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Soviet military doctrine from 1962-1988 was a deliberate strategic deception of both adversaries and allies. Soviet doctrine used the risk of nuclear and conventional war with NATO as a camouflage to threaten armed actions in both Germanies in support of the East German communist party. Soviet doctrine also threatened military intervention against political opponents of the other communist regimes of Eastern Europe. The strategy also sought to pre-empt further defections from the Warsaw Pact, such as those of Albania and Romania. Until 1987-88, Soviet doctrine required victory on NATO territory as the only option compatible with the maskirovka necessary for offensive action within the Soviet alliance system.

During the years of the “Second Cold War”, the Chief of the Soviet General Staff presided over the 1983 publication of the Military-Encyclopedic Dictionary. This single-volume work was a condensation and partial revision of the eight-volume Soviet Military Encyclopedia (1976-80). At the time of publication the Dictionary was the summa theologica of Soviet military doctrine as it had evolved in the period since Stalin’s death.  The volume contained more than 14,000 entries.  The Main Editorial Commission of the Dictionary provided the following introductory guidance for a non-alphabetical reading of the volume’s priorities.  The Commission, chaired by Chief of the General Staff Marshal Nikolai Ogarkov, declared:
  

“This Dictionary reflects the most important decisions of the CPSU and the Soviet Government on military questions. It also reflects the Leninist legacy on the defense of the socialist fatherland.

It features articles on the problems of war and politics, military economics, military science, military art, the organization and development of a national defense system [voennoe stroitel'stvo], military history, military technology and military geography."

The Leninist Legacy on the Defense of the Socialist Fatherland !!??  Judging by electronic searches of Western databases
, during the Cold War and afterwards there has not been one Western article or book on  “the Leninist legacy on the ‘defense of the socialist fatherland.’” The concept was barely mentioned and never extensively discussed in any of the more influential Western studies of “Soviet military doctrine.”  Was the reference to the “Leninist legacy on ‘the defense of the socialist fatherland’” dispensable verbiage which the Chief of the Soviet General Staff and his colleagues carelessly inserted into their identification of the thematic content of the Military Encyclopedic Dictionary?   The answer offered by this study is that the “defense of the socialist fatherland” was a code for the military-political component of Soviet military doctrine from 1959 until Gorbachev’s doctrinal changes of 1987-88. This doctrine used the risk of nuclear and conventional war with NATO as a camouflage to threaten armed actions in both Germanies in support of the East German communist party and to threaten military intervention against comparable political opponents of the other communist regimes of Eastern Europe. As demonstrated in 1989, political upheavals in the peoples’ democracies  were also assaults on the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. The Soviet military had defended the CPSU against this threat since the 1953 uprisings in East Germany.

In making this analysis of Soviet/Warsaw Pact policy, the author is aware that there is no demand whatsoever for yet another interpretation of “Soviet military doctrine”. To proceed with an uphill battle: according to Soviet sources, cited regularly by Western commentators
, Soviet military doctrine was a constantly evolving synthesis of a military-political component and a military-technical component.  The two components mutually influenced each other in the over-all formulation of all the policies subsumed at any given moment as Soviet military doctrine. However, the Soviets identified the military-political component as the more influential of the two.
 In his study of Soviet military doctrine
, Andrei Kokoshin, a deputy minister of defense under Yeltsin, and a prominent civilian defense expert under Gorbachev
, makes the general argument that in the Soviet era political objectives (the policy of the CPSU) always drove the formulation of Soviet military strategy, not the other way around.

Western analysts produced a voluminous literature covering Soviet treatises on the military-technical component of doctrine: military economics, military science, military art, the organization and development of a national defense system [voennoe stroitel'stvo], military history, military technology and military geography. What particularly caught the attention of Western readers were the published Soviet discussions, beginning in 1962, of how to achieve victory in a nuclear war.
  The eventual result was a de-facto Western consensus (even among Western doves) that before Gorbachev the political component of Soviet doctrine was the concept of the victory of socialism over capitalism.
  

No doubt every leader of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, including Gorbachev, believed that this was the goal of the whole Soviet project. But the CPSU never assigned this grand historical mission to the Soviet Defense Ministry.
 Of course, the Soviet Defense Ministry did work constantly on the problems of how to win nuclear and conventional wars.  But the argument here is that the victory of socialism over capitalism was not the military-political content of Soviet doctrine during the Cold War.

This specific political component of Soviet military doctrine from 1959 until 1987-88 were the goals collectively described as “defense of the socialist fatherland” and its interchangeable twin, “defense of the gains of socialism.”  These parallel concepts, aimed at overlapping audiences, were sometimes presented under the grand rubric of  “the Marxist-Leninist Teaching on War and the Armed Forces.”
 The political objectives encompassed by “defense of the socialist fatherland” explain the formulation from 1959 to 1987-88 of an offensive “military art”  (strategy, operational art and tactics), including the public proclamation of an offensive strategy for the use of nuclear weapons to fight and win a war on foreign soil.  The source of the pre-1987 offensive thrust of the military-technical component of Soviet military doctrine was not in the “objective” or “scientific” or “historical” conclusions of Soviet military science/Soviet military art/Soviet military strategy as disciplines unto themselves.
 Nor was the offensive posture of Soviet/Warsaw Pact forces derived from a deductive logic whose first premise was that victory is possible in a nuclear war.
   The offensive posture of Soviet/Warsaw Pact forces derived from the military implications of the political goals collectively described as the defense of the socialist fatherland.

A Dictionary Definition of Soviet Security Objectives: Defense of the Socialist Fatherland

 In its entry
 for “defense of the socialist fatherland”, the Military Encyclopedic Dictionary declared that defense of the socialist fatherland was “not only a national but international mission.”
   The Dictionary spoke of the “overlap of the national and international mission of defense of the socialist fatherland, as embodied in the Warsaw Pact. 
   Examples of this overlap of the missions of the Soviet and allied armies mentioned by the Dictionary included “...prevention of the restoration of capitalism in Hungary [1956], suppression of ‘the quiet counterrevolution’ in the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic [1968].” Support for North Korea, Cuba and Vietnam were other examples.  The entry for defense of the socialist fatherland explained that in peacetime “imperialists and their allies attempt by military or other means to break the positions of socialism and to export counterrevolution…”.
   The proper Soviet response against such efforts to export counterrevolution is “...the complete destruction of the aggressor… by the mobilization of all the forces of a country (or the coalition of socialist countries.)”
 
The 1983 Dictionary also provided an entry
 for “the defense of socialism”. The Dictionary explained that the defense of socialism has “ two aspects: 

the external – defense from encroachments from outside and the preparation of a country (or the community of socialist countries) for the rebuffing of possible military attack;

and the internal – the struggle against internal counterrevolution which as a rule relies on international reaction.”

This concept is applicable both “in one country and in the framework of the entire socialist community … The defense of the socialist fatherland is an internationalist task.”
  This entry added that the Warsaw Pact was “ a manifestation of the international unity of the fraternal peoples directed toward the defense of socialism.”
  

The operational concepts of the defense of the socialist fatherland and defense of the gains of socialism were sometimes translated in the West as “the Brezhnev doctrine.”
  As Vadim Medvedev, one of Gorbachev’s key civilian advisors, observed, the “Brezhnev doctrine” existed long before Brezhnev came to power.
  Medvedev dated this policy to the 1953 Soviet intervention in East Germany.
   General Anatolii Gribkov, former Chief of Staff of the Warsaw Pact, published in 1998 a history of the Warsaw Pact in which he included chapters on the Berlin crises from 1948 to 1961.  General Gribkov viewed the armed clashes of 1953 as just one part of a spectrum of recurring threats to very existence of the GDR.
  In another chapter, devoted to the Soviet intervention in Hungary in 1956, General Gribkov offered the following explanation why the Soviets intervened: “The loss of Hungary would have been a detonator for the other countries of the Warsaw Pact.”
 By this he meant the collapse of rule by local communist parties and the destruction of the political basis for the Soviet military presence in Eastern Europe.

These Soviet formulas for defense of socialism and defense of the socialist fatherland can be read as ideological justifications for Stalinist imperialism.  But the Warsaw Pact/Soviet doctrinal formulas can also be read as an attempt during the period from 1955 to 1962 to construct a reliable military shield
 against the urgent internal and external security threats- political and military - faced by the ruling parties of the greater socialist fatherland. The Soviet military shield gave leaders like Imre Nagy of Hungary a chance to build a socio-economic order reflecting the more humane traditions of European Marxism.  The Berlin Wall provided such a shield for Ulbricht and Honecker to attempt to create a national identity for the GDR. 

A Knot of Contradictions:  Allies and Adversaries in the Warsaw Pact

Stalin had left the German question unresolved.  His successors committed themselves to the political survival of the East German party and the GDR—at the cost of a permanent military confrontation with the Federal Republic and its allies. Stalin’s heirs probably had no other choice.  When the Federal Republic Germany joined NATO in 1955, the Western forces in Berlin and West Germany became allies rather than occupiers.  Kurt Schumacher of the Social Democratic Party could no longer deride Konrad Adenauer as “Chancellor of the Allies.”  Adenauer returned from his seat at the NATO table as Chancellor of the Federal Republic of Germany.

The Soviet forces in East Germany would remain occupiers unless Moscow gave the GDR its own army—and its own military alliance as well. If Soviet forces remained occupation forces, the GDR could never hope for legitimacy- domestic or international.  The immediate problem for both the CPSU and the SED was that for political reasons the National People’s Army (NVA) would have to be organized as a conscript army, just like the Bundeswehr. Neither in 1955 nor in 1989 did the cohorts of 18-21 year old males in the NVA constitute a solution to the East Germany’s security problem.  From the beginning to the end, they were a very large part of the security problem. 

The West German Bundeswehr, NATO’s largest and most powerful conventional force, did not by itself pose an offensive threat to the Soviet and East German troops in the GDR.  But the Bundeswehr, a model of military professionalism, posed a deadly ideological threat to East Germany: it claimed to be the sole legitimate heir to the German national military tradition, a tradition deeply rooted in the Prussian lands of the GDR. What did pose a military threat to the German Democratic Republic was the American nuclear guarantee to the Bundeswehr. As crises recurred in East Germany- 1948, 1953, 1958-61, the Soviet military repeatedly had to defend the inner-German status quo by making threats to both Germanies. These threats led to repeated military confrontations with the Americans.

The security of the Socialist Unity Party (SED) was tied not only to the German question but to the domestic legitimacy of the other ruling communist parties of the Warsaw Pact. 

