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It is by now widely believed that the Soviet invasion of

AfghanisLan and the Carter administration's reaction to it mark a new

watershed in the relationship between the two superpowers and

augur a period of tensions and hostility, if not the beginning of

a new Cold War. The main reason for this reassessment is the belief

that the Soviet action represents a qualitatively new stage in Soviet

policy -- one characterized by the unrestrained use of military power

for the achievement of political objectives. Perhaps nothing is

more characteristic of this attitude than the President's own state-

ment that the Soviet intervention represents a "radical departure"

from previous Krcmlin policy, which has caused a dramatic reversal

of his views of Soviet policy and ultimate objectives. In fact,

the Soviet assault on Afghanistan, though particularly brutal, is

neither unprecedented, nor is it particularly surprising, and

Washington's present attitudes reveal a fundamental misperception

of Soviet international behavior in general, and the role of military

power in Moscow's foreign policy in particular.

The incorporation of Afghanistan in the Soviet bloc, to put it

simply, is just another example of the expansion of the Soviet sphere

by force of arms. As such it conforms perfectly to long-standing

Soviet theory and practice on the use of force.

Tho Leninfst Legacy and the Soviet Use of Force

Present Soviet attitudes and practice toward the use of force

in international relations faithfully% rcIl-( t a number of theoretical

Text of lecture delivered to UCI.A pub1ic lecturc :;eries "Tension
Areas in World Politics" on March 4, 1980.
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postulates on war and mili tary i ntervelt ion, Yrrul 1 1d hv I,.1i 1

more than sixty years ago. lenin bcpin bv rud f i n i n). tli, t r i ti o;i I

distinction between just and unjust war.; and c'1;i imid ta,.t ay wa r

conducted in the interests of the prolctariat (.I:c det ined bN' tht

coimunist party) was by its very nature i u:-,t w Ir . 'orthur Iii 11o

longer differentiated between offensive ;ind defern, ivv Wa ru and ar,ued

that even a war initiated and waged on -orei gn t rr ito r coot j Iuk.d

to be defensive, and therefore just, if condiucted It, a C;c a-list

state. Indeed, Lenin was quite specific on this point, as when lie

admonished his followers that "it will be simply stupid not to

recognize the possibility of a war initiated by tle- victorious

proletariat against a capitalist country". Such wars of inter-

vention, for him, acquired the character of revolutionary wars.

Moreover, Lenin firmly believed that the ultimate victory of

communism could only be achieved by armed force. As early as 1916

he prophesied that, sooner or later, the revolutionary proletariat

will create a powerful military alliance of what lie called "terrible

nations", which then by force of arms will make sure that capitalist

society comes to a "horrible end". He was also quite convinced that

wars and military intervention will continue to be useful as long

as there is capitalism. Said he, "Only when we have totally defeated,

subjugated and expropriated the bourgeoisie in the whole world, and

not only in one country, will wars become impossible".

These Leninist views have been consistently mirrored in the

V € military doctrine and policies of all his successors, including the

1t2 present leadership, with the sole difference that nuclear war, because

of its destructiveness, has been excluded as a useful instrument for

; the advancement of socialism. This does not necessariIv mean that

the Kremlin is bent on military conquest of the world, or that it

has a specific blueprint to this end. What it does mean, however,

is that it continues to believe firmly in the unlimited utility of

military power, both as a guarantee of an assertive policy and the

practical means for the accomplishment of specific foreign-pol it ical

objecti.ves.

Soviet history of the last 60 years is replete with evidence

that the use of military force has indeed plryed the dcisiv, roie

--w.... IW



in tile achievement of important objectives. From the fledgling

days of the young Bolshevik state military power has been used

extensively not only for dealing with assorted domestic opponents,

but also for extending the revolution to outlying areas which had

shown little enthusiasm for joining the Soviet state. Thus it was

the Red Army that finally assured tile incorporation of both the

Caucasus and the vast Central Asian area by intervening militarily

in Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaydzhan and in a score of smaller

principalities. In all cases the Soviet intervention followed alleged

"calls for assistance" from unspecified local revolutionary elements;

a practice continued to the present. Soviet readiness to use military

force in total disregard of international treaties and contractual

obligations was demonstrated in a most brutal fashion on the eve of

World II when, following the signing of the Nazi-Soviet pact in 1939,

Moscow embarked on a course of open aggression and territorial

aggrandizement against all of its European neighbors. In the process

it annexed outright Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia, countries with

