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PREFACE

This Memorandum is one of a series undertaken for
Air Force Project RAND on the relationship between the
‘Soviet Communist Party and the Soviet military establish-
ment. It is based entirely on open sources. Two studies
in the series, by the same author, have already been
issued: The Use of Soviet Military Labor in the Civilian

Economy: A Study of Military ''Shefstvo', RM-3360-PR,

November 1962, and Conflicts in Soviet Party-Military
Relations: 1962-1963, RM-3760-PR, August 1963.

The Memorandum relates more broadly to various RAND

studies, too numerous to list here, on the development of

Soviet strategic doctrine.
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SUMMARY

The advent of nuclear missiles has brought with it
-a number of revolutionary changes in the dynamics and
‘technology of warfare. This Memorandum analyzes one as-
‘pect of these changes: the impact of new military tech-
hology on the internal processes of the Soviet military
community.

Until recently the elitist elements in the Soviet
officer corps were the commanders. Graduates of Soviet
military academies and institutes, these were the officers
who commanded the troops during World War II, and who
helped maintain Soviet rule over its extended postwar
empire. Most of them grew up under the coercive Stalin-
ist regime, accepting submissively the prevailing inten-
sive political and police controls in the military. By
and large, they possessed minimal technical skills. Their
forte has always been the ability to command and disci-
pline forces, which in the past have consisted largely
of plain foot-soldiers.

In the second half of the last decade Khrushchev
initiated a military modernization program which brought
into the armed forces large numbers of new and frequently
complex weapons and equipment as well as technically
skilled personnel. In 1960 he publicly announced major
changes in Soviet strategic doctrine which diminished the
size and role of the conventional forces while heavily
stressing the future role of the strategic nuclear-missile
forces. He also proposed to reduce the standing forces
by one-third, from about 3.6 million to 2.4 million. The

decision to release about 250,000 officers from active
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service affected mainly those in the conventional forces.
Along with the changes in strategic doctrine and in the
sizes and roles of the several branches of the armed
forces, Khrushchev also introduced an ambitious political
reform program which was to remold the social structure

of the officer corps and to curtail sharply the commanders'
professional authority.

In the aggregate these reforms produced some important
changes. These included: (a) massive replacements of
traditional commanders by technical officers, (b) mini-
mization of traditional military values and the stressing
of technical expertise, (c) minimization of traditional
strategic views and the stressing of more "progressive'
views which laid overriding emphasis on strategic missile-
nuclear weapons, and (d) partial moderation of political
controls in the strategic nuclear-missile forces and a
tightening of such controls in the conventional forces.

The shock effect of these reforms on the military
community is gradually subsiding, and long-range counter-
trends are already discernible. While the former trends
had a divisive effect on the military, the counter-trends
have a unifying effect, and are being brought about by:
(a) growing acceptance in the Party and the military of
a war strategy that places renewed emphasis on traditional
methods of warfare and conventional forces, (b) growing
moderation in the views of some technical officers about
the traditional commanders, whose values and virtues they
would like to emulate, (c) the concerted opposition of
all professional officers, both technical and traditional,

to the excessive controlling functions exercised by the
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political organs, and (d) the Party's concern with pacifist
trends in Soviet society and the military, which force the
Party to undertake certain measures to enhance the officers'
profession, partly by making concessions to their demands
for more authority and status.

What effect do these various trends and countertrends
have on the military's perennial desires to obtain greater
institutional and professional freedom from the Party's
close controls? While it is too early to predict the
consequences of military self-assertiveness, the facts of
Soviet politics nevertheless suggest that the military is
in a good position to achieve greater professional
independence from the Party. The Soviet Union has many
external commitments, including its determination to keep
the satellites in line, which depend to a large extent on
the viability and credible effectiveness of its armed
forces. Such commitments are likely to be -endangered by
an open break between the Party and the military. Paren-
thetically, one may add here that, in the absence of a
powerful terror machine, the military will have a strong
voice when it comes to choosing a successor to Khrushchev.
These circumstances lead one to believe that, should the
Soviet military strike out for greater independence, the
Party leaders would be unwilling, and probably unable, to

risk a crisis by going to extremes in curbing them.






T «now of no profession, other than
that of an officer...in which it is
more necessary to make use of the
sciences. The soldier who only knows

his sword cannot achieve great things.

Seigneur de Vauban (17th c.)
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I. INTRODUCTION

"In every profession there is a strain between tradi-
tional thinking and technical proficiency; but in the
military profession conservative influences in the past
have been particularly pervasive...military professionals
have a long reéord of resistance to technological change
...."l Janowitz's observation, while made in the context
of U. S. military problems, addresses itself to a major
problem prevalent in large military establishments: the
far reaching effect of modern technology on traditional
organization, structure of authority, internal processes
and professional standards.

Thermonuclear weapons have caused a radical trans-
formation in the dynamics and technology of warfare. 1In
Russia, as elsewhere, the rather rapid and sudden intro-
duction of nuclear warheads and long-range ballistic
missiles has '"brought about a qualitative change in the
nature and conduct of war,”2 and caused extensive dis-
turbances in the traditional processes, attitudes, organ-
ization and institutional values of various military
communities. New strategic views have been advanced that
frequently minimize traditional military authority for
war planning. New military experts have assumed broad
authority within the military community. Younger, well-

trained technical officers, experts on the new equipment

lMorris Janowitz, The Professional Soldier, The Free
Press, New York, 1960, p. 22.

2Voenno-istoricheskii zhurnal (Journal of Military
History), No. &4, April 1964, p. 47.




and weapons, have entered the officer community in large
numbers, where they enjoy certain prerogatives denied
others. These are the officers, referred to here as
"technocrats,'" who maintain and operate the complex mili-
tary equipment and weapons of thermonuclear war, who
understand and speak the language of industrial managers,
and whose functions and processes yield themselves to
quantification and hence to statistical and mathematical
manipulation and computerization. To these professional
advantages one must add the fact that Soviet political
leaders tend to associate technical expertise with modern-
ization and progress, and to reject conservatism as a
liability.

The revolutionary changes in the technology and
dynamics of warfare have caused far-reaching effects in
the Soviet armed forces, and have substantially affected
the interests of various groups in the military. For
purposes of clarity, we shall summarily describe these
groups, their objectives, their opponents and the issues
under contention.

Conflicting Schools of Thought on Strategic Doctrine:

The emergence of new views on strategic doctrine in the
Soviet Union has challenged many traditional concepts of
warfare and strategy and has thus divided the military
community. Roughly speaking, we may say that there are
two schools of thought on strategic doctrine. The first
group, the ''progressives,' stresses the role of massive
and rapid employment of strategic nuclear missiles in
determining the outcome of the war. This school tends to

depreciate the utility of the conventional forces and to
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allocate to them a rather marginal role in war. The second
group, the ''conservatives,' accepts the dominant role of
the strategic nuclear-missile forces, but defends the
active and vital role of the conventional forces.

Conflicts Between the Traditional Commanders and the

Technocrats: The influx of large numbers of technical

officers has greatly affected the values, processes, and
status structure of the military community. These officers
view traditional command and disciplinary practices as
rather marginal in modern armies and stress technical
expertise and efficiency as the most desirable and impor-
tant criteria. The traditional commanders, in turn, regard
their opponents' narrow technical expertise as detrimental
to the combat effectiveness and readiness of the armed
forces, since it derogates tradition and the human element
necessary in the militéry.

Conflicts Between the Technocrats and the Organs of

Political Control: The emergence of large numbers of

technical experts in the officer corps has created new
problems for the officers who exercise political control
in the military. Their task is made more difficult by
the fact that in seeking to indoctrinate and control, they
must avoid interfering with the technical officers' vital
professional functions. The privileged position of the
technical officers, who tend to view themselves as a
professional elite with no time to waste on political
activities, helps to curb attempts to control them.

To clarify these rather complex rivalries,  let us
specify some of the protagonists' other interests and

objectives.
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Conservatives and progressives differ in their atti-

tudes toward the need to modernize strategic doctrine,
and toward the rate of modernization. The category

technocrats embraces military officers whose professional

training usually contributes to a narrowly technical
attitude toward military affairs. While the technocrats
ordinarily belong to the progressive school of thought,
the rest of the military community tends to be either
conservative or progressive, or may not align itself with
either group.

