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SUBJECT: Recent Trends 1n Boviet Strategic Thought on Future
Var

1. Soviet strategic thousht on future war proceede fLfrom
the premise that should the USSR becomc involved in a general

. war, the armed forces of the country must be c&pmble of

-

fighting it effectively and ensuring the survival of the
Soviet state. . Beyond this general premise, Soviet thinking
has not always been uniform amd clearcut on the m&tter of
preparing for fuiture war. 80viet defonse policy, which is
hopelessly entangled with economic policy, over the past
year or S0 has boen the subject of considerable controversy
in the USSR. Str&twgic mh@ozy has not yet beem worked out in
all its mspects and is even somewhat contradictory! in some
places. Not surprisingly for'a complex bursaucracy, the
Soviet Union -has for a long tims been living with internal
conflicts, coppromiscs and deustm@nts in the sphers of :
strategic military planning. And there has been & distinct
tendency ‘in such planning to postpone as long a8 possible
vEry difficult decisions.

2. Official Soviet thinking on the problem of preparing
for future wmx finds expression im military doctrime, which
the Soviets use a8 a guide to def@nse planning. The doctrine

- describes the charactor of a probable future war, outlines

basic strategy for the war, and indicates the ‘kind 'of force
structure nceded to Light thae war envisioned. The 'doctrime

is not a war plan that defﬁnes specific missions of units or

o blueprint that dictates preciae numbers and types of wea-
pons. We arc not privy to @iﬁh@r Soviet war plans or detailed
blueprints. But we have good informatiom on official military
doctrine and on trends im Soviet thinking that may.influence
the shape of that doctrime in the future.

3. Of courso, the comclusions dreawn in Soviet military
doctrine for force structure do mot necésSsarily mean that
‘commensurate - policy decisions will be taken. Thore is a com-
tinuing competition for Soviot resources among military re-
quirements as well as botwesn them and imporiant nom-military
programs. Whother one or another military program !is selected
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will depend upon the interactiom of at least these factows:
the force of\&ripmsmt which various interest groups bring to
bear on the political leadership;* the leadership's assessment
of the internatiomal situation im. general amd the strateglc
power balance ln particular; the regime's commitment to vari-
oug internal non-military programs; the degree of confidence
Soviet leaders have im deceptive measures, such &8s secrecy

and propagandsa, to substitutg-ﬂor actual military goods.s®

Forment in Soviet Militsry Thinking

4, Official doctrine in its current state is, character-
istically, & compromise betweer the competing 1nterests in the
Soviet bureaucracy. - It is primearily & product of the competi-
tion between EKhrushchev's ideas and the prevailing military
vicvpeints, the latter arising out of debate among the military
officers si¢  This accounts for the tortucus development of

TR Soviet admiral with oxpericmce im militery planning wrote
m&:n top secret Dafomse Ninistry publication carlicr this year
that the development o0f woapons systems in the USSR up until
thiz time has boon mainly dotermined by the parochial intorests
of each branch of the armed forces. He vrote that there has
been little objective research on the optimum means of periorm-
ing main strategic tasks, on the scloction of the optimum
voapon system for performing these tasks, or do the develop-
nent of opeoratiomal doctrimes for the we&poms ‘aytems selected.

“oThue, in the 7 November October Revolution parade, the USSR
exhibited a ballistic missilc which IZVESTIYA cloimed “can be
Lired from mny position both sbove and below the water.” A
tentative analysis of observer reports indicates.that the mis-
sile is too long to be used in any known Soviset submerine un-
lecss a stage were removad.

oA recent Soviet nefense Mibnistry book on military strategy,
obscuring EKbhrushchev's role as a principal framer of doctrine,
notes that militery doctrine is "not thought cut or compiled
by a single person or group of persoms,” but iz an expression
of generally accepted views among the state leaders on ques-
tions of natiomnal defense. (Military strategy is said to be
subordinate to military doctrine: "While military doctrime
defimes principal positioms, strategy works out from these
positions concrete problems.")
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the official doctrine between Jinuary 1960 and the present.
Current doctrime is, as it has been since 1960, an amalgam of
the compsting viewpoints. . It bears Khrushchev’s strong im-
print, notably his cmphasis on nuclear/rocket weapons, but

it also registers successes by the military, vho after much
persevering, mangged to retrieve some previously discarded
idess beaxrimg on the older arms8 of service, as well a3 to
get authorization Lor new concepts.

