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with offensive ballistic missile capabilities, and it is
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 svitable” for ABM defense is explicitly rejected as

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

Chief of Staff for Intelligence. It is also not a
canclusion 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 inhcrgr{tly have ABM capability. The
judgmental question is how signifi

this capability feisss 3
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" capability, when related to other defensive ‘means, -

may thersfore be considerable. This is especially
nossible when Soviet advancss in what is referred to as

tactical ABM" and in mobile radar components are”

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

A3BM R&D Prospects -,

The NIE ambivalently concludes in one place that
the Soviels continue their ABM R&D “at & pagce not
zignificantly reduced from- that which existed pdor. to
the ABM Treaty” and in znothér at a " relatively slow
cace”. However one sorts out these conclusions,
neither gives adeguate weight to the vigorous snd
multi-facsted Soviet R&D program covering both
conventional and possible future ABM mesns. In the
conventional ABM area, the SAL Treaty can be taken
zs evidancs of Soviet appreciation. of the potential of
{U.5.) ABM rather than es loss of interest in ABM. In
fact, the continuing effort at SSMTC, the Emba
“lactical” system, the emergence of new end im-
proved ndan and interceptor missiles, all strongly
indicate continting interest and progress. The magni-
tude of the sffort is in stark contrast to that of the U.S,

In the more exotic arees of technology applicable to
ABM it is more difficu!t to evaluate progres, In no
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small part because US. undestanding of the state of

the art' and near term prospects of directed energy-is
far from complete and possibly nét as advanced as
that of the Soviets, who, it is clear, have besn.
conducting far more embitious research in these areas, -
- Understanding that there are differing evaluations of
the potentialities of laser and CPB for ABM, it &s.5111]
clear that the Sovleis have mounted ABM efforts in
both arecs of ¢ magnitude that 1t & difficult 1o
overestimate. At least, it seems o reasonable conclu-
sion based upon the expense and vigor of Soviet R&D
in these areas that the Sovlets attach greater probabil-
ity to eventual success over @ shorter perlod of time

than does the U.S.

The scale and scope of Soviet ABM R&D aretoo
considerable to conclude loss of interest or to write
them off as mere components of a2 more dynamic and

high risk R&D philosophy (although they are that
8150).‘ .

'Sfl:cfegic Defense

One of the problems with the NIE aprroazh 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.
What is then omitted is an assessment of present and
potential Strategic Defense capabilities combining all
¢fforts. While it may be possible (though often
erroneously, in our view) to disparage the effectiveness
of each component of Strategic Delense tzken

. . .j
separately, the combined and cumulative efforts ‘may

*.possess considerable.strategic significance,

10. Sowiet Non-Centrel Nuclear Systems

Estimeting History

Covcerage of.the Esttmates. Throughout.the 1560’s,
discussion of most Soviet non-central systems wes
included in the NIE's on Strategic Attack Fore=.® in

. * Soviet Naval Avistion Foree have neves been discumed, Sapils -
the fact thal thee include vpwardt of 500 Badger ané 3linder
medium bombent: these are prncipilly directed egainn U.S Naval
forces, tithough tame clements cotld be thlfied to etiacke on Lind
targets, should the need ardse, The alimste on peripherd lorem In
{actnotes thal Nuval Avistlon forcs may be lotended for wuse in t2e
hrgescale non-nudear sttncken NATO's nuclear[oroes tEal L pant

of Soviel planning.for.the eanrly Hages of 1 conventiantd wur in
Europc. L]



the 1969 estimate, medium bomb
forces were relegated to"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 $5-N-3 launchers to a [ootnote, These systems
had been included in, earlier estimates, which had
noted that one variant of the S5-N-3 had been tested
against Jand 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 forée and the
appearance of 2 new SLBM (the 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 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 ¢
very large number of Soviet delivery vehicles, albeit
older and less capable ones, Such reasoning as was
given to support- the initial distinction between
“peripheral” and “intercontinental” atiack, in the
1659 NIE, represented unabashed miror-imaging:
" This method of treating Soviet forces is basically the

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

The change of cévcrage.t};at bezan wilb the 1970-

estimats may have been intended to {it 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
fssue, unresolved to this day, namely the question

which systems are to be considesed “'strategic” in the”

SALT sense.

By failing to present the Soviet view of their own .

peripheral attack svstems in the context of discussions
of strategic forces, the NIE's during the SALT period
may have influencsd U.S. perceptions of the FBS uue
in & misleading fashion. The strong impression
reportedly- made on Amercen negotistors swhen
confronted by Brezhnev wilh meps showing the
potential of periphersl U.S. systems for attacking the

Soviet Union, might have been dilferent had the

NIE's regularly contained mags showing the nimbers
and capabilities of Soutet peripheral systems, -

Projections of numbers. The NIEs downgrading of
Soviet peripheral attack systems had been fore.
shadowed in ealier years by projections, of a sharp
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-1976
numbers are 650 in LRA, in‘addition to more thasi 500

Badgers and Blinders in SNAF, 374 of which are
configured as bombers or ASM caniers.)

The ‘projections’in the Estimates of the mid-1960's
of.relatively flat MR/TRBM 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 period, included a long-
term reduction on the low side which did not
materialize (current fores is 2lmost €00).

New Systems, The Estimates of the 1860's tended to

_overestimate the rate of intreduction of new medium

range missiles, The 1966 NIE anticipated a new
IRBM, possibly mobile, as early as 1968 (but did not
predict the capabilities of the $5-X-20—e MIRVed,
large-throw-weight IRBM~—which appeared in 1974).

+The $5-14 MRBM was never deployed in the

“substantial numbers” predicted in the 1963 N1E (p.
30), Frequent dissents by AF Intelligence projecting .
the appearance of a [oilow-on medium bomber or 2

‘new ASM for the Badger as eardy as 19]0 were
,fundamcnta“y more B,c'_“urg[c..than lhc NIE‘?:DiCC' .

tions that no new mecium. bomber-would epgear:

Doctrine and Mlssions of Medium Sysiem:. The
estimates of the late 1860's display some embamass-
ment over the difficulty of explaining the objectives of
such .a massive. peripheral attack.force,» which:bad
carlier besn expected to decline as the inteccontinental
forces grew., The previous theory that e "hestage
Europe’” was a poot man's substitute for the Assurec
Destruction capability the Soviet Union had eedlier
lacked, lost plausibility es the 1ICBM and SLBM

. e . L
forces £xpended. Growing ‘concerns about China

began to be mentioned, even though most of the
forces in question are deployed against Euvrope and

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

the Far East. A third explanation offered wes to refes
to earlier Khrushehev sintements shout the need 19

have & multiplicity of systems to ensure ruarive By
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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 conneclions 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 possidle role for medium-range
bombers as a reserve force in a protracted nuclear
conflict.

