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OVERVIEW OF SOVIET STRATEGY

Hypothesizing on the intentions of the Soviet Union can be an interesting mental
exercise but, if taken toco sericusly, could be fatal, Given the conflict mentality of
the Leninist ideology, knowing the more recent improvements in Soviet military
capabilities and emphasis on military research and development, and witnessing
Moscow’s action in Czechoslovakia, the United States can best deal with the U.8.5.R.
from a position of relative strength.

A speech given to Lhe
Proceedings of the
Navy Leaguc Seminar
on Soviet Seapower at New York
by
Mr, Frank R. Barnett

Perhaps Lthe mosl importanl change
in the overall  equalion ol Soviel
strategy  thal has taken place 15 the
resull  of apparenl  improvement in
Soviel mililiry capabilities over the pasl
5 years. Thus, while Moscow’s slralegy
in the past has been largely delense—
cxeepl in lerms ol propaganda, subver.
sion, and polilical warlare—it is likely
that her newly acquired global mobility
may lempl her lo engage in some
overscas mililary advenlures, 1 would
anlicipale, unhappily, thalt we are going
Lo have more problems with the Soviets
in the seventics than we did with them
in the [iftics and sixlics,

I think it is quite onlikely that the
Soviets have any master blueprint, Some
people have alleged that one exists, |
know of no cvidence that such a master

blueprint exists or that they have any
rigid timetables, The Soviel ¢lite tend Lo
be palient opportunists a8 well as
idcologists.

Whal | am going Lo say loday repre-
senls my wiew ol probable Sovicl
stralegy  thal can be gleaned from
analyzing Soviel delense budgels, Irom
reading Russian military journals, and
from swdying Lhe speeches of major
parly leaders, 1 would warn you, how-
ever, thal statesmen and diplomalts, par-
ticularly Communist diplomals, do nol
necessarily  say in public whal they
mean in privale,

In my opinion the main lines of
conlemporary Soviel stralegy are these:

® To continue with her policy lo
discredil and isolate the United States,
particularly to divide her from her
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NAT( allics, and eventually Lo foree the
United Stales off ihe Conlinenl ol
LBurope by diplomatic means, il pos-
sible.

® Sccondly, in the world environ-
ment, o break the capilalist encirele-
ment, which always looms large in the
minds of the heirs of Lenin, They saw
Molther Russia as an cmbattled fortress,
surrounded by the greal capitalist
powers with their world empires, They
now feel that they have broken capi-
Lalist encirclement and are, in facl, in
the process ol encireling the encircler,
They pride themselves in their military
journals on now having e power lo
contain andfor surround and inhibit the
Weslern Powers, parlicularly the United
States,

® Thirdly, they are certainly seeking
lo promote Lhe stralegy ol peaceful
coexistenee, It should be noted that
“peaceful coexistence™ does not mean,
to the Sovicls, whal il means to lhe
Western World. To us “peacelul co-
exislence” obviously means “live and let
live, and, if worsl comes to worsl, we
will cach gel a lawyer and go to courl
and seltle it.” T'o the Leninist “peaceful
coexistence” means conflicl shorl of a
nuclear exchange, but conflicl by all
other possible means: ideological, politi-
cal, diplomatic, propaganda, in ierms ol
practical politics and what have you;
and, incidentally, a confliet that may
benefit from the presenee of powerful
Sovicl nuclear forces which, although
they may nol be used, are slanding
there in the background as polential
nuelear blackmail,

¢ And finally, of course, they con-
linue Lo wage all forms of that particu-
lar Leninist specially of theirs—non-
military warfare, and | will come to that
subject a fittle laler in this talk,

Now this thesis is not aceepled by
many students of Kremlinology, T'here
are people in the United Stales, perhaps
even more in Burope, who profess to see
Brezhnev, Podgorny, Suslov, the other
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men who are trying o lead a reformed
middle-class  Russia  away [rom the
dogma of Lenin, L wish thal the evi-
denee would bear that oul, 1 do not
think it does. | think the evidence shows
o the contrary that, however the cast
of characlers may change in Moscow,
the seriptwriter remains the same. The
name ol the seriptwriler is Lenin, Lenin,
who died in 1924, still permeates the
thinking, the speeches, Lthe writings of
all of the Soviel clite, both political and
military. Incidentally, as mosl ol you
know, laslt year was the 100th anniver-
sary of Lenin’s birth, That eventl was
celebrated  all over the Communist
world as a semireligious evenl,

