;.‘-""'3:%, National
; g Foreign

GRS

Soviet and US Defense
Activities, 1970-79:
A Dollar Cost Comparison -

A Resarch Pape CIA SPECIAL COLLECTIONS

RELEASE IN FULL

. 2000

SR80 po0as
January 1980

Copy




. ! i .
e £ : i i
HE . ' :
P i : : :
. P | : .
" E it i i
. [ ! ! o
] . | v ! ! |
I SR S B L -r
; o ! i
S ;
P |
| i
|
| D . ! : »
i . : : .

! This publication is preparcd for the use of US Governmcn. " .

" officials, and the format, coverage, and content are designed to.

i meet their spacific requirements, US Government officials may; .

. obtain additional copies of this document directly or through: - . A

., linison channcls from the Ccmral lmellinenoe A;cncy i ; " L

Py ST : b s

| Requesters outside the US Grvernment may obuun subscnpuons o | v b
CIA publlcauons simllar to thns one by addressmg mqumu to: - .

. l)otumt Exlmlltlu (DOCEX) Proj«t
P Exchange and Gift Division. |
S Library of Congress : P
| Wuunztu. D.C. 20340

t
H
i
i

!
l
ol
i
i
!
i

o 3 p
A i T
; or: Naﬂoml 'l‘eclmlal informﬂoas«vlcg

i §2858 Port RoyalRoad - .+ | | .

S Sprllllﬂeld. VA 21!6! CE o

Requcsters outside the US Governmemj'not intcrcsted in subscrnp!ion

I service may purchase speciﬁc publications either i in paper eopy or
microform from: ~ E, 2 : et
' Pho(odupllcatlon Senke
i - Libeary of Congress o o
i Wuhlanon. D.C. 20540 P

o anlml Techulcd ln!ouullonSenlee. v

- 5288 Port Royal Road : . |.: i [ i:

| ... Springfield, VA 22161 © . L
B (Toexpedlteunlcecallthe' i
. NTIS Order Desk (703) 557

i
g
X t ¥
Pl
[
i
|
bl
i 1
H
i
. ; !
i | .
0 N ;
2! }
i ; :
¢ : S v
! i : 3
i i [ i
t ; N
b v J
| [ :
i : |2
i i P
i L. . )
H 1 l .
: : i .
. . : : v ".
. :
: !
: i
H i
; Sl i
¢ . i
H ! : H
! | i
' Yoy ’
3 l ¢
' B i :
. i |
:
. o |
H b i
|

i .
[ - 1
1
. '
\
! i




\
L]

‘\

“‘ | Nntvlonnl‘ :

. are. ‘welcome and may be directed to!

" For mforma‘tion on obtammg addmonal copu:s. scc

Foreign
Assessment
Center

i

Sovnet and US Defense |

Activities, 1970-79:
A Dollar Cost Comparlson

L
f"';' i : '
B A AN : i
z - Lo
‘ | o
AR-searchPaper |

In/ormation available as of 3l Decembcr 1979 ;
was used in, lhe preparation al' this paper.. i

l 1 [ ; . }

¢
! i | i
i N i
e ¢ . !
! H i :
H ;
: i :
: : .
: { E
i i
! ! i
N {
R |
i it
t i
; il
SR IE o
S N .
i H H ..
H i [ .
J .
H H
i .
B 1 -t )
t » Lo i i
i peob e
G ! I : P !
.‘ E' z-' T
: P " ;

Comments and quenes on thls unclassnﬁcd rcport

e | .,.‘}Dircctor for Public Affairs

< 1.+ [Central Intelligence Agency | |
1] ;"1 Washington D.C. 20505
1 10(103) 35147676, | |

the inslde of from cover. .. | HER
TS
b :
K ,:
. [
‘ Lol
o

January 1980



:
i
I
.
g
gl

- of the same size and with the same weapons mventory

" the two defense cstabllshmcnts that arc dlff'cult o
. dnsccrn and measure |n othcr ways.: =

. Definitions N N RS

: pass the followmg i I E,; I

e Nouonal 9ccumy programs lhat m thc Umlcd Smtca;

_ The following actlvmcq nrc not includcd in thh |
© gomparison: . ; L -

e Sclcctivc Scrvice nctivnlos.