The conflict between the progressives and the con-
servatives deals essentially with high-level problems,
such as strategic doctrine, the reduction of the armed
forces, etc. The conflict between the technical officers
and the traditional commanders involves traditional mil-
itary values and threats to personal careers.

The progressives, the technical officers, and the
political control officers generally support, and are
supported by, the Party's policies on non-political
problems in the military (modernization of strategic
doctrine and various military processes). On other issues
there is considerably less agreement. On the issue of the
Party's indoctrinating the military, political officers
would most likely find themselves pitted against the
conservatives, most of the progressives, the commanders

and the technical officers.



ITI. CONSERVATIVES VS. PROGRESSIVES:
A CHALLENGE TO TRADITIONAL MILITARY EXPERTISE

The Soviet military establishment, like its counter-
parts in the West,3 has been affected by the changed forms
and instruments of modern warfare. A sizable segment of
the military feels challenged by relatively new theories
of warfare, and views its proponents as intruders into the
traditional domain of military professionals. It is
important to realize that in the Soviet Union the chal-
lengers are themselves prominent military leaders, who
closely reflect the views of the Party elite. This develop-
ment may be described as a conflict of interests between
conservatives, who in the past were the dominant elite in
the military, and the modernizers or progressives, who at
the higher levels are senior military leaders close to
Rhrushchev, and who themselves come from the ranks of the
traditional services.

There is a general comnsensus among most western stu-
dents of Soviet affairs that there exists a broad spectrum
of Soviet views on military doctrine and strategy. One
may nevertheless say that these views polarize around two
distinct schools of thought. The progressives, who cham-
pion a military doctrine based on the assumption that a
future war ''would begin differently...and would develop

differently'" (i.e., that the initial period of war would

3A recent description of this situation in the United

States is found in Colonel Robert N. Ginsburgh, '"The
Challenge to Military Professionalism,' Foreign Affairs,
No. 1, 1964, pp. 255-268.
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be decisive), place heavy emphasis on strategic thermo-
nuclear missile forces and minimize the utility of large
"conventional' forces. They are opposed by the conserva-
tives, who recognize the changed nature of the initial
stage and conduct of future war, but continue to reiterate
the need for larger 'conventional" forces.4 They visualize
future war as going well beyond the initial stages and
therefore necessitating conventional methods of warfare

in combination with the more modern.5

4Marshal Rotmistrov, whose views are characteristic
of the conservatives, stated: '"To be sure, we do not
deny but actually stress the decisive role of nuclear
weapons.... At the same time, however, we do not min-
imize the role and importance of other types and branches
of the armed forces.'" Kommunist vooruzhennykh sil
(Communist of the Armed Forces), No. 2, January 1963,
p. 31.

It should be mentioned that while the label ''con-
servative' has the unfortunate ring of '"'reactionary,' or
"non-sophisticated,'" such implication is not intended
here, since it would be false. As a matter of fact,
many champions of progressivism are actually less well
educated and technically skillful than some advocates of
conservatism. Among the former we would list such
pedestrian military leaders as Biriuzov, Moskalenko,
Eremenko, while among the latter would be included such
able military people as Rotmistrov, Grechko, Malinovskii,
Zakharov, Kurochkin. The most likely explanation for
this situation is that the former are blind followers of
Khrushchev who is the main champion of progressivism
while the latter, less committed to Khrushchev's views,
find them too narrow and dogmatic.

5Such conservative views were expressed by Marshal
Rotmistrov writing in Izvestiia, October 20, 1962:

The employment of nuclear weapons raises the
role of the ground forces; it introduces new
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While certain differences of opinion have existed
in the Soviet military since the death of Stalin, they
became greatly intensified and emerged into the public
view after Khrushchev's January 1960 announcement of the
"new look'" in Soviet strategic doctrine.6

Having asserted that 'under present conditions there
is no longer a complete inevitability of war"7 and that
"modern means of waging war do not give any country the

l18

advantage...of surprise attack, Khrushchev announced a
_proposed one-third reduction of the Soviet armed forces.
Observing that ''mever before...has the defense of our

country been so safely secured against any fortuitous

possibilities for their conduct of major
offensive operations.

Under certain conditions the armored forces

will possess obvious superiority over other

types of forces.... 1In cooperation with

missile forces and aviation they can pene-

trate any defenses.

6This debate in the Soviet Union was recently de-
scribed in an unequivocal manner in a Soviet military
journal. The author, Colonel Korotkov, defines the sev-
eral stages of the debate, and on several occasions
stresses (a) the existence of two schools of thought con-
cerning the proper scope and subject of "military science,"
i.e. the extent of the civilian-Party involvement in shap-
ing military strategy, and (b) the fact that debate and
argument are useful to the evolvement of a unified strategic
doctrine. See Colonel I. Korotkov, '"O razvitii sovetskoi
voennoi teorii v poslevoennye gody' ("The Development of
Soviet Military Theory in the Postwar Years'), Voenno-
istoricheskii zhurnal, No. 4, April 1964, pp. 39-50.

7N. S. Khrushchev, Pravda, January 15, 1960.

81bid., p. 38.
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incidents and encroachments from the outside as at

present,”9 Khrushchev spelled out the central points

his thesis:

Our state has at its disposal a powerful
missile technology. The military air force
and navy have lost their previous importance
in view of the development of modern mili-
tary equipment.... In the navy the sub-
marine fleet assumes great importance while
surface ships can no longer play the

part they once did [and] the armed forces
have been to a considerable extent trans-
ferred to rocket and nuclear weapons.l0

Abandoning the '"harmonious' view of warfare dynamics

of

favored by Stalin and by many conservatives, Khrushchev

went on to emphasize his disbelief in massive, ''conven-

tional" armies:

In our time the defense potential of
our country is not determined by the
number of soldiers under arms [or] by
the number of persons in naval uniforms,
[but] by the total firepower and the

means of delivery available to a given
side.ll

While the announced reduction made good sense from

a military point of view and was also most likely dictated

. . . . 12 .
by pressing economic considerations, it nevertheless

9

Ibid., p. 28.
1014:4., p. 36.
11

Ibid., p. 37.
12

See the author's The Use of Soviet Mili%ary Labor

in the Civilian Economy: A Study of Soviet Military

""Shefstvo'', RM-3360-PR, The RAND Corporation, November

1962.
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alienated many in the military: the infantry and
supporting units, the rear services, the surface ﬁavy,
and certain components of the air force. Its most serious
effects were on the officer corps since 250,000 were
released over the following one and a half year period.
However much it was resented in some quarters, it was
most likely welcomed by the military personnel in the
strategic and technical forces since the new strategic
concepts upgraded their role and hence probably their
allocations.13

In the fall and winter of 1962-1963, in the after-
math of the Cuban missile crisis, there appeared in the
Soviet military press a number of articles and editorials
which sharply criticized certain unnamed '"'conservatives"
in the Soviet armed forces. Red Star, for example,
editorially exhorted: ''Conservatism has never brought
laurels to any military. At the present time it is
especially dangerous.... We must not act on the prin-
ciple: 'We'll live, we'll see, war will show, war will
teach ﬁs.'”14 The head of the Main Political Administra-
tion (MPA) of the Soviet Arﬁy and Navy, General Epishev,
warned that "unfortunately we still meet military people
who declare themselves to be innovators but in practice
continue to hold on to the old and obsolete.'" Epishev
pointedly instructed his functionaries to '"inquire deeper

into the activities of officers, generals and admirals

13Ibid. See also the author's Conflicts in Soviet
Party-Military Relations: 1962-1963, RM-3760-PR, The
RAND Corporation, August 1963.

