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SCOPE NOTE

This Estimate projects foreign reactions to modernization of US
strategic nuclear offensive forces. We have also estimated possible
programmatie, techniecal, and operational changes the Soviets might
make in their forces and have analyzed how US strategic force
improvements would affect their capabilities to perform some of the
strategic missions called for by Soviet strategy.! The Estimate does not
assess how the Soviets would perceive the effect of US strategic force
improvements on US war-fighting capabilities—on military manpower,
.mobilization capability, and ability of the United States to fight a long .
war. Furthermore, it should be noted that this Estimate assumes the
absence of arms control constraints on strategic force developments
after mid-1982 or early 1983,

Our assumptions about US force improvements may not accord
exactly with final US planning, but the force mix and system character-
istics described below and the dates given for initial operational .
capability (IOC) are sufficiently representative of the US options under
consideration to permit us to forecast the nature of foreign political and
Soviet military responses:

Systems 10C

ICBMs—~Deployment options:
a. Retain Minuteman;
100 to 200 MXs in new, long-endurance aircraft  early 1990s
b. Retain Minuteman;

100 to 200 ?cw 1GBM5 in snperhard silos

MX - mid-1980s
Commaon missile {(assumed to be the D-5} late 1980s
c. Retain Minuteman;
200 MXs in 4,600 shelters or mid-1980s
100 MXs in 1,000 shelters : mid-1980s
<. Upgrade Minuteman HI; mid-1950s
100 common missiles (assumed to be D-3) in
superhard silos late 1980s

t For an alternative view of the Direcior, Defense Intelligence Agency, and the Sentor Intalligence
Officers of the military services regarding the inclution of net assexsment analyses in national
tntelligence estimates, see paragraph 14.

p———
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Syslems' I0C
Antiballistie Missiles~Deploy ABMs to defend .
ICBMs in silos or shelters late 1980s
SLBMs-—Deploy D-5s on Trident submarines late 1980s
Bombers—Deploy:
100 or more B-1 bombers mid-1980s
Advanced strategic bombers late 1980s/
early 1900s

Cruise Missiles-—Deploy more long-range strategic
eruise missiles than currently programed on:

Aircraft early 1980s
Submarines before 1085
Surface ships before 1085
Land-mobile launchers mid-1980s




KEY JUDGMENTS

Recent trends in most of the measures of strategic nuclear power
have favored the Soviets and have improved their capabilities to carry
out the stralegic missions envisioned by their strategy. A continuation of

these trends would give the Soviets greater confidence in the war-

fighting potential of their forces. Nevertheless, they would still be
unable to prevent massive damage to the USSR from a large-scale US
retaliatory nuclear attack. Modernization of US strategic forces will
further increase the Soviets’ uncertainties about their abihtv to carry out
some of the missions of their strategic forces.

Soviet Potential for Strategic Force Improvement

The Soviets have anticipated new US strategic systems for more
than a decade, and have almost certainly considered them in their
current programs for improving all elements of their strategic forces.
Consequently, any reaction to US strategic force improvernents that
would affect Soviel forces during the 1980s probably would involve
adjustments rather than major changes in existing programs. They have
at least 70 strategic and space systems under development, and some 40
military design bureaus with the capacity to deveiop about 200 systems
in a 10-year period.

The Soviets also have a growing number of military technologies to
draw upon—in guidance and navigation, microelectronics, computers,
signal processing, and space technologies. New weapons and command
and control and surveillance svstems that eould be deployed in the late
198us and 1990s would improve Soviet capabilities for attacking mobile
land, sea, and airborne weapon carriers, and could overcome some
weaknesses in Soviet low-altitude air defenses, ballistic missile defenses,
and defenses against submarines.

Implications for Soviet Capabilities

Primary Soviet concerns about any US strategic force improve-
ments will be the extent to which they could impede or prevent the
forces of the USSR from performing their missions during the intercon-
tinental phase of a nuclear war,




Tm_mwi
To Launch Counterforce Strikes:

— Soviet forces would retain the potential, through technical
improvements in their ICBMs, to destroy most US missiles in
stlos and shelters under any of the assumed US deployment
options, although the Soviets would not be confident of achiev-
ing this result. The number of weapons they would require to
attack US ICBMs would vary greatly depending on the US
basing option assumed. By deployment of more MIRVs on their
ICBMs the Soviets could keep pace with US construction of
shelters for the MX.z

- ABM defenses of US ICBMs would increase Soviet uncertainties
about the success of a counterforce attack, but could be
overcome by Soviet deployment of more ICBM ~weapons or
maneuvering reentry vehicles.

- Destroying ICBMs on long-endurance aireraft would present
major difficulties for the Soviets, but appears technically feasi-
ble in the 1990s.

- Neutralizing ballistic missile submarines on patroi will remain
beyond Soviet capabilities for the foreseeable future.

— The great difficulty of destroying new US bombers and cruise
missiles in flight would give the Soviets more incentive to attack
US strategic aircraft on-the ground. However, they could not
optimize a counterfocce attack by SLBMs against US bomber
bases and by ICBMs against US missile silos, because of the
difference in {light times of Soviet ICBMs and SLBMs,

In sum, the deployment of ICBMs will complicate and make less likely
a Soviet attempt to eliminate US strategic forces in a counterforee first
strike. It is the combined effect of US deployment of ICBMs, SLBMs,-
bombers, and cruise missiles that makes Soviet prospects for a successful
attack very unpromising.

To Survive a Large-Scale Nuclear Attack: Any of the assumed
US ICBM deployment options will have improved capabilities against
Soviet silo-based ICBMs. We believe that the Soviets have anticipated
this threat and, to improve. the survivability of their offensive forces,
they have programs that would enable them te:

— Further harden their silo-based ICBM ]aunchers This is unlike-
ly to be the sole measure they would take.

-3 For an allernctive view of the Dirgctor, Defente !nlell{gﬂnce Agency, and the Senior Intelligence -

Officers of the military-services regarding the tnclusion of net assersment analyaes in national
intelligence estimales, see paragraph 4.
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- Deploy land-mobile ICBMs in the mid-to-late 1980s,

— Deploy new aerodynamic systems—strategic aircraft and cruise
missiles. _
— Increase depleyment of SLBMs.

« Deploy ABMs for defense of their ICBM complexes by the late
1980s.

— Improve their capabilities to launch a substantial portion of
their [CBM {orce on tactical warning.

To Substantially Limit Damage to the USSR; Soviet air defenses
will face a qualitatively different threat, increasing in size and expand-
ing in potential attack routes as ;S modernization proceeds with
deployment of ALCMs, GLCMs, SI1.CMs, and the B-1 bomber.

— Improvements in Soviet low-altitude air defenszs will make low-
R altitude penetration of the USSR by todav's bombers more
difficult by the mid-1980s. :

— The overall capabilities of Soviet low-aititude defenses against a
combined attack by cruise missiles and penetrating bombers
armed with short-range attack missiles will remain limited
during the next 10 years and possibly in the 1990s.

