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AN "ALTERNATIVE VIEWY
‘REPORT OF TEAM B

NOTE

-

This document is one part of an experiment in cormnpetitive analysis
‘undertaken by the DCI on behalf of the President’s Foreign
Intelligence Advisory Board. The views expressed are those" of the
authors and do not represent either coordinated National Intelligence
or the views of the Director of Central Intelligence.
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7 INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

The mandate of Tearn'."B" was to take an independent look at the
data that go into the preparation of NIE 11-8/8, and on.that basis
determine whether a good case could be made that Soviet strategic

objectives are, in fact, more ambitious and therefore implicitly more
threatening to U.S. security than they appear to ‘the authors of the

NIEs. If the answer to this question was positive, they were further to

indicate what accounts for ‘the NIEs unsatisfactory assessments, -

‘Members of Team “B” were deliberately selected from among
experienced political and military analysts of Soviet affais known to
take a more somber view of the Soviet strategic threat than that
accepted as the intelligence community’s consensus. However, the

Team made every.endeavor to look objectively at the available.

evidence and to provide a responsible, non-partisan evaluation.

No attempt has been made in this Repoxt to arive at anything like
& net assessment: U.S. capabilities are not touched upon except to give
perspective to certain Soviet programs. The Report concentrates on
what it is that the Russians are striving for, without trying to assess their
chances of success. Nor has Team “B" sought to produce a full-fledged
counterpart to NIE 11-3/8, covering the same range of topics: its
contents are selective, as befits the expefimpntal nature of the Team's

assignment. Failure of the Teamsto-address itself to any-given-subject -

should not be taken to'mean that it necessarily concurs with the NIE'
treatment of it, . : s

.. A certain amount of attention is given to the. “track-record”, of the
NIEs in dealing with Soviet strategic objectives, in some cases going
back to"the early 1960's. The purpose of these historical analyses is not

. Tecrimination, which, given the Team's advantage of hindsight, would

be pointless as well as unfair; rather, Team “B” found certain persistent
flaws in the NIEs that do not disappear-with the change’of the teams

responsible for drafting them. It coneluded, therefore, that only by
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tracking over a period of time NIE assessments on any given subject is )

; it possible fully and convincingly to determine what methodological
: misconceptions cause their most serious errors of judgment,

_ » “ . The Report consists of Three parts. Part One seeks to clarify the .
' 5 . . essumptions and judgments that underpin NIE evaluations of Soviet _—
| o © strategic objectives. Part Two. Is a collection .of ten papers which

Lo analyze critically specific Soviet efforts in the field of offensive and " "7V
o defensive forcés covered in NIE 11-8/8, Part .Three is & summa T
overview of cument Soviet strategic objectives, as perceived by Team =~ RS

“B”. An Annex traces the NIE treatments between 1962 and 1975 of T

Soviet strategic nuclear forces, The. Report is preceded by a Summary. "

It needs stressing that the present Report was prepared in some LR,
e i . haste, members of Team “B” being allotted twelve weeks (and inthe ~
S A case of some of them, less than that) in which to digest & vastamount, © . o
o of material and prepare a finished draft. Given the complexity of the S
subject, this time clearly was insufficient and the resultant product T
suffers from flaws. Tven so, Team “B” feels confident that its criticisms, o
analyses, and recommendations ought to contribute to the improve- -

ment of the treatment of Soviet strategic objectives in future National
Intelligence Estimates. o ‘ -

"
-

. In the preparation of this Report, Team “B” heard briefings by the o
following experts to whom it wishes to éxpress its gratitude: Mr. Fritz e
. Ermarth, M Richard B. Foster, Maj. ‘General George Xeegan, Dr. " -
S .+ Sherman Xenf, Dr. Andrew Marshall, and Mr. Cordon Negus. Capt. -+ - 747
A o0 "o+ John”P. Prsley (USN, Ret.) contributed to the preparation. of the o
' ot . analysis of Soviet ASW efforts in.Part Two, . Lot -on

"Team_ leader : Professor Richard Pipes * —
.. Associates T . Professor: William - Van. Cléave =~ ™ = [
CERTREEL .Lt.- Gen. Daniel Graham, JUSA;~(Ret.) .
"+ Dr. Thomas Wolfe, RAND ~Corporation

. w7+ General John Vogt, USAF, (Ret) . .o ot
“Advisory Panel : Ambassador Foy Kohler e
. DR " The Honorable Paul Nitze S P
’ ' ' .Ambassador Seymour Weiss ‘ T
Maj. Genera] Jasper Welch, USAF . a0

Dr: Paul Wolfowitz, Arms Control and Disarma-
, _ : ment Agency
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 SUMMARY

Team “B” found that the NIE 11-3/8 series through 1975 has
substantially misperceived the motivations behind Soviet strategic

programs, and thereby tendéd comsistently to underestimate their
intensity, scope, and implicit threat

This misperception has- been due in considerable measure to
concentration on the so-called hard data, that'is data collected by
technical means, and the resultant tendency to interpret these data ina
manner reflectmg basiclIJ.S. concepts while slighting or misinterpreting
the large body of “soft” data concerning Soviet strategic concepts. The
fallure to take into account or aceurately to assess such soft data sources

has resulted in the NIEs not addressing themselves systematically to the -

broader political purposes which underlie and explain Soviet strategic
objectives. Since, however, the political context cannot be altogether

avoided, the drafters of the NIEs have fallen into.the habit of injecting "

into key judgments of the .executive summaries impressionistic
assessments based on “mirror-imaging,” i.e., the attribution to Soviet

“decision-makers of such forms of behavior as might be éxpeated from

their U.S. counterparts under analogous circumstances. This conceptual_
flaw is perhaps the single gravest cause of the misundertanding of
Sovxet strategic objectives found in past and current NIEs.

A Fundamental methodological flaw is the unposxtlon on Soviet

strategic thinking of a framework of conflicting dichotomies which may

miake - sense in the U.S. context but does:not corespond: toxeither ;
Russian doctrine, or Russian practices for example,” war vs. peace,

confrontations vs. detente, offense vs. defense, strategic vs. peripheral,

nuclear vs. conventional, arms limitations vs. arms buildup, and so on. . -
In Soviet thinking, these are complementary.. oranutua]ly.supporhncf o

concepts, and they by no mesns exclude one ancther.

One efféct of mirror-imaging’’ is ‘that the NIEs have 1gnored the '

fact that Soviet thinking is Clausewitzian in character, that is, that it
concelves in terms of “grand strategy” for which military weapons,
strategic ones included, represent only one element in-a-varied-arsenal

of means of persuasion and coercnon many of them non—mlhtary in
nature. .

Another effect of "mirror-imaging” has been the tendex{c':'y.;'to
misconstrue the manner in which Soviet leaders perceive the utility of
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those strategic weapons (i.e., strategic nuclear forces) to which the NIEs
do specifically address themselves. The drafters of NIE 11-3/8 seem to
believe that the Soviet leaders view strategic nuclear weapons much as
do their U.S, analogues. Since in the United States nuclear war s
generally regarded as an act of mutual suicide that can be rational only
as a deterrent threat, it i assumed that the USSR looks at the matter in
the same way, The primary concern of Soviet leaders is seen tobe the
securing of an effective deterrent to protect the Soviet Union from U.S.
attack and in'accord with the Westemn concept of deterfence. The NIEs
focus on the threat ‘of massive nuclear war with the attendapt
destruction and ignoré the political utility of nuclear forces in asstring
compliance with Soviet will; they ignore, the fact that by eliminating

the political credibility of the U.S. strategic deterrent, the Soviets seek
to create an environment in which othe

strategy, including overwhelming regiona
arms, can. better be brotght te bear; the
Soviets believe that the best way to par
is by assuring that the outcome of a
favorable to the Soviet Union as possi
possibility that the Russians serious}
reason, deterrence were to fail, they
weapons to fight and win a war. The
as an alternative to q. war-fi
complementary to it is in the
dangerous flaw in their eval

1 dominance in conventional
y fail to acknowledge that the
alyze U.S. strategic capabilities
ny nuclear exchange will be as
ble; and, finally they ignore the
y -believe - that -if, for whatever
could resort to the use of nuclear

ghiing capability rather than as
opinion. of Team *“B”, g grave and
uations of Soviet strategic objectives.

- Other manifestations of “iirror-
Russtans are anxious to ‘shift the com
other than military arenas-so as to be ab
the civilian sector; that they entertain
plans; that their prudence "and conc

re essentially a reaction to /.5,
programs and not $elf-generated. The

untealistic goal and do not actively pursue it..

Analysis of Soviet past and present behavio
is known of Soviet political and military doctri
judgments are seriously flawed. The evidence
leaders are first and foremost offensively rather than -defensively
minded. They think not in terms of nuclear stability, mutual assured
destruction, or strategic sufficiency, but of an effective nuclear war-

. ’ "2 g
Ta e )

1, combined with what
nes, indicates thatthese
suggests that the Soviet

r instruments of their grand °

NIEs tendency to view deterrence .

imaging” are the belief that the -
petitionswith the United ‘States-to .
le to transfer more resources to °
only defensive not offensive-
em over U,S, reactions. are.
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fighting capability, They believe that the probability of aigeneral
nuclear war can be reduced by building up one’s own strategic forces,
but that it cannot be altogether eliminated, and that therefore one has
to be prepared for such a war as if it were unavoidable and be ready to

strike first if it appears irminent. There is no evidence that the Soviet
leadership is ready, let alone eager, to reduce the military budget in
order to Taise the cou

ntry’s standard of living. Soviet Russia’s habitual
caution and sensitivity to U.S. reactions are due less to an. inherent’
prudence than to a realisfic assessment of the existing global
“comrelation of forces;” should this correlation (or the Sovict leaders
perception of it) change in their favor, they could be expected to act
with greater confidence and less concern for U.S. sensitivities. In fact,
there are disturbing signs that the latter development is already taking
place. Recent evidence™of & Soviet willingness to*take " incteased risks
(e:g:, by-threatening unilatéral military-intervention in the Middle Fast
in October 1973, and supporting the Angola a
represent harbingers of what lies ahead.

Soviet doctrine, confirmed by the actions of its leadership over
many decades has emphasized—and continues to emphasize—two
important points: the first is unflagging persistence and patience in
using the available means favorably to mold all aspects of the
correlation of forces (social, psychological, political, economic and
military) so as to strengthen themselvesand to weaken any prospective
challengers to their power; the second is closely to evaluate the evolving
correlation of forces and toact in accordance with that evaluation.
Whens the correlation is unfavorable, the Party should act with greak
caution’and confuse the enemy in order to gain tme to take actions

necessary to reverse frends in the correlation of forces, When the
correlation of forces is favorable

lest the correlation of forces subsequently change to a less favorable
position. (It is noteworthy that in recent months one of the major
themes emphasized in statements.byithe Soviet-leadership to

tente and the positive
shift in the military balance.), . T -

- We are impressed by the scope and intensity of Soviet military and
related programs {e.g., proliferation and hardening “of its command,’

control and. communications network and civil defense). The size and -

nature of the Soviet effort which involves considerable

economic and
political costs 'and risks,

the West may come to perceive the necessit
3"
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dventure) may well

, the.Party is under. positive obligation.’

" to take those acticns necessary torealize'and nail down potential gains,

“internal . . .
" audiences urges the “realization” of the advances-brought-about by the. -
. favorable evolution of forees resulting from de

“iflong contintied' in “the face of--frust-r_atéd '
*economic expectations within their own bloe and the possibility that
y of reversing current trends -
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before they become iyeuira e, lead to the possibility of a e

short term threat cresting, say, in 1980 to 1983, as well
obvious long range threat; :

latively
as the more

The draft NIE's do not appear to take any such shorter range threat
seriously and do not indicate that the threat itself, or its possible timing, .
have been examined with the care which we believe the subject
deserves.. = ¢ : -

: , Although in the past two years the NIEs have
} - view of the Soviet military buildap,
: thatits -ultimate objective may well exceed the requirements of -
. deterrence, they still incline to play down the Soviet commitment to a

war-winning capability, Three additional factors (beside those men- |
tioned above) may account for. this-attitude:

1. Political pressures.and. considerations. On some occasions the
" drafters of NIE display an evident inclination to minimize the
", . Soviet strategic buildup because of its implications for'dhetente, SAL
- negotiations, congressional sentiments as well as for certain U.S,
forces, This is not to say that any of the judgments which seem to
3 reflect policy support are demonstrably directed judgments: rather
| ‘ : *they appear to derive mainly from a strong “and understandab]e _,

awareness on the part of the NIE authors of the poliey issues at
stake, ' o

taken a more realistic
and even conceded the possibility

i - = 2. Inter-agency rivalry. Some members of Team “B” feel. that
S * the inclination of the NIEs to downplay military threats is in
1., significant measure * due . to bureaucratic rivalry between the
TR military dnd civilian intelligence agencies; ‘the latter,” being in
| R o contro] of the NIE language, have a reputation for tempering the =
Poobic. ¢ . pessimistic views of military-.intelligence *with “mors *optiristic ..
I o " judgments, B L
s - .+ 8. The habjt of viewing each Soviet weapons' prbgram, or other - -
e oo - development; in isolation from the others. The NIEs tend to afsess
TR © ¢ éach Soviet development as in and of itself, €vér When it is evident
; 2 that'the Russians are pusuing a vatiety of means to attain the same - .
: ! objective, Asa result, with each individual development minimized
E ' . or dismissed as being in itself of no decisive importance, the-
BTN . ! cumulative effect of the buildup is missed, '
R : P Analyses carried out by members of Team B
I Part Two of this Report) of NIE treatments of certa
| | the Soviet strategic effort
1

(and presented in
in key features of
indicate the extent .to whigh faulty: method
ations. This holds
ive force_s (ICBMs

| i and biases of ‘an Institutional nature affect s evalu
I l true of the NIE treatment of Soviet strategic offens
LIt ==%:|I_'; ‘=, o ‘L

A

p
fop dbun o

DT L SanguY TYNOLIVI 3HL 1V mafnaom.

.1

!

’I

[ :EI

“}
,r'

o
b,

i

2y, h

t
. r!ll‘;
t' [N ; P




P L

b .

Bemp ANy S g mlipA R g R

R

e

rats, ‘,&WWW{,# ‘Eﬁ{im»—-—-—ﬁv,’ et ﬂ.-,-;;,-;«‘.'m ,..,1:}'.,!;,.,“-3r;rx ,?iffl'iI’?I“!;'-
Ll s andntios iyl s S RO h_-g! B LSO it
! s 2 e RN Al Sty

[N

. weapons, It entails a twin thrust: (1)

- strengthening Russia’s hold on the “socialist” camp; and (2)

.. not moderated either by the West's self-

- believes, will
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and SLBMs); ofits views o

strategic forces; of its assessm
hardening programs: of its inte
Soviet mobile missiles and the Backfire

Soviet R&D in the fields of anti-submarine, anti-satellite, and anti-
ballistic missile defenses; and of its perception of Soviet non-central
nuclear systems. In each instance it was found that thrangh NIE
11-3/8-75, the NIEs have tended (though not in the same degree):to
minimize the seriousness and success of.the respective Soviet efforts,

and (by the injection of de facto net assessments) to downgrade the
threat which they pose to U.S. security,

¢ alleged economic constraints on Soviet

ent of Soviet civil defense and military

bomber; of its evaluation of

. In formulating its own "estima.te_-'of',So
Team “BY divided it-into two dspects: objectives. in the broad,

“grand strategic” sense, as they are perceived by the Soviet
leader-ship; and objectives in the mo

defined by NIE 11-3/8..

viet strategic abjectives,

As concerns the first, Team “B” agreed that all the evidence points
t an undeviating Soviet commitment to what is euphemistically called
“the worldwide triumph of socialism” but in fact connotes global
Soviet hegemony. Soviet actions give no.grounds on which tordismiss
this objective as rhetorical exhortation, devoid of operative meaning,
The risks consequent to the existence of strategic nuclear wea

pors have
not altered this ultimate objective, although they have influenced the

strategy.employed to pursue it. “Peaceful coexistence’” (better known in’

the West as detente) is a grand strategy adapted to the age of nuclear

: stress on all sorts of political;
economic, ideological, &nd-.gther -no

penetrate and weaken..the."capitalis.t" zone, while at the same time

an intense
military buildup in nuclear as well as conventional

the Soviet leadership has had es its main

s.isolatio_n from its allies as well as the
separation of the OECD nations from-the Third “World,” which, it

_ severely undermine “capitalism’s” pdlitical, economic,
and ultimately, military. might.
- With regard to China," while the s

intense ideological competition have to an mportant degree limited the
Soviet Union's freedom of action in pursuance of their goals against the
West, it has not proved an unlimited or insuperable limitation. Further,

s
To crnl

pectre of a two-front war and

rpretation of the strategic implications of

re narrow, military sense, as

n-thilitary ~instrumentalities ~to

forces of all sorts,. -
imposed Testraints or'by"SALT. -
In its relat@lons with the Uniéed Stafes, which it views as'the central
‘bastion of the enemy camp,
_Intermediate’ goals America’

o



given current trends e_gr oF Soviet mi ita power, the U'S.
_ cannot confidently anticipate that concemn with China will deter the
. | USSR from increasingly. aggressive policies toward the West.

T As concerris the more narrowly defined militaryzstrategic objectives,
i B Team “B” feels the USSR strives for effective.strategic superfofity in all - .
T  the branches of the military, nuclear forces included. For historic
reasons, as well as for reasons inhetent in the Soviet system, the Soviet
A " leadership places unusual reliance on coercion as-a regular instrument
[ of policy at home as well as abroad. It likes to have a great deal of
c T coercive capability at its disposal at all times, and it likes for it to come
in a rich mix so that it can be optimally structured for any contingency
| ‘that may arise. After some apparent division of opinion intermittently
S in the 1960's,.the Soviet, lestlership seems . to ‘have-concluded that - -
S nuclear war could.be fought-and: wen. The scope and vigor of Soviet
S ' strategic programs leave little reasonable doubt that Soviet leaders are
indeed determined to achieve the maximum ‘possible measure of
strategic superiority over the U.S. Their military doctrine is measured
not in Western terms of assured destruction but in those of a war-
fighting and war-winning capability; it .also posits 3 clear and
substantial Soviet predomi_nance'following a general nuclear conflict.
We believe that the Russians place 2 high priority on the attainment of -
- such a capability and that they may feel that it is within their grasp. If,
. however, that capability. should not prove attainable, they intend to
' secure so substantial a nuclear war-fighting advantage that, as a last
 resort, theéy would be less deterred than we from initialing the use of
nuclear wedpons. In this context, both detente and SALT are seen by
Soviet leaders not as cooperative efforts to ensure global peace, but as

.. vmeans ot atsetlyely to_eompeta with the United States, g

T

P

T -

* / . .
. v
. : - t g/'* P
P ¥ Y N
. !

"SI THOUY_TNOLLWN 3L 1y 03¢
s ! f:’;ﬁ"-"."{‘:‘?".'t “l/;ﬁoagluogd‘sy-;

.x-’



. PART ONE

JUDGMENTS ABOUT SOVIET STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES
UNDERLYING NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATES
AND THE SHORTCOMINGS OF THESE JUDGMEN]ZS
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7 JUDGMENTS ABOUT SOVIET STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES
' UNDERLYING NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE ‘ESTIMATES L
AND THE SHORTCOMINGS OF THESE. JUDGMENTS '

1. Inflvence of Intelligence Gafhering Tech-
piques on the Perceplion of Soviet Objectives

The National Intelligence Estimates concerning the
USSR are essentially assessments of Soviet military
capabilities which, in the main, are based on data

- gathered by means of highly sophisticated optical and
listening devices.” Becausé the Soviet Usiion remains a

uniquely closed society, human contacts, traditionally
the principal source of foreign intelligence, play a
distinctly subordinate role in the preparation of these
documents: not only is such information exceedingly
scarce, but it is always suspect of being the product of
a deliberate disinformation effort in which the Soviet
govemnment engages on a massive scale. Furthermore,
information obtained from sensitive human sources

often has such limited distribution that it*does not

play a significant part in the preparation of NIFs,
Thus it happens that the hard evidence on which the
NIEs are based relates primarily to the adversary's
capabilities rather than his intentions, his weapons
rather than his ideas, motives, and aspirations, .

