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sensors might have been damaged or destroyed
in the prior phases of conflict. They would
attempt to maintain control of the force and
launch large-scale strikes with surviving forces.

— We believe the Soviets place considerable em-
phasis on assessing their strategic offensive capa-
bilities under conditions in which the United
States were to launch the initial major strike.
These include scenarios where they are able to
launch varying portions of their forces on tactical
warning, as well as the most stressful scenario—
where they fail to launch on tactical warning and
must absorb a well-coordinated US counterforce
attack. The Soviets strongly believe warfare rare-
ly goes as planned and that being prepared for
adversity and unplanned occurrences is of para-
mount importance. For the Soviets these scenari-
os are the most critical in an evaluation of their
capabilities.

61. Elements of Soviet strategic forces would proba-
bly have suffered some losses during the previous
phases of the conflict. The Soviets expect they would

" have lost some SSBNs in their forward patrol areas, in

transit, and in the protected havens. Some SRF assets
might have been damaged or destroyed

Naval bases and
command, control, and communications facilities in
the USSR could have been damaged, and losses of
strategic bombers in conventional operations probably
would have been considerable.

62. Soviet offensive objectives in carrying out large-
scale nuclear strikes—regardless of which side initiat-
ed the strikes—would be to neutralize US and Allied
military operations and capabilities. In intercontinen-
tal strikes the Soviets would seek to destroy US-based
nuclear forces and to disrupt and destroy the support-
ing infrastructure and control systems for these forces
as well as the National Command Authority. They
would attempt to isolate the United States from the
theater campaign by attacking its power projection
capabilities. They probably would also attempt to
reduce US military power in the long term by attack-
ing other nonnuclear forces, US military-industrial
capacity, and governmental control facilities, although
the extent of the attack on these targets in the initial
strikes could vary, depending on the circumstances.
Limiting the initial strikes only to command, control,
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and communications targets, or only to a portion of US
strategic forces such as ICBM silos, is not consistent
with the available evidence. -

63. In large-scale massed theater puclear strikes,
which they would be likely to coordinate with inter-
continental nuclear strikes, the Soviets probably would
employ hundreds of tactical nuclear weapons as well
as a large share of those strategic forces that have
missions against theater targets. Adjustments in weap-
on allocations would have to be made for weapons
destroyed in the conventional phase. Strategic systems
would be used to support front operations and to strike
targets beyond the area of front nuclear targeting
responsibility. The Soviet Navy would continue strikes,
using both nuclear and conventional weapons, against
Western naval strike forces. Soviet strategic aviation
would conduct nuclear and conventional strikes
against high-value military targets.

64. Soviet large-scale intercontinental nuclear at-
tacks would involve primarily ICBMs and SLBMs.
Massive strikes probably would be delivered against
worldwide US and Allied military targets, as well as a
more comprehensive set of political and industrial-
economic facilities. We believe that the Soviets would
conduct continuing attacks in an attempt to destroy,
degrade, and disrupt the US capability to employ
nuclear forces, and the reconstitution capabilities of
US nuclear forces and their command and control: (s)

— The Soviets have considerable flexibility in their
employment of ICBMs for intercontinental at-
tack. We believe they would not launch their
ICBMs in a single massive striket .

— It is less clear how the Soviets intend to use their
SSBNs during intercontinental nuclear conflict.
Some SSBNs in protected areas near the Soviet
homeland probably would be employed in an
initial attack against targets in the United States
and Eurasia, while others probably would be
withheld for potentially protracted nuclear oper-
ations. We have no direct evidence of Soviet .
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plans to launch forward-deployed SS-N-6 SLBM;s
against critical US command, control, and com-
munications targets and bomber bases. Simulta-
neous launch of such SLBMs with ICBMs, how-
ever, would mean SLBM impact 10 to 15
minutes ahead of ICBMs, and would minimize
the reaction time available to the US National
Command Authority and bomber bases. We
have reevaluated the use of forward-based
SLBMs. We believe it is highly unlikely that the
Soviets would make the execution of their overall
intercontinental strike plan dependent on the
success.of forward-based SLBM strikes. The Sovi-
ets could not be confident of the survivability of
these SSBNs, there are operational difficulties,
they have not improved the Y-class SSBNs in
many years, and they are withdrawing some of
them from the forward patrol areas. Although

the Soviets would use their ICBM, and probably

long-range SLBM, force to strike critical com-
mand, control, and communications facilities and
bomber bases, it is also possible they would target
forward-based SS-N-6 SLBM:s against these tar-
gets because such an attack, if successful, could
offer the possibility of substantially degrading a
US retaliatory attack.

— Some strategic bombers would probably have a
role in initial intercontinental nuclear strike op-
erations, within hours after the initial missile
strike. We believe it is likely that other bombers
would be used later, for postattack reconnais-
sance and strikes against surviving targets in the
continental United States. Deployment of the
new Blackjack A and Bear H bombers, both
capable of carrying ALCMs, will increase the
Soviets” flexibility in conducting bomber strikes
at intercontinental ranges as well as against the-
ater targets, and the intercontinental attack capa-
bilities of the bomber force will expand as these
bombers, armed with ALCMs, become available
in substantial numbers in the late 1980s.

65. Soviet strategic defensive operations in the ini-
tial nuclear phase of a conflict would include:

— Ballistic missile defense operations to protect key
targets in the Moscow area, by engaging enemy
missiles until key elements in the ABM system
were destroyed or all avajlable interceptors had
been expended.

FE5~4643-8:4+4
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— Air defense in depth, to impose successive barri-
ers to enemy penetration. The Soviets probably
would have relocated some surface-to-air missiles
to thwart defense suppression and avoidance
tactics. They evidently plan to use fiuclear-armed
SAMs against penetrators

jthe rapid restora-
tion of damaged SAM sites, airfields, and com-
mand, control, and communications facilities,

— ASW operations to attempt to destroy enemy
SSBNs and SSNs.

— Full implementation of civil defense plans, initi-
ated earlier. Most of the Soviet leaders at both
the national and regional levels would be in
protective facilities from which they would di-
rect emergency rescue and recovery operations
by civilian units and civil defense military troop
units. With a few days for preparations, essential
workers either would be in shelters at their place
of work or, if off duty, would be dispersed to
zones outside the cities. The Soviets have shelters
for about 18 million people in urban areas. Their
plans for protection of the general urban popula-
tion are based on mass evacuation of about 100
million people and require adequate warning
time.

