nly' served to highlight the differences of

—
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opinion within the party and initiate a high rate of turnover in top
" party pdsitions. There were many reformist elements within the

PUPW calling for a more "horizontal” party structure whereby the

P SN

central 'I‘eadership would cbnsult with lower party groups rather than

the “vertical” structure which emphasized obedience to dictates from

LN

the éenter.ss Furfhermore, one-third of the three million PUPW

member's’: in 1980 were also members of the Solidarity movement and

L ] .

this added a definite political undercurrent to the initial economic

[ 4

debate.>6 '

The political bankruptcy of the PUPW was confirmed when
Gierek's successor, Stanislaw Kania, was in"turﬁ replaced a few short
months later By a uﬁiformed bfficer of the PoIQl;h Arm;/, General
Woijtiech’ Jaruzelski (October 17,1981). Jéruzelskj w:";s a party
member, but his succession nonetheless represented a éharp break
from thef official Len,i_nist principlher ‘of Aa professional political
leadership, and could be interpreted‘ as a tacit admission both on the

part o‘fﬁye PUPW and the Soviet leadership that communist rule in
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Poland rested more on the armed “might of the Polisﬁ’army and -
secyrity forces, rathér than on ‘any. ideologif:al convictions. - The major
boint to be ‘drawn from this is that when the Pglitburo bdhea'lt with_
their counterparts flr})m Poland, the Soviets could not be certain that

agreements or decisioris could and would be enforced by the PUPW on

~ ’

its merﬁbershnp. Even if Moscov?'fcould find an alternative leadership
- \

or faction in the, Polish Politburo, there was no guarantee that the

-~

new leadership would fare any better at stabilizing the situation. As

I |
. in Afghanistan, the Soviets were faced with a crisis in which the

-

could not de?wd onﬁivl‘je effectivenéss of the ruling communist party.

) thd defense issue that must have concerned the Soviets

r 4

-

- o . . .
was the gedgraphical location of Poland. The strategic importance:of

Poland was greater. than that of either Czechoslovakia or Afghanistan

because the Group of Soviet forces in Germany (GSFG), comprising the
| A ’; . ‘
largest: and finest Soviet military force outside the USSR, is supplied

[ : :
through' Poland. The disruption of communist -control in Poland, or a

loss of power in that country, would serve to practically isolate the
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the GSFG and even threaten to undermine Soviet rule in East Germany.

\ “
' *

So the primary conditions_for Soviet military intervention did exist in

the Solidarity crisis: the cdmmunlst party was Berceived as weak and

having lost control of events in the host nation, a nation that was

both,a member of the WTO and bordered directly on the USSR.

Y.
r

There ‘is evidence that the Soviet aeb‘reach to the Polish

queetion was similar to the approach taken in 1968 and 1979, which
was essentially a two-track policy of mediation and intimidatien.
. There were _efforts made to} .stabiliz.e‘ the situation by using domestic
‘politicalv forces (aided by Soviet “political and intelligence netwo(ks)
‘and via a series of bilateral meetings betweep members of the Sowet
Politburo and the PUPW. While conductmg these talks lﬁ the fall :;f
1980, elements of the Red Army (numbering approxlmately thl__x
L4
divisions) wereégathered in four major groups around Poland n
addltlon there was a limited r;‘lobilization of reserves-in the western

Soviet military districts.S7 By December 7, 1980, one White House .

source stated that*the USSR had completed fnilitary preearatit;ns for
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1

inteNention in Polahdse, a cdncentratidn'of forces which remained in

place until February, 1981, when the force was gradually dispersed.59
. . ‘ . \ .

~

There were further Iarge scale military maneuvers (codename Soyuz
-81) conducted in East Germany, Czechoslovakla and. western Russra
as well as lrm}ted maneuvers in Poland itself, These coincided with

further labour unrest in .Poland in March and April, 1981, and. the

. ‘ R ,
Soviet Politburo seems ‘to have prepared for. both political and

A

military solutions to the Solidarity crisis.

