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FOREWORD

\VThis memorandum is based on the premise that nations base their ‘
policies on their perceptions of the US/USSR military balance and do !
not make their decisions solely or even primarily on the basis of the I J
objective data concerning this balance. The author discusses various
methods which, if employed to diminish perceptual distortions, would |
allow more objective and accurate judgement of the balance. He f
concludes that if these perceptions are dealt with and their nature
understood, the chances of being misled by our own perceptions can be
reduced and sometimes the perceptions which other countries have of
the US/USSR balance can be modified. |

The Military Issues Research Memoranda program of the Strategic
Studies Institute, US Army War College, provides a means for timely
dissemination of analytical papers which are not necessarily constrained
by format or conformity with institutional policy. These memoranda
are prepared on subjects of current importance in areas related to the
author’s professional work or interests.

This memorandum was prepared as a contribution to the field of
national security research and study. As such, it does not reflect the
official view of the College, the Department of the Army, or the
Department of Defense.
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FACTORS INFLUENCING PERCEPTIONS
OF THE US/USSR MILITARY BALANCE

This memorandum will not review the objective data which underlic
most assessments of the US/USSR military balance. These data are very
important, but they have been thoroughly reviewed by other
knowledgeable writers. Instead, this paper will discuss the factors which
affect the perceptions people have of the Soviet/American balance of
forces. This topic has been selected for three reasons:

e The behavior of the United States, Russia, their allies, and other
countries is determined by their perceprions of the American/Soviet
balance, rather than by the objective nature of this balance. This is true
because cach country bases its decisions based on what it perceives this
balance to be. Therefore, it is important to know how ditferent
observers perceive this balance, and what degree of inaccuracy or
distortion is present in their perceptions.

e There are some well understood psychological principles which
explain how these perceptions are formed. These principles can be used
to detect, correct, and prevent possible errors in these perceptions.

e These same principles can also serve as a useful guide when the
United States (or any other country) seeks to change the perceptions
which we and others have of the US/USSR military balance.
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In discussing this topic, several kinds of information will be
presented, including some relevant princtples of perception; some
examples of how these principles operate in current evaluations of the
US/USSR balance; some steps that might be taken to reduce the
distortions and disagreements that exist among present US perceptions
of the US/USSR balance; and, actions that might be carried out to
change the perceptions which various nations have of the US/USSR
balance.

It is recognized that some readers may object to this focus on
perception. They will argue that what are really important are the
objective data: how many missiles each side has, how many submarines,
ete. To this objection, two responses can be made.

First, it must be granted that the objective data are essential to have.
They play a Key role in determining perceptions, and must be
considered by ecach nation as one factor in shaping its own defense
plans and forces. At the same time, however, it must be recognized that
there 1s no consensus as to what these objective data are, and what they
signify. Different observers, using the same data, come to different
conclusions. It is partly because these different perceptions exist that
this article discusses possible explanations for these difterences, and
ways of aunimizig them.

Second, it is important to note that military forces have two Kinds
of effects: physical and psychological, and both are important. In
wartimé, military forces Kill or wound people, destroy equipment and
facilities, and make regions uninhabitable. In addition to these physical
effects, however, these forces also achieve psychological effects. They
change people’s perceptions and emotions. They make people afraid, or
discouraged, or ambitious. They can deceive people or intimidate them,
or destroy their will to fight. They can do this just by their existence
and deployment, even when they are not used in actual combat. Quite
often these psychological effects are more powerful than the physical
eftects which the forces achieve.

In peacetime, of course, these psychological effects of military torce
are predominant. Even though forces are no longer engaged in combat,
their very existence and deployment serve as forms of communication.
That is, these forces can be used to create perceptions among friends,
foes, and neutral countries that may lead them to behave in the ways
we want.

