e Divectnr of T T ey
{ |"chL |-

Contryl

s [_*‘ d Intellipence

Soviet Ballistic Missile Defense

Mativaal Inielligence Estimate
Volume 1—Key Judgments and Summary

CIA HISTORICAL REVIEW PROGS

—Seerct—

MIE Bip 5 RF
T3 htaber 1987

Capr






THIS ESTIMATE 15 ISSUED BY THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL
INTELLIGEMNCE.

THE NATIONAL FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE BOARD CONCURS,
EXCEPT AS MOTED IM THE TEXT. \

The following fnteligence organ.rm.imns porticipated in the preporetion of the
Estimete: .

The Ceniral Intelligence Agency, the Defente Intelligence Agency, the Mationol Security
Agency, ond the inteligence orgonitations of the Departments of State ond
Ensrgy.

Also Participating:
The Assistant Chiel of Stofl for Inteligence, Department af the Army
. Tha Direchor of Maval IMeﬂigEﬂc\e, I:lep-w1rnenf ‘af the N'#v'_l'

The Assistant Chisl ol Siaff, Intelligence, _D:purlmm‘f of the Air Force

Tl:m Dlr_iﬂqr af Intelligence, Heodgquarters, Marine Corps




NIE 11-13-82

SOVIET BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE

Volume |—Key Judgments and Summary

lalesrmation svailible sy of 13 Oclober 1982 was
wied in the peeparation of this Estimate.




PURPOSE AND 5COPE

COMTENTS

............

1. Factors Aliceting Future Soviet Rallistic Missile Delenses oo
Military Doctrine and Sirategy. .. ettt n e

Soviel ARM Prm:ams—Hu:lunﬂl I‘cfs.peu'

Military Factors ...
Political Factors ...

Capabilities of Soviet Ev:tfms lnr I!i:l]ul:n: Missile De{eme_
Wew ABM Systems ...

Surface-to-Air Missile Systems......
Capabilities for ABM Deployments ...

© Upgraded ABM Defenses at Moscow.,.,
Options for Deployments Beyond Tl'ﬂlr lelt: ..................................
Radars for Battle Management SUDDor .o sseess s

Patential ABM Deployment Rates ...

Indications af Postulated ABM Deployments.... '

Economic Factors..

1. Prospects for Directed-Energy Weapons
Laser Systems ..o

sor Systerns. ... et __
Space-Eased ... O S
Particle Beam Wnpnru ......
LT B L R
Space-Based v .
HI. Capabilities of Soviet Ballistie Missile Defenses....oooooeoooo "
Upgraded Mascow Defenses Within Treaty Limits. oo,
Expanded Defenses af Moseow., oo, "

Widespread ABM Def,

IV. Future Soviet ABM Deplowments .o sseme e serensins o s

Revisions to the ABM Treaiy......
US Withdrawsal From the Treaty
Soviel Abrogation of the Treaty

V. ey Uncertaintios . ... voemn:




PURPOSE AMD SCOPE

This Estimate responds to a request of the President’'s Special
Assistant for National Security Affairs for a3 comprehensive assessment
by the Intelligence Community on Soviet antiballistic missile (ABM)
defense. It has been prepared for use by the administration in
considering strategic arms limitation policies, in planning US strategic
force programs, and in reviewing the ABM Treaty. It is intended to pro-
vide our best answers to the following questions relevant to US policy
and planning decisions: ‘

— What are the objectives of Soviet programs for ballistic missile
defense?

— What are the estimated technical characteristics and perform-
ance of present and future Soviet ballistic missile defense

systems and supporiing radars?

— What petential do the Soviets have to deploy ballistic missile
delenses beyand the limits of the ABM Treaty during the next

10 years or sof

— What is the likelihood that the Soviets will deploy ballistic
missile defenses in excess of Treaty limits?

While the Estimate highlights factors bearing on the effectiveness
of Saviet ballistic missile defenses it does not analyze in any detail the
* degrea of protection that future ABM deployments would afford the
USSH. We have not performed the analyses of the capabilities of Saviet
ABM systems in a multiple-engagement scenario. The great complexity
" and severe time constraints inherent in ballistic missile defense opera-
tions result in our having major uncertainties in any prediction of how
well & Soviet ABM system would function. Any assessment of Soviet
ABM effectiveness will be an aggregation of the results of technical
analyses of expected component performance using assumptions about
the characteristics of a ballistic missile attack, about some nuclear
weapon effects, and about the phenomena associated with ballistic
missiles reentering the atmosphere.

Given the gaps in information and our analytical uncertainties,
there are understandably many differing conclusions and opinions
about the technical characteristics of Soviet ABM systems and compo-
aents and supporting radars and about their capabilities to perform all




the [unctions essential to ballistic missile defense. Some of these
differences concern capabilities on which the success or fajlure of a
[uture Soviel ballistic missile defense would depend. We are not likely
ta be able 1o resolve many of these issues within the nest several years.
Moreover, we have dilficulty assigning probabilities to alternative
interpretations of the evidence. However, the consequences of Soviet
acquisition of a ballistic missile defense, despite uncertainties about Its
effectiveness, are so serious that even 2 low probability of such an
achievernent is cause for concern,

Valume 11 of this Estimate, “The Analysis,” treats Soviet ballistic
missile defense programs in the detail required by stafl planners and
analysts responsible for policy studies and military assessmente. Its
emphasis is on completeness rather than brevity. The important
findings of the Estimate on the prospects for [uture Sowiet ballistic
missile defense are summarized in volume I




KEY JUDGMENTS

The Soviets are upgrading their antiballistic missile (ABM) deploy-
ments at Moscow and are actively engaged in ABM research and
development programs. The available evidence does not indicate with
any certainty whether the Soviets are making preparations for deploy-
ments beyond the limits of the Treaty—100 ABM launchers at Mos-
cow—Dhut it does show they are steadily improving their ability to
exercise options for deployment of widespread ballistic missile defenses
in the 1980s. IF the Treaty were abrogated by either the United States or
the USSH, we believe the Soviets would undertake rapidly paced ATIM
deployments to strengthen their defenses at Moscow and cover key
targets in the western USSH. and to extend protection to key targets east
af the Urals. Such widespread defenses could be in place by the late
1980 or. early 1990s.

Since the negotistion of the ABM Treaty in 1972, most of the
trends in strategic forces have been favorable to the USSR, The Soviets
probably consider that they sre much batter able to prosecute a nuelear
war than they were in 1972 To reduce damage to the USSR in
aceordunce with their doctrine and strategy for nuclear war, the Soviets
are continuing te improve the counterforce capabilities and survivabil-
ity of their offensive forces, to strengthen their air defenses and
antisubmarine warfare forces, and to expand their passive defenses, In
this contest, we believe that an assessment by the Soviets of the

“correlation of strategic forces would indicate that the continuing
vulnerability of the USSR to ballistic missile attack is a deficiency they
would want to reduce.

We judge that in evaluating the technical perfarmance of the ARBM
systems they could deploy, the Soviets probably would not have high
confidence in how well these systems would perform against a large-
scale, undegraded US missile attack, especially in the late 1880s by
improved US forces. However, the Soviets would probably view their
ballistic missile defenses as having considerable value in reducing the
impact of a degraded US retaliatory attack if the USSE succeeded in
carrying out a well-eoordinated, effective initial strike. Also, widespread
Soviet defenses, even if US evaluations indicated they could be
overcome by an attacking force, would complicate US attack planning
and create major uncertainties about the potential effectivensss of o US
strike




Another view is that the Soviets, in a widespread deployment,
would deploy sufficient numbers of ABM systems to enhance their
confidence in the survival of high-value targets, even in the event of a
full-scale US antack,

Il certain features which we have assumed for a new advanced
surlace-to-air missile (SAM) system, the S5A-X-12, are realized, ils
potential contribution to ballistic missile defenses would be of growing
coneern as it becomes widely deployed in the USSR and Eastern Europe
in the mid-to-late 1980s. While we do not belisve the SA-5 and SA-10
SAM systems are suitable for ABM use as currently confligured, the
Soviets could, with an unrestricted modification and testing program,
probably conduct an overt upgrade of these systemns that would provide
a potentially important supplement to an ABM defense. There is an
alternative view that the 54-5 and $A-10 without any upgrading may
be capable of operating in a limited ADM rele, and that[

upgrade to improve potential ABM capabilities could be per-
EnrmedE _.:]It

A deeision by the Soviets on whether to deploy a widespread ABM
system would be based primarily on the answer to a crucial question:
whether the USSR will face a sufficiently threatening strategic situation
in the late 1980s and beyond, for which an expanded ABM defense
based on their systems now in testing and development would make a
significant difference. If their answer is ves, then they would probahly
make the commitments necessary to deploy such defenses despite the
economic and political costs. Since their answer probably will not be
clear-cut, other important factors would bias their decision toward
notdeployment: : . ) .

— The USSR’s two-track approach—arms control and a military
buildup—to Further its strategic goals has achieved limits on US
delivery vehicles and constrained US defenses, while permitting
expansion of Soviet offensive forces. There are no indications
that the USSR is becoming dissatislied with this approach.

— Under the Treaty the USSH has ABM defenses to protect critical
targets in the Moscow area while the United States has no
similar capability.

