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I. Introduction

By the mid-1990s, nearly all of the Soviets' currently deployed
intercontinental nuclear attack forces--land- and sea-based ballistic missiles
and heavy bombers--will be replaced by new and improved systems. New mobile
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) and a variety of cruise missiles
are about to enter the force. The number of deployed strategic force warheads
will increase by a few thousand over the next five years, with the potential
for greater expansion in the 1990s. We are concerned about the Soviets'
longstanding commitment to strategic defense, including an extensive program
to protect their leadership, their potential to deploy widespread defenses
against ballistic missiles, and their extensive efforts in directed-energy
weapons technologies, particularly high-energy lasers. Their vigorous effort
in strategic force research, development, and deployment is not new, but is
the result of an unswerving commitment for the past two decades to build up
and improve their strategic force capabilities.

Soviet leaders are attempting to prepare their military forces for the
possibility that they will actually have to fight a nuclear war. They have
seriously addressed many of the problems of conducting military operations in
a nuclear war, thereby improving their ability to deal with the many
contingencies of such a conflict.

We judge that the Soviets would plan to conduct a military campaign that
would seek to end a nuclear war on their terms--by neutralizing the ability of
US intercontinental and theater nuclear forces to interfere with Soviet
capabilities to prevail in a conflict in Eurasia.

II. Strategic Offensive Forces

The most notable recent trend in offensive forces is the construction of
bases for mobile strategic missiles--S5-20 intermediate-range ballistic
missiles (IRBMs) and new ICBMs:

--During 1984, the Soviets embarked on an unprecedented program for
constructing new SS-20 bases, starting more new bases than in any
previous year.

--The Soviets have made major strides in preparing for the
deployment of their two new mobile ICBMs--the road-mobile SS-X-25
and the rail-mobile SS-X-24. The Soviets' commitment to deploy
mobile ICBMs represents a maior resnurce decicinn: curh cvetame

maintain.

A1l elements of Soviet strategic offensive forces will be extensively
modernized by the mid-1990s, as the result of programs that have been in train
for many years. While the Soviets will continue to rely on fixed, silo-based






- A new version of the mobile SS-X-25, which could have a MIRVed
payload option.

§$5-20s

The SS-20 force of intermediate-range ballistic missiles is expected to
expand to over 450 deployed launchers by 1987, as a result of an extensive
program of constructing new bases. More new bases were started in 1984 than
in any previous year. The total would have been considerably higher if the
Soviets had not deactivated $S-20 bases in the central USSR to convert to
S$S-X-25 ICBM bases. A follow-on to the SS-20, which also carries three
warheads and is probably designed to improve lethality, began flight-testing
in 1984,

SLBMs

An extensive modernization program will result in replacement of the
entire MIRVed Soviet SLBM force and deployment of much better nuclear-powered
ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs). The major changes, as shown in
figure 3, will include:

--Deployment of Delta-IV and additional Typhoon SSBNs. These boats
have improv lents that will contribute to their survivability. In
addition, a new class of submarines is likely to enter the force
in the ear]y 1990s.

--Deployment of the new SS-NX-23 SLBM beginning in late 1985 or
early 1986 on Delta-IVs and on Delta-IIIs. The increased range of
the SS-NX-23, relative to that of the SS-N-18 missile currently on
Delta-IIIs, will make SS-NX-23-equipped SSBNs more survivable
because they will be able to operate closer to Soviet shores,
where the Soviet Navy can better protect them.

--A replacement for the SS-N-20 on Typhoon SSBNs will probably be
flight-tested in late 1985 or 1986, and a missile in the SS-NX-23
class will probably be tested later in the 1980s.

Heavy Bombers

Chart 2 shows new Soviet strategic bombers and a variety of new long-
range, land-attack cruise missiles.

The Soviet heavy bomber force is undergo1ng its f1rst major modern1zat1on
since the 1960s: bv the mid-1990s, ~as shown in f10u st °
. 11

--The AS-15 air-launched cruise missile (ALCM) became operational on
newly produced Bear H aircraft in 1984. By using newly produced
aircraft of an old design, the Soviets were able to deploy ALCMs
at least four years earlier than if they had waited for the new
Blackjack bomber.






