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" Aithough the of indicators activated was small C 

rn comparison with.What we expect to observe in prep­
aration for b war against NA TO, it was sufficient to 
cause warnings to be issued of the increase in military 
capabilities at least 10 days before the invasion oc­
curred. (see paragraphs 187, 207). 

240. The situation that developed in Afghanistan, 
because of its limited scope, could not be considered a 
full-fledged test of the warning system. It did, how­
ever, contain many elements which illuminate the ca­
pabilities of that system. 

241. The operation showed th:it the indicator list 
used to monitor Soviet prepar:ition for war was a usc­
f ul tool in helping analysts to follow changes in Soviet 
military capabilities. L 

1 :JThe in-
dicators associated with militar)' lorccs became active. 
Political and economic indicators <lid not. Whereas we 
would expect the Soviets to prepare their society and 
convert their economy and transportation S)•stem to a 
wartime configuration for any major war, these steps 
may not be necessary in anything less than a major 
conflict. In even the most minor military movcme11t, 
however, certain military steps must be taken. t\ close 
monitoring of indic:itors of militan• activity would be 
essential, even if no political or economic indicators. 
were active. Although political and economic indica­
tors should not be ignored, the Afghanistan experience 
suggests that their absence should not be used as the 
basis for a juclgmc11t that no military ac.:tions arc con­
templated. The monitori11g of indicators of military 
activity should continue to be the focus of the US l&\V 
system (sec paragraphs 158-187). 
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243. The analysis of the collected information ac­
curately portrayed the buildup in Soviet involvement. 
A<;.<:P .... .never totally discountr.d the possibility of 
a major military move, although until mid-December 
1979 such an action was considered highly unlikely. 
These assessments projected that the political costs for 
the Soviets would be too high, that they would not risk 
their relations with the West, the passage of SALT II, 
and their standing in the Third World, particularly in 
India. It was also estimated that Moscow would deem 
the military costs too high; that their intervention 
would stiff en the will of the insurgents and demoralize 
the Afghan Army; and they would suffer from the 
poor roads and from terrain that would make oper­
ations by conventional forces very difficult. Although 
mos, of the costs described did i11<lccd cause difficulty, 
the USSR, when faced with the collapse of a pro-Soviet 
regime on its border, felt more to move 
than US analysts had estimated. Intelligence Commu­
nity assessments did not give sig11ificant weight to the 
possibility of this move until mid-0<-'Cember when the 
indicators of military activity made ii clear that the 
USSR was increasing the preparedness of its forces. 
Even then, the idea that the Soviets would actually 
pay the price of invading seemed so outrageous, that it 
was estimated that only a small force would be 
committed. This idea persisted through the beginning 
of the invasion, when the initial assessments viewed 
the airborne troops at Kabul and l3agram as merely 
additional security forces (see paragraphs 198-201). 

244. The DIA Dailv Intelligence Status Report the 
only all-source warning intelligence document pub­
lished daily by an NFII3 agency, accurately 
those indicators which were active.[. 

fAl-
though the DISR coverage of the activation of ifiCrlca­
tors was good, the assessment of what the activations 
meant was not as impressive, merely stating that the 
USSR was building up its forces opposite Afghanistan. 
Judgments in other DIA reporting at the time were 
much stronger. The three Alert Memorandums p.ub­
lishcd by the DCI also accurately warned of the Soviet 
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buildup. These memorapdums, too, however, some­
what underestimfted the size of the Soviet force that 
might be used (see paragraphs 202-206). 

245. In the Afghanistan situation the Intelligence 
Community met the basic requirement for warning. 
Intelligence reports had conveyed through the summer 
of 1979 that the situation in Afghanistan was increas­
ingly unstable. By September 1979 this reporting 
warned that the deteriorating situation could compel 
the Soviets to increase their military activity in the 
country. By mid-December it was observed that the 
Soviets had dramatically increased the preparedness of 
their forces in the Turkestan MD. These activities led 
to a series of intelligence reports, includi.ng an Alert 
Memorandum on 19 December 1979, which described 
the buildup and warned that the Soviets "were prepar­
ing forces to conduct combat operations in Afghani­
stan" (see paragraphs 80-85). By the 20th of Decem­
ber, although the reports did not include· estimates of 
when, how, or where the Soviets could intervene, they 
noted that "most .. . preparations for .. . military in­
volvement in Afghanistan"' had been completed (see 
paragraph 95). Accordingly, it seems reasonable to 
conclude that the Intelligence Community had 
warned that there was a situation developing in 
Af gh~nistan that could be "of major importance to the 
security of the United States" and had met the basic 
requirement not to allow the national leadership to be 
surprised. 