— The Soeviets apparently see the Treaty as having slowed US ABM
research and development, while they moved ahead with thelr
awi,

* The holder of this eiew & the Director, Deferee Intelligence Agence,
¥ The bolder of this wew i the Director, Befense Intetligence Agency,
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On balance, we believe there is a lairly low, but nevertheless
significant chance {fabout 10 to 30 percent) that the Soviets will abrogate
the Treaty and deploy ADMs in excess of Treaty limits in the 19805, We
believe they would see the military advantages of the defenses they
could deploy as being outweighed by the disadvantages cited above,
especially of energizing the United States and perhaps its Allies into 2
rapicl and sustained growth in overall military capabilities, both conven-
tional and nuclear, that eould lead to an ercsion in the 1990: of Saviet
gains achieved in the 1970s and 1980s.

An alternative view notes that Soviet benefits from the Treaty,
under eurrent and projected conditions, far cutweigh the potential gains
[rom abrozation. As a result, the likelihood of abrogation is considered
to be very low (10 pereent or less) in the 1980s unless current conditions
change substantially. This view cautions, however, that the Soviets have
a motivation to deploy a widespread ABM system to [ill the serious gap
in their defenses, and there is a higher probability of such a deployment
in the 1990s, Moreover, they have the capability to complete such a de-
ployment in only a few years®

Another view holds that the erucial question for Soviet leaders is
whether deployment of ABMs is required to attain Soviet strategic
obiectives. According to this view, the following factors should be given
greater weight in judging Soviet motivations for deployment of a
widespread ADM defense, Soviet doctrinal requirements for damage-
limiting capability have always provided the motivation to deploy
ADBM;s bath at Moscow and elsewhere, Now, as a result of advances by
. the USSR in ABM technology, the USSR’s counterforce advantage over
the United States, and U5 plans to deploy survivable and hard-target-
capable ballistic missiles, the Soviets may no longer deem it necessary to
restrain themselves from further ABM deployment. They have taken
essentially all the steps necessary to prepare for a decision to deploy and
have demonstrated confidence in their current ABM technology by
deploving the new ABM system at Moscow. The Soviets may be
expected to accompany any widespread ABM deployments with an
active-measures eampaign to manipulate Western attitudes and actions
and to inhibit energizing the United States and its Allies into sustaining
a rapid growth in military capabilities. The holder of this view believes
it is not possible with current intelligence data to evaluate and quantify
with confidence the extent to which various factors would influence the
Sovists to abandon or retain the ABM Treaty. However, given the
preparations the Soviets have made and the fact that the motivations

* The holder of s vew gy e Asrirtant Chief of Sreff for Inteligence, Department of the drmy,




discussed above strongly influence Soviet decisions, the main text may
have understated the prospect for widespread ABM deplayment.*

L

A widespread Soviet
ABM deployment by the late 19805 or early 19905 would give the USSR
an important initial advantage over the United States in this area. We
have major uncertainties about how well a Soviet ABM system would
function, and the degree of protection that future ABM deplovments
would afford the USSR. Despite our uncertainties about its potential
effectiveness, such a deployment would have an important effect on the
perceptions, and perhaps the reality, of the US-Soviet strategic nuclear
relationship. According to an alternative view, the Soviet Union will not
have the capability in this decade to deploy ABM defenses which would
significantly affect the US-Soviet strategic nuclear rélationship.®

" * The holder of this stew &3 the Director, Defense Intelligence Agency. )
* The hotder of this wirw is the Director, Buresu of Intelligence and Resesrch, Depariment af

Stale.




) SUMMARY

1. The Soviels” antiballistic missile (ARM) programs
would enable them 1o have deployed by the late 1980s
1o early 19905 widespread® ballotic misile defenses
that would have an important effect on the percep-
tions and perhaps the reality of the US-Soviet strategic
nuclear relationship. Olther means envisioned by the
Soviets for reducing potentivl damage bo the USSR
from ballistic missiles—mot assessed in this Estimate—
include Soviet counlerforce strikes on enemy ballistic
mizssiles and [acilities for their conteal, attacks on
ballistic missile submarines by Soviet antisubmaring
waslare [ASW) forces, hardening and mebility of
Soviet military forces, and pagtive delense measures,
We believe the Soviets regard ABM as a critieal
element in their [uture capability to reduce damage
. from a US ballistic missile attack. o

2 The available evidence does not indicate with
any certainty whether the Soviels are making prepara-
tions for ABM deployments beyond the limits of the
ABM Treaty, but it does show that, through their ABM
development and deployment programs, the Soviets
are steadily improving their ability to exercise oplions
for widespread ballistie missile defenses. In making
any decision to deploy ABM: in excess of Treaty
limits, we believe Soviet leaders would give Ffirst
consideration to the net effect of ABM deployments an

their capability to perform the misions called for by |

Soviet strategy, taking inte account likely ‘US stratégic
offensive and defensive foree deployments. They
would also consider other factors such as the overall
military, political, and economic implications of revis-
ing, abrogating, or withdrawing from the ABM Treaty,

I. FACTORS AFFECTING FUTURE SOVIET
BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFEMSES

Millitary Doctrine and Strategy
3. The Soviets’ present military doctrine and strate-
gy emphasize offensive operations o neutralize or

* & widepread delencs, in the western USSA or nationwide, would
e ene deployed b0 prolect bey milifary, lesdership, and milbary
Enduatrial targets Althoiegh =e employ the tormi “wideipread” and
“natioawide™ In the test, 8 shauld be noted that many areas of lemer
Impartance might nol he protecied by ADM coveraga.

eliminate LS nuclear forces and reiect mutual vulnera-
bility as a desirable or permanent basis for the US-
Soviet strategic relationship. The Soviets prefer superi-
ar capabilities 1o light and win a nuclear war with the
Uinited States, and have been working to improve their
chances of prevailing in such & conflict,

4. We have no reason to expecl any major alise-
ations in Soviet doctrine and strategy during the 1980s
and beyond, It is likely that in the future the Soviets
will of mecestity be unable to rely as heavily on
offensive forces 1o destroy US strategle auclear deliv-
ery means They are clearly aware that US strategic
farce modernization programs will make more diffi-
eult and less certain the future effectivencss of coun-
terforce strikes by the USSH. At the same time, the
Soviets are continuing to take mesgures to reduce the
vilnerability of their own strategic offensive forces as
they recognize that fised-base weapons are becoming
Lm:re:sing]-p vulnerahle They will mot view (hase
trends as requiring them to reduce the offensive,
counterforce orientation of their strategy in favor of
sorme atsured level of survivability, as would be im.
plied by a defense-dominated strategy. Rather, they
will see the situation as placing a greater burden on
aclive and pasive defenses to achieve their strategic
ohijectives, -

5. Changes in the future capabilities of Sovist ftra-
tegic defensss eould have o grester effect on the US-
Soviet strategic relationship than at any time in the
past, particularly if there were mvajor reductions in
‘olfensive misiles of the two sides under a new arms
agreement. Thus, from the standpoint of the chiectives
called for by their doctrine and strategy, the Soviets
may have greater ncentives in the 19805 and 1990 to
acquire a credible ballistie missile defonsa,

Saviet ABM Programs—-Historical Perspective

6. The Soviets apparently formalized programs for
defenses against ballistic missiles early in the 1950s,
but our understanding of some of these carly programs
iz quite limited and subject to interpretation. Sinee the
19505, they have devoted comsiderable resources to
ballistic missile defense and have started deployment

L
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of ADBM systerns belore developmental lesting was
completed, There are dilfering assesments about
whether the history of Soviet ABM ressarch, develop-
ment, and deployments indicates two distingt averall
programs=—one [or defenses at Mosoow and ancother
lor a widespread defense—or whether the Soviets have
been pursuing 2 single program with several potential
applications. The auvestion of whetler they have been
pursuing a sngle or dual ABM pregram has It
bezring on key bssues of the technical perfarmance and
effectiveness of the ABM systems and components
under development and the USSRs capabilities to
deploy them. According 1o ane wiew, however, the
continuation of twe programs in parallel is indicative
of Sowviel commitment to ABM and implies the Soviets
may intend to deploy deflenses bevend Mascow,?

Military Foctors .
7. The Soviets negotiated the SALT 1 agreements to

achisve political and military objectives that they-

believed could not be attained by anconstrained devel-
opment and deployment of strategic weapoms. From
their perspective in 1972, the Soviels expected the
ABM Treaty o enhance their counterforce capabilities
by inhibiting the United States frem deploying an
extensive balllstic misile defenss of Minuteman. At
the same time, they probably assessed that their awn
ABM syslems then wnder development would be
unable to protect eritical targets from US missle
attacks at least through the 19705 They hoped to
eontinue their own ADBM development programs while
inducing the United States to slow down, A key Isue is
how the Soviets now assess the effect of a contiruation
of the ABM Treaty limitations on the present and
future relationship of US and Soviet military power.

B. Since the negotiation of the ABM Treaty, most of
the trends in strategic lorces have been favorable to
the USSE. The Soviets probably eonsider that they sre
much better able to prosecute a nuelear war than they
were in 1872 To reduce damage to the USSR in
accordance with their doctrine and strategy for nucle-
ar war, the Soviels are eontineing lo improve the
counterforee capabilities and survivability of tleir
offensive forces, to strengthen their air defenses and
antisubmarine warfare forces, and to expand their

¥ The holders of this eiews ere the Direcior, Defense Intelligence
Agency, and the Awsstant Chicf of Stafff for Intelligence, Deparr-
ment af the Armyp.

. i
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passive defenses. In this context, we belisve that o
Saviet asessment of the cnerelation of strategic forces
would indicate that the continuing vulnerability of tle
USSR to ballistic missile attack is an obwvious deficiency
that shoold be redresed. however, various political
and econcmic factors a5 well as military requirements
would figure in any Soviet decision to deploy ARM: in
excess of the Treaty limits.

