





mirror imaging,
Mahan, and
Soviet air power

Russia, said Churchill in 1939, is “a riddle wrapped in a mystery inside an enigma.”” The accuracy of
his observation still holds.

As products of an open society, we are congenitally ill-equipped to understand and evaluate closed
societies; there are few societies more effectively closed than that of the Soviet Union. In the absence
of concrete evidence to the contrary, we begin our analysis of such societies based on the only real
societal model that most of us have— ourselves. Beginning with a look in the mirror, we assume that
Soviet institutions perform generally the same functions as their presumed equivalents in the West
and for the same reasons. Similarly, we tend to ascribe to Soviet leaders the basic motivations of our
own, a process elevated to national policy in the late doctrine of mutual assured destruction.

At the level of national policy, this tendency to see the enemy as our own mirror image has come
under increasingly effective attack. Our first two articles are eloquent testimony to this.

But what about military thought? What about air power in particular? Here, examination of our own
assumptions is in order. Since we must use the mirror to some extent, it might be wise to examine
ourselves— and the mirror— first.

First, ourselves: U.S. air power theory is arguably a linear extrapolation of Alfred Thayer Mahan’s
theory of sea power. Mahan's theory implicitly assumes the feasibility of sustained operations from
secure bases; so does current air power theory. Do the Soviets make a similar assumption? If not, why
not? And with what doctrinal implications? What, in turn, does that suggest concerning their ideas
about first-strike vulnerability?

Then, the mirror: Here the reader is gently directed to our third article. If we hope to unwrap the
riddle of Soviet air doctrine, we must begin with a careful examination of Soviet capabilities. But we
must first take a careful, analytical look at the assumptions concerning our own capabilities against
whose reflected image we measure them.

J. F. G.
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SALT I has come and gone, and SALT Il is in limbo.
As the United States entered SALT | negotiations,
the common American assumption, challenged by
only a few analysts of Soviet strategic doctrine, was
that Soviet leaders held perceptions of the strategic
balance similar in most respects to those held by American leaders.
Mutual assured destruction (MAD), strategic parity, deterrence,
and force stability were all concepts that were accepted equally in
Washington and Moscow, it was assumed. However, as negotia-
tons for SALT 11 progressed, the degree to which Washington and
Moscow shared perceptions of the strategic balance became the
subject of considerable debate. A new literature on the strategic
balance has proliferated with, on the one hand, some analysts con-
cluding that the Soviet Union has moved beyond those concepts it
allegedly adopted for SALT I and is currently preparing to fight
and win a nuclear war; and, on the other hand, some analysts
positing that the assumption remains valid that American and
Soviet perceptions of the strategic balance are nearly identical.
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Obviously, among analysts of Soviet
affairs, there is considerable disagreement
over what the reality of Soviet perceptions of
the strategic balance actually is. This dis-
agreement may be auributed to a variety of
factors, three of the most prominent being
different atitudes expressed by Soviet leaders
and in the Soviet media. perceptual biases for
any of a number of reasons on the part of
Western observers, and legitimate differences
of opinion on how most accurately to in-
terpret the diverse signals that the Soviet
Union sends out about its views on the
strategic balance. Thus there is room for dis-
agreement, and it would be pretentious in-
deed to argue that one’s own analysis of
Soviet perceptions of the strategic balance is
“the correct” interpretation. It may, nonethe-
less. be argued that those sources of data
which provide us with most of our informa-
tion about Soviet perceptions of the strategic
balance—Soviet military writings, statements
by diverse senior political and military
leaders both in public and private, and
strategic force procurement and deploy-
ment—contain within their internal
contradicuions a considerable degree of con-
sistency which, to a great extent. has been
overlooked by Western analysts. [ will ex-
amine three areas of Soviet perceptions of the
strategic balance—force capabilites, threat
assessment, and employment doctrine—in
an effort 1o delimit both contradictions and
consistencies.

Strategic Policy Formulation
in the Soviet Context

Before an analysis of Soviet perceptions of
the strategic balance is undertaken. it is
helpful to realize that Soviet leaders have
sufficient grounds to view strategic issues in a
manner significantly different from the way
they are viewed in the West. As Dimitri
Simes has pointed out, this implies that
Soviet perceptions of “‘legitimate defense
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needs’ and “equal security” may differ con-
siderably from the U.S. view.! Historical ex-
periences of the Russian and Soviet states,
geopolitical realities with  which  current
Soviet leaders must cope, ideological beliefs
that legitimize both the Soviet state and us
ongoing military buildup. national and elite
psychological characteristics, and ecotechni-
cal capabilities of the Soviet state have all
been identified as factors that may influence
Soviet leaders to adopt perceptions of
strategic issues which differ from those of
their American counterparts.

It is on the basis of these perceptions that
Soviet strategic policy is formulated. Unfor-
tunately, however, the closed nature of the
Soviet decision-making process, particularly
on matters related to national security, ren-
ders it difficult to gauge the impact of various
perceptions on Soviet policy and, for that
matter, to determine the perceptions them-
selves. This problem is to some degree offset
by the fact that substantive discussions of
strategic issues are hmited to the military and
senior levels of the political elite. Perhaps the
best illustration of this point was the request
by a senior Soviet military officer during
SALT 1 negotations that the American side
refrain from discussing substantive numeri-
cal issues in the presence of Soviet political
representatives to SALT since the political
representatives were not privy to such infor-
mation. Thus, while secrecy limits our access
to. and consequently our understanding of,
Soviet discussions of strategic issues, the
small number (according 1o Western stan-
dards) of parucipants involved in such dis-
cussions enables analysts o scrutinize what
information is available in considerable
detail.2 These considerations are further
complicated by the fact that in the Soviet
Union, as in the United States, policymaking
elites speak to a variety of clientele for a
variety of purposes.

Despite these difficulues, analysts of Soviet
foreign and military policy in recent years
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have identified perceptual differences within
relevant Soviet elites and constructed plausi-
ble explanations for Soviet policies based on
these perceptual differences.3 On an issue-
by-issue basis, their analysis has indicated
that the influences of disparate groups within
the Soviet elite vary widely. On strategic
issues, it is likely that the influence of various
groups similarly changes on an issue-by-issue
basis. On major strategic issues such as threat
assessment, force structure, and employment
doctrine, we may speculate that the Soviet
Defense Council, chaired by General Secre-
tary Leonid 1. Brezhnev and probably con-
sisting of, at a minimum, Chairman of the
Council of Ministers Aleksey Kosygin
(before his ‘“‘retirement’’), Minister of
Defense Dmitriy F. Ustinov, and one or two
other members of the Party Politburo, has
predominant influence if not control* with
other bodies and individuals such as the
Soviet General Staff, senior officers of the
Strategic Rocket Forces and the Navy par-
ticularly, and upper-level officials in the
various machine-building ministries also
having some influence.

[t also appears reasonably clear that those
Soviet elites concerned with strategic issues
define strategic somewhat differently from
their American counterparts. In the United
States, strategic issues have been interpreted,
through a geographical accident, to apply to
those issues that are intercontinental. This is
not true of the Soviet conception of strategic
issues, again in part because of geography.
For the Soviet Union, “strategic concern
begins at the doorstep.”> This difference in
conception, however, goes beyond geography
and includes a much greater emphasis on
political and economic affairs than do
American discussions of strategic issues.
Former Soviet Minister of Defense and Polit-
buro member A. A. Grechko pointed to these
distinctions in The Armed Forces of the Soviet
State, saying that, in a military context, it was
possible to distinguish between ‘overall

strategic goals™ and “*particular strategic mis-
sions” and that strategy must rely on “‘a
country’s economic ability,” “the conditions
of a situation,” and “the military-political
situation.”’® Thus, when the Soviets discuss
strategic issues, their conception is com-
prehensively defined and includes linkages to
regional issues on the one hand and
economic, political, and social issues on the
other hand, which as we shall see is of con-
siderable importance.

Sorce capabilities:
a Soviet assessment

Above all else, to most American observers,
the strategic balance is a qualitative and
quantitative measure in either static or
dynamic terms of the relative intercontinental
nuclear force capabilities of the United States
and the Soviet Union. Although the inter-
relationships among delivery vehicles and
multiple warheads with their various total
throw-weights, yield-to-weight ratios, ac-
curacy, and range are complex, few analysts
today deny that relative to American
capabilities the Soviet Union has substan-
tially overcome, if not eliminated, the quan-
titative and qualitative inferiority that con-
fronted it as recently as the signing of SALT |
in 19727 This improvement has led some
American analysts to conclude that the Soviet
Union is striving for strategic nuclear
superiority and a first-strike capability.8 In-
deed, given the American proclivity for
measuring strategic capabilities in terms of
intercontinental nuclear capabilities, there is
considerable room to support such senti-
ment, especially when other Soviet programs
such as air defense and civil defense are
taken into account and viewed in conjunc-
tion with certain Soviet technical develop-
ments such as the perfection of cold-launch
capabilities. Only in numbers of strategic
warheads has the United States increased its
early 1970s lead over the Soviet Union; and



as the Soviets themselves move increasingly
to MIRVed systems such as the SS-17,
SS-18. and SS8-19, it is feared that even this
lead will be transitory.

From the American perspective, then, the
Soviet perception of the force capabilities
parameter of the strategic balance should be
quite favorable and probably improving. As
has been previously pointed out, however,
Soviet perspectives and American perspec-
tives on the strategic balance are likely to
differ considerably. It should come as no
surprise that this is true in the area of force
capabilities.

From the viewpoint of the Kremlin, the
contemporary strategic balance is based on
the concepts of “equal security’” and a refuta-
tion of efforts to achieve “‘one-sided advan-
tages, directly or indirectly.” During the years
since SALT [ was initiated, the Soviet Union
has often and avidly avowed that its entire
strategic doctrine and force posture have
been based on these principles.?

For the Soviet Union, “strategic
concern begins at the doorstep.”

Unfortunately, however, the Kremlin has
not clarified its concept of “‘equal security™ or
“one-sided advantage”™ other than to an-
nounce that “an approximate strategic
balance between the two sides now exists.’'10
Only rarely does the Soviet Union publicly
reveal its own assessment of different quan-
titative and qualitative measures of the
strategic balance. One of these occasions was
in Pravda on February 5. 1977, when Georgi
Arbatov, Director of the Institute of the
U.S.A. and Canada, referred to U.S. quan-
titative superiority in bombers and warheads
and Soviet superiority in throw-weight and
numbers of missiles. However, Soviet quan-
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titative and qualitative advances in strategic
hardware are rationalized as necessitated by
U.S. efforts to upset the existing balance and
“deprive the Soviet Union of the opportunity
to deliver an effective retaliatory strike.’1}
Even though there has been no detailed
public Soviet discussion of individual
measures of the strategic balance, the
Kremlin apparently believes that a rough
parity of intercontinental nuclear forces exists
despite the numerous disparities between na-
tional capabilities.

However. from the Soviet perspective,
American insistence on measuring strategic
capabilities on the basis of intercontinental
nuclear forces is an effort to gain, in Soviet
terminology, ‘“one-sided advantage.” One
need merely recall recent American debates
over whether the Soviet Tu-26 Backfire and
the S8-20 are strategic or theater delivery
systems to understand Soviet complaints that
the United States is seeking ‘‘unilateral ad-
vantage” by refusing to include forward-
based nuclear-capable tactical aircraft and
carrier systems in strategic arms negotiations.
This gray-area problem, only recently recog-
nized by the United States. has long been a
matter of serious concern for Soviet plan-
ners.!2 At the same time. however, as greater
quantities of Backfires and SS-20s enter the
Soviet arsenal. Soviet unease precipitated by
the gray-area problem will inevitably lessen
since technological upgrading of both these
systems can give them intercontinental
capabilities.

Alliance asymmetry presents yet another
problem to Moscow when it assesses force
capabilities. Soviet leaders have pointedly
noted that the United States is not the only
nuclear-capable country that has its weapons
directed against the U.S.S.R.13 Moscow is
concerned with the nuclear capabilities of
France and Great Britain and, especially in
recent months, those of the People’s
Republic of China as well. While it is prob-
able that the quantity of French and British
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delivery systems is less than 150 per nation
and the quantity of Chinese systems is less
than 200, Soviet leaders nonetheless realize
that 400-500 warheads not under American
control are pointed at the U.S.S.R. This can-
not be a comforting thought. particularly
given the new intimacy between China and
the Western alliance.

Soviet force capabilities are also adversely
impacted by geographical locaton,  par-
ucularly in the area of submarine-launched
ballisic missiles (SLLBMs). Soviet missile
submarines are almost all atached to either
the Northern Fleet or the Pacific Fleet. Those
attached 1o the Northern Fleet must navigate
the Greenland-lIceland-Faeroes-United
Kingdom gap o arrive at suitable launch
points, and those attached o the Pacific Fleet
face similar chokepoint conditions. The ma-
jor exception to this is the Petropavlosk-
Kamchatskiy base, which serves as a major
base for Soviet missile submarines and is in
fact on open water Additonally, only by
great eftort are ports in both sectors kept ice-
free vear-round. All of this, the Kremlin
believes, detracts tfrom Soviet SLLBM  force
capabilities. “To the Soviets. as they pointed
out in a unilateral statement issued with the
SALT [ weaty, their quantiative SLBM
superiority seemingly permitted under the ac-
cord attributable 1o the U.S.S.R.s
geographic location .+ Although the United
States rejected the Soviet reasoning five days
after 1t was issued, geographical asymmetry
in Soviet eves reduced a quantitative Soviet
SLBM superiority to parity or even in-
feriority. These observations imply that
Soviet emphasis on [CBM development at
the expense of SLBM development may be as
much geographically induced as echnically
induced.

was

On the technical side, 1t has been well
documented. even in the public literature,
that Soviet missile submarines are noisier
and therefore more UhiamiE=S
boats and have an approximate on-station

detectable

tume of 10 percent as compared 10 U.S. on-
station time of 50 percent.!> Recent U.S.
breakithroughs in antisubmarine warfare may
even increase Soviet SLBM vulnerability. 16
Thus, from the Soviet perspective, SLBMs
may not be considered an
system.

