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Introduction

1. One problem to which no other defers in importance is
the rafinement and strengthening of estimates on the likelihood
of Soviet initiation of war. This problem is assuning a new
timeliness with the emergence of what some regzrd as the increasing
possibility of a Soviet surprise attack after they had built a
superiority in ICBM's, in the pcriod of the mid~1560's, before the
US has acquired a substantial invulnerable strategic missile

capability.

2. This memorandum examines the questioﬁ of initiation
of war in the national'policy and strategy.of the USSR from the
standpoint Sf Soviet policy calculations. It is consistent with,
though it goes beyond, th? reasoning set forth in the Adratt fﬁ*
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Some Reflections on tha Likelihood of Soviet Initiztion
of War

Introduction

1. One problenm to which no other defers in importance is
the rofinenent and strengthening of estimates on the lik2lihood
of Soviet initiztion of war. This problem is assuming a new
timeliness with the emerzence of what scme regard as the increasing
possibility of a Soviet surprise attack after they hzd built a
superiority in ICB!'s, in the pericd of the mid41960's, before tho
US has acguired a substentizl invidnerable strategic missile

capabilitye

2. This memorzndun examinss the quaestion of initistion
of war in the nationzl policy and stratsgy of the USSR fren tre
standpoint of Soviet policy calculaticnse It is consistent with,

thouzh i% goes raysord ing szt forth in

ctats of tre =rt of weoponty, and intslligencs on Sovizi military




developments, are taken into account, but it will be argued that
in the eyes of ths Soviet leadership there is a broadsr and governing
political and ideologic2l context in which this "technical®

military aspect, while importamt, is not supraems,.
Objectives

3¢ It is often remarked that while Soviet tactics change,
the fundamental cbjectives remzin unchanged. None of us dispute
that the Soviet leaders aspire to see Communism ultimately estab-
lished thrcoughout the world. But we must not focus on the Soviet
goal of world Cormunism at the expense of attention to the more
irmedizte and concrete challenges of Soviet policys The primary
operative aim is to maintzain the sscurity and pecwer of the Soviet
states Beyond this, it is also an eim of Soviet policy to expznd
influsncs and powsr beyond the Communist Bloc in furtherance of
aspirations to world hegeimcny, tut only insofar as this objective
can be attained without risldng the Sovict regime and state, Ths
fundamental operative objective, underlying and gu;ding Soviet
political and military stirafegy, can therefere be stated to be:
to advence the power of the USSR in whatever ways are most expedient

so long as tha survival of ths Soviet powsr itself iz not endingered.

Le The Sovist objactive thus mirrors the fach that ths
J
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Sovich leadsrsg have docldsd deliberate initiszticn of genmeral ver
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would not be in their interest so long as theyiﬁould be endangered
thereby. Ssccndly, it reans further that the Soviet Union will
seek to avoid serious risk of general war. Thirdly, it means that
the Soviz ts will prodably continue to pursue a policy of expansion
of their influence ard power by means shert of war. They will
probably continue to attempt to identify themselves witg ideals
widely held in the world -- ideals such as peace, disermaiient,
progress and national liberation and independence movements -- all
of which they seek to contrast with 2lleged imperialist warmengering,
arms race, reactionary policies, and colonialisme Finelly, it is
nonetheless truz that within this general policy they will be

alert to exploit counterdaterrence* when they consider the risks

The tern "counterdeterrence" seems useful to denote ths
neutralization of someons elss's deterrent. The United States
and the Soviet Union each maintain a strategic striking cz2pebility
which serves as a deterrent to possible attacks upon itsslf by the
other. This is mutual deterrence. However, this does not necessarily
exclude .sirategic counterdsterrence, bacause the sarme cepability
which deters a direct Soviet attack on Norith hmerica migni no lenger
be effective to reei certain lesser challenges not directly and
mortally threatening the US. If the credibility of our use of
ouwr strategic deterrent were underminad, the Soviets would hawe
achieved counterceterrence of the American deterrent for suck
situations.




