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SOVIET CAPABILITIES FOR
STRATEGIC ATTACK

THE PROBLEM

To estimate the strength and capabilities of Soviet strategic attack
forces through mid-1968, and to estimate gencral trends'in these forces
over the next 10 years or so. : ' N C

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

A.  The Soviets retain their belief in the primacy of strategic attack
and defense forces, to deter the US and to support their foreign policy.
Soviet strategic attack forces will continue to include a variety of
weapon systems, with chief emphasis upon ICBMs. The Soviets are
building forces wnich we believe will give them, in the next year or
two, greatly increased confidence that they have a retaliatory ca-
pability sufficient to assure the destruction of a significant portion of
US industrial resources and population. They will probably also scek,
through both strategic attack and defense programs, to improve their
ability to reduce the damage the US can inflict on the USSR should
deterrence fail and war in fact occur. We do not believe, Lowever,
that the Soviets will expect to achieve by the mid-1970’s strategic
capabilities which would make rational the deliberate ‘initiation of
general war.!

' Maj. Cen. Jack E. Thomas, the Assistant Chief of Suf, Intelligence, USAF, believes that
developments of the past year refect a conlnuing Soviet dissatisfaction with s posture of
strategic inferiority vis-a-vis the US and 3 determination to eliminate such inferionity, He

= .. but programs already underway, plus 3 continuing strong R&D efort, reflect a
Sovict determination to rise from a position of strategic inferiority 10 ane of ar least
numerical parity with the US In the belief that such 2 posture would markedly enhance
the aggresive punuit of Communist aime” v

—FOR-SEGRET
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B. ICBM Force. The Soviets now have about 335 opcrational
ICBM launchers. We estimate that the USSR will have some 670-765

C. In mid-1968, about half the operational launchers will be for
the small and relatively inaccurate §S-11. This missile is suitable
mainly against large, soft targets such as cities. Deployment of the
$5-9, a large missile more suitable for attacking hard targets, is also
coatinuing, though’at a slower rate than the SS-11.

D. The present Soviet stress on dispersed single silos, especially
those for the SS-11, probably reflects decisions taken several years ago
to improve sharply the survivability and thus the retaliatory capabilities
of the ICBM force. In mid-1968 about 80 perceat of the.total Jaunch-
ers will be hard, : '

E. The Soviets might not find it advantageous to build ICBM
forces much larger than those we estimate for 1968. On the other
band, they might consider their deterrent to be significantly more con-
vincing and their military power improved if they can acquire an
ICBM force about as large as that of the US, We therefore estimate
a Soviet ICBM force of some 800-1,100 operational launchers in mjd-
1971 and some 800-1,200 in mid-1976.

F. A 1976 force of about 1,200 launchers would probably consist
primarily of small, less expensive ICBMs. A force of 800 or so would
probably incorporate greater qualitative improvements and significant
numbers of larger ICBMs. Characteristic of future deployment will
be hard silos and possibly mobile launchers. Qualitative improve-
ments will probably include much better accuracies and may include
sophisticated reentry vehicles and penetration aids.  The development
of the force will probably be marked by interruptions and leveling-off

' Maj. Cen. Jack E. Thomuas, the Assistant Chief of Suf, Inlclligencc, USAF, believes that
the Soviels could construct single silo ICBM Launchery at a rate which would enable the
USSR to achieve numerical panty with the planaed US program by 1970,

He would delete the last sentence and substitute the fol'lo»ving:

“We estimate & Soviet ICBM force of some 1,000-1,100 operational launchers by 1976-

R SECRER
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phases as new, more cHective systems are introduced and older sys-
tems are phased out.

C. We think that ICBM forces falling anywhere withia these
estimated ranges could be considered as meeting a broad Soviet cri-
terion for a credible deterreat. Thus we intend our estimate of future
force levels as a range of uncertainty, either side of which would reflect
the same basic Sovict strategic concept. For a period so far ahead,
however, much will depend on the interplay between US and Soviet
decisions taken in the interim.

H. The Soviets have recently conducted feasibility tests of what
may be a depressed trajectory ICBM or a fractional orbit bombard-
ment system. We cannot determine which, if either, of these systems
will be deployed. - Either could become operational during 1968 but
probably would: not be deployed in large numbers. - "

I. MRBM/IRBM Forces. No major changes in the MRBM/IRBM.
force have been noted during the past year. We estimate that the
current force comprises somewbat over 700 operational launchers,
some 135 of them hard, deployed at about 200 sites. This force is
capable of delivering a devastating attack against Eurasian targets
but is predominantly soft and concentrated. We believe that through-
out the period of this estimate the USSR will maintain some 500-700
MRBM/IRBM launchers. Qualitative improvements are expected to
include solid propellant missiles, more hard launchers, and probably
mobility for some portion of the force.

J. Missile Submarines. The Soviets presently have some 45 bal-
listic missile submarines (8-10 nuclear-powered) with a total of about
130 launchers, and an equal number of cruise missile units (21-23
nuclear-powered) with about 250 launchers. No new ballistic missile
submarines have become operational since 1963. We believe, how-
ever, that a new class of ballistic missile submarine—which almost
certainly will be nuclear-powered and may carry 8 or more missiles
with a range of some 1,000 to 2,000 n.m.—will be operational by mid-
1968. We estimate that by 1976 the Soviets will have some 60 to 70
ballistic missile submarines, including about 30 of the new type. We
believe that production of cruise missile submarines will continue, hut

FOP-GELREF-
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at a reduced rate, into the 1970%s. We cstimate that some 55-65 of
these units will be operational in 1976.

K. Regular open ocean patrols by Soviet missile submarines have
been stepped up in recent months. This patrol activity will probably
continue to increase. By the early 1970's, as much as 30 perceat of
the ballistic missile submarine force may be on station in potential
missile launch areas at any one time. This number could be aug-
mented by whatever portion of their eruise missile submarine force
the Soviets allocate to a strategic attack mission.

L. Strategic Bomber Force. Long Range Aviation is now com-
posed of 950-1,000 bomber/tanker aircraft, 200-210 of which are
heavies and the rest mediums. The primary mission of the heavies
-is intercontinental altack; at present, the Soviets could p_robabl.); put
about 100 heavy bombers over US target aréas on two-way rnissions.
The medium bombers are mainly for use against Eurasian targets,
though a few squadrons might be -employed for initial strikes against
Alaska, Canada, Creenland, and Iceland. The Soviets could aug-
ment the force over North America by using medium bombers on oge-
way missions, but we think this unlikely. The Soviets may develop
a new medium bomber during the period of this estimate, but prob-
ably not a new heavy. We estimate that by 1976 attrition and re-
tirement will have reduced the heavy force to some 70-100 aircraft
and the medium force to about 300-500.%

M. Space Systems. For some years the USSR has been orbiting
several types of satellites including reconnaissance types. Within the
next 5 to 10 years the Soviets will probably develop and employ a
variety of space systems (such as navigation and communications
satellites) to further support their strategic attack forces. The Soviets

* Maj. Cen. Jack E. Thomas, the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, belicves the
Soviets will continue to consider manned strategic sircraft an important element of their intes-
continental strike forces. He estimates the USSR has the capability aod—considering the qurs-
rently limited size of the Soviet [CBM force—the requirement for a majoc manned strategic
Lomber eflort against the US in the cvent of general war, acd could put as many as 400
heavy and medium bombers over US target areas.

He estimates the USSR is likely to inttoduce both a follow-on heavy bomber and & pew
mcdium bomber into LRA within the next few years. He concludes that ia 1978 LRA will
consist of about 200 heavy bombers and some 400-600 medium bombers of both new and
old rtypes.

FOR-SECRE~
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have long had the capability to orbit a nuclear-armed satellite and have
frequently alluded to “orbital rockets.” Recent feasibility tests could
lead to a multiple-orbit bombardment system. For the foreseeable
future, however, ICBMs are likely to be much more effective and far
less costly. This, plus the political liability which would be incurred
by orbiting a nuclear weapon, lead us to believe that the Soviets are
unlikely to deploy a multiple-orbit bombardment system in space dur-
ing the period of this estimate.

N. Research and Development. The Sovicts continue to pursue
a vigorous R&D program to develop and improve strategic attack
- systems. A high level of R&D activity is expected to continye. The
USSR appears to be about as capable as the US of developing new
strategic systems and subsystems which its leaders fecl ar¢ important
. enough to justify the expenditure of resources. In deciding to-deploy
-any new weapon system, however, the Soviets would have to weigh
the prospective gain against the economic cost and the capabilities
of the US to detect and counter it. .



DISCUSSION
I. TRENDS IN POLICY AND DOCTRINE

1. The present Soviet political leaders scem more attentive than was Khrush.
chev to professional military advice, and they have bLeen willing to authorize
increases in both military expenditures and manpower.  Current military writings
reveal a search for ways to broaden the options available to the USSR in the
application of its military power. The Soviets are showing increasing interest
in lmproving the capabilities of their general purpose forces to meet contingencies
short of general war. At the same time, costly and inteasive development of
strategic forces is continuing.

2. The Soviets retain their belief in the primacy of strategic attack 2ad strategic
defense forces, to deter the US and to support foreign policy. A major element
of their policy for many years has beea to bulld strategic attack and defensive
capabilities so as to achicve forces which could pose a'direct ‘threat to the US .
and its allies and could defend the Soviet homeland dgainst Western nuclear
attack.  To this end, the Soviets built a variety of forces to hold Western Euro
hostage. OQver the years, they developed an intercontinental attack force, at first
relying primarily on bombers, then increasingly on ICBMs in soft sites. They
aze now deploying hardened and dispersed ICBM systems at an accelerated pace.
They probably expect that these systems—supplemented by the other elements
of their strategic attack forces—will increase the credibility of their deterrent
by providing a retaliatory capability suffcieat to assure the destruction of a
significant portion of US industrial resources and population.

3. We belicve that over the next 10 yecars, Soviet strategic attack forces will
include a variety of weapon systems, with chief emphasis upon ICBMs. We
cxpect a considerable strengthening of these forces, particularly their capabilities
for survival and retaliation. In addition, they will probably seek, through both
offensive and defensive programs, to improve their ability to reduce the damage
the US can inflict on the USSR

4. Since Khrushchev's ouster, there has been some renewal of discussion about
preemptive attack in Soviet military writings.* In April 1966, Marshal Sokoloy-
skiy stated that “there is an increase in the possibilities for the prompt detection
not only of the onset of the attack, but also of the onset of direct preparation of an
attack—that is, there are possibilities to prevent a sudden attack” He goes on
to imply that a Soviet attack may be directed toward blunting the enemy attack
and disorganizing his command and control mechanisms, as well as against

the broad economic and military base of the nation. This type of theoretical

*By preemptive attack we mean an attack initisted on the cooviction that an enem
Y P P y
attack is immineot.

