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Preface

We will always remember the images of August 19-21, 1991 — Russian Republic
President Boris Yeltsin atop a tank during the first hours of the Soviet coup declaring
his defiance of the putsch, thousands of Moscow’s citizens forming lines against the
tanks that threatened to move against the Russian Parliament, and Soviet President
Gorbachev returning to Moscow as the coup failed. But above all else, we will
remember the triumph of democracy over the coup plotters, the statues of Lenin being
pulled to the ground, and the streets filled with people celebrating the prospect of
self-government. These events reflected what the world had witnessed in Prague, East
Berlin, and other East European cities in 1989 and 1990 — the rejection of communism
and the success of those seeking liberty.

It is difficult to escape a feeling of euphoria over these events and the collapse of
the repressive institutions that controlled Soviet life for over 70 years. There are now
many new opportunities for democratic growth in the former Soviet Union. However,
even though the coup failed, many underlying political, interethnic, and economic
problems remain. This enormously complex society stretches across 11 time zones,
comprises over a hundred different ethnic groups, and has a population of 275 million.
It has long suffered under an incompetent political system and endured the hardships
and distortions of a centrally planned economy. Neither economic reforms to move this
society toward a market system, nor political reform to establish effective institutions
answerable to the people, will come about overnight.

Following the remarkable events of mid-August and the continuing unpredictable
nature of every aspect of life in Russia and the other republics, we decided not to publish
Soviet Military Power this year. That document gave readers a detailed discussion of
current trends in the Soviet military, including the political and economic context in
which Soviet forces operated. Because of the profound uncertainty on so many matters
that have a direct impact on military and national security questions, we have purposely
not discussed a variety of issues that would have been included in a 1991 edition of
Soviet Military Power.

Instead, Military Forces in Transition concentrates on the bare-bones facts of that
country’s armed forces. It is a snapshot of those capabilities in August 1991, with
post-coup updates where we can provide them. We believe that the report provides as
much information as possible, information certain to be the subject of policy debate.
This detail can be valuable to both American and Soviet citizens, as well as to interested
readers around the world. We have accordingly made a number of observations about
how Soviet central authorities and the republics are laying the groundwork for reshap-
ing military responsibilities in the aftermath of the coup.

The importance of such a document was brought home to me during my first official
visit to the Soviet Union as Secretary of Defense in October 1990. I met with two
committees of the USSR Supreme Soviet dealing with defense and international issues.
The session itself was unprecedented. After I made a brief statement, we had a vigorous
discussion about a wide range of military and security matters. I was surprised at the
candor and openness of this discussion, given the past history of US-Soviet relations.
I was even more surprised when a member of one committee rose to make a point and
held up a document in support of his argument — the 1990 edition of Soviet Military
Power. Another committee member told me that this document was the only reliable
source on military procurement and spending practices in his own country. The
committee members were particularly anxious to know about their government’s
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investment in nuclear weapons, an area that is covered
in this report.

The Soviet empire was put together by conquest and
held together by the coercive power of the Communist
Party, Committee for State Security (KGB), and mili-
tary. Since the failed coup, each of these institutions has
been thrown into considerable disarray. One, the Com-
munist Party, has been suspended or severely restricted.
It should not surprise us, then, that the union itself is
weakened and its future in doubt. Even the very name
of the country is likely to be changed.

What happens during this transition period in Soviet
history will have a major impact on US policy. Thisis a
period of great uncertainty for both the former Soviet
Union and the West. The former USSR remains a nu-
clear superpower in the midst of a revolution — a
situation without parallel in history. The continuing
existence of enormous military capabilities in a state
which is in the throes of a revolution — and the accom-
panying potential for violence and chaos — presents a
new kind of security challenge for the United States and
its allies. The use of force to settle longstanding ethnic,
territorial, and economic disputes is already evident in
some republics. If such conflicts were to spread, if large
numbers of refugees were to flee across borders, or if
the confrontations were to involve the threat or use of
weapons of mass destruction, local conflicts could
quickly escalate to a global crisis.

