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NOTE 

I 

This Estimate is primarily concerned with present and future Soviet 
forbes for intercontinental attack (ICBMs, SLBMs, and bombers) 
and for strategic defense against bombers, missiles, and ballistic mis
siiJ submarines. Other Soviet forces which rnight have some role in an· 
intbrcontinental conflict are discussed in NIE 11-15-74, "Soviet Naval 
Po~icies and Programs," in NIE 11-14-75, "Warsaw Pact Forces Op
p~Site NATO," and in NIE 11-10-73, "Soviet Military Posture and 
Policies in the Third \\-'orld." 

The findings of this NIE are contained in three volumes. Volume I 
pre1sents the key judgments and the summary of the estimate from 

I 
which they are drawn. The full estimate is Volume II. In Volume III 
are! annexes providing tables of future force projections and supple
mehtary technical material on ICBM accuracies and directed-energy 

I weapon systems. 
I 

The contents of all three volumes draw on the findings of several in-
ter~gency reports and memorandums prepared by committees of the 

I 
United States Intelligence Board and ad hoc interagency groups. (See 
the! last page of Volume I for a list of these issuances.) 
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KEY JUDGMENTS 

In this Estimate, we call particular attention to current and pro
spective developments which could markedly increase Soviet strategic 
capabilities during the next ten years: 

-The Soviets are steadily deploying new types of ICDMs. In 
about 1980 they will have a force of up to 900 missiles of these 
types, most of them with MIRVs. They are also moving ahead 
with the development of several ICBMs beyond those now 
being deployed. 

-The capability of the Soviet ICBM force to destroy US Minute
man silos is growing. It will probably pose a major threat in 
the early 1980s. A more rapid increase in this threat is possible 
but unlikely. 

-The Soviets have the potential to make the task of penetration 
by bombers to targets in the USSR considerably more diffi
cult by 1985 than it is today. 

-The Soviets are pursuing extensive research and development 
in such areas as submarine detection and defensive lasers. 

We also call attention to the large uncertainties about some aspects 
of Soviet strategic policy and forces, especially about the quality of 
key weapons and supporting systems in the future. Forecasts of the 
strategic environment over the next ten years must therefore be made 
with varying degrees of uncertainty: 

-It is almost certain that, despite prospective improvements in 
Soviet forces, the USSR will not acquire deployed forces ca
pable of launching a nuclear attack so effective that the US 
could not cause devastating damage to the USSR in retaliation. 

-It is probable that US and Soviet strategic- capabilities will 
remain in roughly equal balance, although the long-standing 
US qualitative superiority in strategic weapons and supporting 
technology will come under increasing challenge.' 

I The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, Department of the Air Fora:, believes there is 
little reasonal1lc doubt that the Soviets arc striving for general strategic sUJICriorit!{ over the US 
bv the end of the next deaule. If the current massive Soviet R&D programs achieve the break
throughs being sought, an important shift in the USSR's favor in the strategic balance could 
occur bv 1985. 

2 
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-It is possible but unlikely that the Soviets will acquire capabili
ties that would be perceived as providing them with more stra
tegic power to back up their policies than that available to 
the US. 

R,cent Developments 

[n strategic offensive forces, the Soviets continue their broad pro
gram of major improvements. The trends are about as we had forecast 
in 11ast year's Estimate, but the diversity of the ballistic missile sub
m~rine program and the potential hard-target capabilities of ICBM 
sy$tems are somewhat greater than we had expected. The main things 
we have learned during this past year are: 

•; 

-The new ICBMs are being deployed at a moderate pace. About 
100 of the new ICBMs, most of them with MIHVs,· are now 
operation.al in ne~· and· converted hard silos. I~ nc.~ordance 
·with the Interim Agreement,. the Soviets have started . to· de- . 
· a.ctivate· o.lder, soft ICBM launche~.s in 'exchange .for· new SLBM ~. ·. 
launchers. · · · · 

-. Despite some continuing developmental problems, the new 
ICBMs are estimated to have better accuracies and higher 
yields than we had expected, implying somewhat better capa
bilities to destroy hard targets like Minuteman silos. 

- Development of a lan,d-mobile ICBM could now be complete, 
but there is as yet no sign of its deployment. 

-Two and possibly three models of ballistic n1issile submarines 
capable of carrying long-range SLBMs are believed to be in 
production. A new and large type of ballistic missile submarine 
may have started construction. A new small SLBM and a new 
or modified large SLBM have begun flight testing; a MIRV 
payload has recently been identified on the latter. 

-The Soviets continue to maintain only a few ballistic missile 
submarines on patrol stations. Limited probes near North 
American coasts were conducted this year, possibly portending 
changes in patrol patterns. There is also an increasing number 
of SSBNs with missiles of sufficient range to reach targets in 
the US at any given time, even without leaving port. 

-The Backfire bomber has been deployed in small numbers this 
year, both in Naval Aviation and in Long Range Aviation at 
bases occupied by intermediate-range bombers. The Backfire 
has extensive capability for use in various missions in Eurasia 
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and for naval missions over the open seas. \Ve continue to be
lieve it has capabilities for operation against the continental 
US. There are differing views within the Intelligence Com
munity about Soviet intentions to use it for this purpose. 

-We have obtained no confirmation of Soviet hint3' that a new 
heavy bomber is being developed . 

-There is no firm evidence that the Soviets are developing long
range cruise missiles, but they have the design and develop
ment experience to be able to do so. 

The Soviets continue to devote more resources to strategic defense 
than they do to forces for intercontinental attack. In addition to routine 
improvements in what is by far the largest air defense system in the 
world, the following are the main developments in Soviet strategic 
defenses we have noted during the past year: 

-The Soviets continue to construct ballistic missile detection 
and tracking systems to close small gaps in existing coverage, 
to increase their assurance of reliable warning, and perhaps to 
provide some additional warning time. 

-They are placing additional emphasis on surveillance systems 
and training for defense against aircraft at low altitudes, though 
there are no indications of major improvements in perfonnance. 

-We have obtained additional evidence supporting earlier in
dications that nuclear warheads are available for- a significant 
number of Soviet surface-to-air missiles. 

-The Soviets continue their research and development on ABM 
systems (at a pace not significantly reduced from that which 
existed prior to the ABM Treaty), on radars, on SAMs designed 
for low-altitude air defense, and on · directed-energy systems 
which probably include lasers with capabilities against low
orbiting satellites. 

-They have continued their extensive investigation of tech 
niques for overcoming their deficiencies in detecting and track
ing SSBNs at sea. Soviet attempts to trail US SSBNs near our 
operating base~ have resulted in no known successes. 

Soviet Objectives 

Our judgments about the strategic objectives of the Soviet leaders 
are based on what they say (in public and sometimes in private), on 
what we observe of their programs, and on our appreciation of the in
ternal and external forces operating on them in the present period of 

4 

TCS 889998 76/1 Tep SeGret • 

!D 



... ·,.. . . 

Top ~cret 

risky opportunities. It is apparent that they see no contradiction be
twc~n their policies of detente and am1s-limitation negotiations and 
their continuing buildup of strategic forces. Much that we observe in 
their present posture and programs can be attributed to a combination 
of traditional defensive prudence, a military doctrine which stresses 
wari-fighting capabilities, superpower competitiveness, worst-case as
surriptions about US capabilities, and a variety of internal political and 
institutional factors. But the scope and vigor of these programs, at a 
timb when the USSR has achieved a powerful deterrent as well as rec
og~ition as the strategic equal of the US, raise the elusive question of 
whether the Soviet leaders embrace as an objective some form of stra
tegjc nuclear superiority over the US. 

I 

JDeeply held ideological and doctrinal convictions impel the Soviet 
· leaaers to pose as an ·ultimate goal the attainment of a dominant posi
tioa over the West, particul~rly the US, in te1ms of political, economic, 
social, and military strength. We do not doubt that if they thought they 
coJld achieve.it, the Sov_iets would try to attain the capability to launch I . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. a ~uclear attack s.o effective. that th~ ·US could. nqt cause devastating 
darpage to the USSR iri retaliation: Alth,ough the· Soviet lea.ders may 
noV' entertain some hope-and, in the view of some agencies, already 
bdieve-that US resolve as a strategic competitor is weakening, they 
kn<j>w realistically that the US need not concede the USSR a superior 
po~ition in the next ten years. Nevertheless, they are probably striving 
forj a strategic posture which has some visible and therefore politically 
useful advantages over the US and which would give the USSR better 
capabilities 'than the US to fight a nuclear war. 

I . . . . .. . 

tfhe Soviets probably view SALT as having the potential for limiting 
the costs and risks of the strategic arms competition. Their objectives 
fot the SALT process probably include constraining US options (es
pebially in areas where they fear they may be less able to compete) and 
le~ving open their own options to the extent possible. Considering the 
hiJtory of Soviet strategic policy and force improvement programs, 
wJ believe that under a SALT TWO agreement based on the. Vladi
vostok accord, the Soviets would probably seek in their strategic pro-

1 • 

grrm~: 

-to ensure deterrence of all forms of nuclear attack on the USSR; 

- to improve war-fighting capabilities, aimed at the survival of 
the USSR as a national entity should deterrence fail; 

- to counterbalance, with both peripheral and intercontinental 
forces, the combined nuclear strengths of the US and its allies 
and of China; 

res 889008 mo 
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- to narrow or close the gap between the US and the USSR in 
important weapon technologies and to hedge against future 
US force improvements; and 

-to acquire strategic advantages, real or perceived, should US 
behavior permit. ' 

If a SALT TWO agreement is not achieved, we believe that the 
Soviet leaders' objectives for their strategic forces would be much 
the same. But they would be free of SALT TWO restrictions, which 
would have forced them in 1977 to make a small reduction in the 
number of their intercontinental delivery vehicles, and thereafter to 
have confronted the difficult choices involved in trading old weapons 
for new to stay within the 2,400 aggrega~e ceiling. In the absence of 
such restrictions, we would expect the Soviets to build and retain 
strategic offensive forces larger than the limits proposed at Vladivostok 
and considerably larger .. than. US p~ogra~1ed forces. Increases ·in 
force "levels would .be especially likely if US-Soviet relations sign'ifi-· 
cantly worsened. In any case, the Soviets· would not expe~t qua.ntita
tive competition to alter the strategic balance. Implicit in the Vladi
vostok accord was a Soviet judgment that the USSR could not achieve 
significant advantages over the US by continued competition in 
numbers of strategic weapons. The Soviets have evidently come to 
recognize that the strategic environment in the 1980s will be affected 
most importantly by the qualitative aspects of the forces of the two 
sides. Their progress in this area will be largely independent of SALT 
TWO. 

Dramatic near-term changes in Soviet strategic policy would not 
be likely under a post-Brezhnev regime. The policies now being pur
sued have emerged from the interplay of many factors which would 
remain unaltered. To the extent that Brezhnev as an individual may 
be a moderating influence, any changes would likely be in the direc
tion of increases in strategic capabilities, especially if SALT TWO 
fails to produce an agreement. Other adjustments in Soviet policy for 
strategic forces could result from the USSR's own technological ad
vances or from US-Soviet confrontations over the next ten years. 
Finally, changes could emerge in response to US force developments 
such as improvements in hard-target kill capabilities; deployment of 
small, accurate long-range cruise missiles; and concepts and options 
for the selective use of nuclear weapons in limited intercontinental 
warfare. 
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Future Capabilities 

Varying degrees of uncertainty characterize our estimates of Soviet 
strategic policy and of the quantity and quality of Soviet forces. Fore
casts for the next few years can be made with relatively high confi
dence by extrapolating from current evidence. For the period of pri
mary concern, five to ten years hence, estimates of system character
istiCs and force composition must be based on very limited evidence 
and indirect considerations. A SALT TWO agreement based on the 
Vladivostok accord would considerably reduce quantitative uncer
tainties about forces for intercontinental attack. We warn, however, 
tha~ uncertainties about the quality of strategic weapons and forces
which exist now and will persist in the future-are in some areas 
large enough to affect judgments about important aspects of the 
future strategic }?alance. 

Our . best estimate of Soviet offensive force development ov.er the 
. ·. next' ten , ye~trs, a~suming:a SAL'!:' TWO agreemel_lt, is that deploym~.nl· 

of new systems 'wiif continue a't about' the pace now demonstra.ted, 
that ' ICBM accura~y wilf continu~ to imprdve, . and that force surviv
ability and flexibility also will improve. Soviet ICBM forces will prob
ably :pose a major threat to US Minuteman silos in the early 1980s, 
assuming that the Soviets can perfect techniques for precisely timed 
two-RV attacks on a single target. This is somewhat earlier than fore
cast last year. Moreover, by the early 1980s Soviet offensive fvrces 
will lead programed US forces in numbers of missile RVs, though 
the US wifl retain a large lead in the total riu.mber of missile and ·bomber· 
weapons combined. 

We have examined a number of other alternatives for future Soviet 
forces, which are all plausible but not equally consistent with past 
trends and current evidence. These range from (a) a force the Soviets 
might: regard as meeting minimum requirements for strategic parity 
and m,ilitary effectiveness against currently programed US forces under 
a SA~ T TWO agreement, to (b) a force the Soviets might build if 
the SALT process failed, US-Soviet relations worsened, and the Soviets 
achiev~d high rates of deployment and technological advance. The 
principal differences in the countersilo capabilities of these alternative 
forces are encompassed by the large range of uncertainty in our esti
mates of such key weapon characteristics as ICBM accuracy. At the 
more threatening but highly unlikely extreme of this range of uncer
tainty, Soviet ICBMs would pose a major threat to Minuteman silos 
by the end of the 1970s. 

TG5 889008 160 
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The Soviets could increase the threat against US bombers on alert 
by deploying some of their SSBNs closer to the US coastline to reduce 
the potential warning time of an attack. In assessing the.military ad
vantages of adopting this more threatening posture, the Soviets would 
have to consider planned introduction of the B-1 bomber apd counter
measures available for existing bombers. We believe the Soviets would 
conclude that the US could preserve the survivability of most of its 
alert b<?mbers against attacks by SLBMs throughout the next ten years. 

In the field of strategic defense, it is unlikely that the Soviets will 
significantly improve their low-altitude air defenses before 1980. The 
most likely improvements we foresee in their air surveillance and 
control, interceptors, and SAM systems would have the potential for 
overcoming most of the technical deficiencies in their capabilities to 
counter low-altitude bombers by 1985, but it might be possible for 
them to do so earlier with a very high level of effort. Assuming rapid 
and widespread deployment of such systems, low-altitude penetration 
of Soviet air defenses by bombers will be considerably more difficult 
by 1985 than it is today. The actual effectiveness of Soviet air defenses, 
however, would continue to depend heavily on the degree of degrada
tion resulting from ballistic missile strikes and on the performance of 
US electronic countermeasures and bomber penetration aids and 
tactics. Neither we nor the Soviets would likely be able to predict 
these effects with confidence. · 

The future effectiveness of Soviet defenses against ballistic missile 
submarines on patrol will depend in large part on how successful the 
Soviets are in detecting and tracking .SSBNs in broad ocean areas. From 
our understanding of the technologies involved and research and de
velopment programs in the US and the USSR, we conclude that the 
Soviets have little potential for .achieving success in either of these areas 
in the next ten years. Moreover, improvements in US SSBNs and expan
sion of their operating areas will compound the Soviet problem of 
finding, tracking, and attacking them. These judgments must be quali-
fied, however, by gaps in our knowledge[ . _ 

Jf possible future Soviet developments. The 
Soviets will almost certainly continue to develop their strategy and 
capability for detection of SSBNs, and we expect improvements in 
their capabilities to detect and destroy SSBNs in confined water areas. 
We conclude, however, that these improvements will not overcome 
deficiencies in open-ocean detection and submarine tracking, and that 
Soviet ASW capabilities will fall short of being able to prevent most 
US submarines on station from launching their missiles. 

8 
TGSI 889698 7-6{1 • 

I 

• Tep Seeret 

I 
/~ 



I 

D;espite prospective improvements in their forces, the problems and 
uncertainties which the Soviets would face if they contemplated at
tack~ng the US would remain formidable for the next ten years: 

I 
:-The Soviets would be uncertain about the outcome of an attack 
\ on US Minuteman silos and would probably expect a consider
! able number to survive. 

-: They would almost certainly consider their ASW forces to be 
\ u·nable to locate and simultaneously destroy more than a few 
I US ballistic missile submarines at sea. 
i 

_! Under the ABM Treaty their ABM defenses would be insig
: nificant. 
I 

-- ~ They would still not have high confidence in their ability to 
! .defend against US bombc~s. . . . 
I • . . • , 

-: They wotild probably . expect their civil defenses to be able 
I. to preserve a pol) tical and .econori1ic ·cadre and to contribute 
:· to the survivability of the ·soviet Union as a n:ation~i entity, . 
I • . 

