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A doctrine for the application of military power doer not inbere in the mere
possession of military power nor is there universality of accepiance or application of
such doctrine as doer exist. The maost elaborate conceptual framework for
considering the development and employment of military farce is that of the Soviet
Union. Our understanding of that framework permits our hetter understanding of
their objective-means nexus and that understanding is essential to consideration of

our otn objectives and means,

THE SOVIET CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR

THE APPLICATION OF MILITARY POWER*

Phillip A. Petersen

Soviet Militaty docttine constitutes
that element of political strategy that
concerns itself with those specific princi-
ples, methods, and forms of preparing
for and waging war,' While the Soviets
have made no secret of the continuing
theoretical elaboration of their military
doctrine, there is an apparent lack of
Western appreciation of the effect of
Soviet military doctrine and its compo-
nents upon practical problem solving. It
is hoped that the following exposition
will contribute to the eradication of this
liability by examining the integrated
nature of Soviet war planning.

Military Doctrine. Military doctrine
is a highly developed discipline in the
Soviet Union, and canstitutes a sophisti-
cated framework for the examination of

employment and weapon systems devel-
opment (see Figute 1). It is formulated
at the highest levels of Soviet political
and military leadership.? Military doc-
trine provides both the accepted view
on the nature of future conflicts, as well
as guidance for the military to follow in
preparing the armed fotces for war.3
Thus, military doctrine is an expression
of the political policy of the CPSU as
reflected in the military policy of the
Soviet Government or, as the Soviets
put it, a directive of political strategy. It
is distinguished from military science in
that doctrine is a unified system of views

*This article constitutes a continuation of
research thar produced an earlier article of the
same title coauthored with Bruce A. Wallace
which appeared in the August 1980 issue of

Quelidiedisy Usnierd iwgr GollbigaPjgitd feenmonsongsd, pp. 15-18.



Naval War College Review, Vol. 34 [1981], No. 3, Art. 3

SCALE OF SCALE OF
PLANNING FORMATION SOVIET WAR FLANHING
UMM TLIHMLL LTS, nD BOL AL
- cal &
WG N [DMMAND [ “’Iwc"'l [T
Wouf AT oF .
DRFEWE M ARY STERCE
r =T L T 1
EERENR, PRINCPES MLITARY P YLK 06 ¥ WLTARY TCHMCE, w-—_TAY
O WRLTARY SCakMCE AND WRLITARY MDAEDE T e 93 DREAm]LTION
WLITARY ART WA A5TORY WLEANT GEDGE Y
I
CIMERAL ST4fF Fird? ARWT ™
B COBMAM TLECT FLOTALY FTARTEEY
THEDRETICA, PRNRCILES APPES STRATIEY
PO ANMY -

OPCLRTEMAL ART

T—l_l

LD
WPERATEMAL ART

l_'_'——l-"“'_""l

COMImMEID ARM1
DPTRAATIOMAL BAT

FLEFT-MLOTRLA  DOFLEWL 005 That)

ol TICAL PRECIMLES
O SFFILANONAL ANT

COie  LATAL Elu ADROM
IOPTRATIORAL TASTICAL t

HAYES TRiOMEN OF
ML TmAL SKT

Crvisom
LMD LOWIN

D LOWER ThCE

f—l—__!

GEMFNAI TalTICE

BERVICE TAETED
i

BUAwiK TACTRS

Figure 1

and guide to action elaborated and
adopted by the stare, By military science
the Soviets mean “the aggregate of
diverse material and psychological
phenomena of armed combat being
studied and analyzed for the purpose of
elaborating practical recommendations
for the achievement of victory in war,”*
While military doctrine is based upon
military science, there may exist numer-
ous hypotheses in the system of theories
comprising military science that are not
selected as doctrine for practical applica-
tion and rthus do not acquire the
character of official state views on mili-
tary questions.’