Probably the only point upon which there is any
agreement is that we simply do not know what the future
has in store for the former Soviet Union. Still, there are
five basic questions that define the nature of the crisis
through which the former Soviet Union is going. How
each is answered will determine what degree the former
Soviet Union will need to be treated as a serious security
challenge in the future.

First is the question of union itself. President Gor-
bachev and others are taking vigorous steps to salvage
the union, and some republic leaders are working hard
to produce a “common economic space.” However,
there are also powerful social and political forces at
work pulling the former Soviet Union apart. The three

Baltic states, seized by Stalin as part of a deal with

Hitler, have regained their independence, and the other
republics have adopted declarations of sovereignty or
independence. Some are building their own military
forces. Tensions between republics are growing, and

interethnic strife has erupted with increasing regularity
in Transcaucasia, Moldova, and Central Asia. Whether
or not these various pressures will flare into widespread
violence, and what impact such violence will have on
the pace of reform in the former Soviet Union — as well
as the security of its neighbors — are critical concerns.

The second is the issue of political power and author-
ity. For some time now, lines of authority between the
central government and the republics and within the
republics have been weakened or severely disrupted.
Executive authorities at all levels now encounter con-
siderable difficulty in enforcing their decisions. Local
councils need time to gain the experience and authority
to guide policy or direct government bodies that are
nominally subordinate to them, and the citizens them-
selves must resolve the terms of political and economic
power. The daily ways and means of democratic gov-
ernment in a large diverse nation have yet to be learned
and will take time to mature in the former Soviet Union.

The third question concerns the economic crisis in
which the Soviets find themselves. According to official
Soviet figures, the Soviet gross national product de-
clined by 10 percent in the first half of this year, and the
drop could be accelerating. There is a great concern
about food and fuel supplies this winter, and hyperinfla-
tion remains a real possibility. What’s more, even the
best economic policies for the long term could exacer-
bate social unrest and economic dislocations in the short
run, before yielding any benefits.

Fourth is the question of the allocation of resources
to the Soviet military. For some time many people have
recognized a basic contradiction between the Kremlin’s
declaratory reform program and continued high levels
of military spending and production. On the one hand,
the Soviet Union was changing the political character of
its society and foreign policy under glasnost and pere-
stroika. President Gorbachev ushered in unprecedented
political reforms and cooperated in areas of interna-
tional politics where for years there had been only
friction and distrust. In recent years, the Soviets have
struggled with rapidly deteriorating economic condi-
tions, and there have been a host of efforts to take control
of the economic slide.

On the other hand, despite political reforms and a
severe economic recession, the former Soviet Union
has continued to spend enormous sums on its military
arsenal and maintain military production at levels that



far exceeded any possible defensive requirements. Peo-
ple asked the question: when a nation is facing extraor-
dinary economic hardship and bankruptcy, why does it
continue to spend 15-17 percent, and even as much as
33 percent according to some Soviet economists, of its
gross national product on the military? We hope, espe-
cially in the wake of the failed coup, that the leadership
in Russia and the other republics will answer that ques-
tion with dramatic military spending cuts.

And finally, there is the question of the future of
Soviet foreign policy. The Soviets have moved away
from the doctrinaire international policies of the past and
now play a more constructive role in world politics.
Most remarkable was the Kremlin’s posture during the
democratic revolutions in Eastern and Central Europe,
when Soviet forces made no effort to stem the move-
ment toward independence from Moscow. Following
Irag’s invasion of Kuwait, the Soviets supported inter-
national efforts to drive Iraqi forces out of Kuwait.
Soviet diplomacy helped produce the Conventional
Armed Forces in Europe (CFE) agreement as well as the
Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START) Treaty. Since
the coup, the Soviet government has pledged to reduce
its military presence in Cuba and has agreed to join with
us in ending lethal assistance to the warring parties in
Afghanistan.

Quite naturally, the new distribution of power within
the former Soviet Union has raised questions regarding
the future of its foreign policy. The United States has
welcomed Soviet statements that arms control agree-
ments and other Soviet international obligations
will be honored.

