SEC pEF . .

ﬁmmumww

Negen 2008 HAS--}EEN
. . 4 .
. St .. VAN &
16 Janvary 1987 * - J%r .

- - o ' (b)(1)
- ' Do e
MEMORANDIM FOR: The Honorable Caspar W, Wetnherger ° v

. The Secretary of Defense - '
SUBJECT: . Tntelligence Input to NSDD 250 Tasking
- *

1. Among other things, NSDD 250 tasked the Director ef Centrai
Intellfgence to assess Vikely Soviet and other foreign reactions to a
US-Soviet agreement to do away with ballistic missiles of all ranges. The
attached response wis prepared by the National Intelligence Council and was
reviewed by senfor officers in the Defense Intelligence Agency and in CIA. 1| . - °
ﬂnnﬂm this package to, you at the direct request of Frank Carlucci. .

2.. The paper covers a ot of important issues; there 1s 2 short overview
that I would strongly recommend to you. [ want to emphasize that, although 1
think 1t 13 -highly unlikely that the Soviets would go along with a move to
e] iminate ballistic missites while retatning bombers.and cruise missiles,
they, 1n fact, wuld hg in & much-better position to take advantage of such »
new regime than most people realize. These points are well documented in the
| paper, The Chairman, National Intelligence Council, and the National
; Intell {gence Officer for Strategic Programs are available to discuss the
1ssues in this paper further with you or memhers of yoyr staff,
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OVERVIEW

There are strong and compelling ressons--doctrinal, {nstitutional,
byreaucratic, personal, economic, and strategic--for the USSR to reject
proposals that promise to eradicate the NSSR's ballistic missile arsenal,
Qoctrinally, hallistic misuiles occupy essentia) roles 1n supporting Soviet
global swhitions and are importent weapons for securing Soviet oilitery
obJectives on the battlefield. From a force structure perspective, they carry
11 over 90 percent of the Soviet intercontinental range muclear weapons and
prditious modernization efforts fpr both ICBMs and SLBMs are already
underway, Moreover, the future of key military and industrial bureaucracies
cemaing {nextricably 1inked to ensuring the primacy of the role that ballistic
nissiles play 1n the IISSR's broader game plan for extending 1ts influence.

" Also, the apparent savings associated with an sgreement to remove all

pallistic missiles could be more than of fset hy the increased expenditures

T pecessary to augment and further modernize the remaining Soviet strategic

fo=ces, hoth offensive and defensive, and genera) purpose forces. For these
ond other reasons, 1t 1s highly uniikely that the USSR contemplates an arms

‘Gpntrol regime with the 1S -that would result 1n the ramoval of all NS and
] :

jpviet ballistic missiles,

- At the seme time, however, there nave been forces at play In the Soviet
efense arena which would ucihtcte the USSR's transition to a zero ballistic

‘Missile world and that would serve them well should such an arrangement ever

" missiles wouTd go a Tong way to resolving the princ

gome shout. Soviet defense decisionmakers tasked with assessing how the USSR
¢ould meet 1ts strategic objectives in a zern-zero Mallistic missile world by

. §996 would undertake their work mindful that the USSR 1s already replacing its

Jeavy homher force with Rlackjack and Rear H, i3 fight testing a varfety of
gruise missiles 1ncluding a supersonic missile, and possesses substantial and
‘Jrproving air defenses, an operational ARM system, a large civil defense
pparatus, and a huge deep underground shelter network desfgned to protect the
USSR's Veadefship in the event of nuclear war, Moreover, they would be
elatively pleased by the current conventional balance, even as they address
pristing and serious deficiencies 1n thetr afr forces. In short, o
aero-zero ba)1istic missile agreement would not catch the USSR fully flat.
footed, _And, perhaps most importantly the shsence of fast-flying balld 3tic
al concern of Soviet war

Vanners: Hew go anticipete, avoid or handlp the potentially "sudden”
ansit on to qeneral nuclear war Trom & conventional conflict 1n Lur e that
ct to win?t Th Tsti

: expe " e elimTnatTon of aTl US "Test-Tlying" ballistic
!f‘ VssTVes would mitigate this central problem for thﬂl!*l?’j—r

! While 1t 1s unclear whether in & zero ballistic missile world the risk of
escalation from conventTonal to nuclear war would decrease, the e 0
crises and even conventional confTict, however, Could Tncrease. [Ronetheless,
war -=gven § conventio wir=orematng unTikely, verall, th

I n e
"~ #Vimination of hallistic missiles could reduce somewhat political stabflfty,

py increasing Soviet propensity for risk-taking, since the Soviets might judye

£hat the probahility and potéency of any IS response would Vikely be decreased
10 2 world without ballistic missiles. i
. 3
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* - Whatever the Soviets think abdut the military implications of specific

arms control concepts or proposals, they are clearly and, for the moment,
primarily playing a political game about which they are very serfous.
Achtevement of Gorhachav's two principal amms control objectives--stopping SDI
and deflecting the Reagan Administration from its entire national security
agenda of arms hulldup and counter-Soviet actions-- would make the 1990s much
ecasfer for the USSR than they would otherwise be. They would facilitate the
reconcil{ation of Soviet. internsl economic and socia) modernization with
fonfimod and possibly expanded Soviet roles as an internstional superpower.

In the eyes of the Soviet military planner the actual 1ikelthood of arms
contro) el iminating nuclear weapons, a1l strategic forces, or whole classes of
weapons 1s probably so small as to he practically zero. Rut the Rorbachev
campaign surrounding radical arms control could well promote effects such as
t:oso'lbovo-ﬁithwt greements--and Soviet military power would gatn
therefrom, ) © .

Key NATO aVliles, espectally the nuclear powers, will continue to oppose
the el imination of US and Soviet ballistic missiles on the grounds that it
wil) undermine the concept of nuclear deterrence and weaken the pcrce!vm "s
commitment to Western furope's defense.
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A zero-zero ballistic missile agreement between the United States and the
Soviet linfon would De cause for conlern in Retjing--despite 1ts longstanding
call for the abolition of nuclear weapons., Ohina would expect to come under
great international pressure to accede to any US-Soviet tresty, and they would
% @ot want to be perceived internationally as drayging their feet on an historic
g opportunity for sharp cuts 'n nuclear arms, At the same time, compliance with @
an greement that el iminated ballistit missiles while allowing strategic
defenses and nonballistic offensive systems would muliify China's deterrent, .
which relies exclusively on ballistic missiles that can threaten the Soviet
Unfon, As a result, we belleve Reljing would at & mninfmum attempt to retain .
i1ts present nuclear capability and pursue s politicsl strategy designed to
deflect international pressures to sign on,
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THE SOVIETS IN A ZERO-BALLISTIC-MISSILE WORLD °

. 1. Soviet foreign policy 1s driven by forces stemming from historical
.and ideolngical ronts, Soviet nationa) security policy seeks to promote the
USSR's global objective of extending its influence either directly as in
Afghanistan or through proxies such as the Sandinfistas in Central America and
the Cubans in Africa, Neither the arms control policies of the sixties and
seventies, nor the IS arms reduction ngenda of the eighties, has in any
opprocub‘o way altered the Soviet world view and 1ts Merxist Lenfnist
agends, Nor 13 ox prospective arms reduction agreement likely to alter
Soviet strategic ‘objectives, although it could change the Soviet gameplan for \
securing those strategic ohjectives; that fs hecause the Soviets see arms
control as & means for managing tho‘r program for achievi lobal objectives
and not as a suhstitute for those nstional ohjectives. E

The Soviet Strategic Outlbot '

) 2. The USSR's natinna) security decisionmakers underwrite the
research, development, testing and deployment of its strategic nuclear
arsena) for two principal reasons, First, as Marxist-Leninists they see a
deep and abiding antagonism with the West that could well result in nuclear
war=«gven {f such a war is no longer deemed fatalistically inevitadle,
Anything short of serious war-waging cepabilities would, 1n their view, be
fnadequate preparation for this contingency. Second, such forces also give
the USSR superpower status with attendant foreign policy tnfluences.
Strategic nuclear weapons --principally hallistic missiles--are the most
visible confirmation of Soviet supérpower status; they are their primery ’
capital when 1t comes to affiming the NSSR's status as & co-equal with the
US--2 perception that 1s critical to their glodal objective of extending their
influence and control, Strategic muclear forces underpin an assertive Soviet
foreign policy by projecting an image of military strength. Soviet leaders
appreciate the political utility of world perceptions of military power and
have Yong stressed the contribution of strategic forces to the USSR's
superpower status. They recognize that military power is their principa)”
foreign policy asset and that continued high levels of defense efforts, both
1™ acquisition nf forces and In research and develnpment programs, are
necessary to sustain and expand Moscow's global role, ﬁ

3. Although the Soviets share the West's goal of avoiding nuclesr war,
the avenue they chose, early in the strategic nuclear era, for securing that
goal was different then the one followed hy the West., As a continental power
that had long understood warfare as the art of advancing, conquering and
ocoupying an opponent’s homeland, they rejected Western concepts of mutual : .
sssured destructfon. (MAD) as a sound basis for strategic nuclear force
planning, 1nstead they derisively descrihed MAD as 1ittle more than 2 mutual
sufcide pact that they had no intention of joining, Their refusal to sign on
to MAD was enduring even while thelir aopreciocion of the consequences of
nuclear war matured. Throughout the Seventies, while exercises featuring
nuclear play hecome more redlistic, reflecting higher and hgher casualty
rates, and statements by Soviet leaders iIncreasingly touted the horrendous
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consequences of nuclear war, the USSR has continued 1ts emphasis on the
- procurewent of strategic weapons with warfighting attributes, and its
commitment to passive and active strategic defenses designed to facilitate the

survival of the Yesdership tha necessary for centralized war
‘direction and reconstitution,

4, The Soviets apparently helieve that in the present 11S-Soviet
strategic relationship each side possesses strategic nuclear copabilities that
could devastate the nther after ahsorhing an attack. Soviet Veaders have
_stated that nuclear wer with the United States would be a catastrophe that
sust he avoided 1f possible and that they do not foresee such a conflict as
. inevitable, Nevertheless, they regard nuclesr war as a contimuing
possibility., They seek superinr capahilities to fight and win a nuclear war
with the United States, and have been working to improve their chances of
prevailing in such a conflict, A tenet of their strategic thinking holds that
. the better prepared the 1ISSR is to fight in vartous contingencies, the wmore
Tikely 1t 1s that potential enemies will he dissuaded from initiating attacks
on the Soviet Unfon and 1ts allfes and hesitant to counter Soviet political
and military actinns, Tn this end the Soviets are developing and deploy!
forces that will enable them to deal flexidbly with confiict contingem’a"?n
various gengraphic settings that differ in scope and in ==from horder
skirmishes to protracted intercontinentasl nuclear war,

