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SOVIET FORCES FOR INTERCONTINENTAL
CONFLICT THROUGH THE MID-1980s
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. THIS ESTIMATE IS ISSUED BY THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLI
GENCE. . i

THE UNITED STATES INTELLIGENCE BOARD CONCURS, EXCEPT AS
NOTED IN THE TEXT, AS FOLLOWS:

.-

-

The following intelligence organizations participated in the prepar

ation of' -
i the estimate:

The Central Inlelligence Agency, the intelligance organizations of the Departmonts of

State and Delense, the Mational Security Agency and the Energy Rasearch and,
Development Admintsiration, '

-

Concurring: D

jelligenca represaniing the Central Intalligance:

-

The Deputy Director of Cenlral In
Agency

The Director of Intelligence and Research repressnting the Depariment of Siate

The Dirzctar, Defznse Intelligence Agency

The Director, Ndlional Securily Agency

The Deputy Assistant Administralor for National Security, Energy Ressarch and
Development Administralion )

Abstaining:

The Special™Assistant to the Secretary for Mational Security, Depariment of the
Treasury* +°

The Assistant Direclor, Federal Bureau of Investigation

Also Rarticipaling:
The Assistant Chief of Stalf fc'rr Intelligence, Department of the Armay
The Director of Maval |ntelligence, Dapartmant of 'the Navy ) St

" The Assistant Chief of Siaff, Intelligence, Departmont of the Air Forca
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This Estimate considers Soviet offensive and defensive forces for
intercontinental nuclear conflict through the mid-1980s. It draws upon
the findings of other recent Intelligence Community assessments which

consider in greater detail some of the -issues addressed herein, for
example:

'

NIO [IM 76-010] Prospects for Improvement in
Soviet Low-Altitude Air Defense, dated March 1976

NIO IM 76-012] Soviet Approaches to Defense
Against Ballistic” Missile Submarines and Prospects for Success,
dated Maitch 1976

WSSIC-TCS MLO\V Altitude Air Defense Capabilities of
Soviet Nuclear-Equipped SAMs, dated August 1976 -

JAEIC 1-7 mThe Soviet Atomic Energy Program,
dated QOctober 1976

STIC-76-002JX q Soviet R&D Related to Particle
Beam Weapons, dated QOctober 1976

NIO IIM 76-041]
November 1976

WSSIC-TCS HSoviet ICBM Silo Hardness Estimates,
dated November 19

NIO IIM Mrospec& for Soviet Interference with US
Space Systems in Crisis or Conflict (in preparation)

Soviet Civil Defense, dated

The Estimate does not consider all the systems which the Soviets

regard as strategic. It does not cover in detail all the Soviet medium-
and intermediate-range nuclear delivery systems, which are intended
mainly for operations on the Eurasian periphery. Nor does the Estimate
treat Soviet objectives and policies governing the e of ‘all elements of
natlonal power toward the attainment of overall strategic goals. For
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information on these subjects, the reader is referred to the following
issuances of the Intelligence Community:

NIE 11-4-77, Soviet Strateg.ic Objectives (in preparation)

NIE 11-14-75, Warsaw Pact Forces Opposite NATO, dated 4
September 1975

NIE 11-10-76, Soviet Military Policy in the Third World, dated 2
QOctober 1976 .

NIE 11-15-74, Soviet Naval Policy and Programs, dated 23
December 1974

NIO IIM nSoviet Strategic Forces for Peripheral
Attack (i

in preparation) <

NIO IIM 7&039]’“ Trends in Soviet Military
. Programs, dated October 1976

In estimating Soviet objectives, policies, and programs, we have
assumed that future United States forces will be as described in the
Department of Defense, Five-Year Defense Program (FYDP), October
1976, which includes US programs for such strategic systems as the
Trident ballistic missile submarine, the B-1 bomber, the improved
Minuteman III missile, the M-X ICBM, and advanced cruise missiles.
We have made this assumption in the belief that US programed forces
probably comprise the minimum future US inventory of forces for
intercontinental conflict against which the Soviets plan and evaluate
their own programs. Qur forecast of the strategic environment does not
attempt to weigh the implications of increases or decreases in
programed Tevels of US effort or of alternative US decisions about
specific weapon systems, ' :

In order to judge the future overall effectiveness of all Soviet forces
for intercontinental conflict—defensive as well as offensive—a detailed’
net assessment is required which pays particular attention to
operational factors and to the way in which the full range of US and

net assessment.