The Soviets will face important decisions in the next few years, as they
proceed with flight-testing the ballistic missiles which are scheduled to
)gin ployment in the late 1980s and early 1990s. (See Chart 1)
recifically, they have technical options to test new ICBMs in such a way as
to conform with, or exceed, the limitations on characteristics and
improvements in the unratified SALT II Treaty.

II1I. Strategic Defense

Soviet active and passive strategic defenses, while unable to prevent
large-scale damage from a major attack, are intended to provide a degree of
protection for the leadership, military, and military-related facilities
necessary for wartime operations. The Soviets will significantly improve the
capabilities of their strategic defenses over the next 10 years, "as a number
of mew types of weapons are introduced and many of the older systems
retired. Significant developments include the following:

Ballistic Missile Defense

--The Soviets have actively engaged in antiballistic missile (ABM)
research, development, and deployment programs for many years.

--When completed by about 1987, the improved Moscow ABM system wi |
consist of 100 silo-based high acceleration missiles and modified
Galosh interceptors, providing an improved intercept capability
against small-scale attacks on key targets around Moscow.

--By the end of the decade, when a new network of large phased-array
radars (including the Krasnoyarsk radar) is expected to be fully
operational, the Soviets will have a much improved capability for
ballistic missile early warning, attack assessment, and accurate
target tracking. These radars will be technically capable of
providing battle management support to a widespread ABM system,
but there are uncertainties about whether the Soviets would rely
on these radars to support a widespread ABM deployment.

--The SA-X-12 system, to be deployed in the Soviet ground forces in
1985-86, can engage conventional aircraft, cruise missiles, and
tactical ballistic missiles. It could have capabilities to
intercept some types of US strategic ballistic missile RVs. Its
technical capabilities bring to the forefront the problem that
improving technology is blurring the distinction between air
defense and ABM systems. This problem will be further complicated
as newer, more complex air defense missile ~-'stems are ¢ relo}

We are particularly concerned that the Soviets' continuing :velo, :nt
el .rts give them the potential for widespread ABM deployments. The Soviets
have the major components for an ABM system that could be used for widespread
ABM deployments well in excess of ABM Treaty limits. The components include
radars, an aboveground launcher, and the high acceleration missile that will
be deployed around Moscow. The potential exists for the production lines
associated with the upgrade of the Moscow ABM system to be used to support a






IV. Command and Control Considerations

While significant improvements in the capabilities of both Soviet and S
strategic offensive forces will occur throughout the next 10 years, sizable
forces on both sides would survive large-scale nuclear strikes. The Soviets'
confidence in their capabilities for global conflict and in their ability to
lTimit damage to the Soviet Union would be affected to a large extent by
command and control considerations--the need for continuity in their own
command and control capabilities, and their prospects for disrupting and
destroying the ability of the United States and its Allies to command and to
operate their forces.

--Although US attacks could :stroy many known fixed command,
control, and communications facilities, the Soviets' emphasis in
this area has resulted in their having many key hardened
facilities and redundant means of communications; thus, it seems
highly likely that the Soviets could maintain overall continuity
of command and control, although it would probably be degraded and
they could experience difficulty in maintaining endurance.

--We believe the Soviets would launch continuing attacks on US and
Allied strategic command, control, and communications to try to
prevent or impair the coordination of retaliatory strikes, thereby
easing the burden on Soviet strategic defenses, and impairing US
and Allied abilities to marshal military and civilian resources to
reconstitute forces. While the Soviets would devote substantial
efforts to this mission, they probably are not confident that they
could accomplish these objectives.

V. Space Program

The vigorous Soviet space program is predominantly military in nature.

More than 70 percent of Soviet space missions are for military purposes only,
with much of the rest serving a dual military-civil function. The Soviets
view space as an integral part of their overall offensive and defensive force
structure, not as a separate arena or as a sanctuary. While the Soviets seek
to be able to deny enemy use of space in wartime, current Soviet antisatellite
capabilities are limited and fall short of meeting this apparent
requirement. Today, in addition to the dedicated nonnuclear orbital
interceptor, other systems--the nuclear Galosh ABM interceptor and two ground-
based high-energy lasers--have the potential to destroy or interfere with some

itellites in near-Earth orbit, but the potential threat to satellites in
higher orbit is limited. It is likely that the Soviets would attempt to
destroy or interfere with US satellites during an intense conventional
conflict. ani ~ o T ) 1 ,















It was a speech that proved again an old axiom of geometry: that
length is no substitute for depth. For in a mere 27.pages he
succeeded in rewriting the 1 it history of the Soviet-American
strategic relationship, rendering it unrecognizable to anyone
who has charted its course; in mistaking the unfulfilled prc¢ .
of 1972 with the reality that followed: in questioning -- in a
manner that is both tendentious and obliquely declaratory -- the
strategic defense program of the United States; in declaring
that our best hope lies in "a balance of capability matched by
mutual confidence about intentions,” while warning against “raisinc
hopes that it may be impossible to fulfill."