The domestic considerations that had marked the Czechoslovak

I

crisis were also evident. in 1980-81. East German and Czechoslovak

communist party "leaders (Erich Honecker and Gustav Husak,

. ) - _
respectively) and their party organizations severly condemned the-
2

August, 1980, compromise that gave legal recognition to the-
Solidarity - movement in Gdansk which tﬁey chareCterizéd -as_being

‘both anti- socuallst and counter revolutlonary 60 Therevvere press

~

campalgns in Eastern bloc news services, descnblng the situation in

¢

Poland as beung a case of counter-revolutionary subversipn", a charge
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" which ‘could later be ysed as a prefext for intervention under the
tenets of the Brezhnev doctrine. But when the first calls were heard
in the ‘fall of 1981 for free™elctions in Poland, there is no doubt that _

the issue could pose a grave domestic th‘(ea‘t to all Qf the other bloc

nations.  This development on the part of radical elements of

Solidarity‘is_ felt to have ,been instrumental in the imposition— of

martial law by General Jaruzelski on December 13, 19_81.61
N ‘ ‘

The domestic 'impl'ication,s."of the Solidarity drisis for other

A Y

‘members of the Warsaw Pact, including \he‘ Soviet Union, were more

far-ranging and potentially- dangerous than the Dubcek reforms- in

Czechoslpvakié in 1968. But deSpite th'e.se,' pressing .co'nce"”rn.s
'regarding, the situation in Poland, concerns simila( t'o those that ﬁad
| plreyiously led - the Politbur§ to sér;ction rﬁilitary i~nvtervvention- by
.Soviet trﬁops. the Red Army did not invade Pclalandm.‘ Theyeasons given
by many' ot&se‘rvefs centered around threﬁel réasons. The:ﬁf'irst is that
the appointrﬁent of Ja(uzeléki as leader ‘of the PUPW and his

declaration of martial law had stabilized the crisis. Second, it is
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widely thought that tpe Pp!itbbr_o was aware of very severe
répercuss?on.s“on east-west relz;tfdns bétween the CPS‘U,and o'ther'
cémﬁwunist.part.ies in we'asternlEQrope.‘ Both the Car.ter, and. later the
Reagan Administrations, publicly warned the USSR «that ah in.vasio‘n
-would ser%ously d‘jama“g‘e relations with the United.S.ta'tes and other
western powers and 'thr"eatene‘d., to inv.okeh sanctions. - Thi) Warnihg
(mﬁfe in the wéke of the international Teaction to t‘he"recent .Sové@t
invasion of Afghahistan an invaSio‘n of Poland would accentuate ;1'
negatlve‘world image of the Sovnet Union already developed from
Afghamstan Thard there is: the a%sertnon that domestuc Sovset“
»polntlcal faciors worked agamst any decnsuon to effect a mllutary‘
solution. | |
o :

A discussion of the first two pomts is outside the ma;or aim of
th:s paper, but the suggestion that Sovnet domestic polmcal eleﬁents-
played a role in decndqng against. mtervention is \./ery much a nrelated“

issue.  One duthor stated thaf the Soviet Politburo itself was

p"a‘ralysed on the Polish question by the illnéss of Brezhnev and



192

/ 1, ¢

Suslov, which had led to a nascent suctessjon struggle in -which no,

4

Soviet contender'wish'ed to make a decision concerning Poland. for
4 .- , o

fear of backing a téiled- foreign policy decisiori.sz Another theory is

that having recentlyl"beco'me embroiled in- a guerrtlla war in

i -

Afghanistan, the Soviet leadershlp was’ less sanguine when faced wuth

4

the prospect of another military venture and reluctant to further tie
'down Soviet ‘forces or acce)pt‘ the pr‘omises‘ of the military
| est:ablishmen't.63 E ) .r ) | |

. - NN .

As stated gbove, it was important to ‘es_tablish that by
historicel preceden\t‘.there were grouqu for éoviet militar'y
intervehtion a\hd:'offer proof . that the Soviet- ermed forcesv "were
moblllzed and ready to act in December, 19t30 ahd agam in March, .
1981. Even though the military mobllnzatlon was called and the="
'buuldup forvan mvaslon completed the polmcal Ieadershlp was not
pressured into glvmg the green light srmply because everythmg was

roady and the umts in place. In fact, ‘the Sovnet forces were put on

“hold for three months at WhICh time further military exercises were

w
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conducted as a@tool of political pressure on the- Poles to solve the

‘\

problem of Soltdanty " The military played the same role that it had

i

in. previous crises, with Marshal V.G. Kulikov' "‘(c'ommander of the
Warsaw Pact forces) personally vusrtmg Poland frve tlmes‘?darmg the
course of 1981 to obser\le the situation .in the country As Pavlovsku.“
- had found in Czechoslovakla and Afghamstan Kulikov insisted that
there were problems in the training and combat readrness among unlts

. of the host country due Whe domestrc crisis.®4. Kulikov had also

4 .