9. There is an additional view that te appreciate the
military factors affecting Soviet attitudes toward ABMs
one should eonsider the totality of the Soviets’ commit-
ment to a strategic war-lighting capability, as exempli-
fisd by their conlinued reliznce on the damage-limis-
ing forees and messurcs cited in the preceding
paragraph. Their doctrinal requirement for victory in a
nuclear war dictates acquisition of all military forces
needed to achicve that ohicctive, including ABMs.?

10 Developments in military technology in the
1980s that could incresse the Soviets” incentive for
eatensive deployment of ballistic missile defenses in

the 1990 inclede advances in ABM technology that

resulied in a significant increase in system effective-
ness and development of survivable radars that could
contribute to a hard-point ABM defense of TCEM
fields. Other technical advances by the United Srates,
however, such as the development of mancuvering
reentry vehicles (MaRVil—evader MaRVs suitable for
use against hard targett—could reduce Sevie! incen-
tives to undertake widespread deployment of ABM
systems now balng developed.

11. An additionsl view holds that US ceuntermeas-
ures provide additional fneentives for the Sovists to
improve the capabilities of thelr ABM systems; howey-
&1, prospects for US countermeasures would have little
eifoct on Soviet incentives for undertaking widsspresd
ABM deployments.!

12, Thetr increasing vulnerability to a ballistic mis-
sile attack could influence the Soviets to expand their
ABM programs. The growing size and sophistication of
French, Britlsh, and Chinese ballistic missiles, and the
deployment of Pershing 11 would be taken into ac-
eount by the Soviets. Most important, of course, the Us

* Thr holders af thls vleiw are the Direcior, Defense Intelligenze
Agemcy, and the Aeclstant Chieff of Staff for Intefligence, Depari-
maent of dhe Army.

* The holder of this ciew i the Direcior, Defense Infelligense
Apenoy.




X and Trident programs would, later in the 195805,
confront the Saviets with much improved hard-target
threats.

Palitical Factors

13. A decision on whether 1o deploy a widespread
ABRM systern would be made by the top Soviet leader-
ship, bazed primarily on military rather than political
or economic factors. The erucial question for the
Soviel leaders is whether the USSR will face a qualita-
tively different and sulficlently threatening strategic
situation in the late 19505 and beyond, for which they
would perceive that a widespread AIM system would
make a signilicant difference. 1f their answer s yes,
then the Soviets would probably make the commit-
medts necestary to deploy such a system and would
accompany the deployment with a propaganda blitz to
minimize short-term political losses. The answer, how-
ever, probably will not be clear-eut to Soviet leaders
and impartant factors would bias their decision toward
nondeployment: .

— The primary factor is the continued effectiveness
of the method the USSH developed in the early
18705 to further its strategic goals. In essence, this
method has been a twe-track appreach calling
for arms control and a Seviet military buildup.
During the 19705 the USSE achieved limits on
the number of US delivery vehicles through the
SALT process, constrained US defenses through
the ABM Treaty, and gave priority to building
up its own offensive forees. This two-track ap-

proach worked well in the 19705, and taere are

no indications thap the USSR is becoming dissatis-
. fied with it.

— & second factor is the advantage the USSR
eurrently enjoys by virtue of the ABM defenzes
to protect critical targets in the Moscow area,
even though these defenses will remain Hmited
under the ABM Tresty. In contrast, the United
States has no similar capability. Also the Soviets
apparently see the Treaty as having slowed US
ABM research and dewelopment, while they
moved shead with thelr own They would not
lightly [orgo these advantages and risk stimulat-
ing US ADM development and deployment
prOgrams.

— A third factor is the ;ignil'lc:nl resoutree comimil-
ment for tuch 3 system, which would have Lo be

weighed in the resurce-constrained environ-
ment of the 1980s, Allocation of these ressurces
e ALM would probably aflect some other mil:-
tary programs, rather than simply add to the
annual growth that has gone into delense
spending.

— A fourth factor is the absence of strong leader-
ship at the cemter, There is already a lack of elear
direction under the Brezhnev regime The re-
building of new power and personal relationships
in the aftermath of Brezhoev's departure are not
circumsiances eonducive to making the tough
decision 1o inftiste o widespread ABM deploy-
iient within at beast the next several years. There
is an allernative view that by the time critical
decisions would have to be made on ABM de-
ployment—not expected belore the 1990s, ac-
cording ta this view—the succesion process is
likely to be complete. It i wnlikely, therefore,
that the sheence of strong leadership will bear
significantly on Soviet ABM programs in the near
term.t -

— The elfects of & positive ABM decision on the
relationship with the United States and Western
Europe would be counted on the negative side,
but il the Soviets fell compelled to deploy a
widespread ABM system, this factor would prob-
ably not hold them back. The leadership would
assume that the West would attemps to adjust to
the fzcl that the USSR was developing substantial
ABM defenses, but the Soviets would stress the
defensive nature of the system and try to, use
Western public apinion to eonstrain the freedom
of action of Western governments.

i4. An alternative view stressss that the crucial
question for Soviet leaders is whether deployment aof
an active ADM defense iz required to attain Soviet
strategic oblectives. In addressing this question, the
Eaviets would eonsider the value of such deployment
in the contest of the totality of their strategic military
postere, which includes & broad range of damage-
lismiting forces and tactics. The Factors that are listed
above would also certainly aflect Soviet judgment, bul
not secessarily toward the negative:

— While the Soviets have every justilication for
being satisfied with their two-track approach of

' Fhe holder of this vlew G the Aeristant Chiel of Stall for
Intelligence, Deparienent of the Army.
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arms eontrol and military butldup, there are
factors thal may conwinee them that ihis ap-
proach with regard to ADM; has sseved oul masl
of itz wseful life. These include the present level
of the Soviets” AGDM technology, their current
ICOM counterforce advantage, and the planned
L5 deployment of survivable hard-target-capable
strategic ballistic missiles.

— While the ABM defense equation is one-sided in
the Soviet favor, i & not clear that the Soviets
believe that further ABM deployments would
precipitate U5 offensive or delensive deploy.
ments substantial enough to offset the benefits of
their own ABM deployments. The Saviets would
undoubtedly undertake active measures to ma-
nipulate Western opinion and lessen such US
reactions,

— This view paints out that consistency and eonti-
nuity of party contrel of military doctrine and
derived programs have been & hallmark of Soviet
milftary development and deployment. The de-
ployment of widespread ABM defenses, a Funda-
mental doctrinal requirenient, involves decisions
over such an extended pericd of time that it is
unlikely to be aflectad by leadership changes.

— The Soviets could assess the fnereass in their
overall strategic strength that could result from
such a deployment as adding significantly 1o
their influsnce in Western Europe.*

Capabilities of Soviet Systems. for Ballistic Missile

Defanse

15, The Soviets' assessment of the capability of the
ABM gystems and components they are developing is a
key factor besring on thelr policies and programs for
ballistic misile defense. We do not know how they
assess these capabilities. In our own assessments, there
are uncertainties and differences of view among intelli-
gence agencies about some of the capabilities of individ-
ual Soviet ABM systemns and the potential of some Soviet
surface-to-air missiles (SAMs) to perform in an ABM
role. We have besn unable to-assess in any detail the
degres of protection from ballistie misile atlack that the
Soviets could achieve by deployment of the ABM
systems and components they have under development.

* The holder of this viees 10 the Mrecior, Defenas J'nl:l'k];mu
Apemeg.

The Moscow Syitem

16. The present ballistic missile delenses at Moscow
consist of four sites with aboveground lasnchers and
engagement radars, and the large radars—designajed
Dog House and Cat House—to provide target sequisi-
tion and tracking data. (See figure 1) These defonses.—
now being upgraded—could provide only a Limitedd,
single-layer defense; that is, they could intercept bal-
listic mbsile reentry wvehicles (RVs) only outside the
atmosphere. These defenses probably could counter a
small attack not accompanied by penetration aids such
as chall and decovs. Atlempting to counler a largee
number of attacking Vs, however, would rapidly
exhaust the available interceptors.

Mew ABM Systems

I7. We believe that the upgraded defensss at Mos-
cow and any additional ballistic missile deflenses the
Soviets may deploy in the 13805 will incorporate
companents currently under development. Of these,
the upgraded defenses st Moscow .will apparently
include a new large fized engagement radar which
may have capabilities for search and target acquisi-
tion; sile lsunchers; s high-aceeleration, short-range
interceptor; and a modified version of the exestmaos-
pheric interceptor deplayed with the orlginal defenses
at Moscow. The rapidly deployable system the Soviets
are develoging—a site for which could be deploved in
months rather than years—would conist of transport- -
able engagement radars, aboveground launchers, and
either a long-range Interceptor or a high-zeceleration,

short-range interceptor or both, . )

L]

L& There are major uncertainties and gaps in infor-
mation about key performance parameters of the com-
ponents of ABM systems the Savists are developing and
deploying. Agencies dilfer in their analyses and in
engineering judgments about these key parameters and,
a5 & resolt, resch different conclusions dbout the eapa-
bilities of Soviet systems to intercept US ballistic missile
recotry vehicles, These capabilities would wary, de
pending on various factors—lor example, whether tar-
wet acquisition and tracking data (handover data) were
provided to the ABM launch site from a rémately
located radar providing battle management support.