So I would argue that Russia is really
a far more serious Lhreat 1o the United
States today in a period ol so-called
détenle or peacelul coexistence than she
was under Stalin, when everybody knew
that the cold war was [or real. [ base
this position on the Soviels® most recent
achievemenl, thal of gaining at least
nuclear parity with the United States
and, in some areas, nuelear superiority,
In a moment [ will give you some
stalisties Lhal will bear this oult.

Slalin’s Russia was in some ways a
primitive and underdeveloped country.
It had lacge land armics bul had no
naval capabilily, virtually no air foree,
and  hat  really—until  afler  Stalin’s
death—no  missile  delivery  systems,
Therelore its eapacily Lo project its
military lroublemaking power was con-
lined to Lurope, bul now the picture
has changed.

[ seems to me that it is more
practical o deduce a nalion’s inlenlions
and strategies by looking al the profile
ol its defense budgels than by listening
lo the words ol its diplomats, I one
looks al Lhe Soviel defense budget, one
sces [irst ol all that they are spending
more than we are on stralegic weaponry
and rescarch and development ol ad-
vanced weapons, Our defense budgel,
Lotally, has been greater than the Soviel
Union’s only because we have been
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spending so mnch in Vielnam on con-
venlional war,

1t has become apparent in this age of
eonlinning technological revolnlion that
the corporation or nation which is
spending a greal deal more Lhan ils
adversarics on advanced rescarch and
development s likely to forge ahead. By
simply reading military journals ane can
scc Lhat lascrs which can pierce the scas
to reveal the presence ol snbmarines
may be just aronnd the corner, and
spacc platforms that can inspecl or
disarm orhiling satcllitcs may be within
rcach. Geophysical warfare, ilsclf, may
be over the horizon; Lhe cybernetic
battleficld is now thinkable, 1 say again,
any nation which is intensively allo-
cating large resources Lo advanced
weapon  systems  while its adversary
stands on a plateau—talking about a
délente—that nation is nol Lo be laken
lightly, and 1 refer Lo the Soviel Union,

Why? 1 think there is a psychological
reason Lhal many Americans do nol
tnlly understand, We value such con-
cepls as stability or equality or parity.
We live in a pluralistic socicty of give
and take and compromise, All of these
concepts arc alien to a Leninist men-
tality., To a leninisl, there is uo such
Lthiug as slability, therc can only be a
clagh that resulls in vielory for one side,
and then that victory in turn, through
the process of the dialectie, meels with
another clash, So when you talk about
stability and parity Lo a Communist,
you are using words that have very little
relevanee to his whole value system and
way of thinking. Human life, lo a
Leninist, progresses through conflict—
through the annihilation of an old sys-
tem and then more conllict onto a
higher level of devclopment, The Rins-
slans simply are not geared loward
achicving stability or parity, It would
appear that former Seerctary of Defense
McNamara's theory thal we rest on our
oars and allow the Soviet Union lo
caltch up with us in the lield of strategic

peychological confidence to laper off,
simply cannot withstand rigorous in-
speelion of Lhese facts,

The Soviels have matched us in
eerlain calegorics ol stralegic weapons
and are moving ahead, They conlinue Lo
deploy their 1CBM’s, some of which
have very much larger megalon war-
heads than ours do, with greal speed.