The general rheory of Soviet military
science defines the interdependence and
joint subordination of the relatively
independenr branches and disciplines
within the military field. Classifying
military knowledge into various theo-
ries, the Soviets regard the theory of
military art as the most imporrant
element of military science.® Military art
is defined as that accepted body of
thinking on the actual employment of

tary art consists of strategy, operational
arr, and tactics, each of which represents
a2 whole field of scientific knowledge.”®
All three are, however, interrelated,
interdependent, and supplement each
other.? Among the three, strategy plays
the predominant role.

"Strategy is a division of military art
which investigates the principles of
preparing for, and waging, war as a
whole, and its campaigns.”'® In its
applied aspect, it is concerned with rhe
immediate preparation for war of the
countiry's territory and combar theaters,
specifically relating to rhe execution of
strategic attack, strategic defense, and
other types of military operations on a
strategic scale.’' "Strategic operations
are the basic means for achieving the
political goals of war.”"'2 As such, rheir
relationship to political policy "is con-
ditioned by the essence of war as a
continuation of the policies of classes
and governments by violenr means.”!?
Thus in "evaluating the strategic con-
tent of war, Soviet military strategy
believes that war is a complex system of

httpsfodggtlinosnmbauinwEbéutheoryvisfvinili4/isss/tnterrelated large simultaneous and
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successive strategic operations, includ-
ing operations in a continental theater
of military operations.”'¥ “Soviet mili-
tary scrategy is the same for all force
components, and its principles are the
general ones for the conduct of war as a
whole and for the conduct of strategic
operations with consideration of con-
crete circumstances in various theaters
of military operations.”!» Although each
operation has its own characteristic
scope, the general goal of each strategic
operation will be one of the partial
military-political goals of the war 18

Within rhe Sovier framewotk for the
application of milirary power, the
theory of milirary art is structured so as
to provide an operational guide for
conducring those activities that support
higher level requirements. Thus, "stem-
ming from strategic requirements, opera-
tional art determines methods of prepar-
ing for and conducting operations to
achieve straregic goals, and it gives rhe
inirial data for tactics.”'? In essence,
“operational art is rhe connecting link
between strategy and tacrics.”'® [t encom-
passes the problems of preparing and
conducting joinr and independent opera-
tions by operational-strategic, opera-
tional, and operational-tactical field
forces of the services of the Soviet
Armed Forces.'® As a determinant of
the methods of preparing for, and the
conduct of, operations to achieve stra-
tegic goals by major field forces, opera-
tional art is most often reflected in fromns
and army operations,??

Tactics concerns the refined laws and
principles of actual combat, most often
used in conjunction with the operations
by milirary forces at the division level
and lower.?t As such, "military tactics
occupies a subordinate posirion wirh
respect to operational art and strategy,
acting in their interests, and serving to
achieve the goals set for it by the
operational arr."2?

The conceptual framework creared by
the Soviet theory of military arr is

regardless of whether the weapons of
concern are primarily nuclear or non-
nuclear (either chemical or conven-
tional). This framework is evident in
the extensive body of written material
discussing both weapon systems and
force deployment. Thus combat activi-
ties are categorized as one of the
following: tacrical, operational, or stra-
tegic. These rerms, along with the terms
operational-tactical and operational-stra-
tegic,2? cover the full range of military
objectives or goals as well as are weapon
systems or means. Their use allows the
Soviets to be comparatively precise in
their discussions of force employment
in any conflict and may, in fact, have a
clarifying cognirive effect upon Soviet
decisionmakers. Even the concept of
surprise, considered to be one of the
major principles of Soviet military art,
consists of forms thar exemplify the
sophisrication of this Soviet framework.

The Conceptual Framework Ap-
plied. In order to understand how the
Soviet conceptional framework for the
application of military power is applied,
it is crucial to note how Soviet military
geography parallels Soviet military arr.
Milirary geography is that branch of
military science dealing with paolitical,
economic, natural and military condi-
tions in various countries and theaters
of military operarions from the view-
point of their effect on the preparation
for, and conduct of military operations.24
Military geography includes naval geog-
raphy as an independent discipline
within its boundaries.??