Evidence/Anolysis

Artificlality of Peripheral/Intercontinental Separa-
tion, Despite the evident importance of systems
clearly designed to aitack the United States, the
emphasis on these systems, and their abstraction from
others, contributes to a misunderstanding of the Soviet
view of strategic forces. [ places the analysis in a
strait-facket that does not fit the Russians’ own
organization of strategic forces, distributed among
SAF, LRA, and the Newy, not between intercontinen-
tal and peripheral,

The otientation of a significant portion of the Soviet
ICBM force so that it can attack targets in Eucope
and China as well as :xe United States reflects their
basic view that the continuum of available forces
should be used in a fiexidle and coordinated fashion
1o achieve unilied strategic objeclives,**

* The omission is most siaking in the discussion of Backfire,
which say very lillle uliout Lhe necc [or so substantial an increase in
the pavlnad or range of Suviet perinheral bombers, and fail entirely
to discuss the rple of shorercrange aireraft (like FENCER) in
pedoeming the perphetal mission. In fact, there is only ane
seatence on the Bucklice in 'ae text of NIE 11-14-75 on Wanaw
Pact Frrces Opposite NATC See shio aliove, pp. 290.

** Fuether evidenve of ar erganivatiunal nature poting to 2
Soviet emphinn an the wnc . of suclewr siike forees comes fram
wigh ey as the commany =+ of IRANM and 1CBAL develonmient
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The impression derived from Soviet organization is
reinforced by doctrinal writings which emphasize,
indeed in tiresome detail, the importance of integra-

tion of all military arms

The evidence is clear that the strategic balance, in
the Soviet view, includes much more then 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 hall of the equation has been
pressed by the Soviets at SALT. At the same time,
however, the Russians have atlempted to reject the
relevance of theit- 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 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 tange forces projected by the NIE's in the
tate 1960's failed to materialize, there was ia 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 substantiaily increase Soviet
capahilities by:

— Increasing nuclear ground attack capabilities,
through the introduetion of rew tactical aireruft.
narticuiarly FENCER but o FITTER, FLOC-
CER and ie madal TISLHRATNC Tha €1t 1G
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carry four ASM's (4,000 tb..) to a radius of 1,000
nm., aad has substantially improved capabilities
for penetrating NATO, air defenses. The large
current production 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 also 2dd to their flexibility,
“including their capability for destroying western

nuclear forces during a non-nuclear phase .of
combat, v

— Substantially extending the range of peripheral
attack systems with Backfire and the. 85-20 to

cover larger surrounding land and ocean areas
beyond the Eurasian land-mass.

—r

— Intreducing  qualitative jmprovements... which
have the effect of increasing quantitative capa-

et

et | Backfire has a substantially
larger payload than the Badgers and Blinders,
and will be significantly less vulnerable to air
defenses,

Conclusions

Nuclear operations on the periphery of the Soviet
Union have 2 crucizl importance in Soviet military-
political doctrine, Singling out forces capable of
damaging the U.S., for stparate and primary atten-
tion, gives a mislez<ing impression of-Soviet strategic
objectives, Soviet “+witings stress, for example, that in
the. final analysis, the =rea and direction of the main
attack and operatizns .
operation abjectives pertaining to crushing the en-
emy's armed forcas 2nd removing {ndividual countries

or coalitions from the war'Y

Soviet non-cenisz! forces fit tnio an overall strategle =

>

Jramework in which the value of forces, even for
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deterrence, is measured by thei¢ potentiai contribution
to fighting and winning & war against a Wester
coalition. Capabilities-to attack U.S. allies and U.g,
forces overseas s1e- as ‘imporant as capabilities o
attack the United States itself. In this framework,
greater numbers are always better, -not.merely to
enhance survivability but for 8ffensive use, to hedge |
against inevitable uncertzinties of warfare and 1o

- provide reserves for an extended conflict,

Current Soviet developments in peripheral attack
capabilities-indicate an intention ‘to “wéaken the
second leg of the NATO 'triad of ‘Gonventional, theater
nuclear and strategic nuclezr forces. With clear’
superiority in conventional forces and parity or better
in intercontinental forces, the Soviets may now be

- seeking to climinate 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 2chizvement of demontiable rsgional nuelea:
preponderance. If this iz 0, we may now be
witnessing an evolution of theater nuclear forces that
has close parellels to the evoluiion of interconiinente!
forces in e late 1960°s.

An additional concemn erises 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 Backfire) or the
capability to be essily end quicdy convirted to
intercontinental use (ss in the case of the §5-20). This
gives.them the flexibility to pose-the threat that-the
strategic sitvation demands at any

iven tima: The
beginning of 55-X-20 &uelmmm@ @ spin-
off from the $5-16 progrem fust a¥SALTwwker getiing

serous, suggests ¢ posstble deliberate Sovle: conci-
don that whie  SALT micy IimiT Tghtly the rate ¢f
growth 6f iheir intercontinental copability, ihe effect
of the Limiations san be ricuasd by development ¢f
non-lmited systems,

SIATHIZY YNOILVH 3HL 1Y 030N00ug3Yy

r————



+
I
| | Y
. . s
| .
" |
‘ ) . .
] : -
| . PART THREE |
‘. . v
N ~ " '
. ) ‘ :—- . ‘ |
LI o
S e Aenel RS T . :-‘ -.'-..v....v..;. ,__; --‘..: R T TV S .
. e S OVIET S TRATEG OB R TIVES e
: ES,
. . ‘ ¢ ' .
» | |
| .
| | | _ I - o
. ’ o ';: ‘
. ’ : | |
L1 |
‘1r " ‘
i SR TR o ‘ — '
. . . N - ) ’ .
. l . | | | | |
. i K - ’ |
‘ . N ) - * ' » N
A . e —— . s ‘ .~ ) ' ‘ ' ' .
. ‘ |
T? fof '

- | SIAMMOYY_TIn01 w0 3my gy C22008a3y
ey vy e vt a— | ‘ | ) !

T R e ""‘—v-'-'-'--n------—ﬁ-""‘—" '
———y

T e e a s



;.

; SOVIET STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES

PART THREE

1

To be properly understood, the strategic objectives
of the Soviet Union requirz, in addition to a realistic
analysis of strategic nuclear {orce capabilities, 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 regions of the globe; the evidence thus
obtained needs to be juxtaposed and synthesized.
Such menitoring and synthesizing is not effectively
realized at the present time in the-1.5. Covernment,
2nd there exists no document’ that provides an
overview of Soviet “grand strategy’. Given the
absence of 2 study of this kind within the U.S,
Govemnment, the best that can be done here is to
providé an outline of some of the outstanding features

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

1. Political Obfe‘c.if-ves

The uitimate Soviet objective is (as it has been since
October 1917) the worldwide triumph of “:socialism™,
by which is meant the establishment Bf a system
which can be best characlerized as a regime of state
czpitalism administered exclusively by a self-perpet-
vsting elite on the model of the Soviet Communist
Party. Sovist feaders still strive for such a new global
svstem, wholly integrated with the Soviet Union end
cirecled from Moscow, Judging by pronouncements
¢f jeading Soviet theordsts, this ideal continues to
remain 2 leng-range objective. However, the reaiities
of an expanding Communist realm have inducsd the
Soviet leaders to accepl (at any rate, for the time
being) = more limited and flexible formulation in
which the USSR temains the authority of last resort
end the principal protecior but no longer the model
which oll Communist countries must undeviatingly
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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 & measure of political
freedom.

