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strategy, tactics, and
the importance of
y =< clear definitions

In military affairs and matters of national defense, it is useful, once in a while, to
go back to the basics and define terms. The cost in time and effort is small,

and the potential dangers in debating serious issues without a common vocabu-
lary are considerable. At best, we talk past one another; at worst, we think

we understand when we do not. To make our point, consider the following defi-
nitions extracted from Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication |, Department of Defense
Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms:

Strategy. The art and science ol developing and using political, economic,
psychological, and military forces as necessary during peace and war, to afford
the maximum support to policies, in order to increase the probabilities and
favorable consequences of victory and to lessen the chances of defeat.

Tactics. 1. The employment of units in combat. 2. The ordered arrangement
and maneuver of units in relation to each other and/or to the enemy in order
to utilize their full potentialities.

So what, you say, | already knew that. Or did you? Or—more to the point—do
those outside the defense establishment who influence our policies and pay our
bifls know?

A case in point: How general in the United States is the misconception that ““strate-
gy’ implies "intercontinental”? In fact, the distinction between strategy and
tactics has nothing to do with range or distance. Some believe, our lead author
among them, that our effectiveness in the strategic arms limitation talks nego-
tiating process was compromised by our misunderstanding of this point.

Another case in point: How often have you seen the term tactical combat used

to describe small unit actions? Indeed, all combat involves tactics, and the distinc-
tion between tactical and strategic has to do with the resuits, or intended results,

of the action in question, not with its scale. Is the general tendency to look down
on "“mere tactics’ as inferior to strategy in interest and importance a result of
misunderstanding this point? Does this explain why practical military operators
tend to be almost alone in their fascination with tactics?

Whatever the answers to the above questions, the general point stands: Our under-
standing would be clearer and our arguments more coherent if we defined
our terms accurately. While we can hardly expect our triends outside the Depart-
ment of Defense to memorize JCS Publication 1 (though in this instance JCS
Pub. 1is very close to the normal dictionary definitions), we can get our own act
together. Who knows, it might be catching.

).F.G.
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SOVIET DAMAGE-DENIAL

strategy, systems, SALT, and solution

COLONEL WILLIAM ]J. BARLOW

HE most prevalent school of thought on

' ~ Soviet nuclear strategy maintains that
' 1 L'*l the Soviets believe a nuclear war is both
, \ [\ , thinkable and winnable.' The inevitable result
‘ Il L % [\ of such a doctrine, according to those analysts,
\ , ~ =/ \ 1s a Soviet quest for nuclear superiority and

e

war-fighting capability. This capability is said
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to fit Soviet global strategy, which is aggres-
sive, expansionist. adventuresome—exploiting
the political shadow cast by its nuclear domi-
nance at every level of wartare. Not evervone
agrees with this explanation, and the topic has
provided much grist for argument and analy-
sis.> My own reading of Soviet objectives and
activities suggests a remarkably purposetul
Soviet nuclear strategv, which dictates their
force posture and guides their positions at the
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT). The
result is a Soviet nuclear stance that can be
shown as seeking a damage-denial objective.
This article proposes a detailed methodology
to examine Soviet nuclear objectives and fer-
ret out the principal historical elements of a
Soviet war-fighting strategv. The relationship
between U.S. ottensive nuclear torces on the
one hand and Soviet offensive and detensive
forces as well as pertinent Soviet SALT posi-
tions on the other will be analyzed.

The simplest definition of strategv defines it
as the coherent use ot force toward a goal.

When the Soviet leadership determined the
fundamental security goal of the U.S.S.R., that
goal doubtlessly retlected political, military,
traditional, and historic values. The fundamen-
tal goal, which includes the essence of all these
tactors, is survival; its corollary is defense. To
the Soviet leadership, this does not mean
working on an adversary’s mind. It means
defending against an adversary’s weapons—
those physical things that pose the actual threat
to survival. My hypothesis is that Soviet mar-
shals have adopted as their fundamental nuclear
strategy objective the concept ot “damage-
denial.” Most Western analysts would question
the practicality of this approach and dismiss it
as unachievable in a world of thousands of
nuclear weapons and diverse delivery systems.
Nonetheless, the West is not the Soviet Union
so it is prudent to examine how such a concept
would work as seen from the Soviet perspec-
tive and what force characteristics it would
include over the years.

I'he U.S.S.R. envisions the current nuclear
threat from the United States to consist of the
following:

—Intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs)
from the continental United States

—Submarine-launched ballistic  missiles
(SLLBMSs) from the North Atlantic. Mediterra-
nean, and Pacific Ocean

—Bombers/short-range  attack  missiles
(SRAMSs) trom the continental United States
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—Theater aircraft from NATO and Korea,
including carrier-based aviation (forward-based
. . 1
systems—FBS).

Looking at the toregoing quadrad of Ameri-
can nuclear threats, the Soviet detense plan-
ner would consider the means necessarv to
counter, deny, neutralize, or reduce such threats.
He could produce a simple strategy matrix of
the tvpe shown in Figure 1. The matrix depicts
a methodical approach to a detense in depth,
using a combination of oftensive, detensive,
and arms control measures in an integrated
strategy to limit damage to the U.S.S.R. to the
lowest levels attainable, with the ultimate objec-
tive being damage-denial. Explicit Soviet pro-
grams would be designed under each column
in an attempt to reduce signiticantly the spe-
cific U.S. threat listed. The net results column
shows the percentreductionexpressed in terms
of the initial U.S. nuclear threat. The basis for
these judgments will be explained in detail in
subsequent paragraphs. At this stage, it is only
necessary for the reader to understand that
the Soviet plunner desires that there be meas-
ures and programs to counter each U.S. nuclear
threat and that the ulumate Soviet objective is
sharply reduced damage. My included prem-
ise 1s that the Soviet strategy is based on pos-
session of a combination of oftensive torces
which are most ettective when emploved in a
broad coordinated attack against U.S. nuclear
torces on a day-to-day (ungenerated) alert pos-
ture. Such an attack results in sharply lower
U.S. force levels retaliating in ragged uncoor-
dinated responses against an array of Soviet
defense in-depth schemes, including air, mis-
sile, and civil detenses.

Figure 1. Damage-denial measures

Most analysts argue that any large-scale
nuclear exchange would be preceded by an
extensive period of increased tension, hence
providing strategic warning and “generated”
U.S. alert postures.’ “Bolt out of the blue”
attacks are properly viewed as noncredible sce-
narios. On the other hand, not all attacks against
day-to-day alert posture are necessarily bolt
outof the blue. A cratty and implacable enemy
to whom we have ceded the first blow can
always allow tensions to ease, time to pass, and
generated forcestoreturntonormalalert rates.
Since the choice and timing of first attack is
stipulated to be at Soviet initiative, there are
only limited finite periods before nuclear-
powered tleet ballistic missile submarines
(SSBNs) must return to port and bombers to
maintenance. The actual alert posture of U.S.
forces in such situations could be tar less than
tully generated levels. The sections which fol-
low will review the historical Soviet etforts to
achieve damage-denial against the U.S. nuclear
quadrad in a day-to-day alert posture.

The ICBM Case

In the early 1960s, the United States pub-
liclv committed itself to a torce ot 1000 Min-
uteman ICBMs. This force was controlled by
100 launch control centers (LCCs), each LCC
handling 10 missiles. Originally, missiles could
only be launched by an LCC, and the loss ot an
LCC in etfect meant the loss of 10 missiles—
making the LCCs a lucrative target. In the
same time frame, the Soviets developed and
began to deploy the SS-9 ICBM. a weapon
whose combination of characteristics argued
that its chiet purpose had to be the attack of

us. Soviet offensive Soviet defensive Soviet SALT Net

threat measures measures positions results

ICBM Programs to limit Programs to limit Positions to support Percent reduction in
SLBM damage by offensive damage by defensive Soviet goal of US. threat

Bombers means means damage-denial

FBS



Minuteman LCCs. The incredibly high yield
(18-25 MT)? of the $5-9 was required to offset
its relative inaccuracy against the LCCs. A torce
of some 200 1o 250 SS-9s would then be sutti-
cient to destrov the 100 Minuteman launch
control centers and hence neutralize all 1000
Minuteman ICBMs.%.

Since the toregoing Soviet intent became
painfully obvious to U.S. detense planners,
the rather simple U.S. "fix” was twotold: inter-
connect LCCs so that many more than 10 silos
could be controlled by each control center and.
more important, initiate an airborne launch
control capability that could launch the enure
Minuteman force (albeit over a longer period)
even if no LCCs survived. Thus. the original
SS-9 with its huge vield was outtlanked and
denied its mission by the U.S. response.

By the mid-1960s, the Soviets recognized
that LCC auack was out as a useful strategy.
They set about to recoup their 8§-9 invest-
ment. doing the best they could with what they
had at the time. This turned out to be the Mod
4 SS-9. which used three warheads of about 3
megatons each in place ot the single yield
warhead.” Called a multiple reentry vehicle
(MRV) system. it was a crude forerunner to
later muluple independently targetable reen-
try vehicles (MIRVs) technologyv. Sull. the best
guess at the ime was the atutude control and
release mechanisms of the Mod 4 were designed
to attack Minuteman silos. So. as a stopgap
measure. the Soviets hoped to put as many
prompt counterforce reentry vehicles (RVs) as
possible on our ICBMs—a torce of up 1o 300
$5-9s carrying some 900 warheads against 1000
U.S. silos of modest hardness. This was clearly
a“make-do” stopgap program, whose effective-
ness against Minuteman would be far lower
than their original LCC attack scheme.