66. Later Phases of a Nuclear Conflict. The
Soviets plan for later exploitation phases following
major intercontinental nuclear strikes. This exploita-
tion would be conducted primarily by remaining
general purpose forces, but our knowledge of Soviet
views concerning these phases is sketchy. The Soviets
plan to reconstitute some surviving general purpose

‘and strategic forces and_to secure their theater objec-

tives he occupation of substantial
areas of Western Europe. The implication}

eems to be that the strategic nudlear forces
of both sides are largely expended or neutralized, but
that withheld and reconstituted Soviet strategic nucle-
ar forces play a small, but important, role in achieving
Soviet objectives during the later phases.

67. The Soviets are working to improve the surviv-
ability of the assets required to reconstitute strategic
forces, although we are highly uncertain about Soviet
reconstitution capabilities. Overall, we believe the
Soviets could maintain the combat effectiveness of

Top-Seceret-




—FG54643-84/F

—TJop-Secret--

many of the surviving withheld weapons and would be
able to reconstitute strategic forces at least to some
extent with surviving reserve weapons and materiel,
although damage to the logistic system and require-
ments for decontamination would stretch out the time
required for reconstitution. Combat effectiveness
would be contingent on many factors, including the
restoration of command and control communications.

68. The Soviets prepare for combat operations that
could extend weeks beyond the initial nuclear phase.
They would clearly prefer to accomplish their objec-
tives quickly, but recognize that the later phases could
be protracted, given the difficulty and complexity of
conducting operations following massive nuclear
strikes. The duration would depend on such factors as
the capabilities of remaining theater forces, the status
of surviving political leaders, the viability of command
and control, and the conditions in the US and Soviet
homelands. A key objective for the Soviets in this
period would be to prevent the United States from
reconstituting its command and control system. In
addition:

— We believe the Soviets would withhold[

of their initial ICBM force, and a small
portion of the perirheral attack forces, for pro-
tracted operations. They plan to reload and refire
from some of their ICBM silos and SS-20 launch-
ers using reserve missiles and equipment. We
believe these forces would be used against residu-
al enemy conventional and nuclear forces and
command and control, and perhaps key surviv-
ing elements of the economy supporting military
operations. According to an alternative view,

Jnot the inclusion of refire in Soviet
war plans. i

— We have few details of Soviet planning for SSBN
operations in a protracted conflict. Some subma-
rines probably would be withheld, under naval
force protection, for a reserve force role. The
Soviets also probably plan to reload some SSBNs.
We judge that their capability is limited, how-
ever, and that any reload operation could include

' The holder of this view {s the Director, Bureau of Intelligence
and Research, Department of State.

47

only a few SSBNs. According to an alternative
view, the assertion that the Soviets probably plan
to reload SSBNs during a nuclear war is not
supported by the minimal available evidence or
by any meaningful Soviet capabilityz Any SLBM
reload operation would face a host of difficulties,
and the contribution to Soviet striking power of
any reloading that could reasonably be achieved
would be so small as to make it unlikely that

SLBM reload figures in Soviet war plans.
22

We have little evidence on how the Soviets
would employ their strategic bomber force dur-
ing this period. Evidence suggests they do not
expect most aircraft to survive the earlier phases
of nuclear conflict. We believe that any remain-
ing bombers would conduct reconnaissance and
strike operations against key surviving targets.

Soviet air defense units plan to restore airfields
for defensive operations. Fighters and SAM units
would operate from alternate sites if necessary. "
Civil defense units would continue rescue and
recovery operations and aid with the distribution
of reserve supplies to the civilian population. The
Soviets evidently expect that some economic
restoration would be possible—even after absorb-
ing multiple nuclear strikes.

69. The evidence that we haveE

n the later stages of general nuclear war

deals with the conduct of a successful military cam-

paign. {with the

USSR’s forces reconstituting after heavy losses and

physically occupying much of continental Western
Europe.

:h}he

Soviets would seek to end a nuclear war on their

terms—by neutralizing the ability of US interconti-

nental and theater nuclear forces to interfere with

Soviet capabilities to prevail in a conflict in Eurasia.

70. We have no specific evidence on whether the
Soviets would attempt to end such a war by negotia-
tion, or on initiatives they might undertake if they

* The holders of this view are the Director, National Security
Agency, and the Director, Bureau of Intelligence and Research,
Department of State.
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perceived they could not achieve their military objec-
tives

)

Impact of Future Systems on Soviet Operations

71. We believe the structure and operations of
Soviet strategic forces will be markedly different by
the 1990s, as new weapons and military support
systems are deployed and future systems become
operational. Expansion of the offensive forces weapons
inventory to include mobile ICBMs, cruise missiles,
and new bombers will require that the Soviets make
major changes in their offensive operations plans—as
well as in readiness and command and control proce-
dures—to accommodate these new weapon system
capabilities:

— A mixed force of mobile and silo-based systems
will enable the Soviet planner of the 1990s to
continue to rely primarily on silo-based ICBMs
for use in initial strikes, while withholding most
or all of the mobile ICBMs for subsequent strikes.
Mobile ICBMs provide a highly survivable force
element. We believe the Soviets will apply exten-
sive camouflage, concealment, and deception
measures to make the probability of accounting
for or detecting their mobile ICBM units on a
timely basis more difficult.

— The deployment of mobile ICBMs will also lead
to improved capabilities for ICBM reload. Al-
though mobile ICBMs would have many of the
logistic and operational problems associated with
silo refire, they would have major advantages
over silo-based systems for reconstitution and
refire. The use of solid propellants would ease
handling procedures and shorten reaction time.
Mobility would improve ICBM survivability,
thereby increasing the Soviets’ capability to re-
constitute a larger fraction of their ICBM force.
Reloading could be concealed and carried out in
remote locations. Mobile launchers dispersed
from a central support base could avoid the
damage and contamination that might be present
for reload of fixed-point silos. In addition, a
mobile system probably would be less vulnerable
to enemy follow-on strikes. The SS-X-25 is appar-
ently going to be deployed in a manner similar

to that for the SS-20, and we expect its reload
practices to be similar to those for the $S-20. An
alternative view holds that, while mobile ICBMjs
theoretically offer advantages for reload, opera-
tional considerations suggest that”requirements
for additional deliverable warheads can be satis-
fied with greater assurance by deployment of
missiles on launchers. The holder of this view
notes that unwieldy and vulnerable logistics, as
well as damage and contamination from US
nuclear strikes, could make refire as problematic
as for silo-based ICBMS.C

'st _

— The Soviets almost certainly will apply their
experience with the mobile $S-20 IRBM in estab-
lishing command and control readiness proce-
dures for these units. We believe they will
greatly expand their present mobile command
and control system of fixed-wing and helicopter
airborne command posts and field-mobile com-
mand, control, and communications van units at
all echelons.