I should have thought that, in all of that, room might have
been found for a sentence, or even a phrase, on the implications
of the enlarging pattern of Soviet violations of the most important
arms control agreements that exist between the Ur’'=ed States and
the Soviet Union. Yet on this the speech is silent.

In what may earn its place as the under: itement of 1985 on
the unrelenting build-up of Soviet nuclear forces, Sir Geoffrey
observes that "vie know that historical experience has inclined
them towards over-insurance." I must say that, even in this city
of Lloyd's, I find the concept of insurance a less than persuasive
description of Soviet strategic weapons programs =-- programs that
have resulted in the addition to their arsenal of more than 8,000
strategic warheads since we first met at the negotiating table in*~
19¢ , ~,000 of which have been deployed since the second SALT
}agteement was signed in 1979,

Surely there is something deeper behind the Soviet drive to
amass nuclear weapons on a scale that Sir Geoffrey himself savs
goes "far beyond the reasonable requirements necessary for the
defence of the Soviet Union." But on this too the speech is
silent. And while the speech takes pains to reiterate President
Reagan's statement that the United States is not seeking military
superiority, it nowhere even poses the question of whether the
same might be said of the Soviet Union.

Sir Geoffrey evidently believes that in signing the ABM
Treaty in 1972 the Soviet Union “...reflected the agreement that
there could be no winner in a nuclear conflict and that it was a
dangerous illusion to believe that we could get round this reality."
And he goes on to say that "The net effect (of the ABM Treaty)
was ... to enhance the strategy of nuclear deterrence through
the clear recognition of mutual vulnerability."

While I believe that this is a fair characterization of the

SIS | It 2 Y] * "~ “he American side, I
Y| lna nv Ju vi 4
military or poiliticaes oo et *h

evidence as there is suggests that the Soviets hold a quite
different view, that they have never accepted the notion that it
is desirable to remain vulnerable to nuclear retaliation. The
massive build-up of strategic weapons in the aftermath of the
ABM Treaty strongly suggests that the Soviets have all along










































Verification and
Soviet Treaty Violations

There is one final concern I wish to
touch on, and that is the issue of veri-
fication and Soviet treaty violations.
This continues to be a perplexing and
frustrating topic. It is one of those
curious questions in life on which a
great many people seem somehow to
suspend their common sense. Imagi-
native energies have been expended
over the past several years in the ser-
vice of exculpating Soviet violations of
arms control treaties and commitments.
Some of the arguments we hear are a
testimony to the abiding role of absurdi-
ty in human life. As George Orwell once
said, some things are so absurd only an
intellectual could have thought of them.

We hear that we should not concern
ourselves with the violations because
they are not comprehe: ve. That is to
say, we should not be concerned be-
cause, as yet, the Soviets have failed to
violate every provision the treaties. It
is a statistical fact that only a tiny
percentage of people in this country
cheat on their income tax. It is also a
fact that even these people seldom cheat
on every provision of the tax code. But
does anyone seriously suppose the
government could forgo audits and
penalties for income tax evasion—even
of those who only evade a few provi-
sions of the code—withc  a total break-
down of the system? Why should we
have a lower standard of compliance in
an area vital to our national security

We also hear that the arms control
violations are not “serious.” How
serious do they have to be? The Soviets
have built a new large phased-array
radar in Siberia with a location and
orientation explicitly forbidden by the
ABM [Anti-Ballistic Missile] Treaty.
Hundreds of hours were expended ne-
gotiating this treaty provision. Violation
of this provision strikes at the heart of
the ABM Treaty. The Soviets have
tested and are now deploying a second
new ballistic missile in violation of
SALT II. What is SALT II’s primary
function other than to limit missiles?
How serious do the violations have to
be? Must we have a total debacle, must
we have a total disaster on our hands,
before anyone is roused to act? The fact
is that violations of arms control treaties
are likely to begin in small ways, just as
festering wounds begin as small inflam-
mations. Do we neglect to treat such
wounds until there is evidence of gan-
grene—for fear that the antiseptic will
sting?