In his account of Gorbachev’s changes in Soviet security policy, Marshal Sergei Akhromeev, Chief of the Soviet General Staff from 1984-88, wrote that the Soviet security dilemma in Europe grew out of the interaction of the Soviet commitment to maintain the SED in power and the corresponding Soviet commitments to other East European communist regimes.  He put it as follows: 

 “Two fundamental questions for all of 40 years [1945-1985] divided the Soviet Union, on the one side, and on the other- the USA, Great Britain, France and then the FRG.

“The first question was the unresolved status of the German problem. Instead of one German state after the war two German states were formed- the capitalist FRG and the socialist GDR.

The second question was that governments with socialist regimes had been established in Central Europe…The West concluded that the formation of socialist regimes in Bulgaria, Hungary, East Germany, Poland, Romania and Czechoslovakia was imposed by the Soviet Union as a result of the stationing of Soviet troops in their territories for one or another period.

 “The West, for its part, considering that these changes were unnatural, did everything possible so that the results of the second world war in this part of Europe would be overturned to its advantage. For 40 years the visible positive results were unacceptable to the West.

 “But international contradictions and difficulties gradually developed among the Soviet Union and its allies. The attitudes of the peoples of the East European states gradually changed – and not to the advantage of socialism.

“The reasons for these changes and difficulties is not a subject for consideration here.

 I will note only that an obvious reason was the permanent arms race.

“We in the Soviet Union observed with alarm and uneasiness how among the peoples of the GDR, Hungary, Poland and Czechoslovakia dissatisfaction grew with the policies of their governments and the Soviet Union.   However, the Soviet Union did a great deal for the strengthening of friendship among them. We often gave economic aid to certain countries.

In the course of many years I was closely linked with the military leadership of the allied countries, especially with the chiefs of the general staffs.  They made clear their misgivings, very carefully, it is true. No clear outcome to these mounting difficulties was anticipated.

Thus the knot of contradictions between East and West, tied more than 40 years ago remained fundamental. These contradictions became the main obstacle [in 1985] for a new foreign policy of the USSR”

Before Gorbachev’s ascent to power, the Soviet commitment to maintain other pro-Soviet communist regimes in power regularly raised for the Soviet General Staff the problems of preparing for military interventions and threatening interventions:  Hungary (1956), Poland (1956) Czechoslovakia (1968), Afghanistan,1979 and Poland (1980-81), Poland (1989), East Germany (1989), and the rest of Eastern Europe (1989).

The argument here is that after 1956 the Soviet General Staff did not approach this question of preparing for a military on an ad-hoc basis. The authors of the Soviet military doctrine that emerged in the period from 1959 to 1962 directly addressed this question.

 In his 1998 study of the Warsaw Pact, General Gribkov, former Chief of the Warsaw Pact Staff, offered detailed analyses of the crises of intervention from 1956 to 1981.  His analyses are too complex to cover here, but at least four points emerge from his discussions.  One was the importance of  having Soviet forces intervene at the earliest possible moment to secure control over local armories and other logistical/communications nodes.
  The second was to pre-empt organized military resistance led by the local professional officer corps.
 A third was to have a local political leadership that would support Soviet intervention on the basis of a common political agenda.
  A fourth was to have some assurance that the West would respond only passively to the Soviet intervention.

Meeting such objectives for intervention was comparatively easy in East Germany, given the massive size of the Group of Soviet Forces in Germany (20 divisions) and the small size of the East German army (6 divisions), by several measures the smallest of the non-Soviet Warsaw Pact armies. (There was, however, the risk of a confrontation with the West Germans and with the US). Meeting the objectives for intervention in Hungary was relatively easy after doubling the size of the Soviet garrison in 1957 to four divisions and a downsizing of the Hungarian armed forces, which was eventually re-built to a six division force.

But meeting such objectives was not so easy in Poland, where the Soviets had only 2 divisions in country compared to Poland’s 13 divisions.  Nor was it was easy in the countries with no Soviet garrisons in 1959-62: Czechoslovakia, with 10 divisions of its own;  Bulgaria with 8  divisions and no common border except the Black Sea;  Albania, accessible only through seas controlled by NATO;  Romania, from which Soviet troops had withdrawn in 1958. And Romania, as General Gribkov noted, was a  nettlesome ally, constantly disrupting joint planning in the Warsaw Pact.
 

Romania ceased participating in Warsaw Pact exercises in 1964, barely two years after the beginning of the program of joint exercises.  It developed a military doctrine premised on a non-nuclear guerrilla struggle, with no expectation of support from its Warsaw Pact allies. Romania refused to participate in the 1968 intervention in Czechoslovakia, and in fact mobilized its own territorial defense system as a show of defiance.  Albania’s response to the 1968 intervention was even more defiant—it formally withdrew from the Pact after having boycotted all Pact activities since 1960. Albania, like its neighbor Yugoslavia, demonstrated that meeting the national security concerns of an East European communist state did not necessarily require a military alliance with the USSR. According to the Yugoslavs, a well-conceived  military doctrine of national defense of national territory by national means could meet the security needs of  ruling communist regimes in East Europe, particularly when complemented by skillful diplomacy toward some combination of the NATO states, China and  the Third World states courted by the USSR. Albania and Romania developed doctrines of territorial defense comparable to that of Yugoslavia, adjusted for their particular situations.

To threaten to intervene in any of the Warsaw Pact countries without Soviet garrisons—or in Poland – would require a Soviet capacity for rapid and massive military intervention. In other words, an offensive posture for a large conventional force.  To have made an overt military threat specifically limited to the societies of Eastern Europe and the two Germanies would have been to subvert the political regimes of East Germany and Eastern Europe. Or, as General Gribkov observed, after every successful Soviet military intervention , there were inevitably long-term negative consequences.
  The Soviets encountered the counter-productive political dilemma of making open military threats during the Polish crisis of 1980-81.
  

.

In the late 1950s, the solution to this dilemma was to hide the Soviet military threat to Eastern Europe in the dangerous and costly charade of an imminent NATO-Warsaw Pact war to be fought mainly on NATO territory, possibly with the use of nuclear weapons. NATO would predictably respond with its own military countermeasures. The Soviets could then justify their own offensive force posture as a response to an alleged threat from NATO. To have engaged NATO in a reciprocal effort to place mutual restraints on alliance military capabilities would have been to place restraints on the Soviet capability to intervene in Eastern Europe and on the Soviet capability to intimidate the societies of East and West Germany into accepting the status quo of two Germanies.

If codified in an alliance military doctrine, the requirement of an offensive posture could simultaneously configure Soviet forces for interventions while pre-empting the proliferation of East European doctrines of national defense by national means - the doctrines adopted by Yugoslavia, Albania and Romania.  This is not to say the Soviet General Staff did not focus most of Soviet expenditures on the military potential of NATO, the United States and US capabilities outside the NATO area. It is to say that that Soviet military could not plan on enlisting their putative East European allies in a campaign against NATO without first preempting the political threats to the ruling communist parties who agreed to second their armed forces to the Warsaw Pact command. The Romanians refused to do so, as did Albania, another signatory of the Warsaw Pact . The commitments of the remaining loyal Warsaw Pact allies to the Soviet order of battle could be irrevocably destroyed by what General Gribkov identified as “the detonator effect”: not intervening to preserve Communist rule.  The Gorbachev leadership encountered  “the detonator effect” after the Solidarity government came to power in Poland in August of 1989: no ruling communist parties, no East European armies available for the Warsaw Pact order of battle against NATO, not even for a defensive posture.  But this was the least of Gorbachev’s problems after the “detonator effect” of  1989. In the greater socialist fatherland, all that was solid had melted into air.

The Leninist legacy of the defense of the socialist fatherland reflected an historical awareness that an the appeal to defend a “fatherland” was more likely to evoke loyalty from Soviet military personnel than an appeal to defend a regime responsible for the “gains of socialism.”
 Such an appeal was the optimum possible justification for intervention in an allied socialist country – and for maintaining the offensive posture necessary for such intervention. The military-political concept of  “defense of the socialist fatherland" provided not only the motivations but also the justifications for the relentlessly offensive thrust
 of the military-technical component of Soviet and Warsaw Pact doctrine from 1959 until 1987-88.  By definition, offense meant taking the war to the enemy’s territory.

Maskirovka: Strategic Doctrine as Strategic Deception
The offensive thrust of Soviet strategy, including the concept of victory in a nuclear war, was a strategic deception—a maskirovka 
– designed to camouflage the Soviet offensive threat to Eastern Europe and the two Germanies. The maskirovka produced a Warsaw Pact order of battle that combined both offensive force posture and offensive doctrinal pose. Such deceptions were hardly out of character for Khrushchev. In the 1956 Suez crisis he had threatened nuclear strikes against Britain and France.  In the late 1950s he made exaggerated claims about Soviet missile production and capabilities. And in 1961 he attempted his greatest deception – the secret installation of Soviet missiles in Cuba.
 

After Khrushchev, Soviet arms control policy added another layer to the maskirovka.  So did skillful diplomacy on the part of the European bureaus of the Soviet Foreign Ministry.
 This diplomacy produced the Soviet-German treaties of 1970-72 and the Helsinki Accords of 1975, agreements that the Western signatories hoped would end the Cold War.  But Warsaw Pact statements from the late 1950s to the late 1980s, including the statements of 1987, ritually repeated the formulas of the late 1950s about German revanchism, American imperialism and NATO’s preparations to launch a war of aggression.
  Until the 1987 treaty on Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces American hawks rightly complained that any Western efforts to draw down the arms race were reciprocated only by further build-ups on the Soviet side, particularly in regard to nuclear weapons.

A principal focus
 of the Kokoshin study of Soviet strategic thought from 1917 to 1990 is on what Kokoshin saw as the egregious failure of the Soviet command to come to terms with scientific facts
  about the use of nuclear weapons.  Kokoshin found this failure almost incomprehensible given the great creativity he saw in pre-World War II Soviet strategic thinking and the remarkable performances of Soviet commanders during the war. During the 1950s and 1960s, the Soviet Defense Ministry assigned some of the brightest veterans of World War II to the tasks of writing detailed scholarly studies of recent military history. And, as Kokoshin well knew, Soviet military officers had closely studied all the Western literature on nuclear weapons.  Yet in studying the dynamics of nuclear war, the intellectual elite of the Soviet officer corps arrived at published conclusions substantially different from those of their Western counterparts.  

There is now some evidence that the highest level Soviet military officials deliberately suppressed studies conducted by the Soviet General Staff that concluded that nuclear use on a European battlefield would be catastrophic for the USSR. According to interviews of Soviet officers conducted by the BDM Corporation after the Cold War, military experts on the Soviet General Staff during the Brezhnev era had concluded that fighting and winning a nuclear war was a chimera.   In a review of these interviews John Hines, an American expert on Soviet and Warsaw Pact doctrine, came to the following judgements
:

“The conclusions of the General Staff analysts and other officers involved [in these studies] was essentially that nuclear use was operationally counter-productive and generally self-destructive.