The failed coup of August 19-21 was a tremen-
dous victory for democratic reformers across the
former Soviet Union. While there is renewed hope for
a transition to self-government and a market economy,
questions of union, political authority, economic revi-
talization, military reductions, and foreign relations
will persist. Given the fluidity of the political situ-
ation, the terrible economic conditions, and the lack
of a democratic tradition in Soviet society, many
Soviet and Western observers assess that the risk of
backsliding into old authoritarian ways remains.

Our aspirations for the former Soviet Union are simi-
lar to those enunciated by its reformers. While the
ultimate relationship of the republics is for the people
themselves to decide, it is important that any association

be voluntary and that it be built on democratic institu-
tions, the rule of law, and a market economy. We call for
the safeguarding of human rights, based on full respect
for the individual and including equal treatment of mi-
norities, and urge respect for international law and obli-
gations. We would like to see the country demilitarize
its economy and society, and convert its enormous mili-
tary production to civilian purposes, reallocating its
resources for the good of its people and contributing to
international stability,

There is much we can do to help this troubled country.
We need to be sure, however, that what we do is consis-
tent with our own security and long-term goals. Among
all the uncertainty and unpredictability of political
change in the former Soviet Union, one thing is clear:
our own security is best guaranteed by a clear-eyed assess-
ment of the global challenges that face us regardless of their
origin.

For these reasons, we must look critically at how the
political, economic, and social revolutions in the former
Soviet Union influence its military capabilities. Soviet
policies that affect those capabilities, such as spending
and production levels, force levels, the pace of modem-
ization and deployments, are the true indicators of mili-
tary reform in the former Soviet Union.

The peoples of the former Soviet Union are at a
turning point in their history. If the present crises lead to
repression, anarchy, or civil war, the former Soviet
Union and the world will face increased dangers. How-
ever, if the former Soviet Union avoids these dangers
and continues along a democratic path to pursue policies
that lead toward more peaceful relations and reduced
military capabilities, the possibilities for the future are
bright. Successful establishment of a democratic politi-
cal system and a free market economy will provide even
greater opportunity to build mutual security at signifi-
cantly reduced force levels.

[ =&

Dick Cheney
Secretary of Defense
September 1991



CHAPTER

I

The Soviet Military in Transition

Military personnel participate in a rally celebrating Army Day, February 23, 1991. The target of considerable public
criticism over the past year, the Soviet military now seeks to redefine its role and enhance its image in Soviet society.

INTRODUCTION

“This is the moment of truth in the revival of the
prestige of the armed forces. We must not lose our
bearing in this maelstrom.” Minister of Defense
Shaposhnikov

Like the rest of Soviet society, the Soviet military
institution is undergoing a traumatic transformation.

6

Taken off guard by the sudden and dramatic changes in
the European geostrategic equation, smarting from the
initial deleterious effects of Gorbachev’s domestic re-
form program, and now changing over its senior lead-
ership in the aftermath of the failed coup, the military is
attempting to redefine its mission and restructure its
forces for an uncertain future. As an institution whose
status and capabilities depended heavily on the percep-
tion of an imminent Western military threat and the
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Chapter I

support of an authoritarian government, the Soviet
military is having a difficult time adapting to the
political realities of the post-Cold War era. A large
reduction in manpower, the withdrawal of its forces
from Eastern Europe, constraints on its budget and
resources, a sharp drop in its public standing, and now
the challenge of a new center-republic relationship have
plunged the military establishment into an unprece-
dented crisis of its own.

The abortive hardline coup accelerated the processes
already under way to reform the Soviet military. Many
of the obstacles to military reform — hardline elements
in the Communist Party, the military, the security serv-
ices, and the military-industrial complex — are no
longer in positions of influence. However, physical
changes to the forces themselves may be gradual be-
cause they are hostage to the political-economic crisis
taking place.