Sourges of, and Lhits ta, Noctrinal Change

. S. Soviet nﬂltu:y discourse on intercontinental nuclear war--both

classified and unclassified--for virtually all of the post World Wer 11

nuclear erp has focused on what Soviets military theorists have described as .
the inftial nuclear phase--the opening nuclear salvos--which they have -
rautinely described as potentially decisive, While 1t 13 true that Soviet )
understanding and characterizetion of that inftial nuclear phase has evolved

over the Yast three decades, such evolution has come shout only as the result

of long and divisive doctrinal dedbate and has always affirmed the conclusion °

that the nutcome of a liS-Soviet muclesr war could he determined by the initia)l
nucleor strike. This esphasis has occurred, despite their realization that

even general nuclear war could hecome protracted, and extend over 3 period oh
weeks or months, a possibility thet requires survivable nuclear assets and

conmand and control capabilities., In essence, Soviet doctrinal discussions
uitimately evolved from a belief that general nuclear war would begin with
spasmndic Taunches of each side's entire arsenal, to allow for an inftial,
conventional opening war phase which over the yurs they have come to percelve

88 heing of qreater and greater duration and complexity., This evolution has

been slow and painful,

&, Noctrinal evolution in the USSR heging with debates smong military
theorists, which are then followed by war games and simulations, then by
testing and evaluation in figld exercises--and ultimately by codiﬂcauon hy
the political military leadership of(the USSR, This process can take a decade
or more to run 1ts course, And therd are no short cuts on cosmic Issues that
affect Soviet military doctrine. ThIW{s one reason, but not the only one,
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that the Soviets have rejected, for a number of years now, what they describe
as one-sided IS proposals that seek to restructure the Soviet strategic
arsenal, - As such any new US proposal that would require ‘radical changes in
the makeup of Soaviet nuclear forces will be percetved as running counter to an
orthodoxy and doctrinal decisionmak{ng process that the Soviets describe as
“scientific.® The process that creates Soviet military doctrine and the
resulting’Soviet force structure are slow to change. The Soviets are
suspicious of proposals that require radica) shifts in the way their
"scientific® process dictates they think; these proposals are almost sure to
be rejectdd, [ | o

7. Soviet mi)itary doctrine's preoccupation with the 1nitia) phase of a
nuclear war with the US, derived in the first instance from the tremendous
destructive capability of nuclear weapons and secondly from the creation of
“fast-flyers®--ballistic missiles that con strike the US or the USSR in thirty
mimutes or less, n the one hand the potential presented by nuclear weapons
for del ivering a knock-out punch argued for reliance on fast-flyers and once
ballistic missiles hecome the lesding edge of the two sides’ arsenals it made
the thitial nuclear phase even more important in Soviet orthodoxy. The
further enshrinewent of the tenet which holds that the Inftial nuclear phase
can he. decisive in turn had a synergistically derived impact on the role and
status of ballistic missiles, b

8. 1n sddition, ballistic missiles quickly became a symbol of Soviet
prowess particularly on the international scene where i1t has become the one'
area 1n which the USSR has gatned a“status co-equal with the US as a
superpower. Nomestically, the top Soviet political leaders, until recently,
‘were directly involved 1n the creation of the Soviet ballistic missile force
and sav their careers prosper in direct propo to the growth of the USSR's
Status as & ballistic missile power. Brizhasv, for example, began his
meteoric rise to the post of Geners! Secretary as the principal Party
Secretary charged .by Khrushchev with overseeing the ballistic missile Industry
in the early 1960s,. ‘Although such direc personal 1{nkage between the
political Yeaders¥ip-and the fate of the.dtrategic ballistic missile s
changing there fs Vikely still to be 8 strang residue of this, Moreover,
within the military structure itself the people that controlled and operated
Targe hallistic missiles bécame an independent service, the Strategic Rocket
Forces (SRF) and soon thereafter, the officially acknowledged senfor service
1n al) of the 1SSR's Armed Forces. And unlike #ts US counterpart, the SRF fs
a dne- system service--it possesses only fast-flying ballistic missiles. To
ban ballistic missiles means the end of what the LISSR-of ficially describes as
1ts senfor military service, The bureaucratic pressures marshalled by the SRF
within the military against such a proposal would be intense. (Although there
might he some in the USSR's Ground Forces from whose ranks the resl! leaders of
the USSR's professiona) nﬂ!uq estahl isiment stil) » who would see such
a development as a "just reward” given the symbolic Slighting this service has
gotten since the 1960s). The story they would carry would resonate well with
the Tobbying of a defense industrial sector whose leaders--the hissile
designers--have been national heroes. The baliistic missile defense industry
13 not one that s readily convertible to other endeavors and 'so a ban on

.
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bal Ic migsiles would almost cortainl}’ incur hard times for important, one
can s "‘l}tﬁacpm_s af+the Soviet polity.
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. 94 -y therd 4re strong and compelling reasons--doctrinal, '

o ‘tastitutionply -b" ‘bautratic, persona), econoMic, and strategic-- for the USSR

to reject p s Lhat promise to eradicate the USSR's ballistic missile

arsenal, o In Tact, Soviet proposals for the elimination of all strategic .

offensive arms.(:1CBMs, SLOMs, and heavy bombers) was probably an attewpt to

keep,.the ¥y Slance® through a serfes of confusing indications of tough

and conciliatoty, chenges 1n Soviet policy. Moscow probably 'sees such an

- ap Oach\s.;.'&nblp-to the: creation of a political atmosphere hostile to
t»io,in, the West, who want contimuing strategic force modernization. That
safl, Soviet mf doctrine does evolve, the USSR'S strategic arsenal {s on

the path of div ftation, there is a changing of the guard in the USSR's

ndtions). securd and 1t s the USSR’s globa) objectives which are

armm !_'lﬁl:?thlﬂ the means they have adopted for reaching those ends,

-
waere®

The SQ\;ht‘cnm'lus

10. Soviet defense decisiommakers tasked with assessing how the USSR
could meet 1ts strategic ohjectives 1n 8 zero-zero ballistic missile world by
1996 would undertake thefr work mindful that the USSR 1s already modernizing
1ts heavy bomber force;, 1s flight testing cruise missiles including a
supersonic varfant, possesses substantial afir defenses, ag well as an
opefationa) ABM system, a large civil defense spparatus énd s huge deep
undergraund shelter network designed to protect the USSR's leadership in the
event of .nuclear war, Morsover, they would be relatively plessed by the
current conventional balance even as they address existing and serfous
deffciencies In their atr forces. In short a 2ero-zero ballistic missile ~
world would not catch the USSR fully flat-footed. la particular, their
conventional force dominance would hold them in good stead in such a

scenarfo. Perhaps wost importantly the ahsence of fast-flying ballistic
missiles uouh 0 8 Tong way to resolving the pri 1'% concern of Soviet war
planners; E? §§ anticipate, avoid or hendle Eﬁc iunsi Ton to general
nuClear war from a conventional con n turope that they expect to
aif_ The el mination of all 1S b stic would mitigate this
central problem Tor the USSR, At Eﬁc sane time, however, Soviet planners

‘would also have to consider:

«<The extent to which an expanded Soviet homber, tacticsl aircraft, and
cruise missile force could assume the remsining key strategic missions
in a 2ero-zero ballistic missile world, heretofore assigned primarily
to ballistic missiles--especially ICBMs,

«<Thelr lsuu.nent of the US ability to create & strategic defense that
could sighificantly attrit remeining Soviet strategic assets.

r .
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v
-<Their confidence that the United States would not ccqn;i,ro 8 strategic
advantage during or after -the perfod of transition from a force relfant

mainly on ballistic.missiles to s force comprised solely of bombers and
cruise missiles, : C . )

«<Their perception of how difficult 1t would be to -u;a‘gc the 'tnnsitioﬂ'
to a zero ballistic missile wrld.

<-Thelr abillcj over the next decade to produce and deploy additional.
heavy bombers and cruise missiles with existing production facilfitfes
U and without mjor disruptions in industry and the economy.

==Their preference that such a proposal provide some cost savings or, at ¢ ‘
a wintmum, not increase spending for defense sbove that prograwmed tn
the absence of an arms control agreement. ’ R

«=Their abilfty to rotaiﬁr create a covert force of ballistic missiles,
especial 1y ICBMs. . Cot L

~=Their assesment of the degree to which their passive and active
strategic defenses :{ 8 2ero-2ero ballistic missile world would .be
enhanced, ) -

nceening third count r weap ons development
pTth-the TR R AEILISh dnd Frencigiout
PR apon-possessing ¢oU es.

=<Their expectations
programs starting
tesser degree, ot

11. A key elemnt of the Soviet strategic force postute 1s the
capability to preewt the enemy’s use of nuclear weapons.* The mesns for
sccomplishing this 1nitially would be greatly affected by & zero ballistic
missile force. The time required to employ bombers will seriously hinder
Soviet capability to achieve a preesption of a US strategic strike. Force.
reposturing (such as placing SLCMs off the US shores) may ss:o part of the
problem, but may not achieve their damage 1imitation requiréwents or provide
timely enough response or relfable C3 connectivity with the high level of
certainty specified in their war plans, Thus, at lesst initially, a zero
ballistic misstle world wnuld Teave the Soviets without the means to achieve a
basic tenet of their current strategic war plans. Soviet military planners *
also place high priority on capabilities to destroy enemy targets under a
variety of wartime conditfons, including retalfation. The Soviets probably
belfeve that elimination of hallistic missiles has the potential to jeopaidize
their capability to cover these targets, particularly under circumstances of
retaliation; they would probahly he somewhat less confident that their '
improved bomber force could cover these targets s well.. S -
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Soviet Offénsive Forces Under the 1),S. Proposal -

12: We douht that the Soviets would alter the basic missions of their
remaining.strategic nuclear offensive forces --and certainly not in the near
term-<even under an agreement ol {minating ballistic missiles. Soviet ‘military
writers routinely emphasize the ‘mportance of rapidly. destraying an opponent's
warmaking cepability in a‘strategic war. In evaluating the U.S. proposal,
Soviet mil{1tary’ planners would consider the capabilities of:their pomber and
cruise missile forces to meet their projected targeting requirements, -
particularly those requirenants for the initial muclear strike, while allowing
for operattonal obstacles such as relfability problems, readiness factors and
attritian from eneny air de¢fenses, Soviet planning for conventional conflict
in Europe would almost certainly evo)ve, however, since much of what
constitutes Soviet tactics for conventional war in Europe 1s taflored to meet
the possibility that the West could resort in very short order to the use of
nuclear armed ballistic missiles with very short flight times. Soviet
planning and forces would continue to be based on fighting and winning a
coventional or nuclear war against NATO. Although the Soviets are placing
more emphasis on fashioning thelir theater forces and operational planning to
fight a protracted conventional war against NATO, their military doctrine and
tactics would stil) be based gn the-realization that NATO could rasort to
© nuclear weapons during combat. The threat of escalation to muclear combat on'
the ba%tlfﬂold would remain present even without ballistic missiles.

