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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This paper analyzes nuclear-related interactions in the Middle East involving Israel, the United 

States, and the Soviet Union in the period 1%7-1973. It does so because that period is one of the 

few that we can study that reveals the nature of interactions among more than three nuclear-

aimed players ins series of intense crises. 

The multipolar nuclear strategic dynamic was characterized by a collective misreading of evade. 

• Israel's two most 'nuclei nuclear decisions — the decision to go nuclear in 1967 and the 

country's first full-scale nuclear alert in 1973— were based on miaperceptiona In 1967, it 
seems that the overflights of Dimona, the concentration of Sot naval power in the 
Mediterranean, and an anticipated coordinated Soviet-Amb attack on the reactor pushed 
Israeli 'technologists" to realize Israel's operational nuclear capabilities for the finn time. 
Yet in reality, the Soviets had absolutely no intention of either bombing the reactor or 
intervening in the war on behalf of their Arab allies. The USSR's naval buildup in the 
Mediterranean was meant to countabahmce the US naval race and was planned 
before the war. 

• A similar miscalculation was made in mid-October 1973. The Israelis misinterpreted the 
intelligence they received from the Americans about the deployment of Soviet Scud 
missiles in Egypt, overestimating the threat of the alleged Soviet nuclear warheads and as 
a result initiating a demonstrative nuclear slat In retrospect, it is obvious that the alert 
confiised the Soviets, who were at a loss to explain its logic. Rather than reaping strategic 
benefits of any kind, Israel revealed its "special capabilities" without receiving anything 
in return. 

• Moscow did not undersamd that its policy of "controlled tensions" in fact instigated the 
1967 War. The mixed signals it gave to Cairo and Dammam made Moscow's Arab allies 
overconfident, leading than to take active Soviet support and participation in the war for 
granted and to continue to delude themselves before and during the war. 

• The Israelis interpreted the intelligence reports that Moscow provided Damascus and 
Cairo in 1967 as an indication of coordinated action or instigation of crisis. In Sct, the 
reports turned out to be an analytical failure and manifested dysfunctional conduct on the 
part of Soviet intelligence organizations. 

• The United States a/Tongly intapreted Israel's 7-9 October "operational check" as a 
nuclear alert. However, the United States failed to grasp the crucial role played by 
American intelligence in the Israeli decision to opt for a nuclear alert on 18-20 October. 

• The Kremlin interpreted the Egyptian "operational pause" of 12-14 October as a function 
of the Israeli unconventional threat The latter was never realized; in fact, the pause had 
been pre-planned by the Egyptians. 

iak 



Second-at effects had • greater impact on the imapretrition of the situation than signals that 
were sent intentionally. 

• The United States was not mindful of the second-order consequences that its deployment 
in the Mediterranean had had on Israel. The Soviets, who felt strategically threatened by 
the American nuclear foothold in the Medians:an, began to build up a significant naval 
counter-balancing presence in the region. Soviet naval power and involvement in the 
Egyptian and Syrian militaries became a direct strategic threat to Israel. Although the 
essence of the Soviet deployment was globs!, Israel saw it as • force multiplier for the 
Arab threat to its hinterland, and particularly to its nuclear project. 

• Moscow was not mindful of the second-order consequences of the countabalmcing 
presence that k was building up. It did not undanand the extent to which its regionsl 
presence and power accumulation visavls the United States had been seen by the 
Israelis as a threat. In 1967, in the midst of uncertainty and fear of • possible coordinated 
Soviet-Arab attack on the reactor, Israa's 'anxious scientists" decided toga nuclear. This 
was probably the last thing that Moscow could have foreseen as a consequence of its 
strategic behavior. 

Normal operational behavior for one side was interpreted as brinkmanship by the other. 

• Behavior seen in the West as totally escalatory and aggressive was seen by the Soviets as 
normal operational procedure, it, unwritten but common practice. This can be clearly 
seen in the conduct of Soviet squadrons both in 1967 and in 1973, and particularly in the 
case of the commanders of Soviet nuclear submarines. 

• The operational deployment of Soviet Scuds in Egypt during the 1973 War was put of 
routine training activities. The United States and the braelis interpreted it as preparation 
for usage in combat 

Intentionally-employed nuclear Imes wae irrelevant and ineffective. 

• The first nuclear lever was activated by the Israelis: the Israeli nuclete slat of 18-20 
October was Tel Aviv's reaction to whet it perceived as the operational deployment of 
Soviet Scuds with whet it suspected were nuclear watbeads. By the time Israel issued the 
alert, the operational situation had stabilised, and Ind was no longer faring all 
existential threat. The Israeli action was completely irrelevant strategically, it added 
nothing. The move had the potential to be counterproductive; only by chance did it not 
lead to a strategic confrontation with Moscow. 

• The United States was the second nation to exploit the nuclear optical during the 1973 
war. Like Israeli demonstrative efforts, American strategic 'Mating proved both useless 
and irrelevant. The Kremlin was unable to understand the White House's nuclear 
trepidations. 

The findings of this study present several key implications for interactions in the future. 
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• Allies or quasi-tdlies are assumed by the adversary to have hilly coordinated their actions 
with one ant against the adversary. It appears reasonable, therefore, to suggest that 
in a crisis involving a nuckar-umed Iran, brad, and the United States, Iran will assume 
that actions independendy taken either by the United States or by Israel in the region am 
part oft coordinated US-Israeli operation directed apinst kan. 

• In the absence of experience with the operational practices of nuclear forces d.eployed by 
an adversary, observed behavior is imapreted in terms of its meaning within the 
operational doctrine of the observa. Very little information is available about the 
behavior of Iran with regard to the handling of special weapons. Given that scarcity of 
information, them will be an even greater tendency in the United States and in Israel to 
intapret observable Iranian activity involving nuclear weapons in terms of American or 
Israeli opaational practices in ways that could make than cotmtries more or less 
sensitive than they ought to be to impending Iranian weapons use. 

• A camtry is likely to agorae that local military activity is directed at it, while more 
distant activity has less immediate impact. 

eh 
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INTRODUCTION 
This paper analyzes nuclear-related interactions in the Middle East involving Israel, the United 
States, and Soviet Union in the period of 1967-1973. It does so because that period is one of the 
few that we can study that reveals the nature of interactions among more than three nuclear-
armed players in a series of intense craes. In the abstract, we know that once a strategic 
interaction includes more than two actors, so-called n+2 pines, a variety of behaviors not 
possible between only two actors may manifest themselves For example 

• The behavior of one actor ataxia to influence a second actor, may be 
perceived by a third actor and lad to actions on its pat that affect the first two 
players in ways not anticipated or desired by the first actor. 

• The behavior of one actor may be intended to induce behavior in a second player 
in order to affect the third to make it behave in ways it would not if facing the 
second player alone. 

• Two allied players may be assumed by the advasary of the alliance to be 
coordinating their behavior, so that when one player acts, it reveals the intentions 
and assessments of its allies, yet the allies may not in fact be coordinating. 

• The range of misperception increases with the increased number of men, SIX 
a	 a finite amount of resources devoted to intelligence collection cannot be 

concentrated on one target, but must be dispersed across several targets. 

In short, the potential for misperception and miscalculation increues in n+2 interactions, paters 
in significant ways. 

However, it ha also been argued that nuclear weapom are the most salient military capability of 
any state. A peat deal of effort will be put into collecting intelligence on these weapons. 
Father, the impact of their potential use in war is large, obvious, and negative. The net effect, it 
could be argued, is that nuclear weapons will make clear the incentives for all mutes, even in n+2 
games, to sham information and coordinate their actions to avoid nuclear weapons use. The 
result on this argument is allit nuclear weapons will reduce the potential for misperception and 
miscalculation, even in n+2 games. Thus we have plausible but opposite predictions about the 
character of crises involving more than two states armed with nuclear weapons. Any empirical 
evidence that can be examined that might help us resolve the question of which prediction holds, 
and under what conditions, is therefore most valuable. 

The interactions in the eastern Meditaranean among the United States, Soviet Union and Israel 
from the time that Israel became a nuclear weapons state late in 1966 is one source of such 
information. The 1968-1973 imeractioes among the United States, China, and the Soviet Union, 
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studied in • previous lag Tam Strategy Group monograph, is another.' The United States 
deployed medium-range bombers with nuclear weapons in bases in the Middle East, nectar 
weapons on aircraft carriers stationed in the eastern MaHartman, and Polaris missile =tying 
nuclear submarines. These weapons tended to be stationed in the eastern Meditaraneen so that 
they would be in ranee of targets in the Soviet Union. As described below, the Soviet Union 
deployed naval forces in the SIM region and with nuclear weapons, at lean in pat for the 
purpose of neutralizing American nuclear forces that in the event of a war. Wadi nuclear 
weapons, presumably acquired to deter Arab attach on had, were also potentially the target of 
Soviet nuclear weapons and put of a force diat might be used to support strategic directed 
against clients of the Soviet Union in the region Actions tam by the Soviet Union because of 
the United States nuclear fates in the region might be waived by the Israelis as directed 
against their nuclear weapons. Actions tabm by Israel against Arab Mks might affect Soviet 
nuclear assets in the region. American support for Israel in conflicts with Arab states might also 
affect the Soviet Union. Arab actions against Israeli nuclear weepers installations ndght be 
perceived as reflecting Soviet anessments and intentions, and so on. The question is what 
actually happened 

This monograph focuses on Soviet assessments of the behavice of lead and the United States 
with regard to nuclear weapons, Soviet assectnents of the role and utility of Soviet nuclear 
weapons, and the behavior of military systems and units related to nuclear weapons. 

Follow* the introduction, the discussion will be divided into six pits, each one dogleg with 
scent "nuclear issues." Soviet views on the use of nuclear weapons. Soviet knowledge about the 
Loath nuclear project, and Moscow's threat paceptice in the Mediterranean are diacussed in the 
first part. The second pat ooneentrates on the Six Day War and CX1131i/XS the impel of the Soviet 
hector on the matunition of the Israeli nuclear project, the Libaty incident, and Soviet strategic 
behavior during the war. The third ma dale with the War of Attrition (1969-1970). The fourth 
part analyzes the Yam Kippur War and focuses on the unconventional Israeli slats of 7-9 
October, the Soviet Scuds affair, the Israeli nuclear slat of 17-20 October, and the Soviet note 
and DINCON III, with reference to the supapower Mediterranean stand-off. The fifth action 
deals with Soviet expectations (versus what transpired), doctrinal lessons, and the impact of the 
Soviet Union's strategic behavior on the subsequent Israeli build-up. The sixth aid final section 
discusses the possible relevance of whet has been larned from this historical study for current 
policy questions. 

A disclaimer lain order regarding the treatment of Israel in the study. All references to, and 
&sessions about, the Awed Inch nuclear capability below are based on published, open 
sources only and should be treated as such. 

The key historical findings with regard to the nedlipolar nuclear interactions described in this 
study are: 

Dins Adanalcy,17he Bear &alb the Dragon and the Eagle': SaWet Perception qfthe Office Threat, 

1960s-1970s, June 2007. 

••• 
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The multipolar nuclear strategic dynamic was charactaized by a collective misleading of events. 

• Israel's two most crucial nuclear decisions — the decision to go nuclear in 1967 and the 
country's first flail-scale nuclear alat in 1973— were based on mispaceptiors. In 1967, it 
seems that the overflights of Dimon', the contestation of Soviet naval power in the 
Mediterranean, and an anticipated coordinated Soviet-Arab attack on the reactor pushed 
Israeli "technologists" to realize Israel's operational nuclear capabilities for the first time. 
Yet in reality, the Soviets had absolutely no intention of either bombing the reactor or 
intervening in the war on behalf of their Arab allies. The USSR's naval buildup in the 
Mediterranean was meant to countabalance the US naval presence and was planned 
before the war. 

• A similar miscalculation was made in mid-October 1973. The Israelis misinterpreted the 
intelligence they received from the Americans about the deployment of Soviet Said 
missiles in Eva, overestimating the threat of the alleged Soviet nuclear vnuheads and as 
a result initiating a demonstrative miclaar alert In retrospect, it is obvious that the slat 
confused the Soviets, who were at a loss to explain its logic. Rather than reaping strategic 
benefits of any kind, Israel revealed its "special capabilities" without receiving anything 
in meant 

• Moscow did not tmdastand that its policy of "controlled tensions" in fact instigated the 
1967 War. The mixed signals it gave to Cairo and Damascus made Moscow's Arab allies 
overconfident, leading than to take active Soviet support and participation in the war for 
granted and continue to delude themselves before and during the war. 

• The Israelis interpreted the intelligence reports that Moscow provided Dammus and 
Cairo in 1967 as an indication of co:Sinned action or instigation of crisis. In fact, the 
reports turned out to be an analytical faihne and manifested dysfimetional conduct on the 
part of Soviet intelligence organizations. 

• The United States stoney interpreted Israel's 7-9 October "operational check" as 
nuclear alert. However, the United States failed to steep the andel role played by 
American intelligence in the Israeli decision to opt for a nuclear alert on 18-20 October. 

• The ICranlin intapreted the Egyptian "operational pause" on 12-14 October as a function 
of the Israeli unconventional threat The latter was never realized; in fact, the pause had 
been pre-planned by the Egyptians. 

Second-order effects bad a greater impact on the interpretation of the situation than signals that 
were sent intentionally. 

• The United States was not mindful of the second-order consequences that its deployment 
in the Meditaranean bad had on Israel. The Soviets, who felt strategically threatened by 
the American nuclear foothold in the Mediterranean, began to build up a significant mad 
counter-balancing presence in the region. Soviet naval power and involvement in the 
Egyptian and Syrian militaries became a direct strategic threat to Israel. Although the 
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asaice of the Soviet deployment was global. Israel saw it as • farce multiplier for the 
Arab threat to its hinterland, and particularly to its nuclear project. 

• Moscow was not mindfid of the second-orda consequences of the countabalancing 
presence that it was building up. It did not tmderstand the extem to which its regional 
presence and power SCCIIIII111116011 vis-d-Ws the United States had been seen by the 
Indian a drat In 1967, in the midm of uncertainty and fear oft possible coordinated 
Soviet-Arab attack on the reactor, Is-ad's "anxious scientists" aided to go nuclear. This 
was probably the last thing that Moscow could have foreseen as • consequence of its 
strategic behavior. 

• It scans that the Israeli nuclear capability, as it was viewed in Moscow, had a certain 
restraining and deterrent effect on Soviet decision-makers. This was achieved without 
any special signals on the part of bad to the Soviets. Al the same time, the signals sent 
intentionally in 1973 were disregarded and misunderstood in Moscow. This occurred 
notwithstanding a generally impressive Soviet intelligasee penetration of Israel and 
knowledge of the nuclea pr M act in particular. 

While the playas attempted to decipher one mother's strategic intentions based on prior 
knowledge of alliance relatiomhips, most such assumptions and conclusions way fundamentally 
wrong. 

• Each player had its own view of the regional and global circumstances surrounding 
hostile alliances and attributed to its adversaries fir more coordination and planning than 
actually took place. °Waved actions were often taken to be deliberately orchestrate& as 
if guided by some coherent plain fact, this was rarely the at. 

• The Israeli anticipation of a coordimited Soviet-Arab attack was an important 
consideration in the Israeli decision to opt for a pavenrive ale, and significantly 
influenced Israel's decision to go nuclear. 

• The Egyptians thought that the United States Air Force (USAF) had joined forces with 
the Israelis and taken part in the Israeli Air Force's (IAF's) strategic bombing raids in the 
fa day of the war. 

• The United States initially thought that the Soviets had snacked the U.S.S. Liberty. 

• Despite Israeli and American expectaficas, Calm and Daman did not plan the 1973 
campaign together with Moscow. The Arab did not coordinate the preparations for the 
war with the Soviets. 

• Several ISM& dtmiskoadom saw the 1244 October "amakad mar a a 
coordinated Egyptian-Soviet event. 

Normal operational behavior for one side was interpreted as badmouths, by the other. 



• Behavior seat in the West as totally escabtory and aggressive was seat by the Soviets as 
normal operational procedure, i.e., unwritten but common practice. This can be clearly 
seen in the conduct of Soviet squadrons both in 1967 and in 1973, and particularly in the 
case of the commanders of Soviet ramlar submariner. 

• The operational deployment of Soviet Scuds in Egypt during the 1973 War was part of 
routine trng activities. The United States and the Israelis intapreted it as preparation 
for usage in combat. 

Intentionally-employed nuclear levers were irrelevant and ineffective. 

• Twice during the Yom Kippur War, the players deliberately turned to strategic levers 
involving nuclear capability. The that nuclear lever was activated by the had it the 
Israeli nuclear alert on 18-20 October was Tel Aviv's reaction to what it perceived as the 
operational deployment of Soviet Scuds with what it suspected were nuclear warheads. In 
fact, that were no Soviet nuclear warheads in Egypt, nor was the Soviet deployment of 
Scuds in Egypt a product of any combat operational logic. Moscow took note of the 
Israeli alert, but failed to undastand the thinking behind it. It seemed to be truly 
bewildered by the Israeli move, and did not know how to react. By the time Israel issued 
the alert, the operational situation had stabilized, and Israel was no longer facing an 
existential threat. The Israeli action was completely irrelevant; strategically, it added 
nothing The naive had the potential to be counterproductive; only by chance did it not 
lead to a strategic confrontation with Moscow. 

• The United States was the second nada to exploit the nuclear option during the 1973 
war. Like Israeli demonstrative efforts, American strategic clouding proved both useless 
and irrelevant. The Kremlin was unable to understand the White BMWs nuclear 
trepidation*. It was unclear to the Kremlin what Soviet move or Arab action had triggered 
such a harsh reaction on the past of the Americans. Eventually the Politburo classified the 
US slat as Kissinger's "machination," a strategic bluff that should not be treated as a 
significant threat. The amount of attention and the level of credibility that the Kremlin 
attributed to the US nuclear alat contrasted sharply with the seriousness with which this 
issue was regarded in Washington. 