14Red Star, November 29; 1962.
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and to evaluate their professional and political quali-

ties,”15 implicitly threatening those among the officers

1

who were "conservative.' The Soviet Defense Minister,

Marshal Malinovskii, stressed the same problem when he

said:

One still meets generals, admirals and
officers who are absolutely incapable of
doing away with old methods in military
operations. We must realise that in our
generation, the generation of atomic physics
and electronics, the means of warfare improve
with unprecedented rapidity. Those views
and conditions which were valid yesterday
may become obsclete today. They become an
obstacle if the people who do not recognize
the new developments continue to cling to
them, and what's more, to translate them

into practice.... The struggle with
conservatism is a vitally important
problem.16

Who are the conservatives and the progressives? From
the various public statements dealing with strategic
issues it is possible to describe them as follows:

Conservatives: These are predominantly located in

the so-called theatre forces, i.e., ground forces,
tactical aviation, supporting units, rear services and
surface navy. Many of them are senior officers, members
of the Party, who served in World War II. Their military
horizon tends to be limited to ''theatre-force' concepts,
and to continental warfare. In the words of Marshal

Zakharov, they tend to be "adherents of massive fronts...

15Red Star, December 1, 1962.

16Red Star, October 25, 1962.
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who don't even suspect that these are warfare methods

of the past."17 They resent the preferential treatment
accorded the younger officer-specialists in the technical
forces and the shoddy treatment of personnel in their
own forces. They also bitterly resent the diminished
respect, prestige and role allocated to their forces
within the new defense scheme.

Progressives: These are predominantly members of

the strategic and technical forces whose interests are
furthered by the new strategic views of Khrushchev.
They also include Party functionaries in the military
who reiterate the strategic views of the ruling Party
elite.

Conservative-Progressive Strains in the High

Command: The majority of High Command personnel are
members of the so-called Stalingrad Group whose careers
have been closely related to, and furthered by, -
Khrushchev.18 Originating as a group during the battle
of Stalingrad in 1942-1943, these people today occupy
the highest positions in the Soviet military establish-
ment. While they are undoubtedly loyal to Khrushchev
on political matters, some of them seem to question

the strategic tenets he laid down in his January 14,
1960 speech (as well as his military reform plan,
initiated at the same time, which severely curtails the

officers' authority and professional autonomy). The

17Red Star, October 12, 1962.

18See the author's Conflicts in Soviet Party-Military
Relations, pp. 37-48, for details on the Stalingrad Group.
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High Command may therefore be divided into two schools of
thought: those who blindly follow Khrushchev and those
who question Khrushchev's single-minded attitudes
toward military strategy. The latter do not challenge
the essential validity of Khrushchev's views (stress on
strategic nuclear-missile weapons, the crucial role of
the initial period of war and of strategic surprise,
etc.), only their discriminatory impact on the conven-
tional forces. The blind supporters of Khrushchev,
i.e., the anti-conservatives, would include Biriuzov,
Eremenko, Moskalenko, and Chuikov. The more moderate
elements, those who are against extreme positions among
both the conservative and progressive elements, would
include such men as Malinovskii, Grechko, Zakharov,
Krylov, and Bagramian.

The conflict between the conservatives and the
progressives has taken various forms: a public debate
on strategic-doctrinal problems; discriminatory measures
by the Party which lowered the readiness of the conven-
tional forces, interfered with their training schedules,
and damaged the authority of their commanders;19 declar-

atory policy announcements that had an intimidating

19This refers to military ''shefstvo.'" Beginning
in late 1959 the political organs in the military began
to use large numbers of soldiers and officers from the
conventional forces for non-military purposes, in
kolkhozes and sovkhozes, in certain industrial enter-
prises, etc. This led to interferences with military
authority, training schedules and readiness levels of
these forces. See the author's The Use of Soviet
Military Labor in the Civilian Economy.




-13-

effect;20 and such direct measures as a massive reduction
of officer personnel, predominantly among the conventional
forces. 1In each of these developments, the conservatives
were forced to submit, however unwillingly, to the pres-
sures brought to bear by the Party elite.

Despite their losses, the conmservatives have made
certain gains. The reduction in the armed forces begun
in 1960 was halted sometime in the summer of 1961, osten-
sibly because of the growing Berlin crisis. In 1962 the
discriminatory measures of ''sheftstvo'' were suspended,
and speculations about the return to a territorial-militia
form of organization were abandoned. Finally, after the
Cuban missile crisis, the tenor of the strategic-doctrinal
debate shifted to favor the advocates of massive armies

and conventional forces.

201n 1960 Khrushchev discussed the possibility of

returning to a territorial-militia form of military
organization, which, in effect, would have drastically
affected the conventional forces. Pravda, January 15,
1960.
21See the author's The Use of Soviet Military Labor
in the Civilian Economy.

22After the Cuban missile crisis the Soviet press
began to carry statements from nominal representatives of
Khrushchev, which stressed the continuing need for massive
armies in nuclear war. See Epishev in Voprosy istorii
(Problems of History), No. 2, 1963, and in Politicheskoe
samoobrazovane (Political Self-education), January 1963.
In more recent months representatives of the conservative
elements began to question the validity of the 'established"
views on military doctrine, unmistakeably alluding to the
doctrines of the progressives. Marshal Rotmistrov, writ-
ing in Red Star, April 26, 1964, said:




-14-

The dialogue between the conservatives and progres-

. . . . . 23
sives continues without signs of any clear-cut resolution.

Today, it is possible to discern that...certain
established views and propositions of military
art are already beginning to lose their original
significance.

Researchers should free themselves from fruit-
less repetition of even so-called "established"
propositions of the manuals.

23See Korotkov in Voenno-istoricheskii zhurnal, No. 4,
April 1964. For some more detailed views of the doctrinal-
strategic dialogue see: Soviet Sources, Generally Con-
servative: Lieutenant General S. Krasilnikov, Red Star,
November 18, 1960, "A thermonuclear war...must not be
viewed as a 'pushbutton' war, which could be conducted
without massive armies....'"; General of the Army, V.
Kurasov in Voenno-istoricheskii zhurnal, No. 3, March 1961;
Colonel I. Prusanov, Kommunist vooruzhennykh sil, No. 7,
April 1962; Red Star, October 5, 1962; Colonel I.
Sidelnikov, Red Star, May 11, 1962; General of the Army,

P. Kurochkin, in a review of Voennaia strategiia (Military
Strategy), published in Red Star, September 22, 1962; Chief
Marshal of Armor, P. Rotmistrov, Izvestiia, October 20,
1962; Voennyi vestnik (Military Herald) review of Voennaia
strategiia, which was remarkable in its frankness and
sharpness, No. 1, 1963; Colonel General S. M. Shtemenko,
Red Star, January 3, 1963; Major General V. Kruchinin's
article entitled '"Why Do Mass Armies Continue to Exist?"
Red Star, January 13, 1963.

Soviet Sources, Generally Progressive: Colonel S.
Kozlov, Kommunist vooruzhennykh sil, No. 2, January 1961;
Colonel S. Kozlov, Kommunist vooruzhennykh sil, No. 11,
June 1962; Colonel General N. Lomov, Kommunist vooruzhennykh
sil, No. 10, May 1962; ''Materials for Political Education,"
Kommunist vooruzhennykh sil, November 1962.

American Sources: H. S. Dinerstein, War and the Soviet
Union, Frederick A. Praeger, Inc., New York, 1959; R. L.
Garthoff, Soviet Military Doctrine, The Free Press, Glencoe,
Illinois, 1953; R. L. Garthoff, Soviet Strategy in the
Nuclear Age, Frederick A. Praeger, Inc., New York, 1958;




The vagaries of the cold uclear deterrence, the
shifting of alliances, ar omic contingencies -- all
taken together have shown there is no easy answer to
the question: What is the vest strategy for the most
likely conflict? Consequently, with the single-minded
Khrushchevian attitude toward warfare and strategy on the
wane, the conflict between the two protagonists has
leveled off into an uneasy stalemate. The cumulative
effect of the tensions brought about by the challenge to
military orthodoxy has been a partial closing of the
distance between the protagonists. While both the con-
servatives and progressives publicly debate the issues,
avowing as their sole objectives the country's best
interests, they are well aware that the final results of
the debate will strongly affect entrenched institutional-
bureaucratic interests, positions, personal careers, etc.
Some of the consequences of the public debate at the
institutional and personal level in the military will be

discussed in the next section.