+ 13, Even in a zero-zero ballistic missile world the Soviets would still
perceive the need to grapple with a complex set of time urgent targets which
would sti1) command the attention of Soviet fbrce:planners and would still
magnify the tmportance of the inftfal Soviet nuclesr strike; bombers on the
ground, submarines in port and GLCMs iri thetr garages are inviting targe
that would be much less vulnerable to éttack once deployed from home basg\
For this reason the Soviets would sti11 perceive the need for fast fyers--
either supersonic, and vitimately hypersonic, truise missiles, deployed for
example in converted SSANs of f the IS and European coasts, or a'covert
ballistic missile force. Mordovér, because they would probably assume that
the US would see the zero ballistic missile world from similar perspectives, -
they would assume.a US requirement for fist-flyers; hence the spectre of a
surprise first strike would Vikely rematn a prominent concern for military,
planners, althoogh 1t would still be our judgment that the most 1ikely -
scenario for nuclear confiict fs one 17 which the nuclear conflict grows out

of » major international crists or a conventional confiict in one or more
theaters, ﬂ . -

14, The Intelligence Community helleves the Soviets expect war to begin
following a period of increased tension emd crisis, during which time the

. Sovi'ets generate their drmed forces. Also the Soviets spparently belfeve that

a major nuclear conflict, 1f 1t occurs, would be most. 11kely to artse out of a

- conventional co ¢t, Further, the Soviets see Yittle T1ikelihood that the US

. . Or NATO would Jaunch a surprise or sudden attack from a normal peacetime

posture without providin_g warning,

10
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1S. As a2 result, we dd not believe the Soviets would adopt a large-scale
strip alert posture for their intecontinental bomber force. However, the .
Soviets may opt to place & small portion of their bomber force (a few aircraft
per main dperating hase) on strip alert as the ballistic missiles are phased
out. With the advent of the AS-15-equipped BEAR H, the Soviets have
instituted a Vimited peacetime patrol program, ﬁ as the size of the
bomber force m:rugod. $0 might this program,

16. Targeting Requirements, The elimination of ballistic missiles would
result 1n 2 net rcsucdon of VTixed strategic targets by about SO0 from the
current total of about 4,500 worldwide. The greatest change would be the
el imination of about 1,200 time- urgent hardened targets--f.e., 211 U,S. 1CBM
silos and Yaunch contrg) facilities. This would be partially offset by .
sdditions to Soviet strategic nuclear targeting nqu!npnts.

«=There would be more hS. dases for cruise wiss11es--a1 though nﬁy of
these missiles prodadl uld be based near existing ports, air bases,

and ground forces installgtions slready targeted by Soviet nuclear
forces; and,

==The Soviets.would anticipate an expansion of 1).S. and allfed air
defense installations, which would pose a gredter threat to attacking
“Soviet offensive strategic forces. ﬁ .

17. The Soviets also would anticipate an increase 1n US GLCMs, unless
these nr: prohibited or Yimited by an INF agreement, and would see 2
corresponding requirement to attack any GLCMs that could be located in field
opersting areas hy Soviet reconnaisssnce. Rarring & marked increase in the
deployment of U,S. or allied GLCMs or & major breskthrough -fn Soviet .
reconnatssance capahilities, Soviet weapons requirements for attacking. field-
deployed missiles probably would not dramatically increase. In any case, the

Soviets probably would expect that the United States would continue to deploy
more ALCMs and SLCMs -than GLCMs,

18. Mher Considerations for Force S12ing. 1In assessing their
requirements Tor strategic forces, the kvlo!s would consider, in additfon to
the number of targets, the wartime operational obstacles to the successful
delivery of weapons to targets.

--’IQ Soviets may onticipito relfshility prohlems with long-range 1and
attack cruise missiles, whiCh Tncorporate new technologies. :

=-The Soviets probably bhelieve that their cruise missile forces will not
aschieve the day-to-day readiness of their silo-based ICBM forces.
Thus, many of these cruise missiles may not be available for nuclear
strike operations when nuclear war begins, The Soviets would plan to
generate their cruise missile forces during a perfod of conventional
war with the United States, but they could not count on this,




-<Soviet cruise missile carrfers--espectfally submarines--would be at
. Teast 2% vulnersble to attacks during a conventional phase preceding
nuclear warfare as were their balifstic missile predecessors. Expected
force attrition might offset planned force generation,

AThe Soviets might anticipate formidable U.S. and allied afr defenses
that would reduce the penetrativity of Soviet cruise missiles and
cruise missile carriers, Because *hu probably would see US and NATO u
naval forces as major threats to Soviet swbmarines carrying SLCMs, the
Soviets might allocate most of thefr SLCMs to targets in Eurasia, and
use mostly ALCMs in attacks against North American targets. They still
:oulc be concerned, hmv:r. zm‘u.s. and allfed air defenses would
2 r

" 20. Soviet military planners would factor in 01! of the above °
considerations in determining reserve requirements for their strategic
forces. Although we cannot replicate Soviet calculations of bomber and cruise
wmissile requirements for the end of 1996--when all ballistic missiles would be
el iminated--our analysis indicates that the Soviets may require sbout 5,000 to

8,000 cruije missiles--assuming no upgrading of U,S. air defenses--and up to

2 10,000 to 17,000 cruise missiles 1f the linfted States dcplon an extensive afr
L defense systn. _ ,

' pt g or ld nuﬂduproﬂouinLa Ban T

21, linder an arms control agreement that would eliminste ballistic
missiles during the next ten years but retain heavy bombers indefinitely

thereafter, cheating must be exanined scpauuly for the two distinct perfods °
of the agreement:

--l??ﬁolm during which time 1CAMs, SLBMs, and heavy boubers uould be
a1l owed

«=1996 and heyond, during which time heavy bombers would be permitted, _ °
but ICBMs and SLBMs would be lmmod. :

During the first period, cheatin? could take the- fom of Somt deploynent of
ICBMs, SLRMs, and heavy bombers in’ excess of the numbers permitted. During .
the second period, however, cheating could be fn one of two forms-.the. Soviets’ ¢

lz . '
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could deploy excess heavy boubon and bomber weapons; or they could deplo
IC8" and UMM 1n violation of the ban on those types of- systew. ﬁ

22, 1In the poriod through 1996. during which time aggregate limits would
be 1n effect on delivery vehicles and their wespons as ballistic missiles were
being reduced to zero, Soviet attespts to cheat could take any of uvcnl
forms. Relow are some illustrative examples, 11sted in order from those we
ea:' :mmor Mth 1ower confidoms to those we can monitor with higher
confidences:

’

~=Stockpile excess numbers o' mobile !.CM Taunchers and missiles.
=<Deploy excess numbers of mobile ICBMs, ‘

«<Convert other urcraft'to perform missions of heavy bombers.

-=Fail to dismantle heavy bombers. e
--Stodzpﬂc excess numbers of heavy bombers,
-=-Depl oy excess mubm of huvy bombers.

.

==Fail to convert SSANs to SSNs.

==Produce nev or improved systems,

--Test new or improved systems, S

23. In the period after 1996, by which time aM ballht!c nissiles would
hove been reduced to zero, Soviet attempts to cheat could take any of several
forms, Below are some f1lustrative examples, 11sted 1n order from those we .
can monitor with luer conﬂdonus to those we can monitor with higher -~ ..
confidences: 4 . .

«<Nepl oy existinq boubers snd their weapons in excess of the mmbers -
permitted

=-Depl oy new bombers and their weapons in excess of the mmbers
. permitted.

«~Store ICRMs under the guise of space-1aunch voMclcs.'.
--Retain road-mobile ICBMs,

. =<Retain ratl-mobile 1CAMs,
==Retain SLBMs 1n SSBNs, ‘ :
~-Retain 1CBMs in silos, ‘ . Y 4
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. . . .
-=Test, produce, or deploy any ballistic missile systems that had existed
prior to elimination, L '

—Creste new Balifstic missile system, | |
24, , Ve judge that after ballistic missiles were eliminated, the

" prospects of Soviet. theating are clearly largerin the area of mobile.missiles,

both road-mobile and rail-mobile. We -assume that any Soviet chutinz‘-muld be
done for a mititary reason and would be sufficient to meet specific military
requirements. ,In a zero dallistic missile world, the Soylets would consider -
US Chassets, US homber airfields and ports, and nations possessing nuclesr
weapons (other than=the US) as primary targets that s covert ballistic missile
force could be app) 1ed against. WNe assume that cheating could be done using
either the 10-RV SS-X-24 rail-mobile systen and/or the 1-RV or 3-RV $S-25-
class road-mobile system, although for a given number of total RVs the higher
deployment Tevel and attendant infrastructute necessary in an SS425-class
. force would be more susceptible to detection. (1n the discussion below we use
the example of-the S$S-X-24 rafl-mobile system with 10 RVs,) Soviet cheating
with covert ballistic missiles could be of two basic varfants. One option
would be to maintain a covert force in cold storage and generate it at the
appropriate %he.
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32, Another {ssue 13 the Soviet capability to rebuild a significant
ballistic missile force following the arrival of the two sides at a complete
ban by 1996, 1f the Soviets were able to matntain some key production

16

SECRET \

~0




Teoney |

facilities and test capabilities--for instance, under the guise of supporting
their space program--in addition to their design bureau tesms, then the
potential would exist for reintroduction of a force of at least severa)
hundred ballistic missiles in a matter of severs! years. The Soviets would
probably be able to introduce such forces considerably quicker than the United

States; 1t is uncertain whether they could outpace YIS defensive depioyments
designed to keep up with such a possibility, b v '

33. The Soviets also would pursue new technologies to field such dystems
as hypersonic .cruise missiles and Tow-flying terrain avoidance vehicles with
stealth technology. fver the Tong run, they might beldieve that these
systems--which would be allowed under the U.S. START proposal--would provide a

better hasis for delivering prompt or surprise attacks against U.S. offensive
strategic forces. ﬂ ’

| Soviet Assesoment of Effectiveness of 11.S. Alr NDefenses . .
— - L4

34. Perhaps the key element in Soviet calculations of their requirements
for strategic weapons under an agreement eliminating ballistic missiles would
be their assessment of the effectiveness of 11.S. and allied air defenses. Ve
have 1ittle Information on Soviet estimates of potential U.S. continental air
defenses, Soviet writings have reflected 1ittle concern over US air defenses,
largely because since the early 19603 the United States has placed little
emphasis on defending North America from attacks by what for many years was a
declining Soviet strategic bomber threat. The Soviets are well aware,
however, of the considerable emphasts assigned by the 11.S, milftary to air
defense of tactical military targets such as aircraft carrier battle groups
and ammy troop formations. Soviet military writings and exercises demonstrate

considerable respect for the adility of U.S. air defense systems to defend
swch targets, b ‘

