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The documents in this volume dealing with CIA's analysis of military affairs 
during the Cold War were selected with several considerations in mind. First, they 
provide illustrative examples of analyses of Soviet intentions and military doctrine, as 
well as of military forces and capabilities. Second, they include materials on strategic 
forces and theater or general purpose forces for nuclear and non-nuclear warfare. For 
reasons of space, however, some subjects regrettably are not covered, such as Soviet 
naval forces and civil defense. Third, they provide a balance, including CIA Directorate 
of Intelligence analyses on current Soviet military affairs (and "post-mortems" on past 
analyses and estimates), as well as CIA-drafted National Intelligence Estimates 
forecasting future developments. 

Finally, the documents selected highlight new materials, omitting many relevant 
documents released earlier and published in previous collections. As a result, less 
attention is given to the 1960s and 1970s, and to the early period of concern over 
possible Soviet initiation of war in the late 1940s and early 1950s, the "missile gap" of 
the late 1950s, the Cuban missile crisis of 1962, the "Team B" competitive analysis on 
strategic estimates in the late 1970s, and the end game of the Cold War in the late 1980s. 
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THE SOVIET.STRATEGIC MILITARY POSTURE,.!961-1967 

THE PROBLEM m m^mm-mm PROGRAM 

To reassess t h e broad outlines of the USSR's mil i tary doctrine and pos ture in the 
l ight of recen t informat ion on Soviet strategic th inking, present mili tary capabilities, 
and R&D in major weapon systems, and to est imate fu ture trends in Soviet mil i tary 
s t ra tegy a n d force structure.* 

THE ESTIMATE 

CURRENT TRENDS IN SOVIET MILITARY 
THOUGHT 

Basic Principles 

1. Soviet thinking about military policy has 
proceeded from a general outlook which 
stresses that historical forces are moving in­
exorably in the dtcection of communism. 
This movement is carried forward by the 
struggle of "the masses," led by the Commu­
nist parties, to overthrow the existing social-
economic order, rather than by the direct use 
of the military power of the Communist Bloc. 
These beliefs lead the Soviets to view their 

'Detailed esUntates of the present and future 
strengths and capabiUUes of Uie Soviet and Bloc 
armed forces can be found In Annexes A and B of 
NIE 11-4-61, "Main Trends In Soviet CapabiUUes 
and Policies. 1961-1966," dated 24 August 1961, In 
NIE 11-8/1-61, "Strength and Deployment of Soviet 
Long Range Ballistic Missile Forces," dated 21 Sep­
tember 1961, and In NIE 11-2-61, "Soviet Atomic 
Energy Program," dated 5 October 1961. 

It should be noted that the present esUmate does 
not touch on Chinese Communist military develop­
ments or possible actions. These might come to 
affect Soviet military policies and programs during 
the period under consideration. 

armed forces as a means to deter Western 
military action against the Sino-Soviet Bloc, 
to inhibit the West from intervening militarily 
in other areas, to maintain security within the 
Bloc, to lend weight to their political demands 
and to demonstrate the success and growing 
power of their cause. At the same time, they 
wish to have the forces to fight a war effec­
tively should one occur. However, their polit-
icaloutlook, their military programs of recent 
years, and intelligence on their current inten­
tions, all suggest that the Soviet leaders do 
not regard general War as desirable or a West­
ern attack on them as probable. 

Strategies and Forces 

2. Within this general framework, the specific 
concepts which underlie Soviet decisions about 
force goals and strategic planning are diflftcult 
to discern. These principles can only be de­
duced, and incompletely at that, from overt 
Soviet statements, which are carefuUy framed 
with an eye to both security and propaganda; 
from such classified Soviet information as can 
be obtained; from the choices reflected in the 
actual military programs undertaken by the 
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USSR; and from the strategic situation which 
objectively confronts them. 

3. It is worth noting that, while the Soviets 
have made impressive advances in modern 
weapon systems, a number of factors have 
hampered the process of integrating these ad­
vances into their strategic doctrine. One of 
these factors is the influence of a long military 
tradition, strongly reinforced by their experi­
ence in World War II, stressing massive move­
ment, protracted campaigns, and the para­
mount significance of ground combat and the 
occupation of enemy territory. Another Is 
security barriers within the mUltary establish­
ment, which appear to be far more stringent 
than In the US. Perhaps the most serious 
fetter, however, has been the rigid politico-
military concepts which Stalin dogmatically 
imposed upon military thought. I t was not 
until the mid-1950's, for example, that Soviet 
doctrine began to relax the principle that 
strategic surprise and the force of the Initial 
blow are relatively unimportant to the out­
come of a war between major powers, a posi­
tion Stalin took In order to divert attention 
from the USSR's nearly catastrophic unpre-
paredness at the outset of World War II. 

4. The pace of military thought, however, has 
quickened sharply in the last two or three 
years, primarily at the initiative of Khru­
shchev. At about the time when he set In 
motion a modernization of the Soviet force 
structure, including a substantial reduction In 
personnel, the regime began deliberately to 
encourage controversial discussion among sen­
ior officers in an effort to spark original and 
creative thought. As a result, strategic doc­
trine is a lively and argumentative field of 
professional study in the USSR today. 

5. Such high-level discourse as we know about 
does not revolve around the questions of alter­
native attack strategies and target systems 
which are at the center of US military atten­
tion. Instead, the chief argument ranges 
"conservative" against "modern" views. Ad­
herents to the first view assert that, despite 
the advent of new weapons, general war Is 
likely to be protracted, ground combat on a 
mass scale will continue to be of major im­

portance, and victory will require the com­
bined action.of forces of all types, including 
a multimillion man army. Adherents to the 
second view charge that their opponents are 
making only minimal and inadequate adapta­
tions of earlier doctrine to_accommodate new 
weapons. This group argues that a general 
war is likely.to be short, with victory decided 
primarily In the' initial nuclear exchange. 
Current official doctrine, as it appears in state­
ments by the Minister of Defense, appears to 
be an amalgam of both these views. 

6. The high-level discussions of which we are 
aware are remarkably deficient In sophisti­
cated analysis of such concepts as first and 
second strike capability or counterforce strat­
egy. The problems of attacking hardened and 
mobile strategic forces go completely unmein-
tioned In such Information as we have on So­
viet targeting for long range attack. While 
most recommended target lists include nu­
clear retaliatory forces and control centers, 
they generally give equal importance to strikes 
against urban centers and their enemy's broad 
warmaking potential. 

7. We think it certain that the strategic 
thought which underlies operational planning 
in the long range strilcing forces themselves 
is more sophisticated than this. But we have 
not acquired detailed Soviet discussions of doc­
trine for the operations of long range missile 
and bomber forces. Planning in these forces 
has certainly been obliged to consider such 
factors as warning and reaction limes and the 
specific characteristics of dWerent weapon sys­
tems and enemy targets. L_ 

_jihdicates that at least 
some of these factors have been taken into ac­
count, but not in ways that suggest very ad- • 
vanced concepts for dealing with the problems 
involved. 

8. On the whole, the information we have 
suggests that Soviet military thought gener­
ally is still preoccupied with the problems of 
integrating nuclear and missile weapons into 
general doctrine and is only beginning to cope 
with the detailed comparative analysis of al­
ternative strategies and force levels. Nor is 
this preoccupation completely surprising, 
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since the achievement of an ICBM capability, 
even in the early stages of its deployment, rep­
resents to the Soviets a profound change in 
their strategic situation. For over a decade, 
they confronted an opponent who possessed a 
formidable strategic capability but against 
whom their own long-range striking capa­
biUties v/ere relatively limited. Now, for the 
first time, they have a weapon system capable 
of delivering nuclear attacks against the US 
with little warning by a means against which 
there is no present defense. 

9. The USSR probably has not elaborated any 
comprehensive doctrine covering the contin­
gencies of limited and local war between So­
viet and Western forces. Public Soviet state­
ments regularly insist that such wars would 
quickly and inevitably expand Into general 
nuclear war. These statements are clearly 
intended to deter the West from embarking 
upon conflict on the Bloc periphery or at­
tempting penetrations of Bloc territory; they 
are not necessarily to be taken as expressions 
of Soviet military policy. Confidential sources 
do not reveal what detailed contingency plans 
the Soviets have for such a case. We believe, 
however, that the USSR would wish to avoid 
direct involvement in limited combat on the 
Bloc periphery and, if such conflict should 
occur, would wish to minimize the chances of 
escalation to general nuclear war. Conse­
quently, It would not In most circumstances 
take the Initiative to expand the scope of such 
a conflict. Although the degree of Soviet com­
mitment and the actual circumstances of the 
conflict would determine their decision, we be­
lieve that in general the Soviet leaders would 
expand the scope of the conflict, even a t 
greater risk of escalating to general war, only 
If a prospective defeat would, in their view, 
constitute a grave poUtical reverse within the 
Bloc itself or a major setback to the Soviet 
world position. 

10. Soviet doctrine apparently does not con­
template conflict with Western forces in areas 
of contention at a distance from Bloc territory. 
Conflicts involving local anti-Western or Com­
munist forces are treated under the rubric of 
"national liberation wars." Such forces are 

credited, on ideological grounds, with the in­
herent strength to overcome "imperialist" at­
tempts at military intervention. The Soviet 
support rather vaguely proffered is intended 
to be of a general deterrent character, but does 
not envisage overt Soviet military involvement. 
Despite the Soviet tendency in recent years to 
adopt an aggressive political stance in con­
flicts all over, the world, the Soviets have not 
developed the naval forces and other special 
components which would give them a capa­
bUity for military operations at great distances 
from the Bloc. 

CURRENT STRATEGIC POSTURE 

11. The strategic nuclear force the USSR has 
developed in recent years could permit the 
launching of large-scale initial attacks on 
short notice against a large number of Eur­
asian targets and a more limited number of 
North American targets. However, the So­
viet leaders cannot at present have any assur­
ance that their own nation and system could 
escape destruction from retaliatory Western 
attacks even If the USSR struck first. The 
Soviet leaders evidently believe their current 
strategic forces provide a strong deterrent 
against Western initiation of general war and 
are sufficient to support a more assertive for­
eign policy, particularly by virtue of the threat 
they pose to aUles of the US In Europe and 
Asia. But there Is no Implication in Soviet be­
havior that they consider themselves in a posi­
tion deliberately to attack the West, or to 
undertake local moves which carried with 
them a serious risk of bring^g on general war. 
These views do not exclude Soviet use of avaU­
able strategic attapk forces to launch a pre­
emptive blow .should they conclude that the 
west was irrevocably committed to ah immi­
nent attack. 

12. There have been considerable improve­
ments in the Soviet air defense establishment, 
primarily through the widespread deployment 
of surface-to-air missiles at major cities and 
other key InstaUatlons. Soviet defen.ses are 
now reasonably adequate against medium and 
high-altitude attack by subsonic Western 
bombers. We beUeve that the system as a 
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whole, however, is far less adequate to cope 
with sophisticated penetration tactics, low alti­
tude penetrations or supersonic cruise-type 
missiles. It has no present capability against 
ballistic missiles. Most important, because of 
the susceptibility of their defenses to satura­
tion and degradation, the Soviet leaders al­
most certainly cannot be confident of the de­
gree to which they could cope with the diverse 
types and scales of attack the West could di­
rect a'gainst the Bloc. 

13. In addition to forces designed for long-
range attack and for defense against such at­
tack, the USSR continues to maintain large 
theater field forces. The Soviets regard these 
forces as part of the deterrent to general war, 
and their mUitary doctrine considers such 
forces as essential to the conduct of general 
war should it occur. The Soviet theater forces 
now in being could institute large-scale attacks 
in peripheral areas, but the success of such 
operations in a general war would depend 
heavily on the outcome of the initial nuclear 
exchange. The Soviet leaders also regard 
these forces as a deterrent to any limited ac­
tion against Bloc territory or on its periphery, 
serving at the same time as an essential means 
of maintaining Communist regimes in the 
Satellites. 

14. Based on the current Soviet naval posture 
and available writings on doctrine, we believe 
that the mission of the Soviet Navy is to carry 
out a variety of tasks in a protracted general 
war, Including the support of theater forces In 
such a war. The USSR has developed some 
capabUity to deliver nuclear attacks against 
land targets, including some in the US, by 
means of short-range submarine-launched 
missiles. However, the bulk of the Soviet sub­
marine forces, predominantly torpedo attack 
types, would engage In interdiction operations 
in a long war in which the US attempted to 
maintain extensive logistic support to overseas 
areas. The Soviet Navy would also conduct 
defense against hostile naval forces possessing 
long-range attack capabilities, which the So­
viets evidently regard as a major strategic 
threat. Its capabilities against US missUe 

submarines in the open seas remain severely 
limited. 

Military Research and Development 

15. The Soviets are engaged in intensive ef­
forts in weapons research-and development to 
acquire new systems which, by their psycho­
logical, polRical,,and mUitary impact, would 
shift the world relation of forces to their ad­
vantage. In making their decisions, Soviet 
planners will have to consider such problems 
as rapid technological change, long lead times, 
developments in opposing forces,, and increas­
ing costs of weapon systems. Despite the 
rapid growth in Soviet economic resources, 
there wiU continue to be competition among 
military requirements as well as with the de­
mands of Important nonmlUtary programs. 
Over the last two years, for example, Khru­
shchev has apparently linked his mUitary ar­
guments for reducing the size of Soviet forces 
with a further argument that additional funds 
could in this way be made available for raising 
living standards. Nevertheless, the USSR Is 
allocating funds generously to mUltary R&D, 
concentrating major efforts on improving the 
forces for long range attack and for defense 
against such attack by the West. 

16. Much of the miUtary R&D about which 
we have recent evidence is designed to fill ob­
vious gaps in the Soviet strategic posture. In 
the field of long range delivery systems, an 
intensive program of test firing has been un­
derway to develop second generation ICBM 
systems, which we tieUeve Include missiles of 
reduced dimensions and Ughter weight, more 
easily deployed than the massive first genera­
tion Soviet ICBM. Some of the recent ICBM 
testing may represent development of systems 
for delivering warheads with yields on the 
order of 100 MT. Both a 2,000 n.m. ballistic 
missile and a supersonic "dash" medium 
bomber have been developed, and there is some 
evidence of R&D eflEorts in follow-on heavy 
bombers. 

17. The principal current Soviet R&D program 
for strategic air defense, and perhaps the ma­
jor Soviet mUitary developmental program, is 
a large-scale effort to achieve defenses against 
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ballistic missiles. It has been clear to us for 
more than a year that the Soviets are assign­
ing very substantial resources to this effort. 
In October 1961, Marshal Malinovsky stated 
that the USSR had "solved the problem" of 
intercepting a ballistic mlssUe in flight. From 
intelligence sources, we believe that the So­
viets are making good progress in development 
work for an antimissile system. This effort 
has resulted in the acquisition of important 
data, including data on high altitude nuclear 
effects, and has also Involved the testing of at 
least some system components. Other known 
R&D In the air defense field over the recent 
past has included improved radars for early 
warning and fighter control, a surface-to-air 
missile system for use against low-altitude 
penetrators, and new fighter Interceptor sys­
tems. 

18. Soviet research and development activities 
also, reflect efforts at quahtative Improvement 
in the theater field forces and naval forces. 
The emphasis has been on mobiUty and fire­
power for theater forces, and short and 
niedium-range missiles are now avaUable for 
their support. Soviet field forces, at least 
in East Germany, have been allocated surface-
to-air missiles for defense against medium and 
high altitude air attack. Within the next two 
or three years they will probably also have 
avaUable missiles for defense against low fly­
ing aircraft as well as against ballistic mlssUes 
of short ranges. With the advent of US mis­
sile submarines, the Soviet Navy has recently 
placed increased emphasis on new weapons 
and techniques to extend ASW capabiUties to 
the open seas. We believe, however, that over 
the next five years, the USSRvwUl have only a 
limited capabUity to detect, identify, localize 
and maintain surveillance on submarines op­
erating in the open seas. 

Recent Nuclear Tests 
19. The preliminary information now avail­
able indicates that the 1961 nuclear test series 
has given the Soviets increased confidence in 
current weapon systems, advanced their 
weapon design significantly, added greatly to 

their understanding of thermonuclear weapon 
technology, and contributed vital weapon ef­
fects knowledge. Soviet thermonuclear weap­
on technology in particular appears to be 
sophisticated and advanced. The 1961 test 
series will permit the Soviets to fabricate and 
stockpile, during the next year or so, new 
weapons ot higher yields in the weight classes 
presently avaUable. 

20. Of the 44 shots detected in the 1961 series, 
S to 10 appear to have been proof tests of com­
plete weapon systems, many of them with 
yields In the megaton range. We beUeve the 
Soviets have proof-tested weapon systems of 
the following types: short or medltun range 
ground-launched baUistIc missiles with yields 
up to about 2 MT and short-range submarine-
launched ballistic missUes with yields of about 
3 MT. In addition, they have proof-tested 
bombs with yields up to about 6 MT and have 
probably deUvered more than one such bomb 
on a single bomber mission. The warheads 
tested in these various weapon systems are 
believed to be in stockpile. Those few proof-
tested warheads thus far analjrzed appear to 
reflect 1958 technology. 

21. Weapon effects tests were apparently con­
ducted underground, underwater, near the 
surface of the water, and at various altitudes 
up to 100-200 n.m. Those at very high alti­
tudes will contribute valuable effects Informa­
tion needed for Soviet development of anti-
ballistic missile defenses, but were probably 
not complete systems tests. 

22. The majority of the 1961 shots were de­
velopmental tests aimed at improving future 
Soviet nuclear weapons capabUities. Some of 
the fission weapons tested revealed extensive _ 
Soviet efforts to increase efflciency, and to re­
duce weapon size and weight. Two very large 
yield tests In this series are particularly sig­
nificant in that they indicate a high degree of 
sophistication in weapon design. 