I
SRR
» The dcfensc-'clatcd actwiucs of thc us CoasiGuard

| Soviet and US Defeuse
Activities, 1970-79: . . .

. _A Dollar Cost Comparison 1
ln(roductlon S ¥ | f | SR

:E'v'"’:‘“ ; '1

Thc mnhtary mabhshments of thc USSR and the
United States are difficult:to comparc because they
differ so much in mnslom. structure, and characteris-
tics. Any common denominator used for comparnuvc ;
sizing is imperfect, and its hmrtatnons must be undcr-i
stood in interpreting such compansons The approach
taken here is to compare the defense activities of the |’
two countrics using the familiar common dcnominntor
ol‘ dollar cmt 2 -

Thrs paper prcscnts cstlmates of what it would cost to’
produce and man in the United States a mllltary forc'c'

as that of the USSR and to operate that force as thc _
Soviets do. It then compares these estimates wnh

known US defense outlays. This approach provudc's a

general appreciation of the, relative mncmludcs of the:
defense activities of the two countrics. Dollar cost dam‘
also provide a means of aggrcgatmg clements of cach

country's mlhtnr‘y program into compnrablc catcgorlc,
and thus can show trends and relationships between

T

l
! T
TEREENE RN

The defense activities used’ in this compnrison cncom~ ;

- would be funded by thc Depnrtment of Dcl‘cnsc.

. Dcfcnsc-rclatcd 'uclcar programs such as thosc
funded in the Uml -d Statcs by thc Dcpanmcnt of
Encrgy. R

| S z |
1

I

P
150
;“;

and the Soviet Bordcr Gunrdq P j:v;

ff‘

{ R
[T
! depino

: i

K Mnhtary rcurcmcnt pay. whnch rcﬂccts thc cost of -

past rathcr than currcnt mllltary actwnlcq

;0 Spacc acuvmcs thnt in the Umtcd Slatcs would bc )

funded by the National Acronauucs nnd Space
Admrmstratlon i SR .
. Cw:l dcfcmc. forcign military sales, and mnhmry‘ '
_ assistance programs, except forthe pay and :
- allowances of umformcd pcrsonncl cngugcd in quch

programs c o ;,.,; N

. Vctcram progrnms

. Sovncl lntcrnal Sccurny Troops who pérrorm polioc '

f unctlorisiand Sovict railroad and construction troops
who are not direclly mvolvcd |r| nntlonul sccurlty
muttcn. 2 "_ oo : 3 :

US Dara

US data are dcrrvcd f rom the US budget nnd The Five
Year Defense Program issued by the Department of -
Defense in September 1979, The US data have been
converted to calendar year outlays, and defense-
related activities of the Department of Eiicrgy and the
Coast Guard have been added. Al di:.a are expressed
in constant prices to climinate the effccts of inflation.
The US figures in this report, therefore, do not metch .

‘ nctual dcfcnsc budget authomnuom or approprmtlom.

Emmares al‘ Soviet Defense Acrlmr’es

The dollar costs of Sovict defense activitics are
devcloped on the basis of a detailed identification and
listing of Sovict forces and their supporting clements,

| The components that make up these forces and their

support are multiplicd by estimates of what they would
cost in the United States in dollars. The results are
then aggrcgatcd by mrhtary mission and by resource

' catcuory




' costs, which are about 20 percent of the total dollar | |
| estimate, we remain somewhat less conf' dcnt in thcsc i

“The reliability of the estimates depends on the - |
precision and accuracy of our estimates of the Soviet

activitics and the cost factors applicd to that data base.

. i Insum, wc belicve that our dollar cost estimate for

‘total defense activities is unlikely to be in crror by morc
than 10 percent in the current period or by more than
-15 percent carly in the decade. This judgment, while
‘aided by the use of statistical tcchmqucs. nonctheless
contains a large subjective clement. Morcover, the
‘margin of error can be much wider for some of the
individual items and oatcgorlcs ‘We are more confi-
dent in the higher levels of aggregation than in the

lower ones, and within the Iowcr lcvcls our conf' dcncc ?