Again, the Soviet intent was clear 1o U.S.
defense planners. This time the U.S. “fix” was
more ambitious. All silos would be hardened
to a far greater stress level (e.g.. 2000 pounds
per square inch)” and detended with Sateguard,
4 two-layered antiballistic missile (ABM) sys-

»
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tem collocated in Minuteman fields. Addition-
ally, by this ime the SALT dialogue had started,
and a fundamemal U.S. objective would be
strict limits on “heavy missiles” (1.¢., S§-9s) 1o
reduce the threat o Minuteman.” Hopetul
arms controllers spoke of ensuring stability
through tight controls on those weapons that
provided incentive to strike first in a crisis
situation. The example they had in mind was
the “heavy missile.” which carrnied multple
warheads ot a large nuclear vield and whose
only utility could be first use against an oppo-
nent's ICBMs.

The Soviet anti-Minuteman effort is an exem-
plary model of dedication to single-minded
purpose. During SALT 1 (1969-72) the Soviets
resisted every eftort to apply meaningtul lim-
its on “heavy missiles” and artfully dodged the
many earnest U.S. devices (e.g., definitions,
no increase in missile dimensions, unilateral
statements) to control 88-9s.'" At the same
tume, they worked hard to cut missile defense
levels in the ABM treaty to low levels. It was
clear to many at the time that the Soviets were
resisting the heavy missile limitations because
they intended to deploy tollow-on “heavies™ in
greater numbers and doubtlessly MIRVed; it
was also clear that the United States was paint-
ing itself into a vulnerability corner by accepting
an ABM treaty which did not permit deploy-
ment of an effective Minuteman defense sys-
tem (already approved for four Minuteman
locations.)'! The unfortunate end result of
this chain of events at SAL'T I was an unde-
fended Minuteman-torce and an unfettered
Soviet heavy missile force.

The intense ten-year Soviet effort 1o neu-
tralize Minuteman was beginning to pay off.
United States detense planners, hamstrung in
their missile defense plans and unsuccesstul in
arms control approaches, had to create an
entirely new approach to ICBMs—the MX—
which definitionally would be survivable. The
anticipated Soviet deployments did appear.
‘The SS-18 with its 8 to 10 MIRVed RVs began
o replace the SS-9. As the 1970s came 10 a
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close, the Soviet oftensive ant-Minuteman threat
came to be recognized as some 300 SS-18s with
up to 10 RVs each with estimated warhead
vields of 1 to 2 megatons and designed to
provide greatly improved accuracies. '
While the Soviet forces tor damage-limiting
eftforts against ICBMs were clearly centered
on their heavy missile etforts, a number of
detensive efforts also apply. The modest ABM
deplovment ot 64 Galosh mterceptors to defend
the National Command Authorities at Moscow
is only effective against accidental or unau-
thorized missile attacks and attacks by third
nations (e.g., France, China). Butit would also
be eftective against a surviving Minuteman

[ICBM force anticipated to be on the order of

10 to 50 missiles."* The existing and expanding
ABM radar infrastructure of Dog House, Cat
House, and Hen House argue that additional
interceptors are planned or that unconventional
missile defenses are contemplated (more on
this under the SLBM case).!! Soviet ICBM
forces and command and control centers are
“superhardened™ by U.S. standards. perhaps
exceeding 2500 psi overpressures.'” Only Min-
uteman (and the tew Titan 11s) has the accu-
racy and yield combinations needed to threaten
such targets seriously. Coupled with intense
civil defense measures (evacuation, industrial
hardening, fall-out shelters). Soviet damage-

limiting etforts against the ICBM start to look
quite plausible and practical. The paucity of
surviving U.S. ICBMs and the existing defenses
of the U.S.S.R. argue for the unhappy result
that the Soviets indeed do have a “damage-
denial” capability against U.S. ICBMs.
Accordingly, we can conclude that Soviet
ottensive and defensive measures as well as
Soviet SALT negotiating positions are entirely
consistent with a desired Soviet end-state of
damage-denial. As a result ot all these interac-
tions, the Soviet leadership should have high
confidence of being able to reduce the Min-
uteman threat in the early 1980s time frame
by 97 to 100 percent of its original potential.

The SLBM Case

Soviet defense experts, trving to make a
damage-denial case against U.S. SLLBMs, would
at first glance be given little chance of success
against the “invulnerable leg™ of the triad. On
second glance, however, a determined and
detense-oriented adversary can be shown to
be capable of markedly reducing the quadrad’s
sea leg. To begin with. on a day-to-day alert
basis, some 50 percent of our invulnerable
SLLBM torce is in port and hence subject to
quick destruction by either Soviet ICBMs or
SLBMs just like any other fixed target.'” Even
if a U.S.-generated alert is possible. a signifi-
cant number of SLBMs are lost in port. Ot the
total current number of 41 U.S. SSBNs, 10
are the older Polaris type (all in the Pacific),
and the remaining 31 are the Poseidon type
(all in the Atlantic/Mediterranean). The Polaris
submarines are being phased out over the next
few vears and will be replaced in the future by
a smaller number of new Trident submarines."”

Soviet ASW operalions—the straightforward way

Current Soviet open-sea antisubmarine warfare
(ASW) capability is largely discounted by U.S.
defense planners. While the Soviets have
deployed ASW forces like the carriers Moskva,



[Kirv, and Minsk and have some 250 ASW heli-
copters (Hound. Hormone, Haze) with asso-
ciated sonobuovs and over 140 ASW patrol
aircraft (Mail. Mayv).'® the most effective ASW
weapon at sea is still the nuclear-powered attack
submarine (SSN). Manv view this technique as
simple application of the adage “set a thief 1o
catch a thief.” While low-frequency passive
sonars on Soviet SSNs are probably able to
detect moving U.S. ballistic missile submarines
at distances up to perhaps 20 or 30 kilometers,
the chances of maintaining such a track in the
presence of changing sea conditions, sea noises.
and an evasive quarry would be slim."

However, since the Soviet tracker has no
need to remain covert, he would not need to
rely on passive sonar but could employv an
active sonar. Active sonar tracking is a ditter-
ent story. Active trailing from short range (one
kilometer or less) with sonars operating at a
frequency of 100 to 1000 kilohertz would pro-
vide excellent target resolution, permitting the
Soviet submarine to sail in trail without con-
cern for collision. as well as be unperturbed
by the target's evasive movements and indit-
terent to decoy attempts.”

The United States Navy. more than any other
group. realizes the dangers ot this situaton
and presumably works to avoid it by creating
detection barriers and “delousing™ techniques
to deceive and “peel oft™ the trailing subma-
rine. In the past, these techniques probably
promised and delivered much success: but the
advent of the new Soviet Alfa class attack sub-
marine poses some sticky problems. The Alfa
has a titanium hull (incredibly expensive) which
permits it to cruise at depths “ott limits” 10
U.S. submarines. It is reported to be faster
than U.S. submarines and quieter than previ-
ous Soviet attack boats.”"

In etfect. the Soviets have developed a
“look-up. shoot-up™ capabilitv in ASW 1o cor-
respond to the “look-down, shoot-down™ air
defense techniques used against bombers. This
is an unsettling and dangerous development
because all U.S. SSBNs start their patrols from

-
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a small number of known home ports. Once
an Alfa submarine is on the trail, the SSBNs
are not only at known locations (“localized™)
but can also be killed on command. The tracking
Alfas can communicate freely with their Soviet
homeland since they do not try to hide—no
element of surprise is necessary, only the relent-
less pursuit and being in position when the
attack order comes. Over 40 Soviet nuclear
attack submarines of all classes are now availa-
ble for deployment including 6 Alfas.** They
know where American SSBNs start, and they
have the potential to place a trail on every one:
and with the Alfa submarine, that wrail could
prove to be the Soviet Pinkerton to the U.S.
Butch Cassidy.

The single most important ettectiveness
parameter in an antisubmarine wartare pro-
gram to destroy SSBNs is time. Measures that
require several days to search. localize, and
destroy may be acceptable in some scenarios,
but in general they cannot be relied on as a
principal method of damage-limiting. Soviet
admirals must seek measures that take min-
utes rather than hours or days. For this rea-
son, the “instant” response and “kill on com-
mand” afforded by trailing attack submarines
is clearly the preferred approach. However. in
some areas, such a technique may not be pos-
sible. For example, prudence (and the U.S.
Navy) and geography would argue tor the
Soviets to concentrate their surface and air
ASW capability in the Mediterranean. Itisin a
Mediterranean war zone that the greatest pos-
sibility exists of the Soviets’ establishing local
air and other surtace superiority via the mech-
anism of intense cruise missile attack on U.S.
carrier groups. Attacks would come from both
Soviet cruise missile submarines and naval
long-range bombers, including the highly capa-
ble Backfire. ASW operations then begin to
look more plausible, given the confined nature
of the Mediterranean.** Soviet attack subma-
rines could also be used in the Mediterranean,
but they would be better employed in the
Norwegian Sea and Bay of Biscay in the SSBN
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trail mode described earlier, untl greater num-
bers of Alfas are available. This would then
allow conventional Soviet ASW forces in the
Mediterranean to attack all detected subma-
rines without worrying about sinking a triend-
Iv. The drawback 1o the Soviets ot such con-
ventional ASW tactics is the loss of surprise
and the relatively extended period of time
required. There could not be high assurance
that the few U.S. SSBNs in the Mediterranean
would not tire their missiles betore being found
and destroved. Actual results would be very
much dependent on the scenario chosen.
The degree of success of the Soviet attack
against SSBNs in port and at sea will deter-
mine the numbers ot the U.S. SLBM RV force
arriving at Soviet rargets. From the earlier sec-
ton, it was noted that on a dav-to-day basis
some 30 percent ot SSBNs can be destroved in
port. leaving about 15 surviving Poseidon boats.
Losses to Soviet ASW and trailing nuclear sub-

marines could range from a few to almost all of

the Poseidon submarines. depending on opti-
mistic or pessimistic assumptions. If the intense
Soviet ASW eftort is onlv moderately success-
tul. we could anticipate the loss ot one SSBN in
the Mediterranean and most of those in the
Atantic which are unfortunate enough to have
an Alta on their trail. If the 6 Alfas can destrov
4 SSBNs, some 10 Poseidon SSBNs would
remain. (More Alfas would mean more SSBN
kills.) The 10 Poseidons would have a poten-
tial force of some 1600 warheads (10 boats
times 16 missiles times a nominal 10 RVs per
missile).?!
90 percent would result in 1440 warheads arriv-
ing at Soviet defenses. These warheads have a
relatively smaller vield (30 K'T') than their ICBM
counterparts, and since reentry velocity usu-
allv is a function of missile range, SLBM reen-
try speeds will be lower than those for [CBMs.*?