While moves involving nuclear capabilities had no significant impact on the conventional course 
of events, on several occasions, conventional developments almost put nuclear weapons into play. 

• In 1967, under the threat of. conventional attack, Israel decided to go nuclear. 

• Soviet commander' who participated in the 1973 naval standoff and anticipated the 
outbreak of conventional hostilities seriously considered the use of nuclear weapons. 

• In 1973, routine activity of Soviet SSMs under standard operational procedures was 
interpreted in Israel as an operational preparation for launch, resulting in an Israeli 
nuclear alert 



• Damascus and Cairo decided to go to war despite Israel's nuclear capability. However, 
the Israeli strategic potanial limited the Arabs' wartime goals. 

• Moscow decided to intervene in the War of Attrition and engaged the IDF directly for 
snail months despite Israel's nuclear carabilities At the sane time, the bestial were 
not deterred by the Soviet nuclear arsenal. In July 1970, they aealsted their standoff 
against the Soviets, shooting down four Soviet jets. 

The mime of Soviet opastional-tactical behavior in the air and at sat did not necasaily reflect 
the Kremlin's strategic intentions. 

• As a rule, Soviet operadonal betavior was a fbnction of the percepdons of tactical-level 
commanders — ordinary How &viatica. In wand situations, tactical- level 
conmanders capable of operating anther weapons way left to their own devices, with 
no clew directives Rom the chap of comnand. 

• Soviet operational bast also reflected a daddy of doctrinal views reptding the 
utiliatica of nuclear weep= in a theater of middy/ oparetionda opposed to the use of 
nuclear capability as a lever on the strategic level for deterrence or coercive diplomacy. 
This duality was probably vay misleading for the USSR's advent:Ia. 

• While the Soviet leadership estimated that the United States lad no strategic integers or 
operational intention to intervene in team of wartere, Soviet tacticaMevel commenders 
in 1967 and 1973 considered American participation in werfitre to be. distinct 
possibility, and prepared for it. 

Internal political betas and fsolional tensions within elite circles in Moscow determined many 
Soviet strategic decisions. Moat of the decisions involved a mixture of rational anelysis of 
geostrategic conditions and emotional, domestiaillyaiented or even personal considerations. 
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CONTEXT 
Three nuclear-related issues will be discussed in this section. The first issue relates to Soviet 
views on the use of nuclear weapons; the second Sus relates to Soviet intelligence penetration of 
Israel; and the third SIC relates to Soviet perceptions of the nuclear threat from the Western 
forces deployed in the Mediterranean. 

SOVIET VIEWS ON THE USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS 

In order to understand Moscow's military policy declaims during the 1967-1973 hostilities, the 
evolution of Soviet views regarding the use of nuclear weapons in theetas of military operations 
should be briefly addressed. The Soviet perspective on the nature of the 'figure wee underwent a 

a triple transformation during the Cold War. In the 1950' and '60s, the next war was envisioned 
as an unrestrained missile confrontation, nuclear from the outset. By the early 1970s, there was 
anticipation of a gradual passage from an initially conventional conflict to total nuclear war. In 
the late 1970a, already the Military Technological Revolution at, the Soviets was recleaning the 
probability of a dual mr-lear and conventional conflict! 

During the period discussed in this paper, the Soviet General Staff (OS) had two separate nuclear-
related spheres: operational planning for the use of nuclear weapons in theaters of war and staff 
work on the use of strategic nuclear weapons. Paradoxically, these issues were the responsibility 
of completely different subdivisions of the GS, which desk with these matters separately. Later, it 

a was realized that tactical and strategic issues were linked, but Mirialb:, the issues of troop support 
dominant& Military leadership colloid' aed tactical and opaational nuclear 'Mies on the 
battlefield to be another type of air and artillery support.3  Indeed, the doctrinal texts and the 
accounts from the mid-1960a clearly indicate the intention to wage and to win a nuclear war. This 
point of view was shared not only by the commander of the strategk missile corps, but also by 
the commanders of such 'conventions:1" corps as ground, naval, and air forces, who were ready to 
utilize nuclear weapons on the battlefield! The impulsive what bads* of the OS expected to 
obtain some positive operational effects from the use of nuclear weapons" and believed that "even 

S 2  Dime Adamsky, "Through the Looking GS The Soviet Militmy Technological Revolution and the 
American Revolution in Military Affair.," Journal of Strategic Studies, vol. 31, no. 2 (Apra 2008); 
Zoletarev, Inman voennoi startegii Rossii (Maecona Fumbles Pole, 2000), 442. 

3 Jan Hoffemar and Christopher Findlay (eds.) Military Planning Par European He Catlike During 

S The Cold WC. An Oral Theory Rotardiabk (Stockholm, 24-25 April 2006), 135, 142. 

Igo? Drogovoz, Raketnye yobbo =SR (Moskva: Hans 2005), 142-44. 

For example, 9t was believed that one preventive strike would Rae the adversary to sten negatiation• 
Such options were considered in the search for an effective way to use nuclear weapons without creadng • 
teat to national security. Such a teat may have been posed in case of a nuesive nuclear strike, or even • 
partial nuclear strike Military Planning For European Theater, 141 
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If the troops had been affected by radiation, they would have been able to fulfill their emigrants 
and carry out their duties, and move fonvard for a certain number of Idlometers in order to take 
up their assigned positions, etc." It would be almost two decades before Soviet military leaders 
admitted that "that was a bluff, and even simple calculations showed that it was not possible." 
The military leadership's education about the operational effects of nuclear weapons proceeded 

During the 1966 the Soviet GS formulated a theory and adopted the strategy of unrestricted 
nuclear war, where regular conventional operation would be conducted simultaneously or in 
conjunction with nuclear attacks. The war plans showed that the OS planned to achieve victory 
solely on the nuclear battlefields. The available primary sources on Soviet war plans indicate that 
the military did not Mkt to nuclear weapons as a deterrent or coercive lever but indeed thought 
about the unthinkable, and plumed to win, not just survive, a nuclear war. Soviet military 
doctrine of this period emphasized the necessity to execute the first strike - to be ahead of the 
United States in launching the first salvo and seemed to disregard the deterrent logic of the 
"second strike." In the early 1970s the Soviets developed the theory of gradual nuclear war that 
started from conversional engagements, including local conflicts in the Third World, then 
proceeded to limited nuclear exchanges, and finally devolved into unrestricted nuclear battle 

The senior political echelon and the military leadenhip had somewhat different views on the 
utilization of nuclear weapons. Memoirs of Col. Vitalii Tsygichko, who beaded the OS's work on 
computations of war-gaming and modeled systems for strategic military decision-making, reflect 
on this politico-military conceptual split. On the political level, the idea of employing selective 
strikes for deterrence purposes or foe encouraging negotiatioas was used as a coercive bluff. The 
Kremlin realized that "any action entaih another action, and restrictions are automatically 
discarded. To use nuclear weapons implies crossing • certain psychological barrier, and 
subsequent thresholds are disregarded more readily. There is no guarantee [about] how many 
weapons would be used once • nuclear attack is launched" However, in regards to Soviet defense 
and military leadership the same source notes: "Among politicians as well as the military, there 
were a lot of any people who would not consider the consequemes of a nuclear strike. I blew 

Military Mannar:dor European Theater, 65.67,138. 

In their own words: "it was redly • problem that we did not possess knowledge about many thins, and 
we did not understand the consequences thereof" Accounts of Soviet sourtes about Slimy amine 
conducted with the nuclear weapons clearly indicate this point 'A military tonseise was held in Coma 
Asia in mi attempt to test • nuclear weapon for advance purposes. A small nuclear device was detonated on 
the timing site, and the troops were sent to move through the nuclear cloud.... One pilot, who refused to fly 
through this cloud, was fired for that. Al! of his friends who had obeyed the order died within amend 
months— Nowadays, we perceive this as a crime  The cost of our lack of knowledge and 
understanding was very bigb." Military Planning for European Theater, p. 140; also sae AD. Zimilrov, 
Pagan enteral (Moscow: Get, 1997). 

&louses, Seraglio, 379407; Drogcrece, Raketnye, 196-205. 
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many military people who looked like normal people, but it was difficult to explain to them that 
waging nuclear war was not feasible." 

When in the esrly 1970s the Soviet political leadership finally started to realize the horrifying 
consequences of a nuclear strike, the Kremlin 'encouraged negodations on the limitation and 
reduction of nuclear weepom and ark-missile defense," An incremental transformation from 
seeing lust another Mg bomb" in nuclear weapons took place only towards the very late 19701.11 

fix By the early 19800 the Soviet military acknowledged the inability of either side to 'decapitate' its 
enemy's nuclear potential from the first strike.12  Towards the late 19701, within the framework of 
the discussions of the emerging Military Technical Revolutiort the Soviet GS started to develop a 
theory of conventional war.13 

In shott, two trends influenced the Soviet decision-making proem and shaped strategic behavior 
during the discussed period: (a) military commanders an the strategic-opaational level were 
psychologically ready for the scenario in which local hostilities developed into a nuclear 
exchange. In this situation, acceding to the established doctrine, it was possible to achieve 
victory, but it was vitally important to inflict a prevendve strike on the enemy. HOWEVEr, (b) the 
higher was the level of decision-makers, the less instrumental and the more balanced was the 
approach to nuclear pabilities and their usage on the battlefield. The Kremlin did not paceive 
nuclear weapons as an operational tool beyond deterrence or coercive diplomacy. The duality 
and ambiguous attitude towards nuclear weaponry affected the decision-making of Soviet 
military leadership during the hostilities of 1967-1973. 

WHAT DID SOVIET INTELLIGENCE KNOW? 

With the available infotmation at hand, it is lard to establish what precisely Moscow knew about 
Israeli efforts in the nuclear field at any given moment. However, it is beyond any doubt that 
during the 19600 and '70s, the Soviets were well-informed of general developments in the Israeli 

elf nuclear project. 

Alines* Planning for Ens' Moser. 161. 

10 Military Plowing for European Theater, 137. 

II  Kjell loge Bjetga, PolliSaleary Assessments on S Nankeen Flank 1975-1990, Report from the 
IFS/PH? Bode coders= of 20-21 August 2007. 

12  Oleg Grinevskii, Senora oilla treed Mrs* (Moscow, Olma Press, 2002), 353-7; Genii Kontiato, 
1Thelednala Vt mares) es leaustrao (Moscow, Olma Press, 2001), 363-7; 2olotarev, 
Sbutesita, 446; Malchmta Gamey, Lai =sr Sea (Moscow, Vidor, 1995), M-119; Germs, &us, 
239-41. 
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Soviet intelligence penetration of Palestine stated about two decades prior to the establishment of 
the Jewish state, so that by 1948 stable networks were operating in laid." Both legal and illegal 
'wedelns dealt with a large nundia of agents who wae infiltrated by mans of Jewish 
immigration flows from the USSR and Eastern block countries." In addition to significant 
HUT,ENT sources operating in Israel," during the 1960s. the MU and the KGB conducted 
SIGINT operations and HUMLNT penetration from Lebanon, Syria, and Egypt as well." When 
Israel embarked on its nuclear project in the 1950s, the Soviets had already penetrated into the 
most sensitive parts of the defense establishment. 

KGB agents operated in the Israeli chemical and biological weapons programs and also in the 
institutions related to the Israeli nuclear project." Sevend high-ranking officials in the MAPAM 
socialist (pro-Soviet) party, which is closely associated with Prime Mint and government 
circles, cooperated with Soviet intelligence." The KGB acquired access to Israeli military 
Intelligence materials on several sensitive operations abroad" Mossad itself suffered serious 
Soviet penetration in the mkt-1950s by Zen Avni. Sat leadership within the Israeli defense 
establishment, including Shinto Peres and David BarOurion (both founding fathers of the 
nuclear project), wen on fairly close terms with Israel Bea," another Soviet agent who was 
caught in 1961 and provided to his Soviet handlers infotmation about the "most secret Israeli 
e1taprises."12  From 1955 the Haifa Technion-based leading physicist Kurt Sine reported to his 
Warsaw Pact handlers about Israeli nuclear activities and earned the nickname "the Israeli Klaus 

14 V.Velidov, Yakov Blisenkin: Vohathdestila terrorista (Moskva: Soweenennik, 1998); Wia Lananskii, 

"Kak braelskie shpiony naduli Kluusheve," NOVOSel &media I Konir-ratvedki, I Anson 2006. 

13  Christopher Andrew and Valhi Mitrokhin, The KGB and the Bade for the Third World (New Yak 

Basic Books, 2005), 223. 

Evgenn Primakey, Blithnil Vostok no scam In, ladisond (Maakyr Romikkela Genets, 2006), 118; We 

see the official history of the KGB, accesolle at htiplisw.gov.ndhistory/. 

"Victor Chest:Bahia, Spy Handle: Memoir of the KGB Officer (New York Bask Books, 2005); Danny 

Piohorov, "Chudde obi Modivy," NM, ) June 2005. 
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• S.N.Lehedev, Oast Stork Rona= vnaheni rasedb, 1945-1966 (Moscow: Moshdunarodaye 
etnosheinia, 2803), 334-347. 
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Fut.In.la3  The collection and analysis of evidence on head's progress in crating nuclear weapons 
was one of the main missions for the new KGB resident posted in Tel-Aviv in 1962.24  During the 
same years the GRU continuously monitored the tedmological and scientific capabilities of the 
MF and concentrated particularly on the IAF, with special emphasis on Israel's nuclear 
capability." 

Several sources, including the former head of the Middle Eastern Deportment of the Soviet 
a	 Foreign Ministry, argue that by the mid-19601 Soviet inaligence possessed reliable data on 

linaers nuclear program." In addition to the intelligence on the Israeli nuclear prcdect from 
HUMINT sources, Moscow received satellite coverage of Dimona." By the summer of 1967, 
through HUMINT, SIGINT, and VISINT, Soviet intelligence acquired a relatively detailed 
picture of the top secret sight in Negev." 

a 
Considerable numbea of the GRU and KGB operatives in Mel were double agents who 
supplied Moscow with false information." However, the intelligence capabilities opmated by the 
Soviets in lenel were not the only source of infamation on the "Samson opdon." Moscow 
acquired a great deal of knowledge on the Mali nuclear project from the penetration of the 
American", French", and British32  intelligence ammonia., which were actively collecting 

u Ginor and Realm 34; Natal, 169-175; Yost Hawk Thseleratfint Paradate HEW be efedbot me), 
(Tel Aviv: Yediot Mom, 2002). 

• Ivan Beduin, "Na mole ob.:Mound," in V.611spov, Ynahniaia nuvedka (Moscow: 21 Nick-
Sogluic, 2000), 209. 

22  Yea Malmo, "Haab abeam ba-KGB," Hamm 22 September 2006. 

26  Grinevksii, Stccomii, 111-112; Andnsi Kialitv, 'Some it tains pustyni Negev,' Svobodsvata Gnaita, 
20 September 2003. 

Valera brenscoko, nadernais voim MBlizha Vostok. byte hi at pollen SSS1t," Walla Nonntel, 5 
hme 2002. 

• laremeeko, alsikinais voina na By." 

29  Yossi Mean, "Hain Miami be MB,' Hoare*, IC October 2006. 

"Christopher Andrcw,Vasili Mitrokhin, The Ann( and the Shaikh The A fitrokldn Mane and the Sean 
History of the KGB (New Yodc Basic Books, 1999), cliPs.11-14. 

31 Aturokhin Archive: The Sword and the Shield, en 27; So me "Soviet intelligence in France," accessible 
at linpilavr.gov.ndiristoryistage09.10nof SVR. 

22  Mitrokkin Archive: The 51votd and the Shield, cbs. 4, 24, 25. 
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intelligence on the Dimes project as well. There are solid reasons to assume that Moscow 

acquired most of the information powered by the Wotan intelligence services By cross-

checking this information against the data Bun its own means of collection on Israel, Moscow 
was able to produce an extremely precise picture of the Israeli nuclear capability? 

As early as 1958 the Soviets had closely followed the rapprochement between Israel and We 

Gummy on the iota of missiles and axles capabilities?" In the early 1960s the Soviets 
mentioned the possibility that Jewish wientists who lad worked in the Manhattan Project might 

have provided a significant amount of "nutter secrete to Israeli iodations working on a 
• is nuclear protect. In 1961 Moscow maimed that hotel was steadily advancing towards the 

creation of its own nectar bomb, and was not for from completion. The Kremlin conveyed this 

information to Washington and offeird a bilateral diplonsatic action which would prevent Israel 

front going nuclear?" On the basis of addidocal reliable infoemetion about the intentions of keel 
to acquire nuclear weapons, Mecca instructed its influential agate in Israeli political circles to 
invest maximum energy in order to prevent this developinat" By 1966 Moscow sew hotel as a 

colonial link between NATO and CENTO in tbe globs] Wean nuclear strategy?" The same 

year one of the leaden of the Israeli Communia Party reported to Moscow the decision of the 

Israeli govanment to produce a mocker device." In reaction, the Soviet ambosador pomposity 
rnentioned to the senior Israeli official that "his government was moaned about the rumen 

regarding the development of the atomic bomb by Israel," About one year prior to the 1967 

the Soviet Foreign Ministry still did not nde out the possibility that the Wadi gpvernment 
might support a proposal to declare the Middle ES • leo-none zone. Moscow named that a 

ban on the supply of convention arms to the Middle East by the superpowers might lead Israel 

latervinv with the rented Israeli intelligence officer "N," in February 2038. Hen and in similar citations, 
the interviewed retied officers asked to remain ancoymoua 

V.V.Naemlein, Blitlossonocknyt ketegt 1957-1967: it dolassatior aright* twerbsei pelletal liontlicoi 
federodi (Moment: Isdatelthvo Ketonic, 2003), Downier no. 63. p.166. 