The particular nature of the intelligence-gathering

process exerts an important influence on the manner - -

in which Soviet strategic objectives are assessed in the
NIEs: we have here an instance of technology turning

from tool into master. Because the hard evidence is so

overwhelmingly physical (material) in nature, the
tendency of the intelligence community is to focus on
Questions of what rather than why or what for,
Problems of capabilities overshadow those of Soviet
purpose. As a consequence, the NIEs either gloss over
in silence the question of Soviet strategic objectives, or
clse treat the matter in q perfunctory manner. Judging
by the available evidence, it seems that the intelli-

-

* it is that the USSR develo

gence community.has spent more effort and produced

more literatl_lre on each and every Soviet ICBM
system than on‘the whole overriding question of why

ps such a strategic nuleear !
posture in the first place. ‘

To gloss over Soviet purpose, however, does not
mean to be rid of the issue: excluded from the front
entrance, it has a way of slipping through the back
door. The paint is that whethe#one wants to or not, in :
assessing the enemy’s capabilities one must of |
necessity make some kind of judgments: about his °
objectives, or else the raw data are of 1o use. Facts of '
themselves are mute: they are like the scatte’;ﬁd letters
of an alphabet that the reader must arrange in
sequence according to some system. The difference’is .

. only whether one.amives.at one’s-judgments about.an

adversary’s objectives consciously,and openly, ie, *

" spells them out, or unconsciously. As a rule, whenever ©

the latter course is taken, one's judgments’tend to be
drawn from simplistic ““projections” --of ~one’s -own !
values and-aspirations. For #mless we are'prepared to
acknowledge that our adversary is “gifferent” and .

unless we -are willing to make the mental effort =

required to understand him on his own terms, we have

- no choice but to fall back on the only altemate
* position available, namely.the postulate that his basic
" motivation resemnbles ours. The result is that well-

known phenomenon, * mirror-imaging”, the persistent

"flaw of the NIEs .bearing on the USSR, a-flaw which - -
. may be:said to constitute the principal source of their’
. unsatlsfactory assessments of Soviet objectives. In
“other wards, the disinclination, in no small part

induced by the scientific-technical character. of
intelligence gathering about the USSR, to Eace;
squarely the issue of objectives {which does not lend .

e -
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itself to conventional scientific or technical a
encourages the authors of the NIEs to adopt
questionable assumptions about Russian jnt
These assumptions, in turn, lead to the formulation of
judgments about Soviet intentions which ire not

supported by the available evidence, and, indeed,

nalysis)
8 set of
entions,
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bY no other nation, least of all by the Russians whose

historic background is vastly different. It is a4, world
outlook suf generls and et nevertheless one which
deeply colors the intelligence community’s percep.
tions of the motives and aspirations of the USSR,

sometimes stand in_ stark contradiction_ta it Thasy
~ .overemphasis on “hard" data and the failure to draw

'onr ather sources' of information with the same degree
of conviction all too.often. causes the information
supplied by the “hard"* data to be misinterpreted. In
the opinion of Team “B”, the NIEs are filled with
unsupported and questionable judgments about what
it is that the Souviet government wanis and {ntends. [+
fs this practice, rather than the absence of solid
information, that héds caused in the past (and in

considerable measure does so in the present) recurrent

underéstimations of the intensity, scope, and implicit
threat of the Soviet strategic buildup, .

2. Implicit NIE Assumptions and Judgments
About Soviet International Behavior

The unspoken assumptions of the 1.5
community (and, one may add, much
political, intellectual, and business communities as
well) about Soviet international behavio derive from

several sources, which can be briefly identified as
follows:

. intelligence
of the U.S,

L

. . "I - .
a. The U.S. commercial tradition and the
usiness culture which permeates U.S, society;

b

. set of unspoken assumptions aboyt

among their components are the beliefs thaw 1)

peace and the pursuit of profit are “normal”
whereas war is always an aberation: (2} in relations
between parties both should enjoy a share of the
profits; and, (3) human nature everywhere is the
same, by and large corresponding to the rationalist,

utilitarian model devised by Jeremy Bentham and
his followers. . -

b. A democratic tradition which regards social

equality as “natural” and elitism of any sort as
aberrant, :

¢. An insular tradition derived. from the fact that
until two decades ago, when the Russians deployed
their fist 1CBMs, the USA had enjoyed total
immunity from a strategic threat to its territory.

These three traditions——commerciat, democralic,
and insular—have imbued the United States with a
unique outlook on the world, ap outlook that is shared

_As one reads the NI&M@Q,QM&L&&Q%;%@%’M

years, one finds underlying their assessritents 8 whole

character and goals that fn qlf-
corresponds to the {dealized {mage
has of itself but bears very little resemblance 1o
anything that actually relates to Spote Russia,

exsentlal respects

A. NIE Concepfion-of Soviaf Strategy

To begin with; the key word,
“strategiey” The Soviet coneeption of
much broader than that covered by
Russia is a continental power not an insular one, and
it happens to have the longest external frontier of any
country in the world. In contrast to the Unjted States,
it has never enjoyed the luxury of isolation, having
always been engaged in conflict along its fronier,
sometimes suffering devastating invasions, sometimes
being the aggressor who absorbed entire countries
lying along its borders. For a country with this kind of
a historic background it would make little sense to
separate any category of military weapons, no mai&:r
how destructive, from the rest of the arsenal of fhe
means of persuasion and coercion.* The strategic
threat to the homeland (i.e., the ability of an enemy
to inflict ““unacceptable” huran and,materia] losses)
is for the Soviet Union nothing new, and the danger

“strategic," is
NIE 11-3/8.

-presented by strategic nuelear weapons, grave though

*it may be, does not call for a qualitative departure
*.from the norms of traditional military thinkin_g.

+

BIMY, navy, or air foree.

10_~

There is also a further Factor which militates against
the Russians’

same way as do the Americans. In the United States,
the military are not considered an active factor in the
political life of the country, war itsell is viewed as
abnormal, and the empldyment of weapons of mass
destruction as something entirely outside the norms of
policy. The Soviet Union, by contrast, functions as a
giant conglomerate in which military,. political, and

T - .
" I is true, of course, thst the Russians have created a leparale

beanch of the armed furces, the Steetegic Rocket Forces, This is an
sdministrative device, however, which decs nol sigaify thal they

regard such forees as unique and fundamentally different from the

+

Russian national -

the United States’

the adjective .

thinking of strategic weapans in the.

PULE .
[P ——
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economic institutions—and the instruments appropri-
ate to each of them—are seen as part of a diversified
-arsenal of power, all-administered by the same body
of men and all usable for purposes of persuasion and
coercion. The distinction between the civilian and the
military sectors of society and economy, appropriate
"to capitalist societies, is ot very meaningful in the
Soviet environment, All of which means, that i _the

ones in the ‘Soviet strategic arsenal'*’
underemphasize the connections between the politi-
cal, military, ecanomic, and ideological elements in
Soviet foreign policy. - By singling out for pear
exclusive .treatment the three components of the
Triad, they not only leave out of consideration other
nuclear and non-nuclear military means but also’ g

They grdssly

T v, USSR milifary "weapons in general and strategic
* nuclear weapans in particular, are treated not as
inique Instruments to be used as a very last resort, but

as elements of a whole range of mutually supporting

means of persuasion and coerclon avallable to the
state In pursuit of ils inlerests, ;

“The Soviet conception of strategy resembles that
which i Westem literature is sometimes refeired to as
“grand strategy'": it entails the application of all the
a\vz;_ilable resources in the pursuit of national objec-
tives. Soviet military theory is decidedly Clausewit-
zian in orientation. In Soviet strategic writings, the
point is made with monotonous emphasis that
military actions are subordinate to politics, and have
no function otitside of polities. The following passage
is a fair example of this kind of argument:

The organic unity of military strategy and policy
with the determining role of the latter signifies
that military strategy proceeds from policy, is .
determined by policy, is totally dependent on
policy, and accompfi}b,es its specific tasks only
within the framework of policy ...*

The distinction between the American and Soviet
" coneeptions of strategic force'is well reflected in the

power relationship between potential adversaries. The
American concept of "strategic balance” concentrates

almost exclusively on military forces, whereas the'

Soviet concept of “correlation of forees” (sootnoshenie
stl) includes in" the equation also stich non-military

factors as politieal power, economic capacity, social
- cohesion, morale, and so forth,

By adopting in its estimates of Soviet strategic
objectives the narrow American definition of what
constitutes-sirategy and a strategic threat instead of
the broad Clausewitzian one, the NIEs 11-3/8 have

no choicq but to ignore weapons other than nuclear
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+in the pursuit of world pelitics. And yet in Soviet

criteria which the two sides employ in assessing the

whole range of strategic -weanons. af snaremilitany— -
kind which the Soviet leadership sees as available to it
eyes
\:’-' of
ratic

such actions as the interdiction of the Western flo
oil supplies or the disruption of the democ
processes by Communist parties may well be per-
ceived as “strategic” moves equal in importance to
the deployment of the latest series of [CBMs.

B. NIE Assumptions and Judgments About
Soviet Stratégic Obijectives .
“Much the same “mirror-imaging” holds true when ™
we turn from the NIEs' perception of what constitutes
'a “strategic threat” to their view of Soviet “strategic
objectives.”” Here we find a rather mechanistie
‘projection onto Soviet society of the sentiments and
aspirations of a society which sees war as ap
-unmitigated evil and the military*as a social overhead
to be curtailed whenever possible, a soclety which®
-conceives the purpose of organized lifz to be the
steady improvement of the citizen’s living standards,
These views are never spelled out in so many | 1cn'c'ls_:
_nevertheless, they unmistakably underpin the' NIEs
evaluations of what it is that the Russians aim at, -

Much ‘of U.S. analysis of Soviet-i.nilitar}-prﬁg‘rz.lrﬁs

- and actions is based on granting excessive legitimacy

“to an alleged Russian obsession with national security

.~derived of experience ‘with foreign invasions' and

dnterventions.** Soviet. Russia’s, .relentless , drive..to " .
enlarge and improve its military power, its impulsive
reaction to any moves that threaten its temitory, its
©overriding concern with obtaining international recog-

® This tendency s dggravated by the mﬁpnﬂmcnh[inli.on of
the. xnalysis, of .enemy. capabilitics :by the: intelligence community

" which originally separaled strategic offensive weapons from

strategic  defensive weapons, and both from theatre lactical -
cepabilities. This compartmentalization pesists in various forms up
. to this day, oo - oo
Y See 3., General George S. Brawn's Unlicd Stater Milltory |
Pasture fot FY 1977 where the foliawing phrase occurs: *The Sovict
hislorical experienes of war, invasion, revolution, fercign interven-

ton.end hestility hos producsd strang anxcly concerning notional |
securily.” (p. 8)

ral



" essentially defensive aims: *
.on programs which ensure the ability of strategic
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nition of its post-world War II conquests—all of this is
attributed to historically-induced national insecurities.

This basic assumption, strongly (though indirectly)
reflected in the NIEs, has a number of important
corollaries:

(1) That "Soviet military . policy is first and
foremost defensive in character, This view is explicitly
conveyed in NIE 11-4-72 (Issues and Options in
Soviet Military Policy), one of the few intelligence
publications which addresses itself seriously to Soviet
strategic objectives in the context of “grand strategy™:

“Certain broad aims of Soviet foreign policy
can ... be described today in much the same,
way as a decade or more ago: (a) security of the
homeland and of the world communist *center”;

- (b) protection of the “gains of socialism” and
more specifically maintenance of loyal Commu-
nist regimes. in eastern Europe; (c) fostering

catvareness everywhere of Soviet military strength

and readiness so as to support a strong foreign
policy aimed at expanding Soviet influence”, (p.
5; emphasis supplied).* :

The possibility that the Russians may be pursuing not
a defensive but an offensive strategy is not entertained
in the NIEs: the spread of Soviet “influence” (which
can also mean the use of peaceful means) is as far as
they are prepared to go in that direction. Apparently,
the issue is discounted as not meriting serious thought.
In-line with this assumption, the whole immense
Soviet buildup of nuclear strategic weapons is seen as
serving primarily defensive purposes.” A document
called Soviet Nuclear Doctrine: Concepts of Intercon-
tinental and Theater War, issued by the Office of
Strategic Research in June 1973, flatly asserts that the
Russians perceive their nuclear forces as serving
The major effort has been

forces to absorb a U.S. strike and still return a

s A similar view of Soviet military policy, Le., as Inherently
defensive is advanced in NIE 11-8/8-75 Vol. 11, Paragraph 40, pp.
10-11, ond NIE 11-14-75 (p. 2). The latter, for instance, says: "The
USSR considers its military strength in Europe to be fundamental to
the protection of its netional interests, to the maintenance of {ts

strategic posture vis-a-vis the West, and to its management of

foreign pohcy (Emphasis supplied). The National Intelligence

Estimates bearing on the Soviet Navy {e.g., NIE 11-15-74, Sosiet
Naval Policy and ‘Programi-—Annezes, p. A-4) also tend, on the
whole, to see Soviet naval bu:ldups in defensive rnther than
offensive terms.
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devastating blow" (p. 8).. Here, too, the possibility of
the Russians using their strategic weapons for offen-
sive purposes is ignored. Indeed, the very possibility of
nuclear war is rejected, for which reason the NIEs
tend to disregard evidence that suggests the Russians
view the matter differently.

(2) Consistently with this perception of Soviet
defensive objectives, the Soviet Union is seen as being
interested primarily in securing an effective deterrence
force: ““Deterrence is a key ‘objective.”* Moreover,
detarrence’ is regarded as an end goal and, as in
Western thinking, as something fundamentally dif-
ferent’ from war-fighting capability and strategic
superiority, Proceeding from this premise, the NIEs
have notoriously underestimated both the intensity
and scope of the Soviet commitment to a strategic
nuclear buildup. NIE 11-8-64 (p. 2) went on record as
stating that there was no_reason to believe that the
USSR desired to match the United States in the
number of 1CBMs. By 1967-68 the NIEs conceded
that the Russians might perhaps be aiming at strategic
parity with the United States. Only in 1974-75,
however, was the possibility of the Russians seeking
advantage and superiority over the United States
advanced as a serious contingency.**

(3) Once the Soviet Union has attained parity
with the United States and assured itself of an
effective deterrent, it will not wish to continue the

_ arms race. As they gain strength, the Russians will also

12
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- power,”
. turn into a stabilizing force in international affairs

acquire self-confidence and therefore cease to feel the
need to flex their muscles to impress potential
enemies: the acquisition of military might will make
the Soviet Union aware that the ‘‘contest for
international primacy has become increasingly com-
plicated and less amenable to simple projections of
(NIE 11-4-72, p. 1). The Soviet Union will

and shift an increasing.share of its resources from the

military to the civilian sector (“The Soviet leadership.

would no doubt prefer to shift some scarce resources

. . to the civilian sector,”” NIE 11-4-72, p. 1).

(4) Because its preoccupation is with defense, in
its military effort the Soviet Union mainly responds to
initiatives of its potential rivals, especially the United

Intercontinental and

** The NIE reenrd [n regurn:l Ia Soviet steategle objeetived It
discussed at greater length in the Annex.

chry
.
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-delensive purposes,

~ without alarm the Soviet effort to attain military
parity. The attainment of such parity will providé the
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States. Its strategic moves are reachve in character and

opportunistic rather than self-generated or long term
in conception.

(5) Given the obsession with national security
and the fact that its milijary arsenal serves primarily
the United States can watch
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some 1ntelhgencs analysts apparently do attach -
considerable significance to Soviet doctrinal pro-

nouncements the consensus reflected in NIEs holds -
that? doctriné _is). primarily . .extortative in
character and possessé/ little if any operative signifi-.
cance. [ts main function is to serve domestic polmcs
for which reason it.represents a kind of Soviet

Russians with the sense_of confidence necessary for
them to decelerate the arms buildup.

(6) The Russ:ans would admittedly not be averse
to gaining strategic superiority over the United States
if they thought this goal feasible. However, until very
recently the authors of NIE regarded ‘such “an

objective to be unrealistic and they did not allow that ~
Soviet leaders could seriously entertain it {e.g., "We ~

believe that the USSR has concluded that the
attainment of clear superiority in strategic weapons

. is not now feasible”: NIE 11-72, Soviet Foreign
Policies and the Outlook for Soviet-American Objec-

~ tives, p. 2y:no evidence supporting this contention is

given in this or any other document). Only very
recently has the mass of data which suggests that the
USSR may not be content with mere’ parity and
mutual deterrence become so compelling as to
farce the NIE to concede that the Soviet Union
could indeed possess more ambitious goals: “the

scope and vigor of fhese [strategic] programs” says '

NIE 11-3/8-75 (p. 5), "'at a time when the USSR has
achieved a powerful deterrent as well as recognition as

the strategic equal of the U.S., raisé the, elusive .

question of whether the Soviet leaders embrace as an
objective some form of strategic nuclear superiority
over the U.S." This qualified admission, after years of

- stress ‘on the” purely defensive character of Soviet

strategic objectives, is gratifying, even though the NIE
still tends to disparage the importance of such

superority and, refuses to acknowledge that it can be .
- militarily meaningful. The prevailing tone of the NIE
all along has been to view Soviet policy as one of

prudent opportunism. The Russians are seen as
unwilling to take high risks or to make any moves that
might provoke the United States, on whose good will
they are believed to place extremely high value.

(7} Soviet  military doctrine and the official
pronouncerments of Soviet: leaders which seem to
indicate a more aggressive stance, as, for example,
when they speak of "socialist” (read: Soviet) world
hegemony, need not be taken too seriously. While

-

counterpari-to-U.S.-campaizn oratory.- - -

It is not difficult to-perceive that- thc picture-of
Soviet motivations and intentions as implicitly or (less-
frequently) explicitly drawn in the NIEs is one which

. in all respects but one—namely, the acknowledge-

ment -of an -abiding, historically-conditioned ‘and
extreme sense of national insecurity—is like that of the
United States, The Soviet Union is seen as defensive-
minded, concerned with securing merely an effective!
deterrence preferring to shift the competition with the
United States to other than military arenas so as to be
able to transfer resources to the civilian sector, and
Jacking in any strategic objectives apart from those
that ave forced upon it by the United States and other
potential adversaries. Superority is something the
Russians would not scorn if the United States were to
allow them to gain it; but by the very natyre of
things, it is not an objectwe théy can actively pursue;
the more sa that strategic superiority in the nuclear
age is something of a phantom. The Russians indeed
do display opportunistic proclivities but they are

‘above all prudent, cautious, and conservatiy

These assumptions permeate the analysa presented
in.the National Intelligence Estimates and.often Jead
to quite unwarranted assessments. Examples of such
procedures are given in Part Two of this Report whlch

" indicates how, “partly by virtue of "“mirror-imaging,”

what it is the Russians must or qught to want, hard
data are interpreted in.a manner that closer scrutmy

. reveals to be at best questlonable and at, worst

palpably unsound.

3. Crmque of these assumplions

The point is that thesc assumnptions do not stand up

to scrutiny in the light of Soviet history, Soviet
doctrine, and Soviet actions. :

(1) To begin with, the tendency-to view
“insecurity” as the motor force propelling Soviet
foreign and military policies. Although undoubtedly
the desire fo protect the homeland is a factor in

’
(]

* and partly as a result of firmly held convictions about -
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Russian behavior, it does not lea
posture in the ordinary meaning of the word: the
Russians construe their own security in the sense that
it can be assured only at the expense of their
neighbors. This leads to an essentially aggressive
rather than defensive approach to security. And in
fact, Russian, and especially ‘Soviet political and
military theories are distinctly offensive in character:
their ideal is 'the "science of conquest” (nauka
pobezhdat’) formulated by the 18th Century Russian

commander, Field Marshall A. V. Suvorov in a-

~ treatise of the same name, which has been a standard
-~ text of Imperial as well as Soviet military science,

There are valid reasons why Soviet political”and
military thinking should be offensive.