The basic point is this. The Soviets,
as good Marxist-Leninists, respect treat-
ies only so long as they reflect the real
relations of power in the world. Vio-
lations are a sign of declining re-
spect—the surest sign we have that the
arms control process is weakening, that
it is losing out to more aggressive im-
pulses. It is imperative, for the sake of
arms control, that we make it clear to
the Soviets that a record of strict and

literal compliance is essential to con-
tinuation of the arms control process. If
our message is to get through to Soviet
leaders, it must have public support.

Conclusion

Arms control is never easy; it is never a
risk-free business, especially for a
democracy. One reason it is difficult is
that it demands contradictory qualities:
it demands that we keep realism and
tough-mindedness alive amid hope. I
sometimes think that nothing has
proved so fatal to the arms control
enterprise over the years as its
moments of success—for precisely at
such moments we are inclined to forget
the safeguards, the caution, and the
resolve necessary both to obtain and to
preserve success.

At the present moment, we will be
tempted to yield to optimism. But let us
never forget that the preservation of op-
timism demands that we not be over-
come by it, that we keep our wits about
us, that in this new atmosphere of seem-
ing amity, we keep alive the awareness
of our principles and our strengths. W
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It would seem that this Soviet posi-
tion was based on the assumption—or at
least the hope—that we might be
prevailed upon to abandon our SDI—
that, at bottom, we were not all that
serious about strategic defense research.
This, I think it is fair to say, is a bad
miscalculation—a miscalculation that the
Geneva meeting may have moved to
dispel. Real progress will not be possi-
ble until the Soviets recogni  that their
sweeping and unverifiable demand for
an end to U.S. research on strategic
defense has not the slightest chance of
being met. That's a fact. The sooner the
Soviets grasp it, the sooner we can
move out on arms control.

The Current Negotiations

There are signs—small signs, tentative
signs—that this may already be happen-
ing, though we still have a long way to
go. Nonetheless, at the summit con-
ference, Mr. Gorbachev did seem to im-
ply, in a new departure from the old
Soviet position, that a new arms agree-
ment might permit some U.S. intermedi-
ate-range systems to remain in Europe.
He also suggested that an agreement on

:ermediate-range forces might be
possible without direct linkage to space
and strategic armaments. This con-
stitutes progress, for it means that an
agreement on intermediate-range mis-
siles is no longer held hostage by the
Soviets to an unverifiable ban on
strategic defense research.

Now the same should apply to the
START (strategic arms reduction talks]
negotiations on long-range strategic
systems—that these issues, too, can be
considered on their own merits. Such
would constitute a major step in the up-
coming round IV and be a major move
to open real progress. We hope the
Soviets will move to such a position.

The Soviets have also said, again for
the first time over the past months, that
they accept our basic principle of deep
cuts—beginning with 50% reductions, ap-
propriately applied, in nuclear forces.
This new departure comes with a twist;
for there is a major discrepancy here

b . i m o
re ; fine pruw 1 aCiua
negouiations.

As anyone who has looked closely at
the current Soviet proposals is aware,
they are absurdly one-sided. They in-
clude as “strategic” a number of
intermediate-range systems on our side,
while exeluding over 2,000 obviously
comparable systems on the Soviet side.
Thus, the new Soviet proposal includes
all U.S. nuclear systems deployed to

¢ va TN o)y
protect our allies in) Europe and ex-
cludes all Soviet systems to threaten
our allies—both in Kurope and Asia. In
particular, the Sovidts’ proposal at-
tempts to include our so-called forward-
based systems in Europe. This is a
retrogressive step, which takes us back
to 1970, when the Soviets tried to in-
clude “forward-based systems” in the
SALT I talks.

Progress in SALT I, as the Soviets
were well aware, hinged on moving
beyond this one-sided position. To
return now to the opening negotiating
positions of 1970 tends to make mockery
of the notion of “progress” in arms con-
trol, of the notion that we are in a posi-
tion to build on past achievements. So
there has been a large dose of propagan-
da and a correspondingly large dose of
retrogression in recent Soviet proposals.