Marshal V. D. Sokolovskii, ed., Soviet Military Strategy,
translated and annotated by H. S. Dinerstein, L. Goure,

and T. W. Wolfe, R-416-PR, The RAND Corporation, April 1963,
also published by Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs,

New Jersey, 1963; L. Gouré, Notes on the Second Edition of
Marshal V. D. Sokolovskii's '"Military Strategy', RM-3972-PR,
The RAND Corporation, February 1964; and T. W. Wolfe, Soviet
Strategy at the Crossroads, RM-4085-PR, The RAND Corpora-
tion, April 1964.
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ITT. COMMANDERS VS, TECHNOCRATS:
A CHALLENGE TO TRADITIONAL MILITARY ELITES

"As long as there are dangerous and irksome tasks to
be done, an engineering philosophy cannot suffice as the
organizational basis of the armed forces.... Heroism is
an essential part of the calculations of even the most
rational and self-critical military thinkers.”24 Again,
Janowitz goes to the heart of the matter by emphasizing
another major question whichAdisturbs the traditionally
well-ordered military community: how to retain the mili-
tary ethos (personal sacrifice, dedication, bravery and
heroism) and commanding authority in the age of computer-
ized war. More specifically, what is the effect of the
growing influx of military technocrats upon the officer
community? These problems have a certain universality
since they confront all large military establishments. A
recent Soviet military statement reflects similar concern.
Writing on problems of military psychology and education,
the author, Colonel Barabanshchikov, cites the well-known
communist educator Makarenko: ''We cannot educate brave,
manly men if we fail to place them under conditions where
they can show their bravery [manliness].”25

The French military writer, F. O. Miksche, has re-

cently observed that "soldier-technicians are regarded

annowitz, The Professional Soldier, p. 35.

25Lieutenant Colonel, Candidate of Pedagogical Sci-
ences, A, V. Barabanshchikov, Pedagogicheskie osnovy obu-
cheniia sovetskikh voinov (The Pedagogical Foundations
of Training Soviet Soldiers), Voenizdat, Moscow, 1962,
pp. 19-20.
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' not constituting a

unit, but a kind of community effort.”26 Miksche belittles

less as comrades than as 'colleagues
b

the importance of the new homo technicus in modern military
) 27
T

establishments and accuses him of '"complex primitivism.
Such opinions are not peculiar to Miksche, they reflect
disturbances in various military establishments caused by
the massive influx of modern weapon systems and the accom-
panying growth in numbers and influence of technicians in
uniform.

In the Soviet armed forces, as in those of many other
countries, the dominant elite, the establishment, has tra-
ditionally come from the military academies. Graduates of
the academies who subsequently assume commands enter an
officer community that is characterized by camaraderie,
mutual support, and the traditional military virtues. The
ideal Soviet officer combines the traditional qualities of
bravery, manliness and leadership with those of skillful
staff and command abilities. Such an officer could custom-
arily earn the respect of his men by his courage and
personally inspired authority, rather than by mere clever
staff work and technical expertise. Furthermore, while

technical expertise was acknowledged to be a desirable

26Military Review, August 1962, p. 76.

27Miksche criticizes ''modern military leaders who
attempt to solve complex problems of strategy by inflex-
ible means,' and who '"desire to raise armies to the
pinnacle of technical perfection' which end "in dead
mechanical formulas....'" He also criticizes the homo
technicus who '"does not seem to grasp the fact that the
technical means and methods are not an end in themselves,
but a means to an end.'" Ibid.



-18-

quality in an officer, it was accorded a traditionally low
value.28 In the postwar period, however, more specifically
in the years since the launching of Sputnik and the exten-
sive modernization of the Soviet armed forces, large numbers
of engineers and technicians have entered the officer ranks,
predominantly the elite forces (PVO, strategic missile
forces and submarine navy). This influx of well-trained
technical officers into the military community is today

not only effecting a change in the traditional image of

the military commanders, but is also threatening their
dominant positions and careers. Traditionalists in the
officer corps, however, are fighting a rear-guard battle

in trying to hold on to their positions and in opposing

the growing influence of the younger, well-trained offi-
cers, whom they view with contempt. The modernizers, on
the other hand, with the support of the Party and most

of the High Command, are pressing on, weeding out the

v

28 . . :
For an authoritative and trenchant view of the
various images of a Soviet officer see Marshal Konev's
statement to M. Djilas:

Voroshilov is a man of inexhaustible courage.
But -- he was incapable of understanding modern
warfare.... Budennyi never knew much and he
never studied anything. He showed himself to
be completely incompetent and permitted awful
mistakes to be made. Shaposhnikov was and
remains a technical staff officer.

Konev's statement clearly implies that courage, while

admirable, is not sufficient. On the other hand sheer
technical expertise is also a narrow virtue. Milovan

Djilas, Conversations with Stalin, Harcourt, Brace and
World, New York, 1962, p. 82.
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technically inept or the obsolete, replacing them with

younger, better trained officers whose speciality is mil-
itary technology. This process reached such proportions
that Marshal Malinovskii had to caution the cadre organs

to be more moderate:

Cadre organs try to get rid of experienced
technicians only because they are 35 years
old, and supposedly sit around too long in
their positions and have therefore no pros-
pects for advancement, etc.... Not even
regimental commanders are assured of remain-
ing in their position. If they do not have
an academic education, then the cadre per-
sonnel don't even want to talk to them.29

Malinovskii attempts to counteract the prevailing argu-
ment that retention of older, less useful officers blocks
the way for younger and more capable officers:
[The retention of older officers]...does not
mean that the road is blocked for the advance-
ment of youth. One couldn't block the way to
advancement of capable, diligent young com-
manders even if one wanted to: they "appoint"
themselves to higher positions even if they
don't have a higher military education.3
The growing emphasis on the role and importance of

the military technocrat is reflected in various state-

ments of ranking military leaders. Marshal Biriuzov,

29Marshal R. Ia. Malinovskii cited in K novomu pod'

emu partiino-politicheskoi raboty v Sovetskoi armii i
flote (Toward the New Intensification of Party-Political
Work in Soviet Army and Navy), Voenizdat, Moscow, 1960,
p. 12.

30Ibid., p. 13.
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whose opinions are of special significance since he seems
to represent not only the views of the inner circle of the
High Command but Khrushchev's as well,31 stresses the
change in the relations between the commanding officer

and the technical officer:

The constant supply of up-to-date equipment
and weapons to our armed forces and the ex-
tensive introduction of new means of warfare
are connected with a basic change in the re-
lations between the commanding and engineer-
technical cadres. In our army the number of
engineer-technical cadres constantly grows.

In the Missile Forces, for example, there are
at present 72 engineers and technicians among
every 100 officers. 1In Air Defense Forces
[PVO] the number of engineers and technicians
exceeds the number of officers who have gradu-
ated from officer schools and [higher military]
academies. These facts...bear witness that the
engineer-technical cadres in_the army and navy
represent a powerful force.

It can be said without exaggeration that to
such officer-specialists belongs the future
of our armed forces.S3

31,. . .
Biriuzov, who has been a close associate of Khrush-

chev since the World War II years, seems to have become a
member of the inner circle of military leaders around
Khrushchev. His official statements reflect total al-
legiance to his benefactor's policies and views. During
the past few years his career has reached spectacular
heights: from CIC of PVO, to CIC of Strategic Missile
Forces, to Chief of General Staff.

32

Cited in Voennyi inzhiner -- aktivnyi vospitatel'’
(Military Engineer -- an Active Educator), Voenizdat,
Moscow, 1962, p. 5.

33

Ibid., p. 7
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Biriuzov warned the military not to discriminate against
"technical' officers, stating that the fact of their being
classified as technical officers ''was inherited from those
.distant times when one could count the engineers in the

military on the fingers of one hand.”B!+ He also stressed

that "the development of our armed forces has now reached
the point where the engineers and technicians have a very
important role in solving literally all tasks facing our

35

1"

forces.