Soviet defensive efforts—the unorthodox approach

Little attention has been focused publicly on
Soviet antiballistic missile (ABM) eftorts since

A missile launch reliability factor of

the ABM Treaty of 1972. The Soviets were
quite willing (some say eager) to sign a treaty
severely limiting ABM systems; and hence in
the minds of many, the Soviets “accepted™ the
impossibility of detending against ballistic mis-
siles and the inevitability of catastrophic destruc-
tion. Under the ICBM case discussed earlier, it
is clear that a solution other than ABM was
developed by the Soviets to deny damage trom
ICBMs. However, for detense against SLBM
warheads, ABM defenses are both necessary
and plausible: necessary because ot the ASW
uncertaintes previously discussed and plausi-
ble because of the technical characteristics of
SLBM trajections and warheads in the context
of Soviet detensive missile deplovments. The
negotiating record at SAL'T I'set forth a strong
continuing U.S. concern tfor “SAM upgrade™—
that is, the attainment by surface-to-air missile
systems of the (dpdbllll\ to intercept missile
warheads in flight.?® This U.S. concern was
based on vears of uncertainty as to the full
capabilities and intended role of the so-called
“Tallinn System,” later designated the SA-5 by
Western agencies.?” The uncertainty was based
on several factors.

First, the SA-5 system was tested and de-
veloped at the ()fﬁciall\' declared ABM test
range, Sarv-Shagan.”™ Second, medium- and
intermediate-range missiles were tired to impact
areas located at Sary-Shagan. Senators John
“Jake™ Garn and Gordon J. Humphrey have
charged that manv of these missiles could have
served as the targets for ABM intercept pro-
grams.”” If so, the target most closely approx-
imated in terms of range. radar cross section,
and trajectory would be SLBMs. Third. it such
a system as the SA-5 were to act as a terminal
atmospheric defense weapon, it would require
all-azimuth radar data for warning, acquisi-
tion, and pointing inputs to the SA-5 inter-
cept radar. The Hen House long-range radar
deployment was coincident in ume with initia-
tion of the SA-5 deployment.™ Hen House
radars are deploved (in accordance with the
ABM treaty) on the periphery of the U.S.S.R.,



scanning outward over U.S. SLBM launch
areas.>' As a linear array radar, Hen House
can handle multiple targets limited only by
internal computer configurations that can never
be physically seen or assessed directly by U.S.
intelligence.™ Acknowledged ABM radars such
as the Dog House and Cat House also possess
the capability 1o be used by the SA-5 in an
ABM role as does a new class of large ABM
capable phased-array radars publicly announced
by Senator Garn.”* Fourth, and most impor-
tant, the assessed technical characteristics ot
the SA-5 svstem itself indicated a clear capabil-
ity to perform as a terminal ABM system to
destrov ballistic missile targets of the SLLBM
variety given adequate radar acquisition data.*'
Because of this relative wealth of uncertain-
tv, the final ABM treaty included an explicit
obligation in Article VI not to test SAMs “in an
ABM mode.” Since the ABM testing ot the
SA-5 could have been completed tor some
vears prior to 1972, the treatv's impact on an
SA-5 ABM capability would be slight. Even at
that, the reported repeated violations ot the
treaty after 1972 by the use of the SA-5 radar
in tracking ballistic missiles resulted in Soviet
tests against missiles similar in range to a nor-
mal SLBM trajectory.” The Soviets claimed
(and the administration accepted) that the SA-5
radar was not being tested in an ABM mode,
but rather was being used in a “legitimate range
instrumentation role.”* Whether it is desig-
nated as a “range instrumentation radar” does
not alter the fact that it has been used in a
missile-tracking role. Its ability to track missile
warheads on the range is theretore prima facie
evidence of its ABM capability. Former Secre-
tary of Defense Melvin R. Laird claims that
thousands of SA-5 interceptors have been
deployed in hundreds of sites around some
110 Soviet urban areas. principally in the Euro-
pean U.S.S.R."" Such a deployment could play
havoc with the surviving 1440 SLBM RVs.
The SA-5 anti-SLBM detenses are unortho-
dox and even “sneakv™ in that they exist in the
context of an ABM treaty under which the

SOVIET DAMAGE - DENIAL 9

United States officially assumes they do not
exist and takes no actions or precautions o
counteract the capability. And an SA-5 ABM
capability only makes sense in an overall
damage-denial scheme which negates ICBMs
some other way and reduces the number of
SLBM RV's by ASW ettorts to levels which can
be countered by active SA-5 detenses, civil
detense, and hardening of key targets.*®

Soviet defensive effort—the “breakout” approach

The use of the SA-5 in an ABM role, like the
earlier use of the $5-9 MRV against Minute-
man, would only be a stopgap device in the
Soviet quest for damage-denial. The Soviet
ABM-X-3 missile defense svstem with its small,
transportable phased-array radars and high

i

acceleration missile has been under develop-
ment for a decade and provides the basis tor a
potential “breakout” threat. As Senator Jake
Garn points out, “The ABM-X-3 radar is at
least a semi-mobile system. It can be clandes-
unely deployed and. for all we know, this could
be going on right now.” He goes on to point
out that, “Individually, it is possible to ration-
alize the specific actions of the Soviet Union in
the ABM area but they torm a clear pattern of
acuivity which seems aimed at a major Soviet
operational ABM capability in the early to
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mid-1980s."*" Whether “breakout” deployment
would follow or precede abrogaton of the
ABM treaty is a moot point. So long as the
treaty is in force, the United States is effectively
years away trom a matching ABM deployment
while full Soviet deployment could be months
away. Conversely, a straightforward abroga-
ton would seem logical it the Soviets thought
they had finally achieved an anti-SLBM sys-
tem of unquestioned capability and the U.S.
response to the abrogation would be limited to
modest rhetorical and diplomatic ettorts.

In any event. as shown above, the most logi-
cal purpose for and target of either an unor-
thodox or breakout ABM program is the U.S.
SLBM torce.

To date there have been no serious propos-
als reported by either side to limit antisubma-
rine wartare torces by arms control agreements.
[t my hypothesis is accurate, the Soviets will
not accept any SALT measures to limit or
degrade their ASW capabilities, or to restrict
the continued widespread deployment of large
ABM-capable phased-array radars, or to reduce
the scope and capability of their surface-to-air
missile deployments.*”

Accordingly, it would appear that there is
ample reason to question whether the 50 per-
cent of SSBNs not destroyed in port are invul-
nerable at sea. The ultimate size and employ-
ment of the Soviet Alta submarine program
could have catastrophic ettects on the deployed
U.S. SSBN torce. The SLBMs in surviving
SSBNs, with their relatively low yield and inac-
curacy, pose little threat to Soviet hardened
targets—ICBMs, command and control cen-
ters, and the very hardened relocation shelters
tor the political elite. Moreover, it is likely that
the U.S. retaliatory attack with SLBMs would
be ragged, uncoordinated. and spread out over
tume. [t would consist largely of individual RV's
arriving at individual targets (airfields, mili-
tary depots, industrial facilities) on predicta-
ble azimuths and trajectories and with no pen-
etration aids.'' The SA-5 batteries in the target
area could reduce the attack significantly. Tied

in with the cvil detense program already
mentioned in the ICBM case, the “invulnera-
ble leg” of the triad would have sharply reduced
retaliatory capability even under optimistic
assumptions. The potential of the SLBM force
to inflict sutficient damage to carry the bur-
den of deterrence under these circumstances
is not encouraging. We can take some solace in
the tact that these potential SLBM vulnerabilities
to the Soviet SA-5 system were recognized in
the mid-1960s and resulted in the replacement
ot the Polaris 3-warhead A-3 missile with the
multiwarhead Poseidon missiles.'? Otherwise,
the SA-5 system would have had a far greater
impact against the tar fewer Polaris RVs that
would be arriving at Soviet anti-SLBM detenses.

The Bomber Case

There is a historic basis for the Western view
that a Soviet "detense mentality” exists. And
that historical basis is founded chiefly on Soviet
air detense etforts over the past 30 vears. No
other nation in history has poured such huge
amounts of national resources into a quest for
protection against air attack. The results are
well known and widely reported. A dense and
redundant combination of air and ground
defense systems exists under the central con-
trol of one command, PVO-Strany (Air Defense
of the Homeland), which itselt has as many
assigned personnel as the entire United States
Air Force.™ But PVO-Strany is only half the
storv—bombers must survive a first strike by
Soviet offensive missiles.

