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 culties in which the United Nations Organization finds itself. It is
 important to appreciate that the United Kingdom's case has been a good
 one and has been in the interests of the international community as well
 as in her own. None the less, the facts of political life require her to re-
 assess her position, and in so doing to decide very carefully what points
 are and are not negotiable - bearing in mind not only her national welfare
 but also the welfare of the United Nations.

 Détente, deterrence, and 'military
 superiority9: a Soviet dilemma

 JOHN ERICKSON

 Although in the latter stages of his rule he did much to exacerbate it,
 the Soviet 'military debate' was not the invention of Mr Khrushchev,
 whatever his other profligacies in ideas and schemes. The death of Stalin
 at once ushered in a vigorous and persistent 'debate' which turned on
 the implications - political, military, and economic - of the 'military-
 technical revolution',1 a 'revolution' which Stalin, defending his military
 reputation, refused to allow to be publicly admitted. Nuclear weapons
 put 'the surprise factor' at a premium : in stating this, Soviet soldiers were
 able to start tearing down 'Stalinist military science', which, among other
 things, had hidden - officially, at least - the disasters of 1941 caused by
 the German 'surprise attack' by removing the 'surprise factor' from the
 'permanently operating factors' which alone 'determine the outcome and
 the course of war', and relegating it to limbo as a mere 'transitory factor'.

 The revised military prescriptions were, however, only one aspect of
 the substantial revision of Soviet attitudes undertaken during the first
 sustained phase of the 'debate', in the period 1953-5. It was then that
 Malenkov first propounded the idea that a form of 'deterrence', mutually
 sustained, had come into being by virtue of the properties of the latest
 weapons of mass-destruction; this being so, it was possible to divert
 resources from the 'defence sector' into the 'consumer sector', a clear
 inversion of the traditional order of priorities. Khrushchev, in association

 1 The latest Soviet publication is Problemy revolyutsii v voennom dele (Problems
 of the military revolution), Moscow 1965.

 Mr Erickson is Senior Lecturer in the Department of Government, University
 of Manchester ; author of The Soviet High Command: a military -political history,
 1 g 18-41 (London, Macmillan, 1962).
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 with Bulganin and joined by several senior Soviet commanders, mounted
 a heavy attack on Malenkov's ideas of resource allocation; and by
 January 1955, when Malenkov's fall was imminent, his ideas on a
 'mutuality* of deterrence were similarly assailed.2 In February 1955,
 Marshal Zhukov rejected the idea of 'mutual deterrence' outright; such
 a rejection was also a valuable tactical expedient for Khrushchev, which
 he put to good use.

 This first encounter over the nature and implications of 'deterrence'
 did nevertheless expose certain fundamental attributes which give to
 subsequent phases of the 'debate* the form of a circular argument:
 Malenkov's promulgation of the idea was based upon a political assess-
 ment (low and lessening likelihood of war), while military objections
 arose from the reverse of this proposition, namely, what would happen
 if this 'deterrence' failed, or never even began to work? In addition, the
 association of 'deterrence' with retrenchment and economic reorienta-

 tion struck deep into traditional concepts and firmly based interests. At
 this stage, crucial in the post-Stalin power struggle, Khrushchev allied
 himself with this traditionalism, the same traditionalism with which he
 was to collide none too gently later on in his career. After 1955, the
 armed forces proceeded with their reorganization, conventional capa-
 bilities being reconstituted for nuclear war, with a missile capacity to
 defend the Soviet Union and to strike at the United States.

 Khrushchev's innovations

 Between 1956 and i960, during which period he consolidated his
 personal primacy, Khrushchev introduced two major innovations. The
 first (in 1956 at the 20th Party Congress) brushed aside the 'inevitability
 of war' thesis, thus broaching the idea that the world balance could be
 altered without world war; the second (in January i960 at the Supreme
 Soviet session) introduced Khrushchev's strategic 'new look', with its
 outright emphasis on the missile and its consequent downgrading of
 large conventional ground-forces. With the latter innovation, Khrush-
 chev identified himself with the 'radical' element in the Soviet command,
 committed to the primacy of the missile, as opposed to the 'traditional-
 ists', who would not forgo their claims to the relevance and require-
 ments of large ground-forces.