For example, when we deploy troops to Europe, and equip them
with conventional and tactical nuclear weapons, we are trying to deter




Soviet aggression. We do so by creating a perception among the
Russians that we can and will defend omselves, and will tetaliate apainst
them it they attack us. Smulaly, when we form alliances, or give
militay equipment o other nations, wWe are Gying (o create a
perception on thetr part that we ate capable and dependable allies

In summuany, then, percepriony are very impottant when we evaluate
the balance of mulitary forces because these torees often accomplish
then purposes by altening the perceptions of the observers who make
the evaluations

PSYCHOLOGICAL FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE PERCEPTIONS
OF THE US/USSR MILITARY BALANCH

lo the paagraphs that follow, vanous perceptual principles are
stated, and current examples ot these prunciples are given. The
prncgles can be tound m any basic psychology textbook  such as that
of Berelson ! Thew exact phrasing has been moditied to it the militany
nature of ths wtcle: The evampdey which have been chosen are also
milttary e natwe, but many other pohtical, economie, soctal and
psy chological dlusttations of the same prunciples could be, and have
been, given

Principle One Any perception is based partly on the external stimuli
or sttuation that as bemng observed and pactly on the viewpomnt of the
observer. As a result, the same sitwation may be percenved ditterently
by ditferent observers

Example: The Russans claim the Backtiee 1s not a strategic weapon
The United States clanms that 1t s

Princple Pwo. When o situation is simple and clemcut, most
observers will see 1t the same way and there will be httle room ton
perceptual distortion to occur. On the other hand, 1f the siuation s
vague and complex there s much more opportunity for the biases of
the observers o become  the  prmary  factors govermng  then
perceptions. This et will produce greater varability: among the
perceptions.

Example: There is tandy good agreement about how many strategic
nusstles the United States and USSR have, since this information can be
assessed fauly accurately by national techmeal means. On the other
hand, the concept of “stiategie supenionty™ s a highly  complex
vartable, about which observers disagree. Major General Keegan? claims
the United States s strategically wmtenor. Do Scoville uses the same
data to conclude the United States s superon
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Principle Three. When a situation is very complex, observers will try
to simplify it by focusing on a few Key variables and leaving out the
rest. They do this because it is very difficult to properly evaluate all the
relevant variables.

Example: Discussions of the US/USSR strategic balance, particularly
among the general public, are often himited to a few variables such as
number of missiles or number of re-entry vehicles. Other relevant
variables such as system reliabthty, command and control, likelihood of
use, ete. are often left out of the evaluation.

Principle Fouwr. Any perception is a Gestalt, or pattern, which
depends on a number of ingredients and their relation to each other.
Frequently no single ingredient plays an exclusive role in shaping the
perception.

Example: The relative military power of the United States and
USSR may be declared “roughly equivalent™ but this balance takes
multiple factors into account: number and types of weapons; theu
quality; the effectiveness with which they can be used: the probable
likelihood of their being used, ete. No single variable is predominant in
determining the balance.

Principle Five: In some cases, when a situation is a complex one the
biases of the observer will lead haim 1o focus on one particular aspect of
the situation, and his use of this tactor will affect his perception of the
total situation.

Example: An observer who places particular importance on the
power and shock value of armored forces may give this factor excessive
weight in evaluating the relative capacity of US and USSR conventional
forces. This may lead him to overvalue the strength of USSR forces by
causing him to neglect other factors in which US forces are superior.

Principle Six. Discrepancies in perception may also occur because of
the ideological biases of the percetver. That iy, people who are
presented with a vague or complex situation tend to see what they want
to see, or are accustomed to seeing.

Example: Colonel Heinl and Licutenant General Eaker consistently
manifest a high degree of suspiciousness i evaluating  Russian
intentions, and tend (o portray Russian capabiitics as being very great.
On the other hand, Dr. Scoville and Dr. York tend to be more sanguine
about Russian intentions and more inclined (o stress our technological
superiorities over the Russians. 4

Principle Seven. In any situation that includes a blend of ingredients,
some of which are measurable and others of which are not measurable,
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some people place more emphasis on, and are more impressed by, the
measurable ingredients. Others pay more attention to the imprecise
ingredients. In the latter event, there is more apt to be disagreement
about the perception since the unmeasurable variables are more subject
to selective perception.

