MARK N. KATZ

ON THE SIGNIFICANCE OF V. M. KULISH

It is often difficult in the West to know when important changes take place in
Soviet statements about politics or ideology. Frequently, important changes
are discernible only well 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 are held by the Soviet 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 observers of the Soviet Union run the risk of
not noticing important changes in Soviet statements affecting ideclogy 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 literature.

However, a second danger that Western observers of the Soviet Union can
encounter is the description of a statement as a major change in Soviet think-
ing when such a statement actually is not. This can occur either through
selective 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*dunarodnye otnolenija®
[Military Power and International Relations] has been described by some
Westemn 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 Soviet 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 state-
ments, it will be shown here that he did not call for the blatant use of military
force toachieve Soviet foreign policy goals or for the replacement of Marxism-

- Leninism by great power considerations as a basis for Soviet military policy.
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In addition, it will be seen that the unique statements Kulish @d make were
not repeated in subsequent Soviet literature, and thus his'influence as a
thinker was rather more limited than some in the West have thought,
1 o

Kulish’s book has been described as laying the theoretical foundation for the
offensive use of Soviet armed forces in conflicts far from the USSR. Carl
Jacobsen stated that before the publication of this book, military intervention
in the Third World was an ideologically motivated policy pursued only by the
imperialists (the West), and that this was a policy *. . . from which socialist
states were excluded.”? In contrast to this earlier Soviet view, Jacobsen saw
Kulish as developing a rationale for the USSR also

o to i_ntetvena in si.tuations of local conflict. Further, such intervention need not be
limited just to rendering aid to forces of national liberation, but it might take the form
of a physical initiative by Soviet forces.?

Other Western scholars also saw Kulish’s work as a major theoretical in-
novation on the use of Soviet military force.® 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 contri-
butors to this volume actually wrote, a more complicated, and even contra-
dictory, 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 sub-
title of the book is: Voennye aspekty vne¥nepolitideskix koncepcij S54 [Mili-
tary Aspects of the Foreign Policy Concepts of the USA]. Most of the state-
ments about the utility or futility of the use of force were made with regard
‘o American foreign policy.

Nevertheless, some attention was also devoted to Soviet foreign and
military policy, especially in a section of the book authored by AM. Dudin
and Ju. N. Listvinoy. One of the frequently quoted statements that they made
appeared to advocate the aggressive use of Soviet military force abroad:

In‘ E:onnec(ion with the task of preventing local wars and also in those cases wherein
fruhtary support must be furnished to those nations fighting for their freedom and
mdt.kpendence againet the forces of internal reaction and imperialist intervention, the
Soviet Union may reguire mobile and well-trained and well-equipped armed forces. . . .
The acmal situation may require the Soviet Union to carry out measures aimed at
restraining the aggressive acts of imperialism. Practical steps toward resolving the pro-
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blem of regional military opposition to imperialist expansion by expanding 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. 3

The term ‘military assistance’ both here and elsewhere in Soviet literature
refers to arms transfers. The transfer of arms is a policy that has been
advocated since the Khrushchev era;? its advocacy here is nothing new. What
is new, though, is the advocacy of increased Soviet ‘military presence’. It is
not clear from the above statement what precisely this term refers to. As has
been seen, some in the West interpreted this as meaning the direct use of
Soviet armed forces in combat situations. However, other statements made by
Dudin and Listvinov indicate that ‘military presence’ referred to something
much less drastic:

In some situations the very knowfedge of a Soviet military presence in an area in which a
conflict situation is developing may serve to restrain the imperialists and local reaction,
prevent them from dealing out violence to the local populace and eliminate a threat to
overall peace and international security. It is precisely this type of role that ships of the
Soviet Navy are playing in the Mediterranean Sea.”

Here ‘presence’ only appears to mean the ability of the Soviet Navy to
patrol in areas of potential crisis, and not necessarily to fight in them. Mili-
tary presence seems to play less of a combat role than it does a deterrent role
according to the authors. Indeed, whenever these authors mention Soviet
military presence, they discuss it only in connection with peacetime move-
ments of the Soviet Navy.® While it is obvious that these peacetime move-
ments 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 historical, economic and geographic peculiarities which, distinct from
those of the USA, will not allow it to or require it to maintain a military presence in
remote regions of the world.?