 Khrushchev's proposals to cut Soviet military manpower met with
 persistent and stubborn resistance from sections of the command; and in
 November i960, Marshals Koniev and Sokolovskii were 'retired' for
 their failure to acquiesce in this programme. Defence Minister Malinov-
 skii, Khrushchev's own appointment after the dismissal of Marshal
 Zhukov in 1957, was careful at the 22nd Party Congress in October 1961
 to qualify his position, by acknowledging the role of missiles while at the

 2 See H. S. Dinerstein, War and the Soviet Union (New York, Praeger, 1962).
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 same time stressing the part still to be played in any future war by 'mass
 armies'. Khrushchev, meanwhile, garnered every item of praise and
 acclaim for his personal initiative in creating the Strategic Rocket Forces
 Command and in generally promoting the 'military revolution'.3 The
 Cuba missile crisis, which shattered Soviet illusions of omnipotence,
 caused him to fall into a pit of his own digging, the exposure of a policy
 with which he was personally identified. After bending to the storm he
 nevertheless returned to the theme that the defence of the Soviet Union

 was 'assured', that cuts in the ground-forces could proceed, and that
 resources might be diverted from the 'defence sector' to non-military
 sectors. He clung to his 'minimax' solution, based on a political formula-
 tion of the low probability of war; his view of the defence effort repre-
 sented the minimum in terms of force needed to 'assure' Soviet security,
 the maximum in terms of permissible economic effort.

 'Traditionalist' and 'radical9 opposition

 Khrushchev came powerfully into conflict with the 'traditionalists' in
 his effort to gain - for a multiplicity of motives - general acceptance of a
 defence policy which gave primacy to strategic delivery forces and ad-
 vanced air-defence measures, and thereby diminished the role of the
 ground-forces. What distinguished the final crisis of his career, however,
 was the development of opposition to his military policies not only from
 the 'traditionalists' but from the 'radicals' also. The very complexity of
 the questions involved produced much shifting of ground, in which
 Khrushchev himself displayed a high degree of empiricism (or, as some
 would have it, inconsistency). The course and content of the 'military
 debate' might perhaps best be represented by distinguishing (i) areas of
 disagreement, that is, basic or repetitive clash, (ii) areas of agreement,
 where consensus can be observed, and (iii) areas of continuing discussion,
 where ideas and proposals are under investigation.

 By the early 1960s the situation appeared to be as follows :
 (i) disagreement on:

 what type of war, short or long, must the U.S.S.R. prepare for?
 should the Soviet Union rely on 'forces in being' or plan for mobiliza-
 tion during the course of a nuclear war?
 what would be the relative significance of strategic nuclear operations
 and 'combined-arms theatre operations'?
 how should the Soviet forces ensure Soviet survival in the initial

 period of a war?
 should considerations of 'deterrence' or the requirements of actual
 war performance determine policy?
 8 For an almost unique discussion of 'military theory', see Colonel I. Korotkov,

 *O razvitie sovetskoi voennoi teorii v poslevoennye gody' ('On the development
 of Soviet military theory in the post-war period'), Voenno-istoricheskii Zhurnal,
 Moscow, 1964, No. 2, pp. 39-50.
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 what is the degree of danger represented by 'escalation* in consider-
 ing the problem of limited wars?
 what represents the best transition to a successful intercontinental
 strategy?

 (it) agreement on:
 the commanding position of nuclear weapons and the dominance of
 strategic nuclear weapons ;
 the crucial importance of the 'initial period' of a war;
 the significance of surprise ;
 the need for Vigilance', for a high state of readiness ;
 the refusal to consider 'controlled response' ;
 the admission of the economic burden of maintaining large standing
 armies.

 (iti) further discussion (or the substantial revision of previous formula-
 tions) on:
 the admission of limited war as a distinct 'possibility' ;
 the increased credibility of the Soviet deterrent (due to qualitative im-
 provements in weapons, and to hardening and mobility) ;
 the role of the missile-firing submarine;
 the potentialities of anti-submarine warfare;
 the potentialities of anti-missile missile (AMM) systems, and anti-
 satellite weapons ;
 the military exploitation of space ;
 amphibious operations and 'special operations' ;
 military integration;
 proliferation of nuclear weapons ;
 military capacity and subversion/infiltration.
 (And, since December 1964, interest in a form of 'flexible response',
 or criticisms of 'one-variant war' ideas.)

 The arguments led, inevitably, to compromise formulas: a future war
 which might be both 'short and long' (protracted operations following
 an 'initial stage' which fell short of being decisive) ; force structures which
 envisaged the need for 'moderation' in cutting ground-forces; and
 images of operations which acknowledged the role of 'nuclear strikes by
 strategic weapons' but which ascribed an important part to theatre
 operations.