Example: It we evaluate the number and type of US and Soviet
ships, there is reasonable consensus about the results. However, if we
evaluate the state of training and readiness of the US and USSR navies.
there is much less agreement among observers. Those observers who
judge the two navies only in terms of their ship strength may agree
fairly well but other observers who judge the overall capabilities of the
two navies, including not only their equipment but also other factors
such as leadership training and readiness, are much less likely to agree.

Principle Fighr Discrepancies among perceivers also oceur because
different people use  different  standards in evaluating the same
situation.

Example: We have a choice between buying more conventional
artillery, or developing CLGP's. We may believe we get greater kill
effectiveness per dollar by developing CLGP's, so we choose that
option. On the other hand. the Russians may believe that conventional
artillery is more effective, and thus conclude that our failure to develop
more and better conventional artillery indicates poor capability or lack
of will on our part.

Principle: Nine. When we evaluate something, our standard of
measurement is very often relative rather than absolute. That s,
something is not strong, or weak, or reliable except in reference to
some standard. It such a standard does not exist, then we are reduced
to very imprecise comparisons such as stating that one weapons system
requires less training, or is more dependable, than another one. Such
comparisons are very risky if we do not have some agreed-upon
yardstick of “training requirement™ or “dependability.™ Unfortunately.
often the only vardstick we have is “experienced judgment™ and. not
wlrequently, “experienced judges™ differ in their conclusions.

Example: The accuracy of Russian and US missiles can be compared
in terms of their circular error, probable. However, overall judgments of
missile usefulness depend not only on how close the missiles come to
achieving some desired level of accuracy but also on whether or not
they are capable of achieving a desired effect such as mutually assured
destruction. This fatter judgment is much more vague and imprecise
since there is no agreed-upon standard of what constitutes “mutually
assured destruction.™
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Principle Ten: We are more apt to perceive a change i something
than we are to notice a constant, unchangng condition.

Example: The average citizen may take hittle notice of the prevailing
Russian superionty i tanks, or US superionty in nuassile accuracy, until
some striking change i that relative balance calls it to his attention.

Privciple Eleven, Once a new situation has developed and endured
tor a tume, we grow accustomed to it and are less coneemned about 1t

Example: The erection of the Berhin Wall created anger and tea
when it was st done but it s now accepted as a fait accompl
Suntlarly, the strategic advantages the United States enjovs because of
s Mtorward-basing” poliey and options we often taken for granted
until some event, such as the Russian attempt to achieve forward
mussile basing m Cuba, calls dramatic attention to the potential shitt in
balance that the Russian presence caused

Princple Twelre: Once we reach an evaluation of somethg, we
tend to stick with that evaluation, unless something quite drastic torces
us to change. We become resistant to new evidence that might compel
us to change

Example: Many people have long accepted the comtorting assurance
that the technological supenonity of the United States compensates (ot
the numernical supenority of the Russians. There is evidence that we are
losing this technological supenionty m crucial arcas, but there s great
reluctance to accept this evidence This as partly because of ow
longstanding conviction of general US technological supenonty m all
arcas of both military and civilan ite

Principle: Thirteen: People ae consistent i their pereeptions not
only because of thewr constant personal biases but also because then
peets and the mstitutions e which they work put pressure on them to
conform wroup and  wmsttutional bases.  Accordingly, when
mtelhigence agencies, “think tanks,”™ and national populations evaluate
the US'USSR balance, they  and  then members tend o adopt
consistent, unchanging  positions once  they have made an mitial
evaluation

Example: It s often possible to predict the conclusions which will
be reached by Admual Le Rocque’s Center tor Detense Intormation on
by the Amerncan Eaterpnse [nstitute tor Public Policy Research when
they cvaluate the US/USSR balance since both agencies show tairly
high consistency - thew respective ponts of view. Some other agencies
also show consistent biases.