1 wanl lo give yon some facts and
stalistics which are published annnally
by the Institule of Strategic Studics in
London. Those ol you who are scrious
studentls of defense and international
securily matlers would be well advised
to spend the $2.50 for Lhis annual
pnblication. 1t is very highly regarded.
The Institnte iz a civilian organization,
yel its cstimales of comparative military
strengths are generally regarded as so
acenrate that many copics arc parchased
by our own Peutagon, by the British
Ministry of Defense, and the other
NATQ ministrics,

As long ago as 1968, the Inslitnle for
Strategic Studics prelaced its annual
report with Lhese words:

During the year 1968 the Soviet
Union achicved numerical
equality in inlercontinenlal mis-
giles, which as latc as 1965 Seere-
tary McNamara had rated as im-
probable. The Sovict Union musl
now be treated as a [ull equal in
terms of strategic power and of
her ability to control conllict in
the developing world.

We haye heard muoeh aboul the
Soviet’s new ability, through their navy,
lo extend limited war capability to
olher parts of the world instead of heing
confined te the Lurasian heartland.
Ilerc arc some slatistics from last year’s
{1970) Balance of Military Power by the
Institute for Strategic Studies, Bear in
mind as we talk about these delense
expenditures, defense items, that the
United States has rougbly twice the

b > (e ati L the Sovie
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Union, We have very close 1o a trillion
dollars GNP; the Soviel Union has very
close to 500 hillions. We have twice the
GNP, and yet the Soviet Union has been
outspending us in the field ol strategic
weaponty. ne may seriously quesbion
the prudence of such a policy ou the
part ol the United States.

The United States now has 1,054
intercontinental ballistic missiles, while
the Sovicl Union has 1,300, 240 of
whieh are 55-9’s which earry a 20- Lo
256-melagon warhead. By comparison,
mosl ol our interconlinental ballistic
missiles carcy a  l-megaton  warhead.
Some of our armchair stralegisls say
that a I-megaton warhead is surcely big
enough to do the job, so why worry
aboul the overkill capability of a Soviet
warhead thal is 20 times Lhe size of an
American warhead,

Military stralegists will Lell you that
there is a greal dilference il one s
concerned about Irying Lo develop a
lirst-strike eapability. There s no ques-
tion that a l-megaton warhead will
wreitk learlul havoe on any open city,
However, if someone 18 interested in
striking first and trying initially 1o
devasiale his adversary’s deterrent force
—a deterrent force in hardened missile
gpilos—Lhen even Lhe shorl-range crror ol
a l-megaton warhead may not destroy
weapons in hard emplacements, Since
our opponent  has deployed a 20
megaton warhead in his 55-9 missile,
there is good reason that we are fuced
with a potential (irsl-strike, eounler-
foree weapon, What | am saying is that
the Soviels are now in the process,
through their 85-9’, of Duilding not a
deterrent foree, but a flirst-strike weap-
on capable of disarming our own loree.

In the field of intermediate- and
medivm-range  missiles,  which  the
United Stales no longer employs, the
Soviels have 100 and 600, respeetively.
These are in Eastern Furope and West-
ern Russia, zeroed in on NATO Largets,
We still have an advantage al sca wilh

50 missiles  on l'é)l'lris submarin
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against some 400 Soviel  submarine-
based  wmissiles, Aud v long-range
hombers we onlnumber them by 500 Lo
144),

These stalistics, il seems Lo me, have
Lo be looked at in terms of history and
comparalive trends. In 1964 the United
States had o 4 1o 1 advanlage in
ICBM’s—a 4 to | advantage 7 years ago,
834 1o 200 for the U581, In 1967 we
still had a 2% w0 | advanlage, 1,054 1o
400, llowever, the Uniled Slales has
remained al the level of 1,054 ICBM’s
for the last 4 years, We have maintained
ourselves at  thalt platcan of missile
deployment, and in that same period
the Soviels have inercased their 1CBM
stockpile from 4060 1o 1,300,

I think it is important to ask why.
Why, {rom a base of GNI' thal is only
hall that ol ours are the Soviel com-
missars and space marshals continuing
Lo squeere Wieir people to build that
level of weaponry®

Also, since 1907 we have maintained
the same number of missiles in our
Polaris flcet (056), and during that
4-year period Lhe Soviels have inercased
their submarine-launched missiles from
130 1o 400, So even in a lield in which
we slill have an advanlage, they are
rapidly trying to catch up.