The broadest concept in military
geography seems to be that of the
theater of war (T.V.).

A T.V. does not have strictly

defined boundaries. Normally, it

embraces one continent with irs
contiguous water areas or one
ocean with its coasts, as well as the
islands and archipelagoes located
wirthin its confines. In connection

applicabdeuoNthe W ABAR S it @Smmons, Yith this, the concept of T.V. is
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sometimes used in the sense of the

theater of military operations

(TVD) ... .%

However, "“T.V.s can also be subdivided
into TVDs,"?7 While the Soviets recog-
nize the concept of a T.V. and admit chat
it was used in rhe army of Czarist
Russia, they now seem in favor of
limiting their own operational considera-
tions to TVDs.

A rheater of milirary operations may
be continents or oceans (seas). Although
there traditionally were six continenral
theaters of military operations, the
apparenr creation of a single command
for all of rhe Saviet Forces along rhe
Chinese border would suggest that the
Central Asian TVD has been merged
wirh the Far Eastern TVD. Thus, there
now appear to be five continental
rthearers of military operations: North-
western, Wesrern; Southwestetn (or
Balkan); Near Eastern; and Far
Eastern.?® (See Figure 2.) Of maritime
TVDs, there seem to be four: Arlantic
Ocean; Pacific Ocean; Indian Ocean; and
ArcticOcean.? This leaves four intercon-

FAR EASTERN TVD

tinental theaters of military operations:
North American; South American;
African; and Australian. "According to
their military-political and economic
importance, theaters of operations are
classified as main or secondary.”3°

As a rule, within each theater of
military operations there exists one or
more strategic directions.?* A srrategic
direction consists of a wide strip of land
or sea, and the airspace above it, leading
the armed forces of one warring parcy to
the other's most tmportant administra-
rive-political and industrial-economic
centers.?? Straregic directions involve
strategic operations, which are under-
taken by a combination of fronts, fleets,
or independent armies or flotillas.?s
Thus “a strategic sector usually permits
operations by many strategic formations
of various services."**

Strategic directions consist of one or
more operational directions. An opera-
tional direction is a zone of terrain,
water or airspace, and sometimes a
combination of these, within which
strategic formations conduct their
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operations.’® Within the context of the
TVD in which they lie, operational
directions may be internal or coastal.

The control of military forces in
given geographical areas involves issues
that are best resolved during peacerime.
The Soviet experience in World War II
indicated the value of working out
problems of strategic leadership befote
the outbreak of hostilities. They found
that under the conditions of modern
warfare "there developed a need for the
creation of a radically new and ade-
quately streamlined and flexible ot ganiza-
tion or organs of operational and
strategic leadership on a nation-wide
scale.”?6 All power in the country was
concentrated inasingle otgan, the State
Defense Committee, to supervise all
aspects of the war.*” Under the guidance
of this body and the Central Committee
Politburo, a Supreme High Command
(Stavka) served as the highest argan of
strategic leadership.’® Intermediate stra-
tegic level commands were used in
strategic sectors and theaters of military
operations when they were necessary or
useful.?® In their absence, deployed
elements of the Supreme High Com-
mand were used whenever such stra-
tegic level participation in the manage-
ment of the combat activities of strategic
formations was justified.10

The point that the Soviet Supreme
High Command would, in the contem-
porary period, find it difficult to exercise
the direction of military operations by
groups of strategic formations without
an intermediate echelon has been a
fundamental issue with V.G, Kulikov.*!
Kulikov's concern seems to have been
addressed in that Volume 7 of the Soviet
Military Encyclopedia stated, in 1979,
that the control of forces is becoming
more complex for organs of strategic
leadership, and requires greater flexi-
bitity.? In addition, he seems to suggest
that although in World War II High
Commands were created both for stra-
tegic directions and for theaters of