The findings of this NIE are contained in three volumes. Volume I
presents the key judgments and the summary of the Estimate. The Full
Estimate is in Volume II. Supplementary annexes and tables of future
force projections are contained in Volume I1L '
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Soviet forces and capabilities might interact. We have not made such a _ .
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KEY JUDGMENTS

CURRENT DEVELOPMENTS IN SOVIET PROGRAMS

In offensive forces for intercontinental conflict, the Soviets are
continuing their long-term effort to acquire more powerful, flexible,
and survivable weapon systems.

— New intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) are being
deployed at a moderate pace. About 200 now are operational,
most of them with multiple independently targetable reentry
vehicles (MIRVs), and, there will probably be more than 900 in
1980. These missiles have better accuracy, greater throw weight,
and more survivable silos than their predecessors. Deployment of
a land-mobile ICBM is apparently still deferred.

— Several units of a new version of the Soviets latest class of
nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarine (SSBN) have been
launched. They will probably carry the first Soviet submarine-
launched ballistic missile (SLBM) to be equipped with MIRVs.

A new, large ballistic missile submarine may be under ™\_

construction. If so, it could be operational by about 1980. -~

— Improvements in ICBMs and SLBMs will not stop with the

current missiles. The Soviets are developin umber of new
and modified ICBMs and SLBMs,
These systems will incorporate

qualitative improvements, probably including still better accu-
racy. -

— The Backfire bomber continues to be deployed. There are
uncertainties and differences of view within the Intelligence
Community about the extent of the Backfire's capability for

- intercontinental operations and about Soviet intentions to
employ it in this role. We have additional evidence this year

pointing to Soviet development of 2 new long-range bomber and
a new aerial tanker.
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] ‘Lhe Soviets are also pressing ahead with efforts to improve their
i strategic defenses.

,; — Large new radars under construction in the northwestern USSR

. i : will improve and-extend Soviet ballistic miissile early waming
capabilities when they become operational in about 1979. There

are uncertainties and differences of view in the Intelhgence

, Community about. whether these radars will also be given

capabilities to direct and manage antiballistic missile (ABM) :

defenses. The Soviets continue their research and development
on ABM systems

.. — A number of programs are aimed at remedying "the dritical
o deficiencies in Soviet defenses against low-altitude air attack.
The Soviets have been deploying data-handling systemns and are
Introducing an improved fighter into strategic air defense forces.
* ‘New air defense radars; a new low-altitude surface-to-air missile
(SAM) system, and a new fighter with better low-altitude

intercept capabilities are under development and could be
operational by about 1980.

— Soviet forces for antisubmarine warfare (ASW) are improving
but are not now an effective counter to US SSBNs. The Soviets
continue to investigate both acoustic and nonacoustic tech-

niques in an effort to solve their fundamental problem of
. detecting and tracking SSBNs at sea.

— The Soviets have this year demonstrated a capability to attack
satellites at low to medium altitudes in a more timely manner.

— Sayiet civil defense preparations are steadily 1mprov1ng This
program is more extensive and better developed than we had

previously understood. The Soviets also contmue to harden
facilities associated -with-strategic forces.

— The Soviets are conducting research and development which’

could lead to directed-energy weapons having important :

applications in strategic defense. The Assistant Chief of Staff,

Intelligence, Department of the-Air Force, beliétes that this

effort includes a large and well-funded program to develop a
charged-particle-beam weapon :

SOVIET OBJECTIVES AND EXPECTATIONS

L : The growth of Soviet capabilities for intercontinental conﬂlct over
the past decade has provided the USSR with a powerful deterrent and
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has contributed to its recognition as a superpower equal (0 the U, An
assessment of the perceptions and objectives underlying present Soviet
programs is a matter of interpretation and considerable uncertainty.

. Much that we'bbserve can be.attributed to a combination of defensive

prudence, superpower competitiveness, worst-case assumnptions about
US capabilities, a military doctrine which stresses war-fighting
capabilities, and a variety of internal political and institutional factors.
But the continuing persistence and vigor of Soviet programs give rise to
the question of whether the Soviet leaders now hold as an operative,
practical objective the achievement of clear strategic superiotity over
the US during the period of this' Estimate.