It is adherence to the histotic ideal of & worldwide
Communist state and the steady growth of militzry
confidence that lends Soviet policies that offensive
character which is stressed in Part Onc of the present
Report. Not the fear that “capitalism™ will engage in
an unprovoxed essault cgainet “ewocizlism” but the
desire steadily to reduce the "capitalist” re2lm end
still to be able to deal with any possible backlach

when it is in its death throes motivates Soviet political
bchavi?,r;

The emergence of a worldwide “socielist” order is
seen by the Soviet leadership as 2 coptinuous process,
inexorable in nature but not without its pitfalls end
temporary reverses. The ultimate triumph of the ceuse
is seen’as the result of economic, political and mikitary
processes which will bring sbout a series’o? convul-
sions in the structures of the Western wotld.and ¢nd in

wmithieir déstuction,” Once these conditions cocur, West-

em Communist parties, leading the disaffectsd cle
ments and backed by Soviet power, are expected to o
able to esume contral,

As noted,this “historie™ process »isprrosived.: ¢
oceurring concurrently Tthough' ot niecesasily in
synchronized manner) at all levels, Given this vie
Communist "grand strategy” requires that e veriely
weapons be tilized to stimulate the proess

. Western decline .and Yo seize such oprortunitiz

may present-themeelves while s in progress. T

for example, the establishment of clowe Soviel ¢
nomic ties with Third World countries or Soviet ei

of Indlreel [nvolvemeat'ln these countrie ea hai
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weaken the links connecting “capitalist™ econc nies
with their essential sources of raw malerials and cheap
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 orde:ly democratic processes; or else, where they
are too weak to undertake such ambitious attempts,
they can seck to have their members or sympathizers
occupy key positions in the trade unions, government
- "ot academic centers so as to be in a position to-

paralyze industrial economies and democratic insti-
tutes at the appropriate time. Violently discontented
ethnic 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, siraleglc weapons—defined as
weapons capable of destroying zn enemy's capacity to
tesist—embrece in the Soviet undersianding a greater
renge df instrumentalities of persuasion and coercion
than is commonly decli’ with in Westém strategic

anelyses. The Soviet abjective is an intermationat °

systemn totally responsive Lo a Soviet manaate. In such
& system an antagonist's military capabilities must be
efectively neutralized so that they cannot be used to
Tesist 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 Soviet Union ultimately
wishes lo destroy not merely {ts opponents’ fighting
capacily but their very topecity to funciion a
organized political, sociel, and economic entitfes, lis

. ttrelegic anenel Incluces a great cholce of politteel,

ioctal, and economic wecpons beside the obolous
militery ones. For this reason, Sovfet stratzgic objec-
tives cannol be cccurelely cscertained end appreci-
ated by an ezamincton of the USSR's stralegic
nucleer or general purpose forces alone. indeed, cven
an undersianding of these military forces requires an
eppreciation of the levercge they can provide to atialn
" economic and politice! ovfectives. "Power” in the
Soviel strategle undesicnding U perceived not merely
as serving rpecific ooieciives (for ezample, "deter-
rence’), bul es negoling the enemy’s obility to
surolve. The gresp of this fect (s fundamental for the
¢ndentanding of Sowiet :tretegy and Soolet itrateglc
oojectives, :

In the dualism "socialist-capitalist’ which under-
pins Soviet thinking ns the dualism “gocd.evil”

1
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did that of Manicheanism, the United States oCtupies
e special place. It is seen by Russia as the " dtadel” of
the enemy camp, the main redoubt without the final
reduction of which the histeric struggle cannot be won
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 maral leadesship

and—last but not least—its stockpile of stmtcg.it':
nuclear weapons, the United States is perceived as the
keystone of the whole system whose demise is a

precondition to the attainment of Communism's
ultimate goal. :

As seen from Moscow, the United States is
something of-a paradox in that it is et one and the
same time both exceedingly strong and exceedingly
weak, Its strength derives primarily .from its unigue
productive capacity and the technological leadership
which give it the capacity to sustain & military
capability of great sophistication, dangerous to Soviet
global ambitions. But the United States is also-sesn as
presently lacking in political will end discipline,
urrzbte to-mabilize it popuiationr ard ressarces for =
sustained struggle for world leadership, and devoid ef
clear national objectives, This assessment has led the
Soviet Union to develop a particular strategy vis-g-vis
the United Sfifes which, under the name Hmt of
“peaceful "coexistence” and then “detente”, bas
dominated its relations with the United States (except
when overshadowed by immediate crisis situations as,

e.g., Cuba in 1962 and Czechoslovakia in 1963) over
the past two decades.

s -

4o
. . ) . LN
America's strategic nuclear capacity calls {or =

cautious -Soviet .extemal .policy, wherever-the ILS. -

- enjoys an-advantage -or- may resolutely resist, 2t sny

rate until such a time as the Soviet Union will have
ettained a decisive military edge. Not only do cirect
military confrontations raise & threat to the Soviet
homeland, but they also--lend -lo feed -Amadca’s
anxicties about the -Soviet Union 'and.thus te
encourage & high level of military preparedness, An
intelligent political Soviet posture toward the United
States requires the ellaying of the latter's fears of
Soviet threat. {Which does notl mean, howavser, that-
USSR will hesitate te engage in direct confrentation if
they desm it exsential to achieve importan! national

" objectives). Economic relations ought o be utlizzd so

, Fha
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as to create within the Americen business communily
influential sources of suppon for collaboratisn with
the USSR Cuiturel and scientific ties sught o be
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expisited so as to neutralize anti-Communist senti-’

ments in the intellectual community. Encouragement
ought to be extended to those American political
groupings and to those office-holders and office-
seekers who favor® better relations with the Soviet
Union/-The effect of such 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 milifary R&D, resulting in 2
weakening of the United States precisely in that
sphere where lies its particular strength. Such a policy,
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 eapital and technology
with which to modemize its economy, and .in ‘this
* manner to improve the quality of its military
industries, e L :

L

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

continuzd shift of the strategic halance end tn the
" realization of political gzins from the shifting cormela-
tion of forces. SALT znc the limitations it produce:
are sesn as means of inhibiting U.S, political =nd
military responses to the changing balanes of forcss.
Agreements inconsistent with these endsor.agreements
that would restrict Seviet sbility to further them are
unaccsptable, The perception that thees is any tension

beiween Souvlet {nteres? in SALT and Soulet tirategic -

programs reflects ¢ *'_'"\a'cmml mtsundentanding of.
_the Soviet approceh o SALT, ard of the types of
“restrictions” , that can be expected fom SALT
agreements at the sresent ime, ' o