Soviet offensive
measures against bombers

Currently the United States maintains some
30 percent of its strategic bomber force on
day-to-day alert."' The other 70 percentis sub-
ject to quick destruction by either Soviet SLBMs
or ICBMs—with SLBMs normally cited as the
most likely threat. This is due to the shorter
warning time between SLBM launch detection



and arrival at target. Some analysts postulate
“depressed trajectories” for Soviet SLBMs, whic h
cut missile tlight times down to the 5-to-8 min-
ute category and severely jeopardize even the
alert bombers. "> There has been no evidence
of Soviet testing of depressed trajectories. and
the trend in Soviet SLBM systems (i.e.. Delta
and Tvyphoon) has actually been toward much
longer range missiles and greater stand-oft
distances for the missile submarines. The result
of such developments should be greater assur-
ances that bombers on alert will have enough
time to launch successfullv. Atthe current active
strategic inventory of about 316 B-52s and 60
FB-111s, some 110 would thus be expected to
survive the Soviet SLBM/ICBM attack and pro-
ceed toward their targets. '

Soviet bomber defenses

The alert force bombers arriving at PVO-
Strany’s defenses face a geographically distrib-
uted Soviet force of about 10,000 surface-to-air
missile launchers, 2500 dedicated interceptor
aircraft. and a network ot 7000 ground radars."”
Whether the bombers can penetrate to their
targets has been and is the subject of much
detailed simulation and analysis. Results will
vary widely and be dependent on the assump-
tions made about the success of low-level tlight,
the destruction of Soviet detenses by bomber-
carried SRAMsor surviving U.S. ICBM/SL.BMs,
the efficacy of Soviet internetting of their air
defense resources and the “frictions” of war.
Of all the U.S. nuclear attack systems. howev-
er. the Soviets must feel most secure about
defense against the bomber. The degree to
which they expend funds, material, and man-
power into a massive air defense system attests
to their confidence that it is an effective invest-
ment in damage-denial. The “good news” is
that the comparison between 110 U.S. bomb-
ers and thousands upon thousands of Soviet
defensive weaponsis misleading. After all, each
bomber will encounter only those weapons that
are located en route to and at its target area.
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This number is not insigniticant but isan order
of magnitude less than a simple allocation of
total defense weapons to a quantity of bomb-
ers. Moreover, thousands of Soviet SAM sys-
tems are deploved in “barrier” defenses; like
the great Wall of China or the Maginot Line. it
is necessary only to breach the barrier at one
or two spots and the remaining part of the
barrier never sees a target or fires a shot.'
Still. the final determination of how many bomb-
ers actually destroy their primary targets (not
just “defense suppression” targets) could be
discouragingly low.

the SALT approach

The Soviet effort to reduce potential damage
from U.S. bombers was also retlected in their
SALT positions. “Bomber armaments™ were a
principal theme of Soviet negotiators, a theme
resolutely followed to restrict and constrain
both the stand-ott and penetration capability
of bombers. Attempts to prohibit or sharply
limit SRAMs, ballistic missiles, and cruise mis-
siles were all undertaken in one tashion or
another.™ The United States tended most of
these off successfully but did accept a quanti-
tative limit of ALCMs per heavy bomber and
the constraint of including such heavy bomber/
ALCM combination in the MIRV sublimit.
Thus, the Soviets were able to build fairly sharp
“boundary conditions” on the size and nature
of the future U.S. bomber threat. At the same
time, they have consistently resisted any attempt
to limit air defenses in any fashion. In this way,
SALT is used by the Soviets to support their
overall objectives in a selective, clever way. To
explain, the Soviets insist that limits on air
defense are not acceptable, but limits on mis-
sile defenses are: they maintain that limits on
heavy missiles are not acceptable, but limits on
heavy bombers are. The resulting mix of forces
is, of course, heavily slanted toward Soviet
advantage, since they use their heavy missiles
in effect as an ABM 1o destroy Minuteman
and freely deploy massive air defenses to coun-
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ter our constrained bomber force.
The air defense density ot the U.S.S.R., the
age, size, and relatively small numbers of U.S.

bombers, and the basic unknowable nature of

possible Soviet deployments of mobile tactical
SAMs and antiaircraft guns all portend poten-
taldrastic reductionsin U.S. penetrators. After
a potential loss of up to 70 percent ot the
bomber force on day-to-day alert to missile
attack, we would have to press the attack with
some 110 surviving aircraft. Under optimistic
assumptions and today’s torces, if halt ot these
110 reached their targets, it might be consid-
ered a remarkable achievement. Asinthe SLLBM
case discussed earlier, there is also a real chance
the number 1s much lower. The net result,
then, is a reduction by the Soviets of the
day-to-day strength ot the bomber leg of the
triad by 85 percent under optimistic condi-
tions and by even more under pessimistic
assumptions.™

The Forward-Based Systems (FBS) Case*

American planners tend to think of nuclear

war with the Soviets in terms of the “triad” of

so-called “strategic torces™ discussed in the pre-
ceding sections. This is due in some part to
institutional biases ingrained by the budget,
program, and planning system in use within
the Department of Detense, and also to organi-
zational arrangements of American combat
forces. In the former instance, it is “clear” that
a nuclear weapon system is “strategic” if it is in
Program I and “tactical™ if it is in Program I1.
It is also “clear™ that weapons assigned to the
Strategic Air Command (SAC) are strategic,
while weapons in the regional unified com-
mands (PACOM, EUCOM, LANTCOM) may
or may not be. Soviet defense planners have
no such biases and see American nuclear torces

*While the Soviets invariably have used the concept of U.S.
“forward-bascd systems” and the term “FBS™ to argue the issue,
the United States has sought to replace the term with “Allied
Regional Offensive Svstem™ or "AROS.” The intent of both sides
is thus self-evident just from the labels chosen.

asa“quadrad.” Soviet preparations for war and
for negotiating at SALT retlect their view that
what they term “"FBS” can be every bit as “stra-
tegic” as an ICBM.”"

Soviet offensive measures
against land-based FBS

Since the early 1950s, the Soviets have main-
tained a potent ottensive posture comprised
of long-range theater nuclear torces (LRTNF).
Made up chietly of medium-range and inter-
mediate-range ballistic missiles (MRBMs/
IRBMs)and medium bombers, this Soviet force
provided the capability to obliterate within a
few minutes the entire tfixed NATO nuclear
infrastructure. Likely targets include airfields,
fixed defense and missile sites. nuclear storage
depots, and all nonmobile support facilites.
The United States has never attempted to match
the Soviet ettort in LRTNF, preferring histor-
ically to rely on central nuclear systems, espe-
cially the U.S. SLBM torce which reportedly
has a proportion of its targeting dictated by
NATO requirements.” However, U.S. land-
based systems in Europe (chiefly aircraft like
F-4s, F-111s) have both the nuclear weapons
and the theoretical range capability to attack
the U.S.S.R.>* Whether U.S. FBS have or do
not have such a role in U.S. nuclear attack
plans would not make any difference to the
Soviet planner. He must base his detense prep-
arations on the assumption that U.S. FBS do
have such a role and respond accordingly. Based
on this sort of logic. it is easy to understand
why the Soviets have for over two decades
maintained very large numbers of LRTNF
systems—some 500 S-4 MRBMs, 100 88-5
IRBMs, and several hundred medium bomb-
ers.”! Flighttimesof Soviet MRBMsand IRBMs
from their silos to NATO airfields are about
10 minutes so even tactical warning ot Soviet
missile launch would not greatly increase the
survivability of U.S. nuclear-equipped tactical
aircraft. We could anticipate that most such
aircratt would be destroved on ground.



Soviet measures against sea-based FBS

The Soviets also refer to U.S. naval aircraft
carriers as "FBS” in that such ships normally
forward-deploved in the Mediterranean Sea
and Sea of Japan could theoretically attack
Soviet homeland targets. The Soviet response
to naval aircratt carriers is large scale and well
documented. Deployments of both attack sub-
marines and cruise missile submarines by the
Soviets are pointed primarily at the carriers.
Additionally. a large tleet of naval bombers
(including Backtires) equipped with air-to-
surface missiles (ASMs) has the primary mis-
sion of sinking carriers.”® For these and other
reasons, the overall consensus has long been
that in a nuclear contlict the forward-deployed
aircraft carriers have a short life expectancy.

Soviet FBS defenses

Those few U.S. FBS, both land- and sea-based,
which survived the initial Soviet otfensive
nuclear attack still have a formidable task. As
they wind their wav to Soviet targets, the aircratt
face the same air-detense density described
previously. That s, the same network of 10,000
SAM launchers, 2500 interceptor aircratt, and
7000 ground radars is available to reduce the
attack by FBS even turther.

U.S. ballistic missile
systems in Europe

Some may question why U.S. nuclear-equipped
ballistic missile systems were not included in
the FBS discussion above. On some occasions,
the Soviets have indicated that the United States
Army's Pershing | missiles quality in their
accounts as FBS. But even the Soviets have
waftled on this point. since it raises a “balance”
question with §8-4s/5s and $S8-20s. More impor-
tant, of course, is the fact that Pershing I has a
range capability of only some 390 nm.?" This
means that, even from torward-deployed posi-
tions in the German Federal Republic, it is not
possible for Pershing I in its normal configu-
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ration to attack the Soviet homeland. That is
why the December 1979 NATO Ministers’ deci-
sion approving deploymentof thelonger range
(1000 NM)*” Pershing 11 missiles as well as
ground-launched cruise missiles (GLCMs)
marks a fundamental shitt in NATO's strategy
toward the U.S.S.R.

the SALT approach

Suviet positions on FBS at SAL'T have histori-
cally demanded U.S. recognition of the “quad-
rad” argument and sought “compensation” tor
such U.S. “unilateral advantage.” Indeed, the
FBS issue was the chiet obstacle to an agree-
ment on offensive systems in SAL'T [.”" That
is why the simple “freeze formula™ was the
modest (and unpopular) outcome of SAL'T 1.
The “breakthrough” at Vladivostok was the
Soviets’ apparent dropping of their previously
very strong stand on including FBS as part ot
each nation’s permitted aggregate ceilings of
nuclear systems. The eventual SALT 1 treaty
basically incorporated the Vladivostok formu-
la. This Soviet switch on FBS can be attributed
in some measure to the facts previously noted—
especially the very small threat actually posed
by existing types ot U.S. FBS given the clear
Soviet dominance in LR TNF. However. enter
the U.S. GLCM and Pershing 11 and an entirely
new set of considerations applies to drive the
Soviet negotiating objectives. Now from the
Soviet viewpoint, the entire FBS issue must be
reintroduced and examined anew. The NATO
decision on LRTNFE.modernization was clearly
the correct one to stimulate Soviet acceptance
of the inclusion of $S-4s/SS-5s/SS-20s into the
negotiating arena. In the meantime, however,
the Soviets continue to claim U.S. “circumven-
tion” of the SALT 11 treaty through planned
deployments of GLCM and Pershing 11.%"
Limiting our analysis of the Soviet FBS issue
to past deployment and capabilities, we can see
that the Soviets have always possessed a clear
damage-denial posture againstlong-range U.S.
FBS forces in a nuclear scenario. Only the
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actual future deployment of weapons such as
Pershing I1s and GLCMs in a survivable bas-
ing arrangement can alter the gloomy result.

