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Soviet Forces and Capabilities
for Strategic Nuclear Conflict
Through the Year 2000

The decline of the Soviet Union has caused its leaders to view their
national security and superpower status as hinging more than ever
on strategic nuclear power. Barring a collapse of central authority
or the economy, we expect the Saviets to retain sad modernize
powerful, survivable strategic forces throughout the next decade.

We have evidence that five new strategic ballistic missiles are in
development—two land based and three sea launched. If these
programs continue, four of them would begin deployment in the
mid-1990s,

Mevertheless, we belicve that political upheaval and cconomic
decline will lead to the cancellation or serious delay of one or more
of these programs, The Soviet economy will be unable to support a
sustained military production and deployment effort in the 1990s
comparable to that of the 19805, even for strategic forces,

Production and deployment rates of some new strafegic systems
have been reduced as the Soviets adjust their programs in expecta-
tiont of 35- to d0-percent reductions in both launchers and warheads
under START. These foree cuts would enable them to realize
important savings in spending,

Soviet nuclear controls appear well suited to prevent the seizure or
unauthorized use of nuclear weapons, The ability of the General
Stafl to maintain its cohesion in the event, for example, of civil war
or collapse of the central povernment, would be a Key factor
determining whether nuclear controls would break down.




Soviet Intercontinental Attack Forces Under START *

ICBMs {mobile)

*The change in the Lea of the dieos for the year 2000
indicates the projecied soduction in ihe size of the foece.

" The Brirecres of Maval Intetiigesss projocts that the
aumbsr of SLEM sahcads will concinue 1 comprisc
aboast one-third af ihe romiber of siraispic warkeads
wnder START,
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Key Judgments

Mew Policy Context

We conlrant divergent trends in Soviet strategic nuclear policy. On one
band, the diminished Soviet conventional threat to Western Europe has
significantly lessened the chances of East-West conflict and thus of glabal
nuclear war. On the other hand, Soviet strategic nuclear forces remain
large and powerful, major modernization programs sre in progress, and
Soviet nuclear strategy evidently retains its traditional war-fighting
ofientation.

As a result of the crumbling of many other aspects of the Soviel Union's
overall superpower pasition, current Soviet leaders appear to view their
security and superpower status as hinging more than ever on strategic
nuclear power. Over the past year, statements by various Soviet political
and military officials have emphasized the increasing imporiance of Sovier
stralegic nuclear power. Barring a collapse of central authority or the
SCOMOMY, it scoms clear that Soviet leaders will eantinue to iry to shield
their strategic forces and programs from the impact of political unrest and
economic decline, At the same time, strategic forces have nat been exempt
from defense spending cuts since 1988, a5 procurement spending for bath
strategic offensive and defensive forces has fallen.

We have significant uncertainties about the future rales of reformers,
separatists, hardliners, and the Soviet military itself in charting the course
of Soviet strategic policy,' The possibility remains, therefore, that a
reformist regime might challenge the need to maintain strategic nuclear
farces comparable to those of the United States (o ensire Superpower
status and might settle for a lower level of force solely for deterrence.

In light of the grave economic, political, and social diffcultics aflicting the
USSR, we are more skeptical than we were last year that the Soviets will
be able to implement fully in the coming decade their modernization plans

! For discussion of foar sliernative [utures, which 1he
Imizlhigence Community belisves captures the major [easi-
talities for how the Saviel palitieal apd econamic siguation
might develop pwer the aexl five years, see WIE [1-18-91-
fmplicasions of Alrernative Sovisr Futwrar,
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for their strategic offensive and defensive forces. The Soviel economy will
be unable to support a sustained military production and deployment effort
in the 1990z comparable to that of the 1980s, even for sirategic forces.
Indeed, the defense sector is already experiencing some of the disruptions
that beset the civilian cconomy. Some facilitics for strategic forces seem to
be affected, but these dificulties do not yet appear to have had an
appreciable effect on the production or deployment of strategic forces.
Observed reductions in Soviet spending on strategic forees appear to be
primarily the result of programmatic decisions rather than unplanned
disrug-iions,

Separatist pressure in some republics raises the possibility that the center
could lose control over certain strategic production facilities, R&D facili-
ties, and test sites. A loss of control would at least complicate and could
severely eripple the overall modernization of strategic forces. Moreover, the
ability of the central government ta fund defense programs depends on
economic revenues from the repiblics, particularly the Russian Republic,
some of which are withbolding substantial funds. Separatist problems
could also affect the deployment and operation of strategic forces. The
Baltic republics, for example, are key to the strategic air defense of the
northwestern approach to the USSE. We judge that, even if the central
government eventuzlly grants the Baltic republics greater autonomy or
independence, it would seek to negotiate basing rights with them to
preserve these delenses, at least until they could be relocated or replaced.
Gorbachev as well as Yeltsin and other republic leaders are working on
arrangements for a new union treaty, but we have large uncertainties about
relations between the center and the republics aver the long term, and how
strategic forces might be affected.