to be low, especially in cases where aggression can be indirect.
While generally avoiding a belligerént posturé, the Soviet
advertise their growing power, and we may expect boldly insinuated
threats when they consider it appropriate. They may even come

to decide upon deliberats initiation of limlted wars in cases
where the risks of general war seem low and indirect aggression
coitld be masked to lull those in tha world who are prone to over-

look all but the most blatant Cormmunist aggressions

Caleslations in Policy-Malding

Se It is unnescessary to analyse in full the respective
roles of ideology and powsr politizs in Soviet policy-making. For
present purposes, for exarmining policy on war and peacs, there is
no divergence or discrepancy. Both the Com;unist ideology and
purely pover-political ccnsideratiocns plece the critericn of
calculated risk, cost, ard gain at the foundation of any strategic
initiative, Cormunist doctrine certainly does inject wnuswally
strong hostility and suspicion into Soviet policy-making, but
Marzism-Leninism does not propel the Soviet Union toward the embrace
of war or the witting assumption cof grsat risks, VWny should the
Soviet leaders, confident in moving with the sweep of histery, courd

disaster by a premature gamble?
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6. In developing political and military strategies, the
Soviet leaders are guided by their estimate of ths world situation,
of the balance of power between the Soviet and Western blocs.
Such estimates are made by all powers,.but an important differencs
characterizes Sovist stratezy. lMarxismeLeninism claims monopoly
on a uniquely scientific means of estimating the situation and of
selecting the appropriate strategy. in Sovist terms, this esti-
mating process is called "the c2leulaticn of the relation of forces."
Lenin once called it "the mzin point in Marxism and Marxian tactics,"
and on another occasion he noted that "by a strict calculation of
the mess forces and mutual class relations we have cetermined the
expediency cf one or ensther forn of struggle". Without dwelling
on the pclitical role of this caleulation, it may be worthwhile
to point out in passing that the famous "general (Party) line?® --
there can te only ore corract line or poliey &t eny given time -
is deternined by the calculation of the relation of forces in that
particular situation. This estimate forms the basis for decisicns
on wWar or peace, on advance or retreat, on direct‘or indirect
offensive or defensive action, Ths political tdeviations" repressnt
erroneous un=lzrxist calculations: the "Left" deviation or
nadventurisa is an uwnderestimation of the hostile forces; ths
Right deviation or "opportunism" is an overestimation of ths
hostile feiocss, aaventurien is isking en vavarranted risk, ons2
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which the objective sktitmation does not permit; opportunism is
overlooking and not seizing upcn the posentiality for a gain or

advance which the objective relation of forces does permit.

7. What are the "forces" which are calculated? Broadly,
they are the elements which we implicitly include in our political
concept of "the balance of power." Khrushehsv himself has defined
the relation of forces as "a broad conception which embraces |
political, econcmic and military factors.” The relation‘of forces
in the world arena was until recently described iﬁ terms of a
feapitalist encirclemasnt! of the Scoviet Union, though ever since
1947 the Soviets have suoken of the socizlist and cepitalist Ycamps,.™
At the XXI Party Congress this year, the Soviets claimed that the
shift that is cccurring in the world relaticn of forces is decisive.
and irrsvocablee The Sovists have alsc now explicitly concluded
that capitalist encirclement has ended and been replaced by a rough
parity of the power of the West and of the Communist Blocs Thus,
from a.somewhat different angle, the Scviets too hiave come to
judge the present world si?uation as cne bf nutual deterrence.

Under the prevailing balance of forces, the cardénal role of Soviet
military and political sirategy is secen as deterring the Vest from
launching war and 2lso counterdeterrinz the vest from effective

reactions to Cormunist zdvances short of war, However, with their

concepiion of tha potentialitles of various politicezl, propa
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economic, and military forms of advgncing Sov;et power short of
general war, they by no means see a stalemate respecting anything
other than use of strategic nuclear military powers It is also
an important Marxian principle th4 the futurs relation of forces
can be affected and menipulated by the caraful exploitation of
latent potentlalities in the present, and by efforts to prevent

the opponent frem utilizing his opportunitiese.