Soviet emphasis on ICBM development
may be explained both by the above-men-
toned ditficulties and by technical problems
concerning miniaturization of components
and ratios. Such
problems could serve to explain large throw-
weight boosters; Soviet proclivity for size is
not sufficiently persuasive to explain them,
since in Soviet tank tacucal
aircraft construction, relatively small systems
have been developed. However, it should be
pointed out that as miniaturization and vield-
to-weight  problems  are
throw-weight afford  Soviet
leaders with impressive  MIRVing capa-
bilities. Indeed. the SS-18 Mod 2 has been
tested, and may be operational, with as many
as eight MIRVs per booster.

invulnerable

low vield-to-weight
and

recent

overcome, large
boosters  will

...the Kremlin apparently
believes that a rough parity of in-
tercontinental nuclear forces ex-
ists despite the numerous dis-
parities between national
capabilities.

Despite these potentials for technical 1im-
provements, it may not be argued that Soviet
leaders are comfortable with ongoing tech-
nical trends. American development of the
cruise missile in particular has been cited by
the Soviet media as an item that could frus-
trate “‘equal security.”17 With the United
States pursuing force improvement programs



in a number of other areas as well, Soviet
leaders may be as fearful of the United States
reattaining clear-cut superior force
capabilities as American leaders are of Soviet
atainment of superior force capabilites.

None of the foregoing analysis should be
interpreted as seeking to minimize the con-
siderable improvement in Soviet force
capabilities. Rather. it seeks to illustrate that,
from the Soviet perspective, a sanguine
assessment of current and future Soviet force
capabilities may not be possible. This, then,
may be a possible explanation for ongoing
Soviet force improvements; at the very least, it
casts doubt on the certainty exuded by those
who maintain the Soviet Union is seeking
strategic superiority and a first-strike
capabiliy.

threat assessment:
the Soviet perception

Many American analysts consider the growth
of Soviet nuclear force capabilities to be not
only qualitatively and quantitauvely signifi-
cant but also view that growth as being suffi-
cient at us present level to influence the
Soviet leaders to reduce substanually their
assessment of the “capualist threat.”™ To a
degree. this has in fact happened. Brezhnev
himself has argued that growing Soviet mili-
tary strength has forced the United States 1o
“face the truth™ that it is “impossible to solve
miluarily the historical differences between
socialism and capitalism.”18 A more recent
Kommunest article declared that since “poten-
tal for direct application™ of nuclear
weapons has decreased because of rough
strategic force equivalence. “‘recourse to talks
15 inevitable today."19 Even Soviet military
spokesmen concur with this political assess-
ment. KRrasnata Zvezda, for example, has
declared that “a nuclear sirike is impossible
without the risk of incurring a devastating
retaliatory strike.”™ while Kommunisi
vooruzhennykh sil has maintained that “the
forces of peace [i.c.. the Soviet Union. other
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socialist states, and 10 a lesser degree. na-
tional liberation movements] now have suffi-
cient power to prevent the outbreak of a new
world war.”20 In some Soviet quarters, then,
including senior political and military per-
sonnel in policymaking or other influential
positions, there appears to be a belief that the
United States—and other potenually anti-
Soviet nuclear capable powers, it should be
added—is effectively deterred from an attack
on the Soviet homeland by the present
strategic balance.

Why, then, if the Soviet Union has im-
proved its force capabiliies and lowered its
perception of the external threat, does the
U.S.S.R. continue its military buildup. and
most particularly nuclear buildup? The easy
answer—which 1s not 1o say necessarily the
wrong answer—is that, again, the Soviet
leaders  have seek
strategic nuclear superiority and a potential
war-winning capability. As we have already
seen, from the Soviet perspective, current
nuclear parity may be a transient
phenomenon as the United States proceeds
to upgrade its force capabilities; similarly,
from the same viewpoint, the low current
levels of threat assessment do not preclude
increased future levels of potenual threat
Thus, in each of the preceding examples, the
Soviet spokesmen have cautioned that the
danger of a nuclear war, while reduced, has
not disappeared. As  Soviet Minister of
Defense Ustinov has asserted in one of his
rare articles, Soviet nuclear might has
“pushed back™ but has “not eliminated™ the
threat of war.2!

Soviet analysis of the American political
process, of American force acquisition
programs, and of American strategic doctrine
all supports this viewpoint and further eluci-
dates it by mmplyving that the “American
threat,” while currently contained, mayv be
revitalized. Each of these avenues of analysis
15 of sufficient importance to warrant in-
dividual discussion.

consciously opted 1o
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In recent years, Soviet assessments of the
American political scene have become in-
creasingly sophisticated. Proceeding from a
Marxist-Leninist framework of analysis,
which by definition identifies American
political and military leaders as representa-
tives of the bourgeois class, Soviet analysts
have seen fit to categorize these representa-
tives of the bourgeois as ‘‘realistic” or

... Soviet leaders nonetheless
realize that 400-500 warheads
not under American control are
pointed at the U.S.5.R.

“unrealistic,” depending on their attitudes
toward Soviet-American relations, strategic
arms limitations, and related international
topics. To the Soviets, the “realistic™ leaders
are those who recognize the ‘‘objective
reality’” of expanded Soviet power and seek to
negotiate with the U.S.S.R. rather than con-
front her. Richard Nixon, Gerald Ford, and
to an uncertain degree Jimmy Carter have all
been classified as ‘‘realists.”22 However,
“unrealistic” leaders remain in prominent
positions, Soviet analysts warn, and are once
again expanding their influence at the ex-
pense of the “realists.” ““Unrealistic leaders”
include Henry Jackson, John Connally,
Ronald Reagan, and., more prominently,
Paul Nitze, Richard Pipes, and the Commit-
tee on the Present Danger.

This Soviet analysis has very real impact
on Soviet assessments of the “American
threat.” Since ‘“‘unrealistic” leaders again
dominate the U.S. political process, then,
from the Soviet point of view, that threat has
again grown. Thus, the Kremlin undoubt-
edly feels that there is no room for compla-
cency. (Again, from the Soviet viewpoint,
Richard Nixon's conversion to ‘“‘realism” is

pointed to on occasion to illustrate that
“unreahistic™ U.S. leaders may reform.
Clearly, this is the Soviet hope for the Reagan
administration.)

Soviet interpretation of American force ac-
quisition programs buttresses this viewpoint.
While the U.S.S.R. apparently accepts tacitly
that an unspecified level of U.S. strategic
capability is required to provide the United
States with “equal security,” it is equally
clear that the U.S.S.R. views both qualitative
and quantitative improvements to that
capability as efforts by the United States to
achieve a “‘one-sided advantage.” During the
last three years, in particular, every ongoing
U.S. strategic weapons program has been
derided as a U.S. attempt once again to ob-
tain a ‘‘position of strength over the Soviet
Union.™23 Proposed programs, such as the
multiple aims point (MAP) system or *‘shell
game basing,” have been similarly crit-
icized.24

Perhaps of even more concern to Soviet
strategists than the resurgence of
“unrealistic” leaders or the continuation of
U.S. force acquisition programs is the
change in U.S. strategic doctrine from coun-
tervalue to counterforce targeting as set forth
first by former Secretary of Defense James
Schlesinger’s *‘limited nuclear response op-
tions™ concept and more recently updated by
Jimmy Carter’s Presidential Memorandum
59 (PM 59). Perceived in the United States
as a method whereby a central nuclear ex-
change could be kept within limits in the
event of a European conflict between NATO
and the Warsaw Pact, PM 59 is viewed in
Moscow as a means through which the
United States could rationalize a first-strike
doctrine. When viewed in conjunction with
the M-X, Trident 2, Mark 12A, and even
cruise missile programs, all of which stress
great accuracy in warhead delivery, Soviet
fears of a resurgent “American threat” in-
cluding first-strike capabilities may be under-
standable.25



From the Kremlin’s perspective, alleged
American efforts to reacquire strategic
superiority extend to strategic arms negotia-
tions as well. On the one hand. the United
States is seen as seeking to evade the terms of
SALT I by qualitatively improving its forces
and by opening “‘new channels™ in the arms
race. particularly the cruise missiles.26 On
the other hand, the United States is accused
of structuring SALT Il proposals so that it
gains advantages. Thus, when former U.S.
Secretary of State Cyrus Vance presented the
so-called “*Comprehensive Proposal™ for
SALT II to the Soviets during his March
1977 trip to Moscow, the Kremlin rejected it
as too one-sided even to serve as a basis for
future discussions.2’ From the Kremlin’s
perspective, the combined effect of the pro-
posals to limit MIRV launchers to 1200,
limit MIRVed ICBMs to 550, and permit
only 6 ICBM or SLBM test flights per year
appeared to channel the Soviet MIRV
program into SLBM MIRV technology, an
area in which, as we have seen, the Kremlin
trails the United States, while at the same
time limiting the U.S.S.R.’s ability to test the
SLBM MIRV technology it would have been
forced to develop.28

When analyzing possible Soviet views of
threat assessment, one must also remember
traditional Soviet fears, described by some as
paranoia, of encirclement, surprise, and in-
feriority. To Soviet leaders, these are fears
emanating from both ideological fundamen-
tals and historical fact. While the impact of
these fears on Soviet threat assessment is in-
determinant, it must nonetheless be con-
siderable. With the United States, Western
Europe, China, and Japan in virual align-
ment against the U S.S.R.; with the United
States adopting an apparent counterforce
strategy: and with the United States continu-
ing its effort to improve its force capabilities,
it is reasonable to assume that encirclement,
surprise, and inferiority are issues of some
concern to the men in the Kremlin. All add
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to existent perceptions of external threat.

It is quite possible, then, that the Soviet
leadership believes the “American threat” is
real and growing. At the very least, there is
considerable room to conclude that the
Soviet assessment of the “*American threat” is
significantly greater than the American esti-
mate of what that assessment should be.

Nuclear Deterrence and War Fighting:
The Soviet Assessment

During the past several years in the United
States, considerable debate has occurred con-
cerning Soviet views of and attitudes toward
nuclear war as a continuation of politics, the
deterrent utility of nuclear weapons, mutual
assured destruction, targeting practices, and
strategic stability. These are all issues of criti-
cal importance to American and Soviet na-
tional security. Unfortunately, Soviet
authorities in policymaking positions rarely
offer detailed and definitive statements on
any of these issues. There is, however, con-
siderable material available about these
issues from individuals in policy-influencing
positions. Often, this material presents
diametrically opposed viewpoints. It is conse-
quently understandable that American
assessments of the Soviet position on these
issues vary widely. Indeed, as we shall see in
our examination of each of these points,
Soviet discussions of these points are almost
as diversified as the American assessments of
them.

nuclear war as a
continuation of politics

The question of whether nuclear war is a
continuation of politics is, to the Soviet
Union, much more than a philosophical
debate over the continued validity of a con-
cept that Lenin borrowed, with some altera-
tons, from Clausewitz. To Soviet leaders, the
question has very definite and explicit policy



10 AIR UNIVERSITY REVIEW

implications: If nuclear war is a continuation
of politics, does it become an instrument of
policy? Is 1t possible to survive a nuclear ex-
change? Is victory possible in the event of
such an exchange?

Throughout the nuclear age, Soviet
spokesmen have regularly maintained that
the advent of nuclear weapons has not
altered the fundamental Clausewitzian-
Leninist dictum that war is a continuation of
politics. While being careful 1o point out that
Clausewitz's analysis was somewhat in error
because he ignored the “fundamental class
structures’ of warfare, Soviet authors have
consistently argued that even in the era of
nuclear weapons, war—including nuclear
war—has political meaning and is a con-
tinuation of politics.29 Having answered that
question, Soviet planners and strategists in-
evitably must address the follow-on questions
of nuclear war as an instrument of policy, of
the possibility of survival in a nuclear war,
and the possibility of victory in a nuclear war.
In their discussions of these questions, Soviet
authorities offer contradictory arguments and
conclusions which make it evident that, at
least on the public level. none of these ques-
tons has been satisfactorily resolved.

The answer to the quesuon of whether
nuclear war is a viable instrument of policy
depends to a great extent on the answer to the
question of whether survival and even victory
are possible in a nuclear war. Since the
official Soviet line has been and is that the
U.S.S.R. will never unleash a nuclear war,
almost all public Soviet discussions proceed
from the assumption that the Soviet Union is
being autacked or has identified American
preparations to launch an attack.30 There is
no consensus within the Soviet literature as to
whether the Soviet Union could survive an
American strike or whether a Soviet preemp-
tive strike would be launched or effective if
launched. This uncertainty has existed
throughout the nuclear age and may be seen
in the so-called Khrushchev-Malenkov dis-

agreement of the 1950s, the Rybkin-Talenskii
disagreement of the 1960s, and the civilian-
military disagreement of the 1970s.3! In the
last instance, the civilian-military dichotomy
1s overstated, since there are individuals from
both camps who support viewpoints ex-
pressed by representatives in the other.
Nevertheless, it may be said that a significant
number of military men state that the Soviet
Union can survive and win a central nuclear
war, while a significant number of civilians
posit that nuclear war will by its very nature
deny victory 1o either side. Thus, Marxism-
Leninism on War and the Army speaks of “vic-
tory” in a nuclear war, Kommunist vooruzhen-
nykh sil refers to the necessity of the Soviet
state developing *“‘the conditions and means
of insuring victory,” and Krasnaia Zvezda ad-
mits that nuclear war would be *‘the greatest
misfortune,” but “‘the mood of communists
1s far from one of fuulity and pessimism™
about 1ts outcome.32 On the other hand,

... the Soviet leaders have con-
sciously opted to seek strategic
nuclear superiority and a poten-
tial war-winning capability.

Kommunist has argued that a new world war
could “lead to the destruction of civiliza-
ton,” 8544 has concluded that a U.S.-
U.S.S.R. conflict could result in **fatal con-
sequences for the entire world,” and Foprosy
Silosofti warned that a nuclear war would
“undermine the conditions of the existence
of mankind."33 It should be pointed out that
no Soviet author has publicly argued that the
United States could survive a central nuclear
exchange.

Potential explanations for these obvious
disagreements are several. Military spokes-



men, of course, have a greater insttu-
tionalized necessity to speak of victory in the
event of war than do civilian spokesmen. At
the same time. the inevitability of socialist
victory is espoused by Marxism-Leninism,
and those who maintain that victory is possi-
ble in nuclear war may simply be more
ideologically doctrinaire. Even with these ra-
tionales. however, it is not possible to dismiss
out of hand the argument that some
influential Soviet spokesmen do, in fact,
believe that a nuclear war is winnable.

