


Part II: 
Soviet Strategic Force Development, 1960-72 

Soviet military policy is in part a product of Kremlin politics . .. nothing of 
consequence can be decided until it has been collectively scrutinized and 
weighed against the individual interests of the political leaders. 

NIE 11-4-68 

Soviet Force Requirements 

For most of the 1960s the intelligence community struggled to find criteria 
that it could use to measure and understand the growth of the Soviet ICBM 
force. In general, analysts were inclined to believe that the Soviets were 
seeking across-the-board supremacy in strategic forces, but the Board of 
National Estimates, supported by CIA's Office of Research and Reports, did 
not believe that the Soviets could realistically hope to achieve a decisive 
superiority over the United States. 

A key element in projecting Soviet force requirements was the personality 
of the mercurial Nikita Khrushchev. In refonning and modernizing the 
Soviet armed forces, he had sought to improve their effectiveness while 
bringing about needed (and, in the end, illusory and futile) internal eco
nomic reform. Arguing that nuclear weapons would be decisive in future 
wars, Khrushchev had worked to build up Soviet strategic forces while cut
ting back on conventional land forces. Soviet defense spending thus 
remained relatively stable, but at the cost of growing opposition from 
within the Soviet military. 1 The "collective leadership" that overthrew 
Khrushchev in 1964 (soon to be dominated by the Communist Party Gen
eral Secretary, Leonid Brezhnev) put an end to this policy of restraint, or 
tried to. Expansion of Soviet strategic forces now would be matched by 
renewed emphasis on conventional theater and ground forces. 2 In the end 
this policy would destroy the Soviet economy and contribute to the destruc
tion of the nation itself, but the immediate result was an alarming growth in 
Soviet military capabilities across the board. 

:i\llE estimates of projected Soviet force levels (force projections) in the 
1960s failed to recognize the sacrifices that the Soviet leadership was will
ing to make to match or exceed US guided missile deployments. The result 

1 ?-.1E 11-4-65 Main Trends in Soviet Military Policy, 14 April 1965; pp. 4. 7-8. 
1 ?-.1E 11-4-68 Main Issues in Soi·iet Military Policy, 19 September 1968; pp. 3-8. 
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was that, although near-term projections were more accurate than those for 
several years into the future, there was a general tendency to underestimate 
Soviet force levels. In fact, Soviet ICBM launcher deployments were under
estimated by about the same amount that they had been overestimated in the 
previous decade. Such was the progress (if that is the word) of the arms 
race, however, that a far smaller percentage of the Soviet ICBM force was 
involved. 
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11. ~IE 11-4-60 .\fain Trends in So~·iet Capabilities and 
Policies, 1960-1965 

'f'OP SECRET 
APPROVBl FOR RE..tASE 

CIA HISTORICAL-REVIEW PROGRAM 

MAIN TRENDS IN SOVIET CAPABILITIES 
AND POLICIES, 1960-1965 

THE PROBLEM 

To review significant developments affecting the USSR's internal political situa
tio!!., economic, scientific, and military programs, relations with other Bloc states, and 
foreign policy, and to estimate probable Soviet policies and actions over about the 
next five years. 

SUMMARY OF THE ESTIMATE 

I. The attempt to forecast developments 
within the USSR and in Soviet power and 
policy for five yea.rs ahead is subject to some 
ve.ry severe limitations. Our estimative reach 
in many of the detailed matters discussed in 
the body of this Estimate is frankly acknowl
edged to !all well short of such a period. In 
respect of matte.'"S where we have actually 
made five-year estimates the degree of cer
tainty falls off markedly for the later years. 
In the summary pa.,..-agraphs which follow we 
are dealing with the broader trends which 
will determine the nature and magnitude of 
the challenge which the USSR will present 
to US security in the years ahead. These we 
believe are predictable in the main, although 
their particular manifestations clearly depend 
upon unknown and imponderable factors, or 
even upon purely fortuitous developments. 

THE PRESENT SOVIET ounorn:: 
2. One of the principal factors which will 
shape future developments is the outlook of 
the Soviet leaders themselves. There are two 
essential aspects of this. One is the Soviet 
leaders' belief, derived from the Marxist
Leninist ideology which continues to domi
nate their thinking, that their society and 
the non-Communist world are locked in an 
irreconcilable struggle which must continue 
until their system comes to dominate the 
world. There is no evidence at present to indi
cate that the Soviets will come to accept a 

world system which assumes the genuine co-
existence of states and ideologies. For so 
brief a period as five years, Soviet behavior 
and policy will surely be marked by funda
mental hostility toward the West, and espe
cially toward the US as the principal obstacle 
to the ·fulfillment of Soviet aims. 

3. A second essential feature of the Soviet 
outlook in the current period is its high confi
dence in the growth of the USSR's power 
and influence. Looking back to the weak 
and perilous position in which the new Com
munist regime found itself in 1917, remem
bering all the internal and external trials 
it has survived, and considering its growth 
in relative economic and military power over 
the Ia.st 20 years, the Soviet leaders are en
couraged in their doctrinaire expectations 
about communism's inevitable triumph. That 
it was a Communist rocket which first ven
tured into · space symbolizes for them that 
they a.re marching in the vanguard of history. 
They think they see a response to their doc
trines and influence in the revolutionary tur
moils of Asia, Africa, and Latin America. 
They expect to associate the peoples emerging 
from colonialism and bacl:..-wardness with their 
own cause, mobilizing them against an ever 
more constricted wprld position of the West
ern states. The relative internal stability of 
the latter at present they see as only a tran
sient phase. 
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4. While hostility toward the West and confi
dence in the eventual outcome of the world 
struggle will inspire Soviet behavior in the 
period ahead, we do not believe that the result 
will be policies of recklessness. The Soviet 
leaders recognize that Western resources re
main great, and that the struggle for Commu
nist power in the uncommitted world will be 
prolonged. They are particularly conscious 
of the hazards of nuclear war. Moreover, they 
have numerous problems of their own within 
the Communist Bloc which may move them 
to caution. Their policies will be marked 
by a persistent activism and opportunism, but 
also by what they consider t.o be a due meas
ure of caution. More important, however, 
than the Soviet outlook and aims, especially 
since these offer little hope for accommoda
tion and genuine peace, are the strengths and 
resources which the Soviets will be able to 
bring to the pursuit of their aims. 

THE SOVIET POWER BASE 

Economic Aspect 

5. Perhaps the most firmly based of our esti
mates are those which relate to the growth 
of Soviet economic power. The So~et econ
omy has the resources and plant as well as 
the planning and directing mechanisms to 
insure steady fulfillment of most of the goals 
in industrial expansion which the leadership 
sets. The industrial targets of the Seven-Year 
Plan (1959-1965), providing for 8.6 percent 
annual increase in industrial output, will 
almost certainly be met ahead of schedule. 
We estimate that by 1965 t.otal investment 
will reach about one-third of gross national 
product (GNP), as compared with the pres
ent us rate of about one-fifth of GNP. Only 
in agriculture, which is burderted by a heri
tage of errors and neglect, will the regime fall 
well short of its goals, but even here we esti
mate that output will increase by about 3 to 
4 percent per year. The GNP of the USSR 
in 1959 was somewhat less than half that of 
the US; it is growing about twice as fast and 
by 1965 will probably be somewhat more than 
half of US GNP. 

6. GNP is a rough measurement, however. 
More important in terms of world power com
petition are the uses to which economic re
sources are put. The USSR maintains a de
fense effort judged to be of about the same 
magnitude as that of the US. The dollar value 
of Soviet investment in industry in 1959 ex
ceeded the highest US figure, achieved in 1957. 
For purposes related to national power-de
fense, science, foreign economic and political 
operations-the Soviets are increasingly in a 
position to assign resources freely and without 
agonizing self-denials. That they are able to 
provide the resources for national power on a 
scale equivalent to the US is due to the vir
tually absolute command which the leader
ship has over the disposal of resources. It will 
continue to give the highest priority to pur
poses related to national power in order to 
"overtake and surpass" the US. The Soviet 
regime has bought economic growth and mili
tary strength at the expense of the living 
standards of the Soviet people. But its re
sources are now great enough so that it feels 
able to provide for improved living standards 
also. The consumption level remains low but 
we estimate that per capita increases will oc
cur over the next :five years at the respectable 
rate of four percent annually. The Soviet 
challenge in the economic field will be in
creasingly formidable, not because the USSR 
has any chance of overtaking the US stand
ard or style of living, but becomes Soviet re
sources for the competition in power are al
ready great and will continue t.o grow rapidly. 

Military Aspect 

7. As indicated, military power has one of the 
first claims upon Soviet resources. Our esti
mates on the development of Soviet military 
power until 1965 are far less certain than those 
on the Soviet economy. This is partly due to 
unpredictable developments during a period 
of rapid change in military technology. It is 
due more to gaps i.q certain kinds of critical 
in!ormation about Soviet military programs. 
Although in recent years the Soviets have re
leased fuller economic data than previously, 
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on essential matters in the milita.ry field they 
continue to maintain a policy of extreme se
crecy, which they evidently view as a major 
military asset in itself. 

8. The most significant development in the 
:milita..ry field during the period of this esti
mate Wi.11 be the USSR's emergence from stra
tegic inequality, primarily through the build
up of an ICBM force, and also through devel
opment of its defense systems against nuclear 
attack. The overcoming of an inferiority 
under which the Soviets have operated 
throughout the postwar period is already hav
ing a profound effect on Soviet attitudes and 
policy. It inspires the confidence remarked 
upon above, has emboldened the Soviets to 
challenge the West on a vital isst.te like Berlin, 
and has led them to engage the West in other 
areas around the world formerly conceded to 
be beyond the reach of Soviet power. 

9. The Soviet leaders will ~ot be content with 
the gainS in military power they have made. 
They will seek, by intensive research and de
velopment through the years ahead, as well as 
by equipping their forces with advanced 
weapons as these become available, to acquire 
an advantage over the West. If they succeed, 
they will press their · advantage ruthlessly, 
though still within what they would consider 
to be the limits of tolerable risk to their own 
rule and systezn_ It seems quite clear that in 
their present view both sides.are deterred from 
the deliberate initiation o! general war as a 
rational course o! action. Moreover, with the 
weapons systems now on hand or likely to be 
available during the next few years. the So
viets probably do not count on acquiring an 
advantage S-O decisive as to permit them to 
launch general war under conditions which 
would not gravely menace their regime. 
Neverthele.s.s, they are building their nuclear 
striking power with vigor, and we believe that 
they will build a substantial missile force. 
Wru!.t we can learn of Soviet ideas suggests 
that their long-range striking capability is 
thought of pnmarily in terms of deterrence, 
and of employment for a heavy b1ow should 
the Soviets finally conclude that deterrence 
had failed, rather than in terms of the 

deliberate initiation of general war.1 The So
Viet missile force will also constitute an im
portant means of political pressure, even 
though it is never used in actual combat. 

10. In order to deal more effectively with the 
continuing bomber threat the Soviets are in
corporating a large number of surface-to-air 
missiles into their air defense. They are now 
also doing large-scale research and develop
ment on anti.missile systems in the hope of 
obtaining an advantage in this critical aspect 
of the future weapons balance. By the period 
1963-1966 they will probably begin to deploy 
such a system, though its effectiveness is un
certain. Soviet research and development ef
fort will probably also focus on the new threat 
presented by Polaris. 

11. Partly as a result of the increased security 
the Soviets feel they have gained from their 
development of a variety of offensive and de
fensive missiles, they have announced a ma
jor personnel reduction in their forces, from 
about 3.6 to about 2.5 million men by the end 
of 1961. Barring a sertous deterioration in 
the international situation, we believe the cut 
will be substantially carried out. We believe 
that tactical aviation has already been cut by 
one-half and naval aviation by two-thirds, 
the latter primarily through elimination of 
the figbter ann. However, the main weight 
of the cut will fall on the very large ground 
forces. Even with the reduction, the Soviets 
will still have substantial field ground forces: 
we estimate nearly 1.5 million men organized 
in 65 divisions averaging tw~thirds strength 
and some 60 cadre divisions at about one
fourth strength. The submarine force will 
become even more than it is today the primary 
component of the Soviet Navy, and will include 

• The Assistant Chie! of St:uf, Intclllgence, USA:', 
belle'l'es that the evidence of o1rell.Sive missile 
and-bomber ·production and deployment shows 
a definite intent by the soviet rule:::s to ach1e-.e 
a clear ml.llta..ry superiority at tJ:ie earliest prac
ticable date. He feels we are entering a very 
c.rittcal twenty-four month period 1n wbJch the 
USSR may well sense it has the advantage. Tlle 
SOnet Ieade."'S may ptess that advantage and 
offer the US the choice o! .rar or o! backiDg down 
on an issue heretoforP consid!!red v:!tal to our 
national interests. 
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nuclear and missile-carrying types sUitable 
for strat~gic attack. 

12. In sum, the USSR will continue to develop 
formidable military strength despite the per• 
sonnel reduction. The Soviet military posture 
is designed primarily, we believe, to deter gen
eral war but also to fight such a war if neces
sary .2 Equally, it is intended to bolster the 
USSR's power position and thereby to promote 
its general policies. Soviet capabilities for liIIl
ited war in areas close to Bloc borders are ob
viously great, but for conflict in more distant 
areas they are comparatively slight. We do 
not believe that the USSR intends as a matter 
of policy to conduct limited war at remote 
ranges. However, we do not exclude that, 
with their current tendency to political in
volvement in remoter areas, the Soviets may 
seek to develop a greater capacity for inter
vening militarily, even if only to establish a 
military presence, in such areas. A really ef
fective ability to do this would presumably de
pend heavily upon acquisition Qf base rtgbts 
and facilities under friendly political arrange
ments. 

Scientific Aspect 

13. The Soviets obviously understand that 
science has become one of the key fronts in 
the world struggle, not only because of its re
lations to military capability but also because 
it is a major element in great power prestige. 
The scale of their effort, thanks to the heavy 
investment they made in training scientists 
in past years, is probably now roughly on a par 
with that of the US, at least in some fields of 
the basic sciences and in critical areas related 
to weapons technology. Presumably the 
scope o! Soviet scientific activity will broaden 
as needs in these first priority areas are met. 
The quality of Soviet scientific work in many 
fields is now such that achievements confer
ring great prestige are as likely to occur in 
the USSR as in any other cowitry. 

*The Assistant Chie! of Staff, Intelllgence, USAF, 
believes the Soviets seek a clear military superi
ority. See his footnote to paragraph 9. 

Political Aspects 

14. It is in estimating the political aspect of 
future developments within the Soviet Bloc 
that the greatest imponderables intrude. The 
political system within the USSR itself is 
stable, and it will almost certainly retain its 
totalitarian features. The regime will not be 
openly challenged by the Soviet people, who, 
even though many of them view it with apathy 
and ideological disillusionment, are in gen
eral hopeful for improvement in the conditions 
of their life and patriotically moved by the 
USSR's aehi.evements and its position of world 
power. I! there is change in the Soviet po
litical system it will come from the higher 
levels of the party and government. In the 
relatively small group which constitutes the 
real governing class there are some signs of 
a desire for more regular participation in 
policy making, and for more reliance in policy 
execution on professional expertise instead 
of party agitational methods. While Khru
shchev has avoided or been obliged to avoid 
the arbitrariness of Stalin, among those who 
surround him there are probably some who 
would like to move still further away from the 
domination of one man in the system. Given 
Khrushchev's age and state of health he may 
not survive as the dominating leader through
out the next five years. His successor at the 
head of the Soviet Government and party may 
be more restricted in the personal power he 
wields, but in any totalitarian system political 
developments are likely to depend heavily on 
the qualities and style which individual per
sonalities bring to the exercise of great and 
arbitrary power. 

15. In the area of political developments 
within the Communist Bloc it is the evolution 
of relations among the Bloc states which 
raises the greatest uncertainties at present. 
In general, the states of Eastern Europe have 
g_ained in economic strength and political sta
bility in recent years, despite the continuing 
alienation and resentment of large parts of 
their populations. There seems little doubt 
that, with the more flexible and indirect meth
ods o! control the USSR has been employing 
since 1956-1957, it will be able to maintain 
a generally effective hegemony. However, 
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China bas raised a fundamental challenge to 
Soviet leadership of the Blee. Even if some 
way is found to resolve the issues posed by 
China's desire to pursue a more militant policy 
tov.ard the West, it raises the serious question 
as to whether the long-term unity of the Bloc 
under Soviet leade.?"Ship can be maintained~ 
We believe that there is a trend away from 
monolithic unity, and that in the long run, 
ii China is to remain witrun the Bloc, a looser 
relationship is bonnd to develop. The future 
cou!"Se of Sino-Soviet relations will obviously 
have profound consequences for the nature of 
the challenge which communism poses for the 
F:-ee World. The West may be faced either 
with new dangers or new opportunities, or 
both_S 

SOVIET POLICIES TOWARD THE 
NON-COM.MUNIST WORLD 

16. The general Soviet strategy for carrying 
on the world struggle in the present phase 
rests on two propositions. The first is that 
general nuclear war must be avoided because 
the costs in physical damage and social dis
integration would be intolerable. The second 
is that the world position a;td . .power of the 
"imperialist" states can be undermined by a 
persistent and aggressive campaign waged by 
methods short of war-political struggle, eco
nomic and scientific competition, subve.rsion. 
Political struggle takes the form of a constant 
agitation designed to capture and organize m 
broad mass movements the sentiments which 
focus on the gre.at issues of the current pe
riod-peace, disarmament, anticolonialism, 
social justice, economic development. By ma
nipulating these issues and by dramatizing the 
growth of Soviet power, the Soviets are also 
trying to align the governments of the under-

'The Assis'..a.nt Chle.! of Stai! for I:ltelllgence, De
partment or the Anny, and the Director- for In
teillg~ce • .Tolnt Sta1!, believe that, 1Il spite o! 
Sino-Soviet frictions, the USSR and Co=unlst 
Chi!l.a will continue to be :fi.'"t!lly allied against 
the West and will render one ano!::er mutual 
support whenever an important tDterest ot o:ie 
or the other ls threatened by the non-eo=u
nl.st world. 

developed and uncom..'llitted states with the 
Bloc, and again.st the West. The Soviet lead
ers hope that the result will be a progressive 
isolation and loss of infh.:.ence for the Western 
powers, divisions among them, and a decline 
in their ability to deal effectively with threats 
to their interests. This is what tbe Soviets 
mean by "peaceful coexistence"-a strategy 
to defeat the West without war. 

17. Tbis is not a strategy which aims immedi
ately at the revolutionar1 seizure of power by 
Communist parties and the setting up of Com
munist regimes. T"ne Soviets know that there 
are fe'w countries where the Communists are 
strong enough to undertake such action, and 
where they themselves could count upon be
ing able to deter intervention by non-Com
munist forces. The "peaceful coexistence" 
strategy is aimed mainly at gradually elimi
nating Western and building up Soviet in
fluence around the world. The Soviets nat
urally expect that conditions will thereby be 
created which are favorable to the growth 
of Communist movements and which will 
sooner or later permit the latter to acquire 
state power peacefully, or by revolutionary 
action if necessary. Even though overt seizure 
of power is not now the main aim of the Soviet 
strategy, over a five--y~ period situations 
might arise where the gains from such action 
would seem important enough to the Soviets 
so that they would be willing to depart from 
their present general line. 

18. The general line of Soviet policy esti
mated in the two preceding paragraphs falls 
within a range which excludes, on the one 
hand, the deliberate assumption of serious 
risks of general war, and on the other, aban
donment of active struggle against the West. 
Within these limits we believe that tlle Soviet 
leade..rs will display bOth militancy and con
ciliation, at various times and fu various pro
portions as seems to them most profitable. 
However, the Chinese challenge to Soviet au
thority involves basic questions of foreign pol
icy, and brings severe pressure to bear on So
viet policy decisions. In trying to adjust to 
Chinese pressures, the Soviets.may go farther 
in the direction of militancy and risk-taking 

TOP SECRET 

145 



11. (Continued) 

TOP SEGRET 6 

than they otherwise would. On the other 
hand, if _the Soviets.should conclude that the 
Chinese were pushing them towards unac
ceptable dangers, they might move as a mat
ter of temporary expediency toward a greater 
degree of stabilization in their relations with 
the West than they would otherwise consider 
though without altering their long-tenn a~ 
of establishing Communism throughout the 
world.{ 

19. As a general rule, we believe that the So
viets would consider that the initiation of 
limited war with Soviet or even Bloc forces 
entailed unacceptably high risks and political 
liabilities. However, it cannot be excluded 
that situations will appear in which they 
would conclude that some prize was great 
enough, and the military and political risks 
acceptable enough, to justify resort to such 
action. The Soviets are aware, however, that 
any limited war carries a danger of expanding 
into general war. We believe, therefore,.that 
their attitude toward the involvement of So
viet or Bloc forces in local and limited war 
will be a very cautious one, and will be gov
erned by their estimate of the risks and ad
vantages, both political and military, in each 
situation. Even so, there is always a pos
sibility that they may miscalculate risks. 

20. Negotiations with the Western Powers 
over outstanding issues are conceived by the 
Soviets as one of the modes of waging the 
struggle of "peaceful coexistence." They hope 
that the pressures which they attempt to 

• The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, 
agrees that the Chinese challenge to Soviet au
thority will, undoubtedly, have !ts effect on So
viet policy toward the non-Co=unlst world· 
however, he believes that the relationship o! 
Soviet military power vis-a-vis the US ls the 
essential determinant. Further, as expressed In 
his footnote to paragraph 9, he believes that 
should the Soviets feel that they have achieved 
a clear military superiority, they are likely to 
adopt policies Involving serious risks of general 
war. 

build up against the West will result in con
cessi,ms at the negotiating table. Intervals 
of more accommodating behavior and appeals 
for relaxed tensions are intended to encour
age the making of such concessions. We ex
pect this alternation of pressure and accom
modation to be the regular pattern of Soviet 
behavior with respect to negotiation in the 
years ahead. Since the U-2 incident in May 
1960 the Soviets have adopted a hostile and 
aggressive attitude which has made effective 
negotiation impossible. We believe that 
within the next six months or so the Soviets 
are likely to moderate this attitude and to 
attempt to get negotiations started again. It 
is also possible, however, that on the Berlin 
issue, where negotiation has so far failed to 
get them results, they will resort to intensi
fied pressure and threats in an attempt to 
force the West into high-level negotiations 
under more unfavorable conditions. 

21. We do not believe that the Soviets have a 
five-year plan for foreign policy in the sense 
that they set themselves particular goals to 
accomplish within a set time. Their policy 
is marked rather by an extraordinary oppor
tunism, and in recent years by rapidity of 
response and vigor in execution. Over the 
next five years they probably look for new 
developments favorable to their interests to 
occur in a number of areas, but more espe
cially in Africa, Latin America, Japan, Indo
nesia, and Iran. They probably intend to 
give particular attention to establishing a 
diplomatic and economic presence in Africa, 
to stimulating and exploiting movements on 
the Castro model in Latin America, and to 
encouraging the growth of a radical anti
American mass movement in Japan. 'Above 
all, however, they intend to build up their 
base of power within the Bloc itself, in the 
belief that during the next several years they 
can considerably improve their relative power 
position vis-a-vis the West. They believe that 
if they do so, more opportunities for Commu
nist expansion, and more readily exploitable 
ones, will open up for them. 
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DISCUSSION 

I. SOVIET MILITARY POLICY 

A. Basic Views on War and Military Policy 

1. The Soviets see military power as serving two basic purposes: de
!ense of their system and support for its expansion. Thus, one of the 
most important objectives of Soviet military policy is to deter general 
war while the USSR prosecutes its foreign policies by means short of 
actual hostilities involving Soviet forces. Military power is constantly 
brought into play in direct support of these policies, through the threats 
which give force to Soviet political demands, through the stress on grow
ing power which is intended to gain respect for the Soviet state and its 
Communist system, and through the military aid and support rendered 
to allies, friendly but neutral regimes, and anti-Western movements. 

2. The Soviet leaders realize that their deterrent must be credible in 
the sense that it rests upon powerful military forces. Moreover, they 
recognize that de.terrence_ pJ.ay fail in some key confrontation in which, 
desuite their best efforu to retain control over risks, either they or their 
opponents come to feel that vital interests are under challenge. Against 
this contingency. they wish to have a combination of offensive and de
fensive capabilities which will enable them to seize the initiative if pos
sible, to survive enemy-nuclear attack, and to go on to prosecute the war. 

3. The Soviets evidently believe that the present overall military re
lationship, in which each side can exert a strong deterrent upon the 
other, will probably continue for some time to come. The Soviets are 
vigorously pursuing programs of research and development in advanced 
weapons, hoping if possible to create a strategic balance favorable to 
them. It is possible that some future technological breakthrough or 
advance would persuade them that they had acquired a decisive advan
tage which permitted them to take a different view of the ri.sks of 
general war. We do not believe, however, that the Soviets base their 
military planning or their general policy upon the expectation that 
they will be able to achieve, within the foreseeable future, a military 
posture which would make rational the deliberate initiation of general 
war or conscious acceptance of grave risks of such a war. 

4. A number of Soviet statements in recent years have expressed the 
view that limited war involving the major nuclear powers would inev
itably escalate into general war. While such statements are intended 
in oar-t to deter the West from local use of force, this official view also 
reffects a genuine Soviet fear of the consequences of becoming directly 
engaged in ilmited war involving Sovii;t and US forces. This probably 

TOP SECRH 13 

147 



12. (Continued) 

TOP SECRET 

also extends to involvement Of Soviet forces with certain Allied forces 
in highly critical areas, notably Westem forces in the European area. 
Nevertheless, they might employ their own forces to achieve local gains 
in some area adjacent to Bloc territory if they judged that the West, 
either because it was deterred by ·Soviet nuclear power or for some 
other reason, would not make an effective military response. They 
would probably employ Soviet forces as necessary if some Western mili
tary action on the periphery of the Bloc threatened the integrity of 
the Bloc itself. Should the USSR become directly involved in a limited 
war with US or Allied forces, we believe that the Soviets would not 
necessarily expand it immediately into general war, but that they 
would probably employ only that force which they thought necessary 
to achieve their local objectives. They would also seek to prevent es
calation by political means. 

5. Recent Soviet military writings call for professional study of the 
problems of nonnuclear combat, which could lead to some modification 
of the official view on limited war. However, we believe that the at
tention now being devoted to this problem is primarily responsive to 
indications of US interest in building NATO's capabilities for nonnuclear 
combat. In our view, it does not reflect any new Soviet conclusion that 
the USSR can now launch such wars without great dangers of sub
sequent escalation. 

6. The USSR has regularly recognized the importance of the "war 
of national liberation," in which pro-Soviet or anti-Western forces 
challeuge colonial or pro-Western regimes in a primarily internal con
flict. In practice, Soviet behavior has followed neither the course of 
full support to all these wars, as Soviet propaganda often alleges, nor 
the course alleged by Khrushchev's Chinese critics, who claim th~t he 
withholds support entirely because of exaggerated fears that such a 
conflict might spark a general war. The USSR has rendered active as
sistance in some cases, such as Laos and Yemen, and little or none in 
others, such as Algeria and Angola, depending upon such practical 
factors as accessibility, the risk of defeat, and the attitude of other 
powers involved. 

7. The USSR has also shown a recent willingness to provide some 
non-Bloc recipients of its military aid with more advanced equipment 
than heretofore. In some cases, notably Cuba and Indonesia, Soviet 
personnel have been employed to man this equipment, and are train
ing indigenous specialists to operate it. This represents a significant 
departure from previous Soviet practice, which may be extended to 
other areas in the future. 

8. As new and favorable opportunities arise, the Soviets will continue 
to offer these various kinds of assistance, and they may dq this more 
frequently and aggressively in the future i! their efforts to expand 

14. TOP (;l!CRET 

148 



12. (Continued) 

TOP 6ECRE'F 

So,iet influence by political and economic means encounter continued 
frustration. We believe, however, that the Soviets will remain chary 
of any great commitment of prestige to the support of belligerents over 
whom they do not exercise substantial control or in circumstances in 
which they feel that winning is unlikely, and they will seek to avoid 
risk of widened hostilities which might result from "wars of national 
liberation." In particular, we believe that the Soviets will be very 
reluctant to commit their own forces openly in conflicts where they 
would risk a direct confrontation with US forces. 

B. Soviet Military Policymaking 

9. The application of these basic attitudes to particular situations 
and to the allocation of resources does, of course, pose serious policy 
problems. A number of additional factors have long affected the char
acter of Soviet military policy. Geography and the traditions bOund up 
with historical experience have inclined the Soviets toward a military 
preoccupation with Western Europe and a stress on large-scale ground 
combat. The capabilities and structure of US and other opposing 
forces influence directly bOth the size and shape of Soviet forces and 
exert a general upward pressure upon requirements in all fields. Per
haps most important is the technological and economic base of the 
nation, which constantly offers prospects for more effective weapons 
but also determines the extent to which these opportunities can be ex
ploited without too great a sacrifice in other programs. 

10. These factors, pointing in many contradictory directions, do not 
make !or easy or unanimous decisions. Indeed, we have clear evidence 
of disagreement, cozopromise, and even reversal. in the formulation of 
military policy in the last three years. This process o! policymaking 
in the USSR appears in large part to involve the same problems familiar 
to US decision-makers. In addition, however, certain special features 
stand out. Fully informed Soviet military discussion, for example, seems 
to involve a smaller circle than in the US. Beyond the political leader
ship, some military officers, and a limited number oI scientists and 
engineers, we know of no body of ·civilian advisers or publicists in the 
USSR comparable to the social scientists involved in the evolution of 
US military thinking. This is in part due to the great Soviet emphasis 
on security, which has the additional effect of reducing the flow of 
information within the officer corps. As a result, the Soviet military 
appear to experience special difliculty in adjusting their doctrine and 
concepts to the rapid changes characteristic of the postwar period. The 
continuing major influence of World War II commanders and the vivid 
memories of the Soviet experience in that war also contribute to a re
sistance to new concepts which is evident in professional discourse. 
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11. Military programs have become more complex and expensive, and 
the professional recommendations of the military leadership on military 
problems have a greater impact on economic and foreign policy de• 
cisions. Furthermore, the political climate which has developed under 
Khrushchev is one which permits continuing discussion on a variety 
of problems, and the military leaders have used this opportunity to ex
pound their views. With military and economic debates proceeding 
simultaneously and in close dependence on each other, it seems likely 
that the arguments of the marshals have been supported by those po
litical leaders who did not wish to permit programs for consumer goods 
to impinge upon. allocations to heavy industry. 

12. We do not believe that the military aspires to an independent 
political role within the political system, and if it were to, party tradi
tions and controls appear strong enough to defeat any efforts in this 
direction. But if, as we expect, the military and economic choices 
facing the USSR become more acute, the senior officers will probably 
find themselves more deeply involved in matters of general policy. 

C. The Recent Course of Military Policy 

13. The most important viewpoints in the controversy over military 
policy of the last few years have been those represented by Khrushchev 
and a few military theorists, on the one hand, and the majority of the 
senior military leaders, on the other. Three major differences have 
distinguished Khrushchev's approach to defense policy from that of 
the military leaders. First, Khrushchev is heavily concerned with the 
political uses of military power, whereas the professional responsibilities 
of the marshals require them to look in the first instance to actual war
figh ting capabiliti~. Second, Khrushchev has asserted that a general 
war is almost certain to be short, with victory decided in the strategic 
nuclear exchange and with conventional arms, particularly theater 
forces, playing a quite secondary role. Most military leaders, on the 
other hand, appear to believe that general war would probably, but not 
certainly, be short but that, in any event, its conduct would require high 
force levels for most of the traditional service arms, including a multi
million man army. Third, Khrushchev~ far more concerned than the 
marshals to keep military expenditures in check in order to meet what 
he regards as pressing needs in the civilian economy. 

14. All these considerations were involved in the reorganization of 
the armed forces which Khrushchev inaugurated in January 1960. The 
essence of his plan was to place main reliance on nuclear missile forces 
and, on this basis, to reduce military manpower substantially and to 
accelerate the retirement of older weapons. This, he asserted, was the 
force structure best suited both to deter war and to fight one if neces
sary; moreover, it would release men and money for the civilian economy. 
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15. From Khrushchev himself we know that this plan and its stra
tegic justification were accepted only reluctantly by the military lead
ership. A controversial discussion ensued, encouraged by the regime, 
in which high officers debated, polemicized, and explored the military 
implications of modem warfare in a far more systematic fashion than 
previously. several schools of thought became apparent, but a pre
dominant view soon emerged which accepted the likelihood that the 
initial phase of a general war would be decisive, but went on to argue 
that even a relatively short war would require large forces of all types 
capable of defeating comparable enemy forces, overrunning base areas, 
and occupying territory in Eurasia. This discussion also focused at
tention on the enormous difficulties of mounting major military opera
tions after receiving the full weight of a Western first strike, and the 
resulting importance, if in the Soviet view war became imminent and 
unavoidable, of seizing the strategic initiative by a pre-emptive attack. 

16. At present, official military doctrine bolds that a general war will 
inevitably involve the massive use of nuclear weapons, will begin with 
a strategic exchange, and will develop almost simultaneously along 
fronts of engagement as well. Strategic missile forces will play the 
primary role. The course and outcome of the war may well be decided 
in its initial phase by strategic nuclear weapons. However, the Soviet.5 
hold that such a conflict will not necessarily be short, and envisage the 
possibility of a long war involving protracted operations in Eurasia. 
Therefore, while current doctrine emphasizes a military policy of build
ing strategic attack and defense capabilities, it supporu as well the 
maintenance of large theater and naval forces, for use both in the 
initial and the possible subsequent phases of a general war. 

17. We believe that debate continues in the USSR, not only over 
subsidiary propositions, but perhaps over some of the central tenet.5 of 
this doctrine. The course of the debate was heavily in.fl.uenced by ex
ternal events in 1960-1961 which, intruding upon the discussion, un
dermined some of Khrushchev's contentions and permitted the military 
to retrieve some concept.5 which he bad discarded. Thus the U-2 affair 
cast doubt on the adequacy of Soviet air defenses, on the efficacy of 
Soviet security, and on. the wisdom of Khrushchev's efforn to relax 
tensions in relations with the US. In the following year, the US took 
decisions to step up both it.5 strategic attack and general purpose forces. 
In Vienna, Khrushchev dete.'"IIlined that the US did not regard the 
relationship of military power as requiring it to make major conces
sions on the Berlin question. All these development.5 called into ques
tion the adequacy of the Soviet military posture, both for supporting 
foreign policy and for conducting general war if necessary. In these 
circumstances, KhruShchev made such demonstrative military moves 
as the public suspension of the manpower reductions and the resump
tion of nuclear test.5. 
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18. At about the same time, another burden was laid on Soviet mili
tary policymaking. For some months, US public disclosures had hinted 
that SoViet ICBM strength might be much smaller than had previously 
been believed. Beginning in the fall of 1961, the US began to assert 
this conclusion with great conviction, and to assert more strongly that 
the US was the strategic superior of the Soviet Union. From US state
ments and behavior, the Soviets could almost certainly judge that their 
security had been penetrated in an important way, probably one which, 
by permitting the US to locate Soviet targets, had a tangible effect upon 
the military balance. Their fears that no major; Western concessions 
on Berlin would be forthcoming must have been strengthened. And 
the image of Soviet superiority, which they had heavily e-xploited to 
document their claims of the inevitable triumph of their system, was 
badly damaged. 

19. It was against this background that the USSR took its decision 
to deploy strategic missiles to Cuba. This move involved a host of 
policy considerations and judgments which are not yet fully clear. In 
its military tenns, however, it appears to have been a response to the 
question of how to create new opportunities for Soviet foreign policy 
by improving the strategic position of the USSR vis-a-vis the US, at 
some acceptable cost and at some early date. Even deployment at the 
levels detected promised a significant increa.se in first-strike ~apabili
ties for general nuclear war, and the Soviets may have intended to. 
follow this up by establishing a larger missile force as well as a sub
marine base. 

20. Khrushchev, however, probably considered its main impact to be 
psychological. At one level, the deployment and its acceptance by the 
US was intended to demonstrate Soviet might and US inability to con
tain it, thereby reversing the tendency of world opinion to regard the 
West as strategically superior. .At another, however, it was intended to 
increase the deterrence laid upon the US in cold war confrontations. 
Khrushchev evidently felt that, despite all the military problems in
volved in making effective strategic use of Cuba in wartime, the deploy
ment would have a powerful impact on US opinion which would reduce 
resistance to his political demands, in the first instance those concern
ing Berlin. 

D. Problems of Future Military Policy 

21. The Cuban adventure and its outcome both highlighted and 
heightened the dilemma of the Soviet leaders. Both the deployment 
and its reversal constituted a tacit public admission that the USSR 
was in a position of strategic inferiority. Among its other results, the 
Cuban fiasco has almost certainly thrown the Soviets Qack onto a 
further re-evaluation of their strategic posture. 
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22. Programs already under way will largely govern the size and 
composition of Soviet strategic forces through about mic.-1964, but 
new decisions taken this year could significantly affect iorce levels 
thereafter. We are unlikely to learn directiy of such decisions. More
over, the physical activities which might reveal their nature will prob
ably not be apparent for another year or more. In considering future 
Soviet force levels, it is therefore necessary to explore the va.'ious alter
natives now open to the USSR 

23. Confronted with the continuing buildup of US forces for inter
continental attack programmed for the next few years, Soviet planners 
may be considering a wide range of alternatives. At one extreme would 
be an attempt to achieve such a clear superiority over the US in stra
tegic offensive weapons that they would have a high assurance of de
stroying US nuclear striking forces prior to launch. At the other ex
treme would be the acceptance of continued strategic inferiority, per
haps coupled with genuine efforts to reach agreement with the West 
on arms control 

24. The first of these extreme alternatives is probably now regarded 
as unattainable. Thousands of Soviet missiles would be required to 
give the Soviet leaders a high assurance of destroying even the fixed 
bases of US nuclear forces program.med for the mid-1960's. We do not" 
believe that the Soviet leaders would be prepared to impose a strain of 
th.is ma.,anitude upon the Soviet economy. In addition, the Soviets 
would almost certainly expect the US to detect such an effort, and 
thereupon to step up its own program so as to raise Soviet requirements 
still higher. Moreover, US warning capabilities, fast reaction times, 
and mobile forces (airborne bombers and missile submarines} already 
have reduced Soviet capabilities, against US retaliatory forces. We be
lieve th.at the Soviets will continue to estimate that, throughout the 
period of this estimate, the US will retain retaliat.ory capabilities which 
could not be eliminated by such striking forces as the USSR could 
acquire. 

25. The second of these extreme alternatives might be considered 
by the Soviet leaders. Even if current strategic weapons programs 
were allowed t,o level off after 1964, the Soviets would possess a power
ful dete..'Tent force. Moreover, they might hope to reduce US superiority 
by means of disarmament agreements. But the main appeal of this 
alte..rnative would be economic; resources would iJ:l time be made avail
able to reverse tbe current slowdown in economic growth. However, 
we have seen as yet no persuasive indications that the USSR is prepared 
to move very far in this direction. The Cuban venture has indicated 
that, at least t,o date, the Soviet leaders are far from willing to accept 
a position of strategic inferiority. 
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26. Between these extreme alternatives, we believe that the Soviets 
have almost certainly considered an effort to attain rough parity With 
the US in intercontinental weapon systems. Soviet military leaders 
almost certainly have urged enlarged and improved forces of ICBMs 
and missile submarines. However, a major Soviet effort to attain parity 
in the near term would require either a substantial increase in the Soviet 
military budget or sharp cuts in other types of forces. Moreover, the 
Soviets woUld almost certainly reason that the US would detect an effort 
of such magnitude, and that they could have no assurance of winning 
the intensified race which would ensue. Our evidence does not indi
cate that the Soviets are attempting to match the US in numbers of 
weapons for intercontinental attack; we believe, however, that they will 
attempt to offset US superiority by other means. 