Al the same time, Nowever, as provocations of th

13414
United States are zvoidsd and economic, culturai,
and politieal contzets with it exploited, nothing must

" be done that might flacken the global advancs ageins

the “capitalist’” oréer ¢f which the same United Stetes
is the principal protagonist. "It ‘eppears that :i
{nlzrmediefe Sovist

ciwn

strategic’ objective is, to th

v

greatest extent possitis o Lolefe the Unfled Sicier
.1 N 1 . - . ran
from both its aliles and the nevirsl countries of the

Thirc ¥World, This chisctive can be atlained in seveee
ways:

o

< {1} As concems America's alliess The most

important of thes: are the countrhes of Wetem
Europe combined in NATO followed by Japan, iz ths

Far Zaet, In pecoenl in

these eounlri=, a prmery

PRr ]

Soviet objective is to drive a wedge between them ang
the United States. The separition of Europe from the
United States can be attempted by s vatiety of means.
establishing on Europe’s eastern frontier g m,_mm.
force of such overwhelming preponderance that
resistance to it will appear futile and the coninuation
of NATO not only pointless but dangerous: making
Western Europe increasingly dependent economically
on the USSR by incurring heavy debts there, entering
with it into all sorts of long-term cooperative
arrangements, and supplying an increasing-share. 6f
Western  Europe’s energy needs: insisting on the
participation of Communist parties in national gov-
‘emments; arousing doubls in Western Europe about
the U.Sr commitments to its defense; and so forth,
This objective undoubtedly enjoys very high priority .-
in Russia's strategic thinking, Severance of Wester

--Eurépe~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 bases,
eventually brnging Europe's immente productive
capacities within the Soviet orbit, thus making the
"“soctalist’” camp equal if not supzdor to the U.S. iz
economic {and, by implication, military) productive
capacities, '

(2) Asconcerns the Third Woild: Here the stress

*' 44

is on-political and economic measures, backed with
military means. The Soviet Union strives to saver the

Jinks connecting the Third World with the “capitz-
list" camp, and especially the United States, by:

(a} supporting those political groupifigs end
bureaucracies which tend to identify themseives with
poticies'of nationalizing private enterprises and which
broadly back Soviet-iftemational policies;

{(b) working ‘o undereut such private eco-
noric sectors as exist in the underdeveloped countries
and eliminating the influence of multi-netiens.

corporations;

{c) reorienting these -eco
mum extent powsible towar

nomies to the maxi
the Sovier Union
mezns of military, essistance progizms, economis 2ic
loens, ete; '

(AT

-+(d) building interlocking networks of tz 2.
overflight, military and logistic agreements ete. whick
permit the uie of surrogate forces {e.g. North Xerzan:

or Cubans) for the purpose of wnducting miltaw
operations o as to sutflank sositions imporant 12102
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(¢) through the creation of voting blocs of
Third World countries in the United Nations and its
agencies to isolate the United States from them.

{3) In its relations with China, the Soviet
leadership has as its main immediate goal access to
Chinese internal political developments with a view to
influencing long range Chinese orentation in a
direction consistent with its view of "Communist

+ intemnationalism”. To support such an evolution and

as a hedge 2gainst failure in achieving such a future
orientation, they intend to be able to face China with
preponderant military fores even in the contingency
of military confrontation with the U.S., end if possible

ment,

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

{1) Sconomic integration through the so-called
“complex plan” edopted by Comecon under strong

Soviet pressure in 1971 end now in the process of-

implementation. The "complex plan™ is a long-term
undertaking which strives' to transform the separate

“socialist” cconomies into 2 single supra-national

economic system with an internal "'division of labor.”
Investmants, labor, mea\r_::h and development ere to
be shared in commen. Given the Soviet Union's
economic preponcerancs, not to speak of its, political
and military hegemeny within'the Communist Bloc,
there can be little coubt that if it is ever fully carried
out, ths "complex plan” will give the USSR decisive

ever those countriss which, through Soviet aid, are
being drawn withiz the orbit of. Comecon.

and necessary, with political and military encircle- -

reasons) to integrate the East European 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 see
to it (by military means, if recessary) that no country
which had once made the transition from “capita-

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

At this point, stress must be laid once egain (as had
been done in the Foreword to this Report) that we are
making no attempt to cssers the probablitty of the
Soviet Unfon atiaining {s sirategic objectives. There
is, in fact, a great deal of evidence that the USSR is
ranning into many difficultiés with the implementa-
tion of its policies, and that the record of its grand
strategy is often spotty. The evidence, .howave:,

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

2. Mililary Objeciives

In this global strategy, military power, including’
strategic nuglear weapons, have a distinet role to play.
The Soviet Union, to an exlent iiconceivable to the
average Westerner, relies on force o5 o standard
instrument of policy. 1t is through force that the’
Communist regime first came to power, dispersed ali
opponents of its dictatorship, deprived the peasantry
of its'land, and éstablished near-total control Pf the

- country. It is through military p_ewcr.that__it.de:catcd
.theNaxi..attempt -to sebjugate” Russia, -and it ds’

{2) Political and military integration, both of

s0 25 is essign tha Soviel Union special status in their
intermal and extemal reiations: hints of the need to
bring about a cioser politicel union between the
“People’ ‘Democracies” and the USSR; the Soviet
etiort t2 compel 122 r2publics to accept the principle
that in case of 2 war teiween the USSR and China,
they will be oblizsZ to come 1o the eid of the Soviel
Unizn: and recen: 2egitions {made mainly {cr military

)

d
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thirough“the same means that it subsequentlycon-
quered half of Europe 2nd compelled the world to
acknowledge it s a “'supser-power.” 1t is through sheer
force that it maintains in the USSR its monopoly on
authority and weelth., Onz'may say-that-power in-all
its forms; but-especially-in its military-espact; hes-been
the single most successful instrement of. Communist
policy, supplanting beth ideology and economic
planning on which: the Soviet regime had originelly
expected to rely for the spread of its'influence.*. Thus,’
PSR

N u perfectiytrue, of toune. that the use of force a1 & mean of
sitalaing 2nd contelidating political power is not confined 1o Sovie!
Rusia, bxing commen in other para of the world as well, tneluding
the Wal., However, what is mihes unigue to Soviet Ruuic b !)‘\ll )
heee no sedous attemp! bt Yoot made in the nenrly six deeade a1
have clapped sinex the coup detat of October 1817 to grounc
polities] powet on 1 mere mable {oundation In which law #nC
papulor consent weould chy ome sipmblicant mle.

—
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the regime has a natural predisposition to ]ook 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 fres 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 cmtral role i m the

. mentality of its elite.