With this as a background. we may now
return to the question of whether the Soviet
Union views nuclear war as a viable policy
instrument. [t should come as no surprise
that those Soviet authorities who view
nuclear war as leading to a possible victory
generally answer the question affirmatively,
while those who view it as leading to the end
of mankind answer it negatively. There i1s vet
another group of Soviet leaders, many of
whom are Polithuro members. who speak of
the “disastrous nawure.” the “horrible dis-
aster,” and the “extreme destruction™ of a
nuclear war, while refraining from discussing
either victory or the destruction of mankind.
These same Politburo members, however,
posit that “world capualism™ would be
destroyed in a nuclear war. Thus. it may be
safe 10 conclude that to these individuals,
who either recently or currently included
Brezhnev. Kosygin, Ustinov, Kirilenko, and
Mazurov, nuclear war would seriously but
perhaps not fatally impact the Soviet Union
and without doubt lead to the demise of
capitalism. This, in fact. may be one reason
for the apparently large-scale Soviet civil
defense program; if nuclear war can be sur-
vived, then it must be survived as well as
possible. With this probable perception, may
Soviet leaders consider nuclear war an in-
strument of policy? Even with civil defense
and other defensive measures. Soviet leaders
recognize that their country will inevitably
suffer massive damage in a nuclear war.
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Although the U.S.S.R. may emerge trom that
war in a relatively beuer condition than the
U.S., one must wonder whether the Soviet
leaders would willingly and knowingly cause
such damage o be inflicted on their country.
even if a relatuve advantage is gained.

detervent utility

With the Soviet assertion that the U.S.S.R.
will not initiate a nuclear exchange and with
the U.S.S.R’s concomitant belief that the
U.S. may, deterrence plays a central role in
Soviet nuclear policy. All segments of official
Soviet society concur that as Soviet nuclear
strength has grown, the probability of a
nuclear war being unleashed by the U.S. has
receded. Soviet authors regularly assert that
the threat of nuclear war has diminished
because of Soviet military strength but that
the threat will not disappear as long as
capitalism conunues to exist.

To the Soviet Union, then, nuclear forces
prevent an American attack on the U.S.S.R.
Their uulity as a deterrent does not end
there. however, since Soviet nuclear strength
is also seen as deterring particularly U.S. ac-
tons directed against other areas and in-
terests the Soviet Union favors. This second
definition is a significant extension of the
concept of deterrence and is a direct
reflection of the broader Soviet perception of
“strategic,” which was discussed earlier. As
Fritz Ermarth has observed, *‘the Soviet con-
cept of deterrence has evolved . . . from pri-
mary emphasis on defensive themes of war
prevention and protection of prior poliucal
gains to more emphasis on themes that in-
clude the protection of dynamic processes
favoring  Soviet international interests.’’34
The result of this evolution gives a funda-
mental political utility o Soviet nuclear
capabilities beyond the context of the U.S.-
U.S.S8.R. nuclear relationship, at least as far
as the Soviets are concerned. It is of such sig-
nificance to the Soviet leaders that a separate
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section of this article will be devoted to 1t (see
the following section). Unaccountably, most
Western discussion of the strategic balance
has ignored it.

mutual assured destruction

Western discussion has not, however, over-
looked the Soviet attitude toward mutual
assured destruction. Widely accepted in the
United States as a fundamental basis of
American strategic doctrine, mutual assured
destruction has received considerable discus-
sion in the Soviet literature as well. Once
again, this literature presents a contradictory
picture and has led American Kremlin-
ologists to adopt diametrically opposed
views as to the Soviet position on mutual
assured destruction. Thus, Raymond
Garthoff has concluded that Soviet leaders
have a “new readiness” to accept mutual
deterrence, while Leon Gouré maintains that
Soviet spokesmen ““consistently reject the US
concept of mutual assured destruction,” and
Edward Warner argues that the Soviets have
shown ‘‘no inclination to embrace the
Western deterrence concept of assured
destruction.”35 As Garthoff rightly points
out, Voyennaya mys!” had numerous favorable
references to mutual assured destruction dur-
ing the late 1960s and 1970s, as did other
Soviet journals such as $§5$2A4, which argued
even if “an aggressor, [was] well prepared for
attack™ it had ‘‘no chance of surviving a
retaliatory strike.”’36 As Gouré and Warner
rightly point out, speculation by other Soviet
writers that the Soviet Union can survive and
even win a central nuclear exchange by
definition negates the concept of mutual
assured destruction.

Neither position has substantial enough
evidence to claim convincingly that the
U.S.S.R. accepts or rejects mutual assured
destruction. Given the fact that the debate
continues within Soviet literature, it is prob-
able that no final decision has been reached.

Even more fundamentally, one must ask, if
the Soviet Union were to reject mutual
assured destruction, what would replace it?
Since the Soviets perceive a high level of
threat originating from the United States,
nuclear inferiority must be rejected as a
possible alternative. Nuclear superiority is the
logical replacement. Within the Soviet
literature, military writers again seem to
argue most often for nuclear superiority.37
This is offset, however, by regular statements
by the Soviet political elites that superiority is
not a Soviet goal. Brezhnev himself
specifically renounced superiority at Tula in
January 1977 and again in Moscow in his
speech at the 3 November 1977 anniversary
of the Bolshevik Revolution. Pravda printed
both speeches and reasserted on 11 February
and 16 June 1978 that the U.S.S.R. does not
seek nuclear superiority. Kosygin spoke at
the 1978 Bolshevik Revolution anniversary
celebrations and denied a Soviet desire for
superiority. Again, as we have seen in the
case of mutual assured destruction, there is
contradictory evidence, although in this case,
at least for now, more weight should perhaps
be attached to the assertions of Brezhnev and
Kosygin. Nevertheless, it should be stressed
that superiority has different meanings to
different people; what may appear to
Brezhnev 1o be ‘“approximate parity” and
“equal security” may to others, and par-
ticularly non-Soviets, be superiority.

Put simply, the Soviet position on mutual
assured destruction is ambiguous. Soviet re-
jection of inferiority is obvious, and denial of
superiority is a matter of interpretation. At
least in the area of targeting, it may be possi-
ble to reach more definitive answers.

targeting practice

Soviet writing and commentary on nuclear
targeting is relatively unified and rarely pre-
sents the stark contradictions we have seen in
other areas. This may in part be explained by



the fact that targeting discussions are
generally undertaken only in military
literature. Soviet targeting practice itself does
not appear to be strictly counterforce or
countervalue but rather takes on aspects of
both, with military capabilities, economic
centers, administrative sites, and transporta-
tion capabilities being regularly cited as pri-
mary targets. While it is reasonable to assume
that Soviet planners have developed con-
tingency plans 1o meet a wide range of possi-
ble nuclear exchange situations, they have
not discussed them in the public literature.
The Soviet Union may have developed this
“comprehensive targeting” concept because
of the prevailing Soviet attitude that once a
central nuclear war has begun, it cannot be
fought within specific limits and will almost
inevitably result in an all-out exchange.
Thus. to the Kremlin, there is little sense in
seeking to limit the scope of nuclear war. In-
deed. as we have seen, the American limited
nuclear options strategy, which seeks to pro-
vide the United States with a separate coun-
tervalue capability, was criticized by the
Kremlin because. among other things, it
made a nuclear exchange appear less
devastating 10 society as a whole, and,
therefore, more “'thinkable™ to military plan-
ners. At the same time, it must be realized
that one of the most credible deterrents o a
central nuclear war is the certainty that it
cannot be limited; when the Soviets discuss
comprehensive targeting, it may be an effon
to heighten the credibility of their deterrent.

stability

There is lile o indicate within the open
Soviet literature that strategic stability is a
conscious Soviet objective. Indeed. if one ex-
amines Soviet positions on threat assessment,
military-technical progress, and evolution of
history. it is almost necessary to conclude that
the Soviet Union has rejected the idea that
strategic stability is possible. Consequently,
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the U.S.S.R. has rejected its pursuit as an ob-
jective.

Soviet assessments of the ‘‘American
threat,”” as we have seen, indicate that the
“threat™ is growing because of both political
and military-technical reasons. Thus, the
Kremlin feels, it must act to overcome this
increased “‘threat.” Soviet officials from both
the military and civilian sectors concur in this
assessment and regularly maintain that
Soviet forces must be continuously mod-
ernized to meet the continuing and growing
“threat.”

... Soviet fears of a resurgent
“American threat’” including
first-strike capabilities may be
understandable.

While the viewpoint that the political
threat from capitalism may increase is clearly
ideologically derived (as well as, perhaps,
historically derived), Soviet views on the mili-
tary-technical necessity for high levels of
vigilance and for continued military research,
development, testing. and evaluation are
grounded in a clear appreciation that tech-
nical progress cannot be reliably curtailed,
even by measures such as SALT. For exam-
ple, even afier concluding the SALT I agree-
ment, Brezhnev promised that the U.S.S.R.
would forge ahead with new strategic nuclear
weapons programs.38 During the last seven
years, the Soviet Union made good on
Brezhnev's word. These Soviet programs,
even during a time of alleged strategic
stability, may be rendered more comprehen-
sible by the fact that the U.S.S.R. well
realized that the United States itself was pro-
ceeding with new nuclear weapons
programs. Soviet authorities are cognizant
that this *vicious circle of action and reaction
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. inevitably leads to an arms race.”39 The
Soviet fear, corresponding to a similar
American perception, is that if the other side
alone continues its efforts 10 1mprove s
forces, it could achieve a military-technical
breakthrough and obtain a significant mili-
tary advantage.®¥ Thus, o the Soviets, the
“qualitative arms race” and “new channels™
of nuclear weaponry are technological
realities that preclude long-term stability.

The Political Utility
of Nuclear Weapons

American analysis of the political utility of

strategic nuclear capabilities is for the most
part limited to their deterrent capability vis-a-
vis a Soviet attack on the United States or,
through linkage o the U.S. wactical nuclear
arsenal, on  Europe. American strategists
rarely consider the utility of strategic nuclear
influence on national ac-
tvities outside the immediate context of the
American-Soviet nuclear relatonship. At
least in part, this is the result of the American
view ol strategic issues as intercontinental in
scope and primarily concerned with military
affairs. It 1s a narrow viewpoint and one
which, 10 a great extent, influences United
States leaders to ignore the wider perspective
from which Soviet leaders view these issues.

weapons as an

[o the Soviet leaders, both military and
civilian, their avainment of nuclear parity
with the Unied States marked the beginning
ol a new age, one in which the fundamental
structure of iternational relations had been
altered. Indeed, all Soviet authorities recog-
nize the attainment of nuclear parity and,
perhaps as important, the American recogni-
ton and acceptance of parity as one of the
three major shifts in the “international cor-
relation of forces™ that has occurred in this
century. This shift, in the Soviet view, was
not caused solely by the fact that the Soviet
Union had finally acquired, after almost thir-
ty years of effort, a truly credible deterrent 1o

a potential American first strike on the Soviet
homeland. Such a view would merely have
reflected the U.S. conception of strategic
nuclear weapons as being the dominating
factor only in the context of the Soviet-
American nuclear relationships. Rather, the
shift emanated from the fact that for the first
ume, because of nuclear parity, the United
States was forced (from the Soviet view-
point) to consider the Soviet position on all
issues in the international arena and adjust
its policies accordingly.

To be sure. this Soviet linkage of strategic
nuclear capabilities to other nternational
issues is not new. For example, during the
early years of the American involvement in
Vietnam, Soviet analysts of American global
strategy implied that the United Suates was
actively engaged in a worldwide counter-
revolutionary campaign carried out under
the protection of American nuclear
supremacy.tl The logical corollary of this

Soviet rejection of inferiority is
obvious, and denial of superiority
is a matter of interpretation.

argument was that that campaign would end
when nuclear supremacy was eliminated. In-
deed, from the Soviet perspective, this is what
transpired. American inaction during the last
days of the Republic of Vietnam, during con-
flicts in Angola and on the Horn of Africa,
during the strife in Iran, and during the
Nicaraguan revolution have been regularly
and specifically auributed o the growth of
Soviet military capabilities, partcularly inter-
continental nuclear forces. There can be little
doubt, then, that the U.SS.R. sees s
strategic nuclear forces and the attainment of
parity as being a significant factor, if not the
dominant factor, in inhibiting U.S. global in-



itiatives  which may otherwise have been
undertaken to arrest and reverse trends and
events that the United States viewed as un-
favorable to its interests.

... because of nuclear parity, the
United States was forced . . . to
consider the Soviet position on all
issues in the international arena
and adjust its policies accord-

ingly.

Parity. in its politcal impact as seen from
the Kremlin. not only inhibits American in-
itiatives but permits Soviet initiatives to sup-
port trends and events which it deems
“progressive.” Shortly after the first Nixon-
Brezhnev summit in 1972, Pravda exclaimed
“the more powerful our Motherland
becomes. the more opportunities 1t acquires
to influence the course of world events in a
direction favorable 1o the peoples.”42 This
refrain has been echoed frequently since then
and has been used to rationalize Soviet aid
and support to the MPLA in Angola and the
Dergue in Ethiopia, among other places.+3

The political impact of nuclear capabilities
i1s. then. in the Soviet view, considerable and
may perhaps even supersede the impact of
providing the Soviet Union with a credible
deterrent against an American first strike.
The auainment of nuclear parity in particu-

lar is seen as inhibiting the atainment of

American foreign policy  objectives  even
while it abets the anainment of Soviet foreign
policy objectives. And it is in the light of these
observations that the apparent internal Soviet
disagreement over the question of the
desirability of nuclear superiority may
perhaps be best understood. With superiority,
proponents of the position may argue, the
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political processes that parity enhances
would be accelerated. Opponents, on the
other hand, may argue that striving for
superiority would bring a response from the
United States in developing new weapon
systems that would reverse the positive politi-
cal processes recently begun. In either case,
at the very least. the Soviet perspective on the
political utility of nuclear weapons is that it is
considerable and. as long as parity at worst is
maintained, favorable 1o the U.S.S.R.

WHAT, then, may be concluded about Soviet
perceptions of the strategic balance? Given
the understanding that there are sufficient
grounds to believe the Soviet and American
leaders may view strategic issues from
different points of departure, the following
conclusions may be stated:

® Soviet leaders believe the current levels
and capabilites of the respective nuclear ar-
senals are approximately equal: because of
qualitative improvements and new weapon
systems, they do not believe this situation will
necessarily persist and do not accept Western
viewpoints of “strategic stability™ on a long-
term basis.

® Soviet leaders believe that the
“American threat” is increasing in both
political and military-technical context.

® Soviet leaders do not want nuclear war;
they believe that if one does occur, they must
place the U.S.S.R. in a position where 1t
could possibly survive and be victorious.
There are no indications that they equate
survival with victory. There is no consensus
within the Soviet elite as to whether such a
war could be survived or won.