— The Soviets’ new extremely-low-frequency (ELF)
communications system will potentially increase
the survivability of their SSBN force by allowing
SSBNss to operate deeper or under polar ice and
still be able to monitor communications. Also, an
ELF system is capable of operating in an elec-
tronic warfare environment, and its signal is
relatively unaffected by nuclear bursts and atmo-
spheric disruptions, but its transmitters are sub-
ject to direct attack.

— The introduction of long-range cruise missiles
into the strategic bomber force probably will not
alter the fundamental relationship between
bombers and ballistic missiles in Soviet planning.
The employment of bombers in intercontinental
strikes would be likely to follow massive strikes
by land- and sea-based Soviet missile systems.
Deployment of the AS-X-15 ALCM will give the
Soviets the long-range standoff strike capability

' The holder of this view 1s the Director, Bureau of Intelligence
and Research, Department of State.
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they currently lack; aircraft will be able to
launch AS-X-15s from Canadian airspace or from
points several hundred kilometers off either US
coast and still strike most target areas in the
continental United States.

— The Blackjack bomber probably will be operated
with a mixed load of ALCMs and bombs; some
may carry only ALCMs. We believe this bomber
will be employed for both theater and interconti-
nental missions, with emphasis on the latter. The
Soviets will also probably use some of their new
Candid tankers to refuel bombers for both the-
ater and intercontinental missions.

— The Soviets’ new SLCMs will enhance their
offensive capabilities. Although we estimate that
the SS-NX-21 is probably intended for theater
targets in Europe and Asia, we believe the Soviets
may deploy a few SS-NX-21-equipped subma-
rines near the United States in 1984. Such de-
ployments would be consistent with Soviet state-
ments concerning a “‘response” to US INF
deployments. Deployment of SS-NX-21s on sub-
marines would require a trade-off in mission
capability since they could then carry fewer
ASW and antiship weapons. The SS-NX-24§

will be deployed on
dedicated SSGNs. We have no direct evidence,
but we believe the mission of the SS-NX-24 will
probably include coverage of both US and the-
“ater targets.

Launching submarines would be subject to deted
tion by ASW systems.

72. To improve their capability to defend against
attacks by low-altitude bombers and cruise missiles,
we believe the Soviets will alter air defense command
operations procedures and introduce improved com-
munications equipment and data systems in order to
better integrate the operations of their new air defense
fighters, Mainstay AWACS aircraft, and SAM systems:

— They probably will concentrate their available
AWAGCS aircraft in the most critical approaches
from which they perceive attacks by low-altitude

penetrating bombers and cruise missiles would be
likely to come.

— The introduction of the new Candid tanker forces

could enhance their air defense capabilities by
providing greater on-station time for the Mainstay
AWACS and interceptor aircraft. This could en-
able the Soviets to extend their air defense cover-
age farther from their borders in an effort to
engage US cruise-missile-carrying aircraft before
they could launch their ALCMs. The some 100
projected tankers by the early 1990s seem insuffi-
cient, however, to fully support the needs for both
strategic air defense missions and strategic bomber
missions, and we are uncertain how the Soviets
will allocate tankers among these missions.

— If the Soviets are to maximize the potential of an

integrated air defense system against low-altitude
targets, they would have to change their present
procedures to enable air defense pilots to use
more initiative in engaging targets within their
area and to be more independent of centralized
control. It is possible, however, that the Soviets
will not be willing to give up centralized control
to take advantage of the increased flexibility a
fully integrated air defense system would pro-
vide.

F. Trends in Soviet Capabilities To Perform

Strategic Missions

73. During the next 10 years the primary wartime
missions of Soviet strategic offensive and defensive
forces will continue to be to:

~— Destroy enemy nuclear delivery means.

— Neutralize enemy command, control, and com-.

munications, warning capabilities, and other sup-
port systems.

— Destroy other military and nonmilitary targets.

— Assure the survivability of sufficient offensive

forces and command and control capabilities to
perform the missions envisioned by Soviet
strategy.

— Defend the Soviet homeland against attacks by

ballistic missiles, bombers, and cruise missiles.

— Protect the Soviet leadership, economy, and pop-

ulation through civil defense.
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Destroying Enemy Nuclear Delivery Means

74. Soviet military doctrine emphasizes the critical
importance of destroying enemy nuclear capabilities
early in a strategic nuclear war. At a minimum, the
initial strategic nuclear strikes by the USSR would be
targeted against the enemy’s nuclear forces and bases,
associated support systerns and command and control,
strategic defense capabilities, and national command
authorities.

75. During the next 10 vears the Soviets will in-
crease both the capabilities of their nuclear systems to
achieve higher damage probabilities and the tota]
number of weapons available for such missions. The
modernization of the nuclear forces of the United
States and other countries, however, could increase
Soviet strategic weapon requirements and complicate
Soviet targeting plans,

76. Minuteman Silos. The Soviets have enough
hard-target-capable ICBM RVs today to attack all US
missile silos and launch control centers in a well-
executed first strike. In our projections of the growth
and modernization of Soviet ICBM forces, the USSR
will have substantially larger numbers of hard-target-
capable RVs in the future (as shown in figure 8). The
projected improvements in Soviet ICBM accuracy, in
conjunction with the expected warhead vields and
improvements in weapon system reliabilities, will pro-
duce a substantial increase in the destructive potential
of future Soviet ICBMs,

77. Figure 13 depicts our estimates of the capability
of the Soviets’ most accurate ICBMs to inflict severe
" damage against a Minuteman si]o—assuming one-on-
one and two-on-one targeting in a well-executed
strike. As illustrated in the figure, uncertainties in our
estimates of the accuracy, reliability, and yield of
Soviet strategic offensive systems, when statistically
combined, produce substantial uncertainties in the
probability that a Minuteman silo would be destroyed.