TGP SECRET-
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discussion may be inteaded to provide a rationale for developing strategic attack
forces which could contribute to improved damage limiting capabilities.

5. We have considered the possibility of a Soviet attempt to acquire a combi-
nation of offensive and defensive forces which would permit a first strike sufficient
to limit damage to the Soviet Union to acceptable proportions. Considering the
number, hardness, and reaction times of targets to be struck in such an attack,
aod the likelihood that many would escape destruction, such a Soviet effort
would require a large, highly sophisticated missile force, widespread and effective
air and missile defenses, and an efective antisubmarine warfare (ASW) capa-
bility. In view of the technological and economic magnitude of the task and
the likelthood that the US would detect and match or overmatch the Soviet effort,
we believe the Sovicts would not consider it feasible to achieve, by the mid-1970's,
strategic’ capabilities which would make rational the deliberate initiation of
general war, ‘

6. The specific Soviet force goals will be influenced by a.wide varicty of
factors. These could involve, for example, the sheer, momeatum of deployment
programs, altempts to capitalize on some temporary technological advantage,
or a psychological urge to match or surpass the US in dclivery systems. The
large US surategic missile force has almost certainly influenced the USSR to
increase its ICBM force and to develop and deploy 2n antimissile defense
system. The Soviets must be aware, however, that current US programming
calls for a leveling off of strategic missile deployment within the next year or
50; they may sce this as offering them the opportunity to catch up with or surpass
the US in numbers of ICBM launchers. On the other hand, the prospect of
continuing qualitative improvements in US strategic attack forces (e.g,, improve-
ments in accuracy, multiple reentry vehicles [RVs], etc.) will require coostant
Soviet reevaluation of the numbers and types of weapons they need. US
deployment of an ABM system would probably elicit an increase in Soviet attack
capabilities in a variety of ways, including development of sophisticated RVs
and penctration aids. But in 2ny case, the Soviets will probably face great
uncertainties in deciding what precise force levels and composition would
constitute adequate deterrence.

7. The Sino-Soviet dispute is not likely to affect Soviet programs for strategic
attack forces during the period of this estimate. Such plans as the Soviets have
developed in recent years have probably considered the possibility of a con-
frontation with the Chinese. Soviet forces for strategic attack in the Eurasian
area are sufficiently large and Bexible to deal with Communist China as well as
other targets.

8. The Soviets will almost certainly continue intensive R&D on strategic attack
systems. They probably regard such an effort, like their other military R&D
programs, as imperative in order to prevent the US from gaining a technological

advantage and, if postible, teo §ain somc ndvauugc for themselves. Evidence

SRR
590336~



12 —FoOr-SECRET-

five years, though in the case of any present system the changes could be such
as to constitute for all practical purposes the development of a new system. We
would probably detect the testing of such a system one to two years prior to 10C,

21. We think it unlikely that the Soviets have cmbarked on the development
of very high accuracies for their present systems. In the case of SS-11, ace
curacy was not a critical factor and the Soviet object has clearly been to rapidly
develop and deploy a large number of survivable city-busters. In view of past
Sovict development practices, the major changes that would be required in the
$S-11, and the probable Soviet intent to develop a follow-on ICBM with im-
provements of various sorts (see later section), it is likely that very high accuracy
in a small ICBM would await a new system. In the case of the §5-9, very
higa accuracy would be required if the Soviets elected to develop an cffective
MIRV capability against hard targets. In this case, retrofit Into the SS-9 force
or incorporation into 2 follow-on large ICBM system would be possible al-
ternatives. .

22. We do believe, however, that the Soviets will seek. very high accuracies
for some future ICBM systems. Considering the techniques required and prob-
able development times, we think that such systems will probably have opera-
tional CEPs of about 0.5 n.m. when they reach 10C in the late 1960's or carly
1970's. If a decision to achieve an 0.25 n.m. CEP is made soon, these new
systems could have this accuracy by about 1972 We bave no evidence that
the Soviets have made such a decision but consider it likely that they will do
so in the next year or so.

Refire

23. We believe that Soviet soft launchers have a refire capability and that on
the average two missiles are available for each such lavacher. This gives the
current force a theoretical refire capability of more than 140 ICBMs some 2-4
hours after the initial launch from soft sites. As soft sites are phased out, this
capability will decline. It is unlikely that the hard sites have a refire capability.

D. ICBM Research and Development

Construction Activity ot Tyuratam

24. We estimate that there are 55 launchers operational or under construc-
tion at Tyuratam. Most of the facilities there can be associated with existing
ICBM systems or with the space program, but some of those recently completed
or under construction are probably intended for systems still under develop-
ment. Testing of some new muissiles appears likely during the next year or so.

Testing of Current ICBMs

25. Test range bring of all curreatly deployed ICBMs has continued over the
past ycar. Launches have been made from Tyuratam and, for some [CBMs,

“FOP—-SEERET-
5196336~
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(rom Plesesk and Omsk C

Testing of Naw Sysems

28. During the past year the Soviets bave been conducting from Tyurstam
what we believe to be feasibility tests involving a new and quite different sys-
tem, which we designate the S5-X-8. This system (the SS9 booster with a new
third stage and RV) has becn used in two types of tests. Based on available
data, it appears that differing objectives were attempted.

27. On 19 May, the second and third stages and the RV were launched on
a 4,600 n.m. ballistic trajectory hiving an apogee of only 120 n.m. (ICBMs

fred to the same range on normal trajectorics would reach apogees of 450-
630 n.m.). E

]'I’his suggests that this was a test of components and techniques
for a weapon system.

28. In September 1966, the same system was used to put the second and
third stage and presumably a RV into orbit. We believe that a deorbit at-
tempt occurred during the first orbit and that the vehicle was intended to
impact in the normal earth satellite vehicle recovery arca in Kazakhstan. At
some point the components in orbit disintegrated. We cannot determine whether
the deorbit attempt succecded or failed.

29. These tests could lead to the development of a fractional orbit bombard-
ment system (FOBS) or a depressed trajectory ICBM (DICBM).! Both a
FOBS and a DICBM could serve to degrade the value of US antimissile detec
tion systems and complicate the US problem of developing effective ABM de-
fenses. Many DICBM trajectories could avoid the ballistic missile early wam.
ing system (BMEWS) radar fan. A FOBS could attack from many angles,
and possibly pass unidirectional warning or defense systems undetected. Either
system would be less effective than ICBMs in terms of CEPs (two miles or
more) and deliverable payload, but could be used for surprise attack against a
few key soft targets just before the main weight of an ICBM attack penctrated
the BMEWS. If the Soviets elect to pursue the development of either DICBMs
or FOBS, they would probably be deployed in relatively small numbess to
supplement their ICBM forces. IOC could be achieved by late 1967 or 1968.

30. There is no evidence that the Froton booster (S5-X-5) will be developed
as a very large ICBM. This booster has been employed in four space launches,

' These tests could also be related to the development of a multiple orbit bombardment
system (MOBS), sz¢ paragraph 102.
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thtee of which were successful, from Tyuratam over the past year and a half.
The slow firing rate of the Proton indicates that the Sovicts are not pressing the
development of this vehicle, whatever its intended role. On this basis, even
assuming that the Soviets decide to dev-iop a weaponized version, therc prob-
ably would not be a very large ICBM operational within the next two years.

3l.
E J. The

Proton booster probably was in an early R&D phase at that time. Since then,
however, there has been a sharp decline in the attention paid to such a ca-
pability in Soviet writing and oratory. Considering the difficulty and cost of
deploying such a system and the obvious emphasis on other systems, we no
longer consider it probable that the Soviets will deploy an ICBM of the size

1/ However, we still cannot entirely ex-
clude the possibility that an ICBM system will be developed during the late
1960°s to carry a very large payload.

Status of Solid Propellont ICBMs

J2. There is no evidence that the Soviets have fight tested a complete solid
propellant ICBM. In the May 1965 Moscow parade, they displayed a three
stage missile design (Savage) which appeared compatible with a small, solid
propellant ICBM concept. We think it unlikely that the Savage itself is good
encugh to warrant development for operational use, but it may be part of a
long-term program to develop solid ICBM systems.

33. We have identifed six Soviet solid propellant manufacturing and test
facilities. We estimate that the development program at these complexes prob-
ably did not really get underway until 1964. Solid propellant missiles have
been tested at Kapustin Yar to less than ICBM ranges. Some ICBM launchers
at Tyuratam could be used for solid propellant missiles. Considering these
factors, we think the developmental test firing of solid missiles to ICBM ranges
could begin soon. Because the USSR’s solid propellant technology evidently
lags considerably behind its liquid technology, and because different guidance
methods are required, it will probably take the Soviets some time to develop
solid ICBMs which are eflective enough to warrant deployment. The 10C
of a solid system for hard-silo deployment could probably occur two or three
years atter the start of testing to IC3M ranges. A mobile system could probably
achieve 10C somewhat later.

Stotus of Mobile ICBM Cevelopment

34. The Soviets have displayed what they claim to be two mobile surface-to-
surface missile (SSM) launchers and have claimed that one of the missiles
(Scrooge) has an intercontinental range. We have no information on the
smussile ateell and the size of the umster s mote compatible with an IRBM.
Hence we doubt that these missiles are prototypes of a mobile ICEM.  However,
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there is some chance that the USSR will develop a moble 1ICBM as another
way of increasing the survivability of its ICBM forces. We .. iieve that the
§S:11 could_he adapted for a mobile system but we consider this unlikely. The

tested thus far to less than ICBM range could be a step in the
direction of a solid propellant ICBM; such s system could be used for mobile
_as well as hard-silo deployment.?

Fulure Trends in Soviet ICBM R&D

o

|

36. The Soviet Union appears to be about as technically capable as the US
to develop new ICBM systems and subsystems which its leaders {¢el are im-
portant enough to justify the expenditure’ of resources. There is no known
major technical weakness that would preclude Soviet development of penetra-
tion aids, advanced zreeatry systems, and new guidance techniques.