S. khrushchev did not ipherit the role of military
pundit from Stalimn. ' He appropriated it. In the years im-
mediately followlng Stalim’s death, a modus operandi was
reached vhereby questions of war and péfce were designated
the exclusive preserve of the political leadexrship; and
questions of military doctrine, the prerogative of the of-
ficer corps. In the years 1853-85, a revolution in mili-
tary doctrine took place that originated with the military :
and was alepst entirely carried out by them. But by £all @ﬁﬁ'
1857, Khrushchev, fresh f£rom crushing his political enemies, Tt
stood firmly at the helm of power., At that time, the new "
supsr-long-range-rocket was test-fired, symbolizing fozr him g
the snd of U.8, vulmerability to attack fxom abroad. Themn : i

e party chief made the first of a long series of inroads ‘
into the military's province of military mciemce.® He ‘

“One ‘of bis Iirst mejor trospasses was indirect: his view-
polint was carried im 8 very important RED STAR article im
September 1857, vhich was signed by Marshal Vershinim, and
which was the Lirst ever to make & direct assesbment of the
relative military strength ,of the USSR and the United Sgates.

' Only mamy nDonths later did Khrushchev revesl, im private
discussion with an American statesman, that he had sctuslly
been the author of the Vershimim article. Moreover, one
might comjecture that larshal zZhukov was fired from his CPSU
Presidiun amd Dsfense inistry posts im Octobsr 1857 not so much
because of the steps he had taken over & long span of time
to erode party ‘controls over the army, as because of his
opposition to Khrushchev's obtruding into the military's
sphere of competence.




gradually stepped up his efforts to influemecs changses in
doctrine (and force structure), directly coatradicting
established military positions in & number of imstences. He
capped his presumptions in Japuary 1960, with the announce-
ment of & pew wmilitary doctrine that contained some bitter
pills for the officer corps to swallow.

8. Dowvngradimg the importance of conventiomal forces
on the grounds that nuclesr/missile firepower is the deter-
minant of the country’s military might, Ehrushchev succeeded
in folsting upon the military & severe unilateral troop re-
duction progrem, He also tried to saddle the military with
a rigid doctrine of excessive relismce om nuclear weapons.
Bad he bad his vay entirely, the Soviet forces might have
been structured a8 an inflexible, nuclesar annihilating Loxce.
But the military, over z period of tims and with the help of
fortuitous civcumgtaness,t succeeded in impressimg the poli-
tical leadership with the importance of maimtalning a greater
degree of doctrimal and operational Llexibllity. Their posi-
tion was capsulized in the heavily publicized “combined
forces” gloganm, and later the "mass armies" slogan. The

spension of the troop cut and the emphasis which Mal inovsky's

tober 1961 proseptation of the official military doctrime
placed on large, versatile forces vindicated the positions
vhich the military had lomng espoussed.

7. imong the military officers themselves, strategiec
doctrineg has become a lively and argumentative Lisld of pro-
fessional study. Ihrushchev's bold reformulation of doctrines
in January 1980 bad an electrifying offiect om the thinking
of Soviet officers. Eis remarks brought imto question the
viability and applicability to future war conditions of many
of the established nilitary tenets and procedures. At the
dirgction of the Dsfenmse Mimistry, vigorous controversial
discussions on & wide rapnge of military questions were held
in both open and closed forums. The mAlitary literature
burgeoned conseguently to an unprecedented degree with differ-
ing viewpoints om hov future war will be waged and om ways
to prepare for it.

See K ; ? J October 1962 for a discussion of the
"fortuﬂtom- cﬂrcumst&mces" and other refsons for the changes
in Soviet defense policy and doctrine, 1960-61.
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8. Egged on by their leaders, the military have been
striving to perceive, comprehend and then to integrate into
strategic and tactical doctrines the implications of the
sundry nuclear/missile weapons being placed at their dis-
posal. They have been trying to bridge the long existing
gap, as several Soviet writers have put it, between Soviet
military theory and developments in nuclear weapons and
their means of delivery. In this effort, they have hashed’
over such questions as the Yolative roles and composition

of nuclear aid conventional torces the ng at in .
fufure wai §probable dura sTtornative attack '
strate ies, the eITétts of the !Iiéf”iq¢ze§§ attack, and a ;
hSE?“Eg‘iﬁﬁifiifﬁitﬁ“lttfﬁrs 5" 5uch _as positional warfare, the .
organizatipn of Y181d Yorces, and the use of tactical pu- |

ears iﬁ'vnrious'typ§§”§1 perations.