But the Soviets have made unrea-
sonable demands befcre, and they have
eventually abandoned them—once it be-
came clear that such proposals have no
chance of being met.

Take INF [intermediate-range
nuclear forces], for example. In 1977,
the Soviet Union began to deploy, un-
provoked, a new generation of powerful
intermediate-range missiles in Europe—
the SS-20s. In 1979, NATO attempted
to meet this threat with a “dual-track”
decision to try to negotiate a new arms
agreement and, if necessary, to deploy
American Pershing and cruise missiles
in response. While the NATO nations
were debating this proposal, the Soviets
said that if the dual-track decision were
adopted, they would simply refuse to
negotiate. The dual-track decision was
adopted, and by June 1980, the Soviets
had reversed themselves and had come
to the negotiating table. In 1983, when
the first American missiles were
deployed in Europe, the Soviets left the
table and declared they would never
return so long as the missiles remained
in Europe. Well, the missiles are in
Europe, and they are back negotiating,
even coming up with a proposal enabling
us to keep some INF systems deployed
in Europe.

Despite enormous pressures, we
| S INF,
€ _ nts that réspreveu uie needs of
both sides. Indeed, arms control agree-
ments must be good for each side or
they are good for nothing. In the pro-
cess, we proved the bond among NATO
countries to be far stronger than many
skeptics supposed. We also brought the

Soviet Union back to the bargaining
table. There is little doubt that the im-
provement in relations now is a reward
for our resolution then.

Much of our current task in negotia-
tions is to persuade the Soviets that
their more one-sided and unreasonable
proposals have no chance of being met.
More than that, we must persuade them
that they have nothing to gain by stick-
ing to one-sided and unreasonable pro-
posals, that they will not be rewarded in
the West for taking such positions.

One form of reward is press and
media coverage. If the Scviets know
that they gain a page one story in the
West and a spot on network news by
advancing a completely unreasonable
and one-sided position, they will be sore-
ly tempted to do so. If, on the other
hand, they understand that such propa-
ganda maneuvers will be relegated to
page 13, then the incentive to put such
propagandistic proposals forward is
weakened.

There is one other pitfall we must
avoid—the perennial folly of assuming
that unilateral concessions and
restraints on our part will inspire
reciprocal restraints on the Soviet side.
This approach to arms control has a
very bad record—the examples are too
numerous to cite here. Unilateral
cancellations on our part result in
unilateral advantages on their part. Our
capacity to assure our national security
and to succeed on arms control is con-
tingent upon, and underwritten by, our
strength and resolve and by our ability
to convey these to the Soviet leadership.
Remove the threat of American force
modernization, remove the advance of
America’s ability to deter and to seek
new means of deterrence, and you have
removed part of our safety and our in-
centive for arms control. If we show a
lack of resolve, vacillation, and an un-
willingness to stand firm on these key
measures of will, the Soviets will not
need bilateral arms control. They will be
able to sit back and watch us unilater-
ally disarm ourselves. For they take
such cancellations not as a sign of good
will but as a sien of lack of will.

1 t t
as pleasiug as vue yuasi-GRanAan noton
that our example of self-restraint will in-
spire corresponding self-restraint in
Soviet leaders; but it is a fact of life.
And what I say applies quite directly to
the ASAT [anti-satellite systems] testing
ban now enforced by Congress. St
bans have the effect simply of removing
the incentive for negotiation of shrink-
ing the realm in which the writ of arms
control may run. They are bad for gen-

" 2art control.
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I. itroduction

By the mid-1990s, nearly all of the Soviets' currently deployed
intercontinental nuclear attack forces--land- and sea-based ballistic missiles
and heavy bombers--will be replaced by new and improved systems. New mobile
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) and a variety of cruise missiles
are about to enter the force. The number of deployed strategic force warheads
will increase by a few thousand over the next five years, with the potential
for greater expansion in the 1990s. We are concerned about the Soviets'
longstandi  commitment to strategic defense, including an extensive program
to protect their leadership, their potential to deploy widespread defenses
against ballistic missiles, and their extensive efforts in directed-energy
weapons technologies, particularly high-energy lasers. Their vigorous effort
in strategic force research, development, and deployment is not new, but is
the result of an unswerving commitment for the past two decades to build up
and improve their strategic force capabilities.