… Marshals Grechko and Kulikov…knew, understood and believed that nuclear use at any level by either side would be catastrophic for the Soviet Armed Forces and the Soviet state they were required to protect.

These senior Minister of Defense and General Staff generals nevertheless formally rejected the analysis to which they were exposed and typically suppressed it…

To officially acknowledge that nuclear use was senseless and basically catastrophic would require several changes in the entire Soviet military-political economic system that were completely unacceptable to the senior officers who were the products and beneficiaries of the system.”

Grechko, defense minister from 1967 to 1976, had served as Commander of the Warsaw Pact from 1960 to 1967 and before that as Commander of the Ground Forces.   Kulikov, like Grechko, had once commanded the Group of Soviet Forces in Germany.  He served as Grechko as Chief of the Soviet General Staff from 1971 to 1977, when he became Commander of the Warsaw Pact, a post he held until early 1989.   Hines in does not raise the possibility that the requirements of a Soviet/ Warsaw Pact maskirovka might also have been a reason for Grechko and Kulikov to ignore the findings of their own experts.  

Hines reports the experiences of Vitalii Tsygichko, a general staff officer/scientist who participated in a special “nuclear winter” study.  The “nuclear winter” study concluded that the use of nuclear weapons on the central European battlefield would have deadly contamination consequences for soldiers and civilians throughout the Warsaw Pact, including the USSR.   In 1973 Tysgichko briefed General Viktor Kulikov on the study. Kulikov, then chief of the Soviet General Staff, suppressed the study and forced Tysgichko into retirement as a civilian scientist at an academic institute. Hines makes the following observations:

“Tsygichko pointed out that one of the consequences of this suppression was that the finds were never incorporated into routine Soviet exercises.  As a consequence, exercise maps typically depicted neat, manageable balloon-shaped contamination patterns that could be circumvented easily by army commanders….
“Vitalii Tsygichko stressed that in his confrontation with Kulikov and his generals, it was clear to him that they all understood the correctness of his findings but were unwilling to accept and disseminate them because of what those findings implied for the General Staff in the areas of force development, doctrine, military investment, etc.”

Again: Grechko and Kulikov may have ignored their experts for a reason in addition to those suggested by Tsygichko and Hines: to protect a strategic maskirovka that kept Soviet forces poised – in public view - for rapid offensives into Eastern Europe and the two Germanies.

In his study of Soviet strategic thought, Andrei Kokoshin, now the director of an institute in Moscow and also a member of the Russian parliament, also marveled at the crude undifferentiated threat analysis of the NATO states by the Soviet military in the period from Stalin’s death to 1987 .
   The threat analyses of the Ministry of Defense remained essentially those of the late 1950s, despite all the achievements of Soviet diplomacy and arms control over the period from 1955 to 1985 and even 1987.
 According to Kokoshin, even Stalin’s sidekick Marshal Klement Voroshilov (of whom Kokoshin has a low opinion) was capable of far more insightful threat analysis than were the principal compilers of post-Stalin Soviet military doctrine
—Marshals Malinovskii, Sokolovksii, Grechko, Kulikov, Ogarkov, and Ustinov   (Had the Soviet Ministry of Defense been so inclined, Marshal Voroshilov could have provided Cold War threat assessments. He died in 1969 at the age of 88, after having served as Chairman of the Supreme Soviet from 1953-60.) 

In fairness to the authors of Soviet Cold War threat assessments, the events of 1989 did confirm their worst case threat analyses. But this threat did not come from the armies of  NATO. It came from the persistent socio-economic mismanagement of the ruling East European communist parties. These parties had been protected from their own policy debacles by Soviet military guarantees and Soviet economic subsidies. The reliable shield of the Warsaw Pact had permitted the indefinite postponement of internal solutions to the domestic problems that made the shield necessary.  Of course, the West offered substantial indirect support to anti-Soviet political developments in Eastern Europe, most notably in the case of support for the Solidarity Trade Union movement. Soviet treatises on the defense of the socialist fatherland offered chapter and verse on such imperialist intrigues.
 

 In a broad sense, Soviet military doctrine did correctly assess the security threats to the interdependent system of ruling communist parties of the greater socialist fatherland.  

In a narrow military sense, the revolutions of 1989 were the failures of the Soviet and fraternal armies to defend the gains of socialism in the socialist fatherland. And in an even narrower sense, this failure can be traced to Gorbachev’s re-writing of the military-political component Soviet military doctrine. Under Gorbachev, the new content of the political component of doctrine consisted of the prevention of nuclear war and the preservation of peace as the core concepts of “universal human values.” 
  In practice, this meant ending the Soviet capability to wage war on the territories of Western Europe. And this in turn entailed - for both military and political reasons--  a drastic reduction in the Soviet capability for military intervention in Eastern Europe. 

As former Chief of the General Staff Marshal Akhromeev explained in 1991, Gorbachev’s foreign policy required a new military doctrine based on two new concepts:-not initiating attacks on NATO and not intervening in Eastern Europe.  Akhromeev made the following observations about the relationship between Gorbachev’s new policies of non-intervention in Eastern Europe and Gorbachev's new defensive military posture vis a vis NATO:

“ It is important to note that the Soviet leadership did not act unilaterally.  It coordinated the bases of this policy with the leaders of the allied countries, specifically its line of the halting of any future interference on the part of the USSR in their affairs, understanding in this regard specifically the prevention of our military pressure and armed interference in internal processes, which could take place in these countries.

Then we jointly with our allies worked out a new military doctrine of the states of the Warsaw Pact.

…. I am not able to judge with confidence whether it was clear to the leaders of the states of the Warsaw Pact all the possible consequences of these developments.

It was obvious to me that non-interference of the USSR in their internal affairs in specific conditions could lead to sudden changes, to such changes in the state and social order of their countries, which would basically transform Europe…”

To say it one more time: For the Soviet military, it was not possible to renounce an offensive posture against Western Europe without first making peace with Eastern Europe. 
 As Akhromeev noted in 1991, the Soviet state actually enjoyed a much greater degree of external security once Moscow renounced its political domination of Eastern Europe, its forward military bases and its offensive posture against NATO.
  But the 1989 events in East Europe had a devastating impact on the political formulas of the CPSU.  Nationalists in the Baltic states immediately raised demands for further de-construction of the socialist fatherland.

A Brief  Etymology of the Defense of the Socialist Fatherland

The leaders of the CPSU always used the term “the socialist fatherland” as a broadly collective noun.  In February of 1918 Lenin issued a decree entitled  “The Socialist Fatherland in Danger!”  This was an appeal directed to all the national groups facing German forces on the territories of the former Romanov empire.
  During the Khrushchev era, the concept of  “defense of the socialist fatherland” evoked the “Great Fatherland War”, the Soviet term to cover two related military-political processes.  The first was the common struggle of all the nationalities of the union republics of the USSR against the Nazi invaders. During the Great Fatherland War the union republics of Central Asia and the Caucasus briefly had their own national divisions, as they had in the period from 1924-1938.  Estonia, Latvia and Lithuanian also briefly had their own national formations, organized on Russian soil.  The second process consisted of the military campaigns not only of the USSR during World War II but of all the European and Asian communist parties that emerged victorious in their struggles against the aggressor states of Germany, Italy and Japan. This included the national divisions of East Europeans organized by the Soviets. 

Soviet sources of the Khrushchev and Brezhnev eras never specified the specific geographic boundaries of the “socialist fatherland.”  But they did specify the primary mission of the Soviet Armed Forces as that of defending this zone, however indeterminate its borders. As the Soviet Military Encyclopedia later explained this period, “ The establishment of the Warsaw Pact in 1955 placed before Soviet military strategy a new task- the working out of the common bases of strategy in the countries of the socialist community, in which the international and national interests of the socialist countries are organically fused.” 
  These two concerns- defending the state interests of the USSR and defending the ruling communist parties dependent on Soviet military guarantees– fused into the concept of   “defense of the socialist fatherland” (intended mainly for Soviet audiences) and the parallel concept of “defense of the gains of socialism” (intended mainly for Warsaw Pact audiences).  

The catalysts of this fusion included the 1) actions of the Group of Soviet Forces in Germany in 1953 under Marshal Grechko’s command; 2) the conclusions drawn from the Soviet intervention in Hungary in 1956; 3) the mobilization of the Polish army in 1956 to resist the intervention threatened by Khrushchev; 3) the complex East German- West German dynamics of the “Berlin crisis” of the late 1950s that finally ended with the building of the Berlin Wall in 1961; 4) the de-facto defections of Albania and Romania from the Warsaw Pact in the late 1950s and their adoption of  strategies based on national control of national armed forces for the defense of national territory; 5) the support of China for the Albanian and Romanian defections, including Chinese support for the defense concept of “reliance on one’s own forces.”

The first CPSU Congress to identify the concept of defense of the socialist fatherland as the basis of Soviet military policy was the 1959 21st Party Congress, a meeting that followed the attempted coup of 1957 against Khrushchev .  It preceded the 1960 meeting of world communist parties at which the Sino-Soviet dispute began to come into public view. The 21st Congress took place simultaneously with the initial formulation of a post-Stalin Soviet military doctrine by officers of the Soviet General Staff. 
  The Program adopted by the 21st Congress specified “defense of the Socialist Fatherland” as the mission for the Soviet Armed Forces.  The Congress also endorsed the parallel concept of defending “the gains of socialism”.
 Without mentioning a specific date, Kokoshin claims that during the late 1950s and early 1960s Soviet military doctrine took on the missions of defending “three empires”: one within the non-Slavic zone of multi-national Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, particularly in regard to Central Asia; one within the zone of the People’s democracies- the Warsaw Pact states plus Mongolia; and one in the third world.
  Kokoshin did not, however, discuss “the defense of the socialist fatherland” or any equivalent strategic concept that might be construed as the political component of Soviet military doctrine. Nor did Kokoshin identify the common feature of the three empires: ruling communist parties simultaneously dependent on the CPSU and the Soviet military. 

The argument here is that planning for defense of the greater socialist fatherland was an effort to provide a Soviet version of “extended deterrence” to the three empires identified by Kokoshin. Defense of the “second empire” had been a de facto policy since 1953.  A commitment to the emerging “third empire” in the third world represented a momentous expansion of the mission of the Soviet Armed Forces. Planning for defense of the greater socialist fatherland was also a means of pre-empting doctrines of “reliance on one’s own forces” like those of Albania in the late 1950s,
 Romania in the early 1960s,
 and the Gottward Memorandum” proposals of Czechoslovak officers in 1968.

