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WSTĘP

Niniejsze wydawnictwo przeznaczone jest dla studentów i kadry 

dydaktyczno-naukowej Akademii Obrony Narodowej do studiowania armii 

obcych oraz do doskonalenia znajomości języka angielskiego.

Opracowanie składa się z fragmentów amerykańskiej publikacji "Soviet 

Military Power ~ 1990" (wyd.Center for Defense Information, Washington, 

1990 r.) zawierających rezultaty analizy porównawczej potencjałów mi­

litarnych USA i ZSRR u progu lat 90-tych.
V  '

'Aby ułatwić czytelnikom posługiwanie się materiałem, poprzedziłem 

go polskojęzycznym spisem treści, a zakończyłem - wykazem tablic, 

tabel i diagramów oraz słownikiem najczęściej stosowanych skrótów. 

Wszelkie adnotacje dokonane przeze mnie na kopii oryginału (numery po­

zycji spisu treści, numeracja stronic opracowania i inne) oznaczono 

znakiem " . ^

ppłk dr Kaziemierz SIKORSKI
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The Economic Foundations of Soviet 
Military Power

leadership has idenlified selecled military production cuts as part of the restructuring of the 
my. us ar, ew acilities, such as this MiG-29 plant, have been converted for use within civilian industry.

»1 4.
IM R O O LC TIO N

Oecat.es of inveslnieiu priorities skewed to promot­
ing the rapid buildup t>l military power in the Soviet 
I Inion ha\e created i\ military giant that now over­
burdens a civilian economy crumbling frt>m neglect. 
r?ie citcumulated problems which resulted from decades

of centrali/ed economic planning plus the burden of 
achieving military superp(>vver status have combined to 
threaten the foundations Soviet military and political 
power. Indeed, critical cx'onomic problems are the 
underlying catalysts of many of the histone military and 
[X l̂itical changes that are now (.x’currine in the Soviet 
I Inion.
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In trying to control all aspects o f  the economy from 
Moscow, the huge, overcentralized, self-perpetuating 
bureaucracy has mismanaged a resource-rich nation to­
ward economic disaster. Misdirected investment policies 
have hobbled the economy with an aging civilian indus­
trial infrastructure increasingly less capable o f compet­
ing in the international arena and incapable o f meeting 
the growing needs and demands o f  a work force disen­
chanted after decades o f sacrihoe. Widespread break­
downs in transportation and distribution have long in­
terfered with the delivery o f output from producers both 
to factories and to final consumers. Rational economic 
decisions by plant managers remain in ^ ss ib le  because 
prices are set arbitrarily and do not reflect real costs. 
Subsidized prices on energy and raw matérials, for 
example, encourage waste and mask the need for conser­
vation. While effective in the past in directing bountiful 
and cheap resources to priority programs, the central 
planning ^ t e m  has proven inept at raising the general 
level o f productivity and incapable o f  adapting rapidly 
and efficiently to resource stringencies and changing 
international political and economic conditions.

This chapter provides an assessment o f  the economic 
factors influencing Soviet ctecisions in the P u r ity  arena. 
While Gorbachev’s announcements on cutting defense 
are largely in respcHise to strong econcnnic pressures and 
represent his intention to redirect resources to economic 
needs, they also most certainly further Soviet efforts to 
constrain Western military modernization, give added 
impetus to the arms control process, and enlist Western 
support to help salvage the USSR’s economy. In light 
of these political implications, it is essential for the 
West to consider closely the Soviet military-economic 
reforms. The potential for significant changes in tradi­
tional Soviet military resource allocation priorities must 
be analyzed carefully to ascertain the factors that will 
help shape future Soviet military power.
”1 .
THf: SOVIET ECONOMIC CHALLENGE

In the five years since Gorbachev first raised expec­
tations in 1985 with his visions o f economic reform, 
the Soviet Union remains a resourc*e giant mired in 
^n inefficient socioeconomic mora.ss. To date, reform 
efforts have succeeded only in undermining the discipline 
of the command economy, while proving insufficient to

provide the benefits o f  a market system. As a result, 
many traditional economic problems have been made 
worse. Stagnation and decline now prevail in nearly 
all sectors o f the economy. Petroleum production —  
an important hard-currency earner —  is down, as is 
housing construction. Despite plans to conserve on 
resources and consolidate priority investment projects, 
investment spending continues to be wasted as local 
authorities disperse resources over an enormous number 
o f  new projects while ongoing projects stand unfinished. 
Although the production o f  consumer goods and ser­
vices has increased, Soviet citizens have ample r e ^ n  
to believe living conditions have become much worse 
because not all these consumer goods being produced 
are reaching the market and because the far larger 
increase in money incomes has led to an even greater 
imbalance between demand and supply in the consumer 
economy. As a result, inflation is rising, and long lines, 
dironic shortages, hoarding, and rationing have become 
commonplace, along with widespread diversion o f sup­
plies from state stores to spedal distribution systeftis. In 
terms o f  food and consumer goods availability, Soviet 
citizens consider themselves in many respects worse off 
today than during the late 1970s and early 1980s a 
time Gorbachev called the “period o f  stagnation.*’

While many o f the problems facing the Soviet econ­
omy are not new, the impact they have on the economy 
has been magnified under Gorbachev’s confusing and at 
times contradictory attempts at reform, and some new 
problems have been created. In addition to intensified 
supply and transport disruptions, the reform program 
has led to a growing willingness by various ethnic and 
labor groups to advance their own agendas. Soviet 
workers arc increasing demands for economic conces­
sions — more and better housing, food, and consumer 
goods; safer working conditions; and environmental 
safeguards — at a time when resources also are des­
perately needed to promote irKiustrial modcmi/aiion, 
energy production, and infrastructure developnxrnl. A> 
strikers discover the influence they hold through work 
stoppages or slowdowns, the potential for serious stake- 
originated economic disruptions grows despite efforts 
to fun strikes in certain cTitiail indastnes. In a sdf- 
perpetaiting cycle, the deteriorating economic siiuatK>n 
both contnbutes to and is exacertuteil by rising lab»>r 
and ethnic unrest, a situ,iiion that likelv will woisen m

ChapUT l\
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scope niul inteiisily in the near iulure.

Dismal economic iserformance and lack ol progress in 
economic reform to date have prompted the Scn'iets to 
reassess and revise economic policies. With supcrpowei' 
status consisting solely of a military capability resting 
precariously on a deteriorating economic base, the So­
viet leadership hits begun to shift its resource tillocation 
strategy toward shoring up the economic Ibundiitions 
of national power. This will entail, as the So\ iets ha\c 
announced, cuts in militiiry spemling and military-sector 
involvement in greater civili;m production. Improve­
ments in consumer welfare iire seen as the key incentives 
needed to raise wt'.rker productivity to a level where the 
Soviet Union c;tn compete economiciilly in the wdiid in 
the ne.xt century.
" 1 . 3 ,

.SON it.v M ILH  ARN SPKNDING

Until recently, the Soviets provided little infomiation 
on their military e.xjXMiditures. In May 1989, (}orbachev 
relea.sed a new accounting of Soviet tiefense e\|x*nditures 
for 1989 77..T billion rubles that, while almost
four times greater than prexiously claiificd Ic\els. is 
unreali.stically low in comparison with the rcsouiccs 
required to equip and maintain a force the si/e of the 
Soviet military. Tlie nc'x Soviet budget is only about 
half the size of Western esiimiites of Soviet military 
outlays and likely excludes numerenis military-related 
activities. In addition, the budget probably does not 
reHect subsidies to the prices paid by the Ministry of 
Defense for weapons, equipment, and research and de­
velopment (R&D) work. rX'spite fer\cnt otlicial .Soviet 
claims that the new defense budget accounts for all 
military-related spending, the So\iet leadcrshiji may lx 
acknowledging a higher level of defense spending as 
reflected in statements bv G arbachev and then-Politburo

a . —

IX O N 0^1K  PRO BLEM S OLD AND NEW 
CONI RON I 1 HE SO V IET LEADERSHIP

Linijerin}» I raditional Prohicms
■ liidfecti\e Price .Structure
» Inctiicicnt f ’entral IMantiint'

 ̂ ■ Vtifri” Plants and F.quipincnt 
» Supply Bottlenecks
• Resource Stririijencies
• Rfsitii» F.neriiy C osts
■ Vmicuitural Fosses
■ lliitli Military .Speiidint;
« I.(n> Shnic Birth Rate

Nes> ( lialient;es
■ l.ahor Forest
» Fthnic Disturhances 
B t nemploy ment
■ Friine
■ Forci“u ( ompetition
•  Rapidly Risiiii» Income’'
■ Inllatioii
■ F.inironmental Daniaue
■ (¡rowinti iiudc'et Deficits

Empty meat and produce counters offer ;tark testimony to a 
civilian economy crumbling from misman.igement and neglect 
during decades of priority investment in Soviet military power.

mcmbi-f N’egc'r l.igachcv in May 1990 that the USSR 
has been spending 18-20 percent-of the country's na­
tional income [13-15 ¡xrcent of grtiss national piaxluct 
(CjNIO] on defense.

During his first four years in oliice. (iorbaclicw did 
not alter the broad-based military modernization ef-, 
fort he inherited from his predecessors. Indeed, state­
ments by Chairman of the ( 't)uncil of Ministers Nikolai 
Ryzhkov in June 1989 and President Gorbachev in May 
1990 indicated that the original 1986-90 plan called for 
defense sjxnding to grow at a rate about twice that of 
economic output. Acccu'ding to Gorbachev, this in fact 
(X'curred in 1981-85. but adjustmentii to this plan were 
initiated in 1987 and 1988 as defense spending suppos­
edly was hekl level. President Gorbachev announced in 
Jtmuary 1989 that,a 14.2 percent unilateral reduction in 
military outlays would be completed by 1991. While the 
US Government has measured reductions in 1989. there 
is little evidence indicating any slowdown before 1989.

Soviet military expenditures fell 4-5 percent in real 
temis in 1989. according to Western estimates. Weapon 
prtx'urement exjxnditurcs. whiclVaccount for about half 
of total military spending, bore the bulk of the reduc­
tion. falling 6-7 {XMcent. Tlie largest reductions were 
concentrated in general purpose forces, especially in 
ground forces equipment. Poxurement for strategic 
olfensive forces declined by about 3 ¡xrcent last year, 
while outlavs for strategic defense remained essentialK
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A F-54T rprovery vehicle is used to push bay into concrete silage trenches at a stock-breeding farm near Moscow.

unclianged. However, despite these reductions, the 
level of military- expenditures remains higher than when 
Gorbachev came to ptwver and continues t<̂ allow for 
signifiamt force mexiernization.

The Soviets claim a defense budget for 1990 of 71,0 
billion rubles that indicates the Soviets plan to continue 
with stated unilateral defense spending reductions us 
they measure them. Since there are conflicting state­
ments by Soviet officials about the time pxiriod for 
completing the 14.2 percent reduction and about the 
size of the 1988 base-year defense budget, it remains 
unclear whether the 1990 planned reduction completes 
the announced unilateral reductions. Some ,Soviet offi­
cials had noted that unilateral reductions would extend 
into 1991. Following these cuts, Soviet intentions for de­
fense spending through the mid-1990s remain uncertain. 
Chairman of the Council of Ministers Ryzhkov stated 
in May 1989 that the Soviet Union will strive to reduce 
defense's share of the national economy by one-third to 
one-half by 1995.

With the further deterioration in Soviet economic 
performance thus far under Gorbachev; a substantial 
improvement in the economy is unlikely during the 13lh 
Mve-Year Plan, and real defense spending cuts in the 
1991-95 period will be necessary for the Soviets to meet 
their goal of reducing the defense burden. In contrast, 
however, early indicators of the 1991-95 economic plan

suggest that in spite of' ambitious growth targets for 
civilian gotxls production in defense industry as part 
of conversion efforts, the value of military production 
also ap{;>ears slated for growth as more technologically 
advanced and expensive systems enter prtxluction.
’M . /i .
M lU  i ARY PRODUCTION

Soviet 1989 output of military materiel generally fell 
from 1988, mirroring Gorbachev’s January 1989 an­
nouncement that output would be reduced. Tlie most 
pronounced cuts occurred in ground forces materiel. 
Output of strategic systems w'as generally level while the 
numlx'r of naval surface units produced actually rose. 
Tlie prodtiction of submarines remained the same. Some 
of the declines reflect longer-term downward trends; 
output of conventional ground force equipment as 
well as helicopters and fighter aircraft have declined 
since Gorbachev took office in March 1985. However, 
since 1985 the manufacture of cruise missiles has 
accelerated.
"1 .
Ground Forces

The deepest cutback occurred in the production of 
thé premier offensive ground forces weapon, the tank, 
output was halved from .3,400, as the Soviets iiad an­
nounced. to about 1,700 - which is still twice the
annual NATO production. Smaller, but significant.

riiapter l\
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Hccanse otlkiiil Soviet defense biKÛ et claims are . 
neiiher sulticiently informati>e nor jn?rsnasive, the I'S  
(iovernment continues to develop independent^ estimates 
of Soviet defense spending. These estimates !o not rely 
on Soviet statistics. A direct costing {building-block) 
approach is used that requires the identiticaiion and , 
enumeration of the physical elements constituting the 
Soviet I'nion's defense effort over time and the ap­
plication of cost factors to them. To best compare the • 
proportion of economic resources committed to the mil­
itary In any particular year, burden estimates — mil­
itary spending as a percent of GNP — are calculated^ 
using prevailing (current) prices in those years. Soviet 
defense budgets — 1989: 77.3 billion rubles, 1990; 
71.0 billion rubles — are most likely stated in current 
prices, although this remains uncertain. Roughiv half 
the size of I ’S estimates of Soviet defense spending. 
Soviet official budgets imply a levpl of defense burden 
that, while still large by international comparison, *is 
considerablv less than U'estern estimates.

ails tK-'curreci in artillery and multiple rtK'ket launcher 
output. Tlie decline in tank production must be \ ie\ved 
in light of force reductions and reorganization: the 
Soviets eliminated obsolescent tanks as part of their 
unilateral reductions, and they reorganized their ground 
forces enabling the sustainment of force modernization 
at lower levels of tank prcxiuction. Tlie overalLmod- 
est increases in output of antiaircraft (AA) artillery, 
such as the self-propelled 2S6 .K)-mm AA gun and 
surface-to-air-missile (SAM) system, apparently result 
ii(>m increased requirements caused by the conversion 
of lank units to motorized rifle units. z\s a result of 
these chtmges. the equipment complement of remaining 
forces will l-ie comparatively more nKxlcrn.
"1
Mis.silc Forces

TTie Soviets turned out strategic ofl’ensive missile 
systems in .1989 at or about the same levels as in 
1988. emphasizing mobile intercontinental ballistic mis­
siles (ICBMs) while maintaining oiilpui v>f silo-liased 
ICBMs. Output now includes the SS-18, SS-.M (at least 
through this year), and SS-25 ICBMs and the SS-N- 
20 and SS-N-23 submarine-launched ballistic missiles 
(SLBMs). As dictated by the Iniermediaie-Raiige Nu­
clear forces (INF) Treaty, output of the .SS-20 ended, 
but tactical forces are Iseing provided with increased 
numbers ol SS-21 short-range ballistic missiles (SRBMs). 
Sea-launched cruise mi.ssile output was unchaneed from 
1988.