Soviet leaders are attempting to prepare their military forces for the
possibility that they will actually have to fight a nuclear war. They have
seriously addressed many of the problems of conducting military operations in
a nuclear war, thereby improving their ability to deal with the many
contingencies of such a conflict.

We judge that the Soviets would plan to conduct a military campaign that
would seek to end a nuclear war on their terms--by neutralizing the ability of
US intercontinental and theater nuclear forces to interfere with Soviet
capabilities to prevail in a conflict in Eurasia.

II. Strategic Offensive Forces

The most notable recent trend in offensive forces is the construction of
bases for mobile strategic missiles--SS-20 intermediate-range ballistic
missiles (IRBMs) and new ICBMs:

-~During 1984, the Soviets embarked on an unprecedented program for
constructing new SS-20 bases, starting more new bases than in any
previous year.

--The Soviets have made major strides in preparing for the
deployment of their two new mobile ICBMs--the road-mobile SS-X-25
and the rail-mobile SS-X-24. The Soviets' commitment to deploy
mobile ICBMs represents a major resource decision: suct --*ems
| | )
| l g
maintain.

A1l elements of Soviet strategic offensive forces will be extensively
modernized by the mid-1990s, as the result of programs that have been in train
for many years. While the Soviets will continue to rely on fixed, silo-based







Ar 1 vers | of tt mobil S!' [-25, which could have a MIRVed
payload option.

$5-20s

The SS-20 force of intermediate-range ballistic missiles is expected to
expand to over 450 deployed launchers by 1987, as a result of an extensive
program of constructing new bases. More new bases were started in 1984 than
in any previous year. The total would have been considerably higher if the
Soviets had not deactivated $S-20 bases in the central USSR to convert to
§$S-X-25 ICBM bases. A follow-on to the SS-20, which also carries three
warheads and is probably designed to improve lethality, began flight-testing
‘in 1984.

SLBMs

An .ensive modernization program will result in replacement of the
entire ! fed Soviet SLBM force and deployment of much better nuclear-powered
ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs). The major changes, as shown in
figure 3, will include:

--Deployment of Delta-IV and additional Typhoon SSBNs. These boats
have improvements that will contribute to their survivability. In
addition, a new class of submarines is likely to enter the force
in the early 1990s.

--Deployment of the new SS-NX-23 SLBM beginning in late 1985 or
early 1986 on Delta-IVs and on Delta-IIIs. The increased range of
the SS-NX-23, relative to that of the SS-N-18 missile currently on
Delta-IIIs, will make SS-NX-23-equipped SSBNs more survivable
because they will be able to operate closer to Soviet shores,
where the Soviet Navy can better protect them.

--A replacement for the SS-N-20 on Typhoon SSBNs will probably be
flight-tested in Tate 1985 or 1986, and a missile in the SS-NX-23
class will probably be tested later in the 1980s.

Heavy Bombers

Chart 2 shows new Soviet strategic bombers and a variety of new long-
range, land-attack cruise missiles.

The Soviet heavy bomber force is undergoing its first major modernization
since the 1960s: bv the mid-1990s, as shown in fiaure 4. most of the older
11 1 o TE (]
rofe in intercontinental attack:

~--The AS-15 air-launched cruise missile (ALCM) became operational on
newly produced Bear H aircraft in 1984. By using newly produced
aircraft of an old design, the Soviets were able to deploy ALCMs
at least four years earlier than if they had waited for the new
Blackjack bomber.




--We project Blackjack will be operational in 1988 or 1989, carrying
both ALCMs and bombs.

Cruise Missiles

The ALCM is the first in a series of deployments of long-range, land-
attack cruise missiles. Over the next 10 years, we expect them to deploy
2,000 to 3,000 nuclear-armed ALCMs, sea-launched cruise missiles (SLCMs), and
ground-launched cruise missiles (GLCMs). The deployment of cruise missiles
provides the Soviets with new multidirectional capabilities against US
targets.

Growth of Intercontinental Attack Forces

The projected growth in the number of deployed warheads on Soviet
intercontinental attack forces, under various assumptions, is shown in
figure ..

--The force currently consists of over 9,000 deployed warheads on
some 2,500 deployed ballistic missile launchers and heavy
bombers. Most warheads are in the ICBM force.