which, it should be noted, it had friendship and non-aggression

treaties, and seized large chunks of territory from Poland, Romania

and Finland. The end of WWII brought about another dramatic Soviet

expansion by military force with the establishment of communist

puppet regimes in all of Eastern Europe; regimes that would not have

lasted long, had it not been for the Soviet occupation forces. Military

intervention has also served the Kremlin well in the post-war period

in its efforts to preserve its hegemony over what became known as the

Soviet Bloc. On at least three occasions--East Germany 1953,

Hlungary 1956 and Czechoslovakia 1968--Soviet use of massive force

has prevented the potential defection of a client state from the Soviet

orbit. Recent Soviet propensities to promote political goals by

sponsoring military interventions by proxy, whether in Angola,

Fthiopia or Cambodia, are another expression of tile Soviet philosopiivh

on the itility of power.

Moscow's long record of militarv coercion for political purposes

has provided som1e 1 ear cut 1essons for tihe SovicL he ade'rsh i p. It

,..............
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haS taught thIem that whenever mi I i tairy Migh its I LI I I tgItt Lto hiwar

dec is ivel Lte end resul t has intvar tab Iv lici n a oI tilt i 1 !;o vie

ga in. Experience has al1so Shown the1M t hat OIL hi l ! I Ii ;n I I1 kr ye

that gain .it. to reta in a mi Ii t arv presencec i n t he !aoL iilit) (d coulit rv.

''Soc ial Io ' Stal inl used to say , ''is wS r Wi - t Sill ' ilet I I: '1 -11.d

Wha t thits impIie s fo r t IlIe fuitt ure o)f A Igiuu 1. to Ia Ior f.I ? ,-' ,. 'I,

Converselyv, experience has a 1 St. t anLglit tihlt- i L a I i t t i 11 1 it

to Control mil itarily a given colfl ikt t. h-i, n),i t hi; iw

resul ted in set backs and hiunti Ii atL ionl . 'Ilt i s has bee t lie fae*tor

example, with the defect ions o f YugoskIivi a tin' Alhbin i.1 irowm ' .iv e

hiegemotiv, thet expli sion of Soy jet id viso rr;. Iroi-w !'2vpt and the Si no-

Soviet split.

7extbou ks on international rekiat ions t rid it lzaivdsrIh the

use of force in reltat ions between1 tIdt ions a>: the "'tilt in rait io" )r

last resort . Thle Soyvlet Union, onl t lie atli t.r lanld, asI- t hronglitt

its existence regarded and u1sed I i ita1rV tu joltr asi ;i. ilu, "prima

ratio"'. The only decisive cal cultns ,pvcrn ii t Soviet i nturvent ion i sm

has bee.-n whether the given object ive CoulId be1 ;teeloiI'lpished e2Xl)('(li--

tiously and with relative impunity. lo this extu~nt Atltanistanl fi. no

different than, for example, the Soviet invas 11)1 of l;tor ii a in 1971,

Poland 1939, Czechoslovakia 1968 or sending thu, Cubans to Anieel.-t in

1975.

Soviet Military Power and the West

While Soviet reliance on military power and tgrsinas thut

primary means for political persuasion is ot long staniding, inl the

past most of its unfortunate victims have been countries ailong; it,

periphery and the global balance has not been unduly disturlbed(.

Lately, however, several trends have converged to creatie : iul .,

highly disturbing outlook for the West. Without question the -most

far-reaching change has been the dramatic reversal of the mu itnrv

balance of power between the Soviet Union and thet United States.

Re lentlIessly pursuing its nil itary bu i 1-iip throtgliottt 04, 190

and 1970,; the Soyviet Un ion has nt ony1i1fi c1111 1%,tijcatI ilt rceta I it:
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superiority in conventional warfare capabilities, but has caught up

and surpassed the US in most meaningful indicators of strategic power.

As a result, as we enter the new decade, for the first time in its

history, the Soviet Uiion is on the threshold of achieving overall

military superiority over the United States.