78. This year alternative estimates of the accuracies
and yields of the $5-18 and SS-19 (see inset) lead to

differing views of Soviet capabilities for attacking US
Minuteman silos:

— According to one view, the Soviets currently
would plan to launch two (possibly three) SS-18

Accuracies and Yields of the SS-18

Mod 4 and SS-19 Mod 3 -




Figure 13

Trends in Potential Effectiveness of Soviet
MIRVed ICBMs Against a Minuteman Silo
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or S5-19 warheads at each US Minuteman silo.
This view holds that the accuracies and yields are
such that a two-on-one attack would result in a
best estimate damage expectancy, as shown in
figure 18, of about 80 to 85 percent with today’s
systems, with the uncertainties as shown.2*

— According to a second view, continuing reanaly-
sis of accuracies and yields of the $S-18 and SS-19
suggests that the Soviets’ capability to achieve
their desired damage expectancy is somewhat
lower than previously estimated.2s

During the next year, we will be carrying out addi-
tional needed analysis on this key issue, including, in
particular, further analysis of the accuracies and yields
of these Soviet ICBMs.

79. Figure 13 shows that the projected uncertainties
in our estimates of future weapon system characteris-
tics have much less significance for damage expectan-
cy as the Soviets further improve accuracy. The trend
of growing countersilo capability for Soviet ICBMs is
apparent. By the early-to-middle 1990s the Soviet
ICBM force is projected to have hard-target ICBM

" RVs in sufficient numbers and with enough capabili-
ties to achieve Soviet targeting goals (a damage expec-
tancy of over 80 percent) by allocating a single RV to
each target. We do not know the number of additional
weapons the Soviets would allocate to compensate for

* detectable launch and in-flight failures or losses to
enemy counteraction. Although the Soviets’ hard-
target capabilities will increase substantially, we be-
lieve that they will still be concerned that at least a
portion of the US ICBM force would be launched
while under attack. We note that Soviet capabilities
against a Minuteman silo in the mid-to-late 1980s are
somewhat less than was shown in last year's Estimate.
Whereas in last year’s Estimate we projected a more
capable follow-on to both the $$-18 and S$S-19 in this
period, we now project only an SS-18, with deploy-
ment beginning in 1987 rather than 1985.% Moreover,
the SS-X-24, although still projected to be deployed

' The holders of this view are the Director, Defense Intelligence
Agency, and the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, Department
of the Air Force.

** The holder of this view s the Deputy Director for Intelligence,
Central Intelligence Agency.

' For an alternative view about future SS-18 and SS-19 systems,
see paragraph 3.
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beginning in 1985 or 1986, is projected to be less
capable than previously projected, because the RV and
vield are assessed to be smaller than we had expected.

80. Strategic Aircraft. The Soviets almost certainly
would try to attack US strategic aircraft on the ground.
Those aircraft not on alert and unable to become
airborne in a matter of minutes would be highly
vulnerable. For alert aircraft the critical issue is their
ability to take off and escape safely in the few minutes
before enemy missiles arrive. Our analysis of the
problems the Soviets would face in structuring and
carrying out such an attack leads us to judge—

grthat it is unlikely a Soviet
attack would be able to destroy most of the US alert
strategic aircraft. We do not believe the Soviets will be
able to develop the capability during the next 10 years
to target and destroy, with strategic offensive weapons,
US aircraft in flight.

81. SSBNs. The Soviets do not now have the capa-
bility to detect US SSBNs operating in open ocean
areas except by chance, or to maintain contact with or
trail them if a chance detection occurs. Even though
overt trail by modern Soviet SSNs using active sonar is
feasible for short periods of time, a combination of
factors (see volume II, chapter III) makes active
acoustic trail of more than a few SSBNs operationally
impractical today. Projected improvements in Soviet
passive acoustic sensors, plus deployment of more
ASW platforms, probably will enhance the Soviets’
capabilities to detect and destroy US submarines oper-
ating in confined areas or close to the USSR but will
not give them an effective broad-ocean detection
capability or improve significantly their capability to
trail US SSBNs. We expect Soviet ASW capability to
increase over the next 10 years. We judge, however,
that without a major advance in nonacoustic ASW
which we believe is unlikely (see paragraphs 41-44) the
Soviets™ ability to systematically detect and track US
SSBNs in the open ocean will continue to be poor
through the 1990s.

82. Nuclear Forces in Eurasia. We believe cur-
rent and projected Soviet strategic offensive forces
would be more than adequate in numbers and capabil-
ities to attack nuclear forces in Europe and Asia in
hardened and soft fixed facilities. To counter mobile
missiles the Soviets plan to make extensive use of all
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available reconnaissance means—including signals in-
telligence (SIGINT), aircraft and satellite photography,
and human collectors—to locate and track the mobile
systems, and a combination of conventional and nucle-
ar weapons, to destroy them. Soviet special-purpose
forces (Spetsnaz) have specifically been tasked to
perform behind-the-lines reconnaissance to locate ene-
my nuclear-capable missile systems, for the purpose of
initial strike targeting. They are also tasked with
carrying out sabotage and commando operations
against NATO nuclear forces. Missiles deployed in
West Germany, Belgium, and the Netherlands would
be within range of tactical reconnaissance. GLCMs
deployed in the United Kingdom and southern Italy
would be beyond the range of Soviet tactical recon-
naissance and would become the responsibility of
Soviet strategic reconnaissance. Whether the Soviets
could successfully locate mobile missile units, and then
target and destroy them during conventional or nucle-
ar war, would depend heavily on the conflict circum-
stances, such as the length of the conventional phase,
the extent to which missile units could remain hidden
or move frequently, and the ability of Soviet staffs to

_obtain, correlate, and distribute reconnaissance data in
a timely fashion.

Neutralizing Enemy Command, Control, and
Communications, Warning Capabilities, and
Other Support Systems

83. Throughout the next 10 years the Soviets will
have weapons of sufficient numbers and capabilities to
give them high confidence in their ability to destroy
most fixed, land-based nuclear support facilities in the
United States, Europe, and elsewhere, such as depots,
nuclear storage sites, maintenance bases, airfields, and
ports. While attacks against these support facilities
would degrade the endurance and reconstitution of UsS
and Allied nuclear forces, their destruction would not
necessarily affect initial strategic force operations.