9. Debate on questions of strategic consequence, to be
sure, has not gone unbridled even in the highly classified
sources. Common assumptions are made about who the probable
enemy will be, on what scale the war will be fought, and
what the basic weapons in the war will be. Questions of such
extreme sensitivity as the weapons, role, and“mission o!_fhe

~kayg Hot been
i.any.of.the sources available to

10. Early in the debate, in 1960, sharp dichotomy was !
apparent in the strategic thought of the military discussants.
One distinot tendency was to resist changing time-tested
~principles and practices and to rely heavily on the lessons
of World War II. Adherents of this school emphasized the
limitations on modern weapons; they imagined a future warx

as likely to be protracted and not unlike World War II in a
aumber of respects. Though they expected the massive use

of nucleaxr weapons, they believed that even under these con-
ditions a general war would entail ground combat on a mass
scale and multi-million man armies. The opposite tendency
was to strive for a complete break with past conceptions of
warfare. Those inclined in this direction felt that the
changes in doctrine have not kept pace with developments in
.technology; and they urged the adoption of bold new concepts
for future war that give an almost exclusive combat role to
nuclear missile weapons. Among this group were '0fficers who
maintained that a future war will have a rapid, blitzkrieg
character; that it 1s not necessary to have a multimillion
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man army for waging war; and that the basic function of ground
troops should not be extended combat but occupation of enemy
territory. As the debate developed and fresh official mili-
tary positions were elaborated, the opposing schools have tended
to move closer together, the sharpness of their differences

on strategic questions having diminished.

11. There could also be distinguished in the controversy

a very small minority of officers who might be said to con-
stitute an "unrestrained war'" school. This group has urged ,
extreme reliance of nuclears, put great emphasis on high yield
warheads, and advocated mass annihilation of the enemy on a e
country-busting scale. Official military thinking thus far lﬂ'
has rejected this extreme view, at least as regards the European :
theater. But this view may have found acceptance as the most ;
feasible strategy for war in the American theater. (More on :
this later.) The “unrestrained war" view, as .applied by its
exponents to future war in general, was most forcefully ad- P
vanced in early 1960--gsoon after Khrushchev's 14 January speech ﬂﬁ$
on future war--and appears to have been an effort to take
Khrushchev's strategy to its logical conclusion. This con-

. ception of bow future war should be waged virtually rules out

C e possibility of real victory for either side. They would

ve war be so destructive that it would be unfeasible from

a military point of view. For this reason, they paradoxically
emerge as "no war" advocates, whose whole concern is with de-
terring war. This, it seems, is Khrushchev's philosophy in
a nut shell. It springs from his long dalliance with nuclear
missile weapons, vhich ix previous years brought him into con-
flict with Soviet military leaders; his self-esteemed deftness
in uging nuclear blackmail in support of foreign policy objec-
tives; and his confidence in his "no-war" program of peaceful
competition as the st road to the expansion of Soviet-Com-
munist influence.

- 12. Most of the military spokesmen could be said to favor
"restrained war” in a broad sense. All, of course, expect
future war to involve the use of nuclears on a large scale.
But they eschew country-busting with regard :.to Europe, urging
restraint, discrimination and deliberation in the use of nu-
clears. . Their task, as they see it, is to make war feasible
oxr manageable. For their professional purposes they agssume
that war will occur, and they draw up a theory of war and a
doctrine for preparing for it that will permit them to wage
war effectively, minimize their own losses, survive as a great
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power, and preserve a part of the world to preside over.
Thus their insistence on a major combat role for enormous
ground forces, equipped with tactical nuclears and conven-
tional weapons.

