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THE SOVIE+ $TRATEGIC INTEREST IN LXBIBHTED DISARMAMENT 

This  is a working pap9r .  It  is intended to be an 
informal  airing \ of a, c r i t i ca l  i n t e l l i g e n c e  psoBlem, no$ 
a d e f i n i t i v e  s t a t emen t  on t he  subject .  ]In t h i s  e x e r c i s e ,  
t h e  ques t ion  of disarmament is discussed i n  terms of Sovie t  
s t r a t e g i c  thought ,  p lanning ,  and goa l s .  While p s l i t  i ca l  
(propaganda) o b j e c t i v e s  have long seemed primary and are 
no doubt still important  (if not primary) in Sovie t  posi- 
t i o n s  on. disarmament, t h i s  paper is concerned l a r g e l y  w i t h  
t h e  hard gains-- in  Sovie t  m i l i t a r y  s t r e n g t h  r e l a t i v e  to 
t h a t  of t h e  U.S.--which the USSR may hope t o  make through 
the conclus ion  of agree.ments on l imited measures  of arms 
c o n t r o l .  

Although th’e w r i t e r  has b e n e f i t e d  from the sug- 
gest ions and r e s e a r c h  f i n d i n g s  of co l l eagues ,  he is s o l e l y  
r e spons ib l e  f o r  t h e  paper as a whole. 
S t a f f  would welcome comment on the  paper, addressed to 

The DD/I Research 

Zrwin P. Halpesn, who wrote it, OF t o  t h e  Chief or  Deputy 
Chief of t h e  Staff. / 1 
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I 4  . 
THE &VIET STRATEGIC IW~EREST IN EPMITXD DISARMAMENT 

summary 

.. I 

c 
A ,  

Although the S o v i e t s  have in the p a s t  succeeded i n  
t empora r i ly  dece iv ing  t h e  world public about t h e  magnitude 
of soviet  s t r a t e g i c  power, t h e i r  actual m i l i t a r y  c a p a b i l i -  
t ies have been incommensurate w i t h  both Sov ie t  po l i t i ca l  
a s p i r a t i o n s  (especially i n  Europe) and the U. S. s t r a t e g i c  
m i l i t a r y  cha l l enge .  The i r  p a s t  i n a b i l i t y  t o  preserve a 
world image of Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  pre-eminence OF to effect 
a s i g n i f i c a n t  change in t h e  a c t u a l  c o r r e l a t i o n  os? serategio 
f o r c e s  does no t  seem t o  have dampened t h e i r  desire t o  
ach ieve  such  goals. 

The S o v i e t s  have always regarded t h e  fundamental 
ques t ion  as t h a t  of t h e  balance of power: while t h e y  have 
o f t e n  t a l k e d  tough and invoked s t r a t e g i c  th rea ts ,  t hey  
have g e n e r a l l y  been cautious in their  a c t i o n s .  (The Cuban 
m i s s i l e  base  venture  w a s  slot an except ion:  t h e  d e c i s i o n s  
t o  p l a c e  missiles i n  Cuba and then  to remove them were 
both taken  because of f e l t  s t r a t e g i c  i n f e r i o r i t y ;  I[Ulra- 
shchev g r o s s l y  miscalculated the risk i n  deploying t h e  
missiles and withdrew them r a p i d l y  when the risk was made 
clear t o  him.) ILhrushchev still appears  to r ega rd  a favor-  
able strategic s i t u a t i o n  as c r i t i ca l  t o  his f o r e i g n  po l i cy .  
Yihile he may f i n d  t h e  c u r r e n t  s t r a t e g i c  p o s t u r e  of the 
USSR adequate to the task of d e t e r r i n g  t h e  West isom i n i t i a t -  
i ng  gene ra l  war, he almost c e r t a i n l y  f i n d s  that t h e  still  
markedly i n f e r i o r  s t r a t e g i c  p o s i t i o n  of t h e  USSR does not 
s a t i s f y  s o v i e t  p o l i t i c a l  requi rements .  He undoubtedly 
r e a l i z e s  t h a t  as long  as t he  United States mainta ins  a 
credible m i l i t a r y  supremacy, t h e  USSR w i l l 1  bs without  an 
e f f e c t i v e  b a s i s  for changing t h e  p o l i t i c a l  o r d e r  of t h i n g s  
i n  Europe--no more through n e g o t i a t i o n s  than  through direct 
m i l i t a r y  a c t i o n .  He is consequent ly  eager t o  neeatral9ze 
U.S. s t r a t e g i c  supremacy, to f o s t e r  the idea of nuc lea r  
st alemate and s t r a t e g i c  ba lance  . 

. .  
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Khrushchev w l  s t r i v e  to improve the s rategic sit- 
u a t i o n  2of t h e  USBR, we beyieve,  in part through direct  ia- 
cremenps t o  Sov ie t  mi1itai.y power, and, i n  par t ,  by an in- 
direct. method: con t ro l l img  %he arms r a c e  * I n d i r e c t  compe- 
t i t i o n  i n  t he  s t ruggle  for m i l i t a r y  supremacy is t y p i c a l l y  
a Sovie t  t a c t i c ,  Because of important advantages (notab ly  
secrbcy)  and, d i sadvantages  (notab ly  s t r a i n e d  resources), 
t he  S o v i e t s  hdve almost never engaged the United States i n  
.a direct ,  numerical. weapons competi t ion.  Thus, i n s t e a d  of! 
producing long-range bombers and, la t0r ,  ICBMs, on a c r a s h  
b a s i s ,  Woscow has  t r i e d  to compensate for d e f i c i e n c i e s  i n  
these c a p a b i l i t i e s  by i n d i r e c t  methods. These have included,  
a t  v a r i o u s  times and i n  v a r i o u s  combinations,  (1) decep t ive  
propaganda claims about Sov ie t  m i s s i l e  s t r e n g t h ,  (2) p o l i -  
t i c a l  e x p l o i t  a t  ion of @arly  t echno log ica l  breakthroughs in 
weaponry and space e x p l o r a t i o n ;  (3) the bu i ld -up  of power- 
f u l  forces t o  cope w i t h  a th rea t  from Vestern Europe and 
t h e  ho ld ing  of Europe as st rategic  hostage under the nun- 
erous medium .and i n t e s a e d i a t e  range b a l l  istic missiles; (4) 
maJor m i l i t a r y  demonstrat ions,  such  as i n c r e a s i n g  the  e x p l i c i t  
m i l i t a r y  budget and exploding very  high y i e l d  nuc lea r  wea- 
pqns; and ( 5 )  t h e  Cuban venture--in the  sense  of being an e f f ec -  
t i v e  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  a crash ICBM pap~gram. 

Having f a i l ed  w i t h  these schemes to produce t h e  
desired effects, Khrushchev now seems to have tu rned  t o  
l i m i t e d  disarmament t o  augment the r e l a t i v e  power p o s i t i o n  
of t h e  Sov ie t  Union; he has c l e a r l y  rejected the a l t e r n a -  
t i v e  of a radical s tep-up i n  the product ion  and deployment 
of s t r a t e g i c  weapons. This  is not to s a y  t h a t  a f i r m  
p o l i c y  l i n e  on l i m g t e d  disarmament has been set. On the 
c o n t r a r y ,  w e  are i n c l i n e d  LO think t h a t  t h i s  i s s u e ,  l i k e  
important m i l i t a r y  problems such as t r o o p  size,  is still 
i n  f l u x .  The m i l i t a r y  e l i te ,  who have i n  t he  past resisted 
c e r t a i n  of Xhrushchev's m i l i t a r y  programs, have also shown 
s i g n s  of d i s s e n t  from c e r t a i n  of his arms l i m i t a t i o n s  
schemes. They may for p r o f e s s i o n a l  seasons  tend t o  regard  
not arms c o n t r o l  b u t  s u b s t a n t i a l  arms expansion as t h e  best 
way to approach the  problem of s t r eng then ing  n a t i o n a l  
s e c u r i t y .  Hence, nega t ive  Sov ie t  a c t i o n s  a t  Geneva may 
t o  some e x t e n t  ref lect  indec i s ion  or  cont roversy  in MQSCOW. 

) 

- ii - 

s k  



Through arms control acc~rd--whether forrnal &re a t y  
QIP re@ iRrQCcP1 UnklatePal +I& iQXlS--the i%WietS pJP0b&l'g 
hope aQ4) %he very  l east  tok'.pn.ev@nt the strategic m i l  i t a s y  
gap from Widening; a& most, they may hope to  t i p  %he power 
balance i n  t he i r  Pavor. A medium expec ta t ion  may be t o  
imprqve t h e i r  s t r a t e g i c  n i l i t a r y  p o s i t i o n  w i t h  respect t o  
t h e  ::est t o  p s i g n i f i c a n t  degree  wi thoa t  jeopardizing 
other e s s e n t i a l  domestic programs. 

Thus, t h e  3 0 v i e t s  may see in arms C O Z I ~ J P Q ~  an oppor- 
' t u n i t y  (I) to g a i n  i n  t h e  s t ra tegic  r iva l l ry  by means of 

maximizing Sov ie t  power at a lower level of military expen- 

in a way t h a t  would exclude  f i e l d s  i n  which the USSR is 
comparat ively weak or has no par t icu lar  in&en t ive  (e .g. 
bombardment s a t e l l i t e s ) ,  and allow the TJZSB t o  compete i n  
fields of. its own choosing (e.g. , ABMs, Lasers) ; (3) to 
clear t h e  decks of "ObsoBete" weapons, i n s t a l l a t i o n s ,  and 
unnecessary personnel  (Khrushcbev's ~ o n c e p t i ~ n  of Q ~ S O ~ S -  
cence is much broader than t h a t  of many of h i s  m i l i t a r y  
colleagues); (4) t o  depr ive  t h e  United States, even in 
symmetrical  force c u t s ,  of an important inherent advantage: 
greater p o t e n t i a l  for s t r e n g t h e n i n g  its m i l i t a r y  power; 
( 5 )  t o  make' inunediale, i f  sm81111, m!lifGary gains even where 
agreements seem to. bs mutual ly  b e n e f i c i a l ;  ( 6 )  to under- 
mine Tlssdtern m i l i t m y  cohesion and s t r e n g t h ;  ('7) t o  i n h i b i t  
the  d isseminat ion  df nuclear weapons; ( 8 )  t o  make p o l i t i c a l  
ga ins  at home and abroad; and ,  f i n a l l y  (9) t o  channel t h e  
a c t i v e  arms compet i t ion  i n t o  t h e  R&D field--which %he So- 
v i e t s  seem to regard as less dangerous and more proinising 
(for them) than direct compet i t ion  in numbers of o f f e n s i v e  
weapons . 

The same concerns which impel the  USSR toward reach- 
ing  accord w i t h  the  West on arms control will probably set 
limits on disarmament. It  is highly doubt%ul that any So- 
v i e t  leaders s e r i o u s l y  regard W D  as a s t ra teg ic  goal. In- 
deed, we t h i n k ,  GCD may be counter  t o  the assumptlone which 
the S o v i e t s  make about power and n a t i o n a l  i n t e r e s t s .  Such 
cons idsrat  ions  as the des ire t o  freeze strategic nuc lea r  
power, to make g e n e r a l  w a r  appear as v i r t u a l l y  s u i c i d a l ,  
to avoid i n v i t i n g  Chinese o r  French OF Cjermlaz? r i v a l r y  in 
6 trategic power, w i l l  provably determine the degrees of 
r e d u c t i o n s  which the USSR might be w i l l i n g  to make i n  

d i t u r e ;  (2) t o  seduqe  the Size of %he ~X'ena Of CQlRpE?&~tiQn 
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s t r a t e g i c  nuclear forces within the  next decade. 
t h e  problem of keeping thq. East European empire intact may 
dictat~~reguireanents for luinimum levels of Soviet conven- 
t ionaL forces, i srespect  ive of United S ta tes  p o s i t  ions. 

A t  the same time, however, because the Sov ie t s  (or 
some,*of them) seem to have 8 strong s t r a t e g i c  jbn%erest i n  
regulating the' arms competition, they mag be w i l l i n g  to  
abandon some taboos, such as aerial survei l lance  of Soviet 
t e r r i t o r y ,  which, whether by their c h o o s h g  Or notp are 
perhaps becoming dispensable itennscsuftable for international  
bargaining. 

S i a i l a r l y ,  

- iv - 



T 

.- r 

1. THE DILFI~A OF BOYIER 

A. The Problem 

B. 

C.  P o l i c y  S ince  Cuba 

The P o l i c y  of Indirect  Competition 

11. TFIE STRATEGY OF DIScmMAh'EI?''f 

A. 

B. S tra teg ic  Objectives 

C .  The L i m i t s  of Disasmment 

General Attitude towards Arms L h i t a t i Q n s  

Page - 

1 

5 

11 

a7 

23 

36 



T 

, I  ,. 
, I  

.. 4 I I. TEE DILEMMA OF POVIER 
I- r 

A. The Problem 
"' 

* e  I 

Driven by t h e i r  great power p re t ens ions  as w e l l  as 
by pu re ly  m i l i t a r y  cons ide ra t ions ,  the Sov ie t s  have long  
fe l t  compelled t o  r i v a l  t h e  m i l i t a r y  might of t h e  United 
S ta tes .  This  compulsion has been vexing t o  Soviet  strateg- 
ists who have foand ,&hemelves  a t  a g r e a t  disadvantage i n  , 
r e s p e c t  to material resources  at t h e i r  d i s p o s a l ,  and who 
a t  each j u n c t u r e  have had to face the  r e a l i t y  of m i l i t a r y  
capabi l i t i es  which were incommensurate w i t h  both Sovie t  
p o l i t i c a l  a s p i r a t i o n s  and t h e  U. S. chal lenge .  Except for 
s h o r t  pe r iods  i n  which Soviet  bravado and p u b l i c  c r e d u l i t y  
combined t o  p r o j e c t  a mirage of a power imbalance i n  favor  
of t h e  USSR, t h e  Sov ie t s  have been i n  t h i s  predicament 
s i n c e  a t  least 1957. It was then t h a t  t h e  Soviets, giddy 
w i t h  the first s u c c e s s f u l  ICBM test which Syabol iCal ly  
ended t h e  i n v u l n e r a b i l i t y  of t h e  United States t o  strategic 
attack, began t o  cha l lenge  the  primacy of U.S. m i l i t a r y  
power. 

P l a i n l y ,  t h e  Sov ie t s  see m i l i t a r y  force as a symbol 
and instrument of t h e i r  to ta l  power pos i t io r l .  They expect 
the  world t o  see i n  t h e  growth of t h e l s  m i l i t a r y  power proof 
of t h e  success and i n v i n c i b i l i t y  of t h e i r  social  system. 
Moreover, the p o l i t i c a l  ambitions of the USSR seem t o  p lace  
d i f f e r e n t ,  even greater, demands on Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  develop- 
ment t han ,  s a y ,  might be deemed necessary  for de te r r ence  
of genera l  war, I t  has appeared t o  be a basic Soviet  po l i cy  
assumption--and a sound one--that a world belief i n  Soviet  
m i l i t a r y  s u p e r i o r i t y  would be extremely h e l p f u l  t o  the s u c -  
cess of t h e  Communist movement and of Sovie t  f o r e i g n  po l i cy .  
A c o r r o l l a r y  assumption e v i d e n t l y  is t h a t  8 world image of 
Soviet  m i l i t a r y  i n f e r i o r i t y  vis-a-vis  t he  Nest--an image 
developing s i n c e  1961--is a serious l i a b i l i t y .  If Boviet 
leaders, po l i t i ca l  and m i l i t a r y ,  are at odds on a number 
of basic defense  ques t ions ,  they  seem t o  be of one mind on 
t h i s .  

- 1 -  



1. A Modern Day Bismarck  

4 ; 1 
, '  

I 

.; Khsuskchev himself  is an unabashed p r a c t i t i o n e r  of 
c l a s s i c a l  r e a l p o l i t i k .  He has regarded the strategic power 
balance  as c r i t i ca l  t o  h i s  f o r e i g n  po l i cy ,  and on the basis 
0%- ciaimed " p h i f t s  i n  t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  of forces"  he has 
demanded concdss ions  from t he  'i'iest . Basing pol i c y  on claiqed 
Sov ie t  m i l i t a r y  s t r e n g t h ,  he has t r i e d  to erode  the Westerp 
w i l l  to oppose Sovie t  po l i t i ca l  o f f e n s i v e s .  And he has  ex- 

weapons i n  naked attempts a t  nuc lea r  coerc ion .  

m i t ,  conference t o  t r y  LO settle ou t s t and ing  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  
 issues w i t h  t h e  Vest on the basis  of an alleged new a l ign -  
ment of power. Having p i c t u r e d  the ICBM breakthrough in 
the  USSR as ending U.S. s u p e r i o r i t y ,  he made the spec ious  
claim t h a t  t he  Sov ie t s  were now roughly equfva len t  i n  m i l i -  
tary power w i t h  t h e  United States. Vhile  he achieved agsee- 
ment i n  1959 over  an exchange of v i s i t s  between P r e s i d e n t  
Eisenhower and h imsel f ,  and establ ished the " S p i r i t  of Camp 
David" which marked a new phase i n  Sovie t  f o r e i g n  p o l i c y  
and domestic p o l i c y  as w e l l ,  a series of unfo r tuna te  cir- 
cumstances (for him) prevented the  mul t i la te ra l  s u m m i t  con- 
f e r e n c e  i n  P a r i s  in 1960 f rom ma te r i a l i zhg  and l e d  the 
S o v i e t s  t o  undertake a major reassessment  of the s t r a t e g i c  
s i t u a t i o n .  