37. The Soviets have extensive experience in chaff and electronic counter-
measures in conjunction with aircraft defease. The Soviets could bave exo-
atmospheric (above 300,000 feet) penetration aids two to four years after
starting a development program. The low ballistic coeficients and high observa-
bility of present Soviet RVs decrease the eflectiveness of endoatmospheric (be-
low 300,000 feet) penetration aids; a terminal decoy program including a suit-
able RV would probably require at least five years of R&D. A Soviet decision
to develop any particular penetration system will depend on their knowledge of
the nature of the ABM system the US plans to deploy. Testing of penctration
aids, if conducted to ICBM ranges, would probably be detected a year or two
before 10C.

38. The development of RVs with increased hardening to withstand nuclear
effects is probably well within the Soviet capability. Because of their size and
shape, the SS-7 and $S-9 RVs could readily be hardened against a variety of
nuclear efects without a signiicant degradation in yield. The Soviets flew
RVs through the region of their high altitude nuclear detonations in 1961 and
1962. These tests, while probably oriented primarily towards the electronic
defensive systems problem, gave the Soviets data on the use of nuclear weapons
in a precursor role.

39. There is no evideace that the Soviets have initiated an advanced RV pro-
gram, and we think they are valikely to do so for peanetration alone, unless

* For 4.(,&5[- —1;”_ Section 1lI, “Medium and Intermediate Range Bailistic
Missiles.” -~
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the US deploys a defensive system. However, the Soviets might, regardless
of US programs, develop multiple RVs and multiple independently targeted
RVs (MIRVs) for purposes other than as penclration aids, e.g., increasing the
numbers of dcliverable warheads.

40. A rclatively simple multiple RV delivery capability probably could be
achieved within 12 moaths after the start of fight testing. We would expect to
detect such s development during the test phase. Development of either
MIRVs or maneuverable RVs (MARVs) involves significantly greater complica-
tions than multiple RV;, particularly in guidance and control; operational ca-
pabilities could probably be achicved about two to threo years after flight
test began.

41. If the Soviets undestake carly implementation of a MIRV program, we
think the $S-9 would be the most likely carrier because of its large payload
capability. To give it a MIRV capability against hard targets would involve
the development of some method to accurately distribute several independent
RVs having a combined weight of about 9,000 pounds. Acguracy would be the
pacing item and would probably require improvements in boost-phase guidance
and the addition of a radio midcourse correction system. If such a MIRV: pro-
gram were to be initiated in the very near future, IOC could be achieved in
1971-1972.  We would cxpect to detect testing of such a system two to three
years prior to its 10C. A less accurate $5-9 MIRV system, capable of attack-
ing soft targets, could be attained by 1965. "We would expect to sce such a
system tested about a year prior to its IOC. We consider it unlikely that this
latter program would be undertaken in light of the growing capability for
attacking soft targets represented by the 55-11 ICBM deployment program.

E. Force Levels and Composition in 1969-1976

42. The many uncertainties involved necessitate a fairly wide range in our
estimate of the size and composition of Soviet ICBM forces beyond 1968. The
difficulty lies in trying to judge the extent to which the Soviets will emphasize
qualitative improvemenlts or numerical growth in their ICBM forces, or both.
If, for example, the Soviets were to continue to deploy both current types of
single silos at the recent high rates, making no attempt to introduce new sys-
tems, and were to retain all current first and second generation launchers, their
operational ICBM force would numerically ¢qual the 1,050 ICBM launchers
now programmed by the US, sometime in 1969. On this same basis, the Soviet
force could be as high as 1,600 cperational lavachers by mid-1971, and more
than 3,000 by mid-1976.

43. There are, however, certain factors which in our view will serve to limit
the size of the force in 1971 and 1976 to numbers well below these extremes.
Among these are precedent: from past Soviet ICBM programming. While the
recent construction start rate in the single-silo programs is higher than that

EERREACS oy



“FOR-SEGRET- 17

observed in carlier programs, short-term Buctuations above s lower long-term
average have been a common feature of Soviet ICBM deployment. Further,
deployment starts for any one system have not extended beyond about four years.
In this connection, current Soviet ICBM R&D activily is strong cvidence that
they have not fixed upon their present combination of systems as the optimum
one, to be used indcfinitely in building their ICBM force. Past Soviet practice
makes it seem likely that pauses and interruptions in deployment activity, re-
sulting in plateaus in force levels, would accompany a transition from current
to follow-on programs.

44. Such precedents could readily be shattered, however, and we must base
our estimate of Soviet ICBM forces beyond 1968 largely on judgments about
broad Sovict objectives, the Soviet assessment of the capabilities and vulnerabil-
ities of the force they are now deploying, and the possibilities available to them
through current R&D. Anticipated developments in US and Soviet forces,
particularly in strategic defenses, will bear signifcantly on Soviet decisions.
Based on present information, we think the Soviets need not plan‘on an effcctive
US ABM capability until late in the peniod at best, Bu!:thcy also cannot make
a confident calculation of the damage-limiting capabilities of their own ABM
defenses over the long term, in light of the US devclopment of penetration
aids. Sovict strategic defense, space, and other important national programs
will be in continuing competition with the strategic attack forces for resources.
It scems certain that any present Sovict decisions about the future size and
composition of their ICBM forces will be modified repeatedly in response to
changes in resource availability, in US and Soviet military technology, in US
forces, and in the general Soviet view of world affairs.

45. We continue to estimate that, through the mid-1970%s, the Soviets will
regard their ICBM forces as a vital element of a strategic posture designed
to deter attack and to provide a powerful buttress to foreign policy. In strategic
military terms this calls for a force which can threaten heavy and assured re-
taliation, and which can also offer—together with their defensive capability—
some prospect of reducing damage should deterrence fail and war in fact
occur. The Soviet force now being deployed clearly reflects a decision, which
must have been reached during the last years of Khrushchev's regime, to deploy
a powerful retahiatory capability. The sharp ncar-term increase in hard silos
is attributable largely to deployment of the SS-11, whose estimated payload
and accuracy make it suitable only for attacking soft targets, such as cities,
not hard counterforce targets. Current deployment programs will probably
give the Soviet leadership, by 1967-1968, greatly increased conSdence in their
assured destruction capability (i, a capability, even in the case of a surprise
US Afirst strike, to guarantee the devastation of the US in retaliation).

4 In considering the goaws of their iITBM program beyond this point, the
Soviet Jeaders will, of course, have exazmined the possibility of achieving a frst
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stsike counterforce capability which—in conjunction with their strategic de-
fenses—would be sufficient to limit to acceptable proportions the damage which
a US retaliatory strike could inBlict on the USSR. Conceivably the Soviets could
contemplate achieving such a capability, in part by continuing large-scale ICBM
deployment, emphasizing missiles with heavy payloads, and incorporating im-
proved guidance and MIRV systems as they can be made available. Consider-
ing the number, hardness, and reaction times of targets to be struck in such
an attack, and the likelihood that many would escape destruction, such a Soviet
cflort would require not only a large, highly sophisticated missile force, but also
widesprcad and effective air and missile defenses, and an cffective ASW ca-
pability. The technological and economic magnitude of the task would be
formidable, however, and the Soviets would have to reckon with the likelthood
that the US would detect and match or overmatch the Soviet effort. Al things
considered, -thesrefore, we continue to believe the Soviet leaders do not expect
to acquire an ICBM capability sufficient to permit them to launch a first strike
against the US without receiving unacceptable damage in return.

'47. Thus, strategic military considerations give us reason to helieve that the
Soviets might not Bnd it advantageous to increase their 1CBM force much
beyond 670-765 launchers we estimate they will have by mid-1968. On the
other hand, the Sovicts may build more launchess to add to their damage-limiting
capability, or because they want to gain still greater assurance of their retalia-
tory power, or both. Morcover, we think there is 2 good chance that, in the
view of the Soviet political leaders, the USSR's deterrent would be significantly
more convincing and its nalional power better appreciated if its ICBM force
had about as many launchers as the US. This, given the larger payloads of
most current types of Soviet ICBMs, would also confer a considerable superiority
in megatons. In their propaganda, the Soviets have emphasized the size and
payload of their missiles. A goal of rough numerical parity with the US ICBM
force as now programmed may seem attainable and attractive to the Soviets,

48. Within the general range of a leveling off in numbers or continued growth
to rough numerical parity with the US, the size and composition of the Soviet
ICBM force in 1969-1976 will be a function of Soviet decisions about qualitative
improvements. In general, we think the Soviets will seck to preserve and im-
prove the survivability of the force and to achieve better capabilities for attack.
Most of theu present systems lack sufcient accuracy for attacking US hard
targets. The SS-7 and SS-8 systems in soflt sites have relatively long reaction
times and require considerable maintenance efort and expense.  Finally, be.
cause of their fixed basing, the survivability of cven the hardened systems could
be degraded by possible future improvements in US weapons.

49. The current R&D activitin- provide clues 2s to how the Soviels mav im-
prove their capabulities in follow-on systems for use in the late 1960°s and carly
1970’s.  Evident Soviet interests include selid-propallant missiles, mobie sys-
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tems, and systems with unusual trajectories. Civen Soviet technical capabilities
and Soviet needs, these considerations lead us to estimate new systems for this
time period as follows:

—in 19G8-1972, a small, more accurate solid or storable liquid-propellant
ICBM in hard and possibly mobile configuration. (A Gxed deployment
liquid system would be more likely to appear during the early part of this
range; solid or mobile systems could probably be achicved somewhat later.)
Deployment in fixed sites would provide better alert rates, reliabilities, and
reaction times than mobile deployment, and would reduce maintenance
requirements as well. Fixed deployment could be by retrofitting into exist-
ing silos or in ncw silos, or both. Mobile deploymcat would greatly de.
crease vulnerability, especially if it featured concealment and/or random
movement.

—as a possibility for 1970-1972, a new large liquid-propellant ICBM with
high accuracy. Such a system would have improved capabilities against
hard targets and might incorporate MIRVs after 1972 (An alternative
would be continued deployment of the SS9, mcorporatmg improvements .in
accuracy and MIRVs, if and as developed.)

—as a possibility for about 1968, 2 DICBM or FOBS.