1 but they would have to expect massive casualties, industrial · 
t destruction, and a breakdown of the economy. 
I 

Under these circumstances, with the forces and weapons we can 
I 

foresee, it is extremely unlikely that during the next ten years the So-
viet leaders would come to believe that either side could launch an 
attackiwhich would prevent devastating retaliation. During the period, 

I . 
howeV,er, Soviet offensive forces will gain considerably relative to the 
US in ~uch quantitative measures as missile throw weight anq missile 
RVs, although SALT TWO limits would establish and preserve sym
metry in total delivery vehicles and MIRVed missile launchers. Further
more, the long-standing US qualitative superiority in strategic weap
onry aAd supporting technologies will come under increasing challenge. 
Under \the most threatening but unlikely circumstance of very rapid 
Soviet technological advance, especially if combined with a large So-

l 

viet bu1

1

ildup in the absence of a SALT TWO agreement, the USSR 
could ichieve capabilities that might be perceived as giving it more 
strategi~ power to back up its policies than that available to the US. 

I 
Forese~able Soviet strategic forces, however, would not eliminate the 
USSR's \vulnerability to retaliation. A crisis resolution, therefore, prob
ably would not rest on the strategic weapons balance, but rather would 

I 

depend j on other factors, such as the comparative strengths and dis-
positions of US and Soviet conventional forces. 

I 

We have reexamined Soviet R&D programs and prospects for major 
I 

advances in fields having strategic offensive and defensive applications 
! 

9 
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that might seriously erode US deterrent capabilities. We have given 
particular attention to lasers for use in air and missile defense and to 
systems for detecting and trailing US ballistic missile submarines. 
The Soviets are working actively in both fields, and there are gaps 
in our knowledge of this work. The available evidef!Ce, 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 techno
logical advance in the next ten years.2 Nevertheless, the scope and 
progress of Soviet R&D, particularly in strategic air defense and ASW, 
bear especially close watching in the years ahead. 

:l The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, Department of the Air Force, believes that 
the USSR is embarked on a directed-energy weapons research program of such magnitude 
that it could l1at;e a major if not decisive impact on the Jlrategic balance before 1985. 
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I 

THE USSR'S CURRENT STRATEGIC SITUATION. 
i 

1. The Soviet iUnion is pressing forward with a 
broad program fhr improving strategic forces. Dur-

1 

ing the past year, its size, pace, and general direc-
tion have been ~bout what we expected, but its 
diversity has beJn somewhat greater than antici-

pated. \ 
I . 

-· In ifttensive \forces, three new ICB~(systems. 
are being d~ployed at the expected moderate 
pace, and dbvelopment work on a fourth is 

I 
essentially complete. These systems have . 

. I 

somewhat better accuracies and higher yields 
than forecasti last year. The nuclear-powered 

I 

ballistic missile submarine ( SSBN} force con-
tinues to gro~. and as many as three types 
are now in ~roduction. New generations of 
ICBMs and s~bmarine-launched ballistic mis
siles ( SLBMs} are being developed, and there 
are hints of a\ new heavy bomber and a new 
and very large SSBN. 

I 
-In defensive fi(rces, the Soviets continue mod-

ernizing their I air defenses, expanding their 
capabilities fo'r early warning of a missile 
attack, and im~roving civil defense. They are 
pursuing developmental work on ABM sys-

1 

I 

\ 11 

'. 
· ..... 

terns. Their R&D programs also include sys
tems for defense against low-altitude air attack, 
and a continuing search for ASW capabilities 
to counter the US SSBN force. 

2. These developments follow more than a dec
ade of large-scale deployment and modernization 
programs (see Figure 1) which have moved Soviet 
~trategic (orces well beyond ~h~ minimum require
ments of dete~rence. · The Sovie~' motivati6ns Iot 
improving their strategic posture ·involve their be
liefs about the military and political utility of 
strategic forces; their perceptions of US capabilities 
and intentions; their goals and expectations for 
detente and SALT; and internal factors, such as 
economic pressures and institutional concerns. Be
yond these . considerations is the larger and more 
elusive question of how seriously, if at. all, the 
Soviets are pursuing an objective of some form 
of strategic nuclear superiority over the United 
States in the long term. 

3. At a minimum, Soviet leaders view improve
ments to strategic nuclear capabilities as strength
ening the foundation of the USSR's superpower 
status. They believe that the growth of Soviet stra
tegic power, along with political and economic 
events, has helped create a new "correlation of 
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Historical Trends in Selected Aspects of Strategic Forces 
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forces"3 more favorable to the USSR. This, in tum, 
creates a predisposition on the part of Western 
policymakers td see the USSR as a necessary par
ticipant in dealing with various world problems. 
In potential crisis situations, it gives the USSR bar
gaining leverage and greater latitude for action. 
In the event of direct superpower confrontation, 
the Soviets expect their strategic power to enhance 
the prospect of favorable outcomes while reducing 
the likelihood of nuclear war. 

FACTORS INFLUENCING SOVIET STRATEGIC 
POLICY 

4. The Soviets'. have a high regard for the tech
nical, industrial, and economic prowess of the 
United States and assume that the US will continue 

·to ·imp;ove its strategic posture: Ilh.istrat!ye of this 
a~titude is the So'viets' expressed concern about US . 
. developmen.t programs for. the -B-1. bomber, Tri.dent 

. . SSBN,. a~d strategic cru.ise. missiles .. In SA~ T. nego- · 
tiations and higher level dipl.omatic convers.ations, 
the Soviets have. shown great eagerness to. stop, 
slow, or limit these programs. They have voiced 
concern that US policy on limited nuclear options 
will spur further weapon improvements. Their con
cern about US technological advance is also re-

flectedC . 

']in ~uch areas as. geophys
.. ical warfare and laser and charged-particle beam 

weapons. 

5. Nevertheless, the Soviets are probably uncer
tain about the resolve of the US to remain a vigor
ous strategic and political competitor. On the one 
hand, they observe the US seeking improvements 
and innovations irt weapon techr.ology, funding 
new w·eapon systems, and adjusting strategic doc
trines in response to a new strategic environment. 
On the other hand; they witness strong pressures 
in the US to limit defense spending, already 
eroded by innatioq, to reduce military commit
ments abroad, and to accept the fraying of US 
alliance relationships. Soviet leaders do not know 

3 ''Correlation of forces" is a frequently used Soviet term 
roughly synonymous with "balance of power" but more 
broadly construed to encompass political, social, and eco
nomic as well as military elements. 

how contradictory trends in US attitudes will net 
out during the next decade. 

The Defense Intelligence Agency, the Assistant 
Chief of Staff for Intelligence, 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 Soviet leaders expect 
the US to be forced by international and do
mestic developments to be a less effective stra
tegic competitor. (See Volume II, Chapter I, for 
further discussion of this subject.) 

The Soviets appear to maintain an ideological faith 
that, in the long terin, problems in the West rcprc-

. sent another phase in the steady retreat of the 
capitalist· \~orld before the·. advance of_ "socialism," 
i.e .•. Soviet power. In the mea~time,· ho~ever •. the . 

.·situation is fraught .with both dangers and op,por~ . 
ru"nities thafhavc. to b~ manip.ul~ted with a d~licat~ 
mix of pressure and patience. 

13 

6. Detente for the USSR is the quest for limited 
spheres of cooperation with the US and its allies 
within a larger context of continued competition. 
Soviet policy is intended to nurture changes favor
able to Soviet interests while avoiding challenges 
to the US and its allies which would provoke them 
into concerted counteraction. The Soviets· are co·m
mitted ·to detente .arid ar~s lhnitati~ns ~ ~~II as 
ambitious arms development programs. Despite 
these contradictions, Soviet leaders will probably 
have little reason to change the general character 
of their detente policy in the next few yeat.s. They 
sec in detente opportunities to reduce Western 
competitiveness, to constrain US strategic programs, 
to improve the Soviet economic base, and to ac
quire militarily significant Western technologies. 
At the same time, the Soviets expect to exploit op
portunities derived from any weakening of the 
United States as a competitor. 

7. Future Soviet policy is not immutable. It will 
be affected over the next decade by (a) leadership 
changes within the Soviet party and governmental 
structure, (b) major technological advances, or (c) 
US-Soviet confrontations arising from regional con
flicts of interest 
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I 
i 8. For the present, strategic anns limitation is back, but t11e Soviets would probably seck to mini-

d:ntral to Soviet detente policy. Soviet leaders value mize the adverse impact of a SALT TWO failure 
sJ.\LT as an incentive for US commitment to de- on other aspects of US-Soviet relations, in part by 
tJnte and as confirmation of their strategic and continuing the negotiationS'. In these circumstances, 
political equality with the US. In Soviet eyes, the the quantitative aspects of Soviet force modemiza-
m~ost tangible achievement of SALT to date has tion programs, including the--pace of the Soviet mod-
been the ABM Treaty. It averted a costly and po- ernization activities, would probably not be dramati-
te~tially dangerous competition in ABM deploy- cally altered. Indeed, in the event t11at negotiations 

I 
mcnt when the Soviets viewed the US as having were prolonged, the Soviets might seck to extend the 
mkjor technological advantages. By comparison, So- limitations of the Interim Agreement in order to 
vi6t strategic interest in limitations on offensive help sustain detente and to forestall possible US 
a+s has been more conditional and less pressing. abrogation of the ABM Treaty. On the other hand, 
Although admitting that any comprehensive treaty · if the failure of SALT TWO were accompanied or 
on\ offensive forces would have to accord roughly followed by a significant worsening in US-Soviet 
equal treatment to both sides, the Sovi~ts have relations, or if ilie Soviets decided deliberately to 
ge?erally sought in. SALT TWO negotiations to risk such worsening in an attempt to pressure the . 
cre'ate a bargaining situation in which they ·can US, then their force levels and the p.ace of thei~ 
(a} pursue programs ·to hedge_ against futUre . building programs could. increase considerably. 

thr~ats, (b) keep ·qpcn ·their O\VQ options.' to catc.h . . l·I. Ev~n with. modcr.ately .paced :p{ogf~ins~ So-
up i in qualitati~e ar~as where they now lag the· viet offensive· force levels would probably gro~ in 
US\ and (c) constrain US optiOf!S in areas where the absence of the Vladivostok ceilings. They could 
ther fear they may prove less able to compete. be considerably higher th'an those ceilings by 1985 

I . 
9r The Soviets probably view SALT as having if US-Soviet relations worsened. Figure 2 illustrates 

the \potential for limiting the costs and risks of the the gross quantitative aspects of our alternative 
stra~egic anns competition. Implicit in the Vladi- projections of Soviet force levels in the absence of 
vostpk understanding is the Soviet judgment that a SALT TWO agreement, and compares t11em \vith 
the !USSR could not achieve dramatic advantages our current best estimate assuming an agreement 
oy~i1 the US by continued competi~i?? in nu11_1bers and with our estimate of Soviet forces as of 1 No-
of strategic weapons. · · vember 1975. (For quantitative a~d. qualitative de-

l 
1 tails of these projections, and for the rationale 

Fqr the views of the Assistant Chief of Staff, 
In\telligence, Department of the Air Force, on behind each of iliem, see Chapter V of Volume II -

1 and Annex A of Volume III.) 
th~ potential for significant advantage that 
might result from Soviet research and develop- 12. We believe that a fore~ approximating the 
~nt programs, see paragraph 21. "moderate" force is, in the absence of political or 

1 military stimuli to highc:r force levels, a more likely 
Neve,rtheless, the Soviets foresee a vigorous quali- reflection of Soviet behavior if there is no SALT 
tativ~ strategic anns competition with th«: US and 
pr~J,mably believe they could maintain and pos
sibly \improve their relative position in a situation 
in w~ich an agreement limited numbers to equal 
ceilin~s. 

10. \Should SALT TWO fail to achieve an agree
ment, \ Soviet strategic behavior would probably 
depcn~ a good deal on the resultant political atrnos
phere.'1 Detente between ilie US and the USSR 
would1l no doubt be seen as having suffered a set-

I 
...POS 8fJ9G98 7&/1 

I 

TWO agreement. This projection assumes that the 
Soviets intend to avoid further erosion of US-Soviet 
detente, and that they concentrate on qualitative 
force improvements. It extrapolates the current 
Soviet modernization programs and reflects a level 
of effort comparable to that demonstrated in the 
recent past. The "high" force without an agree
ment, on the other hand, reflects a drastic deteriora
tion of US-Soviet relations and the highest plausible 
level of Soviet effort and achievement. 
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Figure 2 
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Projected Soviet Force Levels Under Varying Assumptions* 
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• The following systems have been e><cluded from the aggregates of delivery vehicle-s: all 
Beckfire bombers, 18 SS-9 launchers It Tyuratam, 16 SLBM launchers on older missile 
submarine-s used as ll!st platform' 57 SLBM launchers on G-dass diesel-powered 
submarine-s, 50 Bison bombers conli~red as tankers, 5 Bear reconnaissance aircraft. and 
some 60 Bear aircraft assigned to Naval Aviation. 
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The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, De
partmerlt of the Air Force, believes that while 
Force 2 characterizes a likely Soviet response 
to a SALT TWO failure in terms of the weapon 
systems projected in that force, current Soviet 
efforts in directed energy and other adoonced 
technologies suggest that strategic programs 
may be quite different from those projected. 
For further discussion of his views on that sub
ject, see paragraphs 123 and 124. 

The Department of State believes that the 
political assumptions concerning a "failure" of 
SALT TWO are too vague for the resulting 
force projections to be useful to policymakers. 

1 
It is not clear, for example, whether we expect 

1· the Soviets to continue SALT negotiations in
i definitely in the absence of any progress. lt is 
\ the Department's view -that if "failure" of 
'SALT ·is intended to suggest that no SALT 
\agreement is concluded over the next. ten 
I years and the l nterim Agreement is not ex-
1 tended-in short, that SALT fails totally
ltl!Cn this could only reflect a severe deteriora
' tion in US-Soviet relations which almost cer-, . 

~ainly would be accompanied by expansion 
and modernization of Soviet strategic forces 
I 
at a faster pace than projected in Force 2. ln 
I 

these circumstances, it is the Depanment's 
I 

view that Force 2 underestimates the likely 
b1reat by a small margin in 1980 and by a very 
I 

s'ubstantial margin in 1985. 
I 

1G. Soviet strategic policy continues to be in-
' flu~nced by military doctrine which calls for war-

win'1ning capabilities. Central to the Soviet concept 
of "

1

victory" is a favorable force balance combined 
wit~ skillfully developed weapons-employment pol
icy, \resolute political and military command, and 
a better capability than the US to survive nuclear 
dam~ge. As part of their concept of survival as a 
nati<~nal entity, the Soviets stress active and passive 
defense of the homeland, economic r~silicncy, and 

I 

socia'l discipline. While they acknowledge in classi-
fied ~ources and the current dominance of offensive 
over :defensive technology, they recognize that this 
situation could be altered. They value the capabili-

1 

ties o,f their present active and passive strategic de-
fenseS and are devoting considerable resources to 
their '·improvement. The Soviets' commitment to a 
conce~t of national survival in nuclear war is also re-

, 

16 

fleeted in the counterforce emphasis in planning for 
the use of offensive weapons and in their concept 
of preemption. Mutual assured destruction as a de
sirable and lasting basi& fqr a stable strategic nu
clear relationship between superpowers has never 
been doctrinally acccptcs.J in the USSR. But Soviet 
political and military leaders probably regard mu
tual assured destruction as a reality which will be 
operative at least over the next decade. 

14. The Soviets arc evidently considering the im
plications of US weapons-employment policy calling 
for limited uses of strategic forces. In the few 
theoretical discussions in available Soviet sources, 
however, there is scant suggestion that limited stra
tegic nuclear operations at the intercontinental level 
are being planned. In their writings and statements, 
the Soviets have generally rejected the possibility 
that either the US or the USSR would be able to 
exercise restraint once nuclear weapons had been 
employed against its ·homeland.- There is tentative 
evidence, however, that the Soviets could be incor
porating limited nuclear employment concepts into 
their military doctrine for a theater war. 