One of the outstanding qualities of Soviet military
theory and practics 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 .amenal. of
Soviet “grand strategy” as well as in the—variety of
military weapons which Russiz produces, It would be
quite contrary to ingrained habits for the Soviet elite
to, place reliance on any single weapon, even a

1 " \ .
weapon as potent as the strategic nuclear one. Its

natural inclination is to secure the maximum possible
varisty of militars options for any contingencias that

may asise, zil bases on a real war-fighting capability,

and thus both to produce at a high rate a broad range
of 2rms and to accumulate stockpiles of weapons, old
and new. This tendency alone militates egainst the
USSR adopting 2 strategic policy that would place
ultimate reliance on a single deterrent or on &
“detarrence only" strategic posture, One of the
fundamental m::e:enc-s between U.S. and Soviet

strategic thought has bccn the rejection in Soviet
doctrine and strziagy “of such

concepts as mutual
assured destructicn,

the underlying logic of which is
that if deterrence fails neither side can hopc to'win a
nuclear war. Father, the main thrusf of Soviet
doctrins has bzen that in the event of a failure of
deterzencs, war-winning and national survival pros-
pects can be improved by' }mvirg in ‘readiness
bajanced forces suparior to these of the adversary,
toge.h:. with zn effzclive civil defente system,
The USSR czn be expectzd to continue pressing
forward with largs-scale diversa mliltaﬁ’ progrems on
a broad front, 2=y one of which might be regarded s
¢ontainable by e West, but the cumulative effects of
which may wei e far more significent, .

We do know !aat during Xhrushchev's prem:crshxp
there cecurred 3 Cebate sbout the fundamentals of
Soviet military Z2elrine, end in panicular ebout the
imoact of nucizar weapen: on doclrine. YXhrushchey
himself appareriiv encouragad o pragmatic extinine

P

R oA

e

tion of the prcvalcnt Wcstem:‘fricw that the destruc.
tiveness of nuclear weapons had altered the nature of
wartotheextent that detemence of war rather thag
war-fighting capabditlcs should determine military
“policy. This view challenged the fundamental Marz.
ist-Leninist tenet drawn from Clauscmtz that “"war is
en extension of politis by other means.” Acesptance
of the Western deterrence theery would have chal-
lenged the basic Marxist-Communist view that the
capitalist world in its “"death thross” is certain to lash
out in war at the Communist camo.

This flirtation with Western concepts of deterrence
was borfi in an era of obvious U.S. strategic superiority
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 generz! war
mutually suicidal came to be denounced as heretical:”.
the new doctrine declared that a nuclear war could be
waged and won, The view which prevailed holds that
in 2 ganerel war " victory” will mean the triumph of
Soviet military enc political contiol over the werid
that emerges from the devastating conflict. (Within
this framework limiting civilian damage to the USSR

is mportant not only as an end in itself but in relation

to préserving the post-war pohhcal economic power of
the Soviet Union: hence, protection of the key cadres
is of particular importance.) Genetal nuclear war was
still to be avoided if 2t all possible, which meant that
other weapons in the Soviet arsenal—convc""ona'
military, political sconcmic, ete.—were nb"
instruments "to. support -policy <goals, 'wm\ Sovie

~strategic. nuclear weapois inhibiting Wes‘ern c:::r.tc‘

achons.

The key decisiory adozted semetime in the 19€0":
seems to have hzd esone of its co"sequcnc:s the effen

..to build up . all the.branches of th ""i'tita._'
forccs—stra{cgt... senventional, '13'(31--—!0“‘-"\0

where the Soviet Usnicn couid both confice ﬂ.t:'-'
confron! any pessitie hestiie coalition raises zgaine &

" “oppdrtunities'might-arisz.

'..ﬂ
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(including a Sl"o-Ar'\-".c:m giliance) angd erciect i
power in any region of the wor]d whers suital.

-t

w

Since that Bme an imcnsificd rﬂ.i‘itury eilont s

d oy
been under way designed to provide the Sovis! Umc*

- with.nuclear.es well o :onor'tor‘.cl.*upcr“"",' bs:

In strotegle ferce: for intercontinental conflict €72
'P-‘:ﬂt!' Or rcg.',;..n.a: .fr\(r:g \Vr\ ‘,- hr\n.pz 1o —--uh :.‘f
" C-Jps‘ e -..-'._. '-\, - -\.‘.
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Soviet Unlon s neuedheiess preparing for, a Third

World Wer as {f 11 were unauoidable. The pace of the
Soviet armament cffort in all fields is staggering; 1t
cerainly exceeds any requirement for mutunl deter-
rence. The continuing buildup of the Wamaw Pact
forces bears no visible relationship to any plausible
NATQ 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
dc.mc to pose a threat than merely to defend the
Soviet homeland. Intensive research and/or testing in

| the fields 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 hardening

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 counterpart being .

Nazi remilitarization of the 1930's,

Short of war, the utility of an overwhelming

military power for” Mescow may be described as
follows:

(1) it enables the USSR to forestall a United
States (and potentially 2 Chiness or combined "U.S.-
Chinese) effort to compel the Soviet Union to alter
any of its polmes under the threat oE a nuclear attack;

(2) It accords the Sov::t Umon ‘super-power
status which it interprets to"mmean that no significant
decisions can be taken in 2ny part of the world
wntHou. its oar‘lctpaho'\ 2nd consent; s

(8y 1t intimidates smalles powers, especially those
‘Jocated adjacent to the. USSR, making them more

pliant to Soviet wishes, Juug-ng by their pronounce-

ments, it appears that some highly placed Soviet
leaders believe that even the U.S. acceptance of

detente ultimately rescited from 2 rccogmhon of the

- Soviet capacity to mtx—wcz e

(4).1t will in time give t‘xe Sovaet Union the

* capacity to project Its power to these parts of the

world where pro-Soviet forces have an opportunity to

seize power but mre unable to do so without outside
military hclp.

(5) 1tis 8 source of .-ﬂumce on countries which

purchase or r---.vc surplus Soviet arms, as well as of
hard cumeney eatn

-

//
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_that, the Soviets intend to have a suts}

(6) It is on instrument by means of which, in the
decisive moment in the struggle fot world- hcgemony,
the retaliatory power of the 'United States can be

prevcnhvcﬁcuhalm& /or’ 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 budduo should not
be in the least surprising.

. 3. Conclusion

The principal Soviet strategic objectives (n the
broadest sense may be defined as follows: Break up
the “capifalist’ camp by isolating the United States,
its backbone, from NATO and the Third World;
undermine further the disintegrating “capitalist”
realm by promoting and exploiting such economi,
political, and social crises as may occurin it over time;
solidify the “socialist” camp and Russia’s control over
it: contain China; and all the time continue building
up a military fores of such avervihelming might that it

can in due time carry out 2ny global misions mqulrcd ‘
of it by Soviet policies.