Marshal Andrei Grechko, Warsaw Pact commander from 1960 to 1967 and then Defense Minister from 1967 to 1976, had declared in a 1964 book, The Nuclear Age and War, that a new era in Soviet military doctrine had begun in 1960 when Soviet doctrine formally took on the mission of defending not only the USSR but also the greater socialist community.
  In The Nuclear Age and War Grechko explained that the initial development nuclear weapons and Soviet missile delivery systems was intended not just for the protection of the state interests of the USSR but to meet the requirement “ to defend the whole socialist camp from constant threat on the part of the imperialist aggressors.” 
 

According to Grechko,
 the state charter for this expanded doctrinal mission was Khrushchev’s speech to the Supreme Soviet in January of 1960. This speech put the mission of the Soviet Armed Forces in the following context: 1) Khrushchev’s warnings about the intensified attempts of the West German revanchists to use NATO for their schemes “to revise state frontiers in Europe”; 2) his arguments that nuclear weapons delivered by missiles would be sufficient to provide for the security of the USSR and its allies; 3) his announcement of a cut of 1,200,000 personnel from the Soviet military; 4) his proposal to further reduce the size of deployed Soviet ground forces by reviving the “militia” concept of the 1920s (roughly comparable to US National Guard units); 5) his call for universal and complete disarmament.

According to Grechko 
 and Defense Minister Rodion Malinovskii,
 the most important charter for Soviet military doctrine was the program of the 22nd Party Congress (1961).  Harriet Fast Scott and William F. Scott identify the program of the 22nd Congress as the basis for the emphasis on the offensive use of nuclear weapons, an emphasis which they saw as the defining characteristic the military-technical component of Soviet doctrine through the late 1980s.
  The program of the 22nd Congress endorsed three different variations of a common terminology: defense of the socialist fatherland, defense of the socialist motherland, and defense of the socialist native land. 
 The party program dropped the use of the term “defense of the gains of socialism.”   The Congress identified the security threat to the USSR as the “mad plans for the liquidation of the Soviet Union and other socialist states through the instrument of war.”  The strategic response?    “Decisive and complete destruction” of any aggressor who attacked any of the fraternal socialist states.  The Congress resolution declared that “…defense of the Socialist Fatherland, the strengthening of the defense of the USSR and of the power of the Soviet Armed Forces is the holy duty of the party…The Soviet Union regards as its international duty to secure together with the other socialist countries the reliable defense and security of the entire socialist camp.”
  

In 1961, -five years after the Hungarian uprising – while the cement was still hardening in the Berlin Wall – what was the alternative to providing security guarantees to the fraternal parties? The alternative was what General Gribkov identified in his 1998 book as the “detonator effect.”  But the 22nd Congress also sought a political solution to the explosive potential of failed domestic policies in the provinces of the socialist fatherland. Khrushchev promised the members of the CPSU and the delegates from the fraternal parties that by 1980 they would enjoy the vast material abundance of a fully developed Communist society.  

Had this vision materialized, the defense of the socialist fatherland in 1980 probably would have required nothing more than enough honor guards to participate in May Day parades throughout the Warsaw Pact.  But in 1980 the Polish communist party faced what  proved by 1989 to be a fatal threat to the entire Soviet bloc- the anti-communist labor movement organized by Solidarity.  In 1980-81 the threat from Solidarity required massive Soviet military maneuvers around Poland’s borders and a threatened intervention – which NATO actively tried to prevent by political measures. 

The 22nd Congress also made another promise: to provide the Soviet military with  “the most advanced means of defense of the Motherland – atomic and thermonuclear weapons, missiles of all ranges, all types of military technology and weaponry at the most advanced levels.”
  After the confrontations of the 1961 Berlin Crisis and of the 1962 Cuban Missile crisis, Khrushchev scrapped his 1960 plans for downsizing the Soviet ground forces and the Soviet navy. And after Khrushchev’s ouster in 1964, all the Soviet service branches demanded delivery of the weaponry promised by the 22nd Congress. The CPSU delivered.

Under the auspices of Defense Minister Rodion Malinovskii in 1962 and 1963 the Ministry of Defense published the military art of the new doctrine as successive versions of Military Strategy, edited by Marshal V. D. Sokolovskii.
 This was the first official publication of a formal doctrine since the mid 1920s. Sokolovskii had retired in 1960 from his previous assignment as Chief of the General Staff to head the Inspectorate of the Defense Ministry. Just why the Defense Ministry decided to publish a doctrine for the nuclear age remains a question of scholarly debate.   Andrei Kokoshin writes, “One of the primary implicit goals of the [Sokolovskii] book was to impress Westerners with Soviet military power. As some contemporaries have recalled, Khrushchev directed the team of authors (via Malinovskii) ‘to frighten them to death.’”
 Whether or not Khrushchev did give such orders, the Sokolovksii text emphasized the offensive use of nuclear weapons from battlefield targets to economic targets deep inside enemy territory (with the qualification that the Soviet offensive began in response to the unleashing of war by the imperialists).  A plethora of complementary texts made the same points until the Gorbachev era.
  (In 1977 Brezhnev added the qualification that the Soviets would not be the first to use nuclear weapons. However, he also insisted that the Soviet military would use them decisively once the imperialists had unleashed nuclear war.)

In 1968 Marshal Sokolovskii published a third edition
 under the new Defense Minister, Andrei Grechko.  Each edition of the Sokolovskii text insisted on a formula that appeared in every other authoritative text on Soviet strategy: the war anticipated by the Soviet armed forces would be a coalition war and Soviet military strategy was a strategy for coalition war. 
  The argument here is that the military-political or military-technical component of the Sokolovskii texts read as a doctrine for war in Europe – not for invading Japan, not for invading North America or any other possible theater.  Marshal Sokolovskii wrote his texts in large part to provide the doctrine to coordinate and integrate the armed forces of the Warsaw Pact. This doctrine, with its emphasis on the nuclear dimensions of coalition warfare, also sought to close off further defections from the Warsaw Pact, like that of Albania, which formally withdrew from the Pact in 1968 to protest the Pact intervention in Czechoslovakia.

According to Oleg Penkovskii, a defector close to the Soviet General Staff, one key aspect of the Sokolovksy doctrine was inclusion of East European forces in the new doctrine and new force for the Western Theater.
  According to General Gribkov, former Chief of Staff of the Warsaw Pact, war planning for the joint Soviet-East European forces was assigned to the Tenth Department of the Soviet General Staff rather than to the Warsaw Pact Staff.
  The logic for assigning war planning to the Soviet General Staff rather than the Warsaw Pact Staff probably had something to do with the doctrinal emphasis on the contingency of nuclear war. We now have documentary evidence that at least three Warsaw Pact states- The German Democratic Republic, Poland and Czechoslovakia – had adopted offensive strategies for nuclear war in the early 1960s. Beginning in 1962, joint exercises of the Warsaw Pact “northern tier” states (East Germany, Poland and Czechoslovakia) included simulations of the use of nuclear weapons, based on Soviet doctrine. 
  These “northern tier” strategic missions complemented the nuclear war plans outlined by the Sokolovskii texts. The East Germans were to assist in the conquest of West Germany. 
 GDR nuclear war plans included bringing along new street signs for captured West German cities.
 The Poles were to occupy Denmark after loosing a barrage of nuclear weapons on Danish cities.
  And the Czechoslovak army, which had never fired on an enemy since its formation in 1918, was to blast its way across radioactive battlefields in Germany and France to capture Lyon on the ninth day of World War III. 
  In other words, the Sokolovskii discussions about nuclear war were translated into war plans for Warsaw Pact allies practiced in the form of joint Warsaw Pact exercises.

Just after the 1963 Sokolovskii volume the Soviet Defense Ministry published Grechko’s 1964 book, War and the Nuclear Age. Grechko was commander of the Warsaw Pact. The book included a chapter on conducting nuclear war from the commander of each Soviet service branch plus the commanders of special forces such as airborne troops, armored troops, railroad troops, signals corps and civil defense. In his lead chapter, Warsaw Pact Commander Grechko began with citations from the statement of the 22nd Party Congress that defense of the socialist fatherland was “’…the holy duty of the party....’”  A chapter by Marshal Sergei Biriuzov, who had just become Chief of the General Staff after serving as Commander of the strategic Rocket Forces, endorsed not only “defense of the socialist fatherland but “defense of the socialist motherland” as well.
  He also made clear that these concepts extended to “the countries of socialism.” There were no East European contributors to the Grechko volume of 1964.   But the book provided the East European colleagues of the Warsaw Pact commander with a manual for configuring virtually every military service branch to meet the requirements of nuclear war.

Beginning in 1965, a series 
 of authoritative book-length publications were devoted to the topic of the defense of the socialist fatherland. These texts, including joint Soviet-East European studies of World War II collaboration of Soviet and East European military personnel, provided materials for coordination political indoctrination programs of the Warsaw Pact.
   The first of the new book-length texts on defense of the socialist fatherland was translated into English by the US Air Force as The Program of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union for the Defense of the Socialist Fatherland, edited by Major General K. Bochkarev. This volume declared: 

“…the problem of defending the Socialist Fatherland is no longer that of a single country, but has become the sacred duty of the peoples of the whole world system of Socialism.

This was also reflected in the Program of the CPSU which states that ‘The Soviet Union considers itself internationally obliged to guarantee, together with the other socialist countries, the reliable defense and security of the whole Socialist camp.’” 

When he became minister of defense of 1967,  Marshal Grechko announced his promotion in an inaugural message entitled “The Victory of the Leninist Ideas on the Defense of the Socialist Fatherland.”
  By the 1970s, Voennaia Mysl’, the classified journal of the Soviet General Staff, was publishing a regular series of articles under the heading of “The Leninist Teaching on the Defense of the Socialist Fatherland”.

The materials for books and articles on the defense of the socialist fatherland came mainly from the Institute of Military History, established in 1966. The Institute was jointly administered by the Ministry of Defense, the Main Political Administration of the Soviet Armed Forces (a branch of the CPSU Central Committee) and the Soviet Academy of Sciences. The soldier- scholars of this institute produced well-documented (though narrowly-focused) historical studies of the Civil War of 1917-22, the Great Fatherland War, the non-Soviet socialist armies, the development of the Warsaw Pact (WP) and the ideological and political concepts uniting the WP forces.
 The Institute carried out much of the work for the multiple histories of the Great Fatherland War, for the Soviet Military Encyclopedia  (1976-1980) and for the Military-Encyclopedic Dictionary (1983). 

One theme of these multitudinous studies was that each communist party that had succeeded in coming to power over the period from 1917-1949 did so with “internationalist” military support, either substantial or symbolic, from an allied communist party.
  This analytical interpretation covered the communist parties of the nominally-independent states that in 1922 formally merged to form the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.
 It covered as well as the parties of the People’s Democracies toward the end of the Great Fatherland War. 
   Another theme developed by the scholars of the Institute was that each ruling communist party could reliably count on “internationalist” military support to defend its revolution from the reactionary intrigues of internal counterrevolution and international imperialism. 
 