Biriuzov's predecessor as Chief of the General Staff,
Marshal Zakharov, also urged that while "in past wars a
commander could fall back on intuition for what he lacked
in military and technical knowledge...it is very risky to
rely on intuition in nuclear warfare under conditions of
rapid and highly mobile military operations."36

This role of the technical officers in the Soviet
military has grown extensively since Zhukov's departure
from the armed forces. Khrushchev himself signaled this
change in his address to the graduates of Moscow's military
academies, on November 25, 1957:

Under these conditions we have no right to

forget that with the development of science

and technology come fundamental changes in

military affairs. New types of military

equipment and weapons are created, and the

methods for their employment are subject to
change. That's why the Party demands that

1pia., p. 17.
331bid., p. 5.
36

Red Star, October 12, 1962.
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its military cadres...constantly increase

their military expertise, master thoroughly

the new military equipment and improve their

vigilance and readiness.37

The technical officers have also been eagerly sought
after for Party positions. Colonel General A. Belobrodov,
the former head of the Board of Cadres in the Ministry of
Defense, advised his functionaries that "it is of great
importance to promote engineers and technicians to com-
mand and political positions."38 This recent rise of
the military technocrats to the level of a preferentially
treated professional group has made many of them into a
self-assertive elite,.

The self-assurance of the technical officers is
reflected in the following lines from an article written
for military engineers:

The potentialities of military technology

have hardly been exhausted. The thorough

understanding of equipment and weapons,

the improvement of employment methods, the

most effective assignment of functional

duties, economy and ingenuity -- these are

only a few of the avenues used by modern

forces. And on each avenue, like a traffic-

controller, stands an engineer.39

A Candidate of Philosophic Sciences, Lieutenant Colo-

nel A. L. Baranov, expressed this new self-consciousness

37Pravda, November 26, 1957.

38
p. 22.

39

Kommunist vooruzhennykh sil, No. 2, January 1962,

Red Star, February 3, 1963.
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of the military technocrat as follows:

The time is coming when the technician and
engineer will assume one of the central places
in war.... 1If military leaders, failing to
understand the changes which have taken
place in weaponry, continue to adhere to
obsolete methods, then this will manifest
itself in failure on the battlefield and in
larger losses.40
An Engineer-Captain, D. Kovalerchuk, took a dim view
of the commanding officers' and the political officers'
attitude toward the technocrat:
The engineer has until now been frequently
looked upon as a narrow specialist, as some
sort of highly qualified "technocrat'"....
There is one aspect of the military engineer's
activity which, I feel, is being overlooked --
the high utility of his work.%l
The influx of the technocrat, the growing mechani-
zation and depersonalization of warfare, the ascendance
of a strategy that rejects orthodoxy -- all of these
have had a disturbing effect on traditional military
values as well as on military professionals themselves.
Seeking some way out of this disturbing development,
the Party proposed (by means of a public debate in the
pages of Red Star in the winter 1962-1963) a '"golden mean'

(zolotaia seredina), i.e., a compromise between tradi-

tional and modern methods of military education and train-

ing. This proposal, however, was attacked by a number of

OVoennaia tekhnika i moral' no-boevye kachestva
voina (Military Technology and Combat-Morale Qualities
of the Soldier, Voenizdat, Moscow, 1961, pp. 5-7.

AlRed Star, February 3, 1963.
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technical officers. Typical of such attacks was an article
by Engineer-Colonel A. Iampolskii, who pointed out to the

proponents of the compromise that the mean they sought

between the new and the old was not necessarily ”golden.”42

The contempt of the younger officers for their older,
traditionally oriented superiors is reflected in this

dialogue between two young lieutenants on a train:

"You know, Kotka...I barely managed to persuade
the old man to let me go on leave. He talks
about nothing but battle readiness and disci-
pline. Such impenetrable conservatism."

"No, I must say that the old champions are
played out."

"There is no talking to them.,"

"There are sputniks, rockets and electronics all
around, but they blather on about the importance
of internal routine and their frontline experi-
ence."

"Who needs frontline experience now?"

"All that is hopelessly out of date."%3

Lieutenant General N. Petukhov takes another line of
attack against the traditional commanders. In an article
entitled '"Overcoming 'Traditional' One-Sidedness,'
Petukhov maintains that when the exploits of soldiers are
described, it is unfortunately only the heroic virtues,
heroism and courage, that are recommended to soldiers and
officers: '"Frequently on hearing stories of such heroics
a soldier thinks to himself, 'I would surely like to be
such a brave and courageous man, but to study the tech-

nology -- that's very dull.''" As for such accounts:

42Red Star, January 3, 1963.

43R_ed Star, March 4, 1961.



-25-

"What do they usually tell of heroes? Only that he stood
his ground until death and that he did not retreat even
one step before the enemy.'" The hero's professional or
‘technical skill, Petukhov complains, is usually not
mentioned. '"In other words,'" the writer concludes, '"it is
not only bravery that counts, but also the mastering of
equipment and skill of combat."44
However, the traditionalists among the commanders
continue to plead their cause, bitterly stressing the
unfortunate lot of the commander and the dangers of

"skoliartsvo,' i.e., the bookishness of the technocrats.

A Colonel of the Guards, G. Iashkin, describes the hard-

ships, dedication and manly qualities of commanders, 'who

spend sleepless, frightening nights in the extreme heat

of summer, during the rain and frost of autumn, who work
in a dedicated manner with every single soldier and ser-
geant....'" He then obliquely attacks the political offi-

cers and the preferentially treated elite forces:

And at times it may be necessary to enter the
battle alongside those who feel that since such
[hardship] is the lot of the officer, then
there is no need to be especially concerned
about his welfare, his essential needs and the
conditions of his work.

Why hide the sin? There are still bureaucrats
(chinovniki) who feel that the more the officer
gets soaked in the rain, works in the wind, the
more often he sleeps under the open sky, in the
frozen field, the better it is.45

4%Red Star, March 23, 1964.

45Red Star, November 10, 1963. The unhappy lot of
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A highly authoritative statement of opposition to the
technocrats' growing influence was made by Chief Marshal
of Armor, P. A, Rotmistrov:

Disproportionate stress on theoretical training

may lead officers away from reality, may trans-

form them into scholastics (skholastov) who

do not understand life at all but are capable

only of quoting from books. Such officers

may become dogmatists and superficial.46

Another authoritative and impassioned plea for the

interests, traditional virtues and qualities of the com-

mander was made by Makeev, the editor in chief of Red Star,

the professional officer who possesses no special, techni-
cal skills is reflected in the bitter words of a major
who has recently been released from active service:

I am 46 -- that's the trouble.... What pleas-
ures are ahead of me? Am I to eat up my pension
and wait till I die? Too soon for that.... I

need a place in life, do you understand? I need
active service.

When someone tries to assure him that he can get a job,

the major shouts: '"What do you mean, work? I am an old
platoon officer. Where does a company officer belong in
a civilian job?" Literaturnaia Gazeta (Literary Gazette),

May 24, 1960.

Another instance of the retired officer's unhappy lot
appears in a report of the humiliating treatment meted
out to a group of retired officers by the local Party
secretary of Poltava. When one of the officers asks to
see a high Party functionary in order to complain, he is
asked sarcastically by the Party secretary: ''How are you
going to approach comrade Khomyakov? In platoons, or
with an entire company?'" Pravda, January 19, 196l.

46Red Star, January 30, 1963.
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the main organ of the Ministry of Defense. 1In a rather
unorthodox manner, at least for a Communist, he stresses
the historical continuity of military virtues and values:

""The concept of military honor has existed since time
immemorial; it is as old as armies.... Even in the old
Russian army there were good traditions -- bravery, self-
less dedication and military skill were revered.' Makeev
distinguishes between the hard lot of the officer and that
of the soldier:

There is a saying: the soldier is at war even

in peacetime. But the soldier serves his pre-

scribed time and departs into the reserves.

The officer, however, is also a soldier, but

he is at war for a lifetime. How many incon-

veniences, how many trials! But the officer

withstands all, overcomes all. He does not

lose courage. He holds high his honor, the

honor of the officer and citizen.47
Makeev argues against those who hold that the career
officer has a low social utility. The officer's contri-
bution, he avows, is ''mot less necessary to the Father-

land than that of the kolkhoznik, agronom, engineer,

teacher or doctor."

He also criticizes the 'hopeless
obyvatel' [unconcerned citizen or philistine] who couldn't
care less' about the hardships of the officer's life.
'"What does he care, that while he sleeps, thousands of
officers tirelessly carry on their difficult duties?

What does the obyvatel' care if the ten times wounded
colonel has changed his place of service twelve times

since the war...?7"

7 lzvestiia, February 2, 1963.
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Makeev's statements unmistakably plead the case for
the traditional commanders whose values and careers are
threatened by the bureaucrat's hostile unconcern and
the technocrat's contempt for past achievements and hard-
ships.