In the more namow sense of strategic objectives used
‘oy NIE 1143/8, the scope and .vigor of Soviet
programs, supported by identifiable “doctrinal impera-
tives, leave little reasonable doubt that Soviet leaders
ere determined to achieve the maximum altamablc
measure of strategic superdority over the U.S.,
superiority which provides conservative hedg:s agpmh
unpredictable wartime’ C':Jnhngcncx:s which is ®nre-
“strained.by concepts.of “how much is enouga? ‘;-and ",
~which is measured not-in*Westem-assured cestruction
terms but rather in terms of war-fighting objectives of
achieving post-war dominance end limiting damage
to the maximum extent possible, We believe that
Soviet leaders, supported by internal political factons
that assign the: highest . resource.priosity- to+the
military, plzce a high priority on the attainment of &

saperiority that would deny the U.S. effeclive

retaliatory options agamst a nuclear attzck. Short of

bstantial enough
slratcg'c m.clc:rwarzgntmg advintags-te b4 abiz Lo
bring their local military advantages in both conven-
tional and nuclear forces to bear without fear of &
U.S.—initiated esealation.

The question of the extent to which cach goals
remain mere long term aspiralions or have becom®

st
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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 &
net assessment which excesds the scope of this effort.
However, the team recognizes the overwhelming
gravity of this question. Even without a net assess-
ment, the team believes that it is possible, relying on
the evidence available in Soviet pronounceménts 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 military
programs, stztements by Soviet leaders:to intemal

-t

. 2vailahle Soviet literature, and+the growing
confidence of Sovist global behavior, all lead ws to

-
-

conclude that In Souvfet pesceptions the 88p belween
long-termn espirations and’ short-term objective; 0

clostng. This probably means that the Soviet leaders
believe~that their &:lb’matc objectives are closer to
realization today than they -have-ever been before.

Within the ten yeer period of the National Estimers
the Sooiels may well expect 1o echieoe o degree of
milticry superority which would permit ¢ dremeii-
cally ~more aggre:sive pursull of their hegemoniz]
abjec'ﬂogs, including direct military challenges to
Westem vital interests, in the belief that su'cf\'.supcric:
military force can pressuré the West to acquiesce or, if
not, can be used to win a military contest at any levet,
The actions taken by the West to develop its ‘politica]
f:ohcsion and military strength *will be “eritical “in
detemmining whether, how, and when the Soviets prees
t6 such conclusion. ’
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ANNEX

SOVIET STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES AS
F_’ERCEIVED BY NIE'S, 1962-1975

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

proper, and certainly necessary et least to ;nid-to-long'

range projections, these assessments have characteristi-
cally been ethnocentse, “"minor-image”’, and reflec-
~tive more of U.S. policies and motives than of Soviet.
As such they sesm to have been fundamentally

responsible - for consistent undesstalements of Soviel .

strategic goals, These basically political assessments
have been far more optimistic than subsequent

. developments proved and—since fhere were more

pessimistic interpretations cceasionally 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 mnore than articles of faith and

stalements of preferertéé, which tended to persist even -

in the face of devclopments that should have
invalidated them (e.g, the attribution to .the

Soviets of American arms control and assurgd.destrue- -

tion logic 2nd objectives, which first appeared in NIE
11-3-63, can b found mutatls mutands, through the
18505 and evern up to NIE 11-3/8-75.)

NIE 11-8.85 conjectured that the Soviets were '

ruided by "no well-defined strategic concapt,” were
“willing to tolerate = condition of limited intercontin-
ental capabilites and considerable vulnerability over
o long pericd of time,” and were not "sesking to
match the United States in numbers of delivery
vehicles” or contemplaling [orees to neutralize US.

stzategic forces.® In addition; for the first time,

apparently American strategic arms control thinking

infiltrated the Zstimate. It was suzgested that the

THIELL-EED, 2 S Pangnphy 10-21.
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Soviets might be interested in “international -agres-
ments to limit or reverse the arms race,” 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 a2 modsrate
pace.”’*

NIE 11-8-64 reiterated: " We do not believe that the
USSR zims atmatching the United States in numbers
of intercontinental delivery vehicles.” In fact, tha

" Estimate actuzlly “ruled cut this option,”*” ¢n th:
basis of economic constraints, concern over provoking
the U.S. to new efforts, and lack of Hrm strategic
objecti?é in the direction of parity with thé U.S. As 2

comsequence, the Estimate, even though noting that =
third generation of Soviet ICBMs had been fight
bisted since December 1963 and 2 new SSBN under
construction had appeared at Severodvinsk, did not
forecast any very large scale or determined puildup cf

Soviet strategic forces. b
_These conclusions prevailed in the next fwo snnusl

“Estimates, as-did a remarkable conviction 1n2t 2
. Soviets had no mid-te-long range force gedis:
““The Soviet planners themselves may nst yel
have set clear forcs goals for the 1878-:ST
period,”’***

-’ : I3 ) .- ) . ) o, aent
**The major difference {from the Khrusnenev er3;
in the coming pericd may be the inazitity of =

coliective leadershin 1o chart a new course "0t

Even as it wes necsssary lo revise fomme v

“projections iupward -in"the’face-of continuing Sov:

[ L Y
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2 181D, p. 6, Fragrpn i
o NIE T1L&64, pp. 342, Pengraph B
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.faction with'a posture of strategic inferiority vis-e-vis

+ . By 11.8-67, nftart

ing" of U.S. assured destruction and arms tace-arms
control logic combined with insistence upon socisl-
economic 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 2
deterrent force,”" and Soviet objectives were cast in the
Western terms of 2 refaliatory 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
racz’” logic popular within the U.S. Administration at
that time governed the Estimates: The Soviets were at
the :ame time reactionally motivated by U.S. forces
(“the large U.S. ICBM force dlmast cerfdinly influ-
ences the USSR to increase its force, and U.S.
deployment of ballistic missile defenses might incline
them toward even higher numbers.”),** and con-
strained by fear of an arms race (the Soviets " would
probably judge that if they appeared to be acquiring
as many ICBMs as the U.S. they would simply
stimulate a further 2rms race™).*** The net cutcome
of that inconsistency was the judgement that the
Soviets were seeking neither superiority nor parity.
Only an Air Force footnote forecast “Soviet dissatis-

the U.S. and 2 determination to eliminate such
inferiority.” **** e .

-
-

he numbers of operational Seviet
ICBM launchers had jxipled in only two years and the
production of the Yankee SSBN was clear, -the
estimators revisec Soviet goals somewhat and ettn-
buted to the Soviets the objective of “namowing the

fead that the U.S. has held” in’ strategic offensive

forces.**"** The Soviets might seek an advantage
over the U.S. in strategic forces, if they believed it
were “possible, dut-—now following mutual assured
destruction and mutual deterrence logic—this was
clearly not belizved likely. = B

NIEs 11-8-68 2nc 11-8-69 were the first Estimates

strongly influenced by US. SALT rationals and

 for SALT. Witk Soviet ICBM launchers approzching

* NIE11-8-65, 2, 5, Papgraph 2.