/i Preliminary estimates give 
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actual wciglit is 10,000 pounds, a 2 5 M T war­
head could be delivered by the first generation 
Soviet ICBM to a range of about 5,500 n.m. 

b. The SB megaton device probably was 
actually a 100 MT weapon tested at reduced 
yield. Used as tested, the device could be of 
value to a Soviet strategy designed to minimize 
the fallout from very high-yield weapons. 
Weapons of this size and weight (probably 
20,000-30,000 pounds) could be delivered by 
aircraft such as the BEAR, or could be em-
placed oflfshore. If the actual weight Is 
20,000 pounds, such a warhead could be de­
livered by the first generation Soviet ICBM 
to a range df about 3,500 n.m. We believe that 
a more powerful vehicle than the first genera­
tion ICBM would probably be required to de­
liver such a warhead against most targets in 
the US. 

c. A few handmade versions of these very 
high-yield weapons could be available now or 
in the near future, but series production would 
probably require a year or more. However, if 
they are to be employed as first generation 
ICBM warheads, we would expect tests of 
ICBMs with modified dummy nosecones prior 
to operational deployment. 

23. Tests of other thermonuclear weapons, 
which apparently comprised the bulk of the 
shots in the recent series, indicate a con­
tinuing and highly successful Soviet effort to 
improve efilclencies, improve-yield-to-weight 
ratios, and reduce fissionable material require­
ments. These tests show a concentration on 
weapons with yields between about 1.5 and 5 
MT (corresponding tb weights between about 
1,000 and 3,500. pounds), which are suitable 
for delivery by all Soviet bombers and offen­
sive missiles. The preliminary analysis indi­
cates thatj 

Isignificant progress In thermonu­
clear weapons design has been achieved. 

PROBABLE MAJOR DEVELOPMENTS IN 
SOVIET FORCES TO THE MID-1960's 

24. Major Soviet concern will continue to focus 
on the strategic weapons balance. In this 
area, a critical question is whether or not the 
Soviet leaders will considet.it feasible and de­
sirable to: (a) seek a capability to destroy 
the US nuclear delivery forces prior to launch­
ing, by means of a first strike; (b) seek no 
more than a capability to deliver nuclear at­
tacks on population and industrial centers; or 
(c) seek nuclear attack forces of a type and 
size which wiU be somewhere between these 
two concepts. 

25. We believe the Soviets already view the 
first of these concepts as no longer practicable. 
This Is partly because of the thousands of So­
viet missUes and launchers that would be re­
quired to destroy.aU the fixed bases of the 
US nuclear force programed for 1963-1967, 
especially the hardened US ICBM sites. 
EquaUy Important, US warning capabilities, 
fast reaction times, and mobUe forces such as 
airborne bombers arid mlssUe submarines al­
ready tend to offset Soviet capabilities to at­
tack fixed bases. These latter factors would 
compound the uncertainties Inherent in any 
Soviet strategy for destroying US nuclear 
forces prior to launch, regardless of the size 
of Soviet long-range strUdng forces. 

26. As to a capabUity to attack cities alone, 
there is evidence from recent statements and 
writings that some Soviet military men re­
gard destruction of population and industry, 
not merely as something to be threatened for 
purposes of det.^rrence and Intimidation, but 
also as a major determinant in the outcome 
of a general war. In view of the weight of 
nuclear attack the US can launch and.the 
ImpossibUity of achieving a fully effective de­
fense, however, we beUeve that the Soviet 
leaders have decided that a capability to 
destroy only urban and industrial centers, 
while a powerful deterrent, would be inade­
quate should general war occur. 

27- Consequently, we believe that the Soviets 
will seek a larger strike capability. This wUl 
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probably be one large enough to bring under 
attack the SAC bomber bases and other soft 
and semihardened US military installations 
against which their ICBMs are an efficient 
weapon system. Further, in determining 
force goals, they may also wish to provide 
themselves with an ICBM force large enough 
to permit them to attack some hardened US 
targets, and to have a more substantial resid­
ual striking capability after a US attack. 
Although the Soviets would probably not re­
gard a capability on this order sis adequate 
for deliberate initiation of general war, it 
would put them in a position to strike pre­
emptively at an important segment of the US 
nuclear delivery forces should they reach a 
decision that such action was required. 

28. Taking these considerations Into account, 
we believe that the USSR wUl have an ICBM 
fprce of several hundred operational launchers 
in the period 1964^1967. The deployment 
complexes presently in operation and under 
construction, while protected by concealment 
from ground observation, some dispersal, and 
surface-to-air missiles, are unhardened and 
vulnerable to overhead observation. In view 
of Soviet concern for US reconnaissance and 
attack capabilities, we believe that the Soviets 
wUl move to Increase the survivability of their 
ICBM force. In the mid-1960*s, the bulk of 
the force will probably be protected by greater 
dispersal and possibly by semlhardenlng, and 
some of the later launchers wUl probably be 
fully hardened. More than one missile wIU 
probably be available for most laimchers. 

29. In addition, through 1967, we forecast that 
the USSR will retain a mix df long range 
weapon systems. This wUl include a heavy 
bomber force which wiU probably remain rela­
tively small but increase in quality, and an 
expanding force of missUe submarines. 
Medium bomber strength will probably drop 
to a few hundred by the mid-1960's, but a con­
siderable portion of these will be supersonic 
"dash" types, perhaps equipped for standoff 
missile delivery and for armed reconnaissance. 
After about the next year, ballistic missUe 

forces other than ICBMs will be characterized 
by shifts to improved, longer range systems 
rather than by sheer numerical expansion. 

30. In addition to strengthening defenses 
against manned bombers and cruise-type mis­
sUes, we believe that-a- ma.}or Soviet objective 
of the mid-1960's will be to achieve defenses 
against long-range ballistic missiles before the 
US has acquired a comparable capability. In 
Soviet eyes, this would enable them to claim 
an important advantage over the US. For 
political as weU as mUitary reasons, the So­
viets probably would wish to deploy antimis­
sile defense in at least a few critical areas even 
if the available system provided only a limited, 
interim capabUity. Considering these factors 
and the present status of the Soviet research 
and development program, we estimate that 
In the period 1963-1966 the Soviets wiU begin-
at lea^t limited deployment of an antimissile 
system. Soviet cities will probably have pri­
ority for deployment of any AICBM defenses 
avaUable through 1967. We beUeve that 
throughout this period, the Soviets are likely 
to have only a marginal capabUity for inter­
ference with US satellites. 

31. We beUeve that the Soviet leaders will con­
tinue to retain large theater and naval forces. 
The extent to which these forces are reduced 
in the next few years wUl depend in part on 
the prevailing international situation, but we 
now believe It may rest equaUy on the course 
of the internal Soviet discussion regarding the 
nature and duration of a large-scale, war 
fought with nuclear weapons. In genferal, we 
beUeve that economic and political factors, to­
gether with the further growth of nuclear 
capabilities, wiU at some point persuade the 
Soviet leaders to revert to the military man--
power reductions begun In 1960 but suspended 
in 1961. Ground divisions and tactical air 
forces wUl probably be reduced and older ships . 
retired or mothbaUed, but the USSR wiU re­
tain sizable forces calculated to be sufficient 
for all types of warfare, nuclear and conven­
tional, limited and general. Moreover, the 
Soviets wUl not abandon the reservist and 
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mobilization system designed to augment their 
forces rapidly should the need arise. 

32. The recent nuclear test series does not in 
itself provide clear guidelines as to possible 
changes in force structure or strategic con­
cepts. We believe that long-range striking 
forces have been given priority in the alloca­
tion of available nuclear materials, and that 
limitations in the Soviet stockpile have con­
sequently restricted the nuclear capabilities of 
other forces. The broad range of proof tests, 
weapon effects tests, and developmental tests 
tn the 1961 series suggests an effort to im­
prove the nuclear capabiUties of all arms of 
the Soviet mUitary establishment. We had 
anticipated that in any event the limitations 
on allocation of nuclear weapons to air de­
fense, theater, and naval forces would have 
eased by the mld-1960's and this trend may 
be hastened by the recent tests. These forces 
will then have a greater variety of nuclear 
weapons at their disposal. 

33. I t now appears that the trend in nuclear 
weapon yields of long-range missUe and 
bomber systems wiU be upwards. The use of 
higher yield weapons would tend to reduce 
Soviet numerical requirements for delivery 
vehicles to accomplish given objectives, al­
though for attacking mUitary targets the 
accuracy and reliabUity of the Soviet weapon 
systems are generaUy. more critical than war­
head yield. Warheads in the 25 MT class, 
which could probably be made avaUable in 
quantity within a year or so, would enhance 
the capabilities of the first generation Soviet 
ICBM against hardened targets. It is reason­
able to beUeve that some of the new ICBMs 
now under intensive testing are designed to 
carry warheads of very high yield. Never­
theless, we continue to believe it unlikely that 
the Soviets would try to acquire the very large 
number of ICBM launchers needed for effec­
tive attack on aU the hardened ICBM sites 
planned by the US. For the present, the very 
high yield devices are probably intended to 
support deterrence and psychological warfare, 
although we have no doubt that mUitary uses 
are also intended. 

POLICY AND STRATEGIES TO THE MID-1960's 

34. From the developments likely to occur in 
Soviet forces, and from implications found in 
current discussions of military doctrine, we 
conclude that, over the next-five years or so, 
the Soviets are unlikely to develop a military 
strategy and"posture aimed at the deliberate 
Initiation of general war. They are likely to 
continue to believe that their policy goals 
cannot be achieved by this means. There­
fore, their first priority, since they evidently 
do intend to pursue forward policies Involving 
some level of risk, wlU.be to have a credible 
.deterrent against Initiation of war by the 
West. They wiU recognize that deterrence 
may faU, and If completely convinced In some 
situation of high risk that the West was about 
to launch a general nuclear attack, would at­
tempt to pre-empt. Their strategy for the 
conduct of general war wUl probably call for 
deUvering large-scale nuclear blows against 
Westem striking forces and national centers 
of power, protecting the Soviet homeland 
against nuclear attack to the extent feasible, 
and subsequently coimmttlng their remaining 
forces to extended campaigns probably aimed 
initially at the occupation of Westem Europe. 

35. The Soviets wUl want a formidable mili­
tary posture primarily to prevent such a war, 
but they wIU also want It as a support to 
vigorous policy irutiatlves short of war. These 
latter wiU include in particular the sponsor­
ship of revolutionary activity directed at ad­
vancing Communist or pro-Soviet groups to 
power in any part of the world where the 
opportunity exists or can be created. It is this 
sort of struggle below the level of direct miU­
tary engagement with the major Western 
Powers which wUl almost certainly continue 
to be the Soviets' principal reUance in seeking 
the expansion of their power. 

36. It is conceivable, however, that by the mld-
1960's the Soviets will come to regard the 
deterrence which they can exert upon the 
West as strong enough to permit them, with­
out excessive risk, to use their own forces in 
local military actions. They will certainly 
continue to have field forces on a scale to 
permit this In areas peripheral to Soviet Bloc 
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territory, and these will be forces of increased 
mobility and flexibility. They are also capa­
ble of acquiring the naval strength, air trans­
port, and special forces to conduct local mili­
tary action in more remote areas. On the 
whole, however, we believe that the Soviets 
are unlikely to adopt such a course as a mat­
ter of general policy, In part because of the 
risks Involved but also because In their view 
there is likely to be increasing opportunity to 
advance their cause by nonmiUtary means. 

37. The use of Soviet forces In local military 
actions outside the Bloc, If attempted, would 
be unlikely to take the form of naked miUtary 
aggression. Instead, any use of Soviet forces 

outside the Bloc would take the form of sup­
port to revolutionary actions by local Com­
munist or pro-Soviet forces, where a pretext 
could be made that Soviet intervention was 
intended to forestall Intervention by the "im­
perialists." We beUeve tfiTe're is some possi-
biUty that such a strategy wiU emerge by the 
mid-1960's and virUl be applied to vulnerable 
areas bordering on the Soviet Bloc. We think 
It more likely, however, that the Soviets will 
continue to rely on local political revolutionary 
forces, operating without overt Soviet military 
support but under the protection of an Increas­
ing deterrent power, to achieve a more gradual 
expansion of the area of Soviet control. 
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CAPABILITIES OFTBE 
SOVIET THEATER 
FORCES 

THE PROBLEM 

To estimate the role and capabiUties of the Soviet theater 
forces, especially against the NATO area in Europe, at present 
and over the next two years or so. 

FOREWORD 

1. As considered in this estimate, the components of the Soviet 
theater forces include: the groimd forces and their weapons; 
tactical aircraft and nussiles; supporting and logistical elements 
such as transport aircraft; and major portions of the surface 
naval and submarine fleets. The roles and capabiUties of those 
Soviet forces which would perform other primary miUtary mis­
sions, notably long-range striking forces and air and missUe 
defense forces, are the subject of other National IntelUgence 
Estimates. 

2. In recent years, Soviets have debated at greater depth than 
in the past the probable natiure of a general nuclear conflict 
between the Bloc and the West, and the information available 
to us reflects this increased attention. In this estimate, par­
ticularly in Chapters I and IV, we consider mainly the employ­
ment of Soviet theater forces in general nuclear war, taking some 
account of the way in which Soviet plans might be affected if 
operations were begun on short notice, or after a period of prepa­
ration. In Chapter V, we consider at much shorter length the 
possible employment of ttiese forces in limited nuclear or con­
ventional warfare under the threat of escalation. 

3. It should be emphasized that, in discussing Soviet theater 
forces and their capabilities, we do not take account of the actions 
of opposing Western forces. In particular, we do not assess the 

• SECRST • 

239 



43. (continued) 

• SCGRCT-

effect on Soviet theater forces of an initial, strategic nuclear ex­
change. We believe, however, that the effect of such an exchange 
could be a principal factor governing the ability of Sovieftheater 
forces to carry out their assigned missions in a general war. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS' 

A. Soviet military doctrine for general nuclear war stresses 
the use of all types of forces, and not strategic forces alone, from 
the outset of h'ostiUties. The requirements for general nuclear 
war,- as the Soviets see them, include forces prepared for action 
during a relatively brief strategic exchange, and forces suitable 
for protracted theater warfare involving extensive campaigns. 
Although this position imposes heavy demands on Soviet re­
sources, it is still being sustained after extensive debate within 
the political and military leadership. We believe that for at 
least the next few years the Soviets will continue to regard large 
theater forces as essential {Paras. 1-5) 

B. Soviet doctrine continues to assum.e the fuU-scale employ­
ment of theater forces from the outset of a general war, with 
the ultimate objective of annihilating enemy military capabilities 
and occupj^g territory. The prospect of nuclear warfare has 
led to many modifications but no radical revisions in operational 
doctrine for theater forces. Efforts are being made to adjust 
organization and training to the requirements of rapid advance 
and flexible maneuver, to coordinate the employment of tactical 
nuclear support for Soviet forces, and to ensure destruction of 
the comparable nuclear means of the enemy. The traditional 
Soviet concept of combined arms operations has provided a basis 
for gearing modernized tactical air and missile support to the 
motorized and armored ground forces. (Paras. 6-11) 

C. The ground elements of Soviet theater forces, containing 
nearly two million men and representing the largest part of the 
total militaigr establishment, are well-trained and equipped with 
excellent materiel Present trends point to a continuing em­
phasis on firepower and mobility. We estimate that there are 

' The Assistant Chief of Staff, IntelUgence, USAF, dissents from major aspects 
of this estimate. For his views, see pages 7-10, Immediately following the 
SinHMARY AND CONCLUSIONS. 
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about 145 line divisions, approximately 80 of them considered to 
be combat ready and the remainder at low and cadre strength. 
The strongest concentrations are in East Germany and in the 
western and southern border regions of the USSR. If the Soviets 
were able to mobilize for 30 days before the initiation of'hostilities, 
they could expand their total forces to about 100 combat ready 
and 125 nonready divisions, although there would be deficiencies 
in training, equipment, and supporting units. {Paras. 13-16, 
46-49) 

D. Short-range rockets and road mobile missiles with ranges 
up to 350 nautical miles are now in the artillery support 
structure of major Soviet theater commands. Tactical Aviation 
has been sharply reduced in quantity, and a prime current de­
ficiency is the small number of modern aircraft, particularly 
fighter boinbers. However, there have been qualitative improve­
ments in aircraft and their armament, and this trend will con­
tinue. In addition, tactical ballistic and antiaircraft missiles 
are now available, and theater support could also be afforded 
by MRBMs and IRBMs in westem USSR. These developments 
provide a net increase in the firepower available to support theater 
forces in the event of general war, but at the expense of some 
flexibility. {Paras. 17-21) 

E. Organic air transport is now sufficient to airlift simul­
taneously only one airborne division or the assault echelons of 
two such divisions; we believe that this capacity may be doubled 
in the nexi several years. Amphibious assault capabilities are 
extremely limited, and there are no indications of significant 
future improvements. {Paras. 29-30,33-34) 

F. Tactical nuclear support is still limited in quantity and 
quality, but it has improved markedly over the •past few years. 
Soviet military planners are now in a position to think in terms 
of committing up to a few hundred nuclear weapons, virtually 
aU with jdeids in the kiloton range, to a typical front operation.' 
Limitations on the quantity and variety of nuclear weapons 
available to; theater forces wiU have eased by the inid-1960's. The 
Soviets are probably developing subkiloton weapons, but we have 
no present evidence of work on delivery systems designed spe-

• A front Is roughly comparable to a Western army group. 