_vanes from catcgory to catcgory ‘ oL
' ; ) I l‘ 3
‘We plncc our highest conﬁdcncc m lhe cstnmuto of the
‘pav and allowances for uniformed pcrsonnol These
.costs represent about 35 pchont of the total estimated
‘dollar cost of Soviet defensc’ acuvuics for the 1970-79
penod We obtain these manpower costs by applymg

‘US factors for pay and allowanccs to our estimates of ‘

xSovnct military manpower. Sovict military pcrsonncl

pcrforming dutics similar to thoso of US coumcrparte _

‘arc assigned the same races of pay as thclr |
oountcrparts. .f_ ' clo 4

U A A

“ total military investment, which represents about 30
percent of the estimated total dollar cost. Thc invcst-
ment category includes the procurcmcnt of weapons '

which can be ascertained with conﬁdence through |

intellmcncc mcthods.
| :

? our estimates of operation und maintenance (O&M)

R csumatcs thnn m thosc for invcstmcnt B

: . - ment, testing, and evaluation (RDT&E), which are
"* ' derived In the aggregate using a less certain method-

. Wc also have subStamnal conﬁdencc[ in our csumatc of :

, Although we hnvc contmucd to make improvcmcms ln‘jﬁ
- economy. These questions arc addressed by different
~ analytical techniques that yield csumntcs of lhc rublc '

E"

e <l : ? Slmllarly. dollar cost analysus docs not rcﬂcct the
il _:’ Thc estimated dollar costs for Soviet rcqearch devclop- (

. ology, should be regarded as signiﬂcahtly less reliable

. than those for cnhﬂrmvcstmcntoropcratmg The level

and teend of these estimates, however, are consistent '
- with the judgment, made wl__th high confidence, that

the Soviet militury RDT&E cflfort is large and
eoowing.

Dollar Costs and Military Capabilities

US defense expenditures and our cstimates of the
dollar costs of Sovict defense activitics arec measures of
the annual flows of resources devoted to defense. Such
measures can ve used to compare the overall magni- -
tudes and trends of the defense activitics of the two
ccuntrics in terms of resource inputs. They have an
important advantage over many of the other input

 measures—such as the numbers and types of

weapons—in that they are a common denominator -
which permits aggregative comparisons. Dollar cost .
valuations, for example, take into account differences
in the technical characteristics of military hardware,
the number and mix of weapons procured, manpower
strengths, and the opcrutmn and lrnmmp levels of thc -
forces. -

But doltar wf/aluations still measure input rather than
output and should not be used alonc as a definitive
measure of the relative cffectiveness of US and Sovict

-forces. Assessments of capability must also.take into

account strategic doctrine and battle scenarios; the

' I tactical proficiency, readiness, and morale of forces; -

the numbers and effectivencss of weapons; logistic

~ factors; and a host of other considerations. As with

and equipment and the constructnon of facilmcs Thesc’
dollar costs are based prlmanly on detailed. estnmatcs
of Soviet weapons production rates and chnrnctcnstlcs_

other input measures, dollar valuations are probably
more instructive as general indicators of changes in the
military capabilities of the two nations' forcesover =
time than as mdncators of thc comparatlvc cnpabnlmcs :

Dollar Cos and Sovm Pm'eprions oy P
Estimated dollar costs do not measurc actual Sovnct
defense cxpcndnturcs or their burden on the Sovict

costs ol‘ Soviet mnlitary programw.

Sovicts' view. of the distribution of their defense effort,
Neither tho system of accounts nor the structuring of -
expenditures by military mission is the same for the
Sovict Ministry of Defensc and the US Department of
Decfense. In addition, the sharp differences between
relative prices of various defensc activitics in the
United States and the USSR affect the distribution of

2
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" Aggregate quense Costs 8

. view their own defense effort is best inferred from

F v
: : . ’J : ,:_) ¢
: DollarCostComparisons 3 I-
l

dcfcnsc expenditures sngmﬁcnntly How thc Sovnct«s

csumatcs madc in terms of rubles, not dollars.