future war they would most likely be
created for TVDs 43

Matching Soviet military geography
to military art makes it possible to
identify the probable command-and-
control organization for a Soviet two-
front war against NATO and the
People’s Republic of China (PRC). (See
Figure 3) Within rhe European theater
of war, the only geographic areas
requiring the control of groups of
strategic formations would be in the
west and in the southwest. In the
northwest, the numbet of strategic
formations is probably small enough to
he controlled directly by the Supreme
High Command. In central Europe
there exists the likelihood that the
Group of Soviet Forces, Germany
(GSFG), the Northern Group of Forces
(NGF}), the Central Group of Forces
(CGP), and the satellite forces of Ger-
many, Czechoslovakia, and Poland
would constitute at least three fromis.
Three fronts and a fleet (Baltic Sea)
would undoubtedly constitute a force
that would be contained within the
boundaries of a strategic sector or a
theater of military operations. The same
logic can he applied in the southwest,
where operations against Turkey and
Greece would involve at least three
strategic formations in at least three
distinctive operational directions.
Kulikov's 1975 suggestion that High
Commands would probably not be
formed as commands of directions of
theaters of military operations would
tend to indicate that such Western and
Southwestern High Commands would
cover theaters of military operations
rather than strategic sectors. In addition,
the creation of High Commands would
provide a means to insulate the Soviet
decisionmaking process at the top and
divide any pressure non-Soviet Warsaw
Pact states might attempt to exert while
integrating Pact forces above the field
formation level. Allegedly, these “uni-
fied organs of milicary leadership on a

DEHKKEY b P REANWal ENSDigild Commogeabigion scale are already being
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established.”#t The historical precedent
for the establishment of a High Com-
mand at the TVD level in the Far East
was established during World War IL In
early 1979 the Western press reported
the establishment of just such an inter-
mediate level strategic command.®
Although it is possible to identify the
probable initial strategic level cornmand-
and-control organization for a Soviet
two-front war against NATO and che
PRC, it must be remembered that the
Soviet conceptual approach is extremely
flexible, At any point the Soviets deem
it necessary, additional High Com-
mands may be established at either the
straregic sector or theater of milirary
operations level. The Soviet conceptual
framework attempts to insure central
control, while insuring sufficient decen-
tralization to obtain the flexibiliry
required for timeliness of operations.
Soviet military thoughr leads ro a
view of warfare in which all problems
are linked in such a way as to require
that they be viewed in totality.
Unlike the one-sided foreign
military theories of the "aerial wat-
fare” or “tank warfare,” which over-
estimated rhe role of the individual
arms in the solution of strategic
problems, Soviet military strategy
firmly supporred ideas of the coord-
inated and massed utilization of all

the interest of defeating the enemy
and reaching ser objectives.*
From
Soviet military strategy developed
the theory of the operational depth,
which was based on the simulta-
neous neutralization by the arril-
lery and aviation of the enemy
defense over its entire depth, its
swift penetration and the develop-
ment of a tactical success into an
operational success by means of the
employment of powerful mobile
groups and airborne landings.#’
The formulation of the “deep operation
theory" led to the tactical concept of “all
arms” combac.‘® It was only natural,
therefore, that the strategic offensive
became the main and decisive form of
combar. ¥
Strategic offensives are those that can
lead to radical changes in the military-
political situation and the course of a
war.’® Such operations, which have a
potentially decisive effect upon the
outcome of a war, involve strategic goals
derermined by the Supreme High Com-
mand.*! The Supreme High Command
probably includes the CPSU General
Secrerary, the Minisrer of Defense, the
Chief of the General Staff, the First
Depury Ministers of Defense, and the
Commanders in Chief of each of the five
services. A Council of Defense would

https://digksneshfeprsesibranchemand atmsvins/isss/sserve to unify the military and civilian
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leadetship so as to insute centralized
political direction of the wart effore.*?
The conttibution of the General Staff,
serving as an executive agent for the
Supteme High Command, would be to
insure the development and execution
of a unified militaty strategy for the
operational commands,’?

