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years in programs o( which we have so incomplete nn 
understanding. Technical break-throughs, such a.s a 
doubling of detection ranges achidvable by using 
airborne magnetic anomaly detection to a mile or 
more, (by means of an lldaptation o( a e<:>mmercial 
magnetic radiometer, already ·achieved here) tend to 
make the sweeping optimism of NIE 11·3/8-75 very 
difficult to justify. · · 

forecast 

-· 
- projection during 1960s of the po::ible 

- .deployment of large ·number> of ABMs: 

- e<:>ntinuing assessment of greatly limited actual 
achievements and prospects for success 
for the early warning network): 

- controvmy, somewhat muted in most rcccr:t 
year>, over the potential and inherent ABM 
capability of SAM,. with a general NIE dis­
counting of such capabilities. 

The very firm mgaliue 10-y<ar forecasts. of Soviet The e<:>nclusion of the- SALT-."i\.BM ".Trcaty·_rein-
ASW capabilities are uncharacteristic of national forced the subjective community disbelief in e<:>nvcr:-
intclligence estimates, which normally· tend to hedge tional ABM effectiveness to lead to a general 
bets over the longer term. This is especially true of conclusion that the Soviets had bee<:>mc "dissatisfied 
estimates of "'e with the effectiveness of e<:>nventional ABM systems" 

e lrm '.'°u t'. and· downgraded their programs' goals. Continuing 
we .. !alS!; .. con.sumcrs w ctner Soviet ABM R&D became seen largely as "a hedge 
affected suchhas 

1
the to against treaty abrogation" (by whom?) and a prudent 

t ,° · '. program: t e ess 0 exploration .of alternative technologies. · 
cons1dcrahon bomg support for the general propos1· -

( h tion that the Soviets could never hope for militarily Until recently there as been no estimating rcco;c 
meaningful st,.tcgic nuclear superiority because they on directed energy programs. Recently Soviet Rl<D 
would clwcy: have to absorb a full SLBM strike. progro.::u in these areas ha\'c been includec 
Thm aoubts arc reinforced rather than dispelled by. Strategic Defense estimates or in one case ns a fa::!;· 
the more dct•ilcd treatment of Soviet ASW efforts in thorough special report (lntuilgenc-1 Intclligcr.ce 
the text of the estimates. Repory,,pn Capabilitios lo Deuclop Strategic 

A more de!L'litive .fore=t of Soviet ASW capabili· Systems, February . 
ties requires a very thorough review of a mass of 
pertinent much of which the Navy (for valid 
operational re21ons) strictly controls. Such a review 
should be ca::!ed out under national authority wing· 
scientific expertise ci( indisputable neutrality as con-
cerns the out:-ome. · 
. Until . such a thoroughgoing ha; 1>¢tn 
accomplishec we cannot u,i!h any asnircnce whaleuu · 
foreca.sl lht ;:;obability or e:!ent of of Soii.lt 
ASW effor'.:. Hcweuu, we ere certain that thes"i­
probabilit{ei ere not uro, a.s lne cmrcnt NIE Implies. 

9. ABM Direcied Energy Weapon R&D 

Estimoiing 

The histo:-; of Soviet A!lM estimates• has generally 
·been charic:::ized by: 

- apprec:a:ion of o high level of Soviet interest 
nnd effort, especially when a.s n e<:>mponent 
of the cverall strategic air ·defense program: 

Present tstimotes and Evidence 

· The ABM cacability of those presently deplo;-et 
systems treated ABM by the NIE to be a 
strategically limited as e<:>ncluded. That conch::::" 
however, de<:s not extend to the overe.ll isnpoct c:: 

(1) ABM potential in treated 
·ABM" or "tactical-ABM": · 

(2) The R&D effort and prospects for improve::-.e: 
in A!lM .both e<:>nventionol and c:c::: 

(3) ABM as one lriteiial .of n 6m'.::O:.< 
damage lhniting rtrategic defen.se. 

•'Thee t1t!:-:":;.:cr wcrt part of a u-p•ralc NIE (11-3} on Sovicl · · 
combiricd in l!'lld NlE rcpl:-f...s, 

NIE 11-3/8·i5° tocches upon all three are:l.!, l: 
gives considcr:i.ble t:'e:itment n:id weight to : 
scc:O:ia, but 'rc.9.chcs -conclusions frcm the evic<o 
available that unne<:<:ssaiily discount or dowr.f" 
the Soviet without emphasizing what i: : 
acror.1plishcd-espccially since 1971-72-relnt!·.-, 
U.S. ABM ef.ort1. The cffcctiven:'.ll of A3><. 

c.nnnct IU5essed without 
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with offensive ballistic missile capabilities, an"d it is small part because U.S. unde,-,tanding of the state of 
cleu that the judgments· made arc implicit net the art· and near term piospects of directed encrgy·is 
as.sc:>sments based upon high"_ confidence in the far from romplete and possibly nbt as advane<:d as 
enduring penetrability of U.S. MIRVs. that of the Soviets, who, it is clear, have kn. 

conducting far more ambitious rc:starch in these areas. · 
· Understanding that there arc differing evaluations of 

the potentialities of laser and.CPB.Ior.ABM,.lt IJ.:Ull 
clear that the Sod.els haoe mouni.d ABM cffortJ In 
both ar<CJ of a magnttude that !! Is dtffii;.;lt ta 
ooere:t!mate." At least, it seems a. reasonable conclu­
sion based upon the expense and vigor of Soviet R&D 
in thc.se areas that the So!llels altach great.r probabfl­
ltg to eoentual iucceis oou a :hortu period of t!= 
than dat: the U.S. 

SAMS 

The NIE eonclu;ion that current Soviet SAMS "arc 
not suitabie" for ABM defense is explicitly rejected as 

.. _reguds the SA-5 in a note by the Air Force A.ssistan~ · 
'Chief of Staff for Intelligence. It is also not ~ 
ecinclusion accepted by many other SAM-ABM 
ex0<rts, even though the NIE conclusion rests on 

· cu;.,ent\y deployed SA.Ms instead of improved or new 
generation SAM components. We know that...SAM 
systems do inherc~tly have ABM capability. The 
judgmental. quc.sti~n is how si nilicant or c nsive is 
this capability 

The scale and scope of Soviet ABM R&D rue ·too 
considerable to conclude loss of interest or to write 
them off as mere components of a more dynamic and 
high ,risk R&D philosophy (although they arc that 
also), 

· si~oie~ic Defense 

· c>.pability, when related. to other dcfensiv·e ·means, 
r..oy therefore be considerable. This is es~cia\ly 
wssible when Soviet advanc-..s in what is referred to as 
:. :actical ABM" and in mobile radar components are· 
tzken into consideration. Mobile ABM system compo­
nents t:ambined with the deployed SAM -system could 
produce a significant ABM capability. · 

AoM R&D Prospects . . . 
'.:. 

The NIE ambivalently concludes in one plae<: that 
t~e So·licts continue their ABM R&D "at a pace not 

. ,;gnificantly reduced from· that which existed pri9r. to 
the ABM Treaty" .and in another at a." relatively slow 
-::ice". However one sorts out these conclusions1 
;.either gives adequate weight to the vigorous and 
::rnlti-foccted ~evict P,&D program rovering_ both 
e<>nventional and oossible future ABM means. In the 
e<>nventional ABM area, the SAL Treaty am be taken 
~ e\'icence cf Soviet appreciation. of the potential of 
(U.S.) f.BM rather than s.s Ion of in"terest in ABM. In 
fact, the rontinuing effort at SSMTC, the· E..':lbn 
"tactical" system, the e::iergencc of ncW and_ im· 
?roved :odors arid interceptor missiles, all strongly 
indic>.te c-ontim:ing interest and progress. The magni­
tude of the effort is in stark contrast to that of the U.S. 

One of the problems 'vith the NIE approa~h is that 
even though the subject is Strategic Defense ;: is 
broken down into separate areas (ABM. Air Defense, 
A.SW, ASAT, Civil Defense and Hardening), each 
treated sepa;~tely and in isolation ·~~om the others. 
What is _then omitted is an assessment oE present and 
potential Strategic Defense capabUities combining all 
</forts. While it may be possible (though often 
erroneously, in our view) to disparage the effcctivene>s 
of each component of Strategic Defense taken 
separately, the combined and cumulative efforts"~ay 

... pos.1ess corulderable.stra tegi C-Si gn ificancc. . 

In the ,;,ore exotic areas of tcchnolo&y applicable to 
ABM it is more diffic~!t to evaluate progre<..s, ln no 

10. So;.-iet Non·Ccntrol Nuclear Systems 

Esfimcting His1ory 

Coocragc of. the E.i!l;;:A!n Througb~~t.the .. lSC-0" s, 
discus1ion of most Soviet non·c<:ntral S)'lterr.< ws.s 
included in the NIE's on Strategic Attack Fo=. • ic. 

. • SoYict Na.va.l A..;1.tion Fo~ htvc O(Vt; ~n d.h.c-.l::r.C.. .:c::?::~ · 
the fa.ct L~&l thc::.c incl\ldc. .\!pwu·C.s o( Sl:'O aid,t: i.:C. ::11nc~~ 
mcd.!um bombc..~: th~ ltc prlncipi.lly'd\tectc-d t',jn.st U.S. N1.vL 
forces, lllliough :.omc. clcmcnb coUld b<. ihL'tcd to ar.aci.! on WC 
t.a..ric.ts, should lhc ncui arise, The c:slinutc on pcriphcri.! forcc:i .1:1 
(act-Mtc:s tha.t Ntval Avt&tion (orttS nuy be i.olcnded (or~ t:l ~~< 
h.ric:-~c nOn·nuclc.trt"tcX•cn NATO's nuclu.s·(OrQO tt'I C ~ 
or Soviet pl1nn.int·.Cor .the culy 1hgcs of t convcntio.nC wu tn 

Ee rope. 
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the 1969 estimate, medium bombers 'and MR/IRBM 
forces were relegated ta· a separate section on 
"Peripheral Forces," foreshadowing their disappear· 
ance from the 11·8 series of_ the following year. 

The 1969 NIE also relegated its discussion of the 
roughly 60 Soviet cruise missile submarines equipped 
with SS·N.J launchers to a footnote. These systems 
had been included in. earlier estimates, which had 
noted that one variant of the SS-N.J had been tested 
agaiiist 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, thal the use of 
this system in a strategic attack role wS. unlihly, 
considering the size of the Soviet ICBM for~ and the 
appearance of a new SLBM (tlic implied assumption 
being that this meant the Soviet Union had.reached 
some level of "sufficiency"), 

! By the 1970 NIE, peripheral attack systems had 
been dropped entirely from the l l-3/8 series, ~d 
th<ir treatment relegated to other estimates (the. bull: 
r • • ·. ' 11 1 ') V l' 1 '· · c. \nem CQm1ng u~ce~ ... · .. "1 • ery itt e a1scusncn 

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 initial distinction between 
"peripherol" and "intercontinental" attack, in the 
1%9 NIE, repr=nted unabashed mirror-imaging: 
"This method of tre1thig Soviet forces is basically the 
same ns that being used by ·noD in U.S. military 
planning." :' . • 

NIE's regularly contained maP,. showing the numbers 
and capabilities of Soviet .peripheral systems. · 

Projectiaru of numb=. The NIEs downgrading. of 
Soviet peripheral attack systems had been fore· 
shadowed in earlier years by projcction.s. of a sharp 
decline in numbers of these systems. The 1S64 
Estimate projected a rapid decline in LRA medium 
bomb_ers/tankers from almost 900 to 290·510 by 1970 
and continued reduction thereafter. (Actual.mid-1976 
numbers are 650 In LRA, in ·addition. to more thari 500 
Badgers and Blinders in SNAF, 374 of which arc 
configured as bombers or ASM carriers.) 