In this laststatement can be seen the ambiguous nature of the Kulish book.
As has been shown, the authors of this section do advocate Soviet military
presence in the world. At the same time, the USSR is not regarded by them as
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formula, 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. This 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:
Owing to the specific nature of all these [military] problems, they can be studied as part

of an independent branch of the theory of international relations and foreign policy —
the military-political problems of intemational relations.!!

What Kulish said, then, was that military-political problems can be considered
or studied independently, but independently from what? Kulish only
mentioned the “theory of international relations 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 relation-
ship between military policy and ideology. In this statement, however, Kulish
said that military-political problems could not be considered separately from
ideology:

The post-war experience in international relations generally and the experience of the
prolonged arms race and military preparations 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.!2

If Kulish’s first statement on this subject was meant to imply that ques-
tions 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 so0), it appears 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.




190
MARK N, KATZ

;::: o;:;l;eguent Soviet literatyy,
escribed Kuljsh ag ¢
N .. 0 i
of the day i and Rooes o ne of t!le Premier Soviet strategic authors
d - - . @ seming]
- - - One of the most scholady

of the theoretic
Clans at IMEMQ » and this book 5 being «
++. one of the

significant Soviet books of 1972”’. is

appeared in the journy S84 (UsA).1s 4p

Critical of the qualit
Y of a chapter p
‘(‘NATO, SEATO, ang CENT(S {']a):i:r;irh: )fal°§a ¥
X v

United States d;
d.'® Viadimi
that the Soviet Union o

ON THE SIGNIFICANCE OF V.M. KULISH 191

reviewer saw the Kulish book as being a “‘meaningful, schblarly" work on
American military policy, he did not see it as setting forth a new Soviet mili-
tary policy as some Westemn scholars gid.

What .is more, this review in SSA of Voenndgia sila i meXdunarodnye
otno¥enija appears to be the only review of it that was ever published in the
USSR. Letopis’ recencii [Chronicle of Reviews], which indexes book reviews
appearing in Soviet periodicals, listed no other review of this book. Unfort-
unately, Letopis® recencii does not index book reviews from all Soviet
periodicals, including some mxhtaryL’Enes However, no reviews of the Kulish
book were published in Kommunist voorufennyx sil [Communist of the
Armed Forces), Voenno-istoriteskij Zurnal [Military-Historical Journal], or
in the available CIA translations of the classified Soviet joumal Voennaja
mysl’ [Military Thought] .2°

If the Kulish book had indeed been‘a major work on Soviet foreign and
military policy, it would be quite unusual that it was not widely acknowledg-
ed as such in the USSR. Major new foreign policy statements by high Party
leaders are usually praised as such in Soviet publications, sometimes long after
they have been made. Similarly, authoritative works on Soviet military policy
such as the books written by Marshals Sokolovskij or Gretko, or books such
as Marksizm-leninizm o vojne i armii [Marxism-Leninism on War and the
Army] have always been highly praised in Soviet military publications.

Further, such works have been explicitly described as studies of Soviet
military policy. The fact that the Kulish book was not treated in a similar
manner by Soviet writers (indeed not noticed by them at all except for the
one review by Vladimirov) indicates that this book was not considered to be
as significant a work on the subject of Soviet military policy as some in the

West have thought.