15. Soviet decisions on strategic force moderniza
tion are probably based on generous assumptions 
about US capabilities and a perception of the stra
tegic threat as dynamic and improving. They take 
into account not only the US-USSR balance in inter
continental nuclear forces but also US forward
based systems plus the nuclear forces of US allies 
and China. Such decisions are the result of complex 
institutional, organizational, and personal politics, 
as well as objective considerations of stra1egic 
needs. The interests of the armed services, missile 
and aircraft design bureaus, and industrial com
ponents undoubtedly are also taken into account in 
arriving at national defense ne~ds and integrated 
with the level of resource support available. The So
viet leadership recognizes. the need to maintain a 
large, efficient, and functioning base of military 
R&D and industrial components as a national defense 
asset. The Soviet military has not opposed detente, 
partly because this policy has not unduly interfered 
with ambitious programs for the arrncd services. 
Nevertheless, persistent rhetoric by the military in 
the Soviet press on the need for vigilance is a re
flection of the case made to political leaders that 
the interests of the military cannot be ignored as 
the policy of detente is pursued. 
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16. Althoughi
1 

the development and production of 
strategic weaponry require an appropriation of 
scarce, high-qu1ality resources, strategic programs 
have been well l funded and executed, even during 
periods of laggi?g economic growth. The estimated 
dollar costs of S,oviet strategic offensive and defen
sive forces comoined-that is, what we estimate it 
would cost in th~ US to develop and produce Soviet 

I 
hardware and qperate these forces-have nearly 
doubled over th1~ past decade and have exceeded 
US spending f01'i comparable programs every year 
since 1966.4 We estimate that they were at least 60 

• I 

percent higher than our own by 1975. While some 
I leaders have expressed concern over the burden of 

defense spending, and numerous Soviet sources at
test to the need for more cost effectiveness in mili
tary decisions, thk Soviets have not acted as though 

I 

. costs have. inhibited military programs the leaders. 
d 

. I 
regar as. _1mportant. . . · .. · . 

· i1: .Rei::erit. i~.f~~a.tion ~uggests, howeve.r, tha~ 
the Soviets" toi:aJ expenditures for defense (in 
rubles) have been! substantially higher, and the bur
den of their deferise programs much greater, than 
we ~hought. Thusl if a SALT TWO agreement is 
reached, some e~nomy-minded leaders may push 
for a more criticai scrutiny of strategic programs. 
Reducing expendit6res would be difficult, given the 
momentum of stdtegic programs, perceived mili-

r 

tary requirements, institutional factors, and the pro-
jected availability .. :~£ resources from a. constantly 
expanding industri~l sector. · 

18. For many years the Soviets have been en
gaged in various fdrms of concealment and decep-

1 
tion activities relating to their strategic missile, 

I 
naval, and air systems. Examination of all aspects 
of the Soviet conceklment and deception program 
suggests that it may\ have three fundamental objec
tives relevant to the conduct of nuclear war. First, I . . 
it may be intended,\ in the future, to deny the US 
sufficient intelligence to assess confidently the char
acteristics of new w~apon systems. Second, it may 
be intended to prevent us from determining the pat
terns and extent of ~eployment of land-based mo
bile missiles and ballistic missile submarines. Third, 

I 
4 The Soviet costs herb totaled exclude ASW, which we 

are not able to separate 
1

into strategic and tactical elements 
because of the dual-puri>ose nature of the assigned man
power, ships, and weapdns. 

I 
I 
I 17 

in the period just preceding or during a nuclear 
war, the Soviets may hope that concealment and de
ception efforts would add to the survival of strategic 
weapons and degrade the US capability for stra
tegic warning. 

LONG-TERM SOVIET OBJECTIVES FOR 
INTERCONTINENTAL NUCLEAR FORCES 

19. Deeply held ideological and .doctrinal con
victions impel Soviet leaders to pose as an ultimate 
goal the attainment of a dominant position over 
the West, particularly the United States, in tenns of 
political, economic, sociaL and military strength. 
The Soviets' convictions about the eventual suprem
acy of their system remain strong, and recent events 
probably have increased their optimism about the 
long term. While the Soviets may be optimistic 
about longer term prospects, their strategic policies 
and prograJ!IS are likely. to be. guided by. more .proxi
·n)ate ahd at~ainable·goals during· the next tei1 yea~s. 

20. We do· not doubt that if they thought they 
could achieve it, the Soviets would try to attain 
the capability to launch a nuclear first strike so 
effective that the US could not retaliate with a 
counterstrike powerful enough to cause devastat
ing damage to the Soviet Union. We do not believe 
they presently count on a combination of actions 
by the USSR and lack of actions by the US which 
would produce this kind of superiority during· the 
next ten ·years·. Soviet expectations· for strategic ·of
fensive and defensive forces. during the period of 
this Estimate, however, evidently reach well beyond 
a force that merely continues to assure retaliation 
sufficient to deter an all-out attack. The Soviets 
probably will have the following objectives for their 
strategic programs during the period of this Esti
mate: 

- to ensure deterrence of all forms of nuclear 
attack on the USSR; 

- to improve war-fighting capabilities, aimed 
at the survival of the USSR as a national entity 
should deterrence fail; 

- to counterbalance, with both peripheral and 
intercontinental forces, the combined nuclear 
strengths of the US and its allies and of China; 

-to narrow or close the gap between the US 
and the USSR in important weapon technolo-
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gies and to hedge against future US force im
provements; and 

-to acquire strategic advantages, real or per
ceived, should US behavior permit. 

21. The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, 
Department of the Air Force, believes that the 
emphasis in the preceding paragraph on stra
tegic nuclear capabilities places far too narrow 
a focus on Soviet long-range goals. Current 

I evidence cited in this Estimate on increased 
I 
1 Soviet defense expenditures, doctrinal writings 
i regarding the necessity of attaining strategic 
1 superiority, strategic hardening programs, de
\ velopment of new offensive missile systems, 
\ and research on advanced weapon technology, 

along with significant impr:ove.ments in general
purpose forces, leaves little reasonable doubt 
that the Sovieis are striving for general . stra
tegic· ~periotity over (he US ( encompasfing 

' · political,· eco.noipic, and technolOgical as weU 
(1.$ military·power) by the end of the next dec

' ade. He further believes that, if the ~rrent 
i massive Soviet programs in ASW and directed
! 
1 energy weapon technology achieve the break-
1 

1 throughs being sought, an important shift in 
i the strategic balance in the USSR's favor could 
\ occur by 1985. 
I 
I 

PRESENT FORCES FOR .INTERCONTINENTAL 
A IT ACK AND PROSPECTS FOR 
IMPROVEMENT 

I 
I 
1A. INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILE 
I 

I FORCES 

\ Deployed Forces 
I 

22. As of 1 November 1975, the Soviets had a 
I . 

tot~l of 1,603 ICBM launchers at deployed com-
pldes (four less than last year). They also had 
18 SS-9 launchers at the Tyuratam test center which 

I 

we \believe are part of the operational force. Of 
these 1,621 launchers, 1,441 were operational, 150 
wer~ under construction, conversion, or modemiza-

t 
tion1 and 30 SS-7 above-ground launchers remained 
non~perational. (Characteristics of Soviet ICBMs 
are shown in Figures 3 and 4 and the status of the 
force is shown in Table I.) 

The New Missiles 

23. The initial developmental testing of three of 
the four new Soviet ~Cl3Ms has been completed 
and a total of 100-20 SS-17s, 10 SS-18s, and 7( 
SS-19s-are now operational. Testing of the SS-X-H 
is virtually complete, and deployment could bcgir 
at any time--if it is not already under way. 

-The SS-X-16, a small solid-propellant missile 
is probably being developed as a replacement 
for the silo-based SS-13. It has about doublf 
the throw weight of the SS-13. All the SS-X-16~ 
tested h~ve carried a single RV, but the system 
has a postboost vehicle and may eventu~lly 
be MIRVed. The Soviets are also working on 
a mobile version of this system. 

-The SS-l7 is .a medium-size liquid-propellant 
missile employing a pop-~p l(n.in~h technique. 
.H has somewhat more thr<?:W :weight than .pre-

. . Yi~usly estiinated,-.:~md·. '!lor.e. tha1i twice tJ~e 
throw weight of the SS-11 missiles which it 
is replacing. Except for a few initial tests, all 
the SS-17 firings have been with MIRVs, in
dicating that only a MIRVed version will be 
deployed. 

-The SS-19, the second medium-size liquid
propellant missile carrying MIRVs, has been 
characterized by Soviet leaders as the "'main 
missile... It has slightly more throw weight 

. than the SS-17. The initial. fl.ight test program 
for the SS-19 has been completed, and like 
the SS-17, it is being deployed as a replae(;:
ment for the SS-11. 

-The SS-18 ·is a large tiquid-propellant missile 
employing a pop-up launch technique like 
the SS-17. It has slightly more throw weight 
than the SS-9 it is replacing. A . single-RV 
version of the missile, the SS-18 Mod 1, is 

. now deployed, and flight testing of the SS-18 
Mod 2 with MIRVs is virtually complete. A 
second single-RV version, the SS-18 Mod 3, 
has been tested and has longer range and a 
lighter RV than the Mod I. 

24. Accuracies. This year we have refined our 
estimates of the accuracies of t11e new missiles. 
We now believe that the circular errors probable 
(CEPs) for the SS-18 and SS-19 ICBMs are some
what better, and that the CEPs of the SS-X-16 and . 

TGS \880098 1511 · 
18 

-lep Seeret 

I 



TABLE I 

Status or the Soviet ICBM Force 1 

(Number or Launchers as or 1 November 1975) 

Under 
Construction, 

Moderniution, Non-
System Operational or Conver~ion Operational Total 

ICBM soft 
ss-1 ......... .. ................... . 
ss-s ..... . ... .. ... ................ . 

Subtotal. ... . .. .. ................ . 

IC~M hard 
SS-7 . .. ..... ... . . ............... .. . 
SS-8 .... . .. ..•.• ....•. . .. . .• • ••••.• 
SS-9 ........ . .... . ... ..... . . .. .. .. . 
SS..11 ............. . . ... . ..•.... .. .. 
SS-13 .. . . . . ... .. .... · .. : .. ..... . . : .. 
SS-17 .............. : .............. . 
SS-18 .... · ... ................... : ... ·. 
ss:19. ... . :·: .. : ·. , ... · .. ·.· .. : ...... : : . .. ,· · 

, Subtotal. . :, .........•.... :., ; .... . 

Total ... .... .. . ........... · .... . 
SS-9s believed to be operational at 

90 
10 

100 

66 
9 

228 
860' 
. 60 
20 
10 
70 

1,323 

1,423 

Tyuratam.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 

20 4 

70$ 
: .. 60 

150 

150 

30 I 

30 

30 

120 
10 

130 

66 
9 

228 
880 

60 
20 
80 

130 
1,473. 

----
1,603 

18 

I This table does not include 39 silos which we believe are intended for command and control, 
alth~ugh their possible conversion to missile launchers cannot be excluded. We have also excluded 
close to 100 launchers used for test and training. 

I These launchers are carried as nonopcrational, although most coul~ be restored to operational 
service in a few weeks. Not included are four SS..7 soft launchers which have been destroyed. 

~ Includes 60 SS..II Mod 2 or Mod 3 ICBMs currently deployed in SS-19 silos at Dera•hnya 11nd. 
Perv.,;maysk . · · 

4 These 20 SS..II Mod I silos are out of service for four to six months during modernization for 
installation of the SS..11 Mod 2 or Mod 3. 

$ Flfty-four of these are SS..9 silos being converted to the SS..18 silo configuration. The other 16 
were built from scratch. 

SS-17 are conside,rably better, than forecast last 
year.C 

25.[ 
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. _3The SS-18 
and SS-19 ICBMs are potentially the more accurate 
of the new systems. 

26. This year we have addressed the effects of 
operational factors on Soviet ICBM accuracies more 
specifically than we have in the past. In addition 
to estimating the technically feasible CEPs, we have 
estimated operational CEPs phased over·time. (For 
our current estimates of operational system accu
racies between now and 1980, see Table II.) Opera
tional CEPs on the order of 0.20 nm could be 

• Top Secret 
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Estimated Characteristics of Older Soviet ICBMs 
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I Figure 4 

Estimated Characteristics of New Soviet ICBMs 
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'TABLE II 

Operational Accuracies of New Soviet ICBM Systems 1 

I 
I 

ashieved by the early 1980s with major modifica-
tions to the new ICBMs. We believe that the Soviets 
coWd develop entirely new ICBM systems before 
19Bs which would have potential CEPs of 0.10 to 
0.15 nm. However, operational CEPs toward the 

I 

lo,ver end of this spread probably could not be 
achieved until the late 1980s. 

I 
I 
27. Warhead Yields. Our estimates of the war-

he~d yields of the new Soviet ICBMs have increased 
slightly since last yearC 

I 
I ,. 

.J 
28; Survivability. The new and converted missile 

silos provide much better protection than the older 
silos ! against blast overpressure, against ground 

shock, and probably against electromagnetic effects. 
Analysis conducted during the past year has re
sulted in a sHght upward adjustment in our esti
mates of the hardness of the new Soviet silos. Even 
if the true hardness values are at the lower end of 
the ranges of our uncertainty, the new silos will 
make the Soviet ICBM forces much more surviv-_ 
able. Survivability would be further enhanced if .the 
Soviets deploy mobile systems. 

Deployment Plans 

29. As noted, deployment of three of the four 
new ICBMs-the SS-17, SS-18, and SS-19-is now 
under way. Silo improvement and deployment of 
the new missiles are proceeding at about the steady 
and moderate pace forecast last year. While the 
Soviets could deploy the new systems more rapidly, 
they appear to have decided to have no more than 

' 10 to 20 percent of their ICBMs off line for force 
modernization at any one time. It is now evident 
that all of the SS-9 and SS-11 complexes are now 
or soon will be involved in silo conversion and 
modernization programs. We estimate that present 
Soviet programs call for the deployment of the 

22 
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SS-11 Mods 2 an!d 3 in about 420 modernized silos 
by early 1976. Iti is unlikely that further change in 
these silos is pl~nned during the 1970s. On the 

I 
basis of a numbfr of factors, including construc-
tion activities at 'SS-11 complexes, we expect that 
200 converted SS-11 silos will have SS-17s with 
MIRVs, and that \ SS-19s with MIRVs will be de
ployed in some 410 all-new silos and converted 
SS-11 silos. \ . 

I 

30. The deployment plans for the SS-X-16 and 
the SS-18 are less \clear. During the past year, ac
tivities at SS-9 complexes indicated that all the 288 
SS-9 silos will be clonverted for the SS-18. Deploy
ment of the SS-18 \ in these silos, as well as in 20 
all-new silos (started prior to the Interim Agree-

. I . 
ment) will result in a force of· 308 SS-18s in the 
fiCld. We are uncJrtain, however, about the mix 
of -single-RV and ~~IRV variants.C 

I 

: J While we believe 
that the bulk of the \SS-18 force will have MIRVs, 
testing of a second single-RV variant suggests that 
the Soviets see some 'military requirement for long
range, high-yield, sidgle-warhead ICBMs, at least 
dl!ring the near term:. 

. I . 

31. The SS-X-16 ~ill probably be deployed in 
I 

the 60 SS-13 silos. As observed earlier, the test 
I 

program for this system is essentially complete, 
I 

and deployment, if it
1 

is not already under way, 
could begin soonC 1

1 

I 
I 
i 
I 
I 

32. The Soviets are \also working on a mobile 
version of the SS-X-16) but we believe that they 
have decided to forgo :its deployment if a SALT 

I 
1WO agreement based \ on the Vladivostok accord 
is reached. The Soviets\ will almost certainly con
tinue working on a mooile version of the SS-X-16 
to maintain their techn~logy in this area, and to 
hedge against a breakdc?wn in SALT negotiations 
and the possibility of a'n increase in the vulner-

1 
ability of silo-based IC~Ms. 

I 
I 

33. If the Soviets follow past deployment prac
tices while having no more than 10 to 20 percent 
of their ICBMs off line, the present silo construc
tion, conversion, and modernization programs and 
deployment of the new ICBMs will be corppleted 
by the early 1980s. The Soviets will continue to 
dismantle older SS-7 and SS-8 launchers in exchange 
for SLBM launchers as required by the tenns of the 
Interim Agreement. 

Follow-on Systems 

34. The Soviets have vigorous .R&D programs 
under way which are likely to result in flight test
ing of several more new and modified ICBMs be
tween now and the early 1980s.["" 

It is likely, however, that future Soviet ~CBMs .wii · 
hav~ operational accuracies on the order o£'0.15 nm 
CEP in the mid-1980s, advanced reentry vehicles, 
better warheads, and improved components leading 
to increased targeting flexibility and prolonged 
missile readiness. 

See discussion of follow-on ICBMs, Volume 
II, Chapter II, for the vieu; of the Assistant 
Chief of Staff, Intelligence, Department of the 
Air Force, on the · Soviet ballistic missile pro
grams. 