. e ,
denounced Polish counter-revolutionary forces. tand' ‘had acéused

A .

. Fi I
certarn elements |n the -country of conspmng to remove the socuallst

N ' —-

government. 65 The tone of other reports |ssued by Marshal Kuhkov

can only be guessed‘.‘at,‘.but they were inj all likelihood similar to
Pavlovskii's, feports in 1968 and 1979.

-

"In contrast' to the success o'f the initial mvasnons of
' Czephoslovakla and Afghanlstan -the mtlltary was not called upon in
N

the Pohsh crisis and it seems .that the mrli‘tary was actually rebuked

“over its conduct during this period of."time.f .Andr"ew C‘ockbUrn



194,
- ‘. s ; .
;dedlare‘d/that ,the mobilization in the western militar;/ districts
(Baltic, 'Carpathia. Byelorussia)' was a disaster, with "‘reports of the

reservnsts failing to sh&v up or be Iocated as well as rumours of .
9)

desertlons and. poorly- coordmated unit movements.© 66 Several top

\

Sovret officers were. removed from theur posts at thls time, mcluding

'General lvan - Pavlovskn (commander in chief of the Ground Forces)

)

—

General S P. Vasyagm (chlef of the MPA in theGround Forces) General

Ye. F Ivanovsku (commander of the GSFG) and General D T Yazov

-

’(comma‘nder’ of the CGSF - Central Group of Soviet Forces - based in
R .

Czechoslovakra) as well as the commanders of the Baltic . and -'
Byelorussran mrlrtary dlstrrcts 67 ‘These demotions a’occurred trom
y o
'December 15 1980, when mmtary preparatrons for mterssgntlon
were bemg” completed N ,- | . .
‘A qurck glance wrll sufhce to show that these six offlcers
compnse almost the entire command of Sowet forces surroundmg
Poland in December 1980 (only General VA Belrkov commander of

AN

the Carpathran Mrlrtary Drstnct retarned hlS post) The timing and
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the scope of this 'mini-purge’ can be interpreted in many Ways,"arid &

was seen by Cockburn- as Brezhnev taking rthe" opportunity of a

‘e

‘I'acklustre -military qper?.\tion"to remove. political enemies within the

Saviet armed fo'rcews.‘68 It is also possible that the -officers were

indéed punished ‘for prbblems in mobiliiing Sc;viet., forces. There is'_

. . ‘ /” N ‘ ) ’
also thg‘ explanation that senior members of the officers responsible

4 . !

for the c}perétion ‘protest'ed' the decision not to intervene in Poland .

upon ‘the completion of military preparations. Whatever the cause, it
was severe enough to have mqst of the senior officers concerned

~ sacked and reb‘\agp,p at a critical juncture in the crisis.

Conclusion X

/ R :. . ; °
ove represent the three fargest

Y~

These three cases examined a

- mobilizations -of Soviet forces duririg the Brezhnev era.69 In eac

- . . . .

case, the military was consulfed and allowed to monitor -the
situation, but the greatest link ifi these cases force had to be used to -

restore the situation to '_Mo cow's version of st'ability. Ih the 'fifst"

-
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tWo cases dlslc‘us'sed, the So‘vi'et Army I. assumed‘that role while in the
‘l last "case the ,Polish Arm} ‘(.and fo‘the‘r Polish ‘Security 4orces) sol\red

the So_lidarity _probler‘n. -'..These’,/ccnsideratiorl_s i‘ndicate’, trﬁ vlevelof

seriousness ‘in which the ‘vario“us ‘cr'ises Qere viered by the . Soviet
| leadership. | | “

)

In sprte of the hugh VISIbIllty of the polltlcal lssues we .'huSt be
satlsfled wnth nepatlve conclusrons at the,end of this chapter for the .

