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This document is one part of an experiment in competitive analysis ' . F
‘wndertaken by the DCI on behalf of the President’s Foreign
Intelligence Advisory Board. The views expressed are thoseof the
authors and do not represent either coordinated National Intelligence
ot the views of the Director of Central Intelligence.
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.. "= INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

The mandate of Team ™ B” was to take an independent look at the
data that go inté the preparation of NIE 11-3/8, and on.that basis
determine whether a good case could be made that Soviet strategic
objectives are, in fact, more ambitious and therefore implicitly more
threatening to U.S. security than they appear to the authors of the
NIEs. If the answer to this question was positive, they were further to
indicate what accounts for the NIEs unsatisfactory assessments. -
Members of Team “B” were deliberately selected from -among
experienced political and military analysts of Soviet affairs known to .
take a more somber view of the Soviet strategic threat than that
accepted 2s the intelligence community’s consensus. However, the
Team made every.endeavor to look objectively at the available.
evidence and to provide a responsible, non-partisan evaluation.

.

No attempt has been made in this Report to armrive at anything like

- anet assessment: U.S. capabilities are not touched upon except to give

perspective to certain Soviet programs. The Report concentrates on

what it is that the Russians are striving for, without trying to assess their

chances of success. Nor has Team “B” sought to produce a full-fledged,
counterpart to NIE 11-3/8, covering the same range of topics: its 7
contents are selective, as befits the experimental nature of the Team's .
assignment. Failure of the Teamsto-addressiitself to any-given-subject - .~ -

should not be taken to'mean that it necessarily concurs with the'NIEs’
_treatment of it, ' '

-,
Tt ¥

. A certain amount of attention is given to the ‘' track-record’ of the

NIES" in dealing with Soviet strategic objectives, in some cases going

back to'the early 1960's. The purpose of these historical analyses is not
recrimination, which, given the Team’s advantage of hindsight, would

be pointless as well as unfair; rather, Team “‘B" found certain persistent

flaws in the NIEs that do not disappear-withthe changeof the teams

. responsible for drafting them. It coneluded, therefore, that only by
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Assoc_ia?es

‘Advisory Panel

tracking over a period of time NIE assessments on any given subject is

it possible fully and convincingly to determine what methodolegical
misconceptions cause their most serious_errors of judgment.

The Report consists of Three parts. Part One seeks to clarify the

. assumptions and judgments that underpin NIE evaluations of Soviet

strategic objectives. Part Two. s a collection .of ten papers which

-analyze critically specific Soviet-efforts in the field of offénsive and ~ .77

defensive forcés covered in NIE 11-3/8. Part.Three is a summary
overview of current Soviet strategic objectives, as perceived by Team
“B". An Annex traces the NIE treatments bétween 1962 and 1975 of
Soviet strategic nuclear forces, The Report is preceded by a Summary

It needs stressing that the present Report was prepared in sorne

haste, members of Team “B” being allotted twelvé weeks (and in the-

case of some of them, less than that) in which to digest o vast amount

of material and prepare 2 finished draft. Given the complexity of the

subject, this time clearly was insufficient and the resultant product
su_E‘ers fiom ﬂaw_s. ‘Even so, Team “B" feels confident that its criticisms,
analyses, and recommendations ought to contribute to the improve-

ment of the treatment of Soviet strategm objectives in future National
Intelligence Estimates.

)
a',

. In the preparation of this Report, Team “B” heard bnefmgs by the

followmg experts to whom it wishes to express its gratitude: Mr. Fritz

. Ermarth, Mz Richard B. Foster, Maj. ‘General George Keegan, Dr. ’

Sherman Kent, Dr. Andrew Marshall, and Mr. Gordon Negus. Capt.

i : John'P. Prsley (USN, Ret.) oontnbuted to the preparahon of the

analysxs of Sov1et ASW efforts in.Part Two

Team_ l_eader

: 'Professor R.lchard Plpes_ " ;
. Professor- William - Van. Cléave =
. .Lt.- Gen. Daniel Graham, {USA;-(Ret.)
T ". Dr. Thomas Wolfe, RAND ~Carporation
. . General John Vogt, USAF, (Ret.)
: Ambassador Foy Kohler
The Honorable Paul Nitze
' .Ambassador Seymour Weiss
Maj. General Jasper Welch, USAF