Air-hmTs
"1 j \  1^.4

■ I.X'clmes were noted in the output of bomlx:rs. Mghl- 
•CFs, and.figluer-bomlx'is in 1989. Tlie decline in ovenill 
bomlx'r output retlects a lower rate of production, as 
'exfvected, of the Ikar H bomber. Output of the Backfire 
remained essentially constant, and production of tlie 
long-range . Blackjack continued at a low rate. Die 
numix'r of lighters and fighter-bombers prcxluced is 
only, aboiit half that in 1980; however, bc*cause of the 
large, quantities in Soviet inventory, and the enhanced 
quality and capabilities of the newer aircraft, such as the 
Fencer. F’o.xhound. Frogfoot, Fulcrum, and Flanker,

■ overall force capabilities will not be afTected by the lower 
production, llie  combat efiectiveness of these aircraft 
is being improved by continued output of Airborne 
Warning and Control System (AWACS) aircraft.

Naval forces

In 1989. 2 1 surface warships and submarines were 
produced, which compares with the average production 
rate of 18 units in the preceding eight years. We estimate 
that in 1989 the Soviets started construction of 20 units 
in these categories, which represents an increase of 
three units relative to 1988. However, for two decades, 
the number of naval ships launched annually has been 
decreasing, as Soviet ships have become larger and more 
sophisticated with increasingly complex weapons and 
electronic suites. Production of Delta IV- and Typhoon-

"Z 3 .
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Estimated Soviet Defense Expenditures: 
1989 as a Percentage of 1988
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d:iss mu leai-powered ballistic missile submarines (SS- 
HNs) continued strategic submarine force nuxlemiza- 
tion, but tlie sixth and most recent Typhoon was the last 
one of that class to be produced. Continued pnxiuction 
of Victor 111, Sierra. Kilo, and Akuia attack submarines, 
and. Oscar II guided-inissiie submarines has improved 
antiship and antisubmatine warfare capabilities. Among 
the surface warships completed was the first Soviet 
conventional take-ofl/landing (CTOL) aircraft carrier, 
the ITilisi. which will ttiTer improved air defense capa­
bilities. Other completions included another Slava- 
class cturser, Udaloy- and Sovremennyy-class de­
stroyers, a Krivak Ill-ciass frigate, and Grisha V-class 
eorvettes.

Space

Space launches declined in 1989 from 1988, and the 
a.ssessed number of space launch vehicles and spacecraft 
pr(x;ured in 1989 may have declined as well. However, 
space launch events are only a partial measure of the 
Soviet commitment to their space production programs. 
Many new Soviet satellites produced in the last few years 
are more capable, reflecting increased sophistication and 
time on orbit. Hence, the need for replacement space­
craft and the boosters needed to put them into orbit 
are accordingly reduced. Furthermore, technological 
problems with new models of spacecraft also affected 
some recent launch and production activity.

Future Production

Since Gorbachev's announcement in January 1989 of

a 19.5 [Xircent cut in production of weapons and military 
equipment by 1991, there have been a series of Soviet 
statements on future rednclions in output, l l ie  overall 
implications of these statements have been far from, 
clear because they were often contradictory, they seldom 
noted if the cut was from past output or planned future 
levels, the time at which the reduction is to occur, and 
the unit or units of rneasure for the reduction. At least 
part of the confusion appears to stem from shortcomings 
in the Soviet planning process, as well as a continual 
updating of their reduction program throughout the 
year. Western assessments of the shape of future Soviet 
production plans are complicated by the lack of precise 
and comprehensive data on current production and the 
imprecision of announced production goals.

In spite of such uncertainties, several general fea­
tures of the Soviet reduction plan are apparent. First, 
while the program probably calls for some cutbacks in 
many types of military materiel, the largest cuts will 
continue to be in the area of theater force materiel 
and concentrated in offensive equipment such as tanks. 
Second, the majority of program cuts probably will take 
effect during the 13th Five-Year Plan (1991-95). Some 
evidence from Soviet sources indicates that they may be 
planning for a moderate increase in at least the value of 
output during the next five-year plan; such an increase 
could reflect the entry into production of a new gener­
ation of more capable — and hence more expensive -  
weapons and somewhat increased quantities of defensive 
equipment such as antiaircraft systems. While it seems 
that recent Soviet output and their announced plans 
may mirror a Soviet belief that the Conventional Armed

____
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A MiG-29 Fulcrum is seen performing a *tQuch-and-go' landing on the new, 65,000 metric-ton displacement Tbiliii-class 
aircraft carrier during initial Black Sea flight operations in late 1989.

i'orces in Europe (CFE) Treat> will be successfully 
concluded, force cutbacks well below treaty limits are 
likely. Such cuts could include armor, artillery, and 
tactical aircraft units.
"1 *5 •
t h I: i n d l s t r i a l  b a s e

Historically, the Soviets have de\oted their best re­
sources and most skilled personnel to weapons pro­
duction. This skewed emphasis has resulted in an in­
creasingly out-of-date manufacturing base for consumer 
durables and capital equipment. Tlie relative neglect 
of manufacturing technologies has led not only to a 
shortage of new maclrinery needed for cisilian pro­
duction lines, but also to a widening gap with the 
West in industrial equipment design and production 
capabilities that threatens the military industrial .sector's 
ability to produce high-technology weapon systems in 
the future. Wliile the legal and illegal acquisition of 
Western technology has helped bridge the gap in several 
significant areas, foreign technology cannot compensate 
for the general lack of innovative ability in the Soviet 
industrial sector. Tlie lack of innovative capabilities 
throughout research and development and industrial 
elements will ini|iede advances irvcivilian and military 
technology. The gap in manufacturing technologies is

even more worrisome to the military because, despite 
its disproportionate share of assets, the defense industrv' 
is becoming more dependent on materials, components, 
and subassemblies supplied by the civilian economy, 
lliese shortcomings have led Soviet military leaders to 
e.xpress concern at least since the early 1980s about the 
economy's ability to support the development of future 
state-of-the-art weapons.

Metallurgy

The SoNiets began a massive, well-coordinated, cen­
trally directed effort shortly after World. War II to be­
come the world's largest ferrous and nonferrous metals 
producer. Tliese metals were \ie\\ed as the keys to both 
military and industrial power. As a result of this effort, 
the Soviet Union is largely self-suliicient in most ofthe.se 
metals, even though they were often forced to e.xploii 
low-grade ores to avoid dependence on other countries. 
In many cases, they have developed a significant export 
potential.

Today, this manufacturing sector is reaching a critical 
{■>eriod. Many of the key mines are becoming depleted, 
and the grade of ore is dropping. .-\ large portion of 
the industrial plants .ire old. using inelficieni equipment
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and technology. Labor and power shortages, and a 
urowing concern for the environment, are posing major 
constraints for Soviet metallurgical industries. Tlie So­
viets are turning to Western assistance to supply more 
efficient equipment and technology to enable them to 
continue the growth in output needed to sustain their 
ecoiK>my.
”1.5.?.
Energy

Soviet industrial development has always been ba.sed 
in large part on vast amounts of relatively cheap re­
sources - especially energy. Tlie Soviets continue to 
l->e the world's largest producer of both oil and natural 
gas. Among the major industrial nations, the Soviet 
Union ranks number one in reserves of coal, natural 
gas. and oil. Older reserves, however, are becoming 
depleted and the Soviets have been exploiting reserves in 
less acce.ssible areas of the USSR such as West Siberia. 
This is contributing to rising extraction costs which will 
lead to increases in overall energy costs. IXispite rising 
costs, it will remain far cheaper for the USSR to produce 
oil domestically than to import it. Soviet oil exports, 
seeond only to those of Saudi Arabia, will remain 
profitable.

Energy conservation has been partially successful. 
Natural.gas has displaced oil as the leader in the overall 
energy balance, thus improving energy efficiency and 
reducing environmental pollution.

Starting in the mid-1980s, the replacement of worn, 
energy-inefficient equipment became increasingly bur­
densome for the electric equipment industry. In addi­
tion. the post-Chernobyl cancellation of over 50 nuclear 
reactors further strained the electric equipment industry 
and prevented the planned replacement of conventional- 
fueled plants with nuclear plants. Electricity shortages 
appear inevitable after 1995 due to the stagnation of the 
nuclear energy program.

Tlie USSR faces difficult near-term energy-related de­
cisions particularly in the oil industry. Unless the Soviets 
continue to develop new reserves primarily with the help 
of imports of improved technology, oil output could 
decline, resulting in a partial loss of energy exports. This 
would diminish the country's leading source of hard- 
currency earnings. In the fuels and the electric power 
inirastructure. stagnation of the nuclear program fur­
ther complicates the USSR's energy programs. Clearly, 
the Soviet economy cannot do without energy, and the 
USSR will probably be forced to make compromises 
among competing claimants for investment in energy 
industries and other equally pressing investment needs 
such as moderni/ation. aariculture. housimi, medicine.

-transport, and defense.
”1 . 5 . , 3 .

I'ransport and Distribution

Soviet economic progress is being stifled by mounting 
problems in the transport and distribution .system: The 
Soviet Union remains heavily reliant on rail transport 
for the distribution of raw materials and finished goods 
largely Ixícause roads are insufficiently developed in the 
USSR, particularly in rural areas. Soviet railroads, how­
ever. are plagued by inadequate construction, particu­
larly of supporting infrastructure such as mechanized 
loading and unloading facilities, poor maintenance of 
existing rolling-stock, and a general lack of concern 
for safety. Railway managers are rewarded for total 
freight transported, leading to freight often traveling 
more kilometers than neces.sary, thereby clogging rail 
networks and resulting in spoilage of farm products.

Conversion

Soviet leaders seek to address the growing shortages 
in the civilian economy by redirecting resources and 
capacities released as a result of weapon production cuts 
into production of civilian goods. The leadership views 
the defense industry as the only sector with the avail­
able industrial capacity, raw materials, skilled labor, 
related experience, and effective management required 
to meet the tremendous needs of the civilian sector in 
the .shortest time possible.

According to Soviet statements, some 400 defense 
plants and 100 civilian plants that produce military 
products are engaged in or are planning to become 
involved in industrial conver.sion. At least 200 mili­
tary re.search and development organizations are said 
to be designing equipment and products needed in the 
civilian economy. Tlie leadership has set 10 civilian 
production priorities for the defense industry which are 
key to Gorbachev's -goals of raising living standards 
and modernizing the economy. Growth targets in these 
areas, however, appear grossly optimistic. The program 
met with difficulties in 1989. when even modest goals 
went unfulfilled. It is unlikely that plans to raise defense 
industry's civilian share of production from 40 percent 
in 1988 to 65 percent by 1995 will be achieved.

Tliere is little enthusiasm in the defense .sector for 
conversion. Defense industry officials resist being forced 
to produce civilian products unrelated to their current 
military production. In an effort to mute the impact on 
military production and preserve capacity for mobiliza­
tion, defense industry officials are spreading conversion 
inefficiently among hundreds of plants. For the most 
part, conversion involves redirecting workers, raw ma-

Chapter l\ '



”Z1 o ,  CIVILIAN PKIORITIES FOR  
D E F E N S E  IN D U S T R Y

■ Ko()d-Pr<M.'essing and Agricultural F.quipmcnf
■ Textile Manufacturing Equipment
■ F’quipmcnt for Public Catering Sector
■ Consumer (ioods
■ Electronics
■ Computer Equipment
■ Medical Equipment ' . ,
■ Communications Equipment
■ Civilian Aircraft and Equipment
■ Civilian Fishing, Vessels and C'argo Ships

terials. and intemiediate production resources toward 
existing civilian production. In other cases. ne\vci\ilian 
product lines are set up using excess resources and idle 
capacity. In the instances where militarx- production 
is being reduced, the military lines chher continue to 
OjX’ratc at lower rates, or some of a plant's production 
lines are being tnothballed.

To date, the Stniets have designated only three 
defense-industry-subordinated plants for total conver­
sion. .All three plants a shipyard and t\U) ground 
forces equipment facilities arc only minor military 
producers that already produce more for the civilian 
economy than for defense. Closing facilities such as 
these will have no significant impact on the defense 
industry's ability to support the military in peace or war.

s b \ l f ; r  MI I.ITARY MANPOWER

Human resources are as critical to .Soviet national 
power a.s industrial and technological resources, and are 
also a subject of increasing concern to the Soviet lead­
ership. The predominantly Slavic Furo{'»ean republics 
have experienced low birth rates and declining longevity 
while the traditionally Muslim regions particularly 
the Central Asian republics are seeing.very high 
birth rates. The effect of these two trends has been a 
constraint on the overall population growth, a declining 
pool of new entrants into the labor force, and an 
altering of the USSR's ethnic composition. Ethnic 
Ru.ssians will soon lo.se their majority status in the 
population, although they will rqmain the dominant 
nationality. By 2010. they will comprise 40 percent of 
the population. Slavic nationalities Russians as well 
as Ukrainians and Belorussians will still constitute a 
majority through 2050, but Central Asian nationalities 
are expected to aceount for more than half the total 
population growth through 2010. and nearly two-thirds 
throuhh 2050.

These demographic trends have sharpened the trade­
offs in alkx-'ating entrants into the labor force through­
out the various military, civilian, and university sectors 
of society. Because Soviet Muslims prefer to live in their 
home republics — where religious, cultural, and family 
ties arq strong — population growth does little to relieve 
labor coastraints in the European USSR, where Soviet 
military industry is concentrated. In the military, the 
dechning proportion of Slavic nationalities has led to an 
increase in the conscription of non-Slavic nationalities.

Tlie .Soviet military pre.ss has published increasingly 
frank discussions of the manpower problem.s facing the 
armed forces. For example, educational levels among 
those from regions with significant Muslim populations 
remain uneven, with marked deficiencies in teclinical 
skills, particularly among conscripts from rural areas. 
Con'seripts from Central Asian regions demonstrate 
lower proficiency than conscripts from Slavic regions 
in the use of sophisticated weapons and equipment. 
This lower proficiency is attributed primarily to their 
poor Russian language skills, which complicates train­
ing. tlie language barrier also complicates command 
by the officer corps, which is predominantly Slavic, 
and exacerbates discipline and morale problems in mul­
tiethnic military units. The declining proportion of 
Sla\ic conscripts, however, is leading to an increasing 
ethnic mix in combat units. Although the Soviets have 
implemented measures to improve Russian language 
instruction in Central Asian secondary schools and have 
attempted to recruit more Central Asians into the officer 
corps, neither strategy has enjoyed much success. This 
is due to the Central A.sians' strong,ethnic identification 
and resistance to assimilation into the predominantly 
Sla\ic culture. In fact, the Soviet military press reports 
that the numf->er of draftees with poor knowledge of 
Russian is growing.

fhe December 198H announcement of a 500.000-rnan 
reduction in military manpower could help reduce the 
military's reliance on non-Slavic -particularly Central 
Asian -  minorities. Tlie reductions will buy the Soviet 
leadership time to reassess the role of non-Russians in 
the armed forces, and to improve upon methods to 
encourage Muslim integration into the military. This 
respite, however, may be only temporary. The popu­
lation's growth and changing ethnic composition will 
present challenges for Soviet leaders into the foreseeable 
future.

A 5()().0(X)-man reduction in the anned forces could 
help alleviate a number of other manpower-related prob­
lems, in addition to providing savings through reduced 
demand for weapon prcx'urement and other militarx 
goods and services. Hie cut will provide unskilled labor
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lo the civilian sector of the econoqiy, suppçrtin^ recent 
clTorts to improve consumer welfare, Agcording tp 
the Soviets, .the riuinpower reductions will include, the 
release of UX).(KK) ofhcers, ipanv of whom^p'pssess engir* 
neering and technical skills.r^*quired by Soviet índüstrVy
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Public involvement in military issues is threatening 
long-standing policies.. A case in point is îhe milftary 

manning policy.’. . The manpower system (lorHichev 
inherited was based on Consci^iption. Soviet ,yout|i wëre 
introduced to.military life in a mandatory preqiijitary 
training program, drafted at around age )8 for a manda­
tory two-year active-duty tour (three years in n.aval 
unci KGB afloat units), assigned to mixed ethpic-units 
far from home, and then discharged directly into^’the 
reserves, creating the massive mobilization base lequired 
by Soviet military doctrine.