-SECRET -

241 



43. (continued) 

sccncT 

cifically for such weapons. We believe that chemical warfare 
munitions are available in quantity and would be used ex­
tensively in conjunction with nuclear and conventional weapons 
in general war. {Paras. 25-27, 45) 

G. Although tactical nuclear delivery systems are integral to 
Soviet theater forces, the nuclear weapons themselves do not 
appear to be in their custody. Such weapons are normaUy stored 
in depots operated by the Ministry of Defense and located within 
the USSR. Soviet procedures for controlling these weapons en­
sure the national leadership that they wiU not be used without 
authorization. Existing procedures, together with deficiencies in 
logistical support, appear to penalize the Soviets in terms of 
operational readiness and rapid response for tactical nuclear 
weapons employment. {Paras. 22-24) 

H. The Soviets probably consider the East European Satellite 
forces to be a sizable but problematic asset, because of their 
varying levels of effectiveness and reliability. In, the event of 
war, however, the USSR would probably employ soma SateUite 
forces in combined combat operations, by integrating selected 
Satellite divisions, corps, or even field armies directly into major 
Soviet commands. Other SateUite units would be retained imder 
national command for security, reserve, and other fimctions. 
{Paras. 36-37, 41-42) 

I. The principal operations of Soviet theater forces in gen­
eral war would be directed against NATO in Europe. The Soviets 
plan to move massive forces rapidly toward the Channel coast 
in the initial days of such a war. This campaign would prob­
ably be augmented by operations in Scandinavia, operations 
toward the Mediterranean, and operations toward the exits of 
the Baltic and Black Seas. The .Soviet submarine fleet would 
contribute to the campaign against Western Europe by inter­
diction operations against the highly important Atlantic supply 
lines, other peripheral areas, notably the Par East, apparently 
have lesser priority for theater force operations. Soviet capa­
biUties to conduct theater force operations against North America 
are limited, to minor airborne and amphibious attacks against 
Alaska and other Arctic bases. {Paras. 44, 59) 
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J. Although Soviet theater forces are formidable, especially 
in the area facing NATO in Europe, they continue to have certain 
limitations beyond those of tactical nuclear support. In the 
initial period of a general war, a significant portion of the tactical 
fighters would need to be assigned to interceptor as weU as to 
ground attack missions. In offensive operatioiis, the highly 
mechanized group forces are in constant danger of outrunning 
their logistic support. Finally, existing command and control 
systems do not permit the Soviets to exercise their traditional 
strict supervision over subordinates in the widely extended de­
ployment required on the nuclear battlefield. {Para. 45) 

K. The Soviets currently have 22 line divisions and 1,200 
tactical aircraft stationed in East Germany and Poland. In a 
situation in which surprise or pre-emption were overriding con­
siderations, they could launch an attack against Western Europe 
without prior buildup. If circumstances penmtted, however, the 
USSR would seek to assemble a considerably larger striking force, 
primarily of Soviet but probably including some Satellite units. 
This force could comprise three fronts with a total of 50-60 divi­
sions and 2,000 tactical aircraft. We estimate that under non-
combat conditions, such a striking force could be built up in 
East Germany and western Czechoslovakia within 30 days, and 
a theater reserve could be provided for backup. The ability of 
these and other Soviet theater forces to carry out their assigned 
general war campaigns could be governed principaUy by the 
effects of the initial nuclear exchange. {Paras. 53-58) 

L. The adjustments in Soviet theater forces in the past few 
years hiave not materially impaired their capabilities to conduct 
nonnuQlear operations. The USSR's highly mechanized forces 
have favorable characteristics for the dispersed operations re­
quired because of the constant possibility of escalation to nuclear 
warfare. Over the past two years, the nonnuclear firepower of 
groimd xinits has not been significantly altered, but the support­
ing noimuclejir firepower which can be delivered by tactical air­
craft has decreased. There are indications that the Soviets have 
recently given recognition to the possibiUty of normuclear war 
with NATO forces in Europe. They probably intend to retain 
capabilities for conventional warfare against NATO, but they do 
not appear to have revised their expectation that any major 
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conflict with NATO would be nuclear from the start or would 
probably escalate. (Paras. 63-66) 

M. The Soviets have evidently not elaborated any doctrine-
for limited nuclear warfare by theater forces, involving the use 
of tactical weapons only. We think they would be severely'handi-
capped in any attempts to conduct such warfare at present. 
Moreover, thus far the Soviets appear to think that limited nu­
clear conflict in the NATO area would almost certainly escalate 
to general war. (Para. 67) 
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CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 
Directorate of Intelligence 

28 April 1972 

INTELLIGENCE MEMORANDUM 

SOVIET DEFENSE POLICY 
1962-72 

BASIC OBJECTIVES AND TRENDS 

The objectives underlying Soviet military 
policies can be described today in much the same 
wa^as a decade ago: preserving the security of 
the homeland; maintaining hegemony over Eastern 
Europe; and fostering an image of strength in 
support of a strong foreign policy aimed at expand­
ing Soviet influence. 

The military policies that support these objec­
tives , however, have shifted markedly. The impul­
sive policies of Khrushchev, who downgraded the 
importance of conventional forces and tried to 
buy a slurategic nuclear deterrent cheaply, gave 
way in the mid-Sixties to more functional con­
cepts of military power.under Brezhnev and Kosygin. 
Soviet military policy was also influenced by 
fundamental changes in the way t h e USSR viewed 
its own power in relation to t he other major coun­
tries of the world, by its estimate of the external 
•threat, and by the impact of new technology on 
Soviet weaponry—and on the capabilities of poten­
tial enemies. 

Trends in Military Policies 

In broadest outline, the major trends in So­
viet military policies over the past decade have 
been these: 

Note: This memorandum was prepared by the Office 
of S t r a t e g i c Research and coord ina ted w i th in CIA. 
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Comparison of US Expenditures With Dollar Valuations 
of. USSR Expenditures for Defense, 1963-1972 

Billion 1970 dollars 
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— Expansion and improvement of strategic offen­
sive and defensive forces to the point that 
the Soviets now regard themselves as having 
achieved rough strategic parity with the US. 

— Continued maintenance of strong ground, air, 
and missile forces opposite.,NATO, but with 
increasing confidence -that NATO does not pose 
an imminent military threat. 

— Growing concern over t h e possibility of armed 
conflict with China, and a consequent strength­
ening of military forces along the border since 
the mid-Sixties. 

— Development of missile-equipped naval forces 
increasingly able to operate in distant areas, 

-~ both to counter Western naval forces and to 
show the flag. 

Trends in Military Spending 

These policies led to a gradual increase in mili­
tary spending. Total Soviet expenditures for military 
purposes grew from an estimated 18 billion rubles 
(58 billion dollars) in 1963 to about 22 billion 
rubles (72 billion dollars) in 1971, an increase of 
about 22 percent.* The graph opposite shows the 
trend in Soviet military spending and compares it 
to US expenditures over the years. 

The year-to-year changes in Soviet military ex­
penditures have been shaped mainly by the Soviet 
drive to catch up with the US in strategic arms. 
Much of the rapid growth between 1966 and 1970 re­
sulted from increases in outlays for strategic at­
tack and defense programs, and particularly for 
military research and development. A decline in 
strategic attack expenditures—reflecting a leveling 

* The ruble f igures are est imates of what the USSR 
pays for i t s mi l i t a ry forces and programs. The 
do l l a r f igures are estimates of what the Soviet 
forces and programs would cost i f purchased and 
operated in the US. 
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Comparison of US Expenditures With Dollar Valuations 
of USSR Expenditures for Military RDT&E^ 1963-1971 

Billion 1970 dollars 

1963 1064 1665 1966 

'includes all atomic energy R&D. 
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off in ICBM deployment—was primarily responsible 
for the low growth rate of about 1 percent in 19 71. 
Soviet defense expenditures for 19 72 are expected 
to reach about 22.5 billion rubles (74 billion dol­
lars) , about 2 1/2 percent more than in 1911. 

Since 196 7, the most dynamic el'ement in Soviet 
defense spending has been military research and de­
velopment. It has climbed sharply and in 1971 ac­
counted for over 15 percent of the total dollar val­
uation of the Soviet defense effort. Historically 
the US has outspent the Soviets in this area, but 
since 1969 this relationship has been reversed as a 
result of continued growth of the Soviet effort while 
US spending on military RSD declined. (See Graph) 

Trends in Military Manpower 

Soviet military manpower has increased substan­
tially over the past decade, moving from a total of 
about 3 million in 196 2 to over 3.9 million this 
year. The increase resulted largely from the growth 
of ground forces to reinforce the border opposite 
China, and from the expansion of strategic forces. 

US military manpower has shown a markedly dif­
ferent trend and is now about 1 1/2 million men below 
the Soviet total. Manpower for strategic forces has 
declined steadily, while general purpose forces peaked 
during the height of the Vietnam War and then de­
clined. (Table 4 of the Annex compares US and Soviet 
military manpower trends.) 

II. STRATEGIC FORCES 

In the aftermath of t he Cuban missile crisis 
and the failure of Khrushchev's effort to improve 
t:he USSR's strategic position at one stroke, Soviet 
leaders saw t h e building of a significant deterrent 
force as their most pressing military requirement. 
It was evident to them that their small force of 
ICBMs, heavy bombers, and missile submarines was 
being grossly outnumbered by US missile and bomber 
deployment programs, and that their strategic de­
fenses were becoming outmoded. Their response was 
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operational US and USSR ICBM Launchers 

- ^ __ . SS-13 
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The disr t thowt the eftitmiet} fUiinber of Soviei oper»liana1 tCBM Uunchers K of 
early 1972. The completion o l all known i tandvd titos hat provided the Soviets wi th a 
total o l 1.407 operational launettSf* at iheir IC8M complexes. Becaoie ot the uncertainty 
surrounding the purpose and consiruciion timing of the new ti lo program, it is iu>t 
reflected in the chart. The chart aHo excludei the 120 IC6M launchers at Pervomay^ and 
Derszhnya, which are believed to be intended for use against targets in Wesiern Europe. 
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to undertake a massive effort to redress this growing 
imbalance by deploying large, survivable strategic 
attack forces and improving their strategic defenses. 

Intercontinental Attack. Forxses 

At the end of 1962, the Soviet intercontinental 
attack forces was composed of some 200 heavy bombers, 
54 soft ICBM launchers, and less than a hundred short-
range submarine-launched ballistic missiles. The 
only expansion under way was in the ICBM force, and 
that was moving slowly. The US, in contrast, had a 
bomber fleet of over 600 B-52s, 175 Atlas and Titan 
ICBMs, and 9 Polaris missile submarines carrying 16 
missiles each. Moreover, the Minuteman ICBM was on 
the verge of large-scale deployment, and Polaris 
submarine production was continuing. 

Several new Soviet weapons systems were already 
in research and development at that time, and the 
decision was made to embark on a sustained high-
priority deployment effort centering on three of 
them: the large, high-yield SS-9 ICBM; the relatively 
small SS-11 ICBM; and the 16-tube Y class ballistic 
missile submarine. Bombers were retained as part of 
the force mix, but there was to be no effort to match 
the US bomber fleet numerically. 

In the decade to follow, the Soviets worked a 
dramatic improvement in their strategic posture rela­
tive to the US. US deployment programs leveled off 
in the mid and late Sixties, and the Soviets began 
to catch up. The graphs opposite illustrate this 
trend for the ICBM and missile submarine forces. 

ICBM Force Developments. By the end of 1968, 
the Soviets had reached virtual parity with the US 
in numbers of operational ICBMs, most of them now in 
hardened silos, and by the time SALT began in late 
1969 they were moving well ahead. In the fall of 
1970, there was a major switch in the ICBM deployment 
program. Construction of additional standard silos 
was cibruptly halted, and a few groups of silos were 
even eibandoned before they were finished. Instead, 
the Soviets introduced two new types of silos designed 
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for increased hardness, one probably intended for a 
large new missile and the other for a variant of the 
small SS-11. Over the next several months the Soviets 
began construction on 91 of the new-type silos, but 
in the summer of 1971 they stopped adding taOTe and 
have not done so since. 

Missile Submarines. The Y-class submarine con-
struction prograun caune later than the ICBM programs, 
but was well under way by 1968. Production reached 
a rate of 8 units a year in 1970. Since then, pro­
duction has begun shifting from the standard Y class 
to a modified version which will carry a larger mis­
sile but will have 12 rather than 16 launch tubes. 
If production continues at current rates, the opera­
tional y-class fleet would equal the US fleet of 41 
modern ballistic missile submarines in 1974. Because 
of the reduced number of launch tubes in the new ver­
sion, however, it would be another year before the So­
viets caught up in total modern submarine missile launchers. 

RSD Programs. While pursuing these deployment 
programs, the Soviets have continued to develop new 
offensive weaponry. There is evidence, for example, 
that preliminary tests of a new ICBM larger than the 
SS-9. began in late 19 71, and other new missile pro­
jects appear to be in the offing. In addition, a 
3,000-mile missile for the submarine force has been 
tested extensively, and it will soon be at sea on the 
new version of the Y-class submarine. 

One significant feature of Soviet missile de­
velopment so far has been the absence of any flight 
test programs for multiple independently targeted 
re-entry vehicles (MIRVs). The large new ICBM is a 
good candidate to be the first Soviet missile with 
MIRVs, but in this area the Soviets lag considerably 
behind the US, whose Minuteman III and Poseidon MIRV 
systems are already operational. Thus, while catching 
up with the US in total numbers of missile launchers, 
the Soviets have begun to fall behind again in another 
important measure of strategic attack capability—the 
number of separate targets that each side could at­
tack. The US now has a commanding lead in this re­
spect, and that lead is likely to grow at least through 
the mid-1970s. 
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Expenditures for Strategic Attack. In dollar 
terras, the Soviets have spent about the same amount 
on intercontinental attack forces in the 196 3-71 
period as the. United States. The Soviets,-however, 
have also maintained a substantial effort on periph­
eral attack forces which have no exact counterpart 
in the US, and when these expenditures are included 
overall Soviet expenditures on strategic attack for 
the 1963-71 period were about one-third more. Since 
US spending for intercontinental attack forces peaked 
before 1963, while Soviet spending did not reach its 
peak until 1969, these comparisons understate the 
long-term US effort to some extent. (The graphic 
opposite page 7 shows the trends in US and Soviet 
expenditures for strategic attack.) 

Strategic Defense 

Defense of the homeland from strategic attack 
has historically had a high priority in Soviet mili­
tary planning, claiming a much higher share of re­
sources than do strategic defenses in the US budget. 
In 1962, PVO Strany, the Soviet strategic defense 
organization, could already boast that it was numeri­
cally the largest air defense organization in the 
world, having some 7,500 SAM launchers and 4,500 
interceptor aircraft. Moreover, construction had 
begun on ABM defenses around Moscow. 

But the massive Soviet investments in missiles, 
aircraft, and radars were being undermined by chang­
ing US offensive capabilities. New US weapons and 
tactics—low-altitude penetration of bombers carrying 
long-range standoff weapons, and penetration aids 
and MIRVs on ballistic missiles—posed problems not 
satisfactorily solved to this day. The story of PVO 
Strany during the past decade is one of a vigorous 
but imperfect effort to upgrade its forces to counter 
the fast-paced changes in the US offense. 

Air Defense Improvements. Unlike the US, the 
Soviets have added steadily to their air-defense 
weaponry in recent years. Since 1964 they have in­
troduced five new types of fighter-interceptors, and 
production is continuing on two of them. The air-
defense missile force has also continued to expand 
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compar i son of US Expenditures With Dollar Valuat ions o( USSR Expendi tures 
for Strategic Attacit and Strategic Defense, 1S63-1971 
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and improve. Deployment programs are still in prog­
ress for the long-range SA-5 system and the SA-3 sys­
tem designed for low-altitude defense. New radars, 
communications systems, and hardened control facili­
ties have also been added. These improvements have 
plugged many gaps in Soviet air defenses, but they 
have not closed off the threat of Idw-altitude pene­
tration by attacking bombers. 

ABM Developments. The decision to begin deploy­
ing ABMs around Moscow in 1962 gave the Soviets an 
early start, but it saddled them with a system based 
on technology that was soon to be overtaken by offen­
sive innovations. The dish-type radar used for target 
tracking, for example, is capable of engaging only 
a few targets at a time. The Soviets apparently soon 
recognized that the system could be overcome by 
mtritiple warheads and penetration aids, and between 
1964 and 1967 they abandoned half of the ABM sites 
begun around Moscow. 

In 1967, the Soviets began experimenting with 
new types of ABM radars capable of handling many tar­
gets simultaneously, and a year later, work started 
on a prototype for a completely new ABM system using 
this kind of radar. The new system is cheaper than 
the cumbersome Moscow system and could be deployed in 
much shorter time (construction of the sites at Moscow 
took about 7 years). The range of this system appears 
to be considerably less than that of the Moscow system, 
and it could be used for local defense of key target 
areas or possibly ICBM fields. Meanwhile, new. ABM 
missiles have been undergoing tests since late 1970. 

So far, none of the new ABM equipment has been 
put into operational use. Satellite photography has 
not revealed any evidence of operational ABM deploy­
ment in the Soviet Union beyond the Moscow area. 

Expenditures for Strategic Defense. Soviet ex­
penditures for deploying and operating their strategic 
defenses, as valued in dollars, have been nearly three 
times those of the US during the past decade. (The 
graph opposite shows the trends for both countries.) 
This difference is accounted for largely by the USSR's 
larger commitment to air defense—a reflection of 
the fact that the Soviets are confronted by a much 
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larger bomber threat than is the US. The total ex­
penditures of the two countries on deployment of ABM 
systems have been about same. In the ABM field, of 
course, expenditures on R&D in both countries have 
greatly exceeded the deployment and operaring ex­
penses incurred so far, but it has not been possible 
to make meaningful comparisons o? Affl R&D spending. 

Soviet Strategic Concepts and Perceptions 

The way the Soviets have developed, deployed, 
and operated their strategic forces says several 
things about how they view the utility of these 
forces: 

— They consider these forces primarily as a 
deterrent. The major effort has been on 

-- programs which assure the ability of these 
forces to absorb a US strike and still be 
able to return a devastating blow. 

— They nevertheless plan for the possibility 
that deterrence might fail. They give high 
priority to strategic defenses, and they 
apparently target their strategic attack 
forces primarily against military-related 
installations rather than population and 
industry per se. In their doctrine, the 
preferred use of strategic attack forces is 
to pre-empt—that is, to launch an all-out 
strike against the enemy's forces when the 
enemy clearly is about to launch his own nu­
clear attack. A "launch-on-warning" strategy 
has also been advocated by some Soviet mili­
tary writers, but others have warned of the 
risks involved. 