Further contributing to the turmoil in an immediate
sense is the extensive change under way in the make up
of the Soviet High Command. The new Minister of
Defense, Marshal of Aviation Yevgeniy Shaposhnikov,
has announced that many of the senior leaders will be
replaced. As of this writing, several senior officers have
been replaced, including (in addition to the Minister of
Defense and Chief of the General Staff), a First Deputy
Minister of Defense, two of the five service command-
ers, three of the four fleet commanders, and three mili-
tary district commanders, as well as a number of officers
in key staff positions on the General Staff. Such a radical
and sudden turnover in the High Command will send
shock waves throughout the officer corps, and will likely
result in significant changes to military policy.

This chapter looks at the Soviet military in a period
of transition. It begins with a brief review of the tradi-
tional role and structure of the military from the end of
World War II until the late 1980s, then discusses the
more recent events and factors that have led to the
institutional change that is occurring today. It looks at
how the Soviets are reconsidering the fundamental ele-
ments of their military doctrine and strategy in terms of
the perceived nature of a future war and the means
necessary to wage war. The chapter reviews the

changes to force structure and force deployment that
are reshaping the armed forces. It then focuses on the
sociological crisis in the military that impacts on the
capability of the armed forces to wage war, and it
addresses the draft military reform plan and its prospects
for resolving the difficulties now facing the military
leadership.

EVOLUTION OF SOVIET MILITARY
DOCTRINE, STRATEGY, AND FORCE
STRUCTURE

Institutional Traditions, 1945-late 1980s

To understand the current state of the Soviet military
and the significance of the change that is taking place,
it is necessary to first consider the traditional role and
structure of this institution. Throughout the post-war
era, military power has been the main basis for the
USSR’s claim to superpower status. The military’s tra-
ditionally huge size of over 4 million soldiers, 200 plus
divisions, 4 fleets, and a powerful arsenal of strategic
nuclear weapons projected a tangible symbol of Soviet
strength to the rest of the world, and ensured the Soviets
would be a player in the major events that unfolded in
the international arena. Its large presence in Eastern
Europe served to maintain Soviet dominance over its
wartime conquests and to secure a buffer zone between
Soviet territory and what was perceived as the hostile
West. The military also provided a convenient conduit
for the spread of Soviet influence into the Third World
through arms sales and military advisors.

Domestically, the military also played a significant
role as a source of national pride and unity in a country
of diverse nationalities and cultures. As a lasting and
visible symbol of the Soviet Union’s contribution to the
heroic defeat of Nazi Germany, probably the single
greatest event in the history of the Soviet state, the
ubiquitous armed forces served to maintain a sense of
unity and patriotism in a country plagued with an austere
economy and difficult living conditions. Through man-
datory conscription, the military was also viewed by the
state as a means of assimilating the many diverse ethnic
groups into a society largely dominated by Slavs. The
military was largely exempted from the responsibility

7



Chapter I

of maintaining internal stability and law and order, the
traditional domain of the Committee for State Security
(KGB) and Ministry of Internal Affairs (MVD).

The Soviet armed forces placed their highest priority
on being prepared to wage and win a war with the West,
a war it viewed ideologically as the decisive clash
between two opposing socioeconomic systems — com-
munism and capitalism. Military doctrine assumed that
the war would be waged on a global scale, in which the
most decisive political and strategic goals would be
pursued. While the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) was viewed as the principal threat, the Soviets
believed that countries in the Far East, most prominently
the People’s Republic of China and Japan, might also
join NATO in an anti-Soviet coalition. Military opera-
tions might be conducted around the entire periphery of
the USSR, to include allied offensives launched against
the USSR from Southwest Asia.

The importance of the armed forces to the Soviet
political leadership for all of the above political and
military reasons ensured that they would enjoy absolute
priority in the allocation of the nation’s resources,
despite the excessive cost to Soviet society. This meant
not only allocating a disproportionate share of the na-
tional budget for the military — estimated between
15 and 17 percent of the gross national product (GNP),
and by some Soviet economists, as high as 33 percent
— but also giving the military first priority on natural
resources and on the application of Soviet technological

developments. Content with its privileged domestic po-
sition and enjoying great influence over the military
policymaking process, the military leadership focused
largely on matching and, if possible, exceeding the
collective military capabilities of its perceived enemies
in the West and East.