The 'IJr*ctionS' in the Estimates of the -mid-1960' s 
of.relatively flat MR/IRBM numbea did not project 
the deactivation of some 60 launchers in the Far E:ast. 
However, the 1965 projection of a force of 350.. 700 
MR/IRBM's in the 1970..75 period, included a long.' 
term reduction on the low side which did not 
materialize (current for~ is almost 600). 

New Systems. The Estimates of the 1960's tended to 
overestimate the rate of introduction of new medium 
r>ngc missiles. The lS60 NIE anticipated a new 
IRBM, possibly mobile, as early as 1968 (but did not 
predict t~r;icapabilities of thc.;SS-X-20-:-a MIRVed, 
large·!hrow-weight !RBM-which appeared in 1974). 

·The ·ss-14 MRBM was never deployed in the 
"substantial numbers" predicted in the 1969 NlE (p. 
30). Frequent dissents by AF Intelligence projc-::ting .. 
the appe:uance of n [oilow-on medium borqbcr or a 

The change of coverage. that began wl~ the 1970 · 
e:timate may have hoe:: intended to fit categories that 
would be more relevant to the SALT proo:ss t.hcn 
b.ginning. If so,· however, the app:oach would have 
to be faulted for prejudging a fundamental .SALT 
issue, unresolved to this day, namely the queo!ion 
which systems nrc to be considc~ed "strategic" in the· 
SALT sense. ·· 

. new ASM ,for the Badger as early as lsif.o. were 
.fundamentally more ac-:-~rate .. than the NIE :P'?ic-::· 
t\ons that no new medium. bombe;-would eppo1r: · 

Doctr:ne and MIJr.on: of Medium Sy:ltrr.:. The 
estimates of the late l960's display some emoarr:?.Ss· 
ment aver the difficulty of explaining the objccti'les oi 
such .a massive .. peripheral attack ,.force,, which, bad 
earlier bcon expected to decline as the intcccontinento! 
forces grew. The prtv\ous theory that e "h01tage 
EurOoc" was a ooor ~2n' s substitute for t!-:e :'...ssur~d 
Dcst.:Uction cao.ability the Soviet Union hac .... riier 
lacked, lost pia~sibility o.s the ICBM ar.d SLBM 

By failing to p:<Sc::t the Soviet view of their own 
~:ipheral attack systems in the context of discussions 
cf strategic forces, ~he NIE' s during the SALT p<:iod 
may have influcncod U.S. p<rcepticn.s of the FBS ls.sue 
in a misleading f.,hion. The strong imprc<..>ion 
reportedly· made on American negotiators when 
confronted by B'e:hncv with maps ihow\ng the 
?Otentiol of pcri;o~c.d U.S. S)"tcms for nltackin& the 
Soviet Union, mis~: hove been different hnc :he 

· forces Ci0andcd. CroWihg 'concerns nbou~ Chi~a 
began. to .. be mentior.cd, even though mos~ of the 
forces in que>lian arc deployed ngainst Eure\'( and 

.. the one notable dtowdawn.of ~ripheral.for= "'"'in 
the Fnr E.a.st..A third explan>lian offered wc..s to n:fer 
to enrlier Khnuhch~v l!ctemcnt1 nbo~! th~ ~~d 10 
ho.vc n multiplicity o: !]"1C!'T'..S !a er.sure !"'..: ...... v~':.•.:.:..:f!!::. 

·' 
:~~-Y.::,' ... 

S 311 l':::l:i'( -~YHO 11_~- 3~1 l V _03:::<l00b-:!3U. 



The value of large numbers for war fighting, or as a 
strategic reserve in an extended nuclear connict, was 
apparently not considered, although to do so would 
have r3ised 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 
\\'3S no men:ion of n j)CSsible role for medium-range 
bombers as a reserve force in a protracted nuclear 
conflict. 

Evidence/ Analysis 

1\rtiflclality of Periphtral/ Intercontinental Separa· 
lion. Despite the evident importance of systems 
clearly designed to a:tack the United States, the 
emphasis on these systems, and their abstraction from 
others, contributes to a :r:isunderstanding of the Souiel 
view of strategic fore«. I: places the analysis In a 
strail·jacket that docs not fit the Russians' own 
organi:alion of slratcg:c forces, distributed among 
SllF, LRA, and the Ne~:;. not between inlerconlinen· 
tal and peripheral. 

The orien:ation of a significant portion of the Soviet 
ICIJ1W force so that i: can attack targets in Europe 
nnd China as well as !~e L'nited States reflects their 
basic view that the continuum of available forces 
should be used in a fi"ible and coordinated fashion 
to achieve unified stra:ogic objectives.•• 

• Thr omiuion h 1n011 s:~1~in! in the discunion of 8;1ckrirt, 
which s:iy \'Cly lillle uboul tht ntrd ror $0 1ubslan1i:il :in inCft:lSC' in 
the p3ylo:id or rnngc 0£ Suvir: ptripher:il bombru, :ind fail tnlirdy 
111 discuss lhe rplt' n( shor:r!·r:inse aircr:ih (like fENCER) in 
pt'dnrmini: lhC' prriphct:il ~inn>n. In foct, 1hur is only nnc 
srnten« nn lhC' O:ick£irc in!'.~<' lC'1I of NIE 11·1~·75 on \V:tn:iw 
rac1 Fnrcu Opposite NATO Srt :iho :lhovr. pp 29. 

•• Fur!IH•f l'\0 itl1'IH'<' or a:· "~~ani·n1tiunal 11:11\Ul' po1111inc. Ill a 
Suvwl 1•11111h;ao un lln• 1111.· · ,,: :111dC'ar ~:1ik<' f1Hl'l'\ roll\('~ f1nm 

,11d1 1111111.!l a\ 1iir cn1n111nn~ ::·.· 11• lOlli\I :iiui ICl'i~I dr\·1·lunn1rn1 

pru~;t:lll\\ 

The impression derived from Soviet organization is 
reinforced by doctrinal writings which emphasize, 
indeed in tiresome detail, the im rtance of inte ra· 
lion of all military arms 

The euidenct u clear that the strategic balance, In 
the Soule/ uiew, 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 S:ates. More impor· 
tant. it is at variance \vith the actu:i) Soviet vie'v of 
nuclear forces as a continuum of copabilities which, if 
used, would have a single straleg:c objecliue, i.e., the 
political acquiescence or military defeat of the 
Western Alliance. 

Curre11t Souiet Buildup. Wh:le the decline in 
medium range forces projected by the NIE's in the 
late 19GO's failed to moterialize, :here wns in fact no 
large buildup of these forces durir.g that time. This no 
longer holds true cf the 1970s wh<n a major buildup 
has been underway. While much of this buildup 
comes under the heading of ":r:odernization," the 
term is niisle:iding for it suggests sirnplc maintenance 
of aging or obsolescent forces. Ir. fact, developments 
now underway will substantioily increosc Soviet 
capabilities by: 

- lncrc::ising nuclear ground attn.ck capabilitits. 
through the introduction o: ~'!.'.'\'' tnctic:i! <lircraft. 
;>ar:icui"rlr l'ENCE!l bu! c:;0 FITTEf\. FLOC· 
(~F.R :;:1ci \:tll' mrvl.~I r:"!<:~:~r.ri<: Tl,,.. t.:11 !9 
I I ., 1 l H l • I ' ·I :In 
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-carry four ASM's (4,QOO lb:.) to a radius of 1,000 deterrence, is measured by their potentiai contribution 
nm .. and h,. substantially improved capabilities to fighting and winning a "" against a Wes• 
for penetrating NA TO. air defenses. The large coalition. Capabilities -to ·•ttac\: U.S. alli.:S and ~.~ 
current production of the.se aircraft as replace- forces oversc:is · a1e· 1lS ·important as capabilities ·ta 
ments for much less capable taclical·aircraft will attack the United States itself. In this framework 
gre~tly increase the number of systems available greater numbers are always better, ·not .merely t~ 
to the Soviets f~r att.acking theater. targe~ ~;ar enh~nce .rurv.ivaliility b_':1r f.or .. iiff~~iv~ use, to hedge 
t~e [~ant. It will also add to thm flcxib1hty, against inevitable uncertainttc.s of warfare and to 

:including their ca?ability for de.straying western piovide reservc.s for an extended conflict. 
nuclear fo1ces dl!ring a non-nuclear phase .of · 
combat. Cu

0

.:i:ent Soviet developments in peripheral attack 

-Substantially extending the range of peripheral capabilitics .. indicate an intention ·to ·weaken the 
attack systems with Backfire and the. SS-20 to second leg of the NATO "triad of"conveiiti6ii:il", theater 
cover larger surrounding land and ocean areas nuclear and strategic nuclear forces. With clear· 
beyond the Eurasian land-mass. superiority in conventional fo1ces and parity or better 

- lntrcducing qualitative· improvements-.which 
have th~Cffect of increasing quantitative ~pa­
bilities. \! 

in intercontinental fo1ces, 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 2.cl-J~v~-ncnt c~ <k~~:-!;c...bl~ · tcgionc! iiUc~eat 
prcpondcra!lce. If !h!s !: :o, wt may · :10:.!> be 
wUnessing a.~ eoolution of lh<alu nuclear forces Iha.! 

h:u dose para!kls lo !he e:xi/u!!oll of inlerccn!!runlc! 

• • 

Backfire has a substantially 
luger payloac ~~an the_ Badgers nnd lllinde1!,. 
and will be sig:iific:intly Im vulnerable to air 
defenses. 