Tltis system is undergoing serious reappraisal, with 
an increasingly assertive Soviet public, particularly in 
the non-Russian republics, calling for wliolesale reform 
of the military manning system. One set of propos­
als would modify the traditional -policy of assigning 
conscripts far from home: activists from the Baltic 
and Caucasus republics, as well as Moldavia and the 
Ukraine, are pre.ssuring the political leadership to sta­
tion conscripts drafted from these republics closer to 
home.

minorities assignai to local units.

Further concessions to republic demands for home 
stationing or creation of national units would multiply 
the problems encountered in January and have major 
consequences for relations between Moscow and the 
republics, since such concessions may in effect endow re­
public authorities with their own military forces. It also 
would raise the question of how to procure manpower 
for those forces still deployed beyond Soviet borders and 
areas in the Soviet Union (such as the Far East) that 
have a limited conscription base.

Another series of proposals would introduce ma­
jor changes in conscription policy. In spring 1989, 
the political leadership — over the strong objection 
of the high command - bowed to public pressure to 
reinstate student deferments, which had been gradually 
phased out in the early- and mid-1980s as the supply 
of draftees declined. In July 1989, also over military 
opposition, the deferment was applied retroactively to 
those students already drafted. Other proposals opposed 
by the military leadership would allow for alternative 
service for draft-eligibles who oppose participation in 
the military on religious or moral grounds. Another 
proposed change would decrease the service tenure from 
two years to one year. All these proposals would result 
in a decline in overall force levels.

Activists in several republics have gcMie farther by 
demanding that republic residents be exempt from ser­
vice in the Soviet militarv' and have drafted legislation 
on alternative service. In some cases, thev advixate 
policies that would resurrect national units, analogous 
to those .set up during the Russian Civil War. Other 
proposals would allow republics to set up their own 
annies and defense ministries. It is clear something 
must be done: between 1985 and 1989 incidents of draft 
evasion increased nearly eightfold, according to Soviet 
statements.

[Respite adamant opposition from the high command 
(which has argued that giving republics their own armies 
or units would inflame already volatile interethnic dis­
putes). the political leadership has signaled a willingness 
to negotiate on some of these demands. Some adjust­
ments in the direction of home stationing were made 
during the fall 1989 call up of dra,ftees. when up to a 
quarter of the draftees from selected republics (inclucf- 
ing the Baltic and Caucasus republics) were assigned 
to posts in their home military district. In the Cau­
casus, this policy complicated the l>efense Ministry's 
mission of restoring order during the January 1990 
llare-up of Azeri-Armenian violence by creating real anti 
anticipated reliability problems vsith those indigenous

Even more disturbing to the military leadership is the 
e.scalating political pressure to jettison the draft entirely 
in favor of a volunteer militar>'. When it was first pro­
posed. the military leadership was strongly opposed to 
the change, contending that the transition to w'hat they 
call a "mercenary” army would be excessively expensive 
(because of the high salaries and perquisites needed to

-1 r
PRO BLEM S FA CIN G  RETURNING 

SO V IE T  SERV IC EM EN

“The question of the withdrawal of Soviet troops from 
Czechoslovakia and iiiingary is now acute. More than 
35,000 officers and warrant officers and some 30,000 
families will be returning to the motherland with them 
. . .  No one has given much thought to what this means. 
(The returning personnel) will virtually have the status of 
refugees, without apartments, their families without jobs, 
and their children (and there are nearly 19,000 of them) 
without schools.”

Army fieneral M.A. Moiseyev
Chief of the USSR Armed Forces General Stalf
Krasnay-j Zre/dix, February 11. 1990
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laM'a im'hiii/alitni base ol named rĉ 'ei \ isls-tbal i- till 
no -'.saiv Iwanse "the danuei ol uar stiH exists Since 
dial time, iheie lias Ix’cn smiic small moxeiiRmt iW aird• 
a piolessional militaiv. Increased [irot ssusniHisth pn'b- 
abl\ would result in a mncfi .smaller ami hkmc* Slavic 
force line to Russian lanunaee requirenve.nts .¡s wel! as 
a piobable lack ol desire on the p;iit iit non.iskivs to 
\olnnleer K'canse of ctillnral anil nalimjalistic atiitikles- 
1 his strategy also would entail a inaior expansion id the 
career enlisted contingent and noncommissioned othcer, 
coips as well as a maii>r'change in (he hii'ldlt/nion 
system. ■ ■ . ■
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S< l i : i  M IU  r  VRY R!SSI AH( I I  & 
m M L O P M K M  (R&I»

The Smiels have created .m elVeclixe R \l>  base ca­
l'-iNe o( ileveloping eeiiiipmcnt which, in >onu''iases. is 
snperioi to Western s\stems in terms ot militaiib iiselnl 
teciinologx. The Soviet acquisition sxstetn accomplished 
(his in spite of an nnexen and. m many cases backward 
technolirgy base. The inelliciencx ol this s\siem rei|nneil 
the expenditure of a large anunint ot resources, which 
came at the expense of the merall econoim I he 
Soviets now realize that then metheient and increasiiigly 
backward economy will not support them adequaielx in 
counieiing Western high-iechnologv weapon sxstenis of 
the I9‘)0s and Ixtyond. I his realization is a signilicant 
factor mlUiencing the changes, from fxrcsinuk.i to troop 
teductions to new militaiw diKtrine. which arc currently 
iakim? place.

Sox Id militaiv R itl) is exiieriencing iheelfecls o\ /xr- 
csiroika despite calls from military and civilian olhcials 
to spate it from budget cuts. The 1990 Soviet mibttiry 
R&l) budget is targeted for l .k7 percent reduction, with 
further cuts possible in future budgets. W'liile publicly 
released ligures for the Soviet military R&D budget are 
assessed to significantly undersltUe the full range and 
xalue of military R&D activity, the direction of change 
planned for the budget appears to indicate a real decline 
in miliitiry R&l^ spending. Military R&D budget cuts 
are i.x;curiing at a time when the Soviet Union is facing 
a vigorous technological challenge from the West and 
will certainly test the management skills of those in 
charge

Continued research and development effectiveness in 
the face i9'these reductions will most likely come about 
by reducing inefficiencies in the system, eliminating du­
plicative research, and transferring some of the work 
to the civilian sector. More dramatic steps could in­
clude a halt in development of weapon systems that 
are not deemed essential for fulfillment of military re­
quirements. llie  decision could also Ix’ made to skip 
the production of a generation of ptirticular systems, 
concentrating on the le.ss costly research phase to help 
produce ;i technologically superior product in the next 
generation. In addition, there is no evidence confirming 
that any major wciipon development programs have 
been stretched out or canceled, and research and de­
velopment of follow-on systems in all major weapon 
categories apfxar to be continuing with no sign of 
decline.

.. .

Itic acpioymt'nl o( the 20-ton modulo, shown t»i*inp
((top.itod fc)r h u im h  to tho Mil sp.iio statiim in t.itc N’ovomhor 

\<łstly on li.iiK i-d  llio Soviot sjj.k  i> sl.itioii s < apalniilics for 
iiiihi.irv .md s< ii'iitifii roso.ui h.

f ro m  l.uitu h facilities s u th  as Plesetsk, the Soviets continue to im ­
prove their military rapaliilities in space with tlie miliiars sp.u e 
strategy of supporting terrestrial military to n e s  and deo\i i ig  lh< 
use of ‘■pu e to other states.



Allot lier eiiect oi ¡xrcstroika has been the diversion 
ol some military resources to civilian applications. Mil­
itary R&D facilities are being emailed on to increase 
their involvement in designing new civilian products. 
\Vliile the “conversion'- of military R&D resources to 
civilian projects has apparently begun, Soviet officials 
complain that the pace is extremely slow. The em­
phasis on the technological advancement of the civil 
sector will hold some long-term advantages for military 
R&D despite the short-term constraints. Tlie enhanced 
technological sophistication of the work force and the 
upgraded industrial infrastructure of the entire country 
will be supportive of future high-technology weapon 
systems.

Even in the' short term there are certain benefits for 
military R&D. The dual-use nature of many of the 15 
national priority technology programs (see inset) will 
clearly support the Soviet military along with the civilian 
sector. The work on future information technologies, 
advanced materials, and machine technology will all be 
of great importance to the military's renewed empha­
sis on improved utilization of technology for weapon 
systems, and better weapons' performance. This work 
will be aided by access to technology more easily trans­
ferred from the West as a result of Soviet reform ef­
forts. Information technology advances will not only aid 
in the automated control and operation of individual 
weapon systems but will also be of great value to the 
Soviets for automated troop command and control. 
Advanced machine technology will make weapon sys­
tem production more responsive, reduce the defense
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USSR/US

Technological Capabilities

"Z 1 Z . NATIONAL PRIORITY 
TECHNOLOGY PROGRAM S

■ High Energy Physics
■ High Temperature Superconductivity
■ Genetics
■ Future Information Technologies
■ Technologies. .Machines, and Production of 

the-Future
■ Advanced Materials
■ Advanced Biotechnology Methods
■ High-Speed, Environmentally Clean Transport
■ Environmentally Clean Energy Generation
■ Resource-Saving and Environmentally Clean 

Production Processes in Metallurgy and 
Chemistry

■ Efiiclent Food Production
■ Hght Against Widespread Diseases
■ Advanced Construction Technologies
■ Exploration of Mars
■ Controlled Thermonuclear Fusion

USSR/US

Semiconductor Materials and 
Microelectronic Circuits'

Software Producibility

Parallel Computer Architectures m
Machine Intelligence and Robotics

Simulation and Modeling M
Photonics r a  .
Sensitive Radars m
Passive Sensors i ü

Signal Processing wm
Signature Control

Weapon System Environment

Data Fusion

Computational Fluid Dynamics m
Air-Breathing Propulsion

Pulsed Power

Hypervelocity Projectiles

High Energy Density Materials

Composite Materials
\

Superconductivity ■ r a

Biotechnology Materials and Processes ..

Position of USSR relative to the United States
VU of )uly 1990)

SigniOcaiK In to m e  niches of lechnology 

Generally on  a par whh vKe United Stales 

Generally tagging c ic e p t in some areas 

lagging in all im portant aspects
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SAMs

Ballistic Missile Defense

Antisatellite

Cruise Missiles

TACTICA!.

land Forces

SAMs (Including Naval)

Tanks

Artillery

Infantry Combat Vehicles

Antitank Guided Missiles

Attack Helicopters

Chemical Warfare

Biological Warfare ’

Air Forces

Fighter/Attack and 
Interceptor Aircraft

AicSo-Air Missiles
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US/USSR
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USSR Í 
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Torpedoes r z n

Sea-Based Aircraft ’
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Surface Combatants

Naval Cruise Missiles _________ I P Z > __ i_______

Mines

C’l

Communications
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Early Warning

Surveillance and
Reconnaissance r ~ >

Training Simulators r i : : !
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burden on the economy, imd allow for Tyster. more 
cost-effective incorporation of new materials into these 
weapon systems.
”1 . 8 .
T KC HNOLOGiCAL COMPCTITION

nie time delay Jbetween the initiation of pure re­
search and the applicaiicm of the resultant technol­
ogy to a military System typically is about 20 to 30 
\ears. The Soviets understand this and have a long 
history of supporting, research activities. Soviet military 
writers ascribe, revolutionary military potential to the 
emerging generation of military technologies aixi decry 
the technological weaknesses of the Soviet economy. 
Nevertheless, the Soviet Union remains a formidable 
technological power and is striving to, improve its de­
fense technologiail base. The recent changes in the 
political and economic structure of Europe will not 
change this fundamental Soviet dedication to research 
and dev elopment of militarily applicable technologies or 
the acquisition of these technologies through technology 
transfer or espionage.

'fhe Soviet Union is currently lagging behind the 
US. but actively researching air-breathing propulsion, 
biotechnology materials and processes, composite ma­
terials, data fusion, passive sensors, photonics, and' 
signal processing. -They arc on par with the US in the 
critical technology areas of high energy density materials 
and hypervelocity projectiles. It is envisaged that they 
will continue to exploit our open scientific literature, 
technical exchange programs fostered by the spirit of 
glasnost, and espionage to accelerate their research in 
these militarily critical areas. They are significantly 
ahead of the US in the area of pulsed power that 
enables the development and production of directed 
energy weapons, kinetic energy weapons, target iden­
tification, and surveillance systems. Tliese technologies 
have significant applications in the field of antisatellite 
weaponry. This field requires advanced technological 
capability in the form of energy storage, pulse-forming 
networks, and coupling of the pulse-io-load as in laser 
and high-power microwave applications. The direct 
military application of these technologies is in the areas

of high-power microwaves, electrothermal guns, elec­
tromagnetic launchers, neutral particle beam systems, a 
variety of lasers, charged particle beams^ and ultra-wide 
band radars. These technologies will have significant 
impact in the commercial areas of electrical power gen­
eration, electric drives and controls, and within the 
medical industry.
”1 . 9 .
PROSPECTS

The choices Soviet leaders make in the near future 
on resource allocation and economic reform likely will 
determine their future superpower status. Resource real- 
location through defense budget cuts and conversion are 
likely to continue over the next few years. These efforts 
alone, however, are not a panacea for overcoming 
the ills of the Soviet economy and will be insufficient 
to overcome the inertia of the existing system. With­
out reforming the existing command economic system 
into a more-efficient market-driven system, reallocation 
schemes run the substantial risk of becoming yet ad­
ditional ineffective half-measures that seal perestioika's 
fate in the system's ingrained economic inefficiencies.

To date, however, the Soviet leadership appears in­
capable of carrying out the comprehensive reforms to 
bring about the fundamental economic changes neces­
sary to raise productivity and restore growth. Until the 
Soviets are prepared to dismantle the failed command 
economy, embrace market mechanisms, and accept the 
initial high costs of unemployment and rising prices, 
the economy has little reasonable hope for recovery. 
Without systemic reform, the Soviet Union is assured 
of continued economic decline and insta'oility. Even 
if radical reforms are adopted, the Soviets face many 
years of economic turmoil before they can hope to see 
significant improvements.

Tlie paradox remains, however, that in spite of these 
increasing economic difficulties, the Soviets are continu­
ing to fund expensive military research and development 
activities and produce technologically advanced weapon 
systems. Such spending will continue to come at the 
expense of the civilian sector.

Chapter IN
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together influence the shape o f • le-strate^c balance. Ah 
understanding of Soviet^views on nilcl6ar war, combined 
with knowledge of force structure and the interrelation­
ship between the components o f Soviet strategic power, 
will allow for a more,balanced assessment of the threat 
facing the United States. The first section of the chapter 

■examines Soviet strategic, theater, and short-range nu­
clear forces. This is followed by a discussion of active 
and passive strategic defenses, radio-electronic combat 
(REC), and finally, space forces and their role in support 
of the Soviet Union's warfighting capability. The section 
concludes with prospects for change in Soviet nuclear, 
strategic defense, and space, capabilities. Tlie second 
portion of this chapter evaluates the US-Soviet strategic 

^balance of forces through a pre.sentation of various 
measures of military power.
” 8 . 2 ,
NUCLEAR FORCES ‘

This section includes a, discussion of Soviet strate­
gic offensive, theater, and short-range nuclear forces. 
Nuclear weapons that are part of Soviet strategic an- 
tiballistic missile defense systems are discussed in the 
section on strategic defenses.
f!0 O ♦ I #
Strategic Nuclear Forces 

Strategic Missions and Operations

The Soviets appear to assess that a future war would 
develop out of a period of major international tension 
and crisis. In the Soviet assessment, some nuclear 
assets, including theater nuclear weapons and Soviet 
ballistic missile submarines, in particular, would be lost 
to conventional attacks during the initial phase of the 
war. In the Soviet perception, a future war waged 
for decisive objectives likely would eventually escalate 
to the nuclear level. A major Soviet military theorist,' 
Army-General M. A. Gareyev, now Deputy Chief of 
the General Staff, wrote in the late 1980s that "neither 
of the sides possessing nuclear weapons will permit its 
defeat in a conventional war without having resorted to 
nuclear weapons."