84. The Soviets have the capability to destroy or
interfere with most major elements of the US tactical
warning and attack assessment system, shortly before
or during a large-scale nuclear strike. Although the
Soviets probably could substantially degrade US tacti-
cal warning systems, we do not believe they would be
confident that such interference alone would prevent
the launch of substantial numbers of US weapons.
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85. The effectiveness of a Soviet attack on the uUs
command, control, and communications system, in-
tended to delay or prevent issuance, receipt, and
verification of US launch orders, would depend in part
on the US alert posture. We cannot assess the effects of
such an attack. The Soviets’ military doctrine, their
emphasis on radioelectronic combat, and their theater
warfare exercise scenarios and targeting strategy, as
well as their preoccupation with the survivability of
their own command, control, and communications
systems, lead us to believe that they would devote
substantial efforts to:

— Disconnecting and destroying the US National
Command Authority, operating alternates, and
critical intermediate nuclear force control points
in the United States and Europe, through direct
nuclear strikes by multiple means. Fired from
the forward edge of their normal patrol areas,
SS-N-6 SLBMs deployed on Y-class SSBNs would
take about 10 minutes to reach US coastal instal-
lations. (See paragraph 64.) $5-20s fired from
bases in the western USSR could strike targets in
Western Europe in about 15 minutes. The flight
times of Soviet cruise missiles would be much
longer, but they are much more difficult to
detect.

— Delaying or preventing transmission of launch
orders by disrupting the various communications
paths with direct attacks, jamming, and electro-
magnetic interference and by a well-coordinated,
minimum warning attack on many control points
and communications facilities.

They might also attempt to disable electronics equip-
ment unhardened to the effects of electromagnetic
pulse (EMP) by detonation of a small number of
nuclear weapons at high altitude over the continental
United States at the start of a strategic nuclear attack.
Moreover, the Soviets probably would seek to prevent
reconstitution of residual command, control, and com-
munications capabilities through continuing attacks.

86. There are a number of factors which suggest the
Soviets would not be confident of their chances of
severely degrading critical US command and control
of nuclear forces:

— The Soviets might not have confidence in their
ability to use forward-deployed SLBM:s to strike
US command, control, and communications or
successfully coordinate the timing of ICBM and
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SLBM strikes. (For a discussion on such timing
see paragraph 64.)

— Prior to a Soviet nuclear strike, most elements of
US strategic command and control would proba-
bly be on alert and mobile assets would probably
be dispersed, and thereby less vulnerable to
attack.

— We believe the Soviets will not develop the
capability over the period of this Estimate to use
ballistic missiles to destroy US airborne com-
mand posts and other supporting aircraft in
flight.

— Improvements to US command, control, and
communications systems—such as greater mobil-
ity and redundancy—would complicate Soviet
attack plans.

— We believe the Soviets have major uncertainties
regarding the effects of EMP on the wide variety
of electronic equipment associated with US com-
mand, control, and communications.

— The Sovie'ts may not have identified all the

important fixed or mobile command, control,
and communications facilities for US nuclear
forces.

Capabilities for Comprehensive Strategic Attacks

87. We believe that the primary objective of a
Soviet nuclear attack would be to destroy enemy
strategic nuclear capabilities, but that an attack proba-
bly would take place as part of a larger comprehensive
strategic attack. Soviet strategic missions are planned
in the context of integrated operations within designat-
ed Theaters of Military Operations.

88. The number and priority of targets associated
with various theaters worldwide would vary substan-
tially depending on the circumstances, the threats they
pose to the Soviet homeland, their importance to
enemy military operations, and their postwar military
value. The Soviets would be especially concerned
about destroying those installations that could support
US power projection, thus preventing the United
States from reinforcing its military operations world-
wide.

89. Our preliminary analysis of potential targets in
the North American Theater of Military Operations
suggests the Soviets might identify over 3,000 fixed
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military, government, and economic installations in
addition to those targets associated with US nuclear
forces. About one-half of these installations support US
or NATO nonnuclear military. forces that present a
threat or potential threat to Soviét operations in
Eurasia and at sea, including potential military trans-
portation facilities. The remainder includes installa-
tions critical for supporting US federal civilian govern-
ment operations and economic facilities related to the
production and supply of military capabilities. In
addition, the Soviets probably plan to attack the
energy production plant network that supports the
North American military and civilian economy.

90. An initial comprehensive Soviet strike against
all targets in North America probably would currently
include about 4,000 Soviet ICBM and SLBM war-
heads. The Soviets then would have about 4,000 other
online intercontinental bomber and missile warheads,
plus any reserve weapon systems that could be re-
loaded, to fulfill other strategic requirements.

91. Over the next decade, the Soviets will introduce
more modern and accurate missile systems that we
project will reduce the number of warheads required
to strike current North American targets to achieve
Soviet damage goals. This could be offset to some
extent by the addition of new targets—for example,
more redundant strategic command, control, and com-
munications facilities or, in the 1990s, a mobile US
ICBM force—or by US defensive efforts such as
deployment of an ABM system or a hardening pro-
gram for military installations. In the absence of such
new targeting requirements, however, the Soviets in -
1993 could have, in addition to the about 4,000
warheads needed for an initial comprehensive strike
against North America, additional online warheads to
fulfill other strategic requirements:

— About 11,500 online warheads, if their forces
generally remain within SALT I and SALT I
numerical constraints through 1990 (Force 1).

— About 12,000 or 15,000 online warheads, if their
forces are expanded beyond arms control limita-
tions (Forces 2 and 3).

— About 7,000 online warheads, if constrained by
the Soviet START proposal (Force 4).

In addition, the Soviets would have reload weapons for
some of their systems.
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92. Preliminary analysis of potential targets in Eu-
ropean theaters of military operations suggests the
Soviets currently would target up to several thousand
fixed military, government, and economic installations
in addition to those targets associated with NATO
nuclear forces. The most important of these are some
1,500 to 2,000 installations related to NATO nonnu-
clear military capabilities. In a comprehensive strate-
gic attack against NATO, the Soviets might also target
several hundred civilian government facilities to dis-
rupt political control and up to several thousand

military-economic facilities that produce or store mili-

tary end-products, energy and petroleum. The extent
of such a Soviet attack would depend on the course the
conventional war had taken. Some fixed targets, how-
ever, within the area of front responsibility would be
attacked by tactical nuclear weapons. The Soviets
probably would also use strategic weapons to attack
detected mobile targets beyond the area of front
responsibility.