13. The official Soviet conception of political and

military war aims, however, is incompatible with the notion
of a "controlled war" in the sense currently in use in the
United States. That is, the doctrinal emphasis on "decisive
political and military goals" and "total victory"--which is
said to make "any sort of compromise almost impossible"--tends
to preclude the possibility of continued bargaining and
deterrence in the course of a future general war, This con-
ception of total victory is ideological in origin: it springs
from assumptions about the "irreconcilable contradictions
between the socialist and capitalist systems.' Whether it
is also an operative military estimate of the Soviet General
Staff that the opposing sides will strive for total victory ﬁ@ﬁé
is still a matter for conjecture. (In the mass propaganda, LR
U.S,.. statements on a strategy for controlling a possible
future war have been derided and held up as evidence of a
'U;E desire to make war feasible.) In any case it is not im-

bable that Soviet military thinking might, at some point
1n the future, follow the U.S8. pattern of thought on con-
trolled war. Soviet military thinking in the past has,
albeit belatedly, adjusted to changes in U.S. strategic
doctrine. And the idea of a controlled war has only recently
gained currency in official circles in this country.

l14. Summing up, there appears to be a fundamental con-
flict of interests between the Khrushchev circle and the
bulk of the officer corps. There is firat of all am impor-
tant difference in focus between them. Khrushchev and his
coterie tend to concentrate .on peacetime military require-
ments, the most important of which is deterrence. The mili-
tary, by and large, tend to focus on wartime requirements,
which may be substantially greater than peacetime needs.
Thus, while Khrushchev may be confident that there will
not be a future general war and reason that the USSR needs
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only to build up its strategic forces for deterrence of the
West, the military, 1f only for professional reasons, do not
share that comfidemce and temd to argus for a real war-winning
capabllity. The USSR probably camnot undertake the creation
of a true war-vinning capability without gravely curtailing
the program of peaceful economic competition with the West.®

0fficial Strategic Docirime for Geperal War

15. Official Soviet strategic thought has not been mov-
ing im a full circle to its pre-1960 state, as one might sup-
pose in the light of traditionalist smendments to Khrushchev's
new military course, but has been making spiral-like advances
forvard, There hag been no change im the assumptions, made
about the general character of future war &3 outlined by Khru-
shchev in Janwary 1960: war will imevitably imvolve the
passlive use of muclear weapons; it will bs global in scope and _
involve & clash of coalitioms; it will begin, most likely, by &ﬂﬁ}
surprise attack and will devslop slmost simultaneously along
fronts and in the rear areas of the combatant countxies, and
it will result in unprecedented destruction. Also, the mas-~
ﬁgve retaliation doctrime has in essence been retsined.

18. The changes effected in Khrushchev's new course
comply with these basic assumptions. The decision to have ;
large ground forces was mads out of consideration of the !
nuclear war requirgmente and the problem of correcting the :
percelived general strategic imbslance. The decision did not
share the rationsale of the U.S. decisionms to stremgthen its
conventional forces--i.e., that this was needed for fighting
local wars. WNor did it indicate a changed Soviet estimate on
the impossibility, given the present correlation of forces,
of a conventional or near-conventional general war. Despite
the new emphseis given the older branches of service in the
doctrine, there has been no trace of thought that a future
general war might be limited to the use of conventional forces.
That a future gemeral war will "inevitably"” involve the massive

“A recent Defense Linlistry book om military strategy made
the telling observation that "No country, however wealthy, it
nay be, can afford to keep in peacetims the forces mneseded to
attain the basic aims of the initial period of a /Future
general/ war." -
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use of nuclear/missile weapons is and (bamring a disarmament
agreement) almost certainly will comtinue to bs, the guiding
concept underlying comtemporary Soviet military doctrine
during th@ coning years.

17. The forvard look of official doctrine; =s modified
in 1961, is especially evident im the greater emphasis now
placed on the effects of the L£irst strike smnd the initial
phase of var on the ocutcome of the war. There is good open ‘

cand classified evidence that Soviet military planners have oo
developed & strategy designed im the fLirst plece to ond the o
var im the shortest possible time, primarily by means of
nassive nuclear strikes.w It is also plain that the USSR
continues to hedge against this strategy by planning simul-
taneously for & possible protracted war omn the Eurasion con-
tinent. Thus, calculated to Limisk the war in the shortest
poesible time, the doctrime is predicated upon the assump-
tion that the strategic missile forces will play the decisive .
and Qwimcigml role im the war. But comsidering the pessibility
that @ stracezic missile forces might £ail to conclude the
war imn the short rum, the doctrime ocalls Lor the mnaintenance
_3§@oth@r types of forces equipped with nuclear weapons and
rating s combined arms which would bs prepared to wage
exteonded war.