50. The probable advent of a follow-on small ICBM system contributes to
our belief that the current $S-11 deployment program will have been completed
Ly 1969-1970. SS-9 deployment might continue into the 1970's or be supplanted
by an improved system. At the same time, it is likely that the obsolescent $5-8
and SS-8 soft sites will begin phasing out in about 1968, and the remainder of
the 558 force a year or 50 later. At some point in about 1969-1971, the Soviets
will probably also begin to phase out soft SS-7 sites, and a few ycars later the
remainder of the SS5-7 force (by then about 10 years old) will probably be
phasing out as well. Thus we belicve that new systems will, in part, replace
and, in part, supplement the existing force of launchers.

51. Considering the various factors we have discussed, we estin: "~ a Soviet
ICBM force of some 800-1,100 operational launchers in mid-1971, and some
§00-1,200 in mid-1976.'° A force near the low side of the range, though includ-
ing substantial numbers of small single silos and possibly mobile launchers
would probably incorporate greater qualitative improvements and significar:
numbers of large ICBMs, perhaps with sophisticated RVs and penetration aids.

" Ma. Cen. Jack E. Thomas, the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, would reword
this first sentence as follows:

“Comidenng the various factors we have discussed, we estimate s Soviet ICGM force of
some 1,000-1,100 operational launchers by 1970-1971. U the USSR develops a MIRV
capability, the launcher total may remain at around 1,000-1,200; otherwise, the Soviels prob-
ably will have upwasds of 1,200 and peshaps 1500 Launchen by the oid-19707."

;ep E-—z‘ng
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In addition, the phase-out of the second gencration hard launchers would prob-
adbly begin carlier and be completed well before 1976. A force near the high
side of the spread would probably consist primarily of small, less expensive
ICBMs in single silos and possibly In a mobile configuration and also the reten-
tion of second generation hard launchers up to 1976. Toward the end of the
period, the emphasis is likely to be on the incorporation of better guidance,
penctration aids, and perhaps MIRVs into missiles alrcady deployed, rather
than on a sheer inerease in numbers.

52 We think that ICBM forces falling anywhere within these estimated ranges
could be considered as meeting & broad Soviet criterion for a credible deterrent.
Thus we intend our estimates for 1971 and 1976 as a range of uncertainty as to
specific oumbers and types of weapons, either side of which would refect the
same basic Soviet strategic concept. For a period so far ahead, however, much

will depend on the interplay betwcen US and Soviet decisions taken in the
interim, : '

1. MEDIUM AND INTERMEDIATE RANGE BALLISTIC MISSILES

A. Current Force Levels and Composition

33. We have no evidence of additional MRBM/IRBM sites, either under con-
struction or operational, nor any other major changes in the force. Our estimate
of the compasition of the force through mid-1968 is shown below:

1 Ocr 1968 Mwo-1867 Mm-1968

MREM
Seft .. 524 524 524-500
Mad . 84 8 84
Subtotal L . 608 608 608-584
1RBM
Soft e 50 50 50
Haud . L 81 st s1
Subtotal . BT 101 101
Mobile MRBM/IRBM . .. . . . 0-25
TOTAL 709 709 707 710

54 In addition, there are about 100 fxrd Seld sites, located at or near MRSM
complexes. Most of these sites have four potential launch positions but few,
if any, permanent facilities, They may serve as training sites or alternate
sites; Sovict documents of 1960-1961 discussed the use of alternate sites for
refre purposes after the initial salvo from the primary site. There is no evi-
dence that suficient crews and equipment are available to use both the primary
sites a-. the fixed feld positions simultaneously.

—OP—SECRTT-
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8. Copabilities of the force "

53. The Soviet MRBM/IRBM force represcnts a massive capability for attack
on Eurasia and especially on European targets. Approximately 90 percent of
the force is deployed in a broad belt in western USSR, from the Baltic to the
Black Sca. The remainder is mostly deployed in the Far East with a scattes-
ing of sites in the Caucasus.

56. Solt launchers are generally deployed four to a site, with two or three
sites to a complex.  We believe that all the soft launchers have a refire capability.
MRBM and IRBM hard sites contain four and three launch silos, respectively.
We believe that the hard sites are configured for in-silo launch; they probably
do not have a refire capability. Because of their similasities to hard ICBM sites,
we continue to estimate that they bave the same design overpressure of 200-
400 psi (sce paragraph 15).12 '

C. Rescorch and Development

S7. Twao test programs at Kapustin Yar[: jsuggcst that 2 new
MRBM/IRBM system ‘w development.

J

SSE :]a solid propellant missile, has been flight tested six Gmes.
Although it has been Sred only to the 1,050 n.m. impact area,
Jthe lofted trajectory of the flights suggest a range
of about 3,000 n.m.E jn:(mld achicve 10OC in late 1567.

so.

;Sovict publica-
tions_show that the Sovicts recognize a requirement for a mobde MAZM/IRBM,
an ppears to be the most likely candidate for 2 mobile role. Hence
it is possible that a version ]wi]l be deploycd with Scamp, or Scrooge,

or both. E
J

Y For petformance characterstics of Soviet MRBM/IRBMs, see Table U],

¥ Maj. Gen. Jack E. Thomas, the Assistant Chicl of Staf, Intelligence, USAF, cunsiders that,
gwen the uncertunties uvelved. no meaningful estitnate of the design overpressure of Saveet

hard siter can be made. 1f a fGpure s required, be believes that a value of 100.320 p3s should
Le used
—“Fot—SEcRE—
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D. Force Levels and Composition in 1949-1976

60. We belicve that the size of the Soviet MRBM/IRBM force will remain
within the general range of 500-700 launchers throughout the period of this
estimate.  We do, however, look for changes in the naturc of the force during
this period, when the obsolescence of the SS4 and SS-5 systems will probably
require the Soviets to carry out a major replacement program, We anticipate
that the two most important features of the follow-on systems will be (a)
further dispersion in hard sites and (b) mobility,

Gl. Of these new features, a new missile in hard sites will probably be the
first to nppear.c will probably begin to replace SS4 and SS-§
missiles at cxisting hard sites by the middle of 1968. By 1971, this reuofit
program should be completed and additional deployment of new hard single-
silo launchers, utilizing existing support facilities, could be well underway, to
be completed in its twn by mid-1976. :

+ 62. Mobility continues t¢ be emphasized in Soviet statements, an'd._would
clearly make the MRBM/IRBM force more fexible 'and far Jess wulperable.
Mobile launchers could be concealed and moved at irregular intervals, making
it difficult for us to determine their numbers and locations. They could also
be shifted to meet a changing threat; for example, some might be deployed
along the Chinese border in a period of worsening Sino-Soviet relations.

63. We estimate that by 1976 the present force of $5-4 and $5-5 missiles will
have been phased out.  The projected force will consist of new missile systems
in mobile, multisiln, and single-silo d-ployment. These systems will be more
survivable, more fexible, and more costly than current systems. Considering
these factors, and the probable advent of other improved systems for theater
force support, the Soviets may conclude that their strategic requirements can
be met with a smaller MRBM/IRBM force—say, about 500 launchers. On the
other hand, the Sovicts may continue to see the need for a force of some 700,
if, for example, they coosidered that the threat from Europe or China had
increased.

IV, MISSILE SUBMARINES

64. The present Soviet missile submarine force comprises some 45 ballistic
missile submarines with a total of about 130 launchers, and an equal pumber of
cruise missile units with about 250 launchers.

A. Ballistic Missiie Submarines

65. Initially, the Soviets intended to employ ballistic missile submarines against
a2 broad range of strategic land targets. A decision was apparently made in
1959 to limit potential targets for ballistic missile submarines to encmy naval
bases and support facilities, aod to emphasize efforts to counter US carrier

—“+OP—SEERET
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task forces. Accordingly, construction of ballistic missile submarines was termi-
nated and cruise missile submarine production increased. About 1983, however,
3 new decision was apparently made to dugment and diversify Soviet strategic
attack forces with an improved submarinc-launched ballistic missile system.

06. We believe that a new class of ballistic missile submarine—which almost
certainly will be nuclear.powered and may carry eight or more missiles—is under
construction. Such a new weapon system would probably employ a new solid
or improved liquid-propcllant missile having a range of some 1,000-2,000 n.m,
Some recent test-firing activity at Kapustin Yar may be related to such a missile,
but it is also possible that an appropriate missile has not yet been test fired.
In any case, a 1,000-2,000 n.n. missile could probably be rcady for inst+!lation
within about.a year from now. Considering necessary systems integration and
testing, we think a complete weapon system could become operational by
mid-1968.

67. Three other types of ballistic missile submarines are currently operational
in the Soviet Navy, the long-range diesel-powered Z<class and C-class and the
nuclear-powered H-class. These submarines carry the 350 n.m. SS-N-4 missile
system. In 1961, a C-class boat was equipped to fire a new, longer range missile
from underwater—the 700 n.m. SS-N-5. A slow paced program is now under-
w3y to convert the H-class to fire the SS-N-5, some of the C-class units may be
similarly converted.

B. Cruise Missile Submarines

68. Sovict cruise missile submarines—which appeared a few years later than
the first ballistic missile units—have a primary mission of countering naval
task forces, particularly carrier forces. Cruise missile submarines can be em-
ployed against land targets and as the number of these uaits increase we believe
some will be so employed.

69. We believe that cruise missile submarines a.e being built at three of the
four Soviet shipyards now engaged in submarine construction, and 6-9 units
are being dclivered each year. Of these, 4-6 are nuclear and 2-3 are diesel-
powered units.  The Soviets probably will continue to build both the nuclear-
powered E-II and the diescl-powered |-classes through 1968, but production
of the latter units—which are equipped with only four missiles per boat—prob-
ably will end soon thereafter. Construction of the more eflective E-Il-class
units with cight missiles per boat probably will continue into the 1970',

70. All Soviet cruise missile submarines carry the SS-N.3 missile which en-
tered service in 1961. Depending on flight profile, this missile may be Sred
to ranges Gp to 450 miles. It has an aclive radar honung system possibly sup-
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plemented by infrared. The missile was designed primarily for use against
surface ships, but can also be used against land targets, probably with [nertial
guidance. The Soviets are still developing improved techniques for employ-
ment of the S5-N-3, at least against ships. During the next 10 ycars, a new
type of cruise missile with increased range, speed and accuracy may be pro-
duced to further enhance the capabilities of this versatile weapoo system.