When one looks al nir delense, one
sees also a bleak picture, 1L Lthe Sovict
Union were planning a first strike, using
their very heavy 55-9 weapons against
our Minutemen and using Lheir Yankee
submarines close off our coast lo catch
our SAC bombers on the ground, then
they would still have to cope wilth our
Polaris missiles. Their only chance ol
doing thal, presumably, would be with
an adequate ABM sysiem and/or fighter
inlerceplors wilh air-lo-air missiles,

In the US5HK, the Air Delense
Command is a separale command, en-
joying great prestige and ils own au-
Lonomy, with anliaireralt artillery, anti-
Lallistic  missiles, and [ighter inter-
ceplors. The Air Delfense Command of
the Soviet Union has a Lotal personnel
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of 500,000 men, compared with
roughly 85,000 who arc in the Air
Force and Army Air Delense Come-
mands ol Lhe United States. While this
does nol tell the whole story, the
investment in 500,000 men as opposed
to 85,000 men at leasl gives you some
nolion of who thinks air defense, anti-
ballistic missile defense, might actually
he feasible. There are some 67 Galosh
ABM launchers deployed around Mos-
cow, They have a range ol slightly over
200 miles and a warhcad in the megaton
range, which would be suitable obvi-
ously only for interceplion in Lhe outer
almosphere. T do nol think anyone
really feels that the Soviel ABM is yel
that cffeclive. Yel what counts in Lech-
nology is initiating the rescarch, work-
ing on ouc gencralion ol weapons,
keeping your scientific teams logelher
and beginning work on the next geucera-
tion.

The Soviets have always—perhaps
owing Lo their experience of being
invaded by Napoleon aud Hitler—
thought very scriously aboul delense.
Whereas in the past that delense was
through trading vasl arcas ol spacc for
time, invoking the aid of “General
Winter,” today Sovict military people
are thinking very seriously ol delense.
They do not discount the possibility
that there can he breakthroughs in the
ficld ol an antiballistic missile system
that really will make for a workable and
elfcetive syslem.

Turning now to Lurope, NATO has
historically been our blue-chip alliance,
the great alliance of the Weslern democe-
racics, with all their cconomic and
technical and professional skills, Russia
keeps eontinuing diplomatic and politi-
cal pressure on NATO, | am sorry to say
that alter several Wips Lo NATO theaters
in the past year, I came away with the
ralher melancholy conclusion Lthat many
of our European allies, despite their
alllucrce, do nol have the will to pay
for adequale delense, We are certainly

European countrics are doing theirs, hut
as Furope hecomes more and more
allluent there is less and less desive
among our allics to rwaintain NATO as a
really efleelive instrument.

Russian power has moved [orward
into Central Europe through the in-
vasion of Czechoslovakia, where the
Russians still maintain highly equipped,
modern divisions, When Soviel armor
pushed into Prague in August of 1968,
even those Western intellecluals who
had heen husy huilding bridges of
friendship Lo Moscow were lemporarily
aslonished hy whal seemed Lo he a
return Lo nco-Slalinist foreign policy.
All the lessons ol Czechoslovakia have
been forgollen and have been swepl
once more under the rug of délente
polities. This treud is embedied in whal
the Germans called “ostpolitik,” the
opening in lhe Rast, Lhe negotiating
with the Soviet Union, which for Lhe
most parl will have the end result of
sending Weslern  technology  to  Lhe
U.S.5.R. [t seems to me that 6 months
is about as long as the West can remem-
ber Soviel duplicity or Sovicet atrocilies.
It almost appears that we really need a
small nation liquidated about cevery 0
months iu order to keep the threshold
of our eonsciousness at a level needed 1o
continually perecive the real meaning of
Lenin’s policies.