Economic Implications

The Soviets already have under way costly research, development,
and deployment programs for strategic systems. Even if the Soviets
accelerated these programs during the 1980s, the impact on their overall
military spending would probably be muted because the USSR’s defense
. effort is so large. Operating and investment costs for strategic forces
account for only about one-fifth of total Soviet military expenditures.
Moreover; the short-term impact on the economy would probably rot
be significant, since resources for strategic programs are, for the most
' part, highly specialized and not readily transferable to areas of the

USSR's most serious economic weaknesses.

Arms Control Implications

Most US strategic force improvements were probably anticipated
by the Soviets at the time the SALT II Treaty was signed. They may not
have expected deployment of ICBMs in long-endurance aircraft or the
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prospect of US programs requiring revision or abrogation of the ABM
Treaty. The Soviets would regard the US strategic force improvements as
requiring some adjustments in their forces but they would note that the US
programs would not necessarily contravene the fundamental provisions of
SALT II and the Inlerim Agrecmenl. As we concluded in previous
estimates, the Soviets will scek to slow or halt US and NATO force
modernization through a combination of threats, inducements, and arms
negotiations, while trying to maximize prospects for a continuation of
strategic trends favorable to them. The new US strategic programs could
give the Soviets more incentive to achieve an arms limitation agreement.

Foreign Perceptions

US strategic programs to modernize bomber and missile [orces
along the lines we have assumed will:

— Enhance waorld perceptions of American power and determina-
tion to thwart aggressive Soviet ambitions, but produce concern
aboul successive new rounds of weapons development by the
USSR and the United States. ‘

— Cause Soviet leaders to view the United States as a more
determined adversary.

~— Be welcomed by most West European leaders as indicating US
1esolve to meet the Soviet challenge. The Buropeans will want
assurances, however, of continued US commitment to European
security and of US willingness to negotiate strategic arms
limitation agreements. There is an alternative view that, while
some segments of West European opinion may consider that US
strategic force impraovements should be accompanied by simul-
‘tancous strategic arirs control efforts, most US Allies will
weleome improvements in US land-based strategic forces as
reinforcing the US nuclear guarantee to NATO Europe and as a
US effort not to divorce nuclear force improvements in the
United States from those in Eurone. Additionally, the holders of
this view note that most European leaders are primarily con-
cerned with TNF and related negotiations, not SALT.?

These reactions are generally independent of the specific deployment
options chosen by the United States. However, both the West Europeans
and the Chinese would be sensitive to US policy changes that woild un-
dermine their strategic nuclear capabilities against the USSR, especially
a revision or abrogation of the ABM Treaty. '

S The holders of this virw are the Director, Defense Intelligence Agency, and the Senior Intelligence
Offirers of the military services,




DISCUSSION

l. SOVIET POTENTIAL TO RESPOND TO NEW
US PROGRAMS

1, The Soviets evaluate US§ strategle foree improve-
ments as part of the larger question of how the overall
US defense posture and force developments will affect
the USSR’s polential to carty out its global foreign
policy objectives. In this context, modernization of US
strategic forces will increase the Soviets' uncertainties
about their ability to carry out some of the missions of
strategic forces called for by their strategy. However,
the US strategic force improvements wiil be subject to
countermeasures awd, for the most part, will not be
surprising 1o the Soviets, Any reaction by the Soviels
affecting their forces during the 1980s probably wonld
involve adjustments rather than major changes in
existing programs. For the longer term. we helieve the
Soviets have the technological potentisl to develop
new systems that would give them greater confidence
in carrying out the missions of their strategic [orees.

2, Most of the US strategic force improvements
were probably anticipaled by the Soviets al the Ume

the SALT 11 Treaty was signedd. Potential US programs -

that may nol have figured prominently in Soviet
defense planning include ABM deployments requiring
revision or abrogation of the ABM Treaty, deployment
of additional silo launchers for 1GBMs, and deploy-
ment of the MX ICBM in a long-endurance aireraft.
Potential US programs which the Soviets should have
anticipated include deployment of the MX ICBM and

_the D-5 SLBM, modernization of the US bomber
force, and deployment of more long-range cruise
missiles on fixed and mohile platforms.

Objectives

3. Whatever the nature of US strategic foree im-
- provements, their primary coneern will he the extent
to which US force modernization could imerfere with
or. prevent the USSR from carrying oul strategic
missions during the intercontinental phase of a nuclear
war, We therefore conclude that, regardless of the

changes in US programs, the Soviets will continue their
efforts to acquire and maintain strategic forees that
woithd have the capahility to:

— Launch crippling counterforee strikes.
— Survive large-scale nuclear altack.

— Be cmployed flexibly against a wide range of
targels. ‘

— Substantially limit damage to the USSR,

4, The Soviets have made considerable progress
toward achieving these capabilities, but recognize that
the currenml US-Soviet stralegic relationship remains
one of mutual vulnerahility. They would prefer a
situation in which US nuclear potential could be
neutralized by Soviet possession of capabilities to fight
and “win” a nuelear war with the United States. At a
minimum, they probably expeet to maintain sirategic
nuclear capabilities that woald permit them vigorously
to pursuc their foreign policy oblectives by other
means without risk of a US nuclear response.

Present Deployment and Development Programs

8. The Soviets have already achieved strategic nu-
clear capabilitics that are widely perceived to be at
least enual 1o those of the United States. Over the past

10 years the ostimated cumulalive dollar costs of

Soviet forees for intercontinental attack (less research,
developinest, test, and evaluation) exceeded enmpara-

ble US outlays by 55 percent. Dollar costs of Sovieat

strategic defense over the same penod were 10 times
comparable US outlays.® They have deployment and
rescarch and development programs to improve all

Sawint dollar costs represent what it would cost, using prevailing
US prices and wages, to produce and operate Soviet strategic lorces
in the United States. All costs are ameasurad in outlay terms and in
ronstant 1080 dollare. Rosearch, development, test, and evaloation
rosts nre exeluded. Dollar costs do not measure actua) Soviet defense
spending, the impact of defense on the cconomy, or the Soviet
pereeption of defense activities, These issues are more appropriately
analyzed with ruble expenditute estimates. Dollar costs ate used o
cumpare the inagnitude of U8 and Soviet defense activities.




elements of their strategic forces. We estimate that the
some 40 Soviet military design burcaus have the
capacity to develop well over 200 new or modemized
military and space sysiems during a 10-vear peciod. Of
. about 150 development programs on which we have
evidence, sorae 40 are space systems and about 30 are
for strategic weapons and other supporting systems.
Additionally, the Soviets have several laser develop-
ment programs under way. Figure | depicts the
development schedules for selected neve or modern-
ized systems, some of which are almost certainly
applicable to possible US force improvements.

6. In addition to conveying the magnitude of Soviet
research and development programs, figure 1 shows
the long leadtimes between the design decision and
deployment of weapon systems. However, most of the
new systerns under consideration by the United States
would not begin to enter the operational force until
the latter half of the 1980s, giving the Soviets some

time to adjust before US systems could be fielded.

Potential in Key Areas of Technology

7. The Soviets' research efforts have provided them
with an increasing number of military technologies on
which to draw for new strategic weapons and support-
ing systems based on innovative applications of cur-
rent technology or on advanced technologies. The
most important technolegical applications in new sys-
tems that could be deployed in the late 1980s or 19905
are in the following arcas:

— Guidance and Navigation: For improved acou-
racy of ICBMs, SLBMs, and cruise missiles,
evader MaRVs, and long-range antiaircraft hom-
ing missiles.