Principle Fourteen: It we want o understand how people will
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perceive a sttuatton, we must understand e trame of teterence, sinee
that determunes their perception. 10as a frequent and very severe erton
to assume others will judge thuogs as we do

Example We often hear people sav, “Russia alteady has more
weapons than it needs for s own detense. Hence the surplus indicates
offensive mtent on s part.” This s not necessandy tiue. Russtans may
believe, e all scenty, that all the weapons they now have, and the
added ones which they want, we genumely necded tor defensive
purposss I we want o deternune the tent, it s nsky (o use then
level Of amaments as a sign of aggressive mtent sinee they may have
acquued these weapons for reasons they consider defensive m natuie

ME THODS OF IMPROVING US EVALUATIONS
OF THE US USSR BALANCE

For the reasons ated above, 1t s very  unlikely  that general
agecment can be reached about the US USSR balance. Difterent
evaluators are Iikely  to reach ditterent conclusions. However, i
probably  possible to reduce the range of disagreement by making
certan procedutal changes i the way we make the assessments. Among
the deswable changes wie the tollowing, some of which have already
been mitiated

® We should define very precisely the methods we use (o make the
evaluations, and the standards we use i making compartsons, so that
others can use the same procedures. People who cannot agree on the
vardsticRs 1o be used e unbikely o apree on the final meastiements

e Wemust be sue o melude all the relevant varables when we
assess US or USSR strengths In particular, we must melude those
varables which e “sont™ and had o quanaty such as morale,
trarng, command and control, and overall umit and weapons sy stems
citectiveness: Whenever posable we should attempt o quantify these
sott vanables, even b only by using some rough rating seale ranging
from “good™ o Thad T thas as done, there s less sk of overlooking
Aev vanables and the resulting judgments are apt (o be at least
somew hat mote precise

e Weshould study US USSR strengths over a peniod of time, o
detemmine trends and changes. 1o most nusleading (o depend on
“snapshots™ taken at a sigle time

e I assessing the balance, it is essential to assess intentions as well as

capabilities: We must study not only the stiengths of US USSR forces
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but also the probable methods and locations of their employment. For
example. Russian divisions located near the Chinese border may not be
avatlable for quick offensive employment clsewhere because this may
be against Russian policy for use of these forces.

o We must make deliberate attempts to reduce the effects of
observer bias. This can be done m a number of ways

We can avord using the same observers for too long a period off
time. This reduces the nisk that occurs when observers develop a bias
towards consistency and ignore new data that might require them to
change their views.

Whenever an evaluator makes o new, or deviant evaluation that
ditters from the accepted wisdom, he should be encouraged to develop
his evaleation in detatl and his findings should be dissenunated to other
evaluators. Deviant evaluations should be welcomed., not discouraged
They should be carefully evalunated. Dissident evaluations and munority
opintons should always be included along with the majority report. No
attempt should be made to compel group consensus if it does not exist

We should ask all observers to specity in advance the biases they
think they have. This has two advantages. First, it increases the
likelthood that the observer will be aware of, and make allowance tor,
his biases. Second. it allows the person who uses that observer's
conclusions to make some alfowance for the observer's bias. We already
do this when we evaluate the conclusions of observers whose biases are
known from previous experience with them.

We should seek evaluations from individual observers, operating
independently, who are known to have diftering biases. We should also
seek evaluations from panels whose members have a range of buses
This allows us to compare individual aganst group conclusions, i ordet
to allow tor group or organizational brases.

At any given time, we should ensure that group evaluations are
done by panels whose members are known to vary considerably in their
basic attitudes towards the evaluation. Panels made up of like-minded
experts are very apt to produce biased results.

We should make a regular practice of using outside evaluators
who are not permanent employees of the agenctes making the
evaluation. This reduces the nsk that these evaluators will contorm to
the mstitutional biases of the agencies that obtain their views.

We should ensure that Key issues are evaluated by several groups
that operate independently of each other, so their final conclusions can
be compared for consistencies ot contradictions.
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e We should develop and disseminate as much information as
possible concerning the US/USSR military balance. This has two main
advantages. First, it means that lay people making judgments on the
subject will have a broader range of information, which will tend to
reduce the risk of distortion. Second, if a greater number of people,
with a wider variety of perspectives, have access to this information, we
are more likely to get a broader range of evaluations. If, under these
new conditions, we still find good consensus among observers, it is less
apt to be a false consensus than one that has developed only among a
small group of experts who are “in the know.”