The Soviets” belief in the eventual supremacy of their system is
strong. They see their forces for intercontinental conflict as contributing
to their ultimate goal of achieving.a dominant position over the West,
particularly the United States, in terms of political, economic, social,
and military strength. Having come this far-in. strategic arms
competition with the US, the Soviets-may be optimistic about their
long-term prospects in this competition. But they cannot be certain
about future US behavior or .about their own future strategic
capabilities relative to those of the US. They have seent US technology
.and industry mobilized to great effect in the past and are concerned
about current US force modernization programs. Thus, they probably
cannot today set practical policy objectives in terms of some specific
relationship between their intercontinental capabilities and those of the
US, to be achieved in a specific period of time.

We do not believe that the Soviet leaders presently count on a
combination of actions by the USSR and lack of action by the US
which would give them, in the next 10 years, a capability for
intercontinental conflict so effective that the USSR could devastate the
US while preventing- the=US -from--devastating the USSR. Soviet
expectations, however, clearly reach well beyond a capability that.
merely contines to be sufficient to deter an all-out attack. -

In our view, the Soviets are striving to achieve war-fighting and

war-survival capabilities which. .would.leave..the .USSBin.a.better. .... ..

position than the US if war occurred. The Soviets also aim for
intercontinental forces which- have visible and therefore politically
useful advantages over the US. They hope that their capabilities for
intercontinental conflict will give them more latitude than they have
had in‘the past for the vigoroiis putsuit of foreign policy-objectives,and
that these capabilities will discourage the US and others from using
force or the threat of force to influence Soviet actions.
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.+ . iThe Director,

State, agrees with the staterent above on the ultimate Soviet goal but
bélieves the,Soviet leader. have more modest expectations for their
strategic programs. He would emphasize that the Soviet leaders

~— know that the US need not concede the USSR any meaningful
strategic advantage and do not expect the US to do so, whatever
their assessment of present US resolve might be; and ~

— do not entertain, as a practical objective in the foreseeable
future, the achievernent of what could reasonably be character-
ized as a “war-winning”™ or “war-survival” posture.

Rather, in his view, Soviet strategic weapon programs are pragmalic in
nature and are guided by more proximate foreign policy goals. He sees
the Soviets undertaking vigorous sirategic force improvements with a
view to achieving incremental advantages where possible but, above
all, to avéid falling behind the US in a strategic environment
increasingly characterized by qualitative competition—and thus losing
the position of rough equivalence with the US which they have
achieved in recent years through great effort. Moreover, he believes it
unlikely - that the Soviet leaders anticipate any improvement in thz
USSR's strategic situation vis-a-vis the US over the next 10 years which
would substantially influence their behavior—especially their inclina-

tion for risk taking—during periods of crisis or confrontation with the -
West. .

The Defense Intelligence Agency, the FEnergy Research and
Development Administration, the Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelli-
gence, Department of the Army, the Director of Naval Intelligence,
-Department of the Navy, and the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence,
- Department of the Air ForCe, believe that the Soviets do, in fact, see as

aittainable their objective of achieving the capability to wage an .
.intercontinental nuclear war, should such a war occur, and survive it
~with resources sufficient to dominate the postwar period. Further, these
‘agencies believe.that this objective serves as a practical guideline for
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Soviet strategic' force devélopment even thoigh*the“Soviéts have-riol =~

necessarily set a specific date for its achievement. In their view:

— Soviet programs for -improving forces for intercontinental
conflict (including those for strategic hardening and civil
defense), their extensive research’on ‘ddoanced iveapons technol-
ogy, and their resource allocation priorities are in keeping with
this objective and illustrate its practical effect.
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menls, the buildup of intercontinental nuclear capabilities is I v _68
integral to a programed Soviet effort to achieve the ultimate
X gdal of a dominant position in the world. ;

— While it cannot be said with confidence when the Soviets
believe they will achieve this goal, they expect to move closer io
it over the next 10 years'and, as a result, to be able increasingly

to deter US initiatives and to inhibit US opposition to Soviet
initiatives.

The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, Department of the Air
Force, further believes that this Estimate understates, as have previous
NIEs, the Soviet drive for strategic superiority. The lines of Soviet
strategic policy, objectives, and doctrines enunciated in a large body of
authoritative literature are viewed within the context of differing US

perceptions and aspirations rather than in the larger context of Soviet
history, ideology, and military investment.