— Microelectronics and Compulers: For ad-
vanced command, control, and communications
(particularly for air defense) for ASW, and for
computers for MaRVs and terminal homing
systems.

— Signal Processing: For loakdown/shootdown-
capable interceptors, airharne warning and con-
trol systems, altborne and spacehorne reconnais-
sance and atiack warning and tracking systems,
submarine detection systems, and data Tusion
systems for global surveillance.

— Space Technologies: For space-hased weapons
and military support systems.

8, Tahle 1 lists selected Soviet technologies applica-
ble to future systems, the stralegic missions to which
such systems would contribute, and when the technol-
ogy applicable Lo given systems could be available. In
sum, the table indicates that there are few technologl-
cal limitations on Soviet potential to develop systems
that would {mprove the USSR's capahility to carry out
the missions of its strategic forces. New weapons and
command and control and surveillance systems that
coutd he deplayed in the laie 1980s and 1990z would
improve Soviet capahilities for attacking mobile land,
sea, and airborne weapon carrlers, and could over-
come some weaknesses in Soviet low-altitude air de-
fenses, ballistic missile defenses, and defenses against
submarines. The Soviets ability to develop and pro-
duce operationally reliable systems based on advanced
technologies is another matter. They will probably
continue a conservative approach, making incremental
improvements in most new or modified systems,
avoiding high technological risks. However, if [aced
with a serious threat or the prospects of making a -
significant gain over the United States, the USSR
would vigorously pursue developments that press the
state of the art in advanced technologies.

Economic Potential

9. Completion by the Soviets of the research, devel-
opment, and deployment programs on which we have
evidence will be costly. If the Soviets increased their
efforts in the strategic area during the 1980s as implied
by this Estimate, additional spending, If any, would
occur mainly after the mid-1980s. Opportunities for
near-term production increases could well be limited.
By initiating expansion of production capacity at key
fucilitios in the near term, they could begin producing
during the lfate 1980s.. The impact of added develop-
ment and prodiction for projected strategie systems on
averall Soviet military spending would probably be
muted because operating and investment spending for
strategic forces accounts for only about one-fifth of
total military expenditures. Moreover, the shart-term
impaet an the economy would probably not be signifi-
cant, particularly because resources for strategic pro-
grams are for the most part highly specialized and not
readlily transferable to areas of the USSR's most serious
economic weaknesses.

—Fop-Secrat—




e

—’Fup—&vcrvl-|

Figure 1

Selected New and Modernized Soviet Strategic and Support Syslemq

Projected Systems and Estimuied Development Scheduter 1971 ) 88 91
(Not all systems will necessarily reach deployment.) [T | LA L | ™
TCBMs, MR/IRBMS

Small Solid 1ICBM

Néw Madium. Sizo Solid ICBM
Improved §5-18

Improved $8.19

Experimental MaRY

SLUMs

S8-NX-20

Improved S5S8-N-8/18
Improved §5-NX-20

2nd Improvod SS-N-8/1R

Acrodynamic Systems

Long-Range Cruise Missile—SLCM
Long-Ranée Cruisa Missila—ALCM
Long-Ranga Bomber and/or Wide-Body Cruise Missile Carrier

Batlisttc Missile Defense

New ABM System

New Large Phased-Array Radar {Moscow)
- High-Energy Laser-Ground Based

Air Defense

SA-10 SAM

SA-X-11 SAM

SA-X-12 BAM

Anti-Tactical Ballistic Missile
Sukhoy Intercapior

Mikoyan Interceptor

Moditied MIG- 25 Intercoptor
Airborne Warning and Conirol Aircralt
Aircraft With Laser Weapan®
Short-Range Laser-Ground Based

. Spacc Systems
Improved ICBM Launch Datectan
Improved Photoresonnaissance
Now ELINT Systams~High Altitude
Three Communications Notworks

ASAT -Improved Orbilal Intarceptor
Experimental Satellite Armed With Short-Range Missiled

Experimental High-Encrgy Lasar~Space Based

Fop-Secrat 7
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10. But Soviet leaders are concerned about trends in
the overall US defense budgel, not merely about
expenditures for steategic force modernization. Qver
the past few months, Soviel offlcials in public and
private statements have attempted to comnunicate to
the US Government both Moscow's cencern over a US
military buildup and Saviet determination o counter
an expanding American defense offort, including new
US strategic programs. There are differing views in
the Intelligence Community about whether these
statements are ;)rimilrlly propagamnda or are serious

statements of Soviet inh-nt.|

11, The Soviets already have a lurge and growing
defense effort which has included inereasing resource
commitments to all of the military services and mis-
sions {see figure 2} In 1979 defense began taking an
increasing share of Soviet GNP, Since then, defense
expenditures have grown at an annual rate of about 4
percent while the rate of growth of GNP has been less
than 2 percent.® On the basis of current military
activity—the number of weapon systems in produe-
tion, weapon development programs, and trends in
capital expansion in the defense industries—we expect
that Soviet defense spending will continue to grow at
about 4 percent at least through 1985. If economic
growth continues to decline, the defense share of GNP
would amount to ahout 15 percent in 1985, Maintain-
ing this rate of growth in defense spending will
confront Soviet leaders with increasingly difficult eco-
nomic choices.

12. An even greater Soviet military effort would

. cause the annual increase in defense spending to go
above the historical rate of 4 percent during the mid-
to-late 1980s and reduce investmment resources for
civilian sectors of the ecanamy in the 1981-85 pericd.
Cutbacks in consumer gonds and services could have
two unpalatable consequences: a worsening of already
poor prospects for improving labar productivity and
an increase in worker discontent. Giver these possibilis
ties, there will be pressures to allocate a greater share
of output to consumption in the 1980s, but we believe

* These rates of growth and cconomic burden are caleulated in
ennstant 1970 ruble prices. A major priee relorm is occurring in the
Soviet Union at present, but it Is not chour what offect this change
will have on_our calenlations of the share of GNP (or defense,

]

Figure 2
Soviet Defense Expenditures
as Percent of GNP

Billions ol 1970 rublos

Stratagic
Foroaan

H Purpose
Farcog®

Support
Forcas®

Research,
Davelopment,
B Tust,and
Evahsibion

Other

1880

1985

1975
. (Projected}

ASnviat shaleqic, genaral purpose, and suppon forcas are delingd in
accardanes with tha quidniines in the Cedenae Planning and Programing
Categones (DPPO inauedd by Ihe US Department nl Defpase. The Savieis
da pat recessanly smploy these aame dolimbans o Mtuctotng (heme
dutenan achviies

the Soviets wonld not do so at the expense of what they
regard as essential security needs. In this situation, we
helieve the Soviets would continue short-term ceonom-
ie: fixes, make patriotic appeals and, if necessary, adopt
repressive teasures 10 ensire the growth of their
defense effort while maintaining domestic eontrel.