'plo ' i ted t h e  world's fear of n u c l e a r  war, brandish ing  h i s  

In t h e  t f i f t i e s ,  he waged a hard campaign for  a sum- 

Having f a i l e d  t o  make p rogres s  toward a p o l i t i c a l  
s e t t l e m e n t  on the b a s i s  of a claimed new alignment of power 
du r ing  P r e s i d e n t  Eisenhower g s  admin i s t r a t ion ,  Khrushchev 
aga in  used t h i s  strategem w i t h  P r e s i d e n t  Kezaaedy. Soon 
a f t e r  meeting wi th  t h e  P r e s i d e n t  i n  Vienna in Yuly 1961, 
Khrushchev declared: 

The Western l e a d e r s  state t h a t  the m P l i -  
tary power of the  c a p i t a l i s t  and social- 
ist camps now is e q u a l l y  balanced. . .  In 
t h e  p o l i c y  of the  Western powers, unfor- 
t u n a t e l y ,  there is no common sense ,  a 
common sense  which should  f l o w  from the  
acknowledgement of t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  of 
forces t h a t  has a r i s e n  in the  world.,.. 

- 2 -  
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Again in J u l y  1961, Warushchev p l a i n t i v e l y  argued--on the 
b a s i s  o$ , a l l eged  admissioqs i n  t h e  Vest t h a t  bloc s t r e n g t h  
w a s  l*ncd i n f e r i o r "  t o  Vestern s t r e n g t h - - t h a t  "with equal 
s t r engkh ,  t h e r e  m u s t  be equa l  r i g h t s ,  equa l  o p p o r t y n l t i e s . "  
But once aga in ,  .HChrushchev's e f f o r t s  came t o  noth ing .  The 
A m e r i c a n ' p h t  i n  t h e  East-Vest d ia logue  was not  t o  concede 
a changed poy&r r e l a t i o n s h i p  as a b a s i s  f o r  n e g o t i a t i o n s ,  
In  f a c t ,  t h e  Vnited S t a t e s . i n  1961 pursued a p o l i c y  of 
s u b s t a n t i a l l y  s t r e n g t h e n i n g  its s t r a t e g i c  and t a c t i c a l  
f o r c e s ,  and, consequent ly ,  of widening its m i l i t a r y  l ead  
over  t h e  USSR. By September 1961, U.S. spokesmen were 

.c la iming clear m i l i t a r y  supremacy for t h e  United S t a t e s  
(and adding h s u l t  :o i n j u r y  by p u b l i c l y  downgrading earlier 
e s t i m a t e s  of Sovie t  ICBBI s t r e n g t h ) .  

2 .  Foreign P o l i c y  Record 

The record  of Sovie t  f o r e i g n  p o l i c y  i n  r e s p e c t  t o  
t h e  East-Y!est c o n f r o n t a t i o n  over t h e  p a s t  decade shows a 
mix of g a i n s  and losses. On t h e  one hand, Sov ie t  mili- 
t a r y  power, though i n f e r i o r  t o  t h a t  of t h e  United S t a t e s ,  
has succeeded i n  i n h i b i t i n g  c e r t a i n  Vestern i n i t i a t i v e s  
and i n  making the United S t a t e s  r e c o n c i l e  i t s e l f  to g a i n s  
a l r e a d y  achieved by t h e  .USSR. Thus, Sovie t  power was suf- 
f i c i e n t  to discourage  the Vest from i n t e r v e n i n g  i n  t h e  
Hungarian u p r i s i n g  of 1956 and from smashing t h e  B e r l i n  
T:all cons t ruc t ed  i n  1961. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  Sovie t  
p o s t u r e  was not  formidable  enough t o  f o r c e  t h e  :!est i n t o  
p e r c e p t i b l e  p o l i t i c a l  retreat  on major ou t s t and ing  i n t e r -  
n a t i o n a l  issues. Sov ie t  power f a i l e d ,  f o r  example, to 
prevent  t h e  United states from deploying nuc lea r  weapons 
a t  European bases  i n  t h e  ' f i f t i e s ;  'it f a i l e d  t o  cow t h e  
Vest into a B e r l i n  s e t t l e m e n t ;  and it failed i n  t h e  most 
d i r e c t  c o n f r o n t a t i o n  wi th  t h e  United S t a t e s  t o  e s t a b l i s h  
a strategic m i l i t a r y  base i n  Cuba (al though it succeeded 
in e s t a b l i s h i n g  a p o l i t i c a l l y  important Sov ie t  presence 
i n  Cuba). 

Although t h e  p a t t e r n  02 success and f a i l u r e  i n  SO- 
v i e t  f o r e i g n  p o l i c y  d e f i e s  a t t empt s  t o  draw a s t r i c t  cor- 
r e l a t i o n  between them and t h e  power ba lance ,  t h e  record  
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of Sov ie t  a c t i o n s  n e v e r t h e l e s s  shows t ha t ,  a t  least s i n c e  
t h e  E o r p n  Van., the Sov ie t s  have always been s e n s i t i v e  t o  
t h e  Un,gted S t a t e s  pos tu rehmd p o l i c y  and t o  t h e  changes i n  
t h e  wor ld  m i l i t a r y  s t r u c % u r e . e  Although they  have t a l k e d  
tough and l i b e r a l l y  invoked strategic threats a t  d i f f e r e n t  
t i m e s  s i n c e  S t a l i n ' s  dea th ,  t hey  have g e n e r a l l y  been ex- 
t remely  cautgous i n  a c t i o n .  It can be s a i d ,  t h a t ,  as a 
r u l e ,  t h e i r  aggress ive  d e c l a r a t o r y  p o l i c y  has been occa- 
s ioned  by seeming changes i n  t h e  power balance  i n  t h e i r  
favor--ICBI breakthrough, space feats ,  high y i e l d  explo- 
s i o n s ,  etc.--but t h e i r  C Q n s e s V a t i V e  a c t i o n s  have been oc- 
cas ioned by a real is& ic appsec i a t  ion of t h e  s t ra teg ic  power 
s i t u a t i o n ,  i n  which , they  have always been second-best .  

and problems of s t r a t e g y  i n  rea31 l i f e  can seldom be reduced 
t o  simple formulas OP equa t ions .  Consider,  for example, 
t h e  fo l lowing  paradox: t h e  clear strategic supremacy of 
t he  United S t a t e s  has prevented the USSR from forc ing  its 
program f o r  a European s e t t l e m e n t  on t h e  West; on t h e  o the r  
hand, anxious t o  redress t h e  imbalance of power i n  order 
t o  restore dynamism t o  t h e i r  f o r e i g n  p o l i c y ,  t he  S o v i e t s  
embarked on t h e  venture  t o  place m i s s i l e s  i n  Cuba. Supe- 
rior U.S. power i n  t h e  Cuban case d i d  not r e s t r a i n  b u t  
ra ther  tended t o  provoke t h e  USSR t o  undertake a r i s k y  
ven tu re ;  however, when t h e  moment of c o n f r o n t a t i o n  occurred, 
t h e  s i t u a t i o n  r e v e r t e d  t o  t he  first i n s t a n c e ,  in which t h e  
Sov ie t  leadership bel ieved it t h e  better p a r t  of v a l o r  to 
retreat i n  the  f a c e  of a s u p e r i o r  W.S; power.+* 

i 

The l o g i c  of power takes unexpected t u r n s ,  however, 

*Even i n  t h e  case of Eorea, t he  Sov ie t s  probably had c a l -  
culated t h a t  the United States would not  i n t e rvene  m i l i -  
t a r i l y  i n  t h e  even t  of a North Korean a t t a c k :  
admin i s t r a t ion  had ind ica t ed  such  a course  b u t  the  mesident ' 

r eve r sed  himself upon l e a r n i n g  of t h e  North Xorean t r e a c h e r y .  

t he  U.S. 

**In regard to t h e  Cuban ven tu re ,  long  and careful s t u d y  
of t h e  Sovie t  a c t i o n  has  l ed  us t o  b e l i e v e  s t r o n g l y  t h a t  
t h e  Sov ie t s ,  a t  l e a s t  u n t i l  the P r e s i d e n t ' s  speech of 22 
October, d i d  no t  estimate t h a t  there was a g r e a t  r i s k  of 
s t ra teg ic  a t t a c k  a g a i n s t  even Cuba, l e t  a lone  themselves: 
a t  any stage of t h e  venture .  

I 
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B. The Pollicy OS I n d i r e c t  Competit--.oa 
I '  

- 
,'/ 

'i I 4 ,  ,'t 

.-;'The Sov ie t s ,  t hen ,  have long  had a consuming des i re  
t o  be ranked as s u p e r i o r  or a t  least equal to the United 
S ta tes  i n  m i l i t a r y  might and t o  effect  p o l i t i c a l  changes 
ow t h a t  basis .  This  mot iva t ion ,  i n  t u r n ,  has  g iven  impe tus  
to t he  more s t k i c t l y  m i l i t a r y  needs to compete w i t h  t h e  
United S t a t e s  i n  an arms race. For what would  s u f f i c e  as 
a "minimum d e t e r r e n t "  f e l l  s h o r t  09 t he  p o l i t i c a l  need to 
close t h e  s t r a t eg ic  m i l i t a r y  gap. However, because of t h e  
p e c u l i a r  philosophy of t h e  p r e s e n t  Sovie t  l e a d e r s h i p ,  and 
t h e  a r r a y  of advantqges (notab ly  secrecy)  and disadvant-  
ages (notab ly  s t r a i n e d  resources)  , i n  comparison t o  the 
United States, t h e  USSR has  almost never .attempted tQ compete , 

d i r e c t l y  wi th  the  United S t a t e s  i n  an arms b u i l d - u p ,  but 
has r epea ted ly  turned  t o  i n d i r e c t  methods to achieve  its 
strategic o b j e c t i v e s .  

The i n d i r e c t  methods used  haye included,  a t  va r ious  
t i m e s  and i n  va r ious  combinat ions ,  (1) decep t ive  propaganda 
claims about Sov ie t  missile strength, (2) p o l i t i c a l  explo i -  
t a t  ion  of e a r l y  t echno log ica l  breakthroughs i n  weaponry 
and space  exp lo ra t ion ;  (3) t h e  build-up of powerful forces 
t o  cope w i t h  threats from Siestern Europe, and t h e  holding 
of Europe as s t ra teg ic  hostage under t h e  numerous m e d i u m  
and in t e rmed ia t e  range ba l l i s t i c  missiles; (4) major m i l i -  
t a r y  demonstrat ions,  such as m i l i t a r y  budget i n c r e a s e s  and 
very  h igh  y i e l d  nuc lea r  explos ions .  
Cuban m i s s i l e  base venture ,  which was i n d i r e c t  i n  the sense  
t h a t  it was a bold a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  a direct  compet i t ion  i n  
numbers of i n t e r c o n t i n e n t a l  weapons for the  purpose of sub-  
s t a n t i a l l y  improving Sovie t  strike c a p a b i l i t i e s  a g a i n s t  t h e  
United S t a t e s .  * 

There was a l s o  t h e  

*The m i s s i l e s  which were t o  be deployed in Cuba were 
intended t o  supplement and ease requirements  on the Sovie t  
ICBM program, bu t  n o t  t o  s u b s t i t u t e  for it. 

' I  
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In  t h e  l a t e  ' f i f t i e s ,  when the S o v i e t s  . i n  t h e  p o l i t -  
ical-propaganda realm bo lg ly  and r e p e a t e d l y  cha l lenged  t h e  
primacy':'of U.S. m i l i t a r y  ,power, t h e y  pa radox ica l ly  f a i l e d  
t o  conver t  a t echno log ica l  head-start i n t o  a s u p e r i o r i t y  
i n  forces- in-being . U n t i l  1962, Sovie t  i n t e r c o n t i n e n t a l ,  
f o r c e s  grew very  l i t t l e .  It had been decided i n  t h e  e a r l y  
'&ifties not., t o  have a major i n t e r c o n t i n e n t a l  bomber f o r c e ,  
and a d e c i s i o n  w a s  e v i d e n t l y  made i n  1958 to fo rego  deploy- 
ment of t h e  first gene ra t ion  ICBM in f avor  of second gene- 
ra t ion  systems, t he  i irst of which W Q U I ~  not become opera- 
t i o n a l  u n t i l  e a r l y  196%. 

The p a t t e r n  8.f actual development and deployment of 
weapons of t h e  i n t e r c o n t i n e n t a l  s t r ike f o r c e s  of t h e  USSR 
between 1957 and 1962 reflected no governing s t ra tegic  con- 
cept, excep t ,  perhaps,  t h a t  of seeking ,  w i t h  minimal means, 
t o  deter t h e  United States from a t t a c k i n g  t h e  Sov ie t  camp 
and to achieve m i l i t a r y  respec tab i l i ty .  Furthermore,  during 
t h a t  per iod  t h e  USSR possessed none of t h e  fo l lowing  cap- 
ab i l i t i e s  claimed or in t imated  by the  propaganda and by 
Sovie t  w r i t i n g s  on m i l i t a r y  d o c t r i n e :  

(1) a m i l i t a r i l y  e f f e c t i v e  pre-emptive 

(2) a s u r e - f  ire r e t a l i a t o r y  c a p a b i l i t y ;  

c a p a b i l i t y  ; 

or 

(3) a war-winning capabi l i ty  a g a i n s t  
t h e  United S t a t e s .  

Nor can it be sa id  t h a t ,  i n  t h e  pe r iod  i n  ques t ion ,  Sovie t  
p l anne r s  sought t o  effect a shift i n  t h e  balance of power 
by means of real increments in Sovie t  i n t e r c o n t i n e n t a l  s t r i k e  
c a p a b i l i t i e s .  If there was i n  fact a strategic phi losophy 
which guided t h e  development of of f e n s  ive  i n t e r c o n t i n e n t a l  
f o r c e s  up t o  1962, it was t h a t  of a "very minimum d e t e r r e n t  .I' 

\ 



For be fo re  t h a t  date,  t h e  U3SR had a f o r c e  0.: dubious re- 
l i a b i l i t j y  which, 'in r e l a t t o n  t o  U.S. o f f e n s i v e  and defen- 
s i v e  I&ces, w a s  capable  df doing ve ry  l i m i t e d  damage t o  

9. much 
more serious deployment program, more o r  less consonant 
w i t h  , t h e  s t r a t e g i c  t h r e a t  , w a s  i n  evidence bejeose t h a t  
da%e i n  respeqt to  s t r a t e g i c  sir defense  weapons. 

In s h o r t ,  as n a t i o n a l  i n t e l l i g e n c e  e s t i m a t e s  have 
poin ted  out, t h e  USSR w a s  w i l l i n g  t o  t o l e r a t e  on actual 
cond i t ion  of l i m i t e d  i n t e r c o n t i n e n t a l  c a p a b i l i t i e s  and con- 
s i d e r a b l e  v u l n e r a b i l i t y  over a long per iod of t i m e .  B u t  
t h i s  was not  t r u e  of the  seeming - -.c cond i t ion  of t h e  s t ra tegic  
m i l i t a r y  s i t u a t i o n .  

In t h e  pe r iod  i n  which c r i t i ca l  defense  d e c i s i o n s  
were being made--1958--Khrushchev was Firmly i n  t h e  sad- 
d l e .  It was i n  all p r o b a b i l i t y  his ideas about ;Joviet  
long-range f o r c e  development t h a t  carried t h e  day. Faced 
as he was w i t h  competing demands f o r  l i m i t e d  r e s o u r c e s  
(he had, for example t o  choose between a large ICBM pro- 
gram and a large B'IRBM program), and conf iden t  about his 
a b i l i t y  t o  understand h i s  c o u n t e r p a r t s  i n  t h e  Y;est and t o  
c o n t r o l  r i s k s ,  Khrushchev was in no hur ry  to upse t  a c t u a l  
U . S .  m i l i t a r y  supremacy by deploying a powerful in te rcon-  
t i n e n t a l  s t r i k i n g  f o r c e .  Khsushchev, r a t h e r ,  was conf iden t  
t h a t  a seeming a l t e r a t i o n  in t h e  power s i t u a t i o n  would 
s e r v e  h i s  purposes, a t  l e a s t  i n  t he  near  run .  He undes- 
stood q u i t e  w e l l  t h a t  what m a t t e r s  i n ' r e g a r d  t o  t h e  power 
balance q u e s t i o n  in peacetime is not  t h e  a c t u a l  m i l i t a r y  
c a p a b i l i t i e s  of a s t a t e ,  b u t  what o t h e r s  t h i n k  about the 
s t a t e  v s  capabi l i t  ies--or more a c c u r a t e l y ,  vha t  one state 's  
b e l i e f s  are about ano the r .  In 1960, he exaggerated Sovie t  
rocke t  c a p a b i l i t i e s  a g a i n s t  the  United States because he 
w a s  aware of actual 3oviet i n f e r i o r i t y  i n  strategic f o r c e s ,  
b u t  was conf iden t  t h a t  h i s  claims Would be g e n e r a l l y  bel ieved.  