Natunkin, Document No. 147, 357. 

34  Neumkin, Document No. 148,358-339. 

" Manakin, Document No. 217, 488.489. 

Nsumkin, Document No. 220, 492. 

Manakin, Document No. 217, 487. 

Gmor' and Ream, 52. 
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to embrace nuclear non-prolifeeation!' But by the spring of 1967 Moscow seemed to possess 
information that the Israeli nuclear project was aperoaching the &liveable weapon.°  

Arrests of several senior Soviet agents during the 1960a and the break of diplomatic relations 
with the subsequent closure of the legal residency in the embassy caused finther disruption of 
KGB operations.°  With scene moles WI operating. Soviet HUMINT penetration during the 
19702 was less effective.°  However, the former KGB residents in Tel-Aviv and in Cairo claim 
that Soviet intelligence had reavited a very senior source in Eshkors administration.°  In 1967, 
immediately after the termination of diplomatic relations, the KGB sent two high-ranking agents 
to Israel, probably in orda to preserve and to cultivate the contact with the source. ° This source 
seems to have continued to provide Moscow with relevant and highly classified information. In 
1970 Moscow approved the expansion of the intelligence operations in Inset and sent a aeries of 
agents to establish a permanent illegal residency who would be responsible for contacting the 
existing networks and cultivating new sources. In 1972 the Soviets intensified the recruitment and 
operation of the illegals in Israel." 

In short, despite some gaps in collation and analysis, Moscow possessed significant intelligence 
assets, which produced a relatively precise picture of the Israeli nuclear capability during the 
discussed period. All of the above-mentioned sautes indicate that the emerging Israeli nuclear 
potential had created four concems for Moscow: it was OM (a) as an additional potential link in 
the nuclear military blocks on the USSR's southern border and (b) at the later stage as a direct 
threat to the USSR;43  (c) it was envisioned as a source of future regional instability with a 
damaging effect on the Nuclear Nonaolifaation Treaty (NM); and (d) it was classified as a 
strategic challenge to Moscow's regional clients. 

41 Nattroldn, Document No. 220, 494-495. 

42 Oleg Frolov, "Tan proahlogo: KGB sprowatairoval 'Waltham& voino,"Presscentrre 27 March 
2001, aceessible at Imp://preas.try.md/view.php?ide411358ciddirinter. 

The Rank jar the Third World, 230. 

44 The Battle jot the Tlasol World, 233; Kalogin, WWI:lift • 19344. 

Deduha in Kmpov, 209,229; Ginor and Rana, 43. 

46 N. Dolgapolov, •Bezvestnose lochshaia naggrada: Toad, no. 17S, 27 September 2001. 

47  Cbastopba Andrew and Vasili Mitrokhin, The Sword aml the Shield: The Afitrollan Archive and Me 
Secret History °fake KGB (New York: Buie Books, 1999) p.625, o.42. 

a See the last section of the paper. 
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Moscow was also skeptical regarding the long-term advantage of the Israeli nuclear option. In the 
Soviet view this capability surely provided Inset with a solid detenent in the short sun. However, 
in the long run, the Israeli decision was IICUI as ootmterproductive. Moscow assumed that other 
regional countries, inspired by the Israeli example, would challenge the Israeli monopoly and 
strive to acquire WMD. In this situation Israel would find itself in an unfavorable and dangerous 
position because the "mutually assured destruction" logic of Soviet-American nuclear deterrence 
was not applicable to the Middle East. One or two nuclear bombs would completely destroy 
Israel, so that it would not be able to retaliate with a second strike. In addition. Gromyko 
emphasized the psychological factor nuclear deterrence policies could be effective if both playas 
tried to avoid physical extamination. However, he was highly skeptical of the potential for 
deterring Muslim fimdaramtalists who were not afraid of death bid saw it as a road to a better 
place. For these reasons the Israeli nuclear project was sec as a short-term advantage but a fatal 
mistake in the long term." 

Several Russian sources share Oromylco's views on the psychological factor that may minimize 
the effectiveness of deterrence as • tool in the strategic intaaction with radical Muslim elanents. 
The Soviets arrived at this conclusion incremmtally. During decades of alliances with the Arab 
regimes, Moscow mirror-imaged the Arab strategic mindset and projected its own logic of anis 
behavior onto Arab decision-makers. The notion of deterrence as a mode of strategic interaction 
began to take shape in Moscow in the late 1960s. During this period, however, Soviet 
theoreticians discussed deterrence manly in the context of the Western-bloc nations. 

The crystallization of deterrence postulates in Soviet strategic thought in the late 1970s coincided 
with a deterioration in Moscow's petition in the Middle East and divisions between the USSR 
and some of the regional regimes, most notably Egypt, Imo, and Afghanistan. Following these 
splits. Moscow devoted more of its academic, profasional and political attention to the issue of 
the Middle Eastern strategic mindset Its approach to the question of Islamic fundamentalism then 
became instrumental IS operationaL The Kremlin had a rich pool of internal political experience 
from which to draw lessons. For decades, Moscow had ntaopted to eradicate religion in the 
Asian republics of the USSR, to replace it with socialist ideology and control Islam both officially 
and unofficially in Soviet Union. This rich experience made the Soviets skeptical regarding the 
utility of classical deterrence against fundamental Muslim elanents. Most of the political actions 
vis-d-Ws radical Muslim elements and extremist clagy in the USSR rested on preventive actions 
and dissuasion, rather than on traditional deterrence as classical strategic thought used to address 
it. Some Soviet officials purported to have succeeded in bringing about an effective status quo of 
deterrence with regard to radical Muslim clergy. However, the common wisdom of Soviet 
functionaries dealing with Muslim religious animism posited that religious 61/11tiCS would 
consciously violate the law, and would see these violations as the essence of their struggle." 

49 Coinevskii, Scenarti, 113-114. 

so Yamov Rol, Islam in Seam Union from the World War!! to Perestroika (New York: Columbia 1.1 P. 
2000). Some Soviet officials however, coosirksed the zepressioes as commxproductive because those 
would alienate the man and pat than on the anteraistic an Roi, Islam In the LeLa, 595-6. 
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During the 1970s, the Soviets started to strive at the same conclusions about the uselessness of 
strategic detainee in dealing with extremist players on the international level. Their conclusion 
were based on finthaxl aperient in Irans" and Afghenistansi  and from dealing with tarorist 
orpnixations whose nature and strategic mintet they had studied closely while supporting than 
logistically, politically and ideologically during the 1970. and 19110s.53 

SOVIET PERCEPTION OF THE NUCLEAR THREAT FROM THE 
MEDITERRANEAN 

The Cuban missile crisis demonstrated to Moscow its strategic inferiority. Determined to 
assimilate the lawns of the crisis, the new Soviet leadership snarler Brennev strove to achieve 
genuine strategic parity with, if not supaiority over, the United States. Moscow embarked on a 

a. massive rearmament drive and tried to enhance thc USSR's military presence in pivotal areas of 
the weld in order to countabalance the Wotan threatm 

The Soviet GS concluded that the current strategic threat lay in a surprise nuclear Mack by 
Western forces deployed relatively close to Soviet territory." The Mediterranean naval theater 

4- 
was considered the most dangerous arena from which an unexpected nuclear attack on the Soviet 
hintetiand might emerge. The Soda military assessed that the US force in the Mediterranean 
would launch a ballistic nuclear mimile attack on Moscow ad Leningrad" and that at any given 

SI VmogradoTh, Jr zansokparla, 410-489. 

V.Drozdov, Rapt* nathainika nelegarnal neve& (Moscow. &tell, 2005); (M.Cian:ev, Afganskola 
soda (Moscow lean, 2002). 

$3  The Bald e for the Third WM4244-259; Priroakov, Mani Vostok, 12-15; 20-26. 

S4  Georgii Komiselm, Kleoladnala mina; sWddefsin ee uchasika (Mower Ohne Press, 2001), 150; 
Donee; Rotation wake, pp.149450; Where "Soviet Sea in Retrospect" The steepest manifestation 
of this intent was the attainment of quentitetive parity in ICBMs toward the nsid-1960s sod in mainteaance • 
in subsequent yea The United Sees, however, maintained its edge in other components of —.--w--
pow such as submarine-launched ballistic Win  short-range nuclear missile, and strategic bombe's. 
Ruthenia% Washington was shifting to a"counter-fone" strategy, inflected (among other top) in the 
introduction of MERV missiles ii, its naval amend - a step that made the Soviets feel vulnesable. Dims 
Adamdcy, "The Seventh Day of the Six Day War" in Ysaeov Rol aod Bait Morozov, SOWS Union and the 
June 1967 Sit Day War (Stanford: Stanford University Pees, 2008). 

" Stephen I. ambals, "The Cold War and Soviet Military Strategy," Journal of Slavic Mealy Studies, 
vol. 10, no. 3 (September 1997), 25-55. Sea also Mandl Monakov, The Soviet Naval Dame in the 
Metlitarenean at the time of the Six Day War s Roi and Molozov. 

" I. N. !Ulmer oov, Rosa:kit flat: &blest' niches lapis& admiral° (Macaw Mt Press 1Cniga, 2003), 
393 and 396; Vladimir Urban, "Poweeenie poideeopx tepee Sreclizarmomorie na wont as delete," 
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moment hundreds of nuclear warheads were targeting Soviet territory from the US naval 
platfonns." The nuclear strike from the Mediterranean Masa of Military Operations became 
one of the main concerns of Soviet military strategy." Soviet apprehensions reached a new peak 

in 1964, after the United States turned down a Soviet offer of nuclear disramament in the 

Mediterranean and the Indian Ocean" Polaris submarines with ballistic missiles had been 

introduced into the Mediternmean, and plans war announced to enhance these capabilities with 

Poseidon MD1Vs in the 19700 After the deployment of the Polaris submarine!, the Soviet naval 

presence in the Meditannan became a central national security interest." Because of the 

developed infrastructure of the Northern Fleet, the General Staff considered the Polaris 

submarines in the Northern waters as relatively vuhscrabla however, Soviet naval forces had no 
appropriate response in the Meditmancan.°  

The Soviet leadaship, genuinely frightened,63  sought to create an immediate counterweight to 

American military might in the Meditaranean theta" The milibuy response to the challenge 
was rooted mainly in the naval doctrine of Admiral Gorabkov. This doctrine established the 
Soviet fleet as a stnttegic arm with nuclear capabilities that would be deployed permanently in the 

granola Zvenda, 30 May 1995; Goldstein and Zhariv, 33; Ts Pummon, Bodin int pobodami. God v 

Sordamencen more,' Mord:ark Caine. 

Mazola Chericashin, Clientele stadia (Magma: Morskaia knack*. 2003), 166. 

" In 1963 these wive two US nuclear sobs, and only one spotting and intaception; in 1964 Mx nuclear 

subs and nine spotting*: in 1965 eight submarines and 33 Soviet succensful spottinp. Vladimir Urban, 
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Moore (ed.), Jane's Fighting ShOs 1975-76, L0114011: Macdonald & Janes, 405-406; and Monskov, 
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61 I.ViCasaionov, Flat vyhodit v ohms (SaiM-Petersburg: Astra-Liuks, 199$), 225-226. 
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"Igo? Drogova! Boishoiflot strany sovetov (Minsk Harvest, 2003), 335-336. 
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core areas around the world. The invy would serve both as an operational counterweight to the 
Amain= threat in the immediate vicinity of the Soviet Union and as a vehicle of strategic 
"second-strike capability.' The decision and the staff work regarding the establishment of the 
Fifth Mediterranean squadron occurred in late 1966 The essence of the decision was to establish 
a constant Soviet naval presence, including nuclear submarines, as a counterweight to the US 
nuclear missile threat to the southem regions of the USSR. The Politburo approved the plan in the 
spring of 1967, and in May 1967 the fist operational directive regarding the squadron was issued-

 

ea%	 The relocation of Soviet nuclear submarines to the Mediterranean started in the spring of 1967. 
The actual establishment of the squadron coincided with the Six Day War but by no means was 
its consequence. The pluming of the logistics and selection of the commanding staff started 
almost half a year prior to the war... 

The regional opaational goals of the Fifth Squadron, such as postage support for the embattled 
allies, ranked last. The highest priority was anisped to global goals: tracking the enemy's nuclear 
submarines; monitoring the enemy's romances (curler and strike groups); being prepared to 
attack and destroy these formations if necessary; gathering intelligence on enemy forces; and 
thwarting comterintelligence.ti  Naval maneuvas conducted between 1968 and 1972 clearly 
indicated the global purpose of the Filth Squadron, but regional crises" influenced the 
operational behavior of the Soviet Navy in the Mediterranean. Soviet naval diplomacy included: 

e  Rabat C. Whitten, "Soviet Sea Pon in Retrospect Admiral of the Fleet of the Soviet Union Saga G. 
Gorshkov and the Rise and Fall of the Soviet Navy," Joiner! of Slave Magary Studies, vol. II, no. 2 (June 
1998), 48-79. The &a should be multipurpose, highly sermonic, and equipped not only with sees* but 
also with miscellureous forces such as Mr power, marines, and air. defense. Demmer, Bol Wad jlea, 316-
317. The ability to project force quickly into distant mess and to show the flag pc:eminently in area of 
friction was perceived as conducive not only to the Soviet deterrent but also to political stability in 
frasimoints of confrontation in the Third World. Knoell' nos, Ramat: Jim, 396-397; Welke, Rada no 
Nana 95-96; S. G. Condon, Voila:km strq(a. (Moscow-St Petenburg: 1996), 250. 

66  Gained Morozov, bon& slozhbe," Flag Rodiny, 5 June 2007. Vladimir Man, •Postorenie 
poidenogo: tepee Sredizenmomorie no both ne data" Kitzsaala Zvada, 30 May 1995. Vadim 
ICulichenko, "Moloimetede falai Morskaia gaga 26 December 2002; liozhdenie v &Siamese 
More," NVO, 24 November 2006; Valet Miens, "Oshilska 66:0112116.6 no.41 (132) 12 October 
1999. Maestros; Cludiashin; Vladimir Zabonky, "Litibiame denote admirals Gentians: NVO, 29 
Febtuary 2008. V. Zolotares, Ronan (SSSR) v loktaykh mina* I bedeck word poksay XX vela 
(Moscow: ICochkovo pole, 20044,185-186; Gasbkov, Va./kasha tout, 250. 

a 67 ir6h0OrDOV, Rossilskikfla p. 395; see also Mamba, "Soviet Naval Presence-  in Roi. ICostev, 448-449; 
Vladimir Zaborlay, wPodsodnfrov Whig !got; NVO, 17 October 2003; "Somalian Szedianenomonnia 
Eskadra," NVO, 13 October, 2006; Pavel Dubbin, aljtcom k Lilac Kbobdaia wine na more," Flag 
Rod*, 14 February, 2007; ICulichenko; Ivan Kepitonets, Na sbakbe alaraagonat flaw (Moskva: 
andreevskii Flag, 2000). 

Libyan cam east, 1969; War of Attrition, 1969-70; 7110 Jordanian Crisis, 1970. 
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reinforcement of the squadron, showing the flag through concentration in the region of • crisis, 
taking battle positions ViI-a-Vil US ships, mating mles into latmchers in the view of 
Americans, tracking and locking of fin control radon, and approaching striking range of US 
anion" To cotmter the US Polaris submarines on a emitting basis, the decision was made in the 
autumn of 1968 to deploy perrnaneatly in the Meditannean • brigade of Soviet stimetinee By 
1973 Soviet nuclear-poweeed cruise missile submarines wen maimed to the Mediterranean for 
periods of more than a year at a time 

The attempt to implement these strategic plans and to respond appeopriately to the American 
nuclear Seat ascountaed several obstacles. Although the Soviet antisubmarine force build-up 
had intensified, the high maneuverability of American nucleic submarines made it essential to 
track these vesseh continually. In order to monitor and attack the subs at any given moment it 
was necessary to deploy forces in the immediate proximity of the many." Once the fleet was in 
the waten of the Mediterranean and had received the tight to temporarily enter Egyptian and 
Syrian ports, then was an acute need for premien military bases." However, since 1961 the 
USSR had been unable to use Albanian ports, and maintaining a Soviet fleet in the Mediterranean 
was an expensive and cumbenome proposition?' Taking this into considaation, Egyptian ports 
seemed the most appropriate aoludon to Soviet constrainer." 

The outcome of the Six Day War crested • window of opportunity for the advancanent of Soviet 
goals in Egypt" The Soviets whited Egypt's wealmess and dependence on the USSR, 
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explicitly seeking a quid pro quo: in retum for arms and advisors, Egypt would have to provide 
the USSR with permanent bases in Alexandria and Port Said." Moscow viewed its support of 
Arab independence merely as the lever for achieving its primary global objective - creating a 
counterweight on Egyptian soil to the threats emanating from NATO and the US forces in the 
Mediterranean.*  

" Those included paints depots for Nei, supplies, S spere pa as well as the right to logistical 
services and weekly equipment flieMs from the Soviet DEW. 

" Braman, Mdtsat* kt sw sterol ploshehadi (Moscow: Meationnodese otnosheafia, 1998), 365-366; 
Egypt preferred to Mirk of the Soviet militazy since not only as a factor in rehabilitatizq its deterrent 
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Mined Forces," in Danny AS, Breaking the Concept (Tel Aviv: Maandchot, 2003)311. El Husekti, 
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THE 1967 SIX DAY WAR 
Three nuclear-related issues can be seen as framing the Six Day War. The first issue relates to the 
Soviet factor in the Israeli crossing of the nuclear threshold; the second issue is connected to the 
liberty incidat; and the third issue is Soviet strategic conduct during the war. 