When considering the weapon sys-
tems, ot “means’, to be employed to
obtain strategic objectives, it is impot-
tant to note the petceptual problems
that atise from military-geogtaphic
reality. While Ametican analysts of
Soviet military power tend to think in
terms of inteccontinental missile strikes
whenever the term “strategic” is used by
the Soviets, the fact thar a “Euro-
strategic’ nuclear exchange in Europe
would leave the United States unscathed
has led the Soviets to view the military
balance diffetently. It follows, thetefore,
that Soviet planning for weapons
systems application would reflect this
difference. Thus, while the Soviets could
be expected to allocate MRBMs and
IRBMs to contiguous milirary theaters
of operations as would exist in a
NATO/Warsaw Pact conflict in Europe,
the Soviets might also employ {CBMs
and SL.BMs against European targets of
strategic impottance, even though some
of these targets might be within the
operational range of front-based
weapon sysems.

The tetms operational and tactical
are used in reference to objectives and
weapon systems that fall under the
direct control and responsibility of
Soviet front or lower level commanders.
Operational weapons would consist of
those systems, such as Scxd missiles,
clearly not ractical like the compara-
tively short-range Frog systems, artil-
lery, and rocket launchers.

The terms operational-strategic and
operational-tactical serve as the links
between the three divisions of military
art. They are, as are the three forms of
operational art, applicable both in terms

objectives and weapon systems. Thus, as
with a front whose objectives move
beyond opetational to operational-stra-
tegic, front or army operational scale
objectives may be undertaken by a corps,
which is an opetational-tactical forma-
tion not widely found in Sovier peace-
time fotces atganization.’ The value of
these terms was only teinforced by the
extension of the range and destructive
power of new weapons that made all
command levels mote capable of solv-
ing problems of gteater scale and
significance. Lssentially then, the terms
operational-tactical and operational-stra-
tegic simply extend the functional value
of the rtheory of military ace in the
practical problem solving thar receives
its guidance from militaty doccrine,
which is based upon the theotetical data
of militaty science.”

As can be seen, thete exists a funda-
mental intecrelationship and interdepen-
dence of military science and military
doctrine.

During the coutse of the evolution

of watfare, new conditions and

factors of armed combat emetge
and acquite full force, as a resulr of
which the old militaty doctrine lags
behind pracrice and it is necessaty
to teplace it with a new one. The
duty of science is to pave the way
for practice and to foresee the

course of events 36

Military doctrine also interacts with
srrategy in that “rhe rtheoretical argu-
ments of strategy influence military
doctrine and its scientific evolution. At
the same time, strategy implements
doctrine directly, and is its instrument
in the elaboration of war plans and the
preparation of the country for war.”*

Military Organizational Develop-
ment. "At each historical stage, various
states (coalitions of srates) developed
military strategy in accordance with
their policies, their economic capabil-
ities, and the features of rheir military-

ob grapaizatignal fansrebirs. Mg FmmALogEaphic positian.”** According o
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the Soviets, the present historical period
is no exception.
The availability of a tremendous
nuclear missile potential by the
Soviet Union and the United States
has had a great influence on
changing the views relative to the
possible character of a war between
the two coalitions. There is too
great a risk to the destruction of
one's own government, and the
responsibility to humanicy for the
fatal consequences of nuclear war is
too heavy for an aggressor to make
an easy decision on the immediare
employment of nuclear weapons
from the very beginning of a war
without having used all other
means for the attainment of its
objecrives>?
Thus, for the Soviers, " . . . the possi-
bility is not excluded of wars occutring
with the use of conventional weapons,
as well as the limited use of nuclear
means in one or several theaters of
military operations, or of a relatively
protracted nucleat war with the use of
capabilities of all types of armed
forces,”%0
Having recognized the difficulty of
preventing a theater nuclear conflict
from escalating to an intercontinental
exchange, the Soviets have attempred to
tailor cheir forces and planning so that
they can fight without nuclear weapons.
Although the Soviets credit a Soviet-
American correlation of nuclear forces
with the development of new strategic
views in the West,5! they remain
convinced that " ... any variant of
attack does not exclude destructive
retaliatory operations of the other side.
Therefore, in any conditions, measures
must be taken which would exclude such
an atcack.”62
Placing the "deep operational theory”
of the strategic offensive into operacion
in the contemporary period would
require the infliction of strikes against
the entire depth of a theater of military