The Soviets have made great strides toward achieving general.
military superiority over all perceived constellations of enemies and for
attaining a war-winning capability at all levels of conflict. War survival
and civil defense efforts to date have already placed the US in a
position of serious strategic disadventage by neutralizing much of iis
¢apability to destroy or damage effectively those elements of the Soviet
leadership, command, military, and urban-indusirial structure required
for maintaining a credible deterrent balance. A realistic calculation of
it : nuclear fatality exchange ratios in a war today would probably show

TR i : the USSR emerging with considerably more than a iwenty-to-one
E ' - advantage.

3 -
-
e

“'“There now is a substantial basis for judging that the Soviels

18 : _ negotiations at SALT and their detente, economic, and arms-contro\
m : diplomacy have ” thys ‘far been wexploited by .them for strategic
it ~ advantage: by slouiing down US defenseinvestment.arid by permitting
se : easy access to high US technology. The net effect of improved Soviet
or and East European access to loans, goods, and services from jnany.
0t . Western countries is that inefficient sectors of the Souiet economy are in
: - effect being subsidized, thus encouraging-uninterrupted-investment.in .
9 strategic forces. A degree of hostage contral is being acquired over
tal A elements of the West European banking structure by Moscow and its
il - . ) East European allies—in the form of extensive loans (now approaching
‘f’t' A , allowable limits for many banks)—which has serious econamic warjare
“fh' ' : ’ implications.’ Additionally, the extraordinary advarices being ‘made by
: the Soviets in ASW and high-energy particle-beam technology could
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| intelligence perceptions provide an adequate basis for averting global

———

place the Free World's offensive ballistic missile capability at serious
risk well before the terminal date of this Estimate.

While the present NIE is much improved over some of its
predecessor documents, it falls far short of grasping the essential
realities of Soviet conflict purpose and evolving capability, the latter
clearly constituting the most extensive peacetime war preparations in
recorded history—a situation not unlike that of the mid-1930s, when
the entire Free World failed to appreciate the true naiure of Nazi
Germany's readily discernible preparations for war and conflict., The
dissenting judgments of the past five years regarding Soviet defense
expenditures, Soviet strategic objectives and policy, ICBM refire
capability, predictions in 1973 that some 10 to 15 major new or
modified offensive ballistic missile systems were under development,
Soviet war-survival end civil-defense measures, Backfire bomber
capability, and directed-energy weapons development have often
served as the principal means of alerting the national leadership to
trends which now are clearly evidenced. Failure now to anticipate the
implications of such trends will impact adversely on lead times essential
for the alteration of policy and redirection of technology programs.

Such lead-time impacts are illustrated dramatically in judgments of
the late 1960s and 1970 which implied that Soviet goals entailed no
more than strategic parity and did not involve commitment to @ major
civil defense program, The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence,
Department of the Air Force, believes that the former was the basis for
US arms control policy in 1969, while the latter influenced the ABM
Treaty of 1972. He is concerned that the present perceptions of Soviet
goals and evolving capability provide an inadequate basis for the
pursuit of fusther negotiations at SALT or the reformulation of national
defense and foreign security policy. At issue fis whether present

conflict in the decades ahead.

TRENDS IN FORCES AND CAPABILITIES

Varying degrees of uncertainty characterize our estimates of Soviet
strategic programs and of the quantity and quality of Soviet forces.
Forecasts for the next few years can be made with relatively high
confidence on the basis of direct evidence. For the period of primary
concern—five to 10 years hence—estimates of system characteristics
and force composition must be based on very limited evidence and
indirect considerations. In this connection, it should be noted that
uncertainties about the quality of strategic weapons and forces—at
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present and partlcularly for the future~—arem some areas-large enough
to affect judgments about important aspects of the strategic balance,

Qur forecast for the next 10 years assumes that the ABM Treaty
remains in effect and that US forces will evolve as currently programed.
We employ commonly used measures of force capability but cannot
take full account of operational factors which would affect the actual
outcome of an intercontinental conflict. Examples of such factors are
the efficiency and vulnerability of US and Soviet command and control
systems, and the effectiveness of US air attacks and Soviet air defenses
in an electronic warfare envuonment

Offensive Ccpcbiliﬁes

The bulk of Soviet intercontinental striking power will remain in
ICBM forces. The striking power and survivability of SLBM forces will
continue to grow. A relatively small intercontinental bomber force will
be retained to complement the ballistic missile forces.