THE SOVIET FACTOR AND ISRAEL'S CROSSING OF THE NUCLEAR 
THRESHOLD 

The multi-actor strategic interaction during the 1967 crisis was a chain of miscalculations on the 
pan of all of the players involved." While Moscow, Cairo and Damascus was drawn in by 
evans as they unfolded and had no prior intention of instigating an armed conflict, Israel 
interpreted the situation differently. The Israelis heavily suspected a pre-planned and coordinated 

Arab-Soviet action, and found the supporting evidence for their hypothesis in Arab, Soviet and 
US strategic behavior. The Israeli expectation of an Arab-Soviet coordinated attack played an 
important role in the decision to opt for a preventive strike This fear also accounts for the turning 

point in Israeli nuclear history. It is impcgrtant to differMiate between two issues: (a) the impact 
of the notion of an anticipated coordinated Antb-Soviet attack on the Israeli decision to go to war; 
and (b) the impact of the overflights of Dimona (which wee seen as an indicator of a possible 
coordinated limited action against the reactor) on the Israeli decision to go nuclear. These Sues 
are addressed separately below. 

PERCBVED COORDINATED ATTACK 

The main problem for the Israeli decision-nsakers was not the Arabs but the Soviets. While 

apprehension regarding possible Soviet intervention on the Arabs' behalf was often aired in GS 

discussions, there was no consensus in the barn government on the matter. The Kremlin's 
behavior was very difficult to explain: as the one hand, there was not enough evidence to indicate 
that Moscow wanted war; on the other band, the Kremlin's behavior spoke to its unwillingness to 
prevent a war, and spurred both Cairo and Damascus to take action. The Israelis began to view a 
coordinated Mali-Soviet attack as a real possibility." 

The evidence in support of the notion of a coordinated attack reached Israeli decision-makets via 
several channels. Soviet motives for grains information to Syria and Hopi about Israeli troop 
concentrations along the county's northern and southern borders began to trouble Israeli 
intelligence in mid-May. The Israelis were unable to understand why the Soviets had finished 
the Egyptians with exaggerated and implausible intelligent reports. They concluded that 
Moscow had clearly known that the reports wee without basis in reality. Israeli military 
intelligence (AMAN) then began to seriously consider the possibility of a coordinated attack. 
AMAN received word that the Syrians had called on the Egyptians to come to their support in 
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acconkurce with the two countries' defense pact, and were at the same time presenting Israeli 
actions against Damascus to Moscow as part of an impaialist plan directed by the United States 
against the USSR. When Egypt subs:qui:nay decided to send swaps to the Sinai, Israeli analysts 
saw the move can additicoal indicator of preparation for a possible triple action. 

AMAN's fears grew stronger when the Americans sent a note to the Soviets raying that the 
United States believed there was no 'nth in the rumors that Moscow had promised to intervene 
on behalf of Damascus. In Tel Aviv, the note was taken as an indication that the United States, 
too, was considering a coordinated attack scenario. Soviet prcpaganda that adopted a clear pro-
Cairo and pro-Damascus position, and joined the Egyptians and the Syrians in their hat anti-
Israeli condenmations; this essentially reinforced the Israeli reading of the events. By 19 May, 
AMAN had assessed that Egypt was a key player in the emerging tensions and that Moscow had 
coordinated its moves with both Cairo and Damascus. However, it was unclear to the Israelis how 
far the Soviets were willing to go. AMAN estimated that the Soviets still believed that the IDF 
intended to attack Syria." 

AMAN estimated that the likelihood of a coordinated attack, a Soviet response to an Israeli 
preventive strike, or Soviet intervention with massive forces would be detamined by the 
American position. Yet an analysis of the latter did little to clarify matters. AMAN was not sure 
of the extent to which effective American deterrence existed to counter the Soviet threat The 
Israelis assessed dist, notwidirtanding the deterring presence of the Sixth fleet, the United States 
was unlikely to resort to fortefid action in supped of Israel, in light of the basic American desire 
not to become involved with Moscow and not to open a new front in addition to Vietnam. AMAN 
also estimated that despite Lyndon Johnson's assurances to Eshkol to counter any aggression, the 
presence of the Soviet squadron would limit America's freedom of action 

As of 24-25 May, AMAN was still unable to decipher the Soviets' strategic intentions. The 
signals were mixed: Soviet policy toward the Arabs was both restraining and encouraging. 
AMAN understood that Moscow was looking to strike • balance between enhancing its position 
in the region by eroding American prestige and preventing direct confrontation with the U.S. 

On the one hand, the Israeli estimate was that the USSR had no lowest in a deterioration of the 
situation, and thus Soviets would render political support to the Arabs but would try to refrain 
from irtervening militarily on their behalf. On 27 May Soviet diplomats sent a personal letter 
from Kosygin to Eshkol in which Moscow asserted its academe that neither Tel Aviv nor 
Moscow had an interest in war. In contrast to Bulganin's brutal 1956 letter, the message was 
tempered and adming. 

At the same time, there were isxlications that the opposite may be the cash AMAN treated the 
Soviets' 2$ May announcements regarding British and American fleets ready to intervene on 
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Israel's behalf as an allusion to Moscow's own intention to intervene. The next day the 

Americans infonned Israel that Moscow had furnished Washington with a promise to exert a 
restraining influence on the Arabs if the United States did the same regarding Israel. However, in 

the event of an Israeli military operation, the USSR would assist the country under attack. AMAN 

also !mew that the Arabs were pressing Moscow to adopt • more active and aggressive position, 

and that the Soviets were seeking ways to rapidly reinforce the Egyptian military. Hadran's 25-28 

May visit to Moscow resulted in additional political support and military supplies for Cairo. 
AN Moscow agreed to dispatch unlimited quantities of military equipment, and evidence continued to 

accumulate that the Egyptians were expecting the Soviets to intervene militarily. The Soviets 

continued their naval buildup in the Mediterranean; AMAN assessed that Moscow's support was 

making the Arabs overconfident. Likewise, when Prime Minister Eshkol asked to go to Moscow, 
Soviets initially agreed, but then changed their minds under Egyptian preuure. As a result, the 

At, Israeli apprehensions continued to rnotmt. Soviet policy of controlled tensions misled Israelis at 

every turn.t2 

This question of • coordinated attack was never fully resolved. Two days prior to the war, when a 

favorable US position had been secured, Soviet policy was still unclear to the Israelis. AMAN, 
senior military leaders, and most notably Rabin assessed that the Soviets, committed as they wet 

to backing the Arabs, would refit from direct military intervention in light of their 

understanding of the potential American malice The political echelons, however, and most 
notably Dayan, still wandered a Soviet-Arab coordinated atmck to be a possibility. Eventually, 

uncertain regarding the Soviets but bolstered by confidence in the favorable US position, the 

Israelis took • calculated risk and opted for war. Yet the Israeli political echelons assessed that a 

successful Israeli strike might compel the Soviets to intervene. The day before the war, Eshkol 

was quoted as saying "What will the USSR ail It may do nothing, or it may do something.?'4 

Today, it is nearly certain that a premeditated, coordinated attack had never been an option in 

Soviet pre-war thinking. To be sure, the Kremlin's hawks and doves were divided in their 

approaches to handling the crisis, and some aggressive proposals were put forward. However, the 

hawks succeeded in putting their aggressive proposals on the agenda only at the final stages of the 

war, after the Egyptian and Syrian armies had taken a severe beating Prior to the war, that had 

been no serious discussions on the Politburo level about Soviet participation in the war. 

Moreover, once the situation had begun to spin aid of Moscow's control and the hostilities broke 
out, the Kremlin tried to prevent a global escalation, reassuring the United States that it had no 
intention of intervening. In MOICOVes view, American behavior prior to and during the crisis 
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(partiadarly the conventions ova the 'hot line') indicated that Washington had no intuition of 
escalating the conflict, and was striving to attain gosh similar to those of Moscow." 

The threatening accumulation of Soviet nuclesr-capable ravel power in the Medituranen was 
aimed at countabalancing the strategic menace from the Sixth Flea aid accidentally coincided 
with the outbreak of hostilities. This Sovia nuckarnaval buildup in the Mennen= lad been 
planned since late 1965 and would have marred in the summer of 1967 anyway. Although 
Moscow's political mimipulatiome ranted in the outbreak of hostilities, war was the last thing 
that theIfs:mho we seeking. Among other reason Moscow rejected ouch an enterprise bane 
the intdligence estimates of the KGB and the ORO from the inwar paled clearly stated that at 
their amens state the Egyptian and the Syrian rise were incepable of prevailing • defeat, let 
alone winning decisively." 

PISMO° TIMAT OP AN ATTACK ON MAMA 

About a decade before the war Israeli decisionnkers needy Imes from counterintelligence 
opaations that the Israeli nuclear peoject was at of the top collection priontie• for Menet. 
Shimon Peres„ one of the founding Shen of the Israeli nuclear capability, mentions in his 
memobs that shady in the early 1960. the his of the lank counterintelligence had referred to 
Moscow's Imowledge of the Inn nuclear project and to the possible Soviet preventive reaction, 
which he considered a grave danger.. AMAN closely followed Egypt's efforts to develop 
tmoonventional weapons, but first and Inmost was concerned with larael's nuclear image in the 
eyes of the many, as well as with the impat of this image on adversaries' convention 
intentions. An, particularly Egyptian, references to an Israeli strategic capability had been on 
the agenda since the mid-1950s, and the IDF estimated that the reactor would entities one of 
the prime targets during a future attack." Beginning in 1966 Dimona had once again become • 
hot topic in Cairo," probably in light of some intelligence information that the Egyptians received 
from the Soviets. There is no direct evidence thst Moscow pared everything it knew to Cairo, 
but according to the expens, this sensibility cannot be need out, and some informatics was 
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arriving on a constant basis,' The USSR bad sonic technical cooperation with the Egyptian 
civilian nuclear progam. During the 1960s, inspired by the development of the Israeli program, 
Egypt turned sevaa times to Moscow to acquire nuclear weapons, but was continuously 
refined? There are solid indications however, that as pan of close intelligence cooperation with 
Egypt, Moscow was providing Cairo with some information relating to the Israeli nuclear 
project's 

A year prior to the 1967 crisis officials in the Israeli Atomic Energy Committee considered a 
hypothetical scenario of a Soviet attack related to nuclear arms.31  By that time, the GS was 
already concerned with the implications of Israel's nuclear image in the eya of the Arabs, end 
feared an Egyptian surprise attack on Diznona reactor aimed at what the Arabs perceived to be the 
Israeli nuclear menace "5  Israel suspected that the threat of its nuclear capability could lead not 
only to a coordinated preventive Soviet-Egyptian strike on Dimona, but also to the inclusion of 
Cairo as part of Moscow's nuclear umbrella." In the Israeli view, the reactor was clarly marked 
by the Egyptiam as a target The reconnaissance flights over Dimas on 17 and 26 May made the 
Israelis even more confident regarding its reading of Egypt's intentions." As far as these 
overflights are concerned, the recent argument by Ginor and Rana regarding Soviet plans to 
bomb Dimon* during the Six Day Warn  has been refined." Based on the most up-to-date 
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sources, it an be dated with certainty that overflights of Dana which indeed had taken place 
on 17 and 26 May, were =ducted not by MiG 25s, but by M10 21s, flown not by Soviets, but 
by ERYPliantim 

This fact, however, may be of seemblety impottmen since the situation was viewed differently in 
Israel. The lack of Soviet-Arab coordination was not so obvious to Israeli decision-cookers, who 
had constardy voiced the Sr of an stack On the rear in the tab kading tm to the wit 
AMAN was not completely swe of Moscow's pain The possibility of a joint action, Soviet 
intervention or deployment of Soviet nudger cepabilities spinet Israel, was considered as 
feasible at the tint the Bights took pla ik  Two perceived threats seemed to merge in the Israeli 
deliberations regarding the aisth The Israeli defame establishment started to view the three of 
the gentle on the Negev nuclear center in t110 MOM of a possible direct Soviet military 
intervention. Although the Soviets had no such plans, in the atmosphere of tmcertainty and mixed 
signals of the time, some Israeli decision-makers mode "an operative coonection began these 
two ccocerns."le  On 19 May, the head of AMAN etplainul the logic behind the mane Egyptian 
strategic behavior: in his view, gig "Egypt had received the ideation or evaluations that 
Israel was about to implement its nuclear program," or Cairo believed that lareel wanted to it 
advantage of the feet that most Egyptian forces wee in Yemen in order to sta. Addressing 
Cairo's passable strategic objectives, the hen' of AMAN mentioned a limited preventive war 
"with the aim of destroying (the) Dimon& ram and the Israeli threat of alter wage At 
this point, he lad gotten the impression that the Soviets were backing Egypt and Syria, but it was 
unclear how far they wee willing to go.' e  Evenhally 'the IDE senior commend and the pant 

bisoxical resserials that allow us so reecatmet Sot.-- of atop On ihe opersticard and tactical levels 
shoat cognately, and da is no nen to doubt their =edibility. Haar, the amounts about dm 
militant cepa of the Sot Defeese dater, when reed sosedier with the .-l—' "bank" 
metimonies, sometimes crag misleading impression than Soviet policy and fuel conspiracy theories 
about ostensible Soviet support for the militny option, prevesive nuclear strike, if not for the idea of 
satilatiag brat 
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echelons estimated that the Dimona rocs constituted a prime target S an Arab attack, whether 
through a concentrated airstrike armn (the) framework of an overall military confiontation.nl* 

Hawkish ministers, supported by the senior military echelons, exploited the possibility of an 
attack on the reactor in at to demand a preemptive strike)*  Other; including Sidman Peres, 
argued that a preemptive strike and subsequent war would put the reactor in danger, since it 
would definitely become the operational target for Arab retaliation.'" While fear of a sudden 
Arab or Soviet eintrike against the Dimona reactor did not become the decisive strategic 
consideration and motive in the government's decision to go to war, it was one of several 
important triggers for the Israeli preanptive strike. I*  Likewise, the threat of this scenario 
significantly influenced the Wadi decon to mature the operational nuclear capability. 

Although Israel's lean of a strike on Dimona were bigger than the actual Soviet and Egyptian 
threats)*  the apprehension of a conventional or unconventional attack was one of the factors that 
pushed the Israeli nuclear project forward and played a decve role in the emergency measures 
to weaponixe Israel's rudimentary nuclear capability, assemble its first nuclear device, and cross 
the nuclear threshold)*  The strategic behavior of the USSR on the eve of the war, as it was seen 
by Tel Aviv, contributed to the growing psychological tension of the Israeli decision-makas. The 
flights had dramatic effects on the Israeli paception of the situation, increased the fears of the 
forthcoming Egyptian strike, and cleated a save of anxiety and urgency in the Israeli cabinet)*  
Israeli intelligence intercepted a strange and worrisome transmission indicating possible 
coordination between interceptors and bombers, which was initially interpreted as a possible 
prelude to the attack on Dimon& 
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New evidence provided by Ami Gluska suggests that Fabkol and some of his political and 
military associates saw things diffaently on the eve of the 1967 war. In fact, the senior military 
and defense establishment succeeded in persuading the haitant Prime Minister to initiate the 
preventive strikel la  Moreover, historical data only recently availed by Avner Cohen indicates 
that that was also tension between 'technology and politics. " Minya Mardor, the fame head of 
Israel's armed development authority who was then in charge of the "main project," had 
learned about the MID flights almost in real time. The day after the first °rallied he "began 
briefing his subordinates on preparations to be made for a possible war... Priorities were set for a 
completion of the weapons which was in the final stages of development and production. The 
manufacturing and assanbly work wan on around the clock." Two days after the second 
overflight on 28 May, Mardor again went on to the assembly hall. "The crews were assembling 
and checking the weapons syatem, of which they had managed to complete the development and 
production ahead of the war."'" 

The maturation of the Israeli rudimentary nuclear capability waned to occur without a dere 
political directive. "As the likelihood of war intensified and some Israelis contemplated the need 
to have temporary burial sites for tem of thousands of Israeli causalities in case of an Egyptian 
attack, brad did something it had never done before. Israeli teams auembled virtually all the 
components, including the handful of nuclear cores it had, into improvised but operational 
explosive devices. Preliminary contingency plans wee even drum up for how such improvised 
devices could be used in a mariner that would demonstrate nuclear capability short of military 
use. Furthermore, an unpopulated site was chosen. The idea behind it was highly indicative of 
Israel's anxious state of mind in those days. As fa as can be dates:mined, these improvised 
activities were not a response to any specific political or military request that came from the top. 
In any cue, the actions were surely not matted in response many specific operational need. 
The steps were taken because the alternative would have been inconceivable. The nuclear project 
was at a historical junction, and it was simply unthinkable for its leaders that, at such a dire 
national momeat, when Israel was facing existential threats, they would sit idle and do nothing. If 
the capability could be made available, it had to be nude available. In the minds of the project's 
leaders, the actual assembly of all the components into one system was momentous because it 
symbolized that Israel had become a nuclear power.""4 

In other words, in May 1967 the 'technologists' took Israel ova the nuclear threshold, while the 
"politicians" were "far from making a firm political commitment to nuclear weapons, let alone to 
nuclear stratesra"" In short, just as the Soviet threat during the 1956 crisis had been one of the 
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decisive factors leading Israel to seek a nuclear deterrent,'" Soviet strategic behavior and the fear 

that it created among Israeli decision-makas and "technologists" during the 1967 crisis was one 

of the decisive facton that impelled Israel to atm the nuclear threshold. 