19. The characteristics of Soviet ABM components
that hawe the grestest impact en asseaments of their
elfectivencs, based on evidence of test activity, in-
clude the scarch and target discriminiation capabilities




Figure 1
The Moscow Antiballistic Missile System
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of engagement radars, the farget-handiing capabilities
ol all radars, and, if MallVs ace deployed, the mancu-
verability of Soviel inlerceplors. Our estimates of the
capahilities of the upgraded ADM delenses the Soviets
are deploying ab Mescow and rapidly deployable
systemns available to the Soviets are shown in table £,
|HI¢J]|'EEME Enmmunilv :.g:ncig- di"ering judg-
rmants, shown in the table, about the patential capabili-
ties of the rapidly deplovable ADM system are based
primarily on their assessments of the pecformance of
its target-tracking engapement radar—designated the
Flat Twin. The table shows ABM syslem capalbilities
{or one-on-one intercepts of current bypes of US 1CNM
and submarine-launched ballistic missite (SLIM) BVs
not accompanied by penetration aids, (One-on-one
intercepl capabilities do mot account far the elfects of
multiple interceptors being used against multiple RYs.)

o0, Agency estimates in the table show that, with
handover data, these ABM systems could intercept all
currently deployed types'of US ICEM and SLBM RVs
not accompanied by penelralion aids, with the sxeep-
tion, according to one view]: 3

C
n

21, Opecating  2utonomously, without  handover
data, these systems according to one amessment would
hawve wirtually no practical capability to intercep:
ICBM and SLBM BV with a single Flal Twin radar.

Therefore, for autonomous intércepts, many
Flat Twin engagement radars would be needed al
each defenss site or in a defended region for defense
against multiple AVs arriving simultaneowsly from
different, directions and for defense against MaHVe*
According to another pssessment, a single Flat Twin
radar would have the capability for sutonomous oper-
atjon over o useful threat sector. All-azimuth coverage
is not required at all defended regions under a number
of operativnal conditions, Where extended-azimuth
coverage is desired, multiple radars could be assigned
adjoining angular sectors. This view judges that onc

" The holder of this olew & the Deputy Direcior Jor Intelligener,

Central Intailigence Apmcp.
* The holder of this odew @1 Lhe Depuly Director for Intelligence,

Cenirel Intellipence Agpercy.

radar could handle more than the ICBM corridor for o
defended region and thal several radars coubd cover
the enlire polential strategic ballistic missile threat
region®

22. For defense against reentry vehicles accompa-

niedby[_  _lpenetration aids, chaff, and decoys

ane

amessment is that the estimated Hmitations in the

performance of Soviet ABM systems make it highly

unlikely that current systems deploved or under devel-
opment would be able 1o discriminate HV;E_

" Another assewsment is that
available Soviet discrimination technigues

make it possible that current
Seviet ABM systems deployed or under development
eould defeat those penetration aids" An additional
view noles that, while such discrimination techniques
may be available, it is not clear the Soviets are using
thetn. In any event, they would be usaful anly against

AN agen-
cies agree that the eapabilities demonstrated by a new
large Soviet radar under development, if incorporated
into operational systems, would enhance diserimina-
tion perflormance,

23. The capabilities of Soviet ABM systems against
evader-type maneuvering resntry vehicles)

ould depend on the specific characteristics -
.of the Teenlry vehicles and aceompanying peneteation
aids. Achievement of a good-guality defense would
require multiple interceptors for each MaRY. In addi-
tion, even with handover data, multiple Flat Twin
radars would be required at a site to be able to defend
againat two or more MaBVs arriving simultanssusly,
since their trajectories could prevent a single Flat
Twin from tracking more than one of them,

* The holders of this odess are the Director, Defense Intelligence
Agency, and the Assintant Chief af S12ff for Intelligence, Depari-
menAl af the Armp,

' The holder of this vlew 1r the Mepuidy Disactar for Intelligence,
Central Inteffigence Agency.

1 The holdersy of thiy odew are the Direcior, Defenee Intellipmer
Ageney, end the Aerlerant Chief of Staff for Intelligence, Depari-
et of the Army.

" The holder of thu olew dr the Asrlitont Chief of Saff,
Intelligence, Eeparirment af the Alr Force.







24, Taking these differing estimates inlo account,
weet Believe it is wnlikely that the maost critical perform-
ance parameders of Soviet ABM eompanents will all be
at the mare threatening or less theealening end of the
range ol our pretent uncertainty about them. In any
cose, incremental improvements in the characteristics
of Soviel AIM components ander dewelopment, as
well as new and lollow-on companents, are expected
to make Soviet ADM systems more capable in the late
1080 and beyond. Thus, the likely technical eapabili-
ties of Soviet ABM systems which could be deployed
appear o be suflicient to inject signilicant uncerainty
into any LS calculations of the eflects of 2ny planned
Lallistic missile attack.

Surfoce-to-Air Missile Systems

25, Our assessments of the capabilities of Sovied
surface-to-air missiles to intercepl strategic ballistic
missile B Vs are summarized in table 1. The only Soviet
SAMs that any agency believes could potentially be
used in this rale are: the 5A-5, 2 widely deployed SAM
first intreduced in the. mid-1960s; the SA-10. which
firs! became operationa: in 1980; and the SA-X-12 an
advanced tactical SAM still under development,

26. SA-5 and SA-10. We do not believe the current-
Iy deployed SA-5 and SA-10 systems are suitable For
use in ballistic missile defense, The Soviets are not
likely to have developed these SAM systems with an
ABM misgion in mind, nor have they overtly conduct-
ed the upgrade program required to give these SAMs a

significant ABM capability. We do not believe that the
Soviets could eovertly upgeade the SA-5 ar SA-10 -

systems bor achieve mere than marginal capabilities to
intercept strategle balllstic missile reedtry wehicles.

3

27. An alternative analysis concludes that the 5A-5
and the SA4-10 may have a limited ABM role. Accord-
ing to_this view, the 5A4-5 was intended as & dual

Syilegm)
JwWith handover data the SA-5

systerm should be capable of providing 2 limited
regional defemse against RV: m aecompanied by

L |

penetration aids, According to this view, the 545,
used in conmunction with a dedicated ABM system,
eould handle some AVs, thereby releasing the dedicat-
ed ADM system to defend against more difficuli
largets. This view also siresses the signiflicant similar-
ities between the SA-10 and the SA-X-12, 8 system
with demonstrated  antitactical  ballistic  missile
{ATBM) capabilities, and believed to have the poten-
tial to intercept some [CBM and SLBM RYs as well
Because of these similavities, it is possible that the SA-
16 also has antiballistic misile design features. The
potential eapabilities of the SA-10 are sufficient for it
to be wsed in a preferential defenss of small target
areas. In addition, upgrade to
improwe _potentisl ABM capabilities éould be per-

form
31

28, We believe that in the absence of the ABM
Treaty restrictions, and with an unrestricted modifics-
tion and testing program, the Soviets could upgrade
the capabilities of these systems o intereept certain
strategic ballistic missile RVs. Such an upgrade, even if
it provided much less capability than a dedicated
ABM system, could be an Important supplement to a
ballistic mimile defense—for example, a self-defense
capability, a point defense agalnst ballistic missiles
launched from China or Europe, or possibly against
SLBM RV

2 SA-X-J2, We believe the Sﬁ-x-lﬂ, an advanced
tactical surface-to-air missle system, will have bath
antiairerall and antitactical ballistic misile capabili-
ties, (See figure 2.) The systém: has lwo intercentors,
ane of which has higher acceleration, specd, and range
than the ntl-..et.[

SA-X-12 system could be ready for
deployment in the next year or go with the lower
performance interceptor and somewhat later using the
higher performance interceptor,

30. Available evidence suggests that the 5§4.X-12 is
intended for use by Soviet ground forces, However, a
systam with antitactical ballistic missile defense capa-
bilities could have many of the fealures one would
expect to see dﬂlﬂnﬂd inte an ARM system, Mn.l:ing a

" The helder of thir vew i the Diseetor, Defense Intelligence
Agency,




Figure 2
SA-X-12 System Components
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number of assumptions about design leatlures the
system could have [ e
conclude that the EA-X-12 with the higher accelera-
tian interoeptor could have the capability to intercep
all current types of US ICAM and SLOM RV: except
3-&5 shown [ table 1, the
A-K-12 could have a significan! autonamous capabili-
ty to defend a small arca against US 1GBM and SLIM
BVs. There is an alternalive view thal there are
insufficient data to characterize the capobilities of e
SA-X-12 against strategic ballistic missiles a3 “signifi-
cant,” O the basis of less generous assumptions absoat
the system's design Features, ftr capability - would be
marginal **

Caopabilities for ABM Deployments
Upgraded AEM Defenses at Moscow
31. The Soviets are In the process of upgrading and

. ecxpanding the ballistic misile defenses at Moscow,

thus far within the limits of the ABM Treaty {oee
figures 3 and 4}

— The upgraded defenses at Mascow include silo
launchers for a high-acceleration missile to con-
duel intercepts within the atmasphere snd for a
bong-range missile to conduct interoopts outside
the atmosphere. As long as the ABM Treaty
remains in effect the Soviets will deploy the
maximum number—100 launchers—at Moscow.

— While we are ool certain of all the components

" that will make up the upgraded defenses, the twd
large radars providing battle management ‘zugp-
port {Dog House and Cat House) will probably
remain part of the Moscow defenses.