18. A conclusion which the Soviets have drawm fLrom the
adjudged possible decisiveness of the first all-out attack
iz that it is of paramount inportance to deny the enemy the _
opportunity to strike Lirst. Eence, preparsdness for dealing |
with an altempted enemy surprisse attack has been made the '
pivotal problem in military planming and training. And the
USSR has added to its mtrategic comcopts for future war the
dostrine of pro-emptive attack.

‘ﬁwﬁﬁs, 8 recent Csiense Minigtry book on strategy stated
that () strategic mzans cam “often” attain decisive results
in the var as a whole without the employmsnt of tactical and
operational forces; (b) & country subjected to heavy nuclear
attack may out of pecessity capitulate even though its mili-
tary Lorces im the £icld sare still. intact; and (¢) the
initial periocd of a general nuclear wer wWill defimitsly be
the mainm and decisive one.
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19. Pre-cmption is not a stratezy for & premeditated war,
but a meaningful course of actiom im the event deterrence
fails or is thought te bhave failed. The doctrine of pre-emp-
tion does not replace the doctrine of deterremnce but is intend-
ed to reinforce it im view of reduced Soviet comfidence im
its deterrent capablility. It is im effect, strike-first-if-
necessary-and-if-possible doctrime. It is designed. ndbt ‘so .
much to vanquish with certalmty 2 probable snemy &3 to blunt
substantially the enemy’'s attack Lorces im order to permit the
USSR to survive the initial nuclesr phase of a future war.

Put another way, the USSR has sought the doctrine out of & o
feeling not of strength but of relative weajkness. The Soviets i
were also strongly motivated to adopt the doctrime out of com- i
sideration of (1) the importance of spesd and initlative in !
the use of muclears; (2) the possible decisiveness of the !
first massed nuclear atiack; (3) the groving size and powar é

of U.S, long-ramge attack forces; (4) the disclosed U.8. aware- :
ness of the small sizme and vulnerability of the Sovist lomg-
range attack forces; and (8) the dimimishing degres of

secrecy protectimg the deployed Soviet stirategic rockets.

= 20, The Lact the Soviet regime has settled on @& doctrinme

oir pre-ciption does not necessarily mean that the leadexrship

is of one mind on the size amd type 0f Lforces needed to achieve .
an effective pre-erptive sctiom. There has, in fact, bsen J
recent eovidemce that comntroversy and indecision continue: im ;
Soviet ruling circles on important defemse questions. (Ia

the spring snd susmmer of this year, 2 number of open military

sources wmade thinly velled pleas for greater iacremsnts to

the Soviet strategic forces.) The question of what kind and

size of forco structure to buy turas on the nesd to deal with

the U.S. threat from comntimental U.8. and Pelaris submarines;

the threat smamating f£ron Burops presents no real problem for

Soviet strategy. The Soviets have developed & var-winning

type of strategy and s masSsive versatile capabllity fLor deal-

ing with Europes; but they have not yet, to our knowledgs,

vworked out & comprehensive war-winning strategy Loxr dealing

with the threat Lrom the American comtiment.

Theater Warfare

21. Though the Soviets speak in terms of the war being
. waged on & global scale, they have evidently developed 2
theater warfare doctrine which is really applicable only to
the EBurassian theater. The focus of discussion in the classified

- 10 -
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28 well as open Soviet military meterials has bsenm on 2 nuclear
war im the Buropeam theater, with only a gemeralized treat-
ment of strateglic attack sgaimst the contimental U.S. The
strategic comcept vhich Soviet officialdom has adopted for the
Burcpean thester represents the moderate '"military viewpoint"”
which had long resisted the logic of Xhrushchev's new military
course and, for the timne belng, successfully obstructed it.
The extant official concept for war im Europe rejects the
extrome ninority argument for kihockimg out whole countries
with area-devastating, large-yield attacks., It calls instead
for & major combatant role for multimillion man Armies
"gatorated” with tactical nuclears as well as conveational
arme to follow up the strikes of strategic roclket forces and
aviation, ‘ ,