Today the Israeli miscalculation regarding the preventive-strike intentions attributed to the 

Soviets is obvioin. Although Moscow was trying to dissuade Israel from advancing on the 

nuclear path, the Kremlin had absolutely no intention of executing a preventive strike on the 

Israeli nuclear capability in 1967. The l(remlin had no intention of booting the Wadi nuclear 

reactor and did not know about the Egyptian objectives in this realm. During the pre-war 
consultations in Moscow, the Egyptians did not reveal to the Soviets their plans regarding 
possible strikes on Dimona." 

fis More than a decade later, while discussing the Israeli raid on Osisak in 1981, Soviet Foreign 
Minister Gromyko referred to the nuclear dimensions of the Six Days War "Suddenly in mid-
May [1967] two Egyptian MiGs conducted the reconnaissance flight over Dimon*. To Nasser's 
surprise the planes tamed home safely, although the reactor was under the special defense of 
the US Hawk missiles. A little more than a week passed, and they ova-flew Dimona again, but 
Israeli air-defense did in react."'" Soviet intelligence picked up these Egyptian flights ova 
Israeli territory but interpreted than as wennl intelligence collection activity of OM bagman 
party against another)" "Soviet leadaship was not aware of the Egyptian intent to wipe out 
larael's nuclear potential. We only lmew about the intat to inflict • surprise strike on important 
objects in brat territory, without any fusther clarification. Therefore, we sent a letter to Nasser, 
in which we persistently advised him not to start the war. He also lmew that Egypt is not ready... 
I think that if then we had realized clearly that the main target of the strike was to destroy Israeli 
nuclear potential, we would not have dissuaded Nasser. Of course he would have been defeated in 
this war as well. However, he would have won in the long tam, because the military capabilities 
of Israel and Arab countries would have become equal."'" This was announced by Gromyko 
about fifteen years after the events took place and it is herd to say to what extent his observations 
capture Soviet attitudes at the time of the war. Two things are obvious, however (a) Moscow had 
no gasaal intent to attack Israel, or to strike Dimona, in partkular, (b) the Kremlin tried to 
dissuade Cairo from doing so. 
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LIBERTY INCIDENT 

During the war Moscow assumed and was afraid that under on/evocable operational 
ciranniances Israel might activate its MAD potential and was closely following Israeli strategic 
behavior in that field. These fears beam stronger when the IDE mistakenly bombed the US 
electronic intelligence ship Libeny, winch was apposed to pack= early warnings on the 
activation of nuclear or chemical weapons. The book of official Russian military history issued 
by the Ministry of Defense puts the phrase "bombed by mistake' in quotation Mt This is 
because Russian sources treat the alleged accidental Israeli strike as an intuitional preventive 
measure, which was deigned to conceal nuclear activity. Soviet intelligence named that the US 
intelligence canmunity estimated that Israel might deploy its nuclear capabilities spinet Egypt 
under unfavorable oparetical einatmstances. In Moscow's view, it was possible that Israel had 
attacked the Amami alp deliberately in at to emcee! its preparations to use WMD, whose 
tailgate according to the Rada source was never denied by Tel Aviv. Possible Israeli nuclear 
intentions, along with Kimmel «snook romps mootow to said • attic Vita with 
Dueler weapons on board to the Red Sea far the proses of detenence and manial coercive 
diplonacy. The Soviet navel "nuclear' presence in the Meditunnean was also considered by tin 
Krendin to play an important deterrent role vtravis Tel Aviv, in both conventional and moan 
contexts. 121  It should be noted, however, that the Russian interpreted= of events sounds 
somewhat Mange Why would Moscow have apected Tel Aviv to activate its unconventional 
capability when the IDF was proving victorious on the conventional battlefidd? 

None of the Israeli sources support the Soviet version of events or attribute the incident to any 
unconventional intentions or actions on the part of Ind." Mauling to the Israeli account, 
during the fire two days of the war, awl still feared an Egyptian naval attack supported by some 
seventy Soviet ships, along with a possible Egyptian amphibious landing that could outflank 
advancing Israeli troops. The limited effectiveness of the Grath Navy on the first day of the war 
served only to intentify theme fears. The libation became even most tense when, several hours 
prior to the incident. El-Azish was bombed from the sea. The sauce of fire was not identified; 
the limas attributed it to the Egyptians.'" The OS nit the Nay and the Air Face to hit the 
target. However, when the first battle damage reports snivel immediately after the attack on the 
suspected vessel, it turned out that the markinp at the -It—  kedvend were not in Arabic. The 
fax mounted in the midst of the coition: both the Israelis and the Americans thought of, 
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Moscow connection. The Israelis were afraid that the ship had been Russian, IN  while the 
Americans assumed that the attack= were Soviets?' The possibility that a Soviet spy ship had 
been destroyed sent the anxiety of the Israeli generals "as far up as the barometer could go."" 

The GS was convening an anagency meeting regarding a possible sharp Soviet reprisal when the 
first information came in that the attacked vessel had actually been a US Navy ship. Rabin later 
admitted to having had mixed feelings about the news "profound regret at having attacked our 
Mends, and a tremendous sense of relief [that the boat had not been Soviet)."" The prospect of 
an engagement with seventy ships and a nuclear-capable Soviet squadron vanished. 

SOVIET STRATEGIC BEHAVIOR DURING THE WAR 

Soviet behavior during the crisis and the June war was a result oft series of misjudgments and a 
factional struggle within the ICresnlin. By providing false data to Cairo, Moscow tried to bolster 
Egyptian support for Damascus, but overestimated the control that it had ova its regional ©gads 
and was not able to moderate their adventurism. Events did not develop in accordance with the 
Soviet plan. If Moscow had not misinformed the Ants, the Middle East might look diffaent 
today:" The Kremlin was obliged to maneuver in a war that broke out against its will, but its 
non-intention policy remained intact. Although the weapom airlift had started 129  and 
preparations for the deployment of Soviet troops were made,'" and notwithstanding Kremlin 
hawks who pushed for the dispatch of Soviet forces to the Middle East, that was no intention on 
the part of the Soviet goverment to intervene?' The pressure from Soviet hawks for more 

aggressive steps, including the immediate dispatch of Soviet forces, started when the Arab defeat 
became clear. Some measures, including spontaneous preparations for the &sant landings in 
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Egypt is Sal, which were supposed to deter fitrther IDF advances,'" were taken, but the hot 
heeds peva succeeded in pomading the Soviet goverment to intervene, let alone to issue a 
nuclear threat)" 

When Soviet bawls pushed for intervention, Gromyko stiamied in pomading the Politburo that 
such • move would be next to suicidal. According to him, it would cause a clash with the United 
States and would immediately resat in a second Cuban nuclear crisis. To satisfy the aspirations 
of the hawks, he offered to terminate diplomatic reheats with Israel. Thus, the decision to cease 
relations was not only • gesture to the Arab countries but reflected internal political bargaining in 
Moscow. At the time the view of the Soviets was that even though this move would affect the 
situation in the Middle Elm it would prevent a deterioration leading to nuclear tension.1" 

This approach was a clar deviation from the Soviet preadent during the Suez Crisis. The, in 
1956, ICrudichev used nude trinkmarahip to dictate the Sot position."3  Although the Soviet 
note nude a clear that to use nucler-misaile weaponry, the Kremlin lad had alsolutely no 
intention of implementing the threat, let alone of being directly involved in the hostilities through 
intervention with its foram.'" This coercive diplaMY137  wits the first ever nuclear threat made 
by the Soviet Union. Following the crisis the Soviet lesderthip considaed that the aggression lad 
been stopped first and exemout dunks to the =Mr ultimatum. Analysis of Politburo 
discussions indkata that the psychological consequence of the crisis was the conclusion of 
Soviet leadership'  ds tactics of military ultimatum and a nuclear-missile bluff waked 
effectively.'" In contrast with their conduct in 1962, Soviets treated the 1956 uramstem as • 
"succesaful man* of how they could employ their nuclear clad in order to limit Israeli action 
against their Arab clients." 
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According to Neiman, in 1956 Israel felt helpless in light of the Soviet nuclear threat and had no 
choice but to comply with the ultimatum. To him, the situation might have been different if land 
had had in its possession some kind of a nuclear option at the time.140  It seems that Neiman was 
end in his expectations. Russian experts are convinced that in 1967 (and in 1973) Israel saw in 
its nuclear potential a means to deter the USSR from a direct military intervention on behalf of 
the Arabs.141  In 1967 Moscow had neither the intention nor the capability to attack Israel and 
adopted the "threatening" pattern of conduct from 1956. However, one diffaence is obvious: as 
in the Suez Crisis the Kremlin threatened with a military action when the MR started to approach 
Damascus on 10 June 1956, but this time around no "missile" or "nuclei? threat was made. All 
other facton being equal, the Israeli nuclear capability was the only new variable in the strategic 
equation. There are reasons to assume that even premature Israeli capability had played some 
deterrent role in 1967. The climax of Soviet aggressiveness was the abrogation of diplomatic 
relations, which became a type of substitute for the ban* missile ultimatum from the previous 
cleat Moscow made five ultimatum' during the Arab-Israeli wars (in 1956, 1967, 1970, 1973 
and in 1982). Only once, in 1956, did it threaten with the nuclear-missile capability. The 1956 
Suez Crisis was the only war of the five when Israel lacked nuclear potential. 

Although Moscow accumulated significant force in the Meditaranean and was reinforcing it 
steadily, Soviet political leaden tried to minimize any possible friction with the United States that 
could result in an unionism escalation. Commanders of Soviet ships that docked in Egyptian 
ports during the war and absorbed Israeli fire neva got a clearance from the Chief Naval 
Headquarters in Moscow to open fire in return, that continuous requests notwithstanding."2 
Most of the Soviet force was shadowing the Sixth Rea. Being in a situation of high alat, the 
commanders of Soviet vessels did not always know the most up-to-date situation." While on the 
strategic level, the leadaship in the Kremlin did not put the nuclear levers into play, on the 
operational-tactical level nuclear issues frequently surfaced due to misunderstanding, irrational 
behavior, and the "fog of war." This is iron than just an anecdotal claim because both crises (i.e. 
1967 and 1973) were &Ill of irrational and drab behavior. 

IC  Bergman "Bishvilo." 
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Three Soviet stamina with rocker weapons mod am missiles aboard had been put on high 
slat in the Mamma. The commodore were in Nil readiness to apse with the enemy, 
whoever it may have been?" Evesyday during dm war the commimdas of the submarines got 
radiomaros from Moscow instructing them to be ready to use the waspoory.1"5  While reflecting 
on those events in their memoirs, canmmders of the mac submarines repot that that was • 
lot of calmico, incompothemible orders, and complicated dam of laMIIIM For example, the 
commander of Soviet nuclear submarine R-131, anal with sign cruise Mesa in the Adriatic 
Sea, received an oda co 5 hme "to reach the shores of Israel in the not 24 hours and to get a 
reedy to launch missiles on Tel Aviv." The order paled him: it was almost impossible to reach 
Israel in the given amount of time and that were also maims technological difficulties to re-
engineer the cruise missiles fix Munching against targets on the shoe, as opposed to the sea 
surface. Only alter a few radio sessions were theme unrealistic orders caricaled and new 
opetational Marsala given. The new (realistic) order prescribed following end monitoring the 
US naval faces that had moved to the eastern ?tor to ammo Israel. Reflecting on the 
event, the ecommoders of the submarines are very skeptical regarding the professional and 
psychological as of a people hi the central naval staff in Moscow during the erisis.1" 
Under impulsive decisions of the military leadership two addhional akar subs were positioned 
in proximity to Israeli shores but never received claps optional onlemin 
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THE 1969-1970 WAR OF ATTRITION 
Following the June War Moscow exploited the dependeace of its "weakened client" to embark on 

a phase of "colonization" of Egypt for strategic needs that daived from the global threat and, 

therefore, were not directly related to the dynamics of the Israel-Arab conflict. As compensation 

for restoring Egyptian military might, the USSR achieved its long-tam aim - Immanent naval 
storage and repair facilities in Alexandria and Port Said, including permission for the Soviet Navy 
and Maritime Aviation to access temporary Egyptian bases. From the end of 1967, the Soviet 
Union used Egyptian bases for their own strategic purposes.'4 

The agreement for permanent use of Egyptian bases was given to Moscow immediately after the 
war, while final permission to establish its own Slimy (naval and ground) installations and to 
deploy its military units (including permenent bases for its navy and trim aviation units) on 
Egyptian soil was ratified in April 1968.149 After that, the squedmn operated as a joint combat 
architecture with naval aviation units deployed in Egypt)" Toward the end of 1968 Soviet naval 
and aviation contingents were perntmently deployed in Egypt and a mininally satisfactory 
strategic relationship was achieved with the US in the Mediterranan. The USSR fully exploited 
Egypt for its global goals, using it as a platform for intelligence gathering, advanced warning 
systems and forward reconnaissance vis-a-vis NATO forces and the US Sixth Fleet deployed in 
the Mediterranean."' 

The strategic goals and operational talkies of the late 1960s led Moscow to contemplate the idea 
of sending organic military units (air defense and air fora) to Egypt for global aids - with no 
connection to Cairo's requests. The Soviet decision was not taken for the sake of providing Egypt 
with advanced military might vied-vis Israel, but to counterbalance the West in the 
Mediterranean and, more specifically, to provide sufficient air cover for Soviet naval and 
maritime aviation units. Thus, dispatching Soviet air defense units to Egypt should not be seen as 
a stand-alone decision or as a response to repeated Egyptian requests. Rather, it should be treated 
as a decision motivated by global conceals, in a context in which air defense units were seen as 
complemental),  to the Soviet Navy and Soviet Maritime Aviation. 

Thus, in examining Moscow's conduct in the War of Attrition one should distinguish between 
the Soviet decision to deploy its anti-aircraft component in Egypt (global ends) and the decision 
to involve it in active combat with the IDF (regional objectives). Moscow's decision to shift the 
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objectives of its military units from serving as • counterweight to US and NATO forces in the 
Mediterranean to an intervention in ceder to an its din was difficult and unprecedented, but in 
Moscow's view this was the lean evil. Throughout the Arab—Israeli Cold War crises, Moscow 
made explicit or implicit threats to intavene militarily on five occasions (in the Suez War of 
1936, in the Six Day War of 1967, in the War of Attrition of 1970, in the Yom ICippur Wet of 
1973, and in the brael—Syrian confrontation during the Lebanese Wet of 1982) in ceder to halt 
Grath advances and thereby prevent its allies' defeat. However the Kremlin avoided nth • move 
on four ocasinis, and only during the War of Attrition— an sit that took plan between 
March 1969 and August 1970— did the Soviet threat prove to be more than a polkaed bluff. An 
Air Defense divisim and two Aix Force regiments — numbering around 10 000 men, arrived in 
Egypt and clashed with the OF. 

A comcious and calculated risk was "hang in Moscow's move, and the Kremlin decided 
eventually to switch the prioritization of its military means in the region from the global to the 
local ends. Wake Egyptian combat abilities, the plausibility of Tel Aviv's threats to overthrow 
Nasal regime, the concern 63r prancing Soviet strategic investments in Egypt, the need for 
rice saving, the hawkish armee in the Kmmlin and the estimated low risk of US reaction to 
figure escalation nested favorable conditiom for Soviet leaders to Mine this mrecedented 
move. It should be stressed that the Kremlin was not guided by aggressive considerations, but 
was reeding in light of Israeli escalatim Moscow was trying to save Egypt - the center of gravity 
in the Soviet strategic deployment vir-d-vis the US threat The Soviet decision was based on, 
among other cassidaratiom, the estimate that the United States would not intervene and that the 
risk of mien confiontation was low. 

The War of Attrition is especially interlining bane, on the one hand, absolutely no 
tmconventiooel dynsmia took pace during the conflict, but on the other hand, this was the flint 
and last time during the Cold War that the midair USSR was engaged in a direct, conventional 
war with • nuclear Md. The War of Analog and partiadsrly the months of April-July 1970, 
was the tidy time in !wadi history when the country aimed in ambit with a nuclear 
superpower. For the Soviets this was the second conventionsl encomiter with the nuclear power, 
following clothes with China in the 'Stemmer of 1969. From the numerous declassified 
sources on the War of Attrition, nothing is known on the nuclear comiderations of the USSR and 
Israel while waging this war. In none of the Israeli internal debates prior to or during the Soviet 
intervention was the nuclear issue raised. Not a single available Soviet source mentions nuclear 
considaetiom while discussing the operant experience of the War of Attrition. All the 
considerations stayed in the realm of amentional operations:" 

Relative to the previous yeas during the discussed period uneacedented nuclear capabilities 
were accumulated in the Eastern Mediterranean In 1970 Israel already possessed an operational 
nuclear capability:" and the Soviets were quite obviously awm of it. From reading the recent 
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memoirs of Primakov it seems as though Soviet intelligence acquired CIA assessments of the 
boost in the Israeli nuclear program in 1968 and 1969. Rabin, Darin, and Peres were identified in 
Moscow as the strongest proponents of the nuclear project and their key positions in the Golds 
Meir government, to Moscow, indicated the promotion of the Israeli nuclear project." At the 
same time, the years 1968-1972 were the climax of the Soviet naval (including nuclear) presence 
in the Mediterranean and deployment of maritime aviation in Egypt and Syria.'" In addition, the 
squadron of MiG Ths (recormaissance-bomba modification) was deployed in Egypt, ova-flew 

1.1	 Sinai several times, and was potentially capable of bombing targets in the Israeli hinterland." 
However, both players were aware of each other's red lines and scrupulously tried not to cross 
than. 