Implications for
Force Modernization

For the U.S. day-to-day alert posture case,
all tour legs of our current “quadrad™ are
reduced to a degree. even under favorable
assumptions, that one must seriously question
their deterrent value, not to mention their
relative inability to contribute to “war-fighting”
strategy and escalation control. The Soviet torce
posture, both past and present, indicates that a
major objective is an ultimate damage-denial
capability against the “quadrad” of U.S. nuclear
systems. Soviet efforts have been based on
relentless and remarkably purposeful strate-
gv. using the entire spectrum of U.S.S.R.'s
oftensive and detensive weaponry. The strat-
egv also requires the development of supporting
Soviet positions in SALT. No matter what label
1s appended to the Soviet strategy (e.g., “war-
fighting”), the resulting Soviet capability has
clear implications for U.S. force moderniza-
ton and SALT efforts. To deny the Soviet
strategy of denial, the measures listed below
are proposed.

outflank SS-18s

The MX approach depends on a great prolit-
eration of target aim points to respond to cur-
rent and SALT Il-constrained Soviet force
levels. This is a straightforward, brute-force
scheme. If SALT fails and Soviet warhead lev-
els rise still higher, the Air Force has said that
this basing scheme could be coupled with pref-
erential hard-site ABM defense system to reduce
sharply Soviet success in a first-strike with their
SS-18sand SS-19s."" Should MX in a deceptive
basing mode be ruled out for political, cost, or
environmental reasons, it will be necessary to
consider other ideas to outtlank Soviet §S-18
attacks on our ICBMs. A less-desired option

but one that could be necessitated by political
rejection of MX multiple aim point schema is
to put some MX missiles in Minuteman silos in
a “launch under confirmed attack™ (LUCA)
mode.®" The MX missile has been sized to fit
Minuteman silos, and 200 MX missiles fitted
with 10 warheads can provide 2000 highly
accurate warheads capable of destroying Soviet
ICBM silos."” With a declaratory U.S. LUCA
policy and a predetermined target list limited

to Soviet nuclear, military, and command infra-
structure targets, any first-strike attack by the
U.S.S.R. onour ICBMs would serve no rational
military purpose. It is in theory the “pertect
deterrent” since it removes the principal incen-
tive for a preemptive attack.” Other parallel
steps could be to: (1) deploy a modest number,
on the order of 100, of truly mobile canister-
loaded small IGBMs (Minuteman I1 or smaller)
spread throughout western federal lands: and
(2) deplov a sizable force (several hundred) of
ICBMs in a deep. underground, burrow-out
mode. This force would be used as an endur-
ing torce for long-term war fighting and esca-
lation control purposes. Removing the require-
ment for “instant” retaliation should make it
feasible to base some ICBMs in hardened con-
figurations impervious to Soviet attacks (e.g..
deep underground, tunnels in mountains).



more SSBNs

The current trend of larger and fewer U.S.
ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs) falls into a
Soviet strategy of trail and kill with their new
Alfa attack submarines. The United States will
need more SSBNs and much higher percent-
ages of its SSBN force at sea to denv such a
Soviet strategy. The Navy must also develop
anti-Alfa defense systems that overcome the
Alfa’s superior characteristics ot speed and
depth performance. Since the Soviet trailing
submarine alwavs has the advantage of shoot-
ing first (premise is the U.S.S.R. gives attack
code worldwide simultaneously to their first-
strike forces), the anti-Alfa defenses cannot
rest on weapon systems in which it is assumed
the United States fires first. Thus, the most
important devices needed are those systems
that can help the SSBN “break trail” through
either deception or coercion.

For SSBNs that survive, a much needed fea-
ture is SLBMs with warheads that have higher
vields, greater accuracy. and assured penetra-
bility. This is necessary in order that SLBMs
not be viewed principally as “city-busters” or
useful only against “soft” targets. The threat
posed to SLBM reentrv vehicles by SA-5 and
ABM breakout schemes argues for penetration-
aid devices (e.g.. decoys, chatt. maneuver, sat-
uration) to overcome the inherent shortcom-
ings of SLBM trajectories (high reentry angles,
large radar cross-sections, and slow velocities)
that make them easier targets than 1CBMs.

bombers

I'he Soviet SLBM threat to bombers has a
straightforward but prohibitively expensive
solution. Increasing the alert rate (both air-
borne and on-strip) greatly enhances bomber
survivability but also compounds the “wear-
out” of a scarce resource. Inland basing and
dispersal are also well-known options that cost
a lot (both politically and in dollars) for small
improvements in theoretical survivability. Well-
studied ideas of utilizing portions of western
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interstate highways and civilian airports ofter
possible options in a real emergency, but a new
bomber with built-in features that permit high
airborne alert rates at reduced costs is the ult-
mate objective.

Despite massive Soviet investment in air
detense systems, bomber penetration contin-
ues to look quite plausible. The short-range
attack missile (SRAM) carried by B-52s to pene-
trate Soviet-fixed defenses is a highly ettective
defense suppression weapon. Coupled with
long-range stand-off air-launched cruise mis-
siles (ALCMs), the combination presents a for-
midable task to Soviet detenders. The most
serious threat to tuture bomber penetration
would probably be an airborne warning and
control system (AWACS) possessing low-altitude
tracking capability (a “look-down” feature) tied
to an interceptor aircraft also equipped with
“look-down™ radars and “shoot-down"” air-to-air
missiles. This implies that the United States
should seek wavs both to hide and defend the
bomber. To “hide” includes ideas of conceal-
ment, deception, and decoying which among
other things means finding ways to cut down
on the bomber’s observable radar and infra-
red “signatures.” For defense, ongoing air-
borne-laser test programs suggest a promising
approach for tuture bombers.

other options

Over the long-term. the United States should
recognize as inevitable a Soviet “grand design”
to deploy active defense systems against ICBMs
and SLBMs. Whether the svstem eventuates in
the form ot large phased-array radars and
long-range ABMs, or in the form of a prolif-
erated “breakout” of smaller weapons (e.g.,
ABM-X-3 system), or in the form of clandes-
tine “SAM upgrade” (e.g.. based on SA-5 sys-
tem tests at Sary-Shagan against MRBMs),""
the historical Soviet drive for complete defense
will be the dominant element. This understand-
able Soviet objective implies that the United
States must have on hand, preferably already
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deployed, a maneuvering reentry vehicle
(MaRV) for use with both ICBMs and SLB Ms.
In additon to MaRV, the already established
penetration-aids programs which provide chatf,
decoys and jammers are also necessary.

The Soviets have a good idea with regard to
what they reter to as U.S. torward-based sys-
tems. They maintain that FBS are an integral
part of a U.S. “quadrad”™ of nuclear torces.
Rather than argue with the Soviets that FBS
are separate and disunct forces, the United
States might be more prudent to agree with
the U.S.S.R. and then actually integrate FBS
torces into a wartime strategy that used the
totality of U.S. nuclear forces as a coherent
whole. Such an integrated approach would
replace the disconnected planning done now
bv widely separated commands that have
completely difterent outlooks on the tvpe ot
war being fought. Betore FBS could be con-
sidered a useful military torce, however, dras-

tic actions are required to correct their near-
zero survival chances against attacks by Soviet
$S-20s/SS-4s/8S-5s. This implies tactical warning
systems (e.g., over-the-horizon radars, line-of-
sight radars, infrared launch detection systems
in space). increased alert rates, and mobile
basing tor ground missiles. The proliferation
of weapons, both numerically and geographi-
cally, is required. Clearly, the first steps toward

this end were inherent in the December 1979
NATO alliance decision to approve GLCM
and Pershing I1 deployment.*”

Very hardened command facilities exist in
the U.S.S.R. to assure the survival of the Soviet
leadership. If an objective of U.S. attack plans
were (o “decapitate” the communist leadership
trom the civilian population, then the United
States should develop and deploy large yield
“neutron” weapons tor use on a portion of our
“enduring ICBM" and SLBM forces. Such
weapons used against command facilities would
kill the leadership and make internal govern-
ment operations questionable. If one believed
Soviet civil defense really works, and it a U.S.
objective is also to kill the Russian population
(to my mind. an objective which has no rational
validity), neutron weapons are an implied course
of action.””

arms control implications

As we examined each leg of the “quadrad,” it
was clear that the Soviets maintained a consis-
tent approach by adopting arms control posi-
tions that supported their damage-denial strat-
egy. Thelesson tfor U.S. negotiating objectives
and strategy would thus appear to be to negate
the Soviet strategy by a combination of unilat-
eral action and mutual agreements. Central to
our strategy is the provision of necessary incen-
tives to change the historic Soviet quest for
nuclear advantage at all levels of wartare. Much
of this translates into “keep on doing what
you've been doing, but use more sticks™ to get
his attention. Specifically:

On ICBMs. Seek reductions and eventual
phase-out of “heavy ICBMs" to enhance “cri-
sis stability” and reduce incentives to strike
first. Establish equality in payload and num-
ber of RVs as the limited parameter. MX is the
essential quid pro quo for the United States to
achieve constraints on Soviet ICBMs. Long-
term goals include improved ICBM survivability
for both sides at lower ICBM torce levels.