— A new large phased-acray radar 5 under con-
struction pear Pushkino north of Moscow, which
will provide 380-degree coverage and Is probably
intended to control ABM engagements. We are
unable to judge whether the Pushkino radar will
have the capability for search and target acquisi-
tion. If it does, we believe It would be more
Iikely to have short-range rather than long-range
search and target acquisition capabilities. If it
were to have long-range search and target acqui-
sition capabilitics, the Pushking radar would

" The holders of this eiew are the Assietant Chief of Seafi
Intelligence, Depantment of the Air Force, and the [Hrector of
Maval Intelligence, Department of The Naoyg,

o W T i i

close existing gaps in radar eoverage by the Do
House and Cat Howse and could provide targes
aequisition and tracking data for expanded ARM
deployment in the western USSR IF il were 1o
have short-range search and target scquisition
capahilities, it would be sble 10 provide battle
management support for defenses st Moscow,
reducing the need for the Cat Houss and Diog
House radars.

Options for Doployments Beyond Treaty Limits

32 We have postulated Tour options for Soviet
ADM deployments which represent an expansion be-
vond AlM Treaty limits of the upgraded defenses naw
being deployed at Moseow, with increasing numbers
of ABM launchers for deferse of areas beyoad Mos-
cow. For the three options that postulate a widespread
deferise, we have assumed a rapidly deployable system
using components the Soviets are developing, consist
ing af radars for target tracking and missile gubdance,
aboveground liunchers, 2 long-range interceptor, and
a high-aceeleration interceptor like the US Spriot. (Ses
figure 5.) These components would provide the Soviets
o two-layer delense—that is, 5 defense permilting
intercepts outside and inside the atmosphsre. The
deployment aptions we have postulated are:

— Option 1: A 500-launcher defense at Moseow.

= Option 14r A S00launcher defense at Mascow
and 900 aboveground launchers in the western
JS5H. )

~ Option 2: h'ED:_D-I.aunche'r defense at Mascow and

L500 sboveground launchers throughout the .

LI55H,

— Option 3: A 500-launcler defense at Moscow and
3,000 aboveground launchers throughout the
USSR ™

" We omphastze that our fous eptions weng oreated foe illerative
purpases oaly; in sny actusl deployment the stre, bergel coverage,
and mis of | pors amd ing radars eould be different
Eram those we have assamed. Thus, variathons in these factors cun bo
madn for use in U5 defevoe analyses. The numbers of lusnehers in
rach ootion senvcint differemt bevels of effort, and are not based
wpon | Sowviat ts to defend againgt & particular US
atack of to provide & given lovel of defenss of key targets at
Mimcone or beyomd [n our oplions we have sxurmed ABMs would ke
deploped io schicve covernge of miltary and nonmilitary tarpets of
high valus ta the Sovlets The Soviets might chese a deployment
pattern that would masimics the defenss of specifie tyoss af
targets—for example, heavy 1000 silos




Figure 3

Present Status of Upgraded Ballistic Missile Defenses ai Moscow
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Figure 5

Potential Elements of a Rapidly Deployable ABM System
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Radars for Batile Management Support

33 Amemg the Tactors affecting the pace of Soviet
deployments are the requirements for radars provid-
ing battle management support, about which there are
uncertaintics and differences of view, While agencics
disagree about the autonomous capabilities of the
rapidly deplovable ABM system we have assumed,
there iz agresment that the ABM systems associated
with the tour deplovment aptions would operate most
effectively using landover data from large long-range
search and target acquisition radars. The Soviets have
a number of large phased-array radars that, to varving
degrees, eould provide ballistic missile early warning,
altack assessmient, and battle mansgement suppast
datn. These radars include the two radars at Meseow —
Do Howse and Cat Howse—and radars on the periph-
ery of the Soviel Union—135 older Hen Houwse radars
anil live new radars operational or under eonstruction.
These five new radars will have betler capabilities

than the Hen House. The estimated azimuthal cover-
age of these large radars, as well as the Pushking radar,
iz shown in figure G.

34, All agencies agree that the large phased-array
radars on the peniphery of the USSHE have the techni-
cil potential to provide target-tracking data for sup-
port of a widesprend ABM svitem, bat agencics
disagree abeut their suitability—their location and
vulnerability—Ffor a battle management support role
Agencies differ about whether the Soviets would de-
ploy a wideipread ABM system that relied on these
raclars for battle management supporl, or instead
would require, to asure the system’s effeclivenss, a
network of ather radars in the interior of the USSR—
prohibited by the ABM Treaty—that have nat vet
been observed 1o be under constraction,

353, One view holds that the ABM defenses that the
Soviets could deploy which relied on the peripheral
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radars for battle management support could be quick-
Iy and easily overcome by the United States because of
the vulnerabsility of the radars to attael. Thereiore, the
fuege radars are ualikely condidates for the key ele-
mienls upoas which a witlespread ABM delense would
depend:

w= The {neward locations of the peripheral rudars
and their present lmited defenses make them
more vulneralde to destruction Ly ballistic mis-
siles as well 35 sireralt and cruise missiles. Badars
in thee interior would oot e valneralle o the
smee degres. The peripheral radars do met Gl
the existing gaps in battle RIROBECENT CovETERe
ainl early ook eutwned, making them viliserabile
tes blinclsicle attacks by baliistic misiles, regard-
less of the nwmlser of ALMs -dr[ﬂrwrff o defend
Lheern.

— DBecause of their low operaiing frequencies they
are extremely susceptible to electromagnetic ef-
fects (such ag blackout) of nuclear I,mrus.E

-arheads detonated beyend the range
af delenses could render such a radar useiess for
inutes to hoars

!

— In order to be potentially effeclive against cur-
rent US ballistic missifes, a widespread ARM
deplayment bevand the weslern USSR wauld
require a netwark of Towr or fjve new radars. We
assume the new radars would provide-360-degree
coverage,-and wolld be located in the inlerior
where they would be less vulneralile to attack,
Finally, we assume the new radars would operate
at a higher frequency which would make them
less susceptilile to nuelear weapons effects."

36 Another view holds thar the large peripheral
radaes, including the older, lews capalle Hen House
racdars, are suitable for providing battle management
support to o widespread ARBM deployment:

— Given the most likely scenurios, it is unlikely that
cruise missiles or aircraft would suppres thess
radars in Lime lo prevent precision Iracking of
attacking strategic missiles, In addition, radars

' The holders of this miew are the Deputy Discctor for Fatell-

grace, Ceniral Intelligence Agency, and the Director, Bureow of
Int=litprnce and Resrdnch, Deperimcnd of Sate,

located on the periphery would be ng ragre
vulnerahle than those in the intedor 1o Suppres.
sion attacks wsing ballistie missiles. Likely in.
creaies in the ballistic missile defense of the
peripheral radars in the course of 2 widespread
ADM deployment would improve their prolec-
tiem fromm Difind-side attacks.

— all radars are susceptible to electromagnetic
elfects of nuclear bursts, but rendering these
radars ineffective by such means would be a
significant operational undmultinr.‘ﬁ

3

— Moreover, radars on the periphery woueld be
unaffected by nuclear bursts in the interior,
Similarly, nuclear bursts asseciated with delenss
of the peripheral radars would not blind ABM
engagement radzes in the Interor

AT, 1F fer whatever reasons, the Soviets decided to”
deploy ABM defenses in excess of Treaty limits, we
believe the circumstances surrounding such 2 decision
would call for deployments to be in place as rapidly as
patsible, To this end, we belisve the Soviets would
make use of the large radars operational or under
construction, including those on the periphery of the
USSH, far battle management support. We belisve the
Soviets would provide some acltive defenses for the
pcriphﬂa_l radars and would :!ﬂn.l;r, evolutionary im-

-provements in these radars. In addition, they would

probably construct new radars in the interior to
improve baltle management support. The large Dog
House and Cal House radars near Moscow could
provide battle management support for ABM deploy-
ments throughout much of the western USSH, a5 in
Ooption 1A, Such a system, in order to be viable, would
probably require additional battle management sup-
port—{rom the Pushkino radar (provided it had long-
range search and target acquisition capabilities), from
& new search radar (posibly a1 Moseow), and from the
large peripheral radars. There is an alternative view
that——while not precluding Seviel deployment of addi-
tional acquisition radars for redundancy, posibly even

* The holdees of this wbne gre the Direclor, Defense Inteiligence
Agency, ang the Aulstand Chisf of Siaff for Intelligence, Depari-
eend of the Armg.




large numbers with less sophistication than the periph-
eral radars—holds that at present there is no basis in
evidence for such an eventualitg.

Fotontial ABM Deployment Rotes

28, In assessing Soviet capabilities for ARBM deploy-
ments we have also considered requirements for supe
porting command, control, and communicatisns nel-
works, for production of nuckar materials and
warheads, and for manpower and troop braining. We
beliove that these would not be pacing factors in the
rale of deplovment. Launch site construction and
ADM  component  production, howewer, probably
would be. There are uncertainties and differences of
view, a5 caplalned in wvolume 11, about the effect of
these factors on the rate at which the Soviels could
deploy silo and aboveground ABM launch sites. As s
result of these differences, as well as differences about
the requirements for battle management support ra-
dars, we have postulated three forces with differing
deployment rates for each of the deployment options
deseribed.in paragraph 32 In all three forces, deploy-
ment of the expanded defenses at Mascow is paced by
the rate of silo construction. A 500-launcher defense a1
Maoscow could be compleed several years sooner if
aboveground launchers were wsad instead of silas. All
thees foree postulations assume, for the porposes of the
Estimate, a high-priority program in which the Soviets
would implement the necemary production and de-
ployment initiatives during 1982 {or, in this suppasi-
tion, already have taken such initiatives) and that the
deplovments in excess of ABM Treaty limits, under
this assurnption, would begin about 1985.2 {The likeli.
hood of such deployments is addressed later.} The
three foree postulations are: '

— Foree A, which i paced by the construction
schedule for engagement radar production,
launch site deployment, and, for widespread
deployments beyond the western USSR, deploy-
ment of & network of large new radars,

— Foree B, which is paced by the rate of engage-
ment radar production and launch site deploy-

™ The Aolders of this vlew sre the Diractor, Definse Tnteiligerce
Ageney, and the Asristomt Chief of Staff for Intelligence, Drpari-
ment of the Army.