35, The Soviets probahly expect that the iinited States could destgn and
-begin to deploy an impressive air defense network for North America b
adapting technology and many of the systems involved 1in: .
L)

==the Aegis and Patriot phased-array, surface-to-alr missile (SAM)
systans:

==the AWACS aircraft;
e-the Phoenix Yong-range air.to-air missile;
-<the F-14 and F-15 interceptor aircraft,

These systems, 1n Soviet eyes, are technically superior to similar systems in
the USSR such as the SA-10 SAM and the Foxhound and Flanker interceptors. In
sddition, the Soviets probably judge that the 11.S, would he ahle to use
forward basing for AWACS and interceptor aircraft in Alaska, Canada
Greenland, Iceland and Norway. The use of hases in these areas uou\'d give the
Unfted States some capadility to intercept Soviet bhombers before they could
Taunch their cruise missiles. The Soviets, therefore, probably would believe
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that their ability to Tounch'an effective bomber/ALCM strike against North

Merica would depend largely on thair ability to destray a significant portion

of any forward-based defensive systems prior to escalation to tntercontinentas)

war, Although the Soviets could not he sure that such defenses would ever he

~ fielded, a worst-case Soviet scenarto in which U.S. forward-based air defenses
‘rengined 1argely intact, prohadbly would envisage significent attrition--
f””f' a8 high as 50 percent--to the 1nitial Soviet. attacking force.

Soviet Nefensive Systems

36. Afr Nefense., The Soviets wuld also be concérned that US planning
to develop and deploy the Strategic NDefense Initiative would mask plans for a
system that could counter not only ballistic missiles but the full range of
the Soviet aerodynamic threat. Indeed they would probably be even more
cincerned about the military effectiveness of an SDI system in a world without
Soviet and US hallistic missiles than they would 1n a world unconstrained by
amms control, Thus they would have to factor in substantisl attrition fact‘on
in buflding their serodynamic force for the late 1990s.

37. Soviet Nefensive Systems, Soviet military planners almost certainly
would argue Tor Increased Tnvestment 4  strategic air defense to protect their
hameland assets from the enhanced airbbrne nuclear attack capahilities they
would project for the US. The Soviets have triditionally pursued three
methods to defend their homeland:

==Preemptive attacks on U.S. and allied nuclear forces;

=-Active defenses to intercept and destroy §I.S. and allied missiles and
afrcraft in flight;

=-Passive defenses (hardening and dispersal) to negate the effects of
srriving U.S. and allied nuclear weapons.

In an enviromment without hallistic missiles, the Soviets prohably would judge
that the relative effectiveness of these three methods would change. . The slow
speed and uncertain penetration ahility of cruise missiles make these systems
poor replacements for ICBMs assigned the mission of destroying and disrupting
8 U.S. and allied nuclear attack., Thus, they would have to assume they would
have to face a large, coordinated bomber and cruise missile attack, The
Soviets might believe that passive defenses, combined concentrated air
defenses and denial of U.S. and allied wartime reconnaissance, could provide
survivahility for selected homeland assets. At th% n!ry Teast, the Soviets
would expect more assets would survive longer into the nuclesr war (unless the
United States fielded hypersonic cruise missiles) than they would if targeted
by ballistic missiles, As far as air defense effectiveness 1s concerned, the
absence® of US hallistic missile attacks to accomplish defense suppression
would Yeave the Soviet air defenses relatively undegraded prior to their
engagement of the aerodynamic attack, ir
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38. On the other hand, Soviet planners would see any prospective U.S,
strategic aerodynamic force as placing great technological and numerical
demands on their air defenses, Soviet| | weitings in
the 1980s consistently state that U.S. ALCMs and SLCMs will be exceedingly
difficult to destroy. The Soviets probably believe that the deployment of
U.S. ALCMs with stealth technology will make 1t even more difficult for them
to detect cruise missiles once they have been Vaunched. Overall, Soviet
planners prohably would not be sanguine sbout their abiVity to prevent large
numbers of U.S. cruise missiles from reaching their targets, [ |

39, The Soviets will continue to make substanttial investments in
strategic atr defentes.. The lowest force projections for strategic defenses
1n the Yatest National Intelligence Estimate--which would include the addition
of 200 strategic SAM battalions and 1,400 new interceptor aircraft (to replace
Targer numders of older systems)--would require roughly 40 bi11ion rubles for
procurement over the next decade. The Soviets almost certainly would invest
swbstantially larger sums on air defenses, particularly in the face of an
enhanced US aerodynamic threat but such increases would ultimately depend on
their assessnent of the extent to which these increases in investment would
ifron the effectiveness against U.S. bomber and cruise missile forces,

40. A Soviet move toward a zero-zero bdallistic wissile enviromment
probably would result over the next decade in at least & halt in the projected
modest decline of the size of the air defense forces, 1f not some overall
growth, The US Intellfgence Community, 1n observing the historical long-term
gradual decline 1n Interceptors, has projected that Soviet SAM and interceptor
totals would decline by five to 15 percent over this period. (The overall
capability would significantly iIncrease, as the new systems are much more
capable than those being replaced.) The Soviets, however, could halt this
numerical decline by decreasing their retirement of old systems and increasing y
production of new systems such as the Foxhound, Flanker, and Fulcrum
interceptors and the SA-10 SAM, Slowing retirements of old systems would be
the easfest course for the Soviets, but such a move probably would require .
then to develop more modification programs for existing systems. They have '
done so for the Flogger interceptor, and the large number of mid-1960s-
vintage Flagons currently operstional could make this venersble interceptor a
candidate for updating. The Soviets also apparently are improying their
ability to deploy more SA-10s than we currontl{ project by adding new
calidration 1ines at their SA-10 checkout facility. Similar 1ncreases 1n new”
interceptor deliveries would be more difficult and probably could be
accomplished only by reducing other aircraft production, by reducing fighter
exports, or by adopting some combination of the two, 1!sing a combination of
measures, the Soviets most 1ikely could increase the size of their interceptor ' ,
and SAM forces hy some 20 to 25 percent by 1996, | |

. 41, Such a force build-up probably would be accompanied by increases in
support forces; AWACS afrcraft and tankers would be especially in high
demand. WNe currently project that the Soviets would need approximately 30-50
Mainstay AWACS afrcraft to support a mid-1990s force. An increased air
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defense force could eastly double this requirement, Although such an effort

probadly would exacerhate current production problems with the Mainstay, v

increased deployments would release the Soviets from having to find the larg’
numbers of additional ground-based radars that, hecause of 1ine-of-sight
congiderations and performance |imitations, would be required to eliminate
significant gaps n tracking Yow-ohservahle targets at low altitude,
Moreover, the Soviets will undoubtedly provide air-to-sir refueling for some
of their new fighters. They might see the need to dedicate some 100 to 150
tankers--in addition to the tankers required by their enhanced bomber /
force-sto support the fighters and afr-refuelable AWACS ajrcraft during
operations out away from Soviet:territory. These long-range intercepts would
be a desirahle improvement in Soviet aip defense operations as the Soviets
attespted to intercept US afrcraft prior to their Tasunching of cruise
missiles, Another means tn extend theip atr defense coverage forward during a
conflict would be the establishment of forward air defense bases in occupied
territory, such in Scondinavia or key northern islands, such as
Spitzdergen. ﬁ o )

. 42, Longer term efforts that could result in significent new systems
deployments 1n the-late 1990s and beyond include:

«<The development of new interceptors capable of unrefueled operations in
exce:s of 2,000 lm from Soviet territory to engage cruise missile
carriers;

««The development of » Vong-range SAM, as a replacement for' the SA-S,
with the capadbility to engage bomber-sized targets at s range of 400 to
800 km,

««The development of ground-hased m& irhorne Mgh-.energy Vaser weapons;

==The real-time integration of early warning ridars with high-speed
computers to tllow processing of iIntermittent tracking dsts from
several radars. {Such s capability could prove useful in tracking Vow-,
observahle targets), .

--M‘suuc over-the-horizon radars designed to detect Yow-observahle
penetrators;

==Space-hased electro-optical and radar detection systems eventually, to
track hombers and cruise missiles throughout their flight,

==Space-based ki) weapans to use the early warning data from Yong-range
detq;.tion systems for kills againit aerodynamic targets far from Soviet
territory. ) .

We know that the Soviets are working on some of these developmentd, such as
Yaser weapons, Many of these developments would require Sqviet advances in
technologies that are 1ikely to be most challenging for the Soviets. These
would {nclude computers and microelectronics and a variety of sensor
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technologies. 1n many regards, the US SDI program 1s intended to advance the
*state-of-the-art” in ¢W¥ same areas. The Soviets probably would Yook at
cofetition advanced f+ . defense tachnologies in the same 11ght as they see
‘the SNI challenge, | .

43, Other Nefenses, pv‘rnl. we judge that the Soviets would feel that
their YongstandTng commitment to conventional strategic air defenses would
give them a net advantage in this ares, as compared to the 1S, 1n coping with
the transition to a zero ballistic missile worlid. Despite their healthy
respect for IS technological prowess, the existing Soviet natiomwide air
defense system would mean fewer institutional and budgetary headaches in the
transition phase than they would expect the IS to have to deal with, Their
.biggest problem would be the nature and pace of air deferse modernization, and
. the ability to make the operational and organizational changes ‘necessary in
order-to get the full advantage the improvements offer.