— In the eazly 1980s, the number of Soviet missile reentry vehicles
(RVs) will probably approximate and possibly exceed that of the
US. The large Soviet advantage in missile throw weight will be
much greater than it is today, and the Soviet advantage in total
équivalent megatonnage (EMT) will be somewhat greater.
Soviet ICBMs will pose an increased threat te US missile silos;
this threat could become a major one in the next year or so if
Soviet ICBM capabilities are at the more threatening but highly
unlikely extremes of our range of uncertainty. Saviet silo-based
ICBMs, however, will not be very much more vulnerable than at
present, Despite the probability that the US will continue to
have mere varied offensive forces with a larger total number of
weapons, increasing Soviet missile throw weight and numbers of
RVs, and the increased threat to US silo-based ICBMs, wdl add
to percephons of Soviet strategic power

— After the early 1980s, the raw power of Soviet offenswe forees
will continue to increase. Soviet ICBMs will pose a major threat
to US missile silos, although the Soviets.themselves would
remain uncertain about the results of countersile attacks. If US
forces develop as now programed and Soviet forces continue to
develop along present lines, some of the earlier Soviet gains in
relative offenswe capabilities will be eroded. With the deploy-
ment of new US systems, Soviet forces.would-belikely:to-fall
behind in numbers of missile RVs and. farther behind in total
weapons. In any event, the chances that the Soviets could
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- capabilities, US options to reduce the vulnerability of existing bombers,

. through SALT, they may follow suit. They could modify any one of

*1970s. Small, long-range cruise missiles-accurate-enough to destroy-hard

achieve a large lead in missile BVs would be reduced. Their
advantage in total EMT would be likely to drop back to ahout
today's level, but their advantage in missile throw weight would

remain very large. The Soviets could judge that their.own silo-
based missile forces had become very vulnerable.

In the next few years, SLBMs will become a larger percentage of
the total Soviet ICBM and SLBM force; thus-increasing, the progortion
‘of launchers which can:achieve better survivability through mobility.
Although the Soviets have evidently deferred deployment of a land-
mobile ICBM, they will probably continue R&D on such systems and
might deploy one to counter a perceived danger to their silo-based
ICBMs. A land-mobile intermediate-range “ballistic missile (IRBM)
now about to be deployed will be difficult for US intelligence to

distinguish from a similar land-mobile ICBM and might be convertib]g
to an ICBM faitly rapidly. - :

The Soviets could at anytime increase the threat to US bombers on
alert by deploying SSBNs close to US coastlines to reduce the potential
warning times available to bomber bases. In deciding whether to rely
on SLBMs for this purpose, the Soviets would have to consider US ASW

ard the US B-1 program. We believe the Soviets would conclude that,

throughout the next 10 years, most US alert bombers would stirvive a
surprise SLBM attack.

. We believe the Soviets have no. coripelling military reasons to
deploy long-range cruise missile systems in the present strategic
environment. They evidently believe the US has a technological
advaritage in such systems, but if they cannot prevent US deployment

several existing air- and sea-launched cruise missiles for long-range use
or could develop large, new ones for- deployment.by the end of .the

targets probably could not'be flight-tested beéfore the early to mid-
1980s. - - : CL : .

. Soviet 'intercontinental striking power would be increased if

-Backfire bambers were employed against the TS, Thi Batklire 5 vwell ™"
. suited to.operations against land and sea targets on the Eurasian

periphery using a variety of flight profiles, and it has some capability
for- operations against the US on high-altitude subsonic profiles. The . -
Defense Intelligence Agency, the Assistant Chief . of..Staff. for .

Intelligence, Department of the Army, and the Assistant Chief of Staff,
Intelligence, Department of the Air Force, estimate that the Backfire
has significant capabilities for operations against the US without air-to-
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air refueling. The Central Intelligence Agency and the Department of
State estimate that it has marginel capabilities against the US under
the same conditions. With air-to-air refueling, the Backfire would have
considerably increased capability for intercontinental operations,even
in the case of the lowest pecformance estimate. In addition, the
Backfire could be modified in various ways to improve its range.
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We believe it is likely that Backfires will continue to be assigned to
theater and naval missions and—with the exception of DIA, ERDA,
Army, and Air Force—we believe it is correspondingly unlikely that
they will be assigned to intercontinental missions. If the Soviets decided
. to assign any substantial number of Backfires to missions against. the C
US, they almost certainly would upgrade the performance "of the C s
aircraft or deploy 2 force of compatible new tankers for their support.
- The Defense Intelligence Agency, the Energy Research and Develop-
ment Administration, the Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence,
Department of the Army, arid-the Assitant Chief of Staff, Intelligence,
Department of the Air Force, believe the available evidence on Backfire
employment indicates only that peripheral and naval attack are its :
£ . current primary missions. Since the Soviets could use the Backfire's . '
_intercontinental capabilities at their initiative, these agencies believe
that the Backfire clearly poses a threat to-the US, even without the _
deployment of a compatible tanker force or the upgrading of the . -p
aircraft's performance. The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, . il
Depariment of the Air Force, further believes that a portion of the
Backfire force will have missions against the contiguous US. :