,merican t e r r i t o r y  i n  t h e  even t  of gene ra l  war, 

Thus,  i n  the yea r s  1958-61, strategic deception--in 
which Sovie t  propaganda formed a bond f o r  Restern self- 
decept ion  and f e a r s  about t h e  trend i n  Sovie t  strategic 
weapons development--to b o l s t e r  the  image of Sov ie t  m i l i -  
t a r y  power and, consequent ly ,  the Sovie t  s t ra tegic  deter- 
r e n t .  As poin ted  o u t  i n  other i n t e l l i g e n c e  i s suancesg  
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I st rategic  decept ion,  as  an i n t e g r a l  pas t  of s o v i e t  p o l i c y ,  
had as o b j e c t i v e s  n o t  o n l p  compensation for an unavoidable,  
advers,&j' imbalance i n  strategic power , but also t h e  conceal-  
ment 3 r o m  t h e  Best t h a t  t h e  Sovie t  ICH3EI 3!orce programmed , 

f o r  t h e  period 1958-1962 would not close the gap and might 
even ,permi t  it t o  widen s u b s t a n t i a l l y .  The e f f o r t  t o  dece ive ,  
msreover, waF intended not  merely to deter an attack on the 
Soviet Union, ' b u t  to secure p o l i t i c a l  gains as w e l l .  

f e c t  of 7ovie t  decep t ive  m i s s i l e  claims reached a high p o i n t  
i n  e a r l y  1960. In  h i s  speech t o  the Supreme ",viet i n  Jarnu- 
a r y  of t h a t  year  he, boasted t h a t  t h e  USSR was " seve ra l  
years"  ahead of t h e  United states i n  t he  "mass product ion" 
of ICBMs, and t h a t  t h e  "Soviet  army today possesses such 
combat means and f i r e  power as no army has e v e r  had before, It  

s u f f i c i e n t  " l i t e r a l l y  t o  wipe the  count ry  or c o u n t r i e s  t h a t  
a t tack  us off t h e  face of t h e  earth." Consequently, X#su- 
shchev s a i d ,  " the  Sovie t  people  can be calm and conf iden t ;  
t h e  Sovie t  army's modern equipment ensures  t he  unassa i l -  
a b i l i t y  of o u r  country. t1  f>t  t h e  end of t he  fo l lowing  month 
he would announce unambiguously t h a t  t h e  Sov ie t  Union is 
"now t h e  wor ld  s s t r o n g e s t  m i l i t a r y  power. 

Over t h e  same per iod ,  t he  p r i n c i p a l  m i l i t a r y  element 
i n  t h e  Sovie t  d e t e r r e n t  scheme was the massive force intended 
for war a g a i n s t  Europe. This  might have been a meaningful 
anti-U.S. s t r a t e g y  i n  a p u r e l y  m i l i t a r y  sense  had the with-  - 
drawal of SAC forces f r o m  E u r o p e  not  Coincided w i t h  t h e  
emergence of t h e  Sov ie t  NIRBM force. The real  d e t e r r e n t  
aga ins t  t h e  United S t a t e s ,  hence, w a s  largely i n d i r e c t ;  
Europe ,  as Khrushchev would acknowledge ( i n  September l 9 6 l ) ,  
was a "hostage." 

t h e  s t r a t e g i c  decept ion  scheme had backfired; no t  on ly  was 
it exposed t o  t h e  whole wor ld  b u t  i n  the meantime it had 
done i r r e p a r a b l e  damage to t h e  USSR by s t i m u l a t i n g  a major 
improvement i n  t h e  defense  pos tu re  of the United S t a t e s ,  
t h e r e b y  r e s u l t i n g  i n  a s u b s t a n t i a l  widening of t he  actual 
U.S. m i l i t a r y  lead. i!'urthermose, it was by t h a t  t i m e  clear 
t o  t h e  Sovie t  leaders t h a t  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of t h e  counter-  
Europe threat had been undermined by t h e  proven i n a b i l i t y  

Khrushchev's p u b l i c  confidence i n  t h e  d e t e r r e n t  ef- 

By t h e  end of 1961, t h e  Sovie t  leaders realized t h a t  

I 
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of t h e  ? o v i e t s  t o  f o r c e  l'lestern p o l i t i c a l  retreats and t o  
provide,{the necessary  backing f o r  Sovie t  p o l  it i ca l  o c'len- 
s i v e s  gh !!estern Europe. '. 

P a i n f u l l y  conscious of s l i p p a g e  both i n  r e s p e c t  t o  
.. f * 

t h e  power balance and t h e  s t a b i l i t y  of Sov ie t  s t r a t e g i c  
d e t e r r e n c e  ($h,eir r e t a l i a t o r y  t h r e a t  was no longe r  credible 
i n  t h e  West), Sovie t  l e a d e r s  undertook a g e n e r a l  r e a p p r a i s a l  
of t h e  peacetime Sovie t  m i l i t a r y  pos tu re  and t h e  s t r a t e g i c  
s i t u a t i o n .  They concluded, it seems, t h a t  t h e i r  s t r a t egy- -  
of bu i ld ing  de te r r ence  and pursu ing  f o r e i g n  p o l i c y  objec- 
t i v e s  on t h e  b a s i s  of; b l u f f i n g  t h e  7:'est about Sov ie t  long- 
range  a t t a c k  capabiJ i t ies  w h i l e  h o l d i n g  Europe hostage un 
der the t h r e a t  of mass a n n i h i l a t i o n  of Sov ie t  MRBMs--was 
no longer  adequate for p o l i t i c a l  purposes OF, perhaps,  Tor 
n a t  ionaL s e c u r i t y  . 

The immediate Sovie t  r e a c t i o n  t o  t h e  crisis i n  u t i l i -  
t a r y  s t r a t e g y  was t o  t a k e  a new series of e s s e n t i a l l y  in- 
direct measures t o  improve t h e  s t r a t e g i c  s i t u a t i o n  ( a n c  
-regard t o  t h e  immediate p o l i t i c a l  problem, t o  s t r eng then  
t h e  weakened barga in ing  p o s i t i o n s  of t h e  USSR i n  B e r l i n ) .  
Some of t h e s e  measures were demonstrat ions OF counter-  
demonstrat ions;  o t h e r s  amounted t o  real  increments  i n  Sovie t  
m i l i t a r y  power. To he lp  obscure o r  compensate f o r  t h e i r  
s t r a t e g i c  d e f i c i e n c i e s ,  t h e  Sov ie t s  emphasized super-bombs 
manned bombers, and nuc lea r  submctr i n e s  . They resumed nuclear  
t e s t i n g ,  suspended t h e  t r o o p  r educ t ion  program, de::ersed 
t r a n s f e r  of s p e c i a l i z e d  c a t e g o r i e s  of 'servicemen t o  the 
r e s e r v e s ,  and announced inc reases  i n  t h e  o v e r t  m i l i t a r y  
budget. 

CPSU Congress, t h e  Defense Minis te r  drew a p i c t u r e  of a 
l a r g e  and v e r s a t i l e  m i l i t a r y  establ ishment t h a t  was pre- 
pared t o  launch a pre-emptive a t t a c k  a g a i n s t  a would-be 
aggressor  and t o  f i g h t  e i t h e r  a s h o r t  or a p r o t r a c t e d  war 
i n  Euzasia i f  necessary.  l a l i n o v s k i y ' s  speech also gave 
d o c t r i n a l  underpinning t o  t h e  p o l i c y  measures bea r ing  on 
t h e  size and composition of t h e  armed f o r c e s ,  t he reby  in- 
d i c a t i n g  t h a t  t h e  changes were intended t o  have g r e a t e r  
permanence than  was suggested by previous :Soviet p u b l i c  
s t a t emen t s .  

I n  f a l l  1961, i n  a major p o l i c y  speech a t  t h e  22nd 



T 

i 
j .  

The d e c i s i o n  t o  make p u b l i c  i n  t h i n l y  v e i l e d  langu- 
age t h e ;  d o c t r i n e  *of pre-eypt ive  action was e v i d e n t l y  taken  
w i t h  t,hs a i m  of counter ing  p o s s i b l e  i n t e n t i o n s  of t h e  U . 3 .  
adversary  t o  follow up its new c la ims  t o  m i l i t a r y  s u p e r i o r i t y  
w i t h  a more aggres s ive  f o r e i g n  po l i cy .  The Sov ie t s ,  i n  e f -  
fect, in t imated  t h a t  the USSR had lowered the  th re sho ld  for 
i r i i t ' i a t i ng  w.a~f.  They presumably estimated tha t  the threat-  
ened i n i t i a l  u s e  of nucleaks by them (if th rea t ened  wi th  
immdnent a t t a c k )  would be more credible than  t h e i r  previous 
claims to a re l iab le  second strike c a p a b i l i t y .  

had t o  f i n d  a new b a s i s  on which t o  b u i l d  the image of So- 
v i e t  m i l i t a r y  power. The dramatic measures taken i n  1961 
would no t  have a l a s t i n g  e f f e c t .  The c o l l a p s e  of strategic 
decept ion,  t h e  diminut ion of s t r a t e g i c  secrecy, t h e  emesg- 
ence of Communist China as a r i v a l  power and p o t e n t i a l  t h r e a t  
t o  Sovie t  s e c u r i t y ,  t h e  changes in the composition and de- 
ployment of U.S. s t r a t e g i c  forces, and probably such domes- 
t i c  problems as scarce re sources  and d i v i s i o n s  i n  t h e  lead- 
e r sh ip - -a l l  these factors combined t o  f o r c e  the  S o v i e t s  t o  
search f o r  new answers t o  t h e  strategic dilemma. The con- 
c l u s i o n  m u s t  have been unavoidable t o  t h e  Sov ie t  leaders : 
a real  i n t e r c o n t i n e n t a l  a t t a c k  c a p a b i l i t y  had t o  be developed. 
The United S t a t e s  i n  1961 was still i n  8 p o s i t i o n  t o  devast-  
a te  t h e  Sovie t  Union wi th  r e l a t i v e l y  l i t t l e  damage t o  its 
own t e r r i t o r y .  

'i'lith t h e  s h i f t i n g  of t h e  sands,  t h e  Sovie t  l e a d e r s h i p  

In 1961, the  Sov ie t s  w e r e  indeed t a k i n g  m e a s u r e s  to 
improve t h e i r  i n t e r c o n t i n e n t a l  s tr ike c a p a b i l i t y .  They 
s tepped  up c o n s t r u c t i o n  of sites for advanced ICBMs; and 
they sought to improve t h e i r  r e t a l i a t o r y  c a p a b i l i t y  by 
hardening a p o r t i o n  of t h e  new launch sites. 

Such measures t a k e  a long  t i l e  t o  implement, and tipe-- 
a t  least  as f a r  as t h e  compet i t ion  in ICBMs is concerned-- 
was p l a i n l y  on t h e  s i d e  of the  United X a t e a .  In  view of 
t he  urgency which they  a t t ached  to the problem 0% sedress- 
i n g  t h e  s t r a t e g i c  imbalance which could no longer  be con- 
cealed from t h e  world, t h e  30viets i n  196% t r i e d  a t yp ic -  
a l l y  i n d i r e c t  and unusual ly  imaginat ive meaeuver to effect 
a changed s t r a t e g i c  s i t u a t i o n  almost overnight. Having 
estimated t h a t  t h e i r  a c t i o n  would not provoke U.S. i n t e r v e n t i o n  
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(beyond a p o s s i b l e  blockade) and t h a t  i f  t h e  United S t a t e s  
were abgut t o  in t e rvene  ($.e .  t o  take m i l i t a r y  a c t i o n  beyond 
a blocvikde) t h e  USSR cou l i i  withdraw without  i r r e t r i e v a b l e  
polit.i?cal l o s s ,  t h e  Sov ie t  leaders took a chance on deploy- 
ing  EBRBM and IRBM l aunchers  i n  Cuba. 
ceeded, their  a d d i t i o n a l  s t r a t e g i c  s t r e n g t h  would have sig- 
n i 3 i c a n t l y  a)t,ered t h e  gene ra l  s t r a t e g i c  s i t u a t i o n ,  so groat 
w o u l d  have been the  psychologica l  impact of even a s m a l l  
number of Sovie t  IRBIv'Is and MRBMs i n  Cuba. 

Had t h i s  gamble suer 

C. Pol i cy  S ince  Cuba 
, 

1. Controversy over  t h e  New C o u r s e  

Yith t h e  collapse of t h e  Cuban venture ,  t h e  crisis 
i n  Sovie t  m i l i t a r y  s t r a t e g y  had deepened. 
Sov ie t s  fa i led  t o  effect  a rad ica l  improvement in their  
strategic posture--they s u f f e r e d  t h e  embarrassment of a 
grave defeat which cost them p r e s t i g e  w i t h  t h e i r  Eas te rn  
comrades as w e l l  as wi th  t he  Yestern adversary.  

Not on ly  bad t h e  

Both t h e  deployment i n  and wi thdrawal  of missiles 
from Cuba were t a c i t  admissions of Sov ie t  strategic in- 
f e r i o r i t y .  The Cen t ra l  Committee organ Kommunist (No. 18, 
1962) e x p l i c i t l y  admit ted i n  an  editorial t h a t  the Sovie t  
l e a d e r s h i p  had "soberly weighed' t h e  ba lance  of power" du r -  
ing  the  crisis i n  t h e  Caribbean and took the o n l y  reason- 
able course  open to them. I"& s o v i e t  p r e s t i g e  dipped low 
in t h e  wake of t h e  crisis, t h e  remaining dynamism went ou t  
of f o r e i g n  policy,  l e a v i n g  it aimless and v i r t u a l l y  immobile. 
The Chinese t aun ted  t h e  Sov ie t  leaders w i t h  accusa t ions  of 
both "adventurism" and "cap it u l  a t  ionism. '' Sovie t  m i l  it a r y  
morale seemed t o  s l i p  t o  a low ebb and there were indica-  
t i o n s  of d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  among the  m i l i t a r y  over  Khrushchev's 
handl ing of t h e  Cuban ope ra t ion .  

Under such cond i t ions ,  t h e  need t o  improve t h e  rela- 
t i v e  s t r a t e g i c  p o s i t i o n  of t h e  USSR w i t h  genuine increments 
t o  t h e  m i l i t a r y  became a p o l i t i c a l l y  i r r e f u t a b l e  argument, 
and t h e  p o s i t i o n  02 t h e  advocates  of greater defense  spend- 
i n g  was consequent ly  s t rengthened .  

j 
i 
I 

I 

- I  

I 

I 
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But  aga in ,  t he  expected,  t h e  l o g i c a l ,  d i d  no t  happen. 
Rather  ,, ,(Soviet leaders f e l l  i n t o  a pol icy struggle, Bast ing 
u n t i l  , s p r i n g  1963, over  what c0urse t o  BoPlow i n  p u r s u i t  
09 the common o b j e c t i v e  of improving the c o u n t r y ' s  r e l a t i v e  
strategic p o s i t i o n .  On tb basis of l a r g e l y  i n d i r e c t  and 
inconclus ive  evidence,  we have d i scerned  two p r i n c i p a l  
sehobls of thought i n  con ten t ion  over a whole range of 
b a s i c  n a t i o n a l  p o l i c y  matters. There was on t h e  one hand, 
t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l i s t - m i n d e d  school which argued for direct 
measures t o  improve t h e  coun t ryq  s strategic posit ion.  This 
grouping, which probably attsfPcted m o s t  of t h e  m i l i t a r y  
e l i t e  and was appa ren t ly  l e d  by Kozlov i n  t h e  Party Presi- 
dium, sought (1) to, i n c r e a s e  t h e  defense e s t ab l i shmen t  ' s 
share of the  c o u n t r y * s  s t r a i n e d  resources; (2) to make even 
greater the d i s p a r a t e  growth of heavy i n d u s t r y  by g r e a t l y  
expanddrig, among o t h e r  t h i n g s ,  plant f ac i l i t i e s  for heavy 
machine-building; (3) t o  s t r e n g t h e n  CQDV@nt%Ona% as w e l l  
as s t r a t e g i c  m i l i t a r y  f o r c e s ;  (4) t o  t a k e  a hard line on 
f o r e i g n  p o l i c y ,  and, hence, to undermine e a r l i e r  efforts 
t o  achieve accomodation with t h e  T:es% (e .g., disarmament 
nego t i a t ions )  . 

The o t h e r  school  of thought ,  which w e  s h a l l  c a l l  Khru- 
shchev ' s  inasmuch a s  he was p l a i n l y  Its p r i n c i p a l  spokes- 
man, preferred to steep an almost  d i a m e t r i c a l l y  oppos i t e  
course  (al though toward t h e  same o b j e c t i v e  of improving the 
r e l a t i v e  strategic p o s i t i o n  01 t h e  USSR). 
w a s  t o  maintain the  pacs of growth of 3ov ie t  arm@d s t r e n g t h  
wi thout  f u r t h e r  impair ing t h e  cop;lntry's economic growth o r  
s t i m u l a t i n g  t h e  West i n t o  another  cycle in the wms race. 
In the p i t c h  of t h e  debates, Khrushchev thus sought (a) t o  
hold the l i n e  on r e source  a l l o c a t i o n s ,  r e s i s t i n g  a r a d i c a l  
d i s t r i b u t i o n  of resources either i n  favor OB the  m i l i t a r y  
est  ab1 ishment or economic development ; (2) t o  resist any 
w'idening of t h e  gag i n  rate of development between heavy 
i n d u s t r y  ( m i l i t a r y )  and l i g h t  i ndus t ry ,  and s p e c i f i c a l l y  
t o  oppose any major expansion of t he  heavy machine-build- 
i ng  indus t ry ;  (3) to  c u t  back the size of convent iona l  f o r c e s  
w h i l e  s t r eng then ing  s t r a t e g i c  lorces; (4) to p u r s u e  rapproche- 
ment w i t h  t h e  Vest and g e n e r a l l y  to r e d u c e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  

.tendiOnS; ( 5 )  t o  engage i n  disarmament negot ia tPona wi th  t h e  
a i m  of slowing down t h e  arms race and improving t h e  rela- 
t i v e  s t r a t e g i c  p o s i t i o n  of t h e  USSR. The last aim, which 
is c e n t r a l  t o  t h i s  s tudy ,  w i l l  be discussed  a t  l e n g t h  s h o r t l y .  