44, Ne judge that the Soviets would attempt to preserve the ABM Tresty
and forego investments in an expanded ABM defense in favor of investment in
other mi1itary forces or in the economy, The Soviets, in pregaring for the
possibility of a US breakout from 3 zero-zero ballistic missile environment,
would continue to develop ground-based ABMs and directed ‘energy weapons, Such
developments could include interceptors with sufficient accuracy to use
nonnuclear warheads, and radars with improved capabilities to discriminate
‘‘real targets from decoys and chaff, and improved battle management

capabilities. These developments could be incorporated into the Moscow AN
defense, a deployment that the Soviets would continue to maintain, especially
should other countries--particularly the Penple's Republic of Chins--maintain
balltstic misstles, and would also provide the basis for an ABM system
suitable for more widespread ABW defenses. ~ The Soviets prohably would conduct
these development efforts 1n 8 manner that they would present as fully
consistent with a strict interpreation of the 1972 Treaty, and any visidble
research in spacesbased ABMs probably would be restricted to basic laboratory
work or would he smbiguous and thus interpretahle as for ASAT, | |

45, Me would not expect to see any significant changes in Soviet passive '

defense development since afir-delivered nuclear weapons would not seem to .
affect passive defense any differently than those from ballistic missiles .«
They are Yikely to continue their leadership protection program, including ‘
. deep underground facilities--a program that has been steady for nearly 40

years, The Soviets are 1ikely to continue thelr civil defense shelter effort
at a level that would keep pace with population growth. This program
currently 1s capable of sheltering approximately 11 percent of the Soviet
urban population and this portion should grow by a percent or two over the

next decsde. Other civi) defense proarsms such as the evacuastion effort are
not_sapected to change appreciably. . b

(] i ’
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46. Soviet Perceptions of the US.Aerodynamic Threat. The Soviets have o
healthy respect for iI,S, technological prowess, ane that creates substantial
‘concern sbout the current force of bomber and cruise missiles now in the U.S.
- {rwentory and one which is Vikely to cause Soviet planners to project
substantial technological advantages for follow-on systems in the next ten
years. 1In contrast, the designers of Soviet strategic serodynamic systems
appeared for many yeirs to have fallen into relatively low repute, althgugh in
the last five years we have seen 8 major effort to modernize the
fntercontinental bomber fleet and develop long-range cruise missiles.’' Soviet
national security planners are unlikely to hell that, left to their own
| devices, these designers could compete with their Western counterparts, The J
a sbstantfal Soviet sbility through espionage to even up this disparity
notwithstanding, Soviet planners would be wary of a U.S.-Soviet competition
doninated hy aerodynamic threats. The technological disparity would dictate
\)nsort to the time- honored Soviet approach of balancipg relisnce on

technologically inferfor forces hy deploying a quantitatively superior arsenal
tn areas not constrained by any existing arms control sublimits, and making
extensive use of active and passive defenses. Moreovir, the lesser
technological capability of the Soviet asrodynamic force 1s of much less
significance 30 long as the linited States does not deploy 2 major homeland air
detemer oM .

) N . o
/¥Tojected Future Soviet Forces )

47, rategic Nffensive Systems. The Soviets would evaluate the IS,
proposal 1n&'l'1ﬁe! of the 'luwa""y :'Tt"'would provide them to shift their offensive
forces towards hombers at a measured pace that minimized distocations in the
economy and disruptions in their defense industrial base. In moving to an

all-bamher and cruise missile force the Soviets also would have to factor in
other considerations such as: ‘ : .

-=Their possible objective of maintatning the maximum number of hallistic
missile warheads 8llowed dnrin? the transition perfod. This objective, .
however, could 1imit thefr ability to deploy bombers and ALCMs
cspecuf 1y 1f a1l Bear H and Blackjack are counted as ALCM-equipped ’
alrcraft. For example, 1f they retained 4,A00 hallistic missile
warheads 1n 1991-<the max{mum allowed--to stay within the 6,000-warhead
Timit, they could deploy only 1,200 accountahle ALCMs and bomber '
weapons, However, 1f the Soviets slowed deployments of Bear M and
8lackjack ALCM-cirriers hefore 1991 to keep their accountable ALCMs
from exceeding 1,200 1n 1991 they prodbably could not produce enough
bambers after 1991 to approach the 6,000 ALCM 1imit in 1996--unless . ‘
:hoy chose to bring new bomber production facilities on 1ine after '
991.

-=The Soviets also would be sensitive to the pace at which the Uinited
States was shifting 1ts forces toward bombers, in order to ensure that
the linfted States did not gain an advantage in ballistic missiles
during the transition period. .
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48. Table 1 11lustrates potential Soviet forces that could result from
an agreevent to ¢l minate ballistic missiles by 1996, Some of the key
assumptions of this force are: C

- --The Soviets retain 811 1,650 accountable SS-18 warheads allowed 1n

=<The Soviets retain slightly fewer than the 3,300 ICBM warheads and .
4,000 ballistic missile warheads allowed-in 1991 in_order to proceed
more reasonably with thelr bonboynd ALCH programs.

«=Most of the ballistic missiles rétained are on newer MIRVed ICB%s and
sgh--this would result in a force with far fewer SNDVsS than the 1,600
allowed,

. ==A11 Bear H and 8lackjack bombers are capable of carrying ALCMs and are

. counted as such, AVl Blackjacks are counted as carrying 12 ALCMs,
although some may be configured with payloads of bombs and SRAMS rather
than ALCMs. Bear M afrcraft are deployed with only & ALCMs (carried
internally) until the mid-1990s in order to minimize the number of
asccountable ALCMs and allow the Soviets to retain more ballistic
missile warheads., During the mid-1990s these afrcraft ore "'Y"”" -
with an additional six ALCMs (ca?od externally), for a total of 12,

-«The Soviets do not deploy a new Strategic heavy bomber unti) after -
1996, Reginning in the early 1990s, they deploy cruise missiles with .
some use of stedlth technology. During the mid-1990s they deploy v
improved versions of the Blackjack incorporating some steslth
technology, atr-to-air missiles and improved electronic countermeasures
equipment. This new afrcraft might not be ted with ALCMs, in order
to count as having only one bomber weapon,

49. The forces in Table 1 are consistent with our estimate of production
capacity for Soviet weapons systems, Ve estimate that the Soviets could Y
produce some 450 to 500 Bear H and Blackjick aircraft by 1996, at the expense
of other atrcraft programs, using production capacity that s either readily
available or convertible in one to two years, . . - .

=<We estimate that 1f the Soviets forego production of Backfire medium
bombers and Classic transport aircraft and devote all of the resources
at the Kazan airframe plant to the Blackjack program they could produce
sbout 30 Blackjack per year by the early-to-mid-1990s. .

==Similarly, we judge that 1f the Soviets were willing to forego the - '
production of Bear F aircraft for the Navy they could convert the
Taganrog airframe plont to produce the Bear H. Combined with ‘
production of Bear H aircraft at the Kuybyshev facility, this would .

enable the Soviets ¢ sbout 36 of these aircraft per year by
the early 1990s,
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t in
Nov 1986
Srstea SWDYe/Nespons
38-18 ' * 30873080

(10-18 R¥s)(a) °
83.2% class (mcb) 12/ 12
(1Y)

$3-11 (1 a¥) - M8/ W8

83-13 (1 av) . 607 60.

SS-17 (N R¥s) 150/ 600

$S-19 (6 R¥s) 36072160

. 1CaMe .- 1398/6830 ()

$S-N-6/1-1 Ay m
(1 rv)

$S-N-17/1-11 12/ 1
(t rY) -

SS-N-8/D-1, D-1I, 292/ 292
G/M-111 (1 RY)
$S-N-18/D-111 220/1568
(7 RVs)

SS-N-23/D-1V, D-111 48/ 192
(8-10 Rvs) (b)

S$S-4-20 oclass 80/ 800
Typhoon (10 RVs)
SLis 928/3136 (b)

Bear N (6-12 ALCMa) $9/ 354
(6-12 :‘m) (o)

Slackja & 72
(12 ALCMHs) (@)

Bear A/B/C/G (@) 100/ 100
(boabe & ASMs)

Bison boabers (e) 20/ 20

Boabers ‘ 183/ 556 (e)

21071260
46573000 (s)

e/ 112

96/ 388
10071000

30871496 (b)

80/ %80
85/1020
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) ' 2311 R 0
Ballistio Missile RVs 9538 . W96 -
(Accountadle) (a) (b) )
Awh( " & bosber weapons  5A6 : © 1300 * 8800
@ : .
SLOW (not scoountable == 000 17%0
under phis agresment) (f) - )
NP sissiles: (g)
$S-20-class 171323 W 9 e a=
GLOMs ‘ - o= . o= 100/ 100

(a) ICBM weapons totals are for accountable RVs. It is assumed that the
S$S-18 1s tested with no more than 10 Ris and 1is counted as having
10 R¥s, although we judge that this sissile is capadle of carrying
as sany as sany as 18 RVs. If all SS-18 ICBMs were deployed with 1§
. R¥s,“the uuu;r&-’tcln and balliastic sissile. RVs shown
increase by about™1200 RVs in 1986 and 600 Vs in 1991,

(b) The 3S-N-23 15 assumed to be counted with & RVs--the number a Soviet

official at Geneva has clained has been tested with this system. Ve
believe that the 3S-N-23 is deployed with 10 RVa. If this systes {s
counted as having 10 RVs, the totals for SLIN and ballistic missile

RVs shown here would increase by 288 RVs in 1986 and 576 RVs in 1999,
]

(é) It 1is assused here that the Soviets would continue to deploy the Bear H

only with siz AS-15-class ALCMs (mounted internslly) through 1991 in
order to ainimisze their acoountadble ALOMs and leave roca for the

sazisun nusber of ballistic sissile RVs. Ve believe that the Bear H _

1s capable of carrying an additional six of these ALOMs sounted
externally. It is assumed that after 1991 the Soviets equip the .
Bear Hs with 12 AS-15 ALCMs of these alrcraft are then
ocounted as carrying 12 ALOMs. .

(d) The totals shown here assume that each Blackjack carries 12 ALOMs,
although we estisate that scme of these airoraft 1y will carry
@ @iz of bombe and SRAMS rather than ALCMs. . ’

(o) Under the proposed counting rules, airoraft equipped only with bosds
would be counted as deployed with one weapon each., Ve estimate that
a total of about 350 bosbs and ASMs currently are carried on older
Bear and Bison bombers.

.‘.
.
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TABLE 1 CONTINUED
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* (£) Under an agressent calling fof the elimination of all bailistic missiles,

the Soviets probadly would place a major esphasis on the deployment of
long-range SLOMs. The figures shown here assuse that they deploy SS-WX-21
class SLOMs on Victor, NO2AA, Akula, and Sierrs subsarines, and on
converted Yankee and Delta 3SBils that would 'have their SLIM launchers
dissantled under such.an agrebaent.

(g) The l’ujm' depicted here assuse that a separate INF agreesent limits -
the Soviets to 100- warheads on INF nissiles and that :
ballistic missiles are eliminated in 1996.
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. 50, The Soviets might consider converting other large airframe plants-.
such as the one st U1 'yanovsk-that currently 1s producing the AN-24 Condor
transport aircraft--to produce heavy bombers. Such conversions, however,
would take years to accomplish and would reduce the Soviets' ability to
produce transport aircraft, ) : . '

1. The Soviets prohably would not he constrained by a shortage of
capacity to produce cruise missile airframes. Two production plants currently
are 1n operation and the Soviets could bring on-11ne additional plants--they
might convert plants that formerly produced ballistic missiles. They might
face 8 hottleneck, however, in the productinn of guidance components--for:
example the terrain mapping radar. [ ] .