B. SUBMARINE-LAUNCHED BALLISTIC 
MISSILE FORCES 

Pre~ent Programs 

35. As of 1 November 1975 the Soviets had 715 
SLBM _launchers on 54 nuclear-powered submarines 
which had reached operational status and 72 
launchers on five new SSBNs on sea trials. In addi
tion, there were at least 136 launchers on nine 
nuclear submarines still under construction. There 
are also 67 launchers on 21 older diesel-powered 
units. The Interim Agreement permits the Soviets 
up to 950 launchers on 62 modern ballistic missile 
submarines, provided that for all launchers over 
740 on nuclear-powered submarines they dismantle 
or destroy equal numbers of older ICBM or SLBM 
launchers. The Soviets presently have about 800 

I 
I 
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I 

I 
Operational Soviet Ballistic Missile Submarines 

Figure 5 

I 

i Year Operational Propulsion · Miss~e 
Mod D 
:class 

i 
L-~==-=~ 1975 
--soort 

nuclear 16 ~ SS-N-8 (4,200 nm) 

I 

\ D 
Flass 
I 

I 

,Y 
class 
I 
I 

' I 
I 
\G 

class 
i 
I 

~--:;---.__---···-.. :J 
--csort 

_ __r.:.--:-:1--·~-:----
~ ---··· -----~-
--425 tt---------

C::=:==-·--·-~-===::.:::::::-::..:J 
--380ft 

, .. :..___ __ 
--320 It------

1973 nuclear 

1968 nuclear 

1960 nuclear 

'1960 diesel 

12 SS-N-8 (4,200 nml 

16 SS-N-6 {1,300-
1,600 nril) 

3 SS-N-5 (700 nm) 

3 SS-N-4 (300 nm) 
or 
3 SS-N-5 (700 nm) 

1
1 ·one H-class was converted to lest the 4,200 nm SS· N·8 missile. II carries six launch tubes. 

~I!CRI!f 'OY4l0 16 1~ et~ 
I 
I 

SAL~accountable SLBM launchers on submarines, 
thus :requiring the dismantling of some older ICBM 
launthcrs. (The characteristics of Soviet ballistic 

I 

missi.le submarines and SLBMs are shown in Fig-
ures \5 and 6, and the status of the force is shown 
in T:)ble III.) 

I 

36.1 The diversity of the current SSBN program 
is gre~tcr than we previously anticipated. It possibly 
includes as many as three types of the 0-class, 
rathei; than the two we estimated last year, and 
pcrhap~ a new class of submarine. During the past 
year ttvo additional launches of the 12-tube D-class 
su hm;~rincs carrying the 4,200 nm SS-N-8 missile 
hrou1.d1t to 13 the number of D-class units launched 

I 
as of I Novemhl·r 1975. Also, four lengthened 0-, 
class units (which \vc have designated the Mod D) 
were lhuncht'<l, the first of which is now opera

' tiona!. 1 A Mod D-class SSBN carries 16 of the 
' long-rapge SS-N-8 missiles. Evidence of activity at 

the main Soviet SSBN production faci~ sugges~ 
that coltstruction is under way on aL .J 
version \ of the D class which we have designated 
the Mot) D follow-on. [ 

I - :Jits 
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missile complement could be as low as 16 or as 
high as 20. 

37. Statements of Soviet officials and SSBN con
struction activity suggest (hat the Soviets arc work
ing on yet another new ballistic missile submarine 
considerably larger than any of the D-class variants. 
If so, the new submarine could be operational by 
about 1979 or 1980. 

38. There is evidence th~t the Sovids have at 
least two new SLBMs under developml·nt. A new 
~small" missile, possibly their first solid-pro1wllant 
SLBM[ Jhas hegun flight kst
ing. The test mis~iles proba[}fy carried a single war
head,[_ 

.. ] could be ready fur de-
ployment by late 1978, probably on a Y-class sub
marine with 12 tubes which has b<.-en under modi
fication for several years.[" 

. f We ~xpcct the range[ 
be greater tl1an 1,600 nm, perhaps 
3,000nm. 

tto 
as nwCJl' as 

·1·cs 889098·7511 
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Estimated Characteristics of Operational Soviet SLBMs 
Figure 6 
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TABLE III 

Status of the Soviet Ballistic Missile Submarine Force 
(Number of Hullsffubcs as of I November 1975)_ 

II ulls/Tubes 
on Sea 

Submarine Cla.ss Uperational 1 Trinls 

Y .............................•.... 34/540 t 

D' ................................ . 11/132 2/24 
Mod 0 1 ......•.•........•...•.••.•• 1/16 3/48 
Mod D follow-ont ................... . 
New Cla.ss .......................... . 

Total Submarines Counted Under In-
terim Agreement ................ . 46 5 

H-II, H-Ill~.............. .. .. .. .. 8/27 7 c ..-:-J...................... 2/10 
Total Tubea Counted Under Interim 

Agreement .... : ....... :. . . . . . . . . . 725 72 

.. 

5/72 

G-1, G-Il! .. ,......................... 19/57 

· .To~I-Huli~ ari~ T~~e~ ....... : ~ ... .'. ~· .''-'~.-.5-/7_8_2..,..--

I lncludea units undergoing refueling, overhaul, or conversion. 

Total 
On Building 

Ways 
---

34/540 
13/156 
4/64 

51 

8/27 
2/10 

797 

19/57 

.. 80/854 

2--4/24--48 4 

7/112-140$ 
0-1/0-24 

9-12 

136-212 

.. 

.. 9-t.2/136-;!12 

2 One Y-cla.ss submarine modified to carry 12 rather than 16 missile tubea is counted with 12 tubes 
here, but for SALT monitoring purposea is considered to have 16 tubes until sea trials begin. 

I To distinguish the various versions of the D-cla.ss, we have arbitrarily designated the 12-tube 
submarine as the "D," the 16-tube unit as the "Mod D," and the latest variant as the "Mod D 

[~'·" . .J 
·a The :number of launchers to· be 'cartied by 'the· Mod D follow-on is unknown, but it will almost · 

certainly carry at least 16 and could carry as many as 20. 
e The launchers on H-class nuclear submarines are counted under the terms of the SAL Interim 

Agreement but not the submarinea. Also, we counted the launchers on three older submari!_les 
which have been converted to test modern missiles: two G-class diesel unitsL J 
and the nuclear-powered H-Ill. 

7 The estimate of the H-cla.ss order of battle was recently revised from nine to eight units. 
e Unless converted to fire modern missiles, launchers on G-class submarines are not included in 

the Interim Agreement. One G-ciii#S unit is being converted to a nonmissile submarine. 

39. ifhe Soviets also are testing a new large 
SLBM( _Jrhis new missile, with liquid-pro
pellan~ stages similar to those of the SS-N-8, was 
test-fired to a range of 3,000 nm in late October 
and ag~in in early November 1975. This is the first 
Soviet SLBM to carrv MIRVs. It has a postboost 

Submarine Patrols 

i [ ~-J 
vehicle! with · 
J M~RVs. It could be ready for deployment in 

1977 or1 early 1978 in the Mod D follow-on.[ 
I 

40. The Soviets continue to maintain only a small 
portion of their SLBM force at sea, a policy con
sistent with their view that a period of international 
tension would precede any nuclear war. Only about 
15 percent of their Y- and D-class SSBNs are nor
mally in transit or on patrol (the patrol areas are 
shown in Figure 7). Four Y-class units are normally 
on station-two off each coast of the US. During 
the past year D-class patrols, initially intermittent 
and limited to the Barents Sea,_ prop!..essed into the 
Greenland Sea on a regular basis.L 

I 
I 

] 
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Patrol Area's and Missile Ranges of Soviet SSBN Force 
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1 .=:J As more 
p-dass submarines become oy:·rational their patrol 
areas will probably expand. 
I 

I _] 
\141. \Ve believe over the next ten years the Soviets 

w!ll continue to deploy only about 15 to 20 percent 
of\ their SSBN force on patrol and in transit. With 
l01\ger range missiles and expanded operating areas, 
thb Soviet force will have better survivability and 
substantially more SLBMs within range of US tar
gets (sec Figure 8). 

I 

C. BOMBERS 
I 
I 

\ Deployed Forces 
I 

4·2. The Long Range Aviation ( LRA) force has 
bce\1 at about its present size for the past decade, 

I 

and; we believe that the Soviets intend to retain 
a relatively small intercontinental bomber force to 
com

1
plcment their formidable ICBM and SLBM 

ford:s. The bomber units continue to train for a 
i 

variety of other missions, including attack on enemy 
navdl forces and reconnaissance. The LRA bomber 
and tanker component of the Soviet intercontinental 
atta~.k forces consists of 140 Bear and Bison bombers 
and SO Bison tankers. There arc currently about 10 
Backfire aircraft operational with LRA and 10 with 

I 

the Soviet Navy. (See Figures 9 and 10 for char-
acteri'stics of Soviet strategic aircraft and their 

I 

range~ from bases in the USSR.) 
I 

\Backfire 
I 

43. !During tht• past year deployment of the 
Soviet~' new twin-engine, swing-wing bomber, 

I 

Backfire B, confirmed our previous judgment that 
the Soyiets would give first priority to deployment 
of the \ bomber for peripheral missions. About 55 
Backfi~cs have been produced to date, and addi
tional deliveries of the aircraft to operational bases 
are cxJ,ccted before the end of the year. 

I 
44. A:nalysis of the Backfire's performance has 

I 

continued over the past year, resulting in a small 
rcducti9n in estimates of its range and radius[_ 

I 

28 

::JThc differ
ences noted last year among intelligence agencies 
as to the distance Backfire can travel on super
sonic missions have not been resolved. This year 
there arc additional differences about the best esti
mate of Backfire's high-allitudc subsonic range 
capability and in the spread of uncertainty about 
that estimate. 

45. The Defense Intelligence Agency, the 
Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence, De
partment of the Army, and the Assistant Chief 
of Staff, Intelligence, Department of the Air 
Force, nou; estimate its range capability on 
such missions to be 5,400 11111 (2,900 nm radius) 

c 
jJ tire preliminary estimate of the 

Central Intelligence Agency is 5,100 11111 range 
(2,700 nm radius)r 

~ ar:a- the 71reliminary estimate 
of the Director of Naval Intelligence, Depart
ment of the Navy, based on incomplete analysis, 
indicates that the radius may be as low as 
2,400 nm. 

46. Tl1e Department of State questions 
whether it is possible to pick a Mbest" mission 
radius given the present state of the analysis 
arul agency differences. [ 

J It further notes that 
senior military members of the Soviet SALT · 
Delegation recently sug~estetl that the Back
fire could fly radius missions of 4,000 km, or 
about 2,160 nm. Given the differences in these 
figures, tchich are not likely to be resolved 
quickly, the Department believes that policy 
decisions (e.g., in relation to SALT) tcill have 
to be made tcithout benefit of an agreed, un
ambiguous assessment of Backfire performance. 

47. The Backfire is a versatile aircrnft C.'lpablc 
of performing the various missions of LRA and 
Soviet Naval Aviation. These include nuclear and 
nonnuclear attack, antiship strike, reconnaissance, 
and electronic warfare missions. The Backfire has 
extensive capability for usc in various theater mis
sions in Eurasia and for naval missions over the 
open seas. It also has capabilities for operations 
against the continental US. 
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F~ure 8 

Present ~nd Projected Soviet SLBM Force: 
I 

Best-SA~ Estimate 
l 

I 

1. Figures for 1975 are as of 1 November,.-The total includes 715 launchers on operational submarines and 72 launchers 
on 5 neW units dn sea trials. It exdudcs 27 launchers on older J-1-<:lass nuclear submarines. . 

2. Projections are ~ of midyear and are from Force 1, our best estimate of Soviet force levels through 1985 under a SAL 
agreement. i 

3. Excludes units estimated to be off line for conversion or overhaul. 

4. Assumes that th~ Soviets continue to maintain about 10 percent of their SLBM force on continuous patrol through 
1980 and lncreask this proportion to about 15 percent by 1985. 

I 
I 
I 
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Soviet Strategic Aircraft 
Figure 9 

TU-95 Bear M-type Bison 

Combat radius 3.950 nm with ASMs 
(at 435 kts) 4,150 nm with bombs 

Combat radius 2.800 nm 
(at 445 ktsJ with bombs 

Max speed . 500 kts Max speed 545 kts 

Year operational 1956 Year operational 1956 

Backfire:· .. . . 
I 

i 
I • 

Estimated combat radius (at455 kts) with bombs" 
OIA/Army/USAF 2.900 nm 

TU -22 B Iinder 

' 
I 

l:ombat radius 1.450 nm with ASMs 
(~I 515 kts) 1,750 nm with bombs 

I 

f1ax speed 1.030 kts 

Y~ar operational 1962 
I 

[J 
I 

I 
567147 19 75 EllA 

• I 
' 
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I 

CIA (preliminary) 2.700 nm 

Max speed 1.150 kts 

Year operational 1974 

TU-16 Badger 

Combat radius 1.200 nm with ASMs 
(at 445 ktsl 1.650 nm with bombs 

Max speed 540 kts 

Yearoperational ·1954 

~ 
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'·· 
Distance Contours from Long Range Aviation Home and Staging Bases 

A Arctic Staging Base ~-
Distance contours from 
Arctic staging bases 
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HIGH·Al TITUDE 

SUBSONIC MISSION 
Bear A Bomber 
Bear B/C ASM Carrier 
Bison B/C Bombe~ 
Backfire B Bomber2 

··, 

DIA/Ar~IUSAF: 
CIA (preliminary~ · 

1. Using a Bison tanker. 

2[ 
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ONE REFUELING 1 

RADIUS RANGE 
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3,950 7,300 

4,000 7,500 
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• Home Base 

Distance contours from 
representative home bases 

(e.g. Ukraina, Uzin/Chepelevka) 
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4~. We believe it is likely that Backfires will 
continue to be assigned to theater and naval mis
sion$ and-with the exception of the Defense In
telligence Agency, the Assistant Chief of Staff for 
Intelligence, Department of the Army, and the 
Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, Department 
of tH

1
e Air Force--we believe it is correspondingly 

unlikflY that they will be specifically assigned to 
intcr~ontinental missions. 

I 

' 
The Defense Intelligence Agency and the As-
sistqnt Chief of Staff for Intelligence, Depart
ment of the Army, believe it is premature to 

I 
judge Soviet intentions for future employment 
of t~1e Bacl.:fire. They and the Assistant Chief 
of Staff, InteUigence, Department of the Air 
Force, note that its intercontinental capability, 
rega~dless of present intentiOns, gives the So
viets ! the option to use that capability at their 
initia!ive. Further, the Assistant 9hief.of Staff, . 
Intelltgence,. Pepartmei_tt C?f ··the: Ai~ F'_orce, · 
belieoos some portion of the Backfire force 

I 

will be used for missions against the conti-
' nental
1 

US. 
I 

(For elahoration of positions concerning the Back
fire's rol ~. sec Volume II, Chapter II.} 

I 
I 

49. Wqilc all Backfires seen to date have had 
r.efueling \probes, we are uncertain what tanker the 
Soviet~ Jpuld use with the bomber. Early in the 
flight-test \ program, Backfires· conducted air-to-air 

I 
refueling ;operations with Bison tankers. Even if. 
all Bisons \were converted to tankers, however, the 
force woulp be too small to refuel a large number 
of BackfirC;s as well as Bear bombers. We therefore 
would exp~ct the Soviets to deploy a new tanker if 
they intended to conduct extensive air-to-air re-

• I 
fueling for Backfire operations. In 1973 the Soviets 
apparently 

1

1
were engaged in research on a tanker 

version of tpe IL-76 Candid jet transport, but we 
have no indications that the program has proceeded 

I 
beyond this I preliminary stage. 

I 
I 
I 

Future 'Systems 
I 
I 

50. Since March 1974 Soviet officials have al-
' luded to the aevelopment of a new intercontinental 

bomber and, :on several occasions, have stated that 
I 

the aircraft would have "characteristics similar to 
the B-1." We have not seen any evidence to support 
these claims. In any case, a new bomber probably 
would not be in service in· significant numbers 
before the mid-1980s. 

.• 

D. STRATEGIC CRUISE MISSILES 

51. There is no finn evidence that the Soviets arc 
developing long-range cruise missiles. They have 
the design and development experience to do so, 
however, based on the variety of cruise missile 
systems which they have developed since the 
1950s. Should the Soviets pursue such develop
ment, they could begin by modifying current 
cruise missile systems to give then increa.Sed ranges 
and improved accuracy. Such modifications could 
be ready for .deployment. a· year or two after 
fligh.t t!!Sting began. By. abo.ut 1980 . the. ~victs 

. c.oui<:l· have a ·new ge·nerai:io~ ·of l~ge long-range . 
cruise · mis~iics based on current technology, i>os
sibly with ·multiple warheads and improved ac
curacy. Development of small, highly accurate air
and sea-launched strategic cruise missiles would 
require technology which we believe will not be 
available to the Soviets until the 1980s. 