Ihe  Soviet Union has declared continually since 1982 
that it will not be the first nation to use nuclear weapons 
under any circumstances, but their forces have the capa­

bility to conduct a first strike. Should Soviet intelligence 
predict an imminent nuclear attack, the Soviets likely 
would try to pre-empt an enemy strike with a massive 
strategic nuclear strike. In spite of dramatic policy 
changes and declaration of a new defensive doctrine, 
the Soviets continue to maintain a capability to execute 
a pre-emptive nuclear strike.

Should they fail to pre-empt, the Soviets perceive 
that they may have to launch a nuclear strike while 
under attack. To deal with this contingency, they have 
deployed a missile attack warning system of launch 
detection satellites, over-the-horizon radars, and large 
phased-array radars (LPARs) that can provide the So­
viet high command with up to 30 minutes’ warning of 
an intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) attack.

Soviet military^ theorists traditionally have held that 
the initial nuclear exchange will likely decide the course 
and ultimate outcome of the conflict. However, they 
acknowledge that a period of protracted nuclear opera­
tions may be required before war termination. To ensure 
effective nuclear operations during such a phase, the 
Soviets continue to take extensive preparatory measures.

■ They have designed their nuclear force command and 
control system for maximum survivability. It com­
bines hardened command posts, redundant communi­
cations means, and ground- and air-mobile command 
and communication assets.

■ They have deployed increasing numbers of road- and 
rail-mobile launchers in the Strategic Rocket Forces 
(SRF).

■ They have staged airfields for long-range bomber sur­
vivability, and logistical sites for nuclear-powered bal­
listic missile submarines (SSBNs) to support force 
reconstitution.

■ They have equipped their strategic forces with a reload
and retire capability. ~

Tlie Soviet Supreme High Command coordinates 
wartime employment of the SRF, the Navy's baljis- 
tic missile and strategic land-attack cruise missile sub­
marines. and Long Range Aviation (I RA) intercon­
tinental strike assets into a single, integrated nuclear 
strike operation. During a war. the General Headquar- 
tersTor Stavka) of the Armed Forces' Supreme High
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Command (VGK) would direcdy conirot l-he-sfrategic 
nuclear forces through the Geneial Staffs'Main Opera­
tions Directorate,

. 2 *
Strategic Nuciear Forces Developments \   ̂ '  •

The Soviets are conducting a comprehensivemodern­
ization program and, although they are stpuctiliing this 
program in anticipation of reductions under a Strategic 
Arms Reduction Talks (START) Treaty,, it wHll result in 
a force that is more accurate, survivable, and reliable.

The Soviet nuclear forces include ICBMs under the 
operational control of the SRF, submarine-launched 
ballistic missiles (SLBMs) deployed aboard SSBNs, and 
cruise missile-armed strategic intercontinental bombers 
as part of LRA. The Soviets are modernizing all three 
legs of their forces.

By the end of this decade, particularly after a START 
Treaty is implemented, the composition of Soviet strate­
gic forces will change significantly. Tlie proportion of 
mobile ICBM launchers likely will increase to ab<iut 
two-thirds the total ICBM force, giving the Soviets a 
more survivable force. Heavy ICBMs will continue to 
carry about half of the warheads, despite reductions in 
the number of launchers. This force structure, together 
with ongoing improvements to the S.S-18. will enable the 
Soviets to retain a credible hard-target-kill capability 
against US Minuteman and Peacekeeper silos. The 
Soviets are destroying older ICBMs as new ones are 
deployed; thus by the end of the decade they will be left 
with the SS-18, SS-24 Mods 1 and 2. the SS-25, and 
their follow-ons. The size of the SSBN force will decline 
by nearly one-third, and the number of SLBM warheads 
win decrease slightly. The operational bomber force will 
not grow substantially, but it will be modernized as more 
air-Iaunc*ied cruise-missile (ALCM)-carrying bombers

enter the force Tlie f')ercentage of ICBM and SLBM 
launchers within the^stiategic nuclear forces will decline 
slightly under a START Treaty, while the percentage of 
bombers will rise, Tlie percentage of warheads carried 
on bombers will rise relative to ICBMs and SLBMs.

ITie Soviets are maintaining continuity in their strate­
gic nucleaT forces through an aggressive program of 
strategic nuclear force modernization. Becau.se of the 
retirerrient of older systems, the number of strategic 
delivery systems is decreasing for the first time. The 
number of warheads, however, is remaining about the 
same, at least for the near term.

? 1 3 ■
Strategic Rocket Forces Developments

The Soviet Union is comprehensively modernizing 
its ICBM force. Although the pace is not as rapid as 
previous modernization programs of the 1970s and early 
1980s, nonetheless it will produce a formidable force 
that is highly capable and more survivable and flexible 
than its predecessors. Soviet perceptions of an eventual 
START Treaty appear to be dictating the scope and 
pace of their SRF modernization program.

Current Soviet ICBM modernization has three as­
pects: the continued deployment of two nevTmissiles — 
the SS-24 (in both a rail-mobile (Mod 1) and silo (Mod 
2) version], and the road-mobile SS-25; the moderniza­
tion of the SS-18 heavy ICBM (Mod 5 and Mod 6); and 
the corresponding removal of older missile systems.

A centerpiece of the modernization program is the 
emphasis on survivability through the infusion of mo­
bility into the force structure. The Soviets currently have 
several garrisons for the rail-mobile SS-24 ICBM. This 
system can roam most of the Soviet rail network, which 
consists of more than 145,000 kilometers of broad-gauge

Modernization of the Soviet Strategic Rocket Forces with m ore capable systems continues apace. Three new or upgraded 
ICBMs, the SS-18 Mod 5, SS-24, and SS-2.S, are being deployed and will constitute the ICBM leg of the Soviet strategic nuclear 
forces under START.

Cliaptcr \ '
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" Z 1 6 .  Soviet/U^ iCBMs
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track. The military is imoKed in all aspects of railroad 
operations and, in spite of recent rail network problems, 
would ensure the highest priority is given to the SS-24 
train on all routes. Tlie broad area a\ailahle tor deploy­
ment of both the SS-24 and SS-25 mobile systems and 
the use of concealment measures would complicate lo­
cating these systems in wartime. Since 19S5. the Soviets 
have deployed about 290 mobile ICHMs. IX’plo\nients 
probably will continue at a brisk ptice. The mobile 
SS-24 and SS-25 will likely comprise about two-thirds 
of total ICBM launchers in the future. It apjx'ars 
that most operational SS-25 deployments in the future 
will occur at former SS-20 intenuediaie-range ballistic 
missile (IRBM) bases which have Ixen eliminated under 
the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Tbrees (INI ) Treaty.

Silo conversion acti\iiy is curreniK under wa\ to 
replace older vanants of the SS-IS the bulwark of 
the SRF hard-targei-kill capabilits w iih more capable 
versions. Tliese include the SS-IS Mod 5 (with substan­
tially more accuracy and warhead yield and equipped 
with multiple indejxndaitly-targetable reentry vehicles 
>(MIRVs)]. and the single-warhead Mi>d 6. Tlie Soviets 
are moderni/ing their SS-18 force with “STAR I' con­
straints in mind, requiring a 50-perccnt cut in hea\y 
ICBMs. Despite this limitation, improvements in the 
Mod 5's accuracy and yield will allow the Soviets to 
maintain a credible wartitne hard-target-kill capability.

The Soviets also ha\e ct>n\erted over 50 SS-19 silos 
to the new SS-24 Mod 2 svstem. Thi-, program appears 
nearly complete and likely will be onb a small portion of 
the ICBM force. Tlie SS-24 is a solid-projsellant system, 
intended for use against soft or sciiiihardened targets. 
ITe Soviets also continue to draw dow n older sik)-based 
svstems. such as the S.S-11. SS I . . n d  S.S-17 ICBMs.

in comjxmsation. l:\entually. the Soviets probably will 
destroy the remaining .7(K) SS-19 silos not converted to 
support the SS-24 Mod 2. By eliminating these silo- 
based systems the Soviets are streamlining their ICBM 
force and giving it a decidedly mobile character.

The remov al of older missiles will create a more con­
solidated force, reducing the number of ICBM missile 
types from the seven currently deployed to just three or 
four by the mid-to-late 1990s. With the three ICBM 
systems currently Ixing deployed, the Soviets have the 
He.vibiliiy to adjust their force composition over the ne.xt 
few vears. Should the .START pnxess be interrupted, 
the Soviets could resume their moderni/ation elforis 
without reiiard to START limits.

Sirati'f’ic \yiation Force Ik'yclopments

The .Soviet intercontinental bomber force continues 
to moderni/e. enhancing its role in Soviet nuclear forces. 
New Bear H and Blackjack aircraft equipped with long- 
range ALCMs continue to be introduced into the Soviet 
bomber fleet. With the retirement of older bomb- and 
missiie-carrviim Bear aircraft, about,three-fourths of the

Nevv Bear H and Blackjack aircraft equipped with long-range 
Al.C .Ms ( oniinue lo be introduced into the Soviet bomber fleet
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Scniet pi>st-Sl AR r'boml'Hir forci wUl^consist of niodejn 
AivCM-eqiiipi'Hid itirccafl / .  '* ‘ ‘

I he continued product ion,(>!'modern Midas'tankers 
impnnes the in-flight refueling* support ayaiJable to 
Soviet bombers. Stagjing from b'aŝ e.s it> the Arctic region 
or refueling in-tlighl. Bear H*bombers,, can put all of 
Canada ajid the Unit'd.States,whhin range of their 
missHcs. . ”

A post-START btmibtir force will rcflc*ct an ongo­
ing program of irK>derni/ation as the So.viets remove 
obsolete boipbers front their jb.rc'e and‘ replace them 
with ALCM-carrying bombers.  ̂ Tlie prominence of 
•ALCM-equipped aircnift'will’ give the Soviet bomber 
force an enhanced strategic:.strike capability,
1 IO  O  i  e  : ■

Developfmnts

Recent SSBN force developments are consistent with 
the trend toward a more streamlined and highly capable 
strateg,c nuclear force that will pre.sent an increasingly 
lethal threat. With 63 total platforais. the Soviet SSBN 
force accounts for about 30 percent of available strategic 
nuclear warheads. Tltirteen of (he in.ost modern, capable 
platfonns (Delta IVs and Typhoons) carry MlRVed. 
long-range SLBMs tha,i eventually may have a hard- 
target-kill potential against targets in the continental 
United States.  ̂ .

As older, le.ss-capable ballistic missile platforms, like 
Yankee SSBNs. are phased out. newer, more survivable 
platforms with qualitative upgrades in both the missile 
and platform systems are entering the ileet. Tlie Soviets 
added one Delta .IV and one Typhoon SSBN to the 
inventory in 1989. and launehed a .seventh I3elta IV' in

early 1990. This upgrade trend will Vesvilt in a generally 
more dlicient and ready Strategic navy.

Soviet SSBNs can strike targets .worldwide while on 
patrol in well-defended SSBN bastion areas near the 
Soviet Union. Combined-arms groupings of air; surface, 
and subsurface antisubmarine warfare (ASW) assets are 
allocated to ensure SSBN survivability during wartime. 
Improvements made during the 1980s in SSBN commu­
nications, SLBM warhead lethality, and SSBN surviv­
ability ensure that the capabilities and importance of 
(his force will increase in the future.

1 . 6 .
Cruise M issile Developments

The Soviet Union has two. nuclear-capable, long- 
range cruise missile systems — the AS-15/Kent ALCM 
and the SS-N-2r/Sampson sea-launched cruise missile 
(SLCM). Tlie Soviets deploy the AS-15 on Bear H 
and Blackjack intercontinental bombers. The 3,000 
kilometer stand-off range of the AS-15 ALCM allows 
their launch outside US or Canadian airspace. Two new 
land-attack, long-range cruise missiles, the AS-X-19 and 
the SS-NX-24, are under development and the AS-X-19 
may reach initial operational capability in the early 
1990s. Their introduction into Long Range Aviation 
and submarine forces would add potent weapons to 
the .Soviet inventory and reflects the continuing trend 
toward mexierniziUion in the ALCM-equipped bomber 
force and subsurface fleet. The SS-N-21 probably can 
be launched from any appropriately modified modem 
nuclear-powered general purpose submarine and prob­
ably would be used primarily against Eurasian theater 
strategic targets. Specific candidates for employment are 
Yankee Notch-, Akula-, and possibly Victor III- and 
Sierra-class nuclear-powered attack submarines (SSNs).

UNlUFtJHfD
CO.MBAT
RAOlUS (KM) A.4CO

max smo
(AłACH) M

* In'-A. o* ÏAbO

”Z 17# Soviet/US Strike Aircraft

TU-22M
MCKFIRf

Tu
BIACKIACK' Tu-16

BADCCX
Tu-22

BUND»

Oiapter V



« Z I P .
Soviel/US Nuclear-Powered Ballistic 

Mi^silë Submarines

!rr̂ ziz’’̂ *riwO
j r ~ -  YANKtt I 130m 16 Tubes 5S-N-6 -
T-------- YANKEE II 130m 12 Eùbes SS-N-17

OilT-1-< Us«

- DELTA I 140m 12 Tubes SS-N-8 -----------------1
PEITA II 15Sm 16 Tubes SS-N-B :-----------------

-----  DELTA III r ,5 m  16 Tubes 5S-N.18 --------------
-----DELTA IV 160m 16 Tubes SS-N-23 -----------------

TYfHoON-CI*««

TYPHOON 170m 20 Tubes SS-N-20

‘ Af A v rm -, JAMES MADISON-, jn d  RENJAMIN TRANKIIN-Classe«

12^ Sm 16 Tubes PQSEiqON f -3 - 
12A.5m 16 Tubes TRIDENT I C-4 -

-1 7 0 'm  24 Tubes TRIDENT 1 C-4 
170’ m 74 Tubes TRIDENT II O-S

As p ;rt '>■{ ihcli ongoing dcrdopmcni pioeiams. the 
Sovi-iN likelv will iiitoeVvite adv.aneine lechnoloeics like 
enhanecii ranees. Kmei radar ciaiss-seclions. and e(>n- 
vomiona! immiiians into their new erui.se missiles
IT i ■> '  7

m • m f •  ^

¡^OsfHX'tS

1 Ir So\ieis will eontiinie to moderni/e s\sienuni- 
al!;' tlieir strategic olVensue tiirces. maintaining a tiend 

.tfiaard improxed tLirce lelh,tiit\’. responsiveness, a.nd 
su i\i\ah ilit\ . Despite the (.lecline in the threat of â 
short-warning ground attack against N.A’fO , the DS 
t.innoi Ignore the Soviet capabilitv'to launch a short- 
v îrrnmg |ire-empiive strategic nuclear attack against 
the continental I'nited Stales for the toreseeahle !'uiuie

although such an attack is judged to he unlikelv

Ihe direction of Soviet stnitegic nucleai lo u r  lievel- 
opmem will continue to lx- driven piim.irilv hv Soviet 
stiaiegic w.iitijjhimg iCLjuiiemcnts. paiiiculaiiv the pie 
leircLi tvpe ol sinke. laigeting philosophv, peiceived 
■mcrgmc 1 S capabilities, and riiluie arms miitrol le 

quiienunis. Moilerni/ation i>! ihe bomlxa !i>i,v sou 
pled with the cmeiging haid-targel-kill > ipitTiliiv >i

the SI JÎ-M force and_.the increasing number of mobile 
IC'BMs. will'give the Soviets a more balanced and 
surviv.ibfe strategic nuclear force structure,

TIk' direction and pace of Stwiet strategic force mod- 
errii/ation will also lx strongly inlluenced by any US 
decision to. (feploy a strategic defense system. The 
USSR will invest heavily in systems and technology to 
mainiatn the oflensive capability of its strategic nuclear 
forces, idle Soviets could attempt to counter a US, 
strategic defense system by deploying large numbers of 
warheads to saturate US sensors (thereby abrogating 
the START Treaty) or maneuvering reentry vehicles, 
to evade defenses. Tliey could also employ penetra­
tion aids, antisatellile weapons, and fast-burn boosters. 
Tliey have, implied that future strategic arms control 
agreements depend on continued observance of limits 
cin strategic defenses.

i t o  ' )  9 •
Tlieatcr Nuclear Forces

There have bt'en dramatic reductions in Soviet 
theater forces The terms of the INF Treaty require 
the elimination of the Soviets' deployed and non- 
deploved intermediate-range nuclear systems the 
road-transportable SS-4 medium-range ballistic missile 
(MRHM) and road-mobile SS-20 IRBM. These systems 
provided the USSR the capability to attack European 
nonhardened targets.