-

v

Yet if the Kulish book was not the highly important treatise on Soviet mili-
tary policy that some in the West claimed it was, then precisely what was its
significance for Soviet thinking about foreign and military affairs? Before
considering this, some biographical information on Kulish would be appro-
priate. Kulish served as an officer in the Soviet Army where he rose
to the rank of colonel. After retiring from the Army, he worked at the
Institute for World Economy and International Relations (IMEMO) of the
USSR Academy of Sciences. It was under the auspices of this civilian institute
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that the book Voennaja sila i meXdunarodnye otnolenija was published in
1972. Shortly after the publication of this book, Kulish left IMEMO to work
at another research institute?! ‘ :
Kulish, then, was associated both with the military and with the Party/
civilian institutes. Because of this, Kulish’s statements on Soviet foreign and
military policy must be looked at in relation to both military and Party/
civilian writing, Since the most widely noted statements in the book concem-
ed Soviet military presence, and since this presence referred to areas beyond
the immediate vicinity of the USSR (in other words, the Third World), it is
necessary to examine them in relation to other military and civilian state-
ments about Soviet foreign and military policy toward the, Third World. Since
the Third World was discussed somewhat differently in military and in Party/
civilian literature, Kulish’s significance in each must be looked at separately.
Soviet military literature began to discuss conflict in the Third World in
the late 19503 and has given increasing attention to it from the late 1960s
through to the present. The Soviet military has, however, said relatively little
about the role of the USSR in Third World conflicts. In those statements that
have been made about the role of the USSR in Third World conflicts, though,
a definite trend over time can be seen. In the late 1950s and early 1960s,
Soviet military writers said nothing specific about the role of the USSR in
these conflicts. In the middle and late 1960, they discussed arms transfers??
and then in the eardy 1970s they discussed the use of Soviet advisers to train
revolutionary armed forces.?® In the late 1970s, the role of Cuban armed
forces and treaties of friendship and co-operation were discussed.®® Even
some hints of the use of Soviet armed forces were made,? though no explicit
statements advocating this as a general policy have yet appeared.?®
Where do the statements in the Kulish book about Soviet military policy
fit into this pattemn? If, as has been argued by others, the meaning of the term
‘military presence’ refers to the use of Soviet armed forces in combat in the
Third World, then these statements were much stronger than anything the
Soviet military said at the time the book was published (1972), or even since
then. Further, the advocacy of the use of force that the Kulish book was
alleged to have made was virtually ignored in subsequent Soviet military
literature. However, if, as has been argued here, the term ‘military presence’
was used in the Kulish book to mean the peacetime deployment of Soviet
forces in the Third World, then these statements were similar to what Soviet
military literature was saying in the early 1970s. The role of both Soviet
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Marxist-Leninist basis of all Soviet policy, including foreign and military
policy. If Kulish had meant that military policy should be considered
separately -from ideology (something he never said explicitly), then this was
his own view which no other Party/civilian or military writer has repeated, If
Kulish did not mean this, but instead believed that military problems could
not be viewed separately from Marxism-Leninism, then what he said in this
regard was similar to what other Soviet writers have said; Kulish’s statements
in this case were not at all unique. ]

v

Having examined what was actually said in the Kulish book and the place this
book occupies in Soviet literature on foreign and military policy toward the
Third World, it seems reasonable to conclude that the Kulish book was much
less bellicose, as well as much less important, than some in the West have
described it as being. Instead of a work of major importance on Soviet
military policy, Voennaja sila i me¥dunarodnye otnoSenija appears to be only
a minor work on American military policy that did not receive wide attention
in the USSR. Indeed, this book seems to have been given much more
attention outside the Soviet Union than inside. ’

The overestimate of the significance of this book in the West appears to be

the result of magnifying the importance of certain statements taken out of
context as well as not examining the book as a whole in terms of other Soviet
literature on the same subject. Why did this occur? The probable answer to
this question is that those who overestimated the significance of the Kulish
book wanted to make a specific argument — that the USSR had begun to
pursue an offensive foreign and military policy in the 1970s. In order to
strengthen this argument, these scholars selectively quoted Soviet statements
from which offensive Soviet intentions could be inferred, Other Soviet
statements were simply ignored.

It may well be that the Soviet Union pursues an offensive foreign and
military policy. The Soviet invasions of Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and
Afghanistan alone indicate that the USSR is willing to resort to force to
retain or extend its influence where the local population does not want it.
However, in order fully to understand Soviet foreign and military policy, it is
not enough merely to say that it is “‘offensive’. There are relative degrees of
offensiveness; the USSR certainly does not pursue as offensive a foreign and
military policy as did Napoleonic France or Nazi Germany. Thus, it is easy to

exaggerate how offensive the USSR is; if

world empire, it is ce
which have attempted to dosoin the past.

certain Soviet statements,
Soviet thinking can easily
consider to be their own §
policy goals?
in opposing