of deep strategic attacks became possible
only with the appearance of modern
long-range means,”® the appearance of
special-purpose aircraft (bomber,
attack, fighter, etc.) helped make pos-
sible the theoretical development of the
principal conditions of deep combat.
Along with the Strategic Rocket Forces
and the bombers of Long Range Avia-
tion, "' . . . operational-tactical missiles
and front aviation can also be widely
used for inflicting deep attacks in a
theater of military operations.”® In
order to free Front Aviation to partici-
pate in deep attacks in a theater of
military operarions, helicopters would
have to assume much of the responsi-
bility for aerial fite support of the
ground forces, The recent resurrection
of the term “army aviation” could
suggest that the Soviers have found a
solution to the contradictions involved
in conducting massed strikes in support
of TVD objectives while at the same
rime providing direct air support to the
Ground Forces. Because descruction of
NATO nuclear and aviation rescurces is
the principal objective of Fronral Avia-
tion, an army-level aviation force could
provide the direct air support required
for rhe advance of ranks and mororized
infantry.6

Such an event as the re-creation of an
aviation force operationally subordi-
nated to the army commander not only
makes sense with regard to the fire-
support helicopter regiments, but also
makes it possible to speculate on the
ground-support fighter that Clarence A.
Robinson, Jr., conjectured abour in the
26 March 1979 issue of Aviation Week
& Space Technology.s? Should such an
atrack aircrafe similar in design to the
Northrop A-9 (the losing competitor of
the Fairchild A-10) be brought into the
Soviet aircraft inventory, it might be
assigned to army aviation. Cerrainly a
slower-flying or Vertical/Short Take
Offand Landing (VSTOL) aircraft could
probably be argued for as the price of

https: PPgrari@nsSondlshoughy nthecinflictionisss/s ‘giving-up” Frontal Aviation assets
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during the conduct of deep rheater
attacks. With helicopters and any exist-
ing attack (ground support) aircraft
providing the requisite air fire support
of the ground forces, aviation assers in
the front can be allocated to support an
air operation in which “"shock action” is
obtained through use of bombers held in
reserve by the Supreme High Com-
mand.¢® In addition, the air defense
mission of aviation of the front could be
supplemented by subordinating APVO
fighter-interceptors to the fromt com-
mander.®® (See Figure 4)

Whatever the evolving operational
requirement for success, whether
nuclear or nonnuclear, Soviet Forces can
be expected to be tailored in an attempt
to meet the perceived need. As the
present historical period continues to
evolve, Soviet doctrine will continue to
evolve, and force strucrure will be
shaped to reflect the operational con-
cepts that flow from this effort at
adaptation. Thus, as long as military
science correctly reflects the evolution
of military affairs, and the technological
and industrial base can support the

continue to serve as a practical guide to
action.

Conclusion. While the Soviets have
long recognized the political need for
military power, its political value has
been maximized by their conceptual
framework for the use of military
power. In developing a framework that
allows for the application of a range of
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means to a range of objectives, the
Soviers have insritutionalized flexibility
in force use. Should war come, whether
nuclear or nonnuclear, the Soviets have
conceptually structured their military
planning in such a way as to better
enable them 1o seek victory at the lowest
possible cost. In doing so, Soviec leaders
have made military power appear mote
usable, which can only enhance irs

deterrent value, Thus, although the
Soviers remain convinced that true
deterrence can only come from the
possession of military forces sufficient
to win if war occurs, they have, despite
the predominant role of nuclear
weapons in contemporary warfare, ex-
tended che functional value of military
force rhrough the continuing theoretical
elaboration of their military doctrine.
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