® Because of the obvious biases and self-interest that the United
States and USSR have when evaluating the US/USSR balance, we
should also make every effort to develop and support international
organizations and private third-party agencies whose mission is to
evaluate this balance. Such agencies should be staffed by citizens from
countries other than the US/USSR and should be given maximum
feasible information.

SOVIET EVALUATIONS OF THE US/USSR BALANCE

So far this paper has mostly discussed the biases that exist when US
groups judge the US/USSR balance, and ways that these biases can
partly be overcome. It should be pointed out, of course, that it would
be greatly to Russia’s advantage if her leaders took similar steps to
reduce perceptual errors in the estimates they make. For all we know,
perhaps they do this, although the nature of their ideology and their
rigid political and economic system makes this seem a bit unlikely. In
any case, it would be to their advantage, as well as ours, if they also
tried to improve their evaluation procedures.

POSSIBLE METHODS OF CHANGING
THIRD COUNTRY PERCEPTIONS
OF THE US/USSR BALANCE

Up to this point, the emphasis has been on those factors which
distort perceptions, and the ways this distortion can be reduced. In
making these analyses, some principles of perception have been
presented which also can be used in another way to help us deliberately
modify the perceptions which other countries have of the US/USSR
balance. The possible methods of doing this are numerous, and can only
be mentioned briefly in this paper. A few examples may suffice.

Each country judges the US/USSR balance in relation to its own
needs and interests. For example, black African regimes are often more
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interested i support tor thenr quartels with “illegitimate  white
regimes” than they are in opposition to communism. Accordingly, they
may judge the US/USSR balance in terms of which nation is more able
and  willing to provide conventional  military assistance o the
governments. It we are willing to do this, we may accomplish more to
change thett perceptions of us than we can by an calargement of owm
strategic forees.

Countries also judge our military power i terms of the Kinds of
force they think is most important. A maritime nation like Japan may
be more concermed with our naval forces, while Thailand may care
more about our ability to help them in thetr intemal defense and
development programs. On the other hand, a richer nation hike lan
may care mote about out sophisticated weaponry. This means that with
cach countty we must use, and emphasize, those aspects ol our powet
that are most meaningtul to that particular country.

As another example, we must recognize that some countries evafuate
the US/USSR military balance primacily in terms of the conventional
torces which the United States and USSR possess because they behieve
neither superpower would be likely to use its nuclear torces.

We must also recognize that some countries may be more impressed
by our willingness not 1o use our power than by our use of it. For
example, there were some countries which felt that our use of acvial
bombing during the Vietnam War was a stgn of weakness, not strength,
They believed it mdicated a desire to substitute high technolopg
warfare tor the more ditticult, but perhaps more appropriate, use of
Army-oriented internal defense and development programs.

Another effect of the negative evaluation which some countries
place on the US use of technology can be found in the decision not o
sell CBUs 1o Ismael. In this mstance, it appears to have been decided
that giving tscael such a powerful weapon could be counterproductive
i terms of the way that use of such a weapon would be perceived by
ather countiies,

One final princtple can be offered. A number of nations judge o
military  forces as a sign ot owr national intentions as well as o
national capability, Accordingly, if we reduce our torees or bring mowe
of them back to CONUS, or fail to use them in a situation where they
might have been helptul, such as Angola, some nations may perceive
this as an mdication ot changed American intentions. I American
power is seent as the product of Amencan capabifities and Amecican
intentions [Power = { (Capability x Intention)] then in a given situation
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other nations may conclude that American capabilities have been
reduced or modified by owr changing intentions. Then they  may
conclude that our net power to act in that situation has diminished.