: subject matter ‘was the most drfflcult The aim A'was to gauge the
strength’ a“nd nature o'f. S,oviet, ) m'i"litaryh :in,fluence‘\ in  the
decislcn-making-;‘pro‘cess: “There”‘ i no doubt that tha. armed forces
was co‘nsulted in all three cases" and its"e‘xpertise drawn. u‘p'on ih".the

declsions rehdered But m searchmg for sngns of actrve pollcy :

’serlous P byms thCh

-_advocacy by the mllltary as a grg:p, there are
remam to be addressed and large gaps in the exisiting base of
mformatlon ln partlcular the lack of memonrs ofi*'the part of
V- | oF:

Polltburo members cr mmutes of thelr meetmgs e

The Czechoslovak cnsus with perhaps the best exlstlng base of
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mformatron there is lrttle to mdrcate that the . senror offlcers moved

out of the realm of @grtary consrderatnons and mto dnscussrons of

\

‘pohtrc‘al and socio- -economic polrcy We do not see Marshal Grechko

at the table in Cierna and Bratislava where Brezhnev and the Politburo
Dt ] A 0 4 L -
~.made their final -attempt to: assess Du_bcek and the Prague Spring_‘,
C : 4 ‘ m. . ' -

'On‘ly.the Politburo conductbd m.eeting'e in" Eastern Europe and Moscow

and while many military officers called for in‘tervention their calls
" ‘

Jwere not dnrectly endorsed or echoed by members of the Polutb({ro
- AR ‘_ . .
dunng the . crisis leadlng up to the. invasion,
SN [

Actually, th‘e—situation in 1968 was' probably the most .

~
k]

. :
tavourable of - any for mrlltaryv rnfluence in the decrsron maklng

¢
/
\

process: / The ‘two-track pohcy adopted by the Polrtburn stm‘
_‘ reflected an undecrded appﬂroach* and the Soviet leaderéhrp appeaéed

| tcj be unusually rndecrsuve The GRU had replaced the KGB as the prlme ‘

‘mtelhgence network m Czechoslovalya and the Polltburo seemed

)

more susceptlble than usual in reactmg to press reports and rup\ﬁ's

an mformatlon gap that may" well have fostered the atmesphere of

e
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indecision. .The GRU and the Soviet officers in Czechoslovakia may

have been relied on to a greater extent than usual. But as yet, there is
I/ - )

. / “
no indication that the military could have or did take advantage of

!

tr(is situation to induce the Politburo to invade Czechoslovakia.
- ) ‘ f)

I3
!

The qther two case$ serve to give some perspective on the
| ’ N

H \ "
decisions made in 1968, ,»'The\tigning' of the crisis in that year found

~

. \
‘many Soviet foreign and domesﬂc/p\@:\@s«a; a critical juncture: the

economy, domestic dissent, arms talks witz the United States, and
the split wﬂh Beijing. Many of these issues were just developing and
often proved to 59 mutually incompatible, with the Politburo as yet to
set the party Jine on many of these programs. But in 1979, At\he
domestic and foreign policy factors that had foiled party Consensus
gjuring the Czechosloyak crisis Ahad substantially changed. For our
purposes, the topic of military influence must ‘be judged within the
framework of these considerations. Each,invas_ion took place against
a differing backdrob, and the éffect of this should bne determined

before analysing the role played by elements in the government (i.e.
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Poland is the contrast to the two earlier cases. The situation
in some respects was more threatening ‘than that of Czeqhoslovakia.
yet there was no invasion. The curious eleme;nt in‘ this crisis was the
disrr:issal of several slenior officers involved in operation.alv and
administrative duties in the military commands around Poland. It

s

was a startling reminder of what can happen to generals,. admirals
and marshals in the Soviet armed foré‘es_ a move made at a time when
there were suggestions tvhat Brezhnev's illness and the nascént
successioh struggle was paralysing the p6|icy power of the barty
Ieadership.70 There is—the implication that even during the course of
a succession struggle or the apparent indecision of the leadership, the
party is still quite capable of dealing with the-military,’

Finall}, this author looked forward to analysing the role played
by the top four military individualg in each case: the Minister’_of
" Defense, the Chief of the General Staff, the head of the Warsaw Pact