At the initial stages of the hostilities Israel assessed the risk of Soviet intervention as low. Based 
on this assessment, Israel conducted several strategic and operational moves that directly or 
indirectly struck Soviet forces or interests in Egypt In the NMI= of 1969 the IDF started to use 
its air force, such as the flying anillery, and inflicted heavy damages on the Egyptian Air 
Defense, discrediting the recently supplied Soviet weaponry and the advice provided by 
thousands of Soviet military advisers. Israel bombed Egyptian ships in Pat Said and Alexandria 
and caused damage and casualties to Soviet vessels on numerous occasions. In the following 
months the IDF inadvertently inflicted the highest number of losses to Soviet advisers in Egypt. 
In December 1969 the EN stole the state of the art Soviet P-12 radar system, operated by the 
Egyptian army. The Sot military was forced to make complicated technical adjustments in all 
the radars of this type along the USSR's bats. In January 1970 Israel started strategic bombing 
campaigns in the Egyptian hinterland. The cameeiwis humiliated Moscow, put its stakes in the 
region at risk, and forced it to engage the IDF directly through its Air Defense Division, deployed 
in Egypt. The following four months of intensive combat engagements between the LAP and 
Soviet AD Division (about 10,000 men and two squadrons of MiG 21s with Soviet pilots) 
resulted in dozens of casualties. Mavis Soviet advancement to the canal, Israel showed no 
restraint but rather a readiness to fight and stop Soviet encroachment The LAP engaged in the 
most intensive fights with Soviet air-defense crews, notwithstanding an unprecedented Soviet 
naval (including nuclear) concentration in the Mafitannean. In July 1970 the IDF initiated a dog 
fight with Soviet pilots, hitting four Soviet MiGs and killing three Soviet pilots. However, when 
the tensions climbed too high the IDF calmed down and did not announce the results of the dog 
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fight. The escalation was initiated for the purposes of de-escalatice, and the ceasefire was 
eventually accepted on unfavorable tans for land.'" 

During the we Moscow tried to avoid operational situations that would ante the feeling of 
existential threat in Intel and pve Ski orders to Soviet pilots, ground force advises, and naval 
officers not to aces the and. Meow oily sought to swore Egyptian control on the west bank 
of the Suez and alder no cirawmtances had intentions to cross the watershed. Moscow wed all 
the diplomatic levers to terminate the war as quickly as possible in out to enable its forces to 
conduct their primary goal — to counterbalance the nuclear threat from the Meditaranten. 
lennalem knew that the Soviet agenda was not to invade Israel bin was strategically ready for the 
opposite scenario as well Aka* in 1968 nizsel raised the possibility of deterring a Soviet 
attack on Israel to explain to the United States why it could not sign the NPT without an 
American security guarantee in case of Soviet aggression.' 
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THE 1973 YOM KIPPUR WAR 
The Yom Kippur War can be framed in tams of four nuclear-related issues. The first issue is 
connected to the devastating operational situation in Israel between 7 and 9 October. The second 
Sue is connected to the Sot Scuds deployment in Egypt end the alleged shipping of nuclear 
warheads for them. The third Sue is the DEFCON 111 alat, and the fourth one is the operation] 
behavior of the nuclear capable Soviet-Mediterranean squadron. 

EVENTS OF 7-9 OCTOBER 

The first alleged Israeli unconventional slat had nothing to do with Sot strategic moves awing 
the war. It was a function of the devastating (manias' situation on the conventional battlefield 
and the emerging feeling that the "Third Temple was endangered by the invading Arab armies. 

In discussing Israel's contemplation of the unthinkable in 1973, researchers usually refer to the 
account that appears in Hall's Samson Option. Anceding to the account, Dayan, 
psychologically smashed by the unsuccessful Israeli counteroffensive and devastating military 
situation, succeeded in obtaining the approval of Golda Meir's war cabinet for melting several 
Jericho launch= and several specially marked Phantoms operational for a potential attack at the 
Egyptian and Syrian military headquarters." 

In recent years several publications based on reliable sources have questioned and refuted this 
version. According to these newer studies, Dann never got approval from the cabinet to make 
strategic weapons fully operational. la  Only some basic "opaational check" of the nuclear 
capabilitylel  "took place between the 151' and the 86  of October...." in order "to advance its sate 
of preparedness, in time of war",16  but nothing beyond this basic action.1"3  Other recently 
published accounts emphasize the devastating mood of the Israeli generalship and political 
decision-makers on 9 October, which led to consideration of some "radical propostde to activate 
"special means. These accounts argue that those discussions indeed took place in the General 
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Staff. Reference to the "special means" might have, but not necessarily, implied the "big 
taboo."1“ 

This way or another, according to the published accounts, the "of:national cheer activity 
involving some degree of preparedness of the "nuclear infrastructure" did take place between 6 
and 8 October. By 7 October US SIGINT picked ty some indications of activity associated with 
these peparations.lis 

It is hard to say what exactly Moscow knew about the Israeli goveinment discussiom and the 
subsequent operational activities in strategic firma during 6-8 October. According to Oleg 
Grinevsky, who headed the ME department of the Soviet Fatima Ministry in the late 1970s, 
Soviet intelligence acquired some data about that events.ls  Given the constant Soviet MINT 
and SIGINT collection from the naval platfonns in proximity of the breed shores!" this claim 
can be considered erodible. Likewise, given that the highest-ranking Soviet spy ever caught by 
brad was the deputy htad of the top-secret bead Institute for Biological Itesearchr one can 
assume that Moscow might have known a great deal. 

We know for sum however, that the Soviets, who had not actually tmdengood the operational 
logic of the Egyptian amply, wee puzded and surprised by the Egyptian operational pause in 
Sinai on 10-12 October.'" Moscow was not involved in planing the war, and was not familiar 
with the internal logic of the Egyptian campaign. According to some sauces, the Kremlin linked 
this unexpected Egyptian move with information regarding Israeli activities in the "special field." 
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Several Russian experts assumed that the Egyptian operational pause might have beat related to 

information about nonconventional Israeli activities, which had presumably arrived in Cairo via 
Washington and Moscow. This Israeli signal, according to the Russians, might have deterred 

Egyptians from advancing any further?) 

Today, we know that nothing could have beat further from the Egypt's actual considerations. In 

reality, the operational logic of the Egyptian campaign celled for crossing the canal, penetrating 
elk	 Israeli defenses on the broad front, and then stopping, consolidating the beachheads, and 

engaging the superpowers to press for a cast and negotiations. That was no plan to retake 

the whole Sinai Peminsula When these goals had been accomplished by 11-12 October, Cairo 
was surprised even by its own rapid success. Since the EDF concentrated the bulk of its effects on 
the Nathan Front, it was only after Damascus' plea for help that Cairo launched several attacks 

• on the passes at Gidi, Mitts and Bir Gafgafa on 14 October. Since the Egyptian actions were not 
coordinated with the Soviets, Moscow was not certain about the plan behind Egypt's moves. 
Consequently, the Kremlin's political activities were not synchronized with the situation on the 
ground. The Kremlin, which had just detected that the Israelis made some activities with their 
'special means,' thought that Cairo had also picked up on this infonnatica, and that the 
operational pause might have been a reflection of the Egyptian fear of a nonconventional attack 
by Israel. In het, the Egyptian operational pause was based on pre-war political logic, and had 
nothing to do with a nonconventional threat on the part of bawl. Though the Soviets connected 
these two events — the Israeli operational check of its special mans and the Egyptian operational 
pause — in reality, there was no connection between the two at all. 

As far as Cairo and Damascus are concerned, it is hard to assess what impact Soviet and Israeli 
nuclear potentials had on the Mb war plans. We have vay limited information regarding 
perspectives from Cairo and Damascus. However, available materials allow some observations to 
be made regarding the role that the paception of a ScrAet nuclear umbrella played in Egypt and 
Syria during the planning of the conventional war. According to the accounts at our disposal, the 
Egyptians indeed limited their operational goals in order not to produce the feeling of an 
existential threat to Israel. The Israeli mclear deirnat was net the only or even the main reason 
for the limited war goals, but it still played a vary important role. Damascus knew that Israel 
possessed a massive nuclear capability but did not take this fact seriously because it was assumed 
that Moscow and probably Washington "would not have permitted such an event to happier" 
Another source agues that Sadat, being aware of Israel's nuclear potential from the start, 
formulated only limited operational pals in Sinai in order not to provoke a doomsday response 
from Israelin 
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Although part of these claims is based on rhea historical data, as for today, there is not enough 
evidence to supped or refute these account Russian sources concur that the Arab states 
frequently considered conventional war against Israel ItOdea arrant that it was  imPoosittlo to 
win or attain far-reaching strategic goals given Israel's nuclear capability, and thus impossible to 
gain strategic superiority)" Uri Bar-Joseph argues that the Egyptian strategic pause had nothing 
to do with Israeli nuclear amabilities. The Egyptians did not consider the Israeli nuclear threat to 
be a major concern until they crossed the "green line" (pre-1967 borders). The same holds for the 
Syria Bar-Joseph shows that the Syrians avoided plena to cross into Israel's pre-1967 bonier 
for fear dist Israel would use its nuclear "eard."1" 

SOVIET SCUDS, NUKES IN EGYPT, AND THE ISRAEU NUCLEAR 
ALERT 

Yuval Neemen, who was for decades in the midst of the Israeli nuclear project and would later 
become the head of the Israeli Atomic Agency, was remmaible for strategic-opmational 
coordination during the war with the United States on bdialf of the Israeli government Several 
decades after the war, referring to the alleged "special activities" of 74 October, Neeman totally 
refuted the ides of a nuclear alert at that tt batted he flied that that: was a "true nuclear 
episode" during the war — a state of Mat initiated in Israel on 17 October that hated will 20 
October)" 

This Israeli strategic alert was connected directly to nuclear throes made by the USSR. Neemen 
argued that Soviet nuclear threats arrived via three separate channels: open Soviet and Egyptian 
statements that hintai at that possibility; the same threats conveyed through Henry Kissinger and 
other administration officials; and the information collected by Israeli intelligence about the 
possibility of the deployment of Said missiles with nuclear warheads in Ewe" 

Israeli Manna were building up gradually. On 16 October, while the EDF was throwing 
bridgeheads across the Suez Canal, Sadat KM gives a speech in the National Assembly. "With 
!Coggin next to him, Sadat mentioned the presence in Egypt of strategic missiles that would 
retaliate aping Tel Aviv should the Israelis dare to bomb Egyptian cities. The missiles were 
mentioned as "Zen," the name of the defunct missile project developed by Nasser, not as Soviet 

In  Yirii Keels* 'Utah Worth Shostithevneja Voila' Flag Rod*, 5 June 2002. 
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Scud nutiles."1" Israelis assessed that Sadat had in mind Soviet Scud brigades (AMAN 
estimated that that that were two brigades), which they manned were deployed in the Port Said 
arars  Soviet sources had also estimated that Sadat was refacing to the Scuds," and Egyptian 
sources now suggest that for political reasons the Egyptian names were used while referring to 
Soviet SSMs.l.  On the same day, 16 October, the IAF conducted massive bombardment of Port 
Said and the neighboring areas 181  According to Ma'am; following the Israeli operation, 
Moscow radio defined the IDF conduct as a "murderous Mack against the innocent city" and 

Pik	 threatened with Soviet retaliation on Tel Aviv. Kissinga advised dismissal of the threats made on 
the radio, but among Israeli decision-maken this announcement would contribute in the days to 
come to the intention to announce a nuclear alert. In  (In those days Israeli intelligence had 
continuously picked up American signals and hints regarding the possibility of a Soviet nuclear 
umbrella over the Arab countriekli3) The overall tone of Soviet press statements darkened, and 
they warned of the possibility of intervention by 30,000 American volunteers. I" Israeli 

Naman, "Kahan Neemn Me US-Israel," p.15; Tabs& p.I39. The precise tat of the each went 

a following: "Our Egyptian Sinai traversing Zafer [Victor] nab are now on their pads ready to be 
launched by the single signal to the depth of Ina We could, from the first mine of battle, have given the 
signed and issued the order.., but we in awn of the responsibility of using specific types of weapons and 

we check ourselves by ourselves— laugh they should remember villa I one day said and still say - eye for 

eye, tooth for tooth, depth for depth", Rad Rana The October War (Beat An-Naha Press Services, 
a 1973) 275. 

Rabinovich, p.415 

IN  Vadat Istselyan, hula the Kremlin during the Pont Kippur War (Pemuyinnia: Pennsylvania U P, 

1995), 144; a Soviet military Inman attacad to the Scud units also concurs that Sadat used die Arabic 

term 'Al Zafir° when referring to the Soviet Scud-B (R- I 7e), which was stationed in Egypt and made the 
famous launch ten minutes before the cease-fins Vladimir Anatomy, "Km nil Ronan nthm adejaloin 
neftedollarovor Vremia Novactei, 22 October 2003. The at was positioned as a translate_ to the fueling 
platoon. 

ISO Crossing of the Suez, 78-80. In November 1973, when the Egyptian press referred to the firing of two 
SSMs just before the cease-fire, they defined the anon as "Al-Zafir." (Golan, 289.) Only a year later 
Sadat implied that he learned to Scuds. (Aklibar al Tom, 3 August 1974.) 

16 October 1973, The Israel Air Force Operational Diary, accessible at worwatarg.iL 

Tzabag, 139. 

1113 Maj. Thai Cordon and Lt. Avi Sat 'Hain 'martini Wan bralickbei mIkhniet yom 

S 
luddpuria" Monaca:, no. 266, November 1978,41. 

154 TASS International Service Broadcast, 16 October 1973; battik, 16 October 1973. 

47 



intelligence had learned from the previous alas (i.e. 1967 and 1970) that such statements 
implied Soviet intentions to dispatch forces to the region or to take some other escalittory steps." 

Analyzing Saes speech and other Soviet announcements, Israeli intelligence still did not know 
that about twenty-four hours bekire, on 15 October, the US Naval intelligence unit "Task Force 
157" IS repotted that "nuclear material appeared to be detected aboard some Soviet military 
supply ships moving from the Black Sea into the Meditaranean." These suaicious materials 
were classified as nuclear warheads for Soviet Said SSMa deployed in Egypt Decades later, this 
Yom Kippur War report would be defined by specialists as the most controversial affair in the 
airs history. I" When the nuclear intelligence data collected by the Istanbul-directed boat 
operations (yachts that approached passing Soviet ships) were analyzed by a Navy laboratory in 
Washington, "the data appeared to indicate that nuclear warheads were aboard one of the ships 
being monitored. The report initially alarmed the CIA. and a meeting was convened in the 
Strategic Evaluation Coda headed by Fritz Ermarth. Lacking sufficient data, the group wavered 
from dining  the report outright to concluding that the Soviets were indeed shipping nuclear 
warheads to Egypt?"' 

Soviet vessels which might have curled nuclear materials OKI board passed the straits at least six 
times during the war while executing Fifth Squadron reinforcements and sea-lifts to Egypt and 
Syria.'" US intelligence had pinpointed at least three of these potential shipments which took 
place on 15, Wand 22 October." The shipment with the alleged nuclear warheads for the Scud 
missiles deployed in Egypt took place on IS Oct. The ship, most probably the Soviet 
merchant vessel Mahchireduutsk, was constantly monitored by US intelligence fortes and 
eventually arrived in Alexandria as part of the Soviet sea-lift. US intelligence looked closely at 
what was being unloaded but did not get any positive data."° 

In  Ademsky, Opera:fon; also see Yasuo Roi, From Encroachment to Involvena A Doaanenied SA* 
.j &t Policy Mu. Middle Eau (New York Wiley, 1974). 
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The transport of • vessel such as the MerAdurechetisk would normally take between 30 and 48 
hours to reach Alexandrial" Thus, assuming that this ship with the suspected nuclear vnubeads 
aboard passed the Dardanelles on 15 October, it should have arrived in Egypt around 17-18 
October. But around 16-17 October it was obvious that the ship was part of the sea-lift to Egypt 
and not to Syria. What followed on 17 October involved a grotesque coincidasce of events that, 
to the best of my Imowledge, were not connected with any Soviet plan, but somehow became a 
coherent story due to Israeli and US overestimates, fear, unartaint' y, and miscalculations. 

According to Nehmen. on 16 or 17 October, "American satellite photographs showed a 
deployment of two brigades of Scud missiles, positioned in the Delta area, apparently with un-
camouflaged nuclear warheads, manned by Soviet troops. It was decided to convey the 
information to the Israelis. On 17 October sailor officials from AMAN and Messed were called 
to the US Embassy, where they were shown satellite photographs of Soviet Scuds and additional 
relevant intelligence data. According to Israeli sources, American experts presen•xl their warning 
as reliable and were not able to rule out the possibility that the warheads way nuclear. Similarly, 
the Israeli assessment was that Soviet Scuds might indeed have nuclear warhisads.1" Israelis 
estimated that Moscow and Cairo exposed the Scuds probably with the intent to deter Israel from 
attacking Egyptian cities and economic infrastruaure."3 

The infomation on the nuclear materials made an extremely grave hnpression on the Waits and 
upset them very much, to say the least. I" The amalganadon of all the above-mentioned 
information, but especially the intelligence relayed to AMAN, made the MP Chief of Staff 
Genital Elazar "order the deployment of a Jericho missile battery. Blues instnictions were not 
to camouflage the site, assuming that the meamge of counter-deploymat would be read by 
Soviet satellites and relayed to Sadat It was left to than [Cairo and Moscow] to guess the nature 
of the Israeli warheads."'" The alas was announced immaliately because the Israeli intelligence 
community knew about the forthcomMg high concentration of Soviet photographic 
reconnaissance space satellites of the Cosmos type ova the region in those very days, especially 

191 Retired Israeli intelligence officers, N., U. March 2008. 
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starting from 18 October.'" In the Israeli view this strategic signing worked and resulted in 
effective mutual detenence vis-a-vis Egypt!" 