" A. As a matter of the historical record, .it i
~untrue that Russia has suffered an exceptional number
~ rof invasions and interventions: it has probably done

,more invading itself. The expansion of Russia as a
© continental empire is without parallel in World
" history: no country has grown so fast and none has

i held on so tendciously to its conquests. It is.no -

accident that Russia alone of all the belligerents has
.. emerged from World War IT Jarger than it had entered
- it. As concerns the celebrated interventions of. the

* West in the Russian Revolution, most of what is said
on this subject is myth pure and simple: suffice it to
say that except on rare occasions Western troops did

- not actively fight the Red Asmy; that their interven-

~ tion was a response to Soviet-intervention in western

- palitics (the call to class war and the overthrow of the

" . existing governments); and that the net effect of TLS. :
. intervention in the Russian Civil War has been to save

. Eastern Sibeda for "Russia from certain Japanese

" conquest. In other words, the Russian “right” to be
'+ obsessively concerned with security is a misconception -

. based on a one-sided reading of history; indeed, if
- anyone has a-right to be obsessed with security it is
Russia’s neighbors, It is really not surprising-that
. insecurity” plays a far lesser part in‘Russian thinking
or psychology than is normally attributed to it, The

., Bussian outlook, where politics and military affairs are

concerned, has traditionally been confident. and

! aggressive rather than-anxious and defensive. Hence
i

there is no reason to mssume that the growth of
military might will assuage the Russian appetite-Ffor
expansion: . the opposite proposition is far more
‘plausible—the stronger they are and feel, the more

' o tkely are they to. behave aggressively,

R

B. The.re are also internal reasons which ‘nush
the Soviet leadership toward an offensive-stance:

The great importance which Soviet political
theory attaches to the sense of forward mave-
‘ment: the lack of any-kind of genuine legitimacy
»on the part of the Soviet government compels it
to ereate its own psendo-legitimacy which rests
‘on an alleged “mandate of history” ‘and is said to
manifest itself in a relentless spread of the
“socialist” cause around the globe; '

Connected with it, the attitude that in folitical, -
-military, and ideological contests it is essential

. always to seize and hold the initiative;

Lack of ~confidence. in -the loyalty of the
. population (a World War II experience), espe-
cially where East Europe is concerned, and the
fear of massive defections to the enemy in the
event of prolonged defepsive operations:

The better ability of the regime to exercise contral

.- over military commanders (as well as over the

civilian population) in pre-planned, offensive
operations, than under conditions where the
initiative is left to the opponent;

The traumatic experience of the first few months
of the Russo-German War of 1941-45, when a -
sudden Nazi onslaught caused jmmense Soviet
losses in manpower and territory, and almost cost .
the Russians the war; the experiences of war in
the Middle East in 1967 .and 1973 have™¥
reinforced the belief of Soviet
. valye of decisive offensive action;

" The conviction that in the nuclear age. the”

decisive blows will be struck in the first hours of
the conflict, and hence he who wails to strike

second is almost certain to lose.

(2) There is no evidencs eitheris theif theorstical

writings' or in their actions that Soviet leaders have®. -

embraced the U.S. doctrine of mutual assured
destruction or any of .its eorollaries, Neither nuclear
stability, nor strategic sufficiency, nor “parity,” play.
any noticeable -rale in:Soviet-military- thinking. The
Russians seem to have come to regard strategic nucléar
weapons a5 weapons of unique capacity , whose
introduction has indeed profoundly affected military
strategy, but which, in'the ultimate-analysis, are stll

means 6P persussion and cosrcion and as sugh to be
empfoyed o not employed, as the situation dictates.

V}V ! a
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They regard nuclear war as feasible and (as indicated
below in Parts Two and Three) take many active steps
to attain a capability to wage and win such a war,
The attainment of nuclear parity with the United
States has served only to strengthen their view of the
matter. True, Khrushchev in the early 1960s, and for
several years thereafter various spokesmen from Soviet
institutes, appeared to accept mutual deterrence as a
concrete fact in the face of U. S, strategic superiority
and the then bleak prospects for the USSR toreverse
that situation. These indications of serious intemal
consideration of Western concepts of nuelear balance
disappeared as prospects- for meaningful Soviet strate-

.gic superiority improved, although Soviet spckesmen
‘continued to suggest to Western- audiences that
nuclear war could be mutuvally destructive, In any -

event there is no evidence that Soviet planners have
adopted the essentials of U.S. strategic thinking with
its linchpin, the theory of nuclear sufficiency: indeed,
all the available evidence points to ‘their dehberate
and steadfast rejection of such Western concepts. -

(3) There is no reason to assume that the Soviet
leadership, like its U.5, counte}part regards military
expenditures as a waste’ and wishes to reduce the
‘military budget in order to be able ta shift resources to
the civilian sector. For one, the priority enjoyed by the
"Soviet military seems unchallengeable. Secondly, the
sharp civilian-military duality, basic to our society,
does not exist in the YSSR; hence, the Soviet military

budget is not clearly, differentiated from the civilian*

one. The reduction of Seviet military expenditures by

so many billion rubles would not attpmatically
reledse resources for the civilian population. Finally, it

is unwarranted to assume a pror! that the-Soviet
leadership is eager significantly to raise its popula-
tion's living standards. The ability to mobilize the
population. not only physieally but also spiritually is
regarded by the Soviet leadership as essential to zny
successful war effort. Having had ample opportunity
to observe post-1945 developments in the West, the
Soviet leaders seem to have concluded. that a
population addicted to the pursuil of consumer goods
rapidly loses its sense of patriotism, sinking into a

~ mood of self-indulgence that makes it extremely poor

material for national mobilization. There is every

reason to believe—on the basis of both the historic

record and the very logic of the Soviet system—that
the Soviet regame is essentially uninterested in a
significant rise of its population's living standards, at
any rate in the foreseeable future, Certalnly, the

'
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prospect of .acquiring additional resources for thy -

civilian.sector is for it no inducement for a reductioq
.of the arms buildup.

(4) While the Soviet Union cbviously, and for
‘good reasons, keeps a very close watch on U,
strategic developments, and, when necessary, Eldopts
appropriate defensive countermeasures, there is no
evrdence that ‘its long-term strategic planmng is
primarily influenced by what the United States or any
“other power happens to do. The Soviet Union is
pursuing its own long term global objectives, doing all .
that is necessary to safeguard the Home base; but !
*without allowing the requirements of defense substan-*
“tially to altér its offensive objectives. It is striking, for
-example,. how little attention is paid in Sovietiilitary
literature (both open and classified) to SALT. In
contrast to the United Statés, ‘where strategic arms
limitation is regarded as a central element in the
development of the U.S.-USSR stratégic balance, in
Soviet literature SALT is treated as a2 minor sideshow
without much influence on the overall strategic
‘competition. Attention must also be called to the
Soviet Union's response to what it must have
* perceived as the greatest threat to its security since the
.end of World War II, namely the conflict with China.
"Instead of depleting its Warsaw Pact forces to
confront the Chinese threat, the Soviet K Union
pproceeded in the 1960's to build up a powerful and
‘substantially new military force on the Far Eastern
front, thercby once again demonstrating th%t it does
not intend actions by others to interrupt or deflect its
'-'-own Iong term.stratégic planmng ’

*(5) Since, as we have pointed -out, the - decisive
motive in Soviet political and rhilitary thinking is not
a defensive but an offensive spirit,’ the assumption

- that growing Souiet “strength . will cause them !o )
become less- aggresswe Is unwarmnied ’

(6) It is certainly true that the Russmns have been
_prudent and generally cautious, and that they have °
avoided rash military adventures of the kind that had
“characterized nat1onahst~rcvoluhonary (*fascist”) re-
gimes-of the 1930's.-As the recoid indicates, whenever
they have been confronted with situations that
threatened to lead to U.S.-USSR military confronta-
tions, they preferred to withdraw, even at the price of
‘somé humiliation, The -teason * for this ‘cautious
behavior, however, lies not in an innate canservatisin,
but rathar in military mfcnonty, far which resson one
cannot count on it recurdng as that lafedenty
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disappears. The Russians have a strongly developed
sense of power relationships, of the equation of total
power between adversaries, which they call the
“correlation of forces.” They believe that one’s means
shotld always match one’s objectives, and hence that
one should never engage oneself fully (i.e., without
retaining a possibility of timely withdrawal) unless

- there is very high certainty that the corelation of

forces is so favorable as to ensure success. (Their
theorists claim, with unconcealed scorn, that *“bour-
geois” leaders habitually underestimate the strength

of their opponents, rushing headlong into hopeless

“adventures”.) Whenever they feel that the correla-
tion of forces is strongly in their favor, their doctrine

calls on them to act decisively and with vigor, It may, .

therefore, be assumed that in proportion as the USSR
gains strength and perceives the global “correlation of
forces” shifting in its favor, it will act in a manner

" that in our definition will be less cautious.
13 .

"(7) The internal pronouncements of Soviet

civilian and military leaders concerning national’

objectives should on no account be dismissed as empty
thetoric. In authoritarian states, the will of individuals
takes (by definition) the place of laws, for which
reason formal pronouncements of the leader or leaders
-acquire quite a different significance and fulfill quite
different functions from those they have in countries

. where governments are elected popularly and operate
in accord with constitutional mandates. Communist
“rulers simply cannot say for internal consumption
+ things which are significantly different from what
. they actually mean, or else they risk disorienting their
subjects and disorganizing their administrations: (To
_ “the extent that they make contrary statements in
private and “off the record” to Westerners, they can
+be assumed to have the purpose of influencing foreign

.publiz splalen.) Ona must bar i mind that ihe
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decisions of the Soviet leadership, as offictally
enunciated, are filtered down to the masses by meang
of a vast and well-organized agiiprop machinery, and
are understoed by the population at large to be formal
directives. Nowhere ca " mirrar-imaging”. be mora
deadly than in the treatment of Soviet pronounce.
ments with that cynicism with which we are

- accustomned to respond to our own electoral rhetoric,

4. Conclusion

If we juxtapose the implicit and explicit assump-
tions of NIEs about the Soviet mentality and Soviet

strategic objectives with what history, the exigendies
‘of the Soviet system, and the pronouncements of -
+ Soviet Jeaders indicate, we are not surprised that the

NIEs consistently underestimate the significance of
the Soviet strategic effort. All Soviet actions in this
field tend to be interpreted in the light of a putative
sense of insecurity; aggressive intentions are dismissed
out of hand. It is our belief that the NIES tendency to .
underestimate the Russian strategic drive stems -

_ ultimately from three causes: (1) an unwillingness to

contemplate Soviet strategic objectives in terms of the
Soviet conception of “strategy” as well as in the light
of Soviet history, the structure of Soviet society, and
the pronouncements of Soviet teaders; (2) an uncon-
scious {and ‘related) tendency to view the USSR as a
country whose basic strategic objectives are limited to
an assured defense of the home country, and (3) the -
resultant tendency to ignore or misinterpret evidence
that points to different conclusions. In other \‘ifo:rds,
such misjudgments-as have been committed and to
some’extent continue to be committed:are’duenot so
much tothe lack of evidence as to the absence of a
realistic overall conception of Soviet rnotives and
intentions, without which the significance of such
evidanas a1 eststs canns! be piopefly assestad:

./
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PART TWO

A CRITIQUE OF NIE INTERPRETATIONS OF CERTAIN
SOVIET STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENTS

FOREWORD

This section presents summary analyses of specificl

. aspects of Soviet strategic force developments which,

in the opinion of Team B, NIEs have underestimated
dt treated too lightly in estimating the Soviet threat to

_U.S. security. We have not attempted in this section

to cover the sweep of Soviet strategic programs either
comprehensively or-in depth, The summary analyses,
are meant to be tepresentative of the Team's review of
developments that have contributed to its conclusions

. as to Soviet strategic objectives. The papers make the

following principal points:

1. Soviet JCBM and SLBM programs reflect
strategic objectives and a determination more omi-
nous for U.S. securitys in both political and military
terms than the NIEs dcknowledge.

 2." Economic-. Restraints on Soviet. Strategic,
+, Forces: Consistent low estimates of the Soviet defense
burden combinéd with overestimates of economic -

constraints have contributed to the NIE underestima-
tion of Soviet strategic weapon programs and have
tended to offset in the readers’ minds concern for the
growth of Soviet military capabilities: Soviet strategic
force developments have yet to reflect any constrain-

ing effects of competition from the civil sector of the
econemy,

8. Soviet Civil Defense. Soviet civil defense

_ efforts have been either downgraded or ignored in the

NIEs, mirror-imaging a U.S. consensus that such
defenses lack strategic, utility: in fact, Soviet civil
defense efforts appear to be integrated with all other
military programs to maximize Russia’s eapabilitles to
fight a nuelear war and emerge viable from it.
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4. Mitlitary Hardening: The extensive hardening
program connected with Soviet command and control
clearly demonstrates Soviet intent to achieve a true
war fightirg capability, as opposed to acceptance of a.

. mutual deterrence concept.

5. Moblle Missiles: The Soviets intend to produee

substantial numbers of §5-20 missiles which use the

same two-stage and ground-handling equipment. as
does the S5-16 intercontinental mobile missile; the
NIEs do not address themselves to the Soviet potential
of altering the strategic balance.by quickly converting
the $5-20 to ICBM's with the addition of the third

-stage.

6. Backfire: The Backfire clearly possesges inter-
continental capability which means that if feployed
in significant numbers it would pose an.incremental | -
threat to the strategic balance. C

* 7. Souvtet Anil-Satellite Testfn'gS'I‘here'is stronger
evidence than suggested by the NIEs of a Soviet
determination to develop anti-satellite systems having
high military value across .the spectrum of confliet, .
and it is likély that in the foreseeable’ futuré the'
- Russians will couple their anti-satellite system devel-
-opment with'developments of directed energy weap-
‘ons. : _— -

8. Sovlet-Strategic: ASW: The uncharacteristically
strong negative long-range estimate -of the--NIEs
disparaging the possibility of successful Soviet devel-

opment of ASW capabilities is challengeable techni-
eally and if wronz, could have, prafound Impliealions
for V.S, security. .

19
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9. ABM including Directed Energy RGD: The
evidence dges not support an indisputable conclusion
that the Soviets have either lost interest in their ABM
effort or downgraded it.

10. Soviet Non-Central Nuclear Systems: The

omission_from the Estimates of any treatment of

Soviet non-central systems, and their relegation to
occasional and rather perfunctory treatment in other
estimates on " peripheral”” forces, produces a picture of
the strategic balance seriously at variance with the
Soviets' own view and minimizes the extent of their
buildup.

1. Soviet Central Strategic Attack Systems

As broad and diversified as the Soviet strategic drive
has been, the core of the intercontinental attack force
effort has been the amassing and continual improve-
ment of modern ICBM and SSBN/SLBM forces.

Estimating History *

NIE Projections during the 1960s of Soviet [CBM
and SLBM forces consistently underestimated their
growth, the variety of programs, qualitative improve-
ments and force capabilities, and the intensity and
determination of the Soviet effort. In the mid 1960,
gven after the observed start of the 55-11, $5-9, and
Yankee SSBN programs, NIEs did not forecast any
very large scale or determined buildup of ICBM and
SL.BM forces. The judgment was simply: ""We do not
believe that the USSR aims at matching the United
States” in these intercontinental systems. The Soviets
were depicted as resigned to or even satisfied with a
position of inferiority, and their objectives limited to a
minimal but adequate retaliatory deterrent force. Not
until NIE 11-8-68 was it projected that “the Soviets
will shortly overcome the U.S. lead in numbers of
ICBM launchers™ (not SLBM), and by then a U.S.-
style arms control and limitation rationale was
attributed to the Soviets in a way to place presumed
limits on further growth and development.

Later NIEs, at the start of the 1970s, as the number
of fixed 1ICBM silo launchers was levelling off,
disparaged the Soviet effort to gain ostentatious
superiority and to develop [CBM and SLBM forces
guided by real warfighting criteria. Instead, the goals

*The Annes contains @ detailed history of NIE pereeptions of
Soviet strategic foree developments and objectives sinee 1962,

ODUCED™ AT THE NATIONAL ARGHIVES.'
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of these programs were stressed in terms of “rough
parity” and "equal security.” Even after NIE 11-8-73
had acknowledged that Soviet ICBM and SLBM
programs were not “'readily explained as merely trying

to keep up with the competition,” mutual assured
destruction reasoning dominated the estimates, as did

- -a conviction that-the Soviets would willingly fimis

these programs meaningfully in pursuit of SALT
strategic stability, and detente.

By the 1973-1975 NIEs, the Soviet ICBM and

SLBM efforts in general were more accurately
represented as "'a vigorous and costly buildup,” with
rapid qualitative improvement, but progress made in
improving [CBM accuracy was underestimated (see B
Team report on Soviet [CBM Accuracy) and the
implications of the enormous Soviet throw weight
advantage were not drawn out. In fact, until very
recently, little point was made of throw weight at all.

Current Analysis

NIE 1§-3/8-75 (Volume 1) concludes that the hard
target counterforce capability of the Soviet [CBM
force is growing and could “pose a major threat” to
Minuteman in the early 1980s. Yet, the net assessment
implied in the key judgments remains far more
comfortable than hard evidence warrants—especially
when viewed in the context of broad Soviet strategic
concepts and objectives, as compared with a similar
context of U.S. requirements. This occurs because of a
continuing insistence on treating these strategic forces
solely in a narrow mutual assured destruction frame-
work (buttressed by a relatively optimistic view of
enduring Blue force capability} and on seeing Soviet
strategic motivations in such U.S. terms.

Consequently, even while reporting evidence of far-
reaching physical developments, the NIEs have
resisted conclusions equally logical to those favared by
the introduction of non-physical, soft conceptual
biases; mutual deterrence in an assured destruction
framework, a perspective on strategic force superiority
that greatly limits its utility, and U.S. views on SALT
and detente. The NIEs, then, have been based as
much upon a certain set of conceptual and political
assumptions about Soviet motivations as upon hard
evidence. Even when the cumulative hard evidence
tencled to contradict these assumptions, they persisted.

Since the NIE in effect rests its conclusions on a net
assessnent, the assessment should reflect a broader
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awareness of strategic force Iriplications and snoutd

explicitly include U.S. and Soviet strateglc force

requirements beyond that of maintaining a "devastal-

" ing retallation” capability. Souiet objectives go
" beyond that and so do U.S. force requirements, which

recognize ar assured destruction copabllity as a

. withhold or reserve force and only one of several

criteria for strategic force sufficiency.

Conclusion

4

Team B would emphasize far more strongly than
the NIEs the ominous implications of the growth and
developing properties of the Soviet 1CBM -and SLBM
forces. The full sweep of these programs, and in
particular the great ICBM throw weight; the improve-
ment and multiplication of MIRVed warheads given

that throw weight, and the steady modernization of

the 1CBM force—e.g., in accuracy and systems
réliability—support a conelusion that the Soviets seek
clear superiority in the capabilities of these forces,

including the maximum feasible counterforce and
warfighting capability. The thrust of these Soviet

force developments and their potential threat to U.3.
secusity and strategic objectives, politically and
militarily, have not been adequately reflected in the
NIEs. The threat includes the steady development of
a potential war-winning capability but also encom-
passes—and reflects—a broader Soviet  drive. for
strategic ssuperiority as discussed in Parts One and
Three. The political; implications of these strategic
capabilities and theirtdle in the overall " carrelation of
férces"—which we would emphasize—have been

.insufficiently Tecognized in past NI¥s.
. i ' “ )

Rt . e
2. Economic Constraints on Soviet

Strategic Forces

The Estimating History

Consistently low intelligence estimates of the Soviet

military defense burden have had serious broad '
.warping effects on the estimating process and on the

* perceptions of users. Until 1875, estimates of Soviet

military expenditures expressed as a percentage of
GNP were as low or lower than the U.S. parcentage,
i.e., 6 to B percent, The high-level reader of the
estimates was often reassured by the percent of GNP
figures that the military balance could nevér get
seriously skewed. These Soviet military “cost”™ esti-
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mates raised implicit or explicit questions in some
quarters of the U.S. Government as to whether the
magnitude-of Soviet military efforts was being grossly
exaggerated. Even in the face of a direct challenge of
the basis for the low estimates,..there..was ng
{nclination to reconsider. For a good number of years
there was strong resistance to competing analysis
showing higher levels of Soviet military spending,

Natiomal estifnates on Soviet strategic nuclear
attack forces written since 1962 have without. excep-
Hon stated that Soviet strategic capabilities have been

. constrained by considerations of economy. Fstimates

of Soviet strategic defense forces also contain numer-

ous references to economic constraints, but less
" forceftl ones: the history of massive Soviet expendi-

tures on strategic defense systems .seems to “have
_impressed the drafters of the estimates and made them .
-.more cautious about positing resource limitations.