27. Soviet statements and military writings suggest that the Soviet 
leaders see in technological achievements the means by which they 
may improve their total strategic position relative to that of the US. 
This consideration may lie behind the testing of very high-yield.weapons, 
the claimed development of a global. missile, the high priority given to 
the antimissile program, and the Soviet interest in military space pro
grams. By such means, the Soviets may attempt to attain rough 
parity or even superiority in the total strategic context, although they 
remain numerically inferior in "delivery vehicles. Hardened ICBMs and 
submerged-launch submarine missiles will contribute to Soviet stra
tegic capabilities. In addition, over the next few years the ICBM force 
will probably come to include new large missiles, armed with very 
high-yield warheads or capable of global ranges. Moreover, the USSR 
is al.most certainly investigl!-ting the feasibility of space systems for 
military support and offensive and defensive weapons. 

28. In defense against strategic attack, the major new element is the 
antimissile program, where deployment of one system has already begun 
at one location, and resear_ch and developme11;t toward a more advanced 
capability is continuing. The Soviets may see a possible solution to 
their strategic confrontation with the US in a combination of anti
missile defense plus very effective though numerically inferior inter
continental striking forces. The technical difficulties as well as the 
great expense of any extensive antimissile deployment will be restrain
ing influences. Nevertheless, we believe that deployment of antimissile 
defenses may be the largest new Soviet military program in the period 
of this estimate. 

29. Although we believe that Soviet military policy is most likely 
to continue along current lines, we cannot exclude the possibility of 
new departures in military policy, perhaps resulting in major changes 
in the composition of the Soviet military establishment and in the rela
tive emphasis given to forces designed to accomplish the m~jor military 
missions. Drastic cuts in the theater field forces remain a possibility; 
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while Khrushchev's proposals for manpower reductions have been 
shelved for the present, economic pressures and developments in mili
tary technology almost certainly will cause this subject to be recon
sidered. It is also possible that the increasing involvement of the 
USSR in the more remote areas of the world will lead to the develop
ment of new capabilities for distant, limited military action. In this 
connection, the Soviets may attempt to acquixe base arid logistical sup
port rights in key non-Bloc countries, but we have no evidence that the 
USSR has raised this question with these countries.1 

30. In general, Soviet military policy will continue to be shaped, 
not only by a variety of strategic, historical, technical, economic and 
political factors, but also by differing views about the relative impor
tance of these factors, and shifting compromises among these views. 
As a result, we believe that the numerous aspects of this policy will 
not always be wholly consistent with each other, and that force struc
ture and future programming will reflect neither a fully-integrated 
strategic doctrine nor a firm timetable for achieving specified force 
levels. In any case, we do not believe that the Soviets conceive of e.'tist
ing weapons systems as the answer to their military problem or that 
they have fixed and inflexible plans for their force structure in the 
period five to 10 years from now. They have debated and revised some 
of their ideas, and they will probably do so again. They have made 
scientific military researc±. and the development of new weapons matters 
of bigb urgency, and they have a demonstrated capability to concentrate 
human and material resources on priority objectives. If they develop 
new concepts or new .weapons which give promise of military and po
litical advantage, they will seek to add them rapidly to their arsenal 
and to gain maximum benefit from them. Thus, during the next five 
years, we expect the Soviets to be working on even more advanced 
weapons with which they may hope to enhance their capabilities at 
a later date.• 

II. SOVIET HIGH COMMAND STRUCTURE 

31. We believe that during the past two or three years the Soviet 
military high command structure has been modified to speed the process 
of initiating or responding to strategic nuclear attack. The growth of 
nuclear and missile forces on both sides has almost certainly persuaded 
the Soviets to establish the command and control channels necessary 
for the swift initiation of military operations upon the decision of the 
political leadership. 

• For a discussion of the limitations imposed on sucll Soviet overtures by the 
recepUvity o! othei:- countries, see ~n 10-63, "Bloc Econom!c and ).fil!ta..ry Assist
ance Programs,~ dated 10 J'anua.ry 1963. 

• W!th reference to paragraphs 23--30, see the Assistant Clµet o! Stair, Intelli
gence, USAF, footnote to Conclusion E. 
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32. We have information, some of it from classified documents and 
some from public statements, about both a Supreme Military Council 
and a Supreme High Command. Khrushchev is chairman of the Coun
cil and Supreme High Commander. The Council, a body of high-level 
party, government, and military officials, has existed since before World 
War II to provide a forum for discussion and decision on major issues 
of military policy. The Supreme High Command directed military 
operations during World War II with Stalin at its head, but was dis
banded thereafter. Such information as we have suggests that steps 
have been taken in recent years to designate membership in the Supreme 
High Command and to develop procedures to permit the quick assump
tion by this body of top level control of military operations under Khru
shchev should events so dictate. 

33. Adjustments in the structure of the Soviet high command have 
apparently been closely related to the growth of the USSR's strategic 
defense and long-range missile forces. A new rocket command was es
tablished in 1960 and designated a main component of the Soviet armed 
forces. This change followed by about five years the elevation of the 
Soviet air defense component to similar status. At present, there are 
five major force components administered by main directorates or 
equivalent headquarters within the Ministry of Defense: ground, naval, 
air, ait defense, and rocket. 

34. Highly centralized civilian control over the Soviet military estab
lishment is exercised through the Council of Ministers, which includes 
the Minister of Defense. The Minister is assisted by the .mified Gen
eral Staff of the armed forces, which formulates the overall military 
program and would probably constitute the principal headquarters 
element of the Supreme High Command in time of war. Party and 
government leaders reportedly participate regularly in the deliberations 
of the Supreme Military Council. Additional channels for exercising 
party control over the military include the Main Political Directorate 
of the armed forces and the numerous party officials who are assigned 
to all levels of the military establishment. 

35. The flow of operational orders from the Minister of Defense to 
the Soviet armed forces follows no rigid or consistent pattern. Com
manders in Chief of the Strategic Rocket Forces, Long Range Aviation, 
the Air Defense Forces, and the Navy are believed to have direct opera
tional control over the forces assigned to them. On the other hand, 
ground force components are operationally controlled by the com
manders of the Military Districts and the Groups of Forces. The Com
mander in Chief of the Air Force similarly has no direct operational 
control over air components. The operations of other than Long Range 
Aviation air elements are controlled by the commands or forces to 
which they are assigned, i.e., commanders of Groups of Fc;,rces, Military 
Districts, Air Defense Districts, Fleets, and Airborne Forces. 
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West remained unfavorable. The economic strain of the arms compe
tition loomed as costly as ever. There is evidence of considerable hesita
tion and re-evaluation in Soviet policy since the failure of the Cuban 
missile venture, although since about mid-1963, a number of develop
ments have occurred which suggest the general direction Khrushchev 
proposes to follow. In the economic sphere, short-term plans for 1964-
1965 have been revised in order to shift re.sources, notably to the chemical 
industry. Consistent with this has been a ·change in foreign policy tac
tics, beginning with the test ban, in an effort to relax East-West tensions. 
The attempt to create a more favorable international climate, in turn, 
has allowed Khrushchev to secure reductions in the overt defense budget 
as well as to propose some reductions in military manpower. The sum 
total of these various steps in related fields suggests that Khrushchev has 
settled on a general line of policy to contain the arms race, if only in 
a limited way, and to reduce some of its burden on the Soviet economy. 

19. In strategic terms, this line of policy suggests a recognition of 
the necessity•to accept the general balance of power ~ruch ·emerged in 
the Cuban crisis. Presently, and for some time to come, the Soviet 
strategic forces will be numerically inferior to those of the US and more 
vu1nerable to attac..lc. The Soviet leaders must recognize, therefore, that 
the US would enjoy a considerable advantage should it stri.~e first, and 
that the relative .invulnerability, the fast reaction time, and the mo
bility of US strategic power make a Soviet first strike completely irra
tional. Nevertheless, in assessing the military balance, the Soviets are 
confident that they possess a credible deterrent based on both their 
massive capabilities to· devastate Eurasia and their growing intercon
tinental striking power. Thus, the Soviets see the present situation as 
one in which both sides are deterred from deliberately initiating general 
war or from knowingly initiating courses of action which would involve 
grave risk of such a war. 

II. FACTORS AFFECTING FUTURE SOVIET MILITARY POLICY 

20. Soviet decisions as to force structure and military programs over 
the -next several years are likely to be made in the context of a situ
ation in which, although the US enjoys a clear strategic advantage, a 
condition ot rough mutual dete."Tence exists. The Soviets will seek to 
improve their strategic capabilities m.s-a-vi.s the US, howe,er, policy 
c.ecisions will be influenced by the continuing strain on economic re
sources, and the pressure arising from competition with the US in sci
entific and technological developments with military applications. Such 
decisior.s will be greatly influenced also by the Soviet estimate of the 
political situation, the opportunities which it affords, and the contri
bution which zr,.ilitary power can make to the realiza,tion of these op
portunities. 
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21. We believe that in these circwnstances the primary concern of 
Soviet policy will be to continue to strengthen their deterrent against 
US attack primarily through a gradual buildup of ICBMs, hardening of 
sites, and increased mobility through missile submarines. At one time 
the Soviets may have considered an attempt to achieve capabilities suf
ficient to neutralize US strategic forces in a first strike, and they almost 
certainly have also considered the lesser goal of achieving rough parity 
with the US in intercontinental weapon systems. In the aftermath of 
Cuba they may have considered a substantial increase in their mili
tary effort. Our evidence does not indicate, however, that the Soviets 
are presently attempting to match the US in numbers of intercontinen
tal delivery vehicles. Recognition that the US would detect and match 
or overmatch such an effort, together with economic constraints, appears 
to have ruled out this option. On the other hand, available evidence 
on the development of large nuclear warheads and compatible deliv
ery vehicles strongly suggests that the Soviets may be seeking to llll;l)rove 
their position relative to the West by increasing the destructive power of 
their numerically inferior intercontinental strategic attack:. forces. 

22. Continuation of present lines of policy will ensure the Soviets of 
a growing credibility for their deterrent. However, the dynamism of 
Soviet policy depends to a great extent on the proposition that the bal
ance of forces in the world iS shifting in favor of the Communist world. 
The Sino-Soviet rupture has already badly damaged this thesis, as has 
the inability of the Soviets to match the West in military power. It is 
conceivable that at some point a Soviet leadership would come to be
lieve that they had to forego their expansionist aims, unless they could 
greatly improve their relative military strength, or at least refurbish 
the world's image of this strength. They might even be willing to make 
new economic sacrifices or assume some risks in order to accomplish this. 
What precise programs they might undertake in pursuit of such an aim 
we cannot now say, but we cannot rule out that changes in the scale 
or character of Soviet programs would come about in this way. 

23. Internal political considerations resulting from changes in the 
leadership could have important consequences for military policy. It is 
likely that Khrushchev will have passed from the seene by the end of 
the decade, and the ages of the marshals suggest that there will be a 
wholesale replacement of the top military leadership in this period. 
What the attitude and policies of a new set of leaders will be cannot 
be estimated with any certainty. If, as we believe likely, economic a.nd 
military questions are still paramount issues when Khrushchev departs, 
the professional advice of the military is likely to grow in importance. 
The chances for important changes in military policy may improve if 
a protracted succession struggle develops, but we believe it unlikely that 
radical departures would occur unless at the same time there were sig
nificant changes in the economic or strategic situations confronting the 
USSR. 
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24. Any of a host of other changes and opportunities cou.ld also affect 
Soviet military policy and force structures. For example, increasing 
Chinese hostility toward the USSR could retard reductions in conven
tional forces by strengthening the arguments of the traditionalists and 
by posing the need for augmented garrisons near the Chinese borders. 
In addition, Communist China's unremitting challenge to the Soviets 
for leadership of the world Communist movement may increase Soviet 
readiness to support "wars of national liberation." Situations may 
arise which would offer the Soviets an opportunity for extending their 
military capabilities through foreign bases or logistic facilities. A fur
ther strengthening of NATO would probably also increase Soviet cau
tion with respect to reductions, as might the further loosening of the 
USSR's hold on its European Satellites. Soviet military requirements 
could also be affected by shifts in the political and military alignment 
of Western nations, or by new crises or a heightening of international 
tensions. While developments such as these are unlikely to bring about 
drastic changes in Soviet military policy, they would probably affect 
the pace of evolution in policy and force structure. 

Economic Constraints 

25. We believe that over the next several years the Soviets will strive 
to hold down defense and space expenditures so as to release scarce 
resources to other sectors of the economy. Despite Soviet efforts to 
economize, we do not foresee a substantial decline in Soviet military 
expenditures, and they may continue to rise. But the rapid growth 
rates of recent years probably will not be maintained. 

26. The announced four percent reduction in the overt defense budget 
for 1964 does not necessarily mean that Soviet defense spend'ng will 
in fact be smaller than before. In the past, planned and actual Soviet 
military expenditures have differed. Moreover, the published defense 
budget has covered only about two-thirds of estimated Soviet defense 
expenditures h1 recent years. The announced reduction in the defense 
budget may reflect to some extent anticipated savings from reductions 
in military manpower, although we have no evidence that force reduc
tions are currently underway. In the longer term, some reductions in 
military manpower will almost certainly be made. But, while reductions 
in manpower alone cou.ld effect some savings, even drastic cuts would 
not solve the basic Soviet economic problem: the scarcity of high quality 
resources. 

27. The Soviets could make SC2.I'Ce resources available to the economy 
in the short term by sharply cutting back or abn.1ptly haltbg current 
programs for the production and deployment of major we2.pons sys
tems to which substantial resources are presently committed. Such 
extre..ine measures would be highly wasteful of resour~es. however, and 
they would almost certainly encounter strong resistance from the mili-
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tary. Considering the reliance which Khrushchev apparently places 
on the deterrent effect of strategic weapons, we think it unlikely that 
he would propose drastic interruptions in current deployment programs, 
but stretch-out could occur for either technical or economic reasons. 

28. It seems to us more likely that the Soviet leadership sees the pres
ent as an advantageous time to plan for longer term savings in scarce 
resources by canceling, curtailing, deferring, or stretching out the pro
duction and deployment of some of the follow-on weapon systems which 
are now under development. Our evidence indicates that certain very 
large programs are approaching completion. The deployment of 
?vm.BMs and IRBMs appear to be virtually complete; while we esti
~ate continued improvement of these systems, it seems unlikely that 
they need to be completely replaced by follow-on systems in the next 
five years or so. The deployment of SA-2 defenses will probably be 
substantially completed in the next year or two, and it appears un
likely that deployment of the low altitude SA-3 will reach the scale 
of the SA-2 program. Thus, completion or near-completton of these 
very large programs will probably make resources avai'lable for other 
uses. 

29. Programs for follow-on offensive and defensive systems are almost 
certainly under continuing r-eview. Potential military claimants for 
additional resources include follow-on ICBM and missile submarine sys
tems, antisubmarine warfare systems, advanced aircraft for various 
purposes, another round of new equipment for theater ground forces, 
and military space systems.- If the Soviets program early and sub
stantial deployment of such systems, many of the resources freed by 
the completion of other major military programs would be absorbed. 
But it is also possible for them to adjust military programs so as to 
channel resources into nonmilitary sectors of the economy. 

30- Overshadowing_ all other potential military claimants for re
sources, however, would be the deployment of ABM defenses. In this 
field, the evidence strongly suggests that despite intensive develop
mental efforts over many years, the Soviets have not y~t been successful 
in developing a system for defense against strategic missiles which 
they consider satisfactory. The Soviet leaders have apparently thus 
far authorized only very limited deployment, and we believe that they 
have not yet decided whether to commit the vast resources needed to 
provide ABM defenses for a major portion of their population and in
dustry. Considering the long lead times involved in the deployment of 
so complex a system, it is possible that, if a decision is delayed two or 
three years, even a large ABM deployment program would not begin to 
have a major impact on the economy much before the end of ~he decade. 
If at that time, Soviet strategic striking forces have reached planned 
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levels, resources could be diverted to an AB)-1 program. Unless some 
such diversion of resources can be made within the military establish
ment, any large-scale ABM deployment program will exert a strong up
ward pressure on Soviet military expenditures. 

31. The Soviet space program must also have come under scrutiny 
by the Soviet leaders in their search for the high-quality resources re
quired for economic expansion. The space program to date has made 
extensive use of military facilities and hardware. The program has 
required scarce resources, however, and ambitious future space activ
ities; involving more specialized facilities and hardware, would consider
ably increase the drain on resources. Limitations in available resources 
will almost certainly prevent the Soviets from pursuing all the space 
programs which would be within their technical capabilities within this 
decade. We do not expect any major and obvious cutback in Soviet 
space activities, but the resources pinch may cause the Soviets to limit 
or stretch out certain expensive, long-term space programs :which they 
once contemplated. 

Technical Factors 

32. The high and increasing cost of military R and D and the cu.--rent 
budgetary squeeze will undoubtedly force some reappraisals by Soviet 
planners, especially on highly expensive developmental projects. ~ome 
programs considered to be of marginal utility may be cut ba.c..lc or sus
pe.TJ.ded. However, evidence available indicates continued large-scale 
efforts in the major G3-tegories of military R and D: ballistic missiles, 
ABMs, nuclear submarines, ASW, aircraft, nuclear weapons, and CW. 
Further, we see continued efforts of considerable magnitude on the 
scientific fronts supporting· military requirements, such as computer 
technology, meteorology, oceanography, geophysics, and electronics. 
T"nis evidence indicates that reductions in the present level of Soviet 
expenditures for military R and D are unlikely, although there is some 
e,idence that the rate of growth is declining. 

33. The Soviets almost certainly consider that they can ill-a.f'ford to 
fall behi.T1d the US in R and D on advanced weapons systems. Further, 
So,iet statements and writings have suggested that the Soviet leaders 
see in technological achievements a means for possibly impr0Yh1g their 
strategic position relative to the US. rney will continue to ma.tee mili
ta...1-y research and development a matter of high urgency, and they' have 
a de.>noP.strated capability to concentrate human and material resources 
on pr.ority objectives. Even with economic :actors imposL'1g restraints 
on ::iilltarJ policy, the Soviets will seek urgently to develop new con
cepts or weapons which give promise of significa.'1t military and political 
advantage. Such weapons or concepts, if successfully deve!oped, would 
be pri...'"Ile candidates for rapid addition to the Soviet arsenal. We do 
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not believe, however, that Soviet policy can be based on the expectation 
of achieving technological advances or breakthroughs of such dimen
sions that they would reverse the strategic balance within the period 
of this estimate. 

Ill. FUTURE TRENDS IN MILITARY PROGRAMS 

34. The preceding discussion forecasts no drastic increase or decrease 
in the total Soviet military effort 'within the present decade. Our evi
dence on current Soviet military development and deployment pro
grams points to a present Soviet intention to maintain a large military 
establishment and to continue improving its capabilities. Translated 
into force structure, this continuation of policy by no means implies 
a static situation. We believe that the next several years will bring 
important changes in the Soviet military posture, but that these 
changes are more likely to be evolutionary than revolutionary in nature. 

Strategic Attack Forces 

35. In the buildup of strategic strike forces, the Soviets have re
cently been placing major emphasis upon weapons for intercontinental 
attack, particularly IqBMs. We believe that by the end of the decade 
they will have several hundred ICBM launchers, a sizable force of mis
sile submarines, and a significant though reduced force of bombers. In 
the ICBM force, qualitative improvement will be emphasized; we believe 
that the Soviets will introd~ce follow-on systems characterized by better 
accuracy, larger payloads, better reliability, and easier handling and 
maintenance. We believe that they will also attempt to improve sur
vivability by deploying a greater proportion of their ICBMs in. hard sites, 
by providing their submarines with submerged launch ballistic .missiles 
of longer range than their present surface launched missiles, and by in
creasing the readiness of their strategic forces. If our estimates are 
correct, the Soviets will not be able to pursue a strategy of destroying 
US nuclear striking forces prior to launch, but they will have a force 
capable of attacking major US cities and soft military targets, as well as 
a capability for retaliation even after an initial US attack. 

36. We believe that Soviet strategic attack forces intended for Eurasian 
operations are nearing planned levels. The large missile forces deployed 
primarily against Europe will probably remain at about their present size, 
but survivability will be enhanced through hardening and possibly by 
the introduction of ground mobile systems. The medium bomber force 
will probably decline in size over the next several years, but capabilities 
will probably improve with the continued introduction of supersonic 
aircraft. Thus the Soviets will maintain massive forces for strategic 
attack in Eurasia and will improve the quality of these forces. 
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DISCUSSION 

I. THE KHRUSHCHEV ERA 

I. The Khrushchev em ·was a period of fundamental changes in the anna
ment, organization, and operational concepts of the Soviet armed forces. 
Khrushchev inherited a military machine comprising enormous land armies for 
offensive operations, masses of anti-aircraft guns and fighters for strategic 
defense, and only limited nuclear capabilities. By the end of 1964, the force 
included a formidable nuclear delivery capability for offensive operations, 
modernized missile, air, and naval forces for strategic defense, and smaller, but 
greatly modernized theater forces for land campaigns in a nuclear environ
ment. This radical change in the nature of the military establishment was 
accompanied by important changes in basic Soviet military doctrine and policy. 
In the mid-fifties, Soviet military theorists concentrated heavily on large-scale 
campaigns in Europe; by the early sixties they were givillg increased attention 
to the complex problems of intercontinental strategic exchange. 

2.. Khrushchev's personality and political skill accelerated the revolution in 
Soviet military affairs but did not cause it. Marked advances in military tech
nology, the rising costs of modern weapons, and the growing strength of NATO 
would have forced change in the Soviet military establishment in any case. 
But Khrushchev grasped the politico-military significance of the new technology 
far quicker than most of his conservative military hierarchy; his designs for 
adjusting the military establishment. to new situations we:re often much too bold 
for most of the Soviet marshals. Although Khrushchev used a wide variety 
of polem_ical. political, and ·organizational devices to overcome their opposition, 
he often received only gn.idging support for his military policies-sometimes 
he encountered near defiance. 

3. While the marshals approv~ of the new missiles, with rare exceptions they 
opposed Khrushchev's accompanying military policies, in particular his penchant 
for viewing military forces more as political tools than in terms of their actual 
use in warfare. Khrushchev looked upon his missile forces primarily as a barrier 
against war. A v."2Ie of Soviet strategic inferiority, he nonetheless believed that 
the missile forces would serve to deter a direct attack on the USSR. He also 
believed that they could be used to dissuade a potential enemy from opposing 
Soviet interests in local conHicts for fear of provoking a direct confrontation with 
the Soviet Union. He argued that, if general war should occur, it would be 
decided in a very short time by the initial nuclear exchange. Consequently 
he often spoke and sometimes acted as though his missile· forces constituted 
in effect an all-purpose substitute-and indeed a less expensive substitute
for the diverse military capabilities which the Soviet Union had long maintained. 

4. Such a politico-military doctrine struck at some fundamental premises of 
the Soviet military establishment. It called into question such speci.6cs as 
the V2lue of large theater forces and the mass•mobilization system. More 

4 SECRET 

163 



14. (Continued) 

fundamentally, it cast doubt on the relevance of traditional military experience. 
Khrushchev's emphasis on deterrence of all wars through strategic rocket forces 
left scant basis for the military to develop operational concepts and require
ments for other components of the forces. 

S. Khrushchev's decision to embrace openly a deterrent military policy was 
clearly based in part on economic considerations. The kind of forces advocated 
by the marshals to fight a war if it should come, including huge ground forces, 
were obviously much more expensive than those advocated by Khrushchev 
with his faith in the efficacy of deterrence. But Khrushchev's rationale for 
his military policies also indicated that he had considered, at least broadly•, 
the technical aspects of strategic nuclear warfare. He c.,::mcluded that the 
requirements for a successful disarming strike were enormous and, further, that 
the first exchange of a nuclear war would wreak such damage that subsequent 
operations could have only minor effects on the outcome. These views were 
in some respects oversimplified, but they were quite sophisticated when com
pared to those held by most Soviet marshals at the time. 

6. Under Khrushchev's pl'odding, and with the actual advent of large num
bers of new weapons, the military leaders began to explore in new depth the 
implications of nuclear warfare. They did so, however, not so much from the 
standpoint of defining what force levels might be adequate for deterrence, but 
primarily ·in order to formulate requirements for fighting this new kind of war. 
In the process, the force commanders concluded, not that their arms of service 
had no further role to play, but that they confronted new and more demanding 
requirements. They constantly warned that the USSR should be prepared for 
the contingency in whic~. deterrence had failed. Neither Khrushchev nor the 
more conservative marshals ever wholly prevailed in Soviet doctrine, and the 
forces actually deployed refiected compromises between their views. 

7. Beyond these purely military disputes, the marshals were probably alarmed 
by certain political qecisions entailing commitments and responsibilities, some 
of which Soviet capabilities could not sustain. Anxious to make political capi
tal of the new missile forces, Khrushchev precipitated a Berlin crisis in 1958 
which found the military establishment unready to overawe the US in strategic 
terms. His ill-fated Cuban venture presented the military leaders with the 
grim prospect of a military confrontation with the US under particularly un
favorable circumstances. And the military implications of the rift with Com
munist China must have added to the marchals' concern over the wisdom of 
Khrushchev's leadership. 

Changes in the Strategic Relationship 

8. Dramatic S\lccesses in programs to develop offensive missile systems led 
the Soviet leadership by the mid-1950s to foresee the day when a massive array 
of nuclear-armed strategic missiles would remove the USSR from the galling 
position of gross strategic inferiority. Beginning in 1955 (when MRBM deploy
ment started), the Soviet missile force grew rapidly. ICBM deployment pro-
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grams were slower and often uneven, but by the end of 1963. the USSR had a 
strategic missile force targeted :igainst both Eurasia and the US which had in
deed sharply changed the nature of the East-West strategic relationship. The 
bulk of the strategic missiles were of medium and int=ediate range, holding 
Europe hostage against US strategic attack; the· ICBM force, though much 
smaller, increased Soviet assumnce that the US would be strnck in a general 
war. TI1is marked advance in Soviet strategic stature was further enhanced 
by Soviet space achievements. 

9. The buildup of strate-5ic missile forces on both sides impelled Soviet mili
tary thinking to grapple with the global nature of modern war. In this con
text the Soviets soon found their new missile forces deficient in important re
spects. In exploring the nature of general war, tliey naturally discovered that 
enormous advantages belonged to the side which struck first. But their own 
force was neither large enough to risk a first blow nor well enough protected 
to assure them that the enemy wouJd not be tempted to attack. Indeed, con
cern for the vulnerability of the Soviet strategic missile force--soft launchers 
grouped by twos and fours--probably became acute once the Soviets discovered 
t.liat the US had penetrated their security and located their missile sites. 

10. One course of action open to the Soviets was to multiply their strategic 
attack forces to such a high level that in time of crisis US policy would be 
pawerfully restrained by fear that the Soviets might risk a first stnke. But 
Soviet advances had spurred the US into large programs of its own which made 
it d.i.fficult for the USSR to set force goals which were economically feasible 
and could pronme, when reached, to have this effect. Accordingly, the Soviets 
chose the alternative means of strengthening their deterrent by improving re
taliatory capabilities; they ~ought to __ achieve this by some increase in the size 
of strategic attack forces, by divern.fication and improvement of delivery means 
and nuclear '-".u-heads, and by protection of their forces through hardening, dis
persal and reduced reaction times. 

11. :\-feasures to strengthe:i the. Soviet deterrent also included vigorous efforts 
to revamp strategic defense capabilities. Surface-to-air missiles replaced AAA 
guns. Several new-generation supersonic interceptors with all-weather capa
bilities and air-to-air missiles were introduced into air defense units to replace 
some of the old day fighters. Warning and control systems were expmded 
and sophistic-a.ted. The R&D program to deve!cp anti-missile defenses was 
given high priority. Despite impressive improvements, however, Soviet strategic 
defense capabilities did not overta..1<:e the increasingly sophisticated and diversi
fied Western attack capabilities-in particular, the growing threat posed by 
ballistic missiles. 

General Purpcse Forces 

12. Khrushchev's view of the nature of modem war made land armies, tactical 
aviation, and surface .fleets the prime candidates for reduction to offset the heavy 
economic burden imposed by Soviet efforts in strategic attack and defense and 
the space programs. By the late 195/Js, Khrushchev's determination to reduce 
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the size of theater forces was evident as he poured scorn on the utility of mass 
armies in modern warfare. Soviet military manpower had already been cut by 
about two million men between 1955 and the end of 1959, largely at the expense 
of ground forces. In January 1960, Khrushchev announced his intent to reduce 
military manpower from 3.6 to 2.4 million. He made it clear that this cut was 
to be absorbed largely by general purpose forces; that the intended cut in these 
forces would exceed 1.2 million was implicit in the rapid growth of strategic 
attack and defense elements. 

13. This chall~nge was more than conservative Soviet military leaders could 
bear in silence, and their objections appeared in the open military press. Most 
spokesmen defended multimillion men armies on the grounds of their vital role 
in general nuclear war. Others almost certainly pointed, in closed forums, to 
the possibility of "flexible response" by NATO and the contingency of conflict 
with China, and an article by Sokolovskiy in 1964 cited the possibility of pro
tracted non-nuclear war, thereby implying a new rationale for large theater 
forces. 

14. Khrushchev never was able completely to override proponents of large 
theater forces. The force reductions announced in 1960 ground to a halt early 
in 1961, half-completed, and for a time Khrushchev's policies were apparently 
checked. However, another decline in military manpower during the 1962-1964 
time period indicated that this check was only temporary. Althoug~ the size 
of theater forces was cut sharply during his regime, their capabilities for general 
nuclear war were considerably increased as the result of greater mechanization 
and the introduction of free rocket or missile nuclear and CW delivery systems. 

15. On the face _of .it, it appears strange that Soviet marshals would continue 
to register great discontent with an army of at least 120 divisions backed up by 
a formidable array of tactical missiles and aircraft. From the Soviet marshals' 
point of view, however, the cuts had been drastic. Some 35 to 55 line divisions 
had been deactivated. Further the remaining divisions were sharply cut in size 
and about half were maintained at reduced or cadre strength. Combat and 
service support of ground forces had also been reduced. The number of opera
tional aircraft in Tactical Aviation was halved during 1960-1961. In many cir
cumstances, it would be difficult fully to mobilize and deploy Soviet theater 
forces. Nevertheless, it is apparent that they still represent a formidable capa
bility for land warfare, despite their loss of prominence during the Khrushchev 
era. 

Economic Factors 

16. The post-1958 expansion of strategic attack and air defense capabilities, 
as well as the intensification of efforts on military R&D and space, led to a 
marked increase in total defense expenditures.2 This increase would have been 

> The question of defense expenditures for 1964 is currently under study, and a Memorandum 
to Holders of this estimate, covering this subject, will be published when this analysis is 
completed. 
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even greater except fo~ the substantial reduction in military manpower--on the 
order of three-quarter million men between 1958 and 1964.. These new pro
grar.,s contributed to the slowdown in the growth of the Soviet economy over 
the past few years, principally because their impact was greatest in areas re
quiring specialized sldlls, equipment, and resources critically needed for other 
important economic objectives. 

17. After 1962, to relieve the increasingly acute strains in the Soviet economy, 
Khrushchev began again to press for changes to resource allocation. He accom
panied this by efforts in the field of foreign policy, reswning the tactics of 
detente, highlighted by the limited nuclear test ban. Io discussing the next 
long-term plan, just before he fell he referred to Soviet military _forces as being 
«at their proper level~ A leveling off in military spendmg brought apparent 
curtailments or slowdowns in a number of military programs. Meanwhile, the 
marshals, while refraining from direct attacks on the ceilings imposed by the 
total military budget, argued for military doctrines and force structures not 
achievable under those ceilings. The evidence suggests that tlris problem and 
these conflicts remained unresolved when. Khrushchev left the Soviet leadership 
in October 1964. They will almost certain!) continue to play an important role 
in the formulation of policy under the new leaders. 

Ii. POST-KHRUSHCHEV DEVELOPMENTS IN MILITARY POLIC:.Y 

18. The military evidently played no active role in the removal of Khrushchev, 
a !though some military leaders were presumably consulted and assurances of 
their neutrality and of their backing if necessary were secured. The price, if 
any, for these assurances was p.robably not high. In any event, since the ouster 
there have been no indications of any general alteration of X:hrushchev's military 
policy; indeed, an early action of the new leadership in this sphere was to an
nounce a slight reduction in the overt military budget. 

19. After a few months of silence, the military press began in 1965 to C3JT}' 

a series of articles by prominent officers. These articles all profess obedieoce to 
party control of the military, but seize on the concept of collectivity, currently 
stressed by the political leadership for other reasons, to assert the importance of 
professional military advice. They also turn to special use the anti-Khrushchev 
epithets of oraggmg,- "'hare-brained scheming,- .and -subjectivism.- These 
formulations appear to be aimed, in the milita.-y context, against reliance upon 
a single weapon system for deterrence as opposed to forces capable of dealing 
with all contingencies should deterrence fail In these articles, the concepts of 
ultn-conservative marshals came in for sharp criticism, and there was no refer
ence to -multi-million man armies.- One prominent theme has been the need 
tv approach military problems in a comprehensive and scientific way, eschewing 
p:.rtial solutions which leave unsolved or even aggravate other problems. While 
the argument is obscure, these articles suggest a willingness to abandon earlier 
extreme positions, and call for the fu..~er development of many types of forces 
against a variety of military contingencies. 

8 SECRET 

167 



14. (Continued) 

SECRET 

20. Thus far the military spokesmen do not appear to be championing a par
ticular view of doctrine, force structure, or resource allocation. It appears that, 
i11 their view, the first order of business for the military is to reassert itself in 
the formation of Soviet military doctrines and policies and thus be able to estab
lish a rationale for force structuring. Such steps, however, are probably but a 
prelude to basic arguments about resource allocations in general, and it is no 
accident that military spokesmen have become vocal as the Five-Year-Plan for 
1966-1970 is being formulated. The new Soviet leaders will continue to apply 
economic restraints to the expansion of military programs. 

Ill. FACTORS AFFECTING FUTURE POLICIES AND FORCE LEVELS 

21. Our view of the future course of Soviet military affairs has always been 
based in large part upon an evaluation of a large number of political, economic, 
and strategic factors. The complexity of relationships among these factors has 
been markedly increased by the recent change of Soviet leadership and the 
prospect of a struggle for power. 

Internal Politics 

22. We cannot rule out the possibility of sudden political changes in the 
Soviet Union, including changes in the relations between the party and the 
military and in the concepts which guide military policy. The present situation 
of divided leadership makes it likely that there will be a struggle for supreme 
power among the various leaders, and one of the issues in this struggle may 
be that of military policy. As a relatively cohesive force among the elements 
which make up the So:'!et elite, the officer corps of the Soviet armed forces 
could constitute either a strong support or a potential threat to existing leaders. 
It may Gccur to one man or another (as it did to Khrushchev in 1955) to make 
a bid for power with military support. How the military would greet such a 
proposal is by no means certain; many leading military figures would almost 
certainly fear too close an involvement in political struggles. On the whole, it 
seems to us more likely that in any struggle for power the military would con
fine themselves to their traditional role of supporting the aspirations of that 
political leader who least threatened their privileged position in Soviet society, 
or who promised to pay greater attention to their opinion in the decision-making 
process. 

23. The marshals may believe that collective leadership will better serve their 
interests than would the rule of any one man. The basically conservative Soviet 
military establishment may see in the collec;tive_ arrangement opportunities to 
press its views with more chance of success than it would have against a single 
ruler, especially if that ruler had some of the predilections of Khrushchev. 

24. Over the next six years, there will almost certainly be a wholesale retire
ment of the aging top leadership of the Soviet military establishment. A new 
generation of marshals, admirals, and generals may take quite different views 
from those currently expressed by the military on a broad range of subjects. 

SECRET 9 

168 



14. (Continued) 

SECRET 

Economic Requirements 

25. Given the uncertainties in our estimates of civilian economic developments 
and of the size and comp<>sition of the defense program, conclusions about the 
burden on the economy of defense expenditures can be stated only in general 
terms. Probable Soviet military and space programs through 1970 foreshadow 
an incr~e in the requirement for highly skilled engineers and scientists, complex 
machinery, and high-cost materials. Even if defense spending were to increase 
by 20 percent during the period of the estimate, the Soviet economy could 
shoulder this burden and at the same time gradually improve the equipment 
and technology of Soviet industry and the standard of living. If, on the other 
hand, defense spending were to decrease _somewhat, the absolute requirement 
for these scarce resources would still be little different from what it was in 
1964, but the strain on the civil economy would be· eased because of the in
creasing supply of these resources. 

26. In any case, we anticipate that military programs will be increasingly 
subjected to critical examination in terms of their cost and their effectiveness; 
not the least of the factors considered will be an assessment of Western military 
strategy and capabilities. In early Soviet weapons programs (ie., the first ICBM, 
the first SA.\-f, and the first missile submarine), the Soviets apparently paid scant 
attention to consideration of cost and effectiveness or to the life expectancy of 
the system in view of Western technological advances. In this period they 
almost certainly felt impelled by the exigencies of their strategic position to 
capitalize on early technology at whatever cost. But this type of pressure has 
diminished, while the cost of modern annaments has risen. 

Zi. lt is still too early t? tell what effect, if any, the new agricultural invest
ment program, announced by Brezhnev on 24 March 1965, will have on military 
spending. It is clear that the plan for investment in agriculture (71 billion rubles 
in the next five years) will require resources which can be provided only by 
reducing the growth of budgetary allocations to other priority claimants from 
past rates. While Brezhnev did. not specify the claimants whose budgets would 
be ~adjusted" to provide agriculture with its added rubles, some reduction in 
the rate of growth of previously favored companents of heavy industry seems 
p.obable. Also, while the types of inputs needed to boost agriculture would 
not seem to require a cut in projected military research and development outlays, 
it is pcssible that certain hardware procurement schedules will be adjusted 
do'n--nward. Barring important changes in the international situation, however, 
and in vie,.\.' of the apparent outlook of the current leadership, major changes in 
Soviet defense spending in either direction seetn w:ilikely. 

Manpower 

28. During the period of this estimate. the nature of Soviet military maopov;er 
problems ,,.,ill be fundamentally changed. Problems of quantity, caused by the 
low birth rates of World War II, are being replaced by problems of quality. 
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The sophistication of equipment in all types of forces will demand an increasing 
degree of professionalism in all ranks which may prove incompatible with the 
eonscription system now in effect, as well as competitive with increasing demands 
for high skill in the civil economy. Wli"atever the Soviet solution to this prob-
1<::m, the cost per man of the military establishment is likely to increase sub
stantially. 

Reseorch and Development 

29. Over the past several years, the Soviet R&D effort has continued to grow. 
Our evidence indicates large-scale and continuing efforts in all major categories 
of military R&D: ballistic missiles, ABMs, -certain space programs, nuclear sub
marines, ASW, aircraft, nuclear weapons, and CW. Further, we see continued 
efforts of considerable magnitude on the scientific fronts supporting military 
requirements, such as computer technology, meteorology, oceanography, geo
physics, and electronics. The quality of this evidence varies considerably. In 
general, however, we have virtually no information on the laboratory and design 
phase of the military R&D cycle; operational testing usually provides the earliest 
indication that a major new weapon system is under development. Thus, new 
systems of which we have no knowledge could now be in early stages of 
development. 

30. The Soviets will continue to press their dynamic military and space R&D 
programs. Soviet security considerations demand vigorous efforts to prevent a 
Western military technological advantage which might threaten the credibility 
of" their deterrent. Beyortd this, we believe that the Soviet R&D effort repre
sents an attempt to achieve major technological advances in the hope of off
setting present Western strategic advantages. 