® Because of the aforementioned lack of
consensus, it is probable that there is an
ongoing debate in Soviet policymaking cir-
cles concerning mutual assured destruction.

¢ The Soviet Union has adopted publicly
a comprehensive targeting posture, although
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it is reasonable to assume that other targeting
postures also exist.

® Soviet leaders accept the concept of
deterrence.

® Soviet leaders are cognizant of the
political utility of nuclear weapons, and, with
their broader conception of strategic issues,
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A CENTRAL assumption

commonly overlooked in the

debate regarding the Strategic

Arms Limitation Talks (SALT)

process in general and SALT 11
in particular is the belief that some mix of
pronounced strategy and acquired weapon
systems offers an absolute deterrent to a
nuclear attack by another country. That is to
say, the United States does not procure
weapon systems or design strategies in order
to fight and win a nuclear war but to offer a
deterrent to conventional aggression in
Europe and a deterrent to the initiation of a
general nuclear war. This wispy concept of
deterrence has all too often assumed identical
attitudes on the part of those nations in-
volved.

United States nuclear strategy is pro-
foundly dependent on a theory of deterrence
that projects American values and notions of
rational behavior onto the Soviet Politburo
and General Staff Academy. While there
may be some evidence to suggest that a
degree of symmetry has existed at various
times between the Soviet Politburo and the
American presidential cabinet vis-a-vis per-
ceptions of strategic stability, it is not clear
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that Soviet military leadership has ever ac-
cepted ““bourgeois™ notions about warfare.

Given the increasingly important role of
the Soviet military in policymaking since the
death of Joseph Stalin and the enormous in-
tellectual and economic resources committed
to the development of military theory and
power, the 1980s may see a dangerous shift in
the Soviet propensity to use military means to
realize foreign policy goals, be they
ideologically or pragmatically motivated.
These trends suggest an immediate need to
study Soviet military thought in order to
determine how valid previous perceptions of
the “Soviet psych™ are, to discover where we
lack an understanding of Soviet thought,
and. perhaps. 10 base future United Siates
strategy—at least, in part—on an awareness
of what constitutes a sound deterrent to the
Soviets.

This article is offered as a brief review of
the basic principles of Soviet strategy, its im-
plications for U.S. deterrence theory, and
some important trends in the role of the
Soviet military in strategic decision-making.

Basic Principles of
Soviet Strategy

Military science in the Soviet Union is
viewed as a systematic typology that explains
warfare based on the objective laws of war
elucidated by V. I Lenin.! Soviet military
theorists —primarily faculty members of the
Academy of the General Staff—have refined
and expanded Lenin’s writings, arriving at a
thorough, comprehensive strategy that is im-
pressive for the sheer magnitude of the en-
deavor in general and for occasional creative
and brilliant thought in particular. It should
be pointed out that Soviet military theory
uses very precise words to express equally
precise concepts. For example, doctrine is the
military theory of the Communist Party as
presented by the Polithuro. Therefore, it has
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legal force and greater authority than military
strategy. Milnary strategy as defined by
Marshal V. D. Sokolovskiy in his award-win-
ning work, Soviet Mulitary Strategy, is
.. a system of scientific knowledge dealing with the
laws of war as an armed conflict in the name of
definite class interests. Strategy—on the basis of
military experience, military and political condi-
tions, economic and moral potential of the country,
new means of combat, and the views and potential of
the probable enemy—studies the conditions and the
nature of future war, the methods for its preparation
and conduct, the services of the armed forces and the
foundations for the material and technical suppor
and leadership of the war and armed forces.?

Through the systematic study of great bat-
tles, particularly those of the Great Patriotic
War, Soviet military thought has focused on
reducing warfare to a finite number of vari-
ables to be fitted into their strategic calculus.
Although this may seem somewhat naive to
anyone acquainted with the utter confusion
that can result in military operations of any
size, the Soviets are not so unrealistic as some
would suggest. Indeed. it is precisely because
of their profound understanding of the
dangers of misdirection, panic, and confu-
sion among the troops that they seek to main-
tain such tight control. Yet, at the same time,
centralization of command and control dis-
courages initiative at lower levels, and if
Soviet C3 were substantially disrupted during
war, it is not clear that company- and
batallion-level leaders would act decisively.

In any case, Soviet military planners seek
to control every variable of warfare through
the emphasis of demanding continuous
training of the troops, stressing mechanistic
repetition, extreme centralization of com-
mand, redundancy in force structure, mass,
and control of batlefield initiative through
the use of continuous offensives.

The primacy of the offensive has been
central to Soviet strategy and tactics since the
Great Patriotic War.3 Yet Soviet theorists no
longer believe that concentration of ground
forces is necessary to achieve the
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breakthrough. They argue that dispersion is
essential to prevent nuclear strikes from caus-
ing widespread losses. Thus, the offensive
would take place along a wide front with
multiple smaller concentrations of force and
multiple breakthroughs realized through the
use of nuclear or chemical weapons. The
Soviets have not renounced concentration of
force and firepower. They have, however,
recognized that nuclear and chemical strikes
will replace massed artillery and rocket at-
tacks, reducing the number of troops neces-
sary to effect the breakthrough.

While Soviet theorists have espoused such
a strategy for vyears, they lacked the C3,
mobility, weapon systems, and deployment
necessary to translate this strategy into bat-
tlefield action. Consequently, Western
analysts viewed their strategy as so much
wishful thinking. In the last decade, however,
the Soviets have achieved a quantum im-
provement in all types of military forces and
now appear capable of developing such a
strategy on the battlefield.4

Thus, as Colonel Richard G. Head points
out, we cannot always look to Soviet force
structure to verify our conclusions with
respect to their public pronouncements on
strategy:

Doctrine can . . . be forward-looking and to a
degree inconsistent with current military
capabilities. This was a problem in the 1960s, when
some U.S. analysts had difficulty taking Soviet writ-
ings on land warfare seriously, particularly those
parts that called for offensive breakthroughs and
high-speed advances. Only in recent years . . . has
the vision in their 1actical doctrine been supported
by technological capability.5

Surprise, the central element in the Soviet
offensive, was not fully appreciated by Soviet
strategists until 22 June 1941. On that day the
German army made a highly successful
blitzkrieg attack against the Soviet Union.
The Soviets heeded this lesson, finding that
surprise combined with sufficient mass
breakthrough, and deep penetration of key

enemy locations was an eminently effective
tactic that prevented the enemy from shifting
his forces in time to assist in the defense.
Much to the dismay of the Germans, the
Soviets, apt pupils always, displayed their
keen understanding of surprise in the Volga
counteroffensive of 1942 and later offensives
following the battle of Stalingrad, most nota-
bly at Kursk. The development of nuclear
weapons has only reinforced this apprecia-
tion of the element of surprise, and now
Soviet military theorists argue that Lenin’s
comments in 1917 vis-a-vis surprise were the
basis for the Soviet use of surprise during the
Great Patriotic War.6 One suspects, however,
that German battlefield successes impressed
Soviet strategists more than Lenin’s trite ob-
servations on the element of surprise.

Associated with the importance of surprise
in the offensive is the rapid exploitation of
shock among surviving enemy troops.
Nowhere is shock as critical an element as in
the use of nuclear strikes. The shock wave
alone causes a loss of selt-control and orien-
tation, and the soldier *“. . . becomes either
too feeble, indifferent, or immobile or, on the
contrary, irritated, sensitive and easily
swayed.”7 Penetrating radiation, which dis-
rupts the functioning of the nervous system,
and thermal radiation, which causes tempor-
ary and permanent blindness and burns,
considerably degrade the combat effective-
ness of enemy troops. Thus, after the first
surprise nuclear strikes, victory pivots on tak-
ing . . . advantage of confusion and panic
among [the enemy’s] troops decisively and
rapidly.”8

Soviet theorists view the psychological
effect of nuclear weapons as extremely im-
portant and would capitalize on this by
employing airborne shock troops to negate
surviving resistance and then control
destroyed areas. Yet they do not acknowledge
the ‘“‘psychopolitical” utility of nuclear
weapons in crisis situations, believing rather
that such weapons have a single purpose: the



destruction of aggressive imperialist powers.?

While these developments are not related
to strategic nuclear exchanges per se. they do
illustrate how seriously the Soviets pursue
nuclear war-fighting capabilities. To the
Soviets, sound strategy demands that they
prepare for every contingency, unpleasant or
not. Although nuclear war is no longer con-
sidered inevitable, neither is a significant
conflict with “‘forces of imperialism™ dis-
missed as improbable. Characteristically,
Soviet military journals maintain that Soviet
acquisition of enhanced nuclear war-fighting
abilities contributes to peace while any
American moves beyond mutual assured
destruction (e.g.. limited nuclear options) are
presented as evidence of murderous inten-
tions.

Although Soviet strategy stresses battle in a
nuclear environment, the current balance of
power suggests that, in the European theater,
the Soviets might prefer to avoid first use of
nuclear weapons.

Soviet strategic parity with the United
States translates into a highly favorable ratio
of power in the European theater. With over-
whelming conventional and chemical war-
fare superiority and parity at the theater level
also, the Soviets could be reasonably certain
that if they restricted their forces to conven-
tional weapons, NATO forces would face
quite a dilemma (i.e., whether to risk a con-
ventional defeat by refraining from escalation
to the nuclear level or risk a general war by
initiating the use of theater weapons). It is
not clear, moreover. that the West German
government would allow the use of theater
nuclear weapons on their territory, where the
risks of escalation would be smallest. On the
other hand. the fact that we stand willing to
escalate the conflict from conventional to
theater nuclear to strategic nuclear at some
undetermined point presents the Soviets with
a significant problem if they wish o avoid
crossing this threshold.10

Although many American analysts are
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skeptical of the utility of strategic superiority,
Soviet planners appear to disagree, accepting
instead something akin to one observer’s
belief that ‘‘strategic superiority translates
into the ability to control a process of deliber-
ate escalation in pursuit of acceptable terms
for war termination.”!!

Somewhat ironically, this skepticism has
been coupled with a growing concern among
American analysts that the recently acquired
mobility of Soviet forces will allow them to
continue penetrating into areas of the globe
that were formerly considered beyond their
sphere. Some American strategists are con-
cerned that Soviet dynamism in weapons
research and development (R&D), procure-
ment, strategy, and projection of power, when
coupled with a fairly static state of affairs in
U.S. strategic development, signals a
dangerous trend.!2 European perceptions
about the U.S.-Soviet balance of power,
moreover, could easily turn Soviet pro-
nouncements on the shifting correlation of
forces into self-tultilling prophesies. Thus,
American planners must be just as sensitive
to world perceptions of power as they are to
the actual ability to project such power.13

Indeed, this is a fundamental problem for
U.S. planners: should weapons procurement
be based on some yardstick for finite deter-
rence or go beyond this, seeking to enhance
U.S. options during an actual conflict? Given
the stated improvements in Soviet strategy
and forces, it appears that, while assured
destruction is a useful starting point for U.S.
strategy and weapons development, the
Soviets might be more impressed by a selec-
tive “war-fighting” deterrent. Admittedly, the
linking of “victory” and “spasm war” may be
a contradiction in terms, and the death and
destruction resultant from even a limited
nuclear conflict would be staggering, cer-
tainly unprecedented for the United States.
Nevertheless, a more selective strategy of vic-
tory—if combined with refinements in
theater and strategic nuclear weapons and
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force structures—could improve the credibil-
ity of the U.S. deterrent without appearing
provocative to the Soviets. Such improve-
ments would make it quite difficult for even a
“clever briefer” to convince the Soviet Polit-
buro that they could initate a nuclear con-
flict with a high probability of success.!4

Impressive forces are admittedly no
guarantee that our deterrent will not be
challenged. If a challenge is presented, how-
ever, forces designed to meet such demands
will offer a much more efficacious counter-
vailing force than those designed to meet the
requirements of this abstract notion of a
“yardstick™ for deterrence.!5

Many American analysts are also begin-
ning to wonder how valid our perceptions are
with respect to Soviet values.!8 One high-
level observer suggested that since 1880 the
Russian leadership has systematically chosen
military development over economic, politi-
cal. or cultural development. That is to say,
they respect force and have sought to become
a global military power in lieu of a global
economic power.!7 In legalistic and
democratic America this preoccupation with
force may be difficult to comprehend. Yet, it
should be pointed out that

a constant in Russian history has been, for most of
her people, an existence on the edge of terror; it is a
culture created by frequent chaos, the extreme ten-
stons caused by stifling government controls, and the
desire to survive. The Russians have lived with
hunger, violence, unimaginable deprivations, the
ever-present fear of secret police, exile o labor
camps, and torture—these have become a way of life
o the Soviet citizen whether under the Czar or
Marxism-Leninism. . Experiences such as these
have produced a view of the world that cannot be
perceived with any degree of confidence using
American attitudes and experiences.!8

The Soviet infatuation with military power
suggests they do not view diplomatic, politi-
cal, and military operations in a hierarchical
fashion (1.e.. diplomatic pressure; that failing,
covert action; that failing, military opera-
tons). Rather, they consider all as equally

viable, if not equally efficient, options. While
this all points toward Soviet use of military
power, the Soviets themselves deny being
Clausewitzian!9 and carefully qualify their
emphasis on the offensive by claiming that
the Soviet Union has never auacked anyone
and would use the offensive only after aggres-
ston by an imperialist power 20 Yet. the defini-
tion of aggression is up to the Soviet leader-
ship. and one can count on their reaction
being decisive, developing with great speed,
for they believe that the encirclement and
destruction of the enemy *. are a simul-
taneous act, a united and indissoluble pro-
cess, accomplished without any pause.”2!
NATO leaders, therefore, can expect little
time to deliberate over whether to cross the
nuclear threshold.

While current Soviet doctrine stresses high
intensity battle through surprise, superiority
in firepower, speed/high maneuverability,
and continuity of operations (all weather, 24
hours a day) with projected rates of advance
of 100 kilometers per day under nuclear con-
ditions, American planners should not be
lulled into thinking the Soviets will easily
“*burn Although their logistical
organization and doctrine indicate an in-
terest, and perhaps preference, in fighting a
short intense war, their planning is not so in-
flexible that it could not be modified o sup-
port a long-term conflict on short notice.22

This brief discussion of Soviet strategy has
touched on a few of the most basic principles
of Soviet military thought. It is hoped that the
reader will be struck by the asymmetries in
Soviet and American strategic thought and
that he will appreciate the problems this
dichotomy presents for strategic arms control
negotiations. Although these differences do
not rule out bilateral negotiations, they do
suggest that one ought to tread with great
care when attempting to draw parallels be-
tween Soviet and American values and
strategic thinking. Such differences have
often been glossed over in the admirable

out.”



desire to find areas of agreement. This is un-
fortunate, for quasi-friendly relations based
on misunderstanding offer greater potenual
for misreading signals and crisis mismanage-
ment than cool relations based on an under-
standing of our differences.