C. Operational Capabilities **

71. Open ocean patrols by Soviet missile submarines—first noted being coo-
ducted on a regular basis in 1964—bave beea stepped up in recent months.
The Soviets appear to have gained considerable confidence in the reliability
of their nuclear submarines and now send them on frcquent open ocean patrols
without benefit of surface ship support. As many as five missile submarines -
have been noted on simultancous patrols, some of them to patrol areas which,
by now, are well established. Ballistic missile submarines still do not "deploy
to strike stations off the US mainland, but generally cruise within two or three
days steaming time of potential launch areas off the US east and west coasts.
We estimate that this patrol activity will incrcase.  Because of the lack of for-
ward area bases, however, and operational limitations of their force, the Soviets
could probably not keep more than about 30 percent of their ballistic missile
submarines continuously on station in potential missile launch arcas. We believe
that by the carly 1970’ this may be the normal level of operations. This number
could be augmented by whatever portion of their cruisc missile force the Soviets
allocate to a strategic attack mission.

72. The latest type of nuclear-powered missile submarines operational with
the Soviet fleet can reach speeds of about 20 knots and normal operating depths
of about 1,000 feet. Using presently available material and technology in a
new class of missile submarine, speeds of about 25 knots and operating depths
of 1,500 to 2,000 feet probably can be achieved. SigniBcantly greater speed
and diving depth capabilities for Soviet missile submarines are not expected
during the period of this estimate.

73. Existing Sovict nuclear submarines radiate a substantial amount of noise
_ j-apccia]ly at speeds
above 10 or 12 knots. When seeking to counter such US systems, the Soviets
apparently use the technique of operating at lower speeds.  An effective noise
reduction program for existing Soviet submarines would require cxtensive and
costly modifications. To altain a relatively quiet submarine over all speed
ranges would probably require development of 2 new class, with redesigned

“ For performance charactenistics of Soviet submarine launched wissiles, sce Table L1 For
pecformance characterstics of Soviet submannes, ¢ lable VI,
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internal machinery, a new hull form and a new propeller arrangement. Any
new type of submarine will probably incorporate some of these featuses.

74. We have little evidence on which to base an estimate as to whether the
Sovicts still rely mainly on cclestial and bottom contour methods of navigation.
There is evidence, however, of Soviet interest in LORAN C equipment, Several
under ice cruises by auclear submarines suggest the existence of an advanced
navigation system, perhaps inertial.  New navigation systems will probably be
in service soon; these might include & VLI radio system, an earth satellite system,
or an inertial system.

75. The Soviets have substantially improved the support for their submarine
forces during the past several years. Additional auxiliary ships have been built,
new bases have been established, and existing bases have been expanded and
hardencd. Additional improvements along these lines are expected. The lack
of forward arca bases, however, will continue to handicap any-Soviet effort to
maintain a high level of submarine pawols off the US mainland.

D. Future Force levels

76. Force goals for the missile flcet will be determined in part by future devel-
opments in both US and Soviet weapon systems. Our estimates of missile
submarine programs take account of the Soviet commitment to their ICBM
programs, and their estimated requirements for other types of submarines.!*

77. We believe that the new type of ballistic missile submarine will enter
service by mid-1968 and that about 10 of these units probably will be opera-
tional by mid-1971. We estimate that about 30 could be in service by 1976.
By then, however, the oldest class of ballistic missile submarines—the Z-cogn-
version—will have been scrapped or placed in reserve. Thus, the total ballistic
missile submarine force for 1976 is estimated at 60-70 submarines.

78. 1f, as we believe, cruise missile submarine construction continues, but at
« reduced rate, about 65 of these units will be in service in mid-1971. Con-
struction may stop altogether at about that time. On the other hand, the
Soviets may see a sliategic attack role for this type, in which case production
would continue for several more years. We believe that by 1976, most of the
13 diesel-powered W-class conversions will have been retired from the force.
The total number of cruise missile submarines for 1976, then, is estimated at
55-65 with the number remaining on the high side if construction continucs
into the mid-1970'.

" For out estimates of Soviet lorpedo sttack submanne programs, e NIE 11-14-66,
. }_x - - . p E: -~
“Tapabilites of Sovier Tencai Tuipose Forces,” dated 3 Novewber 1966, SECRET.
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ESTIMATED SOVIET MISSILE SUBMARINE STRENCTH, 1908-1008

1 Ocr 1008 Mo-1967 Mw>-1068

Ballistic Missile Submarines

Nuclewr
Hl (3 tubes) ... oL L. S 43 3-1
HI (Jtubes) ... 3-S5 4-7 59
New Class (8 or more tubes) ..., 1
Subtotal ..........ie.ei.l. “8-10 “a-10 9-11
Dicsel
Z-Coaversion (2 tubes) ... ... .. .. 7 7 T
Cl(3tubes) .........oiiaa... 27-29 27-29 27-29
Cll (2Ztubes) ................. 1 1 1
Subtowd ................... a3 3537 3537
E———3 L —] _
TOTAL Ballistie Missile Subs .. ........... 4347 4347 4448
Cruise Missile Submarines ' *
Nuclear L
E-I (6 tubes) ... . 5 S ' 5
EJdl (8 tubes) .... . ........... 18-18 20-22 24-268
Subtotal .......... ... 213 2527 2931
Diesel
W.Conversion (1 to 4 tubes) ... 13 13 13
Jeclass (4 tubes) ...l 9-12 11-15 13-18
Subtotal ........ .. .. ..... ﬁ ﬁ 284—1

V. LONG RANGE AVIATION

79. Long Range Aviation (LRA) continues to be a significant component of
Soviet strategic attack capability. The force now comprises some 950-1,000
bomber/tanker aircraft of which 200-210 are heavies and the remainder, mediums.
The heavy bomber/tanker force is believed to have the primary mission of inter-
continental attack while the medium force is belicved to be mainly fu: utrategic
operations against Eurasian targets.!?

A. Recent Developmentsin LRA

80. In general, LRA activity during the past ycar continued to reflect training
for the primary missions discussed above. The secondary mission of LRA-—

" Maj. Cen. Jack E. Thomas, the Assistant Chicf of Stafl, Intelligence, USAF, considers
that beeause of their range and weapen carrying capabilities, and in view of the currently
limited size of the Soviet ICBM force, Sovict mcdium bombers continue to have a major
mmission of attack against the US in general war.
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naval reconnaissance—continucs to be given some empbhasis with both heavy
and medium bomber aircraft noted in this type of activity during the past year.

81. During the past year, there has been a marginal decline in the force,
resulting from slight reductions in the Bison heavy bomber/tanker and Badger
medium bomber/tanker components. The introduction of Blinders into the,
medium bomber force, while continuing, has not been at the rate expected.
This delay may be attributable to some dissatisfaction with Blinder, and to
problems with the devclopment of the ASM associated with the Blinder B,
Evidence acquired over the past year or so indicates that LRA Badgers are
again acquiring an ASM capability. This suggests that a new program is
underway to prolong the life of the aging Badger by providing a stand-off
capability.” Such a program may be in response to dificulties encountered with
the AS4/Kitchen ASM for the Blinder B. .

B. Aircraft Production

82. The Blinder supersonic-dash medium bomber and the Bear heavy bomber
are the only strategic attack aircraft row in production. Bear production is
estimated at about one aircraft per month with virtually all going to Soviet
Naval Aviation. Although we believe that even this very limited production
will end within the next year or 50, a Bear modification program may continue
somewhat longer, possibly for a new ASM. Blinder production at Plant 22 at
Kazan has procecded slowly, probably because of technical difficulties. Plant 22
is probably now producing the IL-62 Classic transport. In addition, 2 Badger
modification program is also underway there. While it may be possible for
all three programs to be carried out simultancously, there is no Soviet precedent
for one plant to produce two different aircraft and modily yet a third type.
Nevertheless, we believe Blinder production will continue at the rate of three
or four aircraft per month for the next year or so, with the majority going to
LRA.™*

C. Force Llevels and Composition to 1968

83. We believe that the Sovicts will maintain their heavy bomber/tanker force
at about the present level over the next two years. The largest numerical
reduction in the near term will be in the medium bomber/tanker component.
Phase out of Badgers is evidently at a rate slower than previously estimated,

" Maj. Cen. Jack E. Thomas, the Assistant Chief of Stafl, Intelligence, USAF, does not
consider there is adequate basis for a judgment that Bear and Blinder production will end
In 2 year or so, unless it is assumed that the USSR already is preparing to produce follow-on
models.  Iic beiieves that Sovict efforts 10 modernize the Soviet long range manned-aircralt
capability, a5 evidenced by limited, but continuing, production of Bear and Blinder, probably
will continge unti] the USSR has decided upon specific follow-on models,
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but is still not likely to be offset by the introduction of Blinders. Our estimate
of the composition of LRA through mid-1968 is shown below.

STRENCTH OF SOVIET LONGC RANCE AVIATION
10cr 1668 Mio-1967 Mm-1988

Heavy Bombers and Tankers

Bison ................... ... 90-95 85-685 80-85
Bear ... . e e . 110-113 110-115 105-115
Subtotal .. ... ... ... ... ... ... 200-210 195-210 185-210
Medium Bombers and Tankers ‘
Badger ............... e 650-675 550925 450-550
Blinder .......................... 95-110 125-150 150-180
Subtotal ......... ... ........ 745185 675-T75 600730
TOTAL ........... e e $45-995 870-685 7835-840

84. It is evident that the Sovicts view their growing ICBM force ‘as the
primary component of their strategic attack capability. Nevertheless, the con-
tinued production of Bears; the slow development of the Blinder, and the
evidence indicating the devclopment of an ASM capability in the LRA Badger
force show that the Sovicts consider manned bombers as a nceessary adjunct
for strategic attack, at least for the near term. Thus, we belicve that the
Sovicts intend to retain sizable bomber forces, but that they will allow those
forees to decrcase through attrition and gradual retirement of older models.

D. Operational Capabilities !' **

85. The operational capabilities of the aircraft assigned to LRA and analysis of
training patterns continue to indicate that an aircraft attack against the US
(except Alaska) would involve heavy bombers almost exclusively. We esti-
mate that the Soviets would commit virtually their entire heavy bomber/tanker
force of LRA to this mission. Considering the requirements for Arctic staging

' Maj. Cen. Jack E. Thomas, Assistant Chief of Swff, Intelligence, USAF, consider. thy
section seriously underestinates the manned aireraft threat to the US. e believes ¢t the
Soviet mediun bombers sull have a major inission of strategic attack against the US.