Events and Factors Affecting Change

Since the mid-to-late 1980s, a number of seminal
events and critical factors have precipitated a gradual
reevaluation of Soviet security needs and altered the
standing of the military in Soviet society (see inset).
Factors such as the Chernobyl incident, the conclusion
of landmark arms agreements, the revolution in Eastern
Europe, and the Persian Gulf War have had a significant
impact on the development of Soviet military doctrine
and strategy. National economic decline has reduced the
flow of resources to the military and contributed to
increased personal hardships. A revised national secu-
rity decisionmaking process has decentralized the for-
mulation of military policy. The legacy of Afghanistan
and the use of military force to suppress ethnic unrest
have lowered the public image of the military and con-
tributed to a growing crisis in the ranks.

The reevaluation of security needs continues against
the backdrop of tremendous uncertainty over the
future of the nation itself. In particular, the instability
of the Soviet economy and the continuing debate over
the division of defense responsibilities between the

Key Events and Factors Affecting Change

s Chernobyl: The 1986 nuclear
power plant explosion dramatized
the potential devastating effect of
conventional strikes on nuclear and
chemical facilities inside the USSR
and tempered the somewhat
cavalier attitude among some in the
military about the “winnability” of
nuclear war.

Afghanistan War: The Soviet
military’s inability to achieve its
political objectives taught the
leadership the limits of military
power and undermined public
support in the USSR for power
projection.

Arms Agreements: Progress in
both conventional and strategic
arms limitations reduced the

perceived military threat from the
West.

Economic Decline: Increased
public and leadership awareness of
the tremendous burden of military
spending on the Soviet economy
has generated growing pressure for
military spending cuts.

Revolution in Eastern Europe: The
demise of communist governments
and the dissolution of the Warsaw
Pact deprived the USSR of a buffer
zone with the West, reducing the
USSR’s ability to conduct
conventional offensive operations
against the West.

Republic Challenges: Republic
demands for autonomy and (in
some cases) independence pose a

growing threat to the centralized
armed forces.

Changes in the National Security
Decisionmaking Process:
Increased legislative and public
influence in the military
decisionmaking process is
confronting the military with a
more diverse and less
accommodating array of
decisionmakers.

Persian Gulf War: The success of
coalition military operations in the
Gulf War against Soviet trained
and equipped Iraqi forces is
prompting the Soviet military to
reassess the state of its military
technology and doctrine.
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all-union government and the republics render long-
term military planning difficult at best. Nevertheless, a
number of profound changes are now occurring in the
Soviet military that portend a quantitatively reduced
force. Military leaders have also stressed the need for
higher quality soldiers and high-tech weaponry. While
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Changes to Military Doctrine and Strategy

Overview

The failed coup and the resulting changes it has
fostered in the political make up of the country will force
the entire subject of military doctrine to be revisited.
Central to military doctrine is the definition of the threat.
Clearly the threat cannot be defined until a new union
treaty establishes the actual borders of the Soviet state
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Chapter 1

which reflects the political goals of the state as well as
the economic, social, and legal means of achieving the
goals of a future war; and a military-technical aspect,
which involves the technical equipping of the armed
forces, their preparation for war, and the determination
of the means of conducting military operations and the
war itself. Closely connected with doctrine is military
strategy, which concerns planning and conducting stra-
tegic operations of war. Together, Soviet military doc-
trine and strategy form the blueprint for the conduct of
war and equipping and structuring the Soviet armed
forces.

The geostrategic changes that have occurred in
Europe and the rapid development of high-technology
weaponry and command, control, communications, and
intelligence (CI) capabilities, as vividly demonstrated
in the Gulf War, have prompted an ongoing reassess-
ment by the Soviet military of the 1987 military doc-
trine. The basis of the 1987 doctrine was said to be war
prevention, and its principal tenets included a defensive
orientation and reducing and restructuring forces ac-
cording to the principle of reasonable sufficiency. The
political leadership sought through this doctrine to re-
duce the defense burden on the economy and, by giving
the Soviet military a less menacing appearance to the
West, to slow the costly arms race and reap the potential
dividends of a less hostile foreign policy. The principal
tenets of the political aspect of the 1987 doctrine re-
mained unquestioned in the 1990 draft Ministry of De-
fense (MOD) doctrine and have been reaffirmed by the
post-coup military leadership. These include:

» Prevention of war as the principal function of the
armed forces;

s A pledge not to initiate military actions against any
state;

s A pledge never to be the first to employ nuclear
weapons; and

m A rejection of the concept of quantitative superiority
of forces.