Price Base R R
The data presented here are exprcsscd in constant

“dollars so that trends in ctost estimates will reflect rcal

changes in military forces and activities rather than-
the effects of inflation. This paper uscs prices that
represent the purchasing. power of the dollar for

dcfcnsc goods and scrv:ccs at madycar I979

t

For the 1970-79 dccade, thc cumulauvc csumatcd

. dollar costs of Soviet dcfcnsc activitics exceeded US

- . outlays hy almost 30 percent, The trends of the ‘”W?

- com and in comtrucuom ol

activitics o the two countries, moreover, differed
markedly. Estimated in qonstapt dollars, Sovict de-
fense activities increased at an average annual rate of
3 percent.! While growth rates fluctuated somewhat

from year to y'cur——-rcﬂcctiné primarily the phasing of |

~~ major procurement programs for missiles, aircraft, and
- ships—the pattern was one of conunuous growth :
' throughout the decade. Evndcncc on weapon systcms
~ - currently in production and dcvclopmcnt. continuing
- - capital construction at major dcfense industrics pl:mts.
.. and the increasing costs of modcrn weapons indicate

- that this long-term trend in Sovnct defensc activitics

é will continue into thc 1980s at nbout thc same ratc of
. growth, o f o er by

. R |2 v ‘ '
- In contrast, the trend in US outlays was downward for

|

.

. most of the period. US outlays:fell from the beginning
* of the decade until 1976. Since then they have grown

somewhat, as increases in procurcmcnt. RDT&E, and

O&M offset continuing dcclincs in milimry pcrmnncl
| j‘~iv e é-‘s |
N i o

" Asa rcsult ol‘ thcsc dwcrgmg trcnds. the csumatcd

. dollar costs of Soviet defense actwmcs caught up with |
1 i US defense outlays in 1971 and exceeded them by a .
* - widoning margin through 1979, In 1979 the Soviet |, |

. total was about $165 billion, appraximately $0 pcrccnt

' higher than the US total of $108 billion. ; |

! " ' When valued in rubles, this growth rate is 4-5 percent, renectmn
the different pricing structure in lhc Sovlet Uniou

4‘

i
R ) il
P Lo i
b T I
! . ’ 13
i .

‘ . i

If uniformed pcrsonhcl costs (which are based on US

“pay rates) are excluded from both sides, the estimated:

dollar costs of Soviet defense activities exceed US
outlays in 1979 by 40 percent and are 1S percent - -
greater for the entire decade. If RDT&E costs

(estimates for which are considerably less reliable than

those for other activities) are excluded from both sides,
the estimated Soviet dollar cost total exceeds the US
total in 1979 by about 45 percent and is 25 pcrccnl
grcatcr for the decade.

- The Inde.t Number Problem

Evaluating the defense activities of both countncﬁ in

_ dollar terms introduces a basic mecasurement problem

common to all international economic comparisons and
known to economists as the mdcx number problem.
Because of this problem. a comparison will yield
different results depending on which country's prices
arc used, Given different resource endowments.and
technologies, countries tend to use more of the
resources that are relatively cacap— and less of those
that are. relatively expensive—for a given purpose. A
comparison drawn in terms of the prices of one country
thus tends to overstate the relative value of the
activitics of the other. This tendency is more pro-.
nounced the greater the disparity between the two

‘countries’ resource cndowments and technologies. .

The degree of overstatement of Sovict defense activi-
tics relative to thosc of the United States inkerent in
the dollar cost comparison cannot be measured pre-

ciscly We can obtain an appreciation of its magnitude, -

however, by the reverse calculation—that is, by
computing the ratio of Sovict to.US defense activitics
measured in ruble cost terms, which overstates US
activities relative to Soviet. Whercas our dolar.cost
compurlson shows the total cost of Sovict defense
activities in 1979 to be approximately 50 percent
higher than the US total, a ruble cost comparison
shom it to be about 30 percent hu;hcr. '