The USSR possesses a massive capability against Eurasian targels with MR/IRBMs, shoster
range missiles, tacticz! fightess and light bombers, and bombers of Nava! Aviation, but cur-
reatly has only a relatively small ICBM and heavy bomber capability. The Soviet missile
submatine force is not known cver lo have operated in its potential launch areas ofl the Us
coasts. In this situation, the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, believes the Soviet
leadership recognizes 1 requirement that medium bombers be prepared to augment other
elements of the intercontinental strike forces. If the Soviets elect an sll-out attack he estimates
they could put about 400 boubers over US target areas, including about 300 niedium Lomben
ona range missions.

'* For performance characteristics of Soviet strategic bomber aircraft und ASMs, sce Table
1V and Vv,
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and aerial refueling as well as noncombat attrition, we cstimate that at present
the Soviets could put about 100 heavy bombers over target areas in the US on
two-way missions,

86. We believe that medium bombers do not now figure prominently in Soviet
plans for an initial attack on the US (except Alaska), Range limitations of the
medium bombers would dictate Arctic staging aod aerial refueling for two-way
missions against US targets. The success of any attempt to use Badgers against
the US would depend, in large part, upon logistics. While LRA has gained
extensive flying expericnce in the Asctic, its capabilities are limited by sn Arctic
airbase structure which must be supplied almost entirely by sea during the short
shipping scason. The Soviets have not yet demonstrated a logistics capability
to stage a large force (several hundred bombers) quickly through the region.
For these reasons, we believe that the Arctic staging bases could not simul-
tancously support heavy bomber and medium bomber strikes of major propor-
tions. We consider it possible, however, that a.few squadrons of Badgers
would be cemploycd in attacks o Alaska, Canada, erf:nl:nd.’ an_d Ieeland on
two-way missioos. ' ' . '

87. The Soviets could further increase the number of bombers amiving over
North America should they resort to one-way attacks with medium bombers.
Considering the growth in the Soviet ICBM and missile submarine forces we
think such use of medium bombers is unlikely.

88. Available information indicates that LRA does not coatinuously maintain
a portion of its force on an airborne or ground alert (i.c., with a reaction time
of 15 minutes or less). We estimate that with current manning, LRA could
establish and maintain one-third of the force on ground alert; with a slight
augmentation in personnel this could be raised to 50 percent.

E. New Aircraft Development

89. There is no evidence which identifes any specific Soviet development pro-
gram toward a follow-on heavy bomber. Discemible Soviet work in large aircraft
is directed primarily toward the development of new transports. This work ad-
vances the state-of-the-art and provides a technological and production base
which could be applied to bomber development. If the USSR has actively
pursued R&D and committed funds for production and deployment, 2 new
subsonic heavy bomber with capabilities slightly better than the Bear could
cnter service by 1970, On the other hand, they may prolong the life of the
Bear by developing a new ASM. We believe that we would obtain indications
of the development and production of such an aireralt one to three years prior
to its introduction into operational units.

90. Considering the probable growth of Soviet ballistic missile capabilities
over the next 10 years, we believe it unbkely that the USSR will intredioe a

FOP-SECREF
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follow-on heavy bomber into LRA during the period of this estimate.!* It is
possible, however, that Soviet views on the primacy of missiles will change.
For example, US deployment of an ABM system might lcad them back to the
manned bomber as a2 means of circumventing thc new defenses.

91. The requirement which led to the Blinder, and the troubles cxperienced
with the Blinder, may lead the Soviets to develop a follow-on medium bomber.
The Sovicts could introduce a supersonic-dash medium bomber with better speed,
altitude, and radius than the Blinder in the 1972-1975 time period.  Alterma-
tively, as a concurrent dcvclopmcnt with their supcrsonic transport program,
they could introduce a supersonic cruise medium bomber, with a radius about
the same as Blinder's, in the same time period.

F. ASM Development

92. Development work o0 d attack and antiship ASMs continued during
the past year. There is su.e evidence indicating that the Soviets. may be
improving the AS-3 system.. We estimate that the guidan'ccosysten'i is being
improved. The Soviets are also continuing the development “of -the Blinder
AS-4 system. For land target attack the missile is estimated to cruise at 70,000
to 80,000 fect and terminate in a preprogrammed dive to warhead-burst altitude.
Guidance is unknown but could be track/command or inertial. There is some
indication that the antiship version may be deployed initially using 2 maximum
cruise speed of about Mach 3.0 to 2 maximum range of 150 n.m. For this mis-
sion we estimate that the guidance system will be track/command with terminal
boming.

93. There is no evidence of a new Soviet ASM in development other than
the AS-4 and the possible new ASM for LRA Badgers, and we estimate that
no new strategic ASM will be operational by mid-1968. The Soviets may
decide to adapt the AS-4 to the Bear for both land attack and antiship missions.
For the 10 ycar period the Soviets will bave the technical capability to develop
new higher performance missiles with inertial guidance systems. The Soviets
have the technical capability to develop by 1969 a new turbo-jut ASM Laving
a maximum speed of Mach 2.5 to 3.0 and a range of about 600 n.m. By the
early 1970°s they also could develop an air launched ballistic missile with a
range of about 500 n.m. This latter development is contingent upon the de-
velopment of a suitable launch aircraft.

G. Force Llevels in 1969-1976

94. We estimate that the heavy bomber/tanker force will decline over the next
five years to a suength of 150-185, of which 65-80 will be Bisons and 85-105 will

* Maj. Cen. Jack E. Thomas, the Assistant Chief of Staff, Tneelisenoe TSAF Volious: o
s ithely that a follow-on heavy bomber will be introduced into LRA within the next few years.
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be Bears. Dy 1976, we estimate that a somewhat steeper decline will result
in a force of 70-110 of which 30-50 will be Bisons and 40-60 will be Bears. By
that time all the Bisons will probably be tankers and all the Bears will probably
be ASM cquipped.®

85. The medium bomber/tanker force will probably decline more rapidly
than the heavies. We estimate that by 1971 the medium foree will comprise
400-575 aircraft of which 250-350 will be Badgers and 150-225 will be Blinders.
We estimate that the decline will continue throughout the period so that by
1976 the force will number 300-500 aircraft, of which 150-250 will be Badgers
and the remainder will be Blinders. If the Soviets introduce a new medium
1976 the force will oumber 300-500 aircraft, of which 150-250 will be Badgers
cwrent types rather than being additional to the above streogths.

VI. COMMAND AND CONTROL

96. In peacetime the highest political authority exercises control through the
Ministry of Defcnse, but in the event of war the charinel would probably be
through a Supreme High Command. The Ceneral Staff- coordinates planning,
targeting, and operations of the separate Soviet strategic attack forces {LRA,
missile submarines of the navy, and the SRF), and would in time of war imple-
ment the decisions of the Supreme High Command.

97. Operational control of the elements of the strategic attack forces has been
organized primarily with the aim of achieving maximum attack capability in
minimum reaction time. Operational alert and readiness orders emanating from
Moscow apparently 8ow direct from SRF headquarters to SRF launch complexes,
from naval headquarters to missile submarines, and from LRA headquarters
to operating divisions. At the same time orders to release nuclear weapons
and authorizations to use them would probably be transmitted from the Gen-
eral Staff.

98. Communications of the Soviet strategic attack forces are flexible and
redundant and are becoming increasingly reliable and survivable in 2 wartime

™ Maj. Cen. Jack E. Thomas, the Assistant Chief of Stafl, Intelligence, ULAF, notes that
strength of the Soviet heavy bomber/tanker force has remained quite stable for the past
sveral years and he believes the USSR will continue to maintain about 200 such aireraft in
operational units, inzoducing a new heavy strategic aircralt system to support this force level
into the mid-1970s. The follow-on system could be an improved Bear with 2 new ASM
(see paragraph 93), or an aucralt dml:rmanx from research and development related, in part,
to sufx:xsogmc transports. Rl o vped_

" Maj. Cen. Jack E. Thomas, the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAT, expects a
more gradual decline in the medium bomber/tanker force than paragraph 95 postulates. He
estmales that in 1971 LRA stll will include some 600 1o 700 mediwns, including more than
X0 Badgers, over 200 Blinders, and probably tie initial increment of a follow-on medium
bomber. He believes that in 1976 the medium force will number 400 to 800 aircraft, including
not more than 150 Badgers, at least 200 Blinders, and the balance in 3 growing - imher of
fvnew—on bumbers.
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situation. The Sovicts continuc to harden underground coaxial cables on masjor
links, bypassing major urban centers, and locating underground control bunkers
in outlying areas. They are increasing the use of VLF radio for command and
control communications; frequencies in this range are relatively invulnerable to
blackout in a nuclear environmeat.

99. We believe that the Soviets will continue to improve their communications
systems, concentrating on the development of faster and more secure systems,
and increased redundancy. Data systems which are capable of an extremely
high information rate can be expected to become even more widespread. The
increasing use of communications satellite systems will probably provide addi-
tional redundant circuitry for military purposes during the next 10 years,

VI MILITARY APPLICATIONS IN SPACE

A. Space Weapons

100. The Soviets almost certainly are Investigating the. feasibility . of space’
weapons, and bave long had the «capability to orbit a nuclear-armed satellite.
Since 1960, they have orbited and recovered an inereasing number of satellites
in the 10,000-15,000 pound classes. They also have put in orbit a new satellite,
Proton, which weighs some 27,000 pounds. The booster used to orbit this pay-
load could put 2 weapon payload of about 19,000 pounds in ncar-earth orbit.
With a suitable third stage, this booster could put about 50,000 pounds in ncar-
earth orbit.

101. Soviet published statements and writing on the subject dealing with US
Space programs attribute aggressive designs to the US, and hint that the USSR
cannot ignore safely such developments. There has been an increasing number
of allusions to “orbital rockets” in Soviet propaganda. In the 1965-1966 parades,
the Sovicts displayed a wvehicle, Scrag, which Lhough described as ap “orbital
weapon,” is not believed capable of performing the mission ascribed to it In
any case, the Soviets seem intent upon convincing both the Western world and
their own pcople that they have some form of an orbital bombardment syst

102. As noted in an carlier paragraph, the recent §5-X-8 feasibility tests could
lead to the development of a MOBS.?  We believe that to develop a reliable
and accurate weapon, particularly for out-of-orbit detonation near the earth's
surface, would require a series of tests extending over at least a year. After
such testing, the USSR probably could orbit 2 small pumber of bombardment
satellites. They could have CEPs on the order of 25 n.m. against targets
located within about 100 n.m. of their carth tracks.  Orbital lifetimes could
range up to a few mouths.

