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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.

—SEEREF—















































