Uit

Defensive Capabilities

The Soviets are continuing to improve their ballistic missile \
detection and tracking systems to close gaps in existing coverage, to
make’ warning information more precise,-and to.provide additional =~
warning -time. We believé ‘that ‘two “large phased-array radars -now =~ - - LT
under construction in the northern USSR will be used for ballistic
missile warning. Radars such as these, however, could also be given the R
capability for-ABM battle management—that is, to provide tracking ° [
and prediction data to support ABM defenses.- The Céntral Trtelligence = ERREERES]
Agency and the Department of State, basing their judgment on analysis :
of the individual characteristics, locations, and orientation of these two
- radars and on the status of the Soviet ABM research and development
it program, believe that both radars are intended only for ballistic missile
e . early warning. The Defense Intelligence Agency, the Assistarit’ Chief of

Staff for Intelligence, Department of the Army, and the Assistant Chief
of Staff, Intelligence, Department of the Air Force, however, believe
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the avatlable; evidence regarding these radars does mot permit a
confident ]udgment about whether they may also be intended for ABM

. battle management. Concern about the possible use of the large
* phasel-array fadars for ABM battle management would increase if the

Soviets started to construct more such radars in locations appropriate
for ABM support and if the Soviets pursued ABM research and
development vigorously. The Department of State believes that the
extent to which construction of additional such radars would be cause
for concern would also depend on the assessment at the time of the
likelihood of Soviet abrogation of the ABM Treaty. This assessment, in
turn, would depend in large part on the extent to which the
circumstances which led the Soviets to negotiate this treaty—and thus
avoid an ABM competition with the US—had changed. The Assistant
Chief of Staff, Intelligence, Department of the Air Force, believes the
two radars alone might be able to support significant deployment of
ABM defenses in the western and central USSR.

An ABM system which the Soviets have been developing since 1967
is more rapidly deployable than the current system at Moscow. The
pace of flight testing has been slow over the past two years, but recently
the interceptor missile was fired against a live target for the first time.
With this interceptor, the system appears to have at best a limited
capability. Recent construction at the test range suggests development
of a high-acceleration interceptor, which could greatly enhance the
system’s capability. 1f development proceeds vigorously, the system
cpuld be ready for deployment in one to three years or so, depending on
whether it includes the high-acceleration interceptor. This ABM
research and development activity probably is a hedge against
uncertainties about the future strategic situation, We believe it is highly

unlikely that the Soviets now plan to deploy ABM defenses beyond
Moscow.

The USSR will probably not have significantly better defenses
against low-altitude air attack before 1980. For the period beyond that

“time, we estimate that:

— For defense against low-altitude bombers, improvements in
Soviet air defenses will have the potential for overcoming many
existing technical deficiencies by the mid-1980s. It might be
passible for the Soviets to overcome these deficiencies somewhat
earlier with a very high level of effort. If Soviet deployments are
at the rates we think probable, bomber penetration of Soviet
defenses would be considerably more difficult in the mid-1980s
than it would be today.
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: — For defense against® short-range attack missiles (SRAMs) in
: " flight, one Soviet SAM system now under development might
: have sopte capability. While there are uncertainties about the
: characteristics of this system, we believe that, if it has any
i capability against SRAMs, engagements would be at short
; ranges with low reliability. We believe that the Soviets will not
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:‘.i have an effective defense against the SRAM by the mid-1980s.
g‘,_' — For defense against low-altitude cruise missiles in flight, current
i Soviet low-altitude SAMs and future air defense systems would
sv;' . have some capabilities. Their effectiveness- will depend on their
5 specific characteristics, their numbers, and their deployment
3. patterns. We are uncertain about the degree of protection that
7+ could be achiéved against low-altitude cruise missiles in the
o mid-1980s, but we believe it would be low. The Assistant Chief
H of Staff, Intelligence, Department of the Air Force, beligves,
51 however, that the Soviet SAM system under development might
. :} _ have capabilities permitting deployment to provide some
: i limited terminal defense against cruise missiles for approxi-
§ mately half the estimated target groupings in the USSR in the
mid-1980s. , :
¥t The combination of US air attack forces will continue to be more
. difficult to defend against than any one of its elements alone. The air
i defense problems which the Soviets now face would be complicated
o even further by US deployment of advanced bombers and cruise .
E missiles. US penetration tactics and the degradation of defenses by