® These tests also could be related to the development of a drperziad Yajectony (CLA o g
fractonal orbit bombardsment system.  See paragrapb 28.
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103. There are considerable differences in devclopmcntnl requirements, costs,
and effectiveness of various MOBS. To provide a threat of retaliation against
population centers, the Soviets might consider a relatively simall force of limjted
cfectiveness composed of some 10-25 weapons in orbit.  For large-scale use
against smaller or harder military targete, however, 2 much larger and sophisti-
cated force with short times to target, near-simultaneity of delivery, and an
accuracy approaching that of ICBMs would be nccessary. Even the lesser of
these forces would be extremely complex and expensive. It would require &
major Soviet effort to perfect new bardware and to develop advanced techniques.

104. For the foresecable future, we think that MOBS will not compare favor-
ably with ICBMs in terms of effectiveness, reliability, vulnerability, average life,
and susceptibility to loss of control due to accident or countermeasures. The
Sovict leadership probably would recognize that the orbiting of a nuclear-armed.
MOBS would be an act of major international import which would inteasify
greatly East-West hostility and give a strong new stimulus to US military pro-
grams. In view of these factors, the muc_h greater cost of such orbital weapons, ,
and Soviet endorsement of the UN resolution against nuclear weapons in’ space,
we believe that the Soviets are unlikely to deploy 2 MOBS in space during the
period of this estimate. However, Soviet technology applicable to this feld
will improve in the normal course of cootinued development of nuclear tech.
nology, aad space projects.

10S. We recognize that the Soviets might reach different conclusions as to
cost and effectiveness and that altered political considerations in some future
phase of East-West relations might lead them to a different decision. Even ig
these circumstances, we believe that they would regard space weapons primarily
as a means of supplcmcnting exdsting forces, of introducing additional complica-
ticns into US defense planning, and of supporting Soviet claims to strategic
panty or even superiority. In any case, developmental testing of a2 MOBS
should be observable to us at least a year or two prior to attainment of ap
accurate, rcliable system.

B. Military Support Systems

106. The Iauncbing of recoverable photoreconnaissance satellites will coatinue,
and this project may come to involve missions of various orbital parameters (e.g.,
altitude and inclination). There is evidence that in 1962-1963 i photovideo
reconnaissance system was under invcstigation,

This project has
been inactive for several yeass, but Soviet military authors have written that

tedde @ systen b oneeded Wittn the gpext S to 10 years, we believe that the
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Soviets will attain the capability for ncar resl-time reconnaissanca of areas of
the world that are near the tracks of their reconnaissance satcllites.

107. The high priority evident in the recoverable photoreconnaissance satel-
lite project probably will be applicd to other sclected military support systems
which the Soviet leaders decide are essential.  Since 1965 the Soviets have
launched three MOLNIYA satellites that bave been used for communications
and TV relay. They bave been collecting meteorological data by satellite.
Some of the photoreconnaissance satellites are also performing & geodesy fune-
tion. We believe that the USSR wil] develop a pavigationa) satellite within the
next few years. Multipurpose vehicles incorporating combinations of these
missions are possible, and it may be that both military and noomilitary interests

satellite for electromaguetic and phatographic reconnaissance may also be de-
veloped to meet military nceds in the next few years. Penctration aid satellites
with electronic payloads probably could not be operational until the 1970's .

because of power requirements.
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GLOSSARY OF MISSILE TERMS

Initial Operational Capability (10C)—Date the first opcrational unit is trained
and equipped with a few missiles and launchers,

MAXIMUI. OPERATIONAL RANGE (N.M.)

Air-to-Surface Systems—Slant range between launching aireraft and target at
the ‘instant of missile launch,

Surface-to-Surface Systems—Maximum range under operational conditions with
warhcad weight indicated. The maximum range figures disregard the effect of
the carth’s rotation.

ACCURACY

Circular Error Probability (CEP)—The radius of & circle centered on the
extended target, within which 50 percent of the arriving missile warheads are
expected to fall. .

REENTRY VEHICLES AND WARHEADS

Reentry Vehicle (RV )—That part of a missile designed to recoter the carth's
atmosphere in the terminal portion of jts trajectory.

Multiple RVs—A payload package consisting of two or more RVs. The io-
dividual RVs arc dispersed {but not independently targeted or mancuvered)
during the free flight or terminal portion of the trajectory in order to confuse
encmy radars, aid penetration, andfor increase kill area.

Multiple Independently Targeted RV (MIRV)—A payload consisting of two
or more RVs each of which is independently targcted.

Maneuverable RV (MARV)—An RV which has the capability to mancuver
during free flight or reentry.

Warhead Weight—The weight of the explosive device and its associated fuzing
aod firing mechanism.

RV Weight—RV weight includes that of the warbead, necessary shiclding and
structure, any internal penctration aids that may be preseat, and any other
decessary or desired componeats.

Peylocd Weight—The weight of that part of the missile above the last booster

stagc.
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RANGE CLASSES

Short Range Ballistic Missile (SRBM)
Up to about 600 n.m.

Medium Range Ballistic Missile (MRBM )
About 600 to 1,500 n.m,

Intermediate Range Ballistic Missile (IRBM )
About 1,500 to 3,00 n.m.

Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM)
About 3,000 to 8,000 n.m.

Fractional Orbit Bombardment System (FOBS)

A system which utilizes a weapon that is put into orbit but rcenters short of
completing an orbit.

Multiple Orbit Bombardment System (MOBS)

A sysu.:m which utilizes a weapon that is put into orbit and may be deorbited
at any time subsequent to its first orbit

RELIABILITIES

Launch—The percentage of the missile alert force t};at will be successfully
launched in their normal preparation time with possible delays which do got
exceed a total of 30 mis.utes.

Inflight—Thbe percentage of RVs launched that will successfully arrive within
3.5 CEPs of the intended target

Warhead—The percentage of warheads arriving in the iotended target area
which detocate as programmed.

Weapon System—The percentage of the alert missiles that will successfully
detonate within 3.5 CEPs of their targets. This is the product of launch, inflight,
and warhead reliabilities.

Alert Rate—The percentage of the operational missile force that is maintained
at normal readiness condition. '

Force—The percentage of the operational missile force that will succassiully
detonate in the target area This is the product of Alert Rate and Weapon
System reliability.

Reaction Time—Time required to proceed from a readiness condition to launch.
Refire Time—Time requied to launch 2 sccond missile fom the same pad

or launcher.

—TOP-SCERET
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READINESS CONDITIONS
Soft Site Readiness Conditions

Condition 3—Launch crew in launch area and on alert. RV and missile mated
and checked but still in ready building.

Condition 2—Launch crew at launch station. Missile with RV ecrected on
launch pad. Propcllant facilities (liquid) in position, attached, and ready to
start propellant loading. Initial guidance alignmeat and subsystems checkout
complete.

Condition 1—Launch crew at launch station. Propellant loading complete.
All systems ready for final check and launch sequence.

Hard Site Readiness Conditions
Condition 3—N.A.

Condition 2—Launch crew on alert Missile with RV mated in place in the
silo. Guidance aligned and subsystems checked. Storable liquid missiles loaded.
Cryogenic liquid missiles ready for loading,

Condition I—Launch crew oa alert. Propellant loaded, all Sysléms checked
and ready for launch sequence. c

51963530
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TABLE II
SOVIET MRBM/IRBM CHARACTERISTICS
£S5+ Pollow-on
5S-3 MRBM/IRBM
I0C.........oi L, 1958 1961 Late 1967
Maximum Operational 1,020 2,200 About 3,000
Range (N.R.E.—om)
Reentry Vehicle Weight 2,700-3,700 3,000,000 800-2,000
(1be)
Warhead Weight (ibs) . 1,900-2,500 2,400-3,200 - 600~1,500
Warbead Yield (MT).. j
Accuracy (CEP—om). *—1.25 1 ' About 1.5

Deploymeot..... ... ... Soft/Hard Sites Soft/Hard Sites Hard Sites/
Mobile
Employment. . ... .. . Strategic—Soft Target Strategic—Soft Target  Strategic—Soft
Capability Capability Target Ca-
pability
Reliability (%)
Alert Rate........ .. 80 80 ?
Lavoch..... ... . . .90 8s ?
Inflight....... ... ... 90 %0 ?
Warbead. .. ........ 95 95 ?
Wespon System . . ... 75 75 ?
Force.......... ... 60 60 About 60
Reaction Time. ... ... Soft Hard Soft Hard
Condition 3.... .. 1-3 brs * 1-3 brs - .. ?
2., 15-30 mia 515 min » 15-30 min  5-1Smins ?
) B 3-5 min 35 min 3-5 min 3-$ wia ?
Hold Time (Cooditioa 1) Maazy Days Many Days ?
Hours Houn
Refire Time...... ..., 2-4 brs 2-4 hrs .. ?
Configuration..... ..., Single Stage Single Stage Three Stage
Groes Lift-off Weight (be) About 88,000 About 200,000 ?
Guidance, ........ .. .. Inertial Inertial Inertial
Propellants, ... ... . Storable Liquid Storable Liquid Solid

* Norma! readiness condition.
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TABLE 111

SUBMARINE LAUNCHED MISSILE SYSTEMS

| SS-N-3 | SS-N-¢ | SS-N-$§ | _SSN Follow-0o

I0C............. ... 1961 1960 1963 1968-1969

Max Range (am)....... 450 - 350 700 1,000-2,000

Min Range (nm)....... 12 120 220 ..