Il. SOVIET MILITARY CAPABILITIES 1O
COUNTER US STRATEGIC FORCE
IMPROVEMENTS

18, This section addresses the Soviets' present and
potential capabilities to perform their strategic mis-
sions, taking into aecount possible US strategic force
improvements. We exainine Soviet capabilities to neu-
tralize US nuclear clelivery means, to maintain the
survivability of Soviet strategic forces, and to limit

" damage to the USSR,

8
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Table 1

Selected Soviet Technologies Applicable to Fulure
Strategic Missions







Table 1

Sclected Soviet Technologles Applicable to Futire
Strategie Missions (Continued)
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Selected Soviet Technologies Applicable 1o Frture -
Strategic Missions (Continued) ‘
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Table 1

Selected Soviet Technologies Applicable to Future
Strategic Missions (Conlinued)
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14. There is an alternative view that the display of
US forces, the computer simulation of Soviet attacks to
destroy US strategic nuclear forces, and the caleulation
of US capabilities to destroy Soviet strategic nuclear
forces comprise a net assessmenl and shoukl not
appear in a national intelligence estimate. Assessment
of the effectiveness of planned US developments in the
face of potential Soviet force improvements is a
funetion intelligence should not undertake in isolation,

The holders of this view believe that such net assess

ments of ferces shoukd be produced as a collaborative
effort of the Intelligence Comnunity and the Depart-
ment of Defense (OSD/JCS), and shondd be published
under the auspices of the Secretary of Delense and the
Director of Central Intelligence, with very limited
distribution. Such net assessmoents should include an
accounting of substantially more operational factors
and uncertainties such as the offect of defensive
weapons, connectivity of communications, attack as-
sumptions, foree status assamptions, and operational
objectives and tactics.*

15. Table 2 lists improvements the Soviets could
make in their present forces and supporting systems,
many of which we have already projected as likely, o
counter new US strategic programs.

Neutralization of US Nuclear Delivery Means

US ICBMs in Silos and Shelters

‘16, The Soviets already have weapon programs and
deployment options that conld make prospective land-
based US 1CBM forees highly sulnerable if they are to
ride out an attack. Our ealeadations indicate thal
Soviet forces will retain the potential to destroy most
of the land-hased US [CBM force under all assumed
US deployment options, althongh the option selected
will affect substantially the number of Soviet weapons
required for the altack, We do nol believe that a
Soviel planner would lave high confidence in the
outcome of such an attuck, however, because of
operational uncertaintios and the prospeel that the
United States would launeh undt?r attack,

© The holdets of this ciew are the Director, Defense intefligraee
. Agency, and the Senior Intelligenes Officers of the military
services.

17. Our estimates of the Soviets’ capability to de-
stroy IGBMSs prior to launch are derived from comput-
er simulations of an attack by the most capable Soviet
ICBMs against US missiles in silos and shelters. In
making our estimales we use:

— Draft basoline force projections—10,000 1CBM
RVs in 199]—prepared for NIE 11-3/8-81 {(not
yet coordinated within the Intelligence Com-
munity).”

— Best single-valne estimates of the characteristics
and performance of Soviet 1ICBMs. Qur caleula-
tions also account for the uncerlainty in our
estimates of JCBM accuracy, reliability, and
warhead yield.

— Fstimates of the weapon cffects -overpressure
level and duration—rtequired to inflict severe
damage on a Minuteman silo,

18, Tn calculating Soviet capabilitics 1o destroy US

ICRMs in silos and shelters we make a number of

simplifying assumntions, common to analyses of Sovicl
counterforee pateatial. For example, we assume that:
(a) Soviet forees are on Tull aiert, (b) they receive the
launeh order and attack ail US ICBMs in a single
wave, (¢) Soviet weapons detonate al optimum height
of burst to maximize target damage, and {d} US 1CBMs
ride out the Soviel attack, There are also nonquantifia-
ble uncertainties associated with any analysis of Soviet
counterforee capabilities. Among them are whether
Soviet weapon deployments will proceed as we have
projected, and how the Soviets wonld actually employ

their forees under eircumstances extant at the lime of |

an attack. Alernative assumptions and attack scenar-
ios wonld, of course, yield different results,

19. The analyses below are nol, therefore, forecasts -

of haw the Saviets would actnally employ their forees.

T Altertative Savier foree profections for this vear’s NIE and the
projections i NEE 1LA/8-R0 contaby dilferent nombers of hard-
turget-canable [CBN RVs in 1990, ranging from 55600 under SALT
1 limits t some 110 in the No-SALT foree in bast year's NIE,
The alternative projeetions wonkd not alter significantly the teends
depicted in this estimate of Soviet camabilities to destroy US 1CBMs
i silos and shelters, However, the 5800 RVs projected in the Soviet
SALT H-limited [ores in N VD8R0 woer ld be Iosifficient to
altack the 1,000 Minuterman silos and 4,600 shelters assumed o this
estimate. Also, depending on the prajections, there wanld be varying
nuithers of Soviet RYs remaining for nther targeting reqguicements,




They depict only expected values of surviving ICBMs  weapon per silo, our best estimate is that some 400
under a set of reasonable assumptions, using a 80  Minuteman sllos could survive, with a range of uncer-
percent confidence interval for weapon system param-  taintyof [ burviving silos.

eters with quantifiable uncertainties. The results ave
indicators of trends and of relative potential implied
by alternative force postures; they do not provide
accurate predictions of the absolute number of ICBMs
that would survive counterforce attacks.

21. We have also assessed Soviet potential to destroy
alternative US ICBM deployments, assuming two-on-
one silo and one-on-one shelter targeting (see figure 3),
The resuits for 1891 are summarized in table 3.

-~ The new missiles would still be as vulnerable as

20. We esti . \
e estimate that today, using two weapons per Minuteman ICBMs|

silo to compound the probability of damage, the

curcent Soviet .ICBM force has the poten‘t al t'n destroy believe Soviet 1ICBMs will achieve by the late

all but approximately 200 Minuteman silos in a well- 080s

executed first-strike attack. Taking the above uncer- 1960

tainties into account, we estimate that — Although our analysis shows that a few more RVs
Minuteman silos could survive—that would survive if deploved in shelters rather than

is, escape severe damage. If the Soviets used nne " in silos, the uncertainties attendant with these

because of the high accuracies that we

Figure 3
Estimated Soviet Capability To Attack
US ICBM Forces, 1981-91

2-on-1 Silo and 1-on-1 Shelter Tazgeting
Surviving US ICBM RvYs
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Nole: For an alternative view of the Deector. Delense Inlnlhgenced Ageney, and Lhn £5,000 MM ¢ 160 MX ICGAMS 10 1,000 Shelita
Senior Inteligence Olficers of tha miblary semvices regarding the ineluson of nel d 1,000 MM + 200 MX i1 Stlos

assessment analyses in nahonal mteihgense estumtes, see paragraph 14, f1,000 MM + 200 MX in 4,600 Shalises
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Table 2

Improvements to Present Soviet Strategic Forces and Subsyslcms
Applicable to US Force Initiatives

Soviel Improvements

US Initiatives Programmalic Technologices) : Operational
MX 1CBMs {irrespective of ~—5ilo hardening —lmproved accuracy for SLOM: and mobile —Improvement in launch-on-actical-warning
* deployment mode) —Mabile ICBMs ICBM5 —Perfection of sanctuary deployment of SSANs
- —More SSBNs —Hard-noint ABM
—ARM defense