— They do not contemplate launching a sudden, 
bolt-from-the-blue, first strike on the US, 
nor do they expect one on themselves. They 
have not acquired forces with the necessary 
combination of accuracy, yield, and numbers 
to be effective in this role, and there is 
abundant evidence that they do not maintain 
their strategic forces in a state of constant 
alert. (One of the enduring tenets of their 
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doctrine is that any general war would be pre­
ceded by an extended buildup of tensions that 
would allow time for preparation„) 

Soviet strategic doctrine also appears-to reject 
the feasibility of graduated nuclear warfare„ In 
their writings and statements oh'thevsubject.- Soviet 
strategists are consistently skeptical that it is pos­
sible for two nuclear powers to exercise restraint 
once nuclear weapons have been eraployede 

The Soviet leadership has- probably concluded that 
for the foreseeable future neither the US nor the USSR 
will be capable of acquiring a strategic superiority 
sufficient to ensure success in confrontation or a 
victory other than a Pyrrhic one in a nuclear war. 
Nevertheless, there are those in Moscow who believe 
ttiat the US is striving to obtain some relative ad­
vantage in terms of political-military leverage and 
actual warfighting capabilities. The US doctrine of 
"strategic sufficiency" and emphasis on MIRV programs 
have been interpreted in some Soviet quarters as point­
ing in this direction. There are also voices calling 
for the USSR to strive for a measure of advantage. 

There is probably no unanimous view in the Kremlin, 
however, as to how the strategic relationship should 
be measured. One senior member of the Soviet SALT 
delegation complained that some Soviet military men 
still tend to think as though they are counting "rifles 
and cannons" and pay too little attention to qualita­
tive factors in looking at the strategic equation. At 
the Sctme time, there is evidence that the Soviets per­
form sophisticated war-gaming analysis in much the same 
way as the US does. Whatever the measures, it is clear 
that the Soviets attach great^ importance to maintaining 
a position of "strategic equality" with the US and having 
it recognized by the US and other nations. 

Soviet Motives at SALT 

The Soviet decision to enter SALT in mid-196 8 
was Induced not only by the evolution of a rough 
nvmierical parity between the two opposing strategic 
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arsenals, but also by a number of interrelated eco­
nomic and political considerations. As SALT has 
progressed over the first seven rounds, Soviet in­
terest in an arms limitation agreement has come 
into sharper focus. 

One of Moscow's primary interes.ts has been to 
stabilize the US-Soviet strategic relationship and 
to gain US recognition of the principle of "equal 
security with no military advantage for either side." 
Although the strategic forces of the two sides are 
asymmetrical, the Soviets apparently believe them 
to be comparable in terms of overall capabilities, 
and undoubtedly appreciate that this acknowledgement 
at SALT would buttress their claim for a role in 
world affairs equivalent to that of the United States. 

Moscow's decision to enter SALT also reflected 
its"desire to limit certain aspects of US-Soviet 
competition through negotiation. The negotiating 
record has indicated, however, that the Soviets did 
not enter SALT with the intent of ending strategic 
competition between the two countries. Rather, 
they have attempted to narrow the focus of this 
competition and limit it chiefly to the qualita­
tive area of research and development. They have 
also insisted that force modernization be allowed 
to continue, at least under the terms of an interim 
agreement. 

In spite of the Soviet buildup in strategic 
forces over the past decade the share of GNP al­
located to defense fell to about 6 percent in 1971. 
This declining military burden indicates that purely 
economic considerations have not forced the Soviets 
to seek a SALT agreement. The Soviets may, never­
theless , hope to realize some savings in terms of 
high-quality physical and human resources—assets 
that are needed to modernize the civilian economy 
and boost productivity. 

III. GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES 

Forces Opposite NATO 

The structure and posture of Soviet and Warsaw 
Pact theater forces at the time of the 1962 Cuban 
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missile crisis reflected Soviet doctrine which had 
evolved in the late Fifties and early Sixties. 
This doctrine was based on the belief that any war 
between NATO and the Warsaw Pact would immediately 
escalate to nuclear war, 

In the Pact strategy for nucleajt: war in Europe, 
the mission of the ground forces was to exploit mas­
sive nuclear strikes delivered throughout the depth 
of the theater by advancing rapidly across Western 
Europe. Ground and tactical air forces were equipped 
to provide greater mobility and concentrated, short 
term combat power. The ground forces were entirely 
mechanized and provided with massive numbers of tanks. 
The niunber of tactical aircraft was reduced, and 
equipment modernization programs emphasized air de­
fense and tactical nuclear delivery capabilities. 
Tl̂îs focus on nuclear warfare resulted in a decline 
in conventional firepower. 

By 1968, the Soviet view of war in Europe had 
undergone a significant change. In response to the 
NATO flexible response strategy. Pact planners have 
come to believe that the initial period of a war 
with NATO could be fought without the use of nuclear 
weapons. They still cling to the view that an un­
successful NATO conventional offensive—or a break­
through by a Warsaw Pact counteroffensive—would 
compel NATO to resort to tactical nuclear weapons. 
The Soviets see the conventional phase, therefore, 
as only a prelude to nuclear war. The Soviets be­
lieve moreover, that NATO does not intend to re­
strict a European conflict to the use of tactical 
nuclear weapons only and that a limited nuclear 
response on the part of the Pact would only offer 
the West the opportunity to deliver a massive and 
decisive strategic nuclear strike. 

Soviet acceptance of a possible nonnuclear 
phase of hostilities has led to some chcuiges In 
force structure. Division artillery, for example, 
has been increased by about 50 percent since 1967. 
Pact tactical aircraft, however, continue to be 
characterized by relatively small payloads, de­
spite some improvements in current Soviet fighters, 
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For this reason the Soviets plan to use medium bombers 
for large-scale conventional bombing in the initial 
phase of a war with NATO. At the same time, the So­
viets have continued to develop their tactical nuclear 
capabilities, increasing their tactical "nuoiear mis­
sile forces by about one-third. 

Aside from these changes in combat support, So­
viet theater force organization has not diverged sig­
nificantly from the pattern established in the early 
Sixties. This organization emphasizes the shock 
power, mobility, and protection against nuclear ef­
fects of the tank, and is intended for a relatively 
short, fast moving offensive. The Soviets hope to 
conduct a conventional offensive using essentially 
the same tactics as for nuclear war. 

Forces Opposite China 

Deteriorating Soviet-Chinese relations have 
been responsible for significant changes in Soviet 
theater forces during the past decade. Since 1965 
the Soviets have tripled their ground forces oppo­
site China, and the buildup is continuing. There 
are now some 37 to 42 Soviet divisions and 370,000 
men deployed in the border area. About 11 of these 
divisions are at or near combat strength. 

The pattern of the ongoing buildup suggests 
that the Soviets intend eventually to have 42 to 
48 divisions and close to 1,100 aircraft opposite 
China. At full strength, this force would have 
about 780,000 troops. Such a force probably wovild 
enable the Soviets to seize and hold indefinitely 
the most important peripheral regions of China such 
as Manchuria, Inner Mongolia, or large parts of 
Sinkiang. 

It is clear that the Soviets are preparing for 
the possibility of tactical nuclear warfare against 
Chinese forces. Almost every division along the 
border has nuclear-capable tactical rockets, and 
there are four brigades equipped with 160-mile-range 
tactical ballistic missiles. In addition, the So­
viets have deployed the 500-mile Scaleboard and 
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300-mile Shaddock mobile missile systems with ground 
forces in the area. Ultimately the Soviet forces 
along the border will probably have about the same 
proportion of tactical nuclear weapons as the forces 
opposite NATO. 

Some Soviet strategic missil.es and bombers are 
almost certainly targeted against China also. 

Naval Forces 

The requirement for anticarrier forces was the 
major influence on the development of the Soviet 
general purpose naval forces from the mid-Fifties 
through the mid-Sixties. Subsequently the emphasis 
broadened to include improvement of antisubmarine 
capabilities and expansion of out-of-area opera­
tions . 

Anticarrier Forces. The Soviets decided to 
counter Western carrier forces primarily with anti-
ship, cruise missiles, rather than building their own 
carriers. By 1962 the Soviet Navy already had a 
large force of missile-armed medium bombers and had 
begun deploying cruise missile submarines. During 
the early and mid-Sixties the cruise missile sub­
marine force was built up rapidly, and the naval 
air forces received new types of missiles and air­
craft. Long-range cruise missiles also were fitted 
on a•number of new major surface combatants. 

Antisubmarine Warfare. During the last half 
of the Sixties the Soviets deployed a variety of 
new systems with improved ASW capabilities, while 
continuing to strengthen the anticarrier forces 
as well. The new weapons systems included heli­
copter carriers, long-range ASW aircraft, and two 
new classes of nuclear-powered submarines. 

Despite these efforts, the Soviet Navy has 
made little progress in ASW. It has not solved 
the problem of initial detection of submarines, 
either through use of ASW forces or by an ocean 
surveillance system. As a result, current Soviet 
ASW forces do not pose a serious threat to the US 
ballistic missile submarine force. Furthermore, 
this same deficiency leaves Soviet naval surface 
forces vulnerable to Western attack submarines. 
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us and USSR Naval Operations 
Ship days at sea" 
(in Ihousands) 

USSR 

*Excft/tfes hydrographic. space support, SSB/SSBN anti 
special sabmatine operations. 
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Out-of-Area Operations. Concurrently with the 
ASW programs, the Soviet Navy undertook a major ef­
fort to operate tts forces in distant waters. In 
the early Sixties the Navy rarely ventured outside 
its coastal waters, even during major exercises. 
As late as 1965, Soviet surface combatants, attack 
submarines, and naval avixiliaries-speiit only about 
6,000 ship-days on out-of-area operations. During 
the last half of the Sixties, however, Soviet naval 
operations expanded rapidly. The graph opposite 
shows this trend and compares it with US naval op­
erations . 

The 1962-71 period also saw an expansion of 
Soviet naval activity into new operating areas. 
The Soviet Mediterranean Squadron, for example, 
was.first established in 1964 and grew into a ma­
jor ̂ orce in 1967. Soviet naval forces established 
a presence in the Indian Ocean in 1968, began a 
series of deployments to the Caribbean in 1969, 
and in 1970 began what has become a small continu­
ous presence off of West Africa. 

Naval air operations have expanded also. In 
1965, the naval air forces received new reconnais­
sance aircraft and began to conduct long-range mis­
sions over the open ocean. In 1968, a Soviet naval 
air squadron was established in Egypt, and in 1970 
naval reconnaissance aircraft began to make brief 
visits to Cuba. 

Shipbuilding. Dtoring the 1962-1971 period, 
the Soviets built more major naval ships than the 
US, but their ships were generally smaller. In 
contrast to US practice, the Soviets have shown 
a preference for relatively small multi-purpose 
ships, with an emphasis on speed and firepower 
at the expense of range, endurance, and sustained 
combat capability. The only major area in which 
they have surpassed the US is in numbers of attack 
submarines, as shown in the following table: 
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Comparision of US Expenditures With Dollar Valuations 
of USSR Expenditures for General Purpose Forces, 1963-1971 

Investment * 

^PfocatetntM o' equrp/neAi and facilltiei. 

1963 19«4 19«S IMfl 19S7 19«S iflW 1070 lOTl 1973 1943 1«S4 UAS VM 1967 1960 1969 1970 1971 1973 

Mote: Ttiese co^nperfsons eielude Mie coal of ftucf*ar wartteeds entf OomOs. 
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Number and Tonnage of Major Naval Ships 
Commissioned, 1962-1971 

Major Surface Combatants 

Attack Submarines 

Major Amphibious Ships 

TOTAL 

Number • 
US USSR 

83 92 

42 117 

45 11 

70 220 

Thousand 
Tons 

U£ 
564 

154 

634 

1,352 

USSR 

291 

428 

38 

757 

The Soviet Navy does not have a major mission of 
projecting forces ashore, as does the US Navy, nor is 
it as concerned with protecting extended sea lines of 
communications. As a result, the Soviet Navy has been 
able to concentrate its main efforts on systems de­
signed to attack and destroy other naval forces. 

Expenditures for General Purpose Forces 

Soviet spending on general purpose forces has 
grown slowly during the past decade but has remained 
well, below US expenditures in this category. (The 
graphs opposite illustrate this trend.) Before the 
US made large-scale commitment in Vietnam, US ex­
penditures for general purposes forces averaged 
cibout 15 percent above the dollar valuation of coun­
terpart Soviet spending. During the height of the 
Vietnam conflict—1965-69—US spending was about 65 
percent higher. Since then US expenditures in this 
category have dropped sharply, and in 1971 they were 
less than 10 percent above the Soviet total. 
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TABLE 1 
SOVIET INTERCONTINENTAL ATTACK FORCES 

ICBM Launchers 
SS-6 
SS-7 
SS-8 
SS-9 
SS-11 
At ICBM Complexes 
At MR/IRBM Complexes** 

SS-13 
Total 

Ballistic Missile Submarines 
(Launch tubes in parenthesis) 
G class** 
H class 
Y class,_ 

Total 

Heavy Bombers 
Bear 
Bison 

Total 

* These t o t a l s a re for o p e r a t i o n a l 

End 1962 

4 
50 
^-
J -

— 
— 
— 
5T* 

23(69) 
9(27) 
— 

32(96)* 

100 
100 
200 

ICBMs and 

End IS68 

— 
197 — 
23 
168 

580 
— 
— 
968* 

22(66) 
9(27) 
4(64) 
35(157)* 

110 
90 
200 

b a l l i s t i c 

1_ 

25 
56 

mi 

April 197 2 

— 
190 
19 
288 

850 
120 
60 

1,527* 

22(70) 
9(30) 

-27(400-432: 
-58(500-532: 

110 
85 
195 

Bsile sub-
mar ines , and they do not inc lude o the r s under c o n s t r u c t i o n a t the 
times i n d i c a t e d . At the end of 1968, fo r example, some 330 a d d i ­
t i o n a l ICBM s i l o s (60 of them for the SS-9) were under oons t ruc t io i 
and 13 a d d i t i o n a l 16~tube X c l a s s submarines were under c o n s t r u c t i i 
or f i t t i n g ou t . As of 1 Apr i l 1972, t he r e were 91 new-type ICBM 
s i l o s under cons t ruc t i on and IS X c l a s s submarines under aons t rua t i 
or f i t t i n g out . 

**These probably are in tended p r i m a r i l y fo r a t t a ck a g a i n s t t a r g e t s i t 
Europe and Asia. 

ICBM Launchers 
Minuteman 
Titan 

CURRENT US INTERCONTINENTAL ATTACK FORCES 

1,000 
54 

1,054 
Ballistic Missile Submarines 
Polaris/Poseidon 

Strategic Bombers 
B-52 
FB-111 

41 (656 launch tubes) 

450 
74 
524 
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TABLE 2 
SOVIET STRATEGIC DEPENSE FORCES 

AIR DEFENSES 

Interceptor Aircraft 
Subsonic 
Supersonic 

Surface-to-Air Missile Launchers 
SA-1 (at Moscow only) 
SA-2 
SA-3 
SA-5 

ABM DEFENSES 
Engagement Radars (Moscow) 
Launchers'-(Moscow) 
Hen House Ballistic Missile 
Early Warning Radars 

Regional ABM Radars (Moscow) 

End 
196 2 

3,325 
1,260 
4,585 " 

3,276 
4,020 

220 

7,516 

— 

— 

End 
1968 

1,575-
1,775 
3,350 

3,276 
4,500 
480 
360 

8,616"" 

3 
24 

2 
1 

April 
1972 

-885 
2,230 
3,115-

3,276 
4,380 

988 
1,332 
9,976 

8 
64 

6 
2 

CURRENT US STRATEGIC DEFENSE FORCES 

AIR DEFENSES 

Interceptor Aircraft 
F-101, F-102, F-106 
(including Air National Guard) 

Surface-to-Air Missile Launchers 
BOMARC 
Nike Hercules (including Army 
National Guard) 

59 3 

84 

755 
839 

ABM DEFENSES 
Ballistic Missile Early Warning Radars (BMEWS) 
Over-the-Horizon Radars 
SLBM Warning System Sites 
Satellite Early Warning Systems 

3 
9 
8 
2 
2 

satellites 
ground 
stations 
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TABLE 3 
SOVIET NAVAL- GENERAL' 'PURPOSE FORCES 

Major Surface' Forces 

Aircraft carriers 
Helicopter carriers 
Cruisers - CL and CLG 
Cruisers - CLGM (1) 
Destroyers 
Escorts 

End 
1962 

-
-
14 
1 

107 
79 

End 
1968 

-
1 
12 
8 
81 
104 

April 
1-972-.-

-
2 
15 
11 
82 
112 

Current 
US 

Totals 

17 

9 
28 fr 
122 
68 

201 206 222 244 

Submarine' Forces 

Cruise Missile - nuclear 
- diesel 

Total Cruise Missile _ 

Torpedo Attack - nuclear 
- diesel 

Total Torpedo Attack 

5 
11 
16 

8 
253 
261 

35 
26 
61 

18 
234 
252 

40 
28 
68 

28 
182 
210 

-

-

56 
38 
94 

277 313 278 94 

Naval Air Forces 

Missile carriers 
Reconnaissance/bomber 
Patrol/ASW aircraft 
ASW helicopters 

265 
165 
80 
110 

270 
355 
85 
175 

275 
360 
135 
235 

See 
footnote 
(2) 

620 885 1,005 2,500 

(1) These ships — the Kynda and Kreata classes—are commonly 
identified as light cruisers because of their surface-to-
surface missiles, but they are about the same size as a 
US guided missile frigate. They are less than half the 
size of a US Hght cruiser. 