31. Should the Soviets achieve a technological advance which offered the 
prospect of significant improvement in military capabilities, the Soviet leaders 
would certainly seek to exploit such an advance to gain palitical and military 
advantage, and they would undoubtedly consider increasing their military ex• 
penditures if effective exploitation seemed to require it. But their decisions 
as to deployment would involve a weighing of economic considerations and of 
US capabilities to .counter against the politico-military gains to be achieved. 

32. The USSR's space program has become a key element in Soviet world 
prestige. Space remains the major area in which the Soviets can still propound 
a creditable claim to world primacy. There have been tenuous indications that 
the costly Soviet space program may be subjected to more critical scrutiny by 
the new Soviet leadership. For political reasons, however, the Soviets could ill 
afford to slacken in the space race, and from all indications they have no inten
tion of doing so. We believe that the Soviet space program will retain its 
priority, that its accomplishments will continue to be impressive, and that it 
will focus on goals for which the USSR can most favorably compete. 
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Changes in Alliance Systems 

33. _Over the next five years, important changes will probably occur in the 
military situation around :he Soviet peripher;·. In Western Ew-ope, France's 
acquisition of an independent capability for strategic nuclear attack will pose 
a:i additional contingency to So";et thinking. The possibility that West Ger
many may acquire nuclear weapons in some wa.y is of great concern to the USSR. 
Jn Eastern Europe, if present trends toward autonomy continue, the \Varsaw 
Pact will become more a conventional military alliance, less a westward extension 
of Soviet forces. In Asia, the hardening of the Sino-SO\-iet dispute will probably 
force the USSR to recognize the military implications of China's hostility and 
ambitions. 

34. Tnese prospective developments, cutting across familiar concepts of a 
bipolar world organized into two cohesive rival camps, have military as well 
as political implications. \Vith respect to China, the Soviets will count their 
overwhelming strategic superiority as an underlying advantage, but they will 
!)=-obably nevertheless anticipate security problems to which a nuclear re
sponse would be wholly inappropriate. We therefore thin."l:: that the USSR will 
strengthen conventional forces in Soviet Asia. A.s for Western Europe, the 
SO\.;et leaders will almost certainly calculate that forces and doctrines developed 
to cope ,vith NATO will suffice to meet lesser threats arising from France and 
\Vest Germany. But the Soviets would consider their military problem to be 
sharply altered by any important changes in the political cohesion or military 
effectiveness of NATO. 

35. The USSR has in recent years strengthened the forces of its East European 
allies, indicating that the Soviets rely on these forces at least for the defense of 
their own territories. But as autonomy spreads in Eastern Europe, the range 
of contingencies in which the TISSR a.arr rely on effective military support from 
its \\'ar-saw Pact allies will narrow. We believe that the Soviet leaders already 
recognize this trend and question the utility of East European forces for con
fucts in which individual national interests do not coincide with those of the 
USSR. This may require the Soviets to re-examine their concept of a rapid 
offensive sweep through Western Europe, at lea.st to the extent that they bad 
depended on the Satellite forces for supporting action. 

US Military Capabilities 

36. The Soviet:; v.-ill continue to weigh the adequacy of most current military 
programs primarily against US capabilities, and to judge the desirability of pro
posed programs against probable US reaction. For example, in weighing the 
pros and cons of ABM deployment. the So";ets have almost ce~nly considered 
probable US future developments in penetration aids. Soviet military doctrine, 
fo~ce structure, and weapons programs will be adjusted to reflect significant 
changes in estimates of US capabilities and could change sharply in the event 
of unexpected developments in US military policy or capabilities. 
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DISCUSSION 

I. INTRODUCTION 

l. Today, as for the past several years, the major problems of Soviet military 
policy concern the US, Europe, and China. The great bulk of the Soviet 
military effort has been directed to meeting the military challenge from these 
areas. Elsewhere in the world the USSR's military problems stem primarily 
from the use of military power and resources in support of Soviet foreign policy. 
Such problems have increased in number and importance as the USSR has 
become involved in new areas and- its commitments have grown. 

2. Even before the Cuch c."1Sis, the improved strategic relationship with 
the US, the restiveness of Eastern Europe, the unremitting hostility of China, 
the June war in the Middle East, and the prolonged con.B.ict in Vietnam had 
raised new questions of priorities and reqwrements both within the Soviet mili
tary establishment and between the USSR and its allies. And the competition 
between civilian and military demands on national resources promised to shaipen 
as both military costs and consumer expectations rose. In this situation the 
Soviet leaders apparently were conducting a searching review of the military 
policies of the past few years a.nd explorirlg options for the future. 

3. The Czech crisis has raised no entirely new military problems for the 
USSR, but it has exacerbated old ones. Long concerned with the restiveness 
of its East European allies, the USSR, for political as well as military reasons, 
has sought to strengthen the Waxsaw Pact; now the Pact is in some disanay 
and the Soviet leaders must entertun new doubts about the reliability of East 
European forces, particularly the Czech forces. The intervention bas aroused 
new apprehensions within NATO and has probably arrested the decwie in NATO 
military efforts, at least for a time. These considerations are relevant to future 
Soviet decisions concerning general purpose forces-<lecisions which will be 
greatly influenced by the course of events in Eastern Europe over the coming 
months. In the stra;_egic weapans field, the Soviet leaders had, after consid
erable delay, agreed to discuss arms control with the US. But the Cz.ech in
vasion !...<S soured US-Soviet relations and put new obstacles in the way of 
a possible ~ control agreement. 

II. INTERNAL FACTORS AFFECTING MILITARY POLICY 

Political-Military Relations 

4. So,..-iet military policy is in part a product of Kremlin politics, which, like 
politics elsewhere, involves questions of power-who makes the decisions
and of prioriti~what decisions should be made. Under cooditions of col
lective leadership, however, the decision-maJdng process is complicated by 
the fact th.at nothing of consequence CUJ be decided until it has been collec--
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tively scrutinized and weighed against the individual interests of the political 
leaders. This diffusion of authority has not prevented the leadership from 
dealing effectively with a wide range of problems, but it has tended to inhibit 
or delay initiative in defense matters. 

5. This situation has had an important bearing on the relative weight of 
the military voice in Soviet councils. Not only has the political leadership 
seemed more responsive to special interest arguments, but at times the absence 
of clear signals from the top has given greater influence in the decision-making 
process to military and civilian advocates of improved military forces. Although 
the military itself has periodically shown signs of interservice rivalries over 
resource priorities and future force structuring, it has nonetheless been united. 
in making its claims for continued preferential treatment in the allocation of 
resources. The increases in the military budget of the past few years indicate, 
moreover, that the vigor with which the military has presented its arguments 
has not gone unrewarded. The military has exploited and benefited from the 
resurgence of a more suspicious and fundamentalist Communist outlook that 
has occurred under the present collective leadership. 

6. Trends in Soviet military doctrine have been generally consistent with the 
improvement in the fortunes of the military under the collective leadership. 
The role of the conventional forces as an instrument of national policy has been 
emphasized, but the Soviets have continued to stress the primacy of the stra
tegic forces as the ultimate recourse in war. We believe that this relatively 
harmonious approach to military requirements refl.ected the general satisfaction 
of the military with the policy pursued by the new leadership. 

7. Even before the Czech crisis, however, there were issues of military policy 
that promised to introduce new tensions into political-military relations. There 
is no persuasive evidence that the military played a decisive role in the very 
hard political-military decisions involved in the intervention in Czechoslovakia, 
or that their views came down on one or another side of the choices posed. 
They will, however, be much concerned with the implications of the new situ
ation created by the Czech events for Soviet military posture and plans. Issues 
affeding the future of the Warsaw Pact, Soviet deployments in Central Europe, 
and evdn the pace of the strategic arms race will complicate the military's 
dealings with the political leadership for some time. 

Economic Considerations 

8. We believe that the perennial problem of resource allocation is likely to 
become a sharper issue in the making of Soviet military policy. In Khrushchev's 
last years Soviet military expenditures were temporarily stabilized, due in part 
to a pause in strategic weapon deployment and in part to his efforts to econo
mize. Under the new leadership, however, they have continued to rise, pri
marily as the result of increased outlays for strategic weapons and for research 
and development (R&D). The increase has not outpaced the overall growth 
of the economy, but the requirements of these programs for scarce high-quality 
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resources of the sort needed to sustain economic growth have ag.,,crravated the 
i."Tlpact of defense spending. 

9. We estimate current Soviet expenditures for military and space programs 
at about 20 billion rubles-the eauivalent of about $60 billion. Of this total, 
we believe that nearly 30 percent• goes to the strategic attack and strategic de
fense forces combined, over 25 percent to the general purpose forces, 15 percent 
to command and general support, and 30 percent to military R&D and the 
space program. The distribution of expenditures for the Soviet military ha.s 
changed substantially over the past several years, reHecting the pattern of 
priorities. The most pronounced change has occurred in expenditures for R&D 
anc:i. space, which in 1960 aCCOUDted for only 15 percent of the total In the 
same year, expenditures for general purpose forces amounted to about 35 per
ceot of the total 

10. Soviet criticism of the high level of anns expenditures in the US, which 
Kosygin tenned ·catastrophic,~ almost certainly reflected the leade..-ship·s con
cern over rising military costs in the USSR T.oe Soviet milituy leaders have 
undoubtedly pointed to the US military effort in pressing their claims for in
creased outlays for defense. And articles in the Soviet milit:ary press justi
fying such outlays and stressing the importance of heavy mdustry suggested 
that the -military-industrial complex· in the USSR saw a threat to its favored 
position. The immediate effect of the Czech crisis will be to strengthen the 
position of these elements. 

IL In the pa.st, the strategic forces have led in the competition for resources 
between the military establishment and the civilian e<:.'Olloxny. The Soviet lead
ers may have hoped that ~hen certain strategic programs reached planned levels 
they could divert some of these resources to other uses-to the civilian economy, 
or perhaps to the relatively neglected general purpose forces. We believe that 
economic considerations weighed heavily in their decision to discuss arms 
control with the US. Any such calculations, however, probably have been up-
set by the Czech ~ which almost certainly will lead to pressures for mcreases 
in the theater forces in excess of previous plans, and would weigh against cnts 
in otlier military spending. Thus an intensification of competition is likely 
not only between civilian and military programs, bat also within the military 
esai.blishr:nent. 

1.2. For the near term, at least, So ... -iet military expenditures almost certainly 
will continue to rise. New requirements for theater forces could not be met 
by reductions in outlays for othe:- forces, even if the Soviets should seek to 
do so, and we doubt that they would in the present situation. Resources al
located to strategic programs are not readily transferable. Nevertheless, the 
impact of the la.'"ger military effort on the economy will probably impel Soviet 
leade:-s to search for savings in military programs. It is posst"ble that it will 
add to the incentives that led the USSR to agree to discuss strategic arms con
trol with the US. 
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Ill. THE STRATEGIC RELATIONSHIP WITH THE US 

13. Despite Moscow's immediate concern over its position in Eastern Europe, 
the most important issues of Soviet military policy relate to the strategic bal
ance between the US and the USSR The goals of -Soviet strntegic weapons 
programs were set at a time when the US enjoyed such a superiority in in
tercontinental delivery systems as to put the USSR at a political and psycho
logical disadvantage. The aim of Soviet strategic policy, therefore, has been 
to achieve a more formidable deterrent and to narrow and eventually to over
come the US lead. Toward this end the- Soviets have built strategic forces 
which provide a large assured destruction capability and important damage
limiting capabilities as well 

14. The Soviets evidently attach great importance to the attainment of stra
tegic parity with the US, but we do not know how they define it. If they seek 
parity in numbers of intercontinental delivery vehicles, it is clear that they 
have not reached it By 1970, their intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) 
force will probably surpass the US force in numbers of launchers, but the 
Soviets will remain inferior in submarine-launched ballistic missiles ( SLBMs) 
and heavy bombers. At present construction rates, they could match the US 
Polaris force by 1975, but their heavy bomber force will probably decline.1 We 
believe, however, that in assessing the strategic balance the Soviets would go 
beyond numbers to consider qualitadve differences in weapon systems such 
as warhead yield, the target system to be attacked, and damage-limiting capabili
ties. Viewed in this light, the Soviets may consider their capabilities for inter
continental attack roughly comparable to those of the US. 

15. The Soviet concept of $"ategic forces differs from that of the US, which 
focuses upon intercontinental delivery systems. We believe that in the USSR 
the strategic mission is assigned to the Strategic Rocket Forces, Long Range 
Aviation, and ballistic missile submarines. All of these forces include ele• 
ments-medium-range ballistic missiles (MRBMs), intermediate-range ballistic 
missiles (IRBMs), medium bombers,2 and di~el-powered submarines-which 
we believe are intended primarily for use in Eurasian operations. The US 
has no MRBMs or IRBMs and has virtually eliminated its medium bomber force. 
Moreover, the US has no counterpart to the Soviet submarine-launched cruise 
missiles, which, .n addition to their primary antishipping role, also have the 
capability for use against land targets. If the Soviets include medium range 
as well as intercontinental delivery systems in their assessment of the stra
tegic balance, they could conclude that the USSR had attained strategic parity 
with the US, or even superiority. 

1 Maj. Gen. Jack E. Thomas, the ksistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, does not believe 
there will be any appreciable change in the size of the Soviet heavy bomber force during the 
period of this estimate. For his view see the forthcoming NIE 11-8-68, "Soviet Strategic 
Attack Forces." 

• Maj. Gen. Jack E. Thomas, the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, continues to 
believe the Soviet medium bomber force has an intercontinental mission. For his views see 
NIE 11-8-68. 
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16. Recent statements by Soviet leaders have in fact, laid claim to stra
tegic parity or superiority for the USSR In announcing Soviet acceptance of 
arms control tall.s, Gromyko described So.iet military power relative to that 
of the US as being oy no means lesser.~ A few days later, Brezhnev declared 
L'lat the US planned Mto try to achie.-e strategic superiority over the Soviet Union.~ 
These statements were undoubtedly intended to justify the Soviet decision to 
enter into arms control negotiations, but they may also reflect the USSR's ap
praisal of its present strategic position. 

The Arms Control Talks 

17. The timing of the belated Soviet acceptance of the US proposal for arms 
control talks raises questions of the USSR's motives. It would appear to run 
counter to repeated Soviet statements that any significant improvement in US
Soviet relations was impossible in the context of the Vietnam war. And it 
=e only six months before a change of administration in Washington which 
could lead to changes in US arms control policy. Its timing, however, was 
probably dictated by a number of factors, political and military. The Soviets 
probably reasoned that the political climate had been changed by the initiation 
of negotiations between the US and North Vietnam, and they may have hoped 
to influence the US position in Paris. The delay in the Soviet response also 
permitted a considerable build-up in the Soviet ICBM force, thus strengthening 
the· Soviet position at the conference table. And, finally, debate within the 
Soviet regime may have contributed to the delay. 

18. The economic considerations contributing to the Soviet decision are prob
ably no more compelling than the strategic considerations. .Military arguments 
for strategic arms conqcl in the USSR probably center arouDd the present 
strategic situation, the most favorable to the USSR in the postwar period. Con
sidering US plans for improvements in its strategic forces--antioallistic missile 
(ABM), Minuteman III, and Poseidon-the Soviets probably believe that a. 
considerable sustained effort would be necessary to maintain the relative po
sition they have now achieved. They may also be concerned lest the end of 
the Vietnam war enable the US to divert additional resources to its strategic 
forces. FiDaily, they may reason that further increments to their strategic forces 
would have little effect on the relationship between the US and the USSR so long 
as the US maintained its large, second-strike assured destruction capability. If 
these arguments were to prevail in the USSR. the Soviets would probably seek 
an agreement that preserved their present strategic relationship with the US. 

19. It is too early to assess the full implications of the Czech crisis for Soviet 
policy toward anns control The Soviets still have the same basic economic 
and military incenti.·es; indeed, it is possible that the new military requirements 
generated by the Czech crisis have added to th0.$e incentives. Moreover, the 
present Soviet line seems to be that the Czech crisis is an internal Communist 
Bloc affair th2t should have no euect on the USSR's relations with the West 
It is possible, therefore, that the Soviets will seek to proceed with arms control 
talks. At a minimum, however, the Czech crisis has delayed the opening of 
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talks with the US and has dampened the prospects of any real progress toward 
am1s control in the near term. 

20. Nevertheless, we believe that the Soviet Government is still interested 
in some form of strategic arms control for both ecanomic and military reasons. 
We cannot estimate, however, whether the USSR will actually accede to an 
am1s control agreement, or, until the ultimate Soviet position is known, whether 
an agreement is possible. Moreover, the pressures against such an agreement 
within the Soviet system would be formidable. The Soviet Government's 
decision to negotiate was probably contested, and its opponents probably still 
hope to reverse it, and to continue the longstanding pattern of increases in 
Soviet strategic forces. 

21. In any case, the Soviet leaders cannot base their strategic planning on 
the possibility of strategic arms control and will almost certainly explore other 
alternatives. They might consider a policy of minimum deterrence aimed only 
at maintaining a large assured destruction capability, or they might consider 
a try for strategic superiority of such an order that it could be translated into 
significant political gain. We consider it highly wilikely that the Soviets would 
select either of these courses of action. The first, that of unilateral deescalation, 
would involve a decision to sacrifice the hard-won gains of recent years. The 
second would involve economic sacrifices that are probably unacceptable to 
the present leadership and would almost certainly provoke a strong US re
action. We believe, therefore, that in the absence of a strategic arms control 
agreement the USSR will continue the arms competition with the US with the 
object of maintaining and if possible improving its relative su-ategic position. 

Trends in Strategic Forces 

22. The future size and composition of Soviet forces for intercontinental 
attack will depend not only on Soviet initiatives, but also upon developments 
on the US side, in particular upon US deployment of MIRVs and ABMs, and 
on the terms of any arms control agreement The Soviet response will prob
ably be both quantitative and qualitative. The intercontinental striking forces 
will probably include an ICBM force with at least as many launchers as 
those now programed for the US, a force of nuclear-powered ballistic missile 
submarines comparable to the US Polaris fl.eet, and a heavy bomber force 
significantly smaller than that-of the US. We also estimate an increased em
phasis on qualitative improvements, particularly those related to survivability and 
capacity to penetrate enemy defenses.3 

23. Closely related to the question of force goals for strategic attack forces 
is the adequacy of strategic defenses. For a number of years, the Soviets have 
given equal priority to both. They have built air defenses which have a 
formidable capability against aircraft attacking at medium and high altitudes. 
They are currently deploying on a large scale a new long-range surface-to-air 

• Detailed estimates of Soviet strategic forces appear in the forthcoming NIE 11~. 
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missile (SA..\{) system which will greatly improve their capabilities against high
nying. supersonic airc::raft and standoff weapons. They do not yet have ade
qu~te defense against strategic attack at very low altitudes. 

24. In 1962 the Soviets bega."l to deploy around Moscow an AB:).1 system which 
was then still under development. Deployment is continuing and the fust 
elements of the system will probably become operational this year. Changes in 
construction .ictivity around Moscow suggest that the Soviets do not consider 
this system satisfactory, and they almost certainly will not deploy it elsewhere. 
Dissatisfaction with this system was probably one consideration behind the Soviets' 
decision to enter arms control talks. As soon as an improved system is avail
a b!e, the Soviets will probably deploy ABMs in defense of other areas, but their 
numbers may be restricted by an anns control agreement. We doubt that such 
a system could be brought into service before the early 1970's.• 

25. Strategic Policy Under Arms ControL As noted above, we believe that 
Soviet interest in strategic arms control stems primarily &om a desire to stabilize 
the present strategic situation of mutual deterrence and to conserve resources 
wt would otherwise be consumed by strategic weapon programs.. The Soviets 
are most unlikely to accede to an agreement that would limit their strategic 
options without securing these objectives. 

26. Soviet strategic policy in an anns control environment can be forecast only 
in the most general way. Whatever the terms of an agreement, the develap
ment of Soviet strategic forces would not come to a standstill The Soviets 
would almost certainly continue a strong R&D effort with the objectives of im
proving their strategic forces and of hedging against a possible abrogation of 
the treaty. Thl_!J would. iuso make qualitative improvements to their forces in 
the field, aimed at maintaining their assured destruction capability and improving 
their damage-limiting capabilities. But if, as we believe, economic considerations 
had played a large part in a decision to accept arms control. there would probably 
be some reduction in Soviet expenditures for strategic forces, or at least a 
leveling out 

IV. MILITARY PROBLEMS IN EUROPE AND THE FAR EAST 

Zl. The majOr part of the Soviet military establishment consists of forces, stra
tegic and general purpose, which are equipped and deployed for operations on 
the USSR's periphery. ~ost of these forces are concentrated in the West, but 
the traditional Ew-opean orientation of Soviet military policy has undergone some 
modification in the past few years as the Soviets have sent strong reinforcements 
to the Chinese border area. Now the Soviets face a changed political and 

• Lt. C=. Joseph F. Canoil. tl:e Directxn-, Def=e Intdllgoce Agency, !,!aj. Ce:,. Jade E. 
Thomas. ~ Assistant Chief of St:25, btellige:oc,e, USAF, ~<l Brig. Gen. Vascc, J. F=ili. the 
Aoog Ass:stuit auef of Sta= fer. fotelligeoce, ~t oi the Ar.ny, belieYe that this 
paragraph t:ndnly ignores ~ p=iliili:y t:.at the SA-5 may passes:s a!i ABM ci~bility. The 
question will ~ discussed in ~tail i:l the forthcoming r-."IE 11-3-6'3, -~ Strateg:c: Air 
2-."<i !,.f:ssi!e Def=-~ 
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SOVIET CAPABILITIES FOR 
LONG RANGE ATTACK 

APPROVED FOR REI.WE 
CIA HISTORICAL-REVIEW PROGRAM 

To·estimate probable trends in the strength and deploy
ment of Soviet weapon systems suitable for long range attack, 
and in Soviet capabilities for such attack, projecting forward 
for about five years.1 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. Major new developments a.re evident in Soviet programs 
for long range striking forces. First, as forces for attack 
on Eurasia are reaching planned levels, greater emphasis is 
being placed on forces for intercontinental attack, especially 
ICBMs. Second, the Soviets are attempting to improve their 
capabilities for both preemptive and retaliatory action, by 
measures designed to shorten reaction times and increase 
sunivability. 

2. The tempo of the ICBM program has quickened. Tne 
present relatively modest force level of about 50 operational 
launchers will probably grow substantially, reaching some 

• T!:le ,,.-eapon systerr.s co?".sic!e::ed are ground-launched missiles with 
rnnges of 700 nautical miles Cn-'ll.J or ~ore. submarine-launched missiles. 
heavy and medium bombers. ai::-:.0-su::!ace missiles. and ad\·anced deliver.,
;md su;:i;>orting systems such as orbital a:-:d suborbi~! vehicles. Emphasis 
is p!aced on those syste:::i.s designec prlr.1arily to attack !and targets in North 
;..me::-:ca. and i:1 Eu:-asia and its ;::~::lpher:,-. 
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125-175 launchers in mid-1963 and 200-300 in mid-1964.~- :, 
From 1963 onwards, an increasing proportion of the ICBM 
force will probably be deployed at launch sites having some 
degree of hardening. 

3. The USSR is developing a submerged-launch ballistic 
missile submarine system, with medium or intermediate 
range missiles. This improved system will probably be in
corporated into some portion of the 40 or so existing ballistic 
missile submarines, and into a new submarine class. Soviet 
submarines armed with cruise-type missiles are also capable 
of attacking land targets. Within the next few years, Soviet 
nuclear-powered missile submarines will probably be con
ducting regular patrols within firing range of the US. 

4. For employment against Eurasia, the Soviets have _hµilt 
formidable missile and bomber forces, which thErY -will con
tinue to maintain and improve. Their limited bomber ca
pability against North America will be tailored increasingly 
to conduct missions supplementary to ballistic missile attack. 

5. The weight of nuclear attack which the USSR could 
launch will increase with the growth of long range striking 
forces and a general upward trend in weapon yields. Within 
the next few years, limited numbers of very high yield 
weapons in the 25-100 megaton range will be available for 
delivery by bombers and probably ICBMs. Ground-launched 
missile units are believed to have more than one missile 
per launcher, to provide a refire capability. 

6. In the mid-1960's, the principal Soviet forces for attack 
on North America will be increasing numbers of ICBM 
launchers, supplemented by increasing numbers of nuclear
powered missile submarines and decreasing numbers of 
bombers. In a preemptive attack at that time, the USSR 
would be able to strike at the fixed bases of an important 
segment of the US nuclear delivery capability. Moreover, 

'The Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence, Department or the Army, 
believes that the number of Soviet ICBM l:nmchers is unlikely to exceed 
the low side of the ranges shown fol" mid-1963 and mid-1964. 

• The Assistant Chief of Stat!, Intelligence. USAF, estimates the number 
of operational launchers as follows: mid-1962. 75-100: mid-1963, 115-250; 
and mid-1964, 300-450. 
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it would have some prospect that a portion of its own long 
range striking forces could survive an initial US attack and 
go on to retaliate. 

7. With the long range striking forces we estimate it will 
have in the roid-1960's, however, the USSR could not expect 
to destroy the hardened, airborne, seaborne, and fast re
action nuclear delivery capabilities of the US. 
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DISCUSSION 

SOVIET POLICY TOW ARD LONG RANGE 
STRIKING FORCES 

8. The Soviets regard forces for long range 
attack as essential for supporting an aggres
sive political posture, deterring the West from 
resort to military action, and fighting a war as 
effectively as possible should one occur. In 
our view, they are building forces which they 
regard as appropriate to these objectives rather 
than attempting to achieve the very high de
gree of superiority required to launch a de
liberate attack on the West. Efforts to gear 
their forces better for both preemptive and 
retaliatory operations, along with greater em
phasis upon forces capable of attacking the 
US, are the major new developments in the 
Soviet programs for long range striking 
forces. 

9. In building these forces, the Soviets put 
initial stress on creating a massive capability 
against Eurasia and its periphery. Inter
continental capabilities were not neglected, 
but deployment of medium range delivery 
systems occurred earlier and in much larger 
numbers. This pattern is probably changing. 
We believe that deployment of medium range 
systems is approaching the planned level, and 
that major emphasis is now being given to 
further development of forces for interconti
nental attack, primarily ICBMs. 

MAJOR WEAPON PROGRAMS, 1962-1964 

Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles 

10. The tempo of ICBM development and 
deployment has quickened noticeably in the 
past year or two. While present force levels 
are relatively modest, there is good evidence 
that the Soviets have been conducting high 
priority R&D on new ICBM systems, with con-

current construction of deployment com
plexes. Moreover, the Soviets are probably 
building new sites with some degree of ha.rden
ing. 

11. Development and Deployment. During 
the past 18 months, activity on the Soviet 
ICBM test range has intensified, with firings 
of three different types of ICBMs. The mo!;t 
urgent recent program at Tyuratam has been 
the development of the second generation 
SS-7 ICBM system, which is now being de
ployed. Te.stJng of the SS-8 ICBM has pro
ceeded .at a·s1ower pace; it could be available 
for ·operational use in 1963. Firings of the 
first generation SS-6 ICBM, which probably 
became operational in 1960, have been at a 
·reduced pace. We believe that within the 
next year or so the Soviets will begin firing 
new ICBMs or space vehicles which are as yet 
unknown to US intelligence. 

12. The urgency apparent in the develop
ment of the second generation ICBM almost 
certainly relates to a Soviet decision to deploy 
the first generation system in only limited 
numbers. The SS-6 ICBM is a very large 
vehicle of nearly half a million pounds gross 
takeoff weight, with nonstorable liquid propel
lants and radio-inertial guidance. Ground 
control and support facilities are correspond
ingly large and include rail service direct to 
launchers. The second generation SS-7 
ICBM is simpler and considerably less buiky, 
and probably employs storable liquid propel
lants and all-inertial guidance. A typical 
SS-7 complex consists of a rail-served support 
area and eight or more launchers, which are 
deployed in pairs and are road-served. 

13. Probable Hardening. All currently op
erational Soviet launchers are deployed at 
soft, fixed sites, but we believe the Soviets have 
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probably initiated a program to consti:uct 
launch sites having some degree of hardening. 
Considering past Soviet practices, we estimate 
that there will be two ICBM launchers at each 
site. The first of these new sites will probably 
be operational in early 1963. It is probable 
that such sites are to employ either the SS-7 
ICBM with redesigned ground support equip
ment or the S&-8 ICBM. Our information on 
the SS-8 system is inadequate to determine 
whether the missile employed is even larger 
than the SS-6 or whether it is smaller than 
the SS-7. 

14. Estimated Force Lei;els to 1964. The 
ICBM force will. increase substantially above 
its oresent level in the next year or so. Our 
estiinate o! the growth of the force in this 
period is affected, on the one hand, by the 
increash'1g tempo of the Soviet program, and 
on the other hand, by the greater time and 
effort reouired to build hardened launch sites. 
Considering these factors, together with all 
the other evidence available to us, we estimate 
as follows the size and composition of the 
ICBM force to 1964: '· 0 

OPE...~TIO~Af, SOVIET ICBl\~ LAUNCHERS, 
1962-196{ 

~tid-i962 Mid-1963 l\tid-1964 
Soft 1st Generation 

(SS-6} 6-10 6-10 6-10 
sort ls~ Generation 

(SS-7) {()...4.5 110-l40 150-200 
Hardened 10-25 50-100 

Approximate Tot.al 50 12S::115 200-300 

• The .-\SSistant. Chief of Sta~ for Inte!Egence. De
part!nent of the Army. bel:eves t..'lat the number of 
Soviet !CBM launchers ls unlikely to exceed the low 
side of the ranges shown fo:r mid-1S53 and mid-19~. 

• The Assistant Chie~ o! s:.atr. Intelligence. USAF, 
estimates about 75-l00 operat,ona! ICBM launchers 
fa m;d-1962. He would estimate ~'1e foi:-ce levels 
through 1964 as follows: 

SS-5 
SS-7 
Ha::-dened 

Total 

TOTAL L'>.UNCHE...qs 
:.~:d-1S52 ?-~ic-~S63 ~fa!-1964 

10-25 !0-25 
65--75 1{5-185 250-300 

20...;.o 
0

!75-250 
50-150 

Medium and Intermediate Range Ballistic 
Missiles 

15. MR.BM and IRBM sites, each with four 
pads, are soft, fixed, and road-served. More 
than 90 percent are deployed in a broad belt 
of Western USSR stretching from the Baltic 
to the Black Sea, within range of NATO.targets 
in Norway, most of Western Europe, and Tur
key. A lesser concentration of sites in the 
Soviet Far East is capable of bringing Japan, 
Korea, and Okinawa under fire. A few sites 
in south central USSR are within range of US 
and Allied military installations in Turkey and 
Pakistan. IRB1is could extend the target 
coverage from these various areas to include 
all of Spain, North Africa, Taiwan, and the 
northern Philippines. 

16. We estimate· that t he USSR now has 
about 500 operational MRBM and IRBM 
launch pads. We do not have evidence that 
all of these launch pads are manned, and it 
is possible that some of them represent alter
nate firing positions. The site construction 
program has probably slowed but not ceased. 
The force will orobably grow over t he next 
year or two to a ·total of about 550-650 launch 
oads (including some 50-100 IRBMs). after 
~hich it will probably level off. 

Operational Procedures of Missile Units 

17. ICBM, IRBM, and MRBM units are be
lieved to have retire capabilities. Although 
the evidence is not firm. we believe that an 
average of two missiles is provided for each 
launch oad. Preoaration to fire initial and 
subsequ;nt salvo~ probably requites a num
ber of hours. Soohisticated methods of at
taining a high d~gree of simultaneity and 
flexibilitv in operations are not believed to be 
emoloyed. The USSR is working to reduce 
the· reaction and refire times of strategic mis
sile units. but current system designs will 
preclude the constant maintenance of readi
ness conditions approaching those of US 
syste:ns. 
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Submarine-launched Missiles 

18. The Soviets now have operational about 
40 long range ballistic missile submarines, in
cluding 7 diesel-powered "Z" class, 25 diesel
powered "G" class, and 10 nuclear-powered 
"H" class submarines. This force carries a 
total of about 120 ballistic missiles with ranges 
up to 350 n.m. The effectiveness of these 
submarines is limited by the small number of 
missiles each carries, the short range of the 
missiles, and the requirement for sub
marines to surface for launching. There is 
reliable evidence, however, that the Soviets 
are now developing a capability to launch 
ballistic missiles from submerged submarines. 
The range of the missiles may be either 650 
or 2,000 n.m. A program to retrofit some por
tion of the existing force of about 35 "G" and 
"H" class submarines will probably begin soon. 
All of these submarines could be so equipped 
within the next two to four years. A new nu
clear-powered submarine class is probably also 
under development to employ this new missile 
system; we estimate that the first such sub
marine could become operational in 1963-1964. 
The probable numbers of ballistic missile sub
marines in Soviet operational units through 
mid-1964 are estimated as follows: 

SOVlET BALLISTIC MISSILE SUBMARINES, 
1962-1964 

Diesel-powered 
Nuclear-powered 

Mid-1962 Mid-1963 Mid-1964 
. 32 32-35 32-35 

10 12-15 15-20 

19. The Soviet Navy has also developed 350 
n.m. submarine-launched cruise missile sys
tems, designed primarily for low altitude, 
supersonic attack against Western surface 
ships, particularly carrier task forces. They 
are now carried by a few converted diesel
powered submarines and at least four nuclear
powered submarines. We believe that th~ So
viets are now extending their capability to 
attack land targets witl1 missiles of this type. 

long Range Aviation 

20. Soviet Long Range Aviation, by reason 
of its equipment, basing, and deployment, is 
much better suited to Eurasian operations 
than to intercontinental attack. We estimate 
that as of mid-1962 Long Range Aviation com
prises sorr1e 165 heavy bombers and 950 jet 
medium bombers.r. Virtually all o.f the me
dium bombers are BADGERs, but a few super
sonic BLINDERs have probably now been de
livered to units. It is unlikely that a new 
heavy bomber will be developed for opera
tional use.• Recent trends indicate little 
change in total aircraft strength over the next 
two years. 

ESTIMATED STRENGTH OF LONG- RANGE 
AVIl,.TION, 1962-1964 

BOMBERS 

ANllTANK&RS Mid-1962 Mid-1963 Mid-1964 

Heavy 
BISON 110 110 100 
BEAR 55 55 50 

Total 165 165 150 

Medium 
BADGER 950 900 800 
BLINDER a few 50 100 

-
Total .. . . 950 950 900 

•The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, 
believes that, the heavy bomber force will have the 
composition included in the following table: 

BOMBERS 
AND TANKERS Mid-1962 M:id-1963 Mid-1964 
Heavy 

BISON 120 120 115 
BEAR 80 80 75 
Follow.on 10 

Total .. 200 200 200 

'The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, 
believes that a follow-on heavy bomber will be in
troduced in 1964. The continued research and de
velopment of large supersonic aircraft substantiates 
the Soviets· interest in large supersonic vehicles and 
indicates their intent to increase their strategic 
attack capabilities by such means. 
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2L In attempting to overcome the range 
limitations of Long Range Aviation for inter
continental attack, the Soviets have given 
considerable empha!:;is to aerial refueling and 
Arctic training in BADGER and BISON units. 
Most of the BE.ARs have been modified to de
liver 350 n.m. air-to-surface missiles. We be
lieve that the Soviets might plan to commit as 
many as 400-500 aircraft to initial attacks on 
North America. Considering a variety of op
erational factors, but excluding combat attri
tion, we estimate that the Soviets could now 
put about 200 bombers over North America on 
two-way missions in initial attacks; of these 
nearly half could be heavy bombers. The pat
terns of Arctic training and base utilization 
indicate that aircraft would probably be 
staged through a few bases in successive waves 
over a number of hours.M 

Nuclear Weopons 
22. The present Soviet stockpile consists al

most entirely of weapons developed from nu
clear tests conducted p1ior to the 1961 test 
series. Most of the weapons allotted to Long 
Range Aviation are probably high-yield types 
ranging from about 100 KT to 8 MT. Ballistic 
missiles now in service could deliver warheads 
with maximum yields in the megaton range. 
MRBW.s are probably also equipped with 
lower yield warheads. Naval cruise-type-mis
siles and air-to-surface missiles are probably 
armed with warheads of low or medium yield 
for use against ships, but could deliver war
heads in the low megaton range against land 
or coastal targets. The general trend in the 
yields of weapons allotted to long range attack 
will probably be upwal·ds. A few very high-

• The Assistant Chief of Starr, Intelligence. USAF. 
believes that the Soviets would use a number o! 
ba.ses for staging and would not be restricted in 
tJ1eir moce of attack. He furthe:- belie.es that fae 
SOviets could commit about 750 aircraft to initial 
two-way att;:i.cks on North Ame:-ica. Consider;ng 
operational fac:o:-s ::me! ::illo·,,;ini;: Co:- noncomba~ :!.:... 
trition, about 300 bombers could reach ?sort h ,ime:-i
can t.2.rgets♦ 

yield bombs of 25 MT, or even 100 MT, could 
now be available. It is possible that a few 
ICBM:S capable of delivering these very high 
yield weapons could be available within the 
next two years.~ 

TRENDS IN LONG RANGE STRIKING FORCES, 
1965-1967 
23. In the middle 1960's the USSR will con

tinue to strengthen and modernize its long 
range striking forces, with emphasis on those 
systems capable of attacking the US. The 
effort devoted to long range attack forces will 
be affected by the competing demands of other 
essential military and nonmilitary programs. 
We cannot estimate with confidence the deci
sions the Soviet leaders will make or the suc
cess they are likely to achie,;e in various weap
ons programs. However, we believe that while 
a mixed striking capability will be retained, 
the ICBM w:i!l be the dominant weapon. 

ICBM Forces 
24. The Soviet ICBM program will be in

fluenced by a variety of factors: Soviet strate
gic concepts, technical improvements, other 
Soviet weapons programs, the nature and size 
of Western forces, and the international situ
ation. These factors place broad limits on 
the future Soviet ICBM force but do not- lead 
us to a particular program. For this reason 
we can only estimate the Soviet force level 
within a broad range. All things considered, 
we believe the Soviet force level in mid-1967 
will be within the range of 300-600 operational 
launchers. The majority of launchers will 
probably have a degree of hardening, includ
ing some fully hardened. To achieve the 
high side of the range. the USSR would need 
to commit resources throughout this period 
at rates at least as high as those now evi
dent in the ICBM program. Many of the 
launchers will probably have more than one 

• For a detailed discussion of Soviet nuclear 
weapon characteristics. see NIE 11-2--62 ... The Soviet 
Atomic Energy Program." dated 18 May 1962. TO? 
SECRET !Limited Distribution). 
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missile available, to provide a refire capability. 
Our estimate, reflecting the considerable range 
of uncertainty in any figures for this period, 
is as follows: 

OPERATIONAL 

Soft .... 
Hardened 
Fully Hard 

Approx. Total 

SOVIET ICBM LAUNCHERS, 
1965-1967 ,, .. " 

Mid-1965 MiQ-1966 
150-250 150-250 
100-175 125-250 
0-a few a few-25 

Mid-1967 
150-250 
125-250 
25-100 

250-425 275-525 300-600 

25. The smaller force would give the Soviets 
high assurance in an initial attack of destroy
ing US soft fixed nuclear bases, semihardened 
ICBM sites, communication and control facili
ties, and the principal US metropolitan areas. 
The larger force would provide an additional 
attack capability against some hardened tar
gets, control centers, and other elements con
tributing to US striking and defensive 
strength, and would increase the Soviet 
retaliatory capability. We believe that the 
programmed buildup in US intercontinental 
attack forces makes it increasingly unlikely 
that the Soviets would judge that they could 
launch an attack on US nuclear forces and 
inflict sufficient damage to assure that result
ing damage to the USSR was acceptable. 