On MIRVs. Seek lower and lower limits on



1CBM MIRVs as part of a reductions scenario.
Two hundred MXs would contront Soviet
defense planners with a real incentive to agree
to lower ICBM and MIRV levels. Since a much
larger portion of Soviet nuclear forces is on
ICBMs. this acts to increase Soviet vulnerabil-
ity to MX attack. Atthe same time, lower MIRV
limits would decrease the Soviet threat to MX
and Minuteman.

On SSBN survivability. Seek agreements pro-
hibiting peacetime trailing of SSBNs by attack
submarines. Trail Soviet SSBNs with U.S.SSNs
to demonstrate the threat.

On bomber survivabulity. Establish “keep-out”
zones for SSBN’s to assure longer tlight-times
for SLBMs and hence improve bomber surviv-
ability. Ban the testing of depressed-trajectory
SLBMIs for the same reason.

On reductions. Seek reductions in systems in
which Soviets have force multiplier advantage
(e.g.. "heavy” 1CBMs with 10 MIRVs) and
increases in systems in which the United States
has force multiplier advantage (e.g.. bombers
with 28 ALCMs and SLBMs with 14 MIRV's).
Some have also argued that the United States
should change its historic “nuclear umbrella”
policy toward NATO by seeking deep reduc-
tions in “central systems™ and corresponding
increases in numbers of Eurostrategic systems.
While this idea would result in lower damage
levels to the United States, it would also act to
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decouple U.S. and NATO forces and be read-
ilv transparent and unacceptable to the Soviets
(e.g., “circumvention” of the intentof the SAL'T
treaty).

On FBS. Seek equal ceilings on Eurostrategic
weapons, starting with missiles and later includ-
ing cruise missile submarines and medium
bombers. Deployment of GLCM and Pershing
Il and increases in F-111 theater basing is
essential to stimulate Soviet participation. Two
opposing objectives are possible: (1) draw down
Eurostrategic systems to very low (or zero)
levels or, (2) adopt the opposite approach and
seek larger levels thereby shitting the burden
of nuclear war to NATO.

On ABM. Approach the 1982 review of the
ABM treaty with the position that the ICBM
vulnerability problem is of paramount concern
and must be accommodated by either a reduc-
tion in Soviet “heavy missiles™ or by a verifiable
ICBM MIRV drawdown, or by an all-encom-
passing ABM defense of ICBMs.

On Soviet defenses. Seek constraints on air
defenses and civilian defenses, the thrust of
which would be unilateral in application. since
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toimplement it, and the pros and cons of said strategy are credited “reentry vehicles” (warheads) on new 1CBMs to ten.
to Edwin |. Philbin’s analysis, “Launch under Confirmed Auack: 63. Rationale for this judgment is similar to the logic chain .
A Strategic Response Viewed,” Airpower Research Institute, Max- forth in Nitze.
well Air Force Base. Alabama, unpublished. 64. See tootnotes 26, 28, 29, 30, 33, 34.
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Those who argue for the reduction of defence expenditure in the coun-
tries of the West not only seem to live in a land of total make-believe,but
they refuse to give the Marxist-Leninists who govern the USSR any credit
either for meaning what they say (and have been saying for a long time)
or for knowing what they are doing. What they have been saying, and
have not ceased to say. is that the capitalist countries of the West are
doomed to go down before the inexorable advance of communism, with
the Red Army playing a major part in their overthrow. What they have
been doing is building up huge armed forces, far greater than what
would be necessary, in any conceivable situation. for their own defence.
atacostgravely detrimental to domestic dev elopmentin the USSR and in
a mode essentially offensive.
General Sir John Winthrop Hackett
The Third World War—August 1985 (1979)
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ONTROVERSIES regarding civil-mili-
tary relations in both the United States
and the Soviet Union focus largely on
the issue of professional autonomy: the degree
to which the professional nuclei of the armed

forcesin these nations are constrained by politi-
cal and organizational forces external to the
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military. In the United States, this theme is
central to the debate between Samuel Hunting-
ton and Morris Janowitz regarding the suffi-
ciency of professional ethical neutrality on the
part of the military for the maintenance of
civilian control over the armed forces. The
same theme appears in the Soviet Union,
according to the dialogue between William
Odom and Roman Kolkowicz regarding the
degree to which the relationship between the
military and the Party 1s adversarial or com-
plementary.

Our general view is that the nature of pro-
tessionalism in both military establishments is
changing in ways that retlect more general
patterns of change in modern society. The
underlving dimension is increased rationaliza-
tion, which alters the ways in which work is
organized in the mulitary as well as in most
otherinstitutional spheres. Criticalcomponents
of this alteration are greater sophistication and
complexity in equipment technology and in
social coordination technology, greater special-
ization in work roles and in technology at the
subunit level, a greater need for coordination
of specialized subunits at higher organizational
levels, and increasingly abstractand impersonal
planning of such coordination to achieve a
more disciplined and methodical organization
of subunits both in relation to each other and
to the environment. In the military these gen-
eral societal trends are compounded by the
increased potential of new military technologies
for devastation.

General recognition of the power of mod-
ern weaponry has shifted the role of the mili-
tary in the United States and the Soviet Union
from one of making war to one of deterrence,
at least insofar as the relationship between
these two nations is concerned. This transfor-
mation in the role of the military institution
has both broadened the function of the armed
forces into the realm of politics even in periods
of peace and necessitated more extensive civil-
1an political control of the military, or at least
more extensive articulation of military and gov-

ernmental structures. These trends may be
seen by some as constraints on professiona
autonomy that are unique to the military. We
see them as manifestations of more general
concerns with social control of those occupa-
tional groups that have historically been en-
dowed with the status of professions. While
there is no doubt that the consequences of,
social control of the profession are difterent
for the military than, say, for the bar or the
clergy, the social processes involved are essen-
tially the same.'

the nature of professions |

An agreed-on set of characteristics of profes-‘t
sions and professionals is summarized by
Richard Hall. the distinction being made
between structural and attitudinal characteris-
tics.” Structural characteristics of a profession
are the (1) creation of a full-time occupation;
(2) establishment of a training school; (3) for-
mation of a professional association; and (4)
formulation of a code of ethics. Attitudinal
characteristics of professionals, to the extem]
they are imbued with professional values are:
(1) protessional organization reference groups:
(2) belief in service to the public; (3) belief in
self-regulation; (4) a sense of calling to the
tield, and (3) a feeling of autonomy. Numer-
ous articulations have been made of the mili:
tary’s claim that it has these characteristics, it it
indeed a profession, and at least at the office
level its members are professionals. We do not
dispute these claims, but we do question plac
ing greater emphasis on “increasing profes
sionalism” to improve military performance.

the emergence of a military profession

The development of an officer corps as a pro-
fessional occupational category has been lim-
ited historically by technological, political. and
ideological constraints. In order to justify occu:
pational specialization and differentiation, there



had to be a military threat of some continuity.
And in order for specialized military roles to
be filled on the basis of expertise, stratification
and ideological svstems required that people
be assigned positions on the basis of merit
rather than birth. and accept a modicum ot
elitism in society. Officers who served because
of their parentage rather than expertise were
not military professionals. It was not until the
American and French revolutions that ofticer-
ship was achieved rather than ascribed. *Even
then. officers were not necessarily regarded as
professionals. Early Americans were not eager
to accord professional status even to the tradi-
tional European protessions: law, medicine,
and the clergy.! Similarly. traditional profes-
sions were afforded privileged status in Russia
prior to the revolution; subsequent decline in
the status of these occupations is notable.

While the mystique associated with science
did establish the legitimacy of those occupa-
tions that were scientific in nineteenth-century
America, the Civil War was fought by an otfi-
cer corps that was not regarded as profession-
al. Although the autonomy of the emerging
military had been limited by the framers of the
Constitution who specified, in Article 1. that
the President was to be Commander in Chief
and only the Congress could declare war and
appropriate funds for the armed forces, these
limitations were not seen as constraints on a
profession but on a potential political force
and economic liability that had to be held in
check. Interestingly, it is the constraints of
Article I that Huntington emphasizes in his
theory of civil-military relations.?

military professionalism
in the United States

Between the Civil War and World War I, the
professionalism of the American officer corps
was increasingly asserted and institutionalized.
The United States Army followed the British
model of a nonprofessional officer corps dur-
ing the Civil War. A professional militarv cadre
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developed in France and Prussia, and the United
States Military Academy taught European ide-
als of officership; but unul the Civil War, the
U.S. Army was not led by West Point gradu-
ates.®

Military education was expanded in the late
nineteenth century with the establishment of
midcareer training at the Navy and Army War
Colleges and at the Infantry and Cavalry School.
New officer associations were formed and began
to publish professional journals, and military
ofticers played an expanded role in military pol-
icy planning without posing a challenge to civil-
ian control. The War Department General Statt
was established in 1903. World War I became
the first opportunity for a professional cadre
to lead American forces in combat, and it did
so without violating the prerogatives of the
major agents of the Commander in Chief, the
Secretaries of War and the Navy. The division
of labor between military professionals and
civilians established at that time has persisted
largely unchallenged through the contempo-
rary period, although its organizational mani-
festations have been changed somewhat with
the establishment of the Department of Defense
and subordinate service secretariats on the civil-
ian side, and the establishment of the Joint
Chiefs of Staft on the military side.

The fundamental thesis of The Soldier and
the State is Huntington’s assertion that “The
modern ofticer corps is a professional body
and the modern military officer a professional
man.” According to Huntington, a profession
is an occupation with highly specialized char-
acteristics: expertise, responsibility, and cor-
porateness. The military otficer shares these
characteristics with the physician and lawyer.

e Expertise refers to specialized knowledge
and skill, embedded in an occupational tradi-
tion based on a combination of basic liberal
education and extensive specialized training.

e Responsibility refers to a service ethic in
which the client of the service provided is soci-
ety, and remuneration is based on professional
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custom rather than the simple operation ot
market principles.

e Corporateness refers to the cohesion of
the professional community derived from the
common training experience, bond of work,
and shared social responsibility of the occupa-
tional group.

