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It is often difficult in the West to know When important changes take place in
Sanet statements about politics or Ideology. Frequently, important changes
are discernible only wen after they have occurred, when long-term trends can
be seen more easily. When new ideas are expressed in Soviet literature, it is
not clear whether these new ideas 8Je held by the Sonet leadership as a whole
or only by the individual author. This is especially true when the author does
not hold a particularly authoritative position in the Party or government
hierarchy. As a result, Western obselVelS of the Sonet UnIon lUll the risk of
not noticing important changes in Soviet statements affecting ideology or
policy at the time these statements are made; often, such statements are
noticed only after they have been made repeatedly over a period of time in
Soviet llterature.
However, a second danger that Western obselVers of the Soviet UnIon can
encounter is the description of a statement as a major change in Sonet thinking when such a statement actually is not. This can occur either through
selectiw quotation out of context from an author's work or through seeing
the expression of a new point of view as being the opinion of the Party
leadership when it is really only the opinion of the individual author. In this
way, Western observers can attach a significance to certain Soviet statements
which these statements do not possess in the Soviet Union.
It is an example of this second danger that will be examined here. A book
edited by V. M. Kulish entitled Voennaja sila i me'fdunarodnye otno'lenija.1
[Military Power and International Relations] has been described by some
Western observers as being a highly significant work which advocated,that the
USSR pursue offensive foreign· and military policies without reference to
Marxism-Leninism, but justified solely by Sonet interests as a great power.
Further, this book was seen as being representative of Party and military
thinking at the highest levels. However, through examining Kulish's statements, it will be shown here thft he did not can for the blatant use of mWtary
force toachieve Soviet foreign polley goals or for the replacement of Marxism. Leninism by great power considerations as a basis for Soviet military polley.
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In addition, it will be seen that the unique statem~tfiX¥if"'''' were
not repeated in subsequent Soviet literature, and thw. 'hii'::fafhMace as a
thinker was rather more limited than some in the West 11av8. thou&1tt.

b1em of regional military opposition to imperialist expansion by expancfiDg the scale of
Soviet military presence and military assistance fUrnished by other socialist states, are
being viewed today as a very important factor in intemational relations. 5

,

I

i

Kulish's book has been described as laying the theoretical foundation for the
offensive use of Soviet anned forces in conflicts far from the USSR. Carl
Jacobsen stated that before the publication of this book, military intervention
in the Third Wodd was an ideologically motivated policy pursued only by the
imperialists (the West), and that this was a policy cc••• from which socialist
states were excluded."2 In contrast to this earlier Soviet view, Jacobsen saw
Kulish as developing a rationale for the USSR also
':'. to intervene in situations of local conflict. Further. such intervention need not be
limited just to .endering aid to forees of national liberation, but it might take the fonn
of a physical initiative by Soviet (OICeS.3

Other Western scholars also saw Kulish's work as a major theoretical innovation on the use of Soviet military force. 4 From the remarks of these
scholars, it would appear that Kulish's book is an extremely bellicose and
threatening one. However, from reading what Kulish and the other contributors to this volume actually wrote, a more complicated, and even contradictory, picture emerges as to what they indeed meant.
To begin with, the main subject of this book is not Soviet foreign and
military policy. but American foreign and military policy instead. The subtitle of the book is: Voennye aspekty vnelnepolitiCeskix koncepci! SSA [Military Aspects of the Foreign Policy Concepts of the USA]. Most of the statements about the utility or futility of the use of force were made with regard
:0 American foreign policy.
Nevertheless, some attention was also devoted to Soviet foreign and
military policy, especially in a section of the book authored by A.M. Dudin
and Ju. N. Ustvinov. One of the frequently quoted statements that they made
appeared to advocate the aggressive use of Soviet military force abroad:
Ia connection with the task of preventing local wars and also in those cases wherein
military support must be fUrnished to those nations fighting ror their freedom and
independence again~~ the forces of internal reaction and imperialist intervention the
Soviet Union may R:..iUUe mobile and weD-trained and weU-equipped armed farces: •• •
Tho actual situation .nay require the Soviet Union to cany out measures aimed at
J'CStraining the aggressive acb or imperialism. Practical steps toward molving the pro-
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The term 'military assistance' both here and elsewhere in Soviet literature
refers to anns transfelS. The transfer of arms is a policy that has been
advocated since the Khrushchev eraf' its advocacy here is notbingnew. What
is new, though, is the advocacy of increased Soviet cmmtary presence'. It is
not clear from the above statement what precisely this teon refers to. As has
been seen, some in the West interpreted this as meaning the direct use of
Soviet anned forces in combat situations. However, other statements made by
Dudin and IJstvinov indicate that 'military presence' referred to something
much less drastic:
In some situations the very knowfedge of a Soviet mUitary presence in an aNa in which a
conflict situation'is developing may BelVe to restrain the imperialists and local reaction.
prevent them from dealing out 'Violence to the local popuIat:e and eliminate a threat to
ovem.l1 peace and international security. It is precisely this type of role that ships of the
Soviet Navy aze pJaying in the Mediterranean Sea...,