 The struggle to define and to implement priorities did not lead to any
 general identification of State with military interests (though a section of
 military opinion prescribed this) ; the military persisted in their opposi-
 tion to 'minimum-deterrence' ideas, and showed much reluctance to
 abandon the cherished principle of superiority (where it was rejected
 quantitatively, it was brought back by stressing qualitative aspects).
 Nowhere was the argument more inextricably mixed than in the relation-
 ship between détente y deterrence, and the doctrine of military superiority.
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 'Deterrence-superiority' formula
 For his own purposes, Khrushchev manipulated the issue of 'su-

 periority' and 'parity' (Soviet- American) almost at will. The fundamental
 inconsistency was screened by combining the 'deterrence' and 'superior-
 ity' arguments into one ; and for a while, it worked. The fact, inescapably
 plain after the Cuba crisis, of an actual condition of strategic inferiority
 vis-à-vis a major adversary could not, however, be so lightly glossed over.
 For different, if convergent, reasons, Khrushchev and the military were
 agreed upon détente; the 'compromise' was, and remained, unsatis-
 factory. What appears at first sight as part of the metaphysics of nuclear
 war took on great relevance : namely, the proposition (a) that such wars
 can be 'won', and (b) that there is no meaning to 'winning'. If 'winning'
 has a meaning, then military superiority has tangible significance ; if it
 has not, then a condition of strategic inferiority is acceptable, since (as
 Khrushchev claimed) the Soviet deterrent is adequate. The military did
 not cease to reiterate that 'winning' was possible, even though it would be
 costly enough; this was in outright opposition to the justification of the
 status of inferiority which purely political emphasis implied.

 The 'deterrence-superiority' formula, thin as it was, in no way sup-
 plied an answer to the crucial question of the relationship between
 military power and policy objectives. For its part, the military proceeded
 to narrow, as far as possible, the terms of the detente, by stipulating the
 retention of Soviet superiority in conventional forces, by proposing
 greater emphasis on military research and development (including the
 AMM programme, so assiduously advertised by the late Marshal
 Biryuzov), by greater attention to the missile-firing submarine, and by
 improvements to the strategic nuclear-weapons system. Marshal Soko-
 lovskii demanded 'qualitative and quantitative superiority' and, in a
 military rationalization of inferiority status, stressed that 'their quality
 and technique in employment are more important than their number'.

 By June 1963 Khrushchev was again talking of the deterrent capa-
 bility which had been achieved, and which allowed for a general diversion
 of resources to Soviet economic development; the defence establishment,
 he stipulated, must solve part of its problems by 'greater efficiency'. He
 proposed, as part of this diversion of resources, further cuts in the
 ground-forces. The struggle over allocation of resources, in which the
 military were often divided amongst themselves, seems to have revolved
 round the following points : (i) the attempt to 'peg' military expenditure ;
 (ii) the reduction of the cost (by direct and indirect means) of large stand-
 ing forces; (iii) persistent dissension over internal military allocations
 (which sector should receive the largest slice of the cake, or any cake at
 all) ; (iv) the scrutiny of military aid programmes ; and (v) the considera-
 tion of 'technological brakes' on new outlays, in space weapons or the
 AMM programme.
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 In the summer and early autumn of 1964, Khrushchev and his military
 critics collided almost violently. In August, Marshal Sokolovskii in two
 important articles set out some important qualifications on Khrushchev's
 'one-variant* views :

 ... in our view, it is essential to prepare primarily for a short war. At
 the same time, the possibility cannot be excluded of a relatively pro-
 tracted war. This could relate to a war in which nuclear weapons are not
 used. . . Therefore, preparation for relatively protracted war cannot be
 left in neglect.4

 Meanwhile, Khrushchev intimated that he considered expenditure on
 tanks a considerable waste of money, when, in view of the development of
 anti-tank weapons, '. . . these tanks will burst into flames even before they
 reach the line indicated by the command'. Marshal of Armoured Forces
 Poluboyarov challenged this at once, describing tanks as essential for
 achieving maximum exploitation in nuclear strikes. Such reiterations of
 the relevance of conventional forces and the value of substantial ground-
 forces did nothing to deter Khrushchev from making further inroads into
 these commands - and this at a time when the United States was paying
 increased attention to her conventional forces. In a real sense, he was con-
 tributing even further to Soviet strategic maladjustment by insisting
 upon the validity of his own 'deterrent categories' and by denying any
 flexibility to the Soviet command with the implementation of his 'cut-
 price' defence policy to its logical conclusion.