Fhe Soviets have eliminated over three-quarters ot 
the SS-.20 force of 6.S4 launchers, and no SS-4s or SS-5s 
remain. 'Flic remainder of SS-2()s will be eliminated in 
less than a >ear. as the Trealv mandates June 1991 as 
the completion date for lesiniction.

Fwen after INF and anticipated START Treaty re­
ductions. the Soviets likelv will continue Ui etfectively 
satisfy their critical theater targeting requirements by 
means of their e.xisling nuclear-capable aircraft as well 
as through the ongoing moderni/aiion of their strategic 
forces. ICBMs and SI.BMs. supplemented by avitttion 
assets, can cover former SS-20 targets. Phe .SS-11 and 
SS-19 IC'BMs. until their destruction under the START 
1 leaty. and all SL.BMs deploved in Soviet-protected 
Ixistions. can provide target coverage, vvith SS-24s and 
SS-2.‘is potentiallv available as well. -

ii'i o o - '
Short-Range Nuclear Forces (SNF)

Short-range nuclear forces iSNl i are those forces 
possessing nuclear-capable weapon ^vsiems that have 
a range of ,7)0 kiU'ineiers m les->. Soviet sh.ort-range 
nuclear forces cotoi.si o! short-r.mge ballistic 'mis- 
ak - (SRBM>) (SS-1. Scud .md SS-21 Scarab), iixkeis
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Soviet Force reorgani/ali(>n. Uircc '¡nithdrawals, pro­
posed Conventional ArnTed .'l .̂ircc.s m -Hufopc <<0 El- 
reductions. and the dcKlnnc cif’ rcasd'hablc sullicictiCy,’' 
will diminish the capability of Soviet theater forces to 
conduct nuclear operations in Fiiiropc. ‘ It . should 1x' 
noted.- however, that the importance of/theater nuclear 
forces in Soviet strategy‘has-not dcx'reased.'and that 
short-range nuclear forces withdrawn to Soviet territory 
remain within the Western Tlicatcr of Operiitions. In 
addition, the S^aviets might not remove all of the nuclear 
warheads accompanying such forces until very late in 
the process of their withdrawal. In early June 1990, 
Soviet Foreign Minister Shevardnad/c announced that

the iSoviets will remove l,5(K) nuclear warheads from 
FTiisum Burope.'^The weapons withdrawn will probably 
be transferred'to the western Soviet Union and will 
remain-readily available to nuclear forces remaining in 
Eastern F'.urope or those based in the USSR.

( urrently, the Soviet Union possesses more than 
l,4fK) SFtBM laundiers, all capable of delivering nu- 
ejear weapon! The Soviet Union's SNF moderniza- 
tKin program includes replacing FROG rocket launchers 

.with SS-21 short-range ballistic missiles organized into 
brigades of 18 launchers each. This improved organiza­
tional structure increases flexibility and responsiveness; 
It also simplifies command and control. The command 
iind control proces.ses for these forces are also being 
automated, greatly improving their capabilities.

R̂HrADS RANC;£ liiAU
*1»» «lrv<4v(wnw« ■

Soviet/US Long-Range 'r u is e  Missiles
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7-lion-iimuc juicicar syslems organic to ground forces 
cicmcnis Rcduciicnis in lurmlxMS will be al least par- 

.n.tlK olVsct by improvements in the deliverv systems, 
themselves. In the fiilnre. the Sv)viet SNI probablv vvill 
'IsC a smaller, improved and formidable force, possessing 
the capabililv to conduct extensive nuclear openilions.
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”3 . 3 . 1 .
Missions and OjK'rations

The Soviets view active and passive strategic defense 
as critical components of a nuclear strategy dedicated 
to limiting wartime damage to the Soviet Union. The 
variety of weapon systems fielded or in development 
and the sevpe of their active and passive defense ca­
pabilities illustrate their strong and continuing com­
mitment to strategic defense programs. The Soviets 
have fielded extensive strategic air defenses, upgrad­
ing them with multi-engagement surface-to-air missile 
units, advanced (fourth-generation) fighter-interceptors. 
ct>mputer-;issisted command and control systems, and 
modern three-dimensional radars.

The Typhoon*ballistic missile submarine tarries 20 SLBMs that will 
eventually have a hard-target-kill potential against the continental 
United States. The Soviets added the sixth and final Typhoon to 
the inventory in 1989.

Tlie Soviets also have embarked on a nuKlerni/ittion 
program for their ariillerv assets, replacing older, towed 
systems with improved self-propelled versions. At 
the same tune, force structure chtinges that are re­
ducing the si/e of the artillery force, ate also taking 
place. Tlie Soviet milit.try is decreasing artillery bat­
teries from six. or eight guns to four guns throughout 
the force. These changes result in qualitative improve­
ments m Soviet ariillerv at the division level

WTile the Soviet Union is undert.iking mam changes 
1 1 1 us short-range nuclear forces, the net lesiilt will Iv 
. 1 more modern and efhcient force I he foice ''Iructnre 
changes taking place througheurt the ground forces will 
Have an ellecl on the composttic>u and I'peration of

riiey also have upgraded Moscow's anliballistic mis­
sile (ABM) system into a dual-layered system. Research 
and development (R&D) efVorts continue in traditional 
and advanced ABM technologies. The Soviets' extensive 
program of passive defense metisures including civil 
defense, mobility, hardening, and redundancy is 
intended to limit the effects of'enemy nuclear strikes on 
Soviet territory.

f'unding support for strategic defense programs, as 
a ix'rcentage of Soviet military sjx'iiding. continues to 
show a long-term commitment. Current political pres­
sures and economic problems, however, are forcing 
somewhat slower deployment of strategic defense 
weapons, and some reductions in air defense forces have 
Ixen announced.

The loss of Soviet air defense facilities in East Eu- 
ro|Tean countries will degrade air defense of the Soviet 
Union, as these countries provide primanly a defensive 
buffer /one against air attacks originating from NATO 
territories. However, the most recent meeting of the 
Warsaw Pact left air defense under unified command 
for the immediate future, llie  Soviets believe that if 
they relinquish air defense facilities in the Baltic states, 
the effect on their air defense would be significant. Loss 
of these facilities would severely limit early warning 
radar coverage at low altitude and decrease reaction 
tmic:> available to interceptor aircraft It would also 
o}xn a serious gap in their ballistic missile etirb warning 
coverage.
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investment of plant space, capital, and manpower.
f!0 ■^9 9
Alissile Attack Warning System

In 1989. the new Soviet ABM system afouml Moscow 
Ixicame operational, llte itew. sysfcin provides Moscow 
with dual-layer defensive coverage against ballistic mis­
sile attack. Its components are the'Gazelle and modified 
Galosh interceptors, and (he nuikifunctiofuil Pill Box 
radar at Pushkina, north of Moscow,

The modified Galosh is a silo-launched missile for 
exoatmospheric or bigh-altitudc. long-fange intercepts. 
The Ciii/elie is a high performance silo-launched missile 
designed m inteccepu reentry vehicles-in the atmosphere 
that’ leak through the (inter Tiyer of defense. Hie 
Pill Box is a large, foui-sided phased-array radar with 
'360-degree coverage which controls these new intercep­
tors, Its many antenna elements permit the user to 
rapidly direct the radar -beams with a high degree ot 
tracking acciintcy. While“ the .new system apparently 
will comprise the full 100 hiunchers permitted by the 
1972 ABM Treaty, -it, has major .weaknesses. Tlie limited 
number of launchers and' reliance on the single Pill 
Box radar limits the overall effectiveness'of the system, 
although it does provide a defense against a limited 
attack Or accidental launch.

Idle Soviets are continuing expensive research and 
development efforts in both traditional and advanced 
technologies for ballistic missile defense. In the kite 
1960s. the ySSK initiated a substantial research pro­
gram into advanced technologies applicable to ballistic 
missile defense .systems. As-.noted by Gorbachev in 
1987, this effort cpvers many cf the'Same technologies 
being explored by the US Slrategjc Defease Initiative. 
Tire .Soviet effort, however, involves a much greater

In the mid-1970s, the Soviets began building a 
network of large pha.sed-array radars (LPARs). 
Mo.scow’s recognition of the Krasnoyarsk radar as a 
violation of the 1972 ABM Treaty and environmental 
activism within the Soviet Union both have adversely 
afTected thg LPAR construction program, and it is* 
unclear whether the complete network of LPARs will 
be deployed as planned. Following long-standing com­
plaints by the United States that Krasnoyarsk violated 
the ABM Treaty because of its orientation and location 
in the interior of the Soviet Unron, the Soviets acknowl­
edged the violation and agreed to dismantle the LPAR. 
l^smantlement has already begun. In addition, Defen.se 
Minister I9mitriy Yazov has announced that construc­
tion at the nearly completed LPAR at Mukachevo, near 
the Ukrainian-Hungarian border, has been temporarily 
halted. With the dismantlement of Krasnoyarsk, the 
Soviets will continue to have a gap in coverage in the 
northeast 
"P . 3 . - . 2 ,
Aviation o f  Air Defense (APVO)

Soviet Aviation of Air Defense (APVO) has con­
tinued to improve its capability to defend the Soviet 
homeland against air attack. The Soviets continue to 
replace older fighter-interceptors with modern fourth- 
generation aircraft that have longer ranges, can carry 
larger payloads, and have advanced, look-down shoot- 
down capabilites. To date, fourth-generation aircraft 
provide about one-fourth of the current APVO inven­
tory. Mexiern Flanker and Foxhound units have re­
placed all obsolete Fiddler and Firebar regiments in the 
USSR.

1 .  Soviet/North American Air D efense Interceptor Aircraft'
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.‘Virhonie Wai’nme and f  onlfdl^S\s^eín (AWACS) air- 
craft slowed recently with v»niy ono‘»iddiru'xiT<)i Mainstay 
deployed to t h e n n e n j i ^ y  .Vr, Wis9. Hie Main­
stay C‘-¡unities fo, Atiírk-vcitu *APVQ Mt^üers to projcci 
homeland air (ielcnses well, IJcyuind -ilit;. bordlTs ot' the 
USSR. ’ '■ ' ;

1 he steady tlepksytiieirtyd rdurth-ieiteralion intercep- 
itx-s Í!Tti> (he l'óice has iVdjviti'coi-hpifnied by a rednciion 
Ot the awFage.reeimem -si^etir.th’e»ne\v aircraft by six to 
nine aircraft./icdiieint: thcuotal^ interceptor in\enlor\ 
A'onctirfciidy/  .APV'O's ¿ibilfty“ to engage low-altitude 
targets; y\ith .more weapons 4 nd" for a longer time has 
ingvoied tireatls.

Corimmid, ConiroK :uui C dninniniaitions (C^)

fhe So\iets'ha%e dedicated ;i great amount of time 
and elfori K' stteamiine and update air defense com­
mand.'control'. and commiinicaiums tC '). Sticcesst’iil air 

defense trperaiums (.ieivnd gieatly on speed, cfhciency. 
and reliability of communieauons. Newer, more mie- 
gtaied air dU'ense ( ' sssienis enhance early warning 

■ and target haiulling capability Ihissixe detection systems 
located on the country's periphery help the air sur\eH- 
tance network impro\e earl\ warning capabiliiv. The 
Siniots also make extonsixe use id computer-assi-tai 
decisionmaking, ctiuipmoni inclutling an defense hair 
tie maiuigemeni systems and more etheient. reduiuianl
eommunicatiims s\ stems, 
no o 'Í. ■ .

Radio-Klectroriic < ombai (RKC)

So\iet planners u.se the term RHC ti> refer to their 
program to disrupt enenn command and conii'ol. RFC 
d^KinUe embodies an integrated enbrt including ele­
ments of reconnaissance, electronic countermeasures 
(jamming), physical attack idcstiuction). and deceptimi. 
Each of these elements helps disrupt elfoclive enemy 
command and control at a critical dccisiim point in 
haule. Tlie Soviets continue to pursue RE(' elforts 
at strategic. opcratiiMial. and tactical levels based on 
the advantage RFC will gi\e smaller Soviet combat' 
forces. The elVective employineni of RFiC as a force 
multiplier becomes incre:-'singl\ impor.'aiU to the Soviets 
as they restructure forces at all levels tx'causc. of treaty 
arrangements.

Siwiei efforts louiilect infoimaiion on i sSaiul NA'I.O 
strategic command and contnd continue unabated. Sig­
nals intelligence collection .igain.si Western stiaiegic com­
mand and control emissions cives the Soviets’ critical 
mieiligeiKa and warning intoniulKui. It also supports 
stnueuK couniermeasurc'' aifens. Sovici conimimica

tiiins intercept and direction-finding sites provide a vast 
intelligence network spread across the USSR Eastern 
Eiur'-nc and in Soviet-aligned l1iird .World nations 
aionnd the globe. .

A
Radars

Over the past decade, -the .Soviets have improved 
their air defense radars. New phased-art'ay radars can 
delectumd track multiple air targets better than their 
predecessors. Some nevy early warning radars are three- 
dimensional, eliminating the need for separate height- 
finder radars. Finally, the Soviets are working to clo.se 
lovv-altitiule radar gaps along their periphery, making 
undetected penetration by low-Hying aircraft and cruise 
missiles more dinicult.

lip T ty
Surfacc-to-.'Vir Missiles (SAMs)

Soviet strategic SAMs (the SA-2, SA-.T SA-5. and 
SA-10) provide barrier, area, and point air defense of 
the Soviet Union. Since 1985. the number of strategic 
SAM sites ;md latinchers has decreased as the USSR 
hay retired older-generation systems. Tlie SA-10 - in 
both fixed" and mobile variations is replacing older 
SA-2 and SA-.5 SAM systems, improving Soviet air de­
fense capabilities against low-altitude aircraft and cruise 
missile attacks. The SA-lO's abiliiv to engaue several

Soviet Strategic Surface-to-Air Missiles
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taiget'^-simultaueously and iis incrfxised firepower (four 
missiles per l;iunclter) have enhanced the Soviet Union's 
air ' defense capability. The SA-10 system currently 
constitutes approximately 25 percent of Soviet strategic 
SAM huinchcrs

Passive IX'fcnses

riic Sr.wici passive defense proeiam is a significiini
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element o f an mtcgratecf system of stiategic ddenses 
designed to modcrale llie effects of a nuclear attack. Pas­
sive defenses are diisigned to support wavtiioe -leadership 
continuity, economic mobilization, industdal- base and 
essential wofk-fdrce protection, and a credible reconsti­
tution capability. The rnbsf importarU part of the Soviet 
passive defense jpf( t̂am_  ̂is an extensive, redundant set 
of hardened cornmartd posts and communications fa­
cilities for all key echelons of the militaty, party, and 
government apparatus.