~ Much of the argumentation regarding constraints. .
on force build-ups assumes (there is no documentation
offered) that resource allocation and priorities issues in
the USSR are reasonable facsimiles of such issues in
the United States. This passage from NIE 11-8-62 is
typical: ‘‘Moreover, the question of the proper

. allocation of total economic resources among compet-
‘ing demands, and in particular between military and
civilian #urposes, has been an aciive issue al the
highest levels of Souiet politics. These considerations
will continue to influence the scale and pace of Soviet

programs for long range striking forces.” Para. 495,
p.-18. (Emphasis added.) 1L

In NIE 11-8-67, a similar judgment is-made avith
.tegard toustrategic-defenses. After noting a.general
Soviet-disposition tor accommodate military.programs,

. that estimate states: “Nevertheless, Soviet leaders will
_continue ‘to face difficult choices in ‘allocating
resources among a variety of claimants, both civilian
and military. Their..decision.as .to swhéather,2and .t

what extent, to exterid ABM deployment—potentially -

the most costly single” military program on the
horizon—must be made in the context of these
‘competing claiins.” Para. 5, p. 6. '

The evolution.pf.,'NI’E'.judgmcnts."abo'ut'economic .
restraints on the Soviet ABM prograit is interesting. It
suggests either an analytical blind spot or 2 policy
influenced bias, or both. There is a disturbing
correlation--between ‘the'changing . judgments from
1067 tto 1972 and the policy lsues affecting ABM
programs for the same period. |
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In 1968 there was a distinct muting of the 1967
economic restraint argument about the Soviet ABM
program. It was replaced by a rationale which in
essence predicted rather unconstrained resource allo-

cation to the program in the absence of a SALT
agreement on ABM.

"Curr'ent pressures may exercise a restraining '
influence on the strategic defense effort, but are
unlikely to reduce it.- For the near term, at.least,
expenditures for strategic defense will probably
be maintained at their present hizh level, while
military expenditures as a whole continue to rise. -
The trend for the longer term will depend heavily
upon Soviet decisions concemning ABM deploy-
ment—potentially the most costly single military
program on the horizon—and the related ques-
tlon of strategic arms control, If the Soviets
embark upon any sizable new program of ABM
" deployment within the next few years, expendi-’
tures for strategic defense will increase and by the
middle 1970s are likely -to exceed those for

strategic attack by a substantial margin.” Para. 7T,
B 7

* The estimate of 1969 treated the subject essentially
as in 1968 with the addition of some cost estimates. By
1971 (NIE 11-3 was not rppublished in 1970) the NIE
on strategic defense contains no reference to resource
restraints in the d1scuss;on of the Soviet ABM
program. In 1972, the.future of the Soviet ABM
program is discussed prdmarily ir ‘terms of ABM
Treaty constraints and the capabilities of the Soviets

to develop and deploy ABM:s in the event that treaty - po
. were abrogated. Fconomic restraints on the ambitious

Soviet ABM programs. which are-postulated in the
event of abrogation are deemphasized. For instance,
in rationalizing the Illustrative Foree Model 1V, the

worst abrogated-treaty- case postulated, economic-

restrau}t is treated thus:

Dep]oyment of strategic defense forces would
increase to the point that, even though achiev-
able without major new increases in productive
capacities, they strain these capacities, and
resources must be diverted to.the extent that the
rafe of growth of the civilian economy is
threatened.” Para. 209, p. 63 (Emphasis added.)

In this 1972 estimate there is a heavy emphasis on
the relationship between [future Soviet strategic
defense efforts and suceessful conelusions of offensive

. S3AIHTUY WNOLLYN 3HL 1Y 035000843
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arms limitation agreements, which reflects the change
of emphasxs from ABM to offensive systems in SALT.

When this series 0§/ ]udgments is correlated aver
time with the evolution of U.S. policy (and politica]
controversy) over U.S. ABM ‘programs and arms
limitation efforts, a strong circumstantial case emerges

on the matter of politically influenced intelligence, -

This case is strengthened by the lack of any apparent

evfdential basis for shifting estimates of the hature of

economic restraints to Soviet ABM programs.

A blind spot in enalysis is indicated by the fact that
there is no reference in the Soviet Strategic Attack and
General Purpose Force estimates of the effects .on
economic constraints of the ABM Treaty which

_ supposedly relieved the USSR of the burden of

pursuing “the most expensive military program on the
horizon.” Since competition zmong military claim-
ants has been a persistent part of the NIE argumenta-
tion concemning economic constraints on strategic
attack systems, one would expect Soviet costs saved

. from ABM to have been applied to other military

programs. The unspoken assumption of the drafters

* appears to have been that the sayings effectuated on .

future ABM programs would .go to the cmhan

_ economy, and not to other mxhtary programs

Serious disagreements over military resource alloca-,
. tions have occurred among Soviet milita
d such disp :

nted '::'"

icy 1sput :
establishment-—naval spokesmerr versus ground.-
spokesmen missile and’ rocket enthusiasts versus the - -
“multimillion man’ army" traditionalists. These dss-
putes were couched .in. operahona.l or. stmtegm terms .

but no doubt had some roots in competmg Tesource . . ;
 "demands.

belween components of the

Such documentation f.s not aoaflab!e to support ths )
‘persistent NIE emphasis on milltary versus clotlian

resourge-compétition. There have been -in- the past

some disputes between heavy industry. and medium

and light industry sectors of the Soviet economy. The
heavy industry 5pokasmcn {from time to time refemed

to as “'metal eaters” ) include the producers of military,
equipment, but this is not-convincing evidence of 2

civilian economy. challenge to military resource

allocation priority paralleling that whieh eecus In

Western societies,

]
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One area of evidence which has changed sharply
during the past year is that concerning the Soviet
defense burden. An accumulation of evidence on the
Soviet military budget, topped by the testimony of a
person who had had an opportunity to examine the
budget in detail, has confirmed a gross underestima-
tion of Soviet defense expenditures by U.S. intelli-
gence. The 1970 Soviet military budget to which this
source had had access was 100 percent higher than
U.S. estimates for that year. New estimates by the
intelligence community based on this source and
others indicate that an error of this magnitude was

- involved in the economic inputs to national estimates

for the past 10-12 years.

Analysis/Estimate

The primacy of the military priority in Soviet
resource allocation decisions has long been strongly
indicated by the magnitude of Soviet military
programs and forces. This evidence is now reinforced
by evidence of much higher military budgets than
previously estimated. While Soviet military claimants
for resources may compete with one another for
resources, they face no serious competition from
claimants in the civilian economy sector—nor is this
surprising. Within what is, after all, a large and
expanding GNP, the Soviets have made it absolutely
clear that defense requirements have an almost
absolute first call on available resources. Denial of
consumer needs is not a new or inconsistent pattern of
Soviet behavior—exactly the contrary is the case,
Therefore, Soviet strategic forces have yet to reflect
any constraining effect of civil economy competition,
and are unlikely to do so in the foreseeable fuiure.

Forecast

Soviet strategic forces will be shaped almost
exclusively by the political leadership’s view of
military and political utility of producing the types

" and numbers of the systems invélved. Constraints on

the growth of strategic attack and defense capabilities
will be technical in nature or due to production
limitations,

Arms limitation agreements will become constrain-
ing factors only to the extent that they do not Interfere
with Soviet military-political goals. They may appear
to result in a redirection of expenditures from one
military purpose to another but even here this almost

.‘\ L]

.,;S%:_\J_!;qa!\g JIYNOLLVN 3HL 1Y 030N00Md3Y:
. e PO SRS rerraal A

certainly reflects decisions which might well have
been made in any event in the absence of agreecment.
Constraining agreements may be reached provided
the alternative carries high risks to the Soviets of U.S.
action which would endanger the attainment of their
military-political goals.

3. Soviet Civil Defense

U.S. Estimating History

The National Estimates series 11-3 dealing with
Soviet Strategic Defenses indicate a general lack of
interest in the subject of Soviet Civil Defense coupled
with doubt on the part of the drafters about the
seriousness or efficacy of Soviet efforts in the civil
defense area and doubt that civil defense would have
any strategic importance even if the Soviets were
serious about it.

Relative lack of interest is indicated by the brief
and generalized treatment afforded the subject.
Between NIE 11-3 of 1966 and that of 1974, Civil
Defense was not even mentioned in the Summary and
Conelusions {or “Key Judgments” or “'Précis™) por-
tions of the estimates, which are normally all that is
read by policy makers. When Civil Defense finally
was mentioned in 1974, it was inone reassuring
sentence: Soviet Civil Defense will be unable "to
prevent massive casualties and the breakdown of the
economie structure.”* So far as we know, no serious
analytical study supports this conclusion.

Doubt about the seriousness or efficacy of Soviet
civil defense efforts was reflected in the persistent NIE
references to “apathy” toward programs, resource
constraints, and probable Soviet realization of the
basic infeasibility of civil defense in general. Doubt
about the strategic importance of civil defense was
reflected in judgments about the requirement for
several days’ warning time for Soviet civil defense
plans to be put into effect, a factor essentially
nullifying the strategic impact of Soviet programs, in
the view of the NIE drafters. It is perhaps not
irrelevant to note that these views attributed to Soviet
authorities are precisely the views held in many
quarters in the U.S, civil defense effort, The possibility
of “mirrordmaging’’ Is therefore one which eannet
readily be rejected.

* NIE11-3/8-74, p. 58, Paragraph 188,
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NIEs duly reported the growing evidence of a

strong Soviet emphasis on civil defense, such as the
elevation of its chief to Deputy Minister of Defense
level, Brezhnev's stress on civil defense at the 23rd
Party Congress, and the large number of people
assigned to the effort (50,000). But the evidence to
date and its implications has not been analyzed in
national estimates in the context of the total Soviet
policy of strategic offense and defense. Rather there
has been a tendency to view Soviet civil defense
efforts in the context of the U.S. concept of Mutual
Assured Destruction, This * mirror-imaging” probably
accounts in large measure for the treatment in the
estimates of civil defense as essentially an *‘add-on.”
This factor was no doubt reinforced by the concentra-
tion of intelligence analysts on the technical aspects of
weaponry and military force structure which charac-
terizes all national intelligence estimates on military
matters.

Evidence

Satellite photography and information supplied by
recent emigrés from the USSR have provided a
substantial body of evidence indicating a very heavy
and costly Soviet emphasis on Civil Defense since at
teast 1970. Much of the photographic evidence has
been on hand for several years, but until recently it
has not been exploited with a view to measuring
Soviet civil defense efforts,

This evidence points to a2 much more determined
and effective Soviet civil defense effort than we have
hitherto estimated. Both photographic and human
source evidence strongly indicate that since September
1971, when the function was directly subordinated to
the Ministry of Defense, there has been a sharp
increase of emphasis on Seviet civil defense. Photogra-
phy proves the emphasis of the last several years on
construction of personnel shelters in built-up areas
and the hardening of war-essential industries against
nutlear effects. Human sources report that in the same
period there has been a considerably increased
emphasis on the training of civilian personnel of all
ages in protective measures to include practice
evacuations of heavily populated areas. The goal of
these efforts, as expressed by the Soviets,* is to reduce

* A Soviet manual on civil defense, Crazhdanskaia Oborona
(1968} stutes that losses can be reduced to 3-8 percent of the Soviat
urban population. Strutegie Air Command snalyses correbornte the
feasibility of this goal.
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casualties'in a nuclear exchange to under 10 million
and to ensure the continued viability of essential
industries.

The Soviet civil defense emphasis has been accom-
panied in about the same period by a massive effort to
ensure the survi j

Soviet civil defense efforts appear to be integrated
with all other military programs lo maximize the
USSR's capabilities to fight a nuclear war and emerge
from it with a viable society. Survival of key military
and political cadres has priority in the Soviet effort,
but the proteetion of the civil population as a whole is
receiving increasing attention as the programs for
hardening command and control systems near com-
pletion. The civil sector enjoys sufficient priority for
resources to account for an annual expenditure since
1970 the equivalent of about one billion dollars per
year. {Some analysts believe even this figure may
understate the magnitude of the Soviet effort. The key
point is however that no concerted USG effort has
been made to study and assess this effort.)

The increased Soviet emphasis on civil defense
dates from about the time that the Kremlin leadership
could foresee the successful conclusion of an ABM-
limiting treaty with the United States. This correlation
in time was probably not eoincidental. Soviet leaders
probably reasoned that they would lose any contest
with the United States in the field of active defenses
against nuclear attack because of U.S. technological
advantage at the time, but that in any contest in the
field of passive defenses the USSR would win because
it had the advantage of centralized control and a
disciplined population. [t was only in the context of
UL.S. concurrence not to protect ils populetion with
the ABM that the Soviets could pursue a goal of
achieving assured survival for the USSR and assured
destruction for its major adversary.

The circumstantial evidence of a correlation be-
tween the predictability of an ARM agreement gqnd
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the new emphasis on civil defense is strengthened by
the initiation at the same general time (1970-71) of an
unprecedented expansion of Soviet strategic attack
capabilities. Soviet expenditures on strategic attack
forces jumped sharply in 1970 doubling the 1965
outlays.

The great importance attached by the USSR to its
civil defense effort provides an unmistakable clue to

Soviet overall doctrine with regard to general nuclear

war. Such efforts are inconsistent with a view that the
Soviets tacitly accept the concept of Mutual Assured
Destruction as a basis for strategic force structure (or
arms limitations). When viewed in combination with
active strategic defenses and strategic attack forces the
civil defense effort underscores the frankly stated
Soviet adharence to the Clausewitzian concept of war
as an extension of politics—even under nuclear
conditions. These efforts contradict the assumptions
that the Soviets view nuclear exchange as tantamount
to destruction of their society and system or that they
perceive strategic’ nuclear capabilities primarily as a
deterrent. Rather these efforts point to the structuring
of both defense and offense for war-fighting, with
deterrence being a derivative function.

Forecast

The Saviet civil defense effoet will continue to enjoy
high priority and heavy funding until and unless the
Kremlin leadership becomes convinced that a superior
Soviet nuclear war-fighting capability is either not
achievable or not useful militarily or politically. If
current efforts continue there is no reason to belijeve
the Soviets will not achieve their civil defense goal of
being able to hold casualties in a nuclear exchange to
an acceptable level as well as preserving intact their
political system.

4. Military Hardening

NIE Estimating Record

The Soviet program of dispersal, hardening and
redundancy of its command and contro! system is
unmatched in the Western world. The significance of
this fact, and particularly the great disparity between
U.S. and Soviet hardening efforts with its implications
for the strategic balance, has barely been touched on
in past NIE's. The treatment was so brief in [act In
NIE 11-3/8-75, that the reader was left with the
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impression that the subject was of limited military
significance.

Evidence

U.S. intelligence has identified over 700 facilities
hardened for nuclear warfare, about half of which are
utilized by the Soviet high command, General Staff or
Major Command Headquarters. The remainder are
related to subordmate command levels,

The programs are continuing at a measured pace.
Over 20 naval aviation airfield command and control
facilities have already been hardened and the
remainder is clearly programmed. All Strategic Rocket
Force C & C facilities are already hardened with the
major headquarters (i.e., 6 strategic army headquar-

Command Centers at I'heatre Air Defense and
Moscow NCA levels are beheved to be hardened frorn

w1th over?OO buned dnten
alread ldentlfled
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It is apparent that the Soviet C & C program is
designed {0 provide a much higher level of surviv-
ability than that planned by the Westermn world. 1t
represents clear evidence of the Soviet desire to
achieve a nuclear war fighting capability in contradis-
tincifon to the mulual delerrence eoncepts of ihe
West.
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_ strategie balance.

Evidence is now coming to hg t of an extensive
program of providing protection for personnel of
certain industrial facilities, .While the analysis has
only seratched the surface, an interagency working
group has already identified several hundred such
facilities hardened to perhaps between 70 and 100

PSI. This program has been in effect since the late
1960's and construction is ongoing.

This is further evidence of the Soviet objective to
survive a nuclear attack and reconstitute its industrial
. capability through a protected skilled working force.
Tt offers the Soviets high assurances that its vital
command and control structure will continue to
function in a nuclear exchange while serious doubts
exist as to U.S. and Free World's capability-under

. similar circumstances. This matter needs far more

detailed consideration than it has received in the past
- NIEs.

F)
Forecast

We believe the Soviet hardening program will
continue at a deliberate pace until all vtial military
command and control facilities have been treated. It
will provide increasingly clear evidence of Soviet

intent o be prepared for general nuclear war rather
.than to achieve mutual deterrence.

5. Mobile Missiles

LY

NIE Eshmoimg Record s

The Soviets have developed two mobile missile
systems which could have a significant impaat on the
The $S-X-16 is a solid fuel
intercontinental range (5000 NM) missile, almost
certainly tested in both a silo and mobile *TEL

(transporter/crector/launcher) ‘mode. The program:

has had a high degree of cover and concealment
assoclated wit

The S5-20 i$ an IRBM version 6f the same miissile

* using identical first and second stages. We have firm
' pcvxdence of 2 large scale prog
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Eanned for the SS~20

Although the intelligence community is debating
the range and intended use of the~S5-20, :the
prevailing view. is that it-is in fact a replacement for
the SSZand SS-5 mterrncdxate range missiles. The
numbers of missiles {with 8 MIRV's on each) will cover
the present peripheral target system now handled by
the SS-4 & 5's as well as perhaps 300 $S-11"s diverted to
that use. (Thus there is a good possibility that as many
as 300 intercontinental capable missiles will be
released for use against U.S. targets with no SALT
penalty when the $8-20 is deployed.)

Past NIEs (including 11-3/8-75) have estimated the h

§5-X-16 to be a replacement for the 60°55-13 silos,
with indications that once started the conversion
could be completed within a year. These same
estimates state the Soviets have probably decided to
forego deployment of the mobile version of the §5-X-16
should a SALT TWO,agreement be reached, Thuswe ~
are left with the impression that the $5-16 program
will remain small and probably restricted to the silo
mode, even though new versions are under develop-
ment and the mobile verson Ls, in all probebility, an
eperational misstle. These estimates further conclude
that the mobile §5-X-16 will provide a hedge against
increased silo vulnerability with the Soviets perhaps
substituting some mabile missiles for sllo misstles if
mobile ICBM’s ate not banned iff SALT TWO

Evidence

A serfous problem of concem to Team "B jarises,
~however, in connection with the fact that the $5-X-16 -
intercontinental missile, according™to best available
-evidence, -almost certainly ses “ltrch ad -ground
.handling equipment identical to that of the,85-20,
This gives the Sovlets a real potential in a breakout
sttuation to add the 3rd stage to the S5-20 (whose first
two stages are {dentical with the $S-X-16) thereby
glving.the.eniire force a¥intercontinenial capability. -
There is no dispute within the intelligence community

a5 to the feasibility of this move, yet no discussion of

this matter can be found in current NIEs. A covered
TEL could contain’an SS-16 ss #dsily as an 55-20, as
could- the. covered storage -sheds~now: bemg -con-
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We are concerned, therefore, with both the ease of
conversion of the $5-20 to S5-X-16 missiles and the
numbers of SS-X-16 components now being produced.
The ease of producing and storing in concealed areas
an ICBM such as the 55-X-16 which can be launched
from mobile launchers poses a serious potential threat
to the strategic balance. In addition, the verification
problem associated with deployment of a mobile
ICBM like the §5-X-16, already in produetion and
indistinguishable from an $5-20 when on covered
launchers, is sobering. This matter needs full coverage
and evaluation in NIE 11-3/8-76. ’

Forecast

We believe the SS-X-16 program will continue

apace with improvements and modifications made to

give the missile a MIRV capability as well as
improved accuracy. We also believe the Soviets will
continue to conceal the number of components
produced which will permit the conversion of 55-20's
to intercontinental missiles. We slso believe the
Soviets will retain this conversion capability to
pravide another option which could help upset the
strategic balance, should international developments
warrant such an exploitation.

4. Backfire

NIE Estimating Record

Previous NIEs, including 11-3/8-75, have generally
concluded that Soviet Long Range Aviation (LRA)
will continue to retain a relatively small interconti-
nental bomber force to complement Soviet Russia’s
1CBM and SLBM, forces. Backfire, while part of this
force and credited with capabilities for operations
against the continental U.S., has usually been
characterized as an aircraft whose first priority will be
peripheral missions (i.e., against NATO and China).