At the same time in the United States there has been a shift

away from the traditional reliance on unilateral measures for assuring

national security and toward scurity through cooperation with the

Soviets and arms control. Underlying this new attitude have been

changing US assumptions about the utility of military power and

Soviet objectives. 'File humiliating defeat suffered by America in

Vietnam served to convince many that military power does not

guarantee political advantage and cast a grave doubt on the very

legitimacy of the military dimension of foreign policy. American

perceptions of the Soviet Union in the 60s also began to undergo

,;ignificant ciianges toward a more positive general view. Sovietolo--

gists, for instance, began to argue that the Soviet Union had ceased

to be a totalitarian state and was more subject to the imperatives

of a modrai industrial 3tate than ideological dogma, while political

scientists discovered a so-called "convergence theory" according

to which the communist system was becoming increasingly liberalized

much as the capitalist one was acquiring some socialist traits, with

both oI them inevitably bound to converge at the happy medium of a

new sociaiI utopia. Characteristic in this respect were also the

efforts of a whole spate of "revisionist" historians, whose works

exonerated the Kremlin of any wrongdoing in the post VWII years,

while accusing the United States of every conceivable crime of

duplicity, deviousness and blackmail against the Soviets. Others

sought to explain away the ominous Soviet build-up by claiming that

they were simply trying to catch up with us, and, when they did not

seem to stop at that, with some alleged Russian psychological need

to "overinsure" in order to feel secure.

On the political level the same sentiments were expressed in

the totally unrealistic hopes and expectations pinned on detente

and arms control, which promptly came to be considered a universal

panacea and the only way to insure security. Behind all this was

the rather sanguine assumption that our objectives for a stable
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wortd order based on respect for sover, igotv :iod ion- nttrILcrence

were shared by the old men ill the i'ol i tl ro, wlh,, cls 're: idte t Carte-

himself Only recently assured us, were Ileil of' peac (, I in elt i 00;

arid honor.

The practical consequence of the.;e i I llusiolin hav h 121a stead i 'ly

declining del nse expenditures to t h- point where, ;at pr,., , or

defense splndinng is only half as largc (,is per'eenta a .e )tInt

income) as it was in the early 60s, despite the t rememldtl, -,rowth

of Soviet military capabilities in the mneitime. Th is r' IaIt i vt

aeglect of US military power in the face of an niIprecedented Soviet

build-up and the apparent American reluctance to get directly involved

in various conflicts in the last few years have not onlv tiltd the

balance toward the Soviets, but, more dangerouslv, may have convinced

Moscow that the US has lost the will to defend the interes. ts of the

Free World. I'he changed correlation of power between the superpowers

has had another detrimental conseqfuence for the kest . In tie pe

the overwhelming American strategic preponderance has often more than

compensated for Soviet conventional superiority in a localizc.I conflict

and has deterred them from aggressive action, as wos the case in both

Berlin crises of 1958 and 1962. This is clearlv no longer the case.

Another factor which has contributed ,reat!v to tik, present

uncertainty and possibly enhanced Soviet assertiveness was the sudden

realization of the extent of Western vulnerability due to its depen-

dence on imported oil. The Arab oil embargo of 1973 and the -ubsequent

crises vividly demonstrated that most Western democrocies de'pkTid !-(I)-

their very existence as modern industrial states en the contimu os

and uninterrupted flow of oil from external non-W-stni s-ource:;.

flie political implications and opportunities presentinp themsclves

could not have been lost to the Russians.

The final important trend characterizing the present inctrn,ti .l

-Ituation is the emergence of a dangerous disequ ilibrium in the Sovict

system which is reflected in its competition with the West. The fact

is that whil.e the Soviet Union has been winning the, itarv r;ace,

it has been losing ground in every other cat cgorv. 'conomi .ly it

has suffered seriou, reversals and aope:,,-, iwdd t ,ard r n,, j-,!

_________



Period of stagnation and decline. It has not only failed to catch up'

with the West in the vital areas of technology and labor productivity,

but, it anything, the gap has widened. Indeed had it not been for the

tremendous natural resources of the country the Soviet Union would

have long ago become a second-rate economic power. As it is, if

present trends continue, it will be surpassed in (NP by both Japan

and West Germany in the not too distant future, Soviet agriculture

remains a disaster area and, more than 60 years after the October

revolution, the country that was once known as the "granary f Europe"

is unable to feed its citizenry. Culturally Soviet society, plagucd

by oppression and dogmatism, remains a :-onformist wasteland. Even

Soviet ideology, once an attractive utopia for many an idealist,

has degenerated into a barren and ossified dogma, rejected by many

communists outside the Soviet sphere. The steady deterioration of

the Soviet position in ever-y non-military category, however, contains

in itself the seeds of great danger, since a policy aiming to arrest

the decline by expansionism may appear increasingly feasible and

tempting to the Soviet leadership.