MX in multiple protective
shelters

MX in Minuteman silns

ARMs protecting MX in silos

Trident submarines (with D-5
SLBMs)

A
MX in long-endurance aircraft

B-| hombers witl, SRAMs;
crufse’ missile carriers

Long-range craise missiles

Submarines carrying SLOCMs

Surface ships carrying SLCMs

Mobile launchers for GLCMs

~More hard-target-capahle
weapons

~Little or no change

—More hard-target-capable
weapons

—More S8Ns

—More ASW alrcraft and sur-
face platforms with
improved sensors

~SLBM and SL.CM to strike at
bases

—Littte or no change hevond
those aleeady projected
—Systems for forward defense

—More SAMs for terminal
defense

—Systems for forward defense
such as long: range interceptor

—More ASW platfarms and
sensors

—Mare naval patrol and attack
aireraft

~Mpre maritime reconnaissance
and intelligence assets

—Strike and reconnaissance
tactical systems

—Inereased 1CBM Fractionation

we{mproved aceuracy and vield

—Purther developmenl of penotration aldy
and MaRVs : '

~—Inereased ICBM fractionation.

—tlard-targel capability for SLBMs

~Submarine quieting

—Development of mote sensitive acoustic
and nonacoustic detection sensors

~lmproved signal processing

~Development of depressc-teajectory SIAM

—Development of low-radar-cross-section
and “smart” SLCMs

~=Subrmarine quieting )

—Surveillance satellites to locaté
long-endurance aircraft ta flight

.-F.C(ZM responsive to B-I ECM suite

—"Smart” long-range air-to-air missiles

—Surveillance satellite (agalnst cruise missile
carriers)

—Directed-cnergy weapons

—Automation of command, contral, and commu-
nieation intercept controd

- [Data systems lor remate vectoring

—Fustng options for SAMs thombers or cruiu-
missiles)

—Improved sianal processing

—Long-range aii-to-air missiles

~—Submarine quieting

—Development of more sensitive acoustic and
nonacoustic detection sensors

—Improvement of signal processing

wa]mproved antiship ASMs
—Long-range fighters for carriers
—~Improved RORSAT

—Near-real-time surveillance systems
—"Smart"” weapans for conventional strike

—Perfection of employment tacties

-Peefection of 3-on-| attack

~Develapmant of tactles for nse of penetration
alds
~Development of tactics for AIM saturatlon

—Perfection of overt tral] tactics
~Increase attack submarine deployment

—SSOBN patrols closer to US

~Procedures to destroy aircraft after launch

—~Development procedures to track MX-carrying
atrcraft

~Improvement of forward defense operations
and planning to destray slert force ut bases or
alter launch -

—Perfection of forward defense operations
~Dense terminal ground defense

—Perlection of remote vectoring of interceptors
—AWACS intorcepd control

—Integration of tactical and strategic air defenses

~—Cancentration of naval deployments in
fikely launch areas
—Petfection of overt trall tactics

—Perfection of reconnaissance-strike
procedures

—Increased surveillance of deplayment sreas

—=Agent targeting

—Periection of commanda and tactical system
strikes
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Table 3

" Estimated Soviet Potenlial in 1991
To Destroy Alternative US ICBM Deployments *

Approatmate Number of Surviving US ICBM BVs
(Assuming 2-on-1 $ilo znd l-on-1 Shelter Targeting)

. |

Assumed US Force Best Estimate
MINeman slone ..o 40
Minuteman plus

100 commaon missiles in Liios. 60

200MX in] KOS e 150
Minuteman plus

100 MX in 1,000 shelters .....ooverecrncnns 150

200 MX in 4,600 shelters ..o 215

s For an alternative view of the Directar, Defense !me"l.gr-ncr Ageney, and the Senior Intelligence
Offtcers of the military servicer regarding the incluston of net assessment analyses tn nattonal

intelligence estimates, see paragraph 14.

calculations suggest that Soviet potential against
the MX would be about the same for either
basing mode.

These figures characterize only the consequences of a
simulated attack by Soviet ICBM forces on US ICBM
forces and, therefore, do not represent potential coun-
terforce capabilities that would reside in the SLBMs,
bombers, or cruise missiles of either side.

22. The US basing options would affect substantial-
ly the number of remaining Soviet ICBM weapons
following an attack on US missile silos and shelters,
Out of the approximately 10,000 Soviet [CBM RVs in
the force proiection vused in the estimate for 1991,
some 7,600 RVs would remain after an attack against
the Minuternan and 200 new silos, as opposed lo some
3,400 remalning after an attack against the Minute-
man force plus 4,600 shelters. In either case, we

believe the Soviets would have sufficient offensive.

nuclear forces remaining after an attack against US
ICBMs to undertake other missions against US targets,
even if the Soviets did not deploy more weapons—as
we believe they would—to counter a large US shelter
system. We estimate that a comprehensive attack
against other US military targets, as well as govern-
ment and military-economic targets. would require
about 2,000 additional 1TCBM warheads.

23. ABM Defenses of US ICBMs. We are unable
to quantify the potential of Snviet forces deployed
against an ABM defense of US ICBMs. We believe the

Soviets have the resources and technical capability to’

overcome an ABM defense by some combination of
saturation of the defense with ICBM RVs; use of
penetration aids, chaff, and decoys; or employment of
maneuvering RVs to evade ABM interceptors, Howev-
er, deployment of missile defenses would compound
the Soviets’ difficulties in planning a counterforce
attack and would increase their uncertainties about
whether it could be carried out successfully. On the
other hand, the net effect of an ABM defense of US
ECBMs would have to take into account the additional
US weapons required to overcome any ballistic missile
defenses the Soviets might deploy.

24, US Laupch-Under-Attack. The Soviets have
credited the United States with the capability to
launch ICBMs before the arrival of Soviet weapons.
Furthermore, they probably do not have high confi-
dence in their present capabilities to destrey the entire
US warning apparatus, to prevent communication of
the Jaunch order, or to employ SLBMs or othar means
to “pin down” US ICBMs unti] Soviet ICBMs arrived.
Future Soviet forces would have better capabilities-to
employ some of these tactics, but Soviet defense
planners will continue to confront numerous technical
uncertainties associated with launch-under-attack.
Moreover, they would probably alse bhe uncertain
about whether the United States would initiate a

nuclear attack in reaction to Soviet interference with -

its warning or launch execution facilitics.




Long-Endurance MX-.Currying Aireraft

25, We conchude that it would be diffieult for the
Soviets 1o develop the means and operational teh-
niques to be confident that they could detect, target,
mull dostroy MX-carryimg aireraft (MXCA) on airborne
alert. Cotmtering these ajrersfu in the 1990s appenrs
technically feasihle, however, and we believe the
Soviets would make substantial efforts 10 de so. To
counter an MX foree kunched from long-enduranes
aircralt, the Soviets wonld have 1o perforn o sequenee
of tasks similar in kind, but not in difficulty, 1o those
associated with antisubmarine warfare: detection, lo-
calization, and targeting of the MXCA, ane Jelivery of
A wWeapon or weapans against il.