Recently, the CIA has tended to stress the
peripheral role of the aircraft while at the same time
minimizing its potential for strategic operations. For

27
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analysis ba

xample, & memorandum prepared by the Office of
Strategic Research, dated 6 May 1976, which updates
the Backfire Program, concerns itself solely with the
use of the aircraft in peripheral missions and its role as
a replacement aircraft for the aging Badgers. No
mention is made of any capability for using the
bombers in the intercontinental role.

This pre-occupation with the case for a peripheral
use of the aircraft has recently been extended to a
reexaminatign = yprefuele

vehicle with half the payload previously ascribed to it
and thus not as well suited to the strategic mission.

Emphasis is also being placed in CIA memos on
recent statements by Soviet SAL talk participants who
repeatedly assert the aircraft to be designed and
intended only to carry out peripheral strike missions,
especially against NATO targets. In this connection,
the Soviets have been ambivalent themselves in their
statements on Backfire range, with the chief military
man on the Soviet SAL Delegation, Gen. Trusov,
giving the radius as 2160 nautical miles (and 5000
NM range) while Brezhnev told President Ford the

 aircraft had only one half the range of the Bison. Since

we _credit the Bison with a radius of 3200 NM, this
would make Backfire only a 1680 NM radius aircraft.

~Thus the intelligence community has been engaged
in a vigorous debate over whether or not the Backfire
bomber is a “strategic’ bomber or one intended
primarily for peripheral use. The issue of %ange has
occupied a great deal of the analysts' time, with the
view prevailing in some quarters that any unrefueled
radius of action figures falling much below 3000 miles
would severely limit the aircraft’s use in the strategic
role. A maijority of the community has credited the
gireraft with an unrefuelediradius of about 2800 miles
(5200 mile range), hile “the recent "CIA analysis

educes These hgures Sub

od on ‘twelve Backfire missions-describes
an aircraft of about 236,000 pounds with a radius of
action of approximately 1850 to 2100 nautical
miles—and a payload of about 10,000. pounds.

Evidence

All these estimates have an inherent range analysis
and assumptions sensitivity which could substantially

. o pm—p — T . s A
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more significant point however is that categoriz-
ing a bomber as “strategic’’ is more than a matter of
unrefueled range. The Russians have proposed defini-
tions during SALT discussions which use terms like
“anything comparable to existing strategie aircraft,
(i.e., the Bison).” They suggest we.look at all
parameters of the aircraft including intended use and
characterize an aireraft accordingly. We consider our
FB-111 a strategic bomber and plan its use against
Soviet targets even though its unrefueled radius falls
short of even the lowest estimates of Backfire
performance. Our strategic air command plans multi-
ple refueling of the aircraft which gives it, on a typical
mission a range (with 2 refuelings) of about 6400
nautical miles. All Backfires we have seen to date have
been equipped with refueling probes. We have
monitored refueling missions. There is no question
therefore that the aircraft has the inherent capability
for strategic missions, should the Soviets chose to use it
this way.

The U.S., despite its planned use of the FB-I!1 in a
strategic role, has sought to keep it out of SALT
restrictions. The Soviets so far have preferred not to
raise this issue, in the expectation that we would not
insist on including Backfire in the “strategic” cate-
gory.

The fact remains however that both aircraft have

immense value in a strategic role if either side intends

to use them that way:
g can be made that

agamst peheral targets such as NATO and China
(and of course in its well established Naval role). The
evidence for this lies in the absence of a sizeable
tanker fleet, the very limited refueling seen to date,
suggesting a low level of operational training in this
mode, the relatively short missions we have seen, and
the current basing pattern, (including no staging to
advanced bases such as Anadyr). And as the CIA
studies so frequently point out there are many targets
in NATO and China that can be covered well by the
Backfire.

"y
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Recent evidence, however, permits a different view
of the Backfire's intended role. As indicated above, all
Backfires have been observed to be equipped for
refueling. With this capability the issue of unrefueled
radius becomes more academic R

CIA takes the view

that the current tanker force is fnsufficient to support

a sizeable intercontinental bomber force and as late as
November 1975 felt that the available evidence
indicated the Soviets were not developing a new
tanker aircraft.

New evidence indicates the Soviets are in fact
working with the [L-76 as a possible tanker. The use
of the "Classic” transport could provide a sizeable
tanker force in relatively short time perieds with one
refueling from such an aircraft extending the range
from 1500 to 2000 miles. Two refuelings would make
even the minimum performance version of the
Backfire a 3000 NM plus radius aircraft, clearly giving
it mtercontmental ca abll' v._[o tact using wartime
safety rules SRR B analysts see the
aircralt achlevmg a range well 10 excess of 7000 miles
with two refuelings.

Analysis/Estimate

A reasonable view of Soviet intent could very well
be that the aireraft has been designed to provide the
flexibility to accomplish both the peripheral and
intercontinental missions with the aircraft actually
being used in the role which the developing tactical
scenario dictates. This view is enhanced by the fact
that the Soviets are now deploying an aireralt slightly
smaller but very similar to the U.S. F-111 for use
against NATO targets now probably covered by the
Backfire. The “"Fencer,” in many respects is a better
aircraft for use against NATO as it is optimized for
low altitude penetration, has a more accurate all-
weather bomb/nav system than Backfire and with its
small radar cross section is more difficult to detect,
track and destroy than the Backfire, One might well
ask why the Soviets felt it necessary to produce such
an aircraft in large numbers (production is now about
5 per month) if Backfires were to be the primary
preiphen! vebicle Sl NATO VLG g (L fields,
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nuclear storage sites, coinmand and control facilities,

etc.) are within easy range of the Fencer now
deployed just beyond the Polish border in Western
Russia.

One must also consider the fact that the Backfire
program is still in its infaney and that the real
intended use of the aireraft may not become apparent
until it appears in some numbers in LRA operational
units. At present the force consists of 20 plus planes
located at two operational bases. We have good
] evidence that it probably will be produced in

- substantial numbers, with perhaps 500 aircraft off the
line by early 1984. At that point the numbers of
Fencers and Backfires combined would appear exces-
sive for the peripheral mission alone. 1n this connec-
tion, recent photographic evidence of substantial
plant expansion raises the possibility of even higher
productlon rates for Backflre

[
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In 1968, the Soviets initiated actual non-nuclear
ASAT testing, a fact which was reflected in the 1969
NIE. By 1971 (Feb), NIE 11-3 noted that a non-
nuclear ASAT capability had been demonstrated, but
that “'a fully operational system would require greater
flexibility than was displayed in the Soviet tests.”"* It
was believed that the same constraints on ASAT use
discussed in earlier years would continue to prevail,
and would, in fact, be reinforced by the increasing
dependence of the Soviets upon their own satellite
systems as well as the effects of the SAL negotiations.

In an August 1971 supplement, the NIE noted that
the Soviets were in a period of frequent ASAT testing,
and questioned why they did not employ a non-
nuclear ASAT variant of the Galosh ABM, which
would be capable of direct ascent intercepts and
therefore highly effective against US reconnaissance
satellites. This reasoning led to the view that the
ASAT system was a long range program ultimately
directed against the Full range of US space systems,
which could have originated in response to hypotheti-
cal systems (c.g., orbital bombardment) widely dis-
cussed in the early 1960's, but not introduced.

The hiatus in ASAT testing from 1971 to 1976 has
led to the publication of essentially unchanged
estimates concerning the Soviet ASAT system, al-
though Soviet laser capabilities have been given
increasing emphasis as they have advanced. In
addition, in 1974 the NIE noted that the Soviets had
demonstrated a capability to place satellites in
geostationary orbit, thus potentially extending their
ASAT capabilities to that altitude.

The Ewdence




" Analysis/Estimate

As it currently exists, the Soviet ASAT system has
several operational limitations which must be consid-
ered in assessing its potential utility to the USSR.

(1) Altitude Limitation, This was noted above,
and is primarily a function of the launch vehicle. It
could be alleviated by use of a larger launch vehicle
such as the SL-12, although Soviet views regarding the
necessity of testing at higher aititudes prior to
operational use remain unknown,

(3) Tﬂrget Capacaty As noted, each target
satellite requires a separate ASAT launch. Although
US reconnaissance systems maintain onlv a small
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number of satellites, which cannot be rapidly re-
placed, on orbit, a militarily effective attack upon
planned systems {such as GPS) would seem to require
development of an ASAT vehicle with a multiple
engagement capability.

While Soviet intentions for the current system
cannot be determined, consideration of its characteris-
tics and limitations does permit attribution of several
potential applications:

(1) Political Use. Demonstration of lntent politi-
cal “shock™ effects, ete.

(2) Crisis Management. One time denial of
information during a high intensity crisis situation.

(3} Extended Conventional War. Denial of
tactical information over an extended period of time,
possibly preceded by or coupled with lower level anti-
satellite operations, such as laser blinding, ECM, ete.
Physical satellite destructton may be more lxkel as the

would be fully in consonance with Soviet employment
of other space systems, such as their radar ocean
surveillance satellite, in tactical operations.

{4) Strategic Research and Development. Provide
test and operational data for use in development of
more capable ASAT systems.

It is worth noting that the second series of Soviet
ASAT tests began about a year after the ABM treaty,
which had significantly constrained the number of
ABM launchers that the Soviets could possess. Since
this ASAT system is totally ineffective in an ABM role,
its development may reflect o Soviet desire to avold
diverting any of their ARM cyetamn tn an anH-eatellite
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Forecast
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role, while at the same time acquiring an ASAT
system that could in no way be construed as a
violation of the ABM Treaty.

8. Soviet Strategic ASW

U.S. Estimating History

The subject of Soviet strategic ASW was first raised
in NIE 11-8-7L. At that time, evidence of a large-
scale, aggressive effort to develop a variety of new
ASW sensors, weapons, and platforms, some of them
employing techniques which are not used by the U.S.
was first formally acknowledged by the community.
In like manner, this estimate reached the judgment
that at the time, some 3% of the total Soviet military
and space budget was spent on ASW, However, this
did not count research and development and the
estimate noted “we cannot quantify [this], but
[outlays] are very substantial, and are especially
significant—."*

The key judgment in each of the estimates from
1971 to the present has been that the Soviets will be
unable to solve the problems of initial detection of
U.S. SSBNs in the open ocean on a scale which the
estimators believe would be required to counter this
force within the period of the estimates. The maost
recent estimate (NIE 11-3/8-75) is worded “we
conclude that the Soviets have little potential for
achieving success in either of these areas [detectors
and tracking in the open oacean] in the next ten

vears.” **

On the other hand, every estimate recounted a
unanimous impression of an aggressive, extensive,
well-founded, vigorous, and broadly based research
program with high priority in naval planning.
Likewise, every estimate distinctly made the point
that our information on the direction of Soviet basic
research, the specific applications of broad technieal
programs, and the potential should one or more
succeed, is significantly deficient. Each paper further
stated in equivalent terms, that U.S. work on non-
acoustic detection means was not extensive,

* NIE11-8-71, p. I3, paragraph 7.
PEMIE 175, Vol 1. p. 41, paingeaph 83
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. The Evidence

""" The estimates from 1971 to 1975 which deal with
'1 .| Soviet ASW, and the interagency memorandums
P ‘ supporting them, provide only the briefest tutorial of

with a short reference to some Soviet work in these

1
% . ' . many acoustic and non-acoustic detection principles
T
1
i
1

fields. The impression left on a non-technical reader is

one of Soviet dabbling in arcane arts which are-

| * disdained by U.S. technology, and considered some-

thing of 2 wild goose chase, with little motivation for
. us to follow, given the small chance of suceess opined

| | by the authars, S

. : some periarmed in CIA, more in the Navy,

_ While the evidence is less than complete, there is in
o fact,a.substantia] body of iritelligence on'Saviet S
' R&D accumulafed since about the mid-1960's when
. “evidence of a major thrust in non-acoustic research

could be identified. )

® .
There are a number of analyses of these activities
Yeint
[-:..1-'!':5' L¥twas the Ffirst extensive, in-depth, and
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ASW. It was done under Navy auspices and published
in early 1974. This report should be'required reading
for anyone seriously interested in the depth and

S breadth of Soviet work and the scope of their”
t

involvement and dedication to the solution of the

], o strategic ASW problem. "

. A study on Soviet work ‘in intemal waves and

o ! surface wake phenomena of submarines was published
i {-in July 1976 by DIA. The work details the extent.of

Saviet resource commitment to this wark and glves an
overview (at a low’ classification level) of the
,  technology involved. There are undoubtedly similar

radar, electro-optics (includin

g ldsers), and nuclear
idence j .

RS TR h.:..s‘é!\’:'fﬁ"i sum,
t of ‘iniormation which the
estimates tend to ‘indicate; -rather there has been-a
limited capability in the U.S. intelligenée community
to Linder_stand, analyze, and essess it, Non-acoustic
. ASW h suffered for the wppellation of “unsound

L

y broad examination of all aspects of Soviet "

studies which relate to Soviet work on magnetics, -

judge Soviet intentions-and progre_§§;has been smalle;
and more limited than is desirable.

TR s ;g
Analysis%a’re 'y

Even without access-to the -body of intelligence
available since 1974, or the opportunity to trace U.s.
intelligence pragress in collection and analysis since
HR R one can make some rational
assumptions and judgments based on a general
background and the. references in the .MIE's .since
1971

1. Neutralizing U.S. (and all non-Soviet) SSBNs

is one of the highest priority national objectives of

strategic defensive planning and policy of the Soviet

Union. "It would be totally uncharacterstic of the
Saviets and contrary to evidence to find otherwise.

2. The problem has Been addressed since the late °

1950's when our determination to proceed with Polaris

and -our success in mating weapon and platform
became evident,

3. A major Soviet commitment ta non-acoustic
research was made in the mid-1960's.

4. The Soviets probably recognized their lag in
acoustic fechnology for low-frequency surveillance,

mid-1960's, and certainly by the late 1960's, This

reinforced a decision to place greatest emphasis for -

research on non-acoustic methods, and to contir;ue

acoustic system development at a slower pace. fn -

-addition, 7the’ Soviets have so' far avbided a major

-commitment to - ASW -systems .basedvon LOFAR
technology per se. e =

5. Soviet investment in ASW R&D has incredsed
significantly over the past ten years, and together with
other spending* for.strategic +ASW;..cepresents. a

substantial portion of the strategic defensive budget.’

. Given this extensive commitment of resources znd

the incomplete appreciation in the U.S. of the full .

implications of many of the technologies invelved, the
absence-of.a.deployed:systern-by this timie s difficult
to understand. The implication could be that the
Soviets have, in fact, deployed some operational non-

. ASW %g*\gf?";}“‘;f;mwi‘mr’"""{-ﬂ?ﬁ%‘?“}i TR acoustie systems.and will deploy.more in the next few
! s e LS T SR e el years. Co
Ly By e ety -“"' ] ,-v-";éif-«"ﬂ‘.’i‘f
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Following this step in logic, it is both upprudent

quieting, and mobile sensors by at least the early ta ~

- buse from which to  and Wogleal to estimate no suecsss over the nest ted
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years in programs of which we have so incomplete an
understanding. Technical break-throughs, such as a
doubling of detection ranges achievable by using
airborne magnetic anomaly detection to a mile or
more, (by means of an adaptation of & commercial
magnetic radiometer, already achieved here) tend to

make the sweeping optimism of NIE 11-3/8-75 very
difficult to justify. ° '

Forecast

The very firm negative 10-year forecasts. of Soviet
ASW capabilities are uncharacteristic of national
intelligence estimates, which normally-tend to hedge

- bets over the longer term. This is especially true of

estimatés of defensive capabilities which are perforce
net assessments. The firn negative judgment could
well raise doubts,among consumers ‘whether it is not ~
affected by policy considerations, such as the desiré to
protect the U.S. SLBM program; the less obvious

. consideration being support for the general proposi-

tion that the Soviets could never hope for militarily
meaningful strategic nuclear superiority because they
would always have to absorb a full SLBM strike,
These doubts are reinforced rather than dispelled by,
the more detailed treatment of Soviet ASW efforts in
the text of the estimates.

. A more definitive forecast of Soviet ASW capabili-
ties requires a very thorough review of a mass of
pertinent evidence, much of which the Navy (for valid
operational reasons) strictly controls. Such a review
should be carried olit under national authority using -
scientific expertise of indisputable neutrality as con-
cerns the outcome, - : ’
. Until .such a thoroughgoing review has been
accomplished we cannot with any assurance whatever *
forecast the probability or extent of success of Sou:'i&
ASW efforts. However, we are cerlain that these
probabilities are not zero, as the current NIE implies, '

?. ABM'aﬁd'Diréded E;ergy Weapon R&D
Estimating ‘}u'iis.iory R

The history of Soviet ABM estimates* has generally

-been characterized by:

— appreciation of a high level of Soviet interest
and effort, especially when seen as a component
of the overall strategic air defense progrmam;

* Thess estimates were part of 5 separate NIE (11-3) op Savigt*
Strategle Defenses untll combined {n 1894 inte NIE 11-3/8 feports.
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— projection during mid-late 1960 of the possible
. -deployment of large ‘numbers of ABMs;

— continuing assessment of greatly limited actual
achievements and prospects for success (

except
for the early warning radar network):

-~ controversy, somewhat muted in most recent
years, over the potential and inherent ABM
capability of SAM, with a general NIE dis-
counting of such capabilities.

The conclusion of the: SALT"ABM " Treaty- rein- -
forced the subjective community dishelief in conven.
tional ABM effectiveness to lead to o general
conclusion that the Soviets had become "dissatisfied
with the effectiveness of conventional ABM systems”
and’ downgraded their programs’ goals. Continuing
Soviet ABM R&D became seen largely as “a hedge
against treaty abrogation” (by whom?)

and 2 prudent
exploration .of altemnative technologies, -

ik

Until recently there has been no estimating record
on directed energy programs. Recently Soviet R&D
programs in these areas have been included i
Strategic Defense estimates or in one case as a fairly .
thorough special report (Interagency Intelligence

Report on Soviet Capebilities to Develop Strategic
Lafgr Systems, February 1975),

Present Estimates and Evidence

The ABM capability of those presently deployed
systems ireated as ABM by the NIE seemis to be as
strategically limited as concluded. That conclusion,
however, does not extend to the overall impact of:

(1) ARM potential in systems. t.reated as "' non-

-ABM" or “tactical-ABM"";

(2) The R&D effort and prospects for hnprovamént
in ABM .capabilities,.both conventional and exotic:

(8) ABM o5 one Integral part of a combined .

" damage limiting strategic defen;e.

NIE 11-8/8-75 touches upon all three areas, and
glves considerable treatment and weight to the
second, but ‘reaches .conclusions from the evidence
available that unnecessarily discount or downgrade
the Soviet effort, without emphasizing what it has
accomplished—especially since 1971-72—relative to
U.S, ABM efforts. The effectiveness of ABM, of
cotirse, eannot ba essessed without direct compartson

Fl
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with offensive ballistic missile capabilities, and it is
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clear that the judgments” made are implicit net
assessments based upon high confidence in the

-+ enduring penetrability of U.S. MIRVs.

SAMS

The NIE conclusion that current Soviet SAMS “are
not suitable” for ABM defense is explicitly rejected as

"Chief of Staff for Intelligence. It is also not a

cdnclusion accepted by many other SAM-ABM
experts, even though the NIE conclusion rests on

" currently deployed SAMs instead of improved or new

generation SAM components. We know that-SAM
systems do inher;ﬁtly have ABM capability, The
judgmental question is how sie ansive i
this capability "ﬂ:"" RS

2 N
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may therefore be considerable. This is especially
passible when Soviet advances in what is referred to as

.-_’ 3 {:.-:_a ‘..“. 1 ‘?ﬂ
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small part because U.S. understanding of the state of

the art and near term prospects of directed energy-is
far from complete and possibly nit as advanced as

that of the Soviets, who, it is clear, have beep.
conducting far more ambitious research in these areas, -

- Understanding that there are differing evaluations of

.Jegards the SA-5 in a note by the Air Force Assistant -

" capability, wher related_o other defensive ‘means, -

“tactical ABM” and in mobile radar components are’

taken into consideration. Mobile ABM system compo-
‘nents combined with the deployed SAM system could
produce & significant ABM capability.