Conclusions 
1orcu in ilf< 1.att l960's. · 
J' 't 

•."• 

Nuclear opcr~tio~s on the periphery cf the S"oviet An additional concern •risc.s from the develoomcnt 
Union have a cruc!al importance in Soviet military- by the Soviets of fo1ccs they describe as pc:iphe:zl. 
political doctrine. "Sinc,ling out forees capable of which have either the inherent capability for intcrcon· 
damaging the U.S., for ·separate and primary atten- tinental opciatioru (as in the case of Backfir~) or tl)e 
lion, gives a mislea::lng impression of-Soviet strategic capability to be cs.sily and quickly convlrted tc 
objectives. Soviet ·~';\tings stress, for. example, that "ln intercontinenta\ use (as in the case of the SS-20). Tb 
the. final analysi;, t::e area and direction of·the main gives:thcm :the flexibility to ix>se·t~e thr_cat."that:the 
attack and opera~l:~s ... should ensure-achieving".·" strategic Jit\Jation demads .at ~&t; Th• 
oporation objectives pertaining tp crushing the en- beginning of SS-X-20 deodopmrn . • a rp!r.· 
emy's armed fore""-' "and mnooing !ndloidual counlri.: off from lh• SS-16 progrc.":1 jwl ALT...W.-: geWng 
or coalilion$ frorr. ~r.e war,"• . · zerlow, :uggtJlt c pos!'!b!.! d:liberate Soti.e! conci:.:· 

. · , . , · non 1hal"..,,hili·SAI:.T me~· i!rriff'111ghi1\/" ii:.i re!• cf 
Soo:•t non-cen.,c! 1orct1 fH !nlo an o:>erall slralegfc · •h"'.t"ic, 1, 1 , .;;;,,~-~•·/ .... bl.Ii•· ;• ·;· ·0

,;. 

r k . •. c h I f f , graw. oJ '"""" n.erc .......... a capa .y, .r- •n--· 
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PART THREE 

SOVIET STRATEGIC OBJEtT!VES 

To be properly understood, .the strategic objectives 
of the Soviet Union require, in addition to a realistic 
analysis of strategic nuclear force capabil[!ics, con· 

. tinuous, careful monitoring of Soviet global activities: 
theoretical pronouncements of Communiif ·-leaders 
must be observed concurrently with Soviet actions in 
the military, political, and economic spheres in the 
various regions of the globe; the evid"nce thus 
,obtained needs to be juxtaposed and synthesized. 
·such monitoring and synthesizing is not effectively 
realized at the present time in the-U.S. Co~=mt, 
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 con be done here is to . 
;irovidc an outline al some of the outstanding.features 
of Soviet global slratogy, especially a..s· it bears on the 
United States. 

emulate. The East Berlin meeting ~f Communist 
parties held in June 1976 ratified this formulation; but 
only time will tell liow willing the So~iet elite is to 
grant 11on-Soviet Communists a measure of political 
freedom. . 

It is adherence to the histotic ideal of a worldwide 
Communist state and the steady growth of mUit•ry 
confidence that lends Soviet policies that offensive ~ 
character which is stressed in Part One of the present 
Report. Not the fear that" capitalism" will engage in 
an unprovo'.<e<!r emmh ~<;>.\.~ '"=ialism" but the · 
desire steadily to reduce the "c:>pitalist" r"..alm a.::d 
still to be able to deal w\th any possible bacl~.;h 
when it is ir. its death throes motivates Soviet oolitic:il 
bchavi9r, . 

,y . . 

The emergence 0£ o. worldw\'dc "socielist"' order is 
seen by the Soviet leadeohip as a continuous pro=, 

\, inexorable in nature but not without its pttfalls and 
1. Politico/ Obje,ii-ves "temporary rev~~s. The ultimate triumph o: the""-"'' 

. • , is =n'as the res~lt of economic, political a.~d militar-/ 
:he ultimate Soviet obj~ctive .~(as it h~ ~n .sin:; pro=C' which will bring about n series 10 i convul-

Oc,ober 1917) the worldwide tnump~ of .socialrnn , sions in the structures of the Western world.a~d e::d. b 
b~ .which is meant, the est~blishment ... ~f· o. sys;em "'·''th'cit'di:stc\lction:Once·thc.se'conditi~ns c-ccllf,··Wte!· 
wnich can be best cnaracteqzed as a regime qf s.ate em Communist parties leading the disaffected·'· ek 
ca?italism adn:iiniltercd exclusively_ by a self-pcrpot· mcnls and backed by S~vict power, arc ex~ted lo'::· 
~•ting elite on the r:iodel of the Soviet Communist nble lo e.5.1um co trol · 
Party. Soviet leaders still strive for such .a new global c n · 
system, wholly intcg;atcd with the Soviet Union and N. n<itcd;··thiS ·'hirtoric··pr=s,·is•-J>'=~·1c-i .. ' 
circctcd from Mo1Cl)w, Judging by pronoun~mcnts oc-ourrlng coriciiiicntly \th'ough' riot rice!,~-'Jy ·ic. 
cf icading Soviet theorists, this ideal continues to 'ynchronhcd manner) at all level" Given th!1 .,;,. 
re:na.in a lcng·rangc objective. However. the realities Commu~ist "grand strategy" requires L~~~ e. ·.·a:-:~!;· 
cf an expanding Communist realm have indu""° the weapons be litilize9 to 1ti:nulate the p:-o-c= 
Soviet lcodc:s lo ac:-c.pt (at any rate, for the time Western ·decline .nod lo 1<ize such op;:ort-Jn\ti,;: 
oeing) • more limited and ncxible formulation in rnay-·p:esc0Hhem1<lv"' while it-is -in p:-;:;;o:::.. Tc 
which the .USSR rcrnoins the authority of last resort for curnplc, the establishment of clc1< $o'lie: c 
•nd the principol e:oteclor but no longer the model nomic tics with Third World countric.1 or Soviet C:: 
which nil Communist countries must un<levlnli~gly or lnd!re~l lnvolvemrnt'!n !hee reuntrie ell h:i: 

.n ' r 
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lt-
wcaken the links connecting ."ta pita list" econo nics did that of Manichcanism, the .United States occupies 
with their c.sscntial sourc-....s of raw·matcria\s and cheap a special place. It is seen by Rus.sia,'!s the "citadel" of 
labor, and thereby help to accdc.ate "capi.talism's" the enemy camp, the main redoubt' without the final 
economic decline. Communist parties operating in the reduction of which the historic struggle cannot be won 
"capitalist" world can help O!banizc disaffected no matter how many victories arc gained on 
groups of all kinds and wit.'1 their as.sistancc under- pcriphe~al fronts. By virtue of its immense productive 
mine orderly democratic pro=ses; or else, where they capacity (and the resultant m~jtary potential), its 
arc too weak to undertake such ambitious attempts, wealth, prestige, its example and moral leadcrshio, 
they can seek to have their members or sympathizers and-last but not least-its stockpile of stratcg.ic 
occupy key positions in the trade unions, government nuclear weapons, the United States is perceived as the 

. ·or academic centers so as to be in a oosition to· kcy>tone of the whole system whose demise is a 
p·~ralyze industrial ce<:>nomics and demo;atic inst!· precondition to the attainment of Communism's 
tutes at the appropriate time. Violently discontented ultimate goal. 
ethnic groups, such a.s the Palestinians, can be taken As seen from Moscow, the United States is 
under Soviet wings and encouraged to P''l\Tl0 te something of...a paradox in that it is et one and the 
conditions of permanent turmoil over large geographic same time both cx=dingly strong and cxcccciingly 

weak. Its strength derives primarily .f:orri its unique 
productive capacity and the technological lcadershio 
which give it the capacity to sustain a military 
capability of great sophistication, dangerous to Soviet 
global ambitions. But the United States is also-seen a.s 
presently lacking in political will and discipline, 
unAbie- to-mobiH~ iii' populrtiolr mci rcroarc-"..s fot" z 
sustained struggle for ·;.,·or1d lcndc~hi?. and de•1oici cf 
clear national objectives, This assessment has led the 
Soviet Union to d.evclop a particu\a~ strategy vis-it-vis 
the United S(~fcs which, under the name first oE' 
"peaceful ·Coexistence" and ·then •• .. dctcnte", bas 
dominated its relations with the United States (except 
when overshadowed by immediate crisis situations as, 
e.g., Cuba in l96i and Czechoslovakia in 1968) over 

nreas. 

In other words, stra!eglc weapons-defined ..S 
weapons capable of destroying an enemy's capacity to 
resist-embrace in the SoDiet undmtanding a greater 
range df instrumen!alifies of pwuasion and caerdon 
than is commonly deal( with lrt Weitim s!ralegk 
"analuses. Th~ Soviet objective is an· intemai:?onal 
system totally responsive to a Soviet mandate. In such 
n system an antagonist's military capabilities must be 
effectively neutralized so that they cannot be used to 
resist Soviet aspirations. If necessary, ultimately the 
Soviet Union should .be able to destory those 
capabilities if the antagonist refuses to acquiesce. But 
this is not all. Because the Sou!tl Union ultimately 
ui.the: lo destroy not merely It. opponenh" fighting 
ci:pacily but their oery t&pacily lo function w 
organized po/Weal, •Oc'.d, and economic entitles, ft• 

. :frclegfo or.encl !ncluees a great ·choice of .pol!t!cal, · 
iodal, and economic weapons bdde ih<: obo'.ous 
mililar~ ones: For this reas9n, Sou!et strategic· objec­
tives ccnr.ol be cccuralely CJcertained ·""d appreci­
cled by an e:uimir.cl!on of. !he USSR'• strategic 
r:t!Clecr or genera! purpose forces alone. indeed, <om 
an understanding of !i:ese m!litary forces requlr<s an 
C;>;:>recfo!\on of the lev<rcge they can proolck lo at:aln 
ecor.om!c and po!lt'.cd objeclfoes. "Power" !n the 
So:i.el :trafeg'.c unc/u;!cr.ding !.: pcrce!ved not mutly 
CJ sero!r.g r;nclf(c oofeC::!oes {jar e:ample, .. d.rer­
rence"), but "' negc!!ng the enemy·, ab!l!ly to 
~Jro!oe. The g:csp of ln!s feel !.: fundDmenial for the 
unckntandlng of Scr.-:et :trctegy and Soolel :trategic 
ohjtcl!oes. · · 

In the duolisrn ":ocialist·capitalist"· which under· 
~· s . I •h' L' ' ·h d 1· .. • U" :--in: ov1c ... :nr.!ng ::!'JCn n..s., c un nrn goe<.!.~v 

the pa.st two decades. 'i '' 
• J\ . 