23. The paradox here is inescapable. On the omne hand,
Soviet officialdom has rejected the extrens reconmendations
that the USSR adopt & country-busting policy Lor Europe and
radically reorganize the country’s forces (that is, seversly
cut back or oven eliminate the convontiomzl arms of serviece).
On the other hand, curremt doctrinme calls for ending the war
{m the "shortest possible time" primsrily by means of stra-

- Ceglc nuclear strikes. Nore importamt, the country's stra-
tegie forces for attack against Burope have boon overdeveloped
‘to the degres that they could (as Malimovsky omce boasted)
reduce whole coumtries to "radioamctive deserts.” It is mo
wonder then that with such a capability Khrushcbev and other
Soviet leaders could mot mee the logic of the military argu-
Bent that multinillion man armiss will play & major combat
role in & future var. Alsc, while the regire's decision to
suspend the trodp. cut plan inm 18961 was taken at least in part
a8 5 domomnstration ¢f Sovist power with the aim of righting
the imbalance in the goneral strategiec situation, the reten—
tion ©of & larger standing army may have the effect of watering
down the Soviet strategic missile threat of ares annihilation
in Burop®. .

23. According to the strategic operaticnal concept for
Soviet theater Lorces, the combined arms attack agaimst NATO
forces would be launched sinultansously with or lmmediately
after a strategic attack agaimst the U.8., strategic NATD
bases, and other Buropsan targets that would cputribute tc
the lmmediate strategic aims of the war. The concept calls
for the rapid advance of Soviet forces across VUesterm EBurope
with the aim of gaining control of the Buropsam continent in

- 11 -
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" the first few woeks of the war. The strategy at the same

time provides for measures to provent NATO from belng re-
inforced from the ocutside. This involves the imterdiction
of sea lanes, the destruction of Western task forces and
port facilities, and--prosumably--continued attacks against
residual long-range Western retaliatory capabilities.

34. The ground waxr envismg@d will be predominantly one
of rapid mansuver. In the Soviet concept there will probably
not be any comtinuocus fLronts; combat operations will develop
along separate axes; deep breakthroughs by troop groupings
of both sides will sliminsate the limgar Lront and the mass
use, of muclears will cause large gaps between major militaxy
formmtions. Vhile the vastly expanded scope of operations
vill involve the use of large grouvnd forces, nuclear waxr
conditions will see fewer fronts, the numbsr of armies in a
front will be "somewhat smaller" tham im World War II, aand
the size of militaxry units will ke smaller than im the past.

-25, The troditiomal militexry stxess on the need to occupy
the enemy’'s territory has survived the criticism of the pro-
nente of high yisld weapoms., According to the prevailing

' r@%@gic doctrime, it will not be enough to destroy the -
enemy'’'s means of nuclear attack and to disorgamize his roar.
For the attalmment of the "decisive"” political and military
alms of the Soviet allies in war, it will also be necessary
to smash completely the surviving cenemy armed forces, deprive
him of his strategic positioms, liquidate his military bases,
and occupy strategically i=portant areas on his territory.
Such strategic tasks, according to the doctrine, can only be
mccomplished with the usse 0f numerous ground forces.

26. As regards the Americam theater, there seems to be
nelithor a comprehensive doctrims nor am existing or plamned
ocapablility for waging war against the continemtal U.S. After

.the loag-rangé ground, air or submarine missile strikes have

besn delivered. Thsé theater warfare concept for RBurope,

which emntails a major role for the ground forces, is not
applicable to the U.S. theater. The war envisaged against

the U.S. 48, im effect, a war quite different from the pro-
Jected Buropean war. e cannot say with certainty whether

the Soviets have really faced up to the question of continuing.

- the war against the U.S. after the initial nuclear sxchange

or vhoether they have deferred making: decisions on this dif-
ficult question. Argument cam be brought to besar on behalf

- 12 -
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of either comclusion. But we are inclined to think that the
problen has not yet been resolved by the Soviets. :

: 27. Bad Soviet military planners thought out the problem,

they might have comcluded Lthat there is no aliernative to the

strategy of breskimg the back of the U.S8. imn the strategic

attack phase of the war, and that there was hence no ased to

elaborate & doctrine for waginmg ground warfare im North Americsa.