Speed ................. Mach. 0.9 0 1.8, .. ..., aa ne ne

Cruise Altitude (fv)... .. 1,000 to 40,000 » .. . ‘e

Type and Propulsion. . . Cruise, Turbo-fet...... .. Singlc-atage ballistic Single-stage bsllistlo  Solid or storable
storable liquid storable liquid liquid ballistic

Cuidaoce.............. Preprogramed  autopilot Inertial Inertisl Taertial

with active radar ter-
winal homing; * against
land targets, simple in-

ertial
Warbead Weight (Ibs).. 1,000 to 2,000 Nuclear, 2,200 1,500-2,500 600-1,000
high explosive or CW/ .
BwW
Warhead Yield (MT). .. [ B
CEP.................. Ship targets: na * 1-2 am 1-2am 1-2 om
Land targets: 1-2 am
Launch Conditioan. . .. .. Surfaced Surlaced Subwmerged Submerged
Reliability on Lauocher 80 80 80 1
(%)
Reliability InBight (%). 8§ R0 8¢ 14

Salvo Time: ¢
Class/missiles per sub- “W-Copv."’ Class/l, 2, or “Z-Conv.” Claas/2 (4 “G-1" Class/2 (4 min) 1
marineftime 4 (2-9 min) min)
“J*" Class/4 (5 min) “G-1" Class/3 (8 min) *H.II" Class/3 (8 min) ?
“E-I'" Class/6 (10 min) » “H-1"* Class/3 (8 min)
“E-II"* Class/8 (15 min) *
Reaction Time (mio) ! 20-40 20-40 15-30 1
(Includes min on sur- (5 mian) {3 min) (na) (na)
face before launch)

* From aerodynamic considerations, various flight profiles are possible, i.c., altitude/speed/range combinations might
be: 1,000/0.9/250, 10,000/1.2/350, and 40,000/1.8/450. This system has beea subject to upgrading over the years and may
0ot bave altained its maximum performasnce capabilities a3 of 1966,

* There i3 some possibility that the SS-N-3 terminal bomiog system may involve an additional infrared boming device
a5 & back-up system.

* The hit probability is esseatially equal to the functional reliability of its components systems less the probabilities
of acquisition and identification. A qusntitative estimate of acquisition aod identification capabilities canaot be made
at this time.

¢ Salvo Time—The time from the launch of the St missile until all missiles are lauoched.

*“E-I"" and "E-11"" Class SSGN are capable of launching two missiles simultaneously,

* Time required to proceed from a specified readiness coodition to firing. For submarine launched missiles, time is
taken to include the time from Lhe moment of the order to fire Lo izunch of the first wissile assuming: (1) tho submarine
is on alert; (2) targets have been sclected; (3) the missile system includes continuous computation of firing data; and (4)
the missiles have been checked and are ready for countdown. For surface launched SLBMs submarine time on surfsce
is included in reaction time; for underwater Inunched missiles submarine time to attlain proper launch attitude is included.
The actual reaction time of & cruisc missile submarine against a target of opporlunity would probably be somewlal wuges
than the titie based vo these assumptions.

—FOP-SECRE—
—F5190330—
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TABLE |V

SOVIET AIR-TO-SURFACE MISSILE SYSTEMS
CHARACTERISTICS AND PERFORMANCE

Characteristics Kangarco AS-3 Blioder/AS—+ | New ASM For
Badger
I0C...oovi ... 1960/1961 1068/1967 By Mid-ivoe7
Maximum Range...... 350 300« About 100
Guidancs......... .. .. Preprogramed Auto- Unkoown (Posaibly In- 7 .
pilot With Command ertial Or Track Com-
Override mand) e

Accuracy Agsiost Land ! to3nm® lw2om?® Ty

Targets (CEP)
Warbead Weight (Ibs).. _5.000( | 2,200 ?
Warhead Yield (MT). .
Speed (Mach. No) . .. .. 1.8-2.0 J3.0-4 at 80,000 - 0.8-1.2
Carrier Aircraft...... .. Bear B and C Bliader B ?

Number of Misiles.. 1| 1 7

Launch Altitudes (ft).  36,000-39,000 About 40,000 ?

Lauoch Speed. .. .. ., 420 Knots High Subsooic ?
Reliability (%) 4

Oa Launcher........ 80 80 ?

InBight............. 70 70 ?

Overall. ... ... .... 55 55 ?

« This range applies to sttacks sgainst land targets. Against ship targets we estimate s
mazximum range of 150 n.m.

* Against ship targets, a secker for terminal guidance to reduce this CEP is feasible.

* The terminal phase of the flight proble would be at low supersonic speed.

¢ These reliability rates may be bigh because the effects of Soviet operational concepts
snd training standards are at least &y important as technical characteristics in determ . o-
tion of system reliability. We have no teliable basis for estimating these efecta
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TABLE V

SOVIET STRATEGIC BOMBER WEAPON SYSTEMS
PERFORMANCE UNDER AN OPTIMUM MISSION PROFILE

(Calculated in accordance with US Mil-C-3011A Spcc except that (uel reserves are reduced Lo permit a maximum of 30
@inules loiter at nca level, and sircralt operate at altitudes permitting mazimum radiusfrange.)

| BADGER A "BISON | BEAR+ | BLINDER®
Gross Weight (1bs) . . ..............oi ., 167,000 400,000 365,000 185,000
Empty Weight @ba) ...............coo o, 77,150 153,000 151,000 84,900
Combat Radius/Range (nra)*
a. 250001b. bombload.......... ... .. L 2,800/5.200 4,150/7,800 .............
onerefuel. . .. 3,950/2,300 ... oo,
b. 10,0001lb. bombload............................ 1,550/2,950 3,050/5,950 4, 500/8,800 1,700/3,2%0
Gmerefuel. e i e e e 2,200/4,150  4,150/7,900 ............ 2,350/4, 500
c. 6600lb. bombload............................ 1,650,200 ............ ...l 1,800/3,450
onerefuc!. .. ... .. e 2,300/4,400 .. .......... ..i.iee... 2.400/4,650
d. 3,300 1b. bombload............................ 1,750/3,400 3,150/6,150  4,700/9,300 1,850/3,650
onerefuel......... ... ... 2,400/4,600 4,250/8,250 ........ S 2,500/4,800
e. With ASM .
L 1xAS=3 (Bear B).. ... e 3,950/7,150 ... ... .....
operefuel (Bear B)..... .. ... ... e 5,050/9,200 .............
ii. 1xAS-4 (Blinder B)................ ... ... .. .. A 1,500/2,800
one refuel (Blinder BY........ . .. 2,150/4,000
{. With 6,600 Ib. bombload (Supersonic Dasb)....... . ... ...... .. .. ... ... .. 1,300/2,850
one reluch. ... 1,950/4,100
With 3,300 1b. bombload (Supersonic Dasb)....... ... .. ... L 1,400/3,050
one refuck. . . e 2,050/4,300
With 1xAS~-4 (Supersonic Dash) (Blinder B) . ... .. ... ... ...... ... 1,000/2,100
one refuCh. L. 1,600/3,300
Specd Altitude (kts/ft)
a. Maximum speced at optimum sltitude. . ... ... .. .. 540/22,000 540/18,80Q 500/25,000 975/36,000
b. Target speed/target altitude (Subsonic). ... ... .. .. 475/41,000 465/42,800 435/41,600 560/37,100
c. Target specd/target altitude (Supersonic) . e e e 86G0/46,300
d. Launch speed/launch altitude with ASM ... .. . ... 0 L 430/38,000 860/42, 500
Combat Ceiling (ft)d...... ... e 44,3800 46,100 40,300 52,700
System Accuracy (CEP)
a. Bombing Accuracy *
i. From 40,000t . .. ... .. ... ... .. . .. ... 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000
ii. From 20,000t .. .. . . 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200
b. ASM Accuracy
B RS- o -2 om vs. -2 am va.
land targets land targets
Se¢e footnotes at epd of table.
FOPSTERET
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TABLE V (Continued)
| BADGER A | BISON | BEAR- | BLINDER

Systcin Reliability (%)
a. Aircralt reaching target areas in North America
unrefueled/relucled ... .. .. ... ................ 73/69 73/69 73177 73/69
b. ASM reliability on launcler/inflightjoverall........ ............ .. ... .. ... . 80/70/56 80/70/56
c. Aircralt and ASM overall unrelueledfrefucled. . ... ............ .. .. . ... .. . ’ 41/43 41739

* Bear A is & bomber. Besr B and Bear C are missile carriers equipped with one AS-3/Kangaroo missile. Bear C
baa slighly reduced performance data from that of Bear B duc to diferent basic weight of aircraft.

* Blinder A is a bomber, Blinder B is a missile carrier equipped with one AS-4/Kitchen missile; it is probably not yet
operational.  Blinder aircraft missions arc based oo & Mach 1.5, 100 nra dash in and out of target area on radius mission
and 100 no dash jn oaly oo range mission. There is no direct evidence of an operational refucl capability for thess alr-
craflt at present.

* The range and radius Sgures given in this table are maximum Egures. They are applicable to the moat up-to date
models of these aircraft, flylng optimum mission profiles. The use of older model aircralt, other mission profiles, indirect
routes, low-level penetration or other tactics designed to delay or evade detection and interception would reduce the efec-
tive range. The calculation or degradation in range and radius resulting from sophisticated penctration tactics is a com-
plex process which can best be accomplished for individual missions. As a rule;ol-thumb for low-level operations of
beavy bombers, the radius at optimum altitude will be decreased sbout 1.6 o 2 mlles for every mile Nlown at sea levei,

4 Associated combat load is 10,000 1bs for Bison and Bear A; 6,600 Ibs for Badger A and Blinder A ooe AS-3 for Bear
B and C; and one AS~4 for Blinder B,

* Bombing accuracies indicated are for visual bombiag or radar bombing agsinst well-defined targets with f{rec-fall
bomba. These Ggures are not applicable to droguc-retarded bombs, which would be much less accurate,

* Thesc reliability rates may be bigh, since the eflects of Sovict operational concepts and troop training standards are
at least As important as technical characteristics in determination of systeos reliability, and we bave no reliabie basis for
cstimating these effects.

* Includes the following operationsl attrition rates, excluding combal attrition: (1) 909, of aircralt at home bases
would be in cormmission after 510 day maintenance standdown prior to initial operations; (2) 909, of aircraft in com-
mission at home bases would be launched from staging bases; 3) 90% of aircralt launched from staging bases or directly
from home bascs or unrefueled missions would arrive in target arcas; (4) 85% of sireraft launched on refueled missions
would arrive in target areas. Calculstions for Bear and ASM arc based oa refucled flights direct from home bases.
Al others assume Arctic staging, sad refueling of Badger and Bisoa sircraft. It should be noted that without prior
maintenance standdown, the in-commission rate of beavy bombers at home bases would be about 709 aad for medium
bombers about G0 %,
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ANNEX B

MAPS OF RANGE CAPABILITIES

MRBM/IRBM CAPABILITIES AGAINST THE NOP.'I'}?':ERN HEMISPHERE
SUBMARINE-LAUNCHED MISSILE CAPABILITIE.S ,‘:CAINST THE US
RADII OF BISON

RADII OF BEAR

RADII/RANGE OF BADGER

RADII/RANGE OF BLINDER
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