The quarrel between the advocates of traditionalism
and the champions of modernization in the officer corps
has been further exacerbated by another development which
is also causing concern in the Party and in the High Com-
mand: the growing anti-military attitudes among Soviet
society in general and Soviet youth in particular. Red
Star gave evidence of this concern when it initiated a
public debate on the merits and demerits of military ser-
vice as a career. The discussion brought to light signs
of the younger generation's deep disenchantment with the
military. Among other comments, it contained advice
given to a young man who contemplated a military career:
"Don't be a fool, Igor, only failures put on a gray over-
coat voluntarily, and you are a bright boy."48

In a letter to Marshal Budennyi, the old war-horse,
several students of the military academies broached the
delicate subject:

There can be no beauty [of profession] where,

they say, people are training to kill others

.... They say that there have been and are

bourgeois philosophers and generals who talk

of the beauty of war.... They say that though
the officer profession is necessary at present,

48Red Star, August 26, 1962.
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it is uninteresting and unromantic and that any

civilian profession is better than the military.

The anti-military trends in the Soviet society also
appear by implication in a letter to the editor of Red
Star, signed by 25 officers, including several Heroes of
the Soviet Union. The officers expressed their ire against

an article in Komsomolskaia pravda which, in their words,

described a typical officer as follows:

In the sketch [the officer] appears as a veri-
table horror, an aberration, a spiritual Quasi-
modo.... The incriminating sketch concentrates
all sorts of imaginable nastiness exclusively
in the person of the officer and presents this
monstrosity, without concern, to the public.50

And more recently, General Epishev urged Soviet writers
to stop producing works which stress 'maturalistic details

of war...suffering, fears and horrors.' He also expressed

his ''great concern with the ideological and artistic

49Red Star, January 13, 1963. And another ''skeptic"
wrote in the same journal on December 26, 1962:

I do not believe that comrade Matukhin [an advo-
cate of the beauty of the military profession]
experiences happiness from his service. It seems
to me that if you had given him suitable conditions
and a good income, he would have thrown over this
"beautiful'' life and would have taken off his
"beautiful' uniform.... Where can there be
beauty? 1In the daily routine where everything is
figured out to the last minute? Or in the days
which all seem alike? To see in them the beauty
of life means to be a limited person.

And most recently, Marshal Malinovskii condemned the intel-
lectuals in the Soviet Union for fostering pacifism in
their writings. See Red Star, February 9, 1964.

50Red Star, January 29, 1961.
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imperfection of certain works dealing with military 1life"
and urged the writers to produce works which "will teach
the youth to be brave and courageous, steadfast and firm
in the struggle with enemies.”51
These pacifistic trends in society in general and
apathy in the military in particular go hand in hand with
the diminished expectation of war as well as with the low
prestige in which officers are held.52
While these conflicts of interests and views de-
scribed above have at present an unsettling effect on the
Soviet officer corps, they may in the long run be bene-
ficial to the military community and may strengthen its
institutional position vis-a-vis the Party apparatus.
This could come about through the recognition of a pro-
gressive synthesis between the pragmatic functionalism
of the modernists and technocrats on the one hand, and the
unifying, ennobling ethos of the traditional commanders
on the other. Furthermore, Soviet military leaders seem

to have become disenchanted with the effects of the ex-

cessive stress on technical expertise at the expense of

Sl gommunist, No. 5, 1964, p. 73.

2Soviet concern with apathy in the military appears
in the following statement:

Military activities demand of the soldier courage,
bravery, audacity, decisiveness and other combat-
morale qualities. During the war such qualities
are formed in combat, in active struggle with the
enemy. In peacetime, they can only be successfully
developed when the conditions of training approxi-
mate as closely as possible the conditions of com-
bat.
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traditional '"general military skills." This situation
seems to be reflected in a recent debate in the pages of
Red Star, which was summarized and closed by the authori-
tative statement of Marshal Biriuzov, in the past a fer-
vent champion of the technocrats:

The problems [of the debate] concern the re-

lationship between the commander's technical

and general military skills. The opinions on

these are divided. Some comrades maintain that

the commander must possess such a level of know-

ledge which will enable him to be thoroughly

familiar with all types of equipment. Others

maintain that the officer must primarily con-

cern himself with general military training,

and be satisfied with a level of technical

training comparable to the second-class level....
Biriuzov then states his own views, namely, that the
traditional functions ¢6f the commander are as vital today
as ever and that '"sheer technicism, separated from practi-
cal affairs, inevitably leads to narrow-mindedness.”53

We may conclude, therefore, that although the techni-
cal officers are growing in numbers and authority, and
though they ridicule the old-fashioned ways of the tradi-
tionalists, they do not, by and large, attempt to impose
their own specific values on the latter, but rather their
efficient, up-to-date functionalism. The technocrats do
in fact seek acceptance from the traditionalists in the
officer corps. They want to be viewed as commanders,

They also seek the ancient rapport of officers and men.54

Barabanshchikov, Pedagogicheskie osnovy obucheniia sovet-
skikh voinov.

53Red Star, April 28, 1964.

54

In 1961 the military press carried a running
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The conflict in the officer community is caused not so
much by the technocrats' attempts to deny or reject mili-
tary virtues as by the traditionalists' resentment against
'sharing authority with the intruders, and by the realiza-
tion that they themselves have become partially expendable.
In the final analysis, therefore, the synthesis of the
technocrats' pragmatism and the traditional commanders'
military ethos may further strengthen the corporate char-
acteristics of the officer corps, whose resilience and
unique cohesion were reflected in the words of a Soviet
officer: "In a society where each man is like a brother
to his fellow man, even an unknown soldier is a best

"33 And furthermore, the techno-

friend to each of us.
crats' concerted attempts to remain aloof from involvement
in Party-political affairs in their units may effect a
change in the Party's rigid indoctrination and control
procedures and may result in a greater professional free-

dom of the whole officer corps.

discussion, initiated by Engineer-Lieutenant Colonel Belo-
brodov in Red Star, January 27, 1961, which focused on the
subject of unified and similar service insignia for all
officers, technical as well as professional. In the many
letters to the editor and other forms of expression, the
engineer-officers overwhelmingly expressed the desire to
be treated as full-fledged officers and indicated the de-
sire to be placed in commanding positions. Marshal Bir-
iuzov entered the discussion on May 19, 1961, and stressed
the growing role of the technical officers in the Soviet
Army. The new emphasis on the technical officer's role
has been underlined in the customary reception of gradu-
ates of military academies in the Kremlin, where . .
Engineer-Colonel Samusenko was elected to speak in the
name of all graduates. See Red Star, March 3, April 19,
May 19, and June 9, 1961.

55Red Star, October 13, 1962,
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IV. COMMISSARS VS, TECHNOCRATS:
A CHALLENGE TO PARTY CONTROL

One of the fundamental characteristics of the Soviet
‘'military establishment is its unquestionable primary al;
legiance to a Party, the CPSU, rather than to the state
or government. Absolute control of the military (by means
of constant indoctrination, political controls, appointive

powers, etc.) is a sine qua non among the Party's consid-

erations, and any attempt to minimize or undermine such
control is viewed by the Party with the greatest alarm.

Such concern with the Party's dominant role in the armed
forces is expressed in such statements as the following:

The Communist Party, and its Leninist Central

Committee headed by Comrade N. S. Khrushchev,

unrelentingly and firmly maintain the line

for strengthening of the Party's influence in

the army and navy, and decisively repulse any

attempts to curtail the role of the Party's

leadership in the armed forces.

The Party's chief method for maintaining control in
the military is through the activities of the political
officers headed by the Main Political Administration (MPA).
It is therefore remarkable to discern a continuous and
vehement resistance against involvement in the usual
indoctrinational political activities by one group of
military people -~ the technocrats. One finds many re-
ports in the Soviet press of technical officers speaking
as follows: "I am a specialist. My job is to ensure

good condition and combat readiness of the equipment; the

0Red Star, February 20, 1963.
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education of soldiers and sergeants -- that's the job of

nd7

comnanders and political workers. "That's not our job.