SOVIET FORCES FOR STRATEGIC DEFENSE 
AND . PROSPECTS FOR IM_PROVEMENT 

52. The Soviets continue the emphasis on de
fense of the homeland that has characterized their 
military planning since World War II. They arc -
pressing ahead in their strategic defense programs 
with improved air defenses, R&D on ABM systems, 

· extensive efforts to develop better ASW capabilities, 
research on advanced technologies for defense, an 
ongoing civil defense effort, and a large program 
for hardening strategically important facilities. The 
long-standing Soviet commibnent to strategic de
fense, which has produced in the USSR what is 
by far the largest air defense system in the world, 
contrasts sharply with the policies of the US, which 
have resulted in the deliberate decmphasis of com
parable forces. The level of resources devoted to 
strategic defenses of all types in. the USSR has for 
years exceeded those devoted to forces for inter
continental attack. 

' :res 880098 7511 
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53. In addition i,to a number of routine improve
ments in each of\ the elements of Soviet strategic 
. I 

defense forces, the following are noteworthy de-
~·~: · I .-,x~opments of the\ past year: 

:;~\-The Soviets \ continue to construct ballistic -r .:· .. 
•<' missile detection and tracking systems to close 

small gaps iri existing coverage, to increase 
their assurand,e of reliable warning, and per
haps to provid,e some additional warning time. 

I 
-They are placing additional emphasis on sur-

1 
veillance systems and training for defense 
against aircraf~ at low altitudes, though there 
are no indicaqons of major improvements in 
performance. \ 

i 
-We have obta'~ned additional evidence sup

porting earlier \ indications that nuclear war
,h~ads are avail,ablc for a significant number 
of Soviet' surface-to-air missiles. · . . .· \·: . . . . . .. 

. -The Soviets continue their r~~arch and .de-
l 

velopment on 4BM systems (at a pace not 
significantly reduced from that which existed 
prior to the ABM: Treaty), on radars, on SAMs 
designed for ldw-altitude air defense, and 
on directed-energy systems which probably 
include lasers Jith capabilities against low
orbiting satellitcl. 

I 
-They have contirued their . extensive _investi-

gation of techniques for overcoming deficien
cies in detecting\ and trailing SSBNs at sea. 
Soviet attempts ~o trail US SSBNs ncar our 
operating bases have resulted in no known 

I 

successes. I 
' 
' I 

A. DEFENSE AGAINST BALLISTIC MISSILES 

Warning Systems \ 
I 

54. When the new Hen House at Mukachevo 
• I 
IS operational in 1977, ~he Soviets will have essen-
tially complete ballistic missile early warning radar 
coverage of missiles la~nched into the European 
USSR (see Figure 11) l In addition, next to the 
Hen House at Olenegorkk they are constructing a 
new large phased-array ! which will probably pro
vide redundant ballistic ~issile early warning cov
erage. Hen House rada~rs can provide about 13 
minutes' warning agains,t a US ICBM attack on 
Moscow. 

55. We believe that over-the-horizon detection 
( OHD} radars the Soviets arc constructing at Kiev 
and Komsomol'sk are to have a US ICBM detection 
role, but we ca~not yet rule out the possibility _they 
arc for aircraft detection. OHD radars are not as 
reliable as Hen House radars but could provide 
about 30 minutes' warning of a US ICBM attack. 
The Kiev radar may begin initial operations in 
1976 and the Komsomol'sk radar could begin opera
tions in 1978 or 1979. 

Antiballistic Missil~ Systems 

56. The ABM system at Moscow is the only one 
the Soviets have deployed. It would provide little 
defense against a massive US attack, but could 
protect Moscow and a fairly wide area of the 
wcstcm USSR against a small, accidental, or un
authorized launch. Simila~ly, small unsophisticated 
attacks agains.t tl1c Moscow area by third countries 

. :. J.J'robably· eoi.tld be ·defeated. . . · .. 
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57. The Soviets have not 'chosen to deploy tl1e 
additional ABM radars and interceptors allowed 
by the ABM Treaty. These factors, plus the recent 
relatively slow pace of ABM R&D programs at Sary 
Shagan, lead us to believe the Soviets have become 
dissatisfied with the effectiveness of conventional 
ABM systems. Nevertheless, they are continuing 
R&D as a hedge against treaty abrogation and to 
explore potential solutions to the problem of ballistic 
missile defense. · · 

.. 
58. At the Sary Shagan missile test center the 

Soviets are working on an ABM system which ap
parently could be deployed much more rapidly 
than the Moscow ABM system. C · · 

:Jhe pace of testing of the interceptor has 
been slo~. The interceptor has not been fired 
against a ballistic missile target. If the Soviets were 
to make a concerted effort to solve their technical 
problems, the system could be ready for deploy
ment in a year or so. Although one complex of the 
new system could be deployed in less than six 
months, an extensive deployment program would 
require several years to complete. 

59. Our analysis of the system shows that, with
out external battle management data, it would pro
vide only marginal defense against US ICBMs and 
none at all against Poseidon. But it could provide 
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Soviet Ballistic Missile Early Warning and Acquisition Radar Coverage I 

' . 

o l earfy warning radar coveqge 

I 

~ ~uture early warning radar coverage 

~. ·I ~ P.resent battfe l'l'\llnagement radar coverage 

' I 
Battle management radar coverage 
: not yet operational 

I 

I 
I 
I 
\ 
I 
I 

ov~r·the·horizon detection radar coverage 
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I 

e defense ag~inst US Polaris and Chinese mis
Thc systeni's performance could be signifi
improved if a high-performance interceptor 
devclo~ 1

1
to perform engagements in the 

phere.L \ 
I 

I 
! 

:)At l~ast three years of flight testing 
be required before such a missile could be 

for deploym:enl 

60. A system t.htcd at the Emba tactical air 
test center is assessed as possibly being 

tended for defer}se against tactical ballistic mis
Its missile chuld have substantial potential 

~ an interceptor 0 a strategic ABM role. 

61. Another syst~m being developed in a dif
. ferent ~Vea at Sary Shagan has a technical potential 
for improving the Moscow ABM 'defens~. I:Iowcver, 

. . ! 

nthe co~struction of \vh~t is probably a 
) ~~· laser at thefa'cility lead us to believe the Soviets may 
. z. now be investigatin~ advanced concepts for ABM 

~ · and antisatellite applications. The laser does not 
· ,: have sufficient pow~r to destroy missile warheads 
~.but perhaps could pe used to discriminate small 
,. warheads hidden in 'chaff clouds. 
,.•: I 
~ · 62. The Soviets have high-priority R&D programs 
~; to exploit advanced 1 techn~logiesofor strategic de

.. { fense, and they app~ar to be convinced that these 
t:. programs have potential for weapon applications 
·· over the long term. \ (See Volume II, Annex C) 
~ We do not believe, however, they could develop 
:.~.·.•• laser or charged-parti~le beam weapons for ballistic 
~ missile defense before the 1990s. 

I 

The Assistant Chief of Staff, InteUigence, De
partment of the Air Force, believes that the 
USSR is embarked ~m a directed~energy weap
ons research progra;m of such magnitude that · 
it could have a rruijor if not decisive impact 
on the strategic baf4nce before 1985. For sup
porting evidence onJ this view, see paragraphs 
123 and 124. i 

I 
I 

63. The current Soviet SAMs were not deployed 
to provide ABM defense and probably are not suit
able for this role. The ABM Treaty prohibits modi
fications of SAMs for; an ABM role and further 
prohibits testing of sl-\M equipment in such a 

I 
I 
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role.[ 

] 
The Assistant Chief of Staff, InteUigence, De
partment of the Air Force, believes that modi
fication of the SA-5 for terminal point inter
cept of reentry vehicles is basicaUy simple to 
achieve£: 

. _]and that it may already have been 
done. 

B. AIR DEFENSE 
.94. We believe that the USSR's present air de

fenses, while the m·ost extensive in the world, could 
not effectively counte( a large·-s~le .. air 'attack. 
Most ·of the curre.ntly: deployed Soviet air defense 
systems were designed to counter the medium-to
high-altitude bomber and stand-off missile threats 
which were evolving in the late 1950s and early 
1960s. But Soviet air defenses have critical de
ficiencies in combating low-altitude attacks. We 
have detected R&D activities, modifications to cur
rent systems, and deployment programs which ap
pear intended to overcome these deficiencies. 

Ai'r Surveillance a~d Control · . 

65. The Soviets have deployed over 5,500 early 
warning and ground-controlled intercept ( GCI) 
radars. The spacing of radar sites in the western 
USSR and selected portions of the remainder of 
the country suggests that continuous coverage exists 
at about 1,000 feet, and even lower in heavily de
fended areas. But C 

problems[ 
. .:Jthe Soviets still have serious 

:Jat low altitudes.[ 

TGS 889098-15/1 • ·Tep 5eeret • 



Tep Secret 
I 
I 

66! The Soviets currently usc a semiautomatic 
repo~~ system \vith much of the air sw-veillance 
force,L 

i 
I 

3 
01. ~n an apparent attempt to overcome these 

deficiencies, the Soviets began introducing new 
data sYstems and changes in the air defense com
mand ~nd control structure in the late 1960s and 
early l970s. C 

J] 
68. Art alternative or a supplement to widespread 

improve~ent in CCI would be the introduction of 
an effectjve airborne warning and control system 
(A WAC~) which could detect,. traeJs .and vector· 
interceptors against targets ·at all" a]titudes over 
both sea ~nd land. A WACS aircraft probably would 
be more kophisticatcd than the ground radars re
quired to'1 do the same job, but fewer would be 
needed because of theil- greatly increased ·line of 
sight. An :AWACS could be particularly effective 
if employ(\d with an interceptor with an advanced 
lookdown/~hootdown system. However, as in the 
case of th~ lookdown/ shootdown system, there is 
no evidencb of Soviet development of an effecHve 

I 

AWACS. If the Soviets elected to build such a 
I 

system, it eould be introduced by 1985, but several 
years more I would be required for widespread de
ployment. \ 

I 

lnterc~plors 

69. The ~urrent first-line interceptor aircraft in 
the Soviet Air Defense Forces ( PVO Strany) were 

I 

I 
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first deployed between 1959 and 1970. Of these, 
the high-altitude, high-speed Foxbat interceptor and 
the latest version of the Flagon point defense in
terceptor continue to be produ.ced. The Flagon 
and the older Firebar currently arc the most ef
fective interceptors against lpw-nltitude targets. 
Their low-altitude capabilities, however, are lim
ited by their radar performance and weapon ca
pability. (See Figure 12 for characteristics of the 
newer interceptors.) 

70. The Flogger interceptor, which is now de
ployed with Soviet Tactical Aviation, will likely 
be deployed within the PVO Strany in the near 
future. The Flogger has a limited capability to de
tect, track, and engage low-altitude targets below 
its own altitude. To exploit tllis limited capability, 
substantial improvements must be made in the 
supporting air sw-veillance and CCI network. [ 

-,sub
stantial improvements over current low-altit~c ca-
pabilities could be achieved in the 1980-85 period. 
Given a high-priority Soviet effort, this capability 
could be achieved .even sooner. 

Surface-to-Air Missiles 

71. All Soviet strategic SAM systems (SA-l, SA-2, 
SA-3, and SA-5) have been modernized during 
their lifetime. The new versions have improved 
performance such as low-altitude capability or in
creased range. (Figure 13 gives characteristics of 
currently deployed SAMs, and Figure 14 shows SAM 
coverage. of the U~SR.) Evidence[ 

]has confirmed previous 
indications that nuclear warheads are available to 
some SA-l and SA-5 units. We further believe that 
a considerable portion of the SA-2 force is so 
equippedc 

]The increased lethal radius of a nuclear war-
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ewer Soviet Strategic Defense Interceptors 
I 

. I 
I 

\ TU -128 Fiddler1 

I long ·ruge11n intercrptor 

Speed 

Radius 

Armament 

950 kts 

810 nm 

4 AAMs 

Yur opuational 1966 

MJG-25 Foxbat1 

Supersonic ervin intuceptor 

.. ' Speed . 

Radius · 
----65 11.-··-- :Armament 

1.600 kts 

:ioo:i.m 
4 AAMs 

Year operational 1970 

Figure 12 

· . 

SU-15 Flagon E 1 YAK-28 Firebar1 

!<:.:. 

Point interceptor Primary low·tltifude Interceptor 

Speed 

---Radius 

1.320 kts 

475 nm 

Armament 2 AAMs 

Yur operational 197~ 

MIG-23 Flogger 83 

Pottntialllntegic defense 
low·tltitudt inluctptor 

· Speed 
----Salt-- Radius 

1.320 kts 

615 nm 

4AAMs Armament 

Yur 
opentional 

Projected lor Stnltgic 
Defense Forces in 1976 

1. Mission performance figures calculated for optimum subsonic area intercept 
profile. 

2. Minion performance figures calculated for optimum supersonic area intercept 
profile. 

3. Minion performance figures calculated for optimum low-altitude intercept 
profile. 
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Speed 

Radius 

Armament 

1.080 kts 

540 nm 

2 or 4 AAMs 

Year operational 1964 



Figure 13 

Currently Deployed Soviet Strategic SAMs 

SA-1 
40--------------------------------~~~-

SA-5 

30 

:; 20 ..... 

10 

Maximum range 150 nm 

Eflecrive altitude: 

Maximum 100.000 II 
Minimum 1.000 II 

Year operational 1967 

12·14 nm 

60.000 It 
150 It. 

1961 

SA-2 

27nm 

90.000 II 
500-1,000 It 

1958 

18·26 nm 

60.000 It 
3.500 It 

1954 

·see Volume II 'or Arm'/. N~vy . ~nd Air Fotce wiews on lhe cond•hons 
tequtred Jor a 150· foot minimum allilude capability. 

567457 19 75 61, 

I 

head could compensate for the large miss distances 
inheren:t in SA-2 operations at low altitudes. The use 
of nuclear warheads would extend the effective 

I 

range of the SA-2 at low altitudes, but the fixed 
sites wduld continue to be vulnerable to the tactics 

I 

of avoidance, destruction, and possibly jamming. 
I 

72. There is evidence that the Soviets have a new 
low-alti~de SAM system under development at a 
complex! in the Sary Shagan test center. One com
ponent .qf the system, a radar with an elevated an
tenna, incorporates desirable features for low-alti
tude det~ction and tracking. C 

! 
I 
I • 

1l The Soviets might also improve their 
low-altih.fcie defenses by deploying the mobile SA-6 

I 

system to tPVO Strany. Another possibility is that the 
defensive\ system under development at the Emba 
test center which appears intended for use against 
tactical b~llistic missiles could also have a strategic 

I 

air defense application. The system would prob-
ably have: a capability against the short-range at
tack missile ( SRAM) in its high-altitude semi bal
listic flig~t mode, but it probably would not be 

I 
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effective against low-altitude SRAMs because the 
system's radar would need sophisticated clutter
processing equipment which is not required for use 
against tactical ballistic missiles. 

Prospects for Improvement of low-Altitude 

Defenses 

73. It is unlikely that the Soviets \viii have sig
nificantly better low-altitude air defenses before 
1980. In subsequent years, however, we foresee in 
Soviet air defenses-in air surveillance and control, 
in interceptors, and in surface-to-air missiles-the 
potential for overcoming most of the current tech
nical deficiencies for defense against low-altitude 
bombers. By 1985, if the Soviets carry out the pro
grams we have judged as likely, they will have gone 
a long way toward solving the problems of defend
ing against today's low-altitude threat, thus making 
the task of low-altitude penetration considerably 
more difficult. The actual effectiveness of Soviet 
air defenses, however, would depend heavily on 
the circumstances of the attack; on the degradation 
of air defenses resulting from ballistic missile strikes, 
on the effects of electronic warfare, and on develop-
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Current SAM Coverage of the USSR 

Coverage at 
1,000feet , 

Coverage at 
300feet 

561633 18 JS GIA 
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m'~nts in US offensive forces-factors which we 
ar·~ unable to measure. We believe the Soviets will 
not have an effective defense against the SRAM 
by 1985, and will have to rely on attacking the 
SJ1AM carrier prior to missile launch. 

74. We have considered the possibility of air 
defense applications of directed-energy technolo
gies-i.e., lasers and other beam weapons. We do 
not'. believe feasible applications of these technolo
gies during the next decade would have any better 
proSpect for overcoming Soviet deficiencies. in low
altitude air defenses than the improvements we 
have estimated as likely. 

C. DEFENSE AGAINST BAlliSTIC MISSILE 
· SUBMARINES 

75: The Soviets currently do not have an effective 
defense against the US SSBN for.ce. To counter 
US SSBNs the Soviets would have to. conduCt near
simultaneo~ strik.es against virtu.ally the entire. 
foree~ Thi'swould require a Wide-area ocean surv.ell
lance. ·,system to deter1nine the location .of all SSBNs 
at approximately the sarrie time, or it would require 
a neafly continuous tracking capability-probably 
by means of trailing-for maintaining contact on 
submarines located over a somewhat longer period 
until the time selected for a simultaneous attack. 