195
ON THE SlGNlFlCANCE OF V. M. KULISH
indeed it is attempting t0 ach?eve
ns
rtainly going about it more slowly than other natio

rtan i hasis on
More important. through selective quotation of and overemp
(v} s

the full meaning, complexity, and signiﬁcance. ;fs
be missed. What, for example, do the Sov1.
trengths and weaknesses in pursuing their foreign
jeri esses
What do they consider to be American stren'gt-hs ande::z:llglm
them? How do the Soviets assess oli.ponmuﬁon;e:e;:ﬁw T ey
i nal ?
rests? How do they conceive © - i
i ive? As the example of
i i olicy as offensive or defensive? : .
regafd v fotr;:aglanl;wec::’to these questions cannot be found if ondel::::;mr
P ::so(‘::l’y those statements indicating the «offensive’ (or, for .
ly quo

. ; der to
: ion and military poficy. In or
the ‘defensive’) nature of Soviet ;:ri;i:ry palicy, it is necessary tomake 3

d fully Soviet foreign an : . sary to T e
uz::r;nmsive ystudy (not just a selective one) of Soviet thinking
C

subject.

foreign policy inte

The Brookings Institution

. o ¢l /] ija.
1 V M Kulls‘l 'Oﬂu’aa slla i "ww'wodﬂye otno!e"i voeﬂ"ye atpekly v"e!ne'

PSR 1972‘

, ; w, ‘MeZdunarodnye Otn.o§emla , Sty for
golin‘i?e:klx foncepcl .?Ahng‘ D'lm:\cnt:l the Evolution of Sovict Theory and Cal:ae: Rty .

Canl G. Jacobsen, ola :d R, Jones (ed.), Soviet Armed For eview

. LA . 351-352.
mw?t\llc:;.i; :\)g::tmc Press International, Gulf Breeze, Fla,, 1978, pp
Annual . |
’ Ibid.: Pt ich * ... stated what may be the clt:fes; apg;amximabt;:;
i use of force in international relations”; og yyrmm
to Sorigs O ives o1 th.e. jon’, in Ellen P. Stem, The Limits o, A
. * Calif., 1977, p. 47. Harriet Fast Scott an
. ’artuxe in Soviet ﬂ\eo:et;ca,: m;}xst;;{y
the ’
Hard i tt, The Armed Forces 0,
™ i Scott and William F. Sco of e ey of
thoug ; 'hess,el;ozl‘:lte:. Colo., 1979, p. 57 See alsoBSteg‘l:i:ngsSl.mK;:::%.n, v??;!nmm !
‘I"l?oere:oviel Armed Forcesas a Political Instrument, Bro
ower:
D.C., 1981, pp- 175—11;166.
$ Kulish, op. cit., P- . .
6 gee Raymond L. Garthoff, Soviet
York, 1966, pp- 213-214.
7 Kulish, loc. cit.

Military Policy: A Historical Analysis, Praeger, New




196 MARK N. KATZ

: Ibid., pp- 136-139,

Ibid., p. 135-

10 ~ G. Jacobsen, Soviet Strategic Initiatives: Challenge and Response, Pracger, New
Yok, 1979, p. 15.

11 gulish, op. cit., p. 8.

2 pid., p. 217

13 yacobsen, Soviet Strategic Initiatives, loc. cit.

14 tamburg, loc. cit.

15 Scott and Scott, op. cit., p. 84.

16 This review by M. G. Viadimirov was published with two other book reviews (by
different reviewers) under the heading ‘Soedinénnye Staty Ameriki’ [United States of
America), SSA: ekonomika, politika, ideologija, No. 5 (1973), 94-95.

17 fbid., p. 95.

18 pog

19 See Letopis’ recencii, No. 3 (1973), 2425 (item 5366), and No. 4 (1973), 192 @index
for 1973). Another book review was listed in the 1973 index under V. M. Kulish, but
was for an earlier work he published. See also the indexes of Letopis’ recencii for 1972
and 1974 onward; the Kulish book under examination here was not listed in any of them.
20 Although the CIA has declassified some English translations of Voennaja mysil'
through the year 1973, it has not yet released the original Russian version of the journal
or English translations of it after 1973. '
21 geott and Scott, loc. cit. From conversations with Western scholars who have met
Kulish, it appears that he left IMEMO involuntarily and that the research institute he
went to was a less prestigious one.