America's strategic nuclea.r c:i.p•city calls · fo: a 
·.cautious . Soviet .cxtc:naLpol.icy, wherever -.the .U.S. · 
. enjoys an· advantage •Or·· may resolutely .resist, at any 
rate until such a time as the Soviet Union wi\i h1ve 
attained a decisive military edge. Not only do C:::ect 
military e<:>nfrontations r1isc a thre.at to the o.ovict 
homeland, but they nlS-O· ·tend -to .. [~ .. ~Am°"""' s 
an~ieties about tht ·Soviet Union ·nnd. th,,;'. to 
encourage a high level of military prepa.rcd~cs1., An 
intelligent polilica.\ Soviet posture toward the Ucltcd 
Stites requires the allaying of the \utter' s fc.!1:-: of a 
Soviet thrc1t. (Which da<s not mean, howeve:, that· 
USSR will hesitate to engage in dire~ C<Jnfror.totion if 
they deem it e1ential to achieve L71portant ,,,.::onal 

·objectives). Economic relations ought to b< utilized so 
e.s to create within the }...::ncriun b~inc:s.s co~:-;:unily 
influential sou:c-~ of suppor: for ccHaborn!io; ·.vitl: 
the USS!\! Cultu:nl nnd ><:ientiiic ties ouic: :o be 

,.,~ . ~. 
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-exp: Jited so ns to nc:utialize en ti-Communist ~nti­
ments in the intellectual community. Encouragement 
ought to be extended to those American political 
groupings and to those office-holders and officc­
seekm who favor· better relations with the Soviet 
Union:· The effect of sucli a policy of "detente" is 
expected to be a reduction in the influence of those 
clements in U.S. society whic~ desire greater milita.-y 
preparedness and military R&D, n:sulting in a 
weakening of the United States precisely Lti that 
sphere where lies its parUc:ulnt slrength. Such a.policy, 
furthermore, may bring the Soviet Union valuable 
additional benefits. As ?- result of closer economic a.'1d 
scientific links wi"th the United StatC$; the So·,iet 
Union C2n expect to acquire capital· and "t!:chnology 
with which to modcmi::e its ec0nomy, and .in "Lliis 
manner to improve the q\iality of its military 
industries. ..:.. · - - · ._ .. : -- ·"--··- · 

Soviet objective is to drive a ".'edge between them and 
the United States. The separation "of Eurooe from th 
United States.can be attempted by a variety of means~ 
establishing on Europe's ca.stem frontier a milit..,; 
force of su~h overwh.~lming preponderance that 
re..sistance to it will appear futile and the continuation 
of NA TO not only pointl6s but dangerous; making 
We.stern Europe ~ncre~ingly dependent economically 
on the IJSSR by rncumng hc.avy debts there, ente:bg 
with it into all sorts of long-term cooperative 
arrangements, ai;d supplying an incre.iling · sh"arc· of ··· .. :.. •. 
Western Europe s energy needs; insisting on the 
participation of Communist parJcs in national gov-
. emments; arousing doubts in Western Europe about 
the U.S:' comniitments to its defense; arid so forth. 
This objective undoubtedly enjoys very high priority . · 
in Rus.sia's strategic thinking. Severance of Weste:':i 

·-Europe-from the United States would reduce any" 
· military threat or opposition from that area as well as' 

deprive the U.S. of its European forward bascs, 
eventually bringing Europe's immen!.C produc\h"c 
C:lp•citie..s within the Soviet orbit, thus making, tho 

Soviet motivations foi St:ategic Arms Limitation 
Talks should be seen b the same way: They are me:ms 
t~ further unilater>i aavantages instrumental to the 
continued shift of th-. strategic balance a.nd tn the 
realization of polit:c::.J gai!'.S from the shi£ting com!~­
!ion of iorC"...S. SALT anci the limitations it produC"...s 
are seen as means or L'1hibiting U.S. political md 
military responses to tl:c changing balance of for=. 
Agreements inconsistent with these encis"or.agreeme..,ts 
that would restrict Soviet ability to further them are 
unac:<:-cptable. Thc ;mccplion that thue !s any ter.>lon 
beiwccn SoDlcl lnlcrc:! !n SALT ond Sol)(ct iiratcg'.c · 
programs reflects c r~~mentJJl m!.'Undcntandtng" of 
tru · Sooicl opprocci-. ~ SALT, and of the types of 

·"restrictions". th:i! Cl:t be cxo-ected fr.om ..S.1..1...I 
ngrecn:cnU,at th,c ?:esc:-:.~ time .. ·· :· 

At the 
0

s:ime tb..e, ~-owever1 as orovocat
0

ions of t:-.e 
United State..s are ~vo>ced and ~no:rJc, cultu:1i, 
nnd political CQntac~s w:th it exploi!ed, nothing ~~t 
be done that migh~ !!oc'.<e:i the global ndvanec age.i.-.it 
the "c:ipitalist" orce' c: which the same United Stuto.i 
is the principal ?:::>t:igonist. · It · c.ppcers that ~he 
(n!ermtd!ctl! Sov:e~ !t:2.~egic 1 objective is. to the 
gre:ite~t extent pC"..3:"::e !a !.:olati :f...t Ur.!ttd S~!f! 
from· both its ali:t! a::C the ·neutral countries of Lie 

·"socialist" c:imp equal if not sup<rior to the U.S. i:: 
economic (and, by L-::piication, military) product:ve 
capacities. · 

(~) hffl:oncems the Third :y.'orld: Herc the stre..ss 
is on.,po\itical and =nomic nie:uures,. bucked with 
mUitary means. The Soviet Union strives to sever L'ie 
links connecting the Third World with the "capitl­
list" camp, and especially the United State"s, by: · 

(a) supporting \hose political groupif,gs oc.~ 
bureaucracies which tend to identify themse1ves wit.~ 
policl~·cif. natio.n:ili~,,g. priVatc cntcrp~~ and y~lc..'-. 
broaaly" back -Soviet-hite!""ational. policies; 

(b) working to undercut ·such private e<:<:'­
nom.ic sectors as exist in the undc:devc!oped cou:-:~ri!!. 
and climin:l:ting the iru1ucncc of· mul~i~~~:!?~.t:. # -·. 

C'Or;x:rations~ · 

(c) reorientL'1g these· econc:nies to the ~~i::· 
r.it::":": extent OO!.Sib!c towa~d th~ Sovie~ Uni-::-: '::: 

. ' ·1· ~ . ~ . . ... .. : ..... : ; mca:-.s or m1 1tary,, asHs~ance prog • ..:.m ... , econom ... .:....-, 
lo•~•. etc; · · 

Th . '"I I' T'. . . . ,. . '. ' no. ·, or o. r.:s :-:iec::ve c..3.n oe attat:1CO 1n ~e\':t.~H 
-· · (d) building L.,tcrlc<ling networks of '°'""· 

over:light, military ._,d logistic agreements :tc." wh:c:·. 
permit the u;. of surrogate force-s (e.g. Nortn Kc::•"·' 
or Cubnns) for ·the purpose ·of conducting ·:-::::::'."·' 
CiX~ations !.On.! to OL!tf11."ik positions !r:'lportn..~~ :-:- :..:...! 

\Ve!::' 

ways: 

: (!) As concc:-::s f_-nerica's nllies: The most 
important of the:: a:e the e<>~ntri~s of We:tem 
Eure:>< combinee :~ ~f.TO followed by :aoa.n !~ L~: • • • l 

Fo: £.rut. !n re!:=~:! ~: th~e ~unlri!:::, a. ?~:;.sry 

·; ... ~ .. 1 

.•" 
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(<) through the creation of voting blocs of 
Third World countrics in the United Nations and its 
agencies to isolate the United Statcs from them. 

(3) In its relations with China, the Soviet 
leadership hos as its :nain immediate goal access to 
Chinm internal political developments with a view to 
inOucncing !ong range Chinese orientation in a 

. direction consistent with its view of "Communist 
•; ·; internationalism". To support such an evolution and 

;as a hedge against failure in achieving such a future 
orientation, they intend to be abie to fa°" China with 
preponderant military force even in the contingency 
of military confrontation with the U.S., and if possible 
and nec-..s.sary, with political and military ~n . .,Ucle­
ment. 

While seeking to i:olate the United Stat~, disinte­
·grate the Western camp, and contain China, the 
Sovitt Union is concurrently striving to maintain and 
strengthen the grip o:i its own camp. Three.principal 
policies have .been !r:~tiated·toward. ~ha~ E-r.rl: 

(l) ::::C-Onornic :.~tegration through the .so-called 
"comp!cx plan" adopted by Comccon under strong 
Soviet prcssure in 1971 and now in the process of· 
implementation. The "complex plan" is a long-term 
undertaking which strives' to transform the separate 
·"socialist" cconodes into a single supra-national 
economic system w!t!i an internal "division of labor." 

' .. lnvostments, labor, resear<:h and develooment are to 
be Sh3rcd. in ccr:::-::cn ... Ci·,,en the sdviet Union's 
ecor>om!c ;ireponce:on<:<:, not to s~ak of its.political 
nnci :niiitary hege::-.ony within'the Communist .Bloc, 
thc:c can be little cocbt that if it is ever fully' ca;ned 
out, the "complex ?lan" will give the USSR decisive 
co~t~o! 0·1e:- the c~~!: "sOcialist'' economies as well as 
eve!' those count:-:e.s which, th'rough Soviet .aid, are 
~i~g d~a·.vn with::-: the orbit of.Comecon. 

reasons) to i~tegrat~ the East E~r'opcan highway and 
railway networks with ·those-of ·the·Soviet Union. 

(3) 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 .. socialist camp" to s~ 
to it (by m!litary means, if r.ec-..s.sary) that no countr/ 
which had once. made the lTaruition from "capita· 
!ism" to "socialism" ever slides back and opts·out of 
the "socialist bloc." · 

At this point, strcss :nust be laid one<: again (ru had 
been done.Jn the Foreword to this Report) that we are 
making no attempt !o =m !hi: probalnl!ty of th< 
Soal<t Union attaining {!.s strat<g!c ohj<ct!ves. There 
is, in fact, a great deal of evidcn°" that· the USSR is 
running into many difficulties with the implementa­
tion of its policics, e.nd that the record of its grand 
strategy is often spotty. The evidence, .however, 
supports the contention that the above are, indeed,' 
Soviet objectives. 

2. Mi/ilory ObiediYes 

In this global strategy, military power, including· 
strategic nu~l#ar wea1'9ns, have ·a distinct role to play. 
The Soviet Union, to an extent i...:U:one<:ivable to the 
average. Westerner, relics on for°" as e. standard 
instrument of policy. It is through force that the· 
Communist regime first came to power, dispersed all 
opponents of its dictatorship, deprived the pca;ant:y 
of its'land, ~nd established n=·total control ~f th~ 

(2) ?olitic:il a:1d :-::.iHtar/ integration, both of 
\V~~ch the USSR :.S ?~tss::lg on the other "socialist" · 
c-;,•.!r.~~!ts. Ex.:im:::!:! of such pressures arc attempts to 
n::-l~~c ~'.-:e const:~·.!!:or.s of the "Peoolcs' Rc~ub\ics'' 
~o as ~o t!.!sign th: Sovie~ Union spcci~l stntu.s. in their 
inte,.,,a!. n.,d exte:':'al reiations; hints of the need to 
bring about n c:o~r politics.\ union between the 
"?eoob' "Dcmoc:sdes" and the US.SR; the Soviet 
ef:or1 to <-:>mpd t~e<e r<?ublici to accept the ;:rinciple 
th:i.! :~ C:l!.-e of a ·.:.·a.: rxtwe-en the USSR nr.d China, 

· .coµntry. It is through mill~•r/ p:>w.er .Lliat,.it.de:ealea 
·-.thei:.Natl ... attempt .. to rubjugate' l)ussia, · ·hiid ·it :is: 
·tlir~ugh"the same means·· that iCsubscquently ·con­
quered half of Europe and compdled the world to 
acknowledge it as a "super-power." His through sheer 
fore< that it nu!ntaL'ls in the USSR it' monopol}· or. 
authority and wee.Ith. One ·may say·thot·-powerb· e.ll 
its fonns, .but.esoedally·in its milibry·aspccl; has·W-r. 
th; single most- ru=s:1'.:l instll!-':'lent of. Communist 
policy, suppla.ntL"lg bc:h idc-oiogy e.nd c~nomic 
planning on which._the Soviet rczime had origL'lnlly 
expected to rely for the !?read of its· influence.•. Thu!,· 

• lt is pcr!cctly·tr..:c, or' t:our:.c·.· t.\at the \l!..C o! £ore-: u • rnc•~ 'o! 
athlriing and con1oiid11int r-ilHic.il power ts not ronfinc.d 10 Sovie! 
Ru.ala, being common in othct parb of the world u well, tnc\uding 
lhc Wcsl. Howcvc:, whtt is nth<f unic,i.:c to $.ovict .I\w.sit Ls that 
here no ~nous alltr.'1?: hu ~!'1. made i:'l !he :iculy sh d('Odd th•: .. 
have cla~ Jin~ the C'?\!? d"dll o/ O<°'.obcr 1911 to S,.:>U:'\~ . ... . . •. . ' . h 'd f • s . t tn:y ·.v::: ~ oo::f!": .o ~me tot. e e.1 a Lie OVlC 

• . · ' . . . ( • · l f · Ut ·~·:~:c:-.: n~a rece;.: :ec:::on~ :n:1ac mo.in y c; rn1 ary 

" 

poli:ic1I power on l mcrt rttblc fovr.d.alion In wh!ch }liw inc 
p.opu!111 c:orucnl would ~;ly ~me 1it~1::onl Mic. 
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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 decisive advanlag<i over freo societies, in that it 
can spend money. on armaments without worrying 
about public opinion and mobilize al will its human 
and material resources. Militarism is deeply ingrained 
in the Soviet system and plays a central role iri. the 

tion of the prevalent Western '~iew that the dC!!ruc. 
liveness of nuclear weapons had alt.ercd the natu:e of 
~e--c:<tenl l~at ~elerrence of war ralhe: than 
war-fighting capabilities should determine military 

0

p0licy. This view challenged the fundamental Marx. 