Here arc Lhe lessons that 1 think
should have heen derived from Ceccho-
slovakia and which are still valid:

® The Russians care absolutely
nothing about world opinion when their
own vital inlerests are at stake. The
commissars certainly caleulaled that
temporarily lhey would be crilicized {or
invading Czechoslovakia, bul only tem-
porarily. Therelore, those people who
would restrain the Soviels with the
alleged pressures ol world opinion or
internalional law as opposed lo Llhe
American deterrent, [ think, have the
burden of prool on their shoulders.

o In 1945, az a young inlanlry

Pubf 9y WE NS e MG o tortiibns, 1 §91dier, the author had the somewhat
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dubious pleasure of meeting the Red
Ariny at the Elbe River in Germany. I
noted that the 58 Ukrainian guards who
marched acorss that river and into Leip-
zig were using the same sort of horse-
drawn equipment that had been used by
the armics of Genghis Khan centuries
before. 1 suppose that this image of the
logistic capabilities of the Red Army
stuyed in my mind through the decades.
What is more surprising is that ap-
parently it stayed in the minds of some
NATO intelligence officers because
almost everybody was astonished by the
sheer military efficiency employed by
the Russians in the invasion of Czecho-
slovakia, The airdrop was very good,
and the coordination of infantry and
armor was excellent. It was well done, it
was up to the highest standard of the
Command and General Staff College at
Fort Leavenworth. No one ought lo
underestimate the sheer military skill of
the modernized Red Army, which is
very good. I regret 1o tell you that in
many instances in the NATO theaters
not only are we outnumbered, but we
have equipment which is obsolete com-
pared to the Soviets and the Warsaw
Pact powers,

® The last lesson, the one I believe is
most important of all—in terms of look-
ing al strategy—is that in the 2 weeks
that preceded the Russian invasion of
Czechoslovakia the world was aston-
ished by the spectacle of the whole
Soviet Politburo moving by train down
to the Czech border, there to negotiate
with Dubcek and his colleagues. A lot of
people said, “Isn’t this a wonderful
example of a great power that is willing
to humble itsclf, not to demand that the
Czechs should come to Moscow but
going hat in hand to try to negotiate
peace.” As the Soviet Polithuro negoti-
ated peuce, the Soviet marshals were
putting their finishing touch on the
surprise invasion because, of course,
that sort of military invasion has to be
plarmed months in advance.

e I cannot ¢t the futur
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better than you, I shall leave you with
the question: Do you think that the
Soviet Union, which in the case of
Czechoslovakia was willing to betray a
small Communist ally with a military
stab in the back—do you think the same
Soviet Union would treat the Anglo-
Saxon Racquet Club with more cour-
tesy and consideration if Soviet scicnce
should leapfrog us in advanced weap-
onry, get ahcad of us on the sea or
under the sea, or develop a really
effective antimissile system which could
counteract our deterrents?

I, for one, would not like to have
history pose that question, and there-
fore I think it is absolutely imperative
that we maintain the shield of American
military strength.

BIOGRAPHIC SUMMARY

Mr. Frank R. Bar-
| nett did his under-
graduate work at
Wabash College and as
| a Rhodes scholar
" earned a master’s de-
gree from Merton Col-
lege, Oxford Univer-
A\_’ sity. While on active
il duty with the U.S.
Army he received training in the Russian
language and history and has done graduate
work in English at the University of California
at Berkeley, in geopolitics and military gov-
ermnment at Zurich University; and he eamed
an LL.D. from the University of South
Carolina. Mr. Barnett has been active as a
foundation executive and in Government in
the promotion of U.S. national sccurity pro-
grams. From 1955 to 1962 he served as
Director of Research and Vice President of
The Richardson Foundation of Greensboro,
N.C., and New York City; and from 1962 to
1967 he served as the Program Manager for
the Committee on Education of the American
Bar Association. His publications include co-
editor of Peace and Wer in the Modern Age
(Doubleday) and contributor to American
Strategy for the Nuclear .1ge (Doubleday) and
National Strategy in an Age of Revolutions
(Praeger). Mr. Barnett is President of the
Nalional Strategy Information Center, Inc.,
New York City.




	Naval War College Review
	1971

	Overview of Soviet Strategy
	Frank R. Barnett
	Recommended Citation


	tmp.1529590413.pdf.T6tgz