26. The accuracy, reliability, and reaction 
time of the ICBM force will improve. Better 
command, communications, and other equip
ment will increase its flexibility and capability 
for simultaneous attack. The bulk of the 
force will probably be equipped with warheads 

'" The Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelhgence. De
partment of the Army, believes that the force level 
is likely to be towards the low side of the estimate 
presented in the table above. 

" The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, 
believes the operational Soviet ICBM launchers for 
the period 1965-1967 will be as follows; 

Soft 
Hardened 
Fully Hard 

Total 

Mid-1965 Mid-1966 
250-300 250-300 
150-200 150-200 

About 50 About 150 

450-550 550-650 

Mid-1967 
250-300 
150-200 

About JOO 

700-800 

in the [ 1 range, but a number of t. J 
missiles and [ J: missiles will prob
ably be available. To improve the survivabil
ity of the force, the Soviets will probably con
tinue to deploy ICBMs at launchers which are 
dispersed and have some degree of hardening. 
They will also probably develop a fully 
hardened system which we believe could be
come operational in 1965 or 1966. 

MRBM and IRBM Forces 
27. Soviet strength in these systems will 

probably have been stabilized before 1965 at 
approximately 550-650 operational launch 
pads. To improve the survivability of the 
MRBM force, the Soviets may also develop 
road mobile or hardenfd systems. 

Submarine-Launched Forces 
28. Soviet planners will probably look upon 

submarine missile forces as an important sup
plement to their ICBM strength because of 
their relative invulnerability and their capa
bility for varying the direction and nature of 
attacks on the US. We believe that the num
ber of nuclear-powered submarines capable of 
launching ballistic -missiles will be on the 
order of 25-30 in mid-1967. The Soviets will 
probabJy also have about two dozen nuclear 
submarines equipped with cruise-type missiles. 
In addition, diesel-powered missile submarines 
will remain in operation. The ranges of sub
marine-launched missiles may be extended to 
as much as 2,000 n.m. for ballistic missiles, and 
to 650 n.m. for cruise missiles. By the mid-
1960's, some Soviet nuclear-powered missile 
submarines will probably be conducting regu
lar patrols within missile range of US coasts. 

Bomber Forces 
29. With the growth and improvement of 

missile capabilities, the Soviets would probably 
plan to employ bomber forces in follow-on at
tacks after initial missile strikes had been 
delivered or lo supplement the retaliatory blow 
if the USSR were attacked first. Aircraft 
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equipped with improved penetration aids and 
nuclear weapons would probably be used for 
inc:-easingly specialized missions, such as 
armed reconnaissance and attacks on hard 
targets. By mid-1967, Long Range Aviation 
will probably include some 750 medium 
bombers, about one-third of them supersonic 
BLINDERs. Heavy bomber strength will 
probably have been reduced to about 100 air
craft. We estimate as follows the strength of 
Long Range Aviation in the mid-1960's: 

Bo:.1~£P.S 
A~"I> TAl>la:RS Mid-1S65 ~d-1966 Mid-195i 
Heavy" 

BISON 90 80 70 
BEAR 45 40 35 

Tot.a! 135 120 105 
l:,~edi:.l~l 

BADGER 700 600 500 
BLINDER 150 200 250 

To:a! 850 800 750 

SPACE SYSTEMS 

30. We have no evidence oi Soviet plans or 
programs for the milltary use of space. We 
thL'lk it highly unlikely, however, that the 
USSR would omit this field in its vigorous 
search for qualitative improvements in its mili
tary posture and for achievements with which 
to suppo!·t claims of-superiority. We believe 
that the Soviets could launch reconnaissance. 
communications. meteorological, navigation, 
or geodetic satellites at :my time. There is 

'' 'I'he .-\ss;s:.ant Chief of S:a:'!". InteHigence. USAF. 
believes that ~he heavy bomber force will have t.t:e 
e-0:::i_;xis:tio:1 included in the following table csce 
!o:itr.otes 5 a:-id ,l: 

3o~!8~RS 

l\~-:, TA~KERS ~Hd-1965 Mid-1966 Mid-1967 
Hea~.-y 

31SO~ 110 !CO 90 
3Ez'..?. 70 60 50 
~01!01.\·-0:-: 20 .. o GO 

-
Tot:i.l 200 200 200 

no evidence that the Soviets are working to 
develop offensive space weapon systems, but 
the course of the Soviet space program to date 
suggests that any effort in this field would be 
directed toward an orbital bombardment ve
hicle. It. would be technically feasible for the 
Soviets to l:lunch we;1pons of limited capability 
into orbit in the mid-1960's, but we do not 
believe they could achieve an effective offen
sive capability by the end of the decade.'~ 

IMPLICATIONS OF CAPABILITIES 

31. The capabilities of Soviet long range 
striking forces will be only in part a function 
of the numbers of weapons available, thefr 
performance, and the ad_equacy of supporting 
elements. Equally critical will be the way 
in which the Soviets employ their striking 
forces, their ability to maximize the effects of 
these forces under the various circurnstances 
in which war could begin, and their assess
ment of Western capabilities and plans. 

32. The current Soviet targeting concept 
reflects the view that even a general nuclear 
war is likely to be protracted and that victory 
requires the reduction of all elements of the 
Western wannaking potential. These ele
ments include: the bases of strategic delivery 
systems; nuclear weapons facilities; commu
nication arid governmental centers; military 
and war supporting industry. We have no 
e·iidence that avoidance of heavy civilian 
casualties is among the objectives underlying 
Soviet targeting. 

"The .">ssistant Chie: or St.alt, Intelligence. USAF. 
be!ic:ves lh:it :i Soviet orbit.a! bombardment capa. 
bilitv could be :ichic:ved p:-ior t-0 t?-le end o~ the 
cec;de. B:i.sc-d on ,echnica, considerations and 
using a 1lar£Cl SS-3 booster and techniques known 
to exist today or to be Within Soviet cap:ibility, he 
bei,eves th:tt such a sysU!r.: could be developed as 
~r!y as t!lGS.. This sys:.C:71 could be composed o~ 
orbital ~·chicles of 30.000 peuncs gross weight. which 
cou!d dcorbi, :,. very high y:c!d wco.pon to a CE? o~ 
~ n.m. ini::;,lly :i:1d late:- :o 1.8 :un. 
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33. Should the Soviets conclude that the 
West was irrevocably committed to an immi
nent nuclear attack on the USSR, they would 
launch their available ready forces in a pre
emptive attack designed to blunt the expected 
Western blow. The mixed force which they 
have available for such operations would 
permit flexibility of tactics and complicate 
Western defensive problems, but would pose 
severe difficulties of coordination. Initial 
missile and bomber attacks against the US 
would probably extend over a period of many 
hours, and those against Eurasia over at least 
a few hours. We believe that at present the 
Soviets would plan to employ few if any mis
sile submarines in initial attacks against the 
US; initiation of routine submarine patrols 
within missile range of the US could change 
this situation. 

34. By the mid-1960's, the USSR will have 
acquired a substantial missile capability to de
liver nuclear weapons against the US, in addi
tion to its already formidable forces for strikes 
in Eurasia. Significant portions of this force 
will be relatively in vulnerable to attack. The 
Soviets will be in a position to strike pre
emptively at the fixed bases of an important 
segment of the US nuclear delivery force, and 
they will have some prospect that a portion 
of their own force could survive an initial US 
attack and retaliate with high yield nuclear 
weapons. With the long range striking forces 
we estimate that they will have in the mid-
1960's, however, the Soviets could still not 
expect to destroy the growing numbers of US 
hardened, airborne, seaborne, and fast re
action nuclear delivery vehicles. 
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THE PROBLEM 

APPROVED FOR REI.EASE 
CIA HISTORICAL-REVIEW PROGRAM 

1 

SOVIET CAPABILITIES 
FOR STRATEGIC A TT ACK 

To estimate probable trends in the strength and deployment of Sovfot 
forces for strategic attack and in Soviet capabilities for such attack 
through mid-1970. 

SCOPE NOTE 

This estimate covers those Soviet military forces which are suitable 
for strategic attack. Other mafor aspects of the Soviet military strength 
are treated in separate estimates on air and missile defense, on theater 
forces, on the nuclear-program. and on the space program. Trends in 
the USSR' s overall military posture and in Soviet militazy policy are 
examined in an annual estimate. the next issuance of which will be in 

the first quarter of 1965. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

A. Major changes in Soviet programs for the development of strate
gic attack forces have become apparent during the past year. In 
1962-1963, certain ICBM and ballistic missile submarine programs 
came to an end, and a pause ensued in the growth of these forces. At 
the same time, the pace of ICBM research and development increased 
markedly. More recently, the USSR has resumed ICBM deployment 
in a new and improved configuration, and the probable advent of a new 
submarine which we believe is designed to cany ballistic missiles prob
ably marks the start of yet another deployment program. (Para. 1) 

B. Soviet military policy in recent years has been to build up 
strategic offensive and defensive capabilities, maintain ~d improve 
large general purpose forces, and pursue research and development 
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programs in advanced weapons. In our view, the primary concern 
of Soviet military policy for the next several years will continue to be 
the strengthening of the USSR' s strategic deterrent. The evidence 
to date does not indicate that Soviet deployment progrru:ns are directed 
toward a rapid numerical buildup. We do not believe that the USSR 
aims at matching the US in numbers of intercontinental delivery ve
hicles. Recognition that the US would detect and match or ovennatch 
such an effort, together with economic constraints, appears to have 
ruled out this option. (Paras. 2-4) 

C. A stress on qualitative factors suggests that the Soviets see 
technological advance in weapons as a means by which they can im
prove their strategic position relative to the West. In the ICBM force, 
for example, major qualitative improvements currently being achieved 
include hardening and dispersal ( which will .sharply increase the num
ber of aiming points), as well as better accul'acy and larger payloads. 
( Parll8. 4-5) 

D. By the end·of the decade, Soviet intercontinental attack capabil
ities will rest primarily upon an ICBM force of some hundreds of 
lannchers, supplemented by a sizable missile-submarine fleet and a 
large but reduced bomber force. These forces will represent a marked 
improvement in Soviet retaliatory capability and a. considerable 
strengthening of the Soviet deterrent. In the light of current and 
programmed US military capabilities, however, we _do not believe that 
the Soviets will expect to achieve, within the period of this estimate, 
strategic attack capabilities which would make rational the deliberate 
initiation of general war. (Para. 5) 

The ICBM Program 

E. Major developments since mid-1963 include a proliferation of 
test facilities at Tyuratam, flight-testing of two third-generation ICBM 
systems (the SS-9 and SS-10), and the beginning of construction of 
hard, single-silo ICBM launchers, probably for one or both of the 
new systems. The deployment of second-generation ICBMs has 
probably ceased, and a pause between the second- and third-genera
tion programs has slowed deployment. We believe that the Soviets 
now have about 200 operational ICBM launchers, and that the total 
number of operational launchers in mid-1965 will approximate the low 

i'S 190177, ·TOP SEERET 

192 



17. (Continued) 

3 

side of the 250-350 range previously estimated. These figures do not 
include R&D launchers at Tyuratam.1 

( Paras. 6--8, 10-18, 31) 

F. Research and development on third-generation systems has been 
generally successful. The SS-9 system appears to be an outgrowth 
of the SS-7 with improved accuracy and a larger payload. We have 
little information on the characteristics of the SS-10. Both new sys
tems could enter service in 1965. We believe that work is underway 
on still other ICBM systems, which we cannot as yet identify. We 
<X>ntinue to belieye that the Soviets are developing a very large ICBM, 
capable of delivering£ 1 We estimate that it could enter 
service in the period mid-1966 to mia-1967. In addition, the Soviets 
might be developing a new, small ICBM employing improved pro
pellants. If they are, it could become operational as early as 1967. 
( Paras. 19-26") 

G. The. Soviets . are now emphasizing deployment of single-silo 
hard launchers for ICBMs, and we expect this emphasis to continue. 
We expect third-generation _de.ployment to include the expansion of 
both second-generation complexes and the initiation of additional new 
complexes. ( Paras. 9, 27} 

H. The growth of the ~oviet ICBM force over the next several 
years will be in.Huenced by a number of factors. In economic terms, 
the program must <X>mpete for funds with other military and space 
activities and with the civilian economy. In. the technical field, we 
believe that research and development is proceeding on addition.al. 
follow-on ICBM systems, and we doubt that ·with these in the offing 
the USSR will fix upon any one or even two existing systems for urgent 
deployment on a large scale. We are also mindful that the inter
ruptions that marked second-generation deployment programs may 
recur. In strategic terms, the Soviets evidently judge that an ICBM 
force in the hundreds of launchers, together with their other strategic 
forces, provides a deterrent. On the basis of the evidence now avail
able, to us, we do not believe that they are attempting to deploy ~ 
force capable of a first-strike which would reduce the effects of US 

• The Assistant Ch:e! o£ Sb.If, !ntellig=ce. USAF. considers the estimate of the ntt:n• 
hen of ~ opentio=l DOW =d e,:pe,ct2d in l!lid-1965 is too low. He estimates 
tlut ti,e Soviets now have aboot 240 opaation:tl wmc:hers, mduding about 20 at Tyuratam 
and a 10 peree:,t illow:moe fo: u:tlocated btmcl>e= He Qd;eves tbe tow number in mid-
1965 will be between z;s and 325. See 1,;s foo-. page 11. ~ 10. 
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retaliation to an acceptable level.2 At the same time, we expect them 
to continue a vigorous R&D effort in the hope of achieving important 
technological advances, in both the offensive and defensive fields, 
which would alter the present strategic relationship in a major way. 
(Para. 30) 

I. We estimate a Soviet ICBM force of 400-700 operational 
launchers for mid-1970; in our previous estimate, we projected this 
force level for mid-1969. By mid-1970, we believe that the force will 
include most or all of the launchers now deployed, some 125-200 
single-silo SS-9/ 10 launchers, and 10-20 launchers for very large 
ICBMs. We believe that the attainment of as many as 700 operational 
launchers by mid-1970 would be likely only if the Soviets begin de
ploying a new, _small ICBM at a rapid rate about 1967. The Soviet 
ICBM force which we estimate -for mid-1970 will represent a !;ub
stantial increase in numbers and deliverable megatonnage. Further, 
the trend to single silos will increase the number of aiming points 
represented. by ~diw.dual launch sites from about 100 at present to 
some 300-575 in mid-1970, the bulk of them hard. This wµl greatly 
improve th~ survivability, and hence the retaliatory capability, of the 
force.3 (Paras. 32-37) 

J. In the past few years the Soviets have improved the readiness 
and reaction time of their ICBM force. Our evidence now indicates 
that from the normal state of readiness, the soft sites which constitute 
the bulk of the present force would require 1-3 hours to fire. Hard 
sites would require about half an hour or less. A higher state of alert 
( i.e., 5-15 minutes to fire) can be maintained at most soft sites for 
a number of hours and at most hard sites for days. (Paras. 38-40) 

K. There is ample evidence that the Soviets designed their soft 
ICBM systems to have a refire capability. We have re-examined the 

'The Ass;stant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, considers that the Soviets may already 
have directed their intensive military R&D effort towa:rd achievement of an effective first. 
strike counter-force capability before the cl05e of this decade. Considering the length of 
time covered by this estimate and the number of unknowns involved, he believes this is a 
possibility which should not be disregarded. 

'The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, considers the ICBM force by mid-1970 
could range from approximately 600 to as high as 900 operational launchetS depending on 
whether a new, small, easily deployed system is intloduced. fSee his footnote to table on 
page 18.) An ICBM force of this :riz,: w01Jld increase the number of aiming points repre
sented by individual launch sites to approximately 400-700 in mid-1970, 
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factors likely to affect refire time, and conclude that it would require 
little longer to fire the second missile than the first. Our present 
estimate of refire time is 2-4 hours, considerably less than previously 
estimated. We believe that, on the average, two or more missiles are 
provided per soft launcher for initial firing, refire, and maintenance 
spares. We believe _that hard ICBM sites do not have a re6re ca
pability. (Paras. 41-43) 

L. We have little evidence on the hardness of Soviet ICBM sites. 
Given the many uncertainties in this area, only a very tenuous estimate 
can be made, but our best judgment is that Soviet hard ICBM sites 
have a hardness in the 300--000 psi range. This implies a design over
pressure in the ·2()()....400 psi range, somewhat higher than previously 
estimated.• (Paras. 49--50) 

M. Qualitative improvements in the force can be expecte.d as new 
ICBM systems enter service. Currently operational !CBMs have 
CEPs on the order of 1-2 n.m. The S~9 will probably have an ac

curacy of 0.5-1.0 n.~. with radio assist, or 1.0-1.5 with all-inertial 
guidance. By mid-1970, tlie Soviets could achieve accuracies on the 

order of 0.5 n.m. or better. The SS-9 will probably r::my a payload 
[ ]as compared with[ )or second-generation ICBMs. 

We do not believe that the-Soviets have yet developed penetration aids 
or multiple warheads, but they may do so in the future, particularly 
if the US deploys antimissile defenses. (Paras. 44-48) 

MRBMs and IRBMs 

N. Deployment programs for the 1,09..0 n.m. MRBM and the 2,200 
n.m. IRBM are now ending, and almost certamly will be completed 
by mid-1965. We estimate that at that time the MRBM/IRBM force 
will have a strength of about 760 operational launchers, 145 of them 
hard. The bulk of the force (about 90 percent) is deployed in west
ern USSR, with the remainder in the southern and far eastern regions 
of the USSR This force is capable of delivering a devastating first 
strike or a powerful retaliatory attack against targets in Eurasia, and 
can attack such areas as Greenland and Alaska as well. Some of the 

•The ~t Crirf of Sblr. Intelligenoe. USAF, comide.-s that, given the una,mi.nties 
mvolved. :,o =ni>::gful esti=te of the b.atdl:IC<S of Soviet bard sites ca,i 1:ie made. How• 
ever, he bel;e..-es that the desig:i Ori!iptm<. oE Sovie: bard sites is co ~!er th2n the 
100-:300 psi previo<:sly csti.n• tee 
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MRBM/IRBM launchers are probably intended to supp rt ground 
operations. ( Paras. 51-55) 

0. We doubt that the Soviets will expand their MKBM/IRBM 
force during the period of this estimate. It is possible, however, that 
operational capabilities will be improved by the introduction of a new 
missile system, which probably would be deployed in single-silos. 
Such a system, employing improved propellants, could become opera
tional in the 1966-1968 period and would probably replace some of 
the soft launchers now operational. ( Paras. 56--59) 

Missile Submarine Forces 

P. The Soviets now have operational some 40-50 ballistic missile 
submarines, including 8-10 nuclear powered. Most of these sub
marines are equipped with 350 n.m. missiles and must surface to fire. 
One or two are equipped with a n€!w ·100 n.m. submerged-launch 
missile, and others will probably be retrofitted. The USSR also has 
operational about 30 cruise-missile submarines, including 11-14 nu
clear powered: The majority are equipped with 300 n.m. missiles 
designed for low altitude attack, primarily against ships. The re
mainder carry a newer 450 n.m. version of this missile, which probably 
has an improved capability to attack land targets. Current Soviet 
missile suomarines carry relatively few missiles: the ballistic missile 
classes, two or three, and the cruise missile types, up to eight. The 
entire present force has a· total of 120-140 ballistic missile tubes and 
135-150 cruise-missile launchers. (Paras. 60-71) 

Q. We believe that the Soviets have under construction a sub
marine which we estimate to be the first of a new nuclear-powered, 
ballistic missile class. We estimate that it will employ the submerged
launch 700 n.m. missile, and have a few more missile tubes than 
current classes. The first unit will probably become operational 
in 1965. Beyond this new class, we consider it unlikely that the 
Soviets will develop an entirely new follow-on ballistic mis'sile sub
marine system within the period of this estimate, although they will 
probably continue to improve existing systems. We believe that they 
will also continue to construct cruise-missile submarines. By mid-
1970 the Soviet missile submarine force will probably number 100-
130 ships, about half of them cruise-missile submarines and about 
half ballistic. (Paras. 72-75) 
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R. In the past year, limited numbers of Soviet missile submarines 
have engaged in patrols in the open oceans. We expect a gradual 
expansion of this activity. By the end of the decade, Soviet missile 
submarines will probably be conducting regular patrols throughout the 
North Atlantic and Pacific, and possibly into the Mediterranean. 
(Para. 76) 

Long-Range Bomber Forces 

S. We have no recent evidence of major changes in the capabilities 
and structure of Soviet Long-Range Aviation (LRA). The force now 
includes some 190-220 heavy bombers and tankers and 850-900 
mediums. It is being improved primarily through the continued in
troduction of Blinder supersonic dash medium bombers and through 
modification-of older bombers for air-to-surface missile deliverv, for 
aerial refueling, and for reconnaissance. Use of bqth medi~ and 
heavy bombers of the LRA in support of maritime operations has in
creased. (Paras. 80-86) 

T. Considering noncombat attrition factors and the requirements 
for Arctic staging and aerial refueling, we estimate that the Soviets 
could put somewhat more than 100 heavy bombers over target areas 
in the US on two-way missions. Recent trends lead us to believe that 
medium bombers do not now figure prominently in Soviet plans for an 
initial bomber attack against North America. Nevertheless, should 
they elect to do so, we believe that at present the Soviets could put 
up to 150 Badgers over North American target areas on two-way mis
sions. We have serious doubt about how effectively the Soviets could 
launch large-scale bomber operations against North America. We 
consider it probable that initial attacks would not be simultaneous, but 
would extend over a considerable number of hours.~ (Paras. 91-97) 

U. The Soviets will probably maintain sizable bomber forces, which 
will decrease gradually through attrition and retirement. Although 
continued Soviet work on advanced transports could be applied to 
military purposes, we think it unli."lcely that the Soviets will bring any 
follow-on heavy bomber into operational service during the period 

• The Assist2nt Ouef of Sta=, lotdlig=. USAF. coc.sklas this puagnph sc-:ou.sly u:>eet· 
esti::lates the manned a.i:cnft th:eat to the cooti:>e:lb.l US. I:, the event war sl,.ould eventuate 
aod the USSR atbcks the US with nuclear weaoons. he bd;eves this .... -m be = all-out 
eSort aimed at putting a maximum i>=bet o! ~po,:,s o:, US targets. He the:efon, esti
mates ~t the n='be.- of heavy and mediI::1::1 bombers. ir><:lndmg BADGERS on one-way 
m:ssi=:s, c:c,,:lc. e:i:c:eed 500. See his footcote o:, page 32, pan. 94. 
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of this estimate. We believe that Blinder medium bombers, some 
equipped with advanced air-to-surface missiles, will be introduced 
during much of the period of this estimate. By mid-1970, Long
Range Aviation will probably include some 140-180 heavy bombers 
of present types and 300-500 mediums, mostly Blinders.a (Paras. 
87-80) 

Space Weapons 

V. Although the USSR almost certainly is investigating the feasibil
ity of space systems for use as offensive and defensive weapons, we 
have no evidence that a program to establish an orbital bombardment 
capability is seriously contemplated by the Soviet leadership. We 
think that orbital weapons will not co_mpare favorably with ICBMs 
over the next six years in terms of effectiveness, rea_ction time, target
ing flexibility, vulnerability, average life, ~d positive control. In 
view of these considerations, the much greater cost of orbital weapon 
systems, and Soviet endorsement of the UN resolution against nuclear 
weapons !Il space! we believe that the Soviets are unlikely to develop 
and deploy an orbital weapon system with.in the period of this esti
mate. (Paras. 98-103) 

• The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, believes the Soviets will continue to 
comide:r n:wmed strategic aircraft an important adjunct to their ICBM force. He estimates 
that the USSR will introduce a follow-on heavy bomber. He further estimates the heavy 
bomber force will remam at about 200 or somewhat larger, depending on the timing of the 
expected follow-on bomber, and that by mid-1970 the medium bomber/tanker force will 
probably still .include about 650-850 aircraft. See his footnote to table on page 31 following 
para. 90. 
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TOP SECRET 

SOVIET CAPABIUTIES 
FOR STRA TEG\C A TT ACK 

THE PROBLEM 
To review the evidence acquired since the publication of NIE 

ll-S--64, and to assess its implications for the Soviet ICBM forces 

through mid-1966. 

SCOPE NOTE 
NIE 11~ "Soviet Capabilities for Strategic Attack." dated 8 

October 1964. TOP SECRET RESTRICTED DATA, is a compre
hensive estimate of Soviet capabilities in the 6.eid of strategic attack. 
This memorandum has been prompted by new evidence which re
quires us to review our iudgments of Soviet ICBM programs and, 
in particular, the pace of ICBM deploymenl A new estunate in the 
11-8 series, which will deal with all Soviet strategic attac."< systems, 

will be issued in late 1965. 
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DISCUSSION 

l. In NIE 11-8-64, we csti111atcd that dcploymc!lt of second-generation ICBMs 
i11 soft sites and three-silo hard sites hnd come to an end, and that the Soviet 
ICBM program was moving into a new phase characterized by dispersed single 
silos. Subsequent evidenc.: has conflrmed these trends, but single silos ap
parently have been started at a faster pace than previously estimated. 

2. We h.tvc now identified about 125 single silos, all begun since about Janu
ary 19S4. The actual number under construction is probably larger. When 
compared lo past rates of starting ICBM launchers, the present level of activity 
i, high; the largest number of ICBM launchers previously started in a single 
year w.is ,tbout 90. The building rate, however, is not without precedent nor 
does it represent wh:,t could be termed a maximum effort; at one point in 1963 
,1bout 140 lCBl\·1 launchers were und<.>r construction in a variety of site configura
tions, and MH/ IRBM hmnclier <:onstruction was also continuing. 

3. \Ve believe tlut the most advanced of these launchers will not reach opera
tional status until late 1965. This means that the mid-1965 operational ICBM 
strength wiil be about 225, 1 somewhat lower than our previous estimate of 
235-2W? On the other hand, the pace of single•silo deployment could carry 
the force by mid-1966 beyond the high side of the previously estimated range of 
285-320. Considering the estimated time to bring launch groups to operational 
status and nrnking allowance for undetected launchers now under construction, 
our new estimate for mid-1966 is: 

Soft Launchers ... . 
Hard (3 silo) ......... . . . . 
Single Silo · 

TOTAL (Rounded) 

146 3 

78 
126-178 

350-400 1 

The number of hardened ICBM launchers wll! increase from the present figure 
of 78 to 200-250 in mid-1966. The force will become more dispersed, with 
150-200 separate hardened sites in mid-1966 in contrast with the present 26. 

• These totals do not include R&D launchers at Tyuratam. There nre now about 25 com
pleted R&D launchers and we_ believe this number will increase to approximately 45 by mid-
1966. We judge these launchers are not normally available for operational use, but varying 
numbers of them could be prepared to fire ICBMs at the US depending on the amount of 
advance notice. 

'The Assistant Chief of Stal£, tntelligen~-e, USAF, continues to hold to his footnote estimate 
in NlE 11-8-64, but considers the mid-1965 figure will be at the low side of his forecast 
spread of 275-325 ( including Tyur:itam launchers and a small allowance for unlocated second
generation operational launchers). The mid-1966 fii,'Ure will somewhat exceed the high side 
of his forecast spread of 325-425 operational launchers in the field and at Tyuratam. 

• This number does not include the SS-lar~e. which we estimated in NIE 11-8-64 at O..S for 
mid-1966. Because this missile has not yet been tested, we no longer believe it could be<:ome 
operational by that date. 
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4. \Ve c:mnut vet <lc.:knninc ,~h,tt m~ilcs are intended for the m ....... silos. 
The So,iets have' tested two third gc.:11crntion ICB~f s.·stems, the SS-9 and the 
SS-10. W.: bdic..'Ve th::.t the SS-9 ~d1id1 has followed a nonnal test program 
will t,-_, dep:oyed in at least some of the si!os. The SS-10 was test fired eight 
times bctw<.-cn April and Octob-..:r 1964 but, for reasons we cannot explain, 
th::rc have b;,."Cn no test firing, si:1<.:c. It loo nuy b:: deployed in some of the 
silos. 

5. Finally, there is <.'Vid<.-i1cc poi111i11g to tl1c devdopm<..'llt of other missiles, 
i:1cluding one which i, prob,1bly small, nt the test range. Thus, it is possible 
that som:.: of the silos Mc intended for n new ICB~i. which has not bem idcnti-
6,:d in test !Ling.,_• If so, the dc..11loy:n~lt of the launchers so far in advance of 
the flight tes:S of the missile would represent a departure from previous Soviet 
practic.-e. Suci1 an inuo"-ation would imp!;-· c-onSdcncc that no major changes 
in th:: w.:.1pon svstem wil! uc rcw,i.~ <l: it wuld stem from a dl!Si,c to r~c!, a 
pl..inned ICB~i force level more ,iu,ckl~· than would otherwise -be po:ssiblt>. An 
intensive and successful test program "·ould l:c nccess:uy for this m;ssilt; to 
become available for extensive dcployml.'Tlt :;s early as mid-1900. Thus it is 
passible that many of the new silos listed as operational in mid-1936 will at that 
time bck missiles.. 

6. It is 001 now dear how far th.: So,·iets v.;JJ push the curnmt deployment 
program or wh;:th-r it will be succ:eL"dc.-d by follow-on progr.uns. Though by 
mid-196i the Sovids almost certainly will have more than the 330-395 op::rJ.
tional launchc.~ cstiolatcd in NIE 11-S-<:4, it is ,·et too ~Iv to revise our esti
mate that the Soviets will achieve a force of 400-700 ICB~f launche.-s over the 
next five yea= \Ve expect, howe,·cr, that evidence collected before the publi
cation of NIE fl-S-6.5·this far will l1elp to darify Soviet goals.; 

• We are nn.ab!e to determine whethe, this missile would employ sol'<! 0< liqui<l propellants; 
we believe that storable liquids are likely. 

• The Assistant Chief of Swi, I,,tellige:,oe. t.:SAF, secs no basis in current evidence for 
du.age to !tis footnote in :,.;IE ll~. which projiectcd 600-900 o?=tio=l ICB~I 6und,e:s 
by rrud-1970. 
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THE PROBLEM 

TOP SECRET TS 1902:52 

APPR0~1il fOR Rill.~ 
CIA HISTORICAL .ftMEW PROGit~if~ 

SOVIET CAPABILITIES FOR 
STRATEGIC A TT ACK 

To estimate the strength and capabilities of Soviet strategic attack 
forces through mid-1967, and to estimate general trends in these forces 
over the next decade or so. 

NOTE 

Estimates of Soviet strategic attack capabilities for the present and 
the next few years can be made v.ith high confidence; those for the 
period five to 10 years in the future are, of course, highly tentative. 
The So"iet planners themselves may not yet have set clear force goals 
for the 1970-1975 period. Even if they have, it seems certain that 
such decisions will be modified repeatedly in response to changes 
in military technology, in other Soviet weapons programs, in US forces, 
in resource availability, and in the general Soviet view of world affairs. 

CONCLUSIONS 

A. Over the next 10 years, we estimate a considerable strengthen
ing of Soviet strategic attack forces, particularly in retaliatory capabil
ities, with chief emphasis on ICB~is. We do not believe, however, 
that the Soviets will expect to achieve, within the period of this esti
mate, forces which would make rational the deliberate initiation of 
general war. We believe that they will continue to adhere to the 
concept of a deterrent force. A stress on qualitative factors suggests 
that the Soviets see technological advance in weapons as a means by 
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which they can improve their strategic position relative to the West. 
(Paras. 4-7)' 2 

B. ICBM Force. The present Soviet ICBM force of 224 opera
tional launchers represents a formidable capability in terms of de
liverable megatonnage but it is a predominantly soft, concentrated 
force. Apparently recognizing its vulnerability, the Soviets are now 
deploying ICBMs in dispersed single silos. Within the next two years, 
the number of ICBM launchers will approximately double, but the 
number of separate launch sites will increase from about 100 to at 
least 300. (Paras. 8-10, 25, 31) 

C. We esti~ate that the Soviet ICBM force in 1975 will be some
where between 500 and 1,000 operational launchers. A force near 
the high side of the range would probably consist primarily of small 
ICBMs in single silos. By contrast, a force near the low side, though 
including substantial numbers of small, single silo launchers, would 
probably incorporate greater qualitative improvement and significant 
numbers of larger I-CBMs, perhaps with multiple warheads and pene
tration aids. It is possible that within the next 10 years .the Soviets 
will deploy a rail mobile ICBM system. (Paras. 23, 26-30) 3 

D. MRBM /.IRBM Force. During the past year, the Soviet MRBM 
and IRBM force leveled off at about 735 operational launchers, some 
135 hard, deployed at almost 200 sites. It is capable of delivering a 
devastating first strike against targets in Eurasia, but like the present 
ICBM force it is soft and concentrated. By 1975, the Soviets will 

'Deterrence is defined as the prevention from action by fear of the consequences. Deter
rence is a state of mind brought about by the existence of a credible threat of unacceptable 
counteraction. 

'The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, would reword the last two sentences 
as follows: 

·•we believe they will continue to adhere to the concept of a deterrent force so long 
as they continue to be in a posture of strategic inferiority, but the intensive Soviet m1ht.~ry 
R and D effort raises the possibility that Soviet leaders already are focusing on aohieve
ment of a strategic superiority which would enable more aggressive pursuit of their 
political aims, perhaps within the time frame of this estimate." 

• The Director, Defense Intelligence Agency, and the Assist.~nt Chief of Naval Operations 
(Intelligence), Department of the N:lVy, do not concur in the high side of the estimated 
ICBM launcher spread for mid-1975, believing it to be too high. See their footnote to 
pn.rngraph 27. 

The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, estimates that the Soviet ICBM force 
in 1975 will include at le:ist 1,000 operatioMI !:tunchers and rould well be above that figure. 
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probably have replaced the major portion of the force with new solid
fueled missiles depioyed in dispersed hard sites and on mobile 
launchers. The flexibility and survivability of such a force may lead 
them to conclude that the same target system could be covered with 
fewer launchers. We estimate that in the 1970-1975 period Soviet 
MRBM/IRBM strength will stabilize at some 350-700 launchers. 
( Paras. 38, 40, 42-46) 

E. Missile Submarines. The Soviet Navv has 43-48 ballistic mis
sile submarines, including 8-10 nuclear-p;wered, with a total of 
120-140 tubes. Construction of ballistic missile submarines of current 
classes ended .in 1963. We estimate, however, that the Soviets will 
produce a new class which could become operational in 1968. It will 
almost certainly be nuclear powered and will probably carry more 
missiles than are carried by current classes, .perhaps .~12. · A new 
submarine-launched ballistic missile '1.\-ith a range of about 1,000 n.m. 
v.ill probably enter service in two or three years, and by 1975 a 2,000 
n.m. missile mav be available. At that time the Soviets will probablv 
have some 60 ballistic zni:ssile submarines, including about 20 of ; 
new type. Only recently have So..,-iet ballistic missile submarines 
regularly carried out ocean patrols; this activity will increase, and by 
1975 about 25 percent of the force v,-ill probably be on station. ( Paras. 
47,49,51,53--54,65) 

F. In recent years, the USSR has emphasized construction of cruise 
missile submarines. The Soviet Navy now has 39-43, including 16-18 
nuclear-powered with a total of 195-210 launchers. These sub
marines were initially intended to counter naval task forces, but their 
mission may be expanded to include land targets. Construction ap
pears to be tapering off, but will probably continue at a reduced rate 
for several years. By 1975, the Soviets will probably have 60-70 
cruise missile submarines, possibly including some of a new type. At 
that time, they will probably also have available new types of cruise 
missiles. (Paras. 47, 55-57, 65) 

G. Bomber Force. Long Range Aviation, a force of some 200 
heavy bombers and 800 mediums, is in general much better suited 
for Eurasian than for intercontinental operations. This force will 
decrease gradually through attrition and retirement. The Soviets may 
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develop another new aircraft of medium bomber range, but we believe 
it unlikely that they will introduce a follow-on heavy bomber into 
Long Range Aviation. By 1975, the heavy bomber force will probably 
be reduced to about ·50 aircraft, and the medium bomber force to 
some 250-500, comprised largely of Blinders! (Paras. 66, 70, 72-76) 

H. Space Weapons. Our evidence does not indicate that the 
USSR is developing offensive space weapons, but it is almost certainly 
investigating their feasibility. We do not believe that they will deploy 
such weapons within the next 10 years. This conclusion is based 
upon our judgment that such systems will not compare favorably in 
cost and effectiveness with ground-based systems and, to a lesser 
extent upon our view that the Soviets would see political disadvantages 
in deploying weapons in space. The USSR has, however, orbited 
reconnaissance and communications satellites, and is probably de
veloping other military support systems. (Paras. 83, 86, 87) 

• The Assistant Chief of Sta.ff, Intelligence, USAF, believes the Soviets will continue to 
consider manned strategic aircraft an important element of their intercontinental striking 
forces. He estimat~ that the USSR will introduce a follow-on heavy bomber into Long 
Range Aviation. He further estimates that in 1975 LRA will still mclude 125-200 heavy 
bombers and 450-600 medium bombers, up to half of whic:h could be a follow-on to the Blinder. 
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DISCUSSION 

I. SOVIET POLICY TOWARD STRATEGIC ATTACK FORCES 

1. The change in leadership in the USSR has introduced a new element of 
t:nce:-'"..ainty into Soviet milita.-y palicy over the coming period. The main change 
has been one of style, but although the new leaders avoid Khrushchev's 
demagoguery, they appear no less committed than he to ambitious prograr:-.s for 
ove;-a!l economic grow-..h, an improvement in agriculture, more co::isume:- goods, 
aiid stronger defenses. Yet the tight economic situation continues, the competi
tion for },jgh-quality resources remains ltigh, and agncul~ de:iciencies persist. 

2. The major difference in the coming period may be the inability of a 
collective leade.-ship to chart a clear course. It is already apparent t.'lat the 
USSR is proceeding into the next live-year economic plan period in a political 
euviro.iment more favorable to military inter~.s ili2.!l in the last years o: the 
Khrushchev e:-a. After a lull of a few :nonths various military spokesmen are 
openly asserting the need for an enlarged defense dort, the import=ce o: more 
professional pa..--ticipation in military-political decisions, and a claim to a greater 
share of indu.s:r_al support. In particul2r, the issue of the prope:- allocation of 
manpower between civilian ·anci military industry has been raised, along wit.~ 

calls for a greate:- research and development effo~ to support military needs. 
~foreover, the restoration of Chuykov as commander of the Ground Forces • .:Jay 
signify an end to Xllrushchev's continual effort to pare down the general pur
pose forces and save money this way. In SUID, Khrushchev"s effort to keep a 
restraining bapd oo the military sector may be giving way to the various internal 
and external pressures for a tobtl increase in the USSR's defense effort. 

3. Even if this treod fails to develop, we thin-1' th.at strategic at>.ac.1' forces 
would not be signif.icantly affected by any tightecillg of defense spending. We 
know of no signfficant opposition, under Khrushchev or since, to the buildl.!p 
of large misS"Je forces. Vvnat opposition did develop was largely over the 
issue of whether the buildup should be at the expense of other more t.ad.itiooal 
arms. Thus, while there are :nany political uncertainties i.-iherent io a change 
of leadership, we think it unlikely that this v.-ill have any short-te:n effect on 
strategic attack fo.ces. O.·er the !o:::iger term. of course, political and economic 
developments cou!d lead to another crisis that could involve specific military p:o
grams as well as gen~a.l Coctri.'1al concepts. Tnus our judgments about longer 
term programs and goals must be qu.alIBed because of the probability of impor
tant polit:cal shifts m the Soviet leadership during the period of this estimate. 