• mentality of its elite. 

One o[ the out,tanding qualities of Soviet military 
theory and practice is slr~ss on the need for a great 
choice of ootions. This characteristic is to be seen in 
the broad .spectrum of weapons in the ·ars~nal. o[ 
Soviet •·grand strategy" as well as hi the-v'ariety o[ 
military weapons which Russia produces, It would be 
quite contrary to ingrained habits for the Soviet elite 
to pl~ce· reliance on any single weapcn, even a 
weapon as potent as· the strategic nuciear one. us· 
natural inclination ls to secure the maximum possible 
vaiiety of miH~21;-:1 optior.s for MY c.oc.tin.gct?ci~ t.h.at . 
may a:ise, ail baseci on a real war-fight:ng capability, 
and thus both to p:oduce at a high rate a broad range 
of arms and to acc:imulatc stockpiles of weapons, old 
and new. This tc~dency alone militates against the 
USSR adopting a strategic policy that would place 
ultimate reliance on a single deterrent or on n 
"deterrence only" strategic posture. One of the 
fundamental dif:erences between . U.S. and Soviet 
strategic thought h:i..s; ;I,ecn the rejection in Soviet 
doct:inc :ind st::::.!.egy ·of such conc!pts as mutual 
ass\!red destruc!i::l, the under!ying logic of \vhich h 
that if deterrence fails neither side can hoP. ·to· win a 
nuclear v.·ar. F.::.~her 1 the· main thrust of Soviet 
doctrine h:i..s b=:.~ that in the event of a failure of 
detc::cnc:, \Ya:-··•~·in:1!ng e.nd national Survival pros· 
pects ca:i be :.:::p:ovcd by· having in · n:adincss 
balanc:d force! S"..!pe~or to those o! the e.dver~ry. 
together \vith ~;: effec!ive civH defc:;!:c sy~tcm. 

The USSR c>:-. <>< exl)<cred to continue pressing 
fc:waid with la:g•·lc>lc' divcr:e miiitary programs on 
a btoad front, a:-.y o~e of which might be regarded n.s 
ccnt>inable by:~, West, but the cumulative effects of 
which may \Ye:: ~ !ar more sig~~!ice.nt. · 

ist-Lcninist tenet drawn from Clausewitz that "war is 
e.n extension o[ politics by othc: me:ins." Acc:ot2n~ 
of the Y/e!lem deterrence theory would hav; chal­
lenged the basic Marxut-Communist view that the 
capitalist world in its "death thro-...s" is certain to lash 
out in war at the Communut camp. · 

This flirtation with Western concepts of deterrence 
was born in an era cf obviow U.S. strategic suporiority 
over the USSR. Eventually, the debate, which =ms 
lo have lasted until at least the mid-1960's, was settled 
in favor of l~e adherents of Clau·sewitz. The notion 
that strategic nuclear weapons had made general war 
mutually suicidal came .to be denounced as herc~ical!. 
the new doctrine declared that a nuclear war cccld be 
waged and won. The view which prevailed holcis that 
in a g~~.e.ral war." ':'.iclo~" \viU mcaa the trium!?h Qf 
Soviet military end :::olHid cont:oi over the ·.:tcrld 
that emerges from the devastating conflicl (Withi_n 
this framework, li::iiting civilian damage lo the USSR 
·is import~'tt not only as an end, in itself but in :elatior. 
to prelerving the pest-war politf~·al-cconomic power of 
the Soviet Union: hence, protection of the ~ey cadres 
is of particular importance.) ~neral nuclear war was 
still to be avoided if al all possible, which mea~! that 
other 

0

weaoons in the Soviet anenal-conve~tiona\ 
. l I '·' b' milit:iry

1 
po itic:a. economic., etc.-v.·crc prt:era 1e 

instruments ·to. S".JO~rt ·':Xllicy •goals, -with Sovie: 
.. stratcgic.nuC\cnr :,.,.;;pohs in~ibitL"ig \'lcsterr. c:::::~te~-

e.ctions. 

The key dccUiorr ado~!cd scmet!mc in L':e 1960'; 
seems to hlve had as or.c of its conseouenc:s !'.'.-:-! cffc:-: 

.. to build ·.up. oil the .. branch.,. ~f the :::iiil•':' 
f · · l l ' . . orce.s-stratcg1'=:," CO:".'IC~~ona , ·n;i:ra -to·~::=· po~:-.: 
\vhere the Soviet Uni~n cot:id both ~:-.=:den~::·· 
C'.)nfront any pC"'..s~b\e hcs;Hc coalition raiscci ;;~:;.iru~ :: 
(including n Si~.o-Ame:\c2n alHJnce) o.r.d F::;e-:~ ::: 
po\ver i:1 any feg:or. ~: the ·.vorld \vher!: ~~t1::!: 

· 'op?()rtc:1itics :~:ght ·ans:. 

We do know ::~at during l:hrushchev's premlenhip 
thc~e oecu~reC l dc~atc about the fund::imcntnls of 
Soviet mll:t:ir:" ::c!~inc, e:ld i:-. p:i~iculnr e.bout the 
L-·-:-:?act ~f :iuc:::.; \.v::2~~~ ~:1 Coc~:inc. }:·hrushchcv 
::ir."l:cl: ::.??:I.~!::::: ::~c~u:-~g~ a. ?~::.r,r.iatic cJ.O.!nino.· 

Since that time ~n L'ltensificd militn.")' t:!ort f,!..: 
been under wnv de:sivne<l to orovidc the Sov:~~ Unic:-. 

• 0 • ' • 

· .•.vith .r. u ck pr .CJ '.!..'~!I c.!. c~ot":"'! ! !Dr..c Lru;:>er.c;:!y c-:;: -. 

f f I "· ' c-' !n :irc!!g1C Of~!: or !:.!..!:rc&.itir:lnta cw..:.;c. ·_- -
•i-:ta't', or , .. rr,.......,.; (r.rc•i \V\.-:1,. h ... u,lr.o '" ":'"'·.:~~ ::: 
•' ' Yr.,~;·''-'';-'' .. ' ''~- '''"'t'•''/.t ,._ ~ • 

"opi1n.::~~ .. i!-::.'.;.. ':/ :::~:!: ~~::.... .... ~:'.itfl.;"'/ ::-.~.:.~!. ·· ·· 
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\ -So()ief Union Is neoer1helim p;<paring for. a Third (6) It is nn instrument by me>n.s of which, in the 
World War OJ lf H wer< unauaidable. The pace of the decisive moment in the struggle fot world ·hegemony, 
Soviet annament effort in all fields is staggering; It the retali.atory pwer ·of ',lhe .. United States can be 
cer1ainly cxceedl any requirement for mutUlll deter- preventi~e~eut:ralized, )'r.i if necc:ssary, actively 
rrnce. The continuing buildup of the Warsaw Pact broken .. 
forces bears no visible relationship to any plausible 
NA TO threat; it can better be interpreted in turns of 
ir.limidation or conquest. The rapid growth' of the 
Soviet Navy also seems to be connected more with the 
Clesire to pose a threat than merely to defend th~ 

/ Soviet homeland. Intensive research and/or testing in / -1 Llic fields of Anti-Submarine Warfare, Anti-Ballistic 
-· Missiles, Anti-Satellite weaoons, as described in Part 

Two of this report, all point in the same dircctiol\, So 
· do the massive Soviet civil defense and haraening 

programs. And so docs the high proportion .Of the 
national budget' devoted to dllect military expendi­
tures. The Intensity and scope of the cwrcnt.Soviet 
military effort in peacetime is without parallel in 
twentieth century history, its only counterpart being 
Naz(' remilitarization of the l930's. 

Short of war, the ..:tiiity of an ovcrwhefming 
::iilHar; po,ve~ :or·· Mcs::::cv .. :· r:i3.y be desc.ribed as 
follows: 

(l) It enables the USSR to forestall a United 
States (and -potentially ·a· Chinese or combined ·u.s.­
Chinese) effort t~ compel the Soviet Union to alter 
any of its policie.s under the threat of a nucleaf attack; . . 

Military power has for the ·Soviet ·Union so ·many 
·uses and it is so essential lo its global strategy that the 

intensity and ;cope of its military buildup should not 
be in the le:i.st surprising. 

. 3. Conclusion 

Th~ principal Soviet strategic objectives {n the 
breaded ierue may be defined as follows: Break up 
the "capitalist" camp by isola.ling the United States, 
its backbone, from NATO and the Third World; 
undermine further the disintegrating "capitalist" 
realm by promoting and exploiting such econoll)i>, 
political, and social crisC' as may occur in it over lime; 
solidify the "socialist" camp and Russia's control over 
it; contain China; and all the time continue building 
'.l? :l mi\H:i:)t [c:c:.c! ~\!.,...\, O'lC-~t~g.mi~tthlltit. 
C.ln In due time C.llT)' out any global missioru ~quired 
of it by Soviet policies. · 

. In the rr.orc narrow Jen.le of strategic objectives used 

(2) It ac:eords the So-ri.~t Union "super-power" 
status which It interprets to"mean that 'no significant 
dec!si,ons can be taken in any part of the .'~arid 
wHhou; its participatio~ 2.nd coruent: . . · .. · 

by NIE n!:J/8, the scope and ;,vigor of ~ovi.et 
programs, supported by identifiable doctrinal impera­
tives, leave little reasonable doubt that Soviet leader:; 
ere determined to achieve the maximum attainable 
measure of strategic superiority over the U.S., e. 
superiority which provides conservative hedges ~,&~inst 
unpredictable wartime· contingencies; which is tnre· 

:Str:!.ined.by.c:oaq>pts.of ~'.how much is enough·?" ;·and·. 
·Which is measurcO. ·not·in'·WC:stcm·nssured destruction 

. (3) It intimidates s::ialler pov.:m, esp~cially those 
·located adjacent to the- USSR, making them more 
pliant tll Soviet wishes. Judging by their pronounce'. 
ments, it appears that some highly placed Soviet : 
leaders believe that e·1er1 the U.S. acceptance of 
detente ultimately rest:!ted from a recognition of the 

terms but rather in terms of war-fighting objectives of 
achieving post-war dominance and limitir.g dam•ge 
to the maximum extent possible. \Ye beUevc that . 
Soviet leaders, suooortcd by intern.! pol:Hc:i\· factors 
that n.ssig~ ·the." highest .. rcsour~ .. ·pric:ic);_ :to '-t~c 
military', place a high priority on the attainment of a 
s:.mcriority that wot!ld deny the· U.S. c!fect:ve 
~ct.aliato:y options ag:iinst n. nuclear attac:<. ·sh_o~ .~f 
that the Soviets intchd to have a sub~t:ir.H:il cnougr. 