For the past years the Soviets have had a compre­
hensive program designed, to ensure leadership continu­
ity during a nuclear ’conflict. TFiis effort has involved the 
construction of urban and exurban deep-underground 
facilities, near-surface bunkers, and secret siibway evac­
uation linës for par|y. $tate, and, military' leadership 
elements at all fevels. Although some of these facilities 
are already, hundreds of meters deem and can hold 
thousands of people, the Soviets continue to upgrade, 
improve, and deepen'fhem.* The extensive preparations 
the Soviets have made for leadership prcHcction and 
wartime rtianagement are designed to give their leaders 
the potential to operate effectively in a nuclear war 
environment. These leaders also have availabie redun­
dant communications, and an array of ground-mobile, 
Irainbome, and airborne command platforms

Even Alexei Arbatov, a  prominent civilian critic of 
many aspects of Soviet defense policy, including strate­
gic defenses. ha-s .suggested that resources saved froni 
other military programs could go to “raising the surviv­
ability, efficiency, and quality of our underground and 
airborne command and communications systems."

Prospects

The Soviets probably will continue to rely on both 
strategic offensive and defensive capabilities to limit 
damage to the homeland during nuclear war. Prominent 
Soviet civilian defense specialists have openly challenged 
the utility of strategic defenses in what appears to be an 
ongoing debate among Soviet officials. But, the vast 
level ot resources that Moscow continues to expend on 
strategic defense programs in the face of an economic 
crisis shows a continuing commitment to reducing de­
ficiencies in their defenses and a willingness to sacrifice 
in order to meet their wartime objectives. Their invest­
ment in strategic defenses, nearly equal to that of their 
ofi'ensive nuclear programs, thus is likely to remain near 
current levels.

Improvements can lx: cited in numerous areas. 'Fhe 
Soviets will continue to upgrade their extensive air tic- 
ignse system through upgrades to early warning de­

tection, tracking, command and control, and intercept 
capabilities, especially against low-altitude aircraft. On­
going enhancements will enable the USSR to engage 
targets farther outside national borders. Current mod­
ernization of the Soviet ABM system will be completed, 
and R&D in ABM technologies will continue. Improve­
ments to radars and interceptors are expected which will 
enhance Soviet capabilities to intercept and destroy bal­
listic missiles. Finally, already extensive leadership and 
strategic materiel, protection will be augmented with the 
construction of additional deep-underground facilities 
and near-surface bunkers.

. !i .
SPA C E FORCES 

Introduction

Oie Soviets continue to improve their military space 
capabilities. Enhancements encompass both their orbital 
assets and their ground-based space support facilities. 
Although the USSR appears to be restructuring some 
of its operating principles regarding space, these ef­
forts have not detracted from space-based support to 
military missions. Tlie influence of glasnost on the 
Soviet space program has been significant, but public 
announcements regarding space programs focus pri­
marily on commercial space promotion and budgetary 
Justification of the civil space programs. Admissions of 
Soviet military use of space remain infrequent, and the 
economy measures reported by Soviet space program 
managers appear to be designed largely to avoid calls for 
further economic constraints. Despite restructuring in 
other military forces, the objectives of the Soviet military 
space program have not changed. Soviet military space 
strategy still requires sufficient capability to provide ef­
fective space-based support to Soviet terrestrial military 
forces and the capability to deny the use of space to 
other states.

Missioas and Operations

Tlie Soviet space program continues to be predom­
inantly military in character, with most satellites ded­
icated either to exclusive military missions (such as 
reconnaissance and targeting) or to civil/military appli­
cations (such as communications and meteorology).

The most obvious change in Soviet space activity in 
1989 was a dramatic decrease in space launches from 
an average of over 90 space launches a year from 
1980 to 1988 to only 74 in 1989. A lower rate of 
launches thus far has continued during 1990, though 
military space capabilities remain steadfast. Over the 
years, the Soviets have steadily increased the munlx:r of 
o}x:rational satellites they maintain in orbit to over 160

Oiapter V
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.The Buran space shuttle is shown here carried on the An-22S. The initial launch, flight, and return of Buran, conducted 
unmanned and enfirely under automatic control on November 15, 1988, was an impressive technical achievement. The 
future epiployment 6f such orbital craft will further enhance Soviet space capabilites.

Soviet sàlellile.s .are becoming more sophisticated and 
long-lived. This increased operational efhciency is the 
mark of a.niore mature military space program that can 
reduce redundancy while accomplishing its missions and 
retain the-surge launch and reconstitution capabilities 
that are essential for military operations in crisis or 
conflict. ' '

' ' 2 J V . 3 .
Space-Based Military Support

Recently. Soviet defense officials ha\e testified to 
the importance they attribute to military space systems 
supporting terrestrial forces, calling them a force mul­
tiplier. .An extensive array of spacecraft supports the 
Soviet anned forces and military and political lead­
ership. ■ Soviet satellite systems conduct a variety of 
missions: imagerx: electronic, and radar reconnaissance; 
launch detection and attack warning: cK’ean surveillance 
and targeting: command, control, and communications; 
navigational and meteorological support; and militarx 
research and development. An extensive ground in­
frastructure supports the system. Despite the drop 
in launches in 1989. improvement, maintenance, or 
refurbishment of this infrastructure has remained active, 
indicating that Soviet military space capabilities likeK 
will continue to improve in the future.
" 2 . 4 . 4 .

.Antisatellitc (ASAT) S>stems

Tlie Soviet military and ix>litical leadership is fullv

aware of the value of military space systems. The 
Soviets have, therefore, developed the capability to dis­
rupt and destroy the militarv space systems of potential 
enemies. The USSR has a dedicated ASAT system 
which probably became operational in 1971. In Au­
gust 1983 Moscow announced a unilateral moratorium 
on the launching of ASAT weapons. However, the 
Soviets routinely conduct tests of ASAT elements and 
procedures on the ground, and they use the associated 
booster, the SL-11. to launch ELI NT CX:ean Recon­
naissance Satellites (EORSATs). Tlie booster also is 
u.sed to launch Radar Ocean Reconnaissance Satellites 
(RORSATs). although the last RORSAT launch was in 
1^88. The coorbital interceptor remains in readiness at 
its launch site at the Tyuratam cosmodrome, where two 
launch pads and storage space for many interceptors 
and launch vehicles are available, but has not been 
launched since 1982.

The Soviets maintain a significant ASAT capability 
against low-earth-orbit and medium-earth-orbit satel­
lites. but capabilities against high-altitude ones are lim­
ited. Future ASAT developments could include new 
directed-energy weapons or direct-ascent nonnuclear in­
terceptors.

The Soviets have additional potential ASAT capa­
bilities; exoatmospheric ABM missiles, located around 
Moscow and at the Sary Shagan test range, that could 
be used aeainst satellites in near-earth orbit; at least one
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ground-based laser, also at Sarv' Sliagan. that may have 
sufficient power to damage some unprotected satellites 
in near-earth orbits; and electronic warfare assets that 
probably would be used against satellites at all altitudes. 
Research and development of technologies applicable to 
more advanced ASAT systems continue at a steady pace. 
Areas of investigation that appear to hold promise in­
clude high energy laser, particle beam, radio frequency, 
and kinetic energy technologies.

Manned Operation.^

After a four-month manning hiatus in mid-1989. the 
Mir space station complex was remanned and reacti­
vated in early September. The Soviets vastly enhanced

Mir's capabilities for military and scientific research by 
launching the 20-ton Kvant-l module in late November. 
As part of its equipment, Kvant-2 carries an external 
gimballed platform outfitted with a variety of sensors. 
While the Soviets report that these sensors are for 
earth-resource studies only, military applications also 
are highly likely. Cosmonaut military activity is another 
aspect of the Soviet space program which glasnost has 
yet to illuminate. Kvant-2 has a larger hatch for egress 
into space. It also delivered the Soviet version of a 
manned maneuvering unit to Mir. -

Kristall, the materials technology module, was added 
to the M/r complex4n June 1990 to facilitate the produc­
tion of various materials under microgravity conditions.

" Z 2 4 .
Soviet and US Operational Satellites 
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might be launched olT the new large Soviet transport, 
the An-225.

I )

The Vii.vioAr space càpsul^ continues as a work horse of the Soviet 
space program.. This spacecraft, tfie same type used to launch 
Cosmonaut Vuri Gagarip.in continues to be used today for
a variety of nvjjitary and eivilian-missions.

’Such materials have‘civil applications, but the Soviet 
military-industrial complex also likelv will be,a prime 
user. KrisiuH i\\so has a universal docking port that the 
Soviet space shuttle orbiler reportedlv will use during its 
scheduled mission to ,\f/r in IWl,

Four years after its launch. A/;ris beginning to realize 
its potential as a mrlitarv and scientific research plat- 
fomi with the addition of these two modules. It is 
still not clear whether it will profityblv support civil­
ian space ventures. •
”2 . / w 6 .

Space Launch Systems

Perhaps the strongest facets of thg Soviet space pro­
gram are its versatile and* reliable inventory of space 
launch vehicles (SLVs) and its space launch and support 
facilities. Using these systems, the USSR can launch 
satellites very rapidly into a varietv of orbits, a distinct’ 
operational military advantage in anv crisis. Two newer 
systems, the SL-16 (Zcnii) medium-lift SLV and the 
SL-17 (Encrgiyii) heavy-lift SLV. significantly enhance 
Soviet Jaunch capabilities. Tlie Soviets announced in 
late 1.989 that they would eventually replace the SL-4; 
the SL-16 may be the planned follow-on. A possible 
payload for the SL-16 might be â  space plane. Some 
Soviet otlicials have stated that thev used orbital and 
suborbitai flights by an existing subscale version of a 
space plane to test their space shuttle, while others have 
said that the pianc^was an analogue to a space fighter. 
Tliere are additional suggestions of a separate space 
plane program, including claims that such a svstem

' Tlie USSR has also reported that its program for 
launching the SL-17 and the space shuttle orbiter vvijl 
be “stretched out.” for budgetary reasons. While cost 
may be a factor, it is likely that the primary missions 
for these systems are scheduled for the mid-1990s. Then 
the Soviets may begin to launch and assemble a new. 
very large space station composed of 100-ton. SL-17- 
launched modules. The shuttle orbiter will be most 
useful in support of this manned complex, although it 
also will be able to deploy and repair satellites, and to 
help with military research and development. Even with 
these new systems coming on-line, the Soviets continue 
to produce and launch their other SLVs at an impre.ssive 
rate.
" 2 . 4 . 7 .

IVospccts

Wliile the Soviets have publicly de.scribed a new 
doctrine of “defense suniciency” and have initiated large 
reductions in their conventional forces, they continue to 
maintain an impressive momentum of strategic nuclear 
arms modernization. Despite an ongoing crisis in the 
national economy, the Soviet leadership will continue 
to support strategic arms development since they believe 
that strategic nuclear forces pre.sent the primary external 
military threat to the Soviet Union, and define Soviet 
status as a superptnver. The present trend toward a 
better mix of highly responsive silo-based ICBMs with 
more survivable mobile weapon systems almost certainly 
will continue into the 1990s. Strategic nuclear weapons 
ba.sed on mobile platfonns will play a greater role than 
in the past in Soviet ojx’rational planning. Improve­
ments in command and control, coupled with more 
capable ballistic and cruise missiles, will also enable the 
Soviets to field a more efficient nuclear force.

Along with strategic nuclear offensive modernization, 
the Soviets will continue their long-standing empha­
sis on strategic defense. They will finish the current 
upgrades to the ABM system around Moscow and 
continue R&D in ABM technologies. Modernization of 
air defenses also will continue. Although the Soviets 
have made a considerable investment in the leader­
ship protection program, expansion and improvement 
of facilities probably will take place. Strategic defense, 
both active and passive, is viewed by the Soxiets as an 
essential component of a warfighting strategx.

With the restructuring of their strategic nuclear forces 
to meet START-mandated reductions, the importance 
of space in maintaining control of and supporting these 
forces looms laraer for the Soviet Union and the United
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States. 'îhe Soviets VecQgnize the vital importance to 
both superpowers of coinn^ind jind control o f  strategię 
nuclear forcés. They also recognize that sp’dce 
terns provide-e'ssebtial support to a variety‘o f rńHitary 
mis.sions. Therefore,, they will maintain their Taf»- 
büity to conduct “ASĄT operations, modepńizę their* 
sateiiiteiS, ahd° upgrade their groüniTbaSçd .space-rejąteT 
infrastructure,’Soviet strategists beüeve that the^thilitary 
use of space’is, becOihing^’raore significant and want to 
be positioned to exploit space militarily.- . ’ •
ap pp ^
THE STRATEGIC BALANCE 

’BacJtgfoiKid

Tire consectueîiççs of continued Soviet investment 
in strategic nuclear forces must be carefuTly weighed 
against US strate'gc forces as they relate to each nation's 
strategy and dbciri<^e and the potential elTects of arms 
Control agreements. US security rests on the continued 
credibility ofrits.nuclear forces as a deterrent to the 
Soviet Union.

An effective strategic deterrent rests on several, fac­
tors. First. US strategic nuclear forces must possess 
qualities which, render them elTective. fle.xible, surviv-» 
able, and ertdunng. Second., the United States must ' 
convince the Soviet leadership of its resolve to employ 
nuclear forces if necessary' in respon.se to attack. Tliird. 
the United States must accurately assess the evolving*, 
strategic balance and present the rise of major asym­
metries as the Soviet Union continues to modernize 
its forces. ■ Any failure of deterrence would probably 
arise from a conclusion by the Soviet leadership that 
trends in the strategic balance or Western resolve had 
increased the probability that the Soviet Union could 
attain its wartime objectives at an acceptable level of 
risk. Therefore, both US and Soviet defense experts go 
to great lengths to assess the strategic balance to ensure 
that gaps in force structure or policy do rjot appear.

No single measure exists for assessing a nation’s 
military power or for evaluating the strategic balance 
between nations. Common assessments of strategic 
balance involve static measures of relative Soviet and US 
strategic nuclear force capabilities such as the number 
of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles (launchers) and 
associated warheads. These measures provide data for 
assessing the relative vulnerability of US strategic forces 
to a Soviet first strike and thereby allow some insight 
into the viability of the US deterrent.

Although quantitative measures provide a useful start­
ing point for an assessment of the strategic hitlance and 
indeed form the basis for most arms control agreements.

US and Soviet defense experts would agree that looking 
at total numbers of weapons is insufiicient to determine 
actual qiilitary capabilities. Each component of Soviet 
anj(l US strategic forces, bombers, ICBMs. and SLBMs, 
Ijaÿunique-characteristics with respect to accuracy, re- 
SpQiisiveness,Survivability, and endurance. For exam­
ple," the. disparity between US and Soviet bomber forces 
iVmisleadinjg since US strategic bombers must fly against 

. hSgbly developed air defenses, while Soviet bombers face 
only minimal defenses on the US side. Thus, differences 
o f  opinion regarding the strategic balance, usually do 
hot Concern the number oU weapons in each arsenal 
but rather the interpretation of the differences between 
the two and the importance of relative strengths and 
weaknesses in each.

Static Measures

Although the Soviet Union possesses significantly 
greater numbers of strategic nuclear delivery systems — 
launchers '---than does the United States, a rough parity 
exists between the US and the Soviet Union with regard 
to the number of strategic offensive weapons. Under 
the START Treaty, both sides will be constrained to a 
ceiling of 6,000 accountable weapons and 4,900 ballistic 

.^.mi.ssile/eentry' vehicles (RVs), even though there will be 
flexibilily regarding force structure within that ceiling. 

 ̂Moreover, .the ‘‘discounting” of bomber weapons in 
.START will permit each side to deploy substantially 
more strategic weapons than the 6,000 limit.