Khrushchev's p l an  
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I t  appears ,  i n  retrospect, t h a t  du r ing  t h e  winter.  
of 1962-63, Khrusbchev s u f f e r e d  s e r i o u s  Boss of prestigs 
i n  Sovif!$ r u l i n g  circles; ,;?hat h i s  strategic if not g o l i t i -  
cal  LhSnking was p u t  i n t o  q u e s t i o n ;  t h a t  he had some very  
sough ' s ledding ,  , e s p e c i a l l y  i n  January  and February; and t h a t  
Sov ie t  f o r e i g n  p o l i c y  l apsed  i n t o  a confused and r a t h e r  a i m -  
l e ~ s  s ta te  i n  t h e  course of' t he  i n t e r n a l  p o l i c y  debates. 
Eventua l ly ,  *ward the end of Ma~ch, Khrushchev managed to 
g e t  t h e  upper hand. A t  that t-e, Soviet f o r e i g n  pol.icy 
seemed t o  take a more d e l i b e r a t e  C O U F S B - - ~ ~  o p t i m i s t i c  
Tsarapkin made a "big concession" a t  Geneva; accard was 
reached on a "hot line"; t h e  S o v i e t s  asked for r e s ~ m p t h n  
of bilateral t a l k s  on B e r l i n  and Germany, ete.--and s i g n s  
of a s e t t l e m e n t  i n  Khrushchev's f avor  of ou t s t and ing  dames- 
t i c  i s s u e s ,  not  ab ly  r e source  a l l o c a t i o n s ,  began t o  appear. 

Thus, Khrushchev's course e v e n t u a l l y  won o u t  i n  t he  
i n t e r n a l  rough and t u m b l e ,  and it is t h i s  course  w e  see 
being charted today. H i s  success has been i l l u s t r a t e d  by 
t h e  s i g n i n g  of a p a r t i a l  test  ban t r e a t y  in J u l y ,  and t h e  
announcement i n  December of a mammoth  chemical investment 
program, a r educ t ion  i n  t h e  m i l i t a r y  budget (nominal though 
It may have been),  and a "contemplated" c u t  i n  t h e  size of 
Sov ie t  forces.* Although Khrushchev's views now seem t o  pre-  
v a i l ,  there is still important  r e s i s t a n c e  which must  be over- 
come if c e r t a i n  of h i s  f o r e i g n  and domestic programs are ever  
t o  see t h e  light of day or are to have any l a s t i n g  effects. 
Each of h i s  programs is fought  for i n d i v i d u a l l y ;  each t ends  
t o  g ive  way t o  a g r e a t e r  or less,er degree to  t h e  i n e r t i a  
of t h e  Sovie t  bureaucracy. The r e s u l t  is t h a t ,  hQWeVeP 
r a d i c a l  Khrushchev-@s o r i g i n a l  p l a n s  for change may be, t h e  
bureaucracy seldom makes r a d i c a l  swings in n a t i o n a l  po l i cy ,  

*In h i s  speech a t  t h e  February 1964 plenum of t h e  Cen t ra l  
Committee, Khrushchsv mentioned a t  one p o i n t  t h a t  t h e  USSR 
"is proceeding w i t h  c e r t a i n  seduc t ions  i n  m i l i t a r y  expendi- I 

t u r e s  and t h e  numerical  s t r e n g t h  of t h e  armed forces," I 
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because of omnipresent strongly ent renched  i n t e r e s t s . *  As 
w e  sha lL see shop t ly ,  t h q r e  is evidence of, internal resist- 
ance tm' Khruskchev ' s  mms'k r educ t  ion  and control schemes, 
a s  t h k  was evidence of r e s i s t a n c e  t o  his resource aBPoca- 
t i o n s  program. 3 

. 2'. - S t r a t e g i c  Assessment 

Looking now a t  t h e  strategic power s i t u a t i o n ,  the 
Sov ie t s  probably see their  relative p o s i t i o n  improved 
s i n c e  t h e  Cuban debacle of October 1962, b u t  still  great ly  
i n f e r i o r  t o  the  UniTed S t a t e s  i n  terms of a c t u a l  m i l i t a r y  
power, and sti l l  p reca r ious  in terms of t h e  world image 
of t h e  balance of power. Thus, on t h e  one hand, t hey  may 
see i n  the world today a f a i r l y  stable s t r a t e g i c  s i t u a t i o n  
which is owing i n  par t  t o  t h e  deployment or' 8 r e l a t i v e l y  
modest I-!,! force combined with a massive Suropean t h e a t e r  
c a p a b i l i t y ,  and i n  p a r t  to &&e U . S .  acknowledgment t h a t  
t h e  Sovie t  Union is capable 0% doing g r e a t  damage t o  t h e  

- *Khrushchev's speech rat t h e  February 1964 plenum of t he  
Cen t ra l  Committee contained an i l l u m i n a t i n g  d i s c u s s i o n  of 
t h e  problem of b u r e a u c r a t i c  i n e r t i a  i n  t he  Sovie t  Union. 
In an e f f o r t  t o  e x p l a i n  why his chemical program adopted 
i n  1958. was never f u l l y  implemented, Khrushichev sa id  : 
' I .  . . It is very d i f f i c u l t  t o  change e x i s t i n g  p ropor t ions .  
TQ make it clearer, I sha l l  make use of geometr ica l  term. 
Take a circle, devide it i n t o  368 degrees  among t h e  com- 
mittees, m i n i s t r i e s ,  and Gosplan departments.  Everyone 
then  guards h i s  own sector w i t h i n  t h e  l i m i t s  ass igned h i m .  
As 8 r u l e ,  wh i l e  working ou t  t h e  p l a n  for t h e  next  year  
and determining t h e  e x t e n t  of c a p i t a l  investment by ind i -  
v i d u a l  branches,  t he  l e v e l  of i n c r e a s e  achieved l a s t  year  
is taken as t h e  base. So if a branch i n  t h e  past  year  
has  shown an inc rease  of 8 .5  p e r c e n t ,  t h e n  t h i s  is taken  
by the  d e p a r t m e n t a l i s t s  p r o t e c t i n g  t h e  i n t e r e s t s  of t h e i r  
branch of t h e i r  s e c t o r  as the s t a r t i n g  b a s i s  of'the plan  
for t h e  nex t  yea r ,  without  t a k i n g  changed cond i t ions  i n t o  
account.  t1 

, 
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United s ta tes  (even i n  a r e t a l i a t o r y  strike) and t h e r e b y  
has a @ed ib le  (a l though pot abeolwte) strategic deter- 
r e n t .  ,!Repeated by t h e  Sebre t a ry  QQ Defense on s e v e r a l  
occasi'ons s i n c e  t h e  Cuban cr is is, t h i s  acknowledgement 
has  been e a g e r l y  rece ived  by t h e  Sov ie t s  and used t o  sub- 
s t a n t i a t e  s t r i d e n t  c l a ims ,  resumed i n  1963, to a reliable 
a ~ d  credible, qecond s t r i k e  c a p a b i l i t y .  
Sovie t  compulsion t o  t h r e a t e n  pre-emptive ac t ion - - tha t  is, 
Lo a d v e r t i s e  a lower t h r e s h o l d  of w a r  i n  t h e  event  of 
impending Ees t e rn  n i l  i t a r y  i n i t i a t  ives--has t h u s  diminished, 
a s  has t h e  appearance 01 such threats.  

The previous  

The S o v i e t s , , o n  the other hand, cannot help b u t  be 
d i s q u i e t e d  about t h e  well-publicized fact  t h a t  t he  U. 3.  
strategic f o r c e s  are f a r  m 0 r e  powerfu l  t han  coun te rpa r t  
Yoviet forces, can k i l l  t h e  USSR s e v e r a l  t i m e s  over ,  and 
even aj l ter  r e c e i v i n g  a Sovie t  first nuc lea r  saXvo, can i n  
a r e t a l i a t o r y  s t r ike a n n i h i l a t e  t h e  main s t r a t e g i c  t a r g e t s  
i n  t h e  USSR. s o v i e t  m i l i t a r y  o f f i c e r s '  a p p r e c i a t i o n  of t h e  
magnitude of power and v e r s a t i l i t y  of combat c a p a b i l i t y  of 
t h e  "main adversary" is p l a i n l y  r e g i s t e r e d ,  among other 
places, i n  t h e  Defense Min i s t ry  book, "ldilitasry S t r a t e g y ,  I' 
i n  both its ve r s ions .  

The g r e a t  d i s p a r i t y  i n  Borces-in-being is o n l y  p a r t  
of the  s t o r y .  The o t h e r  p a r t  is t h e  f a c t  t h a t  Lhe United 
states has  a far  greater p o t e n t i a l  t o  i nc rease  t h e  f i re-  
power of i ts s t r a t e g i c  f o r c e s  (it can add some BO00 Minute- 
men a year  t o  its a r s e n a l s )  a t  f a r  l e g s  cost t o  the coun- 
t r y ' s  gene ra l  economic development and p u r s u i t  of Other 
m i l i t a r y  p r o g r a m  t h a n  has t h e  IJSSR. 

The d i s p a r a t e  s i t u a t i o n  i n  r e s p e c t  t o  both forces- 
in-being and p o t e n t i a l ,  moreover, is bound t o  be a chief 
f a c t o r  mot iva t ing  t h e  Tovie ts  t o  a l te r  the s t a t u s  quo i n  
t h e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  power s t r u c t u r e .  !:hile the Sovie= are 
probably conf iden t  t h a t  t h e i r  p r e s e n t  power positlbon is 
s u f f i c i e n t  t o  deter t h e  Vest :Cmm i n i t i a t i n g  gene ra l  war, 
t hey  have l i t t l e  reason  t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e y  can win such  
a war, or even s u r v i v e  as a n a t i o n  should d e t e r r e n c e  f a i l .  
Ilor can t h e y  be complacent about t h e  p o l i t i c a l  worth of 
t h e i r  m i l i t a r y  power v is -a -v is  t h e  liest. 
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Vhat t h e  S o v i e t s  l ea rned  from t h e  a b o r t i v e  effort 
t o  p l a c e  m i s s i l e s  i n  Cuba is t h a t  t h e  United S t a t e s ,  so  I 
l ong  ab' it had strategic ' s u p e r i o r i t y  ( l o c a l  s u p e r i o r i t y  . 
is no.d'necessary, as i n  t h e  case of B e r l i n ) ,  would  act  I 

a g a i n s t  any Sov ie t  e f f o r t  of t h a t  Bind to change t h e  
balance of power. 
o P h  a de,termination on seve ra1 ,occas ions  i n  1961 and 
1962, bu t  t h e ' s o v i e t  leader had e v i d e n t l y  no t  been con- 
vinced. Khi le  Khrushchsv may dec ide  t h a t  it is necessary  
t o  test P res iden t  Johnson as w e l l ,  Khrushchev seems a t  
p re sen t  t o  be of a d i f f e r e n t  pe r suas ion ,  and t Q  be' a t tempt ing  
t o  change t h e  power balance i n  o t h e r ,  less sudden and pro- 
voca t ive  ways--e . g. p arms c o n t r o l  * 

Pres iden t  Kennedy had w-lxzshchev 

To sum up, t h e  Soviets a t  t h i s  j u n c t u r e  probably 
. f i n d  t h e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  strategic s i t w t  ion more comfort- 

able than  at: any t i m e  s i n c e  e a r l y  19663, i n  that t h e i r  'deter-  
r e n t  has recognizably  increased .  They n e v e r t h e l e s s  des  ire 
to improve t h e i r  r e l a t i v e  strategic gosit ion,  which remains 
very i n f e r i o r ,  though t h e y  are under less compulsion than  
i n  1961-62. As suggested ea r l i e r ,  f o r c e s  s u i t a b l e  for 
d e t e r r i n g  t h e  Tiest from i n i t i a t i n g  g e n e r a l  war might n o t  
s a t i s f y  Sovie t  p o l i t i c a l  requirements .  The f a r  more' power- 
f u l  and less vu lne rab le  U.S. s t r a t e g i c  f o r c e s ,  i f  t h e  
United S t a t e s  makes c lear  its de termina t ion  t o  use  them 
i f  necessary ,  w i l l  g e n e r a l l y  act as a brake on aggres s ive  
tendencies  i n  Sovie t  f o r e i g n  p o l i c y .  If t h e  United S t a t e s  
main ta ins  a c r e d i b l e  s t ra teg ic  m i l i t a r y  supremacy, t h e  
USSR would be without  e f f e c t i v e .  grounds t o  change the p o l l -  
t i c a l  order of t h i n g s  i n  Europe--no more through negot ia-  
t i o n s  than  through direct m i l i t a r y  act ion.  Consequently, 
t h e  S o v i e t s  are eager  t o  n e u t r a l i z e  U.S. s t r a t e g i c  supre-  
macy, t o  f o s t e r  and p rese rve  the idea ~f nuclear  stalemate 
and s t r a t e g i c  balance;  t hey  are c e r t a i n l y  anxious t o  pre- 
vent  t h e  gap from widening any f u r t h e r ;  and t h e i r  c u r r e n t  
p o l i c i e s  sugges t  t h a t  t h e y  are unwi l l i ng  t o  tolerate t h e  
e x i s t i n g  s t r a t e g i c  gap i n d e f i n i t e l y  and are a c t i n g  t o  reduce 
it. The i r  p r e f e r r e d  method of achiev ing  t h e s e  g o a l s ,  is 
no t  the m u l t i p l i c a t i o n  of st rategic  attack weapons to para l -  
l e l  t h o s e  of t h e  United gtaters, but--as w e  s h a l l  argue i n  
t h e  pages t h a t  follow--a r e v e r s e  s t r a t e g y  o f  arms c o n t r o l  
i n  conjunct ion  wi th  a vigorous R L D program, e s p e c i a l l y  
i n  t h e  f i e l d  of e s s e n t i a l l y  de fens ive  weapons. 
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11. THE STRATEGY OF DISARMl'J.B~NTT 
i l  e' 

6 J  /$,. 
' / I  

I .  

A. General A t t i t u d e  Towards A r m s  Limi ta t ions  

These.djays l t  is ve ry  d i f f i c u l t  to speak of a "So- ; .  
v i e t  a t t i t u d e "  as i P  a l l  Sov ie t  e l i t e  views conformed wi th  
IChrushchev's. P l a i n l y ,  t h e y  do not. There e x i s t s ,  r a t h e r ,  
8 d i v e r s i t y  of views among t h e  Sowiiet e l i te  on perhaps t h e  
whole gamut of domestic and f o r e i g n  p o l i c y  matters. We 
are on f i r m e r  ground when w e  speak  of Ia rushchev ' s  views 
and t h e  opposing views,  of i d e n t i f i a b l e  s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  
groups,  such as the m i l i t a r y  high command. 

. 1. Khrushchev's V i e w s  

On t h e  ques t ion  of r each ing  accord wi th  t h e  Nest on 
arms l i m i t a t i o n s ,  Khrushchev's t h i n k i n g  may d i f f e r  g r e a t l y  
from t h a t  of h i s  m i l i t a r y  associates. He has  long  d isp layed  
an i n t e r e s t  i n  us ing  disarmament i s s u e s  os an instrument  
of p o l  icy;  whereas t h e  Sovie t  m i l i t a r y ,  t r a d i t i o n a l l y ,  have 
seen  l i t t l e  va lue  i n  disarmament o u t s i d e  of propaganda, 
a l though of l a t e  t h e y  have e v i d e n t l y  begun t o  t a k e  a profes-  
s iona l  i n t e r e s t  i n  disarmament gues t  ions.  * 

Khrushchev, w e  t h i n k ,  now s e e s ' i n  c e r t a i n  t y p e s  of 
arms l i m i t a t i o n s ,  even when symmetr ical ly  imposed, a means 
f o r  advancing t h e  i n t e r e s t s  of t h e  3ov ie t  Union. He probably 

*There now e x i s t s  in the USSR Minis t ry  of Defense a s m a l l  
s t a f f  concerned wi th  disarmament. ( S i m i l a r  s t a f f s  have 
been set  up i n  Poland and Czechoslovakia.)  bn t h e  USSR, 
t h e  s t a f f  p rovides  m i l i t a r y  c o n s u l t a n t s  to t h e  Minis t ry  of 
Foreign A:tf a i r s ,  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Organiza t ion  Sec t ion ,  which 
is repons ib l e  for disarmament o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  work. k t u a l l y ,  
however, t h e  disarmament p o l i c y  ques t ions  are handled on 
a much h ighe r  p o l i c y  l e v e l .  