· Soviet. capacity to inli::iida:c. .. · 

(4) .It will in lir.:e give the Soviet Union the 
capacity to p:oject i:s power to those parts of the 
world whe:e p:o·Sovie: forc-..s have an opportunity to 
seize power but are ..:::able to do so without outside 
military help; 

(S) lt is a socrcc cf l::flutncc on countries which 
purchase or r=ive s:..:-;ilus Soviet arms, as well n.s of 
h:ird cuncncy e:irninb~: 

. strat
1

cgic nuclc"J.r:~a.rf~gh.ting_ adv'S.nl:ii~ ·to·-~· nbl'! to 
bring their local military advantagC1 in ix>th conven· 
tionnl and nuclear forces to bear without fC!lr of • 
U.S.-initiated escalation. 

The qvcstion of the extent to whic 
rem:i.in mere long term n...spirntion~ or 

1. J ....... - " t 

,--'. 
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-practical and current objectives, .as well as the conclude that In Soo!el p<rfepHons .the gap betW<en 
quc.sHon of timing, inevitably arise. It was pointed out long-tum rupiralloru and short-term obfectfo., 

1
• 

in the Introduction that Team .. B .. focused on Soviet cl@!Iig. Tjlis probably means that the Soviet Icade~ 
strategic objectives without trying to evaluate their ~lieVc-iliat their }lltimate objectives asc closer to 
chanc<0 for success, since the latter would require a - realization today than they ·have -ever ·been .before. 
net assessment which cxc=ll the scope of tbi.s effort. Within the ltn veer puiod 6f th« NaHonal EsHmc!e 
However, the team recognizes the overwhelming the Sooiels may well e:::ptct la achleot a degr~e of 
gra~ity of thls question. Even without a net aisess· mtl!lcry supdorily which would permit a drama:;. 
ment, the team believes that it i.s possible, relying on cally ·more aggmrloe puriu{I of tht!r hegunonid 
the evidence available in Soviet pronouncements and objecHoes, including direct military chall.epg<0 to 
in the.physical data, to reach some judgments as to Western vital interests, in the belief thatsu0c.lnupdoc 
how the Russian leaders assess their chances of succ-...is. military force can pres.sure.the We:.t to acquiesce or, ;.: 

The breadth and .intensity of Soviet ~ilitary 
programs, statements by Soviet lcadcrs •to internal 

· n'..!die:1C~i i'!ai!abl~ Soviet Htcratu?~. n{ld;the groWing 
con!idcnce oE Sovlet glob! bcbvlor, all lead Ill to 

not, can be used to win a military contest at any level. 
Th'- actions taken by the West to develop its "politic.:J 
~hesion and military strength ·will be «ritil?tll ·61 
dclc:mlnltig whether, how, and when the Soviets pr-~ 
to such 'conclusion. · 

rf 
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ANNEX 

SOVIET STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES AS 

PERCEIVED BY NIE'S, 1962-1975 

National estimates on Soviet strategic nucleor forces Sovie~ might be interested ln "international ·agree· 
since 1962 hav~. been based not only on observed men ts to limit or reverse the arms race,'' while "L-1 the 
Soviet programs but also on assessments of Soviet absence of an· arms limitation agreement" -but only 
strategic policy, motivations, and objectiv~s. WhUe. · in the absence of one...:." the Soviets will continue 
proper, and certainly necemry nt lea.st to mid-to-long improving their capabilitics, but nt a mcxlerate 
range projcctioru1 th~ass~~cnts have charactcrlsti· pace."• 

cally been ethnocentric, "mirror-image", and reOec· NIE 11-8-64 reite11ted: "We do not believe tnat the 
:tive more of U.S. policies and motives than of Soviet. USSR aims atmatching the United States in ncmbers 

As such they seem to have been fundamentally of intercontinental delivery vehicles.'' In fact, the 
rc~:;0r.sibl~::r;r car.si>tcnt undcntatem~~ts O~ Sovi~t. "Estimate :!c~ually "ruled cut this ootion,"•• c~ ~::! 
~ • · l .,.. b · 11 1·t· I t -s\l a.cg1c go:!. s. ... ncsc as1c:a y po 1 ica a!Scs.smcn s basis of economic constraints, concern over orovo'r.i:-.g 

bve been fa: more optimistic than subsequent the U.S. to new efforts. and lack of fi~ s::ateg!c 
dev~lo~n:c:1.ts, pmv~d. and-sin~ [here wer~ mo~e objectiv6 in the direction of parity. with the l!.S. ~ a 
pe.mmLShc ~n.c:pre.ahoru occas1onally contamed Ill .com·equence, the Estimate, ev~ though noting that a 
·f~~no.t~-~t can be argued th~t they were more third generation of Soviet ICBMs had been flig,ht 
op.imLStlc tnan warranted by ava.ilable.contempor•ry tested since December 1953 and a new SSBN ur.ce: 
evidence. Frequently, the political asscssments appear t uction had apoeared at Severodvinsk, did no: 
t :.a.. b • l"'l th ·rt· I f ' ·th ·nd cons r · . • .• , , ~ ;· Tc c .. n h~ e lfl~rc .an la lie es o tat_ co forecast any very large scale or determined 9,ln~-:.up c. 
s,a,ements of o:eferen:ec, which ,ended to permt even S · t t t ·c for= 'I . .. ,. · ov1c s ra cgt . . 
1n the face ot developments that should have 
innlidated them (e.g., the attribution to .the 
So·;iets of American :urns control and assuq:d.destruc· 
t!o:i logic a~d objectives, which first appeared in NIE 
11-3·63, e>.n "" found mula!u mu !and is, through the 

.:rhese conclwions preniled in the ne>t two a::n"S.: 
. d'd . k bl . . . .• ~ •• ~. ···"Estimates, as'·' l a remar a c convtctio:i. --..2~ ....... _ 

Soviets had no mid-tc-long range force gc:i\!: 

l>r.Os anc eve:: U? to NIE ll-'l/8-75.). 

NIE 11-8-E.:J ronjec\'Jred .that the Soviets were 
f:'..!ided by .. no •,1,·e1l-defincd s~:-atcgic concept." \Vere 
'".villing to to!e:-:i~e a condition of limited intcrcontin· 
e::tal capabiii~•s and considerable vulnerability over 
a long p-:dod of Hmc," and were not "sc-eking to 
match the v::!ted States in numbers oi dclive<y 
'lehlclcs" or ror.tem2loting for= to neutralize U.S. 
s:<atcgic for"'s.· Jn addition,- for the first time. 
a ??•rentiy A::-.e:icsn strategic arms control thinking 
!:::iltrnt«l the .::.Stimate. lt was suggeste<l thot the 

51 

,,.,/' 

"The Soviet plann~rs themselves m~y r:::~ ye~ 
ha~e set clear force goals for Llie 1S7C-:S75 

. . ..... penoc. 

"The major diffe;enet (fro;.,· th~ Kh;u,ncC.,·1 e:o) 
in the c<:>ming periO-: may be the ina'::i\!::' c: o 
collective leadershi? to chart a new cou::e.'' ·' • •. 

Even as it \vas ~~s.sary to reviY- fc:-:-: !!···~ 
·projections :upw•rd ·in.·foe: face ·of· ront!nu~~i So·,=' 

: IBID .. p. 6. Pua,nph 21.. 

"N\E I l·t-~. pp. 1·2. ?mt"Ph B. 
· ····.~;:s 11.e..6.5. ?· !. 

··~·;~..:d .. ? s. 

.. ~ .. 
$'.!,\ I H'.)~'{ . •v~IO 11 ~- 3H 1 rr Q3'.)100&!3lJ~ 
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-ronstruction programs, .the estimators "mirror·imag- U.S. numeric.al levels, 11-3;68 predicted that "the 
ing" of U.S. assured destruction and arms race-arms Soviets wUI shortly overromcthe U.S. lead in numbers 
control logic combined with insistence upon social- of ICBM launchers"• (not. SLBM), but concern over 
economic constraints on military programs to bias the nn uncertain future and continued arms competition 
Estimates. Whatever the· strengthening of Soviet would lead the Soviet Union to arms limitation 
forces, it was consistently maintained that the Soviets agreements, as would. their re:isoning .''.that. further 
would "rontinue to adhere to the concept of a increments to their strategic for= would have little 
deterrent force," and Soviet objectives were cast in the ~ffect on the relationship between the U.S. and the 
Western terms of a retaliatory assured destruction USSR".•• The Estimate openly constructed a crue for 
force: the Soviets were building a retaliatory capabi- Soviet interest in arms limitation agrctments designeci 
lity to" assure the destruction of a significant. portion to· end the "anns race," conc)u~\!)g that '"they .a:e 
of U.S. industrial resources and population."• "Arms evidently interested in strategic arms control ·ns an. 
race" logic popular within the U.S. Administration at option that could conserve economic resourc-...s.'' • • • 
that time governed the Estimates: The Soviets were at Only failing such an agreement would the Soviets 
t~ :ame Ume renctionally motivated by U.S. fo= continue to build up strategically: "In the absence of 
("the large U.S. ICBM force aloiost certainly i~flu- an arms control agreement, we believe that they will 
ences the USSR to increase its force, 'and U.S. continue the arms competition with the u:s:·" • • 
deployment of ballistic missile defenses might incline Even in that event, however, Soviet strategic goals 
them toward even higher numbers.''),"" and con· would be limited by (Mutual Assured Destruction} · 
strained by' fear of on arms race (the Soviets "would 'MAD realities. The estimators considered it "highly .,. , 
probably judge that if they appeared to be acquiring unlikely" that the Soviets would "try for ~'.!~.' . :: ... :' 
as many ICBMs as the U.S. they would simply superiority of sue<: •n order that it could be'.·'..):· " .. : · .. :': 
stimulate a furthc: a!7.ls race").•"'' The· net cutcome into sigOiHcant ~oliHcal &,ain:•" • •'" Sue'~:": .:· · :·:·: ··.: 
of that inconsistency was the judgement that the tempt, the Soviets would recognize, would be incl::<:-· '· '· · 
Soviets were seeking neither superiority nor parity. tual, would involve unacceptable eeonomic U!crui=, 
Only an Air Force footnote forecast "Sovlet di'ssatis- .. and "wcµi,ld almost certainly provoke a strong U.S • 

. faction with 'a postur<: 0£ s~atcgic inferiority vis-a-vis rcacthm.''•••••• ~' 
the U.S. and a determination to eliminate such · . O~ly th". possibility of superiority for polittcal 
inferiority.''•••• " .. :, advantage was considered by the Estimates (anC. · 

· . By 11-8-67, aitor :~,c numben of operational So•riet 
ICBM launchers :,ad ~ipled in only two years and the 
productton 0£ foe Yankee SSBN was clear, ·the 
estirnat<?rs rcvisec Soviet goals some.what and attri­
buted to the Soviets the objective of "na,rrowing the . 
lead that the, U.S. has. held" in· strategi9 oHe":ive 
forces.'•••• Th~ SoviCts might seek an advar.t:igc 
over the U.S. io strategic forces, if they believed it 
were' possible, ':ict-=-now following mutual assured 
destruction anC. m~tual dctcfi'cncc logic-this was 
clearly not believed likely. " 

N!E.s ll-8-6S sod 11-8-69 wero the H:-st Estbatcs 
strongly influe"c..C by U.S. SALT rationale and 
~pirations, to ::-:! ;-cint or becoming rationali:ztions 

. for SALT. Wit:: ;ic,~et ICB.M lao~nc!ic:-s approaching 

• NIE 11-8-66, ?· 5, ?•ngnph 2. 