Economlc Impact of Defense Activities

Although no single measure accurately describes the _

economic impact or burden of defense activitics,
defense spending as a sharc of GNP is often used for
this purpose, This measure uses each country's own
prices to reflect relative scarcities and cfficiencics in
production. Mcasured in 1970 rubles and calculated at
factor cost, the Soviet defense activitics as defined in
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Total US and Soviet Defense Activities | , ' Fiyure 1

A_cumpansén ol US oulluyi with 'c."iti"na'led. dollar cbsls
of Soviel activities if duplicated in the Uniled Slates
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Tha dollar nn;t niima!u relleat the coet of producing and manning in the LIS a military forae of the same nize
and weapona invantary as the Boviet forae and of operating that foroe aa the Sovinta do. The casta shown for
_ milntary torcen are invasiment and operating costa arcluding penaions; they are bant satimates, with poanible error
" margina diaplayed. The coats shown for Savier RDTAE are eatimates derived in the AQQrega., uning a lans cortain
" mathadology: becauns they provide only rough meaaurea, they are shuwn separately from tha dollar costa of
military forces. The US deferse costs are in terms of outlayn baned primarily on the Department of Datanae Total
Obligatianal Authority (TOA) in The Five-Yaar Delende Pragram, Saptember 1070. The eatimatad dollar costa of
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- Resource Compansons foo

this report accounted for jsomcgl to12 pérceni of

~ Soviet GNP throughout the decade of the seventics.

Defense activitics in the United States accounted for

: approximatcly 8 percent of US GNPin l970 and 5

percent in 1979, | P !
|

" terms of the major rcsource categories—military

" Mnhtsry lnvestment. The trcnds in mlhtary nnvcstmgnt'

Soviet and US defensc actlvmcs can bc comparcd in
|

investment, operating, and RDT&.E cdsts*

- o The investinent category covcrs thc dollar cost of thc

procurement of equipment (including major spare
parts) and the construction of facilitics. Investment
costs represent the flow of equipment and facilitics
into the defense establishment. They are not an |
indication of the size of. thq fqrcc in any given year.

N o
.« The operating category covers the costs associated

with mnintuining current forces (including personnel
costs). They are directly related to the size of thc
forces and to the lcvcl of thclr actmty

. . : |
. Thc RDT&E catcgory covcrs a vancty of activities

‘including exploring new tcchnolonics. dcvclopmg i
advanced weapon systcms.‘and mprovmg cximng
systems. - . iv;'ti;;g ST B

. ‘. ; | i S :

. in both countri¢s followed those for the respective . |
- = totals over the decade of the seventies. US invmtmcnt

© throughout the decade. This growth rate is expcctcd‘ to
; continue in theearly 19803 B ;'; ,‘;1 : | al

i The cstlmatcd dollar cost of Soviet mllitary lnvcstmc nt

+ ! fell sharply from 1970 to: 1976 but then grew by more
i than 3 percent per year until the end of the period. |-
! Soviet investment showed an upward trend but dis- |
| ' played cycles in annual growth rates that were, 'related
' to the phasing of major procurcmcnt programs— |

especially those for missiles and aircraft, The uti- ,
mated dollar cost of Soviet mvcstmcnt programs rosq

H t .
- | H i

exceeded comparable US spending by 80 percent in|-

RENE PR
R
[ ' ) I
| |

]

Operating Costs. Mcasured in dollar terms, opcrating .

costs made up the largest share of the total defense
costs for both countries.” US outlays declined rapidly
from 1970 to 1973, reflecting the scaling down and
cventual termination of the Vietnam involvement,
Since then, growth in O&M costs has partially offsct -

" the continuing decline in military personnel costs,.

slowing the decrease of total operating costs. Esti-
mated Sovict dollar costs for operating, on the other
hand, grew continuously during the period—-reflecting
growing force levels—and exceeded those of the
United States by a widening margin after 1971, By
1979 they were 35 percent higher than comparable US
outlays. Over the entire decade, they excecded the US
total by 15 percent. :

RDT & E. Estimates of the dollar costs of Sovict
RDT&E arc derived in the aggregate using a less
certain methodology than the other estimates in this
asscssment. Although we consider the estimates to be
less precise, it is clear there is a substantial Sovict
military RDT&E program. The available information
on particular RDT&E projects and published Soviet
statistics on science indicate that military RDT&E -
expenditures were both-large and growing during the
1970-79 period. This asscssment is reinforced by

. evidence on increascs in the manpower and facilitics

devoted to Soviet military RDT&E programs. US
outlays for RDT&E, on the other hand, declined

steadily over the carly years of the period, before

turning up in 1977, As a result, the estimated dollar
cost of Soviet RDT&E activities over the decade was

, approxnmatcly one and onc-half txmcs the US outiays.