None of this scholarly literature was academic to the senior commanders who presided over its publication. They had lived it. Malinovskii, Sokolovskii and Grechko
 had been present at the creation of the Red Army. Each of them had entered Soviet military service during the wars of 1918-22.  After the Nazi invasion, they had put their lives on the line for the liberation and defense of the socialist fatherland. They had shed blood to defeat its enemies.  During the various German crises from 1948 to 1961, they had served  as Commanders of the Group of Soviet Forces in Germany or as Chiefs of the Soviet General Staff. And they codified their victories as editors of the great compilations of Soviet military history and doctrine produced by the soldier-scholars of the Institute of Military History and of the military academies of the USSR. These publications had immediate practical applications.  In Soviet military academies Soviet and Warsaw Pact officers studied the military history and the military doctrine of the defense of the socialist fatherland.

During the Brezhnev years, the CPSU programs  (1966, 1971, 1976, 1981) dropped Khrushchev’s formula of “defense of the socialist fatherland” in favor  “defense of the gains of socialism.” 
 This was often linked to “proletarian internationalism “, “socialist internationalism” and the “socialist commonwealth” (sotialisticheskoe sodruzhestvo).
  The conceptual content of these interchangeable phrases remained identical to that of “the socialist fatherland”, the phrase used by the program of the 22nd Congress.

A Dictionary Definition of Soviet Constitutional Law: Defense of the Socialist Fatherland

Despite his apparent preference for the formula of “defense of the gains of socialism” in party documents, Brezhnev did write “defense of the socialist fatherland” into the new Soviet constitution of 1977 . 
   He also wrote in “defense of the gains of socialism”.
  “Defense of the Socialist Fatherland” was the title of Chapter Five of the new charter, known at the time as the “Brezhnev constitution”.  Brezhnev had served since 1964 as the chair of the commission to write a new constitution, a commission first headed by Khrushchev. Chapter Five reads in part: “The duty of the Armed Forces of the USSR to the people is reliably to defend the socialist Fatherland and to remain in constant combat readiness, guaranteeing an instant rebuff to any aggressor.”

The previous 1936 Soviet constitution had not mentioned a “socialist fatherland.” It spoke of a “fatherland” and a “motherland”. Of course, the “Stalin Constitution” would not have been the Stalin constitution without some Stalinist strictures for the children of the fatherland and motherland. Article 133 of the 1936 constitution read, “Defense of the fatherland shall be the sacred duty of every citizen of the USSR.  Treason to the motherland – violation of the oath of allegiance, desertion to the enemy, infliction of harm to the military might of the state, espionage—shall be punished with all the severity of the law as the gravest malefaction.”
  The Brezhnev Constitution did not brandish such threats to Soviet subjects, but Soviet legal scholars did remind their fellow citizens that under the 1977 constitutional system there were “…no rights without responsibilities”  (the phrase is taken from the program of the 27th Congress of the CPSU).
  These responsibilities included the obligations specified in Chapter Five of the 1977 constitution to serve in the Soviet Armed Forces and to defend the socialist fatherland.

Chapter Five of the 1977 Soviet Constitution coyly avoided defining the boundaries of the socialist fatherland.  Each of the corresponding 1978 constitutions of each of the Union Republics of the USSR had a chapter on the defense of the socialist fatherland (no borders defined).  These chapters contained articles on the defense of the gains of socialism.
  Chapter 4 (“Foreign Policy”) of the Soviet constitution of 1977 had established the constitutional basis for defense of the greater socialist fatherland by declaring  that the USSR is “a basic component of the world system of socialism and of the socialist commonwealth”.  Chapter 4 also noted that the USSR practices “mutual assistance among the countries of socialism on the basis of the principle of socialist internationalism.”

In 1982 Moscow published legal- constitutional definitions of “defense of the socialist fatherland”, “socialist internationalism”, “the socialist commonwealth” and “the world socialist system.” These definitions appeared in a volume entitled, The Constitution of the Country of  Soviets: A Dictionary. 
 At 275 pages the Dictionary was more than 6 times the length of the constitution itself.   The longest entry in the Dictionary was for “the world socialist system” a term that required discussion (among other topics) of the structure of the Warsaw Pact (WP) and current WP European security policies.

One of the three editors of the Dictionary was V. N. Kudriatsev, a CC staff member who had written an Izvestiia article justifying the Soviet intervention in Czechoslovakia in 1968. 
 Another editor was Georgii Shakhnazarov, also a central committee staff member. Shakhnazarov had joined the CC in the mid 1960s as a protégé of Yuri Andropov. Andropov had served as Soviet ambassador in Hungary during the uprising of 1956, then as head of the CC department for liaison with all parties communist parties (“the secret department”) and later as chairman of the KGB, and finally as General Secretary of the CPSU (1982-1984).

Shakhnazarov had published a book in 1957 on the military confrontation between the two military blocs in Europe.
 Before joining the CC, Shakhnazarov worked in Prague at the “liberal” journal Problems of Peace and Socialism, many of whose alumni went on to high posts in the Soviet foreign policy apparatus, despite their links to “the Prague Spring” of 1968.  In the “secret department” of the CC, Shaknazarov’s brief included many of the countries of the world socialist system and in particular the members of the Warsaw Pact. As a CC official, he attended all sessions of the Political Consultative Committee (PCC) of the Warsaw Pact, formally the Pact’s highest decision-making body.   He was eventually charged with writing the drafts of the reports delivered to the PCC by the Soviet commanders of the Pact.  The Soviet Politburo reviewed these drafts before actual delivery by the Pact C-in-C.
 Shaknazarov was also the editor of a host of official “handbooks” on each Warsaw Pact member (these country handbooks cited key national policy documents relating to the Warsaw Pact).
  He was in addition the editor of a two-volume collection of the state constitutions of the world socialist system.
  From 1980-1984 Shakhnazarov participated in every session of the so-called “Suslov commission.”
   This ad-hoc crisis group, initially headed by the regime’s chief ideologist, Mikhail Suslov, was the working committee of the Soviet Politburo for managing the Solidarity crisis that erupted in Poland in 1980.
  The commission was the venue of intense debates in 1980-81 over whether the USSR/Warsaw Pact should intervene in Poland or whether a Polish martial law regime could resolve the question without direct Soviet intervention.
  In other words, by the time he published The Constitution of the Country of Soviets: A Dictionary in 1982 Shakhnazarov had come about a close as a civilian could get to the core military-political issues managed by the Soviet military officers responsible for the Warsaw Pact. 

The entry for “defense of the socialist fatherland” in  Shakhnazarov’s Dictionary interpreted the Soviet Constitution as saying that “defense of the socialist fatherland” was an internationalist concept that obligated “the Soviet state…and its Armed Forces” to rebuff internal and external threats mounted by “the USA and other imperialist states” to the USSR and its allies. These threats to the socialist fatherland included “ subversive [podryvnaia] activity against the USSR and other countries of the socialist commonwealth” (sotsialiticheskoe sodruzhestvo).
 According to the Dictionary, the operative principle for relations among the countries of the socialist commonwealth was  “socialist internationalism”, including “fraternal assistance”
, the term used to describe Soviet military interventions in Hungary, Czechoslovakia and Afghanistan.

In the entry for “socialist internationalism”, Shakhnazarov’s Dictionary noted the direct connection between socialist internationalism as constitutional principle governing relations among union republics of the USSR and socialist internationalism as a constitutional principle governing the relationship of the USSR to the member states larger socialist commonwealth (sotsialiticheskoe sodruzhestvo).
  With the exception of Romania,
 the Warsaw Pact states adopted corresponding party and state documents in regard to defense of the socialist fatherland and defense of the gains of socialism.

In 1985 Gorbachev (who had served as a chair of the “Suslov commission after Suslov’s death
) appointed Shakhnazarov head of the CC department responsible for relations with Eastern Europe. The responsibilities of this post often put Shakhnazarov in direct contact with the Soviet General Staff.  In 1984 Marshal Sergei Fedorovich Akhromeev became Chief of the General Staff.  Shakhnazarov evidently had exceptional access to Sergei Fedorovich on the basis of an old friendship forged between the two under the fire of front-line combat in the Great Fatherland War.
 After 1985, Shakhnazarov appears to have played a pivotal role between Gorbachev and Akhromeev in regard to changing the offensive nature of the military-technical component of Soviet military doctrine in 1987-88.

To recapitulate: The 22nd Party Congress of the CPSU (1961) put its imprimatur on the two components of Soviet military doctrine that remained intertwined until 1987-88: the political component of defense of the socialist fatherland and the military-technical component of an offensive military art (strategy, operational art and tactics) to achieve decisive victory over the enemy on his own soil, including the possible use of nuclear weapons. This grand synthesis was a doctrine of strategic deception written for the Soviet Armed Forces, for Soviet allies and for Soviet adversaries.  In the following years the Soviet Defense Ministry continuously developed not only the military-technical arsenal to implement the doctrine but a military-historical-political arsenal as well.  Defense of the socialist fatherland became a formal constitutional obligation of the Soviet armed forces in 1977. But for the Soviet officer corps, defense of the socialist fatherland had been a party obligation since the CPSU program of 1959.  As a de facto military obligation, defense of the socialist fatherland went back to Marshal Andrei Grechko’s actions in East Germany in 1953 and to Marshal Ivan Konev’s direction of the Soviet intervention in Hungary in 1956 as commander of the Warsaw Pact.
  

Starting in the 1960s, a cadre of experts, including Georgii Shakhnazarov, developed a sophisticated historical, political and legal-constitutional literature on the military-political concept of the defense of the socialist fatherland. This literature was unquestionably authoritative, but not because of the intrinsic power of the ideas it espoused.  The literature’s doctrinal tomes, encyclopedias and dictionaries were compelling because they expressed the ideas of the authorities.   These authorities had at their disposal the coercive organizations that could enforce the concepts which legitimized the use of armed force throughout the greater socialist fatherland.  From  1960-1987, military officers in the Soviet Armed Forces developed and published the offensive military-technical applications of the military-political concept of the defense of the socialist fatherland.

The Defense of the Socialist Fatherland: Ten Military-Technical Consequences of the Soviet Version of Extended Deterrence

The political component of Soviet doctrine -- defense of the socialist fatherland and its twin, defense of the gains of socialism - required making credible military-technical threats to initiate war against the internal and external opponents of the political status quo within the greater socialist fatherland. This was the Soviet version of extended deterrence. The American version was about the use of a nuclear threat to deter conventional and nuclear threats against allied states. The Soviet version of extended deterrence was about the use of conventional and nuclear threats to protect allied communist elites. (The Soviets of course claimed that the American deterrence policy was designed to protect the ruling classes of West Germany and the other NATO states).  For Moscow, making credible military threats to prospective opponents inside and outside the Soviet alliance system was incompatible with the Western concept of extended deterrence - preventing the outbreak of war between alliances. 