Muclear Security and Control

The Soviets have established physical security and use-control measures
thal appear well suited to prevent the seizure or unauthorized use of
nuclear weapons. These measures minimize the risk that renegade military
officers or other dissidents could gain access to nuclear weapons and
threaten to use them. Since the late 19805, heightened coneern ahout
potential internal threats has prompted the Soviets 1o strengthen security,
including remaving some warkeads from areas of unrest, However, a
military coup, the collapse of the central goverament, or a civil war might
tireaten the center's ability to maintain these controls, Because of the
General Staffs crucial role in controlling nuelear weapons, maintenance of
its cohesion in these situgiions would be & key factor delermining whether a
breakdoewn of nuclear controls would ocour.




START

At present, a broad array of both stratepic offensive and defensive syslems
are in various stages of development, production, ar deployment. The rates
of production and deployment of some new systems, however, have been
lower in the past few years than we anticipated from past practices, As a
result, strategic force modernization has slowed somewhat, We attribote
these trends primarily to programmatic decisions made in the late 1980s, in
particular Soviet preparations for an eventual START agreement that
would allow savings by not building forces bevond START levels,

Soviet political and military ieaders have strong incentives to see START
implemented. Political leaders perceive an opportunity to reduce military
expenditures and create a climate that fosters foreign economic aid.
Military leaders see an opportunity to modernize their forces undear a
treaty that would preserve the relative strategic balance between the
United States and USSR, introduce an element of predictability in
strategic force planning, and bolster US incentives to reduce spending on
strategic and other military forees.

Far several years, Soviet military leaders have been wdjusting their
strategic programs to fit START limits, Soviet strategic intercontinental
nuclear forces currently stand at about 2,400 launchers and 10,500
deployed warheads; under probable Soviet planning assumptions for
START, these forces would decline by some 35 1o 40 percent to 1,400
laenchers and 6,700 warheads to comply with the Treaty.

START [I
C

A

force of 3,000 to 4,000 weapans would require the Soviets significantly to
revise their targeting strategy, but they still would be able to deliver &
devastating countermilitary strike.

jl: i5 undikely that the

General Stafl would gear its long-term strategic planning 1o such an
uncertain prospect as START I1, although they probably are preparing

contingency plans.




Strategic Offensive Forces

The Soviets are moving from a force of which nearly half consists of silo-
based ICBMSs 1o one consisting mainly of mobile ICBMs, submarine-
launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and bambers. Under START, well
aver half of all Soviet deployed warheads would be on mobile systems,
although we project some 2,200 warheads would still be on silo-based
ICBMs. Five new ballistic missiles are in development—two land based
and three sea based, If these programs continue, we project fight-testing of
four of them to begin within the next two to three years with deployments
beginning in the mid-1990s, In the midst of political upheaval and
cconomic decline, however, we believe that one or more of the five
programs is likely to be canceled or serionsly delayed:

« JCBEMs. The Soviets continue to deploy the new 55-18 Mod 5 silo-based
ICBM, which enhances capabilitias for prompt attack, and the 55-25
road-mobile [CBM, which significantly improves force survivability.
They have apparently completed the deployment of the 55-24 Mod |
rail-mobile [ICBM and the Mod 2 silo-based ICBM. Follow-on missiles to
both the 55-25 and 55-24 are curreatly being developed,

ESLEM;s. The Soviet SSBN force of the future will consist of considerably
fewer submarines than today but will be equipped mostly with modern,
long-range SLBMs. The Soviets are modifying Typhoon submarines to
carry the S5-N-20 follow-on missile, which is being readied for fight-
testing within the next year. In addition to the seven Deltz-TV subma-
rines already buill, four additional submarines, which are probably
modified Delta-IVs, probably are under construction. We project that
these submarines will carry a new, liguid-propellant SLEM, which we
anticipate will be armed with a single warhead. (There is a2 chance,
however, that the Soviets are not building any new modified Delta-1V
S5BNMs.) There is evidence that a new S5BN is being developed and that
it will be armed with a new, solid-propellant SLEM.