(2) Tne US Navy's air arm cannot he compared meaningfully to 
Soviet Naval Aviation because of the major differences in 
missions and equipment. The Soviets, for example, have no 
naval fighter aircraft, while the US has no long-range mis­
sile carriers comparable to the Soviet types. 

TjIOP-SECKET" 

268 



44. (continued) 

• 

Strategic 
Attack 

Strategic 
Defense 

Ground 
Forces* 

Tactical Air 
Forces 

Navy 

Command & 
Support 

Research & 
Development 

Military Secu­
rity Forces 

Total Ac­
tive Mili­
tary Man­
power 

*•Includes Sov 

y-p< 

TABLE 4 
USSR AND US MILITARY MANPOWER 

1962 15.58 
USSR 

174,000 

415,000 

1,219,000 

'"223,000 

340,000 

548,000 

45,000 

225,000 

3,061,000 

i e t Naval . 

US USSR • US 

263,000 325,000 169,000 

149,000 459,000 102,000 

860,000 1,485,000 975,000 

155,000 240,000 345,000 

405,000 369,000 460,000 

924,000 673,000 1,460,000 

54,000 5.3,000 42,000 

225,000 

2,810,000 3,704,000 3,550,000 

Infantry and US Marines. 

Qtr / r i>je.(̂ i<.ii, X ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ H ^ H g 

• 

1972 
USSR 

363,000 

529,000 

1,562,000 

259,000 

385,000 

694,000 

53,000 

225,000 

3,931,000 

US 

150,0( 

52,0( 

580,OC 

215,OC 

340,OC 

1,018,0C 

35,OC 

-

2,340,00 
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Summary of Conclusions 

Four principal questions, relating to Soviet nu­
clear war doctrine are treated in this paper. The 
conclusions of the paper on the's'e and a number of 
subordinate questions are summarized below. 

.1. What purposes do the Sov ie t s see t h e i r nu­
c l e a r fo rces as serving? 

The main objectives underlying Soviet strategic 
policy may be described in broad terms as similar 
to those of a decade ago: to protect the security 
of the homeland, to deter nuclear war but to wage 
war successfully should deterrence fail, to project 
an image of military strength commensurate with the 
pSsition of a great world power, and to support foreign 
policy aims if only by checking strategic forces of 
potential opponents. 

What i s the r e l a t i v e weight of such 
f a c t o r s as d e t e r r e n c e , c o n s i d e r a t i o n s of p r e s t i g e 
or i n f l u e n c e , and use of nuc lea r weapons in war? 

It is difficult to separate these factors and 
assign each an exact ranking of significance. The 
pattern of development, deployment, and operation 
of the strategic forces, however, suggests how the 
Soviets view the utility of these forces. (1) Deter­
rence is a key objective. The major effort has been 
on programs which assure the ability of these forces 
to absorb a US strike and still return a devastating 
blow. (2) The Soviets nevertheless plan for the 
possibility that deterrence may fail, although they 
do not contemplate launching a sudden first strike 
on the US or expect one on themselves. (3) Their 
strategic buildup over the past decade shows that 
they are unwilling to remain in a position of marked 
strategic inferiority relative to the US. They appar­
ently consider that their larger policy aims would 
be prejudiced by such a position. 

What i s the i m p l i c a t i o n of the S o v i e t s ' 
forgoing an ABM defense as a r e s u l t of the ABM Treaty? 

TQ£-sees:ET3 
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Soviet agreement to this treaty probably reflects 
a desire to limit competition in an area where the US. 
had significant technical advantages ajid £tood to 
lengthen its lead. In this regard, the Soviets would 
believe that they gave up little and gained substantial 
benefits. 

The ABM Treaty, however, introduces a new con­
sideration into Soviet planning for aerospace defense: 
the potential effectiveness of the extensive Soviet 
air defense network is undermined in the absence of 
a complementary ABM defense. If the treaty remains 
in effect over the long term, Soviet air defenses 
will be susceptible to disruption by a precursor mis­
sile attack. This consideration may affect future 
air defense system procurement. It may have already 
done so, in view of the absence of new strategic air 
defense weapons systems at test ranges for the past 
several years, although the evidence is inconclusive 
at this point. 

A second implication of the treaty is that the 
USSR has limited the use of active defenses to deter 
or counter third-country missile attacks outside of 
Moscow and has chosen to rely primarily on the deter­
ring influence of a superior offensive arsenal. 

2. How do the Sovie ts decide how much i s enough? 

The ultimate objectives and intentions underlying 
Soviet strategic arms programs will continue to be 
a subject of uncertainty, given a dynamic strategic 
environment characterized by continuing competition 
on both sides, each attempting to prevent the other 
from achieving a measurable advantage, and in the 
absence of arms control agreements sufficiently com­
prehensive to restrain that competition. 

Soviet spokesmen have often stated in recent 
years that the USSR's basic aim is to maintain a 
condition of "equal security" in relation to the US. 
This concept is not capable of precise definition. 
Possession by the Soviets of an assured deterrent 
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capability, even though clearly recognized by the 
US, is evidently not "enough" if the deterrent forces 
stand in marked quantitative inferiority tG those of 
the US. Similarly, the lag-behind the US in signifi­
cant qualitative aspects of strategic weaponry, such 
as MIRV technology, is probably also' unacceptable. 

Even if the intention is only to strive to main­
tain a relationship of rough strategic equality with 
the US, Soviet arms programs are bound to be vigorous 
and demanding. This is in part because of existing 
asymmetries, which may appear to the Soviets to justify 
certain quantitative advantages for the USSR, for ex­
ample in land-based ICBMs, to maintain "equal security." 
Ongoing US development and deployment prograjns are 
probably also seen as requirements for offsetting 
action by the USSR. The Soviets would like to have 
a margin of strategic advantage over the US in some 
form, but we do not know what particular weapon pro­
grams the Soviets would consider most likely to afford 
them a useful advantage over the US or how they might 
assess the risks and costs of such programs in view 
of possible US reactions. 

I s there any d o c t r i n a l or concep tua l l i m i t 
on force s i ze or composition? Or a re the l i m i t a t i o n s 
the r e s u l t of such p r a c t i c a l c o n s i d e r a t i o n s as c o s t , 
technology, and es t imates of US r e a c t i o n ? 

There is a growing body of evidence that Soviet 
decisions on force goals involve a complex interplay 
of many factors beyond rational and objective consid­
erations of strategic needs. The political leadership 
has the final say on those matters it considers, but 
it operates in the presence of other influences, in­
cluding competing policy positions, special interest 
groups, Kremlin politics, bureaucratic pressures, and 
technological and economic constraints. Decisions 
are worked out on an incremental basis, and choices 
are susceptible to change from one year to the next. 
The decisionmaking process itself is veiled in secrecy, 
and evidence is often lacking on the substance and 
influence of positions taken by key institutions and 
individuals. 

- 5 
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Consequently we do not know precisely what con­
ceptual criteria may govern Soviet force size and 
composition. It is possible, however, to circumscribe 
in a rough way the range of -choices available in the 
light of major factors that the -Soviets must take into 
account in planning for the future of their strategic 
forces. These factors include the provisions of stra­
tegic arms limitation agreements and the manner in 
which these agreements alter or appear to alter the 
strategic, political, and economic conditions confront­
ing the USSR; the leadership's sense of stability or 
change in its strategic relationship with the US, in­
cluding interaction in research and development; the 
pace and scope of technological change; economic capa­
bilities; and the Chinese military threat. 

What i s the impact of SALT on Soviet 
s t r a t e g i c doc t r i ne? 

The ABM Treaty reflects a change from Soviet 
doctrine emphasizing active air and missile defenses 
against all threats. Otherwise, there is no evidence 
available at present to indicate whether or how the 
strategic arms limitation agreements have affected 
Soviet strategic doctrine. 

3. How would the Sovie ts env i s ion using nuc lea r 
weapons? 

Do they see using them a t a l l ? For i n i ­
t i a t i o n , r e t a l i a t i o n , preemption? 

There is good evidence that the Soviets do not 
consider a sudden first strike to be a workable strategy. 
The Soviets have not deployed counterforce weapons in 
sufficient numbers to make a first-strike damage limit­
ing strategy feasible- At the seune time, the Soviets 
evidently do not anticipate a sudden first strike by 
the US. Their propaganda continues to cite the threat 
of a US surprise attack, but the observed day-to-day 
readiness posture of their strategic forces indicates 
that the Soviets do not, in fact, expect such an attack. 

- 6 -
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Excluding a sudden first-strike strategy, the 
Soviet leadership has considered three strategic op­
tions: preemption, launch-on-warning, and agtaliation. 

Preemption is often presented^in.Soviet military 
writings as a desirable strategic option, but these 
discussions fail to address such factors as the US 
early warning systems and massive retaliatory capa­
bilities. Given the immense risks involved, the 
Soviets probably would not attempt to translate this 
theoretical concept into a practical option. 

Launch-on-warning evidently has been considered 
as a strategic option, but it is rarely mentioned 
by the Soviets. The concept may be seen as having 
a certain psychological value in reinforcing deterrence, 
but--as a policy it would present command and control 
problems. The Soviet leadership is unlikely to dele­
gate the authority to launch a nuclear attack or to 
accept the unpredictable risks of accidental or un­
authorized launch inherent in such a policy. 

Retaliation is the oldest declared Soviet strategy 
and the one most frequently advocated by the top party 
and government officials. None of the Soviet state­
ments about preemption and launch-on-warning have come 
from the upper levels of the civilian leadership. The 
Soviet strategic buildup over the past decade has made 
retaliation a thoroughly credible doctrine. The assump­
tions underlying the leadership's view of retaliation, 
as reflected in the Soviet position at SALT, are that the 
US and USSR possess more than enough nuclear weapons to 
bring about a world-wide catastrophe, that the side at­
tacked first would retain a retaliatory force capable of 
annihilating the attackers's homeland, and that a war 
between the US and USSR wouliJ be disastrous for both. 

Do the Soviets see using nuclear weapons 
for devas ta t ion in r e t a l i a t i o n or for m i l i t a r y e f f ec t ? 
What m i l i t a r y e f f ec t s would he valued most? 

Both counterforce and countervalue targets are 
incorporated in Soviet planning. The basic targets 
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are identified as missile launch sites, nuclear weapons 
production and storage facilities, other military 
installations,.systems for controlling.and__supporting 
strategic forces, and military-industrial "and adminis­
trative centers. Explicit references to the destruction 
of enemy population, as such, are notably omitted from 
available Soviet listings of strategic targets. The 
list obviously implies, however, the direct targeting 
of major American cities and therefore massive civilian 
fatalities. 

Do the Sovie ts env is ion use of nuc lea r 
weapons a l l a t once or in some esoa la to ry fash ion? 
I s the re any evidence of Soviet th ink ing about war 
ba rga in ing , i . e . e f f o r t s to use nuclear weapons to 
c r ea t e c i rcumstances for ba rga in ing , d e - e s c a l a t i o n ? 

In the context of intercontinental warfare, there 
is no indication in available materials that the 
Soviets accept the feasibility of limited strategic 
nuclear warfare or war bargaining. At least in public 
they have consistently 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. Despite these disclaimers, 
the Soviet strategic arsenal could support a strategy 
of controlled strategic attack, raising the possibility 
that such a contingency may be included in Soviet 
targeting and attack planning. 

In the context of warfare in Europe, Soviet doctrine 
on escalation has been modified since the mid-Sixties. 
An earlier position that any war involving NATO and the 
Warsaw Pact would automatically escalate to theater-wide 
nuclear war has been altered to allow for an initial 
conventional phase. Soviet writings and Warsaw Pact 
exercises have paid increasing attention to the impor­
tance of having armed forces equipped and trained for 
conventional as well as nuclear tactical warfare. Cur­
rent Pact planning for a war in Europe recognizes the 
possibility of both a conventional or nonnuclear phase 
and a nuclear strike phase. Pact planners apparently 
believe that successful conventional operations by the 
Pact would force NATO to resort to nuclear weapons, and 
they emphasize the importance of the timing of their 
initial use. 
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Soviet military writers have given little attention 
to the concept of controlled nuclear war in Europe. 
They emphasize the decisiveness of an initial nuclear 
attack and the need for effective coordinat-ion. The 
first salvo of intermediate- and medium-range ballistic 
missiles by the Strategic Rocket"Forces evidently would 
be the signal for nuclear strikes by other Warsaw Pact 
forces. 

For the Soviet political leadership, a broader 
range of options is likely to exist than is evident 
in Pact exercises and documents. Authorization for 
the scale of fighting to be pursued, the use of nuclear 
weapons, and the scope of permitted nuclear operations 
would rest with the political leaders. Under actual 
combat conditions they could decide to employ nuclear 
forces in a more carefully controlled manner than 
indicated in military writings and exercises. 

4. How do the Soviets see the r e l a t i o n between 
t h e i r i n t e r c o n t i n e n t a l and t h e a t e r fo rces? 

— I s the re any way of judging which the 
Sovie ts might be l i eve more l i k e l y to he used? I s 
the re any evidence of Soviet views as to coupling 
or decoupling? 

We do not have good evidence on how the Soviets 
view the possibility of an intercontinental exchange 
between the US and the USSR if theater nuclear warfare 
erupts in Europe. The Soviets would presumably prefer 
to avoid a level of combat that would involve massive 
strikes on their own country. Their willingness to 
escalate to global nuclear warfare might depend largely 
on what they expected the US response would be to events 
in Europe. 

Until the mid-Sixties Soviet declaratory doctrine 
held that a war between NATO and the Warsaw Pact would 
automatically escalate to theater-wide nuclear war in 
Europe and possibly to global nuclear war. Some Soviet 
military writers have continued to express skepticism 
that a European conflict could be kept limited. At 
the same time, other Soviet military writings have 

- 9 -
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paid increased attention to the possibilities of 
limiting a war in Europe. In view of the modifica­
tion of their doctrine on escalation, Soviet planners 
may have become more willing to consider decoupling 
a war in Europe from a direct US-USSR intercontinental 
confrontation. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

1. 'vnt: i n c e l l i g a n c e community, aa judged by t h e f indings 

in.-, i.i.ii iia(. Lon.»l e a t i m a t e s , haa a good record of d e t e c t i n g cUid 

dati-.xml.niu<i major c h a r a c t e r i f l t i c a and miaaiona of new weapons 

•y«i enm aoon a f t e r t e s t i n g begin* and usual ly , we l l b e f o r e IOC.. 

a.- This c a p a b i l i t y haa improyed a ince 1966 wi th t h e ' 

devflopmant of h ighe r r e a o l u t i o n photography and Improved SIGINT ' 

c a p a b i l i t i e s , 

b . However, t h e community w«« not always r igh t . , from- i 

t he .Jutoet: - vv^L 

~ The- SS-N-8 Vfa» cons idered t o have » 3^100 lun range' (3^500-

nm maximum) u n t i l i t demqnatratad 4^200-nm i n November 

and December 1972 (IOC waa- in -Apr i l 1974). Lacking f i rm 

d a t a , tha a n a l y s t s misjudged bow olosa t o 100 p e r c e n t 

t o prope l len t ; c a p a c i t y was being, used. 

— .There was i n i t i a l oonfuflioa «baat . t h e . s l s e - a n d - f u n c t i o n s . 

of aoma of t h e new hardened a i s e l l e s i l o s I n t r o d u c e d i n 

t he e a r l y 1970s . 

— Not u n t i l t h e e a r l y 1970s was I t determined t h a t some S S r l l 

- s i l o s , which bagjui.* depigment- . in . 19 $.7.-were;.Qrifnted to . pro~-

vide p r e v i o u s l y l a c k i n g dovetege of Cbinii^and t* ' a t ? t t i 5 R i y / - ^ 

were o r i e n t e d t o cover Burope, t h e Hed^tftgganyan and South 

As ia . A l l , however , . can be used agains t , t h e US and. a r e so 

counted. 

U ^ ' • • • J: 
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c. There ware also paraiatent problems and disagreements 

over three weapon syatema which appeared well suited for one sort 

of raiaalon but at least marginally capable of performing another 

rojaaion of more aeriouB concern.to tha US. These were the SS-9 

/Mod 4,. the.SA-5, and. the Backfire boniier-

—.In all three cases, the limitationa of available 

evidence left uncertainties about detailed aystem performance, '7 

despite the sophisticated analytical techniquea employed by the 

intelligence community. Thus there were-quastiona, soma of.them 

still not resolved, about how much of a. capability in the second 

category really existed, and hence about Soviet intentiona. in 

designing and' building the. systems^ 

2.. The intelligance community haa also been generally success^ 

fuljLn monitoring the deployment of new weapon systems and.the 

introduction of major modifications-in existing ones, despite some 

initial difficulties in determining tba scope and pace.of deploy­

ment.. There have bean recurring minor uncertainties and disagree- f 

ments about, howmajg^jillos are under, construction, how many 

submarines- are in the building shed, and the like. These uacerr-

talnties have been, raduced but not eliminated with, the advent, of 

betteir^ mora- precise sensors. 

a. The principal problems arose, during tha mid-1960s, 

before the full scope of the ICBM buildup and the pace of y-clasa 

submarine production were clear. 

- ii -
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ŷ liii. JfeAî N tiam^MlctoakSifaifc^ Cua.;.'.U.!lit5ii^ag|i|jj 

i, 'll.e c ,.i.ii.,i t v ' ! . i.-Ci.».i J p.. t i l l . (5' :. .1, ItK. 1̂  

So, .;:... o n . a gi. \u .>v«!C t<- .ciigi c lUi,, (n w <:li l i i i •:( < •. ..lui .••; 

w'a . .. .u IJy lai I . II"). 

a . 'j'l .: i rnat OIU..3IS at. III cc,,.ln.| w. .ut..- - t- . i . luj . ' ••!: i: ..! , 

e a ; J : u . r e a t n i a t : i (,i f ir< «'-"i. t h e la | ra . . t . r winctj . : , i , ! t . , >j(nil.< -, it . i 
» ,l-J 

on.'V i-aich ui- 1. th, : Ui m ui.iiUiei oc I<-BM; h<i> (c<- ,; iic,, t im ( . u .g..; | 
I - ' - ' 

Th« li ' w s 4 t ln i i l a i aa.-l:,. l i i l l u r e t u r i C O ( j i . ' ' tji..i-. i .ic £ . . \ i ( t l - ; , , i : ! ' 

wot Id w (jt. -- ai.it diiraa:id bi nuijot ai.Ln-i tii i n t o i ,io A | i . ei.iti.<: m "tl-^:-

1 9 ' 2 • - K)J:IS. t h i ; . t l ia 15-'iii mjdarn l..ili Lai.i.c ' -us" • i." iui.ii..iii ne , 

whi>:i) tli.i tintLm.iUia to<ik v.o r . jp re : eiii; iou<(li \> c i t y VM i h the 0£:. 