4. These goals w'll be in.6.ueoced by the Soviet ,dew cf their prospects in 
related military .Ee!ds, especially antimissile forces. Developments on the US 

"FOP SECRET 
5 

207 



19. (Continued) 

TS 199252 'FOP SECRE-T 

side are equally important: for example, the large US ICBM force almost cer
tainly influences the USSR to increase its force, and US deployment of ballistic 
missile defenses might incline them toward even higher numbers. Technological 
advances will play a major part, and a stress on qualitative factors is already 
evident as part of the USSR's effort to improve its relative strategic position. 

5. Given all these uncertainties, we rely on past and present trends, as well 
as Soviet requirements and capabilities,· in estimating the broad outlines of 
future developments. In general, we believe that over the next decade the 
Soviets will continue to adhere to the concept of a deterrent force.~ We believe 
that strategic attack forces will include a variety of weapon systems, with chief 
emphasis upon ICBMs. We expect a considerable strengthening of these 
forces, particula.rly their capabilities for retaliation. We do not believe, how
ever, that the Soviets will expect to achieve by the mid-1970s strategic attack 
capabilities which would make rational the deliberate - initiation of general 
war. 

6. We have considered the possibility of a Soviet attempt to acquire a com
bination of offensive and defensive forces, which, going beyond deterrence, would 
permit a Grst strike which would limit damage to the Soviet Union to acceptable 
proportions. <;:onsideri1;1g the number, hardness, and reaction times of targets 
to be struck in sucli an attack, and the likelihood that many, such as Polaris 
submarines, would escape destruction, such a Soviet effort would require both 
a large, highly sophisticated missile force and a widespread, very effective air 
and missile defense. In view of the technological and economic magnitude of 
the task and the likelihood that the US would detect and match or overmatch 
the Soviet effort, we believe it highly unlikely that the Soviets could achieve 
such a force during the next 10 years.8 

7. Short of an effective first-strike capability as defined above, but greater 
than might seem adequate for deterrence, lie force levels which would reflect 
no comprehensive strategic or doctrinal design. Such forces might result from 
the sheer momentum of deployment programs, attempts to capitalize on a 
temporary technical advantage, or a psychological urge to match the US in 
delivery systems. But they would most likely result from Soviet difficulties in 
defining and agreeing on force levels which would constitute adequate deterrence. 

• For the view of the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, see his footnote to 
Conclusion A. 

• The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, considers that a major Soviet effort to 
achieve a first-strike counterforce capability during the next ten years i$ likely in view of 
the emphasis which he believes the Soviets currer.ny are devoting to their massive military 
R and D programs which might eliminate their strategic inferiority. Whether such a capa
bility can be attained may depend in considerable measure on the timeliness with which 
any Soviet R and D programs or technological breakthroughs ar~ detected. 
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THE PROBLEM 

TOP SECR:T 1 

MY!!! ,o=flO(lUM -~ 
SOVIET CAPABILITIES FOR 
STRATEGIC ATTACK 

To estimate the strength and capabilities of Soviet strategic attack 
forces through mid-1968, and to estimate general trends in t!iese forces 
over the next 10 years or so. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
A. The Soviets retain their belief in the primacy of strategic attack 

and defense forces, to deter the US and to support their foreign policy. 
Soviet strategic a~..ack forces will continue to include a variety· of 
weapon systems, with chief emphasis upon ICBMs. The Soviets are 
building forces which we believe will give them, in the next year or 
two, greatly increased confidence that they have a retaliatory ca
pability sufficient to assure the destruction of a significant portion of 
US industrial resources and population. They will probably also seek. 
through both strategic attack and defense programs. to improve their 
ability to reduce the damage the US can inflict on the USSR should 
deterrence fail and war in fact occur. We do not believe, however. 
that the Soviets will expect to achieve by the mi<l-1970's strategic: 
capabilities which would make rational the <l~liberate initiation of 
general war.' 

• Maj. Gen. Jade E. Tr.om.-u. th<!e .... <:sist:>nt Chid of Sta!:, lntclli:;cncc, USAF, bcJit .. vrs 1lu1 

<le..-do?mcnts of the p.-u: yc-:ir rd!<-ct :i co:1:inuin~ Snvict di=tisfaction with :i pnstnrr of 
st-r.itcgic inferiority vi;s.;i.vi..< the t:S ;i:,d :: <lctcnnin:ition to cliooi~tc- ~"\K-h inf,·riorit~·. I l<
woulcl :tcld the followin!! to th<: f:n.,l s,.·:itc:icc: 

• . .. but pro;!r:ims '1lr~':l<iy m'<k-N';ly, plus :i conti:1u:ng s:rong ll.&D effort. r<-!lcct " 
Soviet dct~11:n.1Cion to rise f:n:n ;i pnsit~n of slr:t?C""r!::c infcri!,rity ta one.• of ~t k"".,sl 

num<:rie:11 p:irity with the US ::'l lh,- hclic: th'1t such ;i past1m: would m:itic<·.lly ,·nlunn· 
the :&~r:-cssivc pu:-suit nf Cainmuni_« :iim .. <.. -
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B. ICBM Force. The Soviets now have about 335 operational 
ICBM launchers. We estimate that the USSR will have some 670-765 
operational launchers in mid-1968. This is considerably more than 
we anticipated in our last estimate and reflects our belief that con
struction of l~unchers has been started at a higher rate than ever before. 

C. In mid-1968, about half the operational launchers will be for 
the small and relatively inaccurate SS-11. This missile is suitable 
mainly against large, soft targets such as cities. Deployment of the 
SS-9, a large missile more suitable for attacking hard targets, is also 
continuing, though at a slower rate than the SS-11. 

D. The present Soviet stress on dispersed single silos, especially 
those for the SS-11, probably reflects decisions taken several years ago 
to improve sharply the survivability and thus the retaliatory capabilities 
of the ICBM force. In mid-1968 about 80 percent of the total launch
ers will be hard. 

E. The Soviets might not find it advantageous to build ICBM 
forces much larger tlian those we estimate for 1968. On the other 
hand, they might consider their deterrent to be significantly more con
vincing and their military power improved if they can acquire an 
ICBM force about as large as that of the US. We therefore estimate 
a Soviet ICBM force of some 800-1,100 operational launchers in mid-
1971 and some 800-1,200 in mid-1976.2 

F. A 1976 force of about 1,200 launchers would probably consist 
primarily of small, less expensive ICBMs. A force of 800 or so would 
probably incorporate greater qualitative improvements and significant 
numbers of larger ICBMs. Characteristic of future deployment will 
be hard silos and possibly mobile launchers. Qualitative improve
ments will probably include much better accuracies and may include 
sophisticated reentry vehicles and penetration aids. The development 
of the force will probably be marked by interruptions and leveling-off 

• Maj. Gen. Jack E. Thomas, the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, believes that 
the Soviets could construct single silo ICBM launchers at a rate which would enable the 
USSR to achieve numerical parity with the planned US program by 1970. 

He would delete the last sentence and substitute the following: 
"We estimate a Soviet ICBM force of some 1,000-1,100 operational launchers by 1970-
1971. If the USSR develops a MIRV capability, the launcher total may hold at around 
1,000-1,200; otherwise, the Soviets probably will have upwards of 1,200 and perhaps 
1,500 launchers by the mid-1970's." 
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phases as new, more effective systems are introduced and older sys
tems are phased out 

G. We think that ICBM forces falling anywhere within these 
estimated ranges could be considered as meeting a broad Soviet cri
terion for a credible deterrent. Thus we intend our estimate of future 
force levels as a range of uncertainty, either side of which would reflect 
the same basic Soviet strategic concept. For a period so far ahead, 
however, much will depend on the interplay between US and Soviet 
decisions taken in the interim. 

H. The Soviets have recently conducted feasibility tests of what 
may be a depressed trajectory ICBM or a fractional orbit bombard
ment system. We cannot determine which, if either, of these systems 
'Will be deployed. Either co-:tld become operational during 1968 but 
probably woulo not be deployed in large numbers. 

I. MR.BM/ IRBM Forces. No major changes in the MRBM/IRBM 
force have been noted during the past year. We estimate that the 
current force comprises somewhat over 700 operational launchers, 
some 135 of them hard, deployed at about 200 sites. This force is 

capable of delivering a devastating attack against Eurasian targets 
but is predominantly soft and concentrated. We believe that through
out the period of this estimate the USSR will maintain some 500-700 
MRBM/IRBM launchers. Qualitative improvements are expected to 
include solid propellant missiles, more hard launchers, and probably 
mobility for some portion of the force. 

J. Missile Submarines. The Soviets presently have some 45 bal
listic missile submarines ( 8-10 nuclear-powered) with a total of about 
130 launchers, and an equal number of cruise missile units (21-23 
nuclear-powered) with about 250 launchers. No new ballistic missile 
submarines have become operational s·.nce 1963. \Ve believe, how
ever, that a new class of ballistic missile submarine--which almost 
certainly will be nuclear-powered and may carry 8 or more missiles 
with a range of some 1,000 to 2,000 n .m.-will be operational by mid-
1968. \Ve estimate that by 1976 the Soviets will have some 60 to 70 
ballistic missile submarines, including about 30 of the new type. We 
believe that production of cruise missile submarines will continue, but 

TOP SECRCT 
TS 190990 

211 



20. (Continued) 

4 TOP SECRET 

at a reduced rate, into the 1970's. We estimate that some 55-65 of 
these units will be operational in 1976. 

K. Regular open ocean patrols by Soviet missile submarines have 
been stepped up in recent months. This patrol activity will probably 
continue to increase. By the early 1970's, as much as 30 percent of 
the ballistic missile submarine force may be on station in potential 
missile launch areas at any one time. This number could be aug
mented by whatever portion of their cruise missile submarine force 
the Soviets allocate to a strategic attack mission. 

L. Strategic Bomber Force. Long Range Aviation is now com
posed of 950-1,000 bomber/tanker airer~ 200-210 of which are 
heavies and the rest mediums. The primary mission of the heavies 

. is intercontinental att_ack; at present; the. Soviets. ~ould probably put 
about 100 heavy bombers over US target areas on two-w~y missions. 
The medium bombers are mainly for use against Eurasian targets, 
though a few squadrons might be ·employed for initial strikes against 
Alaska, Canada, Greenland; and Iceland. The Soviets could aug
ment the force over North America by using medium bombers on one
way missions, but we th.ink this unlikely. The Soviets may develop 
a new medium bomber d~g the period of this estimate, but prob
ably not a new heavy. We estimate that by 1976 attrition and re
tirement will have reduced the heavy force to some 70-100 aircraft 
and the medium force to about 300-500." 

M. Space Systems. For some years the USSR has been orbiting 
several types of satellites including reconnaissance types. Within the 
next 5 to 10 years the Soviets will probably develop and employ a 
variety of space systems ( such as navigation and communications 
satellites) to further support their strategic attack forces. The Soviets 

• Maj. Cen. Jack E. Thomas, the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, believes the 
Soviets will continue to consider manned strategic au-craft an important element of their inter· 
continental strike forces. He estimates the USSR has the capability and-<;0nsidering the cur• 
rently limited size of the Soviet ICBM force-the requirement for a major manned strategic 
bomber effort against the US in the event of general war, a11d could put 3S many as 400 
heavy and medium bombers over US target areas. 

He estimates the USSR is likely to introduce both a follow-on heavy bomber and a new 
medium bomber into LRA within the next few years. He concludes that in 1976 LRA will 
consist of about 200 heavy bombers and some 400-600 medium bombers of both new and 
old types. 
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have long had the capability to orbit a nuclear-armed satellite and have 
frequently alluded to "orbital rockets." Recent feasibility tests could 
lead to a multiple-orbit bombardment system. For the foreseeable 
future, however, ICBMs are likely to be much more effective and far 
less costly. This, plus the political liability which would be incurred 
by orbiting a nuclear weapon, lead us to believe that the Soviets are 
unlikely to deploy a multiple-orbit bombardment system in space dur
ing the period of this estimate. 

N. Research and Development. The Soviets continue to pursue 
a vigorous R&D P.rogram to develop and improve strategic attack 
systems. A high level of R&D activity is expected to contint,te. The 
USSR appears to be. about as capable as the US of developing new 
strategic systems and subsystems which its leaders feel ~rP- .important 
enough to justify the expenditure of resources. In deciding to·deploy 
any new weapon system, however, the Soviets woul"d have to weigh 
the prospective gain against the economic cost and the capabilities 
of the US to detect and· counter it. 
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DISCUSSION 

I. TRENDS IN POLICY AND DOCTRINE 

1. The present Soviet political leaders seem more attentive than was Khrush
chev to professional military advice, and they have been willing to authorize 
increases in both military expenditures and manpower. CWTent military writings 
reveal a search for ways to broaden the options available to the USSR in the 
application of its military power. The Soviets are showing increasing interest 
in improving the capabilities of their general purpose forces to meet contingencies 
short of general war. At the same time, costly and intensive development of 
strategic forces is continuing. 

2. The Soviets retain their belief in the primacy of strategic attack and strategic 
defense forces, to deter the US and to support foreign policy. A major element 
of their policy for many years has been to build strategic attack and defensive 
capabilities so as to achie~e forces which could pose a direct ~eat to the US 
and its allies and could defend the Soviet homeland against Western nuclear 
attack. To this end, the Soviets built a variety of forces to hold Western Europe 
hostage. Over the years, they developed an intercontinental attack force, at first 
relying primarily on bombers, then increasingly on ICBMs in soft sites. They 
are now deploying hardened and dispersed ICBM systems at an accelerated pace. 
They probably expect that these systems-supplemented by the other elements 
of their strategic attack forces-will increase the credibility of their deterrent 
by providing a retaliatory capability sufficient to assure the destruction of a 
significant portion of US industrial resources and population. 

3. We believe that over the next 10 years, Soviet strategic attack forces will 
include a variety of weapon systems, with chief emphasis upon ICBMs. We 
expect a considerable strengthening of these forces, particularly their capabilities 
for survival and retaliation. In addition, they will probably seek, through both 
offensive and defensive programs, to improve their ability to reduce the damage 
the US can inflict on the USSR 

4. Since Khrushchev's ouster, there has been some renewal of discussion about 
preemptive attack in Soviet military writings.• In April 1966, Marshal Sokolov4 

skiy stated that "there is an increase in the possibilities for the prompt detection 
not only of the onset of the attack, but also of the onset of direct preparation of an 
attack-that is, there are possibilities to prevent a sudden attack." He goes on 
to imply that a Soviet attack may be directed toward blunting the enemy attack 
and disorganizing his command and control mechanisms, as well as against 
the broad economic and military base of the nation. This type of theoretical 

' By preemptive attack we wean an attaclc initiated on the conviction that an enemy 
attack is imminent. 
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discussion may be intended to provide a rationale for developing strategic attack 
forces which could contribute to improved damage limiting capabilities. 

5. We have considered the possibility of a Soviet attempt to acquire a combi
nation of offensive and defensive forces which would permit a first strike sufficient 
to limit damage to the Soviet Union to acceptable proportions. Considering the 
number, hardness, and reaction times of targets to be struck in such an attack, 
and the likelihood that many would escape destruction. such a Soviet effort 
would require a large, highly sophisticated missile force, widespread and effective 
air and miss:ile defenses, and an effective antisubmarine warfare _(ASW) capa
bility.· In view of the teclmological and economic magnitude of the task and 
the likelihood that the US would detect and match or overmatch the Soviet effort, 
we believe the Soviets would not conside.r it feasible to achieve, by the mid-1970"s, 
strategic· capabilities which would make rational the deliberate initiation of 
g~neral war. 

6. The specific Soviet force g4?als will be influenced by a . wide variety of 
factors. These could involve, for example, the sheer ;momentum of depl~yment 
programs, attempts to capitalize on some temporary t~ological advantage, 
or a psychological urge to match or surpass the US in delivery systems. The 
large US strategic missile force has almost certainly inBuenced the USSR to 
increase its ICBM for~ and to develop and deploy an antimissile defense 
system._ The Soviets must be aware, however, that cunent US programming 
calls for a leveling off of strategic missile deployment within the next year or 
so; they may see this as offering them the opportunity to catch up with or smpass 
the US in numbers of ICBM launchers. On the other hand, the prospect of 
continuing qualitative improvements in US strategic attack forces ( e.g., improve
ments in accuracy, multiple reentry vehicles_ [RVs), etc.} will .require constant 
Soviet reevaluation of the numbers and types of weapons they need. US 
deployment of an ABM system would probably elicit an increase in Soviet attack 
capabilities in a variety of ways, including development of sophisticated RVs 
and penetration aids. But in any case, the Soviets will probably face great 
uncertainties in deciding what precise force levels and composition would 
constitute adequate deterrence. 

7. The Sino-Soviet dispute is not likely to affect Soviet programs for strategic 
attack forces during the period of this estimate. Such plans as the Soviets have 
developed in recent years have probably considered the possibility of a con
frontation with the Chinese. Soviet forces for strategic attack in the Eurasian 
area are sufficiently large and flexible to deal with Communist China as well as 
other targets. 

8. The Soviets will almost certainly continue intensive R&D on strategic attack 
systems. They probably regard such an effort, like their other military R&D 
pl"ograms, as imperative in order to prevent the US from gaining a technological 
advantage and, if possible., to gain some advantage for themselves. Evidence 
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shows that the Soviets are still intensively developing systems to improve their 
strategic attack capabilities, especially in the missile field. However, in deciding 
to deploy any new weapon system they would have to weigh the prospective 
gain against the economic cost and the capabilities of the US to detect and 
counter it. 

II. INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILES 

A. Recent Deployment Activities 

9. The principal new development in Soviet ICBM deployment during the 
past year has been the starting of launcher construction at a rate higher than 
ever before. After a possible slowdown during the first haH of 1965, the start 
rate for small single silos was accelerated. However, a delay has occurred in 
the completion of the small silos and somewhat fewer launchers are cow consid
ered operational than were previously estimated. The large silo program has 
moved ahead about as estimated, although some increase in the start rare prob
ably occurred in this program also. A slight speedup in the pace of construction 
has been detected at these latter sites and the large silos are being completed 
about three months earlier than estimated. We do not know how long these 
trends will continue. 

B. Force Levels and Composition to 1968 

10. All 224 of the first and second generation [CBM launchers are believed to 
remain operational. There is no indication of a Soviet effort to modify or phase 
out older sites. We believe, however, that at least one of the SS-6 sites may 
have a role in the Soviet military space program. 

11. We have identified 25 ICBM complexes, and we believe it highly unlikely 
that additional complexes remain undetected. On the other hand, we consider 
it likely that some single silos in early stages of construction at these complexe-; 
have escaped detection; we make allowance for this in our estimate. We believe 
that operational Soviet ICBM strength over the next two years will be comprised 
solely of the types of systems shown below. 
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ESTIMATED OPERATIONAL ICBM LAUNCHERS 

Soft 
SS-6 • ...................... . 
SS-7 ....................... . 
SS-S ....................... . 

Subtotzl ........... . .... . 
Hard (Triple Silo) 

SS-7 ~ .......... . ........... . 

~--······················ 
Subtotal ................ . 

Hard (Single Silo) 
Large ( SS-9) • .............. . . 
Small {SS-ll)" ............ . 

lOcr 1008 

4 
128 
H 

146 

69 
9 

78 

35 
70-S0 

Subtobl . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 105-115 

TOT AL• . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 329-339 

Tyuratam ICBM Launchers 
Soft .... . . . ..... · ...... . 
Ha.rd . . . ......... . 

TOTAL ....................... . 

13 
28 

41 

Mm-1967 

3-4 
128 
14 

145-H6 

69 
9 

78 

70--80 
130-180 

200-260 

-423-484 

l:5 
3l 

48 

Mm-1968 

0-4 
128 

14 

142-146 

69 
9 

78 

130-140 
320-400 

450-540 

670-765 

IS 
34 

49 

• At least ooe of these lawx:hers may oow be 2Ilocated to ::.":e Soviet sp:ioe program. 

• 'Ihirty of these lau.ocb= ~y be equipped with SS-9s.. 

• These numbezs do not rcSect the possibility th.at the Sov;e~ could St some single 
silos for ;u:, e=genc:y lautie!i capability mortl.y before they bec:ome fully operational.. 

• We estimate th.at some, say 10, of the launcben 2t T)'U-"ta.c c:ould h2--e an 
operational as well as R&.D :and training role. We judge th.at the other launch &
cilit:cs :it Tyunt:tm :ire ·oot oorm2lly :ivalhble for op=itiorl41 use. but they c:ould be 
prep:ired to .Ere ICBMs :it the US~ the cumber depending upon the 2monnt oE 2d= 
notice. 

• M:ij. Gen. J2d: E.. Thoin:ts., the Amst:tnt Oiief of Sbff. Intelligence, USAF. 
bcuevcs th.at inasmuch :is opentio::w l:tw:,cllcr,; 2 t Ty-Jr.at:im pose :i thre:t t to tug et 
areas in the usC 
o~ntional totals. 

:J:t.11 Tyu.":tt:tm ICBM l:tunchen should be induced in th.!, 

For the bunciien listed in the t:thlc be would suhstitutE: 

Field Sites . 
TTMTR 

TOTAL .... . . . 

l O= 1S66 M::r:>-1967 

·········· 32S-..:339 423--484 
-41 44 

. . . . . . ... 370--380 467-528 

Mto-1968 

670-765 
« 

714-809 

large Silos (SS-9) 

9 

12. Construction of large single-silos for the SS-9 missile began in early 1964 
at six new ICBM complexes. We believe that until late 1965, the construction 
start rate averaged 10-11 sites pee quarter but subsequently increased somewhat 
to an average of 15-16 sites per quarter. We have now identified about 130 
large silos operational and under construction. These silos are deployed in 
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groups of six, but we believe that each has its own launch control facility and 
that they can become operational one by one. 

Small Silos (SS-11) 

13. Construction of small single-silos for the SS-11 missile began in March 
1964. The SS-11 program differs from other Soviet ICBM programs in several 
respects: (a) the silos are smaller and less complex; (b) they are being built 
in greater numbers; and ( c) construction had been started on some 100 de
ployed sites before the first test flring of the SS-11 missile. 

14. Construction of small single-silos is now underway at nine complexes. 
We believe that until late 1965, C(lnstruction starts averaged 22-23 sites per 
quarter, although the rate was not constant and there may have been a slowdown 
early that year.· Subsequently, however, the rate increased to about 50 starts 
per quarter, and perhaps as _many as about 60. We have now identified about 
340 small silos operational or. under construction at the nine complexes. They 
are apparently being deployed in groups of 10 with one launch controf facility 
for each group. 

C. Operational Capabilities of the ICBM Force~ 

Survivability 

15. More than 40 percent of the launchers in the current Soviet ICBM force 
are soft and are hence highly vulnerable, but the vulnerability of the force is 
decreasing as hard single-silo sites become the predominant elements. All 
present types of Soviet bard ICBM sites, including the new single silos, are 
estimated to have a design · overpressure of 200-400 psi 6 1 We believe that 
single-silo sites are so widely dispersed as to present separate aiming points. 

Readion Time 

16. Reaction times for current Soviet ICBM systems vary widely according 
to propellant ( cryogenic or storable liquid) and site configuration ( soft, multi
silo hard, or single-silo hard). From normal readiness conditions, the times 
required to fire after the execution order is received are estimated to range 
from 30 seconds to 3 minutes for the SS-11 system to at least 12 hours for the 
·SS-6. Somewhat more than half of the launchers in the current operational 

• For performance characteristics of Soviet ICBMs, see Table I. 
• A hard site is designed to remain completely operable at :i specified overpressure frQm 

given weapon yields. This specified overpressure is called design overpre$SU?e. Hardness is 
the overpressure at which, for given weapon yiel<h, a $ite becomes inoperable. The design 
overpressure estimated above is for a 10 MT weapon. lfardness will vary with differences 
in engineering practice and in weapon yield. 

'Maj. Cen. Jack E. Thomas, the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, considers that, 
given the uncertainties involved, no meaningful estimate of the design overpressure of Soviet 
hard sites can be made. I£ a figure is required, he believes that a v:ilue of 100-300 psi 
should be used. 
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force are capable of £iring in 15 minutes or less when at normal readiness; about 
two-thirds of the estimated operational launchers in mid-1968 will be capable 
of firing in five minutes or less. 

Alternate Targeting 

17. We believe that Soviet strategic missile forces are capable of alternate 
targeting. but that this capability is not as B.exible and rapid ·as in US systems, 
because of the nature of the guid.aDce systems and the laclc of onboard computers. 

Reentry VehidM 

18. The Soviets have moved toward RVs with lower ballistic coefficients 
and larger radar ttOSS section. Such vehicles are less accurate and more vul
nerable to detection and interception. On the other band, they lend them
~ves to simpler nuclear weapon design and would be more adaptable to termi
nal guidance (though the latter would require an.RV design d.ittereo~ from those 
now employed in· the SS-11-). Cunent Soviet R'~s may bav_e some inherent 
liardness against X-raysC. 

Accvracy 

19. All present Soviet ICBMs have r.idio-inertial or all-inertial ~dance 
sptems[ _J The 
best current Soviet ICBM accuracy is represented by the SS-9, which we esti
mate has a CEP of 0.5-1.0 n.m. now and will probably approacL 0.5 n.m. next 
year with normal product improvement. With its large payload and this ac
curacy, the ss.g· is suitable ·for attacking hard targets. The SS..11, though de
veloped somewhat more recently, was evidently intended· for a different pur• 
pose and does not incorporate as accurate guidance as the SS-9. With its rela
tively small payload and an estimated present CEPC :) it is useful 
mainly against large, soft targets. Toe very blunt, slow-speed RV of the SS-11 
contributes to its inaccuracy. The SS-11 could incorporate accuracy improve
ments to achieve CEPsC ":J This would require, however, a 
redesigned RV and a test program covering about two years. We thin1c it un
likely that the Soviets will unde.~ake such a program in light of the probable 
development of more accurate follow-on systems. 

20. We have considered Soviet capabilities to achieve very high ICBM ac
curacies, focusing mainly on whether and when the Soviets are likely to achieve 
CEPs of about 0.25-0.5 n.m., to increase the effectiveness of relatively small 
RVs against small, bard targets. To achieve CEPs in the lower end of this 
range the Soviets would have to develop new guidance systems, probably featur
ing midcourse corrections, and to design new RVs for eithe. faster reentry or 
limited terminal guidance maneuver. These changes could be incorporated 
into present or foUow-oo ICBM systems after a developmeot program of about 
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6.ve years, though in the case of any present system the changes could be such 
as to constitute for all practical purposes the development of a new system. We 
would probably detect the testing of such a system one to two years prior to IOC. 

21. We think it unlikely that the Soviets have embarked on the development 
of very high accuracies for their present systems. In the case of SS-11, ac
curacy was not a critical factor and the Soviet object has clearly been to rapidly 
develop and deploy a large number of survivable city-busters. In view of past 
Soviet development practices, the major changes that would be required in the 
SS-11, and the probable Soviet intent to develop a follow-on ICBM with im
provements of various sorts ( see later section), it is likely that very high accuracy 
in a small ICBM would await a new system. In the case of the SS-9, very 
high accuracy would be required i£ the Soviets elected to develop an effective 
MIRV capability against hard targets. In this case, retrofit into the SS-9 force 
or incorporation into a follow-on large ICBM system would be p0ssible al
ternatives. 

22. We do believe, however, that the Soviets will seek very high accuracies 
£or some future ICBM systems. Considering the techniques required and prob
able development times, we think that such systems will probably have opera
tional CEPs of about 0.5 n.m. when they reach IOC in the late 1960's or early 
1970's. If a decision to achieve an 0.2.5 n.m. CEP is made soon, these new 
systems could have this accuracy by about 1972. We have no evidence that 
the Soviets have made such a decision but consider it likely that they will do 
so in the next year or so. 

Relire 

23. We believe that Soviet soft launchers have a refire capability and that on 
the average two missiles are available for each such launcher. This gives the 
current force a theoretical refire capability of more than 140 ICBMs some 2-4 
hours after the initial launch from soft sites. As soft sites are phased out, this 
capability will decline. It is unlikely that the hard sites have a re.lire capability. 

D. ICBM Research and Development 

Constrvdion Activi!Y ot Tyurr•om 

24. We estimate that there are 55 launchers operational or under construc
tion at Tyuratam. Most of the facilities there can be associated with existing 
ICBM systems or with the space program, but some of those recently completed 
or under construction are probably intended for systems still under develop
ment. Testing of some new missiles appears likely during the next year or so. 

Testing ol Current ICBMs 

25. Test range firing of all currently deployed ICBMs has continued over the 
past year. Launches have been made from Tyuratam and, for some ICBMs, 
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21. :\1/H ~IE 11-8-66 So~·iet Capabilities for Strategic Attack 

NOTE 

,OP s:c::~. APPROVED FOR RR£AS£ 
cm HISTORICAL-REVIEW PROGRAM 

SOVIET CAPABILITIES FOR 
STRATEGIC ATTACK 

This Memorandwn to Holders is prompted by a recent review of 
Soviet submarine order-of-battle which requires us to change the 
judgments made in NIE 11-8-66, "Soviet Capabilities for Strategic 
Attack," dated 20 October 1966, TOP SECRET, RESTRICTED 
DATA, LIMITED DISTRIBUTION, on the size and composition 
of the Soviet missile submarine force. 

DISCUSSION 

l. In NIE 11-8-6.6, we estimated that as of 1 October 1966 the 
Soviet missile submarine force had some 45 ballistic missile submarines 
(8-10 nuc1ear-powered) with a total of about 130 launchers, and an 
equal number of cruise missile units (21-23 nuclear-powered) with 
about 250 launchers. 

2. A recent review of Soviet submarine order~f-battle indicates 
that as of 1 October 1966 there were 36 ballistic missile submarines 
in the Soviet Navy (7 of them nuclear-powered) with a total of about 
100 launchers. The cruise missile submarine force-whose primary 
mission is to counter naval task forces-was found to have a slightly 
greater number of units than previously estimated, and a greater pro
portion of nuclear-powered units. Since the latter are equipped with 
more missile launchers than the diesel-powered boats, approximately 
265 launchers (rather than 250) were found to be in the cruise missile 
submarine force. 

3. We continue to believe that a new type of ballistic missile sub
marine will enter service by mid-1968. Since fewer ballistic missile 
submarines are now operational than previously estimated, however, 
our projection of the number of such units which will be operational 
in 1976 has been reduced from some 60-70 to about 55-65. There 
is no change in our estimate of the total number of cruise missile sub-
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marines for 1976 (i.e., 55-65 units) but we believe the proportion of 
nuclear submarines in the cruise missile force will be somewhat higher 
at that time (i.e., about 45 out of 60, rather than 40 or so out of 60). 

4. A new table listing the estimated Soviet missile submarine 
strength for 1966 through 1968 follows. The new table supersedes that 
in Section IV of NIE 11-8-66. 

ESTIMATED SOVIET MISSILE SUBMARINE STRENGTH, 1966-1968 

1 Ocr 1966 Mm-1967 Mro-1968 

Ballistic Missile Submarines 
Nuclear 

2-1 1-0 H-I (3 tubes) .... . .. .. ... . . . .. . . ... . 
H-Il ( 3 tubes ) ........... . ...... . . . . . . 
New class (8 or more tubes) . . .. .. . . . 

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

3 
4 
0 

1 

5-6 6-7 
0 1 

7 8 

Diesel . 
6 6 Z-Conversion ( 2 tubes) . . . . . . . . . . . . 

G-I (3 tubes) ........ . .. . ....... . .. . 
G-II (2 tubes) ... ...... .. ... . . ... . . . . 

6 
22 

1 
22 22-20 

1 1-3 

Subtotal .. . ...... .. ............ , . .... . 29 
= 

29 29 
= 

TOT AL Ballistic Missile Submarines .. . . 36 36 37 

Cruise Missile Submarines 
~:uclear 

5 5 E-1 (6 tubes) . ....... .. .. . : . . . . . . . . . . 5 
E-Il ( 8 tubes) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20-.21 

Subtotal . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25-26 
Diesel 

W-Conversion (1 to 4 tubes) . . . . . . . . . . . 13 
J-Class ( 4 tubes) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7-10 

Subtotal ..... . .............. . ... . ... ~ 

24-25 28--29 

_29-30 33--34 

13 13 
S-12 11-15 

22-25 24-28 
= 

TOTAL Cruise Missile Submarines .. . .. .. ... 45-49 51-55 57-62 

5. In addition, the final sentence of the last paragraph of Section 
VII A of NIE 11-8-66 should be deleted and replaced by the following: 

2 

In any case, we believe we could identify a MOBS sometime 
during its test program which would probably extend over a year 
or two. If the Soviets follow established test procedures, identi
fication is likely to occui- about a. year prior to attainment of an 
accurate, reliable system. 

(NOTE: Paragraphs 1-4 approved by USIB-13 March 1967 
Paragraph 5 approved by USIB-2 March 1967) ' 
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So"iet ICBM Accuracy and MIRVs 

In the early 1960s, with the appearance of photoreconnaissance satellites 
and other new sources of information. discussion in the Estimates tended to 
shift away from what had been broad discussions of overall Soviet policy 
and strategy to more tightly focused analyses of strategic forces technolo
gies and programs. It was now possible to estimate such things as Soviet 
missile accuracy and range with some confidence. The size and location of 
SoYiet missile and bomber forces were known and it was possible to plot 
production and rates of deployment. Confidence in strategic forces analysis 
grew as innovative techniques were developed to fully exploit the new 
sources of information, while the prospect of a truly devastating strategic 
surprise gradually diminished. 

The 1960s were perhaps the most prolific decade for the development of 
strategic nuclear weapons. By 1966 the United States had completed the 
deployment of its first generation ICBMs (Atlas and litan-1) and deploy
ment of the second generation (fitan-Il and Minuteman-I and -II) was well 
under way. With the retirement of the earliest Atlas launchsites all US 
ICBMs now were deployed in specially hardened, below-ground silos. 
Development of a third-generation ICBM (Minuteman-ill) with three mul
tiple, independently targetable reentry vehicles (MIRVs) 3 would result in 

that missile's initial operational capability and deployment by the end of the 
decade. Intercontinental-range B-52s had been operational with nuclear 
weapons since 1955, and in 1960 the first VS nuclear-powered ballistic mis
sile submarine (SSBN), USS George Washington, was commissioned. US 
strategic nuclear forces now comprised a ··strategic triad" made up of inter
continental-range missiles, long-range heavy bombers, and nuclear-pow
ered ballistic missile submarines. 

Parallel developments were under way in the Soviet Union. From 1966 
to 1968 the Soviets phased out the four first-generation SS-6 ICBMs, 
while completing deployment of their second-generation ICBM 
(the SS-7) in 1965, followed by small numbers of the less successful 

3 ~IIRVs significantly enhance the capabilities of an ICB~f by allowing one missile to be 
used against se\·eral targcts--0ne for each warhead or reentry vehicle (RV). The Minute
man-ID. for example. could be used against up to three targets. An ~IRV (multiple reentry 
vehicle) system has no targeting flexibility and generally is not capable of anacl<lng more 
than one targeL but releases se\·eral (usually two or thr~) RVs in a fixed pattern for a --shot
gun effect.- In the I 960s. both the Cnited States and the Soviet Cnion used ~fRVs to 
achie,e greater effectiveness than otheN;se might have been possible with the guidance 
s,·stems then a...-ailable. 
• Both ~fRVs and ~fIRVs were more sun;vable than single-warhead missiles when used 

against an active defense system. such as the Safeguard AB~i. because they multiplied the 
number of incoming warheads that would have to be destroyed to mount an effective 
defense. 
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SS-8. Meanwhile, two new missiles achieved their initial operational capabil
ities and began deployment: the large SS-9 and the smaller SS-11. All were 
deployed in hardened underground silos. The Soviets were the first to send 
ballistic missiles to sea, initially on conventionally powered submarines-the 
Zulu-V ballistic missile submarines (SSBs-the absence of the "N" denoting 
a conventional propulsion system) and the Golf-I and -II SSBs-but deploy
ing the nuclear-powered Hotel-I and -II SSBNs by the mid-1960s, followed 
shortly thereafter by the Yankee-I SSBN, a Soviet nuclear-powered subma
rine design similar to the George Washington. The Soviet heavy bomber force 
was built around the Tu-95 Bear and remained small. 4 

It was the SS-9 that caused US intelligence analysts the most concern at this 
time. Bigger than the SS-6, it carried an enormous payload that made it 
effective against even hardened, underground ICBM silos. 5 Worse, from 
1966 it looked as if the Soviets might be testing the SS-9 with multiple war
heads, possibly MIRVs. Complicating the situation was consideration of two 
ballistic missile defense (ABM) systems in the United States: "Sentinel," 
which would protect population centers, and later "Safeguard," which would 
defend ICBM silos. Both these systems were capable of defending against a 
limited nuclear attack and had deterrent value against a larger one, but would 
be overwhelmed by a Soviet ICBM force with large numbers of MIRVs. The 
impending large-scale deployment of Soviet MIRVs thus brought into ques
tion the credibility of the whole US land-based nuclear deterrent. 

At issue, too, was the structure and strategic purpose of Soviet strategic 
forces considered as a whole. If the Soviets sought nuclear supremacy, they 
probably would pursue a "counterforce" strategy, with the aim of destroy
ing US strategic forces in a single, preemptive strike. This would require an 
ICBM force made up of large numbers of "silo killers'': missiles with the 
combination of accuracy and yield necessary to destroy US ICBMs in their 
silos before they could be used in retaliatory strikes. On the other hand, if 
the Soviets were content to build up their nuclear forces as a deterrent 
(whether as a long-term solution or merely an intermediate goal), they 
could opt for a "countervalue" strategy, in which US cities might be the 
principal targets. In a countervalue strategy, force accuracy and hard-target 
kill capability would be less important than survivability and reliability. 
Judgments concerning the accuracy, size, and configuration of Soviet 
ICBMs thus were important elements in understanding the structure of 
Soviet strategic forces taken as a whole. 

4 Bison comprised about half the force until the mid-1970s. 
5 The capability to destroy an ICBM silo, or other protected targets (hard-target kill 

capability) derived from a combination of missile accuracy and warhead yield. Within cer
tain limits, a more accurate missile can carry a smaller warhead and still be capable of 
destroying an ICBM silo. 
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22. :\'IE 11-8-67 Soviet Capabilities for Strategic Attack 

THE PROBLEM 

APPROVED FOR REl£AS£ 
CIA HISTORICAL-REYIEW PROGRAM 

TOP SEG~Er 

SOVIET CAPABILITIES FOR 
STRATEGIC ATTACK 

To estimate the strength and capabilities of Soviet strategic attack 
forces through m.id-1969 and to estimate general trends in those forces 
over the next 10 years. 

CONCLUSIONS 

A. Soviet programs for strategic attack forces have been aimed at 
narrowing the lead that the US has held in this field. In addition 
to military consideraticm.S, the Soviets undoubtedly see political and 
psychological advantages in improving their position relative to -that 
of the US. Soviet strategic policy has recognized that its first aim must 
be to maintain a credible deterrent, not only against US nuclear attack 
on the USSR but also -against US actions that would endanger Soviet 
vital interests. They have been building strategic attack forces to 
assure that, however nuclear war began, the US would face destruction 
on a scale unacceptable to it:s leadership. Beyond this, they are also 
seeldng. through both offensive and defensive strategic programs, to 
limit the damage they would sustain should general war occur. 

B. The Soviet leaders almost certainly believe that their rela
tive strategic position has improved markedly in recent years, pri
marily as the result of extensive intercontinental ballistic missile 
{ICBM) deployment. We estimate that the ICBM force has more 
than tripled in the past 2 years, that it now has about 700 operational 
launchers, and that by the end of 1968 will have about 1,000, approxi
mately the same number as the US. \Ve believe that most of these 
{ nearly 80 percent) will be in dispersed, hardened single silos, greatly 
improving the survivability and readiness of the force. The USSR 
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will remain inferior, however, in numbers of bombers and submarine
launched ballistic missiles. Moreover, the Soviets almost certainly 
realize that even this relative improvement in their position does not 
promise to be permanent. Consequently, they almost certainly be
lieve that to improve their strategic position vis-a-vis the US requires 
continued effort. 