Dr: Paul Wolfowitz, Arms Control and Dlsarma-
ment Agency
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. SUMMARY

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

programs, and thereby tendéd consistently to under&stunate their
intensity, scope, and implicit threat

This mlsperceptlon Thas- been due in considerable measure to
concentration on the so-called hard data, that is data collected by
technital means, and the resultant tendency to interpret these dataina
manner reflecting basic1J.S..concepts while slighting or misinterpreting
the Iarge body of “soft” data concerning: Soviet strategic concepts, The
faﬂure to take into account or accurately to assess such soft data sources

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

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

avoided, the drafters of the NIEs have falleri into the habit of injecting "

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

-decision-makers of such forms of behavior as might be éxpeéted from

their U.S. counterparts under analogous circumstances. This conceptual.
flaw is perhaps the single gravest cause of the misundertarding of
Sov1et . strategic objectives found in past and current NIEs

A fuﬂdarnental methodological, flaw is the unp051t10n on Soviet '

strategic thinking of a framework of conflicting dichotomies which may -
make-sense in the -U.S. context but does*not comespond: to: -elther

_Russian doctrine_or Russian practice: for example,” war vs. peace, '

confrontations vs. detente, offense vs. defense, strategic vs. peripheral,
nuclear vs, conventional, arms limitations vs. arms buildup, and so on.

In Soviet thinking, these are complementary. or.mul:ually supportmur -

concepts, and they by no means exclude one ahdther.

Ohe efféct of “mirror- imaeging’ is 'that the NIEs have lgnored the
fact that Soviet th1nl<mg is Clausethzlan in character, that is, that it
conceives in terms of “grand strategy” for which military weapons,
strategic ones included, represent only one element in-a-varied-arenal

of means of persuasion and ooercmn many of them non-m;htary in
nature. .

Another effect of "mi.rror-imaging" has been the tendericy “to
misconstrue the manner in which Soviet leaders perceive the utility of

17
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those strategm weapons (i.e. strateglc nuclear forces) to which the NIEs
do specifically address themselves The drafters of NIE 11-3/8 seem to
believe that the Soviet leaders view strategic nuclear weapons much as
do their U.S, analogues. Since in the United States nuclear war is
generally regarded as an act of mutual suicide that can be ratiéaal only

. as a deterrent threat, it is assumed ‘that the USSR looks at the matter in

the same way. The primary concem of Soviet leaders is seen to‘be the
securing of an effective deterrent to pratect the Soviet Union from U.S.
attack and in‘accord with the Western concept of deterience. The NIEs
focus on the threat of massive nuclear war with the attendant
destruction and ignoré the political utility of nuclear forces in assiring
compliance with Soviet will; they ignore, the fact that by eliminating
the political credibility of the U.S. strategic deterrent, the Soviets seek

to create an environment in which other instruments of their grand -

strategy, including overwhelming regiona] dominance in conventional
arms, can better be brolght to bear; they fail to acknowledge that the
Soviets believe that the best way to paralyze U.S. strategic capa.blhtles
is by assuring that the outcome of any nuclear exchange will be as

favorable to the Soviet Union as posmble and, finally they ignore the

possibility that the Russians seriously beheve that-if, for whatever
reason, deterrence were to fail, they could resort to the use of nuclear
weapons to fight and win a war. The NIEs tendency to vlew deterrence

as an alternative to o-wor-fighting capability rather then as

complementary to if, is in the opinion. of Team “B”, a grave and
dangerous flaw in their evaluations of Soviet strategic objectives.

- Other manifestations of “mirror-imaging’ are the belief that the,
Russians are anxious to shift the competitionswith: the United ‘States-to -
other tharn military arenas=o as to be able to transfer more resources to
the civilian sector; that they entertain only defensive not offensive:

that their prudence ‘and concern over U.$,. reactions..are.
“overriding; that their rruhtary programs are essentially a reaction to U.S,

plans;

programs ‘and not self-generated. The NIEs concede that ‘stategic

superiority is sométhing the Soviet Union would not spurn if it were

attainable; but they also feel (without providing evidence for this
critical conclusion) that Russia’s leaders regard-such. wpe*mn ty'ss-an
unrealistic goal and do not actively pursue it..