8, Confident in meving toward eventual power superiority
and ultimats victory, the Soviet leaders avoid any adventuristic
strategy which would prematurely lead to total struggle et a
tims when victory was not assured by the alignment of forces.
Whether despite or btecause of these ideclogical influences in
Soviet policy=-ma2ling, questions of war and peace are deéided
essentially on the basis of calculations of relative power and of

relative risk,

9o Mutual deterrence has resulted from the scguisition
of global thermonuclear striking pover by the Uniged States and the
Soviet Unicn. Mutual deterrence has been 5escribed as a "delicate
balzance of terror." But while this balance is indesd insecurs,
end by no m2ans ineviisdbly enduring, it is not fragile. The risks
end consequsnces of a2 global thermonuclear holocaust ere racognized

by the Soviet leaders, who strive to avoid any "adventurist" gemble.
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The_importance in Soviet policy of the overali balance of power,
the "relation of forces in the world arena", militates against a
preoccupation with purely military soluticns. The Soviet leaders
are not poised to unleash their =- and our =- military power as
soon as the theorstical probability of military victory crosses
some calibrated balance of 5C% or 702 or indeed perhaﬁé even $07.
In the Cormunist view, history can not be made hostage to the

mathematical computations of some "cormrunivac',

10s Thus total nuclear war e=- thoush not necessarily other,
limited, forms of war -- seems ever less likely as a rational ‘
tool for the Soviet Union to advance its positiocn. Of courss,
irrational decision is not inconceivables But more dangerous,
because more probanle, is the pcssibility of a "war by miscalculation,“'
which could occur in any of a number of possible weys. One very
important one, often noted, is the possibility that local hostilitisa
(nuclear or "conventional®) might be expanded in the vortex of
actions and reactions into a general nuclear war.~ Perhaps even
more impoirtant is the case of miscalculation which could arise from
the danger of onz side incorrectly believing the enemy to be about
to launch a surprise attack, and therefore lzunching & preemptive

blow in order to scize the initiative and get in the first strike,
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11, In short, we s=e that while general nuclear war is
all too po§sible, it is not probable as a strategy fashioned to
advance Soviet power. The flexibility in determining concrete
Soviet objectives, depending upon concrate opportunities and
constraints, evokes flexibility in their strategic thinking,
doctrine, and plans. It also extends‘to flexibility i; selection
of political or military means, and in selection amcng military

means if such are to be employed at all,

12, While concluding that the Soviets will seek to avoid
general wer, it is necessary to consider whether there mey arise
circumstances wnder which the Soviet could conclude that "initiation”

of general war had become mors expedient than not doing so.

Ths Preemntive Strik

13. There occurred, in eerly 1955, a significant innovation
in Soviet strategy and war planning associzted with the increased
importance accorced to surprises. At that time, tﬁe Sovie ts adopted
the conclusion thzt mere repulse of an attémpted surprise attack
upon the Scviet Union might be insufficient, and that if an enerny
were clearly zbout to attack the Soviet Union, a preemptive strike
should be mzdes A4S there !as been some confusicn on this point,
let us be clear that the Soviets explicitly cdistinguicshed this
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preemptive strike from preventive war - it is ‘tobe undertaken
only if the enemy should himsz=1f attempt to make a surpriss attack.
A Soviet preemptive attack is contemplated for a situation which

is not a time of Soviel choosing or the ‘result of a deliberate
planned buildup for optimum Soviet position for war, but represents
a time whsn the Soviets believe that tbey must act cr fgrfeit

the strategic initiative to use It would nct represent or reflect
Soviet conviction that requiremsnts for the total neutralization

of the Westsrn retaliatory force had been mste It would in fact

be a desperate last-minute effort to seize the initiative from the
enenry who is irrevocably committed to launch an imminsnt attack or
already in ths process of doing sos This preemptive strategy has
never bteen discussed in the open militery press, except to be denied
in propaganda, but it has been referred to on a number of occasions
in secret Soviet sources =~ alvays in terms of the ccncept as oub=
lin=d abova, "Preventive war" =~ or simply deliberate initiation

of hostilities ~« would of coursa not te discussed even in the

type of classified Soviet sources vwhich have discussed preemptive
attacke But in considering”;vailablé indications of Sovieﬁvmilitary
thinking, the concept of preemptive attack cannot be assumed to