The USSR and NATO both had to choose from what Thomas Schelling identified as the menu 
 of four possible outcomes to war in the nuclear age: a draw, a defeat, a disaster (mutual destruction) – or a victory. When asked to choose from Schelling’s menu of military outcomes, NATO refused the menu --and chose deterrence.  That is, NATO chose war prevention by a deliberately ambiguous doctrine of Flexible Response. This left the initiative to Moscow.  Moscow also refused Schelling’s menu – and chose deception. The deception was that Moscow had chosen military victory on the battlefields of Western Europe.  The Soviet strategic maskirovka permitted Moscow to camouflage its unambiguous threats to the two Germanies and East Europe under its audacious nuclear/conventional threat to Western Europe and North America. Until 1987-88, Soviet doctrine required victory on NATO territory as the only option compatible with the required maskirovka of offensive action beyond Soviet borders.
  When Gorbachev ordered his marshals to develop a doctrine for preventing war
, they had no choice but to focus on fighting a defensive war on Warsaw Pact territory.
 As Chief of the General Staff Sergei Akhromeev explained in a commentary on the new defensive doctrine of war prevention,  “Only an experienced professional soldier can understand how this theoretical proposition leads to fundamental changes in the situation of the armed forces and fleet and literally to a revolution in their training.”

There were at least ten military-technical consequences of the Soviet version of extended deterrence.

The first was configuring Soviet and East European forces for a war to be waged on Western territory.  The general staffs of the Warsaw Pact states would in no circumstances focus their attention on national defense of national territory by national means. Such strategies raised the prospect of ceding regional military leadership to national commanders, as in NATO. The Soviets opted to defend the socialist fatherland by delivering crushing rebuffs to NATO on NATO territory. This focus on the offensive use of nuclear weapons on West European soil thus gave the military initiative to the USSR to use military force to defend the political status quo in Eastern Europe. 

The second effect of the Soviet version of extended deterrence was presenting West German and its NATO allies with a choice between accepting the permanence of the GDR or risking the total devastation of West Germany and its allies. In 1961, the year in which the 22nd Party Congress gave its blessing to the doctrinal concept of the defense of the socialist fatherland, the US President affirmed to the citizens of West Berlin , “Ich bin ein Berliner!” And he called up US conventional forces to prove it. This was by no means the first “Berlin crisis” generating a confrontation between Soviet forces and US over which Berlin was the ersatz Berlin.  And Kennedy soon announced a new nuclear doctrine- Flexible Response – to reaffirm the reality of American extended deterrence to the Federal Republic.   To say this another way: what happened when the CPSU renounced its security guarantee to the SED in 1989?  The peaceful resolution of the German question. The end of the Soviet-American conventional military confrontation in Europe.  The end of the Soviet-American nuclear arms race. 

The third effect of the Soviet version of extended deterrence was extended deterrence of the internal and external enemies of the other communist regimes of the Warsaw Pact states.  The loyal political and military leaderships of the Warsaw Pact welcomed this policy as reliable security for their attempts to build socialist societies- and to secure their own privileged positions. 

The fourth effect of the Soviet doctrine of extended deterrence was pre-emption of alternative doctrines of national defense of national territory by national means, as practiced by the independent  (and disloyal) communist regimes of Romania, Albania and Yugoslavia. These regimes were politically independent precisely because they did not depend on Soviet military power for security guarantees against either internal or external adversaries.  In fact, the most likely external adversary was the USSR.  But the Soviets would face an almost impossible task in trying to justify a military assault on a communist state whose communist army offered military resistance in the name of  “defense of the socialist fatherland.” Once such an anti-Soviet military posture was in place, it could defend a non-communist successor regime.  In Romania, the political component of doctrine called for national defense of national territory by exclusively national means.  This was the Romanian doctrine of “War of the Entire People”, a guerilla-resistance strategy that required an entirely different defense national system than that of the “loyal” members of the Warsaw Pact.

A fifth effect was to re-secure the commanding heights of policy making for the Soviet General Staff in regard to the general staffs of the Non-Soviet Warsaw Pact militaries. None of the NSWP forces possessed nuclear warheads for their nuclear-capable delivery systems.  According to Warsaw Pact doctrine, these weapons were their main strike forces. The NSWP commanders depended on the Soviets not only for the nuclear warheads but the entire order of battle built around nuclear warfare.

The sixth effect was to use Soviet military doctrine to impose Soviet military-technical concepts on the national defense systems of the loyal Warsaw Pact states in regard to weaponry, training, officer education, strategy, and military exercises. In addition, the military-political component of doctrine provided the charter for coordination political indoctrination programs of the Warsaw Pact. The practical consequence of accepting the military-political concepts of Soviet doctrine was subordination of national defense ministries to all the joint agencies of the Warsaw.  And the practical consequence of subordination to Soviet-dominated agencies was fragmentation of national control over national armed forces of the loyal Pact members. This in turn pre-empted the possibility of organized resistance to Soviet interventions by national armies.  This deliberate vulnerability to Soviet intervention was welcomed by the loyal political and military elites of the Warsaw Pact.

A seventh effect of Soviet extended deterrence was to camouflage the very large forces necessary for massive, rapid and unopposed military interventions in Eastern Europe. The doctrinal camouflage was the pose that such forces were critical to victory in a war with NATO, whether nuclear or conventional. Very large combat-ready intervention forces, as demonstrated in 1968, effectively pre-empted organized military resistance by seizing key installations.
  But this could not be publicly acknowledged without destroying the political basis for the Soviet offensive posture.

An eighth effect was to challenge the de facto US/NATO superiority in nuclear weapons at tactical, theater and strategic levels at the beginning of the 1960s.  By erasing the line between deterrence and pre-emption, a Soviet offensive strategy conferred parity (at least rhetorically) on the smaller Soviet intercontinental arsenal until true parity emerged in intercontinental nuclear weapons. And after nuclear parity at the intercontinental level, Soviet superiority in conventional forces in Europe could call into question the mutually deterrent effects of a Soviet-American nuclear standoff and revalidate the Soviet offensive posture.
 Thus Soviet doctrine made nuclear weapons useable by claiming, contrary to the knowledge of the highest Soviet military leadership,
 that nuclear weapons could be used rationally for military objectives. 
   And this claim may have been valid, if in fact the true rationale for the nuclear posture was to maintain the maskirovka necessary to protect the greater socialist fatherland.

A ninth effect was to permit Soviet leaders the option of “extended deterrence” to Soviet clients beyond Europe.  The first such experiment was Khrushchev’s attempt to extend nuclear deterrence to Cuba. Sergei Khrushchev writes that his father genuinely believed that one of his greatest achievements was going to be that providing external military security for the Cuban revolution.
   As Sergei pointed out, Khrushchev in fact succeeded, obtaining a US commitment not to invade Cuba, albeit at risk of the nuclear devastation of the Soviet Union.
   But neither during nor after the Cuban crisis did American officials (and most American academics) ever accept as genuine Nikita Khrushchev’s professed concern with providing a security guarantee to Fidel Castro.  

The tenth consequence, enduring until 1987-88, was to enable the Soviets to avoid engaging the West on the question of how to prevent a war. The Soviet doctrine of extended deterrence also allowed Moscow to put an end to the debate with the Chinese Communists over whether war with the imperialists was inevitable. The Soviet Union stood resolutely for peace but would deliver a crushing rebuff if the imperialists unleashed war. 

Soviet doctrine diverted Western attention from the question of why a NATO-Warsaw Pact war would be fought to the question of how such a conflict would be fought. What Gorbachev demonstrated after 1987-88 was that the previous Soviet critique of Western deterrence was based on a Warsaw Pact rejection of a war-prevention posture. The political purpose of Soviet doctrine was to insist on the imminent military-technical possibility of nuclear and conventional war. 
   Out of concern over the ever-increasing military capabilities of the USSR,  NATO accepted the terms set in 1961-62 by the Soviet offensive nuclear strategy. The strategic debate in the West was mainly over how to manage confrontation and military conflict rather than how to resolve political conflict.
  

The Sokolovskii volumes on Military Strategy took oblique notice of how nuclear weapons created a disjunction between the locus of political objectives and the locus of military objectives. 
  The Sokolovskii volumes noted that in the pre-nuclear era, it was usually not hard to identify during wartime the relationship between military strategy and political objectives. One simply looked at the physical location/or intended theater of a state’s armed forces: if Nazi armies were invading Ukraine, it did not take a rocket scientist to determine Nazi political objectives.  But in the era of intercontinental missiles with nuclear warheads, the decisive zones of military conflict (the locations of US and Soviet strategic forces) might be far removed from the territories that were politically central to the war. Put another way, the center of gravity of military conflict and doctrinal debate shifted to military technology, pure and simple.
  As technology constantly evolved, the same basic conundrums of deterrence and warfighting constantly re-emerged from the fog of renewed debates over doctrine.
 The original political motivations for the military- technological confrontation were securely cached in the historical institutes of the USSR and their encyclopedias. 

Harriet Fast Scott argues that during the 1960s most Western analysts did not pay serious attention to the Sokolovskii volumes because “the strategy expressed was not consistent with the capability of the Soviet Armed Forces.”
  As Soviet capabilities gradually met the requirements of doctrine and reached rough parity with the American strategic intercontinental nuclear arsenal in the late 1970s, the concept of “victory” over NATO by an offensive nuclear/conventional strategy seemed no longer a bluff but a credible threat in the European theater.  Western analysts in the mid and late 1970s began to take seriously the Soviet doctrinal propositions their colleagues had earlier dismissed as bravado.
   In the late 1970s and early 1980s declaratory American strategy  (Countervailing Strategy, Deep Strike, the Air-Land Battle) began to mimic the nuclear warfighting rhetoric of Soviet doctrine.
  

The credible Soviet theater threat had thus become a strategy for mutual suicide, as the spokesmen of the new Gorbachev regime acknowledged.
   During 1986-87 Gorbachev attempted to put an end to the emerging US-USSR competition to develop nuclear warfighting strategies by declaring that “ a nuclear war cannot be won and must never be fought.”
 The new declaratory objective of Soviet military doctrine became war prevention, a Soviet mirror image of the NATO doctrine. When the Soviet Union publicized the new “defensive” military doctrine, as did the Warsaw Pact,
 the locus of military action – defense – shifted to the territory of the Warsaw Pact states. 