Analysis of Soviet past and present behavior, combined with what
is known of Soviet political and military doctrines, indicates thatthese
judgmeris are seriously flawed. The evidence suigests thet the Soviet
leaders =zte first end foremost offensively rather than_ defensively
minded. They think nat in terms of nuclear stability, mutuel assured
destructicn, or strategic suf’flc'ency, but of an effective nuclear war-

. "2
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fighting capab1hty They beheve th;a_t the probablhty of aigeneral
nuclear war can be reduced by building up one's own strategic forces,
but that it cannot be altogether eliminated, and that therefore one has
to be prepared for such a war as if it were unavoidable and be ready to
strike first if it appears irnminent. There is no evidence that the Soviet
leadership is ready, let alone eager, to reduce the military budget in

order to Taise the country’s standard of living. Soviet Russia’s habitual

caution and sensitivity to U.S. reactions are due less to an. inherent’

prudence than to a realisfic assessment of the existing global
“comrelation of forces;”” should this correlation (or the Soviet leaders’
perception of it} change in their favor, they could be expected to act
with greater confidence and less concern for U.S. sensitivities. In fact,
there are disturbing signs that the latter development is already tahng
place. Recent evidence™of 3" Soviet willingness-to’take incteased risks
(e:g:, by threatemng unilatéral military-intervention in the Middle East

in Qctober 1873, and supporting the Angola adventure) may well -

represent harbingers of what lies ahead.

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

correlation of forces is f;avorable the.Party .is under. positive obhgahon.'
" t0 take those actions necéssary to tealize-and nzil down pétential g gains, -
lest the correlation of forces subsequently change to a less favorable

position. (It is noteworthy that in recent months one of the major
themes emphasized in statemehnts.bythe Soviet-leadership to-internal

" audiences urges the “'realization’” of the advances brought-about by the

favorable evolation of forces resulting from detente and the p051t1ve
‘shift in the military balance ).

“We are impressed by the scope and intensity of Soviet rmhtary and
relate':‘ programs {e.g., proliferation and hardening "of its command,’

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

nature of the Soviet effort which involves considerable economic and

political costs ‘and risks,"if"long contintied in “thie face of-frustrated
-economic expectations within their own bloc and the possibility that
the West may come to perceive the necessity of reversing current trends

e
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e, to the p0551b111ty of a relatively

short term threat cresting, say, in 1980 to 1983, as WBH as the-more
obvious long range threat:

The draft NIE's do not appear to take any such sharter range threat
seriously and do not indicate that the threat itself, or its possible timing,

‘have been exdmined with the care which we believe the sub}ect
~ deserves. ’

Although in the past twa years the NIEs have taken a more realistic
view of the Soviet military buildup, and even conceded the possibility

that~its ultimate objective may well exceed the requirerents of -

_ deterrence, they still incline to play down the Soviet commitment to a

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

1. Political pressures-and- considerations. On some occasions the

" drafters of NIE display an evident inclindtion to minimize the

Soviet strategic.buildup because of its implications for-detente, SAL
negotiations, congressional sentiments as well as for certain U.S.
forces. This is not to say that any of the judgments which seem to
" reflect policy support are demonstrably directed judgments: rather
+they appear to derive mainly from a strong "and understandable

awareness on the part of the NIE authors of the policy issues at
stake,

2. Inter-agency rivalry. Some members of Team “B” feel that
the inclination of the NIEs to downplay military threats is in
significant measure "due to bureaucratic rivalry between the
military 4nd civilian intelligence agencies; the latter, being in
control of the NIE language, have a reputation for tempering the

pessimistic views of mxhtary-.mtelhgenee ‘With**tnore -ophxmshc.'

" judgments.

3, The babit of viewing each Sovxet weapons’ program, or other .

development; in isolation from the others. The NIEs tend to assess’ *

each Soviet development as in and of itself, éveéii When it is evident
that the Russians are pursuing a variety of means to attain the same
objective. As a result, with each individual development minimized

or dismissed as being in itself of no decisive importance, the-

cumulative effect of the buildup is missed.