The Soviet Military:
Its Contribution to
Strategic Debate and Theory

For more than thirty years, from 1922 unul
his death in 1953, Soviet military strategy was
the product of one man. Joseph Stalin. Not
surprisingly. this was a period of stagnation
for Soviet military thought. Stalin would not
allow the military to participate in the devel-
opment of strategy during this period, and lit-
tle of value was published in their journals.23
Yet Stalin was not sausfied with these restric-
tions on military thought, and his fear and
suspicions of the military were manifested in
the purges of the 1930s. when three-fourths
of the Soviet general officer corps were mur-
dered.2* Thus. in an intellectual sense, Stalin
did more harm o the Soviet armed forces
than all the forces of Nazi Germany could
do. In fact, the Germans provided quite an
education for Soviet strategists, while Stalin
provided litle guidance for Soviet strategy.
His truistic ““Five Principles of Victory™ are
indicative of the quality of his strategic think-
ing.25

Within three years of Stalin’s death, the
Soviet military would begin its recovery from
the intellectually barren vears under his rule.
It was at the 20th Congress of the Com-
munist Party in 1956 that Soviet military
thought was reborn. With Khrushchev's de-
nunciation of Stalin at the Congress came
new freedom for the military. Military history
departments at the academies came alive,
and the subjects of military science and
strategy became the object of increased dis-
cussion and debate.26

By 1960. the trend of relatively open dis-
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cussion of strategic issues was clearly
established with a Special Collection of Arti-
cles becoming a regular feature in the
classified journal, Military Thought. These ar-
ticles were written by the Minister of
Defense, military district commanders, com-
manders of the academies, and other mem-
bers of the military elite. This high-level sup-
port for the discussion of important military
policy issues would continue through the six-
ties, with top military men offering some of
the most daring criticism of party policy.27

In 1965 the Soviet press announced the
publication, by Vovenizdat, of the Officer’s
Library, which would include seventeen
different works. All seventeen volumes were
published and widely distributed by 1973,
with topics ranging from Marshal V. D.
Sokolovskiy's Soviet Military Strategy 10 B.
Byely's Marxism-Leninism on War and Army.

Khrushchev did usher in a new era for
Soviet military leaders as important contribu-
tors to military strategy. He, nevertheless,
maintained firm control of doctrine in party
hands. The military was unable to convince
him o shift 1o a serious doctrine of victory,
although he did initiate a massive buildup in
the strategic forces. In any event, once he was
removed from power, considerable criticism
from the military was directed at his military
policies.

The Soviet shift in the mid-sixues to the
nuclear strategy of survival/victory appears to
be a function of a new-found clout of the
military, combined with serious questions
offered by the Polithuro about the viability of
deterrence. Soviet leaders of this period prob-
ably would have agreed with one American
observer who recently stated that *“it ought to
be clear to all of us that deterrence—really a
form of applied psychology—is historically,
psychologically, and politically naive to a
dangerous degree, our confidence in it quite
unwarranted.”28 In any case, the unilateral
ability to fight, survive, and win any type of
war seems to have been a much more Rus-
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sian doctrine than dependence on mutual
hostage holding.

Beyond pragmatic reasons, Marxist-
Leninist ideology encourages the Soviets to
believe in a doctrine of survival and victory. If
they did not believe this, it **. . . would mean
that the most basic processes of history, on
which Soviet ideology and political legiti-
macy are founded, could be derailed by the
technological works of man and the caprice
of an historically doomed opponent.’’29

The first public criticism of Khrushchev’s
doctrine of “‘single variant” came in 1965
from Marshal M. V. Zakharov, who oftered
an interesting critique of armchair military
experts, namely Khrushchev. This sentiment
was echoed by Marshal Sokolovskiy, who
emphasized the need for military, rather than
party, control of strategy. Also, in 1965 Col-
onel E. Rybkin. in an article in Kommunist
vooruzhennykh sil (Communist of the Armed
Forces), presented the case for nuclear war,
initiating the debate over definitions of
strategic superiority and the need thereof.30

On the question of superiority, its meaning
underwent a dramatic change from its early
use by Marshal Sokolovskiy and General
Major M. Cherednichenko. They had used it
to mean maximizing destruction of an adver-
sary and limiting damage to the motherland,
but in a defensive sense. Later, Colonel V.
Bondarenko would use it to mean “‘quantity
and quality” of forces, which would imply
that victory was highly probable in a more
arnbitious and ominous way.

The debate was most intense during the
spring and summer of 1965, with the Polit-
buro supporting “sufficiency” and the mili-
tary leadership advocating superiority as a
more appropriate goal. Clearly, the military
was no longer the voiceless tool of the party.
Indeed. the 1965 debate over strategy ap-
parently went to the military, for Soviet
weapon procurement and strategic thought
since then suggest a flexible strategy that can
initiate or respond to nuclear warfare at

many levels of violence. The Soviet military
leadership has apparently maintained its in-
dependence from the party, for in an August
1969 article in Sovetskaya Rossiya (Soviet
Russta), Marshal N. I. Krylov, commander
in chief of the Strategic Missile Forces, ad-
monished Soviet leaders not to grow compla-
cent as they enjoyed this new position of
world power. Marshal Krylov suggested that
Soviet weapon procurement continue so that
there would be little doubt of their ability to
match U.S. strategic forces.3!

THE Soviet military organiza-
tion of 1980 is far superior—by any standards
whether they be training, quantity and
quality of equipment, force structure,
strategy, manpower, deployment, or the
ability to fight a sustained battle—to any
Soviet armed force that ever existed. No
longer just a continental power, the Soviet
Union can project its military power to many
areas of the globe. Not only do Soviet
mobility capabilities suggest this, but their
doctrine has endorsed such actions since
Marshal A. A. Grechko’s statement in 1974
that the Soviet Union would react militarily
to “‘imperialists’ aggression in whatever dis-
tant region of our planet it may appear.”
Thus, such challenges appear to be a
singularly distinct possibility in the near
future.32 Its air force, strategic missile force,
and navy can deliver nuclear warheads to
targets anywhere in the world, in numbers
that could cause unprecedented death and
destruction. Its navy, while of limited value in
protecting Soviet shipping, could disrupt
Western shipping throughout the world and
thus deny NATO forces vital reinforcements,
materiel, and oil.

This historically unique development of
military power has created a staggering drain
on the Soviet economy and, thereby, on every
Soviet citizen. While it remains to be seen if



the Soviet leadership intends to take direct
advantage of the new strategic balance, it is
not alarmist to predict that some challenges
will arise. In part, these may be essentially
harmless probes to justify Soviet defense ex-
penditures (i.e., to illustrate the constant
threat to socialist states exhibited by Western
adventurism and demonstrate their ability to
decisively protect worldwide class interests).
More serious challenges may result if the
Soviet military convinces the conservative
party leaders to probe Western defenses in
order to test “imperialist” resolve, study
responses and capabilities, or dull Western
sensitivity to Soviet activities before a more
substantial blow (i.e., increasing the interna-
tional background noise—false alarms to
some extent). If Brezhnev dies in the im-
mediate future, moreover, we can expect to
see some drop in the mean age of the Polit-
buro and conceivably less conservative at-
titudes toward international risk taking.33
Whatever the rationale for an enlarged
military sphere of responsibility, it is essential
that Western analysts appreciate this key
point: Soviet military leaders do not accept
academic theories of deterrence presented by
American civilians. They are, however, im-
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wide range of weapon systems. The Soviets
seem to have made real progress in attaining
a force structure that reflects their stated
strategy.

The purpose of this article is to examine
one aspect of recent Soviet weapons activity,
the modernization of their Frontal Aviation
(FA) force structure.*

the Frontal Aviation threat

The current Soviet Frontal Aviation posture
did not emerge overnight. Rather, Soviet tac-
tical air power is the result of an intensive
and methodical building program. Frontal
Aviation has remained the largest command
in the Soviet Air Force since the later days of
World War IlI. Nonetheless, its numerical
strength has fluctuated greatly, depending on
emphasis placed on other commands at
the early 1950s, FA
possessed about 12,000 aircraft; in recent
years, between 4000 and 5000.! This force is
currently deployed as 16 tactical air armies,
four in eastern Europe and one in each of the
12 military districts of the Soviet Union.2 Air
armies usually consist of from three to four
air divisions, the basic operational unit. Each
air division has three regiments composed of
several fighter squadrons and an air logistic
support unit comprising a transport
squadron and a communications flight.3
While the numbers of aircraft have
decreased, FA combat effectiveness has not.
According to the FY /980 US. Miitary
Posture: “Most of Soviet Frontal Aviation
fighters and fighter-bomber forces have been
fielded since 1970. These aircraft have a
greater radius of action, and improved
avionics and support systems, ordnance,

various times. In

* The Saviet Air Force consists of three separate companents: Frantal
Aviation, Long-Range Aviation, and Military-Transpont Aviation. lts
primary mission of Frontal Aviation is ta provide tactical air support to
ground forces. secondary mission to provide support for sirategic air
defense. (Sovtet Aeruspace Handbook, pp. 317, 38.)

reconnaissance sensors and electronic coun-
termeasures capability.”4

In the 1970s the offensive capabilities of
Soviet Frontal Aviation steadily improved,
due to the introduction of modern multirole
fighters and fighter-bombers such as the
Fencer, Fitter C, and Flogger. According to
Soviet Aerospace Handbook, ‘‘Frontal Aviation
has more than 4,500 combat aircraft, some
150 transport aircraft and 2,900 helicopters
in its inventory.’’>

The qualitative improvements in the latest
Soviet fighters may be far more important
than the numerical advantage they enjoy over
NATO forces. The technological inferiority
of earlier generation Soviet fighters has
largely been overcome. For example,
automatic navigation and attack systems,
laser range finders and target seekers,
electronic countermeasures (ECM), and
other advances in technology are incorpo-
rated in the Su-19 Fencer. MiG-23/27 Flog-
ger, and the Su-17 Fitter.6

There has also been a significant shift in
orientation toward Frontal Aviation over the
last ten years, characterized by an accelerat-
ing trend from a preponderance of air
defense interceptors to multimission-capable
fighters with greatly increased combat ranges
and payloads. In essence, then, the FA forces
have shifted to a role of offensive combat.

In addition to modern fighters, FA
possesses about 3000 helicopters. The most
important is the Mi-24 Hind which can be
used as a gunship or for transporting combat-
equipped troops. The Hind has a large-cali-
ber machine gun, Swatter antitank missiles,
general purpose bombs, and 57-mm rocket
pods to fill both close air support and antiar-
mor attack roles.”

Soviet doctrine on
tactical air power employment

After two decades of emphasis on air defense,
FA priorities have returned to the role they



played in World War II. This was high-
lighted in 1972 by Chief Marshal of Aviation
P S. Kutakhov, Commander-in-Chief of the
Soviet Air Force. Describing the Soviet
World War Il “theory of air operations,”
Kutakhov emphasized the role of the
General Headquarters of the Supreme High
Command in planning and controlling air
operations. In addition, he pointed out that
frontal air armies were employed in *“‘air
operations to destroy (or weaken) enemy air
groupings. the destruction and disruption of
the work of enemy lines of communications
and in escorting long-range bombers to
destroy military-industrial installations in the
enemy's deep rear.”'8

Another author claims that the use of FA
in Soviet theater warfare doctrine is actually
*a reversion to the doctrine of the offensive
use of airpower developed in the
mid-1930s.”’® This shift of emphasis from air
defense to ground attack has resulted in *the
primary objective of FA aircraft in Europe is
to reduce the sortie rate of US/NATO
aircraft.”’t0 This goes a long way toward ex-
plaining the shift in performance charac-
teristics of first-generation Soviet jets such as
the MiG-15/17/19 and third-generation
fighters, e.g.. MiG-21/23/27, and Su-17/19.

According to other Western analysts,

the primary role of Soviet Frontal Aviation will be
the non-nuclear destruction of targets located
behind enemy lines. with a secondary emphasis on
the isolation of the NATO front-line forces. At the
onset of battle. Soviet fighter aircraft . . . would be
assigned missions to penetrate NATO airspace,
along with fighter bombers. . . . in order to insure
aerial superiority over the entire battle area, thereby
providing the conditions necessary for interdiction
missions against military and industrial targets in
Western Europe. especially airfields and logistic
structures, supply lines and command posts.!!

With the modernization program that has
been under way since 1970, the FA third-
generation tactical fighters are now capable
of carrying out the above mission objectives.
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words and deeds

A clear trend can be shown to exist between
Soviet doctrinal statements and their quest to
modernize their Frontal Aviation forces.
Whereas in the recent past the Soviets could
not adequately support their strategy, they
have now arrived at a point where their tacti-
cal weapon systems are probably capable of
fighting in the manner and method long
described in theoretical writings.

The Soviets have undertaken a steady and
continuous modernization of their Frontal
Aviation forces in which aircraft design
changes are more evolutionary than revolu-
tionary. The **fly before buy” concept, where
aircraft are developed and extensively tested
before being put into production, is prevalent
in the U.S.S.R. In fact, modernization and
enhancement of proven aircraft constitute the
norm.!2 The best example is the MiG-21]
Fishbed which has been modified so much
that models J/IK/L/N compose the largest
component of their tactical air forces
(although the MiG-23 Flogger B/D is fast
becoming the backbone of the FA fighter
force structure).

Itis hard to overstate the impact of real im-
provement in capability that this Soviet mod-
ernization of Frontal Aviation will have on
NATO. Although some analysts have
hastened to point out the vulnerabilities and
problems faced by the Soviet Air Force (such
as inferior avionics and pilot training and low
flying time), it must be realized that these
deficiencies can be corrected in a relatively
short time. Once the Soviets have acquired
technologically advanced equipment and
weapon systems, it would be naive to expect
that they will not learn to employ them effec-
tively. Historically, improvements in weapons
have preceded the development of appropri-
ate tactics and optimal employment methods.

projected developments

The course that Frontal Aviation will take in
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Just as the German Ju-87 Stuka dive
bomber had to be withdrawn from the Battle
of Britain because of excessive losses,!6 we
must acknowledge the possibility that the
A-10 and other aircraft performing close air
support could suffer a similar fate in a
NATO/Warsaw Pact conflict. As is well
known, the Soviet armies have a formidable
ground-based organic air defense system. In-
stead of attacking Soviet tanks head-on, the
A-10 and other fighters may be better
employed against the flanks of armored units
and the numerous supply trucks in the
enemy rear area.