»

forces and the Chief‘ of the MPA. In these case studies, we
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encountered -widel raﬁging»céﬂs for military intervention on the part
of service commanders éoften the cor;lrﬁaﬁder of the Ground Forces),
The Chief of the MPA and the comr;wandefnin-chief of the Waésaw Pact
forces often toured the target countries -and raile.cl against wha; they

‘viewed as the forces of reaction. © But the top two officers, the

Minister of\Defense and the Chiet of the ‘General Staff, consistently

kept a low profile in each crisi‘s. Dawisha ahd Valenta noted that
Gréchko was not active in the Czechoslovak case and went on to say
that \Grechko mediated between the nﬁ\iitary services or must have
tacitly ac@ed the -idea of_ intervéntion. There is also the approa;nch
that perhaps these men, who deal directly with the Politburo at the

"apex of the defense structure, do not have the ‘luxury ‘of offering

public opinions on such sensitive matters. Membership jn the rarefied

circles of the party elite and the uniform may well ind‘icat.e an
understanding that the Minister of Defense and the Chief of the
Geher'al Staft * do not publicly state a position until the Politburo has

arrived at a consensus. It mayl well have been this understanding that
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Zhukov and Ogarkov neglected at the peril of.their positions.
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V. SUMMARY
Ancient theories of. Russian administration were
thereby illustrated: . centralisation .brought

inefficiency, de-centralisation brought anarchy,

A

‘ ~Norman Stone, T |
: (London: Hodder and Stoughton,
- 1975), p. 95.

-

One of the inspirations for the writing 'of‘thisﬂpap‘er came from

—

a debate in a history class covering the First World War. The iséue,in .
this partnglgr class dealt with LL‘ovrd Kitch‘en)er‘ and A‘his\ role as

England's Secretary of State for War in 1914, The .main’ theme was
the questibn‘ofiwhelther mirTEters of 'defense‘ shob!d be civiL‘iansx:)r..
'mflitary officers.  When th'is‘. write~r' offered 6is -:obihi‘on‘ }ha/t the -
\ministe}'»\‘responsiblg for' defense shcimldﬁ be a civilian, thet,,-'Ais"g:ussion

becamé heated and several arguments fo\n;\.and\ égaiqst.g':an:{e put. - ' Thg

debate centered on the dichotomy of the military 'eth'os and V"c:ivilian

structure of government, and.in ;the end.it. became a question of

207 ©
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whether war was too importartt to be. left to the generals or if .

defense could pnly‘ be lhanq@ec‘j properly by a’unifprrrted prpféssional,
T'rlte-'c_:opcept of civil-military rala'tions was ‘intrigui,rrg, .and’lthé'
original aim of this‘ paper was to axamihe 'thi‘s aapect of politics in
the Soviet Union and"how the CPSU dealt with’the matter. On the
) e RN [ L ‘ \ .
“surface,’ tHé ‘Minister of Defense in the Council of Miniaitérs Iis

tradrtlonally a unrformed mllltary offlcer But "theré'vr/ere' other
1
factors in “the srtuatlon that sharply dlfferentrated this study in the.-

A

USSR from that of Western nations. Officers were also rnembers of
the CPSU, and the military establishment‘ was integrated ihto.‘ the
political and .Iegistative ‘structure of the Soxriet state, av marked
depa'rture fr%gt the westernvpractipe of keaping thﬁeﬁmilitaryw separata’
from tha goverhing aéertcies. t)uring the COUrae of prepa'ringi' this .
Athesns it gradually became apparent -that the tradmonal approach to |

: ) ,
crvul-mllltary relatrons would not translate well into the §pvret
milieu. . .

"T"his is the maj'or problarrt with the interest- group' approach.
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’

}T‘he/ model was designed by Bentley and Truman to describe American

politics as separate from' those of'Europe. 'The model is still t—)eing"

v
\

disc':ussed 'in regards to North Amencan and West European polrtlcal
| | Y

systems and there are unresolved problems with the model in thls
‘context. ~Canv such aﬁmodel be transferred to the study of the Soviet