76. Evidence from Soviet writings[_ ":J 
indicates that the Soviet Navy would try to destroy 
as many SSBNs as possible prior to. the outbre.ak 
of hostilities. We believe the Soviets desire, but 
do not expect to attain, the capability to conduct a 
coordinated strike against all SSBNs. The Soviets' 
ASW ciipabilities are currently limited by their 
inability to detect SSBNs in broad ocean areas and 
to maintain trail once an SSBN is detected. The 
future effectiveness of Soviet ASW capabilities will 
depend in considerable measure on the extent to 
which new acoustic and nonacoustic systems arc 
developed to overcome these deficiencies. We note 
that the Soviets are continuing to develop new 
ASW sen~ors, platforms, and weapons. 

Wi~e-Area Ocean Surveillance 
' 

77. It is unlikely that the Soviets will develop 
an open-ocean acoustic system as capable as the 
US Sound Surveillance System ( SOSUS) during 
the period , of this Estimate. This judgment is based 

40 

on the technical difficulties the Soviets would have 
in developing such a system and the geographic 
constraints on deployment. Furthermore, they may 
be discourngcd from pursuh,1g this approach by the 
prospect that US SSBNs will be quieter and have 
expanded operating areas in tl1e future, and that 
the background noise levefs in all ocean areas 
will increase. 

78. The Soviets could also conduct coordinated 
acoustic searches by ships. This approach would 
require development of high-performance acoustic 
systems such as hull-mounted sonars or towed-array 
sensors with high search rates. It would also re
quire large rumbers of ASW platforms, rapid proc
essing of acoustic data, and coordinated surveil
lance techniques and control systems. Considering 
the demands of this approach to a wiqc-area search 
capability, its pursuit does ~ot appear promising. 

79. We expect that the So~iets will try to develop 
airborne syst.ems with. lo~ger. range se~sors-such 
as· radim· and infrared detectors-for ·9etection of 
surface effects. There are unknowns in assessing 
the potential of such systems, but given our under
standing of submarine-produced surface effects, we 
doubt that reliable detection systems will be 
achieved during the next ten years. 

long-Term Trail 

80. To conduct a coordinated strike through. the 
use of trailing. tactics, the Soviets would have ·to· 
establish and maintain trails on SSBNs at sea for 
periods as long as several weeks before any sizable 
number of deployed SSBNs would be vulnerable. · 
In overt trail the target is aware of being followed 
and could take evasive measures to break trail. 
Covert trailing requires a delicate balance on the 
part of the trailing submarine to follow close enough 
to maintain ncar-continuous contact but to stay 
far enough from the target to avoid detection itself. 
For a trail using acoustic means, the trailing sub
marine must have a decided acoustic advantage to 
remain covert and maintain trail for extended 
periods. US submarines now enjoy a substantial 
advantage, both in quietness and in passive sonar 
performance, over Soviet submarines. The Soviets 
would have to overcome major. gaps in both areas 
before they could approach a capability to trail 
US SSBNs covertly for extended periods using 

·TGS 889698•75/1 
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··:.· acoustic techniqJ,es. We have identified no serious 
program by the Soviets to control radiated noise 
to the same extc\1t as has the US. It is doubtful 

· that tl1cy could ~chicvc in ilic next ten years the 
required acoustic \ advantage, even in ilie absence 

· of further US improvements in quieting. We con
clude that suc~sful acoustic passive trail over 
long periods will +main beyond Soviet capabilities 
for the foreseeable future. 

• I 

81. The Soviets 
1

could attempt to maintain a long
range trail with :active sonars C 

how successful the Soviets are in detecting and 
tracking SSBNs in broad ocean areas. From our 
understanding of the technologies involved and 
of tl1e research and development programs in the 
US and the USSR, we conclude that the Soviets 
have little potential for achieving success in either 
of these areas in the next ten years. Moreover, 
improvements in US SSBNs and expansion of their 
operating areas will compound the Soviets' problem 
of finding and tracking them. These judgments 
must be qualified, however, by gaps in our knowl-

\ edge C 
• :Jof possible future Soviet developments. 
\ The Soviets will· almost certainly continue to de-

; . 
: ·'i ... 

·~ 
I _J velop their strategy and capability for detecti~n of 

SSBNs, and we expect improvements in their capa
bilities to det~ct and destroy SSBNs in confined 
water areas. We conclude, however, · that tl1ese 
improvements. will not ov~rcom.e def_ieie~·cies· in:.' : 
open-ocean de'tection and s-ubmarine -tra~king, and 
that Soviet ASW capabilities will fall short of being 
able to prevent most US submarines on station from 
launching their missiles. 

., 

While there are ··many unknowns in assessing the 
Soviet potential fo~ developing a successful. system 
of this type, its achievement· is unlikely. · 

. 82. The So~icts ··\ co~ld de~~l~p·, ·~sin·g· . the re-
. I • 

search they have 1. been conducting, nonacoustic 
techniques for det~ction of submarine submerged 
wakes for use in ~vert trailing. C 

I 

']'A. large for~e of attack submarin~ would 
be necessary to reali~e the full potential of wake 
detection trailing against the SSBN force at sea. 
In view of these cons1iderations, we do not believe 
that an effective Sovi~t system of any type for long
range nonacoustic trtil will be fully operational 
during the next ten years. 

I 
! 

Assessment of Future ASW Capabilities 
I 

83. The future effcetiveness of Soviet defenses 
against ballistic missil~ submarines will depend on 

I 

D. ANTI SATELLITE DEFENSE 

, 84. The Soviets have an antisatellite capability. 
! Since 1971 they have had an operational orbital 
! ~ystem which can co~duct nonnuclear intercep~ 
! of satellites which p~s over tl~e USSR at altitudes 
: below about 2,500 nautical miles. Galosh missiles 
1 
armed with nuclear warheads could also be used 
to attack satellites at altitudes up to about 700 nm. 
It is unlikely, however, that tlle Soviets would use 
itlle nuclear-anned Galosh in any situation short of 
'nuclear war. 

·· . . 85.· .The Sovi~ts have completed <;onstn,Jction of 
what we believe is a laser system at the Sary Shagan 
test range. While we cannot yet determine tlle 
primary purpose of this system, it could be an anti
satellite weapon system. If so, we estimate iliat it 
could disable satellites below about 300 nm altitude 
under favorable conditions. However, short of prep
aration for war or in retaliation for ~hat tlley 
believed to be prior US action against their own 
satellites, we believe it is unlikely iliat tile Soviets 
would attack any US satellites. 

41 
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E. CIVIL DEFENSE AND HARDENING OF 
. ', FACILITIES 

86. The Soviet Union has the largest and most 
highly developed civil defense organization and 
progrilm in the world. We believe its main goal 
is to protect top govcmment authorities and a cadre 
of key military, political, and economic officials. 
In the event of a nuclear war, we believe that civil 
defen~e would not be able to prevent massive 
casualties, industrial destruction, and the break
down 9f the economic structure. The Soviets would 
probably expect their civil defense to be able to 
preserve a political and economic cadre both during 
and after a war and to contribute to the survivability 
of the USSR as a national entity. 

87. The Soviets have made large investments in 
passive defense through hardening of facilities. 
These · ~re designed to improve the survivability .of 

. · .. therr ~.ilitary capabiliHes · aQ.d to provide· a limit~ 
·· · ifldustrial base for tecove·ry ~fter the· cessation of 
· · hostilities. The scope of the hardening program is · 

another indicator of· the USSR's effort to improve 
its strategic posture. 

FUTURE; FORCES AND THEIR IMPLICATIONS 

A. FUTURE FORCES 

Unc~rtainties 

88. In projecting the size, charact.eristics, and 
· mix of Spviet strategic forces w~ f~ce varying de-
grees of ;uncertainty. · 

-For tile near tenn, we rely most heavily upon 
the extrapolation of observed activity. Soviet 

. deciSions involving the next two years or so 
havfi generally been made, and the activity 
resulting from these decisions is now under 
way. We have relatively high confidence in 
these estimates. 

- Soviet forces for tile midterm, the period two 
to fi~e years hence, are less easily determined. 
We have some confidence in our forecasts for 
this period because the forces will be com
posed largely of existing systems. 

-We 9'-nnot estimate with confidence and pre
cision the lon~ term forces (i.e., five to ten 
years hence). L 
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J Soviet decisions affecting this time 
period may not yet be made or may be subject 
to change. 

89. In constructing altcm~tive force projections 
to examine possible Soviet forces and capabilities in 
the midterm and longer term;- we have varied not 
only the deployment rates and levels of techno
logical achievement but also the characteristics of 
weapon systems to take account of uncertainties. 
Some of the uncertainties in our estimates of some 
weapon system characteristics are not significant 
for our judgments about Soviet strategic capabilities. 
Other estimates of weapon system characteristics 
have ranges of uncertainty which allow markedly 
different implications for strategic capabilities. 

90. In illustrating the impact of these uncer
tainties, we assign our "best" estimates of weapon 
characteristics to those projections which assume 
levels.of effort and steady 'prc;>gressjn technological . · 
develop~ent comparable to. what the Soviets have ... 
demonstrated in the past. For those illustrative force 
projections that assume a high level of effort, rapid 
technological progress, and early introduction of 
new weapon systems, we assign the more threaten
ing end of our uncertainty interval in weapon 
system characteristics. The least threatening end 
of our uncertainty interval is assigned to the illus
trative force projection that assumes low levels of 
effort and technological achievement. It is highly 

. unlikely that all of these e·xtremes .of weapon char
acteristics would occur in combination. 

Meeting the Vladivostok Ceilings 

91. Aggregate of 2,400. Between now and Octo
ber 1977 the USSR will have about 100 or more 
strategic delivery vehicles beyond the 2,400 aggre
gate limit proposed at Vladivostok. The actual 
number will depend. on the precise terms of. a 

·SALT TWO agreement. We have no conclusive 
evidence to help us estimate which systems the So
viets would dismantle to reduce their forces to sat
isfy a limit of 2,400. It is expected that the Soviets 
themselves will experience difficulties in determin
ing which forces to cut. For purposes of projecting 
Soviet offensive forces under the limits of the 
Vladivostok accord, we have made reductions to 
the force levels of all three elcments-ICBMs, 
SLBMs, and bombers. These reductions involve 
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cutting back the Bison and Bear bomber force by 
about one third, and dismantling all SS-7 and SS-8 
ICBMs and all ~even H-11 class submarines. 

92. Limit of 1,320 MIRV Launchers. TilC Vladi
vostok limit of 1,320 launchers canying MIRVs is 
not likely to imp~ct upon Soviet forces before the 
early 1980s. As tllc Soviets approach the limit, the 
principal impact :will probably be on follow-on 
systems which may appear in the 1980s. We believe 
that the bulk of Soviet systems with MIRVs will 
be in the Strategi~ Rocket Forces. 

Alternalive f~>rce Projections 

·-ro. We have projected five ways in which Soviet 
strategic forces might develop under different cir
cumstances through the m!d-1980s (see Table IV). 
AltJ1ough all of the projections are consistent with 
currently observed ·activity and arc within Soviet 

·resou~ce capabilities, . they are. not considered 
· ·· .equally likely developments. In all of our projec

tions, we have assumed that the Interim Agreement 
remains in force through 1971 and that the ABM 
Treaty remains in ·.effect over the next ten years.e 
For tJrree of these projections we have assumed 
that the Vladivostok ceilings of 2,400 total delivery 
vehicles and 1,320 missiles carrying MIRVs are 
ratified in a SALT ,TWO agreement to take effect 
in 1977. In t11c two oilier projections we have 
assumed that a SALT TWO agreement .is not 

· reached: 

- Best-SAL. Force 1 assumes that the US and 
USSR reach a ',sALT TWO agreement based 
on the Vladivostok accord and that Soviet-US 
political relations do not deteriorate. This force 
spreads a reduction to 2,400 delivery vehicles 
among the thr~e elements of Soviet intercon
tinental attack forces. In this projection, force 
deployments are at rates consistent with past 
Soviet practiCClj, and our best estimates of 
Soviet technolo·gical achievements are used. 

8 The following systems have been excluded in the ag
gregates of delivery vehi~les: all Backfire bombers, 18 SS-9 
launchers at Tyuratam, 16 SLBM launchers on older missile 
submarines used as test platforms, 57 SLBM launchers oo 
C..class diesel-powered rubmarines, 50 Bison bombers con
figured as tankers, 5 Beat reconnaissance aircraft, and some 
60 Bear aircraft assigned to Naval Aviation. Should any of 
these systems be counted in a 2,400 aggregate, our pro
jections would have to be changed. 

This projection is our best estimate under a 
SALT TWO agreement. (The estimated com
position of the Soviet ICBM force under this 
projection is illustrated in Figure 15.} 

-Moderate-Na-SAL. Force 2 assumes that a 
SALT TWO agreement cannot be obtained; 
that both sides, after the lapse of the Interim 
Agreement, continue to support the SALT 
negotiating process; and that US-USSR rela
tions do not deteriorate significantly. In this 
projection, the pace of Soviet force deploy
ments and technological achievements is not 
markedly different from that of Force 1. 
This force represents a moderate level of 
effort in the absence of a SALT TWO agree
ment. 

(See paragraph 12 for a discussion of dif
ferences_ as to the likqlihood of such -a 

·force _in· the ·absence ·of'·a· $ALT ·rwo 
. agreement.]. . 

-High-SAL. Force 3 as~umes that a SALT TWO 
agreement based on the Vladivostok under
standing is ratified, but iliat the Soviets step 
up their deployment programs wiiliin the 
SALT TWO limit and also achieve high levels 
of technical success in weapons improvements. 
This force represents the highest level of effort 
and achievement we believe plimslble for the · 
Soviets under SALT TWO constraints. · 

- High-No-SAL. Force 4 assumes iliat no of
fensive anns limitation agreement can be 
reached, and that US-Soviet relations deterio
rate drastically. This force represents the high
est level of deployment effort and technolog
ical achievement we believe plausible for the 
Soviets in the absence of a SALT TWO agree
ment. We think it is highly unlikely, however, 
that the Soviets will achieve all the technical 
successes implied by Forces 3 and 4. 

-Low-SAL. Force 5 assumes that a SALT 
TWO agreement based on the Vladivostok 
understanding is reached. This force is a pro
jection of the lowest level of deployment ef
fort and technological achievement we believe 
might occur under a SALT TWO agreement. 
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TABLE IV 

Summary Comparison of Force Projections 1 

Force I Force 2 Force 3 

Offensive System IOC Dates 

I 
New silo-based ICDMs '15, '76 '15, '76 '75, '76 
Versions improved for accuracy '81 '81 

I Mobile SS-X-16 '77 
I More accurate follow-on ICBMs '81, '83, '84 '83, '84 '80, '81 
! MlRVed SLBM '78 '78 78 
I New type of SSBN '80 '80 79 
! Follow-on heavy bomber a '81 '81 '80 
lCD~{ Deployment R&t.es· 
: (annual average) 
1 New silo-based ICBMs 180 180 270 
i Versions improved for accuracy 150 250 
I Mobile SS-X-16 ·3o 
1
More accurate follow-on lCBMs 240 150 300 I . 

Dyfe-nsh:e Sy~tem I.QC Da~ 
76 76 '7.6 1

Fiogg"er · . · . · ·. 
New intercept.or '83 '83 '82 
Overland AWACS '84 
New mobile low-altitude SAM '80 '80 '78 

Fo~ce Levels in 1980 
I 

~CBM silos 1,398 1,398 1,338 
¥obile ICBMs I 60 
SLBMs 916 958 9(H 
MIRVed missiles 958 1,098 1,130 
Bison, Bear, and follow-on heavy 
1 bombers 4 80 145 70 

(Backfires in Long Range Aviation~) (110) (110) (120) 
I 

Sf.M launchers 7",360 7 ,36.0 10,120 
Air Defense lntercept.ors 

For~e Levels in 1985 
2,385 2,385 2,430 

ICBM silos 1,348 I ,398 I,338 
I 

Mobile ICBMs I80 I 

Sf,.BMs 952 1,032 952 
M!IRVed missiles 1,316 1, 716 1,316 
Bi~on, Bear, and follow-on heavy 

bombers 4 90 HO 100 
(Bkckfires in Long Range Aviation~) (240) (2~0) (300) 
SA'M launchers 6,250 6,250 8,550 
Ai~ Defense Interceptors 2,175 2, I15 2,445 

I 

Force 4 

'75, 76 
I 

'76 
'80, '8I 
'78 
'79 
'80 

270 

50 
300 .. 
'76 
'82 
'84 
'78 

1,510 
100 

1,058 
1,462 

140 
(12.0). 

10,120 
2,430 

I ,570 
300 

I ,156 
2,302 

200 
(300) 

8,550 
2,445 

Force 5 

'75, '76 
'8 I, '82, '85 

I 

79 
'84 

140 
160 

.. 
I. 