* For purposes of this Eslimake, wn have srbitenrily chosen 1952
as the date for Implementing the soommary prodwction and degloy-
Eent Initietives If the Sovicls have already made a deployment
decision, the wastained peak ABM dephyment rabe we hawe
prajecied could be schinved o yeur ar two earfier.

22

menls and for which we assume thay the radags
eperalional or under constriction swill provide
the requisite battle management support,

— Foree C, which is based on the same asumptiong
as Foree B, except! that it is paced by the rate of
launch site comstruction and not by the rate of
engagement radar production. It also agmmes a
mix of sile and abovepround launchers at
Moseow,

38, These three forces for each of the deployvenent
oplions ate showa in figure 7. As a result of our
szsumptions mere significance should be attached to
the pace of deployments we have postulated rather
than to their ultimate size and composition, Under the
various force postulations, significant Sovier AGM des
plovments could be operational by the late 19805 or
eatly 19905, as shown in table 2, assuming that the
Soviets made the decision to initiate them this year,
However, because of differing assumptions about pae-
ing Factors, the dates of completion of the deployments
could vary. .

Indications of Postulated ABM Deployments

o[

e




Figure 7

Potential Soviet Deployments Beyond ABM Treaty Limits*
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Table 2
Dates of Completion for Postulated Soviet ABM Deployments
Faorer & Force B Foroe Co

S00-kaancher defi at M [Dption 1)* 1231 1605-51 1988
1400-buncher delense for key fargels o woibern

USSR (Omion 14) 1591 19851 1388
£,000-lsuncher defense for key targets natlonside

[Cipian 2] 1953 15042 1558
3,500 launcher delense for key tlargets nalionwide

(Dpadlon 3 2000 153 (]

» There & an altermabios mew that Fovee C would be implownible becauie the porteloted deployment
rater would serionsly compeie with the Setets” abilily 1o carry oul other mitliery pragrams. The holder of
this ghew s the Assictant Chief of Staff, Intelligenee, Deparément of the Alr Force.

eenild be

| several prars soaner il aboveground lawnchers

& 500-launcher deferse at M

were used instead of iilos

3

Economic Foctors

43, The estimated 10-year procurement and operat-
ing costs of a widespread, 2,000-launcher ABM de-
fense (Qption 2) could amount to some 25 percent of
steategic defense expenditures and about 13 percent of
spending on all Soviet strategic forces. During 1983-92,
the estimaled costs of a 100-launcher defense under
Treaty limits would amount to about 5 percent of
strategic defense costs and a little over & peccent of the
spending on all strategic forces, similar to the propar-
tion of spending for ABMs in ithe 19708

# There are contiderable uncestainties in the conl-eitimaling
methndalogy applied to Soviet militacy programs.

Sere—

44, While there are differing views about the eeo-
nomie tmplications of a widespread Soviet ABM de
ployment oo other military programs snd on the
Soviel” evonomy, we believe -that, if Soviet leaders
conciuded that such 3 program was necessary, eco-
nomic comsiderations would not deter them from
pursuing i It should be noted, however, that the
cireurnstanees under which the Soviets would embark
on such a deployment weuld probably involve in-
ereased efforts in a number of other military programs
by the USSR {and the United States) These programs
and the cest of the widespread ABEM deployment
would further strain an already strained Soviet

BCOTHI .
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Il PROSPECTS FOR DIRECTED-ENERGY
WEAPOMS

45. The Soviets' assemsment of their praspects for
developing eperationally practical directed-energy
weapons for ballistic misile defense could affect their
decision about ABM deployments in excess of Treaty
limits. The USSR has been working on military appli-
cations of directed-energy technology as long as and
more extensively than the United States. The Soviets
have the expertise, manpower, and resources lo devel-
op those directed-energy weapon and military support
sysems that prove to be Feasible Directed-energy
systems for ballistic missile defenss, If they prove ta be
feasible and practical, would most likely be ussd in
conjunction with conventional ABM systems and sup-
porting radars, al beast initially,




.



46 OF the types of directed-energy technology with
potential application to ballistic missile defenss, evi-
dgnﬁe i5 stromgest theai ihe Soviels are ourseing devel-
gpment of high-energy lager ARM weapoms. We be-
lieve that the Soviets have a program to develop lases
weapons for ballistic missile defense, although its full
scope, concepl of weapon operation, and status are not
clear. There are limited indications that the Soviets
howe perlormed research to investigate the feasibility
of partbcle beam weapons (PRW)L

Laser Systams
Ground-Based

47, There are many unknowns concerning Lhe leasi-
bility and practicality of ground-based laser weapons
for ballistic miwuile defense. We do nat know, for
example, how the Soviets would handle the problem of
heavy cloud cover peevalent in many areas of the
USSR containing-facilities the Soviets would want to

‘protect, Mevertheless, we are concerned sbout the
magnituds of the Soviet effort. It would be consistent
with Soviet philosophy and practices to deploy a
weapon system even il s capabllity were limited
undér some conditions. There are large uncertainties
in any estimate ef when a Soviet laser weapon could
be available We expect that the high-energy laser
facility at the test range will be used during the 19805

advances in large-aparture mirrars and tn pointing and
tracking aceuracics They would also require wery
large space boosiers having perhaps 10 limes the
capacity of those now in use. We expect the Soviels 1o
have such boosters in the late 1960 In view of the
technological requirements, we do not expect them to
have 3 prododype space-based laser weapon syslem
until after 1950 or an operational system until alter
the year Z000,

Particle Beam Weapons
Gruundrﬂnlsed'

49, Soviet particle beam weapon (FEW) technology
and related efforts have reached a8 leve] suitable for
conducting experimental rescarch on the leasibility of
“mg applications, including ground-based ballistic
mizsile defense. We doubt that the Soviets are yet
capable of buillding PEWS, or that they are close to

- solutions for the technical .ptruH:nlts involved, We

. for testing the feasibility of ballistic missile defense -

" applications. - If feasibility is dzn‘mn.iltra.tfd. our judg-

ment is that.a prototype ground-bassd laser weapon .

for ballistie missile defense would then have lo be built
and would nat begin testing wntil the early 19905 An
initial operational eapahility (10C) probably weuld not
occur until after the year 2000, An sliernative view
Talds that, if tests From this facility prove successful in
enguging ballistic missile RV, the Sovicts would not
have to construct a new prototype weapon, and there-
fare a deployed ground-based lassr weapon system for
ballistic missile defense could reach 10T by the early-
to-middle 1990

Spoce-Based

48. While space-hased weapons for ballistic missile
defense are probably feasible from a technical stand-
point, such weapons require significant technological

# The Aolder of thie wlew & the Disector, Defense Intellipmer
Aprmey,

26

believe Soviet development of any protolype ground-
based PBW, if feasible, would b at beast 10 to 15 years
in the future.

Spoce-Based

50. Space-based PEWs would not be encumbered
by the atmospheric propagation effecls of ground-
based PBWs and therelore appear more feasible; the
issug Is one of developing an operationally practical
system, The Seviets have a research program on at
least some of the aspects of space-based PBWs Thess
weapons wauld be guite different from the ground-
based PEW;; the particle energy and current require-
ments would be much lower and the systems require-
nents would be far less stressing. Mevertheless, the
techmical requirements for such a system, such as
extremely precise pointing and tracking, are ssvere,
and it ks unlikely that the Soviets could develop a
prototype space-based particle Beam weapon to de-
stroy hard targels like missile RVs before the end of
the eentury. Aceording to one view, systems-intended
1o disrupt the electronics of ballistic misiles, requiring
significantly less power, could probably be developed
and deployed in the 19596

# The holderr af thls ciew are the Direcron, Defense Tatelligence
Agency, and the Assirtart Chief af Sraff for fntelligence, Depart-
meni of the Army
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M. CAPABILITIES OF SOVIET BALLISTIC
MISSILE DEFEMSES

Upgraded Moscow Defenses Within Treaty Limits

51, The projected wpgrode of the delenses ot Mos-
cow with 100 ABM launchers—the Trealy limit—will
provide the Soviets with a much more reliable, two-
layer capability to defend critical largels al Moscow
against an attack by sorme tens of current types of US
H¥s and against increasingly sophisticated third-coun-
try missiles, Like the presenl system, the long-range,
exoatmospherie interceptors in the upgraded defense:
could intercesl BV targeted apaini areat wall beyond
Mascow.™ In a large-scale attack, the profected 100
interceptors would quickly be exhausted, but they
might be effective in prefesentially defending selected
targets in the Moscow area, such as national command
and control facilities. The Soviets may close existing
gaps in coverage of radars providing battle mansge-
menl support of the Moscow system, either by con-
structing a new radar or radars if the Pushkino radar
deoes not have' a long-range search and target acquisi-
tion capability—or, according to one assessment, possi-
bly by relying on the large peripheral radaes to
provide battle management support. ™

Expanded Defenses of Moscow

52, The upgrade to the defenses at Moscow is
axpected to provide the Sovicts with 3 [oundation for
expanding their defenses. With a firepower level of
about 500-interceptors (Option 1) the Soviets could
make hardered targets around ‘Moscow, especially
command bunkers, less vulnerable to a substantial US
force of attacking B¥s The leakage likely to resuh
from such an attack would cause severe damage to
most of the aboveground, unhardened facilities and to
somee of the hardened target facilities a5 well, Against a
smaller scale attack, a defense like Option | would