ABM R&D Prospects

Yy

The NIE ambivalently concludes in one place that

the Soviets continue their ABM R&D “at a pace not
. significantly reduced from: that which existed priar. to

the ABM Treaty” and in anothér at a *'relatively slow
pace”. However one sorts out these conelusions,

the potentialities of laser and .CPB for ABM, . 1t ts.attil
clear that the Sovlets have mounied ABM efforts tn
both areas of a magnitude that 1t f difficult 1o
ooerestimate. At least, it seems a reasonable conclu-
sion based upon the expense and vigor of Soviet R&D
in these areas that the Sovlets attach greater probabil-

ity lo eventual success over a shorter perlod of time
than does the U.S. -

The scale and scope of Soviet ABM R&D are 'too
considerable to conclude loss of interest or to write
them off as mere components of a mare dynamic and
high risk R&D philosophy (although they are that

also):

'Sil:qfegic Defense

One of the problems with the NIE approach is that
even though the subject is Strategic Defense it is
broken down into separate areas (ABM, Air Defense,
ASW, ASAT, Civil Defense and Hardening), each
treated sepagately and in isolation <from the others.
Yhat is then omitted is an assessment of present and
potential Strategic Defense capabilities combining all
efforis. While it may be possible (though often
erroneously, in our view) to disparage the effectiveness
of each component of Strategic Defense taken
separately, the combined and cumulative efforts"]fpay

".possess considerable strategic.significance,

10. ‘Soviet Non-Central Nuclear Sy-stems ‘

3 : . neither gives adequate weight to the vigorous and
i - multi-faceted Soviet R&D program covering both
conventional and possible future ABM means. In the
conventional ABM area, the SAL Treaty can be taken
as evidence of Soviet appreciation. of the potential of
(U.8.) ABM rather than as loss of interest in ABM. In
fact, the continuing effort at SSMTC, the Emba
o : “tactical” system, the emergence of new and_ im-
’ . proved radars and interceptor missiles, all strongly
’ indicate continuing interest and progress. The magni-
! tude of the effort is in stark contrast to that of the U.S.

Estimating History

- apicaa e

Coverage of the Es:f;{_aies. Thmught')fl.t..t-i.le'-]:'g.éd's, ,
discussion of most Soviet non-central systems was _
included in the NIE's on Strategic Attack Forces.* In

inih g R o

- * Sovict Navel Avition Forces have never been discussed, despite «
the fact thal these include ypwards of 500 Badger and Blinder
medium bombersy these are pdncipally directed against 1.5, Naval
forces, although some elements could be shifted to attacks on land
targets, should the need arse, The estimale on peripherel forces In
[sct-notes that Noval Aviatlon [orces may be tatended for use in the
Jarge-scale non-nuclesgattack-an NATO's nuclearforees that Is past
of Sovlet planning.for.the early stages of » conventional war In *

N
P
p

In the more exotic areas of technology applicable to
ABM it is more difficult to cvaluate progress, In no
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the 1969 estimate, medium bombers ‘and MR/IRBM
forces were relegated to- a separate section on
“Peripheral Forces,” foreshadowing their disappear-
ance from the 11-8 series of the following year,

The 1869 NIE also relegated its discussion of the
roughly 60 Seviet cruise missile submarines equipped
with SS-N-3 launchers to a footnote. These systems
had been included in. earlier estimates, which had
noted that one variant of the $8-N-3 had been tested
against land targets to ranges of 450 nm; the 1965 and
1966 NIE's even had a map showing coverage of the
U.S. from the 100 fathom line using a missile of this
range. The 1968 NIE stated, however, that the use of
this system in = strategic attack role wis unlikely,
considering the size of the Soviet ICBM forgs and the

. appearance of a new SLBM (the implied assumption
being that this meant the Soviet Union had reached

some level of “sufficiency”),

5By the 1970 NIE, peripheral attack systems had
been dropped entirely from the 11-3/8 series, and

their treatment relegated to other estimates (the bulk

of them coming under 11-14), Very little discussion
was given of this change, which obscured from view a
very large number of Soviet delivery vehicles, albeit
older and less capable ones. Such reasoning as was
given to support-the injtial distinction between
“peripheral” and “intercontinental” attack, in the
1869 NIE, represented unabashed mirror-imaging:
“This method of treatfng Soviet forces is basically the

same as that being uied by DoD in U.S. military
planning.” !

The change of coverage that began ;wibh the 1870

estimate may have been intended to fit categories that
would be more relevant to the SALT process then
beginning, If so, however, the approach would have
to be faulted for prejudging a fundamental SALT
issue, unresolved to this day, nemely the question

which systems are to be considered "'strategic” in the -

SALT sense.

By f:;iling to present the Soviet view of their own .

peripheral attack systems in the context of discussions
of strategic forces, the NIF's during the SALT peried
may have influenced U.S. perceptions of the FBS issue
in a misleading fashion. The strong ‘Impression
reportedly made on American negotiators when
confronted by Brezhnev with maps showing the
potential of peripheral U,S, systems for attacking the
Soviet Unlon, might have been different had the
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+The 58-14 MRBM was never deployed in the

NIE's regularly contained maf:gs
and capabilities of Sovter. peripheral systems, -

showing the Nimbers

Profections of numbers. The NIEs down
Soviet peripheral attack systems had
shadowed in eatlier years by p
decline in numbers of these systems, The 1964
Estimate projected a rapid decline in LRA medium
bombers/tankers from almost 900 to 290-510 by 1970
and continued reduction thereafter, (Actual mid-197g
numbers are 650 in LRA, in addition to more thag 500

Badgers and Blinders in SNAF, 874 of which are
configured as bombers or ASM carriers, )

grading of
been fore.
rojections of gz sharp

The projectons in the Estimates of the mid-1960's
of relatively flat MR/IRBM numbers did not project
the deactivation of some 60 launchers in the Far East,
However, the 1965 projection of a force of 350-700
MR/IRBM's in the 1970-75 pericd, included a long-’
term reduction on the low side which did not
materialize {current force is almost 600)

New Systems. The Estimates of the 1960’s tended to
overestimate the rate of intreduction of new medium
range missiles. The 1966 NIE anticipated n new
IRBM, possibly mobile, as early as 1968 (but did not
predict the. capabilities of the,§8-X-20—sa MIRVed,
large-throw-weight IRBM~—which appeared in 1974),
“substantial numbers” predicted in the 1969 NIE (p.
30). Frequent dissents by AF Intelligence projecting .
the appearance of a follow-on medium bomber or a

.new ASM for the Badger as early as 1940 were
fundamentally more accurate-than the NI -projee-

tions that no new medium. bomber-would appear: * .

Doctrine and Missions of Medium Systems. The .
estimates of the late 1880’5 display some embarrass-
ment over the difficulty of explaining the objectives of
such .a massive. peripheral attack.force,which:had
earlier been expected to decline as the inteccontinental 5
forces grew, The previous theory that a “hostage
Europe” was a poor man’s substitute for the Assured
Destruction capability the Soviet Union had earlier
lacked, lost plausibility as the ICBM and SLBM

" forces, expanded. Growiilg ‘concerns about China

began to be mentioned, even though most of the
forces in question are deployed against Europe and
q P g

.the one notable drawdown.of peripheral.forces was in

the Far East. A third explanation offered was to refer
to esrlier Khrushehev statements about the need lo
have o multiplicity of systems to ensure survlvability.

.
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The value of large numbers for war fighting, or as a
strategic reserve in an extended nuclear conflict, was
apparently not considered, although to do so would
have raised some interesting questions about the
objectives of Soviet longer-range systems as well.
Instead, consideration of the close connections be-
tween medium-range forces and longer-range ones
simply ceased with the 1970 restructuring of the NIE.

There was much discussion in the early NIE's of the
question whether Soviet medium bombers had the
capability and/or mission for attacks on the United
States, The majority {with the Air Force dissenting)
generally concluded that there was insufficient evi-
dence of the training in refueling or preparation for
use of Arctic Bases such as were deemed necessary for
missions against most U.S. targets. However, the
majority which held the view that medium bombers
were intended for peripheral missions rarely elabo-
rated on what those missions were.* In general, there
was no mention of a possible role for medium-range
bombers as a reserve force in a protracted nuclear
conflict.

Evidence/Analysis

Artificiality of Peripheral/Intercontinental Separa-
tion, Despite the evident importance of systems
clearly designed to attack the United States, the
emphasis on these systems, and their abstraction from
others, contributes to a misunderstanding of the Soviet
view of strategic forces. {t places the analysis in a
strail-jacket ' that does not fit the Russians' own
organization of stralegic forces, distributed among
SRF, LRA, and the Navy, not between intercontinen-
tal and peripheral.

The orientation of a significant portion of the Soviet
ICBM force so that it can attack targets in Europe
and China as well as the United States reflects their
basic view that the continuum of available forces
should be used in a flexible and coordinated fashion
to achieve unified strategic objectives **

* The omisslon is most striking in the discussion of Backfire,
which say very little about the necd for so substantial an increase in
the payload or range of Seviet peripheral bombers, and fail entirely
to discuss the role of shorter-range aireraft (like FENCER} in
pertforming the peripheral mission. In fact, there is only one
sentence on the Backfire in the text of NIE 11-14-75 on Warsaw
Pact Forces Opposite NATO. See also above, pp. 29.

** Further evidence of an organizational nature pointing o a
Soviet emphasis un the unity of auelear strike forces comes from
sueh things as the cnmmmmlilv of [RBM and ICBM development
programs. P
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The impression derived from Soviet organization is
reinforced by doctrinal writings which emphasize,

mdeed in tiresome detail, the i importance of integra-

The evidence is clear that the strategic balance, in

the Sovie! view, includes much more than those
systems labeled “strategic”” in the U.S. defense
budget. On the Western side, they include most U.S.
and allied nuclear delivery systems (beyond very short
range’ ones). This half of the equation has been
pressed by the Soviets at SALT. At the same time,
however, the Russians have attempted to reject the
relevance of their- own massive non-central force
capabilities by insisting that they could not strike the
United States and were therefore not "'strategic.” This
claim is factually inaccurate, since many of these
systems, such as medium bombers and long-range
SLCM’s can reach the United States. More impor-
tant, it is at variance with the actual Soviet view of
nuclear forces as a continuum of capabilities which, if
used, would have a single strategic objective, i.e., the
political acquiescence or military defeat of the
Western Alliance.

Current Soviet Buildup. While the decline in
medium range forces projected by the NIE's in the
late 1960s failed to materialize, there was in fact no
large buildup of these forces during that time. This no
longer holds true of the 1970s when a major buildup
has been underway. While much of this buildup
comes under the heading of '“modernization,” the
term is misleading for it suggests simple maintenance
of aging or obsolescent forces. In fact, developments
now underway will substantially increase Soviet
capabilities by:

— Increasing nuclear ground attack capabilities,
through the introduction of new tactical aircraft,
particularly FENCER but also FITTER, FLOG-
GER and late madel FISHRENS The Q1119
FLEMCER, (v simdar to the 1S IIH an
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carry four ASM's (4,000 Ibs.) to a radius of 1,000
. nm., and has substantially improved capabilities

= for penetrating NATO. air defenses. The large

current preduction of these aircraft as replace-

ments for much less capable tactical-aircraft will

greatly increase the number of systems available

to the Soviets for attacking theater targets near

the front. It will alse add to their flexibility,

“including their capability for destroying western

nuclear forces during a non-nuclear phase .of

5 combat.

i~ Substantially extending the range of peripheral
attack systems with Backfire and the. $5-20 to
cover larger surrounding land and ocean areas
beyond the Eurasian land-mass.

v

(2

— Introducing qualitative improvements_. which
have the &ffect of increasing quantitative capa-

ry

witines A Hy
larger payload than the Badgers and Blinders,’
and will be significantly less vulnerable to air
defenses. :
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Conclusions

Nuclear operations on the periphery of the Soviet
: Union have a crucial importance in Soviet military-
L political doctrine. Singling out forces capable of
" damaging the U.S., for ‘Separate and primary atten-
tion, gives a misleading impression of-Soviet strategic
objectives, Soviet writings stress, for example, that “in
the. final analysis, the area and direction of the main
; attack and operations . . . should ensure-achieving
' operation abjectives pertaining to crushing the en-
emy's armed forces and removing individual countries
or coalitions from' the war ¥ -

Soviet non-central forces fit into an overall strategic *

framework in which the value of forces, even for
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deterrence, is measured by their potential contributign
to fighting and winning a war against & Wester
coalition. Capabilities ta -attack U.S. allies and U g,
forces overseas-are- as -important as capabilities -t

attack the United States itself. In this framewar, -

greater numbers are always better, ‘not . merely to
enhance survivability but for ffensive use, to hedge

against inevitable uncertainties of warfare and o
+ pravide reserves for an extended confict.

.

Current Saviet developments in peripheral attack
capabilitiesindicate an intention -to weaken the
second leg of the NATO triad of ¢onventisnal, theater

nuclear and strategic nuclear forces. With clear’

superiority in conventional forces and parity or better
in intercontinental forces, the Soviets may now be

- seeking to eliminate whatever remaining advantage

NATO may possess in theater nuclear forces. Given

the political importance of the “coupling” with U.S, .

long-range nuclear forces provided by NATO's theater
nuclear capabilities, the Soviets must believe that

important political benefits in Europe would flow
from achievement of demoastrable regional nuclear
preponderance, If this is s0, we may now be
witnessing an evolution of theater nuclear forces that
has close parallels to the evolution of intercontinental
forces in tke late 1960°s. .

An additional concern arises from the development

by the Soviets of forces they describe as peripheral.

which have either the inherent capability for intercon-
tinental operations (as in the case of Backfirg) or the
capability to be easily and quickly conviited to

intercontinental use (as in the case of the §5-20). This -
" gives:them Yhe flexibility to pose-the threat- that-the .
 given time: The
3

strategic¢ sitiation demands at, any
beginning of $5-X-20 developmen(
off from the $5-16 program just a3

growth of Their interconitinental capability, ihe effect

of th limilations ean be redused by dsvalopmani of

non-lirmited systéms.

as getling )
serdous, suggests a possible deliberate Sovtet conelu- -

. ston that while’ SALT"iridy imitf UEhTly ihe rdte of "
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PART THREE

SOVIET STRATEGIC OBJECTTIVES

To be properly understood, the strategic objectives
of the Soviet Union require, in addition to a realistic

analysis of strategic nuclear force capabilifies, con-
" tinuous, careful monitoring of Soviet global activities:

theoretical pronouncements of Communist -leaders
must be observed concurrently with Soviet actions in
the military, political, and economic spheres in the
various tegions of the globe; the evidence thus
{‘thained needs to be juxtaposed and synthesized.
Such monitoring and synthesizing is not effectively
realized at the present time in the-U.5. Covernment,
and there exists no document’ that provides an
overview of Soviet “grand strategy’. Given the

absence of a study of this kind within the U.S. .

Government, the best that can be done here is to
providé an outline of some of the outstanding. features

of Soviet global strategy, especially as'it bears on the
United States.

1. Palitical Objeﬁ:ﬁ-ves

The ultimate Soviet objective Is {es it has been since
October 1917) the worldwide triumph of *socialism”,

-by which is meant the establishment bBf a system

which can be best characterized as n regime of state
capitalism administered exclusively by a self-perpet-
usting elite on the model of the Soviet Communist
Party. Soviet leaders still strive for such a new global
system, wholly integrated with the Soviet Union and
directed from Moscow. Judging by pronouncements
of leading Soviet theorists, this ideal continues to
remain a long-range objective. However, the realities
of an expanding Communist realm have induced the
Soviet leaders to accept {at any rate, for the time
being) 2 more limited and flexible formulation in
which the USSR remains the authority of last resort
and the principal protector but no longer the model
which all Communist countries must undeviatingly

To
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emulate. The East Berlin meeting of Communist
parties held in June 1976 ratified this formulation; but
only time will tell How willing the Soviet elite is to

grant non-Soviet Communists 2 measure of political
freedom.

1t is adherence to the histotic ideal of a worldwide
Communist state and the steady growth of military
confidence that lends Soviet policies that offensive
character which is stressed in Part One of the present
Repart. Not the fear that “capitalism” will engagein |
an unprovoked essault againet “soclalism” but the
desire steadily to reduce the “capitalist” reslm and
still to be able to deal with any possible backlash
when it is in its death throes motivates Soviet political

" behavigr,

The emergence of a worldwide “soctalist” order is
seen by the Soviet leadership as a continuous process,
inexorable in nature but not without its pitfalls and
‘temporary revesses. The ultimate trdumph of the cause
is seen’as the result of economie, political and military
processes which will bring about a series ‘o  convul-
sions in the structures of the Western world.and end in

s thairdéstruction.” Once these’conditions ocour, West- *

ern Communist parties, leading the disaffected "ele-

ments and backed by Soviet power, are expected to be
able to assume control. .

As __nqged,":thi% ';hixtodd"proccss-i‘iiSr'x‘pé.rcci.w:d.:BS.-...
occurring concurtently {though riot necessarily in & -
synchronized manner) at all levels, Given this view,

Communist “'grand strategy” requires that a variety of
weapons be utilized to stimulate the process of

. Western *decline .and to seize such opportunities as

may present: themselves while it s in progress.. Thus,
for examplé, the establishment of close Soviet tco-
nomic ties with Third World countrdes or Soviet direct

ar Indlirect Involvementiia these countries ean halp te
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. ttrategle arsenal includes a great cholce of polittcal, cautious -Soviet .extemnal .policy, wherever -the .ULS. * *
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53
economies
with their essential sources of raw malerials and chenp
labor, and thereby help to accelerate “capitalism’s”
economic decline. Communist parties operating in the
“capitalist” world can help organize disaffected
groups of all kinds and with their assistance under-
mine ordery-democratic processes; or else, where they
are too weak to undertake such ambitious attempts,

they can seek to have their members or sympathizers

occupy key positions in the trade unions, government

- "or academic centers so as to be in a pasition to-

paralyze industrial economies and demoecratic insti-
tutes at the appropriate tHme. Violently discontented

ethnie groups, such as the Palestinians, can be taken
under Soviet wings and encouraged to promote

- conditions of permanent turmoil over large geographic
areas,

-

In other words, strateglc weapons—defined as
weapons capable of destroying an enemy’s capacity to
resist—embrace in the Sovie! understanding a greater
range df instrumentalities of persuasion and coercion
than is commonly dealt’ with in’ Westem strateglc

system totally responsive to a Soviet mandate. In such
a system an antagonist’s military capabilities must be

- effectively neutralized so that they cannot be used to

Tesist Soviet aspirations. If necessary, ultimately the
Saviet Unien should be able to destory those

. capabilities if the antagonist refuses to aequiesce. But

this is not all. Because the Soufe: Unlon ultimately
wishes to destroy not merely {ts opponents’ fighting
capacity but thelr very tapacity to functon as
organized political, soclal, and economic entiles, {is

foclal, and economic weapons bestde the obolous

. military ones] For this reason, Souvle strateglc objec-

tives cannot be accurately ascertained and appreci-
ated by an examination of the USSR's strateglc

* nuclear or general purpose forces alone. Indeed, éven
' ‘an understanding of these military forces requires an
. appreciation of the leverage they can provide to atlain

economic and political objectives, “Power” in the
Soviet strategic understanding {s percetoed not merely
as serving specific objectives (for example, "deter-
rence’’), bul as negating the enemy’'s ability to
surotve, The grasp of this fact {5 funddmental for the

understanding of Sovle? strategy and Sovlel strategle
objectives.

In the dualism “socialist-capitalist”. which under-
pins Soviet thinking much as tha dualism "good-avll”

L REIL

_analyses. The Soviet objective is anintermational °
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did that of Manicheanism, the United States oceupies
a special place. It s seen by Russiaas the "citadel” of
the enemy camp, the main redoubt without the final
reduction of which the historic struggle cannot be wop
no matter how many victories are gained on
peripheral fronts. By virtue of its immense productive
capacity (and the resultant military potential), its
wealth, prestige, its example and moral leadership,
and—last but not least—its stackpile of strategic
nuclear weapons, the United States is perceived as the
keystone of the whole system whose demise is a

precondition to the attainment of C
ultimate goal. '
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As seen from Moscow, the United States is
something of a paradox in that it is at one and the
same Hme both exceedingly strong and exceedingly
weak. Its strength derives primarily -fromi its unique -
productive capacity and the technological leadership
which give it the capacity to sustain a military
capability of great sophistication, dangerous to Soviet
global ambitions. But the United States is alsoseen as
presently lacking in political will and discipline,
unabrte to-mabilize its’ poputatiorr ard rescarces for
sustained struggle for world leadership, and devoid of
clear national objectives, This assessment has led the
Soviet Union to develop a particular stratey vis-d-vis
the United Sfifes which, under the name Hmt of
“peaceful “toexistence” and then “‘detente”, hes
dominated its relations with the United States (except
when overshadowed by immediate crisis situations as,

e.g., Cuba in 1962 and Czechoslovakia in 1968) over
the past two decades.