• * ' * r 4
Dy namic Assessment

Despite the expected reductions in Soviet force levels, 
based on the START agreement, an assessment of quali­
tative factors reveals important asymmetries between the 
United States and the Soviet Union. Qualitative factors, 
defined as those factors which influence the specific 
characteristics of each nation’s arsenal, include; strategic 
doctrine, particularly with respect to the initiation of 
nuclear weapons' use; operational planning; operational 
characteristics of target bases; targeting policies; and 
trends in modernization. Doctrine, which underpins 
strategy and determines the composition of each na­
tion's strategic force, is particularly important, since 
the asymmetries which exist between US and Soviet 
strategic forces stem in large part from divergences in 
doctrine.

i ? p  c  %  ■}

Doctrine

Historically, pronounced differences have existed be­
tween the United States and the Soviet Union concern­
ing their military doctrines and rationales supporting the 
existence and governing the use of nuclear weapons. The

Chapter V



I iS. ihroiiuh the pwlicies.of dclerrchce. slraicgit Ntabil- 
itv. and HexibK: rosponsL*.' has consisicniK maintained 

'(hai a iniciear War Canipat be. aixi should never 
N.' louglu As a vesrilt. three fwndamental objectiws 
muleipin I )S slr;fR'gic nuclear policy;

• MaittUtin dVective delerrcnte. An dVective stralegif 
deterrent ensure.s diat tliere ire  m> circumstances dial 
cenHd arise tluiu \uvtld lead-the Soviet leadership to 
conchidi* thaf^tt C(Uild'sucressliHly launch an attack 
aga<ii>st the U n i^d  States or hs allies.

» Foster strategicAtability St/gtegic stabilitx is a con- 
dititMi whereby neubth-the’Utnted Slates nor the So- 
\iei Uiiietn i.s incssured to u.sc nuclear weapons pre- 

- emplivcl}. ,,
• ■Maintain the.cxipabrlily. it'dererrence iails. to respond 

iVvrbly to a So'itM'iiist sjtrike. 'US Iciiders and-inilitary 
planners lx'lie\4,'-t Irat u range of choices with respect 
to both fhc tinting jind scfje of a nuclear exchange 
with the S(Kigt I ’rvioil iilUgvs 1,’S decisionmakers 
to respond, credibly 40 rations Sdciet attack scenarios, 
ahrl tlierebx atteinpl "ti^-ivcslabh'sh deterrence at the 
l(W\cst. level otAiojence

Soviet x'iews. objectives, anil pr’livie  ̂ coitceining the 
use of strategic nuclear werrpons stand in sharp cmi- 
frast to those of ilte I'-nitcd S'lates While the Soxiet 
leadcishif' pnblicK rcjc'cts its picxious statements that 
a nuclear wai could Isc fought and won b\ the Soviet 
I inioii coiIcspi'iiding-changes in Soviet torce posture 
oi adjustments m some kev moderm/ation etiorts have 
vet U' onierge Similaih. v’'.en though Si'viet leaders 
Ix'icve that a .nuele.u \xar wanild lx‘ higliK destriieiivc. 
rnilitanlv undesirable., and should be avoided if possible.

they nevertheless believe duu should nuclear war (.kcui it 
woultl he possible td enhanee^Sovi'et chances of emeiging 
in a IxMter conriilimf than.ils’gnemies following a nuclear 
conHid and eUttble tite'leridership to retain political 
control Tlus Ixdicf has fed the Soviet leadership to 
dcvelofy slrategib olTcmsnc forces capable of seizing the 
strategic hiitfalivc through pre-emptive missile attack m 
the prcseiu.x' of'clcar evidence that the other side was 
about l(T hut hell a nuclear attack. To limit damage, the 
Soviet Union ha!̂  also consistently pursued the devel­
opment of advanced strategic defenses through a vast, 
interlocking, and .redundant system of active and passive 
liefenses. ThcW*objedi\cs liave. more than any other 
factor, governed (he aHocatioti of scarce resources in 
favor oV robust strategic capabilities.

Composition of.-Forces

l)i(1ereiiees m the composition of US and Soviet 
strategic nudeaf forces are a direct relledion of dif­
ferences Ixjlween US and Soviet nuclear doctrine. Fhe 
l 'nitèd Stales Iris’developed a strategic triad o f  ICBMs. 
SFBMS. and bombers, providing Hexibility and sui­
vi v.ibvhiv which hedge against unforeseen developments 
that might thrcaicn US retaliatory capabilities. Specil'i- 
callv. each leg of the Triad has unique capabilities that 
eomplemenl those of the others. Silo-based ICBMs 
provide great promptness and accuracy. SLBMs provide 
sill. ivabilily. Hexibility. and endurance. Bombers pro­
vide .licit launch survivability, recallability. and employ­
ment llcxibililv 1 he diil'erent basing modes and means 
of jxmeiration m the Triad coiiiribiile importantly to 
an aggressor's uncertainly about his ability to attack 
pre nnptively or to defend against a US retaliatory
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attack. They also are intended to provide the US 
President with confidence in his ability to retain options 
lor retaliation, thus reducing any unwarranted pressures 
for nuclear escalation in a crisis.

Tlie Soviet Union has. on the other hand, developed a 
nuclear force that includes heavy ICBMs with first-strike 
capabilities, prompt hard-target-kill capability, a large 
number of RVs. and high-yield warheads.

Fhese charts IxMr out these assertUMis. For instance.

approximately 80 percent of US strategic nuclear 
weapons are fixated in the bomber and submarine legs 
-  increa,sing the flexibility and survivability of US 

strategic forces. In contrast, almost two-thirds of Soviet 
nuclear warheads are on ICBMs. Thus, while the US 
ICBM leg has the capability to deter a Soviet strike, it 
does not provide the same destructive capacity, destabi­
lizing characteristics, or first-strike capabilities as does 
its Soviet counterpart.

Trends in Soviet modernization will, however, result

Chapter \'
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The Ohio-class ballistic missile submarine is now armed with the new Trident II (D-5) missile. The Trident II delivers a 
larger payload than current SLBMs, with significantly improved accuracy, at a nominal range of 7,400 km. Nine of these 
boats are operational, and eight others are in various stages of construction.

in a strategic force which is more balanced among 
ICBMs, bombers, and SLBMs. At the same time, 
these forces will be more lethal, more survivable and. 
under the START agreement, smaller. Tlie Soviet drive 
towards a better-balanced .strategic force structure w'ith 
highly survivable and capable components theoretically 
puts the Soviet leadership in a position to consider a 
move away from its current first-strike posture to one 
which allows for flexible response and limited nuclear 
options.

Currently, the US strategic modernization program 
is increasing the capability and survivability of US of­
fensive forces. The deployment of a limited. 5()-missile 
Peacekeeper force reduces the Soxiei advantage in 
prompt hard-target-kill capability, although the Soviet 
lead in ICBMs continues. US Ohio-cla.>s SSBNs, armed 
with the Trident D-5 missile since March 1990; B-IB 
bombers; and ALCMs — possessing greater survivabil­
ity, accuracy, and etTcxrtivcness than older systems — 
enable: the US to sustain advantages in submarines and 
bombers, offsetting Soviet advantages in ICBMs.

Longer-term projections of the balance depend, in 
part, on resolution of the uncertainties which currently 
surround the pace and overall level of the US strategic 
modernization program. For example, planned US mo­
bile ICBMs provide increased survivability and stability

and cai. hold hardened targets at risk, but the l.'S 
has not yet deployed them. ITie penetration capabil­
ity and operational flexibility of the B-2 bomber and 
advanced cruise missile (ACM) will significantly stress 
Soviet air defenses and maintain the effectiveness of US 
air-breathing forces, further enhancing deterrence.

Moderni/.ation and Production Trends

Since the mid-1960s, the Soviets have engaged in 
a brisk program of strategic modernization while US 
spending on strategic forces for the most part stayed flat 
and even declined at times. Today, the Soviet strategic 
forces which were modernized in the late 1970s and early 
1980s remain a fonuidable force. In 1989, the Soviet 
Union deployed over 100 new ICBMs, two new SSBNs, 
and several Bear H and Blackjack bombers as compared 
to the United States which added only one SSBN, and 
no new' ICBMs. or bombers to its operational forces.

While the current US strategic modernization pro­
gram is incTeasing the capability and survivability of 
US forces, the differentials in the pace of modernization 
and the rate of production have, in, fact, resulted in 
notable asymmetries. To begin with, substantial por­
tions of US strategic forces are rapidly approaching the 
end of their useful' service lives, in addition, Soviet 
force improvements increasingly reduce the capabilit\
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of some aging US forces. For example, Soviet strategic 
defenses -  which have received funding priority nearly 
equal to strategic offensive programs since the M%0s -  
threaten US bomber forces, particularly the B-52. As 
a penetrator, the B-5^ is no longer optimally suited to 
challenge directly the increasingly sophisticated Soviet 
air defense network; in particular, its large radar cross 
section (RCS) makes it susceptible to enemy detection. 
Furthermore, its slow-reaction take-off and its insuffi­
cient hardening against nuclear effects do not provide a 
desirable margin of safety to hedge against pre-emptive
SLBM attacks on US bomber bases, 
no o p

Strategic Defenses

Traditionally, the Soviet .Union has pursued develop­
ment of both active and passive strategic defenses in or 
der to limit damage to the Soviet Union in the event of a 
war. Tlie United States, on the other hand, has followed 
a policy of offensive deterrence based on the lationale 
that neither 'the United States nor the Soviet Union 
would launch a nuclear first strike or engage in other 
highly prov(x:ative actions if both sides were vulnerable 
to nuclear retaliation. But continued Soviet interest 
in strategic defenses and promising new technologies 
have contributed to a reas.scssment of traditional US 
assumptions.

The Soviet Union deploys the world's only AB\isvs- 
tem and the world's most extensive air deien.se system 
As a result of straleeic air defenses, the Soviet Union

/ '

Currently, thé US strategic modernization program is increasing 
the capability ând survivability of US offensive forces. The 
deployment of a lirhited, 50-missiIe Peacekeeper force reduces the 
Soviet advantage in hard-target-kill capability, although the Soviet 
lead in ICBMs continues. Here, Peacekeeper'reentry vehicles pass 
through the atmosphere at the conclusion of a test flight.

"Z?9 .
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The penetration capability and operational flexibility of the B-2 bomber and advanced cruise missile (ACM) will significantly 
stress Soviet air defenses and maintain the effectiveness of US air-breathing forces, further enhancing deterrence.

"7.3 0 .
Soviet/US Strategic Modernization 
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•Juvs ilic capirbility to decrease’ tlte exten-l.of wartime 
damagcMo-fhe Soviet Union. Moreoverj Soviet'Strategic 
defenses «re capable oi' degrading the eirectiveness of 

'US offensive forces.' For exy.mplfe. the ability of .US 
bomber torces which comprise more thiin one-third 
of US sthitegic offensive forces -  to penetrate Soviet 
airspiice is.challenged by contiruiing improvements in 

'Soviel air defenses. US air defenses, by comparison, are 
less extenshe and are dedicated to providing w'arning 
and attack assessment in short, we would probably 
be able to detect Soviet bombers coming but would be 
limiteti in our ability to stop them from completing their 
attacks.

Despiie these obvious asymmetries, the Soviet Union 
continues.to tnodemi/e its strategic air defenses. Indeed, 
am ent funding for these programs continues to show 
support for a long-temycommitment tostrategicdefen.se

even as’those efforts arc somewhat moderated by a 
deepening economic ensis and rising political pressures, 
fo r example:

The So.viet Union continues to upgrade its ABM 
system' around Moscow» which provides dual-layered 
coverage through endo- and exoatmospheric inter­
ceptors. Although this system would not provide 
sigiiifTcarit protection against a US retaliatory strike, 
it Could protect against limited strikes initiated by 
other countries. Furthermore, the Moscow ABM 
system provides the Soviets with valuable experience 
operating ballistic missile defenses.
Soviet 'SAMs provide barrier, area, and point air de­
fense of the Soviet Union. Tlte Soviet Union continues 
to deploy SA-lOs, which have the ability to engage 
several targets simultaneously, dramatically enhancing 
the Soviet Union's air defense capabilities. The United 
States, on the other hand, has not fielded strategic 
defenses of this quantity or quality. Moreover. Soviet 
deployment o f SA-10s has continued at a level which 
allows the Soviet Union to increase its active inventory 
each month at a rate greater than the United States 
can increase its global inventory of Patriot air defenses 
in an entire vear.

Sovlet/US Strategic Modernization 
1982-1990

R.ACX1ACK

i i i n
f f  st Is*

Overall, therefore, continued Soviet commitment to 
upgrading their strategic defenses with an array of 
ABMs, SAMs, fourth-generation fighter-interceptors, 
computer-assisted command and control systems, and 
modern three-dimensional radars stands in sharp con­
trast to the comparatively limited US strategic defenses.

The Soviet Union also places great emphasis on 
passive defenses to protect its key assets from US re­
taliation. For example, the Soviet Union continues to 
increase the survivability of its ICBMs by hardening 
mi.ssile silos. In addition, the Soviet Union has built 
deep-underground bunkers to protect key political, mili-

" Z 3 2 .
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The Soviet Union has begun deployment of newly modernized 
surface-to-air missiles — SA-IOs — which have the ability to 
engage several targets simultaneously^ with increased firepower. 
Soviet SAMs provide barrier, area, and point air defense.

tary. and industry personnel in ilie e\enl of a nuclear ex­
change. Tlie US has not de\eio}'>ed comparable passive 
defenses due to the pre\ailing rationale that neither side 
would launch a first .strike if bcsth sides were uilnerable 
to nuclear retaliation.

Decades of continued So\iet progress in upgrading its 
strategic defenses, combined with their ongoing modern­
ization of Soviet strategic otVenses. threatens to reduce 
significantly the stabilit\ of olVensixe deterrence. Several 
factors have caused the L’S. through the Strategic De­
fense Initiative, to examine the feasibilitx of adxanced 
defenses against ballistic missiles. These include tlie 
asymmetry in strategic defenses, the US desire to re­
duce reliance on the threat of otfensi\e retaliation to 
ensure deterrence, and the ad\cnt of promising defensive 
technologies.

In summary, important asxmmetries exist in the bal­
ance between US and Soxiei strategic forces. While 
strategic'otTensive weapons will be constrained to the 
same levels by START, qualilatixe ditferences in strate­
gic otTensive weapon systems and robust So\ iet strategic 
defenses favor the Soxiet Union. Tliese asymmetries 
may be attributed to long-standing ditTerences in doc­
trine and trends in modernization ettbrts.

" 2 . 5 . 3 .
START Objectives and Outcomes

The Soviets have a keen interest in concluding a 
START agreement, despite resistance to certain com- 
promi.ses. The political and economic benefits and pro­
posed follow-on reduction and stability talks are also 
important for long-term Soviet interests. The funda­
mental motivations for the So\iei> to emiaue in sirateeic

arms reduction remain unchanged since START negoti­
ations i>egan: to maintain a t'avorable strategic balance, 
to avoid ofxiii-ended spending on strategic pn^grams. 
and to enhance the international position of the USSR.

Tlie United Stales has pursued four main objectives 
in negotiating the START Treaty.

■ To encourage the Soviet Union to decrease its reliance 
on destabilizing systems, particularly heavy ICBMs;

■ To encourage the expansion of stabilizing systems, 
particularly “slow- flyers” — i.e., bombers, rather than 
ballistic missiles;

■ To maintain flexibility for the post-START force; and
■ To enhance deterrence and encourage strategic stabil­

ity at lower levels of forces,

Tlie US has largely succeeded in achieving these goals.