SUMMARY

This paper argues that we should pay more atteation to the
perceptions which exist concerning the US/USSR military balance,
because nations base their policies on their perceptions of” this bafance
rather than on the objective dara. These perceptions, of course, are
related to and influenced by the objective data but they are also
influenced by many other factors. We Kknow something about these
mluences which can modity perceptions, and by using this knowledge
we can reduce the extent of these pereeprual distortions. We can also
use these principles of perception to make efforts 1o change the
perceptions which others have concerning the US/USSR balance.

The paper describes and explains a number of the punciples of
perception which are relevant to our perceptions of the US/USSR
balance, and it discusses the kinds of perceptual changes that result
fram the operation of these principles. In addition, it discusses some
methods that can be used to diminish these perceptual distortions, so
that we can qudge the US/USSR military balance more objectively and
accurately

The paper also gives sorme examples of ways in which we could make
use of the principles of perception in order to modify the views which
third countries have of the US/USSR balance.

One final issue which is addressed s the question of whether it is
wise (0 focus on pereeptions, rather than o the objective data. 1 is
argued that we must addiess these pereeptions because we can nevel
fully and completely evaluate the objective data. Instead, what we
actually deal with are vatying perceprions of these objective data, and it
is these perceptions which form the bases for our actions. Hence, it is
essential that we deal with, and understand the nature of, these
perceptions. I we do so, we can reduce the chance of being misled by
our own pereeptions, and we can sometimes modity the perceptions
which other countries have of the US/USSR balance.
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ENDNOTES 2 ,

1. Betelson and G. Stewner, Human Behgvior, Shorter Edition, New York:
Harcourt, Brace and World, 1967.

2. Myor General George ). Keegan,“We're Outnumbered, Outproduced,” '
Baltimore Sun, February 13, 1977, p. K 1.

3. Herbert Scoville, Jr., “There is No Question the U.S. s Superior,”
Baltimore Sun, February 13, 1977, p. KL

4. Colonel Robert D. Heinl, Jr. is a retired Marine officer who serves as the
military correspondent for the Derroit News. He writes a column which is
syndicated by the North American Newspaper Alliance. His views appear
trequently in Seepower, the journal of the Navy League of the United States. He
18 quite conservative and expresses great concern about Soviet intentions and
capabilities in comparison to those of the United States. Two quotes will illustrate
his views concerning Soviet intentions: (1) “He [President Carter| also Knows
that Russia has never abstamed or pulled back trom the development of am !
major  weapons  systems  during  its unswerving march tor - world - mihitary
superiority™ (Seapower, May 1977, page 30); (2) “Russia is now driving towards
across-the-board military and warfighting superiority over the U.S.™ This second
quotation indicates Colonel Heinl's evaluation of the National Intelligence
Estimate concerning Soviet intentions, and s taken trom his article in Seapower
(February 1977, page 34). In this same article, he refers to Dr. Herbert Scoville as
“a skeptic™ (concerning Soviet intentions) and “a leading advocate of ULS. nuclear
disarmament.” American will is evaluated by Colonel Heinl as being as “flabby as
spaghetti™ (Seapower, May 1977, p. 29). |

Licutenant General Ira Faker s a retired A Force officer whose views are
reported regularly on the editoral pages ot the Ap Force Times. His peneral
political perspective is indicated by this quotation, taken trom the December 12,
1977 issue of the Times “Can anvone doubt that our international poficy of
detente is shoring up communism? Can anyone doubt that the U.S. s dritting,
mevitably, into a weltare, communist state?™ Concerning Soviet capabilities he
reports “Soviet superority i mditary torces makes possible, tor the fust time,
this impnsonment of tens of mihions of human beings. Suntlarly, superiority in
nuclear weapons and the announced will to use them provide the Soviet Umon
with & cocrcve capability which can brag all mankind under this yoke of
extortion and stavery™ (Ao Force Times, November 14, 1977). General Faker also
speaks of Soviet intentions by describing “Russia’s determined etfort to dominate
the world™ (i Force Timeys, August 8, 1977).