o : ballistic missile strikes would continue to weigh heavily against the
; ' overall effectiveness of Soviet air defenses. We cannot, however, assess
the full effects of these and other operational factors.

Recent developments .point to modest but steady improvement in ‘
Soviet ASW systems and continued growth in their numbers. The future .
eFfectiveness of Soviet defenses against. SSBNs on. patrol will depend in
large part on how successful the Soviets are in detecting and tracking =~
SSBNs- at sea. Improved US SSBNs and greatly expanded SSBN [
operating areas will further compound the Soviet problem. From our '
understanding of the technologies involved and of the-R&D) -programs ... ..
in the US.and the USSR, we believe that the Soviets have little
potential for overcoming SSBN detection and tracking problems in
broad ocean areas. This judgment must be gualified, however, because
of gaps in our knowledge of some technical aspects of potential sensor
‘developments. On the basis of evidence now available, we believe that
Soviet capabilities against SSBNs in confined waters will improve
during the period of this Estimate, but that Soviet ASW capabilities
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b will fall short of being able to prevent most US SSBNs on station from
s launching their missiles.

. | : Soviet civil defense preparations could have a significznt impact on
; ' both Soviet and US assessments of the likely outcome of a nuclear
0 conflict. The Soviets probably believe that civil defense measures
by contribute to giving the USSR a chance to survive as a national entity
: and to be in a better position than the US after a nuclear exchange. The
(I priorities of the Soviet program evidently are: first, to assure the
continuity of government by protecting the leadership; second, to
x provide for the continuity of important economic functions and the

.. protection of essential workers; and, last, to protect the nonessential
' part of the population. '
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There are gaps in our knowledge of the civil defense program. Our
tentative judgment is that, under optimum conditions which included
an adequate period of waming and evacuation, Soviet civil defenses
would assure survival of a large-percentage of the leadership, reduce
urban casualties to a small percentage, and give the Soviets a good
chance of sustaining the population with essential supplies. With
minimal warning, some key leaders would probably survive, but the
urban population would suffer high casualties and the chances of
adequately supplying susvivors weuld be poor, The Scviets probably do
not have a highly optimistic’ view about the effectiveness of their
present civil defenses. Even under the mast favorable conditions, they
. . probably would expect a breakdown of the economy and, under the

, I worst conditions, catastrophic human casualties as well.

s

Our evidence of Soviet civil defense preparation indicates 2
! continuing, steady program rather than a crash effort. Because of the

gaps in our knmj.rledge, however, we cannot make a confident estimate
of its pace and future effectiveness. '
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"y . The Department of State believes that the Soviet civil defense
" . program is seen by the Sovietleadership primurily-as o prudent hedge

against the possibility of attack by a nuclear-armed adversary. The
Department believes that these Soviet civil defense efforts will not
materially increase Soviet willingness to.risk a nuclegr exchange ond .,
will not undermine the deterrent value of US strategic-attack forces. Tt
further believes that, at the present time, the scope of the civil defense
program does not indicate Soviet strategic objectives beyond
mainteniance of rough equivalence with the US.