M { mary Manpower

. The Soviets historically have mnmtmncd a Iurgc
- standing force that has a broader range of responsibile
itics than does the US military. The uniformed :

personnel strength of Soviet forces in 1979 was

~ estimated to be 4.3 million—about twice the US level.
- The Soviet figure includes the five armed servicesof =~ -
the Mlnistry of Delense and the Sovlet Border Gunrdq,

- 'This results from the use of US pay rates ln cstimatmg dollar
1979. (The difference was as large as 95 pcrccnt in ||

1 1976.) Over the decade, the estimated dollar costs' |-
.. woro 5§ perccm Inrger than comparablo US outluya

operating costs for the USSR. In ruble terms, investment (not

. operating costs) constitutes the luram share ol‘ mimated total
~ Soviet defc uecom. SR R T B :
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' US and Soviet Defense Activities ;"' ‘| | . Figure 2
. Dollar cost of Soviet activities Lo ' i Doilar cost of Soviet activities ‘
_and US defence outlays ;. Do j as a percent of US dofense outlays
“‘Total \with ROTAE) ’ o Note: Scales vary :
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3 ~ 200,000 men—occurred in the Ground Forces. In |/
. contrast, the level of US military manpower hes fallen
:  every year since the peak of the Vietnam buiidup—

P Comparisons of Soviet and US activities can aiw be

US and Estimated Soviet

Figurb 3
Active Military Manpower ‘

Million men (midyear)

§ )
USSR
k] \
: s
¢ |
|
1 !
l
P {
t LI e t t |

¥
1870 71 72
The USSR line exciudes Internat Schrlty Troops and conntrut:tlén troo;ln-

well over half a million men-who do not fill what in the US would be ¢on-
sidered national security rolu. ) o : o |

AR

- which are subordmatc to thc Commlttee i'or State |
~ Security but have some military rcsponslblhty. Wcll

over a half million men in the internal security forcc; of
the Ministry of Internal Affairs and in'railroad and
construction troop units are not included in the

~ - comparison, because they do not fill what in the Umtcd

States would be constdcrcd natlonal secunty rolcs !
I i

. - Military manpower trends pnrailclcd those i'or total

{7 costs in the two defense establishments. Estimated | i

/" | Soviet military manpower grew by more than 400, 000
" men between 1970 and 1979, The largest incrcase—-— :

[

from 3.1 million men in 1970 to 2 I million in l9‘79|

“5,\:"; [

Military Mission Compamons I

made by US accounting definitions, which are used to
array defense authorizations by the missions they are
designed to support. The missions in this section i'ollow
the guidelines in the Defense Plamting and Program-
ming Categories (DPPC) issued by the Department of
Defense in Novembcr l979 A I
1 i

il S D i
Do P |

i

73 74 786 78 77 78 | 79

Strategic Forces. This mission includes all forces -
assigned to intercontinental attack, strategic defense,
and strategic control and surveillance, plus the Soviet'
peripheral attack forces, but excludes RDT&F The
level of Soviet activity for strategic forces (excluding .-
the Soviet peripheral attack forces, for which the
United States has no counterpart), measured in
dollars, was two and two-thirds times that of the .
United States over the 1970-79 period and nearly three
times the US level in 1979, Il Soviet peripheral attack
forces are included, the estimated dollar costs of the
Soviet forces were three times the comparable US
outiays over the pcnod