•• NIE 11-8-GS, ?· 5, Paninph ~. 
••• !bt.d., p. l~. ?:.:1gr•ph 3.0. 

... 'NIE 1 l·S..~S. ~- l, footnote. 
•••••NIE l !.!..$1, r. l, Pangnph A. 

rejected}; the possibility of superiority for miii:ar; 
advantage, and particularly a capability to .li)Jlit iJ.S. 
retaliation to "tolerable levels," was dism;,,li:d o~: c'. 
hand as absoiutely "not feasible." 

Now
1
:.ho\vcvc:,·:b)'; 11·8;.69 1 •• ••• •• .in.utua\ :C~~~=~ 

rence parity b~came 'the re:l.lity, 'the 'ultimate Sov\e: 
goal, and not codcsirablc state-to be legitimize'° '"· ~ 
preserved through SALT. Soviet willingness to ec.:" 

.· ;.NJE ll-8-68, p. l, ?tragci.yh A.. 

•• Jl:rld., pp. 1-5, P1nrr1Ph ·~. 
••• lb!.d., p. 1. ~t~•r.~ph 3. 
•••• 117.d., ?· !, ?1.ugr1.ph A. 

• •••• Ibid .. p. 5 ... ?an.grtph 6. 
•••••• ibid., p. 5, ?i:•tfl?h 6. . 

·~···•••One o!hcr (c.1turc 0!
0 

ll·B-69, which wu motiv1::-i '::·· 
anticipation o! SALT 1.nd SALT limilalion1, wu Iha: it w'-J ::~.: ;::-. '. 

NlE on Jlr•lcr,k fotC"CS lo 01op MR/IR8Ms and B-tdtco•;'.::-.:t'. 
(1nm Sltatcr,k An1cl forC't1, limiting F'o1c-c !or lntcrco:-.:::.:.:-.·~ . 

'"AHac\:. In ICBM, SL'SM, and he1;vy bomb.en, 1:~c·m·1n><.:~-:. :·:­

tuli~f ttUmilci ~n !hii kiln which dcfincJ ii1c 1cbj~ :·:·~ ...; 
tht'r1c nf "/CO n~ :"1nf,t or f:'Cf:. 
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Sf.LTwJi tJken as evidence of SALT intereit:s similar 
to thcS< of the U.S. That the Soviets might view SALT 
diffc::c:ltly was not even giVen serious con:sidcrn.tion: 

bureaucratic happenstance: .. We think it unlikdv 
that observed Soviet progrJms er: · h.e product of ~ 
carefully thought out strategy.<>r ratio.nale."• That the 
Soviet leaders might be ·ddtermined to achieve 
strateiic' supeijority civcr the ·u:s. oi might ·even 
. consider it :i fea.sjble objective, was explicitly pooh- . 
poohed, Constraints, ·including econoffiic constraints"_.. 
and fear of an a.mu race._.were.~zain emphasized, . . 

.. Molcow' s willingness to discuss stratei;ic anns 
control probably reflects the view that it has 
Jttained or is in the process of. attaining an 
acce'ptablc strategic relationship with the U.S. 
Moreover, Moscow may believe that even if an 
agreement could not be reoched, negotiations 
would have the effect of damping down the arms 
race, perhaps for a cons.iderable time."' 

"]£ forces on both sides could be maintained al ·: 
something .like present levels, such a .policy might 

NIE 11-8-72 was the lint SALT-A.greem~nt-NIE:-:° 
The a~reements; it announced, "have profou:id .. 

·implications ••• they· create a ne:.... milieu." .After' -. 
. re~ating. verbanrn the"stati:'ment:s of.th~-preeodirig ... 
· NIE, noted above, :.ii.ad .. emphasizi.~g ;,again ;the.' 

be attractive to the Soviets.'"' . . .-.·. 
. . putative constraints on the· USSR, the SALT agree-' : 

· ments were cited ;., ronstraints as: well as faithful · 
·reflections 'of ;>oviet limited strategic objectives:' ... "BUT: "In the absence of en arms ·.,;~trol · 

agreement; M\)scow wjll almost certa!..J)IY con-
. ,tinue to .strengthen. its strategic for~es." ~' '·. : . . 

·· .' "I·n. th~ '~ritcxt·of ai~," rontrol, oth~r.~r~~~:\ .· 

for moderation will be at work. · · "· · ." ... ":·'": 
. This se~ti.~ent. was· reinforced ;,; 11-8-70, and . 
11-8-71, both of which argued that the Soviets wanted 
merely to have "a sc= of equal security wit!] the 
u:s.," which would be ~atisfied with .. rough parity," 
the objective of their recent strategic focce buildup, 
new ot hand. Eviden!:!: ("much oEit from the SALT .. ) 
inciicotes that "the Sov'.et leJdcrs think they have now 

The SAL agreeme.nts have 'been haU-~d ih' th~_.:.;--
USSR as a succe<sful manifestation of the current-_~- .. 
S?viet policy of detente; consequently thcrt W,!! .. ::: 

·be lncent!iies to aoo!d actions which, thcugh noi ·: 
· cctuallv oiola!ing the agrce:r--nt.; migh! }•opai~".. :. 
. '· ' " (E ' ' dd .J )" • .. ... ,· c::e !r.e.m. mpn:?.Sts a ~.... . . 

acnieved that position, or are about to achieve it_,'' · · . 
"Any st,en which might constitute a th:e.:it .. to· .the. and are consequently "seriowly interested" in a SALT ... ld 

.agreements," the NIE confid.imtly .asserted, ,wou . · 
agreeme11t to pr.eserve it. . " . distu;b the personal stake that Soviet .]eadess "moit" 

· "lt has been evident f~r some timc(;ic) th~t an · notably Brtzhn~v'" have in the agreements.-:·:'.~:::.::·.-:--·: .. 
· !moortant' Soviet objective has been the echieve- · · · ·... ... . · · · " 

1
. · · · ·.ti·. · .-. 

· - t ·• · 't' " f 'k l dg d strategic · 'Sy NIE 11-8-73, m contrast to ear 1er sugges ens . ._ men ot a post ton• o ac now c c h , · . · . f" . , l:i°c\.,.:n · 
parity with. the U:'s: Soviet acceptance of .. t ~t Sovie'. str~teg1c 0 cen11ve ~orce prog:~:y~ ...... -.·::~: 

· . st:Jtegic nrms limitaticn talks (SALT} was in- . .-,.:,'.'°ner~n.t d1rechon, other thon_ ~rhaps to.~'-''?;'\.'~,u.•:;. 
· .... · · f th' · ·'·"" po·'ty in retaliatory· capob1hty ·~lhe •or=ctn.:."--'1Cl ... : ....... : tended 'in'part to ~C\!re U.S. recognition 0 - IS·.:"" .... : ... ;7f' re . .. -::: ... '"d .. , .. i.,d.:-_; "• 0 .,,.._-, .. ~-; ... 

\J·. ':.:. ~·::.:. ·, ';" "J:trHy:····:.~·-.:~~ ·:.-~ .. '· ·. . : .. :-z..~::;:~.::·:: ~:::.:~:·.~:·~iritcnsity,;·o ... e IOrt-;-::·~.!1Pre~ .::r: ~ ·;'..-:·~~c;.,~?.~~-:.~::-:-~ 
"·· · · '. · ·:-.-.';'·:i ·:··· ·· · :· · · . . : . : ........ .·'"· ·:"· se~ment that "the pre.sent SoVlct effort i:--:.·olvcs m~r~. 

:, \ •. ','.' The E.stim:ites w~rc-so c:infident in t~e .. assignat.io'n .of_.·.-.''. than con be. reodilx ~<pl~ined ~-in~;~ly .. t:-/:~g :?.~j,;? 
. '.·.. :.- ,.:·:.this goal .th~t they .stated that the reasons for; tn~. :~::{ Uo \Yith .'the ·compet!ti,9.n.t;~.:;~ In. t~~ .?:1. ... ~!;."~~f.'.:-~.· 

. ~.:··. ·:-. ··:·:-:·:·· .-, SOvict" . buildup\ ·are · .. :·neither · com pl ex. no.r.: .. ob: . .:-...:. ,~ork .,.. rri~r~·~~er :. if \vai'~Pornt'~d .:OUt.:· t::::.t ,· Ll-ie.~.i:~.·.;-, 
· :;.,: · :: .... , ic~:c;":~·; ~·· • paritY :~th the U.S. Not to. make. '~ar, or.:·.'· fimih~ of p·r.~g;~r;u~;~~~r~--.~~i\~_.:.!..fV@:IO:::·go·~:o~C~t:-:~ 

, . ; -' .. : : :.:.:.:to·: _sccurc:;~bjc~ivC:s :. through pressur~ '..backed_. \iy.;,_:;;~ l~tcrim ··Agrecme~t · .,;;;_;···sign~d 'in' :}/ay: 1972,'.·'._',~-'.'. 
: .. <:··;· .thCater 1e~cis"~f.ii.Uclc:i:- f~rce1 but to be equal and to·:·: The 'Sovicts'WCic ~l.e;rlY'tiOt eXercisin·g t::e· c:ire .!-:::.: ~c 

·.-:!,·~ . ·.: cc:cr.' Even-so;:ll'.8-71 sugge$ted that that objective_.'. cl<turb.'tiie egrecmen:s formerly.prcciic:,~.·Ncn,:~.,. 
moy have ~me :i.bou! '°'.illy-nilly .thro~gh pluraliiHc . '. !w, the contin~tion. of mutual dcte:-:,~·:;-;, c,;,c.:e 

· : : ": .. and ··SA·LT .. :thinking·"m.:.·t!ie ··Est~::::i.:e .. ?~07'.!:~~ 
: NIE l!.S-69, ?· 7, ?rngnph S. 
••Ibid., p. S, Paragraph 11. 
•••Ibid.; p. 7, Puagraph 7, 

•••.•NIE ll·IViO, pp. 1$.16, Pang,.ph II. 
•••••IL-id., p. S, P"'!"Ph M. 

