S YATE DEPT. BECLASSIFICATION REVL
O Retain Class'n [ Change to
0 Declassify in part and excise as shown

EO 12958,25X(C Y H( )
O Declassify O After

ﬂ\v.th concjirrence 'D d (notXcobtained)
IPS by %Mﬂa_‘ Date o

Envran
L

Implications of Trends in Soviet Intercontinenicl Oftfensive

4. Judging by developments under way or foresesable in the near
term, the early- to-mid-1930s will be a period in which Soviet
intercontinental offensive capabilities are further improved relative to
those of the West. Substantial increases in our estimates of Soviet
countersilo capabilities and MIRV deployments over the next few
years, combined with some slippages in US programs, lead us to

believe that this period will arrive sooner and last longer than
previously anticipated. Beginning around the mid-1980s, if Soviet
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prog as proceed in accordance with  ar best estimates and US
programs go forward without further slippages, US weapon systems
becomning operational are likely to bring a new rise in US
intercontinental offensive power along with continuing Soviet
advances.

5. To assist in interpreting the implications of Soviet interconti-
nental offensive forces over the next 10 years, we compare them in the
accompanying charts with projected US forces. The primary purpose
of these comparisons is to display in graphic form some of the factors
which may affect: the viability and stability of the US deterrent: the
USSR’s evaluation of its comparative intercontinental offensive
capabilities and vulnerabilities; and perceptions of relative power in
the United States, the USSR, and elsewhere.

— The future Soviet forces are intelligence projections, whereas
the future US forces are based on Department of Defense
projections. The projections assumne adherence by both sides,
through 1988, to the provisions of an agreement along the lines

- now being negotiatéd at the strategic arms limitation talks
(SALT). The projections of Soviet forces represent our best
estimates of Soviet deplovments and technological progress
under a SALT II agreement.

— The forces compared consist of ICBM launchers and their
missiles, SLBM launchers and their missiles, and heavy bombers
carrying bombs, SRAMSs (short-ranze attack missiles), or
ALCMs. The comparison of delivery vehicles includes all
SALT-accountable systems except for about 200 B-52 aircraflt
that are in storage and not operational. Svstems off line for
overhaul or conversion are included in the number of delivery
vehicles but are excluded from the comparisons of numbers of
weapons and _equivalent megatons.

— The comparisons also exclude a number of options each side
could exercise to alter the striking power or survivability of its
intercontinental forces. Options not illustrated on the US side,
for example, include the deployment of ICBMs in a mobile
basing configuration and the introduction of the M-X ICBM or
a system with comparable capabilities.
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6. Chart 1 shows how Soviet and US intercontinental olfensive
forces mpared in the past 10 years and = projected to compare in
the coming 10 vyears, using four indexes of quantity and quality to
illustrate the trends.

— The graphs show that, over the past decade, the Soviets have
moved from 2 position of inferiority in each of these indexes to
a present position in which they lead in delivery vehicles and
online equivalent megzatons, but are still inferior in total
numbers of online weapons and average accuracy of MIRVed
1CBMs.

— With respect to the future, the upper left-hand graph shows
that SALT II would Tequire a reduction in Soviet delivery
vehicles and bring about a more ne.arly equal situation in this
index.

— The lower left-hand graph shows that the substantial Sovist lead
in online equivalent megatons will increase as the USSR
"continues to deploy weapons. with relatively large yields.

— The lower right-hand graph illustrates the effects of the
anticipated Soviet deployment of MIRVed ICBMs with im-
proved accuracies. (The accuracies of individual Soviet ICBM
systems are shown in figure 2 of part B.) The current US
defense program does not include further accuracy improve-
ments for present types of ICBMs.

— The upper right-hand graph, comparing total online weapons in
intercontinental forces, shows how Soviet MIRV deployments,
which began about five years Jater than those of the United
States, are substantially increasing total Soviet weapons for
intercontinental attack. In this index, the United States remains
about at its current level until Trident and especially ALCM
programs are under way. This Estimate is the first in which we
have forecast even temporary Soviet equality in this index at
any time during the ensuing 10 years under a SALT II
agreement. '

— The upper right-hand graph also shows that, in the middle and
late 1980s, both sides are likely to advance in total numbers of
online weapons in intercontinental forces. In the mid-19S80s and
after, the US advance is likely to be somewhat faster than that
of the USSR because of the programed largze-scale US
deployment of ALCMs.
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9. Charts 4 and 5 display trends in th destructive potential of:
intercoi. aental striking forces remaining w..er hypothetical counter-
force attacks by the 1CBMs of one side on the other. This is another
simplified measure of some of the factors relevant to strategic
capabilities, to perceptions about them, and to deterrence. (For a
divergent view about the utility of this type of measure, sea parazraph
13.) The calculations assume that the attacking side employs only
ICBMs and strikes only at the retaliatory forces and bases of the other
side. Clearly these are arbitrary limitations which neither side would
likely follow in practice, although bombers and SLBMs are less useful
than ICBMs for first-strike counterforce attacks against fast-rezction
enemy forces. Using these assumptions, we make subtractions of two
kinds from prelaunch potentials in order to show what we call residual
forces.

— For the attacking side, residual forces are those ICBMs not used
in the hypothetical counterforce attack plus all those SLBMs and
bomber weapons that could be generated. Thus, for the attacker,
the residuals are those forces available for other missions, either
at the time of the first strike or later.

— For the side attacked, residual forces are those available for
retaliation—that is, ICBMs calculated to survive hypothetical
countersilo strikes plus bombers on alert and SLBMs at sea. The
calculations assume that ICBMSs ride out the attack without being
launched from under attack, and assume that alerted bombers
and at-sea SLBMs are not vulnerable to first strikes.

— Alternative first-strike conditions are examined: surprise attacks,
in which the forces of the attacking side are in a generated
posture but those of the side attacked are on day-to-day alert;
and preemptive attacks, in which the forces of both sides ars in a
generated posture. The former is a worst case assumption for the
side attacked. The latter corresponds conceptually to the
conditions the Soviets believe most likely. Soviet military
doctrine anticipates that intercontinental warfare would likely
arise out of a crisis or theater conflict, although it does not rule
out the possibility of surprise attacks.

10. Charts 4 and 5 show that Soviet residual potentials will tend to
grow throughout the next 10 years, whereas those of the United States
will remain fairly constant untii about the mid-1980s and then increase.
Noteworthy specifics are:

— In lethal area potential, shown in chart 4, the Soviet residual
would far exceed that of the United States throuzhout the 1980s
if the USSR struck first. The two sides would be about equal if
the US struck first with surprise until about the mid-1980s, after
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