 Situation since Khrushchev's fall

 In the displacement of Khrushchev, sections of the military joined
 other malcontents in a consensus of agreement - a negative, rather than a
 positive, identification of interests, which did not mean identity of view
 on subsequent policies. The 'military debate' continued, even though
 Khrushchev had been eliminated as a political force. There was never
 any specific 'military' denunciation of him, but subsequent criticism
 'of someone' - a simple enough euphemism - makes possible a certain
 identification of Khrushchev's own contribution to the aggravation of
 an involved situation.

 Khrushchev was not responsible for a situation which imposed the
 severe strain of absorbing the 'military-technical revolution', a process
 which tended, in part, to intensify conservative tendencies. It led to a
 complicated dualism, which, on the one hand, sought to 'delay' the revo-
 lution and thereby to continue a political climate in which military
 strategy could still be exploited as an instrument for the conduct of
 foreign affairs, and, on the other hand, induced a wholehearted accept-
 ance of the revolution and its promotion and adaptation to the needs of
 politics and military strategy. Khrushchev was not primarily responsible

 4 Krasnaya Zvezda, 25 and 28 August 1964. (Present author's italics.)
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 for the asymmetry of political doctrine and military interests, and, by his
 own political criteria, he could, and did, claim that he had resolved the
 dilemma. He did, in the later stages, considerably advance the conflict
 with traditionalism, but he was not responsible for the dichotomy be-
 tween offensivism and defensivism, which exploration of the strategic
 environment revealed.

 Khrushchev's commitment to 'massive nuclear retaliation', which
 imposed restraints on the Russians as cramping as those on the Ameri-
 cans, came in for early re-evaluation. In December 1964, Marshal
 Rotmistrov, an early 'radical* who had become increasingly 'traditional',
 used the opportunity of the 'nuclear-mines' issue5 to criticize 'one-
 variant war', which excludes from the outset the possibility of waging
 war without nuclear weapons. The Warsaw Pact meeting condemned
 'forward strategy' which envisaged the use of nuclear weapons from the
 moment of the initiation of any conflict in central Europe. Soviet interest
 in 'flexible response' went hand in hand with renewed insistence on the
 significance of the ground-forces, which Khrushchev had so bludgeoned.

 The Chief of the General Staff, Marshal Zakharov(whohad succeeded
 the pro-Khrushchev Marshal Biryuzov, killed in the Belgrade air crash
 last October), in two articles in February this year attempted some kind
 of balance sheet. The first, by implication, put forward the thesis that
 the 'primitive' solutions advanced by Khrushchev simply would not do :

 With the appearance of nuclear-missile weapons, cybernetics, elec-
 tronics, and computers, a subjective approach to military problems,
 hare-brained planning, and superficiality may be very expensive and
 may do irreparable harm. . .

 In a scientific milieu, there can be no place for workers who, in trying
 to give weight to their superficial and primitive judgments, resort to
 referring to the so-called 'iron logic of military thinking' and 'strategic
 far-sightedness', sometimes even of someone who had no direct
 connection with military strategy.8

 In his second article, Zakharov pressed the claims of 'scientific military
 leadership' (one, by definition, in which the military view would be
 treated with respect). He also promised the re-examination of internal
 relationships within the Soviet armed forces (with the consideration of
 the problem of 'mutual interconnections') - only after which would it be
 possible to ensure and to maintain military superiority over a potential
 enemy. On Soviet Army Day (23 February) 1965, Marshal Malinovskii,
 who was present at the October Plenum which displaced Khrushchev,
 referred again to 'hare-brained schemes and superficiality', and attacked
 'one-variant' ideas in relation to the use of nuclear weapons. In sum, it

 6 A proposal to sow nuclear landmines along the border between East and West
 Germany was formally submitted at the NATO military talks in Paris in Decem-
 ber bv General TVettnetv Tnsneetor-Oenerai nf tVie Thindfiswefir.

 6 Krasnaya Zvezda, 4 February 1965. Second article, ibid., 17 February.
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 might be concluded that ill-founded strategic 'dogmatism' (undue re-
 liance on an outmoded and less credible 'massive retaliation* threat),
 'superficiality' (failure to consider proper professional military advice),
 the failure to account for 'true reality* (changes in the strategic environ-
 ment), and 'ill-founded and hasty decisions' (threatened and actual in-
 roads upon the ground-forces) formed the immediate tally of military
 grievances against Khrushchev.