- l a  - 
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d r e a d $  demonstrated a wkl l ingness  Lo agree  on some mea- 
sures . , ' for  l i m i t i n g  t h e  arms race1 i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  disarma- 
ment is more t h a n  a propaganda t o o l  for him. Yh i l e  he has 
pursued c e r t a i n  arms c o n t r o l  schemes i n  con junc t ion  with 
cvea t ing  an atmosphere of p o l i t i c a l  d e t e n t e ,  it seems 
l i k e l y  t h a t  'vhrious arms c o n t r o l  schemes have an i n t r i n s i c  
va lue  for him, rather than  being dependent on a "soft;" 
phase of Sov ie t  diplomacy. Kn other W O F ~ S ,  a w a r m  i n t e r -  
n a t i o n a l  climate fac i l i t a tes  accord on arm l i m i t a t i o n s  
b u t  is not  e s s e n t i a l  %or t h e  p r e s e r v a t i o n  09 agreements 
which have a l r e a d y  been made. The S o v i e t s  would expec t ,  
because of the s t r o n g  m u t u a l  i n t e r e s t  i n  no t  s t i m u l a t i n g  
a new c y c l e  i n  t h e  arms r a c e ,  t o  r e t a i n  a good amount of 
po l i t i ca l  f l e x i b i l i t y .  Such was the case dur ing  the 1958- 
6 1  moratorium on n u c l e a r - t e s t i n g ;  and such was t h e  case 
aga in  i n  t h e  fall. of l963--af te r  t h e  s i g n i n g  of t h e  three- 
environment t e s t  ban treaty--when t h e  Sov ie t s  harassed  the 
Vest i n  respect to convoy passage on t h e  Autobahn and Pro- 
f e s s o r  Barghoorn's arrest. Indeed, t h e  S o v i e t s  i n  these 
r e c e n t  a c t i o n s  may w e l l  have been t e s t i n g  t h e i r  room. for I 

Khrushchev and h i s  co l l eagues ,  p l a i n l y  have regarded 
disarmament as a very  u s e f u l  means of p o l i t i c a l  a g i t a t i o n  
to capture peace sen t imen t s  and t o  mobi l ize  p r e s s u r e  a g a i n s t  
Western m i l i t a r y  p o s i t i o n s  and a c t i o n s .  S t i l l ,  even I n  t he  
l i g h t  of the  d i sappo in t ing  r eco rd  of disarmament negot ia -  
t i o n s ,  it would seem f a i r  to s a y  t h a t  t h e  Sov ie t  i n t e r e s t  
i n  disarmament has  almost a lways  t ranscended t h e  i n t e r e s t  
i n  propaganda. An abid ing  aim--beyond t h a t  of propaganda 
e x p l o i t  a t  ion--of Sov ie t  disarmament p roposa l s  over  t h e  p a s t  
decade has  been t o  restructure world m i l i t a r y  power to t h e  
advantage of t h e  USSR. Some p roposa l s  have t r i e d  t o  trade- 
o f f  r e d u c t i o n s  i n  force t h a t  would have been (or a l r eady  
had been) undertaken u n i l a t e r a l l y  i r r e s p e c t i v e  of t h e  Vest- 
e r n  response;  and some have sought to disarm the  Vest 09 
its d i s t i n c t  m i l i t a r y  advantages by e l i m i n a t i n g  t h o s e  wea- 
pons which were i n  ample supply  i n  U.S. a r s e n a l s  b u t  ha rd ly  
e x i s t e d  a t  a l l  i n  Sovie t  a r s e n a l s .  
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Moreover, while  t h e  ,Xmiets s i n c e  1954 have u s u a l l y  
c a l l e d  FQI- formals t r e a t i e s .  on arm l i m i t a t i o n s ,  t h e y  have 
a l s o  t d e d  t o  p l a c e  l i m i t s  on the arms r a c e  by t a c i t  agree- 
inent . ..;'The 1958-651 moratorium on n u c l e a r  t e s t i n g  was a s u c -  
c e s s f u l  outcomerof such a p o l i c y .  S i m i l a r l y ,  t h e  c u r r e n t  
p r a c t i c e  of bidding  QOP IpecLprocal. u n i l a t e r a l  r e d u c t i o n s ,  
or3 i n  Khrushchev's words "a p o l i c y  of mutual example, It  is 
not  r e a l l y  n6d. Thus, i n  March 1957, after the  3ov ie t  
budget had been c u t  and Sov ie t  trooi3 size had been reduced 
by n e a r l y  2 m i l l i o n  men t o  t h e  gre-Korean war level, Zorin 
dec la red  a t  t h e  United N a t i o n s  t h a t  "ac t ions  of t h i s  kind 
do much to improve t h e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  atmosphere and s t r e n g t h e n  
confidence between s ta tes .  !.ll governments, and p a r t i c u l a r l y  
those  w i t h  l a r g e  armed forces, would do w e l l  t o  follow t h a t  
example. 

Khruslichev himself advocated reciprocal .  unilateral 
arm r e d u c t i o n  i n  e a r l y  1960 i n  appea l ing  to The !?est t o  
fo l low h i s  announced p l a n  0.C a one-third r educ t ion  
.in t roop  size. A t  t h a t  t i m e ,  however, he was b idding  for 
c u t s  i n  convent iona l  f o r c e s  while  c l a iming  s u p e r i o r i t y  i n  
h s s i l e s  and m i l i t a r y  power i n  g e n e r a l .  Once again  i n  
December 1963, i n  announcing p l a n s  t o  cut m i l i t a r y  spending 
and f o r c e s ,  he d i d  t h e  same t h i n g .  This  t i m e  he made no 
claims t o  3ov ie t  m i l i t a r y  supremacy, and he has s i n c e  had 
some success i n  g e t t i n g  t h e  United S t a t e s  t o  respond i n  t h e  
manner desired by him. In a year-end s ta tement  to the  UPI, 
Khrushchev spelled o u t  h i s  p r e f e r r e d  disarmament scheme, 
which he a p p r o p r i a t e l y  called a 1 "poll icy of mutual example" : 

I should  l i k e  to no te  one other aspec t  
of t he  ma t t e r ,  which is tha t  if s o l u t i o n s  
0 . C  some 02 the above mentioned i s s u e s  Pequi re  
a p p r o p r i a t e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  agreements, i"or 
others a d i f f e r e n t  approach can be Pound. 
Take for i n s t a n c e  t h e  ques t ion  of m i l i t a r y  
budgets. The Supreme J o v i e t  of the USSR 
has a l r e a d y  taken  a d e c i s i o n  to reduce our 
m i l i t a r y  expend i tu re  under the budget for 
1964. It would be a good t h i n g  if other 
s ta tes  also took similar  a c t i o n .  P am q u i t e  
s u r e  t h a t  the peoples  would wholeheartedly 
indorse  such  a pol icy--I  would c a l l  it w 
pol i c y  of m u t u a l  example-- in the  cu r t a i lmen t  
of the arms race. 

I 

i , 
I 

I 
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Or take t h e  question of r e d u c t i o n s  of 
forces. 

i ' h g  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of c e r t a i n  further reduc- 

f o r c e s .  There is h a r d l y  any nedd for d e t a i l e d .  
exp lana t ion  tha t  i f  s i m i l a r  taction were taken 

arppeai-. 'for f u r t h e r  colastruc$ i v e  measures to 
achieve an i n t e r n a t i o n a l  d e t e n t e  e 

A t  least a t  t h i s  stage, the idea of B P Q C A ~ F Q C Z ~  uni- 

I r e c e n t l y  said w e  were conternplat- 

. , : . t i ons  i n  t h e  s t r e n g t h  of our @ o ~ n t a " y ~ s  armed 

' by t h e  other side too, new chances would 

. la teral  disarmament s e e m s  t~ appeal most to IChsushehev as 
a means of ach iev in  &UPPIIS c ~ n t r o l  and improving the rela- 

sees a number of advantages i i a  this approach to'  the overa$l  
strategic power struggle.  Reciproca l  u n i l a t e r a l  disarma- 
ment prec ludes  t he  problem of i n spec t ion ;  does not bind t h e  
Sov ie t s  t o  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  treaties (and like t h e  moratorium, 
can be undone at  lower cost i n  terms of world opin ion  than 
i f  t h e  USSR w e r e  legal ly  bound by t r ea ty ) ;  a f f o r d s  t h e  Sovie t  
Union g e n e r a l l y  greater f l e x i b i l i t y  t h a n  in a nego t i a t ed  
disarmament; and does not  involve  t h e  S o v i e t s  in drawn out 
East-West n e g o t i a t i o n s  over  measures t h a t  the USSR would 
l i k e  t o  take qu ick ly  i r r e s p e c t i v e  of 1Yestesn a c t i o n s  (such 
a s  a c u t  i n  convent iona l  forces). 

t i v e  s t r a t e g i c  m i l i  f ary p o s t u r e  of the USSR. He undoubtedby 

On t h e  other hand, t h e  S o v i e t s  do n o t  have the  as- 
surance  i n  this approach t h a t  the  Viest will follow s u i t .  
The West d i d  n o t ,  f o r  example, respond i n  kind t o  earlier 
Sovie t  force and budgetary c u t s .  For this reason, one can 
s p e c u l a t e ,  i n t e r n a l  O ~ ~ O Q ~ R ~ S  of & F O Q ~  c u t s  might f i n d  
a l l ies  mong f o r e i g n  a f fa i r s  o f f i c i a l s  who may feel t h a t  
more could be gained from t h e  Vest by nego t i a t ed  arms con- 
t ro l  s e t t l e m e n t s .  

Khrushchev himself has i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  idea of 
u n i l a t e r a l  r e d u c t i o n s  had to be sold to his s k e p t i c a l  co l -  
leagues. In t h e  summer of 1963 he t o ld  a v i s i t o r  about a 
previous MQSCOW debate on u n i l a t e r a l  ve r sus  nego t i a t ed  force 
reduc t ions ,  i n  which he argued s u c c e s s f u l l y  that t h e  West 
should not be allowed to c o n t r o l  the  Sov ie t  dec i s ion .  Xe 
e v i d e n t l y  a l s o  had encountered r e s i s t a n c e  to t h e  idea of 
u n i l a t e r a l  disarmament as opposed t o  t rad ing-of f ,  i n  formal 
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n e g o t i a t i o n s  i n  late 1959, when he was try ing  t o  gain ap- 
proval  ,$n ruling Soviet c$scles for  his plan for a one- 
t h i r d  #tat i n  t h e  s i ze  of *Soviet forces. Thus, %WO weeks 
before! announcing his p l a n  in January 1968, Khrushchev re- 
marked a t  a Kremlin r ecep t ion :  '( o .  ., If t h e  s u p p o r t e r s  OY 
the Gold war drag us into the labyrinth Q$ e n d l e s s  debate, 
m u b t ' w e  m i g W  t h e i r  path, the one t o  which they wish t o  
impel us? Should we not t h i n k  for ourse lves  and unilater- 
a l l y  reduce our armed r t o ~ ~ e s  and place rockets t o  guard 
o u r  f r o n t i e r s ? "  

2. M i l i t a r y  Skep t i c s  

The m i l i t b l r $  el i te ,  Who haV@ been knolwrm t o  $ O l d  
ideas ve ry  d i f f e r e n t  from HChsushctaee~~s about force r equ i r e -  

t a t i o n  schemes. 
ments, also have shorn Signs of d i s s e n t  his arm P i m i -  

The m i l i t a r y  el i te may, c o n t r a r y  t o  Khrushchev, t end  
to regard no t  arms c o n t r o l  bu t  a r m  expansion as the best 
way to approach t h e  problem of s t r eng then ing  national 
s e c u r i t y .  M i l i t a r y  e l i t e  a t t i t u d e s ,  t o  be sure, are 601- 
ored by p r o f e s s i o n a l  i n t e r e s t s  in mainta in ing  and increas-  
ing t h e  s t r e n g t h  of t h e  m i l i t a r y  es tab l i shment .  Sov ie t  
m i l  it arg officers , moreover , may fret t h a t  s eve re  m i l  i- 
t a r y  cuts--even though accompanied by s imi la r  OF greater 
r educ t ions  i n  the West-tend t o '  underr$.ine t h e  prest ige and 
power s t a t u s  of t he  m i l i t a r y  i n  Soviet s o c i e t y .  1 

t ypes  of accord disarmament as preJudicia8 to t h e  in- 
terests of Sov ie t  n a t i o n a l  s e c u r i t y ,  OF t o  their profes- 
sional i n t e r e s t s .  They would probably offer no r e s i s t a n c e  
t o  t ypes  of disarmament arrangements that dl0 no t  adverse ly  
affect  Sov ie t  force s t r u c t u r e ,  and tha t  tend  t o  be more 
po l i t i ca l  in na$ure, such  as non-aggression p a c t s  and de- 
nuclear ized  zones.  

On the other hand, t h e  m i l i t a r y  may not  regard a l l  

There is f a i r l y  good evidence t h a t  t h e  m i l i t a r y  high 
corngland (presumably with some except ions)  was very  relax- 
t a n t  t o  have the USSR s i g n  8 t r e a t y  banning nuc lea r  t e s t i n g  
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i n  t h r e e  environments. A s t u d y  of BED STAR between %he 
i n i t i a l i n g  of Uhe -test b?p drea&y on July 26 and its s ign-  
ing cbnihgust gP showed that the p r i n c i p a l  organ of the 
defense  e s t ab l i shmen t  had nothilag whatever to s a y  i n  favor 
of the ban. I n  c o n t r a s t ,  PRAVDA kept  up a .constant  stream 
of propaganda i n  favor 09 the t r e a t y  during that per iod .  
Nigrebver, Marshal Malinovsky's 28 July Order  of $he Day, 
honoring EJavk'Day, po in ted  i n  t h e  same d i r e c t i o n .  In 
sharp c o n t r a s t  w i t h  t h e  mood of the  t i m e ,  Ialinovsk~v stressed 
t h a t  t h e  dangar of! war had not diminished and that the 
USSR was "strengthening" its d e f  ewe c a p a b i l i t i e s  8 After 
the  treaty was s igned ,  however, the s e n i o r  o f f i c e r s  res igned  
themselves t o  t h e  accomplished P a c t  and acknowledged it as 
an e a r n e s t  of the p b a c e f u ~  i n t e n t i o n e  of the USSR. 

,:.s 

. .  

I The m i l i t a r y  aga in  subtly demonstrated opposition I 

t o  Khlrushchev's i n t e n t i o n ,  announced at the December Plenum 
of the Cent ra l  Committee, t o  undertake another u n i l a t e r a l  
force cut. A s t u d y  of the Soviet press and r a d i o  broad- 
casts found another  i n s t a n c e  of conspiracy of s i l e n c e  on 

force c u t s  has  been under d e l i b e r a t i o n  i n  higher p o l i c y  
circles,** Thus not u n t i l  the end of February d i d  8 s e n i o r  
marshal mention Khruahehev's proposal  for another  t roop  c u t .  
Some m i l i t a r y  SpQkeSm@n--no&ably Marshal CBiugko~ i n  an 
XWESTX'YA a r t i c l e  on 21 December--have seemed to argue 
against i t ,  p r i n c i p a l l y  by warning of a cont inuing  bui ld-  
up of Viestern nsampowEr strength. Soviet m i l i t a r y  organs 
have given minimal a t t e n t i o n  ta+ t he  proposed troop c u t ;  
at t h e  same time, they have published materials c a l c u l a t e d  
t o  draw a t h r e a t e n i n g  picture of Western m i l i t a r y  power 
and hence t o  r e i n f o r c e  t h e  warning given by Chuykov. 

I 
I 

t h e  past of $be m i l i t a r y ,  while the question of further I 

*See FBIS R adio Propaganda Report CD. 233 of 5 September 
1983, " I n d i c a t i o n s  of Sov ie t  M i l i t a r y  Oppos i t ion  t o  t h e  
Tes t  Ban Treaty."  

1964, flSoviet M i l  it a r y  Demonstrates Resastance to Threatened 
Force Cuks . 

**See FBIS Radio Propaganda Report CD. 241 of l a  January 
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Khruslichev has  s i n c e  mentioned--once b r i e f l y  Bn h i s  
February, 11 speeoh a t  t h e  ,, .Central Committee plenum--that 
the So&t Union "is psoc8eding" wi th  " c e r t a i n  r educ t ions"  
in rniliitarg expend i tu re s  and troop s t r e n g t h .  However, his 
c a r e f u l l y  mbi&uous language r ega rd ing  the p r e c i s e  status 
of these rnet~s11res, t aken  together w i t h  his commitment i n  
the Same speech t o  e n s u r e  the s a t i s f a c t i ~ n  of a l l  m i l i t a r y  
requirements;  'raises a queStion as t o  how successful PChru- 
shchev has been in p u t t i n g  across h i s  program for m i l i t a r y  
c u t s .  