— • 'Chî  aatimiitoiri i a p p e a r i o Uavi; b« > <» ov.n-uapi i3-,.-iei:l' ') ^^,.< 

wi t i i unt- ni£iifnwti..!ia of I he proiilam:. riud unrnrt- . lnt- . i i i : . i-b.; j ' . o v U r ' l " ..^jj' ' 

jEac..^d U, Ac!hi<ivii>ij ond th-ai r.Jtaii.ljiff l u l i a t i i . i l i t v wit) i t h e 0 j ' ' ' ,v>^ 

and f-̂ Jt h ive o i f a i . i J t i m a t a d £iovi.et <onc!aj;(» tit«iiit p£<:.vi:,);.ia.(jiow U:i 

depU)yae. i ta oi- i . icca iii.pr<>vam»inta. At tiife aanui. t.liii«i, tJidy Avii • 

d a n d y u..deze:>tii i iated t h e s t r « i n g t l i . a n d |.:ieiaiBt<iriC<! oj: Uia p o l . c i -

c a l , i i i S i i t u t i o n i i L , . and p r o b a l i l y in^sst o f a l l . i i i L l i t a r y p x o u a a t s ; 

f o r ctDji t .nuatlon of t h e b u l l d t i p — p r o b a b l y i n pai ; t . ti«cttuji«i c f f-i^^' f\ 

douli t i b . i t a {.UBh muah p a c t acjuali by would be <>f r<i«l tiiiLxt.ii|y ' t'^^ 

v a - l l i e . :. • •.. •-

ty would be <>i r«al fiiilit.iriy AT" \ 
J. - . — 4 A ..-̂  

b» On Ilia ottiet hand, tne HIE* over.iatirnatcd tUivxet J l i (• 

wli:iincin«rin to dihploy AHMs i n defenee o£ key t . i r ge t . a t eau buyotid 

i i i 
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Moacriw, even iJionyh they i d e n t i f i e d Uio weaknesses and shortcomings 

of the Moiicow ayntera, and i n t e r p r e t e d f a i l u r e to c o n f l a t e i t . a s 

evi.J(!a.;« of Soviet d i s c o n t e n t with the ayatem, and recognized 

thai; Uierti were probably d iv ided counaela over t h e ' d e a i r a b i l i t y 

of, 3:urt;ner deployment, even with an-improved "ayatem. A: koy-

conflido cation appeara t o have been p e a t evidence of Sov ie t w i l l i n g ­

ness to deploy navi and expensive e t r a t a g i c defense systems which 

had majnr waaknaaaaa and shortcomings. 

c . Deployment goals were.more easy to gauge wi th d a -

fens.Lve ayatema l i ke t he SA-r5, where-.the coverage p rov ided by e x i s t ­

ing* <iir defense- ayatems provided use fu l p receden t s , and wi th a i r 

defenba i n t e r c e p t o r s , whose production- runs normally f a l l w i t h i a 

ce r t i t ln l i m i t s and which ore upual ly deployed to known a i r f i e l d s . 

Even s o , the MlEs for a tiiae overestimate.d SA-S force goals- and-

misjudged- a c t u a l force goals of- two i n t e r c e p t o r s ' 'JU^*^ 

d. In the l a s t few y e a r s , t h e r e have been no d i e c e m a b l e 

problems about e s t i m a t i n g force l e v e l s i n t h e NIEe. The.1972 SALT 

•ooonlB removed nany unoe.rta4.nties- by p l a o i n g q u a n t i t a t i v e l i m i t s ^ 

o n - c e r t a i n c a t e g o r i e s , , whi le in>otbex<> eueh t s current .SAN*systems, 

the- S o v i e t s -seen, t o be ,%% pp- olasir t a .oqn^ietidn oft. deplpynientv 

The- t a e k was eased by. t h e switch in> 1970 from an a t t empt t o d e f i n e 

force- goals by a s i n g l e s e t o f . low-lilgh.. numbers t o the use of 

a l t e r n a t i v e p ro jec t ione i l l u s t r a t i n g what- t h e Sovie ts might acoom--

p l i s h under var ious assumpt ions . 

r- i v -
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7. The estimative record in foreseeing qual i tac i ve ii | t.K.v-

ments in Soviet s t r a t eg i c ayatems i s mixed. For the n )si; i<>ft, 

they appear to have been successful in identifying-mij tr n | . i iro-

ments the Soviets'would probably seek to satisfy, thr ju ih m.^ 

o r improved weapon systems, though not exactly, when .tz ia va.it 

form^ tha inprovamant would appear. Xn pa r t i cu l a r , tlte • ror.viaw 

the development by the early or mid-1970s of MXRVed :ciM.-; wlin 

improved accuracy and hard t a rge t k i l l capab i l i ty , oh.-.y ali.t 

foresaw-the introduction of longer range SIiBMs than th.'Si oi: tlia 

• V'^clase^ In- the-, various- fields- of s t r a t e g i c defanaa,. h« y .ijipeai-

to^bava..ident.ifiiad cotrrectly the problems the. Soviets :̂. ac ed lure 

the most promising l ines of development. 

a. Bowevar, there have been soma s u r p r i s e s . Hhiiid an-, 

t i c l p a t i n g grea te r Soviet emtiha«|is on the. survivabi l i ty of the i r . 

ICBMs, they did not foresee--r before construction actual ly be--

goA — tha t the Soviets would undertake the very extertslva r e ­

modeling of s i l o s and. construction of new launch contiroL Cacil i -

t i e « now-.going on. More, important, they- fa i led to fo.i:ete<> tha t 
• ' - . " . . * ' ' - •• . . 

thev.Soviets would grea t ly increase the throwweight of tiie-crnaw 

^misei'les and., introduce new launoh-.-teohaiqu^swi^'aoniri 'Although. 

iji*'throwweight issue was examined in the context 'of iioiiiiJbie SM.T 

cpnatraints-, no one. ant ic ipated tha t the Soviets migbii <ir«atly i n -

crease miss i le volume without increasing s i l o Aiax»tev..^^,,^fjj^.(j^^^^^^^ 

- V - J - Y - " ' J C ^ 
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b. In addition, the Soviets have thus far failed to 

ma:>2 a number of advances which malysia in the estiroatea indica­

te I would be neceaaary- or deairable — e.g., the development-of 

qu.i.<star submarines with a capability for covart -trail, of US 

su).marines. i M ^ U^t ^ ^ 1 $ ^ , / ^ ^ ^ ' ^ 

8. In terms-of-the threat to tha Triad> the record can. be 

sui^marizad-as followsi 

a. The threat, to Minuteman- .from- Soviet hard target. 

MI}Vs has been overastitaatad in- terms of how soon high accuracy ^ 

would be. obtained,, if. the current estimates ar# correct.,- but: was 

underaatimatad in- terms .of throw weight and number of RVs. Al­

though the key- consideration remains accuracy, tha early avail-

ablLlty of additional RVs will move, up th^ date when there will 

be- isnough to threaten.Minuteman- survivability. 

b. Tha threat to OS'bombers and. ASHs. penetrating-So­

viet territory has grown about, as the estimstes indicated,-with 

the Soviets continuing to make Incremental ImprovemsntC' in-vir­

tually all.phases- of air' defense, but not the drastic improve-

svsnta in- low level Intercept capabilities that were required. 

Although, it is-now .judged that tbe'.Aoviets may-be, abl«vt^--pyer-

com<i current deficiencies by the early-1980s, it remains-uncertain. 

«rtiet.her this will provide an.effective operational capability 

under actual combat conditions. There is no indication- that t:he -̂  

- vi -
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Soviets are developing a depresaed trajectory mode of operation "; 

for aubiaarina-launched balliatio missiles, so that- they could be 

used against US bomber baaea with reduced warning time. 

c. Soviet.ABM capabilities did not develop as expected; 

improved systems have-been slower to develop,, additional deploy-

ment at Moscow or elsewhere failed to take place and deployment, 

is-now severely limited by treaty. 

d. Soviet ASW capabilities against US SSBNs have 7 

remained very low as was aatimatad,.despite vigorous-Soviet 

ASVr-. programs. 

• 9v With respect to the effectiveness., of- the- NIEs- in depict­

ing Soviet motivations, goals, and expectations over the past 

decade, it is probably impossible to provide an evaluation that 

wili aatiafy everyone.. However, in terms of the intelligence 

community's-present perceptions and judgments, tbe only particular 

ehortcomings we would note are- the followingt 

a. In retrospect, it.is evident that the estimates 

of the mid and.late. 1960s failed tQ convey en. adequate sense of 

the_ determination off the Soviets.to build uo sizable force end. 

. warfightjng'capabilities, however long it "took..: ;.Eerbaip's. thisre; 

was- -temporary uncertainty in Moscow about what courses of action 

to follow and. how the US-migh^ respond^, ee those..estimates sug­

gest.. It now looks, as though, the Soviets adopted ambitious 

- vii -
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stri.tegic force goals and moved steadily forward wLUiout much 

com e m that the US might, feel, it necessary to atep up its own 

proc rams in turn. 

b. KIE ll-8-'72. gives-the impression-thau<^oviat acceptance 

of, the 1972 SALT accords involved greater "soviet iiiterest in a 

stabilized-strategic relationship with the US.and a greater concern, 

to avoid actions which night-jecpardiie detente than proved to 

be t:\e case — although it estimated that new weapon.programs 

woull be "vigorous and demanding,!" and presented force projections 

comp.trable to- or. in- some -oasee-more- ambitious, than- the modemiza-| 

ticn programs now in progresr^ /|\,^j^ V A U J ^ ̂  VU*«J-^ 

b. In faot-tbe Soviets have taken a highly competitive 

view of the strategie relationship with the US', have evidently 

consi dered a.high .level of foroe development activity- as. quite / V ^ 

consistent-with detente, end appear to have'looked on,arms control 

prim»rily- as. a meana-of constraining- US' foroe development rather 

than, oa a. neens of ourtailing the ..overall competition and thus 

' achieving greater stability. 

10. One final-point ie tba^,. just as. the stratfgic-situation 

baa-enahged greatly pyart&i^ jea.iiaaeade'>, sb: haye^i^« ipope: «td 

contents of tbe estimatisa.- -The estimates. of the nld and-late I960e 

were, .celatively short and general in nature, with detaile ebout 

- viii 
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how future Soviet forces might.develop relegated to supplementing 

documents like the Nipp. More, recently they have included greatly 

expandad and mora'explicit treatraenti of-the evidence and analysis 

underlying key judgments end more on the organizational aspects 

and-operational implications of .tbe capabilities bê jig built.up. 

The content and focue of the estimates have.: since varied in some 

degree from year to year, depending on.the observed progress of 

Soviet programs,, on what topics were considered most-pertinent 

and importimt,. and-on the. availability of new analytical studies • 

Beginning invia7-*'tb*.M-lt IL-̂ j'andtMlB -li-a series-have been 

oombined.ln a single docunsnt, so that ail aspects-of Soviet 

strategic polioy and aotivitiai- are considered together.. 

II. How effective these changes have been in improving the 

uaefulneas of the esUnates ia for the customer to say. With 

respect., to the es timet lye traok record, however, it is pertinent-

to note that- the analyits whose work is reflected in the estimates 

bave had to addreas-inoreaaiagly oonplex queattona-«d-In, aniwering 

them have beeo under heavy pressure to be expliqit about..the nature 

and. extent of: their evidence, how their conelupiona weris. arrived-

*t».-..fmdrhow.»u#..o(»JtiiiKJê  carv'J»t:s»5t*o«* .in,..tliei«i>: Moreover^'While 

there.remain important li»it|r bn-how^muob can be learned' about 

Soviet strategie:weapons and about Soviet strategla.plana and. 

policiea, there have been important iuqprovementa in both the qjjality 

and quantity of- infotmatlon availabU to OS intelligence. 
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KEY JUDGMENTS 

Tlie USSll's invasion of Afgltanistan in December 1979 provided a 
rare opportunily to test the efficacy of the US •A'arniiTg system in situa­
tions involving substantial movements of the Soviets' armed forces out­
side their borders. Moreover, it afforded a ciwncc to examine the 
behavior of the Soviet military in preparing for such an undertaking 
and lo determine what implications this might have for the Intelligence 
Community's capacity to provide warning in other situations, especially 
one involving a Warsaw Pact move against NATO. 

From the outset, it was recognized that the conclusions of this study 
could not be pressed loo far. Both the performance of ihc Intelligence 
Community in providing warning of the invasion of Afghanistan and 
the applicability to other theaters of the lessons learned in that situation 
are very much affected by the particular circumstances involved. In 
contrast to a Soviet move against NATO, the situation for which the US 
warning system is largely designed, the invasion of Afghanistan re­
quired only a fraction of the USSR's military assets, was not opposed at 
the outset, did not involve a certainty of confrontation with US forces, 
and occurred in a region where US intelligence collection capabilities 
were limited. 

These limitations notwithstanding, the examination of the Soviet 
approach to invading Afghanistan and the Intelligence Comrriunity's 
success in giving prior notice of this event have yielded some valuable 
lessons: 

— Despite the unique circumstances surrounding this operation, 
the Soviets' behavior was essentially in keeping with US es­
timates of their doctrine for mobilization and the initiation of 
hostilities. This finding is important because the success of any 

. warning system is dependent on the extent to which an ad­
versary's behavior conforms to expectations. 

— The system of warning indicators that is set up to delect poten­
tially important changes in the Soviet/Warsaw Pact military 
posture provided a structured approach lo and a sound eviden­
tiary base for the Intelligence Community's conclusion that the 
USSR was preparing to introduce subslantial forces into 
Afghanistan. The fact that the system worked in this unique 
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situation provides increased assurance of its usefulness in other 
theaters, particularly in the NATO area. 

— The US intelligence collection system proved equal lo the task 
of providing analysts with sufficiently detailed, accurate, and 
timely data to allow them to reach essentially correct canclu-
sions about the military activities in the Sovici Union with re­
spect to Afghanistan. Of particular note was the synergy of 
signals and imagery intelligence in this collection effort and the 
quality of the data collected, despite limitations on the re­
sources available. 

— The Intelligence Community's analysts met their basic respon­
sibility in a situation of this sort by providing sufficient prior 
reporting to assure that no key policymaker should have been 
surprised by the invasion. The analysts were unable to forecast 
precisely the timing or the size of the Soviets' move, but gave 
warning at least 10 days beforehand that the USSR was pre­
pared to invade. 

In conclusion, the examination of the early phases of the Soviet 
military intervention in Afghanistan provides a basis for greater con­
fidence in US intelligence estimates of Soviet doctrine with respect to 
initiating hostilities and in the capacity of the US Intelligence Commu­
nity to provide warning of such hostilities. 

4 
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Intelligence Forecasts of Soviet 
Intercontinental Attack Forces: 
An Evaluation of the Record | H 

Summary 
Information available 
as of I March 1989 
was ttsed in this report. 

The US Government's primary projections of Soviet intercontinental 
attack forces have been published annually in National Intelligence 
Estimates (NIEs). These projections have contained cases of both intelli­
gence successes and failures- flH| 

During the eariy 1960s, the Intelligence Community took seriously 
Khrushchev's boast that ICBMs would be "turned out like sausages" and, 
in the absence of confirmation from overhead photography, substantially 
overestimated the number of ballistic missiles that would be deployed. 
After the first overhead imagery became available, few ICBMs were found 
to be deployed and the Intelligence Community's projections were scaled 
back accordingly. By then the Soviets had largely completed deployment of 
medium-range ballistic missiles opposite Europe and had solved the 
technical problems they had encountered with their early ICBMs. The 
Soviets were thus ready to begin a massive buildup in their ICBM force, 
which the NIEs published during the mid-1960s did not anticipate. 

Once the magnitude of the Soviet buildup became clear, the NIEs depicted 
large uncertainties about the Soviet Union's ultimate strategic force levels. 
These uncertainties began to diminish after the Strategic Arms Limitation 
Talks (SALT) began. By 1971 the SALT ceiling on total numbers of 
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles (SND'Vs), coupled with assumptions 
regarding Soviet willingness to remain within the agreed constraints, 
became the "governor" for SNDV force projections. Because SALT 
reduced uncertainty about the future, throughout the 1970s the Intelli­
gence Community's projections of SALT-Umited forces accurately reflect­
ed the number of SNDVs in the Soviet force. | H H 

With the acquisition of MIRV technology in the early 1970s, Soviet 
strategic forces began to expand rapidly in terms of the number of 
deployed RVs. The Intelligence Community predicted well in advance -
when the Soviets would field MIRVed ICBMs and in 1970 began to 
include in its projections estimates of the total number of weapons deployed 
on delivery vehicles. The high and low projections made from 1970 to 1977 
successfully bracketed the actual number of nuclear weapons in the Soviet 
force. The accuracy of the record in the early 1970s was due to a 
combination of correct estimates of the numbers of MIRVs on ICBMs and 
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of the rate at which these missiles would be deployed. In the mid-1970s, 
however, the accuracy of the overall record was foVtuitous because it was 
the product of two offsetting errors: 
• The projected number of RVs per missile deployed on submarine-

launched ballistic missiles proved to be about half the number the Soviets 
deployed. 