On the military-technical side, however, major ques-
tions have arisen as to the nature of future wars, the
means by which they would be waged, and the type of
military strategy necessary to achieve victory. These
questions are being addressed in a wide-ranging debate,
the answers to which will have a profound impact on the
future structure of the Soviet armed forces.

Concepts of Future War

The Soviets are looking at what they call an “air-
space war” as the war of the future. Such a war would
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begin not on the ground but from air and space. Powerful
massed strikes of advanced conventional munitions,
primarily long-range air- and sea-launched cruise mis-
siles, would be conducted against military and economic
targets throughout the entire depth of an opponent’s
territory. Such weapons, according to Soviet sources,
concede nothing to nuclear weapons in terms of effec-
tiveness. In addition to these weapons, weapons based
on new principles of destruction, such as directed energy
(laser, particle beam, or high-power microwave), hyper-
velocity, and other exotic technologies, may also be
employed. Wide use in a future war would be made of
space-based systems for reconnaissance, communica-
tions, and meteorological services. Victory would be
achieved not by occupation of enemy territory with
ground forces, as in the past, but by destroying important
strategic military targets, retaliatory systems, and na-
tional economic potential. Such destruction is viewed as
sufficient to bring down the enemy’s political system.
Victory can be achieved in the initial period of war
through the decisive factor of surprise. While the origins
of the concept of the air-space war clearly can be found
in the arguments by Marshal Ogarkov in the early 1980s,
the Gulf War is seen by some as essentially the prototype
of such a war.

This view of future warfare is apparently not shared
by all in the Soviet military. In May, a roundtable of
high-level Soviet officials specializing in tank produc-
tion and armored warfare concluded that the lessons of
Operation DESERT STORM were not necessarily ap-
plicable to future warfare and stated emphatically that
most combat tasks cannot be accomplished without the
large-scale use of ground forces.

Resolving the question of the most likely nature of a
future war will influence the future structure of Soviet
military forces. Whereas Soviet doctrine has tradition-
ally emphasized the role of huge ground formations,
supported by air and naval forces, the adoption of the
new view of war would likely lead to a diminution of
the role of ground forces and an enhanced mission for
the high-tech services — air, missile, and naval forces.
Priority would likely shift to the development of the
latest high-tech weaponry for these services and could
involve further reductions in the ground forces. The
extent to which the Soviets can develop and field the
technology for an air-space war, however, is question-
able given the poor state of the Soviet economy.

Offense versus Defense

Over the past year, a number of Soviet military
theorists have called into question the wisdom of the



defensive orientation of the 1987 military doctrine. A
catalyst for discussion was the publication of a draft
document on doctrine in a special issue of the journal
Military Thought in late 1990. This draft stated that
Soviet military forces would be employed, at least in-
itially, in a principally defensive posture along the So-
viet border. Troops of the border districts and fleets
would form the first strategic echelon, and the troops of
internal districts would comprise a strategic reserve. The
draft specifically precluded a preemptive strike and
noted that initial military operations would be exclu-
sively defensive, designed to repel the aggressor. Sub-
sequent operations were to be determined *by the nature
of the enemy’s military operations and would depend on
the means and methods of warfare which he is using.”