B. S t r a t e g i c  Ob jec t ives  

The Sov ie t s  now s e e m  to be p ~ r ~ ~ i n g  a p~lllacgr aimed 
at  c o n t r o l l i n g  the East-::lesi: arms race. On the basis QT 
t h e  current Sovie t  a c t i o n s ,  the character Qf past Sov ie t  
disarmament proposals our understanding s f  Soviee stra- 
t e g i c  m i l i t a r y  thought  and c a p a b i l i t i e s ,  and the gene ra l  
s t r a t e g i c  predicament 01 the USSR descr ibed  in the first 
s e c t i o n  of t h i s  paperp  we i n f e r  a range 02 probable stra- 
t eg ic  ( p o l i t  i co -mi l i t a ry )  ~ b j e c t i v e s  of t h e  c u r r e n t  Sovie t  
p o l i c y  of l i m i t i n g  the arms race.* 

*Terminology, evident€y, IIQ longer  poses a problem for 
t he  Sov ie t s .  Their r e j e c t i o n  or acceptance of the Amesi- 
can usage of "arms C O I ~ ~ I P Q ~ "  depends upon whether 8 s ta ted  
o b j e c t i v e  of "arms con t ro l "  is gene ra l  and complete dis- 
armament. Thus, Sheinin, v i c e  chairman of the  Committee 
on t h e  Study of Disarmament i n  t h e  USSR Academy of Sciences  
r e c e n t l y  wrote in an Amepican j o u r n a l :  

At t h e  p r e s e n t  time, after the American 
Government has agreed w i t h  Sov ie t  Govern- 
ment on p r i n c i p l e s  of c~mplete and uaniver- 
sa l  disarmament, measures of 'larm~ contro1" 
are proposed as ways toward t h e  r e a l i z a t i o n  
of these p r i n c i p l e s ,  n o t  as a l t e r n a t i v e s  
to t h e m .  Such, a t  least, should  be t h e  
case--and such is %he b e l i e f  of Jerome 
Wiesnes, who wrote that  "arms c o n t r o l "  
means the same i n  t h e  United States as 
disarmament means in t h e  USSR. (BULLETIN 
OF ATOJAAHC SCIENTISTS January  1964) 
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1. Alter the  Power Balance 
! I  .* 

. r In working t o  reach accord w i t h  the Vest on l i m i t -  

r , 
4 ;  .. 

ing  t h e  arms race, t h e  Soviets (no tab ly  FXhrushchev's 
coterie) seems t o  have as 8 primary o b j e c t i v e  the improve- 
m e n t  of t h e  r e l a t i v e  strategic military p o s i t i o n  of t h e  
USSR. They sde in a regulated arm competi t ion,  we think, 
an opportunity--perhaps the only opp~r$@Jnit$ in t h i s  

them for  a number 0% years: the ir  f e l t  need to r i v a l  the  
United S t a t e s  i n  s t r a t e g i c  military powers brat their in- 
a b i l i t y  and/or m3luctaYkc@ to rise to t he  Challenge i n  
direct f a sh ion .  Hn this respect, the Sov ie t s  have a greater 
i n t e r e s t  i n  p l a c i n g  l i m i t s  on the arms race than t he  United 
States. 

decade--to eOeSSlV@ th@ pX%dhmeR& Which has @QpbflrQZl.&~d 

A mininun Sovie t  e x p e c t a t i o n  is undoubtedly to pre- 
vent  t he  imbalance of power--actual m i l i t a r y  and p o l i t i c a l - -  
from worsening. An extreme expec ta t ion  may be to alter 
t h e  balance of power. i n  t h e i r  f avor .  (This, w e  t h i n k ,  ap- 
pea r s  t o  Sov ie t  leaders as a rea l i s t ic  i f  remote develop- 
ment, as we s h a l l  argue la te r  i n  t h i s  d i scuss ion . )  The 
Sov ie t s  probably calculate t h a t ,  w i t h i n  t h i s  decade, t h e y  
can achieve through arms c o n t r o l  measu~es ( i n  con junc t ion  
w i t h  some forward movement i n  armaments) a more symmetrical ,  
s table  strategic s i t u a t i o n - - t h a t  is, more t han  the minimum 
but less than  the  m a x i m u m  o b j e c t i v e s .  

F u l f i l l m e n t  OP %he in ts r iaa  expectat ion--a  strategic 
standoff--would be a great achievement for the  USSR. I t  
would presumably be the  Sov ie t  c a l c u l a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  United 
States,  which was n o t  provoked to attack the USSR when 
t h e  United States had great s u p e r i o r i t y ,  would be even less 
i n c l i n e d  t o  do so when the m i l i t a r y  s t r e n g t h s  of t h e  two 
powers were more n e a r l y  equa l .  Such a s i t u a t i o n  would then  
a f f o r d  t h e  USSR greater f l e x i b i l i t y  and oppor tun i ty  to 
cha l l enge  asd probe U. S. p o s i t i o n s  m i l i t a r i l y  and p o l i t  i- 
c a l l y .  
l o c a l  preponderance og Sov ie t  convent ionaB m i l  it ary  forces 
i n  Europe would  take on e x c e p t i o n a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  in i n t e r -  
n a t i o n a l  d i s p u t e s  in Europe. 

, 

In  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  t h e  proximity of t h e  USSR and a 
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On t h e  other hand, it does not  seem that  t h e  primary 
int@r@s$/  O f  t h e  USSR i n  cqxrbrsP1 i n g  th@ arm compet ion 
is a lgi i t ing r e l a x a t i o n  02 i n t e r n a t i o n a l  t e n s i o n s .  such 
a goalrwould imply acceptance of t h e  s t a t u s  quo  in i n t e r -  
n a l  r e l a t i o n s - -  i nc lud ing  being r e s igned  t o  an indeje i n i t e  
s t a t e  of marked strategic i n f e r i o r i t y ,  i n  m i l i t a r y  power 
,and i t  t h e  n e g o t i a t i o n s  t a b l e .  We think, r a t h e r ,  t h a t  t h e  
3 o v i e t s  are edger to r e l a x  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  t e n s i o n s  i n  order 
to f a c i l i t a t e  progress toward more s p e c  i f  i c  p e l  it ical ,  
economic and strategic g o a l s .  Such goals inc lude  (a) t h e  
basic  need to improve %he re lat ive  strategic m i l i t a r y  
s t a t u r e  of t h e  USSR; (b) t h e  long-standing desire t o  make 
some s u b s t a n t i a l  p rog res s  on B e r l i n ,  and (c) t h e  immediate 
goal of o b t a i n i n s  s u b s t a n t i a l  and long t e r m  credits froiii 
t h e  l'fest $0 Support  lX9V SrOViet economic gSOglpanaS. 

2. M a x i m i z e  PQW~F at Lower Level  of Expendi tures  

A c o r o l l a r y  of t h e  basic o b j e c t i v e  of a l t e r i n g  t h e  
balance of power may be %he pescc?ived oppor tun i ty  t o  g a i n  
i n  t h e  strategic r i v a l r y  by means of maximizing Soviet 
power a t  a lower l e v e l  of m i l i t a r y  expendi ture .  Hence, 
Khrushchev, who is eager to s t r e n g t h e n  h i s  t w o  bases-- 
economic development and m i l i t a r y  power-for p o l  iticall 
maneuver, sees an oppor tun i ty  to have h i s  cake and ea t  
A t  too. He could ease the economic burden of s t a y i n g  i n  
the arms compet i t ion .  Me m i g h t  see a 'comparative advant- 
age i n  a l i m i t e d  arms compet i t ion  inasmuch as the USSR 
is forced eo pay a much greater economic p e n a l t y  for de- 
Zense than is t h e  United States.  

3, 18Contractiniz t h e  Arena" 

Not o n l y  might Khrushchev move t o  slow down the rate 
of expansion of forces in both camps; he might also see t h e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  02' reducing  the size of the a rena  of compet i t ion  
i n  a way that would exclude f i e l d s  in which t h e  USSR was 
comparat ively weak b u t  allow t h e  U3SR to compete in f i e l d s  
i n  which it was comparat ively better off OF might be thought  
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. t o  b e n e f i t  more i n  terms of increments  t o  its s t ra tegic  
power. 

., Perhaps a good example of what w e  might  ea11 the  
s t r a t e g y  of "con t rac t ing  t h e  arenaq1 is t h e  agreement made 
l a s t  f a l l  a t  t h e  U.N. no t  to orb i t  s t ra tegic  weapons. H e m  
t h e  Bov i s t s  p a y  have seen  clear advantages for themselves:  
t h e  agreement'removes t h e  n e c e s s i t y  t o  compete i n  t h e  de- 
velopment of a weapon i n  which, w e  believe, t h e y  have no i m -  
mediate i n t e r e s t ,  a t  a t i m e  when c r i t i c a l  r e s o u r c e s  are un- 
der great s t r a i n  by competing requirements ,  m i l i t a r y  and 
c i v i l i a n ,  w i th in  t h e  USSR. (The agreement removes t h e  need 
t o  compete n o t  o n l y , i n  the development of orb i t a l  bombard- 
ment systems but i n  t h e  deOelopment of c o s t l y  counter-wea-. 
pons t o  n e u t r a l i z e  t he  adve r sa ry ' s  c a p a b i l i t y  as w e l l . )  The 
agreement the reby  enab le s  the S o v i e t s  t o  concen t r a t e  t h e i r  
l i m i t e d  r e sources  i n  pursuits of their  own choosing,  where 
t h e y  may feel themselves t o  be i n  a stronger p o s i t i o n  t o  
compete e f f e c t i v e l y - - t o  en joy  the p r e s t i g e  of another  ' I f  irst . ' I  

Hence, "cont raq t ing  t h e  arena" would afford t h e  S o v i e t s  
greater f l e x i b i l i t y  both in respect t o  s h i f t i n g  r e sources  
w i t h i n  the  m i l i t a r y  es tab l i shment  and f r o m  t h e  defense  t o  
t h e  c i v i l i a n  economy. 

t I /  
4: 

a .  

4. Symmetrical Measures Seen as Advantageous 

While asymmetrical forcel qeduct ions  i n  f avor  of t h e  
USSR are,  of course, preferred b y ' t h e  S o v i e t s ,  symmetrical  
r educ t ions  or  other r e s t r a i n t s  of apparent  mutual b e n e f i t  
may a l s o  s e r v e  t h e  a i m  of improving t h e i r  s t r a t e g i c  s i t u a -  
t i o n .  They may calculate  t h a t  apparent  symmetrical  mea- 
s u r e s  can  be advantageous t o  them i n  t h e  fo l lowing  respects: 

(a) The disparate s t ra teg ic  s i t u a t i o n ,  which has 
a tendency t o  widen, can be prevented from doing so. Even 
f a i r l y  symmetrical  arms c o n t r o l  measures tend  t o  depr ive  
the  United States  of an important i nhe ren t  advantage: 
greater p o t e n t i a l  for s t r eng then ing  its F i l i t a r y  power ( e . g . ,  
t h e  a b i l i t y  to add some 1000 Minuteman r ~ c k e t s  a y e a r ) .  
The g r e a t e r  p o t e n t i a l  of t h e  United States is l i k e l y  t o  be 
an advantage so l ong  as t h e  Sovie t  d e t e r r e n t  is g e n e r a l l y  
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e f f e c t i v e ,  b u t  not abso lu te .  (Such a s i t u a t i o n  obtains a t  
t h e  p re sen t  t i m e  when the  United States acknbwledges the 
existent& of a 3ov ie t  s t r i t e g i c  d e t e r r e n t  b u t  i n s i s t s  t h a t  
this cdolntry is not a b s o l u t e l y  deterred, on the c o n t r a r y ,  
that it is w i l l i n g  t o  r i s k  a l l - o u t  war i n  defense of its 
commitments and i n t e r e s t s . )  We doubt t h a t  there w i l l  e v e r  
be *a s i t u a t  ion of absolute m u t u a l  deterrence; there is al- 
ways t h e  p o ~ s ~ i b i l i t y  t h a t  a nation would prefer dea th  to 
sur rende r .  In o t h e r  words , a proclaimed " v i t a l  i n t e r e s t "  
may be j u s t  t h a t ,  t h e  loss of which wou~d be regarded as 
e q u i v a l e n t  t o  loss of B A f e ,  an i n t e r e s t  t h e r e f o r e  defended 
w i t h  the  l i f e  of t h e  n a t i o n .  

(b) The s t r a i n  on Sov ie t  r e s o u r c e s ,  created by the 
demands of t h e  new chemical program, moreover, w i l l  probably 
be p r o h i b i t i v e  as regards t h e  USSR's a b i l i t y  t o  c l o s e  t h e  
strategic gap by d i r e c t  coangpetition w i t h  the United States 
in t h e  expans ion  and d i v s r s  if i ca t  ion of strategic f o r c e s .  
What is more, the task of mainta in ing  the  v i a b i l i t y  of t h e  
Sov ie t  d e t e r r e n t ,  of preven t ing  f u r t h e r  s l i p p a g e  i n  t h e  
s t r a t e g i c  p o s i t i o n  of the USSR, is becoming i n c r e a s i n g l y  
burdensome. (According t o  the best judgment of the  U.S.  
i n t e l l i g e n c e  comunitp,  the pace of Sovllet m i l i t a r y  procure- 
ment w i l l  be fo rced  $0 S ~ O W  down t o  s a t i s f y  the  economic 
program. And even though the  S o v i e t s  in t he  short  t e r m  
have the  o p t i o n  Of reducing  COQVeXltiOIlaP f o r c e  l e v e l s  t o  
e a s e - p r e s s u r e s  on t h e  s t r a i n e d  resources, i n  t h e  long  term 
t h e y  w i l l  probably have t o  cult back or stretch out one OF 
more programs for advanced weapons.) Hence, aga in  the 
a t t r a c t i o n  of symmetrical arms l i m i t a t i o n s  as a way ou t  of 
t h e  dilemma. 

- 

(c) The Sov ie t s  may also b e l i e v e  t h a t  through what 
seem t o  be mutual ly  b e n e f i c i a l  disarmament agreements t h e y  
can o b t a i n  immediate m i l i t a r y  ga ins .  For example, t h e  So- 
v i e t s  might have seen some m i l i t a r y  advantage i n  t he  s ign-  
ing  of t h e  test ban t r e a t y  l a s t  Augus t ,  In fact ,  t h e y  have 
e x p l i c i t l y  claimed, e v i d e n t l y  i n  answer to unnamed i n t e r n a l  
c r i t i cs ,  t h a t  the  USSR has  p r o t e c t e d  its Bead i n  high y i e l d  
weapons, whi le  l e a v i n g  open $he p o s s i b i l i t y  of t e s t i n g  small 
weapons underground--a f i e l d  i n  which the United S t a t e s  al- 
ready has a m i l i t a r y  lead. There is no t e l l i n g ,  moreover, 
how much information and what kind of conclus ions  they  have 
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drawn about t h e  effects of t h e i r  very  h igh  y i e l d  explos ions ,  
informapion which is no% ,available t o  us, but which the 
Uni ted f6 ta t e s  requires ifi o n l y  t o  e v a l u a t e  more a c c u r a t e l y  
Sovietj s t r a t e g i c  attack c a p a b i l i t i e s  and U. S. requirements  
for defense  a g a i n s t  them. 

2 '  

5. El imcnate Obsolescent Forces  

Another goal (which may be suppor ted  by only a mi- 
n o r i t y  i n  t h e  m i l i t a r y  who share Khrushchev's views on war) 
may be t o  c l e a r  the,deoks of "QbSQh?te" weapons, i n s t a l l a -  
t i o n s ,  and unnecessary personnel .  Khrushchev's concept ion 
of what is obsolescent  is much broader  than tha t  of many 
of h i s  m i l i t a r y  co l l eagues ,  and has been a cont inuing  source 
of con ten t ion  between them. To t h e  e x t e n t  that Khrnshchev 
desires to "clear the decks" by disakmarraent accord, it is 
no t  s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  the  ground forces commanders a r e  co ld  
t o  h i s  arm c o n t r o l  schemes: t h e  ground forces now are an 
immediate object of such  schemes. It is noteworthy t h a t  
w h i l e  i n  p a s t ,  Sovie t  m i l i t a r y  officers j u s t i f i e d  t h e  re- 
t e n t i o n  of a large s t a n d i n g  a r m y  on t h e  grounds t h a t  it w a s  
necessary  i n  t h e  event  of gene ra l  nuc lea r  w a r ,  t h e y  now 
advance the  a d d i t i o n a l  argument t h a t  t h e  USSR must be pse- 
pared for  the  contingency of l i m i t e d  war, The l a t te r  argu- 
ment is probably a more compelling and more d i f f i c u l t  one 
for  Khrushchev t o  r e f u t e ;  it may be t h e  chief obstacle i n  
t h e  pa th  of t h e  troop c u t  which+ he has "contemplated"--and 
which is probably much g r e a t e r  t h a n  t h e  one plow sa id  to be 
underway. (Khrushchev may, in other words, be t r y i n g  to 
restore t h e  program t empora r i ly  adopted i n  196O--of seve re  
u n i l a t e r a l  c u t s  i n  convent iona l  forces--which was g r a d u a l l y  
defea ted  by a combination off i n t e r n a l  and e x t e r n a l  factors.) 

Again assuming t h a t  it is a "clear t h e  decks" program, 
Khrushchev would want t o  c u t  convent ional  forces i r r e sgec -  
t i v e  of U . S .  a c t i o n s .  Reciprocal U.S. a c t i o n s ,  i n  t h i s  
case, would probably make it easier for Khrushohev t o  push 
h i s  program through. In 1960 Khrushchev was m o r e  f r a n k  i n  
e x p l a i n i n g  his o b j e c t i v e s :  t h e  nature of WEIF had changed 
r a d i c a l l y  from TYorld War IP and a new phi losophy was needed 
for  t h e  development of Sov ie t  forces, etc.  And he e x p l i c i t l y  

I 
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s t a t ed  i n  p u b l i c  t h a t  it was no longer  important whether t h e  
T'est se.cipsocate& in c u t t J n g  its f o r c e s ;  t h e  UESR would do 
so i n  @y case, a l though Ihec iproc i ty  was desirable. 