• The projected rate of modernization with new missiles carrying MIRVs 
was much greater than that which the Soviets actually achieved. 

The rate of Soviet strategic force modernization has proved to be the most 
• difficult aspect of Soviet strategic forces to project- For example, the figure 
shows the NIE projection made in 1975 for the year 1985- The Intelligence 
Community predicted that during this 10-year period over 90 percent of 
the delivery vehicles would be replaced- In reality, the Soviets replaced less 
than 60 percent of them- This tendency to substantially overestimate the 
rate of force modernization occurred in every NIE published from 1974 
through 1986, and it was true for every projected force—whether it 
assumed high, moderate, or low levels of effort. The NIE published in 1985 
projected that virtually the entire ICBM force would be replaced within 10 
years. More than one-third of the projection period has passed, and so far 
only about 10 percent of the force is new. I 

The overestimates of force modernization have had two components. The 
date of initial operational capability (IOC) of a weapon system often was 
predicted to occur earlier than the actual date, and the rate of deployment 
was projected to be faster than it actually was. Of the 17 weapon systems 
that have been predicted to reach IOC since 1970, the Intelligence 
Community predicted that 10 would become operational earlier than they 
did, six were projected accurately, and one was projected to reach IOC 
later than it did. There are three reasons the projected IOC dates were of­
ten early: 

• The Intelligence Community did not correctly understand Soviet military 
requirements-

• The Soviets slowed some weapon programs to conform to arms control 
limits. 

• Some programs had serious (and expensive) technical problems. I 
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Forecasting Soviet Force Modernization: 
An Example of the Record 

1 1975 - j 1985 

New heavy bombers . 

Old heavy bom 
':BMS 

I 56 percent new | 
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Overestimates pf deployment rates also contributed to the overall record on 
force modernization. Analysts used the rapid Soviet missile buildup in the 
late 1960s as a guide for future deployment rates, but that rate of 
deployment was never approached again. Examination of deployment rates 
also revealed that sometimes, when the follow-on to a weajJon system was 
projected to arrive too soon after the original weapon system was fielded, 
the Intelligence Community anticipated the arrival of the follow-on by 
rapidly phasing in and phasing out the original weapon in the projections. 

The lessons that emerge from this examination suggest several steps that 
• could be adopted by the Intelligence Community to help improve the 
accuracy of projections in the future: 

• Institutionalize evaluations of the projections record by making them 
part of the annual Community product. This is perhaps the simplest step 
to take, but, for it to succeed, the most recent projection must be 
evaluated in terms of all projections that were made over the last 10 
years. Comparing last year's projection with this year's projection does 
not provide enough information to indicate trends in the forecasting 
record. Moreover, making incremental adjustments to a projection based 
upon changes that have occurred over the last year can mask fundamen­
tal trends and thereby prolong misperceptions. 

• Continue to develop measures for the projections-to more sharply define 
the key changes that occur in the force. The need to periodically'evaluate 
and mcasiire forces from a different perspective is a direct result of the 
changing technologies, functions, and capabilities embodied in military 
forces- Today the major Soviet weapon families—ICBMs and SLBMs— 
are reaching technological maturity- Although further improvements in 
accuracy and survivability are likely, if Soviet strategic delivery systems 
start to evolve in an entirely different direction—for example, by 
carrying advanced conventional munitions rather than nuclear pay-
loads—the rate of modernization might no longer be a major focus of in­
terest. Other measures of force capability would be needed to correctly 
depict force modernization. 
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Continue to examine the full range of factors bearing enforce develop­
ments, the assumptions regarding the direction af force developments, 
and the magnitude of the effect of such factors. Evaluating the many 
competing factors that the Soviets weigh in setting their procurement 
goals has been a perennial problem in making the force projections. 
Crediting one factor as having a central influence on force projections, 
especially for an extended period of time, obscures the roles that other 
factors play. Economic difficulty is one example of a factor that was 
given little weight in the past, but has now become important. In the cur­
rent situation in the USSR, where traditional approaches are being swept 
aside and Gorbachev's national security policy is the subject of intense 
debate, the relative weights of the factors that influence future forces 
need to be carefully scrutinized each time a new projection is developed. 

' Continue to look at ihe potential for discontinuities in the future—not 
only highlighting which weapon systems might change more often or to a 
greater degree than others, but also examining the implications of major 
economic and political events. Discontinuities are often the most impon­
derable of all analytical problems associated with developing projections. 
Defining "low" and "high" force projections in terms of a range of 
specific political, economic, or miUtary developments—instead of as 
representations of different levels of effort—would help anticipate the 
consequences of these potential developments. I ^ H H 
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The Development of 
Soviet Military Power: 
Trends SinCe 1965 and 
Prospects for the 1980; 

Summary: The Past, 
Present, and Future of 
Soviet Military Power 

The Soviet Military Effort Under Brezhnev 
For more than two decades, the USSR has been engaged in a major buildup 
of its military forces. In the Khrushchev era the emphasis was on strategic 
nuclear programs, but since Brezhnev came to power in 1964 there has been 
an across-the-board expansion and modernization of all the Soviet forces. 
Among the many factors underlying this buildup, the most basic is the 
attitude of the Soviet leaders that military might is a necessary and effective 
instrument of policy in an inherently unstable world. This attitude has been 
embodied in and reinforced by an ambitious military doctrine that calls for 
forces structured to fight and win future conflicts and by a political and 
economic system that gives priority to military requirements 

Taken together, these conditions have imparted a considerable momentum 
to the Soviet military effort. Thus, despite changes in the international 
environment, Brezhnev's detente policy, and Strategic Arms Limitation 
agreements, the overall pace of the Soviet military buildup has remained 
steady during the Brezhnev years. Annual Soviet military spending has 
nearly doubled in real terms and now consumes over one-eighth of GNP; 
military manpower has increased by one-third to more than 5 million;' 
defense research and development facilities have more than doubled in size; 
and weapon production facilities have expanded by nearly 60 percent 

The number of Soviet strategic nuclear weapons delivery vehicles has 
increased from a few hundred in 1965 to about 2,500 today, overturning the 
previous US quantitative superiority. (The United States has just over 2,000 
delivery vehicles.) The accuracy of the newest Soviet weapons now exceeds 
that of US systems, creating a major threat to US fixed, land-based missiles. 
These improvements have enhanced the capability of Soviet forces to fight a 
nuclear war. Moreover, by hardening their land-based missile launchers and 
putting a greater number of ballistic missiles on submarines, the Soviets 
have made their strategic forces so survivable that even after absorbing a US 
attack they could destroy most of the US population and most US military 
and economic targets in a retaliatory strike 

' This Hgurc includes about I million men who fulfill roles that the United States would not 
consider related to national securif 
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Soviet planners also emphasize defense against strategic weapons, but their 
defenses cannnot prevent similar devastation from a US retaliatory strike: 
• The Soviets have introduced systems to detect and defend against ballistic 

missiles, but technical limitations and treaty constraints render them 
largely ineffective against a large-scale US missile attack. 

• They have expanded and improved their air defense network (the world's 
largest), giving it a good capability against high-flying aircraft but only 
limited effectiveness against low-altitude penetration. 

• Defense against missile-launching submarines is poor despite its high 
priority in naval planning, because the search and detection capabilities of 
Soviet forces are insufncient to locate submarines in the open ocean. 

• Continuing attention to civil defense has provided protection for virtually 
all political leaders, most key workers, and about 10 percent of the urban 
residents; but the rest of the population would be dependent on evacuation, 
and economic and military facilities are still vulnerable 

The Soviets have eliminated the West's former edge in short- and medium-
range nuclear delivery systems in Europe. The number of Soviet tactical 
surface-to-surface missiles there has increased by a third, and the number of 
aircraft capable of dehvering nuclear weapons in Central Europe has more 
than tripled. The Soviets have broken the monopoly held by NATO since the 
1960s in nuclear artillery and have introduced other new tactical delivery 
systems with improved ranges, accuracy, readiness, and destructive power. 
They may also have nuclear landmhies- With these improvements, Soviet 
theater forces are now in a better position to match any NATO escalation of 
a European conflict from one level of nuclear war to another, without using 
long-range theater nuclear systems based in the USSR.' Those systems have 
also been improved by deployment of the SS-20 intermediate-range ballistic 
missile with three independently targetable warheads and of the Backfire 
bomber with improved payload and air defense penetration capabilities 

To the extent that Soviet intercontinental nuclear forces now check those of 
the United States and Soviet gains in theater nuclear forces have offset those 
of NATO, the balance of conventional forces in Europe has become increas­
ingly significant. In the conventional area, the Soviets expanded their 

' The Soviets would hope to confine a NATO-Warsaw Pact war to European territory, 
avoiding Ihe use of systems based in the Soviet Union so as not to invite retaliatory attacks. 
Nevertheless, they doubt that nuclear escalation in such a war could be held within bounds. 
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already large ground and theater air forces during the 1965-80 period and 
introduced modern systems, some of them equal or superior to those of 
NATO: 

• Total ground forces manpower increased by nearly 50 percent, while the 
number of major weapons in a division increased by about a third and 
artillery firepower more than doubled. 

• The-number, variety, and capability of air defense systems available to 
tactical commanders increased rapidly, with deployment of all-weather 
missile-equipped interceptor aircraft and mobile air defense missiles and 
guns. 

• The latest Soviet tanks (now common to most first-line Soviet units in 
Eastern Europe, but not yet widely deployed among units in the USSR) 
have armor that provides good protection against the most ad^vanced 
antitank weapons. 

• New tactical aircraft deployed in the 1970s have increased ninefold the 
weight of ordnance that Soviet theater air forces could deliver against 
targets in NATO's rear areas (the Benelux countries and parts of France, 
for example). More accurate bombing systems (radars, laser rangefinders, 
and computers) and precision munitions have improved Soviet capabilities 
against point targets and largely eliminated NATO's rear areas as sanc­
tuaries in conventional war 

On the other hand, the Warsaw Pact's military potential is affected by its 
political cohesion and its will to use force. Pact performance on the field of 
battle would be heavily infiuenced by the attitudes and effectiveness of the 
non-Soviet armies, which have been assigned major roles in both combat and 
support. These armies are less modern than that of the USSR. More 
important, the solidarity and enthusiasm that they would exhibit in combat 
against NATO are open to serious question 

The Soviets also maintain large forces opposite China. Since the late 1960s, 
the number of Ground Forces divisions along the Sino-Soviet border has 
doubled and their total manpower has more than tripled. Expansion of 
Soviet tactical aviation forces since the late 1960s has also been directed 
primarily at Chinf 
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In the early 1960s, the Soviet Navy was a coastal defense force with limited 
capabilities for operations in the open ocean, but it is being transformed into 
an outward-looking force deploying heavily armed surface ships, high-speed 
submarines, and advanced aircraft. The number of ships has changed little, 
but the proportion of large surface combatants and nuclear-powered sub­
marines is growing. Qualitatively, Soviet naval forces remain vulnerable to 
air and submarine attack; nuclear-powered submarines are noisier (and thus 
easier to detect) than their Western couaterparts; and capabilities for distant 
combat operations—such as the landing of troops and provision of carrier-
based air support—are extremely limited. But their numerous missile-
equipped surface ships, submarines, and aircraft enable the Soviets to 
control their own coastal waters and to contest the use of open-ocean areas 
by the West 

To support the expanded combat capabilities of their forces, the Soviets have 
introduced space systems for communications, intelligence collection, navi­
gation, and other military functions. They now have an average of about 90 
satellites operational at any given time, of which about 70 percent are 
military and another 15 percent have both military and civilian uses. The 
Soviets have also introduced new procedures and systems for controlling 
military operations. These include an increase in the operational authority of 
the General Staff, creation of new intermediate levels of command, in­
troduction of mobile and hardened command posts, and deployment of new 
communications systems. Thesp measures have improved the fiexibility, 
reliability, security, and survivability of command 

As their military power has grown at the intercontinental, theater nuclear, 
and conventional levels, the Soviets have increasingly used military in­
struments to achieve political gains, especially in the Third World. Soviet 
exports of military equipment to the Third World have increased rapidly 
since their beginning in the mid-1950s. During 1980, some $ 14 billion worth 
of hardware was sold to the Third World, and in 1979 nearly 15,000 Soviet 
advisers were in Third World countries—more than four times as many as in 
1965. Oi)erations of naval ships outside home waters increased sixfold 
between 1965 and 1970, fluctuated for several years, and increased sharply 
again during 1979 and 1980. Soviet naval ships now make several hundred 
visits to Third World ports each year 
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Military involvement in Third World confiicts has become more active and 
direct; 
• In the late 1960s and early 1970s, Soviet air and air defense forces were 

used in defensive roles in the Middle East. 
• In the mid-to-late 1970s, Soviet logistic support transported Cuban inter­

vention forces to Angola and Ethiopia and sustained them there. 
• In 1979, Soviet combat ground and air units invaded Afghanistan—the 

first direct involvement of Soviet ground forces outside the Soviet Bloc 

To support their growing military involvement overseas, the Soviets have 
improved the ability of their forces to project power: 

• The lift capability of primary Soviet amphibious ships has more than 
tripled since 1965. These ships can transport some 10,000 to 12,000 men 
(but they are spread out among four fleet areas). Merchant ships, some of 
which have been specifically designed to support naval operations, are also 
available. 

• The firepower, mobility, and air defense capabilities of the six combat-
strength airborne divisions have improved with the deployment of more 
modern weapons. 

• By introducing heavy transport aircraft, the Soviets have doubled their 
airlift capacity (but their capabilities remain inferior to those of the United 
States) 

The Soviets have not developed many forces specifically for overseas inva­
sion. They rely instead on general purpose forces designed principally for use 
in Europe but also suitable for operations in more distant areas to which they 
can deploy without opposition. Most areas of vital interest to them are close 
to the USSR, however, and thus Soviet requirements for long-distance 
intervention forces are less demanding than those of the United States 

Factors Affecting Future Military Programs 
As the Soviet leaders formulate their defense plans for the future, they face 
major external and domestic uncertainties: 
• The fluid international situation dictates a prudent defense posture, and 

the Soviets' perceptions of emerging military threats argue especially for 
continued qualitative improvement in forces. 
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• On the other hand, to maintain even a modest rate of economic growth, 
those leaders must allocate more resources to capital investment and 
must improve labor productivity, in part by providing a rising standard of 
living. 

This dilemma could cause political tension, particularly at a time of leader­
ship transition. 

These uncertainties make it particularly difficult to forecast Soviet policies. 
We have sufficient information on each of the factors involved, however, to 
make fairly informed judgments about their probable impact on the develop­
ment of Soviet military power in the 1980s and to examine the possible 
effects of discontinuities in policy 

In the international arena, the Soviets are concerned by the prospect that the 
United States will augment its defense effort, by China's opening lo the 
West, and by the possibility that US opposition to Soviet global aspirations 
will increase. They are troubled by instability on their borders—ari insur­
gency in Afghanistan that they have been unable to suppress, an unpredict­
able regime in Iran whose fundamentalist Islamic ideology could spread to 
Muslim minorities in the USSR, and a major threat lo Communist Party 
control in Poland. They probably view the 1980s as a decade of heightened 
competition, in which they will run a greater risk of military confrontation 
with the United States and of actual combat with major powers 

While they see increasing tension, the leaders and planners also see foreign 
nations making military efforts that threaten to undercut the strengths of 
Soviet forces and exacerbate their weaknesses. These threats, as well as 
deficiencies that the Soviets currently perceive in their own military ca­
pabilities, make continued pursuit of new weapon programs essential from 
the perspective of the Soviet planners. They see the possible US deployment 
of the M-X missile, for example, as a dual threat: 
• Its survivability (from deployment on mobile launchers or in multiple 

shelters) could force the Soviets to expend all of their ICBM weapons 
against the M-X alone, were they to undertake a massive counterforce 
strike. 

• Its accuracy increases the risk that the United States could neutralize the 
Soviets' land-based ICBMs, which provide nearly 75 percent of the 
weapons and warheads on their intercontinental nuclear delivery vehicles. 
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The Soviets also consider NATO's plan to deploy advanced ballistic and 
cruise missiles in Europe as part of a US strategy to threaten Soviet ICBMs 
and to reduce Soviet capabilities for theater war in Europe 

Many other military developments are a cause of concern to Soviet planners: 
• They foresee that new Western ballistic missile submarines, with their 

greatly enlarged patrol areas, will further tax their inadequate 
antisubmarine capabilities. 

• They are watching China's lengthening nuclear reach and the upgrading 
of French and British strategic forces. 

• They regard NATO's programs for armor and antiarmor systems, preci­
sion munitions, and nuclear weapons as substantial and technologically 
challenging. 

• They believe they must accelerate their efforts to compete with NATO in 
tactical aircraft and air defenses. 

• They are worried about the antisubmarine capabilities of the West and the 
vulnerability of their ships to air and submarine attack. 

• They see the widespread deployment of cruise missiles on US ships as 
reducing their capabilities in ship-to-ship warfare and—if the long-range 
Tomahawk cruise missile is deployed—as introducing a new strategic 
threat to Soviet territory. 

• Finally, instability on their borders and US plans to form a rapid deploy­
ment force have increased Soviet concern about military developments in 
areas near the USSR 

As they attempt to react to the wide array of situations they perceive as 
either promising or threatening, Soviet policymakers will face a far more 
constrained resources picture than in the 1960s and 1970s: 

• Soviet economic growth, which has been declining since the 1950s, has 
slowed to a crawl in the past several years. The real average annual growth 
in GNP in 1979 and 1980 was a little over 1 percent—the worst in any 
two-year period since World War II. 

• In the 1980s, developing energy and demographic problems probably will 
hold GNP growth to an average of 2 percent or less—only half the rate at 
which defense expenditures have been growing. 