Analyses carried out by members of Team “'B” {and presented in

Part Two of this Report) of NIE treatments of certain key features of ~

the Soviet 'strategic effort indicate the extent .to which faulty- method
end biases of ‘an institutional nature affect its eveluations. This holds
true of the NIE treatment of Soviel strategic offensive forces (ICBMs
4 7
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and SLBMs); of its views of the alleged economic constraints on Soviet
strategic forces; of its assessment of Soviet civil defense and military
hardening programs; of its interpretation of the strategic implications of-
Soviet mobile missiles and the Backfire bomber; of its eviluation of
Soviet R&D in the fields of anti-submarine, anti-satellite, and anti-
ballistic missile defenses; and of its perception of Soviet non-central
nuclear systems. In each instance it was.found that thraugh NIE
11-3/8-75, the NIEs have tended (though not in the same degree):to
minimize the seriousness and success of.the respective Soviet efforts,

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

. In formulating its own ‘estimate -of " Soviet sirategic objectives,
Team: “B” divided it-into two aspects: objectves in the broad,
“grand strategic” sense, as they are perceived by the Soviet

leader-ship; and objectives in the more narrow, military sense, as
defined by NIE 11-3/8.- S '

As concerns the first, Team “B" agreed that zl! the evidence points
t6 an undeviating Soviet commitment to what is eeohemistically called
“the worldwide tumph of socialism”™ but in fzct connotes global
Soviet hegemony. Soviet actions give no.grounds on which tozdismiss
this objective as rhetorical exhortation, devoid of operative meaning,
The risks consequent to the existence of strategic nuclear weapons have
not altered this ultimate objective, although they have influenced the
strategy.employed to pursue it. “Peaceful coexistence” (better known in’
the West as detente) is a grand strategy adapted 2o the age of nuclear
weapons. It entails a twin thrust: (1) stress on zll sqrts of political;

economic, ideological, and .cther mon-military —instramentalities “to *”

penelrate and weaken the “capitalist” zone, wrile at the same time
strengthening Russia’s hold on the “socialist” camo; and (2) an intense
military buildup in nuclear as well as conventiozzl forces of all sorts, -

not moderated either by the West's self-imposed7:2

dristraizisor by SALT.
In its relations with the United States, which i views ss"the central

‘bastion of the enemy camp, the Soviet leadershiz has hzd es its main
intermediate: goals Americz’s isolation from ite

I zllies 25 well as the
separation of the OECD natiors from~-the~Thi:d “Woild, which, it
believes, will severely uncdermine “capitalism'’s” politiczl, ecoromic,
and ultimately, military .might.

With regard o China, while the spect
intense ideologica. competition have to en !
Sovizt Union's freesdom of zction in pursuz
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given curmrent trend e growth

_ cannot confidently anticipate that concern with China will deter the
USSR from increasingly. aggressive policies toward the West.

As concerds the more narrowly defined militiry sirategic objectives,
Team “B” feels the USSR strives for effective.strategic superiofity in all -
the branches of the military, nuclear forces included. For historic
reasons, as well as for reasons inhetent in the Soviet system, the Soviet
Jeadership places unusual reliance on coercion as-a regular instrument
of policy at home as well as abroad. It likes to have a great deal of
coercive capability at its disposal at all times, and it likes for it to come
in a rich mix so that it can be optimally structured for any contingency
‘that may arise. After some apparent division of apinion intermittently
in the 1960's,.the Soviet. ledtlership seems.to thave-concluded that
nuclear war could.be fought and wen. The scope and vigor of Soviet
strategic progratns leave little reasonable doubt that Soviet leaders are
indeed determined to achieve the maximum possible measure of
strategic superiority over the U.S. Their military doctrine is measured
not in Western terms of assured destruction but in those of a war-
fighting and wer-winning capability; it .also posits a clear and
substantial Soviet predominance following a general nuclear conflict,
We believe that the Russians place a high priority on the attainment of

* such a capability and that they may feel that it is within their grasp. If,
however, that capability, should not prove attainable, they intend to
secure so substantial a nuclear war-fighting advantage that, as a last

 resort, they would be less deterred than we from initiating the use of
riuclear wedpons. In this context, both detente and SALT are seen by
Soviet leaders not as cooperative efforts to ensure global peace, but as

... *means more effectively to compete with the United States,
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