Wlthtn the strategic forces mission, mtcreontmcntnl
attack forces accounted for about 35 percent of the
total dollar cost estimate uf Soviet strategic forces for
the period. US outlays for intercontinental attack
forces accounted for 65 pcrccnt of US stratcgic forcc
outiays for the pcrlod :

Eslimuted dollar costs of Soviet intercontinental uttuck .
activities dipped in the early 1970s with the completion
of third-gencration ICBM deployment programs, then:
rose sharply in the mid-1970s with the deployment of
fourth-generation systems, As the Sovicts complete

- deployment of their fourth-generation ICBMs, the

estimated dollar cost of intercontinental attack will dip
again before rising sharply in the mid-1980s, when the
Soviets are cxpected to dcploy thc ncw lCBM systcms o
now in dcvelopment., R IR

Our cost estrmatt.s i‘or mtcrcontmcntal attack i‘orccs
reflect a substantial difference in the mix of weapons in
the Soviet and US forces. During the period, ICBM -
forces accounted for more than half of the estimated -
dollar cost.of Soviet intercontinental attack forces, -
compared with only about onc-fifth for the United =~ -
States. O the other hand, bomber forces represented -
about one-third for the United States but less than 5 -

. _percent of the Soviet total. In every ycar of the decade,

the dollar custs of Soviet programs for ICBMs and -
ballistic missile submarines exceeded those of the
United States, but the dollar costs of Soviet bombers
were lower than comparable US outlays.

' Backf{lre aircralt assigned to Long Range Aviation are lncluded in

peripheral attack forces, and those assigned to the Navy aro included
in genoral purpose forces,




" . Strategic Forces

- B8O

US and Soviet Major Missions . .

Dollar cost of Soviet activities ~ © . - i

and US defense outlays ‘ o

" Note: Scvles vary
Bulion 1979 dollars

‘ _ . Figure 4
Dollar cost of Soviet activities - :
as a perce 1t of US defense outlays
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. O Soviet activities if duplicated in the United States

US and Soviet Forces for lntercontlnental Attack

A comparison of US outlays with estimatad dollar Cu!ll '

Figure 5
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Pcruphcrnl atmck fcrccs accountcd for ubout IS ocrccm
of the total dollar cost of the Soviet strategic mnsnén.
(Peripheral attack forces include medium- nnd it
intermediate-range ballistic missiles, mcdium bomb-
ers, and some older ballistic missile submarines. These
forces are assigned slralcgic targcts on the pcnphcry of
theSoviet Union) f SRR REE LU L i

aE '3 R S P i:f :,

D%timutcd com of Sovict forccw ror strutcgic dcfensc

accounted for roughly half of the dollar costs of the =
Soviet strategic mission vdurmg the decade. US outlays
for strategic defense, on the other hand, accounted for
only about 15 percent of US strategic mnsf.lon outlays
during the period. Soviet strutcgic defense activities
during 1970-79 remained ! a high level, while US
strategic def~nse activitics declined during the period.
As a result, the dollar cest of Soviet strategic defense
activities increased from five times US outlays in l970
1o 25 times US outlays in 1979, Soviet strategic -

defense activitics will probably continue to grow m thc -

carly 1980s as the Soviets introduce a new generation
of interceptor aircraft and surface-to-air missiles, inan
attempt to further improve their air defenscs.
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General Purpose Forces. This mission includes all land, :
tactical air, naval, and mobility (airlift and scalift) -
forces. Estimated dollar costs of Sovict activitics for -
general purpose forces (exclusive of RDT&E) have
exceeded comparable US outlays since 1970, although

 the absolute difference between them has remained
" relatively constant since 1973, For the decade, the

Soviet total for this mission was about 55 perccnt "

.hizhrr than the US totnl

V Wnlhm both the Soviet and the US gcncral purpoec

forces, land forces accounted for the largest share of
the dollar cost. The estimated dollar cost of Soviet land
forces increased steadily throughout the period.
Outlays for US land forces continued to drop from the
Vietnam-era high until 1973. Since 1973 they have
grown at a moderate rate.