The Defense Intelligence A-geﬂcy, the --Energy Research“cir{c_l
Development Administration, the Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelli-
gence, Department of the Army, the Director of Naval Intelligence,

12

D I N A M R

ot

by v}:;i;?bw" e

= i,"..f‘ -..\ﬁ s ,}ﬁ‘f,ﬁ‘)ﬁ

e




. N: 4
Deparfmer}t_qf the Navy, and the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence,
Department of the Air Force, believe that the impact of Soviet war-
survival efforts upon the US-USSR strategic balance is greater than can
be inferred. from the foregoing discussion of the Soviet civil ‘defense
program, In their view, the Soviets see their civil and passive defense
program as an essential element-in the achievement of the capability to
wage intercontinental nuclear war, should one-oceur, and survive with
resources sufficient to dominate the postwar period. These agencies
" believe that this program will have a definite and increasing impact on
US-USSR strategic balance assessments in the years ahead. Further,
.. they believe the Soviets will attempt to enhance their influence,
particularly in the Third World and Europe, by capitalizing on real
and perceived improvements in their war-waging capabilities. The
Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, Department of the Air Force,
c further believes that the strategic balance already has been altered in a

>major.way by civil defense.and.othér measures.the Soviets have carried
out thus far. ‘

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Some of the Soviets present programs reflect concerns that US
programs would affect their awn strategic position adversely. Examples
are ICBM silo hardening and the deployment of long-range SLBMs.
We are uncertain about the implications of others. The mobile IRBM
and ICBM programs, for.example, would enable the Soviets ta place
— . more of their missiles on launchers less vulnerable to attack. By their
- : - continuing efforts to improve ABM technology, the Soviets could put
i - themselves in a position to deploy additional ABM defenses if the ABM

Treaty were abvogated. Such programs probably represent Soviet
. hedges against future US threats as well as deterrents to US withdrawal
from strategic arms limitation agreements. They could also represent
efforts to give the Soviet leaders.the future option to break out of such
limitations if they concluded that the §tudtion warranted,

A SALT TWO agreement based on the Viadivostok accord would
* . confront the Soviets with difficult choices and trade-offs between new
' oo and existing systems within an aggregate ceiling ofi-delivery“vehicles. It
-} would limit the more extreme possibilities for growth in Soviet missile
throw weight and number of missile RVs. In the absence of a SALT

TWO agreement, the Soviets would probably increase their interconti-

- nental delivery forces moderately; it is possible that they would increase

them considerably. They would not, however, expect quantitative

: competition alone to alter the strategic balance significantly. They
o E have evidently come to recognize that the strategic environment in the
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1980s will be mé§ smxt y affected by the quality of the forces
: deployed by the two sides. Their progress in this area will be largely
P independent of SALT TWO. :

W——

Soviet R&D programs are consistent with a desire both to avoid
slipping behind the US and to gain the lead-in the technology of
strategic offensive and defensive forces, particularly if US programs
falter. We continue to examine closely Soviet R&D prograins.and
s prospects for major advances that might seriously erode US deterrent
. capabilities. We give particular attention to R&D applicable to

, directed-energy weapons for wse in air and missile defense and to the
o detection and tracking of US ballistic missile submarines. The Soviets
s are working actively in both fields, and there are gaps in our knowledge

' of this work, The available evidence, together with our appreciation of
the physical, engineering, and operational hurdles which must be
overcome, leads us to rate as small the chances that the Soviets can
sharply alter the strategic balance through such technological advances

in the next 10 years. But Soviet efforts in these fields metit very close
.y watching.

The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, Depariment of the Air
Force, believes that the Soviets are significantly ahead of the West in
the technologies applicable to particle-beam-weapons research, and

that the Soviets could be operating a prototype.charged-particle-beam
system by 1985. :

PROSPECTS FOR THE STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENT

The long time period of this Estimate and the gaps in our
understanding and information about aspects of Soviet capabilities
require that judgments about the future strategic environment be made
with varying degrees of certainty, We conclude that:

]
3

— The strength of Soyiet offensive-forces-for intercontinental attack
will continue to increase, It may be at its greatest relative to US )
: programed farces in the early 1980s. In subsequent years, some™ '
" of the earlier Soviet gains will be eroded, assuming that US

develop along present lines.

-— Soviet ICBMs will pose an increa‘s_ing threat to US missile silos,
but Soviet forces will almost certainly remain unable to prevent
most US alert hbombers and SLBMs.at.sea from.being launched,

Soviet defenses will - almost certainly remain penetrable by
missile and bomber weapons. :
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— Soviet forces will be able to inflict massive-damage on the US in
either initial or rétaliatory attacks. It is extremely unlikely that
Soviet forces will be able to prevent massive damage to the
USSR from initial or retaliatory .US .attacks.

— There are critical uncertainties, however, about the degree to
which the Soviets in the 19805 would be able to reduce human
casualties and limit damage to~those-functions and facilities
which the leadership would consider essential ta the survival of

their society.
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