4 We believe the upmraded defenses af Moscow are intendad 1o
protect lasgets In the Mmoow srma Semilarly, the capanded 500-
|manchar defepss 2t Moscow includsd in e foar deploymest
opgisns which we d was envisiosed for daf of tergels in
the asca of  Moseow, Hewsver, cooatmeapheric  infercepton
lawnched [rom aites st Mowes could imtercept US ICBM and SLEM
Vs fargeted againet arear o lew Bundred kilomeSers distami, The
degree of defense afforded targets beyond Mosow would, of s,
depend on the ber al ilable and whether
penetration sldr were used by the sltacking forca

w The halder af thir siew 15 the Direetor, Defenie Intelligence

Agerci.
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aliow the Soviels to spread their interceptor coverage
to a Parger number of targets over a larger area. The
effectivencss of such a defense against attack by thicd
countries, such ai China, would be msid:n\bl:_

Widespread ABM Defense

53, If the Soviets were to deploy an ADM defense
invalving as many as 1400 to 3.500 launchess, as in
Optiens 1A, 2, and 3, assuming the deployed systems
were repsonably effective, the potential effect on the
US strategic missile force would be substantial & U5
{irst strike in the face of such 2 heavy defense would
be degraded, perhaps to a significant degree. A US
second strike would b= d:gmdpd EVEN Mo, heclua'.
the lower number and rate of BV arrivals in most
areas would rts_ull in lower leakage rates for the
defense.

54, The sctual effectiveness of sweh a defense
would depend, not only on the performance of the
deployed ABM systemns, but also on the vulnerabilities
of kev eleménts of the network and the potentisl of an
attacking force to exploit them. We have not analyzed
these problems in detail. For example, in addition o
protecting the key targets, considerable pumbers of
interceptors would have to be allocated for protection
of the radars providing battle mansgement sepport.
Hundreds of BVs might be required [or a direet attack
on alf these radars for the attacker to have high
confidence of their destruction. An attack to open
selected corridors would require considerably Fawer
A¥s to give the attacker high confidence in newtraliz-
ing the tacgeted raclars

iven the uncertainties involved, the pros-
pect of an attack with only o few BVs per radar would
diminizh & Soviet planner’s confidence in the parform-
ance smd survivability of the radars, Planning and
execution of an attack to destroy or neutralize thess
radars would be more dilficult under conditions in
which the United States rode out an initial Soviet
strike, becawse of the reduced number of surviving US
weapans and the potentially degraded U5 capability to
exccule & coordinated attack.

55. We have nol quantitatively asssssd, and are
uncertain aboul, the potential abifity of 3 widespread
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ABM sysiem to reduce overall damage and to pretect
key military functions. It would probably he maore
effective against SLOMs than against ICBMs, if ade-
auate coverage of SLIM approaches were provided by
lattle management suppost radars. US countermssas.
ures sueh as decoys, chaffl, and mancuvering BVs
could reduce its eflectivencss,

In any case, widespread Soviet deployment
of an A system, even il US evaluations indicated il
could be overcome by an attacking force, would
complicate US dttack planning and create major un-
certainties for US planners about the potential effec-
tiveness of a US strike. Additionally, sceoeding to one
view, any evaluation of the effects of a widespread
ABM defense to reduce damage should consider the
potenttal ABM capahililies of the 545 and 5A-10

. systerns, which could Further pomplicate US attack

planning.™ )

56 I the capabilities of the 5A-X-12 nated in table
1 are realized, its potentiz] contribution to ballistic
missile defensas would be of growing concern as il
becomes widely deployed in the USSR and Eastern
Europe in the mid-to-late 19605

V. FUTURE SOVIET ABM DEPLOYMENTS

57, There are a number of situations invoelving
ADBM Treaty revisions, abrogation, or withdrawal initi-
ated by the United States o the USSR which eould
result in Soviet deployment of ABMs beyond current
Treaty limits. At present, the Soviets apparently value
the ABM Treaty for both politieal and military rea-
enns: they are probably concerned about & major us
commitment to ballistic misile defense. We do not
foresss a Soviet initiative to revise, sbrogate, or with-
draw From the ABM Treaty wilhin the mext several
years. The Soviets do not need to revise the ABM
Treaty limits to support what we believe to be their
néar-term ohjectives—the currently observed modern-
ization of the Moscow ballistle missile defenses. There
are considerable uncertainties about what situation
will prevail beyond abwout the mid-1960s There is an
alternative view that, while noting that the upgrade to

w The halder of (his wiew is the Director, Difense Intelligence
Agency.

the defenses ot Mescow is currently consistent with the
limits of the ABM Treaty, bolds that the evidence is
insullicient o judge whether or aot the Soviets kave
near-term objectives o deploy Leyond the Treaty
Tirmits

3
Revisions fo the ABM Treaty

58, The United States is considering ICBM basing
options which include ABM defenses that could re-
quite revision of the ADM Treaty. Any US defense of
MX which the Soviets view as viable weuld cause a
hasic reevaluation of their offensive and defensive
strategies. The Soviels response would depend on a
number of Factors, tncluding the size of the additienal
deferses conterplated by the United States They
would be fasistant to 2 U5 initiative to defend MX;
should the United States insist on Treaty modifica-
tions, the Soviets might flatly refuse, thus forcing the
Uniited States to withdraw fram the Treaty to defend
MX. Mevertheless, should the Soviets agree to such a
US-praposed modification, it is unclear to us what
roncessions they would try to extract in 2 revised
Treaty—whether their ABM  program objectives
would be to increase deployments at Mossow, along
the lines of Option 1, to defend ICBMs, or ks establish
ABM deployment areas elsewhere in the Soviet Unton.

At & rrintmum the Soviels probably would make ather 7

adjustments in their strategic forees, such as inereasing
their offensive system deployments and giving them

- befter capabilities to penetrate US ABM delenses:

—_ We have not specifically examined 2 deployment
aption fer 1CBM delense alone, but the systems
the Soviets could deploy in the mid-te-late 1980s-
could be wsed to provide o degree of ICEM
defense, such as a defense of their heavy ICEMs.

— The advantage of providing a belter defedse for
important targets in the Moscow arca—Intended,
for example, to defend against Chiness attacks—
could be offset by the dissdvantage of allowing
the United States comparable numbersof ABMs
for defense of [CBMs. We would be concerned,
however, that the exparded ADM preduction
and deployments that such expansion woald
require, probably including radars at Moscow to

W The helder of thir vims & the Directer, Defenae Inceliipenes
Ageny.



close gaps in battle manzgement coverage, would
put the Sovizts i an improved pasition to extend
their defenscs bevond Moscaw,

We doubst that the Saviets themselves would initiale
revision of the Trealy in order to deploy ABM de-
fenses as noted above.

U5 Withdrawal From the Treaty

50, If the United States were to witldraw From the
ADBM Trealy, we believe that the Soviets would in-
erease their ballistic missile deploymenis and improve
their capabililies to penetrale 3 US defenss. While
variows Factors might potentially constrain Soviet ABM
deployments, we believe that, under the conditions
that would be likely to attend US withdrawal, the

- Soviets damage-limiting objectives would almest cer-
tainly bead them to rapidiy deploy a widespread ABM
system on the scale of Qption 2, for completion in the

. early 1990s, as noled below. They might not immedi-

ately begin such & widespread deployment after the

© U5 withdrawal, but rather would expand the Moscow

defenses while asessing US intentions and their pwn
options.

Soviel Abrogation of the Treoty

60. While all agencies agree that the Soviets are not
likely to abrogate or withdraw from the ABM Treaty
within the nest twe years or 5o, there are alternative
views (see paragraphs 62 to 64) sbout the chances that

- . they would do so after that lime and abadt the large .

radars for battle menagement support. These alterna-
tive views are based In part on differing assessments of
the potential effectivensss of the ABM defenses the
Soviets could have by the late 19805 to early 1990s. All
agencies agree, however, that, if the Soviets abrogated
the ABM Treaty, they would deploy a widespread
ABM defense in the western USSE, by the late 1880s
to early 1990s, and most agenciss agres the defenses
would be extended east of the Urals, To explain their
aclions and minimize short-term politlcal losses the
Soviets would clalm that the United States was about
to abrogate or that, becouse of U3 offensive and
defensive foree actions, the USSR was forced to met.

Gl We believe thal if the Soviets decided 1o abeo-
gate of to withdeaw from the Tresly st any time
during the nest 10 years, their decision would be based

on the intention to initiate deployment of 2 wide-
spread system, in both the wastern USSK and east of
the Urals, on the scabe of Ogption 2, far completion in
the early 1990

— 1F cither the LSS or the United States abrogated
the ABM Treaty, we believe the Soviels would
deploy a widespread ABM defense using the
large radars now operational or under construe-
tion for battle manogement suppodt, and weuld
construct a network of new large radass in the
interior of the USSHE, less vulnerable than thess
on the periphery. They would move to enhance
the Moscow ABM defenses—thereby protecting
the highest concentration of national command,
control, and communications, political, military,
snd military  industrial targets in the Sowjet
Union—and would expand these defenses as
quickly as possible to cover other eritical targets
in the western USSR, including many of their
ICEM compleses. & widespread western USSR
deployment could be completed by the late.
1980s 1o early 1990s, il Key decisions were made
in 1982, as pastulated in the several options.