93. In a retaliatory attack the situation is much
more complex. The command and control over forces
.would be degraded, with great unknowns for the
- Soviets in degree of control remaining initially, and in
the ability to reestablish control, where it has been lost,
and to maintain control over time. Thus, numbers of
surviving weapons and the capability to employ them
in a coordinated fashion are both eritical.

94. With the vulnerability of Soviet ICBM silos
increasing during the period of this Estimate, as more
accurate US weapons are deployed, the Soviets will be
faced with more difficult problems in assuring ade-
qQuate retaliatory capabilities in the event they are
struck first. We believe the Soviets' efforts to expand
the capabilities of their command and control network
and SLBM force, and to develop mobile ICBMs,
reflect their concern that, even after being attacked,
they must maintain sufficient strategic nuclear forces
to accomplish their missions.

Survivability of Soviet Strategic Offensive Forces

95. ICBMs. We expect that silo-based ICBMs will
continue to be the largest element of Soviet strategic
offensive forces through at least the next 10 years.&
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}SS-
17 and $S-19 silos have nearly the same. hardnéésas
that for the SS-18; the SS-11 silo is considerably softer.

»

Our analysis indicates that Soviet silos for the latest
ICBMs, and their associated launch control facilities,
wouid have a high probability of surviving an attack
by current US ICBMs and SLBM:s.

JF igure 14 depicts a
trend of growing Soviet ICBM silo vulnerability; US
ICBMs and SLBMs in development would pose a
considerably greater threat, due mainly to accuracy
improvements. US bombers and land-attack cruise
missiles could cause similar damage to Soviet silos,
depending on the extent to which they could penetrat:
Soviet air defenses. The figure should not be taken to
represent the potential effectiveness of a forcewide
attack by US weapons on Soviet ICBM silos, however,
because not all technical and operational uncertainties
that would be associated with such an attack were
considered. (s)

96. We expect the Soviets may further modify their
latest silos and launch control centers and further
harden the missile systems, on the basis of experience
they have gained in tests that simulate nuclear weapon
effects, attempting to gain slight increases in hardness.
We have seen no evidence the Soviets will significantly
harden ICBM silos in the future| :

97. We expect that Soviet road-mobile ICBMs would
have many basic operational features in common with
the SS-20 IRBM. Any road-mobile ICBM probably
would be housed in unhardened, sliding-roof buildings
at support bases with a small portion of the force in the
field for operations. Once dispersed into field sites, the
launchers would become more survivable because they
would be difficult to locate. The areas to which these
missiles could be deployed is quite large. Without target
localization the mobile missiles would be potentially
vulnerable only to a barrage missile attack designed to
saturate likely deployment or operating areas|

J
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Figure 14

Trends in Vulnerability of an SS-18 Silo
to an Attack by US Missiles ?
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98. Bombers and SSBNs. The survivability of Sovi-
et strategic bombers and SSBN is largely dependent
on Soviet preparations during a crisis or theater war,
and upon receiving warnings of possible enemy
attacks:

— All Soviet SSBNs that disperse to sea would not
be vulnerable to an enemy nuclear attack, al-
though they would be subject to attrition from
enemy ASW attacks. SSBNs with long-range
SLBMs can remain in range of targets in the
United States while operating in waters close to
the USSR, exploiting ice cover and shallow ocean
depths, and avoiding Western sound surveillance
system (SOSUS) arrays. The Soviets have commit-
ted a significant portion of their general purpose
naval forces to protect their SSBNs in waters
contiguous to the USSR. These practices increase
the chances that Soviet SSBNs would survive a
period of conventional conflict.

— We cannot evaluate the survivability and opera-
bility of the USSR’s strategic bomber force dur-
ing the nuclear phases of a conflict. Important
factors include the extent of bomber losses during
the preceding phases of conflict, capabilities to
disperse and maintain aircraft at untargeted
locations, and capabilities to reconstitute the
bomber force. Soviet strategic bombers on alert
at dispersal bases, or in flight during an enemy
attack, however, would have increased likelihood
of survival.

Protecting the USSR With Strategic Defense

99. The Soviets would employ their ballistic missile
and air defense forces to destroy enemy nuclear
weapons and bombers before they reached their tar-
gets. Civil defense efforts would be employed to
protect leadership elements, economic activity, and
the population. Although we provide an assessment of
these elements individually, we have not assessed the
degree of overall protection, now or in the future, that
would be afforded by the combination of active and
passive defenses.

100. Ballistic Missile Defense. The current Mos-
cow ABM system provides only a limited, single-layer
defense—that is, it could intercept RVs before they
reenter the atmosphere. These -defenses probably
could counter a small attack not accompanied by
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penetration aids such as chaff and decoys. Attempting
to counter a larger number of attacking RVs, however,
would rapidly exhaust the available interceptors.
When completed, the ongoing upgrade of the defenses
at Moscow will provide the Soviets with a much more
reliable, two-layer capability to defend critical targets
at Moscow against an attack by some tens of current
types of US RVs and against increasingly sophisticated
third-country missiles. In a large-scale attack, the
projected 100 interceptors would quickly be exhaust-
ed, but they might be effective in preferentially
defending selected targets in the Moscow area, such as
national command and control facilities,

101. The upgrade to the defenses at Moscow is
expected to provide the Soviets with a foundation for
expanding their defenses. With about 500 interceptors
the Soviets could make hardened targets around Mos-
cow, especially command bunkers, less vulnerable to a
substantial US force of attacking RVs. The leakage
likely to result from such an attack would cause severe
damage to most of the aboveground, unhardened
facilities and to some of the hardened target facilities
as well. Against a smaller scale attack, such a defense
would allow the Soviets to spread their interceptor
coverage to a larger number of targets over a larger
area. The effectiveness of such a defense against attack
by third countries, such as China, would be consider-

able.