246. The definition of "strategic warning" contains 
the concept that this type of warning should be issued 
if there is a threat of hostilities "against the United 
States or in which US forces may become involved ... 
This threa t is impl icit in the NATO area, but in situa­
tions involving Third World countries it is difficult for 
intelligence analysts to determine whether or not US 
forces may become invo lved. Intelligence analysts are 
not normally aware beforehand whether the United 
States would commit forces in Third World areas. In 
the Afghanistan situation, analysts received no form~I 
or informal notification from policymakers that US 
forces might be committed to counter potential Soviet 
moves in the region. As a result, they assumed the 

United States would not become involved and no 
"strategic warning" was issued (see paragraph 208). 

247. Tactical warning, th~t is, notice that a major 
Soviet move was in progress, was given by NSA and by 
the DCI's third Alert Memorandum (see paragraph 
209). 

248. No "warning of attack" was given. We had no 
specific information on Soviet intentions to move 
forces across the border, nor did we know when, 
where, or with what forces a move would come. This 
probably was due to the remoteness of the area and to 
the unopposed nature of the Soviet move (see para­
graph 210). 

249. Although the Intelligence Community gave 
warning in various NID and DIN articles that the 
USSR was increasing its military capabilities opposite 
Afghanistan, the terms "'·warning" or "strategic warn­
ing" were not used in these publications. This may 
have been partly because the Intelligence Community 
lacks specific guidelines spelling out how and when 
warnirnz should be issued (see paragraphs 207-208). 

250. Decisionmakers, "the warnecs," felt that they 
had received adequate warning of the Soviet buildup. 
\IVhen the move. occurred, it was not a surprise (see 
paragraphs 211-212). 

251. Alth(Jugh the scale of the operation was small 
and collcc.tion against it was limited, at least IO days' 
warning was given. In a faster operation against 
NATO, not as much time might be available, but the 
enormous scope of the preparations plus a vastly im­
proved collection ca·pability should give NATO ade­
quate warning. We see nothing in the Afghanistan op­
eration· that would affect the judgments of Warsaw 
Pact capabilities an<l associated warning times found 
in NIE 4-1-78 (see paragraphs 214-217). 

252. We believe that if the USSR decided to move 
into Iran, Pakistan, or China, it would conduct prep­
arations of its forces on a much greater scale than the 
preparations it made for Afghanistan. We believe 
these activities would come to our attention within 
several days and that warning would be issued shortly 
thereafter (see paragraphs 219-227). 
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Glossary 

COMINT ... Communications intelligence 
COMSAT ... Communications satellite 
CP ... ....... ... . Command post 
DCID ...... .. . Director of Central Intelligence Directive 
DIN............ Defense Intelligence Note 
DISR .......... Dailv Indications Status Report 
GAD ....... .... Guards air.borne division (USSR) 
GMRD ....... Guards motorized rifle division (USSR) 
GS. ... .... ...... . General Staff (USSR) 
HF. .... .. ...... . High frequency (communications links) 
HUMINT... Human intelligence 
I & W ... ... ..... Indications and warning 
!MINT .. ..... Imagery intelligence 
IllBM ......... Intermediate-range ballistic missile 
LRA ..... .. ... . Long Range Aviation (USSR) 
MAG .......... Military Advisory Group (USSR) 
MD ..... .... .... Military district (USSR) 
MRBM ...... . Medium-range ballistic missile 
MRD .......... Motorized rifle division (USSR) 
NID ...... ... ... National Int elligence Daily 
PDD.. .. ... .. ... President's Dailv lJrief 
PDP ........... . People 's Democrat ic Party (Afghanistan) 
POL........... Petroleum, oils, and lubrica nts 
SIG INT ... ... Signals intelligence 
SRF ....... .. ... Strategic nocket Forces (USSR) 
VDV ........ .. . Soviet Airborne Forces 
VTA .. .... .. ... Military TransDQrt Aviation (USSR) 
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