Both land and air forces will be required to
combine their efforts in order to suppress the
enemy air defenses to achieve the desired
degree of air superiority over the battlefield
needed for close air support/interdiction mis-
sions. In fact, NATO artillery should plan to
make Soviet surface-based air defenses a
priority target. The Israeli experience in 1973
indicates that only after enemy surface-to-air
capabilities are defeated can close air support
be widely employed to assist land forces.

As illustrated by the casualties in the
American Civil War and World War I, we
may have again reached a point in history
where weapons are way ahead of tactics.
Therefore, we should closely examine tactics
that throw aircraft into the close air support
mission without a great reduction in enemy
air defense effectiveness. The losses may be
greater than the results, as was the case of the
German Luftwaffe bombers in the Battle of
Britain and Israeli close air support missions
during the first few days of the 1973 Middle
East War.

The nature of modern warfare demands
that we be correct the first time. Failure to ac-
complish our mission as a result of pursuing
the wrong objectives means death and defeat.
Therefore, air commanders must identify
their objectives.

Historically, we have relied on the superior
technology of our systems and the superior

training of our personnel to offset any quan-
titative disadvantages we face in Europe.
Now that the Soviets are rapidly increasing
their technological sophistication, a turning
point seems to have been reached. Most peo-
ple are aware of the numerical superiority of
Soviet weapons and forces, and a few are
beginning to appreciate the qualitative im-
provement the Soviets have steadily made
over the past few years. The operational im-
plications of this trend, however, have not
been thoroughly explored by our military
analysts. 17

What must be done?

The U.S. Air Force has been accused of rely-
ing too much on the principle of flexibility in
air power employment. To the contrary,
reliance on this characteristic has repeatedly
proved sound; we usually get into trouble
when we deviate from it. In a high-intensity
conflict, the air commander must retain the
flexibility to adjust his forces during the “fog
of war.”

My purpose here is not to advocate a radi-
cal alteration of our current force structure.
However, 1 believe it may be possible, at
relatively small expense. to use what we pres-
ently have and are programmed to get much
more effectively. Even without any aircraft
modifications, | believe we must ensure that
operationally we are getting the most out of
our weapon systems, i.e., operating them in
an optimum manner against any threat posed
by Soviet tactical aviation and ground forces.
An example of tactics that maximized the po-
tential of a weapon is the World War II Ger-
man blitzkrieg against French forces that ac-
tually possessed tanks that were superior to
those of the Germans in terms of armor
thickness, firepower, and handling charac-
teristics, and which possessed equivalent
speed as well.18

Although they are only discreetly discussed
within the Air Force, there are several major
options that could enhance our flexibility.



Why not use our complex and costly fighters
in a multirole if they inherently possess this
growth potential in mission capability? F(?r
example, the F-15 is a tremendous air
superiority fighter and at present is assigned
only this single mission. However. it could
have a significant ground attack capability.
Why not buy the bomb racks and air-to-sur-
face munitions and train the pilots for the
multimission capability the F-15s inherently
possess?!9

Although now limited to the ground-attack
mission, the A-10 could be employed against
Soviet helicopters and enemy fighters that
transit its areas of operations.20 After all,
Hans Ulrich Rudel, the great German tank
killer with 519 confirmed kills, and other
Stuka pilots on the Eastern Front shot down
many Russian aircraft.2! We will need the
maximum number of effective sorties im-
mediately, and this could include A-10s
shooting down enemy aircraft, especially
Hind helicopters. It would take only a small
amount of training (perhaps two to four sor-
ties per vear) to provide A-10 pilots some
degree of proficiency in the fundamentals of
aerial gunnery. It will be too late to get the re-
quired training after a conflict breaks out.

Other questions that may require changes
in Air Force thinking and policy need to be
revived and debated. We still lack a true
beyond-visual-range (BVR) air combat
capability.22 Why not equip our fighters with
some type of video instrumentation in the
cockpit that would allow them to fire on
hostile aircraft with medium-range. air-to-air
(A/A) missiles? It does not make sense to car-
ry A/A missiles with a 30-mile range and nor-
mally use them only within a 3-mile distance
of our aircraft. Other necessary steps are to
ensure aerial rules of engagement that allow
BVR missile firings and the required training
to produce pilot proficiency. In addition, the
F-16 would be greatly enhanced if it were
modified to carry radar-guided missiles. This
capability has already been demonstrated.23
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NATO planners should prepare effective
plans to counterattack any Soviet invasion,
rather than rely on defending against a
blitzkrieg-style awack. This planning would
require extending their sights beyond the
present Western European boundaries. This
new threat of an immediate counterattack to
the Soviets’ territorial buffer acquired since
World War Il could serve as a deterrent to
aggressive actions on the part of the Russians
and their Warsaw Pact allies. History, unfor-
tunately, does not record the outcome of
unused options and alternatives. Therefore, it
is extremely important for planners to devel-
op options that actually affect the outcome of
a war.

Another area that needs further review is
the best use of our air power in a high-inten-
sity European conflict. NATO needs a con-
cept of operations that allows relatively
weaker forces to defeat numerically stronger
opponents. To fulfill this requirement, Col-
onel John Boyd, USAF (Ret), has developed
a concept of strategy and tactics that is ap-
pealing.

The concept has as its dominant objective the ability

to present the enemy with challenges and to do so

more rapidly than the enemy can receive informa-
tion, process it, and act on it. . . . the important ad-
vantage was the ability to switch from tactic to tactic,
constantly presenting the opponent with a new situa-
tion and doing so more rapidly than he could re-
spond.

. . this concept seeks to disorient the enemy by
presenting incomplete and inaccurate data; to dis-
rupt operations to generate confusion, disorder,

panic, and chaos; and, through these actions, 10
shatter cohesion and cause paralysis and collapse .24

Because of its inherent characteristics, air
power is well suited to perform this disrup-
tion and destruction strategy. For example, a
prime target of NATO air forces should be
the rigid Soviet command, control, and com-
munications (C3) system. Because initiative
is only exercised at the Soviet division level,
or higher, it is important to attack their C3
structure. A combination of terminally
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guided weapons (“smart bombs”) delivered
by fighters and saturation attacks by B-52
bombers could achieve the desired objective.

Our aerial firepower should be carefully
directed. As a strategy, it will not generally be
cost effective to attack enemy tanks or aircraft
on a one-to-one basis, i.e., trying to destroy
an armored vehicle in one pass or aerial dog-
fighting. A much better strategy would be to
use our bombers and fighters in attacks on
selected enemy airfields. massed armor in
reserve and artillery formations, command,
control, and communications sites, etc. Po-
tenually, this could be a greater aid to our
ground forces than the traditional close air
support they expect.

a perspective

The U.S. role as a world power demands that
the Air Force maintain a balanced and flexi-
ble capability to accomplish whatever mis-
sion is necessary, i.e., counterair (offensive
and defensive), close air support, and/or in-
terdiction. Assessing a mission in isolation
from the overall military strategy has been a
problem in the past. The first major step in
being successful against Soviet/ Warsaw Pact
forces is the selection of an air power strategy
to achieve theater objectives as simply and
directly as possible. Once this is done, we can
determine how each tactical mission will
contribute to the overall objective. From this
determination we can fix the priority, alloca-
tion of effort, and sequencing of each mission
into a logical and simple battle plan. Since
the tactical missions are interdependent, the
battle plan must be designed to ensure that
the missions—counterair. interdiction, and
close air support—reinforce each other to
achieve the objective as quickly and effi-
ciently as possible.

Success in warfare demands an apprecia-
tion for the value and limits of offensive and
defensive air actions. Defensive air action can
provide security for friendly forces and help
to slow or stabilize the enemy ground offen-

sive. It cannot capitalize on the element of
surprise because it is reactive in nature and
concedes the initiative to the enemy. A defen-
sive posture gives up the opportunity to con-
centrate forces at the decisive time and place.
In order to be completely successful. it re-
quires the detection, identification, intercep-
tion, and destruction/neutralization of every
major threat before an enemy attack is com-
pleted. By comparison, offensive air action
offers many advantages that the defense can-
not. By going on the offense. the opportunity
to achieve surprise is enhanced. Another plus
is the ability 10 concentrate forces at the
decisive time and place. As the situation dic-
tates, we have the flexibility to change plans
while conducting offensive air attacks, thus
affording us the initiative of attacking when
and where desired. Most important. we have
an opportunity to achieve victory on our
terms.

General William Momyer. in his Air Power
in Three Wars. stresses the importance of
lessons learned and then apparently forgotten
in subsequent conflict. He analyzes the over-
all concepts of air power employment,
strategy and tactics, and priority of missions
with the stated objective that “our airmen
won't pay the price in combat again for what
some of us have already purchased.™ 25

THE extensive modernization of the Soviet
Frontal Aviation forces could decide the sur-
vival and success of its ground forces against
NATO's armed forces in a future conflict.
The Soviets once emphasized interceptor
aircraft with a short range and small payload.
but their tactical doctrine now stresses inter-
diction deep into enemy territory and close
air support for their ground forces. The
Soviets have developed large numbers of
modern aircraft with improved performance
in range, weapon payload. avionics, and
electronic countermeasures equipment. They
have arrived at a position where their force



structure seems capable of carrying out their
strategy and tactics in a high-intensity war-
fare situation. The superiority of U.S. and
NATO air forces has eroded because of
qualitative improvements in the technology
of Soviet aircraft. These Soviet high-tech-
nology systems, coupled with the long-stand-
ing numerical superiority of FA forces. have
greatly increased the threat to NATO ground

and air forces.

This growing Frontal Aviation threat re-
quires that we thoroughly examine our
strategy. tactics. forces, training. and overall

Notes

1 Alexander Bovd. The Sovtet Air Force sinie 1918 (New York: Stein
and Day. 1977, p 218

2 “The Militan Balance 1979/80." Awr Furce. December 1979. p
70

3 William Schneder. Jr. “Trends in Soviet Frontal Aviation.” Awr
Force. March 1979, p. 80

4 The United States Military Posture for FY 1980 (Washingion. Joint
Chiefs of Stafl publication. Government Prinung Office. 1979

3 M O Norbv. Soviet Aervspuce Handbuok 1 Washingion: Govern-
ment Prinung Office. 1977). p 39

6 John W R Taylor. Janc's Aerospace Review 1977/1978. Air
Furce, January 1978. p 19

7 Carl E Duaschke “The Threar: The HIND Myths and Facs.”™
U'S Army Aciation Digest. December 1979, p 43 This anucle also in-
t ludes an interesung section that postulates an air-to-air mission for the
Hind against our antitank asrcraft

8 PS Kulakhuy “The Conduct of Air Operations.” Selected Soviet
Miliary Wrinings 19706-1975 «Washington Government  Printing
Office. 1977 p 240

9 Schneider p 80.

10 Ihid

11 Jacquelyn K Davis and Roben L. Plalugraff. Jr. Soreet Theater
Strategy  Impliuations for NATO (Washington Unated States Strategic
Insitute. 1978). pp 19-20

12 Band, pp 227-28

13 Claretue A Robinson_ r
Aviauon Modernizanon Drive,
March 26 1979 p 14

14 Ihd

13 Charles k. Caneds,
an 1978 p 36

Soviets to Field 3 New Fighters in
besation Week & Space Technolugy.

Tac Air An Arms NV iew ™ A Foree, Febru-

SOVIET FRONTAL AVIATION 35

readiness. Historically, there have been many
opinions and much controversy over the best
use of air power. There are ways to improve
our tactical air power employment in order to
defeat the Soviet FA threat. I advocate a
degree of change and not a radical break in
our current force capability, planning, appor-
tionment, etc. Now that the threat perception
of Soviet FA modernization is becoming ob-
vious, we must scrutinize our strategy and
force structure for changes necessary to
counter this threat.

Langley Air Force Base, Virginia

16 Adoll Galland, 7The First and the Lasi (New York Ballanune,
1973), pp 33-34

17. Edward N Luttwak. “The American Style of Warfare and the
Mulitary Balance.” Surcival. March/April 1979, p 57

18 Wilhiam ] Perny. Overview Statement on the Department of
Defense FY 198U Procurement Program befure the Subcommittee on
General Procurement, Committee on Armed Services of the United
States Senate. 6 Apnl 1979, p 5

19. Bonner Day. "The Pros and Cons of a Multimission Fighter
Force,” dur Forie, April 1979, pp 60-63 This author has written an ex-
cellent crinque of the factors involved in force structure tradeofts

20 Rewsae H Miller, ~Air Superiority at the Treetops,” Military
Review. March 1979, pp 2-9. Although this may be the opening shot in
a new Army-Air Farce fight over roles and missions, 1t demonstrates
that the Army 15 considering helicopters to counter the Soviet attack
helicopter and airmobile force threat

21 Hans Ulrich Rudel, Stuka Pilur (New York
1979, pp 130. 202-3.

22 A few Air Force F-4s do have TISEQ (ielescopic imaging sight
clectra-optical 1 and some Navy aircraft such as the F-14 are equipped
with TVSU iteleviden sight uniti However, our air superiority fighters,
eg. F-15 and F-16. do not possess any BVR optical equipment

23 Raytheon adverusement, “Sparrow AIM-7F because this is
no place tor second best.” Au Force. November 1978, pp 22-23 The
F-16 1 currently equipped with a 20-mm cannon and heat-secking
missiles 11 it were adapted to carry radar missiles, the increase in F-16
combat capability would be significant

24 Raymond B Furlong, “'Strategymaking for the 1980,
Parameters, March 1979, p 14

25 Wilham W Momyer, Airpmeer in Thiee Wars (Washingion:
Government Printing Office. 1978), p. v

Bantam Buoks,



A cruise missile can be defined as a dispensable. pilotless, self-guided, continuously
powered, air-breathing warhead-delivery vehicle that flies just like an airplane,
supported by aerodynamic surfaces.'