Bz. Neploying a force of 450 bombers--a force shout two and one-half .

times the size of thé current force--would require a significant investment in -
infrastructure. The Soviets would have to construct a number of new

- airfields, or enlarge existing atrfields to support bombers, and procure

- additiona) communications, maintenance and ground support equipment, Such a
force probably also would require a large number of Midas tanker afrcraft--
perhaps as many as 450, compared to our current estimate for the mid-1990s of
100-180 to support both bomber and air defense needs. In order to produce
this number of tankers--which use the 1L=76 airframe--the Soviets would have
to stop producing transport and AWACS aircraft using this airfrome. (But we
Judge they would, 17 anything, produce more AWACS.) In addition, the Soviets . .
would have to tratn hundreds of additional ajrcrews, as well as addigional % " .-

mechanics and technicions, | | < ! .~
~ 53, 1In the ahsence of any limits on Yong-range SLCMs, we judge that the
Soviets also would place a major empahsis on the deployment of these
systems, It 1s difficult to predict the classes of submarines (and the ~
Toadings of these submirines) that would be deployed with SLCMs. Candidates
for the $S-NX-21-class would he Victor-class, 402AA, Akula, and Sferra
‘submarines. Yankes and Delta ballistic missile submarines that would have -
their SLAM Vaunchers dismantled under such an agreement could also be
converted as cruise missile carriers. (The 402AA is a converted Yankee.) Ve .
estimate that larger, supersonic SS-NX-24-class SLCMs would be deployed on 2
new class of submarine, and thus the nuwber of these SLCMs s constrained b :
the submarine prodution rate, 1In sum, we judge that under the U.S. proposal, *
the Soviets might deploy some 1,700 to 2,000 long-range SLCMs by the end of
1996, compared to the 400 to ANN we normally project'for tha mid-1990Ns, About
* half of these would be SS-NX-21-class SLCMs deployed on convé~ted Yankee and
Delta SSMNs, (We judge that the Soviets could convert about four of these
submarines per year). We estimste the Soviets could maintain a continua)l
depl oyment of some 20N SLCMs of f the IS coasts by the early 1990s. MHowever,
_the Soviets would regard such a forward deployed force as vulnerable during a
conventional phase of conflict and the Soviets could not rely on having these
units available as a first-strike force.
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54. The force in Table 1 assumes that an INF agreement |imits the
£ Sovietsy to 100 warhesds on INF missiles in Asia--with no ball{stic missiles
- (only GLCMs) 1n 1996. In the absence of an INF agreement 1imiting GLCMs, the
. Soviets probahly would deploy a force of some 50N to 1,MN0 GLCMS. These
systems would replace SS-20 IRBMs aimed at targets in Europe and Asia.
b . \ )

+

- 85, This force in Table 1 assumes that the Soviets d, not deploy new
mmg;.msm systems during the perfiod of reductions.” The force in
Table 1 als3~aswmes that the Soviets choose not to deploy the new Delta-type
SSBN with SS-N-23 follow-on SLBMs, which would have to be dismantled by 1996
and thus would have very short lifetimes.

- i
56, The procurement of the bomber and cruise missile-orfented force

depicted “in Table 1 would require about 45 billfon rubles (iIn 1982 prices)
. over the next ten years--a figure substantially less than the roughly 70

bil114on. rubles we estimate they would allocate to thefr triad of ICBM, SLAM \

and bomber forces in the absence of such an arms control agreement. Seventy

b1111on rubles s also what 'we estimate the Soviets allocated to-the -

procurement of these forces over the past decade. This apparent savings woulY

- be offset by the increased expendftures .mecessary to augment and further
modernize Soviet strategic defenses; most importantly, however, would be the \
fmpact of any increased expenditures on jenersl purpose forces. Moreover, \
much df the. apparent savings fs 11lusory, since significant tnefficiencies and'

. downtime would-occur ™na a convers Tistic missile facilities to other \(
. mlitary or civilfan functions, \

57. Tactical Forces. 1In a ballistic missile-free environment, the ... \
. Séviets wauld put wore emphasis on their atr forces--and probably short-range \ ’
cruise missiles--te perform the operational role now assigned to short-range , \
ballistic missiles (SRAMs). In recent years, SRBMs have assumed an incressed \
role in Soviet military planning against NATO, especially in conventional fire o .
support missions, The advent of new, sccurate systems--such as the $5-21 and .o
SS-ZS--eguippod with improved conventional munition warheads, has enahled the \
Soviets for the first time to plan conventional SRBM strikes against a range .
of lA]’p targets with a high degree of confidence. In nuclear or conventiona)

. o . .
1 stlo-hased S$S-X-24 class. missiles would be the only new Soviet ICRMs now
under al)owed by the U,S. proposal--and these would compete with the heavy
1CAMs under the proposal's subceiling on warheads on heavy 1CAMs and ICRMs :
- with more than six warheads. The ban on mobile systems and new or modernized \
heavy 1CAMs woald eliminate the ratl-mobhile versfon of the SS-X-24, mobfle SS-
25-class missiles and the $5-18 follow-on, *

' 1
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operations, SRBMs are an integral part of Soviet op‘ntiom planning, and

planned missions include striking heavily defended targets, opening corridors
through NATO air defenses, and engaging time sensitive targets, b

. |
58, Ground Forces. There are two different yiews of how ZBM would
affect Soviet ground forces: i

«=CIA view: CIA does not see the elimination®of ballistic missiles
csusing a radical departure 1n Soviet ground force equipment
modernization or force structure tren&. The Soviets’ strategy for
employing these forces and the traditibnally Targh role played hy
ground forces in comhined-arms operations 1s expected to remain largely
unchanged. The Soviets may establish a few additional Tow-strength
motorized rifle and tank divisions in the western HSSR, hut we do not .
foresee a Jignificant increase in the peacetime resdiness posture of
the ground forces, or any increase in the number of divistons stationed
1n Eastern Europe. In addition, the Soviets probably weuld not attempt
to expedite significantly the relatively lengthy ROTAE process -
associated with the development and introduction of major items of
ground force equipment, a cycle which now is typically measured between
+ . five to ten yesrs. It s Vikely, however, that to the extent the USSR
believes NATA will react to a hallistic missile-free situstion by . .
| increasing tactical afr forces, the Soviets will undertake a program to
| increase the number and technical capabitities of thetir o) rud! welle
| developed air defense assets. i . _

N, «<DIA View: 1In & nonnuclear ballistic missile-free enviromment, NIA - &«
would expect to continue to see the ground forces as the dominant force
1n the theater war, and thus would expect to see significant changes to
the methods in which these forces are employed and to the rate at which
muatlon will occur. Reyond our current forecasts, however, DIA

+ /would not expect any extraordinarily high increases in combat arms
equipnént deployments or force structure expansions (although more : -
ewphasis would probably be given to air defense modernization--shve _
and beyond the already high priority 1t now receives). Operatinna'ly, :
the Soviets can be expected to. take steps to optimize the employment of
their advantage in mass and firepower 8s a result of NATO's loss of
strike assets such as Lance and Pershingll, and their follow-on
systems,

) «=Although NIA does not foresee a change in doctrine, DIA anticipates a
significant enhancement in the role of the ground force in a combined
arms operation, Specfically, the ground forces will be exposed to 3
diminished threat which will allow more effective employment. However,
DIA does not expect the Soviets to increase their combat arwms force-
structure above what is currently projected. The absence of ballistic
missiles reduces the threat to vital facilities supporting the movement
of forces behind the FEBA and from the USSR to ACE and possibly in the .
‘future the forces themselves, As a result, marked operational
advantages accrue to the Soviets to maximize their already considerable
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Yead in mass. They will continue to devote assets to countering NATH
conventionsl deep-strike systems which they also believe pose a severe
threat to their forward deployment capability. Another ares this could
) be reflected in would be the {nftfation of hostilities. The Soviets
hove ad to consider the impact of NATO ballistic missiles on the
forward miovement of Western M) forces. Presently, they plan the
movement of these forces prior to the opening of war. Among the .
[ -, ressons for doing so is to winimize superiority in the Yong range .
s attack. The reduction cf this threst may allow the Soviets to consider

wovement aftpr initiation of hostilities which reduces NATN warning
creating a more unstable environment. b

«=The Soviets are 11kely to bhelfeve that NATO will react to a ballistic
free situation by.incressing fixed wing assets to replace SRBMs in its
* *- war'plans., The Sovfets 1ikely would counter this enlarged threat by
2 increasing their aleeady highly capable and well-developed air defense
T-hssets. ' In addition,” the Soviets will be ahle to devote increased n

sssets to an alrfeady high-priority effort to defend against cruise
- I'SS"”. - . ) .

¢ e

.. 59« The role currently played by SRAMs in Soviet operational planning
cannot be readily fulfilled by any other existing ground forces weapon
system, Large-caliber.multiple rocket -Taunchers (MRLS) and cannons might be
able to assume certain close-in nuclear fire support missions, but their
‘restricted range of less than 40 kilometers would Vimit such a substitution
scheme. One obvious candidate to compensate for the loss of ballistic
missiles wauld be a short-range ground-1aunched cruise missile, and we belleve
that the Soviets would place more emphasis on cruise missile development under

these clircumstances. Another possihility 1s a long range multiple rocket
launcher. | | '

. 60. Air Forces, Elimination of SRBMs would incresse Consideradbly the
operational responsibility of the already strained Soviet air forces.

=<A Yarger portion of the air forces would probadly be withheld in . . : .
readiness for nuclear operations.

«=The air forces wuld assume the entire burden of conventional strikes
beyond the range of cannons, MRLs, and attack helicopters.