C. For the longer term, Soviet leaders face· decisions of increasing 
complexity and uncertainty. One reason is the inescapable inter
action between US and Soviet strategic capabilities in the 1970' s. 
Even with no increase in the number of US launchers, planned improve
ments in the US strategic attack forces during the next decade will 
confront the Soviets with much greater numbers of more sophisticated 
warheads. MosC<?w must. also be concerned that the planned "thin" 
US antiballistic missile . (ABM) defense might be expanded· to .pro~de 
significant damage-limiting capabilities against Soviet forces. · 

D. Another complicating factor is that their strong research and 
development (R&D) effort has given the Soviets a broader range of 
options than in the pas~, and th~ir programs will almost certainly reflect 
different priorities from those· which have hitherto been controlling. 
They probably will place greater emphasis on qualitative improve
ments-including survivability, capaci~ to avoid early warning (EW) 
and to penetrate enemy .defenses, accuracy, and reliability. The 
strategic situation emerging in the 1970's will make these qualities 
more important than sheer numbers of launchers. 

E. If the Soviets believed that they could obtain a meaningful ad
vantage over the US in strategic forces, they would, of course, attempt 
to do so, and they may forge ahead in one or another particular field. 
In deciding whether to undertake any new weapon program, however, 
they would have to weigh the prospective gain against the economic 
cost and the capabilities of the US to detect and counter it. In en
deavoring to improve their overall strategic posture, they will be alert 
to improving their counterforce and damage-limiting capability in the 
belief this would not only deter the US from nuclear war but would 
also reduce US opposition to aggressive Soviet actions in support of 
political objectives elsewhere in the world. As indicated by our pro
jections of Soviet forces for the next 10 years, however, we believe 
that they will not consider it feasible to achieve strategic capabilities 
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which would permit them to launch a first strike against the US with
out receiving unacceptable damage in return. 

F. ICBMs. We estimate that the Soviet ICBM force will number 
something more than 1,000, but is not li'lcely to exceed 1,300 launchers 
by mid-1972; by mid-1977 we estimate a force numbering more than 
1,000, but not exceeding 1,500 launchers.1 A force near the low side, 
say 1,100, would reflect a deliberate Soviet ·decision for political reasons 
to hold the number of launchers at a level about equal to that of the 
US. Regardless of their decisions as to number of launchers, the s~ 
viets will probably begin deployment of at least one new ICBM system 
within the next few years. We believe that the Soviets are flight 
testing a small solid-propellant ICBM and may be developing a new 
large llquid-propellan_t system. They are probably investigating a 
mobile ICBM_system and may aeploy one. Qualitative improvements 
may -include more sophisticated· reentry·vehicles m,vs), penetration· 
aids, multiple reentry vehicles (~1RVs), multiple independently
targeted RVs (MIRVs), hardened warheads, and better accuracy. 

G. Space Weapons. For almost 2 years, the Soviets have been 
conducting flight ·tests whlch we believe relate to development of a 
fractional orbit bombardment system (FOBS). We believe that the 
chances are better than even that the Soviets will within the next few 
years deploy a FOBS _in order to negate or delay US warning and 
otherwise complicate the US defense problem; any. deployment would 
be in relatively small numbers. We consider it unlikely that they 
will deploy a multiple-orbit bombardment system (MOBS) in view 
of the probable adverse political consequences and of its cost and 
effectiveness as compared to other systems. 

H. MRBM!IRBMs. The So\-iets will continue to maintain massive 
srrategic forces against Eurasia. \Ve estimate that new MRBM and 
IRBMs will supersede present systems v.it:h.in the next 10 years, and 

' Maj. Ce:,_ Ja6:: E. T:::,mas, the :\ss::s=t ~ of Staff. lntellig=ce. USAF. wou!d de.~ 
the E.."$t ==~ and scl,stitcte ti:e fo!Jow::ig: -we esti=te that the ~t ICBM force in 
the :n.:c-1970's wiI! =ber :r,or-e than 1,000 bat :s not lialy to exceed 1,500 1.auncbe:rs if the 
USSR by the:i :-.:is c,pentiona!Jy c:eployed :nissi!es with so,ne type of multiple reentry vehicles. 
Otherw'.ste, :i..--d puea:l:r..--ly in v;ew of the ni:mbe:s c: :...-gets in the l.iS and the pla=ed CS 
ABM c:lp;,bil,ty, fr.e S<rne: Union probably -.,ill ~,-e c:0nsidaably mc-:e than 1,500 la=cb=. 
A ?:-O~ v.-i-..:ch ~dd"2 o:,.,'y 100 L:umche:s pe year be,=d t!>ose 2!:e2dy ide:lti.fcd =Id 
exceed l,7C-O by 19".~ 
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that the introduction of improved missiles roay result in some decrease 
in numbers. We believe that one or more new missiles in this cate
gory could become operational as early as 1969. Some of the new 
missiles may be deployed in mobile launchers. 

I. Submarine-Launched Missiles. The Soviets are clearly placing 
increased emphasis on ballistic missile submarines. They are intro
ducing a new nuclear-powered class of ballistic missile submarine with 
16 launch tubes which we believe will carry a missile with a range of 
about 1,500 n.m. We estimate that, by the mid-1970's, the Soviets 
will have twice as many ballistic missile submarines as at present, and 
six to seven times as many launchers. 

J. Long Range Aviation ( LRA). Attrition and retirement of older 
models will gradually reduce the heavy bomber force. We still believe 
that the Soviets are unlikely to introduce a follow-on heavy bomber. 
The medium bomber force will probably decline as Badgers are phased 
out; by the mid-1970's it will probably be composed largely of the 
supersonic-dash Blinder.2 

• Maj. Gen. Jack E. Thomas, the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence. USAF, believes the 
Soviet Union will continue to eomider manned stntegic: aircraft an important element of 
their intercontinental strike forces, He estimates the USSR is likely to introduce both a 
follow-on h~vy bomber and a new medium bomber into LRA within the period of this esti
mate. He expects that in the mid-1970"s LM still will include about 200 heavy bombers 
(approximately the same number as at present), and some 400-600 medium bombers of both 
new and old types. 
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DISCUSSION 

I. TRENDS IN POLICY AND DOCTRINE 

1. Our estimate of o-.·eml.l Soviet military policy and doctrine appears in NIE 
11-4-67, ':'.fain Trends in Soviet )-li!itary Policy,~ dated 20 July 1967, SECRET. 
As we emphasized there, the most important issues of Soviet military policy 
center upon the strategic relationship with the US, and strategic weapons continue 
to receive primary emphasis in Soviet planning, deployment, research and de
velopment (R&D). Soviet strategic policy has recognized that its first aim must 
be to maintain a credible deterrent; the Soviets are building forces which we 
belie..-e are giving them greatly increased con.Science in their ability, even in re
taliation, to assure the destruction of a significant portion of the US population 
and industrial resources. Beyond this, they are a!so seeking, through both offen
sive and defensive strategic programs, to improve their ability to limit the damage 
they would sustain should general war occur. 

2. The Soviet Je.::.ders :lhnost certainly believe that their r~ative strategic posi
tion has already improved markedly. They are aware that US deployment of 
strategic missile launchers has leveled off; their own intercontinental ballistic 
missile (ICBM) deployment programs, which ha..-e been underway for the past 
few years, will give them a: rough parity with the US in numbers o: ICBM 
launchers v,ithin the next year or so. After many years of strategic inferiority, 
they undoubtedly see political and psychological advantages in the attainment 
of such parity even though it does not alter the basic situation of mutual deter
rence and still Iea..-es th_em inferior in heavy bombers and submarine-launched 
missiles. 

3. Moreove., the Soviets almost certainly realiu that e,·en this relative im
provem~nt in their position does not promise to be permanent. For the Ionge. 
tenn, they are aware of announced US programs for various qualitath:e improve
ments in strategic :nissile forces which would erode relative Soviet strength. 
They mu.st also calculate the effects of the US decision to begin antiballistic 
missile (A:SM) deployment, allowing not o:tly for the system as announced but 
also for the possibility of its expansion. 

4. To maintain an assured destruction capability in the strategic situation 
that is emerging. qualitath·e improvements, pa.."'ticularly those related to sur
vi-.-ability and capacity to penetrate enemy defenses, become more important than 
sheer numbers of launche:-s. Toere will undoubtedly be pressures for a con
tinuing enlarge::nent of the ICBM force., and it may continue to grow. But 
having attained rough numerical parity in ICB'.\is v.ith the US, the Soviet planners 
v.-;Jl probably g:ve increased attention to other options. Further measures to 
enhance 5Uf'--i\·ability and e:Fectiveness of the strategic attac:, forces could include 
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a greater emphasis on ballistic missile submarines, development of a mobile 
ICBM, ABM defense of ICBM launching sites, and a variety of systems designed 
to elude or penetrate US ABM defenses. 

5. Thus, the Soviets face a number of uncertainties in deciding what force 
composition and force levels they should attempt to acquire for the 1970's. The 
interaction between US and Soviet strategic programs introduces extraordinary 
complications and variables. But given the technical complexities and long lead 
times required for modern weapons, the Soviet leaders must already have made 
some decisions for future strategic systems, and will have to make others before 
long. Whatever their specific decisions, we believe that they are deteimined to 
maintain an assured destruction capability, and that they will seek to improve 
their strategic position vis-a-vis the US. 

6. The internal situation appears favorable to continuation of a strong military 
effort. The present leadership is evidently more responsive -~ was Khrushchev 
to the views of the military hierarchy. We estimate that i:nilitary and space 
expenditures for 1967 represent an increase of 16 _percent over ~965, ~ decided 
change from the more stable spending level of 1963-1965. It is npt yet clear how 
the recent 15 percent increase in the publicly stated Soviet defense budget 
may relate to actual expenditures. Some of it probably refiects programs for 
military aid to Vietnam and the Middle East, as well as changes in the Soviet 
price structure and accounting practice. In any case, however, we think it 
clear that real Soviet military· ex)5enditures are continuing to rise. 

7. The continuing development and large-scale deployment of strategic weap
ons has been largely responsible for the increase in these expenditures of the 
past few years. The Soviets have given roughly equal weight to forces for 
strategic attack and for strategic defense. We cannot estimate at this time how 
the increase in 1968 defense expenditures will be allocated among the various 
force components, but the high priority of strategic programs is almost certain 
to continue. 

8. We believe that the Soviets' effort to improve their strategic position relative 
to the US-already evident in their ICBM deployment-will be extended to 
some other components of their strategic attack forces, and that they may see an 
opportunity to forge ahead in some particular field. We believe that they will 
also continue to maintain massive strategic forces again~t Eurasia. And they 
will almost certainly pursue intensive R&D on strategic attack systems, both in 
order to prevent the US from gaining a technological advantage and to gain any 
advantage they can for themselves. In deciding whether to develop and deploy 
any new weapon system, however, they would have to weigh the prospective 
gain against the economic cost and the capabilities of the US to detect and 
counter it. 

9. In considering the goals of their strategic weapons programs, the Soviet 
leaders \vill, of course, examine the possibility of achieving a first-strike counter-
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force capability which-in conjunction with their strategic def~would be 
sufficient to limit to acceptable proportions the damage which a US retaliatory 
stri.lce could in.ilict on the USSR Conside.'ing the number, hardness, and reaction 
times of t;S targets which would have to be strudc in such an attack, and the 
IH::e!ihood that many would escape destruction, such a So,,iet effort would require 
not only a vecy large, highly sophisticated strategic attad;: force; but also \l,ide
spread and effective air and missile defenses as well as an effective antisubmarine 
warfare (ASW) capability. The technological and economic magnitude of the task 
would be formidable, however, and the So,iets would have to consider the likeli
hood that the US would detect and match or ovennatch the Soviet effort. In en
deavoring to improve their overall strategic posture they will be alert to 
improving their counterforce and damage-limiting capability in the be.lief this 
would not only deter the US from nuclear war but would also reduce US oppo
sition to aggressive Soviet actions in support of political objectives elsewhere in 
the world. All things considered, howe•,er, we continue to believe that the Soviet 
leaders will not expect to acquire strategic capabilities which they would deem 
sufficient to permit them to launch a first strike against the US without receiving 
unacceptable damage in return. 

II. INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILES 

A. Current Deployment 

10. We believe that within the past year, hard, single-silo launchers have 
come to comprise the bulk of the So..,i~ ICBM force. We estimate the present 
strength of the force to be about 700 operational launchers, deployed in 25 large 
complexes across the central USSR We estimate that more than 450 of these 
launchers are single. silbs for the SS-9 and SS-11 ICB~r systems; older systems, 
which are deployed in soft sites or in triple-silo ha.rd sites, account for the 
remainder. 

11. Status of First and Second Generation ICBM Sites. We estimate that 
,irtually all of the first and second generation ICBM launchers remain opera
tional. most of them emplo_;-ing the SS-7 ICB~f. We believe that two of the 
four SS-6 launchers have been assigned a primary space role; the other two v.-ill 
probably also be allocated to the space program or phased out altogether in the 
near future. \Ve believe that the H soft SS-8 launchers will have been phased 
out by mid-1969. We believe that the nine hard SS-8 !aunche:s remain oper
ational 

12. In previous estimates we considered the possibility that a group of SS-7 
t:riple-si!o launch sites had been equippec with the SS-9 ICBM. We now believe, 
however. that these sites are equipped with SS-7s and that SS-9s :u-e deployed 
only in the single-silo configuration. \'-ie have no evidence suggesting phase
out of a.,y SS-7 launche.-s, and believe t:lat they will remain operational for so:ne 
ti.-ne to come. 
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B. Force Levels and Composition to Mid-1969 

13. We believe that the Soviets are developing new ICBMs and that at least 
one of them could be ready for operational deployment soon,3 but we doubt that 
it will reach IOC in bard sites by mid-1969. Our estimate of the Soviet ICBM 
force for the next 2 years includes only types now operational, but we do not rule 
out the possibility that it will include a few missiles of a new type. 

ESTIMATED OPERATIONAL ICBM LAUNCHERS 

Soft 
SS.(s 
SS-7 
SS-8 

l 0crOBEl\ 1967 

.... . .. ·• · · ··· 2 
. .. .. .. .. .. ... ........ 128 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . ... . . 14 

Subtotal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 144 
Hard (triple-silo) 

SS-7 .. . ........ .. .. . , . . . . . 69 
SS-8 .. : ................. 9 

· Subtotal . . . . . . . . .. ... .. : 78 
Hard (single-silo) 

Large (SS-9 ) . . . . ........ 114 
Small (SS-11) .. ....... . ... 330-380 

Subtotal .... ... ..... .. ... ~94 

TOTAL• . ........ . . .. 666--716 

MII>-1968 

0 
128 

0-14 

128-142 

69 
9 --

78 

162-174 
480-S30 

642-704 

848-924 

MID-1969 

0 
128 

0 

128 

69 
9 

78 

180-222. 
560-610 

740-a32 

946-1,038 

• In addition to the ICBM launchers cited above, we believe that the SovieG have 
about 50 launchers at the Tyuratarn range which are associated with ICBM develop
ment. . About 40 of these lallllchers are considered to be complete, and we believe 
that most of them could be readied to fue at the US. ·we are unable to make any 
valid estimate of the time required to ready them, reaction times, or the availability 

of missiles for them. 

C. Operational Capabilities of the Force 

Survivability 
14. The vulnerability of the force is decreasing. We estimate that about 80 

percent of the current operational force is deployed in hard sites. We think it 
likely that by mid-1969 80 percent of the force will be in single silos. We believe 
that single-silo sites are so widely dispersed as to present separate aiming points. 
We believe that all hardened ICBM launchers deployed in the field are designed 
to remain completely operable when exposed to overpressures on the order of 

200-400 psi. 
• See paragraph 22 below regatding the recent R&D firings of a solld-propellant ICBM. 

It might achieve lOC before mid-1969. Hence otestimate of ICB!ts for the ne:tt 2 years 
may have to be modified. It is also J?Ossible th:i Jrekites to both lCB-:.t 

and IRBM development. 
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Reliability and Readion 

15. The continuing introduction of single silos has brought improvements in 
both reliability and reaction time. We belleve that ICB~is deployed in smgle 
silos can be launched in 5 :ninutes or less after the executioa order is received. 
OveI3il reliability of the SS-9 and SS-11 systems is probably somewhat higher 
than that of olde:- systems. 

16.' An extensive program ot test .firings of currently deployed systems has prob
ably improved reliability, in t~ of both equipment and training. During 
the past year, about 100 ICBMs have been launched primarily for pmposes oi 
production sampling and crew training. This is the highest yearly toral ever 
ohse:ved. Firings .included 41 SS-7s, 2 SS-&, 12 SS-9s, and 45 SS-lls. 

Reentry Vehicles 

17. Soviet ICBM tests observed during the past year conti::lue to show reentry 
vehicles (RVs) with low ballistic coefficients and large radar cross sections. 
There is no· ev:icience to show that the Soviets are trying to develop RVs with 
higher ballistic coefficients, which are more a~te and less vwnerable to 
detection and intercetltion. On the other hand, the current Soviet RVs lend 
themselves. to simpler~ design and packaging of nuclear weapons and may be 
more adaptable to hardening. 

18. We have virtually no evidence to .indicate whether cu..--rent Soviet _RVs 
are designed to v.oithstand nuclear radiation, but we believe that hardening of 
their RVs for th.is purpose is within the Soviet state of the art. If they have 
not already begun to ~. deploJIDent of a US ABM de:ense would be an 
added incentive for them to do so. 

Accuracy 

19. Current Soviet ICBMs use radio-inertial or inertial guidance syst~ 
~ The SS-9. using rac.i.o-inertial 

guidance, is the mos:: accurate ICBM in the inventory- We estimate that it has 
a CEP on the orde:- of 0.5-0.75 nautical miles {n.m.). With this acc-..iracy 
a::d its large payloac, the SS-9 is suitable for attac.1.::in__g hard ta.gets. The SS-11 
has a relatively small payload and an estimated CEPL _=1 Appa:rer.tly 
ac::a.""aC)' was not a c::itical requirement fer the SS-11; we be:ieve that tile Soviet 
objective -was to de?!oy rapidly a large nur:ibe:- of sunivab!e weapo:is for use 
against relatively sett targets. 

20. The Sov:ets ::,ay seek ve..'Y high acc1..:.r2.cies fo-: some fut-~e ICBM syste:ns.. 
We have cor:siderec Lie:ir capabilities to achieve accuracies of 0.2.5-0.5 n.m. Con
sidering the techniques reqcired and probable development ~es fo:: new sys
tems, we be!ieve fut the Soviets could acl:ieve :m operational system wiili a 
CE? o: 0.5 ;:,_:n_ abcut 1970 a:id 0.25 n..=. acout 1972. To ac.~ieve CEPs in this 
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range the Soviets would have to improve their guidance systems, probably intro
duce midcourse corrections, and design new RVs for either faster reentry or 
limited terminal guidance maneuver. 

Reflre 

21. We believe that Soviet soft launchers have a refire capability and that on 
the average two missiles are available for each such launcher. This gives the 
current force a theoretical refire capability of up to 140 ICBMs some 2-4 hours 
after the initial launch from soft sites. As soft sites are phased out, this capabil
ity will decline. The hardened launchers are not considered capable of refire. 

D. ICBM Research and Development 

Solid Propellants 

22. We believe that there are an adequate number of solid-propellant manu
facturing and test facilities within the USSR to support a rather ambitious solid
propellant strategic missile program. We believe that the Soviets have a solid
propellant ICBM under development. They have been testing solid-propellant 
missiles to ranges of 1,050 n.m. from Kapustin Yar and to 3,100 n.m. from Plesetsk 
for about 2 years. We believe that these two programs are related I 

7Recently (on 23 October), the Soviets 1ired a solid
propellant missile from :l>resetsk to a: range of about 4,750 n.m. We believe 
that this latest test is related[ J 

Status of Mobile ICBMs 

23. The Soviets have displayed what they claim to be two mobile surface-to• 
surface missile launchers and have claimed that one of the missiles (Scrooge) 
has an intercontinental range. We have no information on such a missile, and 
there is no evidence that it has been flight tested to ICBM range. We doubt 
that these missiles are prototypes of a mobile ICBM. The USSR, however, may 
develop a mobile missile to improve the survivability of its ICBM force. The 
SS-11 could be, adapted for a mobile system, but we consider this unlikely. 

[ 71would lend itself to mobile deployment but we have no evidence 
suggesting thattlili is the Soviet intent. 

Future ICBM Development 

24. As noted above, evidence of test firings from Plesetsk indicates that the 
Soviets have a small, solid-propellant ICBM in an advanced stage of develop
ment. We estimate that this system will have about the same payload and 
accuracy as the SS-11. It would be adaptable to mobile deployment but we 
believe that it will be deployed, at least initially, in hard sites. We doubt that 
this system could become operational until about mid-1969. It could be de
ployed in a mobile mode somewhat later. 
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25. We have detected no test firings of a ne-.v ICBM from Tyuratam for over 
two ar:d one-half y~ but we estimate that at least one is in R&D. l;ntil flight 
test begins, we cannot estimate its precise characteristics but we believe that 
the most likely possibility would be a large.. liquid-propellant ICB~i about the 
size of the SS-9, but haVing better performance, including so:ne form of improved 
reentry system. This weapon could be either a modii:catio::i of the SS-9 
or an entirely new missile, and would probably be deployed in hard single silos. 
We estimate that it could reach IOC i!l the 1970-1972 pe..-iod. 

26. The Soviets v,ill also probably seek to improve the quality of their existing 
force by modification of the SS-11 and they may replace it with a new, small 
liquid-propelled ICBM system. Early improvements to the SS-11 could be 
aimed at better accuracy or the incorporation of penetration aids or multiple 
reentry vehicles (RVs). If they elect to replace the SS-11 with a new system, 
it would probably become operational in the mid-1970's. 

Reentry Vehicle Development 

'1:l. The Soviets will"":tlmost certainly take steps to reduce the vulnerability of 
their RVs, especially in light of the US decision to initiate ABM deployment. 
A Soviet decision to develop any particular penetration system will, of rourse, 
be affected by their knowledge of the nature of the AB~ system the US plans 
to deploy. They have extensive experience in chaff and electronic counter
measures ( ECM) in conjunclion with aircraft defense. We believe that they 
could have exoatmospberic (above 300,000 feet) penetration aids 2 to 4 
years after starting a development program.. The low ballistic coefficients 
and high observability of present Soviet RVs decrease the effectiveness of 
endoatmospheric (below .300,000 feet) penetration aids; a terminal decoy pro
gram including a suitable RV would probably require at least 5 years of R&D. 
We believe that the Soviets would test penetration aids to ICBM ranges and we 
would probably detect such testing a ye:or or two before IOC. 

28. The Soviets are probably well aware of the potential use of radiation kill 
mechanisms, and the development of RVs with increased hardening to With
stand some nucle:or effects is probably well ...,;thin thei.: capabilities. With a 
program of undergrounc nuclear testing. the So.,iets could investigate the 
response of .. =ious materials to X-rays at various energy levels in a simu!ated 
exoatmospheric environment and conduct development tests of new hardened 
s.-arheads. 

29. The..-e is no e.idence that the Soviets have initiated an ad..-anced R\' pro
gram. Howe,.·er-, they might, regardless of US progr-ams, de.,·elop ~iRVs and 
multiple independently-targeted RVs ( ~HRV s). for purposes other than pene
tration. e.g .. to increase t.'-1e numbers of deJi.,·erable warheac.s. A relativelv simple 
~fRV ce!i:er;- capability probably could be achieved wit=iin 12 months ~fter the 
start o: :light testing. Developmen: of eithe:- ve:y :a=.-ate ~HRVs or maneuver-
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able RVs {MaRVs) would involve significantly greater complications, particularly 
in guidance and control; operational capabilities could probably be achieved 
about 2 to 3 years after flight testing began. We would expect to detect any of 
these developments during the flight tes~ phase. 

30. If the Soviets undertake early implementation of a MIRV program, we 
think the SS-9 would be the most likely carrier because of its large payload 
capability. An SS-9 MIRV system, capable of attacking soft targets, could be 
attained by 1969; its development would require about a year of flight testing, 
which we would expect to detect. We consider it unlikely that this program 
would be undertaken in light of the substantial capability for attacking soft 
targets represented by- the SS-11 ICBM deployment. To give the SS-9 a MIRV 
capability against hard targets would require the development of some method 
for accurately delivering several independent RVs having a combined weight 
of about 9,000 po1:1Dds. Accuracy would be the pacing item and would prob
ably require improvements in boost-ppase guidance and the addition of a. radio 
midcourse correction system. Even if such a MIRV program were. to be initiated 
in the very near future, we doubt that ~OC could be achieved 'before 1972. We 
would expect to detect testing of such a system 2 to 3 years prior to its 
IOC. Development of a MaRV wocl.d take at least as long. 

E. Force Levels and Compos1tion 1970-1977 

31. Soviet decisions as to.. the best mix of weapons and the proper force levels 
have become increasingry- difficult, not only because of the growing complexity 
of the. threat they face, but also-because of the broadening range of options open 
to Soviet planners. The size and composition of Soviet strategic forces in the 
1970's are most likely to reflect a compromise which will embody several of the 
options now open to Soviet planners. The most likely effect of such a compromise 
on ICBM programs would be a shift in emphasis from numbers to qualitative 
improvements-though this would not necessarily preclude additional deploy
ment. Thus, although the Soviets could deploy several thousand ICBM 
launchers by the mid-1970's, we do not believe that they will seek a substantial 
numerical superiority. 

32. In estimating the size of the ICBM force for the 1970's, we must use a 
fairly wide range rather than a precise figure-particularly since, for a period 
so far ahead, much will depend on the interplay between US and Soviet deci
sions taken in the interim. The low end of the range represents the minimum 
figure that can be postulated on the basis of our present evidence. We think 
that ICBM forces falling anywhere within the ranges estimated below would meet 
a broad Soviet criterion for an assured destruction capability and, hence, a 
credible deterrent. 
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33. We estimate that the Soviet ICB~I :orce will number something more than 
1,000, but is not likely to exceed 1,300 launchers by mid-1972; by mid-!9i7 we 
estimate a force numbering more than 1,000, but not exceeding I,5C() launchers. 
A force ne:u- the low side, sav 1,100, would re.fleet a deliberate Soviet decision, 
for political reasons, to hold the number of launchers at a level about equal to 
that of the CS} It would imply so:ne phaseout of older missiles. It would 
also imply a Soviet decision to emphasize qualitative improvements rather than 
a simple increase b numbers of launche.-s. If they opt for the low side, the 
single-silo launchers for the SS-9 and SS-11 would continue to make up the bullc 
of the force. A new solid-propellant ICB?.I would probably be brought into 
service in the next few years. A new large, liquid-propellant ICBM may also 
be deployed in bard single silos sometime later in the period. The Soviets will 
probably undertake qualitative improvements to increase weapon effectiveness 
and to counter US ABM aefenses; such improvements could include better ac
curacy, more sophisticated RVs, penetration aids, ~IBVs, or ~Vs. 

34. ·A force to..,,-ard the high side of our estimate would have many of the 
features of the smaller force, including tlie qualitative improvement of existing 
systems. lt would, by the latter p2rt of the pe.-iod, include some 700 new 
launchers, .equiring a deployment progra.-n roughly comparable in size to the 
current SS-9 and SS-11 prograrr.s combined. It would probably also involve 
retention of the SS-7 bard launchers for several years and 1ie introduction of 
one or more new ICB~f syst~ms. Deployment on this· scale would consist pri
marily of small ICB~is deployed in single silos; so:ne of the deployment may be 
in mobile !au.ochers. 

111. MILITARY APPLICATIONS IN SPACE 

35. Throughout the period of the estimate the Soviets will experiment with 
a .... -ariety of space systems which could be used for militaz;· purposes. New 
military space applications will be introduced as So\-iet technology advances 
and as requirements for such systems are ce..-eloped. The high priority evident 
in the reconnaissance satellite program ,,ill probably be extended to other se
lected military support systems which :he Soviet leaders decide ::ire essential; 
these '"ill probably include system..~ :o~ i::np:oved communications, weathe:- ob
servation, anc navigation. 

36. Evidence of So"iet interest in orb:tal bombardment syster;,.s dates from 
Khrushchev"s remarks in early 1962 a.'ld subsequent re!e.rences to "global rockets• 
and "orbital missiles." These can he i."lterpreted to refer to either or both of two 
concepts which have come to be called "fractional orbit bombardment system• 

• For the pcs,::o:i o: !-faj. Cc. J::d E. -:"ho:::=. :J:e .'.ss'.s::,r.t Ch:ei of S::iff, Ir.:elligimtt, 
t:S.-\F, s-:e h~ :ootno~ to Cox!i;s:o:, F. 
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APPROVED FOR REWSE 
CIA HISTORICAL-REVIEW PROGRAM 

TOP SEERCT 

THE PROBLEM 

SOVIET STRATEGIC 
ATTACK FORCES 

To estimate the strength and capabilities of Soviet strategic attack 
forces through mid-1970 and to estimate general trends in those forces 
over the next 10 years. 

CONCLUSIONS 

A. The primary objectives of Soviet strategic policy have been to 
achieve a more formidable· deterrent and to narrow and eventually 
to overcome the US lead in capabilities for intercontinental attack. 
Toward this end the Soviets have built strategic forces, both offensive 
and defensive, which provide a large assured destruction capability 
and important damage-limiting capabilities as well. '\Vh.ile they have 
only begun to narrow the gap in submarine-launched ballistic missiles 
and remain inferior in heavy bombers, the Soviets will shortly overcome 
the US lead ill numbers of intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) 
launchers. Current programs will bring further improvements in the 
USSR's strategic position, already the most favorable of the postwar 
period. But the Soviets face in the future a strategic situation changed 
and complicated by projected improvements ill US forces-Poseidon, 
1Iilluteman III, and the antiballistic missile system-that threaten to 
erode their relative position. 

B. In deciding upon the future size and composition of their 
strategic forces the Soviets are almost certainly exploring a number of 
alternatives. They are evidently interested in strategic arms control 
as an option that could conserve economic resources and protect their 
improved strategic position. In the absence of an arms control agree
ment, we believe that they v..ill continue the arms competition with the 
US. seeking to maintain and if possible improve their relative strategic 
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position. In any case, they will probably give increased attention to 
qualitative improvements, particularly those designed to enhance sur
vivability and capacity to penetrate defenses. 

C. ICBMs. The great improvement in the USSR's strategic posi
tion results primarily from the rapid and extensive ICBM deployment 
of the past few years. The Soviet ICBM force now has about 900 
operational launchers and we believe that it will surpass the US 
force in numbers by 1970. The Soviets have begun deployment of 
a small solid-propellant ICBM, they probably are developing a new 
large liquid-propellant system, and they probably will develop a mobile 
ICBM system. · In addition, they are Hight-testing multiple reentry 
vehicles (MRVs). 

D. We believe that. for the period .of this estimate the Soviet force 
goal will lie somewhere between 1,100 and 1,500 ICBM: launchers.1 

lf it lies near the low side, the Soviet ICBM force would probably peak 
at a higher level until older launchers were phased out. Such a force 
would probably embody cqnsiderable qualitative improvements in
cluding better accuracy, more sophisticated reentry vehicles such as 
MRVs and multiple independently-targeted reentry vehicles {MIRVs), 
and possibly penetration aids. A force toward the higher side of our 
estimate would also include qualitative improvements, and it would 
rely in part upon larger numbers to attain improved capabilities. 

E. Space Weapons. At the time of our last estimate the Soviets 
were conducting extensive flight tests which we believed related to 
development of a fractional orbit bombardment system (FOBS). 
Developments since that time have lowered our confidence that we 
understand the intended purpose of the system under test; the Soviets 
may be trying to develop a FOBS, a depressed trajectory ICBM, or 
perhaps a dual system which could perform both missions. Until 
our evidence is more conclusive, we are unable to make a confident 
estimate as to the type of system being developed, when it could 
reach initial operational capability ( IOC), or how it may be deployed. 
We continue to believe it unlikely that the Soviets will develop a 
multiple orbit bombardment system. 

' For the position of Maj. Gen. Jammie M. Philpott, the Acting Assistant Chief of Staff, 
Intelligence, USAF, and Maj. Gen. Wesley C. Franklin, for the Assist,mt Chief of Staff for In
telligence, Department of the Army, see their footnote to paragraph 33. 
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F. Medium-Range Ballistic Missiles/Intermediate-Range Ballistic 
~fissiles (MRBMIIRBM). There has been little change in the size of 
the 11RBM/IRBM force, which still stands at about 700 launchers. 
We estimate that new MRBMs and IRBMs will supersede present 
systems within the next 10 years. The Soviets will continue to main
tain massive strategic forces against Eurasia, but the introduction of 
improved missiles may result in some decrease in numbers. We 
believe that the Soviets are developing and will deploy, in both a fixed 
and a mobile configuration, a new solid-propellant MRBM ( designated 
SS-14) of about 1,500 n.m. range which could reach IOC in a year or 
two. We estimate that they will also develop a solid-propellant 
IRBM with a range of about 3,000-3,500 n.m., and that it will reach 
IOC in 1970-1971. It will probably be deployed in both fixed and 
mobile launchers and v.ith its extended range will provide more flexible 
coverage of Eurasian wgets. 

G. Submarine-Launched Missiles. The Soviets have clearly em
barked upon a high priority program to improve and expand their 
ballistic missile submarine force. \Ve estimate that 6, possibly 7, of 
the 16-tube Y-class submarines have now come down the ways. and 
production of this class may be stepped up soon. We believe that 
the Soviets are building toward a ballistic missile submarine force 
that will confront the US with a threat roughly comparable to that 
which the Polaris force presents the USSR. They could reach that 
position by the mid-1970's, when they will probably have some 65-80 
ballistic missile submarines, of which 35-50 will be Y-class types. 

H. Long-Range Aviation. Attrition and retirement of older models 
will gradually reduce the Soviet heavy bomber force. The medium
bomber force will probably also decline as Badgers are phased out, 
but at a slower rate than we estimated last year. The introduction 
of a new air-to-surface missile into the Badger force suggests that the 
Soviets intend to extend the useful life of some of those aircraft for 
a few more years. \Ve still believe that the Soviets are unlikely to 
introduce a follow-on heavy bomber; they may introduce a follow-on 
medium if the Blinder does not satisfy their future requirements.~ 

• For the pcsition o: !-faj. Gen. J:1~:'!1:e !-{. Philpc::. the Acting ."5:sis-..:>nl Chief c:: St."lF., 
Intd!igence, USAF, = h:s footnotes :o Secticm VI. 
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DISCUSSION 

I. TRENDS IN POLICY AND DOCTRINE 

1. The most important issues of Soviet military policy concern the strategic 
balance between the US and the USSR. The goals of Soviet strategic weapons 
programs were set at a time when the US enjoyed such a superiority in inter
continental delivery systems as to put the USSR at a political and psychological 
disadvantage. The aim of Soviet strategic policy, therefore, has been to achieve 
a more formidable deterrent and to narrow and eventually to overcome 
the US lead. Toward this end, the Soviets have built strategic forces, both 
offensive and defensive, which provide a large assured destruction capability 
and important damage-limiting capabilities as well, and they have substantially 
reduced the US lead in numbers of intercontinental delivery vehicles. 

2. The great improvemer;t in the USSR's strategic position results from the 
buildup of Soviet strategic forces begun by Khrushchev sevei:al years ago. 
The new leaders have made some decisions as to the size and composition 
of their strategic forces, but they have generally followed the strategic policies 
and programs that they inherited. In the future, however, they face a stra
tegic situation significantly changed from that which led to present Soviet 
policies. Projected improvements in US strategic forces-Poseidon, Minuteman 
III, and the antiballistic missile (ABM) system-threaten to erode their rela
tive position. Now the Soviet leaders are confronted with the necessity for 
new decisions on the future s_ize and composition of the:r strategic forces. 
Other military requirements and the gro\ving needs of the general economy are 
among the factors which the leaders must consider in making these decisions. 

3. Under the collective leadership, military expenditures have continued to 
rise, primarily as the result of the continuing development and large-scale de
ployment of strategic weapons, which account for about half of the total mili
tary expenditures. The requirements of these programs for scarce high-quality 
resources of the sort needed to sustain economic growth have aggravated the 
impact of defense spending on the economy. Now, events in the Far East 
and in Europe have posed new military requirements which probably will result 
in a substantial increase in the strength of Soviet theater forces. Thus the 
perennial problem of resource allocation promises to sharpen. Economic con
siderations almost certainly were among the principal reasons for the Soviet 
decision to discuss arms control with the US. 

4. Nevertheless, the economic considerations contributing to the Soviet de
cision are probably no more compelling than the strategic considerations. Con
sidering US plans for improvements in its strategic forces, the Soviets probably 
recognize that a considerable sustained effort would be necessary to maintain 
the relative position they have now achieved. They may also b(1 concerned 
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lest the end of the Vietnam War enable the US to divert additional resources 
to its strategic forces. Fmally, they may reason that further increments to 
their strategic forces would have little effect on the relationship between the 
US and the USSR so long as the US maintained its large, second-strike as
sured destruction capability. If these arguments were to prevail in the USSR, 
the Soviets would probably seek an agreement that preserved their present 
strategic relationship '1\-ith the US. 

5. It is too early to assess the full implications of the Czech crisis for Soviet 
policy toward arms control The Soviets still have the same basic economic 
and military incentives; indeed, it is possible that the new military requirements 
generated by the Czech crisis have added to those incentives. Moreover, the 
present Sov:iet line seems to be that the Czech crisis is an internal Communist 
Bloc affair that should have no effect on the USSR's relations with the US. 
It is possible, therefore, that the Soviets will seek to proceed with arms control 
talks. At a minimum, however, the Czech crisis has delayed the opening of 
:aJks with the US and has dampened the prospects of any real progress toward 
strategic arms control in the near term. 

6. In any case, the Soviet leaders cannot base their strategic planning on 
the possibility of strategic arms control and will almost certainly explore other 
alternatives. At a minimum, they might consider a policy of deterrence aimed 
only at maintaimng a iaige assured destruction capability. Or they might 
consider a try for strategic superiority of such an order that it could be trans• 
lated into significant political gain. We consider it highly unlikely that the 
Soviets will select either of these courses of action. The first, that of unilateral 
deescalation, would involve a decision to sacri£ce the hard-won gains of recent 
years. The second would involve economic sacrifices that are probably unac
ceptable to the present leaden.hip and would almost certainly provoke a strong 
US reaction. We believe, therefore, that in the absence of a strategic arms 
control agreement, the USSR ,vill continue the arms competition with the US 
with the object of maintaining and if possible improving its relative strategic 
position. 

7. For several years, the Soviets have given the highest priority to the effort 
to overcome the US lead in numbers of intercontinental delivery vehicles, par• 
ticularly in intercontinental ballistic missiles ( ICB~fs). By 1970, the Soviets 
will prob2.bly surpass the US force in numbers o: ICB!'--1 launchers but they 
will remain inferior in submarine-launched ballistic missiles ( SLB:\fs) and heavy 
bombers. To maintain an assured destruction capability in the strategic situation 
that is e:nerging. qualitative improvements, particularly those related to sur
viv2.bility and capacity to penetrate defenses, become more important. There 
will undoubtedly be pressures for a continuing enlargement of the ICBM 
force, and it may continue to grow. But having attained rough numerical 
parity with the US in ICB:\fs, the So.,,iets v.ill probably ~ive increased atten-
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tion to other options designed to enhance the survivability and effectiveness of 
their strategic attack forces. 

II. INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILES 

A. Recent Deployment Activities 

8. The growth in the Soviet ICBM force continues· at about the same pace 
as in previous years, but there have been several significant developments 
within the structure of the force. We believe that the construction starts of 
silos for the SS-9 will continue at least for awhile but that the SS-11 program 
may be approaching its planned level. We believe deployment of sites for the 
small, solid-prope~t SS-13 began in the summer of 1967 and has been proceed-
ing at a very slow rate. · 

B. Current Qeployment 

9. We estimate the present strength of the Soviet ICBM force to Jje about 
900 operational laW1chers. Of these, some 500 are for the small SS-11 and 
about 150 are for the large SS-9. Both of these systems are deployed in dis
persed, single silos. Older systems, which are deployed in soft sites or triple
silo hard sites, accoUllt for 'the remainder. 

10. Single-Silo Deployment. In addition to the operational force, about 130 
launchers for the SS-11 and about 70 for the SS-9 are estimated to be in varying 
stages of construction. We expect that all of those will be completed by mid-
1970. Although the SS-13 is still in the flight test phase, we estimate that about 
20 of the launchers for that system could be completed by mid-1969. 

11. Since we believe that the initiation of construction of silos for the SS-13 
has been proceeding at a very low rate, and probably at only one complex, we 
have some doubts about the future of that program. This deployment pattern 
is highly unusual when compared to earlier programs. Deployment of all the 
presently operational systems was undertaken simultaneously at several com
plexes and proceeded rapidly, concurrently with their development. It may be 
that as the Soviet ICBM force approaches parity with the US force there is less 
urgency in deployment. In these circumstances, the Soviets may have decided 
upon a modest initial deployment while development was still underway. 

12. It is possible, however, that technical reasons have led the Soviets to 
modify their plans for the SS-13. In terms of our estimate of its performance 
characteristics it offers little, if any, advantage over the SS-11 in most respects. 
For this reason, the Soviets may have decided to limit .field deployment of 
the system to just a few sites. Or they may have found that modifications 
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were required to improve the missile's performaDce, possibly modifications 
that necessitated cha.Dges in the launch facility; they may be waiting until the 
problem is resolved before proceeding further with deployment in the field. 
It is also possible that the Soviets intend that future deployment of the SS-13 
will be in a mobile configuration rather than in fixed sitesC 

Jon the 
other band, the slow rate of construction starts for the SS-13 may be based 
upon pa!itical considerations. Soviet decisions as to future !CB~ deployment 
and force levels may have been postponed until the possibility of strategic arms 
control has been explored in talks with the US. 

13. The SS-7 and SS-8 second-generation launchers remain operational, 
but we believe that the four first-generation SS-6 launchers have been phased out 
of the force. We believe that the SS-i launchers will be retained in the force 
at least through mid-19'70,• but that phase--0ut of the SS--8 launch_ers will have 
begun by that ~e. 

C. Force Levels and Composition to Mid-1970 

14. Our estimate of the Soviet ICBM force over the next two years is based 
on our estimate of th"e number"of launchers now operational or under construc
tion, the estimated time to bring launch groups to operational status, and· the 
filling out of launch groups already started. We are virtually certain that there 
are no more than 2.5 operational ICB~i complexes in the USSR We allow for 
the possibility that there :!re a few SS-9 and SS-11 silos under construction of 
which we are not aware. 
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ESTIMATED OPERATIONAL ICBM LAUNCHERS 

l S1:PT£MBER 1968 
Soft 

SS-7 ....................... 128 
SS-8 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14 

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

Hard ( Triple Silo)' 
SS-7 ......................... . 
SS-8 ......................... . 

142 

69. 
9 

Subtotal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 78 

Hard ( Single Silo)• 
Large (SS-9)• ................. 156 
Small ( SS-11 ) • . . . • • . . . . . . . . . . . . 520 
Small ( SS-13) . . . . . ... . . . . . . . . . . 0 

Subtotal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (;16 

TOTAL• .........•........ 896 

Mm-1969 

128 
14 

142 

69 
9 

78 

198-222 
620-6.50 

0-20 

818-892 

1,038-1,112 

Mm-1970 

128 
0-14 

128-142 

69 
0-9 

69-78 

2.28-240 
680-720 
30-50 

938-1,010 

1,135-1,230 

• We believe that the silos in the triple silo sites are so close to each other that they 
represent one aiming point per site. We believe that single silos are located so far 
apart as to represent separate aiming points. We believe that all hardened ICBM 
launchers deployed in tha field are .designed to .remain completely operable whee 
exposed to overpcessures on the order of 200-400 psi. 

• rt is possible that the Soviets could Gt SS-9 and SS-11 silos for en1ergency launch 
at some stage in the fitting out period after they are externally complete. In the 
case of the SS-11, the launch control facility for the group would have to be complete 
and operational. Such a procedure would provide a launch capability up to three 
months earlier than otherwise. We think it unlikely they would do this unless they 
foresaw a crisis situation ln that period. 

• We estimate that there is a silo and :i. control facility at each of the SS-9 and SS-11 
complexes which serves as a crew training facility and is not a part of any group in 
the complex. Additionally, the Soviets have about 45 completed launchers and 
about 15 othets under construction at Tyuratam and Plesetsk which we associate 
with ICBM development. We believe that most of them, as well as the training 
silos at the SS-9 and SS-U complexes, could be readied to fire at the US. We are 
unable to make any valid estimate of the time required to re:i.dy them. their reaction 
times, or the availability of missiles for them. 

D. Operational Capabilities of the Force 3 

15. From the history of Soviet ICBM flight testing and analysis of the current 
state-of-the-art, we now estimate that the overall ICBM force has a somewhat 
higher reliability rate than we have estimated previously. The one exception 
is the SS-8 which now appears to be less reliable than we had estimated. 

16. Continuing analysis leads us now to estimate that the SS-9 has a circular 
error probability (CEP) of about 0.5 nautical miles (n.m.) using radio-inertial 

• See TABLE I for our estirnate of char:icteristia :ind performance data for Soviet ICBMs. 
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guidance and about 0.75 with inertial guidance alone. Thus, it is the most 
accurate ICBM in the Soviet inventory. With this accuracy and its large 
payload. the SS-9 is suitable for attacking hard targets. The rest of the 
missiles in the force have CEPs of 1.0 n.m. or greater. The SS-11 with its 
lesser accuracy,L. J and its lighter payload would probably be 
used against relatively soft targets. 

17. We believe that Soviet soft ICBM launchers have a refire capability and 
that on the average two missiles :l!e available for each such launcher. We 
believe that the Soviets do not plan to refu-e from hard launchers. 

18. In assessing the feasibility of developing an initial stri1ce counterforce 
capability, Soviet planners might consider an attempt to achieve a nuclear pin
down of US missile forces. This tactic might offer advantage as part of a 
deliberate surprise or preemptive attack on the US. Consideriog the manifold 
uncertainties involved in such an attack, however, we believe that the Soviet 
leaders could have no assurance that the USSR would not receive unacceptable 
damage in return. Nevertheless, in an effort t<? optimize their damage-limiting 
capability under the various circumstances in which a· nuclear war might erupt, 
the Soviets may include this tactic in their planning for the employment of 
their strategic forces. 

E. ICBM Research and Development 

New Systems 
19. The solid-propellant SS-13C -:lis the only 

new ICBM that we have identified"" in flight tests. There have now been 9 fir
ings of the SS-13 to 3,100 n.m. and 3 to 4.700 n.m., and we expect it to be tested 
to longer ranges before being deployed. The SS-13's reliability during the test 
program has been somewhat low, possibly because of Soviet inexperience with 
solid-propellant technology, but we believe that the system will be aboot 6.5 per
cent reliable by the time it is deployed We estimate that the SS-13 will be 
capable of carrying a reentry vehicle (RV) weighingC ~ to 
about 5,500 n.m. when it is ready to become operational; it will probably 
achieve initial operational capability (!OC) in fixed sites about mid-1969 or 
shortly thereafter. The IOC of the SS-13 in a mobile mode probably will come 
somewhat later. 

20. Based upon the Scrooge transporter-erector-launcher (TEL) which the 
So-.-iets ha..-e been displaying since 1965, we believe that they are developing 
a mobile missile system which could be either an ICBM or an intermediate range 
ballistic missile (IRBM). Our analysis of the TEL indicates that it is too small 
for the Savage which we believe to be the prototype for the SS-13. It could 
c.-ontain a ful! range ICB:M, hov.·ever, and this may, in fact, be the case. We 
believe it more likely that the missile will be 2 oi the 3 stages of the SS-13 in 
which case it would ru:,re a range of about 3,000-3,500 n.m. A, missile of this 
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range would fit the Soviet definition of an ICBM: i.e., a missile with a range 
of over 5,000 km (2,750 n.m. ) . It would be at the upper range limit of our 
definition of an IRBM and at the lower limit of our ICBM definition. However, 
a missile with a range on the order of 3,000 n.m. would have to be deployed above 
the Arctic Circle in the Soviet northeast if it were to provide any significant 
coverage of US targets. The logistic and operating problems posed ~y such 
deployment would be formidable. We think it is highly unlikely that the Soviets 
would develop a system for attack on the US which would pose so many problems 
and such great expense. We consider, therefore, that the chances are better 
than even that the missile apparently under development is an extended range 
IRBM for use against Eurasian targets; this subject is addressed in the later 
section dealing with Soviet medium and intermediate range ballistic missile 
( MRBM/IRBM) . forces. 

· 21. If this missile system is, in fact, an extended range IRBM, it would 
indicate that all three stages· (!f the SS-13 will be undergoing test in mobile 
systems since we have good evidence that the mobile SS-14 uses two stages of 
the SS-13. Assuming these test programs are ~ccessful, the,dev:elopment of a 
mobile version of tne SS-13 ICBM would ·require little more tli.an adaptation 
to a suitable TEL and we estimate that such development will occur. 

22. We believe that the Soviets are developing a large, liquid-propellant ICBM 
which could be ready for-deplo~ent in the 1970-1972 period. It will probably 
have greater accuracy and possibly a larger payload than the SS-9, and may be 
the best candidate for cairying a new sophisticated reentry system. It will 
probably be deployed in hard silos, and may be suitable for retrofit into 
SS-9 silos. 

23. Another research and development ( R&D) program which may relate to a 
new weapon system is underway at the Plesetsk Missile and Space Center. The 
limited amount of data gamed does not allow us to understand clearly what type of 
system is undergoing test. C 

r Based 
on the data presently available, it is not possible to determine whetli'ir these 
events are the early test of a space weapon system or a ballistic missile system. 

Future ICBM Development 

24. In addition to the ICBM systems now under development, the Soviets 
may undertake development of other advanced ICBM systems. They will 
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probably seek to improve the quality of their eristing force by modification of 
the SS-11, and they may replace it v,ith a new, small, liquid-propellant ICBM 
system. They may also develop a small solid-propellant system as a follow-on 
to the SS-13, particularly if that system fails to measure up to their expectations; 
this system may be developed for mobile deployment. 

Reentry Vehides 

25. Soviet ICBM tests observed during the past year continue to show RVs 
with low ballistic coefficients and large radar cross sections. There is no 
evidence to show that the Soviets a:re trying to develop RVs with higher 
ballistic coefficients, which are more accurate and less vulnerable to detection 
and iDterception. On the other hand, the current Soviet RVs lend themselves 
to simpler design and padcaging of nuclear weapons and may be more adaptable 
to hardening. 

26. The Soviets are aware of ::he potential use_ of radiation kill-mechanisms 
and the development oi RVs hardened to withstand some nuclear. effects is. 
almost "certainly within their capabilities. With a program of underground 
nuclear testiDg, the Soviets could iDvestigate the response of various materials 
to X-rays at various energy levels in a simulated exoatmospheric envi.-onment and 
conduct development tests of new hardened warheads. 

'1:i. The Soviets will almost certainly take steps to reduce the vulnerability of 
their RVs, especially in light of the US decision to initiate ABM deployment. 
We believe that they could have exoatmospheric penetration aids (for use 
above 300,000 feet) a year or so after initiation of flight testing. A terminal 
decoy program, effective down to very low altitudes, including a suitable RV, 
would probably require two to three years of flight testing. We believe that 
the Soviets would test penetration aids to ICBM ranges and we would probably 
detect Bight testing a year or two before roe. 

28. We now have evidence indicating that the Soviets are working toward 
some form of advanced reentry system. On 23 August and 11,-September, 
ICBMs launched from Tyuratam into the Kamchatka PeninsulaL 

Jhowed three objects reentering the atmosphere at the end of the flight 
and telemetry indicates that all survived to impact. The system tested con
sisted of an SS-9 first and second stage with a 12,500 pound class payload con
sisting of three RVs which impacted at a range of approximately 3,400 n.m. 
Although these events are indicative of multiple reentry vehicle (~fRV) testing, 
it is too early in the test program to assess the ultimate operational configura
tion. The evidence, however, is not incompatible with tests leading to a mul
tiple independently-targeted reentry vehicle (~IIRV) capability. We do not 
believe these tests involved penetration aids. 
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29. We believe that the Soviets could achieve an operational MRV employing 
three RVs in a modified SS-9 payload by late 1969. This RV system, as now 
observed, would degrade the overall accuracy and reliability of the SS-9 sys
tem; the SS-9 equipped with three warheads may still be effective against a 
single hard target. If this is a program aimed at MIRV development, . we es
timate that the Soviets could achieve IOC with a MIRV system suitable for 
attack against soft targets by 1970. A MIRV system capable of attacking hard 
targets such as Minuteman silos could probably not reach IOC until 1972. 

Accuracy 

30. The Soviets still do not have an active flight test program for the type 
of RV ( i.e., one with a high ballistic coefficient) considered essential for very 
high accuracy without terminal guidance. In spite of their trend toward low
ballistic-coefficient RVs, the Soviets may seek very high accuracies for some 
future ICBM system. Considering their present state-of-the-art, and the tech
niques and probable development times required, we believe that, if they elected 
to do so, the Soviets could have a ne~ ICBM system with a, CEP of 0.5 n.m. 
if introduced about 1970 and 0.25 n.m. if introduced about 197f To achieve 
CEPs on this order the Soviets would have to improve their guidance sys
tems, probably introduce midcourse corrections, and design new RVs for either 
faster reentry or limited ~erminal guidance. We believe that we would de
tect efforts to improve accuracy during the flight test phase. 

F. Force Levels and Composition 1971-1978 

31. We believe that for the past few years rough numerical parity with 
the US has been the minimum objective of Soviet ICBM deployment programs. 
The momentum of current programs will carry the Soviet force past this goal 
within the next year. As we have noted above, we estimate that the Soviets now 
have about 900 ICBM launchers operational and about 200 under construction; we 
estimate that in mid-1970 the Soviets could have as many as 1,230 operational 
launchers. We estimate that the 220 older launchers in the force will be phased 
out during the period of this estimate, but that most of them probably will be 
kept in service at least through mid-1970. 

32. For the 1971-1978 period, the Soviets will have the option of stabilizing 
their ICBM force at a numerical level about equal to that of the present US 
force, or of going for a substantially larger number. The force goal they set 
will depend on their assessment of the force needed to meet their strategic 
planning requirements, and upon their judgment as to the best means of com
pensating for programed qualitative improvements in US strategic forces. It 
will also be influenced by their assessment of the risk of stimulating a large 
new missile deployment in the US. Moreover, the Soviet decision will be made 
not in isolation but in the context of Soviet strategic forces as a whole, both 
offensive and defensive. 
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33. We estimate, therefore, that for the period of this estimate the Soviet 
force goal will lie somewhere between 1,100 and 1,500 ICBM launchers.• Forces 
toward either the low or the high side of our estimate would have ce.rt:ain 

common features. When the phase-Out of older systems is completed, they 
would be composed almost entirely of hard, dispersed single silos, but they 
could include some mobile launchers. Launchers for the SS-9 and the SS-11 
would make up the bulk of either force, but the higher option would mean 
the construction of 400-500 new launchers for one or more new ICBM systems, 
including a large liquid-fueled !CB~!, and possibly a new, small system with 
either solid or liquid propellants. A force toward the low side would prob
ably embody considerable qualitative improvements including better accuracy, 
more sophisticated RVs such as MRVs and MIRVs, and possibly penetration 
aids; it could also include a new large, liquid-fueled ICBM. A force toward 
the high side would also include qualitative improvements, and it would rely 
in part upon larger numbers to attain improved capabilities. 

Ill. MILITARY APPLICATIONS IN SPACE 

34. Throughout the period of this estimate the Soviets will experiment with 
a variety of space systems which could be used for military purposes. New 
military space applications will be introduced as Soviet technology advances 
and as requirements for ~~ systems are developed. The high priority evident 
in the reconnaissance satellite program will probably be extended to other se
lected military support systems which Soviet leaders consider essential; these 
will probably include systems for improved communications, weather observa
tion, and navigation. There has already been a signi.6cant increase in the use 
of applied satellites in recent years; military entities probably are using the Molniya 
communication satellites and are almost certainly receiving some benefits from 
weather and navigation satellites. 

35. At the time of our last estimate, the Soviets were conducting an intensive 
Sight test program of a vehicle which we have designated the SS-X-6. In the 
initial tests, the SS-X-6 was fired into Kamchatka on a Hight profile with a low 
apogee of 120 n.m. suggesting to us at that time the development of a depressed 
trajectory ICBM. (The normal apogee fo:- this range is about 400-500 n.m.) [ 

J In two of these tests, the RV was retioBred and did not follow a 
----

• ~fai. Gen. Ja.-nmie ~L Ph.il;x:tt, tl:e .~cti."1l: .'-ssist:ln! Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, 
and Maj. Ce."l. Wesley C. Fra..-udin, fo: :he .'>ss'.s::i::.t Chief of St:lF. for Intelligence. Department. 
of :he .-1.r.r.y, would delete the fust se:itence :me! s-..:brtitute t.lie following: 

We be::e-.e that for the period of ::his estim:l:e the Soviet force goal will lie somewhere 
between 1,200 :ind 1,500 ICB~f uunchers j?:-Oviding :he USSR ope,;,tionally deployl' a sizable 
:mmbec o: ICB~!• with multiple =ntry vch:des. Otherwise, and p:ut:cul.,.rly in view o£ the 
m:mbe~ of ~:;ets in :he US ar.d the pl.:mr.ed US -~B~1 c.lp:lbility, the Soviet Union prc~bly 
will have C'O:lSide..:bly n= th= 1,500 i;iu:,c.':ers by the Late !970"s. A program wh:ch added 
only 100 bunchers per >= beyond those alri::ldy identified would exceecl 1.800 by 1978. 
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24. ~"IE 11•8-69 So~·iet Strategic Attack Forces 

APPROVED FOR REI.EASE 
TGP SKRET CIA HISTORICAL-REVIEW1PROGRAM 

THE PROBLEM 

SOVIET STRATEGIC 
ATTACK FORCES 

To est:iimte the strength and capabilities of Soviet strategic attack 
forces through mid· 1971 and to estimate general trends. in those forces 
over the next 10- years. 

FOREWORD 

Our estimates of Soviet military capabilities are organized on lines 
which the intelligence community and users of the estimates have 
for some years found useful. Tb.is organization is in terms of the 
mission to be performed rather than of administrative subordination. 
Thus, for ex.ample, the elements of the strategic attack forces are 
variously subordinated, the pertinent missiles to the Strategic Rocket 
Forces, the bombers to Long Range Aviation, and the missile sub
marines to the navy. This method of treating Soviet forces is basically 
the same as that being used by DOD in US military planning, although 
there are differences in detail. Moreover,. within the category of stra
tegic attack forces, which is the subject matter of this estimate, we 
have been- accustomed to distinguish between forces for intercon
tinental and those for peripheral attack. 

It should be recognized, however, that this organization is somewhat 
arbitrary. The line of distinction between the various categories is 
necessarily a fuzzy one, and is becoming more so. For example, cruise 
missile submarines ( which we deal with as general purpose force weap
ons) can, if the occasion warrants, be used to attack strategic targets 
near enemy coasts. Strategic ballistic missiles can be employed in sup-
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port of theater force operations. And fighter bombers or missiles of less 
than MRBM range are plainly suitable for attacking strategic targets 
in Eurasia. 

Similarly, as shifts in the international situation occur or as a war 
progresses, the assignment of a weapon to a particular category can 
lose validity. The need of the hour dictates ·that any weapon system 
that can fruitfully be brought to bear on a specific target should be 
used. Thus, today's strategic weapon may be tomorrow's tactical one; 
witness the only combat use to which B-52s have thus far been put. 
Accordingly, though we continue to treat the various Soviet weapon 
systems within the categories already established, it must be recognized 
that any given system may have other uses as well. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Soviet Strategic Policy 

A. For several years, -the· primary objectives of Soviet strategic 
policy have evidently been to build a more formidable deterrent and 
to overcome the US lead in capabilities for intercontinental attack 
Today, while the Soviets remain inferior in numbers of intercontinental 
delivery vehicles-, they have overtaken the US in numbers of opera
tional ICBM launchers. Current programs will bring further im
provements in the USSR' s strategic position, already the most favorable 
of the postwar period. But the Soviets face in the future a strategic 
situation changed and complicated by projected improvements in 
US forces and by the threat of a hostile China with an emerging nuclear 
capability. 

B. We can make only the most general conclusions as to the course 
of Soviet strategic policy over the 10 year period of this estimate. 
In the absence of an anns control agreement, Moscow will almost 
certainly continue to strengthen its strategic forces, giving first priority 
as in the recent past to the forces for intercontinental attack and for 
strategic defense. Although we have no direct evidence of Soviet force 
goals, we believe that the Soviets will seek as a minimum something 
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that they can regard as rough parity with the US; it is equally possible 
that they \..,ill seek some measure of superiority.! 

Forces for Intercontinental Attack 

C. The Soviets have built forces for intercontinental attack capable 
of inllicting heavy damage on the US even if the US were to strike 
first. Most of the ICBMs and all of the submarine-launched ballistic 
missiles are best suited for attacks on soft targets. The SS-9 is the only 
ICB.M with the combination of payload and accuracy to attack hard 
targets effectively, but in its present numbers with single warheads 
it could attack no more than a small percent of the US ICBM force. 
The USSR's ~pability to attack hard targets, however, is likely to 
increase considerably over the next 10 years. -The Soviets will probably 
introduce ICBMs of greater accuracy. They are now testing multiple 
re-entry vehicles on the SS-9 and though the purpose of these tests is 

unclear, we believe the So,.iets will introduce MIRVs: capable of at
tacking hard ~gets. If the multiple re-entry vehicle tests are aimed 
at the development of a simple MRV, such a system could reach IOC 
late this year. If on the other band they are aimed at the development 
of a MIRV system designed to attack Minuteman silos as described 
in paragraph 29 of the text, IOC could not be achieved before late 
1970. A highly accurate 1HRV system or one employing more than 
three RVs probably could not be developed before 1972, although its 
IOC might be delayed until as late as the mid-1970's. 

D. ICBMs. In the recent past, the Soviets have sought to improve 
their strategic position by a rapid buildup in the numbers of ICB~1 
iaunchers. In the strategic situation that is emerging, qualitative im
provements-particularly those related to accuracy, survivability, dam
age limitati0n. and the ability to penetrate defenses-become more 
important. :'.\.ioreover, die number of launchers ,.,.i]} probablv become 

' For the viev.-,, c: ~Ir. Geo~e C. Denney, Jr~ .... c!:in~ Director of Iotelligenc-e and Rese:ird1, 
~.}ent of State: \ ·ice Acm. );oel Ca~·ler. the Directo~. :-.at:or.al Sec-.:rit:y Agency; .1.~d ~faj. 
Ce::,. Jammie ~{. Philpo:t, the .~tant Chief cf Staff. lntelliger.ce, t;S.·ff. see tiieir footnotes to 
;i3.agnph 12. 

• See :he Closs:u,· fo~ ceiin.ition of :\tR\' :i.nd ~fl RV. In this estim.:i:e, the words -multiple 
re~:,tr;· vehides- i~1uce both ~{RVs :i.nd MIRVs. 
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less significant in Soviet calculations than the numbers and kinds of 
re-entry vehicles. Considering current deployment activity and the 
probable phase out of older launchers, a Soviet ICBM force of some 
1,300 launchers appears to be a· minimum. Depending upon its com
position and the extent to which it is supplemented by other weapons, 
such a force could in our view be consonant with a Soviet policy aimed 
either at rough parity or at some margin of advantage. Other factors, 
however, such as concern for survivability, a Soviet decision not to 
deploy MIRVs, a substantial delay in Soviet MIRV deployment, a 
try for superiority, or even the momentum of military programs could 
push these figures upward by some hundreds of launchers. We cannot 
now estimate the maximum size of the force which might.result from 
such pressures.3 

E. Space Weapons. There have been extensive•flight tests which 
we think are related to development of a fractional orbit bombardment 
system (FOBS), a retrofired depressed trajectory ICBM, or perhaps 
a dual system to perform.both missions. We have observed no testing 
since October 1968. We still think the chances are better than even 
that some version of the system will be deployed. Until our evidence 
is more conclusive, howe::ver, we cannot make a confident estimate as 
to the type of system being developed, when it could become opera
tional, or how it might be deployed. 

F. Nuclear-Powered Ballistic Missile Submarines. Production of 
the 16-tube Y-class ballistic missile submarine continues; some five or 
six are now in commission. In addition, the Soviets may be developing 
a 3,000 n.m. submarine-launched ballistic missile. We continue to 
believe that the Soviets are building a nuclear-po\.\'.ered ballistic missile 
submarine force which will be roughly comparable to the US Polaris 
fleet by the mid-1970's. 

'For the views of Mr. George C. Denney, Jr., Acting Director of Intelligence and Research, 
Department of State; Rear Adm. Daniel E. Bergin, for the Acting Director, Defense Intelli
gence Agency; Brig. Gen. DeWitt C. Annstrong, III, for the Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelli
gence, Department of the Army; Rear Adm. Frederick J. Harlfinger, II, the Assistant Chief of 
Naval Operations (Intelligence), Department of the Navy; and Maj. Gen. Jammie M. Philpott, 
the Assist,mt Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, ~ee their footnotes to paragraoh 41. 
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G. Heat;y Bombers. The Soviets still have about 200 heavy 
bombers and tankers in operation. We have no evidence that any are 
currently being produced for Long Range Aviation, and we consider 
it unlikely that a new heavy bomber will enter service. Hence, by 
1979 the heavy bomber force will probably be largely deactivated.• 

forces for Peripheral Operations 

H. Soviet strategic forces for peripheral operations consist pri
marily of MRBMs, IRBMs, medium bombers, and diesel-powered 
ballistic missile submarines. In addition, the Soviets are probably 
depl<;iying some short-range ballistic missiles and some ICBMs against 
targets in ·Eurasia. These forces are arrayed for the_ most part against 
Europe, and "in nwssive strength-an emphasis_•that -will probably 
continue. The conflict with China, howeyer; .has posed new r-equire-
ments for strategic forces. These can be met to some·~ent by retarget
ing existing systems ( e.g., bombers and ICBMs), but there will prob
ably be some additional deployment of strategic missiles against China. 

I. Within the period of this estimate, the MRBMs and IRBMs now 
in service will probably be completely replaced. Our evidence of 
new missile development is scanty and inconclusive, but a 1,500 n.m. 
solid-propellant missile and a missile of longer range ( up to 3,000 
n.m.) seem the likeliest possibilities. \Ve project an MRBM/IRBM 
force of some 400-700 launchers, supplemented by additional short
range missiles and ICBMs. The medium bomber force will probably 
decline from its present level of some 700-750 aircraft.5 It seems highly 
unlikely that any new diesel-powered ballistic missile submarine will 
be built 

• Fo: the vie...-s of 1faj. Ce:i. J:unmie 1f. Phil;,ott, the .-\.ssista.'lt Chief o! Stai, Intelligence, 
t:S . .\F. see his footno:cs to paragraphs 6~ :ind 62. 

• Fo: ti:e vie...-s cl ~foj. Ce:i. Jamm:e ~{. Philpott, the .-1.ssistant C.'iief of Stiff. lntelligenc:e, 
US . .\F, see his footnote to Section Ill D. 
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DISCUSSION 
I. SOVIET STRATEGIC POLICY 

1. The primary objectives of Soviet strategic policy evidently have been to 
build a more formidable deterrent and to narrow and eventually to overcome 
the US lead in capabilities for intercontinental attack. These goals were prob
ably set in the wake of the Cuban missile crisis, when the US enjoyed such 
superiority as to put the USSR at a political and psychological disadvantage. 
At that time, Soviet leaders probably calculated that forces poised against 
Europe were adequate for any likely contingency and that the smoldering 
dispute with China posed no new requirements beyond a strengthening of the 
border guard. Thus, the forces for intercontinental attack and for strategic 
defense could be given .first priority. 

2. As a result, the Soviets have wrought a considerable change in the stra
tegic situation. There can be no doubt today concerni.ng•the er.edibility of the 
Soviet deterrent. And while· the Soviets remain inferior in total numbers of 
intercontinental delivery vehicles, they have overtaken the US· in numbers of 
operational ICBM launchers. Thus, in only five or six years, the Sovie~s have 
emerged from a strategi~ situatio~ which they evidently considered threatening 
to their security and damaging to their prestige. 

3. The political situation has changed even more drastically over the past 
several years. Relations "vith China have deteriorated to the point that major 
hostilities could occur. It is .. clear that the Soviets now regard China as a 
major threat to the USSR, and they apparently see this threat as active, grow
ing, and vf long duration. The Soviet military buildup in the Sino-Soviet border 
area has primarily involved the theater forces, but there have been some re
lated developments in the strategic forces. Substantial Soviet forces will almost 
certainly be stationed on the eastern frontier for the foreseeable future. 

4. At the same time, the Soviets probably see no diminution of their 
military requirements in other areas. Indeed, in Europe, where Soviet troops 
still occupy Czechoslovakia, the requirement for theater forces has if any
thing grown. And although the danger of war with the. US-in particular, of 
a US surprise attack-has in the Soviet view probably receded, the US remains 
the USSR's most formidable opponent. It constitutes the principal obstacle to 
the growth of Soviet influence in world affairs, and it alone has the military 
power to severely damage the USSR. In short, the Soviets only five years ago 
faced two major military problems: the strategic capabilities of the West and 
the security of Eastern Europe. Now there is a third, a hostile China with an 
emerging nuclear capability. 

5. Under the present leadership, military expenditures have continued to rise, 
primarily as the result of the continuing development and deplc;>yment of stra-
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tegic forces, which account for about half of the total military expenditures. 
This increase plus increased allocations for the consumer are squeezing Mos
cow's ability to invest in the future growth of the economy. Now, events in 
the Far East and in Europe have posed new military requirements. Thus the 
perennial problem of resource allocation has sharpened, and promises to shazpen 
further. 

6. Though economic considerations almost certainly were among the prin
cipal reasons for the Soviet expression of v.illingness to discuss arms control 
with the US, strategic considerations mu.st have been equally compelling. In 
view of US plans for improvements to its strategic forces, the Soviets prob
ably- recognize that a large sustained effort would be necessary to maintain 
the relative position they have now achieved. They may also reason that rela
tively mod~ iDcreases in their strategic forces would not signincantly enhance 
Soviet security while large increases would trigger a US response. Moscow's 
willingness to disoJss strate_gic arms control probably reflects the view that 
it has -attained or. is. in the process of attaining an acceptable strategic relation
ship with the US. ~oreover, 1[oscow may believe that even if an agreement 
could not be reached, negotiations would have the effect of damping down 
the arms race, perhaps for a considerable time. 

Future Goals 

7. In the absence of an arms control agreement, the Soviets will almost 
certainly continue to strengthen their strategic forces. As in the past, we have 
no direct evidence concerning Soviet goals for their intercontinental attack 
forces in the future. Furthermore. we doubt th.at the Soviets themselves have 
set precise goals for the next 10 years. In the past, their strategic programs 
have moved in waves rather than in a steady progression, and force goals have 
obviously been modi.Sed as the situation changed. The present size and com
position of these forces, deployment programs now underway, and R&D ac
tivities all provide useful indications for the near term. But a consideration of 
the factors that will shape these forces over the longer term--Soviet policy ob
jectives, US actions, economic constraints, technological capabilities--leads 
only to the most general conclusions as tv the future course of Soviet policy. 

8. The development of US strategic capabilities ,,..ill probably be the most 
important single factor affecting Soviet decisions on force goals. The Soviets, 
for ~pie, are surely concerned that projected improvements in US forces-
Poseidon, Minuteman ill, and ABM-will erode their relative strategic position, 
and they must be considering bow best to counter them. Their decisions will 
in turn affect developments on the US side. We cannot predict ·with any 
accuracy the end result of this interaction between US and So\iet strategic 
programs over the next IO years. 
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9. The strategic forces built to date furnish some insight into Soviet stra. 
teg:ic policy and objectives. The Soviet forces for intercontinental attack appear 
designed primarily for deterrence and, of course, for fighting a nuclear war if 
deterrence should fail. They have important damage-limiting capabilities, but 
most of the ICBMs and all of the submarine-launched ballistic missiles· ( SLBMs) 
are best suited for attacks on soft targets. The size of the forces for intercontinen
tal attack, however, considerably exceeds that which the Soviets would prob
ably think necessary to deter the US from deliberate attack. 

10. Political and psychological factors must have weighed heavily in setting 
the force goals for current programs. An important objective of their strategic 
policy has been something that the Soviets could regard as rough parity with 
the US. We believe it will continue to be their minimum objective. This does 
not mean parity in each category of weapons; ·they are making no apparent 
effort, for example, to match the. US in heavy bombers. We believe that in 
assessing the strategic balance the Soviets would go beyond numbers to c~ider 
qualitative differences in weapon systems and the interplay between offensive aµd 
defensive forces. 

11. If forces on both sides could be maintained at something like present 
levels, such a policy might be attractive to the Soviets. It would be less costly 
than the strategic buildup of recent years, and could free resources for other 
pressing requirements. But, i£ the anns race should escalate sharply, mainte
nance of parity could prove very costly. Considering their other military prob
lems, it is conceivable that in this situation the Soviets would settle for some
thing less, i.e., a large assured destruction capability. For the foreseeable fu. 
tur~, however, we believe that they would be prepared to continue the arms 
competition with the US. 

12. We do not attempt to estimate how far the Soviets might carry a stra. 
tegic buildup over the next 10 years. In evaluating future US strategic pro
grams, they may conclude that a continuation of their efforts on the CUITent 
scale will be essential merely to avoid retrogressing from their present relative 
position. But there are undoubtedly pressures in Moscow for a strategic policy 
aimed not merely at parity but at superiority over the US-it goes without 
saying that the marshals, and indeed the political leaders as well, would like 
to have a substantial edge. Should they aim at superiority, it seems reasonable 
to suppose that their programs might still be limited by a desire to stop short 
of forces that would provoke a US reaction. But they might either miscalculate 
or ignore the costs and risks involved in an indefinite continuation of competi
tive arms buildups. In any case, it seems likely that their programs will gradu
ally cease to consist primarily of the deployment of additional launchers, and 
instead will emphasize developments such as MIRVs, and qualitative improve-

lS 190492 

260 



24. (Continued) 

TOP SECRET 9 

ments such as survivability, ~pacity to penetrate defenses, and damage-limit
ing capabilities. e T 

II. SOVIET FORCES FOR INTERCONTINENTAL ATTACK 

A. General 

13. The forces to be discussed in this s~on are ICBMs, nuclear-powered 
ballistic missile submarines, and ht:avy bombers. Development of these forces 
began in the 1950's. Deployment, however, v,-as relatively limited until the 
mid-1960's when more effective and less expensive systems-new ICBMs and 
missile submarines-became available. Since that time, the buildup of these 
forces has proceeded rapidly. 

B. ICBMs 

Currel"!t Status 

14. The SS-9 and the SS-li constitute- the backbone of the· Soviet ICBM. 
force. Although the SS-11 is deployed in far larger :-iumbers, the SS-9 can 
cany a much heavier payload, and is more accurate. Both systems are em
placed in hardened single-silo launchers, thi: SS-11 in groups of 10 and the SS-9 
in groups of six.. '.fhe oldez:.SS-7s and SS-8s are deployed in soft launch positions 
or in hardened triple-silo- sites. All of the above systems use liquid-propellants. 
The newest Soviet ICBM, the solid-propellant SS-13, is deployed in only a small 
number of silos at one of the 2.5 Soviet ICBM complexes. 

15. Our estimate of _the numbers of oper.i.tional launchers in the Soviet ICB~I 
force over the next two years appears in the follo,ving table. The spreads shown in 

• Mr. George C. D<:=ey, Jr~ .-\cting D'~ of hltd¼enc:e a-'lci Research, Department of 
State, considers that the general thrust of this paper pe=mits a fu..-ther statement on the fub.lre 
Soviet strategic ba.ildup a11d that such a st:iteruent should be made. He believes that the Soviets 
"'-oa.ld iaoe gn,at difliculties in any attempt to acllieve strateg[c suptt;ority of such an order as 
to signiScantiy alter the str.ttegic balance. In p:utic:ul:,r, he does I>Ot see how they wonld be able 
"'i~i:c the period of this estimate to achieve ;i cipability to bunch a surprise attaclc against the 
US with a== that the USSR would not itself :=e,,·e damage it would :egard as unaccept
able. For one thing. th«= cost of sucli an undertal-ing aloog with :ill their other military commit
=:,ts would be enonnous.. :Mo:-e impo:tn::. i: would be atre:nely c.i.!Ecult i£ 120t impossible for 
th=, to de--,:lop and deploy the combin::tion of offensi..-e -and dc!ensive forces necessary to =~ Sllcc:ssfcllY the v--..riocs dements of L"S strategic fo= :is they develop. F"mally, even 
if S1:ch a project were ecooomicalh· a:i<l :edmic:illy feasible the So~ets ,,.-ou]d face the prospect 
that the US woold detect and :I'.atch or O'o·c:matcb their elio:ts.. 

'Viix Adm. !1:oel Gayler, the Director, :'\atio=l Scc-u..-ity .-\gene)·, a.~d ~iaj. Gen. Jammie ~I. 
Philpott. the :\ssi:su.nt ai:ef of St:£, Io:eil:g,ence, USAF, belie--·e t::at it is more lihly than not 
that the Soviets :i.re Sttlcing some c:easu:-e of supttio:-ity. Tne massive Soviet R&D effort a:id 
the pace of tbci. deployment su;,po:t this v~. Some v'.sib!e superiority would provide the 
So"ie".s with adv;mu_r::e in political a=:ai:s .ind g:-c:ite:- leverage :.""I cris'..s c:onhontatioos.. They 
do :\Ot, howe---er, bel:eve the So,.iets :ire seelcin.; the c:i~bility to limit :my US atbd: to 
tol=ab!e !e---rls. as this C"3~bility is not fe:uib!e. 
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THE PROBLEM 

TOP SECRET 

APPROVED FOR RELEASE 
CIA HISTORICAL-REVIEW PROGRAM 

SOVIET FORCES FOR 
INTERCONTINENTAL ATTACK 

To assess the strength and capabilities of Soviet forces for intercon
tinental attack, to estimate their size and composition through mid-
1975, and to forecast general trends thereafter. 

SUMYIARY CONCLUSIONS 

1.. PRESENT STATUS OF SOVIET INTERCONTINENTAL ATTACK FORCES 

General 

A. The intercontinental attack forces considered in this paper in
clude intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), submarine-launched 
ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and heavy bombers. In the course of the 
past 10 years the Soviets have engaged in a vigorous and costly buildup 
of these elements of their military establishment. \Vhile all defense 
spending increased during the period, the estimated share allocated to 
these forces doubled, going from about 5 percent in 1960 to more than 
10 percent in the later years of the decade. The 1969 level-an esti
mated 2.3 billion rubles (the equivalent of $5.6 billion) 1-was more 
than three times as high as the 1960 level For the decade as a whole, 
spending on intercontinental attack forces accumulated to about 16 

'The r:cl!r f;g,::es { :a;:;,ear'.ng i:l pa..-e::tl:.es'.s a.fte:- tl-.e :i:b!e:s) :a..., app:on:n,.t:o,is oz wb.at 
:t wcclc!. cost to~~ open:.e the est:=u:cd Sov,et progr= i:J. the US. 
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billion rubles (about $36 billion) with ICBMs accounting for about 
80 percent of this amount. These figures do not include the cost of 
research and development ( R&D), which rose faster during the 1960s 
than any other component of Soviet defense spending, and which we 
estimate has now surpassed that of the US. 