26. Detection and Localization. As [ew as 10
specially designed space-based radars niight be able to
discriminate the MXCA from other aireraft aml pro-

vide near-real-time position information for targeting’

purposes. The Soviets shonld have the technology to
enable them to deploy these types of radars by the
mid-1990s. The Soviets conld obain some wseful data
for detection and localization by means other than a
space-bused radur, such as over-the-horizon radars,
long-endurance surveillance aireraft. forwurd-hused
.-\W.'\CS aireraft, intelligence collection ships, surface
combatants, and auxiliary ships.

27. Targeting and Destruction. \Weapons delivery
would he complivated by keeping o large portion of
this foree an airborne alert,

— Our analysis shows that if the Seviets attacked
the aithorne Toree ngime [CEMs—more than 20
minutes flisht time From their tirgots—a sisnple
harrage attnck could require an enoemous vum-
ber nf warhewds, dependingg on the time hetween
lust detection of the treert and weapon delivery.
The Soviets could prrsue options olher than a
“hareage” to nentralize the MXCAL such as de-
ployment of mmanenvering SEBMs with shorter
fliht titnes then HOBAe, of tenminadly suided
long-ransge crofse missiles.

— In any case. the Soviets would need to provide
more timely targetl position data in order to
Hchilf\'(' a FilVﬂrElIilf? ril”” I)"l\\"'('l’] ll"l(‘ fl1|”l|)l'r nf
Soviet weapons used and the number of US
weapons destroyed.

This, there is potentinlly a large payoff for the United

States to deny the Soviats the requisite localization

information, hoth hefore the attack and durimeg the

fimal engagement. The United States could attempt a -
variety of countermeasures Tor this purpose, it we

are unable to project how suceessful these might be.

US Strategic Aircraft (Prior to or Immediately
After Launch)

28, In view of the great diffienlty and uncerlainties
i delending amainst bombers and cruise missilis in
flight, the Soviets almost certainly will have greater
incentive to maximize their capabilities to destroy a
force of B-1s, crnise missile and MX carriers, and
tankers——as well as ecommand and control aircraft—on

" the geound or immediately after tukeolf,

22

— Of the weapons in the Soviet invunlnrs',‘SL,HMS
on routine patrol near the United States—with
flight times of eight or nine minutes to ecoastal
bases——ure the mosl serious threat to the pre-
launch survivability of US strategic airerafl on
alert. The Soviels would probably conclude that
the United Stales would detect movement of
Soviet missile-carrying submarines closer to. US
coasts. redueing the chanee of tactical surprise.

If the Soviets were lo arzel $1LIAMs to destroy
aireraft on escape eoutes, the eritical fnetors—as
in the case of long-endurance aireraft carrying
MX—would be the sizes of the airspuee 1o be
targeted and the lethal weapon effects. We b=
Heve that the mumber of SLBMs reguired for the
task wounld be so large as 1o make it impractical.

25, Morcover, Soviet planners conld not rely an
oplimiziime a counterforee attack against US homber
hases. and against US 1CBMs as well, hecause of the
dilferences in flight times of Soviet ICBMs and
SLEMs. On one lapd, in e event of simullaneous
launch of Soviet 1GBMs and SLBMs, nuelear detona-
tion ont homber buses worldd  provide  unequivieal
evidence of a4 Soviel attack sorme 20 mimdes before US
ICBMs were struck. Oun the other hand, an attack
intereled to achisve simnltaneous impact of Soviel RV
on both US 1CBM silos and bomber bases would give
US bombers some 30 minutes to launch befare being
steiek,
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30. The Soviets could significantly improve the
technical charncteristics of their SLBMs and develop
cruise missiles specially designed for use against US
strategic aircralt. We have no ovidence, as vet, of
work on such systetns, bul we btlieve the Soviets will
have the techriology in the 1990s to develop them.

The Trident Submarine Carrying the D-5 SLEM

31. The Soviets currently have litthe capability to
detect US SSBNs in the apen ocean, and the expanded
operating area of Trident submarines will result in a
muanifold increase in the Soviets” ASW problem. We
expecl Soviet ASW capahbilities to improve over the
next 15 years as sensors aned data reduction systems are
‘impmvt-cl. and as cumulative experionce bogins to pay
some dividends. The United States, however, has
instituted new submarine-quieting techniques and
continues to work on improving ASW systems which

will further compound the Soviets' problems. We db_

not think Soviet progress in ASW-—barring some new
and totally unexpected breakthrough—will threaten
US SSBNs for the foreseeable future.

US GLCMs and SLCMs

32. US GLCMs on Mobile Launchers. The target-
ing problems posed by GLCMs would be very similar
to those posed for many vears by such US systems as
the Pershing Ta and Lance short-range ballistic mis-
siles. To counter the GLOM, therefore, the Soviets
probably would adapt many of the same methads they
have developed to locate and attack these older US
systems. These methads involve the use of all available
tactical reconnaissance systems—including human
agents—to locate and trail the US systems. and a
combinatinn of nuclear and conventional weapons,
sabotage, and attacks by specially trained commande
units to destroy them.

33. Whether the Soviets could successfully maintain
knowledge of the lacation of GLOMs and target and
destroy them during conventional or nuclear war
would depend heavily on the conflict circumstances,
. such as the length of the conventional phase and how
the tactical nuelear phase eventuated.

34. SI.CM Carriers—Surface Ship and Subma-
rine. The Soviets inability to detect US submiarines in
the open ocean stems {rom a significant inferiority in
their quieting techniques, the poor sensitivity and

range of their detection sensors, and their poor signal-
processing capability. At present, and throughout the
1980s during periods of no particular tension, wo
believe US submarines could get inlo position to
launch long-range cruise missiles agalnst targoets in the
USSR,

35, US surface shins carrying cruise missiles target-
ed against the USSR would be at much greater risk
than submarines. Soviet reactions would depend heavs
ily on whether the SLCMs were deploved on only a
few special-pirpose ships or were part of the normal
weapons suite of most US capital ships. The Soviets’
reaclions {o ‘deployment of $ECMs on a few ships
might he similar to their reactlons to US carriers.
Soviet naval aviation and submarines would be the
primary weapnns employed. In this case, Soviet reac-
tions might he primarily operational, without planning
for any major increases in naval forces. Faced with
what they would regard as strategic weapons on many
ships, the Sovicts would probably sec a need to

inerease their naval forces to counter them.

Maintaining Survivability of the Soviet Strategic
Nuclear Arsenal

36. Soviet silo-based 1CBMs will become increasing-

ly vulnerable to first-strike attack by the alternative: ,
future US land-based ballistic missile deployments

assumed in this Estimate (see figure 4). (We did not
consider use of -85 on Tridenl submatines heeause
we lacked information on their eventual deployment
and opgrational availability. The use of D-55 would
further reduce the estimated numbers of Soviet surviv-
ing 1CBM RVs.) For our assessments we use US data on
the accuracy, réliability, and warhead vields of the
Minuteman, the MX, and the common missile (as-
sumed to be the D-5 with MX accuracy), and have
taken into account our uncertainties about Soviet silo
hardness. The results of our analysis of Soviet ICBM
vulnerahility in 1991 are summarized in table 4.