'82 

I ,398 

920 
800 

70 
(100) 

6,300 
2,210 

1,398 

912 
1,314 

70 
(120) 

5,550 
2,020 

1 See Volumes II and Ill for further details on these projections and for the relationship or these forces t.o those 
projected in the Defense Intelligence Projections for Planning, designed specifically for planning in the Department 
of Defense. 

I N~t deployed in this force. 
a EJcluding prot.otypes. 
4 Eicluding nonbomber v&rianl.s and Bear aircraft in Naval Aviation. 
~ Eicluding Backfires assigned t.o Naval Aviation an.d those used in a training role. 

! 
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Figure 15 
oviet ICBM Force, 1970-85 
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B. IMPLICATIONS OF OFFENSIVE FORCE 
PROJECTIONS 

Quantitative Measures 

1977 

94. Figures 16a and 16b compare the five pro
jected Soviet off~nsive forces with the US pro
gramed offensive force. The graphs show that: 

- In total del(very vehicles the Moderate-No
SAL and High-No-SAL forces exceed US pro
gramed forces throughout the period of the 
Estimate. 

-In total MIRVed delivery vehicles the two 
No-SAL for~ surpass the US programed force 
beginning about 1980. 

- In on-line miSsile throw weight, all five Soviet 
forces exceed the US programed force from 
the outset by ~ubstantial and growing margins. 

-1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 

-SECRET • 

.....:._In on-line missile throw weight' ~nd- bomber 
loadings combined, only the High-No-SAL 
force exceeds the US programed force by 
1985. 

-In on-line missile RVs, the US programed 
force begins to lose its lead r l first 
to the High-No-SAL and High-SAL forces 
and eventually to aU five forces. 

-In total on-line missile RVs and bomber weap
ons, only the High-No-SAL force overtakes. 
the US programed numbers. 

- In on-line equivalent megatons, all Soviet 
forces now outsbip the US, and all but the 
Low-SAL force will be well ahead of the US 

_by 1935. 

lnteradion Analysis 

95. The interaction analysis presented in this sec
tion shows changes in selected Soviet capabilities 

.:res 889008 1511 ; 
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Figure 16a 

Q'uantitatlve Comparisons of Forces for Intercontinental Attack* 
! . 
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Figure 16b 

'Note: Total delivery vehicles include ICBMs 
operational, in conversion, . or ·under construc
tion·; SLBM launchers operat ional, under con· 
version, or in shipyard overhaul; and opera· 
tiona! intercontinental bombers. Excluded are 
SLBM launchers in SSBNs which have not yet 
begun initial sea trials and bombers configured 
for tanker or reconnaissance missions. 

Dn~ine static measures exclude ICBM silo 
launchers under construction or conversion and 
SLBM launchers on SSBNs undergoing sea 
trials, conversion, or shipyard overhaul. 

Missile payloads composed of MRVs (which 
are not independently targetable) are counted 
as one RV. 

The US prog~amcd force (FYDP) is derived 
and, aTter 1983, extrapolated from the force 
projections of the US Department of Defense 
Five-Year Defense Program as of January 1975. 
The extrapolations are not intended to predict 
US programmatic decisions. 
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over . the next ten years and compares the offen
sive ¢apabilities implied by the five Soviet force 
proje~tions. It is limited to scenarios involving sur
prise · counterforcc attacks by one side's ICBMs 
against the other's ICBM silos. No attempt has 
been made to include bomber and SLBM attacks 
or to assess the effects of strategic defenses against 
attacking forces. Furthermore, the analysis is not 
intended to portray the most likely results of a 
nudear exchange between the US and the USSR 
nor to predict major US programmatic decisions. 
Such an assessment would require consideration 
of many additional factors, not least of which 
would be the effectiveness of command and con
trol on · both sides. Only stereotyped scenarios and 
nomin:l,l measures of the effectiveness of Soviet 
forces have been used, along with announced US 
programed forces and force options and standard 
Department of Defense planning characteristics 
for US weapon systems. Otir purpos<;s are to ·iden~ 
tify major aspec.ts of the. strategic environment "the 
us will ronfront in tbe next ten·· ye~. as well as . 
key con~iderations which would affect Soviet eval
uations of the USSR's prospective strategic capa
bilities. 

96. W~ have used the projections of ICBM forces 
in the US and the USSR over the next decade to 
examine 'Soviet ICBM countersilo capability and 
the vulnerability of Soviet ICBM silos to an at
tack by tpe US. We are uncertain of Soviet capa
bilities against US silos and the capabilities ·of So
viet silos ·. to withstand a US ICBM attack. The 
USSR has a comparable problem, although over 
the next decade it will probably face somewhat 
less uncer1ainty than the US in judgments about 
the opponent's capabilities. The Soviets have rela
tively free1

• access to information on US programs 
and weapon systems, and are evaluating the hard
ness of their own silos in field tests using high 
explosives ~nd underground nuclear devices~· 

I 

97. In the face of uncertainty, prudent military 
planners t~nd to make conservative estimates of 
their own force capabilities and to make worst-case 
estimates of the capabilities of the opponent's 

I 
forces. These perspectives could lead one side to 
believe that its own force posture would not per
mit a significant silo-killing capability, while the 
other side might believe that the very same force 
posture was threatening to it. On the other hand, 

it is possible for either side to overestimate its 
countersilo capabilities. We expect continuing ~n
ccrtainty about such matters during the next dec
ade. It is in the context of .this uncertainty that 
decisions at SALT and for strategic force planning 
must be made. 

Soviet Counlersilo Capability 

98. Figure 17a displays calculated results of hy
pothetical attacks on US · Minuteman silos by the 
Soviet ICBMs in the five force projections. Figure 
17b illustrates the degree to which the outcome 
of such attacks is influenced by several variables in 
Soviet capabilities of differing importance. 

99. With the deployment of the new Soviet 
MIRV systems, both sides will have sufficient weap
ons to target more than one RV against each op
posing silo.. However, the actual c;tpability to com
pound the damage ~xpccfancy ( D~) by. ~(!to~at- . 
ing more than orie reentry vebicle oii a single· tar-

. get is depe~dent upon whether "fratricide" effects 
can be overcome. (See Annex G in Volume III . 
of NIE 11-3/8-74 for a detailed discussion of the 
fratricide problem.) Because of uncertainties about 
fratricide effects, countersilo capabilities are shown 
separately in the figure for attacks using one and 
two RVs. 

The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, De
partment of the Air Force, belieVes the two,.RV 

·"(damage compounded) case overstates the So
viet threat to US silos. In hi.f view, the only 
two-RV attack the Soviets could reasonably 
attempt would be one in which the second RV 
i.f effective only if the first RV ·is unreliable. 
Thi.f would result in a threat to Minuteman 
somewhere between tlw.t shown for the one-RV 
and two-RV cases. 

100. Our Force 1 estimate shows an increasing 
but moderate threat to .Minuteman silos through 
about 1980. If the Soviets were able to develop 
fully effective two-RV attack techniques, only about 
150 Minuteman silos would survive a Force 1 attack 
in 1985. If the Soviets targeted only one RV per silo 
(whether it was because they were unable to solve 
the problems of a two-RV attack or because they 
lacked confidence in its success· under operational 
conditions), about 350 Minuteman silos would 
survive a Force 1 attack in 1985. (These calculations 
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do not take into account variations in operational 
performance likely to occur in a large-scale attack 
or the possibility that US missiles might be launched 
on tactical warning.) 

_101. The different countersilo capabilities of these 
forces arise almost entirely from their differing 
qualitative characteristics, largely independent of 
whether force levels are constrained by the quan
titative limitations 6f a SALT TWO agreement. 
Indeed, the prihcipal differences in the countersilo 
capabilities of ·the five force projections are en
compassed by the range of uncertainty in our best 
estimates of such key weapon characteristics as 
ICBM accurac>;. 

Soviet Silo Survivability 

102. A possible Soviet view of the USSR's own 
silo Sl,lrvival pr<?blem is shown in Figure 18. It 
illustrates the ~timated nun1ber of Soviet silos 
survivi~g after·, hyp~thetical attacks by· two po
tential US forces.1 The attacks involve one or two 
RVs against Soviet silos hardened to our best-esti
mate levels. A .conservative Soviet planner could 
forecast that even with the improvements in silo 
hardness now in progress, a very substantial part of 
his ICBM force could be in jeopardy before the 
mid-1980s. The 'Soviets' emphasis on war-fighting 
capabilities and their MIRV deployment programs 
indicate that they perceive. requirem_ents. f?r large 
numbers of warheads. Should US hard-target kill 
capabilities improve in the future more than the 
Soviets anticipated when they authorized their 

T The first US forc.-e, deriv{'d from the Department of 
Defense Five-Year De. fense Program (FYDPr;s of Janua~ 
1975, contains an iinproved Minuteman III . 

· · e second 

is a modification to 1 the FYDP force for the pu~e of illus
trating a highly threatening US counterforce pc;tential in 
the absence 1>f a SALT TWO agreeJ!lent. This hypothetical 
force assumes that 

1 
all 1,000 Minuteman silos receive the 

improved Minutema.n Ill and that new silo launchers Jw:ilt 
for the M-X are added to the force beginning in 1983.L · . 

: jEven under a SALT TWO 
agreement, the M-~ could bc~eployed as a replacement 
for Minuteman Ill, but MIRVing all 1,000 ICBM silos and 
adding M-X launchJrs would exceed the limits of the Vladi
vostok accord unless the US drastically reduced its planned 
force of MIRVed SLBMs. This force is not intended as a 
prediction of actual, US deployments, but as representing 
the kind of high US option conservative Soviet planners 
might consider. 

present silo upgrade programs, they may feel re
quired to alter the mix of their offensive forces in 
favor of more survivable systems. If so, Soviet 
emphasis may shift toward larger ·numbers of 
mobile systems than arc projected in our best esti
mate, and the reductions we forecast as being 
shared among force components may in fact fall 
most heavily on fixed ICBMs. 

Residual · RVs After Surprise Attock 

103. Figures 19a and 19b compare the US and 
Soviet residual ICBM and SLBM warheads avail
able for immediate retargeting after a hypothetical 
attack by either side on the other's missile silos, 
employing up to two RVs per target. It is assumed 
that neither side launches its missiles on warning, 
and that the SSBN forces arc deployed normally. 
Figure 19a compares the differing results of cal
culations using the SAL-limited projections of So- . 
viet forCes (Forces·!, 3, and 5)_; "F:igu~e 19h uses· 
the No-SAL projections (·Forces 2 and· 4). In both 
cases the US force used is from the US FYDP. This 
is for illustrative purposes, and variations in future 
US strategic forces would change the results. 

104. The calculations show that after a hypo
thetical Soviet surprise attack, the Soviets would 
have to expect the US to retain( . J 
surviving missile RVs, largely on SLBMs at sea, 
through ~he next ten y<;ars. In the near term, the 
Soviets would retain fewer than 2,oo0 RVs for 
attacking targets other than US silos. As more 
MIRVed missiles become available in the late 
1970s and the 1980s, however, this number grows 
rapidly-particularly in Force 4, which would have 
more than 12,000 remaining RVs. 

105. After a hypothetical US surprise attack on 
Soviet silos, all of the Soviet forces except Force 4 
woul{} have some 2,500 RVs or -fewer surviving in 
1985. For Force 4, the residual would be about 
twice that. The number of US RVs remaining after 
such an attack for use against other targets would 
be[ ) throughout the period. 

Threat to US Bombers and SSBNs 

106. The US maintains a large day-to-day alert 
bomber force, capable of becoming airborne upon 
warning by satellite and radar warning systems. A 
surprise Soviet ICBM attack could destroy most of 
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Potential Soviet Threats to US Silos: 
Comparison of Force Projections 

, Figure 17 a 
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ICBM accuracy and yield for these forces. Forces 3 and 4 reflect a combination of the most 
threatening extremes of our estimates in both respects, while Force 5 reflects the least threatening 
extrkmes. The reader is cautioned that these extremes are highly unlikely, and that their use may 
result in unrealistic conclusions. 
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the nonal~rt aircraft. Current Soviet SLBMs fired 
from the !present SSBN patrol areas, assuming that 
our missiloe detection system provided timely warn
ing, wouiCI be only slightly mo.re effective. 

I 

107. THe Soviets could increase the threat against I 
the curre~t US bombers on alert by deploying some 
of their S$BNs closer .to the US coastline. SLBMs 
fired on depressed trajectories could further reduce 

I 

US reaction time, although there is no indication that 
the Soviets: have tested this technique. In evaluating 
their present and future capabilities to destroy US 
bombers p~ior to launch, the Soviets would have to 
consider improvements to the US bomber force such 
as the planrted introduction of the B-1 and available 
countenne~ures such as changing the basing and 
alert posture of the bomber force. We believe the 
Soviets wou,ld conclude that the US could preserve 
the survivab'ility of most of its alert bombers against 

I 
' 
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Figure 18 

Note: If only one RV were used against each silo, 
the number of survivors would increase by 100 to 300 
silos, depending on case and year. 

The Soviet force hypothetically attacked by the US 
FOYP force in this scenario is Force 1, our best esti
mate of Soviet forces under a SAL agreement. 

The Soviet force hypothetically attacked by the im
proved US force in this scenario is Force 4, our high 
estimate of Soviet forces given no SAL agreement The 
analysis is not inteoded to· predict major US program-' 
tnatic decisions. 

For details about assumptions, uncertainty, and 
differing views, see Volume II, Chapter V. 
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attacks by SLBMs throughout the next ten years. 
Moreover, because of the difference in flight times . 
of ICBMs attack_ing US missile silos and SLBMs 
attacking US bomber bases, Soviet planners could 
not count on maximizing the prelaunch destruction 
of both US bombers and ICBMs. 

108. In a surprise attack during the next ten 
years, Soviet offensive forces could destroy those 
US SSBNs in port-almost half of the total US 
force. Survival of the remaining US submarines, 
those at sea, would depend on the effectiveness of 
Soviet ASW forces. 

Assessm~nt of Alternative Offensive Force 
Capabilities 

109. The alternative Soviet offensive forces we 
have projected differ in their capabilities for wag-

Tap heret • 
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ing intercontinbntal warfare and in their political 
significance: \ 

I 
-In Force 5 (Low-SAL), the image of Soviet 

• I 
offens1ve power grows gradually, but a se-
vere threat to the survival of the US Minute
man force\ is not attained during the period 
of tllis E~timate. This force might be re
garded as beeting minimum Soviet standards 
of pcrceiv~d strategic parity and force ef
fectiveness i against currently programed US 
forces. I 

I 

- Force 3 ( iiigh-SAL) or Force 4 ( High-Na
SAL) would appear far more formidable to 

I 
the US and' its allies. In the late 1970s, either 

I 
of these forces would surpass the currently 
programed ~ US force in most conventional 
static measures of offensive strategic power. 

·.In so-;,e . rrt~asures-notably · on-lin~ · missile 
RVs, missil~ throw weight, and ·total equiv~~ 
lent megatons-Soviet advantage would be 
very substa~tial. Moreover, these forces are 
assumed to :have high accuracies and yields 
and thus would pose a more severe threat 

I 
to Minuteman silos than Forces 1 and 2. Force 
3 or Force 4) even in combination with Soviet 
strategic def~nse, would not pro~ide the So
viets·with t_h~ capability to p~event devastating 
retaliation. If, however, the Soviets could 

. • I 

attain these fprce capabilities without provok-
ing US counterefforts greater than implied by 

I 

US programed forces, they then could be 
I 

perceived as givirig the USSR more strategic 
power to hac~ up its policies than that availa
ble to the US.' 

I 
- Force 1 ( BestiSAL) and Force 2 (Moderate-

Na-SAL)· are less formidable than Force 3 or 
I 

Force 4, but !closer in overall capability to 
those forces t~an to Force 5. Forces 1 and 2 
would pose a major threat to US Minuteman 

I 

silos by the early 1980s assuming a two-RV 
I 

attack. Moreo~er, by that time, Soviet offen-
sive forces wi4 lead programed US forces in 
numbers of missile RVs, though the US will 

I 

have a large lead in the total number of mis-
sile and bomber weapons combined. 

I 

I 
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C. IMPLICATIONS Of DEFENSIVE FORCE 
PROJECTIONS 

110. There are major differences in the five il
lustrative force projections in both the number and 
quality of strategic air and missile dcfenss;s: 

-In Force 5 (Low-SAL), the Soviets make little 
effort to increase their defenses against the 
threat from the US, implying acquiesencc in 
(though probably not doctrinal acceptance of) 
the concept of mutual assured destruction. The 
defenses projected in this force would be use
ful primarily against limited strategic attacks. 
The ABM defense at Moscow remains un
changed. 