THE CRUISE MISSILE
precursors and problems Kenneth P Werrell

During those years the cruise missile was tested, a weapon with remark-

able performance and the promise of relatively low cost. Clearly, the
cruise missile was material in the cancellation of the B-1 bomber. For years the
Air Force had been seeking a follow-on to its 1950 state-of-the-art B-52s, but
efforts with the B-58 and then the B-70 had failed. Great hope was placed on the
B-1, but questions as to its cost and ability to penetrate to the target led to Presi-
dent Carter’'s decision in June 1977 to put it aside. In short. the B-1 was judged
not to be as cost effective as the air-launched cruise missile (ALCM). What is this
cruise missile that will change Air Force weapons and thinking? What is its
background?

THE years 1976 and 1977 marked a turning point in U.S. Air Force history.

WHILE the name may be new, it turns out that what we today call
a cruise missile has been around for quite a while, though known by other
names. From the outset. it was recognized that unmanned aircraft possessed a
number of advantages over manned aircraft. The primary selling point was low
cost. Because the weapon was a one-shot deal. expected to perform only once
and then for a few hours at most, cheaper materials, lower manufacturing
tolerances. and other shortcuts could be made in design and production. The ab-
sence of a crew member and associated safety devices, instrumentation, and
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The World War I “Aerial Torpedo " or “Bug "
was the first sertous American attempt to build a
cruise missile. The “Bug ™ was developed by
Elmer A. Sperry, the father of the gyroscope, and
automotive engineer Charles F. Kettering,
tnventor of the first electric starter and a pioneer
in his work on high actane gasoline and the Diesel
engine. . . . Launched from rails on a jettisonable
dolly, the "Bug' maintained its heading toward
target aided by Sperry’s gyros. Barometric sensors
and pneumatic servos kept it al a more or less
constant altitude. Range was determined by a timer
and was a maximum of 35 miles. The war ended
before this cruise missile could be used in combat.

4 ” ”

/

‘ -_—
it} RS S

——,

Ny

., &

LAt




During World War Il concern about aircrew losses, always a motwating factor in
U8 crse mussile development, led to the use of standoff glide bombs for flak
suppresston. Crude wings. control surfaces, and a gyro-stabilized control unit were
strapped onto a standard 1000-pound or 2000-pound homb casing and released by a
B-17 Flying Fortress some distance from the target. Accuracy was poor,

and the glide bomb was abandoned after several trials.

safety factors in engine and airframe further cut weight, complexity. and cost. A
second major advantage was that a crew member would not be subjected to
hostile fire.

But throughout its history. the unmanned weapon had to overcome a number
of inherent problems. and its present-day success is due to the triumph of incre-
mental technology over these problems. Probably the most difficult of these has
been guidance. The absence of a pilot meant that the device had to be guided by
some other means. The early primitive guidance systems created problems of
accuracy, especially serious considering the small payload that could be carried.
The earliest cruise missiles were typically guided by nothing more than a
gyroscope that kept the heading more or less constant, supplemented by a
barometric device of some sort to roughly control altitude. plus a timer to deter-
mine range. The result was low accuracy.

Low accuracy meant that only large targets could be engaged effectively.
Another problem has been vulnerability. Without active defenses and unable to
maneuver if attacked, the unmanned aircraft had to depend on speed. numbers.
and surprise to get through. These problems were characteristic of cruise
missiles from the start and were only gradually overcome.

As early as 1914, the British began experiments with a pilotless aircraft under
the direction of A. M. Low. The same idea was considered in other countries as
well, including the United States and Germany. In fact, a number of pilotless
aircraft actually flew before the end of World War |. A U.S. Navy project was as-
sociated with Glenn Curtiss, while an Army project is linked with a team led by
C. F. Kettering and Elmer Sperry. The latter produced and tested the *Bug.”
made of papier-maché and wood. weighing 300 pounds and capable of carrying
a 300-pound warhead about 50 miles. The cost? —about $400.
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The impact of Hutler's buzz bombs on
England led to frantic American efforts to
catch up. Almost a direct copy of the
German V-1, the Republic JB-2 Loon
denived from parts of an unexploded buz:
bomb recovered in_June 1944 In the
spring of 45. the Loon was tested stateside
as an air-launched cruise missile beneath
the wings of a B-17G at Alamogordo AAF
(abuvve ) and at Eglin Field (right ). The
Luftwaffe used this technique
operatinally, launching V-1Is from
Heinkel He-111s over the Nurth Sea.

But the end of the war brought a quick halt to this and many other promising
ideas. Discussions concerning unmanned aircraft continued in the interwar
years. but the rapid development of conventional aviation and the scarcity of
money for the military. especially after the Stock Market Crash of 1929 and the
ensuing depression, prevented much more than just talk. An exception was in
Britain, where pilotless aircraft research and development was actively pursued.
In 1929. for example. the Royal Air Force tested the Larynx (Long Range Gun
with Lynx engine), but that was about the extent of it.

When the United States entered the war in December 1941, our airmen saw the
four-engine bomber as their major weapon. Nevertheless, the Army’s top air-
man. General Henry H. "Hap'’ Arnold, noted that the *‘Bug" had been upgraded.
By 1941 latter-day descendants of Kettering's pilotless bomber were capable of
hauling a 800-pound warhead 200 miles. Other improvements included radio
control guidance compared with the preset arrangement in the vintage 1918
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“Bug.”" But the American airmen had invested too much into their concept of
strategic bombing to give such a weapon really serious thought. Early American
cruise missile developments in World War Il thus lacked not just a commitment in
equipment, training, and doctrine but, maybe even more important, an emotional
commitment. In addition, and ultimately more compelling, the pilotless aircraft
lacked the range, accuracy, and payload that the airmen calculated would be
needed to do the job —and, even then, these calculations proved to be somewhat
optimistic. World War Il, from the American airmen’s point of view, was a war of
precision strategic bombing and the inaccurate, low-yield cruise missile had no
real place in their scheme of things.

Not that the airmen were immune to technical change, but iron bombs dropped
by four-engine bombers flying in tight formation in daylight was the way it was
done in the “Big War,”™ especially against Germany. Operational experiments
were conducted with remotely controlled. guided, free-fall bombs and with both
guided and unguided glide bombs. In another effort, old bombers were stripped
of equipment, to be crammed with explosives and sent toward German targets.
Controlled by radio devices, the last versions were equipped with television for
terminal homing accuracy. But despite considerable effort, technical problems
thwarted the success of all these projects.

The German genius created, developed, and put into operation both air-
breathing and ballistic missiles during World War II. It is with the air-breathing
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Limuted though it was operationally, the Loon
(opposite, on launching rails at Eglin Field tn
April 1945 ) presaged the masswe U.S. research
and development (R&D ) effort in missiles and
rocketry following World War II. Though its
pulse-jet engine gave it a cruise speed of nearly
400 knots, its guidance and control systems were
little more sophisticated than the Sperry-Kettering
Bug. The real impetus for postwar R&D
came from the German V-2 (night, being erected
Jor test firing ). The development and employment
of the air-breathing V-1 and the ballistic V-2
constituted the first real competition between these
two types of weapons. By the mid-"50s, cruise
missile technology, exemplified by a U.S. Navy
Regulus 11 (below ) under test at Edwards AFB
in 1956, had gone far beyond the V-] and the
Loon. The supersonic-capable Regulus Il was an

R&D derivative of the earlier Regulus 1,

deployed operationally on Navy submannes.
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Another competitor to the cruise missile was— and 1s—
the ballistic, air-launched attack missile. here in the form
of an expertmental Bell “Rascal " (left ), being tested
heneath a B-47. . . . In the "50s and '60s USAF tactical
cruise mussile develupment centered on the Martin
TM-61 Matador (below, under test at Holloman AFB in
1956 ) and its dertvative, the TM-76 Mace (below, left,
test firtng at Cape Canaveral in [962). Though similar
in appearance, the Mace represented a major advance
over the Matador in guidance technology. While the
Matador was guided by radio command links, Mace had
wnertial guidance with terrain-matching radar for mid-
course corrections. Maces remained in the USAF
tnventory until the early '70s.

V-1 buzz bomb that the operational history of the cruise missile really begins. for
the V-1 was the first pilotless bomber ever to be employed in large numbers and
with effect. While the development of the spectacular V-2 ballistic missile need
not detain us here, the simultaneous development and operation of the two does
point out the problems and relative advantages of each.

The V-1 was made possible by mating a pulse-jet engine to a very simple
airframe. a cheap and effective combination. In contrast. the V-2 cost between
four and twenty or more times as much to build as did the V-1. depending on how
the costs are calculated. Yet, in most ways their performance was remarkably
similar. The accuracies of the two were comparable. 80 percent of the V-1s im-
pacting within eight miles of their aiming point. Each carried a warhead of about
2000 pounds out to a range of about 150 miles. In the summer of 1944, the two
were launched against Britain, causing considerable damage and widespread
concern. Anglo-American countermeasures highlight one major difference be-
tween the two missiles: once the ballistic V-2 was launched. there was no stop-
ping it, unlike the winged V-1 which could be intercepted.

One defensive measure was to attack the facilities and bases linked with the
V-weapons. The American and British strategic bombers pounded these targets
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Early guidance problems with the Northrop SM-62 “Snark.”
seen under test at Cape Canaveral in 1957, led to a disparaging
couplet: “Hark, Hark. the Snark! Where she goes, nobody
knows!" Powered by an Allison J-71 turbojet, the Snark was the
first true interconfinental strategic cruise misstle. It altained
operational status briefly at Presque Isle AFB, Maine, in 1961.

but could only delay, not stop. their employment. At the same time, the bombing
of the V-weapon targets was a drain on the strategic bombing offensive as well
as support of the Anglo-American land offensive.

A second method was indirect, a clever British deception that emphasizes the
need for accurate and timely target information. Because of the lack of German
aerial reconnaissance. the British control of both obituaries that appeared in the
British press and espionage reports sent back to Germany through agents con-
trolled by the British. the Germans were convinced that their missiles were im-
pacting beyond their aiming point. In fact they were falling short. and with each
German correction, they fell ever shorter.

Although the V-2s could not be intercepted in flight. the V-1s could be and
were. The 400 mph buzz bomb was essentially defeated by conventional means.
Interceptor aircraft. barrage balloons, and a thick screen of flak (including the
first use of proximity fuzes in Europe) knocked down about half of the V-1s
launched, 75 percent in the last week of the campaign.

The capture of the V-weapon launching sites by the advancing western armies
ended the campaign. While some V-1s were later air-launched. the major
assault of Britain was over. In all. about 8000 V-1s were launched against Britain,
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Though never deployed as an operational weapon system. the Northrop XSM-64 Navaho (facing page,
being prepared for a test firing at Cape Canaveral in September 1957) left a major imprint on subsequent
U.S development of high performance air-breathing military vehicles of all kinds. Quite an advanced
project for the early '50s. when development was tnitiated, the Navaho was powered by two Wright R]-47
ramyel engines with 30,000-40,000 pounds of thrust each. As shown here, it was launched vertically with
a large strap-on liquid-fueled booster. The divided, outward-splayed vertical stabilizers were developed to
accommodate shock wave characteristics at high mach numbers. The Navaho proneered basic configuration
needed for operations above Mach | and influenced vertical stabilizers of the F-14, F-15, and MiG.

killing 6000 Britons. Another note of interest to current planners, the Anglo-
American defenses cost about four times as much as the German's missile
offensive. In World War Il, however, the Anglo-Americans could well afford the
cost; the Germans could not.

The relative success of the V-1 reawakened American interest in cruise
missiles; using captured components and doing little more than copy the Ger-
man original, the U.S.A.A.F. built its own version of the V-1 in 60 days. The
awakened interest in missiles did not die after the war. The capture of the Ger-
mans’ designs, equipment, factories, and personnel permitted the victorious
powers to capitalize on the work the Germans had done in propulsion and guid-
ance. More important, however, was the development of the atomic bomb. With
such warheads. the accuracy problem was essentially resolved.

The Navy developed the Regulus missile, which first flew in 1951. It had a
range of about 500 miles and flew at a speed of about 600 mph. The missile was
operated from the decks of submarines (four converted subs and one nuclear
one), aircraft carriers, and cruisers. The Regulus became operational in 1955
and the last was delivered to the Navy in 1959. An advanced version, the Regulus
Il. had a range of more than 1000 miles, but it was canceled in 1958.

The postwar Air Force program produced a number of winged missiles, the
most successful of which was the Martin Matador. Originally designated the
XB-61, its design phase began in 1946 with the first model flying in January 1949.
It had a range of about 600 miles and a speed of 650 mph. The Matador became
operational in Germany in 1954, and the thousandth copy was delivered in 1957.

The Matador was succeeded by the follow-on TM-76 Mace. which first flew in
1956. Although its flight performance was slightly better than that of the Matador,
the real difference between the two was the Mace's better guidance. Compared
1o the ground control guidance system of the Matador, the Mace (TM-76A) was
fitted with a map matching navigational system (ATRAN), while another version
(TM-76B) was guided by an inertial navigational system. Eventually the Mace
was to have a range of 1200 miles and a speed of about 650 mph.

At the same time, work was being done on strategic range winged missiles.
The development of the tailless Northrop Snark began in 1946 under the desig-
nation of B-62. Redesignated SM-62A., it had a range of over 5500 miles at a
speed of about 615 mph. The 60.505-pound missile was tested over a 5000-mile
range in 1957 and was to be guided by an inertial system with a star-tracking
device. It got into the inventory in the early 1960s; however, after 30 of them were
declared combat ready in only four months, the Snark unit was deactivated.

. The Air Force’s other winged strategic missile did not get even that far though
It produced a wealth of data for later high-speed. air-breathing projects. The
North American XSM-64 Navaho was to be powered by two ramjets after being
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As Navaho phased out as a potential uperativnal vehicle, SAC showed renewed interest in
shorter ranged. air-launched nussiles. This interest ultvmalely resulted in two operational
missiles, the ADM-20 Quail radar decoy nussile and the AGM-28 Hound Dog (above, in
flight ). Though the Hound Dog's performance was good for its day. ! suffered fram
reliability and mantainability problems. Carried tn patrs by B-52Gs and Hs. the Hound
Dog was in the SAC inventory from 1959 untul the md-"70s. Meanwhile, the Navaho
(opposite. taking off from Cape Canaveral) underwent a metamorphosts, emerging as the
X-10 research and development vehicle. Knowledge fallout from the X - 10 has had a
profound effect on subsequent U.S supersontc aer-breathing vehicles.

launched vertically in piggyback fashion on a booster rocket. It also had a 5000-
mile-plus range and was supersonic with the capability to fly at the speed of
mach 2.5 and 75.000 feet. But that performance did not come without cost; the
Navaho tipped the scales at over 120.000 pounds. and the size of Navaho's
budget raised congressional eyebrows. Thus the cheaper Snark and the
prospect of ballistic missiles led to its demise in the mid-1950s.