Education -- that's the political worker's job. We are

n58

engineers. Our element is technology. This reluctance

of the technical officers, especially the younger ones, to
participate in Party work has earned them the dislike of
the political officers.
Marshal Biriuzov drew attention to this propensity
of the technical officers:
It is not a secret that among our military
engineers, especially among the young, one
often finds a desire to be appointed to such
positions where their duties would be concen-
trated on servicing military equipment. Having
obtained such a position they feel themselves

"free of ang involvement in the education of
personnel,'>? '

This "crawling into their technical shell”60 has

been strongly criticized by a number of leading military
and political personnel who oppose the notion that a

"military engineer is a 'pure' specialist who has little
time left, after attending to complex systems of contem-

61

porary weapons, to carry out other duties."

57Red Star, March 14, 1960.

58Cited by Colonel General N. Antonov in Kommunist
vooruzhennykh sil, No. 2, January 1961, p. 34.

59

Red Star, May 21, 1961.

OGeneral of the Army, I. Pliev, Kommunist vooruzhen-
nykh sil, No. 19, October 1962, p. 27. -

1Kommunist vooruzhennykh sil, No. 1, January 1962,
p- 72.
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Yet, despite the massive assault in the press and in
various speeches and publications, the military techno-
.crats continue to oppose various and constant attempts to
‘get them involved in full-time Party activities and polit-
ical work. While it is difficult. to gauge the success of
this opposition, their boldness is impressive. At times
too they receive the support of high-ranking officers.

While such political functionaries as General Epishev,
the head of MPA, categorically state that a Soviet offi-
cer "cannot be a narrow military specialist, but an organ-
izer and expert in the teaching and upbringing of sub-
ordinates,”62 other military leaders, while mouthing the
usual Party formulae with various shades of conviction
and intensity, stress the need to keep the technical offi-
cers unburdened of excessive political-indoctrinational
work.

The First Deputy Commander of the Soviet Strategic
Missile Forces, Colonel General V. Tolubko, recently
warned that:

The missile forces, more than in any other

force branch, make high demands on the officers'

specialized training.... Officers sometimes

complain that they never have the opportunity

to prepare adequately for their duties. 1In

the units where such difficulties occur, it

is necessary in the coming year to lighten

the officers' excessive load and do away with
the unnecessary waste of time, 63

62A. Epishev, ''Na strazhe mirorogo truda Sovetskogo
naroda,'" Politicheskoe samoobrazovane, January 1963, p. 21.

63Red Star, January 8, 1963.
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Malinovskii has also made it clear that while
political-indoctrinational work by officers is important,
it is not more important than is technical training for
political officers, who constantly meddle in, and control,
all activities in the military:

Thorough familiarization with science and

technology...applies equally to political

workers. If they do not sufficiently

know modern military equipment, then they

will not be able to conduct political-

educational work effectively among the
personnel.64

Red Star carried several unusually direct attacks on

the preferential treatment accorded the instruction and
instructors of political-indoctrinational subjects, while
criticizing the fact that professional, specialized edu-
cation and training is treated in a shoddy manner. And
Marshal Biriuzov, although asserting the need for polit-
ical involvement of technical officers, made it clear
that he would keep such involvement to a minimum, and
would do away with unnecessary functions:

Is it advisable to burden a specialist in

higher technical training with tasks that are

those of a sergeant...? It is necessary to

develop forms of personnel education that would

become an integral part in the daily service
activities of the engineers and technicians.®

64Red Star, October 25, 1962,

65Red Star, October 13, 1962; January 13, February
and March 20, 1963.

66Red Star, May 21, 1961.

3
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Major General D. Smilevets of Engineering-Technical
Services took issue with the excessive use of the mili-
tary's time on subjects other than military spééia}ization:

Is it not strange that at a time when military

technology is rapidly developing, institutes

cannot increase the number of hours needed for

the teaching of the specialized and technical

disciplines?67

While the political control organs are presumably
limited in their freedom to impose rules and regulations
on the vital and predominantly technical forces, such as
the strategic missile forces, PVO forces and submarine
navy, they have a freer hand in the other branches of the
armed forces,68 where many of the commanding personnel
are also either technical officers or officers who seek
to advance their technical expertise by attending various
educational courses. These officers seem to be following
in the footsteps of the technocrats in the strategic
forces by openly criticizing the political organ's inter-
ference with their duties and studies. A Lieutenant
Colonel Rybkin accused the political organs of making all

sorts of allowances to officers studying political subjects

67Red Star, October 13, 1962.

68That the MPA has limited access to the strategic
and non-conventional forces may be seen in a recent
schematic listing of the MPA's internal structure. The
listing distinguishes between (a) ''The Office of Party-
organizational and political organs affairs for the
ground forces,' and (b) '"'The Offices for guiding of
political organs of the various branches of the armed
forces." It would seem that the MPA has direct control
of Party-political activities in the ground forces while
having an indirect control over the others. See Na strazhe

~
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(""gave them three full days a month and three evenings a
week, during which they were freed from any service
duties'"), while officers who attempt to improve their
technical standards through correspondence courses 'have
not been given a single day for doing the home work as-
signed by the academy."69

Another officer, Naval Captain third class, V.
Sherel', pointedly remarked:

It is necessary to raise specialized training

to the level of political training. Indeed,

the organization of political training is

incomparably higher. What is the reason?/0

Sherel' asks why political education is given seven
hours a week and technical training only an hour and a
half. He also wants to know why it is that while classes
in political education are held on Thursday and Friday,
leaving the soldiers and officers adequate time for study,
classes in technical training are so arranged as to allow
only a night's study.

The technocrats' bold questioning of the Party and
the political control organs, especially during a
concerted campaign by the political organs to tighten
controls and to squelch military self-assertiveness,

underlines their special position in the Soviet armed

rodiny stroiashchei kommunizm (Guarding the Motherland
Which Is Building Communism), Voenizdat, Moscow, 1962,
p. 273.

69

Red Star, October 4, 1962.

7ORed Star, January 13, 1963



-39-

forces.7l While the non-technical officer views the
prospects of a civilian life outside the army with great
misgivings, the technically trained officer has no such
Yorries. Released from active service, he would most
likely be offered an excellent position in the civilian
‘economy where he’would make more money and enjoy more pro-
fessional freedom and prestige than in the military.
This option of a civilian career, combined with high
demands for his technical skills in the military, makes
him more self-assertive and less susceptible to coercion
by the political organs or by the Party organizations in
the military community than his non-technical fellow
officers. Consequently, although the Party worries
greatly about the technocrats' apolitical characteris-
tics,72 it presumably views the technocrats' relative

freedom from close political supervision as a lesser evil

7]'SJ'.rlce Epishev's appointment to head the MPA in
May 1962, the political organs in the military have been
following a policy of curtailing military authority,
prerogatives, and self-assertiveness, while at all times
intimidating the officers by veiled threats of demobili-
zation into the reserves or by exhorting the Party-
political organs in the military to grasp the initiative
in the units and make the commanders toe the line. It is
therefore remarkable that despite this official line of
intimidation the technical officers continue to criticize
and at times rather strongly oppose the Party's policy in
the military.

72The Party's concern with the technocrats' apoliti-
cism is reflected in a recent article published in the
main organ of the MPA:

Even in the area of military-technical sciences
attitudes toward one's tasks cannot be objective
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than the disruptive consequences of interfering with his

vital functions. However, the Party apparatchiki prob-

ably remember a similar situation in the Red Army in the
1930's, when in his rapid drive to modernize the armed
forces, Stalin granted the officers various prerogatives
and professional freedoms. The ensuing professional
self-assertiveness of the officer corps, whose members
frequently viewed the poorly educated political commis-
sars with contempt, led to an open breach between the
military and the Party and ended in the bloody purges of
1937. While the present Party elite is unwilling to
coerce and probably incapable of coercing the military

in a similar manner, it undoubtedly finds the technocrats'
rejection of political supervision and involvement a very

bitter medicine,

[i.e., non-engaged] and apolitical. No Soviet
military-technical specialist can close him-
self up in the circle of essentially techni-
cal problems...he cannot stand on the side of
political problems which disturb the country
and the armed forces, problems of communist
education of the personnel and the propaganda
of a communist world view,

Colonel V. Sergeev, Candidate of Philosophical Sciences,
Kommunist vooruzhennykh sil, No. 1, January 1963, p. 24.
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V. CONCLUSIONS

In the preceding pages we have briefly noted the
strains introduced into the Soviet military establishment
by radical changes in the technology and dynamics of war-
fare. Several conflicts of interest brought about by
technological changes in the military are essentially
new: conservatives vs. progressives, technocrats vs.
traditional commanders, and, technocrats vs. political
o}ficers. Others are older and continuing conflicts such
as those existing between the political officers and the
professional officers. What can we conclude from this
brief discussion of the various effects on the Soviet
military establishment of the extensive changes in the
art of warfare? What consequences, if any, may these
changes have on Soviet defense policy and the relations
between the Party and the military?