102. If the Soviets were to deploy an ABM defense
involving as many as 1,400 to 3,500 launchers, as in
the expansion options addressed in volume II, and

_assuming the deployed systems were reasonably effec-

tive, the potential effect on the US strategic missile
force would be substantial. A US preemptive strike in
the face of such a heavy defense would be degraded,
perhaps to a significant degree. A US retaliatory strike
could be degraded even more, because the lower
number and rate of RV arrivals in most areas may
result in lower leakage rates for the defense.

103. The actual effectiveness of such a defense
would depend, not only on the performance of the
deployed ABM systems, but also on the vulnerabilities
of key elements of the network and the potential of an
attacking force to exploit them. We have not quantita-
tively assessed, and are uncertain about, the potential
ability of a widespread ABM system to reduce overall
damage and to protect key military functions. It would
probably be more effective against SLBMs than
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against ICBMs, if adequate coverage of SLBM ap-
proaches were provided by battle management sup-
port radars. US countermeasures such as decoys, chaff,
and maneuvering RVs could reduce its effectiveness,

]In any case, widespread Soviet deploy-
ment of an ABM system, even if US evaluations
indicated it could be overcome by an attacking force,
would complicate US attack planning and create
major uncertainties for US planners about the poten-
tial effectiveness of a US strike. It is premature to
judge the capabilities of a new advanced surface-to-air
missile system, the SA-X-19. However, if our assump-
tions about certain features of this system are correct,
its potential contribution to ballistic missile defenses
would be of growing concern as it became widely
deployed in the USSR and Eastern Europe in the mid-
to-late 1980s. Additionally, according to one view, any
evaluation of the effects of a widespread ABM defense
to reduce damage should consider the potential ABM
capabilities of the SA-5 and SA-10 systems, which
could further complicate US attack planning.?’

104. Strategic Air Defense. Our conclusions about
the overall effectiveness of the Soviet air defense
system are based on our assessments of Soviet potential
to perform the essential air defense functions—early
warning, detection and tracking, control of intercepts,
and target destruction. They are not based on comput-
er simulations of the air battle to caleulate the attrition
the Soviets could inflict on an attacking force. We
conclude that the present Soviet air defense system,
undegraded by a large-scale ballistic missile attack or
effective electronic countermeasures (ECM), probably
would perform well against current aircraft at alti-
tudes above about 500 meters, although it does not
have the capability to conduct intercepts much be-
vond the Soviet borders from bases within the USSR.
We have not assessed the extent to which its per-
formance would be degraded by defense suppression,
such as ballistic missile strikes likely to precede bomb-
er and cruise missile penetration. The current Soviet
air defense system would be relatively ineffective
against a low-altitude attack. It could, however, have a

" The holder of this view is the Director,
Agency.

Defense Intelligence
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higher probablity of intercepting low-altitude aircraft
in areas where radar coverage is dense and there is a
high concentration of ground-based terminal defenses,
unless the attacker used standoff missiles or effective
countermeasures and tactics.\

105. From the mid-to-late 1980s on, the Soviet air
defense system will be qualitatively different from the
current system. The Soviets will have deployed a
variety of new systems in large numbers that possess
the technical capabilities to defend against current
types of bombers and cruise missiles at low altitude.
We cannot assess with confidence the overall capabili-
ties of these defenses

106. Any judgment about the overall effectiveness
of the future Soviet air defense system against an
attack by bombers and cruise missiles is thus subject to
considerable uncertainty. Penetration of improved So-
viet air defenses by currently deployed bombers will
be more difficult. These defenses, however, would be
considerably less effective against US cruise missiles.
Our judgment is that against a combined attack of
Denetrating  bombers, short-range attack missiles
(SRAMs), and cruise missiles, Soviet air defenses during
the next 10 years probably will not be capable of
inflicting sufficient losses to prevent large-scale dam-
age to the USSR. We believe, however, that the Soviets
will be able to provide an increasingly capable air
defense for many key leadership, control, and military
and industrial installations essential to wartime opera-

tions.
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107. There is an alternative view that this Estimate
substantially understates the capability of the Soviet
air defense system to defend key target areas against
low-altitude penetrators. According to this view, de-
fense effectiveness in these areas could be high today
against bombers. The holder of this view believes that
by 1985 the effectiveness in such areas would be
significantly higher against a combined attack of
penetrating bombers, SRAMs, and cruise missiles than
the Estimate suggests.?® ’

108. Civil Defense. We believe that, with as little
as a few hours’ warning, a large percentage of Soviet
civilian leaders—party, government, and economic—
would probably survive a large-scale US nuclear strike.
Although the Soviets could not prevent massive dam-
age to their economy from such an attack, timely
implementation of sheltering, dispersal, and relocation
plans would provide effective pro!tection for a large
percentage of the essential work force. Soviet popula-
tion casualties would vary greatly, depending on the
extent to which civil defense measures had been
implemented. Improvements in Soviet civil defense
‘preparations during the next 10 years would increase
the likelihood that a large percentage of the leadership
and essential work force would be able to survive a
large-scale attack, but casualties among the general
population would remain high.

109. During the past few years, we have acquired a
better understanding of Soviet wartime management
concepts and have identified more relocation facilities
for the higher levels of Soviet wartime management—
national, military district, and key regional organiza-
tions

chievement
of a high probability of severe structiral damage to
almost all types of Soviet hardened underground
exurban leadership facilities we have located would
require multiple high-yield, accurate weapons. Deep
underground facilities like those at Sharapovo and
Chekhov near Moscow for the National Command
Authority would present a difficult targeting problem.

© The holder of this view is the Assistant Chief of Staff for
Intelligence, Department of the Army.
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A recent reassessment of these sites indicates that they
are harder, deeper, and much less vglnerable than
previously estimated. For more than a decade the
Soviets have been expanding and improving these
sites, but have concealed the extent of. their activities.

jThe Soviets may
believe that deep underground structures such as those
near Moscow will assure the survivability of the top
leadership—a priority objective of their wartime man-
agement plans. We have not yet assessed the implica-
tions of such a perception by Soviet leaders. Nonethe-
less, their confidence in the effectiveness of their
overall wartime management structure is almost cer-
tainly tempered by the belief that civilian as well as
military leadership facilities would be high on the list
of US targeting priorities in a nuclear conflict.