Projected i



: ~ The dollar costs of the two countncs gencral purposc :
- naval forces (excluding attack and multipurpose carri-

US and Soviet General Purpose Forces.
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Figure €.
A comparison of US outlays with estimated doilar costs
of Soviet activities if duplicated in the l.lnlllegl States -
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| ers and their associated aircraft, which by DoD DPPC
' definitions are included in tactical air forces) showed
divergent trends. US outlays for this mission fell until |
1973 and then were relatively. oonstant for the rcst pl‘ ;
. the decade. The estimated dollar costs of Soviet | |
~ general purpose naval forces also declined until 1973 |
but then grew at a rapid rate for the rest of the dccadc
As a result of these trends, thc cstlmaled dollar costs of
Soviet activities in 1979 were more, than 15 percent . |
higher than US outlays. Over, thc whole decade they
were approximatcly equal to US outlays. (If the custs
of the US carricrs and their associated aircraft were
included in general purpose naval forccs. US outlays
would be 20 percent more than the estimated dollar |
costs of Soviet forces in 1979 and SO percent hlgher
than the Sovnet total for thc cnure penod )

US outlays lor lactlcul ulr forccs (lncludlnu alrcruﬂ
carriers and their associated alrcral't) fell from 1970 to
1974 but have grown since thcn. The estimated dollar
cost of the Sovict forces with; a ucllcal air mlSSIOll ;

I
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i

fhowcd a cycllcal but upward, growth pattcrn rclatcd
to the procurement cycle for new aircraft. By the cnd
of the decade, US outlays exceedcd estimated Sovict
dollar costs for tactical air forces by 20 percent—a -
considerable decrease since 1970. Over the decade, US
outlays were about onc-third more. (If the US carriers
and their associated aircraft were excluded, estimated
Soviet dollar costs would be 35 percent higher than US

a wholc )

Support Forces. In addition to the training, ihhinxe-;
nance, major heudguarters and logistic activitics nor- .
mally considered support, this mission also includes

| military space programs, Over the decade, US outlays

on support activities exceeded the cstimated Soviet -
total by approximately 20 percent, but while the US
level was two-thirds higher than the estimated Sovict

1evel in 1970, the two were equal at the'end of the

decade. The cstimated dollar cost of Soviet support -
forces grew steadily over the pcrlod to mutch the
growth ol' the othcr maJor missions.

10

outlays in: l979 and 45 pcrccm hlzhcr l'or lhc pcrlod as
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Forces Opposite China - o
Py ) |
Both countries structure their forces not only for a
major East-West ‘war but also for other posublc
conflicts. For example, between 10 and 15 pcrccnt of
the estimated dollar cust of Soviet defense actwmcs
(excluding RDT&E) is for units that we belicve have
primary missions against China. Some of lhmc forces
also could be used to mcct:oghcr oontmgcn_cucs i
. Lo
Comparlsons With Prevlous l:‘stimates .
Esumatm of the dollar costs of Sovnet dcfcnsn actlvmes B
are revised each ycar to take into account new | , o
information and new assessments of the size, composn- P
tion, and technical characteristics of the Sovnct forces
and activities, as well as improvements in coslmg

|

'l
i

“'l

|

|

‘methodologies. The US data used for comparative

purposes are similarly revised each year to take into
account changes in The Five Year Defense Program
and the Defense Planning and Programming Catego-
ries. Both the Sovie: and the US data are updated
annually to reflect thc most rcccnt pncc basc l
HE
This year's estimate of thc dollnr cost of Soviet d;.fcn,c -
activities for 1978 is about 9 percent higher than the
estimate for that year in last year’s publication. Almost
all of the 9-percent difference is the result of changing
froma 1978 toa 1979 prlcc base. The refinements
made since our last rcport in our assessments of Soviei
defense activitics and their costs for the ycar 1978 have - |
resulted in no apprccxable change m our cstlmatc
! . } l b i . lw ! ! S

Recaders making cumulative comparlsons with prc—
vious versions of tlm report should be aware that this
year we are coversing a lO-ycar period—the decade of
the 1970s—rather than an 1 1-year pcnod aswasthe |
case wnh the carlier. rcports CobL : ~
s I
! f :

|

. H l
!

¢ -
i .
i

H .