B. As a result of this effort, the Soviets had on 1 October 1970 
an estimated 1,291 operational ICBM launchers at operational ICBM 
complexes, and they will have an estimated 1,445 launchers opera
tional by mid-1972. To this number may ·be added: (1) an estimated 
80 SS-11 launchers (120 by mid-1972) believed to be deployed at in
termediate-range ballistic missile (IRBM) and medium-range ballistic 
missile (MRBM) complexes and possibly intended for use against 
Eurasian targets, which are nevertheless capable of reaching the US, 
and (2) some 90 launC?ers which we believe are located <!,t test or train
ing sites. Of. the 1,445 ICBMs· estimated to be at operational com
plexes by mid-1972, 306 probably will be of the large SS-9 type and 
850 the smaller SS-11. The remainder will consist of older SS-7 and 
SS-8 missiles, plus an estimated 80 of the small, solid-propellant SS-13s. 

C. While these ICBM programs were under way, the Soviets were 
also energetically developing nuclear-powered, ballistic-missile-firing 
submarines. Of these the most notable is the Y-class, which, like the 
US Polaris, has 16 tubes for launching missiles. The missile presently 
carried by this class has .an estimated range of about 1;300 n.m., a yield 
ofC ]and a system Circular Error Probable 
(CEP) of( 7Y-class submarines are now being produced 
at the estimated rate oIT-8 a year; we believe that 14 are now opera
tional and that some 5 others are in various stages of fitting ·out and 
sea trials. Another 12 or 13 are believed to be in various stages of 
assembly. Besides the Y-class there are submarines of earlier design 
which could contribute to the intercontinental attack mission. 

D. The USSR has not, in recent years, shown equal interest in 
manned bombers of intercontinental capability. At present there are 
195 heavy bombers and tankers operational, all of them of the Bison 
and Bear types, whose designs date from the 1950s. We believe that 
a prototype now exists of a new aircraft,[ J 
It might be used in an intercontinental role, and the force may be 
built up beginning about 1974 or 1975. 
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The Principal Types of ICBMs 

E. The SS-11, by far the most numerous of Soviet ICBMs, is esti-
mated to have a CEP of[ J and a yield[_ 

-i.rt is thus a weapon best suited for use against soft targets
cities, inTustrial installations, and some military targets. It can reach 
all parts of the US, but has also been tested to ranges as short as 500-
600 n.m., indicating much flexibility in its possible uses. In 1969 testing 
began of a modified version. Analysis of these tests has not yet pro
duced a full understanding of their implications; we remain confident 
nevertheless that the modified SS-11 will still be a soft-target weapon, 
designed to improve the ability to penetrate antiballistic missile de
fenses. Deployment of the SS-11 may have ceased at ICBM complexes, 
and appears to be tapering off at IRBM and 11RBM complf~xes. 

F. The SS--9 now exists in fol)I variants: Mod 1:, which· carries a re
entry vehicle·(RV) weighing about 9;500 pounds; Mod·-2, whose RV 
weighs about 13_,000 pounds; Mod 3, which has been tested both as 
a depressed trajectory ICBM (DICBM) and as a fractional orbit bom
bardment system (FOBS); and Mod 4, which carries three RVs. Leaving 
Mod 3 aside for the time being, our analysis of evidence on the capa
bilities of Mods 1, 2, and 4 turns up some perplexing problems. 

G. There is general agreement that the SS-9 was developed, early 
in the 1960s, to provide better accuracy and a larger payload than the 
SS-7, presumably for use against hard targets-i.e., the US Minuteman 
system. The Mod l appears reasonably well adapted for this purpose. 
In 1965, however, the Soviets began to test the Mod 2, which with its 
heavierjyload was estimated to have a yield of [ 

These tests were pursued with great vigor, and the Mod 
2 was actually deployed before the Mod 1. C 

]But the 11od 2 has never 
in its numerous flight tests actually demonstrated enough range to 
reach any ~-finuteman complexes. We believe that its demonstrated 
range could he increased sufficiently to cover most or all of them (there 
are differences on this point} by using up more of the available pro
pellant, removing telemetry pad,a.ges, etc. Yet it remains curious that 
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the Mod 2, alone among ICBMs except the SS-13, has never been 
tested to what we would presume to be its intended operational range. 

H. The kill probability of a missile against hard targets is more 
sensitive to accuracy than to yield. The accuracy of the SS-9 cannot 
be ascertained from observations. It must be Jeduced [ 

.J In the Intelligence Community, opinions as to the CEP of 
the SS-9 range from [ 

"]small as they may appear, the 
significance of these differences is considerable.:.? It is generally agreed 
that in actual operational employment, accuracies in the force as a 
whole would be somewhat poorer. 

I. In sum, with respect to the capability of the Mod 2 against 
Minuteman, we have estimated that it can have sufficient range to 
reach most or all targets even though such range has not been 
demonstrated in tests. We see no reason to doubt that in the event of 
general war the Soviets would use it for whatever it could accomplish 
against the Minuteman system. But, the Soviets would have to deploy 
several times the present number of SS-9 Mod 1 and Mod 2, with 
their present capabilities, before achieving a force which would pose 
a serious threat to the Minuteman force as a whole. This brings us to 
a consideration of the Mod 4. 

J. In August 1968, the Soviets began testing the SS-9 Mod 4, 
carrying three RVs. By April 1970, they had carried out 17 tests, about 
the usual number for a missile before it goes into operational deploy
ment. In these tests, the three RVs[ 

]were not independently targetable, and the 
weapon as tested was not a multiple independently targetable re-entry 
vehicle (MIRV). [ :Jwe pre
sume that the Mod 4 has not been operationally deployed, though it 
could be at any time. 

• See paragraphs 52-54 for a discussion of the effect of differences in accuracy and yield. 
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K. In October 1970, tests resumed, and by 5 November there bad 
been four more. One of these was like the earlier tests; one was a 
failure. The two others exhibited [ 

Jone practicable method 
of developing a MIRV, though it is a different method from that used 
by the US. Data are still scanty, and analysis far from complete. 
Should the Soviets decide to deploy a MIBV system based on these 
tests they could probably begin to do so in late 1971, using the present 
SS-9 guidance system. This guidance system would give each RV 
a CEP no better than that of the SS-9 with a single RV. The yield 
of each of the three RVs is estimated to be L J The 
Mod 4 has sufficient range to reach Minuteman silos. 

L. Returning now to the SS-9 Mod 3, as observed above it has 
been tested both as a DICBM and as a FOBS. In neither form does 
it have sufficient accuracy to attack hard targets effectively; its ap
parent function would be to attack soft strategic targets, avoiding early 
detection by the US Ballistic Missile Early Warning System. (New US 
warning systems give promise of reducing or eliminating this advan
tage.) There is some difference of opinion as to the capability of this 
vehicle operating as a FOBS. It is agreed, however, that the Mod 3 has 
been deployed only to a very limited extent, and that its future deploy
ment will also be limited. 

11. SOVIET POLICY AND FUTURE PROGRAMS 

M. The broader reasons for the USSR's energetic buildup of inter
continental attac.1' forces are neither comple,cnor obscure. In the early 
1960s the Soviet leaders, politically and ideologically hostile to the 
US, and thinking and behaving as rulexs of a great power, perceived 
that in this particular respect their military forces were conspicuously 
inferior to those of their most dangerous rival, the US. Consequently, 
they set themselves to rectify the imbalance-to achieve at a mini
mum a relation of rough parity. Parity in this sense cannot be objec
tively measured; it is essentially a state of mind. Such evidence as we 
have, much of it from the strategic arms limitation talks, indicates 
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that the Soviet leaders think that they have now achieved this posi
tion, or are about to achieve it, at least in respect to weapons of 
intercontinental range. 

N. Many aspects of the present force structure are also susceptible 
to simple and probably correct explanation. The Soviets built a large 
number of ICBMs in order to match-and now to surpass-the num
ber of US ICBMs, and also to increase the probability that many 
would survive an initial US attack. They built missile-launching
submarines which are virtually invulnerable to attack when deployed, 
and they retained a manned bomber force as yet another option.a 
The intercontinental attack force is obviously capable of being used 
in war, but there is no reason to believe that the Soviet leaders intend 
deliberately to make nuclear war. The force is an attribute_ of· power, 
an instrument to support-policy, a deterrent:to the US. 

O. Looking to the future, it seems clear that the Soviet leaders 
intend to maintain at a minimum such forces as will continue to give 
them-in their own phrase-a sense of "equal security" with the US. 
One method of doing so might be through an arms limitation agree
ment; they appear .seriously interested in this possibility. We do not 
know whether an agreement will be reached, or on what terms. If 
it w~re indeed concluded, the development of Soviet intercontinental 
attack forces would be subject to its terms, but in this Estimate we 
confine ourselves mainly to a consideration of the situation in the 
absence of agreement. 

P. With the general attitudes and policies of the USSR being what 
they are, it might seem obvious to infer that the Soviet leaders will 
strive to achieve marked superiority over the US in strategic weaponry. 
We do not doubt that they would like to attain such a position. The 
question is whether they consider it a feasible objective-whether 
they believe the chances of success good enough to justify allocation 
of the necessary resources, adjustment to the political implication of 
an all-out arms race, and acceptance of the risk that instead of sur-

• Maj. Cen. Rocldy Triantafellu, the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, does not 
believe Soviet missile-launching submarines a.re virtually invulnerable to attack. Based on the 
discussion of Soviet submarine patrol activity (paragraphs 127-132), only a few appear to be 
deployed at any one time; the remainder become vulnerable soft-targets in port. In view of 
extensive US efforts in ASW operations he further believes that some portion of the deployed 
subs would also be vulnerable and that vulnerability will increase as ASW technology improves. 

TS 190533 -fefl--SEGR ET 

268 



25. (Continued) 

i"OP SECRET 7 

passing the US they might fall behind, especially in the technological 
competition. They might, in any case, think it feasible to seek a 
strategic posture that, while falling short of marked superiority, makes 
clear that the Soviets have advantages over the US in certain specific 
areas. For example, they can now claim an advantage in numbers of 
ICBM launchers. While this might not be significant militarily, it 
would help to dramatize the stra~egic power of the Soviet Union. 

Q. But even if Soviet intentions go no further than maintenance 
of "equal security," their arms programs are bound to be vigorous and 
demanding. This is in part because Soviet leaders must have an eye 
not to what forces the US has at present, but to what it can have. 
or may have, in future years. In this respect they are likely to be 
cautious-to. overestimate rather th.an underestimate the US threat. 
Moreover, _ the weapons. competition nowadays is ·largely a. teclino- -
logical race; each side is impelled to press forward its R&D lest it be 
left behind. Weapons programs also tend to attain a momentum of 
their own; the immense apparatus of organizations, installations, per
sonnel, vested interests, and so on, tends to proceed in its endeavors 
unless checked by some decisive political authority. 

R. On the other hand, there are constraints upon Soviet arms pro
grams. The most obvious is economic; resources are not unbounded; 
the civilian economy demands its share; one weapon system competes 
with another for allocations; and intercontinental attack forces com
pete with strategic defense and general purpose forces. The various 
bureaucracies with interests in one or another area compete partly 
with rational argument and partly in sheer political. infighting. Soviet 
leaders must also con.sider how far they may wish to press their own 
programs lest they provoke countervailing programs in the US. And 
they must assess not only the present and future US threat, but also 
that from China, and elsewhere. 

S. ·while the foregoing considerations probably govern the nature 
of Soviet decisions as to future weapons programs, they provide us 
with little or no basis on which to estimate in detail what these pro
grams will be. We have never had solid evidence on the problem., 
and there is no reason to expect that we shall have such evidence in 
the future. ~foreover, in the present era the rapidity of technological 
advance tends to produce especially vigorous action and reaction be-
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tween military programs of the USSR and the US, and it has made the 
strategic relationship more susceptible to change than ever before. 

T. Yet the possibilities are not unlimited, certainly in the next 
five years or so. For one thing, intercontinental weapons systems are 
of such complexity that their development, testing, and deployment 
take a long time. We can observe the testing phase, and thus project 
potential deployments. It usually takes about two years from the 
time we observe the first flight test of a new ICBM until that system 
becomes operational in the field. The interval for SLBMs is about 
the same or longer, and for bombers it is much longer. We can there
fore estimate with much confidence that the kinds of weapons sys
tems deployed by the Soviets during the next two years or so will 
be those already in operation or in the late stages of development. Even 
in the period from tw.o to five year5 from now the force· will be com
posed largely of existing kinds of delivery vehicles, though towards 
the end of the period some new ones may come into operational 
status, and some older ones be retired. 

U. Because of the lead times involved in construction and deploy
ment, we can also be- highly confident of the number of launchers 
of intercontinental weapons which will be operational up to about 
two years from now. Beyond two years uncertainty increases as the 
time period of projection increases. Some reasonable limits to this 
uncertainty can nevertheless be derived from our lmowledge of past 
deployment rates, especially those obtaining at a time when the So
viets appeared to be making a particularly vigorous effort. 

V. But it is not in new types of weapon systems or in gross num
bers of launchers that the most significant developments in Soviet 
forces for intercontinental attack will probably lie during the next 
several years. Rather it is in qualitative improvements to present sys
tems, and of these the most important are in accuracy of missiles and 
multiple re-entry vehicles for them. 

1. Accuracy. On technical grounds, we believe that the So
viets, without going to new guidance concepts but mainly by im
proving the components of the present guidance systems and 
changing the configuration of their RVs, could in two years achieve 
CEPs of about 0.25 n.m. for their ICBMs, and begin to introduce 
these improvements into the force. Hitherto, the Soviets have dem-
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onstrated no urgent disposition to achieve high accuracies. But they 
are likely to do ~at least for the SS-s-in the next few years, 
primarily because of the great increase in capability against hard 
targets which th.is development would afford them, and because, 
if for no other reason, the necessary technical developments are 
sure to occur in the normal course of product improvements. 

2. Multiple Independentl.y Targetable Re-entNJ Vehicles. We 
continue to expect the Soviets to develop ~iIRVs capable of attack
ing hard targets such as Minuteman. These could proceed from the 
current SS-9 Mod 4 program, or from a different concept such as 
th.at represented by the ous" system used by the US. With the 
high order of accuracy desired in a .hard target MIRV, -we think 
th.at neither could be operational before late 1972 at the earliest. 
A MIBV with no more accuracy than the present SS-9 Mod 1 or Mod 
2- could eventuate from the current Mod 4. program by late 197L 

3. Land-MobD.e ICBMs. The Soviets will probably continue 
work on these, but it remains to be seen how extensively they may 
deploy them. There are many difficulties of maintenance, security, 
transportation, and the like which cause us to believe that the 
Soviets might have doubts about the practicability of such a sys
tem. In any event we would not expect it to become operational 
before 1975. 

W. With respect to submarines, the Soviets v.ill almost certainly 
continue to increase their Y-class fleet at the rate of about eight per 
year, for some time to come. Meanwhile, a new missile, the SS-NX-8, 
has been undergoing flight tests at a deliberate pace since June of 
1969. Its range is indicated to be about 3,000 n.m., a substantial im
provement over the missile presently carried by the Y-class. A puz
zling aspect, however, is that the SS-I'-.-X-8 appears too large to be 
fitted into the Y-class. Moreover, we have no evidence of a new sub-
marine class designed to carry this missile. We think it likely that, 
at a minimum, the SS-I",-X-8 will be deployed on 10 modified diesel
powered G-class units. Evidence is insufficient, however, for us to 
make a confident estimate as to the nature or extent of any further 
deployment: By about 1975 Soviet submarines could have missiles 
equipped \\-ith multiple v.-arheads or penetration aids; the system 
CEP would probably be about 0.5 n.m. or worse. 
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X. The fleet of intercontinental manned bombers will probably 
diminish in numbers gradually until at least 1975, when the new 

L \could begin to enter operational units. We believe that the 
[ Js best suited for peripheral operations, but that it has some 

capability for intercontinental attack. All but the Air Force believe 
that our knowledge of this aircraft is still too limited to jusify a con
fident judgment of its capabilities and future employment. The Air 
Force believes that the capabilities of [ 1as now assessed, 
indicate a Soviet intent to employ the aircraft in both intercontinental 
and peripheral operations. 

* * * * 
Y. The various uncertainties summarized above make it evident 

that no exact estimate of the future Soviet force structure, at least 
after about the .end of 1972, could .be. defended. We have therefore 
constructed, in Section XII of this Estimate, several illustrative models 
to depict various possibilities. The first, called Force A, represents 
little more than a completion of programs presently under way; it 
seems highly unlikely that the Soviets would stop at this. Another 
model, Force D, is a sample of what we believe would be a maxi
mum effort short of converting to a wartime basis; this also appears 
highly unlikely. Force C, without going as far as Force D, represents 
something the Soviets might undertake if they were to place top 
priority on the early acquisition of a capability to !mock out virtually 

all of the US ICBM force; we also think this unlikely.i 

Z. Between these outer limits of reasonable force structures we 
have set forth three others designated respectively Bl, B2, and B3. 
These differ primarily in the rapidity with which the Soviets, either 
for technological or other reasons, deploy MIRVs, and they reflect 
also some differences in general force structure which would seem 
likely to obtain because of such differences in MIRV development. 
Our estimate is that Soviet intercontinental attack forces are most 
likely to fall somewhere in the area depicted by these B-models, but 
we wish to emphasize that these and the other models are strictly 
illustrative, and not to be regarded as confident estimates or as pro-

• Maj. Gen. Roddy Triantafellu. the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, does not 
agree with the judgments in this paragr:,.ph. For his views, see his footnote to Section XII, 
page 61. 
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jections for planning. As one moves beyond the nert two years or so, 
all projections become increasingly uncertain; beyond five years they 
are highly speculative.5 

• Maj. Ceil. Rocl:ly Trfan~e!h:, the Assistant ~ of Sbff, Intellig=, US~. does z,o: 
ag:-ee wi~ the jud~ts in this par.,gr.,ph. Ferr his vi=-s, s,:,e his foocote to Section Xll, 
p.ge 61. 
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26. ~"IE 11-8-71 Sovi-et Forces for Intercontinental Attack 

THE PROBLEM 

APPROVED FOR RELEASE 
TeP sEcRa.CtA H1STORICAL-REVIEW PROGRAM 1 

SOVIET FORCES FOR 
INTERCONTINENTAL ATTACK 

To assess the strength and capabilities of Soviet forces for inter
continental attack,· to· estimate their size and composition through 
mid-1976, and to forecast general trends thereafter. 

SUMMARY ANQ CONCLUSIONS 

I. PRESENT STATUS OF SOVIET INTERCONTINENTAL ATTACK FORCES 

General 

A. The intercontinental attack forces considered in this paper in
clude intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICB:\fs), submarine-launched 
ballistic missiles (SLB1·is), and heavy bombers. In the course of the 
past 10 years, the Soviets have engaged in a vigorous and costly buildup 
of these elements of their military establishment. As a result of this 
effort, the Soviets had operational on 1 October 1971 an estimated 
1,375 launchers at regular !CB~[ complexes, 440 SLBM launchers, 
and 195 heavy bombers and tankers. To this may be added (1) 120 SS-11 
launchers at Derazhnya and Pervornaysk which, though possibly in
tended for use against European targets, are nevertheless capable of 
reaching the US, and (2) 88 ICB~i launchers at test or training sites. 
When all construction now under way on cu..."Tently operational systems 
is completed by late 1973, the Soviets v;i.ll have 1,407 launchers at 
regular ICB~1 complexes, including 2&S of the large SS-9 type; about 
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750 SLBMs, including about 650 on Y-class submarines; and 190 
heavy bombers and tankers. During the past year, it appeared that 
the large-scale deployment programs of the 1960s had run their course 
and that no further deployment of existing ICBMs was planned. Con
struction of new types of silos which we believe to be underway, 
however, may indicate a new phase of deployment. 

B. We believe that construction of two, possibly three, new types 
of silos is underway at the test center at Tyuratarn and at some com
plexes in the field. The purpose of the new silos is not clear. They 
may be intended to house wholly new missiles, variants of present 
rn:issiles, or existing types in a program aimed at increased survivability. 
Some may ·not be inte1:1ded for. missiles at all. We believe that at 
least one new missile system has been und~r development for some 
time and is probably nearing the fligb,~ test. stage; it may be intended 
for one· of the n~w types· of silo:5: It would require about two years 
of testing to reach initial operational. capability. 

C. Production of the Soviets' 16-tube Y-class ballistic missile sub
marine has continuecf apace. We estimate that these submarines are 
now being built at the rate of about nine per year. There probably are 
now 23 operational, five or perhaps six in various stages of fitting
out and sea trails,. and another 12 on the building ways. Besides the 
nuclear-powered Y-class, there are missile submarines of earlier de
sign which could contribute to the intercontinental attack mission. 

D. The USSR has not, in recent years, shown equal interest in 
manned bombers of intercontinental capability. No heavy bombers are 
currently in production, and the design of types now in service--the 
Bear and Bison-dates from the 1950s. Testing of a new strategic 
bomber-the .Backfire[ J-is probably well under 
way, however, and the first units could be operational by. late 1973 if 
equipped with existing weapons. All but the Air Force believe that this 
aircraft is best suited for use against Europe and Asia; the Air Force 
believes that it is suitable for both intercontinental and peripheral 
operations. 

E. The Soviet system of command and control has been consider
ably improved over the past decade, and it is now flexible, reliable, 
and highly survivable. It permits Moscow to exercise highly cen-
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tralized control over the Soviet forces for intercontinental attack. 
Soviet writings have considered a number of circumstances under 
which the order to fire might be given; there is little evidence from 
these or other sources that the Soviets consider a bolt-from-the-blue 
first strike a workable strategy, or that they think a US first strike 
likely. In the event of war, the primary mission of the Soviet strategic 
attack forces would probably be the classic one of destroying the 
enemy's war making potential: ICBM launchers and launch control 
facilities, submarine and bomber bases, command posts, communica
tions and power facilities, and industrial centers. 

The Principal Types of Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles 

.F. The SS:..l_l Mod 1, by far the most- numero?5 of.Soviet ICBMs, 
is estimated to have a circular error probable (CEP) at intercontinental 
range of { ] and a yield'[_ 

.:) Thus it is a weapon best suited for use against soft 
targets~ties, industrial installations, and some military targets. It 
can reach all parts of the US, but has also been tested to ranges as 
short as 500-600 n.m., indicating much flexibility in its possible uses. 
In 1969, testing began on two versions of a modified SS-11 having 
greater throw weight ancl _inC!eased range: On~, the Mod 2A, has a _ 
new re-entry vehicle (RV), a warhead probably yielding [ 'J 
and what are probably one or more exoatmospheric penetration aids. 
The other, the Mod 2B, has three RVs which are not independently 
tar~table. Each RV has a warliead with au estimated yield(_ 

_}The SS-11 remains a soft target weapon; the two new versions 
are most likely intended to improve the system's ability to penetrate 
antiballistic missile defenses. 

G. The SS-9 exists in four variants: Mod 1, which carries an RV 
weighing about 9,500 pounds; ~od 2, whose RV weighs about 13,500 
pounds; Mod 3, which has been tested both as a depressed trajectory 
ICBM (DICBM) and as a fractional orbit bombardment system 
(FOBS); and Mod 4., which carries three RVs. Leaving ~1od 3 aside for 
the time being, our analysis of evidence on the capabilities of Mods 
1, 2, and 4 turns up some perplexing problems. 
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H. There is general agreement that the SS-9 was developed, early 
in the 1960s, to provide better accuracy and a larger payload than 
the SS-7, presumably for use against hard targets-i.e., the US Minute
man system. The Mod l appears reasonably well adapted for this 
purpose. In 1965, however, the Soviets began to test the Mod 2, which, 
with its heavier payload, was estimated to have a yield [ J These tests were pursued with ~at vigor, and the 
Mod 2 was actually deployed before the Mod 1. L 

:J.But the Mod 2 has never in its numerous 
flight tests actually demonstrated enough range to reach any Minute
man complexes. We believe that its dem0nstratea range.could be in
creased sufficiently to cover all of them by using up more of the avail
able propellant, removing telemetry packages, etc. Yet it remains 
curious that the Mod 2, alone among ICBMs except the SS-13, has 
never been tested to what we would presume to be its intended opera
tional range. 

I. The kill probability of a missile against hard targets is more 
sensitive to accuracy than to yield. The accuracy of the SS-9 cannot 
be ascertained from observations. It must be deduced [ 

_]In the Intelligence Community, opinions as to the CEP of 
the SS-9 range from a low of 0.4 n.m. to a high of 0. 7 n.m. The signifi
cance of these differences is considerable. t It is generally agreed that 
in actual operational employment, accuracies in the force as a whole 
would be somewhat poorer. 

J. In sum, with respect to the capability of the SS-9 Mod 2 against 
Minuteman, we have estimated that it can have sufficient range to reach 
all targets even though such range has not been demonstrated in tests. 

1 See paxagnphs 3.2, 33, and 34 for a discussion of the effect of differences in accuracy 
and yield. 
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We see no reason to doubt that in the event of general war the Soviets 
would use it for whatever it could accomplish against the ~linuteman 
system. But, the Soviets would have to deploy several times the present 
number of SS-9 Mod ls and Mod 2.s, with their present capabilities, 
before achieving a force which would pose a serious threat to the 
Minuteman force as a whole. Th.is brings us to a consideration of the 
Mod 4. 

K. In August 1968, the Soviets began testing the SS-9 Mod 4, carry
ing three RVs. By April 1970, they had conducted 17 tests, about the 
usual number for a missile before it goes into operational deployment 
In these tests, the three RVs-[. 

]were not independently targetable. and the weap-0n as tested was 
not a multiple .independently targetable re-entry vehicle (~IRV) 

C Jhere was no evidence that 
the Mod 4 had been operationally deployed. 

L. In October 1970, tests resumed, and by 5 November there had 
been four more. One of these was like the earlier tests; one was a fail
ure. The two others exhibited [ 

:J This led us to point out in 
NIE 11-8-70, USoviet Forces for Intercontinental Attack", dated 24 
November 1970, TOP SECRET, RESTRICTED DATA, that a 
system of the type implied by preliminary analysis of these tests 
could have the capability of attacking independently three separate 
targets,[ 

\In-depth analysis of the four latest tests .has 
cast doubt on the pre~ judgment of-last year that the Soviets 
appeared to be testing a MIRV. There are now divided views: some 
agencies believe that the :\iod 4 is and will remain a soft target multiple 
re-entry vehicle (MRV); others believe that it could be either an MRV 
or an MIB.V with limited targeting fle:cibility; still others think that it 
v.,as intended to be an MIRV, but that development may have been dis
continued.: No further tests of the ~Iod 4 have taken place since last fall. 
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C ]there are 
indications that the Mod 4 is being deployed r "'"\ All 
are agreed that if this is so, what is now beingdeployed is an Mit\T. 

M. Returning now to the SS-9 Mod 3, as observed above it has 
been tested both as a DICBM and as a FOBS. In neither fonn does it 
have sufficient accuracy to attack hard targets effectively; its appar
ent function would be to attack soft strategic targets, avoiding early 
detection by the US Ballistic Missile Early Warning System. (New 
US warning systems give promise of reducing or eliminating this ad
vantage.) The Mod 3 appears to have limited capability as a FOBS. It is 
agreed that it has been deployed only to a very limited extent, and that 
its future deployment, if any, will also be limited. 

II. SOVIET POLICY AND FUTURE PROGRAMS 

N. The broader reasons for the USSR's energetic buildup of inter
continental attack forces are neither complex nor obscure. In the early 
1960s the Soviet leaders, politically and ideologically hostile to the US, 
and thinking and beha-vin-g as rulers of a great power, perceived that 
in this particular respect their :military forces were conspicuously in
ferior to those of their most dangerous rival, the US. Consequently, 
they set themselves to rectify the imbalance--to achieve at a minimum 
a relation of rough parity. Parity in this sense cannot be objectively 
measured; it is essentiall)i' a state of mind. Such evidence as we have, 
much of it from the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT), indicates 
that the Soviet leaders think that they have now generally achieved 
this position, or are about to achieve it. 

0. Many aspects of the present force structure are also susceptible 
to simple and probably correct explanation. The Soviets built a large 
number of ICBMs in order to match-and now to surpass-the number 
of US ICBMs, and also to increase the probability that many would 
survive an initial US attack. They built missile-launching submarines 
which are highly survivable when deployed, and they retained a 
manned bomber force as yet another option. The intercontinental at
tack force is obviously capable of being used in war, but there is no 
reason to believe that the Soviet leaders intend deliberately to make 
nuclear war. The force is an attribute of power, an instrument to sup
port policy, a deterrent to the US. 
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P. Certain features of the Soviet system have affected the way in 
which decisions are made, and by whom. In the case of military policy 
and programs, decision-making is probably centered on two key ele
ments-the military and military-industrial authorities who formulate 
new programs, and the top political leaders. The latter have the final 
say, but they must operate in a context of other forces and ta.'lce them 
into account. Decision-making appears to involve clusters of advisory 
and executive bodies which are likely, at times, to be in competition 
with one another. Bureaucratic pressures, conflicts, and constraints 
may be heavy on occasion. We think it unlikely that observed Soviet 
programs are the product of a carefully thought out strategy or ra
tionale which is unde~ti,ngly executed. It is probably fair to say that 
the system is characterized by conservatism, both in making new pro
posals and in dispo~g of them. 

Q. Looking to the future, we have little basis in evidence for esti
mating the content of specific decisions on strategic policy or particu
lar weapon programs. It seems clear that the Soviet leaders intend to 
mafutain at a min4num such forces as will continue to give them-in 
their own phrase-a sense of" equal security" with the US. One method 
of doing so might be through an arms limitation agreement; they ap
pear seriously interested in this possibility. We do not know whether 
an agreement will be reached, or on what terms. If it were indeed con
cluded,- the development of Soviet intercontinental attack forces would 
be subject to its terms. While we ha~e given consideration in this Esti
mate to possible effects of a SALT agreement, we confine ourselves 
mainly to a consideration of the situation in the absence of agreement. 

R. With the general attitudes and policies of the USSR being what 
they are, it might seem obvious to infer that the Soviet leaders will 
strive to achieve marked superiority over the US in strategic weaponry. 
\Ve do not doubt that they would like to attain· such a position. The 
question is whether they consider it a feasible objective-whether they 
believe the chances of success good enough to justify allocation of the 
necessary resources, adjustment to the politica.1 implications of an all
out arms race, and acceptance of the risk that instead of surpassing the 
US they might fall behind. especially in the technological competition. 
They might, in any case, think it feasible to seek a strategic posture 
that, while falling short of marked superiority, makes clear that the 
Soviets have advantages over the US in certain specific areas. For 
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example, they can now claim an advantage in numbers of ICBM 
launchers. Whether or not such advantages are significant militarily, 
they help to dramatize the strategic power of the Soviet Union. 

S. But even if Soviet intentions go no further than maintenance of 
"equal security", their arms programs are bound to be vigorous and 
demanding. This is in part because ·Soviet leaders must have an eye 
not to what forces the US has at present, but to what it can have, or 
may have, in future years. In this respect, they are likely to be cau
tious-to overestimate rather than underestimate the US threat. More
over, the weapons competition nowadays is largely a technological 
race; the USSR is impelled to press forward its research and develop
ment lest it be left behind. Soviet weapon prognµns also tend to at
tain a momentum _of tlieir own; the immense apparatus of organiza
tions,. installatiobs, personnel, vested interests, and so on, tends to 
proceed in its • endeavors unless checked by some. decisive political 
authority. 

T . On the other hand, there are constraints upon Soviet arms pro
grams. The inost obvious is economic; resources are not unbounded; 
the civilian economy demands its share; one weapon system competes 
with another for allocations; and intercontinental attack forces com
pete with strategic defense and general purpose forces. The various 
bureaucracies with interests in one or another area compete partly with 
rational argument ·and partly·in sheer political infighting. Soviet leaders 
must also consider how far they may wish to press their own programs 
lest they provoke countervailing programs in the US. And they must 
assess not only the present and future US threat, but also that from 
China, and elsewhere. 

U. While the foregoing considerations probably govern the nature 
of Soviet decisions as to future weapon programs, they provide us with 
little or no basis on which to estimate in detail what these programs 
will be. We have never had solid evidence on the problem, and there 
is no reason to expect that we shall have such evidence in the future. 
Moreover, in the present era the rapidity of technological advance tends 
to produce especially vigorous action and reaction between military 
programs of the USSR and the US. 

V. Yet the possibilities are not unlimited, certainly in the next five 
years or so. For one thing, intercontinental weapon systems are of such 
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complexity that their development, testing, and deployment talce a 
long time. We can observe the testing phase, and thus project potential 
deployments. It usually taJces about two years from the time we observe 
the first flight test of a new ICBM until that system becomes opera
ional in the field. The interval for SLBMs is about the same or longer, 
and for bombers it is much longer. We can therefore estimate with much 
confidence that the kinds of weapon systems deployed by the Soviets 
during the next two years or so will be those already in operation or 
in the late stages of development. Even in the period from two to five 
years from now the force will be composed largely of existing kinds of 
delivery vehicles, but it could change substantially by the end of the 
period of this Estimate. 

W. Because of the lead times involved in construction and deploy
ment, we can· also be highly confident of the number of launchers of. 
interconbnental w~pons which will be operational for periods up. to 
about two years from n~w. Thereafter uncertainty increases as the 
time period of projection increases. Some reasonable limits to this un
certainty can nevertheless _be derived from our knowledge of past de
ployment rates, especially those obtaining at a time when the Soviets 
appeared to be making a particularly vigorous effort. 

X. The most significant developments in Soviet forces for inter
continental attack during the ne:rt several years will probably lie in 
qualitative improvements to the·ICBM- force. The most important of 
these are likely to be in accuracy of missiles, in MIRVs for them, and in 
survivability. 

I. Accuracy. There is still no direct evidence that the Soviets 
are taking. the steps that would be required for them to improve 
significantly the accuracy of their ICBMs. Improvements sufficient 
to give system CEPs of about 0.25 n.m. could come about through 
normal advances in present technology, but an improvement to say 
0.15 n.m. would require the Soviets to go to wholly new techniques 
of guidance. Whether they decide to do this will depend on their 
future targeting requirements and particularly on how much stress 
they place on improving capabilities to attack land-based ICBMs. 

2. Multiple Independently Ta-rgetable Re-entry Vehicles. We 
continue to believe that the Soviets will develop MIRVs for their 
ICBMs. We expect a flight test program to start soon involving a 
new missile with MIRVs and with better hard target capabilities 
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than the SS-9. About two years of testing would be required for this 
missile to achieve an initial operational capability. The Soviets prob
ably could develop MIRVs based on the technology of the SS-9 
Mod 4 with only one year of flight testing, but such MIRVs could 
not, in so short a time, be made more accurate than the present 
SS-9--that would require an improved guidance system and about 
two years of flight testing. Although there are differences of opinion 
on the future of the SS-9 Mod 4, all agree that it is unlikely to be 
developed as a hard target weapon if a new missile with hard target 
MIRVs is in fact to become available in the next two years or so. 

3. SurvivabiUty. The USSR's concern about the survivability 
of its ICBM force is likely to increase, as the US deploys increasingly 
large numbers of in.dependently targetable RVs. In addition to the 
employment of active defenses, survivability can be achieved through 
hardness and mobility. The new silos which are beTieved to be 
under construction will probably be harder than existing types. The 
Soviets may also pursue development of land-mobile ICBMs, but 
we believe this !es$ likely than we did a year ago. 

Y. With respect to ballistic missile submarines, the Soviets already 
have about 40 Y-class units in service or under construction, and 
may continue this program for some time. By the end of 1973 the 
Soviets will have as many launchers on Polaris-type submarines as 
the US; and these launchers will constitute a substantial portion of 
their forces for intercontinental attack. A new missile, the 3,000 n.m. 
range SS-NX-8, has been undergoing flight testing since June of 1969. 
Although this missile would be a substantial improvement over the 
1,300 n.m. SS-N-6 now carried by the Y-class, the SS-NX-8 appears 
too large to be carried by Y-class submarines as they are currently con
figured, and we have yet to identify a new submarine class which might 
be designed to carry this missile. If the Soviets do in fact deploy a new 
submarine for the SS-NX-8, the first units probably could not reach 
operational status until about 1975, by which time the Soviets could. 
have SLBMs equipped with penetration aids or multiple warheads, 
possibly including MIRVs. As an alternative to a new class of sub
marines, the Soviets might develop a new missile of extended range 
(at least 2,000 n.m.) for the present Y-class. If so, the first retrofitted 
Y-class unit probably could not be operational before late 1974, even 
if testing of a new missile began soon. 
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Z. The present fleet of intercontinental manned bombers will 
probably remain about the same size or diminish only slightly up to 
the mid-1970's. In time, however, increasing numbers of aircraft in 
the current inventory are likely to be phased out. We believe that 
the Backfire is best suited for peripheral operations, but that it may 
have some capability for intercontinental attack. If so, it could be 
used to replace or augment existing elements of the intercontinental 
bomber force, provided a suitable tanker force were also developed. 
All but the Air Force, however, believe that our Jmowledge of this 
aircraft is still too limited to justify a confident judgment of its capa
bilities and future employment The Mr Force believes that the capa
bilities of the Backfire indicate a Soviet intent to employ the aircraft 
in both intercontinental and petjpheral operations, 

AA. The various uncertainties summarized above make it evident 
that no exact estimate of the future Soviet force structure could be 
defended. We have therefore constructed, in Section X of this Esti
mate, several illustrative models to depict various possibilities. The 
first two, called SALT 1 and SALT 2, represent postures the Soviets 
might develop under the terms of a postulated SALT agreement. 
SALT 1 assumes that the primary Soviet objective would be the 
main_tenance of a strong retaliatory capability. SALT 2 illustrates a 
maximum Soviet effort within the constraints of the postulated agree
ment and is designed to improve counterforce as well as retaliatory 
capabilities. We have constructed several other illustrative force 
models which consider possible Soviet courses without an arms limi
tation agreement. The first of these, Force 1, is illustrative of the 
results of a Soviet decision to stay \vith what they have plus the mini
mum improvement necessary to maintain what they might consider 
an adequate deterrent It seems highly unlikely that the Soviets would 
be satisfied with such a force. Another model, Force 4, is a sample of 
what we believe would be a maximum effort short of converting to· 
a wartime basis; this also appears highly unlikely. Force 3, without 
going as far as Force 4, represents something the Soviets might under
take if they were to place top priority on the early acquisition of a 
capability to knock out virtually all of the US ICBM force; we also 
think this uolikel y. 
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BB. Between these outer limits of reasonable force structures we 
have set forth three others, designated respectively 2A, 2B, and 2C. 
These differ primarily in the rapidity with which the Soviets, either 
for technological or other reasons, deploy MIRVs, and in the extent 
of deployment of new silos. They also reflect some differences in 
general force structure which- would seem likely to obtain because of 
differences in MIRV development. Our estimate is that Soviet inter
continental attack forces are likely to fall somewhere in the area de
picted by the "2" series of force models, but we wish to emphasize 
that these and the other models are strictly illustrative, and not to 
be regarded as. confident estimates or as projec!,:i.ons for planning. As 
. one moves beyond the next two years or so, all projections become 
increasingly uncertain; beyond five years they are highly speculative. 
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