Bombers, The Soviets continue to produce the Blackjack, their new
strategic bomber, at the rate of three or four 2 year. We project about 20
will be deploved by 2000, a lower total than we previously had projected,
Preduction of (he Bear H cruise missile carfier has slowed and may soon
end.

&

The Soviets have enough warkeads to mount 3 eomprehensive attack
apainst fixed targers worldwide {while stll retaining weapons in reserve),
whether they conducted a preemptive strike or launched on tactical
warning, They would retamn the same capabilittes under proposed START
consirammis, bul they would have fewer weapons in reserve,




Heavy S5-18 ICBMs will remain the primary and mosi effective weapons
against US missile silos during the next 10 years, but some SLEMs and
other ICBMs also will be able to destroy hard targets. The S5-18 Mod 5 is
about twice as effective against hard targets as the 5S-18 Mod 4 that it is
replacing, this difference in effectiveness probably enabled the Soviet
mililary to agree to halve the S5-18 force under START,

Strategic Defensive Forces

The Saviets will continue to devate considerable resources to strategic
defense, at least through the carly 1590s. Nonetheless, with Soviet military
resources declining and arms treaties and budget cuts constraining West-
ern capzbilities, pressure is inersasing 1o shrink Soviet stratepgic defense
programs. During the past year, the level of effort has decreased somewhat
but with little effect on Soviel strategic defensive capabilities:

* Antisubmarine Warfare. The extensive Soviet ASW program bas made
some gains. The Soviets have an improved, although limited, ability o
detect and engage enemy submarines in waters adjacent to the USSE. In
the future, the combined effect of multiple layers of ASW systems triay
constituie a significant challenge to Western submarine operations in
Soviel-controlled waters. We judge, however, that through at least the
next |5 1o 20 years the Soviets will remain incapable of threatening US
S5BMNs and S5Ns in the open ocean.

Afr Defense. We project considerably smaller, but heavily modernized
strategic air defenses, with a doubling of deployed systems with good
capabilities to engage low-altitude vehicles, Modernization Programs
include deployment of SA-10 surface-to-air-missiles, Foxhound and
Flanker interceptors with lockdown/shootdows capabilities, and Main-
slay arrborne warning and control svatem aircralt, Mew versions of thess
systems also are in development. We judae that, in the event of a majer
US nuclear attack, the current Soviet air defense system would be umable
lo prevent large-scale, low-altitude penciration of Soviet airspace. In the
coming decade, however, Soviet strategic air defenses will be much more
capable of engaging low-altiude vehicles. Az a result, penetration by
currently deployed US bombers and cruise missiics will become more
dillicult, particelarly in the heavily defended western USSR I the Bo2
bomber and advanced crubse missile ackieve the desired Tevel of reduced
observability, using laclics appropriale o stealih vehicles they probably
would b sble 1o penetrate most of the Soviet Union at low aititede, The
capabilitics of Soviet air defenses will piace some limitations en apera-
ttans of the B2 bomber, however,




Ballistic Missile and Space Defense. The modernized Moscow antiballis-
tic missile (ABM) system, which will eventually have 100 silo-based
interceptors, provides an improved intercepd capability against small-
scale attacks. Through the late 19505, the Soviets are highly unlikely to
undertake widespread ABM deployments that would exceed ABM
Treaty limits. Current Soviet antisatellite-capable sysiems pose a threat
to US low-altitude satellites, but the only Soviet capability against high-
altitude satellites is electronic warfare,

Directed Energy Weapons. The Soviets are continuing efforts to develop
high-energy lasers for air defense, amtisatellite, and ballistic missile
defense applications. There are large uncertaintics and differences of
vicw among agencies, however, about how far the Soviets have advanced,
the status and goals of weapon development programs, and the dates for
potential prototype or operational capabilities. We judge that within the
next twa decades the Soviets are likely to develop air defense lasers,
ground-based antisatellite lasers, and ground-based radiof; reguency anti-

_satellite weapans. The Sovicts continue 10 be interested in developing

space-based laser weapons,

Leadership Protection. For 40 years, the Soviet Union has had a vast
program under way to ensure the survival of its leaders in the event of
nuclear war. This program has invelved the construction of an extensive
network of deep underground bunkers, tunnels, and secret subway lines
in urban and rural areas. There is recent evidence that substantial
construction activity continues, and we expect the program o move
forward along traditionz] lines.