--Warheads are increasing: new Soviet Typhoon and Delta-IV
submarines, Bear H bombers, and SS-X-24 ICBMs will carry many more
warheads than the systems they are replacing.

--By 1990, if the Soviets continue to have about 2,500 missile
launchers and heavy bombers and if they are within the
quantitative sublimits of SALT II, the deployed warheads will grow
to over 12,000.

--The 1983 Soviet proposal at the strategic arms reduction talks
(START) would also result in an expansion in the number of
warheads, although under its limits the Soviets would have about
1,000 fewer by 1990 than under SALT II limits.

--The effect of the 1983 US START proposal would be to reverse this
trend and, by the 1990s, Tead to substantial reductions.

--While the Soviets would not necessarily expand their
intercontinental attack forces beyond some 12,000 to 13,000
warheads in the absence of arms control constraints, they clearly
have the capability for significant further expansion, to between
16,000 and 21,000 deployed warheads by the mid-1990s. The lower
fi it S in :
rates; tne upper tigure is not a maximum ertort but would require
a substantially greater commitment of resources.




The Soviets will face important decisions in the next few years, as they
proceed with flight-testing the ballistic missiles which are scheduled to
begin de; Jyment in the late 1980s and early 1990s. (See Chart 1)
Specifically, they have technical options to test new ICBMs in such a way as
to conform with, or exceed, the limitations on characteristics and
improvements in the unratified SALT II Treaty.

III. Strategic Defense

Soviet active and passive strategic defenses, while unable to prevent
large-scé » damage from a major attack, are intended to provide a degree of
protection for the leadership, military, and military-related facilities
necessary for wartime operations. The Soviets will significantly improve the
capabilit 25 of their strategic defenses over the next 10 years, "as a number
of mew types of weapons are introduced and many of the older systems
retired. Significant developments include the following:

Ball stic Missile Defense

--The Soviets have actively engaged in antiballistic missile (ABM)
research, development, and deployment programs for many years.

--When completed by about 1987, the improved Moscow ABM system will
consist of 100 silo-based high acceleration missiles and modified
Galosh interceptors, providing an improved intercept capability
against small-scale attacks on key targets around Moscow.

--By the end of the decade, when a new network of large phased-array
radars (including the Krasnoyarsk radar) is expected to be fully
operational, the Soviets will have a much improved capability for
ballistic missile early warning, attack assessment, and accurate
target tracking. These radars will be technically capable of
providing battle management support to a widespread ABM system,
but there are uncertainties about whether the Soviets would rely
on these radars to support a widespread ABM deployment.

--The SA-X-12 system, to be deployed in the Soviet ground forces in
1985-86, can engage conventional aircraft, cruise missiles, and
tactical ballistic missiles. It could have capabilities to
intercept some types of US strategic ballistic missile RVs. Its
technical capabilities bring to the forefront the problem that
improving technology is blurring the distinction between air
defense and ABM systems. This problem will be further complicated
as newer, more complex air defense missile systems are developed.

We are particularly concerned that the Soviets' continuing development
efforts give them the potential for widespread ABM deployments. The Soviets
have the major components for an ABM system that could be used for widespread
ABM deployments well in excess of ABM Treaty limits. The components include
radars, an aboveground launcher, and the high acceleration missile that will
be deployed around Moscow. The potential exists for the production lines
¢ sociate with the upgrade of the Moscow ABM sysft to be used to ipport a




widespread deployment. We judge they ¢ 1d undertake rapidly paced ABM
deployments to strengthen the defenses at Moscow and cover key targets in the
western USSR, and to extend protection to key targets east of the Urals, by
the early 1990s. In contemplating such a deployment, however, the Soviets
will have to weigh the military advantages they would see in such defenses,
against the disadvantages of such a move, particularly the responses by the
United States and its Allies.

Air Defense

Deployment of new low-altitude-capable strategic air defense systems will
increase. (See figure 6.) The Soviets are continuing to deploy the new SA-10
3 l-altitude surface-to-air missile (SAM), are deploying new aircraft with
much better capabilities against low-flying targets, and will deploy the
Mainstay airborne warning and control system (AWACS) aircraft in 1985.
Penetration of Soviet air defenses by currently deployed bombers would be more
difficult as improved systems are deployed. These defenses, however, would be
considerably less effective against US cruise missiles. Against a combined
attack of penetrating bombers and cruise missiles, Soviet air defenses during
the next 10 years probably would not be capable of inflicting sufficient
losses to prevent large-scale damage to the USSR. We judge, however, that the
Soviets will be able to provide an increasingly capable air defense for many
key lei rship, control, and military and industrial installations essential
to warl 2 operations.