"Union? R ‘ . ” :

o W
In the case of the military, the value of mterest g;oup study

was found to be minimal. There was little support, in' the ‘general
literature o‘r c"asepstudies analysed_ here tov suggest that the' Soviet
officer. corps ever made demands -on the party and on. the Soviet‘ ;
political system. Thevquestion of communication necess'ary for the
.creation 'of. effeotive interest groups has not. been anjfswered. - Soviet
inﬁformatio‘n flows are muchlmore' strictly"regulated and are subject
to party_._interf.erence and ‘supervislon in the form of th_e'.KGB. Nlilitarlyt )
publrcatrons are subject“’to‘ partv oensorshlp; ‘whllekey promotlons -

and personnel moves requrre MPA and secretanat approval It is

drffrcult to_ lmagme th‘at i the regular flow of Soviet-politics the
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A

circumstances under which a powerful faction of the armed forces

'cqulo'.organlze a group' capable of making -dernandS' on the party, The

circumspect rol'e“ of the Minister of Defense and the Chief of the
‘General Statf 'during or-ls'e'sv indicated the ~caution .exercised‘ by the
party in regaﬁls‘to' the military and politics.

| Another suspect element of the mterest group theory IS the\"-

assumptlon that, mllltary values are antlthetlcal to th(ise of the party.

B . °, ‘ A

In the Sowet Unlon this is an extremely dubious proposition ulpon:
‘vl/hich to base a theory of ~'polltical behaviorr “ Lenin was: an
enthesias‘lﬁc.stuoeht ot Clausewitz .‘%"d ‘practlced politice as a form
of wa‘}rfare. The .So\‘/‘iet state‘“wa"s‘ born in wartirne \'lvith the‘ oarty
forced to centrallze all the powers of the state’ to fight and win a '
bltter. ,cnyll h/ar. The centrallsed sf')ructure that had- been the hallmark

of the tsars was ad‘opted to defeat the opponents of the party and then

‘used to survive as the lone socialist state in ‘a hostile world. The .

eler"nen‘tsv of the .hig.h command today - the Defe‘rlse Council, ‘Main’

lMllitar‘y' Council, . General * Staff, the large and/ pervasive
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s
militar);-lnoustriélcomolex,‘- all have’the'ir roots id the .V\/var
"’Communism of 1918;20 a‘n,dﬂ..'the Stalinist-five year plans' of thel
thirtiosﬂ The CPSU Ieadershlp commands a hlghly centrahsed .
stratmed polmcal orgamzat:on that demands stnct party dnsmphne‘
and sacrifice on the part‘—of i;s .members. - Such soCiopoliticaﬁ ‘Value’s
are not anithetioal to military ofﬁcers. |

| ’Qne is .also harooresséd for signsl of profession‘al -so|idarity
duriog thé vyoars .s‘i‘nce‘ 1917. toere was no onited, reaction on the ‘part"

- of the armed forces to the ‘Great P‘urge, the’disvmis's‘al of Zhukov in
- ' ' ! =

1957, the sacking of five hundred officers in 1960, the removal of six
important officers during the Polish crisis of 1980 or the demotion of
Ogarkov® in "*1983‘. ~There s .little preeedent in RusSian‘ or Soviet

r

hnstory of collectlve actlon on the part’ of ‘the muhtary to set polucy.

for the cuvman authonty, be that authonty tsar or general’ secretary

kThe bureaucratlc model has more promlse in the analysns of

. A

Sovnet polmcs and the Sov:et m:lntary The mnhtary- doeys_‘.hhavle a‘;

- . . X . P

monopoly on 'vdefe.nse data and an ‘expert VQicQ in ‘mili}‘t‘ary-technioal .'
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policy thrdfigh its definition of militaty science. The shaping of

military, doctrine by the party leadership includes sociopolitical and

W

militaryr{"f‘eehnical considerations, and hence the military may have a

form of influence in this rega’rd. IUnfortunately, this is probably the

i

(mqsl dtffncult area of po,kncs to analyse because of it is the heart of

.
tﬁe Soviet defense system and the sub;ect of extreme secrecy. The
U
wx;

;r;@ttitary may not make demands on the Ieadershlp, but it could very

& AT

t*well be equipped to resnst them. The military in the bureaucracy is
,’g., .

still .the agency that carries out the policy dictated by the doctrine,

“and there is scope to perhaps distort or delay those aspects of
;mnﬂitary doctrine that the office[\ corps does not favour. This power
W . " " Q