represent plans or intentions to prepare fer a surprise attack on

the VWest,




The Deliberate First Sirike

lhe A decision to embark on a policy of building up
maximum ‘ICBM capability for a powerful surprise attack to destroy
the US, and thus dispose of capitalism, could be made by the Soviet

leaders, but only if they concluded from their calculations that

- there were an overwhelming probability of destroying our retaliatory

military power without suffering unacceptable lossese. Thse tricky

- points are, of course, to detzrmine what is an "overwhelming proe
] 3 Op

bability", and what are "acceptable losses',

15 In evaluating the possibility that the Soviet leaders

might conclude that such a probability was overwhelming, we must
not use our own defense assumptions. It is prucdent and proper for ‘
the defense planner to guard against the enemy's maximum gross
capability. Doubts, and there are inevitably many (in terms of
proficiency, probable aborts, and the like, as well as less than
ccmplete certainty about the size and capability of the enemy forcs)

must be resolved in the attacker's favor in order to meet the

pogsible eneriy threate But the attacker, if he is calculating 4hs

probahility of destroying virtuzlly 211 of the retaliatory strike
capability of a puwerful adversary, nust resolve such doubts in
the favor of the defense. Of course, the Sovist must be presumed

to have good knowledze of our order of battle, though they cen
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never be sure they know about it all. In shofé, in calculating
probability of success in a suiden massive assauit, the Soviets

if anything will probably be impressed by our full retaliatory
capability plus a safety margin nurtured by doubte. This inhibition
on reaching a strike decision is heavily reinforced by the Soviet
proclivity not to consider surprise as ensuring & deci;;ve outcome
if other factors are 2t 2ll in coubte. Finally, as noted earlier,
there is an ideological tendency not to gamble everything on a

probability calculation which could be entirely upset by any ond
of meny incalculables.

16. The problem of achieving a probability of near-complete
destrustion of VWestern retaliatory capabilities is greatly complicafed .
by%ﬁévariety of such forces involved and by their widely dispersed
deployment. Not énly will ICBMs and IR3Ms supplement SAC's bombers
and the naval carrier task forces, but Polaris IRBM-firing sub-
marines will e added, and finally even the major part of owr
tactical fighters and light bombers located in numérous bases in
western Eurcpe and elsewhere in the<Eurasiah reriphery have the
capability of one-way missions delivering nuclear weapons on almost

all areas of the Soviet Union.

17. Notwithstanding these considerations, let us for

purposes of this analysis assurms thzt the Soviets could =- if we




built only a relatively small and vulnerable ICBM force in the

next three or four years, and kept SAC on the ground =- conclude
that by a crash effort over the next few years they cculd get an
overwhelming probability of destroying,.let us say, roughly 75%

of our strategic retaliatory cepability by 2 sudden ICBM and IRBH
strike, supplemented by bombers. This option would be open only
for the few years befcre the US ecquires 2 substantial and relatively
invulnerable retaliatory capability, with herdensd ICEM sites

and the Polaris missile systeme Also, it should te noted, ths
opticn is not one to recommend itself on the basiss "Hell,Awe'll
build up on the chance it will look attractive at the time and then
take another close look before really deciding whether to useit.
The cost would bs very great both in terms of curtailed Soviet
eccnomic growth and of‘possible instability, and of alerting the
West to greater defensive preparatiocns which would geometrically
increase Soviet attack requirermznts. There would b2 no profit in
such 2 buildup unless the Soviet leaders were fairly cetemined
that they would use it for a strike. Even if a superior force were
achieved, the advantage wo:Id soon fade awaf as the US built up

and dispersed its own ICEM capahilities.