This reasoning, in turn, suggests that thoy might have adopted

the view of the extremists (and Khrushchev) who called for Eos
knocking the U.S. out of the war with sn area-devastiating, '
large yfeld attack that would destroy the command and control
of U.8. forces, seversly demage 1ts imndustiry, amd crush the i
will to resist. : !

28. On the otbher hamd, the likelihood that the Soviet

strategists have not yet resolved the problem oX carrying on

2 war against America is suggested by the complaints of some

senior military officers that the Amsricam theater has besen

neglected in Soviet thinking and military preparations. In
o polint of fact, only a bandful of comtributoxs to the open and
L vc%&ssified Soviet military materiasls have even raised the ;

ddestion about what to do with regard to carrying the war to :

the U,8, after the lomng-range attack, Proceeding from the i

assumption that the war would be lengthy, an admiral wrote in !

a classified theoretical jourmal that it is naive to expect :

that it will be limited to Europe; that the "liberation” of

Europe alomne will lead to downfall of imperislist camp; and

that it will only be necessary to drop soms H-bombs, with no

nesd to land troops on transoceanic countriss.

29. Another Soviet flag officer, with a Dbackground in
military plasning, wes similexly exercised over the alleged
failure to come to grips with the U.S. theater problem. In
a top secret theoretical jourmal relsased early this year,
he voiced pessimism about the possibility of developing a
large-scale surface or undervater transoceanic transport
capability. “Calculations show that 1f we wanted to," he
said, "we could create such forces no earlier tham 15 or 20
years from now, amd this is clsarly useless.” This course
would be useless, he said, because in ten years, the intar-
nationalr situation will hhve changed so radically as tc
nake the threat of war virtually non-existent.® The only
realistic possibility for & transoceanic transport capability,
in his view, lay in the creation of an autonomous alr

TPolitical leaders often assert this.
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gram is undertaken, that fact will bz an important imdicator

up by = g
dr (3) ete with the v S. in the size &md types of
Vstraﬁ@gﬂc Orces, emphasizing COUDTErXOrCcs (pre-empiion)

.(laking the thixd choicéd, , the Soviets could hope Zor a state

. IRONBARK

-element--to be used not only for the direct job of transport

by alr, but also for screening vhatever transportation is
carried out by sea. Because such alrcraft are nseded for
other purposes as well, he comcluded, "all offorts should be
made toward its creation, the more 30 because we cannot per-

.mit the Anoricmms to outstrip us im this fisld."™

30. VWhether or not the recommsndation for s substantial
buildup in the air transportatiom has besn or will be adopted
iz a matter for further study and comjecture. I£f such & pro-

of Soviet imteantions and strategy. In any svent, it seems,

ve cam rule out the possibility of amy Soviet effort to develop
a laxrge surface or undervater tramsport c&pmbility in the
coming decade,

31, Without & transoceanic tramsport capability, the
Soviets may (1) continue to postpone makimg the critical
decisions (if they have not already mede them); (2) rely on
a deterrent/pre-emptive strategy of srea-annihilation by
y modast DUBRDEY oﬂ verw large yield
& systems) ;

45r&poms (bmc»

and &ctive derense as well as a copability to retaliate.

of mutual deterrence in the form of a long=-range nuclear
standoff after an, initial strategic nuclear exzchange, while ;
malzing Burope the effective battlefield im the war.) P

32. Whichever course is followed, Soviet strategic plan-
ning will of courss determine to & great degree the configura-
tion of Soviet forces in coming ycars. Ve are likely to see
increasing attention beimg turmed im Soviet military think-
ing to the problem of the main enemy scross the sea. For one
thing, Soviet comfidence in the deterremnt effesct of the
"hostage Europe" strategy has declimed in recent years. At
the same time, we have vbserved o growing omphasis on the
forces capable of bringing Soviet military powsr to bear
directly on the U.S. im the Lorm of multiplication of ICBMs
and the developmspt of @& long-range, submarine-launched mis-
slle capability. -
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