SF ] X . -

?}-.'ts neganve‘ in content, rather than the positive political power

f'
D

-,Ahypothesnzed by the interest. group “theory. it is also an area of Soviet
@mcs that . the _original totalitarian. model did not address very well.
The bureaucranc‘ mterplay at the mtermed:ate and lower levels has
been obscured because in the main, the domestic and foreugn policies

'of ther CPSU (tncludmg m|htary doctrine) are materially quite



213,

beneficial to the military establishment and had been ever since the
first five-year plan and the decision to establish socialism in one
‘nation.  Such policies do not promote civil-military conflict, and the

lack of conflict gives such problems a low profile and makes them

difficult to study. . "\

The above discussion has been conducted on the assumption of a

Al

regular flow of Soviet politics, but political éystems are of course
human and not material structures. The party has usually exhibited a

remarkably high degree f'@ﬁ-gé::ﬁnsensus on foreign and domestic issues,
. 4 "\ " '

WF ¢
",%,',.» i
and in cases where there is broad consensus (such as defense), the

totalitarian model seems more applicable to the study of the political

system. Bur“cifcu_mstances which deny this consensus could usher in

N

conditions where tenets of the bureaucratic model could be used to
analyse the policy process, the Czechoslovak crisis in the spring of

1968 being a case in point. The approach to policy formulation must

b

! . . . : .
first assess the relative complexity. of the issue facing the

leadership ‘and the impact cf the issue on the cohesion of the party
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A
Ly

and the consensus of opinion withm“tmeadership. Within , this
framework, one can Jook to the militalry-anc}ing as the‘ armed eleﬁent
of the party if the Ieadershib_is basically unitéd, but in a situation
where there is a lack of consensus, the military may have the scope
to pursue bureaucfatic politics at a higher level ;r;an is usual. In this
vein, succession struggles within the Iparty can be divisive and
prolonged, and in this situationl the‘ofﬁﬁce,r cofps may have a greater
impact on policy. Before moving on, however, there is the warning in
the Polish case, where £he party was led by an ailing Brezhnev and vthe
| 1A

heirs were jockeying for position, and yet the leadership was quite

able to fire six top generals.

The bureaucratic model also raised the profile of the Central
Committee in Soviet 'politics as playing a role in policy formulation.
There is some evidence to indicate that the Central Committee has

served as the final breakwater beyond ‘which interparty discussion

{

must not pass, an arena that can play an important role in a crisis or

during prolonged periods of indecision over policy. The attempt ‘?Q\
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remove Khrushchev in ‘1957 was fought in the antral .Commit.tee,.' ;'-,xhd
the Czechoslovak crisis also seems to have been debated in t,his pafty |
forum.  While ,these examples are by no ;neans indicative of the
syétem, further investigz;tion of the role of the Central Committee
may reveal new aspects of the politicél process and perhaps a plarty
organ that is more that jus.t an instrument of party control over the
system. As the largest ’;)rofessional bloq in the Central Committee,
the. military may be an important political faét‘br whenever policy
discussion is opene?d up at this level., Again, the l;ey as the consensus
within the Iéblitpuro, and only 'if there is a lack of solidarity on th'e
palrt of the leaders can these opportunities arise. ‘
* The fact remains, however, that during the cour.s,e of seven
decades of Soviet' rule there is no evideﬁce that the military has
i‘ntervened directly in 'party rule to ,»securve permanent policy power as
a pr;)fession. The party 'Ieadership' has.» cr_eated a military-industrial .
\ : "

complex, but nothing in this study indicates that the rapid growth in

the defense sector has been the result of a decline of party power
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relative to the officer corps. The party has designed"
\

controls that are multidimensional and include many of the nethods

eries of

cited at the beginning of Chapter Three. ,Tlhe military r.nemb<i/§ru are |
uniformed professionals with Qg parallel‘ politiclal branch m the
service - the. MPA. They are watched by a rival organization wjth
hidden sources of information within the military structure.  The
~officers also receive generoué\‘\maferi_al and si;)cioporliiical benefits

from ,,barty rule, and its officers are thoroughly indoctrinated in a

- »

party system that is based on the military ethos. The party' pursues

'forqign and domestic policies that almost coincide with the interests
of the military establishment. The controversy lies in which area of

civil-military relations to emphasize, and at the expense of which of

the other factors in the argurﬁent.