In very general terms, we in the West may view the
growing dominance of the technocratic and progressive
elements in the Soviet military with concern. Histori-
cally speaking, one may say that in most well established
military communities, traditionalists tend to be less
militarily adventuristic and more conservative than their
political leaders and the military followers of these
leaders, especially under a revolutionary and totalitar-
ian regirne.73 Military conservatism, though sometimes

regarded by the political leadership as a liability, is

73, .
Hitler once recalled, in reference to the conserva-
tism and caution of the German military:
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not likely to bring about a dangerous political and
military situation through radical departures from estab-
lished and time-sanctioned processes, views and circum-

stances.

The dominance of the progressive and technocratic
elements in the Soviet military is bound to grow despite
the spirited opposition of their opponents. Concessions
have recently been made to the strategic views of the con-
servatives, but they represent only a revision of the
Party's dogmatic stand on nuclear war strategy and not a
massive accommodation to conservative views. Some of them
may have also been partially motivated by the Party's tac-

tics in dealing with intra-military turbulence after the

Before I was head of the German Government 1
thought the German General Staff was like a
butcher's dog -- something to be held tight
by the collar because it threatened to attack
all and sundry. Since then, I have had to
recognize that the General Staff is anything
but that. It has consistently tried to impede
every action that I have thought necessary.

Cited in Samuel P. Huntington, The Soldier and the State,
Harvard University Press, Cambridge, Mass., 1957, p. 116.

741t ought to be stressed that 'conservatism' is used
here in its military rather than political application.
Recent experiences in some non-Communist countries in the
West have shown that when a situation occurs where con-
servative political views of ranking military leaders are
of such intensity that they affect their military thinking
and actions, the results are often rather extreme proposals
for military action, regardless of whether the officers are
"technocrats," "conservatives' or '"progressives." However,
the political and social contexts of these countries, char-
acterized by viable pluralistic interests and pressure
groups, are quite different from that of the Soviet Union,
where political decisions and their implementation are
firmly in the hands of the Party elite.
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Cuban missile crisis.7

At present, these changes in the Soviet military seem
to indicate the following trends:

; The Party's ruling elite may find it progressively
%more difficult to manipulate the officer corps in the old,
‘arbitrary manner through the frequent intensification of
controls via the political control organs. The techno-
crats' professional indispensability in the military and
the demand for their services in the civilian economy
give them an advantage vis-a-vis the political control
organs.

In the past, ranking technical officers were not as
a rule taken into the highest Party councils nor given
political roles. This may change in the future. Most of
the present members of the High Command, who are not
technical officers, are rapidly aging, and it is very
likely that their replacements will include ranking tech-
nical officers. ‘

The fact that an officer's career is losing some of
its prestige is causing major concern in military circles
and may lead the Party to grant certain broad concessions
in order to enhance its esteem in the eyes of the younger
generation. These trends may lead to a more professional,
more self-assertive and less politically committed officer
corps, which would tend to keep political ideology and its
custodians as far away from military thinking, processes
and authority as possible. That such developments may

lead to tension between the Party and the military is

75See the author's Conflicts in Soviet Party-Military
Relations.
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obvious. The tension is already in evidence, as may be
seen in the outburst of General Tolubko (who is second in
command of the strategic missile forces) when he firmly
refused to burden his personnel with any activities that
might interfere with their primary duties.76 Malinovskii's
warning the political organs to adapt their functions to
the new, more sophisticated officer corps is another

. . 77 ,
case 1in point. At the same time, we can see the

76See above, p. 36.

77In a Red Star article of October 25, 1962, Mali-
novskii criticized the political organs for too much
bossing around and for their lack of understanding of the
changes in the officer corps. He strongly rejected com-
plaints of the political organs who claim that 'objective
conditions'" of the new generation make work with them very
difficult. From Malinovskii's long rebuttal of the im-
plied complaints of the political organs, we may discern
what the political control officers meant under the label
"objective conditions'': the fact that younger, better
educated officers and soldiers don't like military life,
have little feeling of patriotism or respect for authority
and for Marxist-Leninist teachings.

Marshal Zakharov, the former Chief of the General
Staff also criticized the political organs in direct fash-
ion: '"Certain political workers maintain that it is not
their duty to become deeply and substantively involved with
military affairs, with the organization of, for example,
tactical and operational training, with such problems as
how new methods of warfare are being developed during mil-
itary exercises and training. This, they feel, is only the
duty of commanding personnel." Red Star, October 12, 1962.
| And the present Commander of the strategic missile
forces, Marshal Krylov, stated that some officers ''waste
lots of time while making a decision or when giving orders
because they feel it their duty to consult ahead of time
literally all their assistants [zamestiteli, this is an
obvious reference to the political officers, the zamesti-
teli' po politicheskoi chasti, or briefly zampolits] and
helpers, and to listen to their views and suggestions.'
Red Star, April 27, 1961.
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political functionaries' attempts to continue tight con-
trols as in the past, regardless of these changes in the
military.78 Consequently, barring the possibility of a
prolonged détente in which the role of the military re-
mains subordinate to other social priorities, the Soviet
officer corps, by combining the technocrats' functional
indispensability with the traditional virtues and sym-
bolism of the commander, will become a more professional-
and self-assertive group. As such it may severely curtail
attempts to interfere with its functions and may press
even more for modernization of the Soviet military estab-
lishment.

Of course, one may assert that all this is not likely
to happen to the officer corps on the simple grounds that
technocrats, being essentially apolitical, can be polit-
ically manipulated without too much difficulty, especially
if they are at the same time enjoying a considerable meas-
ure of professional freedom. While such a view is perhaps
generally correct, it fails to take into account certain
unique aspects of the Soviet state. The sole political
body in the Soviet Union, the Communist Party, maintains
political hegemony within the state, and any show of
institutional or professional independence is viewed by
the Party elite as a threat to its control. Behavior of
military leaders that is of little political significance
in well-established democracies in the West takes on a

much greater political significance in an authoritarian

78See the author's Conflicts in Soviet Party-Military
Relations, for details on the Party's attempts to tighten
political controls in the military in the past two years.
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society. Since the military represents a potential
challenger par excellence (it possesses weapons, it is
organizationally integrated, and it is an elitist institu-
‘tion), it evokes a disproportionate concern and reaction
in the Party whenever it seeks some form of emancipation
from too rigid control and supervision. When he felt
threatened by the military, Stalin could and did risk an
open break with the military that nearly resulted in the
destruction of his carefully developed armed forces.

Such an eventuality today is highly unlikely. The Soviet
Union is a major world power, its commitments are global,
and it is now involved in a dangerous and delicate power-
struggle with the West and with China. An open major
break with the military establishment could have very
dangerous repercussions for the Party -- external,
internal, and intra-bloc. These considerations would
force the Party to deal with the military establishment
with greater circumspection than in the past.

In the final analysis, the military's professional
autonomy will depend on the cohesiveness of the ruling
Party elite, on the general stability of internal Soviet
and intra-bloc politics, and on the intensity of the
Party's need of the military. In the past, when the
Party was weakened by internal dissent, by succession
crises or acute threats from outside, the military rose
to prominence, and the Party elite sought its good will.
After the crisis had passed, the Party leaders invariably
rescinded any concessions they had made. Today it is
not unlikely that in similar circumstances the military
might press harder toward institutional objectives and

a broader professional autonomy. In that event, the
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Soviet military establishment would become a formidable
adversary of the Party, seeking larger allocations at the
expense of nonmilitary priorities and demanding greater

freedom to shape its own doctrine, processes and values.
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