Antisubmarine Warfare

The Soviets still lack effective means to locate US ballistic missile
submarii s at sea. We expect them to continue to pursue vigorously all
antisubmarine warfare (ASW) technologies as potential solutions to the
problems of countering US SSBNs and defending their own SSBNs against US
attack submarines. We are concerned about the energetic Soviet ASW research
and technology efforts. However, we do not believe there is a realistic
possibility that the Soviets will be able to deploy in the 1990s a system that
could pose any significant threat to US SSBNs on patrol.

Leadership Protection

The Soviets have a large program to provide protection for their
leadership. We judge that, with as little as a few hours' warning, a large
percentage of the wartime management structure would survive the initial
effects of a large-scale US nuclear attack. We estimate there are at least
800, perhaps as many as 1,500, relocation facilities for leaders at the
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IV. Command and trol Considerations

While significant improvements in the capabilities of both Soviet and US
strategic offensive forces will occur throughout the next 10 years, sizable
forces on both sides would survive large-scale nuclear strikes. The Soviets'
confidence in their capabilities for global conflict and in their ability to
limit damage to the Soviet Union would be affected to a large extent by
command and control considerations--the need for continuity in their own
command and control capabilities, and their prospects for disrupting and
destroying the ability of the United States and its Allies to command and to
operate tl ir forces.

--Although US attacks could destroy many known fixed command,
control, and communications facilities, t! Soviets' emphasis in
this area has resulted in their having many key hardened
facilities and redundant means of communications; thus, it seems
highly likely that the Soviets could maintain overall continuity
of command and control, although it would probably be degraded and
they could experience difficulty in maintaining endurance.

--We believe the Soviets would launch continuing attacks on US and
Allied strategic command, control, and communications to try to
prevent or impair the coordination of retaliatory strikes, thereby
easing the burden on Soviet strategic defenses, and impairing US
and Allied abilities to marshal military and civilian resources to
reconstitute forces. While the Soviets would devote substantial
efforts to this mission, they probably are not confident that they
could accomplish these objectives.

V. Space Program

The vigorous Soviet space program is predominantly military in nature.
More than 70 percent of Soviet space missions are for litary purposes only,
with much of the rest serving a dual military-civil function. The Soviets
view space as an integral part of their overall offensive and defensive force
structure, not as a separate arena or as a sanctuary. While the Soviets seek
to be able to deny enemy use of space in wartime, current Soviet antisatellite
capabilities are limited and fall short of meeting this apparent
requirement. Today, in addition to the dedicated nonnuclear orbital
interceptor, other systems--the nuclear Galosh ABM interceptor and two ground-
based high-energy lasers--have the potential to destroy or interfere with ¢ e
satellites in near-Earth orbit, but the potential threat to satellites in
higher ort : is limited. It is likely that the Soviets would attempt to
destroy or interfere with US satellites during an intense conventional
conflict o ' o T yahilitiac,
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ASW efforts, and present their air defense forces with increasingly complex
problems. By their actions and propaganda, the Soviets have demonstrated they
are very concerned about the US Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) and its
focus on advanced technology. In their view, it could force them to redirect
their offensive ballistic missile development programs to reduce
vulnerabilities or could stimulate a costly, open-ended high-technology
competition for which they probably are concerned that the United States c:¢
outpace their own ongoing efforts. They are probably also concerned that SDI
will lead to a sustained US effort in strategic defenses.

Sov : leaders view arms control policy as an important factor in
advancing their strategy of achieving strategic advantage. They have been
willing to negotiate restraints on force improvements and deployments when it
served their intel :ts. Moscow has long believed that arms control must first
and foremost protect the capabilities of Soviet military forces relative to
their opponents. The Soviets seek to l1imit US force modernization through
both the 'ms control process and any resulting agreements. A salient feature
of Soviet arms control policy will be its emphasis on trying to limit US
ballistic missile defense and space warfare capabilities. The Soviets will
try to use arms control discussions as a means of delaying or undercutting the
US SDI pi gram.
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