37. We believe the Soviels have anticipated an
increased US threat to their silo-based ICBMs in the
1980s and have a number of programs that would
enable them to reduce the vulnerability of their

. offensive forces:

23

— The Soviets are conducting tests that could lead
to further hardening of their silo-based ICBM
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Figure 4
Estimated Vulnerability of Soviet [ICBMs
to a US ICBM Attack

2-on-1 Targeting
Soviet ICBM RYs
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Note: For an alternative view of the Director, Defonse Inteliigence Agency. and the
Senior Intelligence Olficers of the military services regarding the inciusion of nat
assessment analyses in nalionai intelligence estimates. see paragraph 14.
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SAttack by 1,000 MM 4+ 200 MX
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MM-11 + 100 Gommon ICBMa
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Table 4
Estimated Soviet ICBM Vulnerability in 1991 to a US ICBM Atack?
Approximate Number of Surviving Soviet ICBM RVs (of 10,000 RVs
including some 840 RVs on mobile launchers}
Assumed US Force Best Fstimate
Minuteman alone .......ooeeienn 6,500
Minuteman plus .
Upgraded Minuteman ¥ plus
100 common missiles ................... 200

2 For an allernative view of the DMrector, Defense Intelligence Agency, and the Senfor intellip nce

Officers of the military services regarding the inclusion of net assessment analyses tn national

intelligence estimates. see. paragraph 14.

& The vulnerability of Soviet FCBMs to an attack by this force is sensitive to the accuracy and warhead
yiekl that canld he achteved for an upgraded Minuteman, For this analysts we have assumed an upgraded
Minuteman with three RVs having aceuractes and warhead vields comparable 1o those of the MX.
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launchers. We do not believe, however, that they
would rely on hardening alone to assure the
survivability of their land-based missile force.

— They are about to test a new ballistic missile that
could be deployed as a small off-road mobile
IC:BM in the mid-1980s. While such a system will
enhance ICBM survivability, it will not increase
Soviel counterforce capabilities significantly be-

cause its relatively small throw weight would,

Timit payload fractionation. There is also a view
in the Intelligence Community that the Soviets
are examining an option for deployment later in
the 1980s of a rail-mobile. medium-size 1CBM
that would have better hard-target potential than
the off-road system.

« The Soviets are deploying long-range MIRVed
SLBMs capable of siriking targets in the United
States from the USSR's home walters, providing
greater protection for its $5BNs from Western
ASW forces. There is evidence of continuing
deployments in the 1980s, along with improve-

ments in SLBM capabilities.

— They are developing a new strategle bomber or
cruise-missile-carvying aircraft, or both, as well
as new cruise missiles.

— The USSR is developing new ABM components,
which could provide {or at least a limited defense
of its ICBM complexes by toe lute 1980s,

— Finally. the Sovicts are improving their eapabili-
ties to ‘aunch a substantial portion of their ICBM
force vn taclical warning, prioe to impact of
enerny warheads.

Limiting Damage to the USSR

. 88. The analysis in this section is limited b assess-

ment of the capabilities of Soviet strategic air defense

to limit damuge to the USSR, US deployment in the
19805 of the B-1 bomber and larger numbers of long-
range cruise missiles would probably result ‘in some
adjustments in Soviel low-altitude air defensus. How-
ever, we doulit thal the Soviets would make any major
changes in their air defense development and depley-

ment programs, beyond those depicted in previous -

estimates, During the 1970s, Soviel air defense plan-
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ning almost certainly was in expectation of cruise
missiles and a new strategic bomber lo replace the
B-52,

39. A combined attack by cruise missiles and pene-
trating bombers armed with SHAMs would put far
greater stress on Soviet air defenses than an attuck by
one foree alone.

~— When new low-altitude-capable air defense sys-
tems are deployed in sizable numbets in the mid-
1980s, penetration of Soviet air defenses by
conventional bombers will be maore difficalt. The
capabilities of the individual Soviet low-altitude
air defense systems that we have profected over
the neat 10 years are relatively insensitive to the
differences In radar cross section and subsonic
speed of conventional bombers. However, differ-
ences in bomber characteristics that we have not
assesseed, such as avionics, ECM suite, and self-
defense systems, may give the B-1 {with its
higher fow-altitude speed) a greater probability
of penetration of Saviet air defenses. Ale Force
studies show that the planned characteristics of
the B-1 would undoubtedly give it a greater
probabllity of penetrating Soviet alr defenses
than currently operational bombers.

Gurrent and future Soviet gir defense systems on
which we have evidence would have only limited
capabilities against the U$ cruise missile, and
probably could not be deploved in sufficient
numbers in the 1980s to defend all the areas the
Soviets probably would want to protect. Our
judgment is that against a combined attack of
penettating bombers and eruise missiles the ef-
fectiveness of Soviet air defenses during the next
10 years will remain limited. Furthermore, we
doubt that the Soviets will succeed even in the
1990s in -solving all the air defense problems
ereated by the very small radar cross sections of
future aerodynamic vehicles, We have no basis,
however, for estimating Soviel capabilities
against US. aircraft incorporating “stealth”
technology.

40, Faced with the prospect of 2 B-1 with oper-
ational capabilities mueh improved over those of the
B-52 and thousands of cruise inissiles—ALCMs,
SLEMs, and GLCMs—and the difficulty of defending
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against them in flighl, the Sovicts undoubtedly will
undettake further improvements in their deployments
and tactics. They almost certainly will deploy a for-

ward defense—composed of AWACS aireraft and |

interceptors—capuble of operating several hundeed
kilometers from Soviet borders. They might deploy
more short-range tactical systerns and improve thelr
tactics for air defense aperations.

. FOREIGN PERCEPTIONS OF U$§
STRATEGIC FORCE IMPROVEMENTS

Soviet Perceptions ?

41. The Soviets believe that trends in the world
“correlation of forces” have been moving in their
favor, in large part hecause of gains in their military
power, especially strategic nuclear power. They see
the United States as unwilling to concede to the USSR
the recognition and political benefits to which they
belleve their power position entitles them, They be-
lieve that US defense plans, including programs for

maodernizing strategic forees, are intended 1o regain

the military advantages and inlernational influence
the United States enjoyed eatlier in the post-World
War 11 period.