** NIE 11-868, p. 5, Pasagraph 4,
fo Ikd, p. 15, Prragraph 30,

s NIE 555, o ), Foolnole,
*HetNIE 11587, s g, Paragnaph A,

Al .
'
-
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U.S. numerical levels, 11-8:68 predicted that i1,

Soviets will shortly overcome the U.S. lead in numbers
of ICBM launches”* (not SLBM), but concern over
an uncertain fulure and continued amms compctitior;
would lead the Soviet Union to arms limitation
agreements, as would.their reasoning "“that further
increments to their strategic forees would have little
effect on the relationship betwesan the U.S. and the
USSR".** The Estimate openly constructed a case for
Soviet iriterest in arms limitation agreements designed
to'end the “armms race,” concluding that™“they.aze

evidently interested in strategic arms control as an- -+ -

option that could conserve economic resources.”***
Only failing such en agreement would the Soviets
continue to build up stratezically: “'In the ebsence of
an arms control agreement, we believe that they will
continue the amms competition with the U8 ¢+~
Even in that event, however, Soviet strategic goals
would be limited by (Mutval Assured Destructios) -
MAD realities. The estimators considered it “highly
unlikely” that the Soviets would "ty for <teat
superiority of such en order that it could be 1.3+

into significant golitical gain,”***** Suci'*’ o
tempt, the Soviets would recognize, would be inehs: *-2' -
tual, would involve unacceptable economic seerificss,

.. and "wauld almost certainly provoke a strong U.S.
teactipn."*1en s |

1R

Only the possibility of superiority for political
advantage was considered by the Estimates {enc -
rejected); the possivility of superiordty for military
advantage, and particularly a capability to Jignit U.S.
retaliation to “tolerable levels,”” was dismislpd out ¢
hand as absolutely “not feasible.”

~ Now,:however, by, 11-8:69,°7"°*** .mutual ‘Gates-
rence perity became the reality, 'the ultimate Soviz!

goal, and not undesirable state—to be legitimized 2n2
preserved through SALT. Soviet willingness to enlzs

CLNIE1).8-63, .1, Paregmph Al

** IKd., pp. 4-5, Pangraph 4.

*e 1bid, p. L Panagnph 3

eeee Jpid, w, ), Pangraph A,

wrees hid., p. 8., Paagreph 6.

$eeeet ibld, g 5, Panagranh 6. .

*24%0%% One other fealure of 11.8-69, which was mulivx'!-"-‘: Fhe
snticipation of SALT 1nd SALT limitalions, was thatit was i2
NIE on strelegic forexs 1o diop MHE/IRBM1 and Badgers
from Shrategic Arack Foreas, limiting Foreo for Intercor

“rAttack 1o LCEM, SLBM, and hervy bombder, v ivm-srov” .

éif“{’ alimile ia thii terier which delined the sebject (3072 &
these ol 70C am mnge or mets,

fr et
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SALT was taken as evidence of SALT interests similar
to these of the U.S. That the Soviets might view SALT
differently was not even given serious con51dcrnhon

“Mosicow's willingness to discuss strategic arms
control probably reflects the view that it has
attained or is in the process of sttaining an
acceptable’ strategic relationship with the U.S.
Moreover, Moscow may believe that even if an
i agreement could not be reached, negotiations

would have the effect of damping down the 2rms
... race, perhaps for a consldcrablc time."*

-l

"“1f forces on both sides could be mamtamed at

something like present levels, such a pchcy mlght
be attractive to the Soviets."**

"BUT: ° ‘In the sbsence of an arms conh'cl'
agresment, Moscow will almost ccrtzunly con-
, _.tmuc to strengthen its strategic forccs _‘“ .

-

This sentiment was® reinforeed in 11-8-70, end °
11-8-71, both of which argued that the Soviets wanted
" mercly to have “a sense of equal security with the
U.S.," which would be satisfied with “rough parity,”
the objective of their recant strategic force buildup,
new at hand, Evidencs ("much of it from the SALT")
indicates that “the Soviet leaders think they have now
achisved that position, or are about to achieve it,”

and zre consequently “seriously mtcrc.stcd ina SALT
agrccment to preserve 1t

“It has been evident for some time (s:c) that an -
_important Soviet objective has been the achieve- -
“ment of a position’; of aeknowlcdgcd strategic
parity with the TS, Soviet ecceptance of

"; tendedin _part to secure u.s. rccogmt:cm of thts
"¢ parity.” Mresa h e

\,‘1

e s

T‘*- Estimates were'so conhdent in thc ass:gnahon of -

% this goal that thcy sta atéd that the reasons for, tnc
Sov;-t bunlcup aré* "neither complex ' nor: ob

- .‘ cster. Even-so, 11-8-71 suggrﬂed that that objective -
ay have come nbom.‘ wﬂly-mlly lhrougn plurahsuc

*NIE 1) 5-59 p 'r' Pz ;nph 5

"Ibld' p. 5, Paragraph 1},

***Hd,; p. 7, Paragruph 7,

‘e** NIE 11.8-70, pp. 15-18, Paragraph ll
“rees e, o 5, Prragnaph ML

‘implications ... they create a new milien.”
. repeating. verbatim the~statements of. the prcc-dmg

. strategic arms hmha.xcn talks (SALT) was in-_

wor‘-: moregver,” it ivas’ pom\cd oL\'..
'.cu 3 '-“”" panty with the U.S. Not to make, war, of .

to secure™ ob]cctw:s through pressure . backcd by X
B ti‘c:her leveis ‘of. fiiclear force, but to be equal and to

. disturb- the agreements formetly .precicisd.-Nenail

."l-.e[\q SALT thinklng m.; o..,. ps;,,........“.o,-u -~

53
Ty«(

S"An;:)'de')\’lio.l'l_\‘u 3L 1Y 0300043y,

burcaucratic hnppcnstance "We think it unlikely

that observed Soviet programs ers <he product of a
carefully thought out strategy.or rationale.”"* That the
Soviet leaders rmght be -détermined to achieve
strategic” supegjority over the 'US. ot might even

.consider it a feasible objective, was explicitly pooh.
- poohed, Con.stramts mcludmg economic constraints” s

and fear of an arms race, were again emphasized, -

NIE 11-8-72 was the first SAL‘I’-Agrc ment-NIE; "
The agreements; it announced, “have profou'\a

After -

NIE, noted above, -and. emphasizing ;.again ithe -
putative constraints on the- USSR, the SALT agree-

-ments were cited as constraints as- well as fa_thn.i
'rcficetsons of Soviet Iumtcd strategic objectives:

“In thc cont:xt “of &rms controi othcr Drr..suru.';“
l'or moderation will bc et work. - .' o

The SAL agreements have been haded in ‘hc
USSR as & successful manifestation of the current -'_'
Soviet policy of detente; consequently there will ...
‘be incentibes to avold actions which, though = not
'cz:t.m!ly owlahrg the agreements, mi g.":. jaapcr- -

dize them.” (Emphasis adde" )" -

“Any step. whxeh mlvht constitute = tn:cat to t"l-
_.egreements,” the NIE confidently asserted, v-ould
distutb the personal stake that Soviet lcedcrs most
nolably Brezhnev'™ havc in the agrecm'ms

" By NIE 11 §-73, in contrast to earlier suggunom

that Sovu-.t strateg;c offensive force programs lacif.:c.'
coner rent direction, other than perhaps to ztt:sm rou&
'ps' t;...m rcta!aator)ucapabxhty, 2the ~0.-.-.:m"‘w
ntc'mty “of cffort— L.npreccdé'riicd X
" sessment that “the present Soviet effort in .olve.s "10'&
l'mn can be readily explained as mcrel y trving ‘o ke:
; up with the cornpc' fondi ot %iIn "the F.“

Ea'mhu of prograrns wcrc conc-.uv:ﬂ Io"" pefore the
L L

Interim Agr:cmcnt was s:gr‘ed in: Vav 187200

. The' Soviets were clearly not =

i |.
:rmsmv t": cars :".j". s
.