The information about the Israeli alert arrived in Moscow and caused much confined within the 
Soviet leadership. Primdcov, who has reamtly written his memoirs based on primary sources 
from the Presidential archive, argues that the Kremlin knew about the Israeli nuclear potential, 
but the fact that Tel Aviv was ready to employ it spinet Egypt and Syria became the astonishing 
news. It also became the basis for a Soviet assumption that the brach nuclear weapons were not 
only for the sake of deterrence against those who tInestened the existence of the date of Israel but 
also could be used on the battlefield.'" We do not bow exactly how the Politburo treated this 
Information, but the record of the fiance evolution of the aids and the risk-avase Soviet 
position speak for themselves. The Soviets were interested in localizing and taminating the war 
as quickly as possible. Their subsequent intervention threats were nothing more than a bluft 

Tin Post-Marv* 

Several pod-factimi observations should be made in order to situate the above desaiption in 
historical context. 

Eggapingfigamsaimilakfirmat; Israeli and US intdligence spotted • brigade of Scuds in 
Egypt during July-August 1973. It WU asseased that it would take about four months of training 
before the Soviets would hand over the missiles to the Egyptian.'" AWN estimated that, 

196  Tang, 139; Golan, 108. From the mat of the war, the Soviets we operating three varieties of 
satellites — low, medium and high resolution with varying liftliMCS of Sateen to twentreight days. To 
madam the coverage of the area, in tine and • half wen of the Yom Kippur me, the GRU launched 
ern vicious satellites which chugged or complemented each other (Cosmos 596, 597, 598, 599, 600, 602, 
603). Particularly between 16 and 23 October, Cosmos 600 monitored developments over the battlefields. 
Jeffrey T. Richebon, A Cony of Spin: letelligetee In the TIventlah Century (Oxford: Oxford UP, 1997) 
333. Waal intelligence assessed dist Westrington IS locoed and reported in • tinely fashion an die 
deployment of Jericho missiles, Melodies the ambiguous mans. According to Inglis, the United States 
had connected this Jericho deployment with the deployment of Sart in Egypt. (Cordova and Avi-Sllai. 
414 

I97 Israel warned Egypt via the United States not to fire mamas or um poison gas, as it did during the civil 
war in Yemen. Except for an intercepted Kelt missile launched in the opening hoer of the war, Egypt did 
not fire missiles at Ina In its turn, Israel abstained from attacking Egyam infrasonic coma for an 
Mack on the underground communication cables in the Nile Delta, to fame the Egyptians to nth 
sensitive messages by radio. Sat in his nen 'ejected Anis request to bomb Israeli cities in retaliation for 

dm Israeli raid on DUMMY. (Rebioovich, 415.) 

Piimakov, 338-339. It should be noted that it is not totally claar to which of the two Israeli slats (7-9 

October cc 17-20 October) Friona! refers. 
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possessing a range of two hunched miles, the missiles way capable of hitting Tel Aviv from the 
Nile Delta.2" This data was transkred immediately to the US intelligence community?' 

These estimates were overall correct the Scud B (It-lie! 91(72) brigade arrived in mid-July, and 
according to the timetable had to hind the equipment to the Egyptians in a half a year.203  The 
actual range of the missiles was 350 km?' The brigade consisted of three divisions, with three 
transporter-erector launchers (IE1a) in each division (9 TELs per brigade)?' with a total of 
about 18 missiles Akhough the Soviets brought an 01U3AT of the brigade, they did not operate 
as an organic formation, but functioned as a group of several advisory units. They were 
incorporated in the 65°  Artillety Brigade of the Egyptian wry, which was in the process of 
formation and was organized into two battalions.15  No nuclear warheads had arrived with the 
Soviets either before or afta the war. Price to the Soviet arrival, all the regulations and the SOPs 
regarding the installation of nuclear warheads, which usually were physically attached to parts of 
the missile and TEL, were dismantled. Some of the TEL and stored missiles way deployed 
along the Cairo-Suez highway and hidden in caves most of the time. Sane refueling and 
munitions warehouses detachmau were deployed ncetheast from Cairo in the area of the Nile 
Delta. The fuel transports and the munitions warehouses way located in different places — more 
than a dozen kilometers from each other. By the end of September the theoretical part of the 
preparatory course was over and the practical part had started. On • regular basis Soviet 
instructors with the Egyptian officers and soldiers conducted mini-maneuvers and drills for the 
fueling of missiles and the attaching of warheads. Those activities were conducted in an open 
space. According to operational procedures the TELs were taken out of the caves, brought to the 
munitions warehouses, fueled, loaded with missiles, and then with the attached warheads were 
taken either to the firing positions designated in advance or to the caves. Vice van drills were 
conducted as well?" Thus, what had been considaed by US and Israeli intelligence as a 

2Ce  Rabinovich, 43. 

2°1  Cordova and Avl-Shal, 39. 

tor No one within the Soviet brigade was expecting tin forthcoming war, according to Apfonov (2003). 

203 Interview with Vitalii Agafonov, translator attached to the Scuds brigade in 1973. March 2008. 

1°4 See http://rk72jino-netaiindex.plip. 

2°5 That was also the 64th Artillery Brigade which had 12 FROG-7A This and WAS organized into three 
battalions of 4 TELs each. Nuclear Threat Initiative — Egypt, accessible at 
hap:/hcww.ntiorg/e_rotearch/profilet/Egypt/lAissalemdenhimIgfid338.There were nine This in Egypt (a 
"brigade according to Soviet military terminology) sad not two brigades as some Western sources 
claimed. Lk. "Mbnim likrat milkhemet inn lis Kippurim," Afa'archot, no. 230, (July 1976). The 
second missile formation was the brigade of Lana-B SSP& (FROG-7). 
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preparatory deployment for a launch spinet the Israeli hintaiand, or as a signal of such a 
strategic intent, was in fact the standard operational rte. As the memoirs of Soviet 
participants indiate, those operational activities had no strategic signaling intent whatsoever and 
took place regularly before rod after 16-18 October. 

Because of the wartime situation, around 8-10 October several fueling transports were loaded and 
taken to the proximity of the TELs and mundane warehouses in the Delta. The installation of the 
warheads took place in an open space during the daytime. The Mill maskirovka measures were 
conducted during the following stage when the TELs maneuvered to the caves at night and then 
from the caves to the firing positions. Approximately on 10 October the brigade was reinforced 
with additional Soviet instructors and soldiers from the 1734  Brigade (Bindery and Belts) of the 
Odessa military district Upon artist', they were taken to the positions in the Delta and took part 
in the internist training with the Egyptian crews.247 

Regarding_tbe Israeli Acting; Although this transfer of Soviet nuclear weapons to Egypt never 
took place, it was still considaed to be a serious cancan during the war. After the immediate 
reaction on 111 October, Israeli decision-caskets gradually calmed down. However suspicions 
pew that the alleged nuclear warheads had never arrived in Egypt The knell intellipnce 
community believed that what had probably started as a US intelligence miscalculation and an 
Israeli overestimate =dined as a result of intentional American pressure. Accordingly, when 
the Israeli victory became obvious, rumors and disaom in the prats about Soviet nukes 
continued in order to put more pressure on Israel to stop its advancement, to save the Third army, 
to force Israel to make concessions, and to softer the Israeli position toward the forthcoming 
negotiations The climax of this pressure occuned in the last week of October and the first week 
of November and was accompanied by dbxnerion of this issue in the Western press. The pressure 
also coincided with the any November US-Intel bilateral numnit where the destiny of the Third 
Army sod the conditions of cease-fire went discussed. Gold& Meir raised the issue of Soviet 
Scuds with nuclear warheads during the tells. Crosschecking American intelligence data against 
other sources of information, the Israeli intelligence community concluded categorically in the 
first weeks after the war that that were no nuclear warheads in Egypt Israelis found more 
support for this assessment when Hairy Kissinger publicly refitted the idea of the nuclear 
warheads, immediately after the destiny of the Third Army was regulated on American tams. 
When that was no father need to pressure Israel with the Soviet nuclear threat, the 
administration just stopped addressing this controversial issue.2°8 

rassrdins the US Politica The US officials involved argued that "it appears that when the 
United States gave Israel information about the Scuds it refened to them simply as nuclear-

 

2°7  Asaftinov, March 2008. 
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62 



capable missiles; there were no indications that they were armal with nuclear warheads."211°  Fritz 
Ermarth concurs with this point of view. According to him, the CIA was concerned with the 
possibility that the Soviets might send nuclear weapms to Egypt but thought it was unlikely 
because of the dangerous strategic implications. Also, the CIA thottght that the radiating source 
on the ship was not necessarily • nuclear weapon. In addition, "because of the 'explosive 
potential,' so to speak, we wouldn't have said anything to Israel about the nuclear 
possibilities.. ..until we'd pretty well concluded it was not carrying nuclear weapons." n° 
However, this was not the impression in Tel Aviv, to say the least. "The Israelis interpreted the 
US message as a warning that the missiles might actually have nuclear warheads."211 

Indeed, if the alleged Soviet warheads had arrived physically close to where the Scuds were 
deployed in Egypt, that it would have been logical to expect that the United States would have 
called DEFCON III, if not 11 or I, about a week before it was actually announced. The Israeli 
sources assume that the Americans did not call the slat because US intelligence estimated that 
"the Soviets were not going to send and would never dream of sending nuclear warheads to the 
Egyptian Scuds."212 

Pftgudialfttlasagtafilitaftika; The Soviets often sent nuclear materials through the 
Dardanelles to their fleet in the Med1terranan.213  They had also practiced loading and unloading 
nuclear torpedoes onto and from the submarine in the Egyptian ports or in the open sea during 
both war and peace time.214  Facilities in Alexandria, when the Soviet ship "carrying nuclear 
warheads" arrived, were set up for the repair and maintenance of Soviet submarines.as  As part of 
Filth Squadron reinfacements, nuclear materials were transferred fnun the Black Sea to Soviet 
forces accumulating in the Mediterranean. Moreover, the ships and the submarines docking in the 
repair shops of Egypt and Syria had nuclear weapons on board. Referring to the more about the 
radioactive emissions 011 the ships passing the straits, contemporary Russian sauces argue that 
the following substitutes, which were on board Soviet sea-lift ships (starting on 9 October) might 
have generated nuclear radiation: nuclear warheads, raider munitions for Filth Squadron ships, 
fuel for the nuclear submarines, components of rocket fuel, measurement devices that include 
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radioactive stank left over from devices that were enviously transported on boat The 
possibility of handing nuclear device to Arab canaries is considered by the Bunke sources as 
extremely low. To than, such an act would hove created sins complication with the US. 
Nuclear attack was not an option at all, also ben of the risk to produce radio-active pollution 
in the neighboring Arab gates. Soviet counterintelligence colonel confirms tint the nos about 
the alleged shipments of the nuclear warheads were circulating emcee Soviet military persomel 
in Egypt in October 1973. However, he refutes this hypothesis la noneensam  Being conservative 
nuclear pow. the USSR would never said nuclear warheads to • non-commie, 
noncontiguous, and engaged in war Third World country?' 

The post-mortem investIption conducted in the US intelligence commtmity showed that the 
sensors of the Task Farce 157, which Sued the initial nuclear-watheads warning, were "less than 
completely reliable, being prone to giving positive She gonna While it would never fall to 
dos the radiation it was targeted against, it would also Often Steal such radiate' when it was 
not present. Father, it was not dear thst the type of Minds in question was a completely 
reliable indicator of the presence of nuclear warheads.'" 

Eadintatridatiatbakaidalalaaseat In the  first days of the war Saha asked ambanador 
Vinogradov to urge Moscow to delepte to dr Baptism government the exclusive autbaity to 
make amnions reprding the deployment and operation of Scuds. The Kremlin never reacted?' 
Soviet advisors and military leads in Egypt wen disposed to taut Scuds tmda the flail 
Egyptian operation& control, but Politburo did not support than. For example, daring the war 
Gromyko had refused to clear a cable from the chief of staff otdaing the use of Scud missiles for 
an attack again MASK=  The dalloymst restrictions and certain consultation procedures 
before the launch regulated by the special Soviet-Egyptian agreement put the Scuds under full 
Soviet control?' The sequence of commands in the case of a launch was as follows: The GS in 
Moscow would give orders directly to the Soviet commander of the brigade (Colonel) via one of 
the three Soviet seas officials in Egypt, the Chief Military Advisor, Military Attache., and 
Ambutmder.222  The Soviets saw the Scuds as • deterrent against possible Israeli attacks on 
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Egyptian cities.'" Since the 65th Artillery Brigade of the Egyptian array was to be held back as a 
strategic deterrent and because it was not yet fully operational, it remained deployed in concealed 
positions near Cairo?'4 

The firing of Scud missiles on Israeli forces in the Western part of the Canal resulted from a 
dysfimetional drain of command and was not • calculated policy decision. The military authority 
(Marshal Cvnxhko) approved firing of the Scuds, but this was his personal initiative, which the 

sv,	 Politburo did not authorize. Moreove, it contradicted its purpose, which was aimed at de. 
escalating the situation and Siting the degree of Soviet involvement in the hostilities.'" The 
firing of 22 October was a joint Soviet-Egyptitur launch.Y' Egyptian military pasonnel was not 
aperienced enough in optnting the system and were unable to conduct the launch on their 
own."' The deployment to the launch position, target acquisition, logistical and operational 

• preparations for the launch, including actual aiming, were cried out by Soviet crews, while 
Egyptians only provided secondary assistance. However, the firing itself ("pushing the button") 
was done by Egyptians!" 

THE SOVIET Nom AND DEFCON III 
is. 

During the crisis Brenham was both the Politburo leader and a détente statesman. He maneuvered 
and eventually neutralized the belligerent hardliners who wanted drastic rain Preservation of 
the détente spirit and prevention of nuclear war were gosh =deifying the Kremlin's conduct 
during the crisis"' 

The Soviet note sent to President Nixon at the final stage of the war was intended to demonstrate 
the firmness of the Kremlin's position. Indeed, tensions in the Kremlin ran high when Israel 
continued its attarics despite an agreement between Nixon and Breshnev to taminate than. 
Orechlco insisted on at last • symbolic demonstration of force in Egypt, but ICosygin, Gromyko 
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and eventually firezhnev disagreed. All military maneuvers (air force) and tram slats (airborne 
and minor divisions) aimed to produce credible indications of a reel threat. The intention to 
prone a credible dreat was not backed by • real willingness to intervene. Although Breton 
gave `teeth" to the Soviet note by mentioning 'unilateral" Soviet steps, and supported it by 
military muscle fining, the Soviet gesture was a bluff and was meant not to frighten the 
Americans too much. It Mould also be meatiest that several airborne divisions were put on Sat 
as early at II October?" The KGB resident in Cairo at that time confirms that notwithstanding 
Brezhnev's hint of unilateral action, no preparation for invention took phce in the USSR 
beyond SOME MaltalVIIII aimed at nuking the threst mere credfrolonl  In addition, a unilateral 
intervention with force was comidend unthinbable because of the potential for confrontation 
with the United States and the time required to deploy to the theater. The Chief of GS Kulikov 
estimated back them that no foes either join or Soviet alone, would be able to ga that on 

According to the Russian sources, Moscow had attained its goal — Western governments 
Ind media concluded that the ICrendin MU going to intervene?" 

Another season for issuing such a harsh note threatening intervention was Sang. Brezhnev was 
afraid' thm his political opponents from the leadaship would exploit his *fritenteae" and liberal 
position against him. He was especially afraid of Shelepin who had influence among Party 
seniors and could cake them sane Breslin of Sufficient decisiveness vis-d-viz Israeli and 
US challenges. During these yeas Bram indeed entherked on • relatively soft approach 
toward Iliad and took • on Mesh position tend Egypt. b 1971 be authorized Prizzalcov to 
start the most smithy and tenses clandestine negotiations with the Israeli leadership, 
notwithstanding the terminated diplomatic relations. By 1973 Pitney had been to Israel twice, 
met with Prime Minister Meir, Dann, Rabin, and Peres and also with other Israeli non several 
times in Europe. Thus, Benner had reason to far accuanions of bang too literal toward the 
enemy. There were any opponents of tate within the Soviet leadership of tha period?' 

None of the Soviet sources at my disposal interprets the DEPCON HI in a reaction to Moscow's 
strategic behavior in the nuclear field. The US slat was considered in Moscow to be • reaction to 
the Kremlin's declared intention to act unilaterally and to send troops. The Soviets took for 
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granted the fact that neither Washington nor Moscow was ready to clash for the sake of their 
regional clients and that the US step was taken only to pose a threat?" The Kremlin thought of 

min	 DhecON 111 as Kissinger's "machinations." The hawks even suggested mobilization, but 
Brezhnev, mindful of Khrushchev's 1956 nuclear teinlammabip, proposed ignoring the alert?3' 
"Let him (Nbton) cool down and explain the reason for this nuclear alert &sea  Contemporary 
Russian historians argue that 131121111CV behaved caudously also because of "Cuban crisis 
syndrome." Bralumv remembered all the risks of 1962 and especially KInushchev's removal 

• from power in 1964 for his adventurism and risky behavior in October 1962m 

In brief, the Kremlin did not ascribe a high probability to a collision with the United States and 
did not put its strategic forces on alert in reaction to the American DEFCON M. However, 
Moscow considered the American act to be an inappropriate ovareaction. In  Since Moscow saw 
DEFCON III as a reaction to its prior threat, the Kremlin considered that it had attained its goals. 
According to several Russian sources, including the official military history published by the 
Ministry of Defense, the Soviets considered that the threat (Brezhnev's note) worked: although 
the Washington overacted by declaring DEFCON ilL it eventually put a lot of pressure on Israel; 
the IDF's advance and baffles against the encircled Third Army were stepped, and the war aided, 
in a way, on Moscow's turns.?" 