rd
]

Hypothetiqally,_' if the party Ieadeﬁship embafked on a -
| B v o .
large-scale cutback in the size and funding of the armed forces and

the defense sector, and simultanébusly revised military doctrine to

< .

de-emphasize the likelihood of war and fcompetiﬁon with the IWest,
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we rnignt get a better idea as to the nature of Soviet officer corps
‘andr its relation to the state by analysing its reactlon to these events.
We may then be able to test whlcn element of civil-military relatlons
is more dureble; coercion or cooptio‘n. - But in lieu of sqch an
occurrence .and in acknewledgement of its remote nature at this point
_in Soviet nistory, this paper can offer no objective eonc‘lusions as .to
the party and profeesional roles of the officer' corps and ’which
identity is the stronger of the two.

What thi's‘ paper does offer is tne assertion that_ci‘t;,il-military
relettons in the Soviet Union cannot be properly 4'asses'sed» using a
western fratmework for reference. It is a mistake‘ toi kbeginv an
: assessme‘nt of Soviet polities ‘on the aseumntion that polttical and
_military values are incompatible for oth"er cultures fust becuase |t is

. o
~true _of western cuitures. " The distinct division b_étween civilian and -
military tife common in the west does not exist' in the USSR, and the .

very ‘term 'civi -'mili'te"ry' relatlons |s a western term imputing the

idea of a subs antiel boundry between the two One can accept that .
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power is diffused ih the So;/iet syétem, but that d(.)’es not necessarily |
mean thét one must ass;t;me that it is a diffusion of‘ power alongﬁ
WGstern lines.
fo c'onclluae this pape‘r,‘ attention ‘should be drawn to whaAt‘ is

perhapsvth'e most importéntland least-noted elerﬁeﬁt of the S.olidarityu
crisis in Polénd. QpnéralY'Jéru'z‘elski.g)ecame the head of the PUPW a’?’]‘d‘
ihposed martial law on Poland. ~ But 't'he system sﬁl! fl;nctions. "r,n,uch
as it did before Jaruzelski, except that a general who is a party
member now runs -the barty. Whén the PUPW was disintegrating arl1d :
;:ommunist ruié was threatened, fhe Soviet leadership called upo'n_. -v‘the
most r.eliéble .source of party ééd:es in Poland: the: armed ft;rées." Aﬁd :
the v‘military answered the call, Ja/ruzfel_ski" took vthve Ieadéf‘éhip of a
socia‘lis‘tfpérty and stabilized the party and the sj‘tuatidn for the time
befng. |

: .In' the final aﬁalysis, if@mestic "tr‘ouble‘-were ever to grip the .
USSR an'd. party rule “were threatened in the Soviet Union or pérts'

thereof, there is_thé distinct poss,iblility that the Soviet Armed Forces
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.could turn out to be the, 'strongest_.b'astiort of reaction’, the' final

stronghold of the communist system of gov‘ern‘ment, And perhaps the

Pelitburo. would have to sUntmen the military'party,sadres as the last
resort to uphold the gains of ‘October, and in the process ttte Mi-ntster
of Defensﬁe mtght becortte the Gerteral Sectetary of the CPSU. But as
."Avid.ar and Odo}m“ hypothesi;zvedy, an‘d the case.of “Jaruzelski _s'howed, thev

nature of Soviet or. pa'r:ty"lrule %r\d policies mayﬁ,’welt underge only -
marginal’changes.‘ .Thisu is npt }‘a statement that could ‘t)e ‘made if a
unifc}mec; oftieer ot the Ca'\r\i'ad,ian 'A"r‘rr\t.'ed ‘Forces were te beeome the
Prime Ministe‘r of C_anada; -,-Here"irt lies the danyger‘ of looking at Soviet
millitary in Sovietpol'ttvies\ in a y\resterh framevyerk. In the end, the

o

study opf 'Russian history: and p’olitical "cﬂlture, alongl,with the study of

‘ ‘8
Lenm Stalm and the hrstory of the Commumst Party of the Sovuet

Union, would grant greater msughts and beneflts than attempts to .

graft western systems and - experlences onto the Sovuet polltucat

. structure. = . L Co e "
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