P

. . !' ;
America’s strategic nuclear capacity calls -fo?’_ a

-enjoys an-advantage .or- may resolutely resist; at any
rate until such a time as the Soviet Union will have
attained a decisive military edge. Not only do diredt
military confrentations raise a threat to the Soviet
homeland, but they also. tend -to -feed-*Amerca’s
anxieties about the Soviet Union ‘and .thus to
encourage 2 high level of military preparedness. An
intelligent political Soviet posture toward the United
States requires the allaying of the latter's fears of a
Soviet threat. (Which does not mean, however, that-
USSR will hesitate to engage in direct confrontation if
they deem it essential to achieve important national

" objectives). Economice relations ought to be utilized so -
Bs to create within the American business community
influential sources of support for collaboration with
the USSR} Cultural and scientific Hes sught Lo be
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" manner to improve the quality of it

_the Soviet

s TS

exploited so as to neutfé’]ize anti-Communist senti-’
ments in the intellectyal community, Encoliragement
ought to be extended t¢ those American political
groupings and to those office-holders and office-
seekers who favor'better relations with the Soviet
Union-The effect of suck a policy of “detente” is
expected to be a reduction in the influence of those
elements in U.S. society which desire greater military
preparedness and military R&D, resulting in a
weakening of the United States precisely in that
sphere where Hes its particular strength. Such 2 golicy,
furthermore, may bring the Soviet Union valuable
additional benefits. As a result of closer economic and
scientific links with the United States, the Soviet
Union can expect to acquire capital and technology
with which to modemize its economy, and in ‘this

s military

— e iy

industries, -

an . LT I

Soviet motivations Ffof Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks should be seen in the same way: They are means
to further unilateral advantages instrumental to the

continued shift of the strategic balance snd to the

realization of political gains from the shifting correla-
tion of forces. SALT and the limitations it produces
8re seen as means of inhibiting U.S. political and
military responses to the changing balance of forees.
Agreements inconsistent with these.ends'or.agreemmts
that would restrict Soviet ability to further them are
unacceptable. The perception that there is any tension

between Soufet fn.ieres{ 0 SALT and Souvlet strategic -

programs reflects a fundamental mbunderstanding of

approach to SALT, and of the types of
Hrestrdctions”

At the same tirne,.h'owever, as provocations of the
United States are avoided and economic, eultural,

and political contacts with it exploited, nothing must

e done that might slacken the global advance against

the “capitalist”* order of which the same United States . -
Is the principal protagonist. "It "appears that the

Intermediate Soviet strategic’ objective is. to the
greatest extent possible 1o trolate the Unfted States
from’ both its allies and the neutral countries of the

Third World. This objective can be attained in several
ways:

(1) As concems Amercn’s allies: The nost
Important of these: are the countries of Westemn

Europe combined in NATO followed by Japan, In the

Far East, In respect to these eountdes, a primary

‘emments; arousing doubts in We

"“socialist” camp equal

.that can be expected from SALT
agreements at the present time, r

"3 e
fey MCi’ul "
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Saviet objective is to drive
the United States. The sep

United States.can be attempted by a variety of meéans:

establishing on Europe’s eastern frontier g milit

force of such overwhelming  preponderance that

resistance to it will appear futile and the continustoyn
of NATO not anly pointless but dangerous; making
Western Europe Increasingly dependent economically
on the USSR by incunring heavy debts there, entering
with it into all sorts of long-term cooperative
arrangements, and suppl
Western Europe's energy needs:
participation of Communist parti

8 wedge between thep, and
aration of Euroge from the

insisting on the
es in national Eov-

stern Eurape about
the U.S, commiitments to iis defense; and <o forth.

This objective undoubtedly enjoys very high priority .-
in Russia’s strategic thinking. Severanee of Western

* Eurdpe~from the Unifed" States would reduce any

military threat or opposition from that area as well as*

deprive the U.S. of its European forward bases,
eventually bringing Europe's immense productive
capacities within the Soviet orbit, thus making the
if not superior to the U.S, in

economie (and, by implication, military) produckive

capacities.

(2) 4#concerns the Third World: Here the stress
U,
is on-political and economic neasures; backed with

military means. The Soviet Union strives to sever the '

links connecting the Third World with the “capita-
list” camp, and especially the United States, by: -

(a) supporting those political groupifigs and
ureaucracies which tend to identify themselves with
policies'df nationalizing private enterprises and which
broadly back Soviet-friternational. policies: o

(b) working to undercut such private eco-
nomic sectors as exist in the underdeveloped countries,
and eliminating the influence of '=mu1t_i~nati_oi1_al.
corporations; n

(¢) reorienting these -economies to the maxi-
mum extent possible toward the Soviet Union by

+ means of military, assistance programs, economic aid,

loans, ete;

“+{d) building" interlocking nétworks of base,
overflight, military and logistic agreements ete. which
permit the ule of surrogate forces (e.g. North Koreans
or Cubans) for the purpose ‘of ‘condutting Thllitary

operations s s to sutflank positiens Importast to the
West, o

ying an increasing-shaje. gf -
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(e) through the creation of voting blocs of
Third World countries in the United Nations and its
agencies to {solate the United States from them.

(3) In its relations with China, the Soviet
teadership has as its main immediate goal access to
Chinese internal political developments with a view to
influencing long range Chinese orientation in a
direction consistent with its view of “'Communist
internationalism”. Ta support such an evolution and
as a hedge against failure in achieving such a future
orientation, they intend to be able to face China with
preponderant military force even in the contingency
of military confrontation with the U.S., and if possible

and necessary, with political and military encircle- -

ment,

While seeking to isolate the United States, disinte-
grate the Western camp, and contain China, the
Soviét Union is concurrently striving to maintain and
strengthen the grip on its own camp. Three.principal
palicies have been initiated toward that end:

(1) Economic integration through the so-called
“complex plan” adopted by Comecon under strong
Soviet pressure in 1971 and now in the process of
implementation. The “complex plan” is a long-term

- undertaking which strives' to transform the separate

““socialist” cconomies into a single supra-national
economie system with an internal *'division of labor,”
Investments, labor, resea":“t:_h and development are to
be shared in common. Given the Soviet Union's
economic greponderance, not to speak of its, political
and military hegemony within'the Communist Blog,
there can be little doubt that if it is ever fully’ carried

out, the “"complex plan” will give the USSR decisive

control over the other "'socialist” economies as well as
over those countres which, through Soviet aid, are
being drawn within the orbit of Comecon,

reasons) to integrate the East Eu'r“opﬁan highway and
railway networks with -those -of the-Soviet Uniap,

{8) The enunciation of a doctrine, called the *
“Brezhnev Doctrine” in the West and “proletarian
internationalism™ in the Soviet Union, which makes it
both a right and a duty of the “secialist camp’’
to it (by military means, if necessary) that no country
which had once made the kansiion from “capita-

lism” to “socialism” ever slides back and opts-out of
the “socialist bloc.”

to see

Al this point, stress must be laid once again (as had
been done in the Foreword to this Report) that we are
making no aitempt to assess the probability of the
Sovlet Union attaining its strateglc objectives, There
is, in fact, a great deal of evidence that the USSR is
running into many difficulties with the implementa-
tion of its policies, and that the record of its grand
strategy s often spotty. The evidence, however,

supports the contention that the above are, Indeed’
Soviet objectives. .

2. Mifitary Objedives

In this global strategy, military power, including’
strategic nuglear weapons, have a distinet role to play.
The Soviet Union, to an extent ificonceivable to the
average Westemner, relies on force as a standard
instrument of policy. It is through force that the’
Communist regime first came to power, dispersed all
opponents of its dictatorship, deprived the peasantry
of its'land, and éstablished near-total control Hf the

* «country. It is through military power that jt.defeated

(2) Political and military integration, bath of '
which the USSR is pressing on the other “socialist” "

countries. Examples of such pressures are attempts to
amend the constitutions of the *“Peoples’ Republics”
50 a5 to assign the Soviet Union special status in their
internal, and external relations: hints of the need to
bring about a closer political union between the
“Peoples’ Democracies” and the USSH: the Soviet
effort to compel these republics to aceept the principle
that in case of a war between the USSR and China,
they will be obliged to come to the aid of the Soviet
Union; and recent decisions (made matnly for military
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theNizi.attempt -to subjugate” Russia,”-and -it ds’

‘thirough the same means-that it subsequently ' con-
quered half of Europe and compelled the world to
acknowledge it as a2 “super-power.” It is through sheer
force that it maintains in_the USSR its monopoly on
authority and wealth. One-may say-thatpower in'all .
its forms;-but.especially-in its military-aspect; has-been”
the single most successful instrument of Communist
policy, supplanting both ideclogy and economic
planning on which: the Soviet regime had ‘originally
expected to rely for the spread of its' influence.* Thus,

“tis perfectlytruc, of Eowrse; that 'the wse of foree 21 & mezns of
attalning 2nd consalidating political pawer is not conbined to Sovict
Rusiz, being common in other parts of the world as well, Including
the West. However, what is cather unique to Soviet .Russia ks that )
hare no serious attempt has been made in the nearly slx decades that *
have clapsed since the coup d'etat of October 1917 to ground .
political power on 2 more stable foundallon In which law and
popular content would play some significant role,

" “
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the regime has a natural predisposition to look to
power, particularly in its most. visible and readily
applicable modes, as an instrument of policy, whether
internal or external. This is the arena where it enjoys
some décisive advantages over free societies, in that it
can spend money on armaments without worrying
about public opinion and mobilize at will its human
and material resources. Militarism is deeply ingrained
in the Soviet system and plays a central role id.the

i, mentality of its elite.

One of the outstanding qualities of Soviet military
theory and practice is stress on the need for a great
choice of options, This characteristic is to be seen in
the broad spectrum of weapons in the .arsenal. of
Soviet “grand strategy” as well as id the~viriety of
military weapons which Russia produces. It would be
quite contrary to ingrained habits for the Soviet elite
torplace' reliance on any single weapon, even a

weapon as patent as the strategic nuclear one. lis’

natural inclination is to secure the maximum possible
variety of military options for any contingencies that
may arise, all based on a real war-fighting capability,
and thus both to produce at 2 high rate a broad range
of arms and to accumulate stockpiles of weapons, old
and new. This tendency alone militates against the
USSR adapting a strategic policy that would place
ultimate reliance on a single deterrent or on a
“detarrence only” strategic posture. Onme of the
fundamental differences between .U.S. and Soviet
strategic thought hasi:heen the rejection in Soviet
doctrine and strategy of such concepts as mutual
assured destruction, the underlying logic of which is

- that if deterrence fails neither side can hopeto win a

nuclear war, Rather, the “main thrust of Soviet

doctrine has been that in the event of a failure of ~

deterrence, war-winning and natjonal survival pros-
pects can be improved by having in ‘readiness

balanced forces superior to those of the adversary,
together with an effective civil defense system.

The USSR can be expected to continue pressing

tion of the prevalent Western ¥iew that the destrue.
tiveness of nuclear weapons had altered the nature of
war~to-the-extent that deterrence of war rather theg
_war-fighting capabilities should determine military
palicy. This view challenged the fundamental Mare..
ist-Leninist tenet drawn from Clausewitz that “war s
an extension of politics by other means.” Acceptance
of the Western deterrence theory would have chal-
lenged the basic Marxist-Communist view that the
capitalist world jn its “death throes” is certain to lash
out in war at the Communist camp, -

This flitation with Western concepts of deterrence
was born in an era of obvious U.S. strategic superority
over the USSR, Eventually, the debate, which seems
to have lasted until at least the mid-1960's, was settled
in favor of the adherents of Clausewitz. The notion
that strategic nuclear weapons had made general war
mutually suicidal came to be denounced as heretical; .
the new dactrine declared that a nuclear war could be
waged and won. The view which prevailed holds that
in 2 general war “victory” will mean the triumph of
Soviet military and political control over the world
that emerges from the devastaling conflict. (Within
this framg\"gork, limiting civilian datage to the USSR
is importaht not only as an end in itself but in relation
to préserving the post-war political-economic power of
the Soviet Union: hence, protection of the key cadres
is of particular importance.) General nuclear war was
still to be avoided if at all possible, which meant that
other weapons in the Soviet arsenal—conventional
military, political economic, etc.—were préferable
instruments “to. support -policy rgoals, -with Soviet -

-strategic.nuclear weapons inﬁiﬁiti.rigDWestern counter-
actions. - LS

The key decision adopted sometime in the 1960's
seems to have had as one of its consequences the effort

..fo build "up . all the.branches. of the 'military

forward with large-scale diverse military programs on

-2 broad front, any one of which might be regarded as

containable by the West, but the cumulative effects of
which may well be far more significant.

We do know that during Xhrushchev's premieship
there occurred a debate about the fundamentals of
Soviet military doetrine, and in particular about the
impact of nuclear weapons on doctrine, Khrushchey
himsell apparently encouraged a pragmatic examina-

+
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forces-—strategie,- conventional, -naval—to- the* point - -
where the Soviet Union could both confidently
confront any pessible hostile coalition raised against it
(including a Sino-American alliance) and project its
power in any region of the world where suitable

" ‘oppdrtunities'might-arise.

Since that time an intensified military effort has
been under way designed to provide the Soviet Union

- «with.nuclegr.as well os. conoentlonal superiority both

43

In strategic forces for intercontinental conflict and
thaater or reglonal forces, While hoping to crush the
"c;:pitalist“ realm by other than military means, the
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Soviet Unlon {s nevertheléss preparing for. a Third
Warld War as if {t were unavoidable. The paée of the
Saviet armament effort in all fields is staggering; {2
certainly exceeds any requirement for mutifal deter-
rence, The continuing buildup of the Wamaw Pact
forces bears no visible relationship to any plausible
NATO threat; it can better be interpreted in terms of
intimidation or conquest. The rapid growth of the
Soviet Navy also seems to be connected more with the
desire to pose a threat than merely ta defend the
Soviet homeland. Intensive research and/or testing in
the Felds of Anti-Submarine Warfare, Anti-Ballistic
Missiles, Anti-Satellite weapons, as described in Part
Two of this report, all point in the same direction, So

! do the massive Soviet civil defense and hardemng

programs. And so does the high proportion -of the
national budget devoted to direct military expendi-
tures. The intensity and scope of the current.Soviet
military effort in peacetime is without parallel in

‘twentieth century history, its only cotnterpart being .

Nazi' remihtamatmn of the 1930's,
Short of war, the L.tlhty of an overwhelming

military power for” Moscow may be described as
fFollows:

(1) It enables tl.le USSR to forestall a United

* States (and ‘potentially 'a-Chinese or combined U.S.-

Chinese) effort to compel the Soviet Union to alter
any of its policies under the threat of a nuclear attack;

(2) It accords the So\;i_at Union “super-power’”
status which it interprets to fnean that no significant
decisions can be taken in any part of the world
wﬂhout its part1c1pahon and consent; . . -

GBI 1nt1m1dates smaller powers, espemally those
“located adjacent to the. USSR, making them more

+ pliant to Soviet wishes. Judging by their pronounce-
ments, it appears that some highly placed Soviet -
leaders believe that even the U.S. acceptance of

detente ultimately resulted from a recogmhon of the

- Saviet capacity to mtlmldate j"

(4).1t will in time- give the Sowet Union the

* capacity to project its power to those parts of the
. world where pro-Soviet forces have an opportunity to

seize power but are unable to do 50 without outside
military help;

(5) Tt is a source of influence on countries which

purchase or receive surplus Soviet arms, as well as of
hard currency earnings:

Y

,STAIKOHY_TYNOLLYN 311 1V 035Nn00Yq3Y;

_superiority that would.deny the-U.S.
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(6) It is an instrument by means of which, in the
decisive moment in the struggle fot world hegemony,

the retaliatory power of the United States can be

preventweﬁeuhahzed /Dr’ if necessary, actively
broken.

Military power has for the Soviet ‘Union so-many

- uses and it is so essential to its global strategy that the

intensity and scope of its military bmldup should not
be in the least surprsing.

. 3. Conclusion

The principal Saviet strategic objectives in the
broadest sense may be defined as follows: Break up
the “capitalist” camp by isolating the United States,
its backbone, from NATQ and the Third World:
undermine further the disintegrating * ‘capitalist”
realm by promoting and exploiting such economic,
political, and social crises as may occur in it over time;
solidify the “socialist” camp and Russia’s control over
it; contain China; and all the time continue building
up o military forca of sech avereheliming might that it

can in due Hme carry out any global missions requ:red '
of it by Soviet policies.

In the more namow sense of strategic objectives used
by NIE YI£3/8, the scope and .vigor of Soviet
programs, supported by identifiable doctrinal impera-
tives, leave little reasonable doubt that Soviet leaders
are determined to achieve the maximum attainable
measure of strategic supedority over the U.S., a
superlority which provides conservative hedges a.g;amst
unpredictable wartime contingencies; which is ¥nre-
strained by.concepts.of ““how much is encugh?”;-and *;
-which is measured -not-in"Western-assured destruction"
terms but rather in terms of war-fighting objectives of
achieving post-war dominance and limiting damage
to the maximum extent possible. We believe that .
Soviet leaders, supported by internal political factors
that assign -the: highest - resource-. priority- ‘to:.the *
military, place a high priority on the attainment of a

retaliatory options against & nuclear attack. Short of

,that, the Soviets intend to have a substantial enough
strategic nucleariarfighting advéntaga-tg-b& able to,
bring their local military advantages in both conven-
tional and nuclear forces to bear without fear of a
U.S.—initiated escalation.

The question of the extent to which such goals

remaln mere long tern sspirations or have become

—
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practical and current objectives, .as well as the
question of timing, inevitably arise. It was pointed out
in the Introduction that Team “B" focused on Soviet
strategic objectives without trying to evaluate their
chances for success, since the latter would require g
net assessment which exceeds the scope of this effort,
However, the team recognizes the overwhelming
gravity of this question. Even without 2 net assess-
ment, the team believes that it is possible, relying on
the evidence available in Soviet pronouncements and
in the. physical data, to reach some judgments as to

how the Russian leaders assess their chances of success,

The breadth and intensity of Soviet n';ilitary
programs, statemnents by Soviet leaders+to internal
" audiences; available Soviet [iteraturs, andthe growing
confldence of Soviet global behavior, all lead us to

fn Soolel pesceptions the £8p betwean
long-term aspirations and’ shori-term obfectives ¢,
closing. This probably means that the Saviet leaders
believe~fhat their pltimate objectives are closer 1o
realization today &an they -have-ever ‘been before
Within the ten year perlod of the Natonal Emmag;
the Soviets may well expect ta achieve g egree of
military superlority which would permit a dramaif-
cally smore aggressive pursuft of thelr hegemontal
objectives, including direct military challenges to
Western vital interests, in the belief that such superior
military force can pressuze the West to acquiesce or, if
not, can be used to win a military contest at any level,
The actions taken by the West to develop its palitica)
Fohc‘sion and mﬂitar;{ strength “will be " critical ‘in
determining whether, how, sid when the Soviats Préss

te such concluston,

F
. S
1, ) g
t} . e :g
L e
s
Tt
17 . .
a ] Te g't‘:fﬁl
VoL e
"SIATHIYY TYNOILWYN 3HL LY 130N00ud3Y; e
\ It S et O R = LA



-

™

+
'
H
H
-
. . .
. .
. .
-
. N .
.
. .
.
2
R .
2 -
ax
.