-Forces 3 and 4 (High-SAL and High-No
SAL) assume· high lev cis of deployment and 
technical achievement in providing improved 
aii, missiic, and SSBN defenses. ABM launch-

. ers \vould be incrca~cd to 100. a~: permitted 
under the ABM Treaty. By 1985, the Soviets 
would have two new low-altitude SAM sys
tems and at least tvvo interceptors which would 
be capable of engaging low-altitude bombers. c 

:1 
The ·rationale for Forces 3 and 4 ·calls for 
higher levels of effort in. ASW than the other 
three projections. The strategic defenses in 
Forces 3 and 4 would largely overcome many 
of the technical deficiencies in current air de
fenses. Even with the effort implied by Forces 
3 and 4, we believe technical deficiencies 
would remain in defenses against SSBNs. 

- Forces 1 and 2 (Best-SAL and Moderate-No
SAt) are generally in line with past Soviet 
practices and current trends in development 
and deployment of strategic defenses. Antibal
listic missile launchers would be increased to 
100 as permitted under the ABM Treaty, 
and the current high level of effort to develop 
effective ASW systems would continue. A 
new interceptor, an overwater A WACS, a 
new SAM, and improved ground-based air 
surveillance systems would be introduced in 
the early 1980s to improve low-altitude 
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bomber defenses. These defenses would have 
improved capabilities against limited atbcks. 
They would not, however, overcome as many 
Of the dcficienccs in current strategic defenses 
~s would Forces 3 and 4. 

\Air and Missile Defenses 
I 

111.! Thus the changes in Soviet strategic air and 
missil~ defense capabilities we have projected range 
from modest improvements to very high levels of 
effort land achievement, with the exception that, 
in all 'five forces, missile defenses are limited by 

I 

the ABM Treaty. It is unlikely that the Soviets will 
signifiJantly improve their low-altitude air defense 

I 
before 1980. The most likely iinprovements we fore-
sec in 

1

1 their air surveillance and control. inter
ceptorsl and SAM .systems would have the potential 
for ovd,rcoming most of the technical deficiencies 
in their capabilities to counter low-altitude 
bombeis by 1985, but .it.might be pos.sible·for them 
to· do s~ earlier with a. very high level of effort. . . I . . . 
Assuming rapid and widespread deployment of such 
systems~ low-altitude penetration of Soviet air de
fenses By bombers will be considerably more diffi
cult by 11985 than it is today. The effectiveness of 
Soviet ~ir defenses, however, would continue to 

I 

depend ;heavily on the degradation resulting from 
ballistic \missile strikes and on the performance of 
US ECM and bomber penetration aids and tactics. 
Neither \we nor the Soviets would likely be able 
to predict these with confidence .. I . 

Defense Against SSBNs 
I 
I 

112. The future effectiveness of Soviet defenses 
·against b~llistic missile submarines will depend on 
how succ~ssful the Soviets are in detecting SSBNs 

I 
in broad 'ocean areas and in tracking them-prob-

1 

ably by t:railing--once detected. From our under-
standing ?f the technologies involved and research 
and development programs in the US and the USSR, 
we concl~de the Soviets have little potential for 
achieving 'success in either of these areas in the next 

I ten years.· 
I 

113. There arc geographic and technical con-
straints on

1

1 
Soviet deployment of a US SOSUS-type 

system. The limited ranges of acoustic and non
acoustic sJbmarine detection sensors which we be
lieve coulq be opcrationaUy deployed during the 
next ten xears would require prohibitively large 

I 
I 
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numbers of ASW platforms. Wake-detection sensors 
which might be feasible for usc in trailing would 
probably be of limited range and subject to coun
termeasures. For covert traiUng with acoustic sen
sors, the Soviets would have to overcome and sur
pass the substantial US advantage in quietness and 
passive sonar pcrfom1ancc. Moreover, improve
ments in US SSBNs and expansion of their operat- . 
ing areas \viii compound the Soviet problem of 
finding and tracking them. These judgments must 
be qualified, however, by limitations in our knowl
edgeC 

jof possible future Soviet developments. 

114. The Soviets will almost certainly continue 
to develop their. strategy and capabilities for de
tection ·of SSBNs. We do expect improvements in 
Soviet capabilities to detect and destroy SSBNs 
in confined water are;lS. We conclude, however, 
that these -improvements Will not overcome deficien
·cies irr open-ocean deteCtion and sub~arine trailing," 
and that Soviet ASW capabilities will fall short of 
being able to prevent most US submarines on· sta
tion from launching their missiles. 

D. IMPLICATIONS FOR THE STRATEGIC 
ENVIRONMENT 

Deterrence and the Balance 

115. The future Soviet forces we have projected 
represent differing. capabilities ·for waging inter
continental nuclear warfare. They also would dif
fer in their political significance, depending on 
how they were perceived by the Soviets, the US, -
and other nations. Whether the ~oviets' strategic 
capabilities would give them a psychological edge 
in a crisis would depend heavily on how perceptions 
of strategic forces in the USSR and the US af
fected the resolve of both sides and their views 
about overall military capabilities. 

116. Despite prospective improvements in their 
forces, the problems and uncertainties which the 
Soviets would face if they contemplated attacking 
the US would remain formidable for the next 
ten years: 

- The Soviets would be uncertain about the 
outcome of an attack on US Minuteman silos 
and would probably expect a considerable 
number to survive. 
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-They w~uld almost certainly consider their 
ASW for~es to be unable to locate and simul-, 
taneousl~ destroy more than a few US bal
listic missile submarines at sea. 

I 
-Under tl~e ABM Treaty their ABM defenses 

would be linsignificant. 
I 

-They wo*ld still not have high confidence in 
their ability to defend against US bombers. 

I 
-They wo~ld probably expect their civil de-

fenses to ;be able to preserve a political and 
economic \cadre and to contribute to the sur
vivability I of the Soviet Union as a national 

I • 

entity, but they would have to expect mas-
sive casu~lties, industrial destruction, and a 
breakdowry of .the economy. 

117. Under these circumstances, with the forces 
and weapons Je can forese~, it iS extremely. un
likely that duririg the next ten years the ~oviet lead
e.rs wouid· c.ome td believe· that ·either side ~uld . 
launch an attack which .woul9 prevent devastating 
retaliation. ThJs, the strategic environment will 
be characterized by continued mutual deterrence 

I 

during the period of this Estimate. Nevertheless, 
Soviet forces Jill be much stronger in several 
quantitative as~cts, such as mis~ile throw weight 
and missile RV~, even though SALT TWO limits 
would establish and preserve symmetry in total de
livery vehicles ahd MIRVed missile launchers. Fur
thermore, the lohg-standing. US qualitative superi- . 

I . 
ority · in strategic weaponry and supporting tech-
nologies will cbme under increasing challenge. 
Under the most i threatening but unlikely circum
stance of very r~pid Soviet technological advance, 
the USSR would achieve capabilities that might 
be perceived as ~iving it more strategic power. to 
back up its policies than that available to the US. 
Foreseeable Sovi~t strategic forces, however, would 

I 

not eliminate the ;tJSSR's vulnerability to retaliation. 
A crisis resolution, therefore, probably would not 
rest on the stratJgic weapons balance, but rather 
would depend o~ other factors, such as the com
parative strengths' and dispositions of US and Soviet 
conventional forcbs. 

I 

Potential fo~ Dramatic Technological Advance 
i 

118. We have again assessed Soviet R&D pro-
grams and prospects for major advances in fields 
having strategic ~pplications that might seriously 

I 

erode US retaliatory capabilities. Our assessments 
are based on our understanding of the Soviets' 
strategic research and interest in advanced con
cepts, their present and projected technological 
achievements, and their requirements for slTategic 
weapon systems. Our assessments are .. also sup· 
ported by the results of analogous US research. 

119. For many strategic missions, the develop
ment of important new weapon systems may re
quire only relatively modest advances. We found 
this to be true in the offensive area, where the 
Soviets could choose several different alternativ~ 

paths to the problem of attaining high-accuracy 
ICBMs for hard-target ldll other than by improve
ments to inertial guidance and ballistic RVs. The 
Soviets currently possess the technology to initiate 
development of a ground radio beacon navigation 
update system for ICBMs and could .in the 1980-85 
period begin ·development of precision .navigation 

. satellites or tcnnirially'- guided . maneuverabJe rc~ 
entry. vehicles (MARYs) as aft~~ative soiutiOTis to 
the accuracy problem. If the Soviets chose to do 
so they also could begin development of large, low
accuracy strategic cruise missiles prior to 1980 and 
small, highly accurate air- and sea-launched cruise 
missiles in the 1980-85 period. It is not likely that 
such developments in the offensive weapons area 
could, in and of themselves, sharply alter the stra
tegic balance. 

120. For strategic defensive problems-nation- · 
wide defense against ballistic missiles or SSBN de
tection, for example--suitable technological solu
tions do not appear imminent and, indeed, may not 
be feasible. Neverthc1ess, interest in advanced 
weapon concepts which might provide long-term 
solutions is high in the Soviet Union. Accordingly, 
we have reviewed indications of Soviet research in 
the more advanced weapon' concepts whose sudden 
appearance in the Soviet Union · would be signifi
cant. We have given particular attention· to lasers 
for use in air and missile defense and to non
acoustic systems for detecting and trailing US bal
listic missile submarines on patrol. The Soviets are 
working actively in both fields, and there are gaps 
in our knowledge of this work. However, the evi
dence on their programs, together with our ap
preciation of the inherent physical and engineering 
hurdles which must be overcome, leads us to 
rate as small the chances that in the next ten years 

""l'CS IJIJ9691H5fi I' 
57 

Jop Sec:ret 



-T-op Secret 

i 
the S~viets will be able to field operational systems 
so ndvanced that they would sharply reduce the 
US p1ptential for a retaliatory strike on the Soviet 
Union. Furthermore, in the more exotic areas, such 

I 

as pa:rticle beam weapons, we do not believe that 
theseiconcepts are far enough developed to provide 
the 9asis for effective defense a~ainst bombers, 
ballis~c missiles, or SSBNs during the period under 
consideration. 

I 

I 
121: In the coming years, however, the Soviets 

will nave a growing potential for significant and 
perhabs novel weapon developments. Soviet pro
grams1 in R&D relevant to advanced weapon sys-

1 . 

terns are both broad and intensive. and the Soviet 
hase dl applied technology is growing.C 

I 

J 
122. \Even given these uncertainties, we believe 

that th'ere are no avenues of research known to 
the Urlited States, including the application of 
lasers apd charged particle beams, that show much 
prqmis~ .of 9verturning the strategic balance .dur
ing the

1 
next decade. Nevertheless, the scope and 

vigor of Soviet research and development, particu
larly in :strategic defensive systems, bear especially 
close w~tching in the years ahead. 

I 

123~ The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelli
gence; Department of the Air Force, believes 
that the USSR is embarked on a directed-

1 • 

energy weapons research program of such mag-
nitud~ that it could liave a major if not deci
sive i~act on the strategic balance before 
1985.lL_ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I • . • ::J qveraU, this research clearly leads the 

West ir both level of effort and achievement. 
The Soviet investment to date in related di-

1 

i 

.I 
I 
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rected-cnergy facilities, construction, person
nel costs, research, and testing could well be on 
the order of 5 to 10 billion dollars. [ 

. J E~idence further 

suggests that pivotal expe~jmental develop
ment and testing in directed-energy programs 
is presently under way and should be com
pleted by the 1977-80 period. 

124. In the view of the Assistant Chief of 
Staff, Intelligence, Department of the Air 
Force, Soviet advances in directed energy must 
also be viewed in context with other significant 
investments being made by the Soviet Union 
in at least eigl1t major new ballistic missile 
programs (beyond those now being deployed); 
new aircraft and naval systems; and a strategic 

; hardening program 'conservatively estir:nated as. 
having cost the equivalent of about 23 billion 

, qollars to date·( on the basis of USAF civii 1m- . · 
gineering cost fa;;_tors). As a con.Sequence; the 
Soviets may anticipate major changes ·in ·eapa
bility which, in their perception and that of 
other world powers, would give them advan
tages against US ballistic missiles, manned air
craft, and a wide range of strategic/tactical 
land and ocean weapon systems considerably 
beyond those implied by this Estimate. 

.The Likely. Strategic ~nvironm~nl 

125. if the USSR's forces develop according to 
our best estimates, Soviet leaders can expect to 
achieve some gains relative to the US during the. 
next ten years even though their forces will fall far 
short of giving them a near retaliation-free first
strike capability. We have projected Force 1 as 
the most likely Soviet program under a SALT TWO 
agreement on the basis of current evidence and past 
Soviet practices. It represents a vigorous, highly 
competitive Soviet effort to maintain and improve 
offensive and defensive forces and is generally con
sistent with previously observed Soviet activities. 
We can interpret many aspects of the Soviet strate
gic force developments which underlie our Force 1 
projection as a prudent response to the present stra
tegic situation. Silo hardening, MIRVing, mobile 
ICBM development, and even R&D on rapidly de
ployable ABM systems can be explained in tenns of 
Soviet security needs, including needs to hedge 
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I 
against potential! :US force improvements and the 
failure of the SALT process. Some other aspects 
of what we scc--i-espccially the growing threat to 
the Minuteman force from large numbers of more 
accurate, high-yield ICBM warheads, and the vigor 
of Soviet research ',and development in strategic sys
tems--can be int~rpreted as motivated by a de
termination to achieve important strategic advan
tages over the USf 

126. Considering the history of Soviet strategic 
policy and force improvement programs, we believe 
that a program li~e Force 1 under a SALT TWO 
agreement would be intended br the Soviet leaders 
to serve the follo~ng purposes: 

- to ensure deterrence of all forms of nuclear 
attack on the I USSR; . l 

- to improve war-fighting capabilities aimed at 
the survival df the USSR as a· national. entity 

. ·should "dctcrrcnte fail; · ·\ · ·: · 
• 1.. • . . 

-to counterbal:ll1ce, using both peripheral and 
intercontinent~l forces, the combined strategic 
strengths of th1e US and its allies and of China; 

I 
i 

- to narrow or c~ose the gap between the US and 
the USSR in important weapon technologies, 
and t~ hedge ~gainst future US force improve-
ments; and ! 

I 
-to acquire strategic advantages, real or per-

·ceived; should Ius behavior permit. 
I 

I 
I 
I 

(For the views of the Assistant Chief of 
Staff, Intelligence, Department of the Air 
Force, see paragraph 21.) 

127. In the absence of a SALT TWO agreement, 
we believe that Soviet programs would be intended 
to serve much the same purposes. We woura expect 
the Soviets to build and retain strate~ic forces 
numerically superior to those of the US. The Soviets, 
however, would not expect quantitative competition 
following a SALT TWO failure to alter the stra
tegic balance. The Soviets have evidently come to 
recognize that the key to the strategic environment 
in the 1980s will lie iri tl1e qualitative aspects of 
the forces of the two sides. Their progress in this 
area will be largely independent of SALT TWO. 

. 128. The Soviet leaders will continue to regard 
strategic nuclear power as central to their national 
aspirations .. They do·. not readi~y recognize that 
· pr·ograms tlley ·decn1 essentiaJ ~to their· security :Can 
· easily be. rca~ .as threatening ··to the ys d·~terrerit,. 
· warranting a countervailing US response. By the 
same token, they tend to assess US developments, 
including certain features of the US programed 
force, as deliberately tllreatening. In the coming 
years, even under a SALT TWO agreement, uncer
tainties faced by each side in assessing the capa
bilities of the other's future forces, particularly 
their qualitative characteristics, will tend to aggra
vate more fundamental concerns about the adver
s~r/s· strategic objectives. 
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INTERAGENCY REPORTS AND MEMORANDUMS RELEVANT TO 
NIE 11-3/8-75 

1 Prospects for Determining Accuracies of Soviet Strategic Ballistic Missiles 
(Guided Missile and Astronautics Intelligence Committee), June 1974 

Annex C: The Problem of Fratricide, NIE 11-3/8-74, Soviet Forces for Inter
continental Conflict Through 1985, Volume III, The Annexes, 20 December 
1974 . . 

I Assessment of Soviet SS-N-8/D-Class SSBN System. Accuracy '(Guided Missile 
· .. and Astron.au~cs Intelligen<;e ~ommittee ) .• November .~975 

Capabilities. an( P~tential 'E~·ploymeilt ~f the Backfire Force { Acl.. Hoc .Inte;~ ., · 
agency Croup), July 1974 

Soviet Approaches to Defense Against Ballistic Missile Submarines and Prospects 
for Success (Ad Hoc Interagency Croup), forthcoming · 

\Prospects for Improvement in Soviet Low-Altitude Air Defenses (Ad Hoc Inter-
! agency Croup), forthcoming 
! 

1 Soviet Capabilities to Develop Strategic Laser Systems (Ad Hoc Interagency 
; Croup), February 1975 

:soviet Dependence on Space Systems (Ad Hoc Interagency Croup), 'forthooming 
I 

I 
Concealment and Deception in Soviet Strategic Programs (Ad Hoc Interagency 
\ Group), September 1975 
I 
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