 If specific changes in doctrine can now be discerned, these centre on
 the consideration of the 'pause' in relation to the possible use of nuclear
 weapons, and some revision of the declaratory position of the 'inevit-
 ability' of escalation in limited or local wars. Interest in the latter also
 provided further reasons for retaining, and even expanding, armoured
 forces and tactical aviation. The debate on 'internal relationships' within
 the Soviet armed forces, however, has continued unabated. So also has
 the argument on the 'long-short' nature of a future war; insistence upon
 its possible protracted nature could be used to justify increased military
 allocations, expanding rather than contracting peace-time expenditures.
 At the same time, the question of 'internal relationships within the Soviet
 armed forces' - ground-forces versus strategic rocket forces - has con-
 tinued to vex the military command. In May Marshal Rotmistrov came
 out vehemently against 'minimizing' or 'counterposing' one service
 against another; whatever claims might be made for the strategic rocket
 forces, the ground-forces, equipped with their complement of artillery
 and tanks, would always, in any conditions, have a vital part to play in
 achieving victory.

 The wider issue of military versus civilian resource allocations appears,
 for the moment, to be composed. The redeployment of resources, which
 Khrushchev contemplated, has been publicly deferred; the 500 m.
 ruble cut in the military budget, announced in December 1964, has pre-
 sumably been stopped. Kosygin was the final 'convert' to the primacy of
 military requirements as opposed to the 'consumer sector' and thus
 comes into line with the views expressed earlier by Brezhnev.7 In the
 space often years, the whole debate appears to have come full circle.

 There are, however, some qualifications which might be made.
 Malenkov's discovery, and proposed economic exploitation, of 'deter-
 rence' was premature; Khrushchev's political assessment of deterrent
 values and capacities, successful as it appeared at first, wore increasingly
 thin and finally committed the Soviet Union, in the eyes of her own
 military, to unacceptable rigidity and a decreasingly credible 'deterrent
 posture'. The Khrushchev 'mix' (a minimum force of intercontinental
 missiles, supported by a small but efficient long-range bomber com-
 mand) was neither qualitatively nor quantitatively 'adequate', whatever

 7 For Kosygin's speech, see The Times, 12 July 1965. For Brezhnev's speech (to
 graduates of military academies), see Krasnaya Zvezda, 4 July 1965.
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 Khrushchev's own insistence to the contrary. Certainly, he jerked the
 command out of its 'traditionalist' mould, only to produce a recon-
 figuration of the problem almost as involved as the first. Neither problem
 was amenable to the kind of empiricism, 'inconsistency', or 'primitivism'
 which Khrushchev displayed; while the political acceptance of a certain
 stability of relationships at the strategic level (which is what 'peaceful
 coexistence' signifies) could be achieved, this also implied once more
 'thinking through' the problem of relating military power to policy ob-
 jectives. The 'deterrence-superiority' compromise has been rejected as
 unstable, but for effectiveness in policy the leadership must choose one
 or the other. The deliberate narrowing of the terms of the détente, on the
 part of political and military leaders alike, may provide that alignment
 which eluded Khrushchev. The search for options, which Khrushchev
 finally disdained, is clearly on, and is being preceded by cautious but per-
 sistent re-examination of the political and military environment. The first
 step, and one which Kosygin and Brezhnev appear to have taken, is to
 'close the gap' between military and political alignments. Downgrading
 détente, upgrading deterrence, and playing for qualitative 'superiority*
 (even setting technological ambushes) might be one way of resolving the
 paradox.

 The Portuguese in Guinea
 GEORGE MARTELLI

 Although the rebellion in Portuguese Guinea has been going on for
 two years, it has attracted much less attention than either the rising in
 Angola, now practically suppressed, or the terrorist attacks which are still
 occurring sporadically on the northern frontier of Mozambique. This is
 partly because Portuguese Guinea is such a small country - not much
 bigger than Wales - that nobody attached much importance to it; and
 more, perhaps, because the world has been told very little of what was
 happening there. The present writer is in fact the first foreign journalist
 to travel about the country without restriction since the trouble started
 in 1963.

 In many points, of course, Portuguese Guinea presented a very
 different problem from either Angola or Mozambique. Apart from its

 Mr Martelli is a writer specializing in African affairs. He has been Special
 Correspondent of the Daily Telegraph in Central Africa and Angola; author of
 Leopold to Lumumba (London, Chapman & Hall, 1962).
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