42. Soviet leaders have already concluded that the
attitude of the presemt US administration toward Lhe
USSR s hostile and that its policies are threatening,
They believe the current US altitud represents
fundamental change from the early 1970s, whon the
United States believed that an easing of bilateral
tensions through arms control, trade, and other agree-
ments could provide direel econemnic and secarily
benelits and could serve indirectly to moderate the

" East-West competition. Decisions on modernization of
US strategic forces, coming on the heels of a reorder-
-ing of domestic priorities tn increase the defense
Bbudget and the decision to prodioce nentron weapeons,
will make Soviet leaders view the administeation as
more determined. They may nol vet be convineed,
however, that the increased spending implied by US

S Oner assessenents of Soviet perceptions af the 1 nited States and

, the implications of U stratigke foree improvements are derived

from Soviet slatemends and attimdes, espeeially those notmd i

clandestine reporting, diplomatic channels, and the press, and [rom
ur analysis nf Soviet palicles and prosrams deawn from 2 variety of
telligence and open siurees,
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defense programs, including modernization of strate-
gic forces, can be sustained,

43. Any of the US programs for land-based [CBM
deployment would result in a situation in the late
19580s in which both sides’ 1COMs deployed at fixed
sites would be perceived as vulnerable. Moseow almost
certainly regards the potential of Soviet ICBMs to
destroy . US land-based missiles as contributing to the
image ol Soviet strategic power and as limiting US
options in ¢ erisis, although the Soviets appreclate the
uncertainties that would attend a counterforce attack.
MX deployment in multiple protective shelters has
been characterized hy the Soviets as unverifiable and
as a deployment mode having more political and
psychological effect than military utility. However,
their real concerns about MX and other new bullistic
missile options prabably center on their [irst-strike
polential,

4. Aspects of the new US programs have implica-
tions for Soviet perceptions of the prospects for arms
control:

— The Soviets would regard a US program for
hallistic missile defense that required revision or
abrogation of the ABM ‘Treaty as the most
significant change in US planning. The Soviets -
clearly want to preserve the Treaty without
amendments. They would distinguish, however,
between revision and abrogation, and their will-
ingness Lo accept a revision to the Treaty would
depead on their evaluation of its effeet on the
capabhility of Soviel forees to perform the mis-
sions required by their strategy.

As we conchtded fn previous Kstimates, the
Saviets will seek 1o slow or halt US and NATO
force improvements through a combination of
threats, indieements, and arms conteal negotia-
tions, while trying te maximize prospects for a
continnation of {rends favorable to them, US
offensive foree iinprovement programs do not
necessarily call for activities in contravention of
the Tindamental provisious of the SALT 1T Trea-
ty. hut would -ootail westing and deplovinents
lnter in the decade of systems limiled by the
SALT 11 Pratocol. The Soviets almost certainly
had hopes that the Treaty would be ratified and
that the provisions of the Protoesl would remain
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in foree. The Soviets appear likely to coutinue to
canstrain their strategic modernization programs
within the limits of the unratified SALT 1

“Treaty while assessing US intentions with regard
to strategic arms limitations. The new US pro-
grams could give the Soviets more incentive to
achieve an arms limitation agreement,

— Soviel arms control poliey in the post-Brezhnev
political succession in the USSR is less certain.
During a leadership succession period the Soviet
stand on arms control policy may harden, be-
canse no power contender would want to appear
less defense-minded than another,

" West Eyropean Perceptions

45. West European leaders—in and outside of gov-
ernment—generally have welcomed the harder line
the United States has taken toward the USSR, includ-

ing proposed improvements in intercontinental strate-

gic nuclear forces. Their reactions reflect an apprecia-
tion of the gravity of the Soviet threal 1o West
European security. Some West European leaders may
be concerned that the shift in the strategic balance
against the United States has eraded the credibility of
the extended nuclear guarantee of US intercontinental
forces. However, the majority of West European
governments and leaders have taken the position that
the US-Soviet strategic nuclear halance is one of rough
equivalence and mutual deterrence, ‘

46. Despite their generally favorable reactions to
US strategic  force improvements, West Europeans
hope the Soviet threat can be abated through mutual
force reductions, avoiding the successive rounds of
new weapon deployments toward which they fear
both superpowers may be headed. Few among West
European leaders and their publics share the sense of
urgency that they perceive is driving a US military
planning. The Soviet buildup has proceeded aver the
past decade without much public fanfare, permitting
the Soviets to present Western governments with a fait
accompli unencumbered hy European public protest.
By contrast, US defense decisions. like the deeision on
neutron weapons,- have been highly and eritically
publicized in Western Europe, reflecting Europeans’
fears that the United States may be moving toward a
renewed Cold War posture. Allind governments also

would react unfavorably to US decisions that appeared
to abandan basing of strategic misstles it the United
States al the same time they are heing asked to aceept
Pershing N missiles and GLCMs in their countries.

47. Allied leaders are likely to oppose improve-
ments in US strategie nuclear forces, unless at the same
time the United States is willing to pursue serlously
arms control negotiations with the USSR,

— They almost certainly would seek assurances that
the United States was willing to negotiate redue-
tions in planned new weapons deployments or
even to forgn deployment of new systems if arms
control talks with Moscow proved satisfactory,

— The Allied governments will continue to regard
the effect of US strategic program initiatives on
the prospects for SALT as directly relaled to
their security interesls, contending that limita-
tions on LRTNF deploynients are illogical with-
out a SALT agreement. They will also continue
to seck linkage between SALT and LRTNF
limitations in order to prevent another US-Saviet
agreement on central systems that ignores the
theater nuclear balance.

~- In view of the relationship they make between
SALT and West European security, the Allies’
concerns about the prospects for arms control
would be deepened if the new US programs
called for deployments in excess of SALT II
limits or for abrogation or revision of the ABM
Treaty. In contrast tn objections by West Eurnpe-
an leaders 1o possible revision or abrogation of
the ABM Treaty, stepped-up ABM development
to hedge against more threatening Soviel pro-
grams wauld probably receive grodging under-
standing.

There is an alternative view that, while some segments
of West European opinion may consider that US
strategic force improvements should be accompanied
by simultaneous strategic arms control efforts, most US
Allies will ,welcome improvements in US land-based
strategic forces as reinforcing the US nuclear gnaran-
tee to NATO Eurape and as a US effort not to divorce
nuclear force improvements in the United States from
those in Europe. The holders of this view believe that

Allied leaders are primarily concerned with TNF and

¢




related  negotiations, not SALT, and are likely to
support improvements in US strategic naclear forees as
long us TNF negatiations tuke place. They would also
view  US-Soviet  negotistions  on stristegic  forees
favorahly.”?

4. Allicd governments will be coneerned that the
US strategic foree improvements portend changes in
US committents to Furopean defense. They will look
for the United States to demonstrate that it is not

removing itself from European conventivaal defense
to help pay for expansion of ity strategie arsenal. They
wauld reject any suggestions that they bear more of
the cost for conventional forces primarily beeause
eoonomic and sovial programs receive higher priority
than defense, | ‘

* The holders of thes view are the Dirvctor, Defense Intelhpence
Agency, and the Senlor Intelligence Officers of the nulitary
SereRes, ’

Perceptions of Cther Nations

A0 The Chinese would resavd steps to laprove the
US strategie postoare ay evidenee of renewed LS detee-
timation. We believe, however, that they would he
very converned i US plans necessitated o change to
e ABM Treaty thit penmitted the USSR o deploy o
mtionwide ballistic missile defense, given the poten-
tial impact of such a move on China's nuclear rotali-
wtory capabibity,

SO No-NATO states shape their foreign policies,
inchuding their attitudes toward Washinglon and Mos-
vow, largely in response to regional and  domestic
issues. Hence, o key determinant in the reactions of
other nations will be the estent 1o which they believe
that the US strategic prograns are necessary for
supperting US conmitments sbrowd and Tor reducing
the dikelihood of regional \'un”@vls.
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