— The Soviets would also deploy by the early 1980
ABMs to protect selected important targets east
of the Urals, with battle mamagement support
provided by the large peripheral radars, and then
by the pew interior radars as they became
operational, Some of these radars also would be
built in the western USSR to improve the battle
management support capabilities for ABM de-
ployments there. The pace of construction of the
large radars would depend substantially on the
degree of urgency and the avallability of neces-
sary components; these radars probably eould be
completed by the carly 1990s

— The Soviets probably weuld not have high eonfi-
dence in the capabilities of this widespread ABM
defense against a large-scale wndegraded US
missike attack. On the other hand, the Soviets
might believe that a well-coordinated _initial
atrike on US military {orees and supporting com-
mand, control, and communications facilities
would result in 2 poorly ecordinated, greatly
reduced US retalistory strike. The degree of
protection Lhey miztt achisve against this type of
US attack by a combination of widespread ABM




de[ensa. inproved  air d'cJ:n:u‘ and passive
defenses might weigh heavily in any Soviel as-
sessment of the USSHs ability 1o satisly milicary
objectives. We cannot evaluate the extent to
which this Factar would influgnes the Soviets Lo
abrogate the Treaty, but we believe it would be
the key military factor i such a gep were taken.

On balance, we believe there is & fairly low but
nevertheless significant chance {about 10 1o 30 per-
cent) that the Soviets will abrogate the Treaty and
deploy ABMSs in excess of Treaty limits in the 1950s
We belisve the Soviets would weigh the military
advantages of such & deployment as being outweighed
by the dizadvantapges, especially that of energizing the
United States and pechaps iz Allies imto a rapld and
sustaimed growth in overall military capabilities, both,
- conventional and nuclear, that could lead to an erosion
in the 1890s of Soviet gains achieved in the 1970s and

1980

© B2, An altesmative view holds that it is unlikely {less
- thian a 10-peregnt chance) that the Soviets would take

— Sdgmificant technological breakthroughs by the
Soviets that would drastically alier their AEM
capability are wnlikely in the 19805 Even a
breakthrough in principle would not be easy 1o
apply in practics within the decade,

In sum, the Sovicts have effectively combined force
structure development with arms contral fn SALT |
and T1, 24 noted in paragraph 13, Thus the holder of
this view believes there are virtwally ne cbisctive
roxsons [or the Soviets to abandon the treatics unless
current conditions change substantially. This view
emphasizes, however, that, while the probability of
abrogation is very low in the 19805, the Soviets have a
mativation to deploy a widespread ABM system and
there is a higher probability of deployment in the
193k To complete their strategle defenses, the mas-
sive and expensive air defense system (and the passive
defenses) must be complemented by ABMs. Furthee-
mare, their ABM program would permit widespread
deployment in only 5 few years, a time during which,

. at least Indtially, the deployment could outpase poten-

the initiative to ahrogats the ABM Treaty in the 1980s,

Soviet benefits from the Treaty, under current and
" projected conditions, far outweigh the potential gains
from sbrogation. This view is basad on the following:

— The ABM Treaty allawed the USSH to signifi-
cantly close the gap in ABM research and dewel-
opment and to suepass the United States in rapid
deployment capability, Furthermare, as noted in
paragraph 13, the Treaty still p!a-cc.sa drag an US
research and development for ABM.

— The asymmetsias in the valie of a”single ABM
deployment graatly favorthe USSR, The value of
what lies within the Moscow ABM deplojment
area is very high, as noted in paragraph 61. No
similar concentration exists in the United States.
Therefore, the USSR's strong incentive lo protect
this ssymmetry is another reason why Sovist
leaders are unlikely to abrogate the Treaty.

— SALT limits give Soviet deflense plannars eertain-
ty about the inventery of US RVs Thus, when
the strategic defense of the USSR is planned, the
Soviets know the size {outer limits) of attack to
expect. This makes it possible to cstimate the
requirements {or various levels and types of
defense. Thus, there is o strong Soviel incentive
to retain both the ABM Treaty and the BY limits
under SALT.

a0

tinl US respongas®

63. Another alternative view holds that the Soviets
are unlikely to abrogate the ABM Treaty during the
19805, because the conditions that led to Soviel accep-
tance of the Treaty—including the perception of the
potential for US technological and manufacturing
capabilities to outstrip those of the USSE—still pertain;
the political costs of abrogation, pacticulacly in Wesl- ~
ern Exrope, would be a further resteaining factor; and,
finally, the Soviets will not have the capability to

_deploy during this decade ABM defenses that could -

significantly alter " the US-Sowviet: strategic nuclear
relationship.*™ )

B4 Another aliernative view holds that the follow.
ing significant factors should be given greater weight
n iudglru: Soviel motivations for d:nlurmcn.t of a
widespread ABM defense

— Soviet doctrinal requirements for damage-limit-
ing capability have always provided the motiva-
tion to deploy ABMs both at Mescow and else-
where. The Soviets" restraint in the garly 1970s,
as noted in paragraph 7, was driven by the
overriding reguicements to limit US ABM de-

= The Rolder of this cirse & the Atetend Chiefl of Staff for
Inteilipence, Departmeni of the Anmy.

thuaqrmuwumm,nm af Inielligence
and Hesearch, Departmend of Siale,
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ployments to enable them to achieve a counter-
force capability againgt undefended US [CBMs
and by the Soviels” recognition that their systems
were nof then eapable of sdequate defense. Since
then, however, impartant ehanges in the nature
of both Soviet and U syslems lave ocourred:
Sovie! ADM technology has evolved to g point
where, a5 neded in paragraph 20, it s judged
capable of defending against many kinds of
ballistic missile RV the USSR has schieved a
MIRY counterlorce advantage; and the United
States is phnntnh to deplay sitrvivable and hard-

targel-capable mehsl:lc misstles. This view holds
that, as a result lht‘ Seviets pow may judge that
the military advantage lies on the side of furthes
AT d'cj:llnwnr,ﬁl and tha! resteaining the Unit-

ed States thmugh the ARM Treaty Is o longer a
military nmen’ll:'

— This view notes | at the Sovicts, in their critecla
For judging adequacy of performance, consider
_effectiveness in the tolal context of their overall
darmage-limiting ;:nabqlrtn:s as part of their plan
to fight and win 4 nuclear war. The holder of this
view concludes that, whils not providing a leak-
proof defense, nl widespread ABM deployiment
using present technology and systems under de-
velopment, mmbmr_-d with passive defense mexs-
ures and possibly iusrn-:nlcd by SAM: performing
in an ABM role, could satisly the requirements of
Sovlet military "thategy for limiting damage to
eritical targets in the USSR, Alss, the Soviets
would deploy suff rclcnl: numbers of ADM: systems
to enhance their
high-value targets, even in the event of a full-seale
us uHacl: i

— The Suvicu have taken emsentially all the steps
fecessary to prepare for a decision to deploy,
ABM radar and :ntcn:entnr developments have
proceeded to the poinl where deployments of
viable systems is possible, and they are in the
process of improving their network of long-range
acqueisition radars on the periphery of the Soviet
Union. In this view the Soviet ARM system for
widespread deployment appears to have the
general features of a good ABM system design
with the technical potential to engage all current-
ly deploved types of US ballistic mismile RVs,
Moreover, confidence in current ABM technol-
ogy is demonsteated by deployment of the new

mn[Ldenn: in the survival of .

ALM spstem at Musmw.!:

wdespread A DA delense,
the Soviets appear 0 hawve an adeuste and
expanding preduction base lor such deployment.
It i unlikely that they would have carried
development and testing to the point they have
without planning for the production base 1o
support a deployment decision. Similarities be-
tween components of the rapidly deployable
system and the new ABM defenses being in-
stalled al Moscow demonstrate thai ar least a
partial production base already exisis,

— This visw—uwhile certainly not precluding Sovied
deployment of additional radars for redundant
battle management support, possibly even large
sumbers with less sophistication than the periph-
eral radars—holds that they would nat be necss-
sary and al present there is no basis in evidencs
fer them. In this view, large fized - acquisition
radars, whether located in peripheral or interior
tegions of the Soviet Unfon, would have the same
vulnerabilities.

— The Soviets may be expected to sccompany 2ny
widespread ABM deployments with an active-
mezsres campaign to manipulate Western atti-
tudes and aetions. They would attempt to lesen
the impael of abandaning the ABM Treaty by
locusing attention and blame on the United
States and by taking action to inhibit energizing
the United States and its Allies into sustaining a
a'apuri growth in military capabilities, The Soviets
may therefore perceive long-term military - and
political advantages as outweighing any shost-
term political disadvantages ennnected with 2
rapid widespread ABM deplovment.

On balance, the helder of this view believes that the
Soviets have prepared themsslves, and may have
sufficient motivation, to deploy ABMs beyond pressat
Treaty limits The decision for such deployment eould
be made st any tise. By initiating a rapid deployment
in the mid-19805, the Soviets could confront the
United States in & matter of a few vears with Sovist
ballistic missite defenses effective enough to create
serious doubts about the eredibility of the US nuclear
deterrent. The holder of this view belioves it is not
possible with current intelligence data to evaluate end
quantify with conlidence the extent to which various
factors would influence the Soviets to sbandon or




retain the ABM Treaty, However, given the prepara-
tions the Soviets have made and the fact that the
mativations discussed above strongly influenee Soviet
decizsions, the main tex may have understated the
praspedd for widespread ADM deployment. ™

¥. KEY UMCERTAINTIES

_ a

= The holder of thit view & the [Hrector, Defense Inteffigince
Ageacy.
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