MEDRERRANEAN STAND-OFF 

By its mandate and practice the Politburo decided only on important, large-scale military actions 
such as mobilization of troops, their moves from one military district to another, large (especially 
unplanned) maneuvers, alms in all Soviet annul forces, and deployment and use of any type of 
weapon of mass destnxtion. "Declaring increased states of readiness of one or several divisions, 
movements, and planned maneuvers within a military district or group of Soviet troops abroad 
was [sic] within the jurisdiction of the defense minister!' This was especially true during the 1973 
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War because, "being Brezhnev's favorite, Grechko had comparatively broad freedom of 
action..441 

At the initial stage of the C4111111 the Kremlin wade the general political decision to May out of the 
war. The Politburo did not deal with Iowa-level military issues. All other strategic and 
operational activities in the region were to be defined by the Defense Ministry itself without any 
clearance from Politburo?"' This state of affairs enable Minister of Defense to come out with 
different "enterprises" of his on to fire Scuds, to propose occupation of the Golan Heights, to 
deploy the unprecedented number of naval platforms caring at in the Meditaranean, to orda 
planning of "dettrunatration" landing of Soviet naval infantry in Port Said, and to increase states 
of readiness in Soviet forces?"' Grechko knew where the red lines were and "did not dare to 
confront the team and as a nde backed down with his aggressive proposals.?' 

There is an impression that the Pollux= discussions and the operational activities of the Fifth 
Squadron ware logically disconnected. The memoirs of the political echelon indicate that the 
Soviet naval presence in the Mediterranean was precautionary, and signaling was not intended to 
coarse, but to Skate concern and anxiety and to deter =elation?" As opposed to the relatively 
moderate position of the leadership, the activities of the Mediterranan squadron resembled 
gamine nuclear brinlonantp. It stemmed from the hawkish character of the Soviet Defense 
Minister, and reflected the duality of Soviet military doctrine during the discussed period This, 
convaiticoal a= dynamics brought military =same! on the tactical level vay close to the 
nuclear threshold. Several times during the war, Soviet sentry leadership did net control the 
tactical situation on the ground or at sea. 

The Fifth Squadron constantly experienced operational "primer's dilemma" of a "shoot-not 
shoot" kind. Despite the sir coverage front Soviet naval aviation units deployed in Egypt and 
Syria and its own air defense capabilities, the Squadron operated under the conditions of strict air 
inferiority.246  Soviet commsnders doubted that anything would remain afloat after the first enemy 
air strike and for that reason adopted the doctrine of the "fint salvo," when all the capabilities 
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should be utilized immediately with the outbreak of war to incapacitate the US carries before 
their escorts and aircraft had time to repond.247  Sot naval experts assessed the opeational 
survivability of the Fifth Squadron in the event of war as not exceeding 72 hours. 24 
Conequmtly, the situation during the war was inherently 'explosive.' Any escalation, 
miscalculation, and wrong signal reading might have caused an opening salvo." 

During wartime and specifically in the case of forces carrying nuclear weapons, 
incomprehensible and contradictory operational orders resulted from the tensions in the chain of 
command between the Fifth Squadron Headquarters, Black Sea Flee Command, Northern Fleet 
Command, and the Chief Naval Staff in Moscow?'" Within the framework of a regular rotation, 
several Soviet nuclear submarines from the Northwn Fleet left for the Meditaranean in early 
Septanber. On the day they were passing through the Straits of Gibraltar the war started and the 
group commander got an operational ceder from the Chief Naval Staff to send submarines to 
Israel's shores, with a task of monitoring and then destroying the nuclear (0 submarines of the 
Israeli Navy by using conventional tocpedoes. He found the out to be "contradictory" and 
"incomprehensible" He had never heard about Israeli nuclear submarine, and in his view such 
an operation could have cleated international confrontation and world war. He obeyed the order 
and sent two of his submarines to the Israeli shores but started to clarify the directive vis-d-Ws the 
Chief Naval Staff His behavior had initated Moscow admirals, but as he was repeatedly 
reprimanded he kept on requesting clarification of the order for three days. The submarine captain 
of the task farce lad his own reason to debate the incomprehensible order?" Eventually, it was 
canceled and exchanged with the "tame "initial" operational directive, to monitor US nuclear 
submarines according to the standard operational aims of the Fifth Squadron?' 

When the war started, part of the force was guarding and convoying a sea-IM, while the 
remaining part was tailing US Cada groups to outmaneuver them and to find the most optical 
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position for an opening salvo. On the eve of the war the Squadron consisted of fifty-two ship, 
three cruisers, six guidoimissile and ccavaniond destroyers, five frigates, two minesweepers, 
two amphibious ships and eleven submarines At the end of the WE the ORBAT of the Squadron 
consisted of eighty-eight ships, fixtrieven of them combatants, including thirty-one surface 
ships and ova twenty submarines, five armed with SSMs. By 31 October the force was capable 
of tainting eighty-eight SSMs in an opening abeam 

After the IDF inadvertently nit one and damaged melba Soviet mathard tramport from the 
sea-lift near Syrian shores, on 14 October the Chief Naval Staff authorized captains of individual 
ships to fire on any au or naval cambium's if necessuyin  The goal established by the Kremlin 
to avoid conflict with the United States was a remote conceal fix the tactical-nip and stamina 
commandos who were threatened by Israeli bombs and missiles and * the same time had to 
preserve an optimal deployment for the opening salvo. The Chief of Staff said in his diary on 19 
October: The situation has become so complicated that it seemed we were just on the verge of 
becoming engaged in war."134  The Soviets' conventional modes opeeandi had nuclear potential as 
well. The Commander of the Fifth Squadron repotted dem MOSS remedies the SOPs of 
waging conventional war. According to him 25 peecent of missiles on the submarines and on the 
auisas way armed with =kw warheads. He knew of the Soviet commitment not to use 
nuclear weapons fir& However, he did not know what to do in the event that • squadron engaged 
S a convectional battle with US forces tan out of conventional monitions. On the one hand, he 
could not use nuclear mtmitions without an at from Moms. On the other bend, he considered 
that he would be under fire with no covering support and should do something.211 

The most dangerous plan of the war began caring the final hours of combat ashore. After 
Brezhnev's note was sat, a group of Soviet ships started moving tovtard Egypt lam the center of 
the Meditanmean. To prevent a preemptive mica of the Sixth Fleet, the group was reinforced 
with SSM ships. On 30 October the Chief of Staff of the Squadron wrote in his personal diary: 
Our forces have very powerful cruise mles, and they are directed only at five objects — three 

Mani and two helicopter carriem All others are noonday. Evaybody's waiting only fix a 
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signal. The pressure has risal to the breaking point.*".  Soviet captains of the squadron in 1973 

were ready to take the risk of committing nuclear or convaitional suicide.257 
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CONCLUSION 
4. 

EXPECTED VERSUS ACTUAL BEHAVIOR OF THE PLAYERS IN 
Moscow's Ens 

Overall, it seems that the [Gremlin was not surprised by US strategic behavior in the nuclear field 
4. during the discussed crises. Moscow only was puzzled when the United States announced 

DEFCON M. The Kremlin interpreted it as a disproportional reaction to its intervention note. 
Since Moscow qualified this mow as a bluff; it did not cause any saious worries. The situation 
was different in the Israeli case. It is likely that handl strategic behavior in 1973 was 
diametrically opposed to the Kremlin's expectations. Moscow was surprised when during the war 
Israel signaled twice a willingness to utilize its special potential notwithstanding the limited Arab 
war goals, Soviet naval factor, and the overall deterrent nuclear posture of the USSR. Either by 
default or by design this Israeli policy of a calculated madness worked. The Israeli ambiguity, 
what the Kremlin could only speculate about the name of the Israeli warheads, did not lead to an 
escalation of Moscow's posture, which stayed relatively moderate during the crisis. This 
moderation might have been a consequence of Israel's strategic behavior, in addition to 
Moscow's fundamental unwillingness to destroy the &tate atmowhae. 

DOCTRINAL LESSONS 

Soviet experts learned from the strategic interaction in the summa of 1%7 that nuclear weapces 
Si can arose to be a means of deterrence or coercion and become a sauce of military tensions that 

lead to conventional war."' Drawing lessons firm local conventional wars?' Soviet military 
theoreticians concluded that nuclear weapons can play a role as a strategic deterrent only if one 
posits sufficient creational reserves to wages war. In the absence of a sufficient conventional 
erica, a nuclear arsenal alone will not necessarily deur the enemy from conventional aggression 
and might even be useless. This insight lads to acquirement for highly mobile strategic 
conventional maws and power projection capabilities to any theater of operations?" Russian 
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military theoreticians also learned that tactical and operational nuclear weaponry an be seal as a 
deterrent factor and a means to prevent the local conflict escalation to the global 

SOVIET STRATEGIC BEHAVIOR AND THE SUBSEQUENT ISRAELI 
BUILD-UP 

According to Avner Cohen, the lessons from Sot strategic conduct during the 1967-1973 
influenced Israeli nuclear build-up after the Yom Kippur War. Cohen argues that Israeli nuclear 
deterrence vis-d-vis the Arab world, which was miler Soviet nuclear umbrella could not be 
considered effective, as long as it lacked a credibk nuclear deterrence vis-d-vis the USSR. To 
Cohen nuclear missiles which could reach the USSR would have produced this minimal nuclear 
deterrence." This option was not feasible during the 1973 war. When works a Jericho ll 
started, Dayan, known for his consistent Soviet-phobia and also under the traumatic experience of 
the 1973 war, argued for the enlargement of the missile range in order to be able to reach the 
south= parts of the USSR?" Soviet threat perception of the 19110s reflected this development. 
According to Aleksei Arbatov, after entering the molar club had aimed its missiles not only at 
the Azab countries but also at Soviet Union.a" In early 1980a when Jericho II became operational, 
the USSR indeed claimed that it was in the range of the Israeli missiles. When in May 1987 Israel 
tested an improved version of the Jericho-II that flew as hr as or more than 800 kilometers, 
Soviets cautioned Israel three times. The harshest Soviet warning came in a Hebrew-language 
commentary by Radio Moscow. The cozmnentary declared that the development by Israel of its 
Jericho II medium-range missile might cause Israel `to encounter consequences that it could not 
possibly handle." The new Israeli missile, the commentary said, is 'Indeed a threat to economic 
and strategic mantas, such as the alflelds in Baku" - on the Caspian Sea - and Black Sea naval 
bases. if the missile project is continued, the broadcast said, it 'will force Soviet Union to 
undertake defensive and political steps al  Several scholars argue that from its outset, the Israel 
radar deterrence was primarily targeted against the Soviet rather than the Mb threat, which 
might jeopardize Israel's survival.*  
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IMPLICATIONS FOR US POLICIES IN A 
PROLIFERATED WORLD 
The interactions between the United States, Soviet Union, and Israel in 1973 are clearly difkrent 
from the interactions among multiple, nuelearamed powers in the future. There is DOI yet a pair 
of superpowers armed with both intercontinental, intermediate or theater, and tactical or 
battlefield nuclear weapons analogous to the arsenals deployed by the United States and the 
Soviet Union in the crisis involving bract A nuclear armed Iran that was involved in a 
confrontation with brael and the United States, or a crisis involving a hostile ?Written, China, and 
the United States in the near figure would present a set of interactions that would in many ways 
be different from those observed in 1973. Hence, this section of the monograph will attempt first 
to identify the most generalizable findings from the 1973 crisis that might be of Seance to 
many future abet involving nuclear weapons, and then eaplore some of the specific 
characteristics of plausible lima crises, an effort which may still benefit from insights drawn 
from the 1973 episode. 

• GENERAL LESSONS AND PO= IMPLICATIONS FOR A CRISIS 
INVOLVING THE GS, ISRAELI  AND IRAN 

Three vay amend lessons emerge from the 1973 crisis: 

• Allies or quasi-allies are assumed by the achwasary to have fully coordinated their actions 
with one another against the adversary. 

• In the absence of experience with the operational practices of nuclear forces deployed by 
an advatray, observed behavior is interpreted in terms of its meaning within the 
operational doctrine of the observer. 

• A camtry is [Seely to assume that local military activity is directed at it, while more 
distant activity has less immediate impact 

Before and during the crisis, even though the Israelis had many years of experience observing 
Soviet-Arab alliance behavior, which was often tense if not confiictual, lama saw Arab 
overflights of Dimona, Soviet naval deploymeats, and Egyptian battlefield behavior, such as the 
"pause of October 12-14, as being part of a coordinated Arab-Soviet plan. This was not, in fiat 
the Ca The sensitivity of keel to what it believed to be coordimial Soviet-Arab actions was, 
not surprisingly, highest at moments of greatest subjective Israeli vulnerability. Soviet naval 
deployments that were from the beginning intended to neutralize American fares in the 
Mediterranean were assumed by Israel to be directed against it. 

It appars rateable, therefore, to suggest that in a crisis involving a nuclear-armed ken, Israel, 
and the United States, that Iran will assume that actions independently taken either by the United 

eft	 States or Israel in the region to be part of. coordimted US-Israeli operation directed against Iran, 
pluticularly when Iran feels itself to be vulnerable, perhaps, as in the case of Israel, at a time 
when it has just acquired nuclear wagons capabilities, or is engaged in combat. Even if the 
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United States and had do not wish to coordinate their operational plans, thenfore, a real-time 
capability to share information about ongoing military operations of both connate and to assess 
their impact on Iranian behavior would appear to have sane utility, either to induce desired 
behavior in Iran, or to avoid inducing =intended and =wanted Iranian behavior. This 
infonmtion sharing could be achieved by means of a virtual joint United States-Israeli 
information sharing center, supported by an Iranian "red tam" that could monitor US and Israeli 
behavior and assess the possible impact on Iranian behavior. This cater could also be used to 
better finoiliarize America and Matti operational commanders with each others' =modem to 
avoid misinterpretation between the two friendly countries in a crisis. This center should be 
created as soon as possible, in order to have it kuntioning properly before a period of crisis 

To assist in that effort, attention must he paid to the second lesson. The United States and Israel 
interpreted observed SCUD-related behavior in tams of the alert procedunn familiar to than. 
The movement of Soviet manned SCUDs from shelters and into the open, what they were more 
vulnerable, was interpreted in tams of preparations for missile launch, when the movement was 
part of routine training behavior. This was despite the fact that Soviet training practices were, in 
principle, observable for extended periods of time before the crisis. Very little information is 
available about the behavior of Iran with regard to the handling of special weapons. Given that 
scarcity of inforrnation, then will be an even greater tendency in the United States and in Israel to 
interpret observable Iranian activity involving nuclear weapons in terms of American or Israeli 
operational practices in ways that could make those countries more or less seasitive than they 
ought to be to impending Iranian weapons use. 

It appears reasonable, therefore, to begin now to assemble all that is known of Iranian behavior in 
connection with special weapons (chemical weapons, ballistic missiles, CIUS: Minna, unusual 
transfers of weapons to Hezbolleh) to extract the general organizational tendencies that could 
shape Iranian handling of nuclear weapons. This information and the analysts familiar with it 
should be available on a real-time basis to the virtual joint American-Israeli infomation sharing 
center. It should be part of the "red team" supporting the cater. 

LESSONS FOR A CRISIS INVOLVING THE US, CHINA, INDIA AND A 
HOSTILE PAKISTAN 

In some ways, a crisis involving these four nuclear-armed powers would be more like the 1973 
crisis than a nestr-tarm crisis involving the United States, Israel, and Iran. Pakistan is local for 
Chine and India, and the latter two are within range of each other with regard to theater ranged 
missiles, in ways that structurally parallel the geographic relation of Israel and the Soviet Union. 
The United States is distant from both the Middle East and South Asia. China either has or is 
developing a full range of nuclear weapons which will give it the ability to smite with tactical, 
theater, and interconnects' weapons basal on land and at sea, like the Soviet Union in 1973. 
Pakistan hasa small but developed nuclear strike force using both aircraft and ballistic missiles, 
as was the case with Israel in 1973. India and Pakistan are locked into a long-tam hostile 
relationship involving repeated war, as was the case with Israel and the Arab states. Clearly, 
Israel perceived itself to face an teetotal threat front the Arab states and possibly the Soviet 
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Union, while, objectively, it does not appear that India or Pakistan face such a threat, though they 
may well believe otherwise. 

So the United States and China, each having large-scale, diversified nuclear arsenals may face 
each other as they support rival power with small nuclear forces, in ways more reminiscent of the 
1973 crisis 

But the interaction of four, as opposed to three, nuclear-armed poans creates additional possible 
permutations leading to misperceptions. The tendency for China to assume coordinated US-
Indian action might be muted by the lack of close militaty relations between India and the 
United States in the current environment, and the lack of significant American nuclear strike 
forces in the region, though it is not obvious that China does not have these concerns. Pakistan 
will assume US-Indian coordination, and India may feu US-Chinese coordination at its mese 
as well as Chinese-Pakistani coordinrtion. In addition, the local military intelligence collection 
capstan= of India with regard to China is probably lower than Israeli intelligence about the 
Soviet Union, though perhaps better than that of the United States with regard to Pakistan. 

The point is that there are likely to be major information asymmetries in a crisis involving a 
Pakistan that is aggressively disposed towards the United States and India, on top of the problems 
of assessing possible alliance behavior. Proposals for peacetime intelligence sharing—between 
the United States and India, between the United States and China, or between India and China 
appear politically implausible today. Regional information sharing among all three or four powas 

at,	 seems even less likely. The implication is that the United States may wish unilaterally to prepare 
for expedient information sharing with India in a crisis. This can be done by increasing collection 
on Pakistani nuclear forces and Chinese nuclear forces, including naval forces, of interest to 
India, and identifying the components and individuals within the Indian national security 
establishment that would be the appropriate commas of such intelligence, so that they might 
quicIdy be identified and cottoned when political circumstances shift so as to make such sharing 
necessary and possible. 
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