These three characteristics justity both adegree
of deference or social honor and a degree of
autonomy in the execution of protessional activi-
ties.

In The Professional Soldier, Morris Janowitz
basically accepts Huntington’s detinition of a
profession.” He desciibes professions in terms
of special skillacquired throughintensive train-
ing. standards of einics and performance, and
a sense of group dentity and svstem of inter-
nal administraton, analogous to Huntington's
criteria of - «pertise, responsibility, and cor-
porateness. Like Huntington, Janowitz views
the military’s sharing of these characteristics
with the traditional professions: law and med-
icine: and. like Huntington, Janowitz seeks to
apply the category of professional not to the
entire range of military occupations and grades
but only to the officer corps.

While Huntington and Janowitz agree in
the abstract on the characteristics of a profes-
sion, they differ in some respects in the appli-
cation of these criteria to the American mili-
tarv. The major difference is manifested in
their treatment of protessional autonomy, with
respect to the issues of mission definition and
civilian control of the military. Huntington
argues that the effectiveness of the military
can best be guaranteed through professional
autonomy and that the violation of that auton-
omy through the imposition of the liberal val-
ues of the civilian state compromises military
effectiveness. The expertise of the military pro-
fessional is in fighting wars, which would be
compromised through the imposition of civil-
1an values on the military.

Janowitz, by contrast, sees the military notin
terms of a dichotomous choice of activity

between peace and war but rather as an instru-
ment of international relations in a world in
which the distinctions between peace and war
and between political and military activity have
become increasingly difficult to draw. As the
military becomes increasingly integrated into
the policy repertoire of the civilian govern-
ment on an ongoing basis, the military expert-
ise of the professional soldier must increas-
ingly be supplemented with political sensitivity,
and this changed detinition of mission serves
as a constraint on the war-tighting expertise of
the military. This, coupled with the i mcxeaslng
bureaucratization of military organization, in
turn constrains the professional autonomy of
the military.”

Janowitz described the beginning ot a proc-
ess that has continued to evolve as a critical
aspect of the modern military and has altered
its traditional professional image. This change
has been a two-edged sword, in some respects
contributing directly to the greater profes-
sionalization of the military and in some respects
threatening that professionalization. It is a
change that is inherently linked to vastly
increased potential power of the military
through sophisticated weapon systems, eco-
nomic influence. and possession of skills and
apparatus capable of performing almost all
the administrative and technical tasks required
by civilian society. This potential has gener-
ated a subsequent need by society to contain
military autonomy under detailed civilian con-
trol.

The broadening of the military function to
include peace, political and social stability issues.
as well as effective waging of war. the ditteren-
tiation of tasks performed within the military
to include administrative, clerical, logistical.
communication, and research supportrolestoa
much higher degree than combatroles, and the
integration of military decision-making undera
civilian structure has not destroyed the pro-
fessional status of the military but enhanced it.
As Bengt Abrahamsson explains, it is precisely
these kinds of changes occurring in close asso-



ciation with the advancing industrialization ot
the larger society that have “transformed the
officer corps from a group of part-time em-
ploved ascriptively recruited soldiers to a well-
educated. technically . . . trained corps of experts
recruited on the basis of achievement and skill.™
From Abrahamsson’s point of view, the con-
cern is that the size. economic impact, capacity
for total wartare and nuclear devastation, and
infiltration by military people into industrial
and political circles raise concerns about insuf-
ficient control by the civilian sector of military
power and autonomy.

Others are more likelv to be concerned that
the extension of military functions leading to
the interpenetration of military strategy and
political strategy. the overlapping of military
and civilian roles. and the general integration
of military and civilian sectors has led to the
reverse problem: excessive loss of a singularly
military sense of purpose. military autonomy,
and of internal control. Militarv frustration
over these concerns is quite common and should
be addressed. However. these pressures stem
essentially from the increased professional stat-
ure, breadth. and importance of today’s mili-
tary, and similar frustrations are articulated
bv today’s medical and legal professions also.

These frustrations also reflect real pressures
and confusions and challenge us to develop
adaptations in military organization. public
image. and personnel motivation appropriate
to the reality of modern armed forces.

Military Professionalism
in the Soviet Union

Russia had been influenced early by French
and Prussian notions of military professional-
1sm, and a professional cadre had been estab-
lished under the czarist regime. The issue of
professional autonomy of the military since
the Revolution has hinged on the relationship
between the Party and the armed forces in
general and the role of the commissar, or politi-
cal otficer, in particular.
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Asin the United States, modern conceptuali-
zations of government, or more appropriately
Party, relations with the military in the Soviet
Union are an issue of some scholarly debate.
Roman Kolkowicz sees the military operating
as an interest group with a professional ethic
of autonomy, which rather than acting simply
as an executor of policy, modifies policies that
it does not wholly approve through a variety of
organizational tactics.'” The Party must make
resources available to the military in pursuit of
national goals, but must be concerned about
those resources’ ultimately being used against
the regime.

William Odom has a more benign view of
Party-military relations and feels that the adver-
sary nature of the relationship has been over-
stated.'' Drawing heavily on Huntington’s
notion of military protessionalism, he sees the
military and the Party having common rather
than divergent interests on a range of central
issues, with the military serving as an “admin-
istrative arm of the Party,” rather than a com-
peting entity.

The prevalent view in the West (with the
exception of Colton)'? of the military in the
U.S.S.R. might be summarized as tollows: “If
the Party is to continue to exist, it must control
the military. The MPA (Main Political Admin-
istration) is the primary agency through which
this control exercised.”'” Given the nature of
the Soviet system, the degree of control exer-
cised by the MPA over the military seemed to
require little elaboration and received little
attention. ,

The Soviet Military and the Communist Party by
Kolkowicz was an attempt to provide a more
thorough analysis of the role of the political
cadre within the military. Kolkowicz envisioned
the political officer as a controlling agent and
quotes a Soviet source:

A well established information system enables
the political organs always to be on top of things
and 1o react at the right time to deficiencies in
the activities of the officer personnel and in the
Party and Komsomol organizations. '
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The implications of this quotation fail to
acknowledge that tor the political oftficer to
react to deficiencies means among other things
to ensure that an atmosphere in the unit does
not develop which might lead to a questioning
of commander’s orders.

Such statements are common in the Soviet
military literature. They provide support to
the notion of the political otticer as a control
agent and suggest that he is superordinate to
the military otficer who has a right to either
intertere with the orders of the otficer or to
issue commanding orders. This implication is
incorrect. Much of the literature places a spe-
cial emphasis on the fact that the order of the
officer is law. In other words it is part of the
role ot the political ofticer to ensure that an
order is indeed a law for subordinates. As the
Soviets, whether military or political, so fre-
quently emphasize, edinonachalie or one-man
command is the primary law of the military
organization; and the political officer is to
explain and educate the subordinates of its
importance.

The role of the political officer might be
more easily understood if seen in the context
of the overall development of the military organ-
ization in the U.S.S.R. The importance of the
military protessional trained in the science and
technology of the military art and possessing
unique expertise was acknowledged in 1918,
when former czarist officers were called into
service during the civil war. Former officers
were utilized in all the services and served as
instructors in the newly established military
schools. According to Fediukin “invaluable help
was rendered by the old military specialists
in the organization of military schools and the
preparation of red commanders.”'> Between
1918 and 1920 forty thousand officers were
trained in the newly established military schools
and in courses provided for new officers.'®

The inclusion of former officers led to the
institution of the commissar system and raised
the issue of professional autonomy still debated
today. The commissar system was to ensure

that the czarist otficers—who were not exactly
supportive of the usurpers of power—did not
betray the revolution. The role then was indeed
one of control. But it would be erroneous to
assume that this was the only function of the
commissars. The commissar was to show a spe-
cial vigilance toward the military specialist, as
the former officers were called, but he was also
charged with the reeducation of this officer
and with helping him understand the histori-
cal significance of the revolution.'” The educa-
tional role of the commissar was not only
directed toward the military specialist but to
the troops. He was charged with ensuring dis-
cipline and obedience of the troops to the orders
of the military specialist. The signature of the
commissar on all orders of the specialist served
as an assurance to the soldiers that the order
given was not a betrayal. From its inception
the domain of the commissar role was not
merely control but included socialization and
education of the masses to the authority of the
specialist. He was to be aware of the impor-
tance of good morale as well as carrying the
ideology of Marx and Lenin to the troops and
to the military specialist.

The operational realm was the domain of
the specialist not to be interfered with by the
commissar. His was the deciding voice to be
supported by the commissar even if he disagreed
with the decision. Leadership in the military
sphere belonged not to the commissar but to
the specialist. The responsibility for military
operations falls exclusively on the military lead-
ership.'”

While the institution of the commissar role
was no doubt a novel one, the importance of
the military specialist was in essence a recogni-
tion of the role of the professional, as impera-
tive to the success of the revolution.

While the relationship between the commis-
sar and the military specialist during the Civil
War may have approximated the rules only
rarely and most likely produced conflict, the
interdependence between the political and mil-
itary officer was likely to lead to a process



whereby control was not the most important

art of the relationship. Regardless of the degree
of conflict between these two role incumbents,
the importance attributed to the freedom of
the military specialist to make decisions of a
military nature and to the educational role of
the commissar provides a clear indication that
the political leadership recognized the role of
the military professional as necessary, not only
for the immediate period but for the future as
well. And the insistence that the role ot the
commissar was more than a policeman estab-
lished the base for the future role obligation.
Indeed. throughout the stormy history of the
Soviet military, the role of the commissar or
political worker always included an educational
and morale-building component.