"ess, the contmtmt:o" of mutuel deterrense, Catan
*NIE 11871, p. 7, ?m,..p}. B S
* NIE11-8.72, p, 8, Paragnph U, © ° oL

** NIE 11873, p. 3.
e lbad., o 1.
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-+ -vigorous and castly buildup of the various elements of
'; their, forees for intercontinental "attack™***%*"t1—

amoivalence: On the one hand, hopc: The ccntinucd
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 restraint,”**

As to Soviet strategic goals, despite explicit recogni-’
tion of.purstit of greater throw weight, numbers of
RVs, and counter-force capabilities, assured destruc-
. tion logic continued to prevail. Not only was it judged
‘(Rcd/BEuc implicit net assessment) that °
foreseeable circumstances in the next 10 ‘years”
{emphasis added) could the Soviets develop the ablhty
to reduce damage to themselves to acceptable levels,

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

increased concern for retaliatory force survivability)
and equal security 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.5,""*** and from “genuine
"concsrn that the USSR could fall behind strate-

_gically.”" ****= Even if the Soviet leaders felt that they

could obtain a lead in static measures of strategic

" power this would convey an image of marginal

superiority only to “those who aseribe high signifi-
cznce to these measures.” ****"* {(Not very important,
by wnphcahnn )

That the Soviets might have entirely dlffe"c'lt
stzategic goals and concepls was not serously consid-
ered despite doctrinal and program ev:dencs strongly

3 SL““OI'.' 'tg, such a propostt:on R

By “this pmnt o‘ tlmc the breadth of tbc Sovtct _' -

iCBM and SLBM effort was well recognized—"a

“the rap\d qualitative improvément of these

n'c-s—wnn the exception of continued undersstima- . -
; tion of the pragress mads in improving the ecéuracies

“of thest missiles. (For the S5-18 and $S-19 see "B”
Team report Soviet ICBM Accuracy: An Alternative
Sibid,pod

S liid,, p. 4.
“**Ihte.. p. 5.
****Ihid,, p, 29, Paragraph 53, .

teeccthid, pp. 20-21, Paragraph T,
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undcr no’

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

. .barely, in passing, in .no .sense. 1 that, rcg-.stercd as

as-’,

*.behind strategically ‘or" lote [some of its ‘own

Assessment. ) NIE 11-8-72 fist noted the appearance
of follow-on ICBMs to the $5.9. :md SS-11, and the
appearance ofthe Delta SSBN carrymg thc SS-N-3,

but placed the dcveiopmcnt of MIRVs at least 9.3
years away. a

.

What is noteworthy is the continued absence of
tecognition of Soviet strategic counterforcs 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 Defenss
{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 direction of qualitative improvements to draw
counteriorce’ mphcatmns. While the estimated RY

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

NIE 11-873 {January 1974} noted the throw :'i."
weights estimated for the new ICBMs and observes 7 %
that each has substantially mote throw weight than
the missile it will replace but no particular emphasis is
given to this. Although a probable Soviet desire to’
improve hatdAarget counterforee capabilities is noted,

among major objectives, Soviet programs continue to
be- pres:nt.-.d in Western *mirior-image” terms, such
as “increased concern for the suivivability” “of i
retaliatory forees, The major reasons given for the
Soviets pressing “ahead simultaneously across 2 Iéroau
front of stratcglc forcc programs are: T

e

L]

l .l
Shaet W12

to accommodatc competmg dnvrs wnh:n u‘:e_
par‘y leadership and rmhtazy ‘and defense pro-
duct:on mtmslncs and. to ov:'co"\- r-sc'vatuons
bout a:ms contml T SO

' genumc ‘concern : t'nat"thc USSmcoula fa

all

. bargaining leverage if it f:ulr.a fuil ly to hold up its
side of the strategic corrpchuon tee. "

That the Sowels might have s‘-at:g\c oo;-f*hw_"'
. more sinister than’ comprahenmc equalily with the
U.S." and perhaps "some dcg:ec of strategic advan. -

tage if U.S. behavior permits” is not in the slightes!

1...

* Id., 2, 20, Paragiaph 70,
** )bid., pp. 2021, Paragraph 71,
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degree considered.® In fact it is suggested
need to maintain the present level of economic
commitment to strategic forces may appear less
pressing in the future.” And: "How far the Soviets
will g0 in carrying out these lines of development will

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

For'the finst time, the NIE 11-3/8-75 (Volume I)
raises more ominous possible directions for the Soviet
strategic attack force program (not, however, for the

41 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 net assessinent, both
politically "and militarily, remains a comfortable
one—far more comiortable than the hard evidence
contained in the NIE wamants. Part of the reason for

. this lies in implicit assessments of Blue capabilities,
part in treating the matter in an assured-destruction-
only framework {and disccunting civil defense in that

‘sux

framework), and part in continuing to see basic Soviet

motivations, objectives, and logic in Amercan terms.
(For specific examples, s2+ 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

belicve”” they beliave \it, While some measure of

M

*.1btd, o

*® Ibid., p. 21, Paregraph W

232 NiE 11-3/8.75, Volume 1, 2. 11, Paengraph 2, ~ | .
Coteet b, p 2 S
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strategic superiorty, “which has some visible ang
therefore polttically useful advarniages” (emphasis
added—first acknowledgement of such advantage
from a strategic force balance), and which might even
give the Soviets “better capabilities than the U.S. to
fight = nuclear war,”" Soviet objectives—and pros-
pects—are in fact comparatively modest, and heavily
influenced by SALT.™ The NIE makes the judgement
that these objectives will remain “if ¢ SALT TWoO
. agreement is not achleoed,”** (At this point the NIE
becomes as much a superficial apologia for SALT I1 'as
an intelligence estimate on Soviet forces, The forces
the Soviets would regard as adequate under 2 SALT 11
agréement are treated as much different from, and are

contrasted Vith, those they would punue in absence
of an agreement,) .

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:

— 2 considerable number of Minuteman would
" survive

" — all but a few US SSBNs would survive

— confidence in ability to del=nd agzinst bembers

would Be low N

— defenses, including ABM (“insignificant”) end
. civil defense would not be effective.
That there are other 2pplicatizns 2nd consequences
of their strategie forces is submerged in thi
. nssured destruction rationale.

' ibid., p. 5. .
** Ibid.p-op. 56, .
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