A quite difterent perspective as provided by Dis. Herbert Scoville, o and
Herbert York. D Scoville was tormerly deputy director ot the CIA, and assistant
director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. He currently serves on
the Board of Advisors tor the Center for Detense Information. Dr. Scoville
penerally tavors a slowing down of the arms race and he is very cautious in his
evaluation of Soviet capabilities. Concerning US policy he argues “As long as we
[the Umted States]  mamtain o survivable  deterrent  repardiess of - Soviet
buildups and this is true today and tor the foreseeable future |emphasis added |
by present author|  then we must not allow ourselves to be stampeded by remote 1
contingencies™ (Herbert Scovitte; " The Soviet Threat: Is There a Present Danger,™ j

12 i
]:
|




The Defense Monitor, February 1977, pp. 1-3). He addy, i the same article, that
there s “an absence of convincing evidence ot accelerated Soviet programs tor
strategic offensive weapons.™

In other articles, Dr. Scoville has ex pressed sumilay viewpoints. He tavors lower
levels of strategic weapons tor both the United States and the USSR (Los Angeles
Times, December 14, 1975, Section 10, page 1) and urges & stronger, more
comprehensive test ban (The New York Times, April 18, 1976, Section 4, page
14).

Dr. Yok as a tormer Deputy Directar of Detense tor Research and
I ngineering. He s particularly concerned about the risks of nuclear proliteration
and nuclear war and frequently  writes on these and related topics in such
publications as the Bulletin of the Atomie Scientists. He s telatively comtortable
with the relative US/USSR strategic balance but very uncomfortable with the high
levels of nuclear weaponry on both sides. He argues 1 believe the current nuclear
balance has been stable for some time and that the SALT Lagreements po a long
way toward assuring that it will remain stable for the foreseeable future™ (Bulletin
of the Atomic Scientists, March 1974, page 5). In a more recent article (Los
Angeles Times, February 29, 1976, Section IV, p. ) he argues tor much stronget
curbs on nuclear proliteration.

The point here is not that one viewpoint s more correct than the others, but
rather that competent authorities, commg from a variety of backgrounds, have
very difterent perspectives and evaluate the same situations quite ditterently.

S. The Center for Defense Information, of which Rear Admual (Ret) Gene R.
LaRocque is director, tends to adopt rather liberal perspectives on detense issues,
while the American Enterprise Institute s more apt to judge matters from a
conservative point of view. The conservative  perspective of  the American
Enterprise Institute has been commented upon in two recent articles: *Is America
Turning Right,” (Newsweek, November 7, 1977, pp. 34-44); and “The
Conservative’s Think Tank,” (Business Week, May 2, 1977, pp. 80-81).

By contrast, there s general agreement  that the Center tor Detense
Information is more liberal, although there is considerable controversy as to just
how liberal it is. Rowland Evans and Robert Novak reterred to the Center as
“anti-Pentagon” and to its director as “dovish™ in an article in The Washington
Post, (August 11, 1975, page A19). Admiral LaRocque responded to these
charges in The Washington Post on August 28, 1975 (page A21) but Fvans and
Novak returned to the attack in another column (*The Running Mate Problem.”
The Washington Post, September 7, 1975, page B7), in which they charged that
the Center’'s publication, The Defense Monitor, “‘carries on a continuous
propaganda campaign against defense spending.”

The Defense Monitor itself gives evidence that the Center views the US/USSR
military balance more optimistically than others might. In the issuce of December
1974, it reports “U.S. military power continues to be more than satticient and is
not being significantly overtaken by the Soviet Union.™ A similar conclusion is
stated in the issue of May 1976, when an article entitled “The Artiticial Crisis of
American Security” reports “There is no real crisis of American security, nor has
the case been made that the United States is talling turther behind the Soviet
Union militarfy,”

Here again, the point is not so much that one agency is more correct than the
other but rather that agencies, like people, can have consistent biases which lead
them to interpret situations very ditferently.
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Ferronsm and the Military Response
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Documentation Center. The request, indicating title and AD number, should be
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Defense Documentation Center
Cameron Station
Alexandria, VA 22314
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