SOVIET STRATEGIC' NUCLEAR FORCES AS
PERCEIVED BY NIE'S, 1962-1975
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ANNEX

SOVIET smmécslc
PERCEIVED BY

National estimates on Soviet strategic nuclear forces
since 1962 have been based not only on observed
Soviet programs but also on assessments of Soviet
strategle policy, motivations, and objectives. While

proper, and certainly necessary at least to mid-to-long

range projections, these assessments have charactersti-
;cally been ethnocentric, “mirror-image”, and reflec-
“tive more of U.S. policies and motives than of Soviet.
As such they seem to have been fundamentally

responsible - for corsistent uadesstatemants of Soviet .

strategic goals. These basically political asséssments
have been far more optimistic than subsequent

. developments proved and—since there were more

pessimistic interpretations cccasionally contained in
footnotes—it can be argued that they were more
optimistic than warranted by available.contemporary
evidence. Frequently, the political assessments appear
to have been little gore than atticles of faith and

statements of preferenée, which tended to persist even .
in the face of developments that should have.

invalidated them (e.g.,- the attribution to the
Soviets of Amercan arms control and assured destruc-
tion logic and objectives, which first appeared in NIE
11-8-63, can be found mutails mutandis, through the
1960s and even up to NIE 11-3/8-75,)

NIE 11-8-63 conjectured that the Soviets were

guided by “no well-defined strategic concept,” were
“willing to tolerate a condition of limited intercontin-
ental capabilities and considerable vulnerability over
8 long peried of time,” and were not “seeking to
match the United States in numbers of delivery
vehicles” or contemplating forces to neutralize U.S,
strategic forces.® In addition; for the first time,
apparently American strategic arms control thinking

infiltrated the Estimate. It wes suggested that the N

* NIE11-8-83, p. 5, Paragraphs 10-2],
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NUCLEAR FORCES AS
NIE'S, 1962-1975

Soviets might be interested in “international agree-
ments to limit or reverse the armstace,” while “in the
absence of an arms limitation agreement’’—but only
-in the absence of one—"the Soviets will continue

Improving their capabilities, but at a moderate
pace,""*

NIE 11-8-64 reiterated: *“We do not believe that the
USSR aims atmatching the United States in numbers
of intercontinental delivery vehicles” In fact, the

" Estimate actually “ruled out this option,”** on the
basis of economic constraints, concem over provoking
the U.S. to new efforts, and Jack of firm strategic
abjecti¥é& in the direction of parity with the US. Asa
consequence, the Estimate, evga though noting that a.
third generation of Soviet ICBMs had been flight
tested since December 1963 and 2 new SSBN under
construction had appeared at Severodvinsk, did not

forecast any very large scale or determined buildup of
Soviet strategic forces.

. These conclusions prevailed in the next two annual
-~ "Estimates, as~did 2 remarkable conviction.that.the
- Soviets. had no mid-to-long range force godls: .

“The Soviet planners themselves may not yet

have set clear force goals for the 1970-1975 -
period,”" %+ . .

*The major diffe;encc (fm;ri the Xhrushchey era)
in the coming pericd may be the inability of a
collective leadership to chart a new course.”"****

Even as it was necessary to revise force level
‘projections upward -in-thé face-of tontinuing' Soviet

S IBID,, p. 6, Prragraph 22, J :

' NIE 118484, pp. 1.2, Paragraph B, . :

~we=s NIE 11.8-65, p. L.
“*1 Ibtd., p. 5.
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- construction programs, the estimators mirror-imag-

ing” of U.S. assured destruction and arms race-arms
control logic combined with insistence upon social-
economie constraints on military programs to bias the
Estimates. Whatever the 'strengthening of Soviet
forces, it was consistently maintained that the Soviets
would “continue to adhere to the concept of a
deterrent force,” and Soviet objectives were cast in the
Western terms of a retalictory assured destruction
force: the Soviets were building a retaliatory capabi-
lity to “assure the destruction of a significant portion
of U.S. industrial resources and population,”* “Arms
race” logic popular within the U.S. Administration at
that time governed the Estimates: The Soviets were at
the same tme reactionally motivated by U.S. forces

YT
‘ f I}
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U.5. numerical levels, 11-8,68 predicted that “the
Soviets will shortly overcome the U.S. lead in numbers
of ICBM launchers* (nat- SLBM), but concern over
an uncertain future and continued arms competition,
would lead the Soviet Union to arms limitation
agreements, as would. their reasoning ‘‘that further
increments to their strategie forces would have little
effect on the relationship between the U.S. and the
USSR”,** The Estimate openly constructed a case for
Soviet interest in arms limitation agreements designed
to end the “arms race,” concluding that “they.are ..
evidently interested in strategic arms control-as an- -.-
option that could conserve economic resources,”***
Only failing such an agreement would the Soviets

1 continue to build up strategically: “In the absence of
B (“the large U.S. ICBM force dlmast certiinly influ-  an arms control agreement, we believe that they will
.r: ences the USSR to increase its force, and U.S.  continue the arms competition with the U5 #xs

E) deployment of ballistic missile defenses might incline  Even in that event, however, Soviet strategic goals

- them toward even higher numbers.”),** and con-  would be lmited by (Mutual Assured Destruction) -

- %3 strained by fear of an arms race (the Soviets “would  MAD realities. The estimators considered it “highly - .
2 prabably judge that if they appeared to be acquiring  unlikely” that the Soviets would “try for strat ol
ps as many ICBMs as the U.S. they would simply superiority of such an order that it could be + -

| , stimulate a further arms race”).*** The net cutcome  into significant rolitical gain,”***** Suc'f:‘,:'_" G
k2 1 of that inconsistency was the judgement that the tempt, the Soviets would recognize, would be inehec *.5"
&9 ) Soviets were seeking neither superiority nor parity,  tual, would involve unacceptable economic sacrifices,

25; Only an Air Foree footnote forecast **Soviet dissatis-.

e

and “wauld almost certainly provoke a strong U.S.

.faction with'a posture of strategic inferiority vis-a-vis reaction,” **»**+

.v_!

|35
s Fhe US ,E}Ei 2 determination to eliminate such Only the possibility of superiority for political
i inferjority.” *** R ' advantage was considered by the Estimates {end
5 . . By 11-8-67, after the numbers of operational Soviet  rejected); the possibility of superiority for military

"ICBM launchers had tripled in only two years and the

production of the Yankee SSBN was clear, -the Tetaliation to “tolerable levels,” was dismisipd out of
estimators tevised Soviet goals somewhat and attri-  hand as absolutely “not feasible. o

* . buted to the Soviets the objestiye.of “ne_l%'rowing t.he . Now,:however,7by; ll~8¢.69,*“‘"'f“".§r1'utual deter ;‘
lead that the U.S, has held” in strategic offensive " opae parity became the redlity, ‘the ‘ultimate Soviet

advantage, and particularly a capability to Jignit U.S.

&
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o I forces.”**** The Soviets might seek an advantage goal, and not undesirable state—ta be legitimized and
s over the U.S, in strategic forces, if they believed it preserved. through SALT. Soviet willingness to enter
'3 : were ‘possible, but-—now following mutual assured ~—— : . o
~ destruction and mutual deterfence logic—this was - -NIE11-8-68, p. 1, Paragmzph A. AR
A clearly not believed likely, = e 1bid., pp. 4:5, Paragraph 4.
_ - . . . _ “** 1bid., p. 1, Prragmph B.
Ty NIEs 11-8-68 and 11-8-69 were the first Estimates . svse Ihid., p. 1, Paragraph A,
strongly influenced by US. SALT rationale and .  eveen Ibid., p. 5, Paragragh .
s * aspirations, to the point of becoming raticnalizations **ee* ibid., p. 5, Paragraph 6 ‘
P [ f ' v . .
-ﬂ . for SALT. With Soviet ICBM launchers approaching *22722* One other feature of 11-8-69, which was metivated by ~
'-n.'t; * NIE 11_3_55' p. 6, Paragraph 2 anticipation of SALT and SALT limitations, was that it was the fint
'.:._ i «« NIE 11.8-65 '5 P h y NIE on strategic forces to drop MA/TRBMs and Badgers-Blinders
RIS A e fbd + P- 9 Faragrph 4, fram Strategic Altack Forces, limiting Forces for Intercontinental
Bt 1btd,, p. 13, Paragraph 30, " Attack to ICBM; SLBM, nnd heavy bombers, » turn-around from
o NIE 11-5-66, p. }, Foolnole, eailigr stlmates Ia this seres which deflinad the subject foresi 53
R ] *HRENIE 11-8-87, p. ), Parsgragh A. thesc"of 700 nm mnge or more. oL
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" SALT was taken s evidence of SALT interests similar
to those of the U.S. That the Soviets might view SALT
differently was not even given serious consideration:

“Moscow's willingness to discuss strategic arms
control probably reflects the view that it has
attained or is in the process of attaining an
acceptable’ strategic relationship with the U.S.
Moreover, Moscow may believe that even if an
agreement could not be reached, negotiations
would have the effect of damping down the arms .
race, perhaps for a considerable Hme."*

“IF forces on both sides could be maintained at *
something like present levels, such a
be attractive to the Soviets."**

-t
..

"“BUT: “In the absence of an arms control |
agreement, Moscow will almost certainly con-
. tinue to strengthen its strategic forces.”**% -

This sentiment was reinforced in 11-8-70, snd

11-8-71, both of which argued that the Soviets wanted
" merely to have “a sense of equal security with the
U.S.," which would be satisfied with “rough parity,”
the objective of their recent strategic force buildup,
now at hand. Evidence (“méich of it from the SALT”)

indicates that “the Soviet leaders think they have now -

achieved that position, or are about to achieve it,"

and are consequently “seriously interested”” in a SALT
‘agreement to preserve it. )

- "It has been evident for some time {sic) that an -
important Soviet objective has been the achjeve- -

"ment of a positior’;of acknowledged strategic

. Parity with the U, Soviet acceptance of

. .., Strategic arms limitation talks (SALT) was in-~
=" " tended in’part to secure U.S, recognition of-this -

Vi parity,"*rxx

o
._._..:,_..} -

%t

,Soviet’ ‘buildup™ '.ai';':' " 'neither " complex” no_r.:: ob-z,
" seure:"T*1** parity with the U.S, Not to make war, or N

= theater 1§vels:6_£:ﬂf‘iclear farce, but to be equal and to
. deter. Even-so,"11-8-71 suggested that that objective -
. s+ may have come about villy-nilly through pluralistic

e ——————— e

*® Ikid., p. 8, Paragraph 11,
*** Ibtd.; p. 7, Parngraph 7.

""" NIE 11-8-70, pp. 15-16, Paragraph

1
""" Ibtd., p, 5, Paragraph M, )

Top
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poliey might

~+"“In’ the confextof urms control, othet Pressures . :

bureaucratic happenstance: “We think it unlikely
that observed Soviet programs are the produet of 2
carefully thought out strategy.or rationale,”* That the
Soviet leaders might be détermined to achieve
strategic’ supefjority dver the US. of might ‘even
.consider it a feasible objective, was explicitly pooh.
- poohed. Constraints, including econornic constraints
and fear of an arms race, were again emphasized, *

NIE 11-8-72 was the first SALT-Agreemént—NIE; T
The agreements; it announced, “have profound
‘implications ... they ‘create a new milien” After
- repeating. verbatim thestatéments of .the preceding <
' NIE, noted above, .and. emphasizing .again the -

putative constraints on the! USSR, the SALT ngree-
‘ments were cited as constraints as- well as faithfu] *°
‘reflections of Soviet limited strategic objectives;’

-

- for moderation will be at work. P
The SAL agreements have been hailed in'the *«.
USSR as & successful manifestation of the currant ™
Soviet policy of detente; consequently there wif] .
*be Incentives to avold actions which, though not™ .
Jactually oiolating the agreements, might jzopar- <.
dize them.” (Emphasis added.)** . > .. v O

“Any step which miéht constitute a threat to' the
. .agreements,” the NIE confidently asserted, would *
disturb the personal stake that Soviet.leaders “

ost ',
notably Brezhnev™ have in the agreements,” i3

' By NIE 11-8-73, in contrast to eadier suggestions
that Soviet ‘strategic offensive force progra s Jacked
«.toherent direction, other than perhaps to attain rough -3
—,:ebarig.y:.n'ir}:frt;l:aliatof}%,_qaﬁ;gbﬂit-y!fithet_:&_}):rcéicl__@hl:@: :
ftensity fof effort—4 umprecidéited 22ld 5 AL
" sessmenif that “the présent Soviet cffart involves mor

The Estimates ;vqre-so confident in 'tﬁq ;t_;sign%agiq'n of
7 this goal that they statéd that the reasons for. the -

~to. secire” objectives: through pressure :_backéd.h'y_'-}:',;;,:lnt erifi “Agresment was signed in- May : 1972, 85

.~ less, the continuation of mutual deterrence, detente, :
INIE11-869, p. 7, Paagraph 6, * ¢ c.. 0 T
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-than can be readily explained as merely trying to keep
4 up, with the ‘competition.t **%¢In the "SALT, frf
 work,” moreover,” it ivas : inted ‘out? that , theline;
Farhilies of progra; svere - conceived. [odg before thie -

. The Soviets were clearly not exercising the czire'h_o_t to”
. disturb-the agreements formerly.predicted. :Nonethe-.

* NIE 11-8-71, p, 1, Parngrnph.P,‘_ S RS TRIE Y
" NIELL-872,p. 8, Paragraph U, > 7 v T YL
** NIE 11-8.78, p, 0. . s
***ibid,, p. 1.

. and -SALTthinking#*the ~Estimate “produced
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ambivalence: On the one hand, hope: The eéntinued
Soviet buildup “'is not yet irreversible, and the Soviets
may prove willing to accept some curbs on it within
the broader context of their detente policy.””* On the
other hand, concern: “they have shown little disposi-
tion to exercise voluntary vestraint.”**

. As to Soviet strategic goals, despite explicit recogni-
tion of.pursuit of greater throw weight, numbers of
'RVS and counter-force capabilities, assured destruc-

% . tion logic continued to prevail. Not only was it judged

(Hed/Blue implicit net assessment) that "under, no-

Yoreseeable circumstances in the next 10 'years
(emphasis added) could the Soviets develop the ability
“to reduce damage to themselves to acceptable levels,

" but Soviet programs were also explained largely in the
. framework of retaliatory assured destruction (e.g.,:

‘haw

" increased concern for retahatory force survivability)
! and equal securify objectives. Soviet incentives to
" press on broadly with improved weapons systems

derived from *‘competing drives” of internal politics, -

" from “‘concern with being accepted as at least the
. strategic equal of the U.S,,”**** and from “genuine

. ,‘-.,

"cancern that the USSR could fall behind strate-
gically.’ tex%xx Tyen if the Soviet leaders felt that they
could obtain a lead in static measures of strategic
pawer this would convey an image of marginal
superiority only to “those who ascribe high signifi-
eance to these measures.” ****** (Not very important,
by 1mphcatmn )

That the Soviets might have entirely chfferent
strategic goals and concepls was not serdously consid-
ered despite doctrinal and program evidence strongly
supportmg such a prop051t1on RIS

Bv this pomt of time the breadth of the Soviet =:

ICBM and SLBM effort was well recognized—"‘a
v1gomus and costly buildup of the various elements of

then‘ forces for mtercnntlnental ‘attack ¥ *4 Y as’

<<<<<

__.'was “the rapid qualitative improvément of these
" forces—with the exception of contintied underestima- . :

. tion of the progress made in improving the accuracnes R, bargaining leverage if it falled Eully to hold up ﬂS.:

" 'of these missiles. (For the §5-18 and $8-19 see “B"
" Team report Saviet ICBM Ar:curacv An Alternative
L tihid, pd

*=Ihid., p. 4.

“**1hid., p. 5.

=recthid., p. 20, Pnrngr:ph 68, .

see21hid,. pp. 20-21, Parugruph 71,
TReesihid., p. 5.

arssasa NIE 11L8472, . 2 Purnzrup'h R,
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Assessment ) NIE 11-8-72 first noted the appearance
of follow-on ICBMs ta the $5-9. and S$S5-11, and the
appearance of ‘the Delta SSBN carrying ‘the $3-N-8,
but placuhe deve]opment of MIRVs ab least 9.3

'years away.

-

What is noteworthy is the continued absence of ~
recognition of Soviet strategic counterforce emphasis’

and aspirations. It is curious that, despite all of the
emphasis placed on throw weight in the context of
SALT preparations and by the Department of Defense
(even in unclassified SEC DEF statements), no point
is made of Soviet throw weight even thréugh ‘1972;

and no relation is made between that capability and .

the direction of qualitative improvements to draw
counterforce " implications. While the estimated RY

_weights are noted, and the possible throw weight of
"the new large missile is suggested in supporting -

analysis, no emphasis whatsoever is given to throw
weight or to counterforce aims.

NIE 11-873 (January 1974) noted the ‘throw
weights estimated for the new ICBMs and observes

that each has substantially more throw weight than
the missile it will replace but no particular emphasis js
given to this. Although a probable Soviet desire to’
improve hardtarget counterforce. capabilities is noted,”

. barely, in passmg, in no sense.ts=that registered as

among major objectives. Soviet programs continue to
be- presented in Western “mirror-image’” terms, such
as “increased concern for the survivability” of

retaliatory forces. The major reasons given for the L
Soviets pressing’ ahead simultaneously across a féroad )

Eronl: of strategm Eorce programs are: i

. party leadcrshxp and m!htary and dafense pro-
ductxon ministries and to oveccomc reservatlons >
about arms control LAANINE

W T g

o genume “zoncern : that '“thc‘-USSR, could fa]l_:
"behind strategically ‘6 lose Some of .its ‘own

“side of the strategxc: compehhon .

That the Sovxcts rmght have strateglc ob)ectwes

. more sinister than comprehenswc equalnty Swith the ©

U.S." and perhaps “some degree of strategic advan- = -

tage if U.3. behavior parmits” is not In the slighteﬂ

* Ibid,, p, 20, Paragraph 70.
. Ibl'd.. pp. 20-21, Paragraph 71.
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“degree considered.* In fact i
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t is suggested that “the
need to maintain the present level of economic
commitment to strategic forces may appear less

LI

. pressing in the future.” And: “How far the Soviets

. will go In carrying out these lines of development will

depend in the first instance on the SALT 11
negotiations,” **

For-the fisst time, the NIE 11-8/8-75 (Volume 1)
raises more ominous possible directions for the Soviet
strategic attack force program (not, however, for the

j strategic defensive program): Soviet forces have
! moved and the “well beyond the minimum require-

ments of deterrence”*** capability of the Saviet
ICBM force to destroy U.S. Minuternan “'is growing,

- 1t will probably pose a major threat in the early

1980s."**** Despite that, the net assessient, both

- . politically’ "and militarily, remains a comfortable

one—far more comfortable than the hard evidence
contained in the NIE, warrants, Part of the reason for

.thisi._ lies in implicit assessments of Blue capabilities,

part in treating the matter in an assured-destruction-
only framework (and discounting civil defense in that

framewark), and part in continuing to see basic Soviet

motivations, objectives, and Jogic in Amercan terms.

(For specific examples, see the supporting "B" Team
topical papers.

The Soviets would try to achieve strategic ‘domi-
nance, including a first strike capability, “if they
thought they could achieve it," but “we do not
believe™ ‘they believe \it. Whil

e r—— .

& some measure of

A8

« Ihid of their strategie forces Is submerged 14 thiiﬁ final
= 1bid., . 21, Paragraph 4, . assured destruction mh?nale.
1% NIE11-3/878, Velume §, p, 11, Paragraph2, - | © Ibid, .S, , , : R
Pk, p 2 Co e ** thid.-pp. 5-6. R
T
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strategic superority, “which has some visible apq
therefore politically useful aifvantages” (emphasis
added—first acknowledgement of such advantage
from a strategic force balance), and which might even
give the Soviets “"better capabilities than the U.5. to
fight a nuclear war,” Soviet objectives—and Dros-
pects—are in fact comparatively modest, and he
influenced by SALT.* The NIE makes the judgement
that these objectives will remain “if ¢ SALT TWo
agreement is not achleoed.”** (At this point the NIE
becomes as much a superficial apologia for SALT 1 as
an intelligence estimate on Soviet forces.. The forces
the Soviets would regard as adequate under 2 SALT It
agreement are treated as much different from, and aze

contrasted with, these they would pursue in absence
of an agreement.) :

avily

Finally, in any case, the Soviets could not expect
that during the next ten years they could launch en

attack on the U.S. and prevent {escape?) “devastating
retaliation” because;

¥

-—a considerable number of Minuteman would .
' survive

— all but a few US SSBNs would survive

— confidence in ability to defend against bombers
would Be low "

-

mde:f'ense'_s, Including ABM (‘Tinsignificant") and
- civil defense would not be affective.

That there are other applications and consequences

Iy