To recapitulate the defense of the socialist fatherland: From 1953 to 1962 the Soviet military found itself gradually drawn into an apocalyptic confrontation with the American military as Soviet security commitments to ruling communist parties fused into the ‘defense of the socialist fatherland”.  This meant a commitment keep the Socialist Unity Party of Germany (SED) in power by posing the prospect of a war that would devastate both Germanies.  It also meant a commitment to keep all ruling communist parties in power in East Europe, not just the SED. The expectation was that over time the local regimes would legitimize themselves and not be so dependent on Soviet security guarantees.  The strategy also sought to pre-empt possible defections from the Warsaw Pact.  To provide a reliable shield against the internal and external enemies of the greater socialist fatherland, the Soviet General Staff put on a very dangerous and very costly maskirovka of preparing to fight and win a war on NATO territory.  To avoid the trap of self-deterrence which bedeviled the practitioners of Flexible Response, Soviet commanders insisted that they could fight and win a nuclear war. This posture afforded the option of extending deterrence to Soviet clients outside Europe. Thus, Soviet military doctrine did in fact fully reflect the Leninist legacy of the defense of the socialist fatherland.  But it also held the leaders of the CPSU hostage to their public commitments to regimes which offered the USSR few if any material gains for the staggering costs
 incurred in maintaining a full-scale military confrontation with the more efficient market economies of the Western allies.
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See also his remarks on pp. 221-222: “The Soviet military’s ethical responsibility was to help achieve the eventual victory of the international socialist revolution….Securing Soviet society was merely instrumental to the victory of socialism over capitalism, and not until the late 1930s, when Stalin declared that socialism was victorious in the Soviet Union, was the Red Army responsible to the whole of Soviet society…the Soviet officer corps, especially in its upper echelon, had deeply internalized this ideological basis for Soviet rule and expansion.. Success in revolutionary activities, not the bourgeois ethic of security for the society of a bourgeois states, is the Marxist-Leninist ethical standard for both military officers and party members…”





For a “dovish” argument that the pre-Gorbachev military-political component of Soviet doctrine was the victory of socialism over capitalism see pp. 22-36 of Stephen Shenfield: The Nuclear Predicament, London: Royal Institute of International Affairs/Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1987.





� This argument is supported by the testimonials of the highest-level Soviet leadership to the principles of peace, peaceful coexistence, disarmament etc. over the period from 1953 to 1987-88.  An alarmist reading in the early 1960s of these peaceful professions is N. H. Mager and Jacques Katel, compilers and editors, Conquest Without War: an analytical anthology of the speeches, interviews and remarks of Nikita Sergeevich Khrushchev with commentary by Lenin, Stalin and others, New York: Simon and Schuster, 1961.  The point here is that Khrushchev’s pronouncements could be read as advocating a non-military victory of socialism over capitalism. And it was Khrushchev who presided over the initial systematic formulation of Soviet military doctrine in the Sokolovskii volumes of 1962 and 1963- the volumes which spoke of “victory” in war, should the imperialists unleash it.
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�  Warsaw Pact officials often used the term “shield”. A series of military exercises was code-named “Shield.” (Shchit)  Marshal V. G. Kulikov, Commander of the Pact, titled one of his published volumes on the Pact, Nadezhnyi shchit mira i sotsializma, Moscow: Voenizdat, 1985. (“The Reliable Shield of Peace and Socialism”).











� Thomas Alan Schwartz, America’s Germany: John J. McCloy and the Federal Republic of Germany, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1991. See Chp. 8, “The Skeleton Key: Military Integration”.
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�  Gribkov, Sud’ba.  In a chapter on the Hungarian intervention entitled The First Test of the Firmness of the Warsaw Pact” Gribkov reached five conclusions about the Soviet intervention in Hungary.


One was (p. 102) “…if our troops had been used somewhat earlier, then it would have been possible to carry out the mission with smaller losses.”  Another conclusion was (p. 102-103): “It was important that we succeeded in neutralizing the main forces of the Hungarian Army.  If the Hungarian Army had come out of its barracks, this would have had unpredictable consequences for the divisions and units of its army, it would have significantly affected the course of events.”














� Gribkov, Sud’ba .  In a chapter entitled “The Second Test of the Firmness of the Warsaw Pact, Gribkov wrote on pp. 119- 120: “…the Ministry of Defense of the Soviet Union in evaluating the situation which had arisen in Czechoslovakia did not exclude the possibility of active opposition to the entry of Soviet troops into Czechoslovakia itself…About 23 hours August 20 A. A. Grechko called on the  Secure Communications Link to M. Dzur, informed him about the entry of Soviet troops into Czechoslovakia





and in a categorical form demanded from him an order to his troops not to present resistance to the invading troops. Martin Dzur demonstrated courage in making the decision to give such an order without receiving the approval of the state leadership. In the course of the entry of troops and the subsequent events the Czechoslovak armed forces as a whole took a neutral position and remained in their barracks.”





Gribkov adds on p. 123-124: ”It was great good luck that in 1968 as head of the armed forces of Czechoslovakia was a wise man, minister of defense Martin Dzur.  He gave the order to his troops not to present resistance to the allied troop units which had entered the territory of Czechoslovakia.  By his wise actions he prevented a civil war and a possible bloody battle with the allied troops.”





For an argument that it was Grechko’s own meticulous planning and prior contact with Dzur that accounted for Dzur’s actions (rather than “great good luck”), see the memoir by the Soviet commander of the chief invasion force of 1968, Alexandr Mihailovich Maiorov, Vtorzhenie: Chekhoslovakia, 1968, Moscow: Izdatel’stvo ‘Prava Cheloveka”, 1998.


 





� Gribkov, Sud’ba.  In his two chapters on the Polish events of 1980-81 Gribkov stressed the problem of the absence of a credible Polish political leadership.  On p. 147 he quoted a report he had presented to Defense Minister Ustinov in which Gribkov said,  “…not all means for the peaceful development of events have been used. It is necessary for the government again to try to sit at the negotiating table with the leadership of the trade union Solidarity and to decide all questions which have arisen in the interests of the people.”  On p.129 he made this point again in his retrospective analysis:” …Secondly – the demands of the working people were just... thirdly—there had to be a political solution based on agreement among the government, solidarity and the religious leaders.  But unfortunately, no one would sit at the negotiating table.”





He also reports on p. 147 that he had warned his superiors: ‘the Polish armed Forces is battle ready and is in a patriotic frame of mind.  It will not fire on its own people.  In the event of the entry of allied troops into Poland the leadership of Solidarity can raise up the people and draw the army into a struggle against our troops and the other allied troops.  A civil war could begin, if not worse.”











� Gribkov, Sud’ba, p. 119.  Gribkov writes of the Soviet decision to invade Czechoslovakia: ”An important factor in the adoption of the decision was confidence in the fact that USA and NATO would not interfere in the course of events and would consider our preparatory measures as having the quality of defensive measures, directed at the preservation of military-political stability in the CSSR and Eastern Europe as a whole.  Testifying to this was the letter of President of the USA L. Johnson to L. I. Brezhnev of 18 August, 1968.”








� Gribkov, Sud’ba.  See the chapter entitled “The Special Position of the Romanian Leadership.”








� Gribkov, Sud’ba.  Gribkov, Chief of Staff of the Warsaw Pact from 1976 to 1989, writes on p. 164:  “In the postwar years and especially in the formation of the two opposing blocs of NATO and the Warsaw Pact in conditions of sharp confrontation between them of bitter ideological conflict the Soviet Union took on itself the function of the use of force for the purpose of getting out of the crisis situation in the socialist camp itself.  But forceful methods of resolution for ‘treatment of a sick society” did not achieve its desired effect. Each forceful intervention on the part of the Soviet Union and of the group of countries of the Warsaw Pact, as in 1968 during the time of the Czechoslovakia events, did not strengthen the union of socialist countries. Although for a short time a period of clam began, but the wounds remained far from healed until the end.”








� Shakhnazarov testifies that from the beginning, the Soviet Politburo c ruled out Soviet military intervention as an option.  See Georgii Shakhnazarov, Tsena Svobody: Reformatsiia Gorbacheva glazami ego pomoshchnika, Moscow: Rossika-Zevs, 1993, p.115. Writing in the late 1990s, he regards as irrelevant the Western debate over whether the Soviet Politburo did or did not promise intervention in support of martial law.   Shakhnazarov explains on p. 151 of Georgii Shakhnazarov, S Vozhdiami i bez nikh, Moscow: Vagrius 2001: “ But precisely because military resolution was excluded it was considered necessary to persuade the Poles and the whole world that it was not excluded. [Shakhnazarov’s emphasis] They [the Soviet generals] demonstrated the threat of force as best they could. Whether Jaruzelski believed the threat or not does have special significance. As the leader of the country he was obligated not to exclude such a possibility. And besides, events could go beyond the control of the Kremlin.   A deliberate provocation against Soviet troops deployed on the territory of Poland would require Moscow unwillingly to take countervailing action. [Soviet] intervention would become inevitable and even justified as a condition of a responsive measure to aggressive actions by NATO.” See Shakhnazarov, Tsena Svobody, p. 115. And Shakhnazarov, S Vozhdiami , p. 151





General Gribkov reports that there was a well-prepared plan for a Soviet intervention prepared as a contingency. He had developed the plan with the active assistance of Polish military officers. See Gribkov, Sud’ba, pp. 145-147. 











� Gribkov, Sudba, cites on pp. 99-100 an Decree of Nov. 4, 1945 issued to Soviet troops 


 by I. S. Konev as Commander in Chief of the United Armed Forces of the Warsaw Pact and Marshal of the Soviet Union.  The Decree read as follows”


”’Comrade soldiers and sergeants, officers and generals! At the end of October in fraternal Hungary the forces of reaction and counterrevolution undertook a mutiny with the goal of destroying the people’s-democratic order, liquidating the revolutionary gains of the works and establishing in Hungary the old landlord-capitalist order.





The events have shown that the active participation of the former Horthyites in this adventure is leading to the restoration in Hungary of fascism and the establishment of a direct threat to our fatherland and to the whole socialist camp.





You must not forget that in the past war Horthyite Hungary came out against our Fatherland together with Hitlerite Germany.





In accordance with the request of the government of the Hungarian People’s Republic on the basis of the Warsaw Treaty concluded among the countries of the socialist camp, our treaty obligations requiring  ‘coordinated measures necessary for the strengthening of their defense capability, in order to protect the peaceful labor of their people to guarantee the inviolability of their borders and territory and to security defense against possible aggression'  Soviet troops have begun the fulfillment of their allied obligations.





There is no doubt that the working class and the working peasantry in the Hungarian People’s Republic support us in our just struggle. The task of Soviet troops consists in giving fraternal aid to the Hungarian people in the defense of its socialist gains, in the destruction of counterrevolution and the liquidation of the threat of the restoration of fascism.”