To sum up, at the present stage of the historic confrontation

between Western democracy and Soviet totalitarianism, the West, though

powerful economically, is declining militarily and seems to lack

political will, while the Soviet Union, plagued by economic and other

failures as it is, shows political singularity of purpose and military

confidence as never before. Should these trends continue tho outlook

for the coming decade does not augur well for democracy,

What could be done to reverse these perilous trends? Unfortunately

there are no ready panaceas nor instant quick fixes. Neither are

grain embargoes or Olympic boycotts a solution, or even effective steps

toward a solution of the problem. What is needed is a radical

rethinking of our pol itical and nail itary strategy for dealing with

Moscow. We should1( finally rea] ize that, barring a major change in

the Soviet system, the Kremlin's policy goals and historical objectives

are Fundamentally at odds and inimic;al to the intrinsic values and

interests of .i free society, and detente and arms control illusions,

t



no miatter how at t ract vt, shou I (I I , ;i I t..' .1 t t- L '1, t

bove a I I wc t i make it Inu d; 1t , v It.: ir ,, . i , . .- tii v -

would not be AI 1owed to (ch lve :iiiV ic';:ii ii'. I t V , : 1 '

mi Ii tary super ior I tv over tie :u it d SL It t,,;. C hit mc 111ue , :. ,W

arms race, ,) le it. It is oinc r,'( Amer a,, i..,i,, * ,, ',,,, Ki)'

of 5z "lnew" ract', bi) t.he w \', li'r tt'! i . '-a V.i ' li; , I

unabated in the Lis t ten ,ear or :S,, t1e nIv (l.i ei t;;I

it has been pursued unilaterally by th S y it tk Iin. I'''it it'- t1t r ,

Soviets should be to Id in no0 uncert :11n termTsI that HiV l!1'.-, jl ttI ; oil

ii the I'lird areas , whether by proxy or noot, wi 1  met with i t i r;i

response, 1 L Iud i no force of lrms i ii es a v. e I i ir % o i' rU tL I

rlort'ance here for the Un ited Stitc's , by whatever m,'n-, tO II rCvent.

Moscow from achieving regional military superiorit" ' ., .,'ri' in thle

world. In all It hree cases in its history ill .which til, Ss,viet tutul

enjoyed tincontested regional superiority -- 1919-1'J22' il,.n' its pc-

riphery and 1939-1941 and after 1945 in Eastern In cipt',, it never

fai led to cmbrark on unrestrained sq i Li tary agress ion. Il the other

hand, tile Soviet leaders are by no means militarv adventusrers or
rainatical warmongers and whentver they have been met wt , determined

lKustern opposition backed by force, they have rut rc,!td, -ijid Ii Ivt'

douc' so i-ven at the cost of humilition. The Berlin h lckadt, of i94X

'1!1d the Fiibin missile crisis are just two such exampies.

It woell,! be nice, of course, if America did not have to ago in

pl ay the rolt of a world policeman, but in the world in w'es l iv,'

- e r,'ne. on our obligations, somebody else is clear v I.' ,,(!
:,,'r, ti,iit %-.'i 1 ing to il[ tile v-iu,,im, and that som bud' cl s:u in. I

*-,vtn record of disrespect for accepted norms of belhvior.

.. will undoubtedly find grave faults with !;uch a n,, trntegy.

I' ,.ill be said, for example, that it may provoke the, Ssoyictn; into

r confrn tation and/or strengtien tile most coll t-lrvalVS id

militaristic elements among tile Soviet leadersliip and thus i-ike

things even wor;e. Tile answer to this is sLimpI t'. Soviet 1L ;Jcr.no

know we!l the niture and possible 'onst'ehiionc' ''; ol a lln 10'1ir Coi1 FIna-

gration and ire as afraid oif it a,- w( nr,. Mnreover it is illl v ifter

they reilize that re.liance on military ptO,,'i w,, - ,il ii O ht lj tIt'im

Ichieve forc' ign-politica1. objectivts,:q s, t ht orit nil li li to 'pcud

.I



hall I their hudget on arms without any visible returns will not

solve acute domestic problems, that they might seriously consider

a radical reform of the Soviet system. Without a far-reaching

reform of the Soviet system and its characteristic fetishism of

military power, on the other hand, klestern hopes for truly m.aaing a

detente, disarmament and stable security will remain as illusory as

they have been pr[otr to Aighanistan.
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