.. r 

6 Prevent  Dissemination 0.c' Lltrategic ?;capons - . 
a .  

The Sovie t  i n t e r e s t  i n  prevent ing  t h e  saread of hu- 
clear power is probably a t  l ea s t  as s t r o n g  a s  the  American 
i n t e r e s t .  The Sov ie t s  wish t o  concen t r a t e  bloc nuc lea r  
power i n  t h e i r  own hands; t h i s  being impossible ,  s h o r t  of 
making war on Ch ina , (o r  c o l l u d i n g  i n  i t),  t h e  3 o v i e t s  have 
acted t o  i n h i b i t ,  a t  l ea s t  to d e f e r ,  Chinese development 
of nuc lea r  weapons. (Ve would no t  r u l e  o u t  a Sov ie t  deci- 
s i o n  a t  same P u t u r e  t i m e  t o  d e s t r o y  OF t o  coopera te  i n  
d e s t r o y i n g  China ' s  nuc lea r  f a c i l i t i e s  i n  o rde r  to prevent  
China :L'rom r i v a l l i n g  and t h r e a t e n i n g  t h e  USSR as a major 
nuc lea r  power. ) The d o v i e t s  are also g r e a t l y  concerned 
about weapons-sharing i n  the %est; as IS known, t h e y  i n t e r -  
p r e t  m u l t i l a t e r a l  or m u l t i n a t i o n a l  f o r c e s  as  a f o r m  of 
dangerous nuc lea r  p r o l i f e r a t i o n .  Thei r  p r i n c i p a l  concern 
c l e a r l y  is Vest Germany, which they  fear as  a h i s t o r i c a l l y  
host i le  power, and a g a i n s t  which th rea t  t h e y  have developed 
enormous convent ional  and s t r a t e g i c  f o r c e s .  ( I t  might e x p l a i n ,  
i n  l a r g e  p a r t ,  t h e  Soviets '  'European myopia" r e f l e c t e d  by 
t h e i r  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e .  1 

The Sov ie t s  are hence l i k e l y  t d  have a keen i n t e r e s t  
i n  any sugges t ions  or schemes which might prevent  OF re tard 
t h e  pro1  i ferat  ion  of nuc lea r  weapons and s t r a t e g i c  d e l  ivery 
systems,  both i n s i d e  and o u t s i d e  t h e  bloc, or,  f a i l i n g  t h a t ,  
which would impose i n t e r n a t i o n a l  c o n t r o l s  on va r ious  Nth 
c o u n t r i e s  a f t e r  t hey  develop a nuc lear  c a p a b i l i t y .  

The Sovie t  p roposa l  ( f i r s t  advanced i n  September 
1962) t o  e s t a b l i s h  a fixed number of strategic weapons sys- 
t e m s  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  and USSR seem t o  r e p r e s e n t  t h e  
quin tescence  of Sovie t  po l i cy :  Le t  t h e r e  be b u t  two g r e a t  
m i l i t a r y  powers, each  supreme i n  h i s  own realm, and n e a r l y  
equal t o  one another ,  so as t o  have a s tand-off  and t o  be 
able t o  set t le  d i f f e r e n c e s  w i t h  a minimum danger of resort 
t o  s t r a t e g i c  weapons. (The arrangement imp l i e s  m a x i m u m  
f l e x i b i l i t y  on a t ac t ica l  scale, ?or m i l i t a r y  a c t i o n s  as 
w e l l  as p o l i t i c a l . )  
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7,. Undermine NATO's Military S t r u c t u r e  
I ,*  

111 ..L . .  
..) L i t t l e  need be s a i d  about an obvious and related 

o b j e c t i v e  : 
s t r e n g t h .  The c u r r e n t  policy of pursu ing  a d e t e n t e  dimin- 
ishes t h e  aQpasent Sov ie t  th rea t  Lo Europe, and consegu- 
e n t l y  u n d e r c d s  U.S. efforts to b u i l d  up European conven- 
tional f o r c e s .  This t a c k  may be more e f f e c t i v e  *than tile 
b o i s t e r o u s  Sovie t  propaganda aimed a$ forestalling the 
es tab l i shment  of a mul t i l a t e ra l  nuc lea r  farce i n  Europe. 
On t h e  other hand, however, being i n t e r e s t e d  in s e p a r a t i n g  
Europe from the  Uniped S t a t e s  and i n  e x p l o i t i n g  De Garullle's 
t endenc ie s  i n  that d i r e c t i o n ,  the Sov ie t s  d~ not appear to 
be opposed to t h e  idea (which a t  t h i s  stage is probably 
popular  on ly  in the Kremlin) of m u l t i n a t i o n a l  convent iona l  
forces in Europe, Such a development would 1 mply greater 
European independence 0% U.S. m i l i t a r y  power; would not 
pose a sha rp  t h r e a t  to t h e  Soviet  Union, which is a major 
nuclear  power; and would t end  t o  promote Sovie t  f l e x i b i l i t y  
i n  d e a l i n g  w i t h  a Europe v i r t u a l l y  free of the U.S. nuc lea r  
suppor t .*  It might be something tha t  the  S o v i e t s  someday 
w i l l  want t o  encourage. Consider the fo l lowing  s t a t emen t  
by Marshal Yerememkko i n  the June 1963 i s s u e  of INTERNATIONAL 
AFFAIRS : 

to andermine Kestern m i l i t a r y  cohesion and 

In working ofat their own variants of a 
' lmult inat ional nuc lea r  f o r c e  , " t h e  V e s t  

*The changing p o l i t i c a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  i n  the  Viestern 
a l l i a n c e  may also affect  the m i l i t a r y - p o l i t i c a l  va lues  that 
t h e  S o v i e t s  at tach to  their counter-Europe military th rea t .  
While k t  may become less e f f e c t i v e  a g a i n s t  the  United States  
as Europe moves in the d i r e c t i o n  of p o l i t i c a l - m i l i t a r y  
autonomy, t he  cont inued e x i s t e n c e  of a massive eounter-  
Europe threat may on'.the other hand, make a more independ- 
e n t  Europe more respons ive  to Sov ie t  p o l i t i c a l  demands. 
(This would be so e s p e c i a l l y  i f  De tPaulHe succeeds in 
persuading European members of the NATO fami ly  t h a t  t h e  
W . 8 .  c o m i t m s n t  to defend Europe w i t h  nuc lea r  weapons is 
u n r e l i a b l e  .I 
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European NATO c o u n t r i e s  proceed from the 
premise t h a t  it i s S m u c h  safer t o  have a 
keapon i n  one's Q W ~  pocket t h a n  in t h a t  

. ,:'of the most devoted f r i e n d .  They proceed 
from ther"need" to make it c l e a r  t o  st pos- 
sible enemy tha t  an at tempt  to launch 

2 ' aggre9sion a g a i n s t  a WATD count ry  would 
' involve' st nuc lea r  counter -a t tack ,  for the 

government of t h e  given count ry  would pos- 
sess nuc lea r  weapons w o u l d  have the 
i n d i s p u t a b l e  r i g h t  t o  have a s a y  i n  decid- 
ing  on t h e i r  use.  

~f it were a ' ques t ion  of convent iona l  arma- 
ments ,  these arguments might  c a r r y  some 
weight .  B u t  as appl ied t o  nuc lea r  weapons 
t h e y  are nonsense. . .  

8. To lake P o l i t i c a l  Gains 

17hile contending t h a t  t he  basic Sovie t  o b j e c t i v e  in 
l i m i t i n g  t h e  arms race is t o  improve the  r e l a t i v e  s t r a t e g i c  
p o s i t i o n  of t he  USSR, we recognize  t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l  Sovie t  
p roposa l s  a r e  designed t o  suppor t  Sov ie t  f o r e i g n  po l  i c y  
o b j e c t i v e s  , and, if realized, might themselves c o n s t i t u t e  
impor tan t  p o l i t i c a l  g a i n s  f o r  t h e  USSR. Vith respect t o  
Europe, f o r  example, such  measures as non-aggression p a c t ,  
nuc lea r  f r e e  zone, f o r e i g n  troop withdrawal,  and non-pro- 
l i f e r a t i o n  of n u c l e a r s ,  are d i r e c t l y  t i e d  i n  with s u c h  
pol it ical  aims as d i v i d i n g  t h e  NATO c o u n t r i e s  n e u t r a l i z i n g  
Germany's f u t u r e  m i l i t a r y - p o l i t i c a l  p o t e n t i a l ,  * ga in ing  
acceptance of Sovie t  ho ld ings  in Eas te rn  Europe, etc. O t h e r  
arms c o n t r o l  arrangements may, more i n d i r e c t l y ,  a l s o  s e r v e  
important Sov ie t  po l i t i ca l  o b j e c t i v e s .  Thus, a s  has  been 
suggested in other i n t e l l i g e n c e  i ssuances ,  t h e  S o v i e t s  saw 

- TtTe expec t  a l i n o s f m S o v i e t  p roposa ls  on l i m i t e d  measures 
t o  cont inue  t o  a i m  a t ,  or t o  be t i e d  to o t h e r  p roposa l s  aim- 
i n g  a t ,  the  weakening of t h e  Yestern p o s i t i o n  i n  Germany 
and Berlin. 

I 
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t h e  t e s t  ban as an ideal i s s u e  on which to iso8at;e COIQ~UHI- 
ist Chqlaa from t h e  m a i n s t p a n  of world opinion.  

. )  There is also the problem of domestic po'bitics. As 
w e  have a l r e a d y  poin ted  out t ,  HI;Barushchev had waged a d i f f i -  
c u l t  s t r u g g l e  a t  home before his p r e s e n t  course in f o r e i g n  
and homestic, p o l i c y  could be charted. 
through c e r t a i n  m i l i t a r y  seiorms at home, he has bad t o  
e s t a b l i s h  a c e r t a i n  c l i m a t e  abroad. Thus, it was on ly  a f t e r  
Khrushchev had m e t  with P r e s i d e n t  Eisenhower in September 
1959, and r e t u r n e d  w i t h  a h i g h l y  op t imis t i c  sstimalte of t h e  
world s i t u a t i o n , t h a t  t h e  Soviet leader w a s  a b l e  t o  p u t  across 
his hasd-fought mill+tary program sad home. To rebat those 
who had misgivings about his pragsaun f o r  sharp cuts in con- 
v e n t i o n a l  iorc6s (he may not have deceived a l l  his c o l l e a -  
g u e s  about Sov ie t  m i s s i l e  s t r e n g t h )  he would p o i n t  t o  a 
l t d e f i n i t e l l  improvement i n  the i n t e r n a t i o n a l  s i t ~ a t h n ,  a 
t lconsiderablevT r e l a x a t i o n  02 E a s t - V e s t  t e n s  ions, and "more 
favorable"  prospec%-s for peace, as 8 safeguard  %os %Be r i s k s  
involved i n  under tak ing  t h e  m i l i t a r y  c u t s .  

.i ,I  
0 

I .  

In o r d e r  to carry 

Again in 1963, Khrushehev firs% had to claim t h a t  
t h e  threat of war had g r e a t l y  diminished be fo re  formal ly  
d e c l a r i n g  t h a t  8 r e d u c t i o n  i n  the budget w a s  planned and 
a r educ t ion  i n  force size contemplated.  S ince  e a r l y  l a s t  
year ,  Khrushehev had been campaigning behind t h e  scenes  
f o r  c u t s  in defense  spending-notably in convent ional  for- 
ces--and du r ing  t h e  summer i n t ima ted  his i n t e n t i o n s  t~ 
s e v e r a l  f o r e i g n  v i s i t o r s .  But ,it was-only  after t h e  s i g n -  
i n g  of t h e  pa r t i a l  nuc lea r  test t r e a t y  and t h e  f o s t e r i n g  
of t h e  " s p i r i t  of MQSCQW" t h a t  Mhrushchev was able t o  sel l  
his chemical progsam and military budget cut to the buseau-  
csacy and t o  amounce t o  the Sov ie t  people  a "contemplated" 
p l a n  for a troop c u t . *  

*There has e v i d e n t l y  been some c u t t i n g  of Sovie t  f o r c e s ,  
beginning i n  the summer Q? l as t  yea r ,  i f  on ly  through a t t r i -  

i n t o  m i l i t a r y  s e r v i c e ,  e v i d e n t l y  w i t h o u t  o t h e r  call-ups 
t o  offset  t h e  UU~QPOW~W d e f i c i e n c y .  

, tion. Thus, in September, t h e  small class of 1944 was c a l l e g  



9. Channel t h e  A r m s  Race i n t o  R&D - - ---- 
, i l  , '  

C J  .L * .  .-, P a i n f u l l y  aware of t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  of (indeed, t h e  
v i r t u a l  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  of) as w e l l  as t h e  danger of, s t r i v i n g  
to achieve a d e c i s i v e  lead i n  a q u a n t i t a t i v e  arms race with 
the h i t e d  S$.ates, 3oviet leaders have Bong been t r y i n g  t o  
s h i f t  the comdet i t ion  to t h e  less dangerous and nore promis- 
i ng  (for them) f i e l d  of q u a l  it at ive weapons developments. 
The i r  concept ion of s u p e r i o r i t y ,  i n s o f a r  as it as revea led  
i n  t h e  l i terature ,  is der ived  from an assessment of qual i -  
t a t i v e  c r i te r ia  as w e l l  as numerical  comparisons. They have 
s a i d  t h a t  "if one s ide has more e f f e c t i v e  weapons, it is 
possible for t h a t  s ide  ( a l l  other t h i n g s  be ing  equal)  to 
hold the  upper-hand over  t h e  enemy which possesses i n f e r i o r  
weapons.1t (KOMMJNIST OF THE aRBBED FORCES, No. 6 ,  March 1961). 
Reasoning t h u s ,  t hey  have emphasized sciemtif ic and techno- 
logical c a p a b i l i t i e s  as  s u c h ,  and are very  much concerned 
w i t h  ga in ing  lead t i m e  over  t h e  United States in t h e  develop- 
ment of new weapons and countermeasures.  lThe Sov ie t  Govern- 
ment is n o t  l i m i t i n g  itself t o  those m i l i t a r y  means which 
t h e  adversary  has, 'I a Sov ie t  Defense Minis t ry  book sa id  some 
yea r s  ago, "for undoub:tedly tha t  would be i n s u f f i c i e n t .  
Any pre-empting of t h e  adve r sa ry ' s  p o t e n t i a l  i n  t h e  c r e a t i o n  
of the newest means of combat no t  o n l y  g i v e s  undoubted 
s u p e r i o r i t y  i n  case of was, bu t  a lso makes it d i f f i c u l t  f o r  
t he  aggress ive  imper ia l i s t  forces t o  unleash wars .'I (E. I. 
Rybkin, ttY/ar and Pol i t ics ,  'I 1959) 

In  t h e  p a s t ,  t he  S o v i e t s  have often based claims t o  
m i l i t a r y  s u p e r i o r i t y  on t h e  q u a l i t a t i v e  factors.  Th i s  has 
helped them t o  draw a t t e n t i o n  away f r o m  inv id ious  compari- 
sons of f o r c e  size.  I n  t w o  important pronouncements i n  
1962, an ar t ic le  in KOIMJNIST i n  May and a pamphlet in No- 
vember, Marshal Malinovsky declared t h a t  "in t h e  competi- 
t i o n  fo r  q u a l i t y  of armament forced upon us  by aggress ive  
forces, w e  are no t  on ly  no t  i n f e r i o r  t o  those who threaten 
us w i t h  war, b u t  i n  many r e s p e c t s  are s u p e r i o r  t o  them." ' 

In . t h e  KOMMU?JIST article Blalinovsky also th rea t ened  t h a t  
" t h i s  s u p e r i o r i t y  w i l l  i n c r e a s e  if the arm race is not  
stopped"; and i n  t h e  pamphlet, alter a s s e r t i n g  t h a t  t h e  
"development by our s c i e n t i s t s  of super-powerful thermonu- 
clear bombs and also global rocke ts"  w a s  an index of Sovie t  
s u p e r i o r i t y  ove r  probable  enemies, he s ta ted:  

, , 
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L e t  them know we do not in t end  $0 rest on 
o u r  laurels.  This  common v i c e  of a l l  

,""not in tend  t o  f a l l '  behind in development, 
- t 5  and we do not i n t end  to  be i n f e r i o r  in any 

. y i C % Q k i O U S  armies *.fS a l i e n  $0 US. \'le do 

way to our probable  enemies. 

' The Sloyiets have, i n  f ac t ,  made great e f f o r t s  to 
surge ahead i n  t h e  q u a l i t a t i v e  development of s t r a t e g i c  
weapons, j u s t  as t hey  have done i n  outer space e x p l o r a t i o n .  
They undoubtedly b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  worldvs image of Soviet 
power w i l l  be much enhanced by m a r e  t echno log ica l  break- 
throughs ,  t h a t  the p o l i t i c a l  returns w i l l  be great even 
though t h e  real m i l l t a r y  valtae may be small ( u n l e s s  and 
u n t i l  there is a c t u a l  product ion  and deployment on a sub- 
s t a n t i a l  s e a l @ ) .  The whole p a s t  record  of Sov ie t  a c t i v f -  
t ies  i n  advanced weaponry and o u t e r  space  is s u g g e s t i v e  
of a conipulsbn to be t h e  f i r s t - - t o  t i p  %he s t ra tegic  balance 
through psychological warfare. Thus t h e  S o v i e t s  had the 
first ICEM, t h e  first a r t i f i c a l  e a r t h  s a t e l l i t e ,  t h e  first 
manned space f l i g h t ,  the  first (claimed) ABM. It seem t h a t  
t hey  a l s o  aspire to have t h e  first Laser weapon syStei.i--a 
development which might have an impact on f o r c e  posture com- 
parab le  t o  nuc lea r  and rocket technology. 