� The classic Soviet text to demonstrate this point is A. A. Sidorenko, The Offensive (A Soviet View), Washington, D.C.: US Air Force/U.S. Government Printing Office, c.1970. Soviet original published in 1970.





For coverage of the offensive emphasis of the military-technical side of Soviet doctrine from 1960 to 1987-88 in the Harriet Fast Scott, William F. Scott, Soviet Military Doctrine” Continuity, Formulation and Dissemination, Boulder, CO; Westview, 1988.  For example, their presentation and discussion of a long quotation from Major General S. N. Kozlov, which includes the following on p. 51of the Scott text: “’Soviet military doctrine has always considered the offensive as the basic method of the full defeat of the enemy and the achieving of victory, and defense was viewed as a forced form of struggle used when the offensive was impossible or inconvenient.’”





In Soviet Strategic Thought, Kokoshin devotes a whole chapter to the question of “offense and defense in Soviet military strategy.”  His conclusions do not differ significantly from those of the Scotts.





� See Sidorenko, The Offensive.  Beginning with Chapter III, the discussion is a discussion of action on the territory of the adversary.











� The Soviet Military-Encyclopedic Dictionary distinguishes among three types of maskirovka: tactical, operational, and strategic.  According to the Dictionary, the Soviet General Staff is responsible for the planning and execution of strategic maskirovka.  The purpose of strategic maskirovka is “the disorientation of the enemy in regarding to the groupings of forces, their composition and intentions.” See p. 430 for the entry on maskirovka in N. V. Ogarkov, ed., Voennyi entsiklopedicheskii slovar’, Moscow: Voenizdat, 1983. There is an English-language literature on how the Soviet military went about the business of deception on the strategic, operational and tactical levels. A classic text that covers the multiple strategic deceptions attempted by Khrushchev is Arnold Horelick and Myron Rush, Strategic Power and Soviet Foreign Policy, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1966.  Another is Richard H. Shultz and Roy Godson, Dezinformatsiia: Active Measures in Soviet Strategy, Washington, D.C.: Pergamon-Brassey’s, 1984. See also the proceedings of a 1985 conference at the US Naval Postgraduate School in Brian D. Dailey and Patrick J. Parker, eds., Soviet Strategic Deception, Stanford, CA: Hoover Institution Press, 1987.  In addition: Andrew W. Hull, Peter B. Almquist, Managing Uncertainty: Soviet Views on Deception, Surprise and Control, Alexandria, VA: Institute for Defense Analyses, 1989. For a study particularly relevant to issues covered by the author of this article, see also Robert K. George, “An Historical Investigation of Soviet Strategic Deception”, Maxwell Air Force Base, AL: Air Command and Staff College, 1987.








�  Arnold L. Horelick and Myron Rush Strategic power and Soviet foreign policy, Chicago: University of Chicago Press 1966 discuss the frequent use of bluff and threat by Nikita Khrushchev.








� Soviet leaders before Gorbachev, including most defense ministers (and some military writers), had episodically acknowledged a dynamic of mutual assured destruction in a formula that ran more or less as follows: should the aggressive forces of imperialism succeed in unleashing a nuclear war, this would be an unprecedented catastrophe for mankind. Soviet leaders usually added that it would be suicidal for the West to launch a nuclear war because of the crushing rebuff to be delivered by the nuclear forces of the USSR. N. V. Ogarkov, Istoriia uchit buditel’nost, p.88: ’The appearance in 1945 and subsequent rapid development of nuclear weapons with incredible destructive capacities threw a new light on the issue of the expediency of war as a means to achieve a political goal. Only if one lost one’s common sense entirely could one try to find arguments and set goals that could justify unleashing world war and thus risking the complete annihilation of the human race.  Thus it is an indisputable conclusion that it is criminal to consider thermonuclear war as a rational and seemingly ‘legal’ means of continuing policy.”





Such statements were often tied to Soviet posturing on arms control issues, such as Khrushchev’s proposal for universal and complete disarmament, a program that Brezhnev wrote into the 1977 Soviet constitution. Over the period from 1959 to 1987 Moscow made a series of arms control proposals which inspired elaborate negotiating rituals, including the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of 1972, the Strategic Arms Limitation Treaties of 1972 and 1979, the Mutual And Balance Force Reduction talks that began in 1973, the Biological Weapons Convention of 1975, the military-confidence building measures of the Helsinki Agreements of 1975 and the gambits of Brezhnev, Andropov and Chernenko on Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces.  Every arms control agreement reached before Gorbachev codified absolute increases in the capabilities of Soviet (and American) nuclear arsenals. Moscow responded to the reduction of political tensions by Ostpolitik, Détente and the Helsinki Process by deploying new European theater nuclear weapons and improved Soviet conventional forces. The Soviets engaged in wholesale violation of Biological Weapons Convention and of the ABM Treaty as well.  Until 1987-88 Soviet leaders could not bring themselves to endorse a military doctrine that renounced the goal of victory on foreign soil in the event that the imperialists finally succeeded in unleashing a nuclear world war.





� The critique of NATO presented by official Warsaw Pact statements remained virtually unchanged over 40 years until the Gorbachev era. See the collection of documents, V. F. Mal’tsev et al, eds., Organizatsiia Varshavskogo dogovora, 1955-1985: dokumenty i materialy, Moscow: Politizdat, 1986.  Note that even the new statements on military doctrine of 1987 continued to insist on the threat of German revanchism. The 1987 communiqué of the Warsaw Pact Political Consultative Committee (not the co-published statement on doctrine), declared, “The activity of revanchist forces, first of all in the Federal Republic of Germany, and the encouragement of revanchism anywhere, run counter to the interests of détente and security, the letter and the spirit of the Helsinki Final Act.  In the future, too, such activity will be resolutely rebuffed.”  Quotation from “Communiqué of the Conference of the Warsaw Pact States’ Political Consultative Committee”, Pravda, May 30, 1987, p. 2 in FBIS SOV-87, June 1, 1987, p. BB-16.  Even the book on the new doctrine by the Warsaw Pact commander, P. G. Lushev followed the discussion of the new doctrine of preventing war with a scathing chapter on NATO’s new plans for unleashing a war.  See Chp. 5 in 


P. G. Lushev, V. N. Lobov, eds., Varshavskii dogovor: istoriia  i sovremennost’, Moscow: Voenizdat, 1990.








�   See Kokoshin, Soviet Strategic Thought, p. 4: “Regrettably, Soviet military thinking was too slow in recognizing the implications of nuclear weapons and the vast stockpiles that adversarial countries possessed. In the Soviet Union in the post-war period, and in the Russian Federation in the 1990s, the theory of nuclear deterrence was and remains insufficiently developed and poorly understood by the political elite and military command.  This has eroded the political efficacy of nuclear weapons in Moscow’s quest to further its national security objectives, and visibly devalues the huge infusions of resources made by several generations our people to build the nuclear arsenal. See also his comments in Chp. 4, “In Lieu of a  Conclusion.”








�   See David Holloway for an argument that Soviet nuclear weapons scientists understood the catastrophic consequences of nuclear use at any level of conflict.  From time to time, some courageous physicists, most notably Andrei Sakharov, would unsuccessfully attempt to intrude upon the formulation of Soviet doctrine in regard to the use of these weapons. David Holloway, Stalin and the Bomb, New Haven: Yale University Press, 1994,  Chp. 16, “The Atom and Peace”.








�   John G. Hines, (Senior Author), Ellis M. Mishulovich, and John Shull, Soviet Intentions, 1965, Vol. II Soviet Post Cold War Testimonial Evidence, McLean, VA: BDM Federal In. Sept. 22, 1995, p. 137-138,
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� Kokoshin, Soviet Strategic Thought, p. 121.  This observation comes toward the end of Chapter Two, entitled, “Threats to Soviet Security and the Probability of a Future War.”
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� Kokoshin, Soviet Strategy, p. 121.








� G. V. Sredin, ed., Internatsional’nyi kharakter zashchity sotsialisticheskogo otechestva, Moscow: Voenizdat, 1988.  See also Chp. 5, “Bor’ba s kontrrevoliutsiei- neobkhodimoe uslovie uprocheniia sotsialisticheskih zavoevanii, zashchita real’nogo sotsializma” in M. P. Mchredlov, ed., Marksizm-leninizma o dialektike revoliutsii i kontrreevoliutsii, Moscow: Politzdat, 1984.





� Shenfield: The Nuclear Predicament, passim. See also Odom, The Collapse of the Soviet Military, p. 97.








� Akhromeev, Glazama marshala , pp.68-69.








� In confirmation of this argument see James A. Baker III, “Europe: True Security Requires Shared Freedoms, Arms Control Update (US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, March, 1989, No. 12, p. 1. Baker declared at the opening negotiations for conventional arms control in Europe:





“Those in the West should be free of the fear that the massive forces under Soviet command might invade them.





Those in the East should be free of the fear that armed Soviet intervention, justified by the Brezhnev doctrine, would again be used to deny them choice.





‘New Thinking’ and the Brezhnev Doctrine are in fundamental conflict.  We call upon General Secretary Gorbachev to renounce the Brezhnev Doctrine beyond any shadow of a doubt.”














� Akhromeev, Glazami marshala .On pp. 69-70Akhromeev writes of the events of 1989-90: “There was the collapse of the postwar system of security for the Soviet Union, for which the Soviet people sacrificed so many efforts and which until 1985 was the basis of our foreign policy in Europe. But the situation turned out to be not so simple in that were for us not only negative consequences. The new foreign policy for 1986-1989 led at the same time to a significant improvement of relations with the USA and the countries of Western Europe, to a reduction of military tension, to a reduction of the military danger for the Soviet Union – and this was achieved not by military means but by political means. For the Soviet leadership this was out of the ordinary and new. A paradoxical situation arose: we had lost the military –political positions achieved in war in Europe, but we acquired new political positions and the trust of the peoples of Europe. It was difficult for a soldier to immediately understand this contradictory essence of the situation in the analysis of the events of that time. In any case, all [Soviet observers] did not succeed in understanding this in a short period.”





�  See the entry on  “The Socialist Fatherland in Danger!” in Voennyi entsiklopedicheskii slovar’, p. 692.








� From the entry for “Soviet Military Strategy” in N. V. Ogarkov, ed., Sovetskaia voennaia entsiklopediia, Vol. 7, Moscow: Voenzidat, 1979, p. 563.





� Harriet Fast Scott dates the initial formulation of post-Stalin Soviet military doctrine to the publication in 1960 of the “Special Collection” of articles on military doctrine (for the General Staff Academy) in the classified journal of the Soviet General Staff, Voennaia Mysl'.  See Harriet Fast Scott, editor, Soviet Military Strategy (Soviet edition edited by V. D. Sokolovskii), New York: Crane and Rusak: 1986, “Editor’s Introduction.”, p. xxi.
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