• If military spending is allowed lo follow its past trend, ils share of 
economic output could increase from about one-eighth now lo over one-
sixth in 1990. 
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• More importantly, this increased military burden would reduce signifi­
cantly the share of the annual increment to GNP that can be distributed 
among civilian claimants to ease the political tensions that arise from 
competition for resources. Military programs—especially those for 
nonstrategic forces—divert key resources from the production of critically 
needed equipment for agriculture, industry, and transportation 

The problems of Soviet leaders in allocating resources could be further 
complicated by a political succession- Soviet President Brezhnev is 74 and in 
poor health, and mosfOf his colleagues are also in their seventies, many of 
them also ailing. The departure of these men could affect military policy, 
but probably not immediately. The process of Soviet national security 
planning and decisionmaking is highly centralized, secretive, and resistant 
to fundamental change. It is strongly influenced by military and defense-
industrial organizations, represented by men who have held their positions 
for many years, providing a continuity of plans and programs. Because of 
this momentum, and the political clout of the men and institutions that 
support defense programs, we doubt that Soviet emphasis on military power 
would decrease in the early stages of a leadership succession 

The attitudes of the senior leaders are another buffer against any quick 
change of direction. If Brezhnev leaves the scene soon, the chances are that 
he would be replaced by one of the current group, most of whom share his 
general policy views. The two most likely candidates are party secretaries 
Kirilenko (who has expressed views somewhat more conservative than 
Brezhnev's on national security policy) and Chernenko (who has always been 
very close to Brezhnev). Eventually, of course, the interim leader will be 
replaced by a younger man; but among the younger Politburo members who 
appear to be candidates, most also seem to favor a continued high priority on 
defense. The effect of a political transition is inherently unpredictable, 
however, and we cannot exclude the possibility that major policy changes 
could result 

^ ! H ? ^ ^ 

In contrast to the imponderables of the economic and political environments, 
we have a good capability to identify most future Soviet weapon systems. 
The forces of the 1980s will be equipped primarily with systems already in 
the field and secondarily with those now entering production or in late stages 
of development. (Because it takes a decade or more to develop and test 
modern weapon systems, few of those now in early stages of development 
could be introduced in significant numbers in the 1980s.) We believe that we 
have identified about 85 percent of the new systems likely to be introduced 
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in this decade. Knowing Soviet military requirements and the amount of 
available development and production resources, we can postulate others. 
These identified and postulated systems, plus existing systems, will make up 
well over 90 percent of the weapons in the field in 1990 

Soviet MiUtary Power in the 1980s 
Taking these factors into account, we can project in broad outline the 
prospects for further development of Soviet military power in the 1980s. We 
have made several projections. The most detailed (our baseline projection) is 
the one most consistent with currently available evidence. It assumes that 
pressures in favor of continuing the current policies—pressures from exter­
nal challenges, from the Soviets' ambitious military doctrine, and from the 
powerful institutions that support defense programs—will offset to a large 
extent any inclination toward change that might arise from the leaders' 
growing economic concerns. The baseline projection allows for adjustments 
to defense expenditures—provided they do not significantly affect military 
capabilities 

Because changes in political and economic conditions could lead to 
discontinuities in policy, we present three alternative projections; two that 
require an acceleration in the growth of military spending and one that 
requires an absolute reduction- We consider all of these to be less likely than 
the baseline projection but present a discussion of them intended to suggest 
reasonable limits to the options open to Soviet policymakers 

Baseline Projection. For our baseline projection we estimate—on the 
basis of the weapon production and development programs we have 
identified—that the Soviets will continue their policy of balanced force 
development. Within the outlines of this contintiity, however, we expect 
them to increase their emphasis on strategic forces that can survive a US 
attack, on strategic defense, and (to a lesser extent) on forces for the 
projection of Soviet power to distant areas. Manpower constraints will limit 
increases in the size of forces, but improvements will continue rapidly as new 
weapons become available. Improvements in Soviei military forces will lead 
to growing capabilities in many areas—including some areas of traditional 
Western strength 

We expect the Soviets to carry out programs aimed at maintaining or 
increasing their lead over the United Stales in most measures of interconti­
nental nuclear attack capability and al upgrading iheir nuclear war-fighting 
capabilities. They will continue lo improve the accuracy oflheir ICBMs and 
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will develop a variety of payload options for responding to US deployment of 
new ICBMs. As a result, the Soviet ICBM force—with or without the 
SALT II Treaty—will have the theoretical potential lo destroy most of the 
warheads on US land-based missiles throughout the decade. This potential 
will be greatest in the early 1980s, before the United Slates can deploy a new 
ICBM. But even in that early period, US forces could conduct a massive 
retaliatory strike 

To maintain survivable strategic forces in the face of a potential threat to 
their own fixed, land-based missiles, we expect, the Soviets lo increase the 
capability of their submarine-launched ballistic missiles and possibly (espe­
cially in the absence of SALT constraints) to deploy land-mobile ICBMs. 
They may introduce a new strategic bomber or an aircraft lo carry long-
range cruise missiles, and they may already be testing a sea-launched 
strategic cruise missili 

Should strategic arms control negotiations be resumed, these weapon devel­
opments could complicate monitoring—an already difficult US intelligence 
task. Land-mobile strategic weapons and cruise missiles cannot be counted 
with high confidence. As a result, monitoring strategic arms control agree­
ments will be much more difficult in the 1980s than it was in the 1970s 

Air defense improvements have been identified at Soviet test ranges, and 
some are now entering deployment. These include new surface-to-air mis­
siles and interceptor aircraft with radars that enable them to detect and 
engage low-flying targets. These defenses could make penetration of Soviet 
airspace much more difficult for large manned bombers of current types. 
The small size and low flight altitudes of modern cruise missiles present a 
more complicated problem, however, and we project that Soviet defenses 
will be less effective against these new systems during the 1980s 

The Soviets continue their antiballistic missile (ABM) programs, but the 
technical difficulties of detecting, identifying, and intercepting ballistic 
missiles have kept progress slow. Moreover, the deployment constraints of 
the 1972 ABM Treaty severely limit the effectiveness of defenses against 
missiles. (Should the Soviets abrogate the treaty, they could deploy ABM 
defenses widely in the latter half of the decade.) We expect continuing Soviei 
interest in anlisatellite defenses and in high-technology systems for strategic 
defense. Possible developments in the late 1980s could include a space-based 
antisateliite laser system and a few laser air defense weapons. Continuing 

304 



tzmrup] p ^ 

civil defense efforts will improve protection for the leaders and essential 
work force, but not for the general population or for military or economic 
facilities. Soviet capabilities against ballistic missile-launching submarines 
will remajn poor 

We project that, despite the widespread Western deployment of 
counterforce weapons in the 1980s, the Soviets will maintain the capability 
to destroy most of the US population and industry in a retaliatory strike. 
Conversely, despite their own growing counterforce and defensive capabili­
ties, they will not ih the 1980s be able to prevent a devastating retaliatory 
strike by remaining Western ICBMs and air-'and submarine-launched 
weapon? 

Programs for theater nuclear weaponry will further erode NATO's nuclear 
advantage in Europe unless NATO takes action to offset them. The Soviets 
have programs under way to improve the accuracy and flexibility of nuclear 
delivery systems at all ranges. These include the introductionbf new tactical 
aircraft and short-range ballistic missiles, the continuing deployment of 
nuclear-capable artillery, and further improvements in the number and 
quality of weapons on long-range theater nuclear delivery vehicles (missile 
launchers and aircraft) based in the USSF 

Our baseline projection includes improvements in Soviet Ground Forces. 
They will continue to emphasize the central role of armor; by the end of the 
decade most major Soviet units (andsOme units of their allies) will have 
tanks with advanced armor that provides good protection against current 
NATO weapons. The introduction of new artillery and air defense systems, 
as well as organizational changes that involve the addition of combat units 
and weapons, will increase thecapabilities of Soviet divisions to respond to 
rapidly changing battlefield conditions. New fixed-wing ground attack 
aircraft arid helicopters, with increased ranges and payloads and improved 
munitions, will increase the vulnerability of NATO's installations and forces 
and improve Soviet capabilities for close support of ground operations f 

With these new systems, we expect Soviet theater forces to keep pace with 
NATO's modernization programs. The East European forces of the Warsaw 
Pact will improve less rapidly, however, because economic constraints will 
limit the amount of modern Soviet equipment they can afford to acquire and 
maintair '̂  
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will develop a variety of payload options for responding to US deployment of 
new ICBMs. As a result, the Soviei ICBM force—wilh or without the 
SALT II Treaty—will have the theoretical potential to destroy most of the 
warheads on US land-based missiles throughout the decade. This potential 
will be greatest in the early 1980s, before the United Slates can deploy a new 
ICBM. But even in that early period, US forces could conduct a massive 
retaliatory strike 

To maintain survivable strategic forces in the face of a potential threat to 
their own fixed, land-based missiles, we expect, the Soviets to increase the 
capability of their submarine-launched ballistic missiles and possibly (espe­
cially in theabsenceof SALT constraints) to deploy land-mobile ICBMs. 
They may introduce a new strategic bomber or an aircraft to carry long-
range cruise missiles, and they may already be testing a sea-launched 
strategic cruise missili 

Should strategic arms control negotiations be resumed, these weapon devel­
opments could complicate monitoring—an already difficult US intelligence 
task. Land-mobile strategic weapons and cruise missiles cannot be counted 
with high confidence. As a result, monitoring strategic arms control agree­
ments will be much more difficult in the 1980s than it was in the 1970s 

Air defense improvements have been identified at Soviet test ranges, and 
some are now entering deployment. These include new surface-to-air mis­
siles and interceptor aircraft with radars that enable them to detect and 
engage low-fiying targets. These defenses could make penetration of Soviet 
airspace much more difficult for large manned bombers of current types. 
The small size and low fiight altitudes of modern cruise missiles present a 
more complicated problem, however, and we project that Soviet defenses 
will be less effective against these new systems during the 1980s 

The Soviets continue their antiballistic missile (ABM) programs, but the 
technical difficulties of detecting, identifying, and intercepting ballistic 
missiles have kept progress slow. Moreover, the deployment constraints of 
the 1972 ABM Treaty severely limit the effectiveness of defenses against 
missiles. (Should the Soviets abrogate the treaty, they could deploy ABM 
defenses widely in the latter half of the decade.) We expect continuing Soviet 
interest in antisateliite defenses and in high-technology systems for strategic 
defense. Possible developments in the late 1980s could include a space-based 
antisateliite laser system and a few laser air defense weapons. Continuing 
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Soviet naval programs will continue to emphasize open-ocean forces and the 
deployment of air power to sea- These programs will improve the Navy's 
capabilities to contest areas of the open ocean with the West. Ships and 
submarines with a new, long-range cruise missile are being introduced to 
offset Western gains in shipborne defenses. The Soviets are producing 
nuclear-powered attack submarines at an increasing rate, and the subma­
rines introduced in this decade probably will be quieter (and harder to detect 
and track) than current model."-

Another naval development has important implications for Soviet military 
power—we have evidence of activities that probably are related to a pro­
gram for a new aircraft carrier. It could be introduced in the late 1980s and 
probably would carry standard fighter or attack aircraft and be nuclear-
powered. (The Soviets have helicopter carriers and ships that carry short-
range, vertical and short takeoff and landing aircraft, but this could be their 
first attack aircraft carrier.) It would improve the Navy's air defenses 
and—more importantly—it could inaugurate a capability for projection of 
air power in distant areas. The USSR could not achieve a large-scale 
capability in the 1980s—only one or two carriers could be available—but 
this could emerge as a major theme in the 1990s and later 

We expect other improvements in Soviet forces for power projection, besides 
the aircraft carrier. Introduction of a new class of landing ships—if it occurs 
in the 1980s—would increase the troop-lift capability of the Navy. The 
Soviets are reportedly working on a large transport aircraft, similar in size to 
the US C5 A. If they produce such an aircraft, their airlift capabilities by 
1990 could be substantially improved 

In the 1980s, the Soviets will continue to improve their military space and 
command and control systems. We expect them to place in orbit new 
military space stations, to be used for intelligence purposes, and new 
unmanned satellites for real-time photographic reconnaissance and the 
detection of missile launches. We also expect further improvements in 
command and control, with emphasis on mobile systems and on the use of 
computers 

With these new forces and capabilities, we expect the Soviets lo maintain a 
high level of activity in the Third World to achieve both military and 
political goals. They may be willing to use their own forces more actively in 
the Third World, even if the activity brings a greater risk of confrontation 
with Western powers 
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If the Soviets carry out the programs that we have identified, their defense 
expenditures will continue to increase in real terms throughout the 1980s. 
The precise rate of increase is difficult to predict. It could be as high as 4 
percent a year, if no constraints are imposed by arms control agreements and 
if the Soviets do not alter the support structure of their armed forces. A rate 
of 4 percent would increase the military drain on the economy and the 
potential for internal political problems 

In an attempt to address these problems, the Soviets might try to reduce the 
growth of their defense spending to, say, 2 percent or less. To accomplish this 
they could: 
• Cut back the current production of some systems while continuing devel­

opment of follow-ons. 
• Stretch out new production programs and postpone the target dates for 

force modernization. 
• Attempt to improve efficiency in the military and the defense industries. 

They could even take advantage of the limited financial savings that arms 
control agreements would permit by deploying fewer weapons—but their 
past actions suggest that they would procure forces to the limits of any such 
agreements.* 

If the Soviets chose to make adjustments, they could spread them out among 
allof the military services, minimizing the impact on the rate of moderniza­
tion of the forces as a whole. These changes could be risky from the point of 
view of the military, but might be attractive to political leaders with a 
broader perspective. We believe adjustments sufficient to hold the growth in 
spending down to 2 percent would not significantly alter the major judg­
ments of our baseline projection 

Alternative Projections. More radical changes in Soviet military policy are 
possible. Currently available evidence provides no clear indications that they 
are in the offing, but the interaction of political, economic, and technological 
forces in the 1980s could conceivably lead to major discontinuities. 

' Arms control agreements could also reduce uncertainty about Western military programs 
and thus enable the Soviets to avoid some of the costs of hedging against uncertainly 
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One possibility is that the Soviets will reduce ihe level of military expend­
itures absolutely (rather than merely reducing the rate of increase). Wc 
believe this to be unlikely in the near term. Their dim view of the interna­
tional environment would argue against such cuts, and the guidelines ihcy 
have published for their next Five-Year Plan imply continued growth in 
defense spending. We have not detected any evidence that the Soviets are 
considering reductions 

Nevertheless, reductions cannot be excluded as a long-run possibility; and, 
as one alternative projection, we have examined the consequences of a cut in 
defense expenditures. We believe that to reduce expenditure levels in real 
terms the Soviets would have to alter the roles and missions of some of their 
armed forces. They probably would spread the cuts among all the military 
services—making them somewhat deeper in general purpose forces, espe­
cially ground forces. General purpose forces are larger than strategic forces 
and they take up more of the defense budget and use more of the energy, 
manpower, and key material resources needed by the civilian economy. 
Production of general purpose weapon systems competes directly with 
production of equipment for transportation, agriculture, and manufactur­
ing. (The resources devoted to production of strategic weapons, on the other 
hand, are more specialized and less readily transferable to important civilian 
uses. 

Another alternative projection considers the possibility that the Soviets will 
increase defense spending more rapidly than in the past, to support a 
stepped-up military competition. This effort (focused on either strategic or 
conventional forces) could expand the forces and improve capabilities more 
rapidly than is forecast in our baseline projection. The range of program 
options is broad enough to permit a major increase in defense spending, and 
Soviet military-industrial capacity is large enough to sustain it. Such an 
increase would affect the distribution of economic resources significantly, 
however (especially if it were in conventional forces), and its political 
consequences could be extremely serious: 
• The Soviets' ability lo increase investment resources critical to long-term 

economic growth would be reduced substantially. 
• Per capita consumption might decline in real terms late in the decade. 
• Key sectors of the economy would be disrupted. 

We do not know at what point the Soviets would find an increased defense 
burden lo be unacceptable. This would depend on the inlernalional environ­
ment and the outlook of (he leaders in power. Judging by their pasl behavior. 
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we believe that they would prefer, if possible, to keep defense expenditures 
within their current growth rale, while still pursuing their military goals. 
• The Soviets probably will seek to constrain US programs and to reduce 

their uncertainty about future US capabilities by urging further arms 
control negotiations. 

• They will also attempt, through propaganda and diplomacy, to undermine 
Western cohesiveness on security issues and to slow the pace of West 
European defense programs. 

The Soviets' incentives for such actions will increase as their economic 
growth slows in the 1980s. But Soviet leaders place a high premium on 
military power and will not, for economic reasons alone, accept constraints 
on defense programs that they consider vital to their interest 

Background and Structure of This Report 
This report is based on a major interdisciplinary research effort carried out 
by the National Foreign Assessment Center during the 1979-SO period. It 
surveys the development of Soviet military power in the Brezhnev era—a 
period of relative economic prosperity and political stability—and outlines 
its probable evolution in the 1980s, when declining economic growth, a 
leadership succession, and a complex international environment will pose 
difficult choices for Soviet political and military leaders. To improve our 
understanding of these choices, more than 40 individual research projects 

£ere undertaken by the Offices of Central Reference, Economic Research, 
, ^ j Political Analysis, Scientific and Weapons Research, and 

bitrategic Research. £_, 

Beginning with a discussion of the Soviet military buildup under Brezhnev 
and of the factors underlying it, the paper then discusses the forces that will 
affect Soviet power and policies in the 1980s. These ideas underlie our 
baseline projection for the period through 1990 (page 73). Finally, several 
alternative courses of action that the Soviets could follow are outlined, as 
well as the conditions and constraints that bear on Soviet behavior and the 
clues that could alert us to changes in Soviet military policy 
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Trends in So^et Defense Expenditnres 
(based on estimates in constant 1970 rubles) 

Index: 1951 °100 

Cuban missile crisis 

Death of Stalin 

Ouster of Khrushchev 

Berlin crisis 

I 1 I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
19 6 1 5 4 5 7 6 0 6 3 6 8 6 9 7 2 7 6 7 8 81 
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