The S o v i e t s  already have s ignaif i c a n t  capabf l  it ies 
i n  b a s i c  f i e l d s  related to Lasers and open Sov ie t  l i t e r a -  
t u r e -  p rovides  ev idence  t h a t  some fundamental research is 
now underway.* Also, more than , a yea? ago9 Khrushehev 

-us, a rece5Carticre i n  a s0v1.e~; sczen&uIL: Iliat;%WLlXG 

d i s c u s s e d  a Sov ie t  experiment i n  which L a s e r  f i g h t  was fo- 
c u s e d  on a p l a t e  immersed in water; t h e  p la te  buckled and 
exp los ive  b o i l i n g  occurred as it was pierced by t h e  light. 
It is a l s o  p l a i n  t h a t  t h e  3ioviets have a keen interest i n  
U.S. r e sea rch  i n  e x o t i c  weapons. P.lso, the r e v i s e d  e d i t i o n  
of the Defense Minis t ry  book "Military S t r a t e g y ,  '' published 
l a s t  f a l l ,  made the  fo l lowing  rStatememt about weapons re- 
search i n  the Uni ted  States: 

Varisus. systems of r a d i a t i o n ,  a n t i - g r a v i t y ,  
an t i -mat te r ,  plasma ( b a l l  l i g h t i n g ) ,  e t c . ,  
are under s tudy  as a means of des t roy ing  . . .  mis- 
s i l o s .  P a r t i c u l a r  a t t e n t i o n  is d e ~ ~ t e a  xo 
Lasers ( . b a t h  r a y s ) ,  and it is be l i eved  t h a t  
i n  t h e  f u t u r e  powerful L a s e r s  w i l l  be able t o  
destroy any m i s s i l e  or satel l i te .  
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himself  had i n d i c a t e d  t o  a U.3. i n d u s t r i a l  o f g i c i a l  t h a t  
t h e  SovJets were *ahead of,,the United Ztates i n  the  Laser  
f i e l d  $hd were not limitea i n  t h e i r  research to comunica- 
tions.;f du r ing  a long  conve r sa t ion ,  Khsushchev f inge red  a 
steel ruler w i t h  t i n y  holes, which, he s a i d ,  had been 
d r i l l e d  by Laser beams. 

Malinbkky,  t o o ,  might have had Laser weapons i n  
mind when he s ta ted i n  a b r i e f  i n t e rv i ew i n  t h e  November 
(130. 21, 1963) i s s u e  of KC"'I[ST OF "RE ARMED FORCES: 

But  t h e  new weapons are a l s o  being moder- 
n i zed  and be jng  replaced by still newer 
ones. The p o s s i b i l i t y  is not  excluded 
t h a t  8 fundamental ly  new weapon w i l l  ap- 
p e a r ,  Comrade Khrushchev has  spoken about 
t h e  fact t h a t  t he  weapons w e  now have a r e  
t e r r i f y i n g  weapons, b u t  t hose  which, so 
to speak,  a r e  on the way /Ea vykhode7 a r e  
even more modern and even-more t e r r i f y i n g .  

The S o v i e t s  might  see another  important advantage i n  chan- 
n e l i n g  the arms competi t ion i n t o  R&D: secrecy. Even i f  
t h e  "ov ie t s  threw open t o  in spec t ion  large areas of t h e i r  
count ry ,  t h e y  could r e t a i n  a s u b s t a n t i a l  r e s e r v o i r  of 
s ec recy  which would a f f o r d  them t h e  oppor tun i ty  t o  f o r g e  
ahead i n  one OF another  f i e l d  w i t h o u t  t h e  United States 
knowing t h e  pace of development. "he c o r o l l a r y  advantage 
is t h a t  i n  an environment of a r e g u l a t e d  arms competit ion-- 
w i t h  respect to product ion  and deployment of weapons-the 
United S t a t e s  might loss t h e  s t i m u l u s  t o  devote  t h e  v a s t  
amounts of resources necessary  t o  keep m i l i t a r y  R&D on t h e  
move, while  t h e  Sov ie t s  might,  under p r o t e c t i o n  of secrecy, 
make important  p rogres s .  

c 

If t h e  major powers do make s i g n i f i c a n t  progress i n  
reducing  the s ize  of their  forces and p l a c i n g  c o n t r o l s  on 
t h e i r  expansion, l o g i c a l l y ,  q u a l i t a t i v e  developments i n  
weapmry would tend t o  assume greater importance in the  
s t r a t e g i c  power r i v a l r y .  The Sov ie t s  would, of course ,  w e l -  
come s u c h  a development. Moreover, their compulsion t o  
move ahead t e c h n o l o g i c a l l y  would probably be greater under 
c i rcumstances of a p a r t i a l l y  regulated arms race, for  t h e  
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Sov ie t s  would then  see a tempting oppor tun i ty  t o  alter im- 
portantf.3r t h e  s t r a t e g i c  p,ower ba lance .  
were made through arms c o h t r o l  could be c a r r i e d  stlll  f u r t h e r  
by vAgorous work i n  t he  development of exotic weapons. 

breakthrough. i n  de fens ive  weapons. 
t e g i c  s t a n d o f f ,  the development of a "pe r fec t "  defense 
t h e o r e t i c a l l y  could n u l l i f y  the  strategic stalemate and 
s u b s t a n t i a l l y  alter the strategic balance in f avor  of the 
USSR. A t echno log ica l  breakthrough of t k i s  magnitude, even 
without  f u l l  deployment of t h e  rad ica l ly  new weapons, might 
a l ter  t h e  s t ra tegic ,  s i t u a t i o n :  human fears and mass psycho- 
logy, as i n  t h e  p a s t ,  might do the work of deployment. Any 
s u c h  developm@nt would, i n  t u r n p  probably b r i n g  on another  
arms r a c e ;  b u t  t h e  d i v e r s i o n  of U . S .  s c i e n t i f i c  e n e r g i e s  
t o  peacefu l  programs might r e s u l t  in a long period of Sovie t  
m i l i t a r y  ascendancy w i t h  great po l i t i ca l  advantages e 

Thus, whatever g a i n s  

Consider,  f o r  example, t h e  consequences of a Sovie t  
In a s i t u a t i o n  of s t r a -  

C. The L P m i t s  of Disarmament 

Against t h e  backdrop of es t imated  mot iva t ion  and 
o b j e c t i v e s ,  how fa r  might  w e  expec t  t h e  S o v i e t s  t o  be w i l l -  

t h e  S o v i e t s  calculate t o  be i n  their best i n t e r e s t  w i t h  
respect t o  degrees of arms reduc t ion  and c o n t r o l ?  

disarmament t h a t  s t o p  f a r  s h m  gene ra l  and complete 
disarmament (GCD). Arms  c o n t r o l  now appears t o  be an 
in tegra l  p a r t  of Sov ie t  s t r a t e g i c  planning;  OCD does n o t .  
17hile GCD, i r o n i c a l l y ,  p l a y s  a tact ical  role i n  e s t a b l i s h -  
i ng  a gene ra l  framework and environment for keeping negotia- 
t i o n s  w i t h  t he  West i n  motion, and propagandizing t h e  ''peace- 
l o v i n g  i n t e r e s t s "  of t he  USSR, it is h i g h l y  doub.tiul  t h a t  
any Sovie t  leaders s e r i o u s l y  regard QCD as a strategic goa l .  
In fac t ,  Khrushchev has of l a t e  in t iqa t ed - - in  n o t e s  t o  West- 

' e r n  heads of government i n  December 1963--that W D  is not  
even a p r o f i t a b l e  t ac t ica l  course  t o  follow a t  t h i s  t i m e ,  
whereas p a r t i a l  disarmament measures are. 

, i ng  t o  go i n  disarmament? O r ,  p u t  another  wayv, what might 

There are, w e  t h i n k ,  l i m i t s  on Sov ie t  i n t e r e s t  in 



This is not t o  q u e s t i ~ n  t h e  strongry-enunciated 
'i'ihat we are :joviet gesire t o  p r e v e n t  p new world war. 

sugges$%ng here  is t h a t  %Be Sov ie t s  do not in t h e i s  stra- 
t e g i c - p l a n n i n g  regard  GCD, even supposing it were r e a l i z -  
able,  as a p r e r e q u i s i t e  for gene ra l  peace ( s ince  1956 t h e  
S Q V ~ ~ ~ S  have been saying t h a t  world war I s  "not Patal ist i -  
ca' l ly imevi tpble  '1, 98" if f u l l y  implleasenLed, as s e r v i n g  
the n a t i o n a l  interests of the USSR. 

BCD s e e m s  t o  be ~ o ~ n t e p .  to the assumptions which t h e  
3 o v i e t s  make about power and n a t i o n a l  interests. In the 
f isst p l a c e ,  Sovie t  leaders would no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  assume 
tha t  a disarmed worJd would  be a more s table  one; t h e y  
might, w e  t h i n k ,  meal estimate t h e  r e v e r s e .  As noted, t h e y  
have demonstrated a keen a p p r e c i a t i o n  Q:C the power of nu- 
c l e a r - r o c k e t  weapons, which they c a l l  "absoPute weapons" 
in t h e  sense  t h a t  they  tend  t o  make Barge-scale war a 
t o t a l l y  i r r a t i o n a l  method o:€ achiev ing  p o l i t i c a l  ends.  
F u r t h e r ,  t h e y  probably assunie t h a t  t he  p r e s e n c e  of l a r g e  
stockpiles of weapons of mass d e s t r u c t i o n  c o n t r i b u t e s  t o  
world s t a b i l i t y  if more o r  less symmetr ical ly  d i s t r i b u t e d  
between t h e  two camps. The authors of t h e  book "Mi l i t a ry  
Ztrategy" s a id  as much i n  the first e d i t i o n  of that work 
i n  1962. They wrote t h a t  American strategists "have begun 
t o  understand" that t h e  m u l t i p l i c a t i o n  of strategic nuclear  
weapons i n  the  United S t a t e s  and t h e  USSR has a l ready  
brought about a nuc lea r  stalemate. Implying t h a t  t h e y  en- 
dorsed t h e  idea, t h e  authors wrote  khat " the  growth of 
nuc lea r  m i s s i l e  power is i n v e r s e l y  p r o p o r t i o n a l  to t h e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  of its use."* Moreover, the thrust  of Khru- 
shchev ' s  t h i n k i n g  on nuc lea r  w a r  is that i f  it can be made 
t o  appear as s u i c i d a l ,  it w i l l  not occur ;  and it is p a r t l y  
OR t h i s  basis that he a ~ d  other Sovie t  spokesmen r e p u d i a t e  

*To sugges t  th at, t he  massing of weapons has increased  
s t a b i l i t y  c o n t r a d i c t s  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  Sovie t  P ine  t h a t  the 
arm6 race i n c r e a s e s  t h e  danger of was; it was probably for 
t h i s  reason  t h a t  the s ta tement  was dropped from the r ev i sed  
e d i t i o n  of' the work, which, s i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  r e t a i n e d  refer- 
ences to a nuc lea r  stalemate. 

, .. 
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American ideas on c o n t r o l l e d  s t r a t e g i c  warfare, for they 
t end  tqltmake nuc lear  w a r  panageable  and t h e r e f o r e  a pos- 
sible ,m&ional course  of ';action. 

I f  t h i s  -is indeed an o p e r a t i v e  Sovie t  assumption, 
then, t h e  Sov ie t s  would be ave r se  t o  the reduction of s t r a -  
t e g i c  stockp,ibes below t h e  "unacceptable damage" l e v e l .  
For then ,  gene ra l  nuc lea r  w a r  might no longer appear as 
"madness1' or an l l imposs ib i l i t y ,  '' and t he  danger of another  
world w a r  might be g r e a t e r .  

.. r 

The problem of Communist China may also d i c t a t e  a 
lower l i m i t  to cuts, which t h e  % v i e t s  might be willing to 
make in t h e i r  strategic and convent iona l  military power. 
Sharp c u t s  i n  strategic forces, f o r  example, would tend to 
i n v i t e  Chinese r iva l ry - -o r  French OF German, efk .  The So- 
v i e t s  have tr ied to g e t  around t h e  Wth count ry  problem by 
proposing a disarmament scheme (first at the U . N .  i n  Septeni- 
W V . .  ----., -" -----I- -- -,--I-- - - - - I  I- -I- _._.. -u--- --- 
September 1983; and at  Geneva aga in  t h i s  year)  which pro- 
v i d e s  for r e t e n t i o n  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  and USSR, alone, 
of a " l imi ted"  number of ICBMs, ABMs,  and SAMs.* , 

be dictated by t h e  need to keep t h e  East European b loc  coun- 
tries i n  tow, a l though it is d i f f i c u l t  t o  say what i n f l u -  I 

ence if any this c o n s i d e r a t i o n  would have on t h e  l e v e l  of 
Sovie t  s t r a t e g i c  weapons. GCD, at  least a t  t h i s  j u n c t u r e ,  
appears to be incompaaible with the S o v i e t s '  i n t e r e s t  in 

Lower l i m i t s  on arms seduc t ion  in gene ra l  would also I , 

prese rv ing  their East European empire.  I 
I 

A t  the s m e  t i m e ,  however, there is reason  t o  b e l i e v e  
t h a t  t h e  Sov ie t s  might be w i l l i n g  to take r e l a t i v e l y  l a r g e  
strides i n  t h e  f i e l d  of arm c o n t r o l ,  and t o  modify what 
had e a r l i e r  been Pigid p o s i t i o n s  and p r i n c i p l e s .  

I 

*We would not  be s u r p r i s e d  if a Sov ie t  p roposa l  of t h i s  
kind were e v e n t u a l l y  accompanied by a direct  Sov ie t  proposal  
t o  t a k e  a c t i o n  against other n a t i o n s  possess ing  s u c h  weapons. 
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The problem of i n s p e c t i o n  may be a case  i n  p o i n t ,  
In  t h e  3past ,  secnecy had played a c e n t r a l  role in v i r t u -  
a l l y  evbsy aspect of m i l i t a r y  p lanning  and force s t r u c t u r e .  
A t u r k i n g  p o i n t  was reached, however, with t h e  U-2 a f f a i r ,  
fol lowed by the- disclosure i n  1961 of r e v i s e d  U . S .  estimates 
of Sov ie t  long-range s t r a t e g i c  weapons. Such developments 
in s t r a t e g i c 4  s u r v e i l l a n c e  have probably had an enormous i m -  
p a c t  on Sov ie t  s t r a t e g y ;  a t  t h e  ve ry  l e a s t  t hey  made t h e  
Sov ie t s  p a i n f u l l y  aware t ha t  t h e i r  c a p a b i l i t i e s  for main- 
t a i n i n g  m i l i t a r y  s e c r e c y  in the sphere of strategic weapons 
deployment were dwindling. As a r e s u l t  s ec recy  is perhaps 
no longe r  a crucial  i n g r e d i e n t  in some a s p e c t s  of Sovie t  
m i l i t a r y  planning.  And as t h e  va lue  ( e f f e c t i v e n e s s )  of 
s e c r e c y  lessens, it' t ends  t o  become 8 d i spensab le  cQInnAQdi$y. 
In  o t h e r  words, w e  would not  be s u r p r i s e d  i f  the Goviets 
showed a m i l l  ingness  t o  make "concess Ions" regarding 
secrecy--e.g. ,  i n  t h e  form of i n s p e c t i o n  of deployed sites, 
or some s o r t  of "open sk ies"  inspec t ion .*  

There is still,  however, a Parge r e s e r v o i r  of secrecy 
which is e s s e n t i a l  to Sovie t  m i l i t a r y  p lanning  and which 
t h e  S o v i e t s  i n  a l l  l i k e l i h o o d  w i l l  resist compromising. 
T h i s  is, most notably ,  the secrecy of %he labora tor ies - -of  
Soviet R&D, i n  which endeavor,  they nay IPsPieve t h a t .  t hey  
w i l l  be a b l e  to alter t h e  power balance..i!a t h e  world. 

Pu t  another  way, i n  approaching t h e  problem of arms 
c o n t r o l ,  t h e  S o v i e t s  are probably more concerned about  t h e  
consequences of t h e  loss of sec recy  than  about g i v i n g  i n  
on t h e  p r i n c i p l e  0% no i n t e r n a t i o n a l  i n spec t ion .  In fac t ,  
t h e  Sov ie t s  have a l r eady  demonstrated t h a t  they no longer  

*A% t h e  same t i m e ,  we acknowledge t h a t  there may be otber, 
perhaps stronger, r easons  m i l i t a t i n g  against important  cony 
cessions on i n spec t ion ,  such  as the  desire t o  keep t h e  optlon 
of making a r a p i d ,  t empora r i ly  secret deployment i n  the 
event  of a breakthrough i~ some new weapon system. 
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o p p ~ s e  inspection in princigle-- in their proposals for 
"black boxes" %OF susve i1,lanee of undsrgkaand nuclear 
testirqk', for ground inspektion pos t s  LO prevent surpr i se  
attacks, and for "contsol'~ of a l imi ted  number of stsa- 

1 tegic weapons in the United Rtaates and U33R. 
. I  

, *  ' In SU.,.! w 8  th ink that  the Sam COPlceX'nS t h a t  rnoti- 
vate the USSR to reach accord v i t h  the !Yes% on arms con- 
trols--the felt need t o  protect and improve the nationall 
power pos i t ion  of the USSR--wfllB be Bns t rumnta l  in 88%- 
t b g  $he l i m i t s  Of Soviet c8iSarEl~~Elt pQl iCi@S.  

, 

:.: 
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