Although the elimination of US and NATO hallistic missiles would relieve the
sir forces of meny high priority targets, this probably would be offset by the
r?ui rement to sttack heavily- defended targets currently assigned to SRAMs,

681, ‘In response to expanded operational requirements, the Soviets would .
1ikely fncrease the overall size of the air force by keeping older atrcraft in
the inventory longer, and by incressing the production of newer atrcraft. -The - .
Soviets also see themselves at 2 technologica) disadvantage in the development
and production of advanced comhat aircraft, however, and to incresse the
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development or production of such aircraft would require Yarge new

{rwvestments, The most 1ikely response at least in the short-term would,
therefore, be a modest increase in the size of the existing force using olde
and contewporary aircraft.

i 62. WNaval Forces. Recause of the impact of long Yead time procurement

] of major subsystems for warships, force changes will probably take Vonger to 3
be realized in naval forces than in other forces. As a result of ceasing SSAN
production, the Soviets could increase their SSN production rate from the
current 3-4 per year to upwards of six per year in addition to the SSAN
conversion program discussed earlfer. In other submarine-related
developments, we would expect the IISSR to vigorously pursue development of a
long-range (500-600 kn) torpedo tube-fired antiship weapon to allow the
broadest range of their SSN force (such as YICTORs) to participate in the
increasingly important anti-ship wrfare-tasks, particularly as more US ships
are equipped with Yand attack cruise missiles. Furthermore, the Soviet SSN°
force would be able to he more fully applied to open ocesn tasks because ft

would no Tonger he encumbered hy the requirement to protect SSANs in the
bastion aress. : '

3. Although the elimination of SLBMs would reduce the USSR'sS need for
strategic submarine bastions, the Soviet requirement for echeloned defense in
depth at sea would increase to counter helghtened enemy SLCHM/ALCM threats.
Thus, many Soviet general purpose naval forces, released from pro-SSAN
defense, would shift to anti-SLCM/ALCH roles in expanded sea control and sea
denial areas. Since SLCM submarines must approach their targets more closely
than SSBNs to he within effective weapons release range, the Soviet strategic
ASW problem would contract from forward areas to primarily the Norwegian Sea
‘and Northwest Pacific, This would also cause the Soviets to concentrate naval
air defense forces i these dreas. | | : :

Soviet Assesament of Third Country Muclear Systems

64, Lastly, the Soviets wuld add to their calculus their assessment of
third country nuclesr developments especially for British, French, Chinese and
other hallistic missile possessing-nations. The Soviets assess the adequacy
of their strategic nuclear force against the comdined nuclear forces of all
their potential enevies--an approach consistent with the way military planning
has been carried out In Russta, even in Czarist times. The Soviets have @

- keen apprectation of Aritish ‘end French strategic. nuciear force planning and
at Teast a sound appreciation of Chinese nuclesr capabilities, We are less
certain of Soviet understanding of Indian, Pakistani, and other third country
nuclear programs but they are highly uniikely to project any substantial

short, or especially long-range ballistic threat from these countries before
the year 2000. ﬁ

- .
-
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65. The substantia) growth planned for British and French strategic
nuc Tear forces--particularly in SLBMs and IRRMs-.is of real concern to the °*
USSR. The Soviets are unlikely to ever contemplate going to zero ballistic
missiles while the Rritish, French and Chinese remain outside such an
agresement. Force planners assessing 8 US-Soviet zero ballistic missile regime
would add these and other third country nuclear capabilities to the missions

. that remaining Soviet forces would have to offset.

The Gorhachev Arms Control Agenda

66. The Vatest Soviet START propossl calls for mutual reductions to
6,000 weapons by 1991 and the complete ¢limination of offensive strategic

weapons by 1996, While the proposed elimination of 311 offensive strategic

weapons was undoubtedly intended 1n Varge part to help them sefze the high
graund politically, the Soviets probably regard the proposal for an interim
reduction to 6,000 weapons as a possible basis for a future arms control
agreament, The proposil they tahled-in October 1985 also called for
reductions to 6,000 weapons.

67. The Soviets percefve that US weapon programs threaten to erode the
USSR's hard-won strategic position. They probadbly judge that their proposed
reductions to_ 6,000 weaspons--which they have made contingent on the US not
going ahead with SD1--would constrain US offensive modernization programs
severely. Our analysis of Soviet targeting requirements indicates that such
reductions would make sound military sense. Under deep reductions for both
sides, the Soviets would be able to meet critical strategic misstons fn either
a preesptive or retaliatory strike as well as they can todsy. Also, the US
threst would he more manageable for Moscow 1f there were a substantially
smaller US force. ﬂ

8. Nevertheless, the Soviet decisfon to counter the US zero ballistic
missile proposal with a cal) for the abolition of all nuclesr weapons--such »
sweeping ams control proposal by the Soviet side represents no histortic
breakthrough but rather s consistent with their general disarmament proposals.
that date back to Lenin's time-- raises several questions about Gorhachev's
arms control agenda: Are the Soviets serfous about all this in the sense that
they would be willing to negotiate in detail, agree on, and implement the
propositions they have advanced 1f their own terms are accepted? What motives
and calculations underly the advancement of so radical an sgenda? Are there
shades or degrees of serfiousness depending on the {ssues or future
contingencies? )

69, The evidence and broad Yogic of the situation allow for three
slternative answers,

==The Gorbachev regime may be largely serious sbout this radical agenda
. because 1t believes that achieving 1t would a) bring about a sharp
dininution of the overall East-West mit{tary competition and permit
concentration of Soviet resources on economic modernization, but st the
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same time b) alloy kesping some of the military bases of Soviet
superpowle status intact (modernized conventiona) forces) and permit
other forms of Soviet power projection in the world.

=<The Soviets -are not serious at all about their radical arms control
agenda except as a means to attain short- and medium< term political
goals. Actually implementing it wuld be too wrenching with regard to
their own military doctrines and structures, and implausible with
regard to verification, detatled negotiations, third countries, future ~
technology, etc. .

s+ ==They a8g very serfous about their political goals in advancing this .
asgenda, ~ But the present political state of the US-Soviet relatfonship
makes 1t unnecessary and undesirable to decide one way or other sbout
the seriousness of specific propositions being advanced. Rather they
expect that the present interaction over radical arms control and the
surrounding politics will creste 2 new political situation--possibly

. before, possibly after the next S elections--in which they will decide

what they want to pursue in practical arms negotiations probably on a

Yess radica) agenda. In the meantime, they will play a largely:

political and propaganda game. il .

70. For the present, the third is the best answer. 1In any case, the
evidence does not allow us to take Soviet serfousness about Moscow's own
proposals at face value. There 13 a clearly manipulative dimensfon to Soviet
arn: o:ontrol policy and to Soviet foreign policy as a whole in the present
period,

-=Across the hoard, Gorbachev has been seeking to revitalize the
effectiveness of Soviet foreign policy through activism and bold
tactics after a period of near paralysis. This has involved outright
deception on occasion (as in the sham withdrawsl of troops from
Afghanistan), 1n no area, however, has a fundamental change of Soviet

.obJoctm: yet been observed. .

««Soviet managenent of the Reykjavik meeting Indicates that 1t was
“artfully, {f hurriedly, contrived to put maximm psychological and

publ{c pressure on the President, efther to accept Soviet: terms for a
breakthrough or to suffer a costly “failure,”

71. What s Rorhachev trying to do? Me has two urgent objectives:

. «~<First and most specifically, he fs trying to stop the SDI program
- through a combination of formal agreement and the politica) side- : .

i effects which may be expected from the manner in which SDI s '
dehated, Recause the Soviets respect American technological prowess
once mobilized, SDI presents a costly and frightening strategic
uncertainty for Soviet military and economic planning Vikely to
dominate the next two decades if 1t 1s not stopped. The longer it goes
on the more 1ikely 1t 1s to become “institutionalized® in terms of
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budgets, technology momentum, and constituencies. It is still
politically vulnerable, however, because of grest cost, technological
uncertainty, and conflict with “conventional® asrms control thinking,
Gorbachev 1s trying to maximize and exploit those vulnerabflities by ¢
seeking to depict SDI as the major obstacle to millenial arms control
breakthroughs, He almost certainly calculates that, should the US

.. sccept this depiction and, even in-principle, declare SDI forfeit for
major arms control progress, political support for the program will
erode or can be kept limited in the years ahead. Moreover, this .
political effect will set in as soon as SNT 13 put on the block of |
negotiations, while the fine print of other 1ssues could be negotiated
for years without or before agreement.

-=Second and more generally, Gorbachev is suld:? to use the prospect of
flr-rnching arms control breakthroughs to deflect the Reagen :
Admintstration from fts entire national security agenda of arms buildup
and counter-=Soviet actions, or, failing this, to create 3 politicsl
climate 1n which the Administration cannot act effectively on that
sgenda and cannot perpetuste 1t into a successar Administration because
this 20“; led to, “mismanagement® of the US-Soviet relatfonship,

72. Whatever they think asbout the military implications of specific srms
contro) concepts or proposals, the Soviets are clearly and, for the moment,
primarily playing a political game about which they are very serious.
Achievement of the two objectives stated above would make the 1990s much
easter for the NSSR than they would otherwise be. They would facilitate the
reconciliation of Soviet internal economic and social moderniation with
continued and possibly expanded Soviet roles as an international superpower,

73. While he plays his political game, Gorhachev has a strong political
interest tn assuring that he has the confidence of his own military
leadership, Present evidence suggests that he has 1t, despite insinuations
for external effect by Soviet spokesmen that there 1s military opposition to
such gambits as the unilateral test moratorium, Gorbachev took Chief of the
General Staff Marshal Akhromeyev to Reykjavik to both play the game for
cradidility with US participants and to assure the Soviet military
establishment that the game was in competent professional hands, whatever it
might Tead to, For those in the Soviet system not fully read into Veadership
political calculations, the agenda of radical arms control may well produce a
certain queasiness and apprehension, Rut it is extremely unlikely that
Gorbachev could or would venture his radical intiatives without support for
their tactical Yogic in the Politburo and in the top military leadership, MHis
references to the Soviet leadership and the presence of Achromeyev at

Reykjavik fndicate that this 1s an important requirement and that it is being
met, ﬁ .

74, At the same time, there 1s an underlying l'o'?'ic of evolving Soviet
strategic doctrine which supports Gorbachev in his radical arms control agenda
for political and, eventually, some military purposes.

L]
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7S. First,'Soviet military and political leaders concerned about the

future of. Soviet military power--which means the entire Soviet leadership-.
well appreciate that Soviet strategic interests will be served {f Gorbachey
succeeds in his-main objectives, stopping SDI and muting the overall

- competitiveness of the US adversary. They all have an {nterest in recresting
- an EasteVgst enviromment of detente in which the Soviets can pursue

. astablished or new strategic objectives at their own pace, retain the
infitiative 17 not a monopoly on strategic defense developments, and reconcile
more easily the ohjectives of economic and mititary modernization which could
clash sharply in the next -several five year plans,

76, Second, as revesled by the writings of Marshal Ogarkov and other
military authorities, Soviet military planners are grappling--as {et
tfnconclusively we bel feve--with & proposed evolution of Soviet milfitary.
doctrine 1n which there 13 some shift of emphasis away from muclear forces
toward more proficient nonnuclesr forces exploiting new technologtes and .
operational concepts, This evolution {s inspired in part by a recognition
that extensive use of nuclear weapons in war would very 1ikely lead to such
destruction of military forces, particularly tand combat fosces, that coherent
operations for tangible military objectives might not be possidle. This might
occur even 1f mutual deterrence, counterforce operations, or strategic defense
mpasures somehow protected the Soviet homeland from destruction. Soviet
planners are also mindful that new nonmuclear technologies--for precise
sttack, battle management, and ares effects--offer the possidility that e
nonnuclear maneuver and strike forces can be employed to strategic e"c&
where hitherto only nuclear weapons seemed suitable. Not only are such )
nonnuclear approaches attractive to Soviet planners for strategic (usable

warfighting power) and institutional (the power of the ground forces) reasons,

they believe that they are working their way into Western military practice
snyway; the USSR must strive to get shead of an inexorable, but costly and
technologically demanding, ohjective process.