110. The Soviets have taken additional measures
that we believe would contribute significantly to the
continued functioning of the wartime management
system. They include providing redundant and hard-
ened communications for the leadership and making
provisions for poststrike restoration of communications
service. These measures would improve the survivabil-
ity and dependability of the systems that are critical to
continuity of command and control.

111. We believe the Soviet command and control
system for nuclear forces, even if directly attacked,
¢an ensure transmission of launch instructions; how-
ever, retaliatory strikes could be delayed and not fully
coordinated. Although US attacks could destroy many
known fixed command, control, and communications
facilities, many elements of the political leadership
and military commands probably would survive, and
redundancy in Soviet strategic communications would
prevent loss of any one channel from disabling the
overall system.

112. The Soviets could experience difficulty, how-
ever, in maintaining the endurance and effectiveness
of strategic command, control, and communications
for weeks of continuing operations, particularly if
subjected to US strikes. They would be relying on
fewer—primarily mobile—command posts. The cu-
mulative impact of residual nuclear effects could
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endanger command personnel and degrade communi-
cations systems. It is also unclear how effectively the
Soviets could retarget and employ surviving or recon-
stituted weapons. We believe the Soviets might expect
to lose most satellite reconnaissance and would thus
rely primarily on long-range reconnaissance aircraft
and signal intercept capabilities.

113. The Soviets perceive the Pershing II's accura-
¢y, range, and short flight time (and possibly in the
19890s, Trident D-5 SLBMs) as providing the capability
to threaten elements of their command, control, com-
munications, and warning systems, a threat they do
not now face to the same degree from less accurate
SLBMs. In making pessimistic threat assessments, the
Soviets probably assume that some key targets in the
Moscow area will be threatened by the Pershing I,
because they apparently believe its range is closer to
2,500 kilometers than to the 1,800-km range cited by
the United States. Pershing II weapons, not detectable
by the current Soviet launch detection satellite sys-
tems, will have the capability to destroy hardened
Soviet facilities, and improved capabilities to destroy
“soft” Soviet installations, only five to 15 minutes after
Soviet radars detect the attack. A preemptive attack
by Pershing II weapons could disrupt and delay Soviet
warning and missile launch procedures, and the Sovi-
ets may believe, in their pessimistic threat assessments,
that their LOTW capabilities could be affected.

Concluding Observations

114. We do not know how the Soviets would assess
their prospects for prevailing in a global nuclear
conflict. Sizable forces on both sides would survive
massive nuclear strikes:

— Soviet offensive forces will not be able to reliably
target and destroy patrolling US SSBNs, alert
aircraft, aircraft in flight, or land-mobile missiles,
particularly those beyond the range of tactical
reconnaissance systems. We believe that, in a
crisis or conflict, the Soviets would credit unde-
graded US warning and control systems with the
ability to launch ICBMs on tactical warning.

— Soviet mobile missiles, SSBNs patrolling in waters
near the USSR, and a large part of the silo-based
ICBM force would survive US nuclear attack.
We believe the Soviets can launch ICBMs on
tactical warning, assuming their warning and
control systems are undegraded.
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Moreover, the Soviets are well aware of their inability
to prevent massive damage to the USSR with their
strategic defenses even with the improvements taking
place in these forces. They also recognize that US
strategic defenses cannot prevent massive damage,

115. We believe that the Soviets’ confidence in
their capabilities for global conflict probably will be
critically dependent on command and control capabil-
ities, and on their prospects for disrupting and destroy-
ing the ability of the United States and its Allies to
command and to operate their forces. The Soviets
continue to make extensive efforts to improve al}
aspects of their command, control, and communica-
tions capabilities. We believe they would launch con-
tinuing attacks on US and Allied strategic command,
control, and communications 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. We believe that
planned US and NATO improvements in command,
control, and communications will increase the Soviets’
uncertainties about their capability to distupt enemy
force operations.

116. The evidence shows clearly that Soviet leaders
are attempting to prepare their military forces for the
possibility of having to fight a nuclear war and are
training to be able to maintain control over increasing-
ly complex conflict situations. They have seriously
addressed many of the problems of conducting mili-
tary operations in a nuclear war, thereby improving
their ability to deal with the many contingencies of
such a conflict, and raising the probability of outcomes
favorable to the USSR, There is an alternative view
that wishes to emphasize that the Soviets have not
resolved many of the critical problems bearing on the
conduct of nuclear war, such as the nature of the
initiation of conflict, escalation within the theater, and
protracted nuclear operations. According to this view,
the Soviets recognize that nuclear war is so destructive,
and its course so uncertain, that they could not expect
an outcome that was “favorable” in any meaningful
sense.?

* The holder of this view s the Director, Bureau of Intelligence
and Research, Department of State.
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BIBLIOGRAPHY

NIE 11-3/8-83 is a comprehensive survey of Soviet
strategic forces and capabilities. Judgments have been
drawn from other National Intelligence Estimates and
from Interagency Intelligence Assessments and Memo-
randums that contain more in-depth discussions on
specific subject areas. These include:

— NIE 11-13-82, Soviet Ballistic Missile Defense,
18 October 1982. Describes Soviet capabilities for
ballistic missile defense.

— NIE 11-1-83, The Soviet Space Program, 19 July
1983. Describes current Soviet space capabilities,
identifies elements of the space program in
development and estimates how these will affect
future Soviet capabilities.

— NIE 13-3/8-83, Chinese Capabilities for Nuclear
Conflict, 29 July 1983. Describes China’s capa-
bilities for strategic and tactical nuclear conflict
at present and during the next 10 years.

— IIA, NIC M 83-10017, Possible Soviet Responses
to the US Strategic Defense Initiative, 12 Sep-
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tember 1983. Examines general principles and
constraints in the areas of politics, military doc-
trine, and research and development practices
that will influence the Soviets’ response to a US
ballistic missile defense.

— NIE 11-12-83, Prospects for Soviet Military
Technology and Research and Development, 14
December 1983. Identifies technologies that are
key to future Soviet military capabilities and
assesses the likely impact of those technologies on
Soviet military systems of the 1990s.

— NI IIM 83-10005 JX, Soviet Wartime Manage-
ment: The Role of Civil Defense in Leadership
Continuity, December 1983. Assesses the Soviet
civil defense infrastructure and measures for
leadership protection and relocation as an inte-
gral part of a broader national command and
control system.
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