.. . •NIE 11-8-71, p. 7, Paragnph. P:. . . ; .' ... ·.· '.:._;, 
. ' • .. 

•NIE 11-3-72, p. 8, P;n1nph U. ' 
••NIE ll·S-73, p. 3. 
"" / lr.d., p. l. 
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·-
ambinlene<: On the one hand, hope: The c:Ontinued 
Soviet buildup "is not yet irreversible, and the Soviets 
may prove willing to accopt some curbs on it within 
the broader context 0£ their detente policy."' On the 
other hand, cone<m: "they have shown little disposi­
tion to exercise volunt::iry rcst.raint."• • 

As to Soviet strategic goals, de.spite explicit recogni-· 
tion of. pursuit of greater throw weight, numbers of 
RVs, and counter-force capabilitie.s, assured de.struc­

:·;. tion logic continued to prevail. Not only was it judge_d 
"(Red/Blue. imp.licit net asse.ssment) that "under. no· 
.'Jore;ttablt circumstancn in lht n•:r1 10 "y•ars"' :.· 
(emphasis added) could the Soviets develop the ability 
to reduce damage to themselve.s to a~ptable levels, 
but Soviet programs were also explained largel.l'. in the 
framework of retaliatory assured destructiqn (e.g .. · 
incic.Sed concern for retaliatory force ·survivability) 
and equal securiiy objective.s. Soviet incentives to 
press on broadly with improved weapons systems 
derived from "competing drives" of internal politics, · 
from• .. concern "~th· being ac~pted as at least the 
stra!egic equal of the U.S.,""" and from "genuine 

· concor:i that the USSR could fall behind strate­
gically."•~ ... Even if the Soviet leaders felt that they 
could ohtain a lead in static measures of strategic 

· power this would conve)' an image 0£ marginal 
superiority only to "those who ascribe high. signifi­
can~ to these measures.''•••"• (Not very important, 
by implic~tion.) 

Amssment.) NIE 11·8·72 first noted th< oppearance 
of follow-on lCBMs to the SS-9,and SS-11, and the 
appearance of-the Delta SSBN c;,riying ·the SS-N-3, 
but plac-J_jhe development of MIRVs at least 2.3 

' I years away. I · ... 
What is noteworthy is "tbe continued absence of 

recognition of Soviet strategic counterforce emphasis· 
and aspirations. It is curious that, de.spite 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 through '1972; 

. :· .. .. •• ···. 
and no relation is made between that capability and ·. . . . •·:, 
the diredion of qualitative improvements to draw · 
counterforce ""implications. WhUe the estiinated RV . ,,;· .:C: 
weights are noted: .and !he possibie throw weight ·of ''· ... /::,,;~8 

' the new large missUe is suggested in supporting · · . ;_: !-::0\"J 
analysis, no emphasis whatsoever ~ given to throw · .:::·:,"(')-:: 
weight or to counterforce ~ims. ".":_··. 

NIE 11-3-73 Uanuary 1974) noted the .thro~ : ··:.· ··'· 
weights estimated for the new ICBMs and obser1e.s ... :\_:: :· 
that each has substantially more throw weight tbn 
the missile it wUl replace but no particular emphasis is 
gi_ven to this. Although a probable. Soviet de.sire to·. 
improve har.d,itarget counterforcc.capabUitie.s is noted, .·.' 

. barely, in pa!.Sing, in no .sense .. !S:-.that.r~glstered as , ·: ;.'. :7 ~ 
among major objectives. Soviet programs continue to.':·.\:·.'·.::: 
be·prcsentcd in w·cstcrn .. mirior·image" .terms. sll:ch .. ·. •;:,_::~:-:; 

l d ff as "increased concern for the sl!ivivability" of . i ~- :·: .;_.;_: 
That .the Soviets might have entire Y i e:ent :etaliat~ry forces .. The' major reasons given for the ·' .-:.'.;-.:·c 

s!:ategic •oals and conc""ts was not seriously consid- l · ?, • · · · 
• .,., Soviets pressing" ahead simultaneous y across a ,roan.·: .. -.·;.·, ... :.·,_::. . e:od de.spite doctrinal and program evidence strongly 

· · · · ·.front of strategic lorce .. P!.nrams are: >· .. '' ·. :·.·c. ;_ :/,{~';;;;:;;· ., .;. ·. su;:;xirting such a proposition. . · :· · ••· . · · . . .. ,... .. . . . . • .. ·- ,. "·'. ..,. ·.· ..... ,.,,, . ., •. , 
:: ; :· ··: ·. B.y :this ·~oin;· -~f tim; ;ho bre~dth 0£ tn ... '.Sovi~t .. : ·:.>·to. -~~,;;;;;~ate . .'.::O~>:°.tin(d:~v~ .. ~ithiri· i:,~·. -:~;;r:.j~: 
: "CBM • SLBM rr , 1.1 · d-"a .. party leadership and m1htary and aefense pro .. ·,·.,·.,··::· . .-

. l ana cuor\ was \VC recognize . . . . . d · . · · .. :;:.·:!.;...-;: 
.... · · d · · · · d f h · · l f duct1on mtn1Stnes :in to ove:co::io reservations .. ... .-.-.-:·· .. .-.. · 
... . v:gorous an costly bu1I t:p o t e vanous e cments. o · . :;. b . . . . ..; \"• . '.: ··'· ··,;;, '::·.,,;·:.-.• ;.-:. ::;. .. ::·,-.::·"';j',',:-i.', 

• •• .. ~I • r f . . . l 1."••····· . a out arms COnl10 . .. ...... : . . · ·. ·.· .. , ... _.~1:· ..... ;. ::. ·. · · t~cir. orces or 1ntcrcont1ncnta ·attacr. . .. . -as·. · '·· ... · ...... · .:.:,· ... ,.._ . .':"·._.,!-.·.~~;;·.~ 

. ·. "·. ·~·::·:was :·the rapid qualitative improvement of these .. .'.'genuine ·eo~cern '.that rthc ''.USSR• c00\d ;fall,°._.:,:_;;.:;;: 
. · · ···:'·:··. forc~s-with the exception of continued underestima- · :·>behind strategically "or" loie ;~::i·e of its :"own;.-: ... ~:;;::::·' 
: · .. · · .... : ... ::on of the prof:re.ss made in improvinr; the accuracies : bargaining leverage i[ it failed fully to.hold up i~~ .. ·::::;,=:-) 

·- '.:: ·.·c: thes~ missiles. (For ihe SS-18 and SS-19 s.o "B" :side of the strategic competition""···. ····:''.' _: ·::<.'. 
Team ropn:t Soviet ·ICBM Accuracx: An Alternative · · · . · . . . .-·: · ·· · · 

Th3.i the 
0

Sovic~s· migh.t.. hlvc: s·t~~.te,gic.,9'?jecH·~e:.._·· .. :hid.,?·~ . 
: 'Ibid., ?· ~. 
... II.rd .• p. s. . 
•••• tl1itl,, p, 20. P:ir:i.~nph Sit . 
•••••Jl1irf., P?· 20-21. P11:.:1.t:J?h 71. 
.. • .. "II.rd .• p. S. 
•••••••Nit: 1 ;.Y,..72. p. ~. ?:.:1:1i.r·J~h f\. 

. more sinister than·· comprchcnsi,,.c· equ:ili.~)' Wi~h t~~. 
U.S." nnd Pcrhnps "some degree of strategic ed\·a~· · 
tage if U.S. behavior permits" is r.ot in the ilight~~ 

• Jlrld., ?· 20, Pu•&nph 70, 
•• Jbi4 .. pp. 20.'ll. fo.t•t••ph 71. 
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degree considered.' In fact .it is suggested· that "the 
need to maintain the present level of economic 
commitment lo strategic . forces may appear less 
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 II 
negotiations.''•• 

For·the fir:;t time, the NIE ll-3/8·75 (Volume !) 
raises more ominous pos.sible diitttioru for the Soviet 
strategic attack force program (not, however, for the 

·;: strategic defensive program): Soviet forces .have 
; moved and the "well beyond the minimum require­

ments of .deterrence" .. • capability of the Soviet 
ICBM force to destroy U.S. Minuteman "is growing. 
It will probably pose a major threat in the early 
1980s.'' •• • • Despite that, the ~et amsslmnl, both 
politically' ·and. militarily, remains a comfortable 
one-far more comfortable than the hard evidence 
contained in the NIE warrants. Part of the rco.son for 

. thi~ lies in implicit assessments of Blue capabilities, 
part in treating the matter in an assured·destruction­
only framework (and discct:nting civil defense in that 
framework), and part in <:<>ntinuing to see basic Soviet 
motivatfons, objectives, and iogic in American terms. 
(For specific examples, see the supporting "B" Team 
topical. papers. 

:rhe Soviets would try to achieve ~t.rategic ·domi­
nance, including a firit strike capabtlity, "if they 
thought they could achieve it," but "we do nat 
believe" ·they beiieve ,it. While some measure of 

·:'· 
• ,Ibid. ..· 
••Ibid., p. 21. Pm~roph' 74. 

'" iliitli:.:iis.1s, Volume!,~· 11, hr.gnph2. " . 
•••• Ibid., p. 2. ' · · ,,. 

strategic superiority, .. ,vhich h:i.s !ome visible and 
the.-fore politically weful aifoa::!ages" (emphasis 
added-first acknowledgement of such advantage 
from a strategic force balance), and which might even 
give the Soviets "better capabJ.lities. than the U.S. to 
fight a nuclear war,'' Soviet objectives-and pros­
pects-arc in fact comparatively modest, and heavily 
influenced by SALT.• The NIE makes the judgement 
that th';'c objectives wtll remain .. If a SALT 1WO 
agrummt is nol ach11'1led," .. (At this point the NIE 
becomes as much a superficial apologia for SALT II 'as 
an intelligence estimate on Soviet forces .. The forces 
the Soviets would regard as adequate under a SALT II 
agreement arc treated as much different from, and arc 
rontrasted With, those they would pursue in abscn~ 
of an agreement.) · 

Finally, in any case, the Soviets rould not expect 
that during the next ten ycari they could launch an 
attack on the U.S. and prevent (escape?)" devastating~ 
retaliation" because: 

- a ronsiderablc number of Minuteman would 
survive 

- all but a few US SSBNs would survive 

- confidence in ability to de:end against bc::!bcrs 
would''& low , . 

- d;fens<;s, in.eluding ABM ('':'iruignificant") and 
• civil defense would not be effective. 

That there ar."other applicati:ns and con~q~enccs 
of their strategic forces is sub::icrgcd in thir< i!nal 
iusurcd destruction rationale. '1 

' Ibid., p. S. . . 
.. IbrJ: ... ??"S.6. 
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