Changes in the system during the first dec-
ade of the Soviet state brought changes in the
military as well. By 1928, when Stalin inaugu-
rated the first Five Year Plan, the roles of the
commissar and militarv specialist were merged.
The establishment of the Zampolit or The Dep-
uty Commander for Political Affairs was, until
the great purge in 1937, a role subordinate to
the military officer. generallv defined as a help-
ing role for the eftective education of the
personnel supportive of combat readiness, dis-
cipline of subordinate personnel, and facilita-
tion of resource procurement.

On the eve of the purge, the commissar role
with its control component was reintroduced,
and the signature ot the commissar was required
on all commanding orders. In 1940 the con-
trol aspect of the role was eliminated only to be
introduced again in July 1941 and finally elim-
inated in October 1942. The political officer
was once more designated subordinate to the
military officer, primarily an “educator,” sup-
porter of the officer in ensuring discipline and
obedience to orders. morale builder as well as
overseer of the so-called well-being of the
troops.'?

Edinonachalie or one-man command has
remained (since 1942) the organizational mode
of the military, and, similarly, the role of the
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political officer has remained subordinate.

Professionalism as the mark of the military
officer has been supported throughout the
history of the Soviet state. Considerable re-
sources for the development of a professional
military cadre were allocated for educational
institutions, the establishment of officers’ clubs,
and development of a military literature; also
included were high material rewards, i.e., sal-
aries, as well as symbolic rewards, such as the
institution of military ranks.*’

Autonomy, or freedom from controls by
external agents, has traditionally been regarded
as the sine qua non of a profession. This com-
ponent of the protessional role has long been
debated with respect to the U.S.S.R., not only
as it pertains to the military but other profes-
sionals, also. The establishment ot the MPA
was not the primary threat to the autonomy of
the ofticer. In fact the purges of 1937-38, which
devastated the leadership cadre of the mili-
tary, were no less devastating to the political
cadre, the purported controllers. Stalin was
determined to silence any real or imagined
opposition, and the holocaust created by the
purges did not single out the military as man-
agers of violence as more of a threat than the
Party leadership. There is relatively little evi-
dence to suggest that the political officer con-
stituted a threat to the autonomy of the pro-
fessional officer or that the officer feared
interference by the political officer.

The death of Stalin followed by the emer-
gence of the Khrushchev leadership has been
portrayed as a perivd of conflict between the
Party and the military. But it is important to
note that this conflict was at a level of policy
which had little bearing on the professional
activities of the officer. Rather, it involved ques-
tions and decisions that are the domain of the
civilian authorities in other societies as well.
The fact that high level officers were question-
ing Khrushchev’s views on troop reduction or
commitment of resources to the civilian sector
is indicative of a changed atmosphere rather
than greater control of the military. If initia-
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tive and independence constitute a component
of professionalism and protessional autonomy,
the available Soviet literature suggests a much
stronger emphasis on these characteristics. In
large measure these components are a func-
von of changing warfare and technological
developments, which lead to similar structural
arrangements regardless of the political sys-
tem. In the 1960s as well as in the 1970s, Soviet
military literature devoted considerable atten-
tion to the notion that the revolution in mili-
tary technology places a special responsibility
on the professional military cadre, to train and
prepare the new otticer cadre.”! [t also empha-
sized that education and training are not only
more important today but, given the increased
level of educational achievements of young
people, requires a ditferent approach, what
mightbe called amore professionalapproach.**

The focus on protessionalism is not compro-
mised by an organizational structure that pro-
vides room tor a political ofticer. The latter’s
focus on morale and on the education of troops
in fact enables the otficer to tfocus on the pro-
fessional domain. It is not at all dystunctional
to the military organization for the political
otficer to help implement decisions that were
made by the commanding cadre.

Professional Expertise
and Professional Autonomy

I'he definition of protessionalism that under-
lies the views of Huntington and Kolkowicz is
a functionalist one. in which an occupational
group having a particular expertise is given
certain privileges, including autonomy; in

exchange for the maintenance of an ethic of

public service and self-regulation.?* In the case
of the military, expertise in the management
of weapon systems capable of ever-increasing
devastation threatens the autonomy of the pro-
fession. However, current pressures on the
military profession stem not only from these
developments within the military but from
broader social currents as well.

Views of the professions were extremely
tavorable in the 1950s and 1960s, when pro'-
fessional autonomy was justified in terms of
perceived positive consequences for society.
Thisatmosphere of trust in professional auton-
omy has passed in the United States, howev-
er, as civilian protessionals have been shown to
have translated autonomy and professional sta-
tus Into personal gain and convenience quite
independent of the level of service provided to
the public. Civilian protessionals such as doc-
tors and lawyers feel themselves put on the
defensive, in part because their activities as
individuals are coming under increasing ethi-
cal scrutiny and in part because they envision
themselves as eventually more likely to work in
large corporate contexts rather than as inde-
pendent practitioners, finding that constraints
of bureaucratic organization frequently are
incompatible with those of protessional practice.

This latter issue has been less critical to the
military because it originally developed as a
protession practiced within a bureaucratic con-
text. However, the increasing complexity of
military technology, greater levels of organiza-
tional specialization that this complexity re-
quires, and increasing recognition of the polit-
ical consequences of military autonomy have
altered the nature of the bureaucratic constraints
placed on the military professional. Moreover,
decision-making is done by teams rather than
by individuals, and. increasingly, these teams
include civilian experts as well as military per-
sonnel. These factors change the nature of
military practice, as increasingly sophisticated
expertise leads to lesser levels of autonomy
both in terms of the individual practitioner
and the occupational group.

During the 1970s we saw a rise of distrust
and criticism in the treatment of professions
by social scientists. It is both a retlection of a
demand for accountability and a serious reac-
tion to the naively one-sided view of profes-
sions held during the 1950s and 1960s. The
contlict or power perspective on professions
that appears so strongly in the social science of



the 1970s views the distinctive characteristic of
professional occupations to be their monopo-
listic domination of the markets in which they
operate and their efforts to control, through
certification procedures and other autonomy-
related measures, as much of the environment
related to their activity as possible.”" Autonomy
is still considered to be a critical factor and
indicator of professional status but is discussed
in terms of the contlict and dominance rela-
tions between professions and the government,
professions and the public, and professions
and each other. It is also discussed more in
terms of professional self-interest than in terms
of service. While there is no all-out condemna-
tion of professional principles as such. there is
emphasis on the extent to which professional-
ismn is a self-serving ideologv. Eftorts at increas-
ing autonomy in the name of service have
been countered with descriptions of the self-
serving dynamics in the application of those
principles by professions todayv and with calls
for accountability through outside evaluation
and control.

Thus protessionals today operate in an atmo-
sphere of considerable distrust, and they feel
themselves put on the detensive. We even find
the American Medical Association investing in
general good-will advertising about itself in a
manner very similar to that used by Texaco,
Standard Oil. and other giant corporations.
The relevance of this to the militarv is that it is
important for people concerned about threats
to military status and autonomy to understand
that many of these threats are directed at pro-
fessional elite groups generally, not just at the
military. Also, accommodations which take place
in the face of these threats are being made and
will continue to be made by other professional
groups. Such accommodations do not neces-
sarily mean a loss of professional stature rela-
tive to other professions but loss of certain
privileges: in addition, certain inconveniences
may come from providing justifications and
information required by accountability-seeking
government or private agencies.
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THE emergence of the military
as a profession in the United States and the
Soviet Union was a phenomenon of the twen-
tieth century. The idea of a professional mili-
tary was rejected in the United States at the
time of our Civil War but had been accepted in
the Soviet Union by the time of their civil war,
a half century later.

Unlike the traditonal protfessions, the mili-
tary calling emerged inabureaucraticorganiza-
tional enviromment in which the question of
individual autonomy was never an issue to the
degree that it atfected other protessionals, who
increasingly found themselves practicing in
bureaucratic rather than individual contexts.
The question of the autonomy of the occupa-
tional group has emerged as an issue in civil-
military relations in both the United States
and the Soviet Union. Three points are worth
emphasizing with regard to this issue.

First, in both nations, military professionals
have been granted a high degree of autonomy
in terms of operational matters and tactics. It
is primarily with regard to more general issues
of international relations that civilian policy
becomes preeminent. While it may appear that
civilians are increasingly encroaching on mili-
tary policy, we regard this as largely a reflec-
tion of the increased ambiguity between what
is military and what is civilian. What we are
seeing is not so much the imposition of politics
on the military as it 1s the increased relevance
of the military for peacetime politics. To the
degree that the nmlitary is constrained, the
constraints are largely in areas that are not
within the traditional domain of the military
but pertain to expanded roles of the military
rooted in new development in weapons tech-
nology.

Second. in both nations, the role of profes-
sionals as a privileged class has been questioned.
The concept of a profession implies elite sta-
tus, and the basic ideologies of both nations
are antielitist. For a period in the midtwentieth
century, social scientists evaluated profession-
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alism positively and uncritically. More recently,
however, critical social science theory has
questioned the privileged status of professions.

Third, the Soviet Union, unlike the United
States, invented a role to represent the inter-
ests of the government within the armed forces,
thus building what might appear to be a dual
authority structure. The roles of political otfi-
cer and commander have become increasingly
cooperative. The political officer has become
more responsible for educational and morale
issues, leaving the commander free to attend
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EUROPEAN ARMS
CONTROL NEGOTIATIONS

prospects for a “window” in the 1980s

MAJOR KENNETH W. ENGLE

Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
Admiral John M. Lee, notes that the con-
cept of “windows,” familiar to space planners,
can be profitably applied to arms control ne-
gotiations.' Window conditions exist when mul-
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tiple factors are in phase. In arms control, factors
such as the state of technology, force structure,
weapons inventories and procurement pro-
grams, verification capabilities, and political
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