77. 1t 13 unclear whether this doctrinal evolution, to the extent it (s
being imp) emented as opposed to merely HeVng discussed, has led top Soviet .\
military Yeaders to accede to arms control approaches that facilitate some
reduction of the weight of nuclear weapons and forces in the overall strategic
environment. The Gorbachev agends of radical arms control 1s not a progran
for achieving such a reduction directly and mechanically, Nefther the Soviet
military nor political leaderships believe in the complete elimtnation of
nuclear weapons. They may not take any of the lesser goals on Gorhachev's
sgenda seriously of concrete goals, at least for the present. The whole
canpaign, however, does tend to create an international political enviroment
in which 1t may be easier to use arms control to facilitate the attainment of
Soviet mi1itary, as well as political, objectives,
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«=The erosion of the peacetime legitimacy and credidbility of NATD nuclear
doctrines, commitments, and programsg. ’

e<The slowing dowh of a1l the military programs of NATO countries,

==A reduced 1ikelihood that, in the event of an East-West conflict, the
US and NATD would have the political consensus or the requisite nuclesr
fire power to threaten or execute 3 credible, 1.e., militarily
%. tolerable, and repeatable, escalation to nuclear use.

78. 1In the eyes of the Soviet miVitary planner the actual 1ikelihood
of arms control eliminating nuclesr weapons, all strategic forces, or whole
classes of weapons 13 probably 30 small as to he practically zero. But the °
Gorbachev campaign surrounding radical arms control could well promote effects

such as those ahove--with or without agreements--and Soviet military power
would gain therefrom, E

.

Soviet Risk-Taking Propensities

79. The Soviets most Vikely assess that the Warsaw Pact has sufficient
conventional ground forces to meet their planning requirements for the ground
:rntion of their overall theater operation plan. And even without ballistic

ssiles, the Soviets would maintain an advantage in theater nuclear assets.
However, the Soviets 1130 prohably assess that the Warsaw Pact has
insufficient atr assets to medt their planning requirements for either the
initial Afr Operatiom.whose success they consider critical to the overall
ﬁ' operation--or to° adequately support Pact ground force oper:aticns. D .

0. There will probably he no change in Soviet objectives toward areas
contiguous to the Warsaw Pact or elsewhere, However, as the defense of
Western Europe has traditionally been coupled with IS strategic forces
comprised primarily of dballistic missiles and their associated warheads-.the
Soviets may pursue more vigorously the coercive power flowing from thelr
conventional force superfority. Soviet . actions elsewhere will continue to be
based on achieving specific aims and influenced by regiona) political/military
factors, as well as the strategic East-West relationship, ﬁ

81, Currently, 1S ballistic missiles sre the principal component of
extended deterrence, and their elimination would substantially reduce NATO's
"nuclear deterrent, Mowever, not 311 nuclear weapons would be eliminated under
the proposal and the threat of a nuclear attack in response to a conventional

attack against NATO would continue to have some deterrent value 1n crisis
situations, While 1t s unclear whether 1n & zero hallistic missile world the
risk of escalat¥on Trom convep Tonal to _muclear war would decrease, the
TTkeTThood of crises and even' conventional conTiict, however, eould
Tncresse. (Nonetheless, war itself--even & conventional war--remains
uniikely.) Overall, the elimination of ballistic 'missiles could reduce
somewhat political stibility, by increasing Soviet propensity for risk-taking,
0 .
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since the Soviets might judge that the probability and potency of any US
response would 1ikely he decreased in a world without ballfistic missiles.

* ]
THIRD COINTRY NUCLEAR FORCES
The NATO Alldes

82. Key NATO allies, especially the nuclear powers, will spare no
effort in opposing the elimination of US and Soviet ballistic missiles on the
grounds that 1t will undermine the concept of nuclear deterrence and NATO's
Flexidble Response doctrine, 1ead inexorably toward a weakened US commitment to
the defense of Western Europe and require addittonal military efforts on their

__part to redrass the conventional imbalance. :
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China

Q6. A zero-zero ballistic wissile agreement hetween the
and the Soviet Union would be cause for concern in Beijl
nuclear weapon
e to accede to

longstanding call for the abolition of
come under great international pressur

an historic opportunity for sharp cuts
strategic defenses and nonballistic of

in nuclear arms,
comp) fance with an agreevent. that eliminated ballistic
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deterrent, which relies exclusively on ba

the Soviet Unfon. As a result, we bel
to retain its present nclear capabild
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tinited States
ng--despite
China would expect to
any US-Soviet treaty, and -
they would not want to he perceived internationally as dragging their feet on
. At the sme time,

missiles while allowing
sive systems- would nullify China's
111stic missiles than can threaten
Befjing would at a minfmum sttempt
ty and pursue 2 political strategy

designed to deflect {nternational pressures to sign on,




97. China, moreoveT, would be particularly concerned about the Tailure
of such dn agreement to abolish al) types of nuclear weapons and to restrict
strategic defenses. With a Vimited bomber force, cruise missile capability,
and early warning system, and with the elimination of its own ballistic
wissile force, the Chinese would be unable to respond in kind to & Soviet
cruise missile or bomber strike, Chin 1d also Yose its even more limited
ability to target the United States. & - ‘

98, Another concern would be verification, although Beijing has not made
an issue of this 1n the past and 1s in a particularly good position--given its
experience with camouflage--to hide hallistic missile deplayments.
Nonethetess, China has very 1ittle verification capability, and would ha
trust the linfted-States and the Soviet Unton to monitor complfance.

99. Compounding a1l this 1s China's distrust of Indis, which is nucleat
capable and probably would be unaffected by the agreement. Tensions along
thelr disTuted border are high at present and Slﬁﬂt to perfodic flare-ups.

.

101, In our viwm, in Md’ition to pursuing its current plans Beijing has
three broad mili1tary strategies from which to choose 1n responding to a US-
Soviet agresment, Mone are satisfactory from China's goint of view, in our
opinfoh, and a1l would be combined with a vigorous diplomatic compaign
designed to defect pnssm": to accede to the agreement, Each of the
strategies has the dravhack bf requiring Betjing to reallocate funds to

{ nuclear development it a time when--ironically--rel{ahle fntellfgence )
i indicates China has been cutting back on nuclear weapons pro?rm and wants to
. B wﬂuu spending to devote more resources to economic development,

102, China's first military option would be to redirect research funds
.into stntegic,bonbr and cruise missile development. In addition’ to being
expensive, China d find 1tself sttempting to overcome a 25-year gap in ’
these military teChnologies, Ve believe China 1s at least ten years away from [
developing nuclear irtillery, and while short-range (90 km) cruise missiles
1114ty in the

devel:ptd from aﬂm"‘s Styxe

8 poss

type anti-ship missile are
Bk artild ‘ ':

k { |




Avap vt oot AP A
Ty

‘103. r Judgment, China might combine the above activity with
dismantienent of existing silos and bases and a secret attewt to speed up
- deployment of 3 mobi)e IRBM with a range of about 5000 km, If deployed at
secret bases 1n western China, 1t would be able to reagh Moscow, ‘We believe
Befjing could probably cut deployment time for such 3 system to five or six
years, but prohably realizes 1t would-bhe@Tfficult to keep secret. Discovery,
moreover, would set back-key Toreign policy goals. i
oo L e

104, Less Vikely would be Beijing's second brosd option--rejecting an
agreement ocutright and attempt to overcome an unrestrained Soviet ballistic
missile defense by sheer numbders of warheads. Nith an all-out effort, China
prodadbly could double the size.of the force we project as Vikely by the
mid-1990s, hut only hy sacrificing economic development and modernization eof
1ts conventional forces. Even then, the cost of duilding a strategic missile.
force Targe om?v to overwhelm an expanded Soviet ballistic missile
defense--protecting Moscow and other major Soviet population centers--not
tonstrained hy the ARN treaty«-would be-prohihitive,

105. We judge China‘'s least Tikely option 1s full compliance with the
agreament. China would have great difficulty constructing an effective
nuclear deterrent before 1996 that did not rely on ballistic missiles. :
Pemetrating hombers with sophisticated electronic countermeasures or stealth
technology, Tong-range cruise missiles with terrain-following radar, or
| alcernative weapons will be beyond Beljing's technological capability for at
R least the next ten years. Similarly, Betijing would have scant prospects for
X building an effective strategic defense systew. | |

- 106. Whatever China dectdes to do with 1ts nuclear forces, we believe it
B will Taunch a diplomatic. offensive designed to deflect internastionsal pressure
to sign on -and play to third-world audiences. Ve believe Beijing would 1ikely
call for additional steps by the supowh before other nations can sign on
3 because of the continued overwhelming IS and Soviet nuclear superiority, &
Although we helieve 1t Tess Tikely hecause 1t would cast China in a negative
Tight, Beljing could.even choose to portray 'a US-Soviet agreement as a

AR superpower hoax designed to prevent other natfons from achieving equality and
o ﬂulng thefr security, much as it treats the nuclear test ban treaty,

\
107, 1t 1s difficutt td gauge how other mitions, who either may possess,
have under development, or might develop, nuclear weapons would react to a
US-Soviet zero ballistic missile world, It is unlikely, nevertheless, that a
US-Soviet agreement would in any way curtail or otherwise slow such programs
down,' Mor would such an agreement act as 8 stimulus to & buildup in nuclear
caphitities. These countries sre developing nuclear capabilities primarily
for regionil purposes, not to threaten the two superpowers. Moreover, by 1996

none would b ble of deployingqmore than a few Tong- range ballistic
et
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would be minimal at best.
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from Nth t;irld countries in fo uxt

0 Any

- long ra 1d he developed would 11kély come from countries
such as 0, 1f successful in their attempts to develop larpe

SLvs; ¢ certainly develop intermediate or intercontinental hallistic
missiles.’ Instead, threats to US forces and interests by ballistic missile
attack are more 11kely on a regional hasts during the next 10 years; e.9., US
fo;cn «Tﬁnﬂh Korea or to British forces deployed to the Falkland
1s1 ands,

.
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