18, But let us suppose that they thouzht the chances of
achieving the 752 knockout were gzood encuch to justify the effort

on greunds of that criterion, wWould the predictetles consequences
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of this strike be within the bourdds of Macceptable losses"? Those~
who would incline to answer in the affirmative tend to argue that
‘ths Comnunists are ruthless and would sacrifice S0 or 100 million
Soviet citizens if need be to attain world domination. The Soviet'
leaders, indeed, have a standard of valuss in which humanitarianism
is low, Nonstheless, it is very doubtful that they would consider
such losses as acceptabls, for 2 mumber of reascns. One is that

the ccnsequences for the socecial and politiczl fabric of Soviet
society ~= 2nd hence the consequences for their own regime -- would
te ominous and incalculable, another wuld be the relative weakening
of the USSR vis=-zevis all other countries than the US and such
allies ag also had teen devastated. Chine, India, Sweden, Argentina
would be the new great powers of the wrlde Thirdly, there ars

the genuine expectations of gradual victory of communism -- at least
as pertinent as Bolshevilk ruthlessness, and as ideologically pover-
fuls And finally, the military balance projected into the future,
even though ccnservatively for us and liberally for them, dces

not provide the kind of assurances of probability of destruction

of cur nuclezpr nover which yield even as good odds 28 those cited

above for illustrative purposes.

19. Thus a Soviet cdecisisn to plan a buildup for a
deliterats initiztion of general war is hizhly wmlikely becauss

(3) the prospect o

£ achisving zdacuste czpabilities to insurs

by




acceptable losses is very unpromising, (b) they are advancing
their power in the world ty other means (and thay believe that

even if thére were setbacks that they are foreordained to win
ultimate victory withcud war), and (c¢). apart from the above
technicalemilitary and ideclogical considerations, self-preservation
is accorded a higher priority in Soviet policy than expansion of
Communist eontrol, so that the military célculated risks and

ideological compulsions are in fact governed by political realisme

20 For all these reascns, scme of them elahburated earlier
in greater detail, this alternative probably does not rank even
as an active candidate for Soviet choice e- although uatil it is
clearly disproved by hard intelliznecd we are obliged to bear

it in mind as not inooncsivable,

The Minimum Deterrent

2le Is it the only 2lternative Soviet national strategic
concept to the one ws estimate at presznt? If it-is to tho "left”
of the cne we see now in cjeration, is there another, one perhaps

more favorzble to the prospecis for peace and graduzl aceommodation,
, 3 P g

to the "right"?

22, Tre ide2 of "minirnwm deterrence”, if by that w2 rsan

be

"

sormzthing which rzdus2a ths na2%i-n~l objective to datsrrencs, ¢

- 15 -




be discounted as a possible Soviet policys Not only would a
militory capability limited to the minimum for deterrence fail to
provide the veriety of military capabilities necessary to a
forceful and broed-gauged foreign policy -- which a2lone would

rrove bankrupt in the event of general war, Deterrence of general
war may te not only one's goal but alsovone's firm expectation --
but it cannot be raised to the level of natural law. Deterrence
cannot be absolutely guaranteed to bs an absolute guarantee. If
the Soviets ware to secttle for a minimum deterrent force, let us
say a few hundred ICBls, then if faced with general war they would
not only fail to have acceptable losses in prospect, but they
would indeed virtually be assured of unacceptable losses. Just

es one does not invest all his income in savings and life insurancs,
so he dces nct -« if he is prudent =- invest the minimum to pay for

his funeral,

23+ VYonetheless, minimum detsrrence -- which 2t least
allows prospecta for gain throush continuing political warfare --
must be raniked ahead of the one-chance buildup for the all~on-a-chance

strikes OCn bzalancs, neither seems really even in the running so

far as the Soviet leacders are ccncearnede

-16-




2be The Soviet military and politicai leaders would probe
ably nct be content with a deterrent force, because they would
see the need if a war should come to employ all forms of their
military power including strategic striles to reduce the US
long-range strike capability, even though the US force could
have destroyed most of its original objectives, On th;.other
hand, they weuld waigh ddded capabilities in terms of declining
marginal increments balanced against their expense to other
political and economic programs which they consider will shape
the course of history. Consequently, so long as a €urs antiseptio
firstestrike force is not attainable, they will probably not
procure ths maximum teclnically attainable missile force, but
will budld a force for deterrence and aggressive counter-deterrance,

plus hedging against the unlikely eventuality of general ware

Raymond L. Garthoff~