A continued emphasis on the defense, particularly in
the wake of the Gulf War, where offensive operations
were clearly decisive, was seen by these theorists as too
rigid and dogmatic for the future. Some, such as Major
General Vorobyeyv, argued that it is simply unrealistic to
specify in advance how an enemy’s aggression will be
repelled. Excessive emphasis on the defense, he
claimed, will cede the strategic initiative to the enemy,
leading to consequences similar to those in 1941. Voro-
byev advocated a policy of “adequate response,” in
which the Soviet side would choose and employ those
forms and methods of conducting an operation which
best conform to the existing situation and ensure the
achievement of decisive superiority over the enemy.
Marshal Losik, former Chief of Armored Troops, argued
that defense must be conducted actively and include
elements of offense as vital ingredients. Major General
Slipchenko stated that once attacked, the Soviet side
maintains the right to choose and implement those forms
of combat which are most effective, and emphasized
that “defensive doctrine is not the same as defensive
strategy.”

The redeployment of Soviet forces inside the USSR,
the prospect of further withdrawals from peripheral
republics to the Russian Republic, and the large-scale
reduction in force now taking place have made the
question of offense versus defense much less critical
than in the past. Nevertheless, with the lessons of the
Gulf War still fresh in their minds, the Soviets appear to
be seeking some doctrinal flexibility for the employ-
ment of forces at the start of war. Such flexibility is
critical to success in the air-space war scenario. Despite
these doctrinal discussions, given the recent course of
events and geostrategic change that has occurred, it
seems doubtful that the spirit of the offense as it existed
in Soviet strategy through the mid-1980s can be fully
resurrected.

Chapter1

Conclusion

It is not yet certain to what extent the existing military
doctrine and strategy ultimately will be revised. Ele-
ments of the Soviet military will push hard for the
development of advanced conventional weaponry that
will correspond to the requirements inherent in the
military’s vision of future war. The new Chief of the
General Staff, General Lobov, appears to be a clear
advocate of such development. Writing in a February
1990 Military Thought atticle, he stated that “it is nec-
essary to ensure not only equality with the probable
enemy, but also superiority over him in qualitative de-
velopment of arms and military equipment.” Soviet
capability to develop emerging technologies and field
high-tech weaponry and C3I will be affected, however,
by the will of the political leadership to lower the re-
source priority of the military, given the questionable
capacity of the Soviet economy to sustain this costly
development, and by the willingness of the republics to
contribute to the defense budget.

Changes in Force Structure and Deployment

The Soviets are in the midst of a comprehensive
restructuring of their armed forces. This restructuring
initially envisioned a reduction in force of over 1
million soldiers, the redeployment of the remaining 15
divisions in the groups of forces in Eastern Europe to
the western USSR, and the potential reorganization of
the military services as well as the entire system of
command and control. This testructuring stems from
reductions called for in the Conventional Armed
Forces in Europe (CFE) and Strategic Arms Reduction
Talks (START) agreements, the withdrawal of forces
from Eastern Europe, and the realization by the
political leadership that the Soviet economy can no
longer support such an enormous military burden. of
paramount significance is the fact that the reductions
and redeployments, as well as growing republic asser-
tiveness on military issues, have virtually eliminated the
Soviet potential to conduct sustained conventional of-
fensive operations against NATO without prolonged
and visible mobilization.

The manpower reductions, which had originally been
the result of economic imperatives and the stated aim of
transitioning to a force increasingly based on quality as
opposed to quantity, have now received added empbhasis
from republic leaders. An initial unilateral reduction of
500,000, as pledged by Gorbachev in 1988, was an-
nounced as being complete this spring. Soviet sources
claim that this reduction brought the total size of the
armed forces to just under four million. A further
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CONCLUSION

In the reconfigured USSR, the reformed center will
probably retain control over strategic nuclear weapons
although some republic leaders are demanding a role in

Chapter III

the nuclear decisionmaking process. In addition, several
republics have declared their intent to become nuclear-
free zones. As new decisionmaking bodies assert their
influence over defense spending, the operations and
development of strategic systems could be affected. B
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Chapter IV

to provide a wide range of support for Soviet Navy
surface ship, submarine, and naval infantry forces.
Associated SNA missions have included: ASUW and
ASW; land and coastal installation strike/attack;

reconnaissance and intelligence collection; target-
ing support, particularly for missile-equipped sur-
face ships, aircraft, and coastal defense sites; mining
and mine countermeasures; amphibious warfare
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