Here i'resence' only appears to mean the ability of the Soviet Navy to
patrol in areas of potential crisis, and not necessarily to fight in ~m. Military presence seems to play less of a combat role than it does a deterrent role
according to the authors. Indeed, whenever these autholS mention Soviet
military presence, they discuss it only in connection with peacetime movemenu of the Soviet Navy.S While it is obvious that these peacetime movements of the Soviet Navy may have far from peaceful purposes, what is being
advocated here .is something less than direct Soviet military participation in
combat in the Third World as a policy.
Further, even if the term 'presence' is expanded to mean not only naval
maneuvers, but also the stationing of other Soviet armed forces abroad during
peacetime, Dudin and listvinov placed limits on the extent to which the
USSR should pursue presence, by saying that the USSR
• •• has its own histodcaI. economic and geographic peculiadties which, distinct from
those of the USA. will not allow it to or require it to maintain a military presellce in
remote regions of the wodel. 9

In this laststatement can be seen the ambiguous nature of the Kulish book.
lw been shown, the authors of this section do advocate Soviet innitary
presence in the wodd. At the same time, the USSR is not regarded by them as
As
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fonnula, though, the separation of military questions from ideological ones
means that the Soviet military, and not the Party, should be the judge of
what military policies the USSR should pursue. lbis would amount to the
virtual overthrow of the Party by the military with regard to Soviet foreign
and military policy,
Is this, however, what Kulish actually meant? The statement Kulish made
from which this view could be inferred was:

an

Owing to the specific nature of these [military I problems, they can be studied as part
of an independent branch of the theory of international relations and foreign policy the military-poIiticai problems of international relations. II

."

In addition to seeing Kulish th..,
~.:
~octrine,~arl Jacobsen belie:s ~::;::fa new offensive Soviet militaI).
literature 10 one other important
Ie ~parted from previous Soviet
respect. According to Jacobsen Kulish

What Kulish said, then, was that military-political problems can be considered
or studied independently, but independ~ntly from what? Kulish only
mentioned the "theory of international relatfuk and foreign poligy". He did
not explicitly state that military-political problems could be considered
separately from Marxist-Leninist ideology, It is possible that this was Kulish's
implied meaning, but it is also possible that it was not; the statement is an
ambiguous one,
In the conclusion of the book, Kulish did explicitly refer to the relationship between military policy and ideology, In this statement, however, KuIish
said that military-political problems could not be considered separately from
ideology:
•
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The post-war experience in international relations generallY and the experience of the
prolonged arms race and military prepantions on the part of imperialism in particular.
confirmed the correctness of the Marxist position which holds that military force, both
in the foreign policies of individual states and in the international relations between
countries and peoples, appears not as an independent factor but rather as a component
of a complicated system of interaction among various factors - economic, political.
diplomatic, ideological. cultural, moral-psychological. etc. All of them.. are mutually
related and operate as parts of an overall complex. 12

If Kulish's first statement 011 this subject was meant to imply that questions of military policy should be considered separately from ideology. then
he contradicted himself in the conclusion, Since the conclusion made an
explicit statement regarding the importance of ideology while the first one
did not explicitly say the opposite (though it is possible to interpret it as
doing so), it appem that Kulish was either ambiguous on this point or he did
not mean that military-political questions should be considered separately
from Marxism-Leninism at all.
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exaggerate how offensive the USSR is; if indeed it is attempting to achieve
world empire, it ~ certainlY going about it more slowly than other nations
which have attempted to do so in the past.
More important, through selective quotation of and overemphasiS on
certain Soviet statements, the full meaning, complexity, and significance of
Soviet thinking can easily be missed. What, for example, do the Soviets
consider to be their own strengths and weaknesses in pursuing their foreign
policy goals? What do they consider to be Anierican strengths and weaknesses
in opposing them? How do the Soviets assess opportunities to extend their
foreign policy interests? How do they conceive of national security? Do they
regard their foreign policy as offensive or defensive? As the example of V. M.
Kulish shows, the answelS to these questions cannot be found if one selectiwly quotes only those statements indicating the 'offensive' (or, for that matter,
the "defensive') nature of Soviet foreign and militarY policy. In order to
undelStand fully Soviet foreign and militaIY policy, it is necessary to make a
comprehensive study (not just a selective one) of Soviet thinking on this
subject.
The Brookings Institution
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