For relatively hesitant statements regarding the transfer of arms, see ‘Za edinstvo i
splofennost® me¥dunarodnogo kommunistifeskogo dvi¥enifa’, Pravda, December 6,
1963; N. S. Khrushchev, Predotvra$¥enie vojni — pervostepennaja zada¥a (Iniazdat,
Moscow, 1963), pp. 81-82; and D. Vol'skij and V. Kudsjavcev, ‘Real’ naja dejstvitel™-
nost’ i domysly raskol’ nikov’, Krasnaja zvezda, October 10, 1963. For a mose forth-
right statement advocating Soviet arms transfers to progressive forces in the Third World,
see Major General V. Matsulenko, ‘Lokal’nye vojni imperalizma (1945-1968 gg)’,
Voenno-istoriteskii urnal, No. 9 (1968), 40-41.

B See Lt. Colonel N. Xmara, ‘Nekotorye osobennosti gra¥danskix vojn v sovremenniju
epoxw’, Komumunist voorufemnyx sil, No. 16 (1971), 23; Colonel A. Leont'ev,
‘Istorifeskaja pobeda Vetnama’, Kommunist vooru¥ennyx sil, No. 6 (1973), 84; Colonel
E. Dolgopolov, ‘Razvivajul¥iesja strany Azii, Afriki i Latinskoj Ameriki’, Kommunist
vooru¥ennyx sil, No. 16 (1973), 79; Colonel E. Dolgopolov, *Armii razvivajudtixsja stran
i politika’, Kommunist vooruFennyx sil, No. 6 (1975), 76-81;and Captain 2nd Rank Ju.
Morozov, ‘Klassovyj xarakter sovetskoj vnednej politiki’, Kommunist vooruXennyx si,
No. 19 (1975), 14.

2 Major General M. Jasjukov, ‘Mirovaja sistema socializma ~ istorifeskoe zavoeanie
meXdunarodnogo rabofego klassa’, Kommunist vooru¥ennyx sil, No. 24 (1977, 68; Lt.
Colonel N. Xibrikov, ‘Krufenie kolonial’noj sistemy imperializma: osvobodiviiesja strany
Azii, Afriki i Latinskoj Ameriki®, Kommunist vooruennyx sil, No. 6 (1978), 74; and
Colonel G. Malinovskij, ‘Nacional’no-osvoboditel'noe dvifenie na sovremennom etape’,
Kommunist vooruZennyx sil, No. 24 (1979), 33.

25 Captain 1st Rank Iu. Osipov, ‘V. L. Lenin, KPSS ob internacional’ nom xaraktere
zaltity zavoevanij socializma’, Kommunist vooru¥ennyx sil, No. 13 (1978), 76.

197
ON THE SIGNIFICANCE OF v.M.KULISH

iet armed forces in Afg\anistanhastakcn

i in
but so far the Soviet military has not advocated the use of Soviet armed forces

the World.
policy USSR should follow generally in Third . o
o i s s vy, bt b o Ly
Soviet wa
ot s di?n ptacl?c’:’-. ;h“e USSR had been shipping arms to Vietnam, Egypt,

had slseady mmddd countries long before this was acknowledged in the 1960s by

viet M wy d

elsewhere before this policy of training revolt tioned after it had occurred

i i ola was only mentioned 3 et
early 1970s. Cuban involvement in Ang only mencors oD
f:;! met with a certain degres of success. '.l‘hus. it f:x:esin risin gWoﬂd et

this has already ocwnedh\Afg)wniStan;themof

; k N. Katz,
For a detailed treatment of Soviet m“‘;‘;",“‘g‘;‘{‘{gﬁﬂ“uﬁ?ﬁw’mwwa
Third World in Soviet Military Thought, 7
1983, oo 20.31,51-59, 8486, 13115 aad 1381, ird World dusing the 1950s
27 For a discussion of Sové:t Parg;’:lmm A%y? The Communist Powers and the
soe Richard Lowen 7 The
%;::ig; Countries, Oxford UP, Ne-w_ wﬁﬂ; ; %3 'nfi:d World during the 1970,
2 For  disussion of Soviet Party W B b e iy, and Chane in the Soviet
" 'g Successors: » A i
seo Seweryn Bialer, SIalln® S 3e0, 1080, Chs. 13—14. For 2 discussion of the dilfrences
Union, (}ambri?ge UE, 3 military writers on the Third World, see , Op. Cil.,
between Party/civilian

¥ No. 3
;gxs-::?éloﬁd Communist Solidarity with the Afghan Revolution’, New Times, No

(January 1980), 8-10.