By the late 1950s and early 1960s. most attention had shifted from unmanned
winged missiles to ballistic missiles. Even a cursory check of military periodicals
of the period shows that very littile was written on winged missiles in the 1960s
and 1970s. The primary work with the air-breathing devices was done as aids for
the bomber force. both as standoff and decoy missiles. While the rocket-pro-
pelled Rascal was developed to be used with the B-47. two air-breathing
missiles were developed for use with the B-52. The North American Hound Dog
was a standoff weapon that came into service in the 1960s with a 700-mile range
and speed exceeding mach 2. Two were carried externally by a B-52, each
armed with a one megaton warhead. The McDonneli-Douglas Quail was a decoy
missile that simulated the appearance of a B-52 to hostile radars and had a
range of over 200 miles. Until the latter part of the 1970s. it seemed that the
winged missile was destined to be but a tool for manned bombers.

rontinued on page 50



The present and future of U.S. cruise missile
levelopment are summed up here in photographs
showing the test launch of a Boeing AGM-86B

ALCM from a B-52 (above ): a General
Dynamics AGM 109 Tomahawk (right ),
surrounded by contractor models demonstrating
possible lines of future configuration development;
and (facing page ) an artist's conception of an
advanced cruise missile being launched from a
military adaptation of a Boeing 747.
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THEN came what has come to be called the cruise missile. What
made it a viable weapon was the perfection of map matching technology and the
development of highly efficient miniature jet engines. Small, highly precise. iner-
tial navigation units—a far cry from the "Bug's™ crude barometers and
gyroscopes —provided a reliable basis for precise navigation; high-speed
microcomputers and miniaturized radar circuitry allowed the missile to update
its position for terminal accuracy by matching the contours of the ground below
the missile with a radar map stored in the computer’'s memory. Two different
designs were considered by the United States, the General Dynamics AGM-109
and the Boeing AGM-86. The two had similar characteristics and performance: a
range of over 1300 miles and a speed of just under 500 knots. The Boeing ver-
sion was ultimately chosen for production.

The big advantage oi the cruise missile is its smallness and cost. The missile's
small size and weight of less than 3000 pounds enables an aircraft to carry a
great number of them: a projected 18 by a B-52 (in comparison with only two
Hound Dogs) or as many as 50 by a Boeing 747 or similar wide-bodied transport
converted into a missile carrier. Its small size also improved the weapon's
chances of penetration, especially when combined with its ability to fly along the
contour of the earth, as low as 20 meters above a level surface or within 100
meters of mountainous terrain, according to some published reports. The map
matching system (TERCOM) is combined with an inertial navigational systemin a
system called TAINS. This not only gets the cruise to its target but also with an
accuracy heretofore unheard of for an intercontinental weapon: less than 100
meters, an accuracy that brings the cruise missile full circle by making non-
nuclear warheads feasible. It costs $1.000.000 a copy—a far cry from the $400
for the “"Bug™ or $13.000 for the V-1 —but in today's economy a million is cheap.
thus allowing a great many of them to be purchased. It should be emphasized
that there is much to be said for quantity. a factor we in the West have tended to
underrate. In short, the cruise missile's relatively low cost and high performance
make it a very cost-effective weapon.

The recent revelation of **Stealth™ technology makes the cruise missile poten-
tially even more attractive. as it offers the possibility of greatly enhanced ability
to penetrate hostile airspace. The prospect of large numbers of these small, ac-
curate low-flying missiles must create nightmares for Soviet defense planners.

The unmanned winged missile has come a long way since 1914. Incremental
technology has surmounted problems of range. guidance. warhead. accuracy.
and vulnerability. producing a weapon which, while identifiably the same thing.
promises to have quite a different net effect. Some believe that the United States
has a ten-year lead on the Soviets with this new weapon. a military advantage of
potentially enormous importance. But the march of advanced technology is
relentless and cannot be underestimated. Certainly. the Soviets have in the past
proved their determination and ability to catch up in a hurry. Lest we forget. simi-
lar and even longer delays were forecast concerning the Russians’ ability to
develop the A-bomb. In fact. it took them four years.

Radford. Virginia

Note

1. Kosta Tsipis. ““Cruise Missiles.”" Scientific American, February 1977, p 20

Photos courtesy of the National Air and Space Museum and the Aeronautical Systems Division of Air
Force Systems Command. The Editor wishes to thank Gregory P Kennedy of NASM for his assistance
with the captions.
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IRA C. EAKER ESSAY COMPETITION

Competition. This competition is open to all United States Air
Force personnel: active duty, Reserve. and Air National Guard. Its
purpose is twofold:

ﬁ IR University takes pride in announcing the first Ira C. Eaker Essay

— First. to honor the continuing achievement of General Ira C. Eaker and
his colleagues. who lifted American military might from the surface of the
Earth into the third dimension of aerospace.

—Second. to memorialize the indomitable martial spirit so central to the
success of their efforts, a spirit that nourishes a perception of military ser-
vice as a calling rather than a mere occupation.

Essays should address problems of strategy. doctrine. leadership. or some
combination thereof. within the overall context of military exploitation of
the aerospace medium.

First. Second, and Third Prize Medallions will be awarded to the winners

as well as U.S. Savings Bonds in the amounts of $2000. $1000. and $500.
Honorable Mention recognition certificates will also be awarded.

The essay competition is funded by a permanent grant from the Arthur
G. B. Melcalf Foundation. made through the United Slates Strategic In-
stitute of Washington, D.C.

Essays in the competition should be 2000 to 4000 words and typewritten,
double-spaced. on standard-size paper. The author’'s name and address
should appear only on a cover-sheet title page. Address entries to The Edi-
tor. Air University Review, Building 1211, Maxwell AFB. Alabama, 36112.
Entries for the first competition must be received or postmarked by 1 June
1981. Essays are submitted with the understanding that rights of firs!
publication belong to Air University Review, the professional journal of
the Air Force. to be released after the competition at the Editor's discretion.
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OVERNMENTS and armies must

forever be concerned to avoid surprise,

vet history—from Troy to Tehran—is
full of their failing to do so. If the victims sur-
vive, the lesson they learn may prevent a
recurrence. but it is often misunderstood, or
misapplied. or simply irrelevant. Even when
the past is relevant, using it indiscriminately
as a guide can be fatal. This is particularly
true when we become victims of our own
historical myths and see our opponents
through a distorting, ethnocentric lens. The
human tendency to do so is universal, and
the ability of the statesman or military leader
to discriminate between relevant and irrele-
vant and to see recent history objectively 1s by
no means assured. It is a function of his
education and experience as well as of the
dynamics of the situation in which he finds
himself. The latter often encourages him to
go wrong.

We tend to assume that world leaders
make their decisions after a rational. quasi-
omniscient balancing of pros and cons,
largely removed from visceral considerations
and such factors as spite. Unfortunately,
those of us who have been close enough to
watch the process discover that there is a high
degree of subjectivity, not to say irrationality,
in many decisions, and this often leads o
unpleasant surprises. Ignorance is as impor-
tant as malevolence in the scenario of
surprise.

A prime example was Nasser's behavior in
1967. He apparently believed his own ra-
tionalization of Egypt's 1956 defeat—to wit,
that Egypt had been defeated by the French
and British. not the Israelis. and. by implica-
ton, would have smashed the Israelis had the
British and French not aided the latter. Thus,
he spoke to the troops in Sinai on 22 May
1967, as follows:

In 1956. on the night of October 29, the Israceli ag-
gression against us began. The fighting started on
the 3th. and we received the Anglo-French warn-
ing. asking us 10 withdraw west of the Suez Canal a

number of miles. On the 31st the Anglo-French at-
tack against us began—the air raids began in the
evening—and at the same time the withdrawal of
our troops from Sinai to Egypt (i.e. across the Canal)
began. Thus, in 1956 there was no opportunity to
fight the Israelis. We decided on the withdrawal
before the real fighting with Israel began. In spite of
our decision to withdraw, the Israelis were unable 1o
take a single one of our positions before we had left
it . .. and Ben Gurion refused anything (i.e.
cooperation with the British and French) until he
had a written guarantee they would protect him from
Egyptian bombs.!

There was enough truth in what Nasser
said to make this version of history plausible
to his people (and many others), and popular
feelings in Cairo were then riding a crest that
made uncritical acceptance of even the
wildest concepts very easy. A commonly ex-
pressed Egyvptian sentiment was that Israel
had been protected by the West long enough
and the Egyptians were now going to teach it
a lesson.

Even if Nasser had been correct about
1956. however. his application of that lesson
to the then prevailing situation rested on
faulty assumptions about the states of readi-
ness and capabilities of the two armies 11
years later. To what extent Nasser was misled
by his army commanders or they were
pushed into unwarranted postures by him is as
yet unclear. Those of us in Cairo at the time
were so surprised by the apparent confidence
of the Egypuian military that in one telegram
we commented that they acted as though they
had a secret weapon of some sort. Washing-
ton immediately responded with a franuc
telegram asking for details of the weapon.
The intelligence community thought the
Israelis clearly had the edge and had gone on
record to that effect, but the Pentagon was
very nervous at the prospect it might be called
on 1o succor Israel, and even back then did
not know where it would get the forces to do
so. A collective sigh of relief went up when it
became clear on 6 June that we would not be
called on to intervene.
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Nasser, then, was vicum of his own prop-
aganda about the Israelis. His willingness to
accept his own preconceptions were
strengthened by lack of contact and ready ac-
ceptance of pejorative stereotypes about the
despised opponent. Six years later, in the
Ramadan war, the tables were turned, and
the Israelis became victims of their precon-
ceptions about the Egyptians. This event has
fascinated military writers, who had been
largely hung up on the myth of Israeli in-
fallibility, and a good deal of ink has flowed
on the subject.

The Israel government established a com-
mission (The Agranat Commission of In-
quiry), which investigated the mater and
found that the Israelis were surprised not
because of any lack of intelligence but
because they did not properly evaluate what
they had. There was no shontage of informa-
tion about what the Egyptians were doing,
but the Israelis were prisoners of preconcep-
tions about Egypuan abilities and intentions
that made them reject the evidence before
their eyes. They were convinced the Egyvp-
tians could not lay a hand on them.

The Agranat Commission found
reasons for this error in evaluation:

three

I. Stubborn adherence to “the concep-
tion,” which assumed that (a) Egypt would
not go to war against Israel until she was able
to stage air strikes against Israel’s major mili-
tary airfields in order to paralyze her air
force; (b) Syria would not launch a major
offensive against Israel except simultaneously
with Egypt. The commission noted that this
conception was never properly checked and
rechecked against the background of
changed political circumstances and the ac-
quisition of new weapon systems.

2. The head of the Intelligence Branch
had assured the Israel Defense Forces (1DF)
that it would have sufficient advance warning
of enemy intentions to start an all-out attack.
This assurance was the cornerstone of IDF

defense plans, but there was no warrant for
offering it.

3. In the days preceding the war, the
research department of the Intelligence
Branch came by an abundance of warning
information but failed to evaluate it properly
because of doctrinal adherence o the “con-
ception’ and willingness to explain away the
enemy’s deployment at the front lines—
although it was uprecedented in its scale and
direction—as evidence of a defense move in
Syria and a muludivision exercise in Egypt.2

The Israelis found themselves in this
mind-set because they had developed a theo-
ry of “secure borders™ to justify retenuon of
their military conquests in 1967, and that
theory practically precluded the possibility of
an attack. They were not alone in this
respect. Our intelligence community, giving
too much credence to Israeli intelligence, was
caught almost as foolishly as the Israelis
were. Indeed. the initial reaction of most of
us who had been following the Near East for
vears was that the Egyptians and Syrians
were Insane to undertake such an enterprise
against the overwhelmingly powerful Israel
defense forces. Yet the Egyptians won a tre-
mendous psychological and political victory,
and had their command and control struc-
ture and their commanders been more flexi-
ble and responsive, they could have had a net
military victory as well, instead of ending up
with Israeli troops on the west bank of the
Canal. Sadat knew what he was doing. and it
was we who were the fools not to see it. We
were all prisoners of a concept based on

Egypt’'s miserable performance in 1948,
1956, and 1967, when its armed forces
assumed forward postures they were

unprepared to maintain in the face of deter-
mined enemy action.

In the past 20 years there have been a
number of excellent studies of the
phenomenon of surprise. The classic s
Roberta Wohlstetter’s Pearl Harbor. Warning,
and Decision (Stanford University Press,



1962), which rigorously examines the
American failure to perceive that the
Japanese were about to attack. She uncovers.
among other things, some truly pitiful exam-
ples of the lack of coordination among our
different services. She records, for instance,
that " The Navy had three conditions of alert,
No. 1 being a full alert condition, No. 2 and 3
tapering off toward routine conditions. The
Navy always went into a full alert and then
tapef‘ed off. The Army’s alert system worked
in reverse. It started with an alert No. 1,
which covered sabotage; No. 2 was designed
for an air auack: and No. 3 was full alert.™
Thus. when the Army declared alert No. 1,
he Navy mistakenly assumed it was on full
alert. Meanwhile, the Army saw no need to
go on higher alert status because it had so
much confidence in the Navy’s ability to han-
dle evenvihing.) “The fact that Army and
Navy alert practices in this respect had
nothing in common was just one more detail
in the picture of a respectful and cordial, but
empty. communication between the ser-
vices.”

Interservice cooperation and coordination
have obviously improved a great deal since
those innocent days when our concepts of
security were pretty rudimentary, but when
the next military emergency occurs, we will
uncover similar lacunae. Communications
are still “cordial. but empty™ on too many oc-
casions, and interservice rivalries are still a
factor in producing misunderstandings and
mistakes. Furthermore. even when the rival-
ries are buried, mankind’s tendency always to
take the other fellow’s perceptions and
understandings for granted is augmented
geometrically under stress.

More important to Wohlstetter's analysis,
however. is the distinction between what she
terms “‘signals™ and ‘noise.” Signals are
defined as intelligence as 10 the enemy’s in-
tentions, and noise as false or ambiguous in-
formation that clogs the circuit and prevents
proper reading of the factual information.
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Thus, in spite of our ability to decipher
Japanese codes and an awareness that war
was imminent, the information (and misin-
formation) we had w