Wliile START will be the first arms control agree­
ment to achieve a real reduction in strategic forces, the 
Treaty does not restrict the rapidly evolving technologies 
which have resulted in the deployment of increasingly 
capable Soviet strategic oflensive and defensive weapon 
systems. As a resu-lt, even as Soviet weapons are re-, 
duced. overall Soviet capabilities may remain largely 
unchaneed and could even increase over time.

" Z 3 3 .
Changes in Soviet Strategic Offensive Warheads 

(1972-1990)
Totals
(T housands)

1972 SAIT I '  1979 SAIT I I '  1990 START Limifs '

S16M W a rh ea d s ICBM W a rh e a d s B om ber W a rh ea d s

Neither SALT I nor SALT II placed limits on  ballistic m o tile  warheads. Data reflect Soviet 
ballistic m issile w arheads on these dates.
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ICBM warheads.
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The space shuttle Columbia lifts off launch pad 39B a. Cape Canaveral on a Department of Defense mission.

For example, under thé START Treaty, Soviet 
throwweight and Soviet heavy missiles will be reduced 
by about 50 percent. While real benefits accrue to the 
United States based on this reduction, strategic modern­
ization will allow Soviet military planners potentially to 
replace some of the capability lost by these reductions 
with the effectiveness gained through increased accuracy 
of new systems.

Balance in Space

Recognizing the effectiveness and efficiency of space 
systems, both the United States and the Soviet Union 
have become dependent on space systems for support of 
military operations, whether in the theater or strategic 
arena. The United States has progressed to the point 
where many military support functions are provided 
primarily by space systems. TTie Soviets, on the other 
hand, have maintained terrestnal alternatives to space 
systems but are also developing space systems which are 
reliable and capable enough to irerfomt these functions. 
In tact, statements by high-level Soviet officials suggest 
that the importance of space systems may increase with 
the reduction of Soviet terrestrial forces.

There are notable differences between US and So­
viet military space programs. Tlie United States has 
an integrated force structure, including highly capable, 
long-lived satellites, launch vehicles, launch facilities, 
and ground control elements to achieve “assured mis­
sion capability“ — the ability to guarantee that critical 
missions can be accomplished, regardless of failure of 
individual system elements. In contrast, the Soviet 
space force stmcture utilizes satellites which are usually 
less capable and have shorter lifetimes. The Soviets, 
therefore, rely on-more frequent launches, supported 
by robust production resources. Despite indications of 
a reduced peacetime launch rate, it appears that their 
infrastructure will continue to provide the Soviets with 
an advantage in space support responsiveness useful for 
wartime.

In addition to their space systems supporting terres­
trial military operations, the Soviets pos.sess the world's 
only operational ASAT weapon, as well as several other 
systems with ASAT capability. These systems provide 
the Soviets with the capability to hold US space systems 
in orbit at risk, with the option to degrade or destroy 
those systems in time of crisis or conflict.

Chapter V'
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General Purpose Forces 
and the US-Soviet Balance

Modifications to Soviet military doctrine and unilateral force reductions notwithstanding, improvements in weapon systems 
continue to enhance capabilities. This new BMP-3 infantry fighting vehicle, of which some 700 are expected to be produced 
during 1990, was shown for the first time on parade in Moscow during May.

"3«1
IW R O D U C n O N

Die continuing implementation of announced force 
reductions, Moscow's tacit acceptance of the dissolution 
of the Warsaw Pact as a cohesive military alliance, and 
further anticipated changes in Soviet force structure in

Europe and throughout the Soviet Union indicate a 
dramatic shift in Soviet military policy and perspective. 
This shift parallels historic changes in Soviet domestic 
economic plans and national priorities, as detailed in the 
initial chapters of this publication. Taken together, this 
comprehensive .series of changes in almost every aspect



of Soviet society has vastly complicated the dinicult 
task of assessing the consequences of these events for 
Soviet military capabilities. The atmosphere of hop>e 
and expectation that has been sparked by the Krem­
lin's departure from its past orthodoxy has accentuated 
the importance of determining how the West should 
respond to best encourage Soviet development, while 
ensuring the security interests of the United States and 
its allies.

To provide a basis for this assessment, this chap­
ter details the comprehensive force structure changes 
that are under way in the Soviet militar>'. The final 
section examines the implications of these changes for 
the military balance in the regions where Soviet forces 
operate. '

dlieater Strategy: Strategic Defense Concepts

Tlie Soviets envision a strategic defense as a theater- 
level operation to drive back an attacking enemy, avoid 
nuclear escalation and geographic spread of war, ob­
tain a negotiated termination of the conflict, and, if 
that is not possible, create conditions for a possible 
deep offensive to defeat the enemy. The Soviets con­
tinue a historic emphasis on the critical need to gain 
and maintain the initiative. Their operations could 
include defensive actions combined with counterattacks 
and counterstrikes conducted by highly maneuverable 
combined-arms forces with supporting artillery, missiles, 
and air strikes. '
"3.1
Theater Warfighting Capabilities

Soviet planners were critically dependent on non- 
Soviet Warsaw Pact (NSWP) forces to participate in 
multi-front operations in a coordinated theater strategic 
operation against NATO. Given the sweeping changes 
in Eastern Europe, the Soviets can no longer depend 
on NSWP forces for theater offensive operations nor 
can they rule out the active resistance of East European 
militaries. This would mean that up to one-half of the 
first echelon forces in the Western Theater of Military 
Operations might not be available for offensive oper­
ations against NATO. While the theoretical capability 
tor a Pact theater strategic operation will remain until 
a C onventional Armed Forces in Europe (CEE) agree­

ment is implemented, political realities preclude such an 
operation.
" 3 . 1 . 3 .

Changes in Command Structure

Notwithstanding the dramatic political changes that 
are transforming the Warsaw Pact, the Soviet (jeneral 
Staff likely still <̂ ees the necessity to structure its forces to 
confront enemy coalitions in widely separated theaters 
of military operations (TVDs) in Europe, the Far East, 
and Southwest Asia. Permanent peacetime regional 
high commands were formed to act as extensions of 
the General Staff. These commands centralized control 
over the ground, tactical air, air defense, and general 
purpose naval forces supporting operations in each of 
the TVDs on the Soviet periphery. The existence of these 
strategic command and control bodies in peacetime is 
intended to ease the transition of Soviet and Warsaw 
Pac command structures and forces to a war footing as 
well as enhance the Soviet military command, control, 
and communication (C^) system's potential to cope with 
the demands of a multitheater war.

The withdrawal of Soviet forces from Eastern Europe 
may eventually lead to a theater command structure 
based largely on facilities located solely within the Soviet 
Union itself — a radiail departure from the existing 
system. As Soviet forces withdraw, the extent to which 
the existing infrastructure of bunkered command posts 
(CPs) and hardened communications facilities in East­
ern Europe will stay intact is unclear. Many of the 
facilities and much of the infrastructure used by Soviet 
forces in Eastern Europe are being destroyed during the 
withdrawal period. The Soviets probably will seek to 
negotiate bilateral agreements with their allies to ensure 
that key facilities remain operational, possibly by being 
maintained in a caretaker status. The restoration of 
bilateral military cooperation would depend primarily 
on political decisions, but the complete destruction of 
the base infrastructure would significantly complicate 
any renewal of military capabilities.

Fronts, consisting of several tank and combined-arms 
armies and organic air forces that are roughly equivalent 
to NATO army groups, would comprise the bulk of 
the forces that each high command would control in 
wartime. High commands can also control assets of a

Chapter M
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Fleet and Air Annies of'the,Supreme Command

To direct complex theater-strategic operations elTec- 
tively. the Soviets and their allies established a comjire- 
hensive and redundant network of fixed and mobile C Ps 
and supporting communications along the periphery of 
the Soviet Union, in iiastern Europe, and in Mongolia, 
llie  foundation of’this system is an extensive network of 
bunkered CPs and communications facilities to acami- 
modate high command stalTit and their subordinates in 
wartime. To enhance network sur\i\ability, major CPs 
are equipped witli buried antennas, separate hardened 
radio transmitters, and retractable communications an­

tennas. In addition, theater-wide fixed communications 
networks incorporating a variety of redundant commu­
nication means link the bunkered CPs with Cjeneral 
Staff facilities and those in adjacent theaters. Despite 
the force reductions and withdrawals now in progress, 
the theater C ’ infrastructure in the Soviet Union itself 
continues to expand.

To complement the fixed CP system, an array of field- 
mobile CPs and communications units for theater forces 
is deployed at all levels of command. At the higher levels 
of command, field-mobile CPs would be used primarily 
to supplement the system of large CP bunkers frotn

f ? 7  I P E R E S T R O I K A  A N D  T H E  A R M E D  F O R C E S

Five >tars into (iorbachex's tenure, the 
■Soviet tnilitarv — previous!) a much re­
spected and privilesicd organization — is 
an institution in turmoil. Some of the tur­
moil stems from adjustins: to real changes 
in military doctrine, structure, and force 
levels. Some results from the military's 
uncertain role in a fast-changing political 
environment.

y

Changes affecting the political system 
have resulted in a substantial decline in 
the military's prestige; increasing pressure 
to end the draft; and a major change in the 
way military decisions arc made, with a 
much broader array of participants, many 
of whom are hostile to military interests. 
Rising nationalism in some minority re­
publics has led to republic demands that 
minority youth be allowed to serve in theif 
home republics, fhese sentiments have 
been fueled by the use of Defense Ministry 
forces in regions of ethnic violence. Fhese 
trends arc having an increasingly negative 
effect on military morale and have been 
particularly demoralizing for the Soviet 
officer corps — the backbone of the armed 
forces.

Economic considerations arc only one 
factor behind the current debate on man­
ning and restructuring in the Soviet armed 
forces. Many of the proposals under de­
bate would not substantially lower costs; 
one of them — the proposed shift to a 
volunteer military — would probably cost 
more than the large conscript army it 
would replace. Doctrinal developments 
dovetail with trends affecting military tech-

nology. Fhey point toward a dilferent 
kind of system than the large standing 
army (iorbachev inherited. For example, 
integrating more sophisticated equipment 
into the armed forces has increased the 
need for training and specialized skills. .\s 
the technological complexity of weaponry 
increases, the extensive use of conscripts 
in the armed forces impairs the full poten­
tial of high-technology weapons.

In addition, (iorbachev's political re­
forms are changing the nature of the pol­
icymaking system itself by bringing in 
new groups that arc dubious about the 
strong commitment to military power of 
the previous leaders. For example, mi­
nority activists are hostile to the military 
in general and the draft in particular. 
Some regard the armed forces as a dra­
matic sy mbol of centralized Soviet power. 
Protests against the draft or against sta­
tioning Soviet forces on republic territory, 
have become more popular as a means of 
expressing minority demands. Flie con­
script army remains largely intact after 
nearly five years of perestroika, but there 
is increasing criticism from groups in the 
Supreme Soviet and reform groups in the 
military that call into question many of 
the assumptions underlying the use of 
minority soldiers. These reformers pro­
pose modifications of draft policy and re­
placing conscripts with a volunteer 
military.

Compared to the large-scale force re­
ductions, wiindrawals, and restructuring 
under wav in the other branches of the So-

viet armed forces, the Navy has emerged 
from (iorbachev’s first round of defense 
cuts relatively unscathed. The reasons for 
this privileged status arc many. First, the 
Soviet Navy’s surface fleet is primarily 
a defensively oriented force whose struc­
ture is more compatible with Gorbachev’s 
stated “ defensive doctrine.^’ Second, the 
Soviets believe that their Navy is inferior 
to combined Western navies, thus senior 
naval officers arc able to make a strong 
case for continued fleet modernization. 
Finally, and mo.st importantly, the Navy’s 
SSBN force is becoming an increasingly 
important part of Soviet rirategic nuclear 
forces.

Perestroika has also meant that the 
use of military power for foreign pol­
icy goals in the Third World has been 
significantly deemphasized. As a result, 
the Soviet Navy has diminished its out- 
of-area presence considerably. Excluding 
SSBN activity, worldwide Soviet Navy 
out-of-area presence has declined by ap­
proximately 20 percent from the peak 
pre-Gorbachev levels.

Reductions have also occurred in op­
erating tempo — the ratio of days at sea 
to days available to go to sea. More 
emphasis is being placed on short inrarea 
operations with intensive multiple training 
objectives, increased use of simulators and 
pierside training devices, and expanded 
combined air defense operations. ,\s a 
result, the Soviet Navy’s overall operating 
tempo has also declined by approximately 
20 percent from 1985-levels.
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Soviet law delegates the internal secu­
rity responsibility to the security forces, 
rather than the armed forces. Moscow 
maintains two security troop formations 
— the Border Troops of the Committee 
for State Security (KGB) and the Internal 
Troops of the Ministry of Internal Affairs 
(MVD) that are excluded from the 
control of the armed forces. The Border 
Troops are Moscow’s eyes and ears along 
the Russian land and sea littorals, while 
the Internal Troops maintain the peace 
among the population.

Recent Soviet official statements on 
the missions of each service are:

as

Border Troops: “Those elements re­
sponsible for checking every transient — 
and apprehending those illegally crossing 
the border.’’ Organizationally, the Border 
Guard elements observe the borders, pa­
trol the adjacent Soviet border zones, and 
send appropriate formations in response 
to unusual situations.

Internal Troops: “Those elements de­
signed to disperse those involved in mass 
disturbances, guard places of confinement 
and similar operations, protect properties 
of the State, and convey persons and prop­
erty to prescribed destinations, in accor­
dance with the law of the duties and rights

' •
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of the Internal Troops of the MVD.’’ The 
Soviet Government has officially stated 
that the use c ’" Soviet armed forces in 
internal disputes was ill-considered, and 
indicated elements of the armed forces 
would not be used in contingencies within 
the Soviet Union. (The presence of mili­
tary units in the Transcaucasus and 
Lithuania directly contradicts these 
statements.)

Recent engagements involving Border 
and/or Interna! Troop elements -reflect 
evolving roles for the two services. The 
period of unrest which occurred in the 
Transcaucasus this past January, given 
its proximity to the border, resulted in 
the involvement of Border Troop units. 
Although their exact role is not certain, 
it appeared that they were engaged in se­
curing the borders following large demon­
strations at border crossing points. In 
fact, the entire area of unrest may have 
been assigned to the control of ihe Border 
Troops. Ground and Internal Troop units 
relocated to the area may have been con­
trolled by the Border Guard commander.

Historically, the insertion of Internal 
Troops into areas of civil unrest has been 
dictated by defense laws. A decision to 
deploy elements is always pursuant to a 
request for assistance by officials of the 
individual republics. The number and fre­
quency of such requests has required con­
tinuing deployment of Ground Forces ele­
ments to support the Internal Troop units. 
Internal Troop officials admit to being 
stretched too thinly with the forces al­
lotted, and have begun a program of ex­
panding their structure. The question of 
the legality of the deployment of Inter­
nal Troop units, officially resubordinated 
from the Defense Ministry to the MVD 
early in 1989, was addressed in the re­
cently enacted Law on MV'D Internal 
Troops. The decision to deploy the forces 
can now be made also by decree of the 
Soviet President.

Troops of the Ministry of Internal Affairs, trained to suppress demonstrations and maintain 
order, stand shoulder-to-shoulder in Moscow in the midst of protests against the Soviet 
Communist Party.

Chapter VT ‘
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As part of the new defensive doctrine, assault bridging equip­
ment is being withdrawn from forward-deployed positions in the 
Warsaw Pact countries. After a full year of force reductions, 
restructuring, reorganization, and modernization, the Soviets have 
reduced the number of active divisions from 214 to about 190.

which sUilVs would direct operations, and to replace 
damaged or destroyed CPs. At lower levels, command 
functions would be e.xercised from lield-mobile Cl’s once 
force mobili/aiion was completed. Small airborne battle 
stalls provide an additiontil layer of redundancy at eacli 
echelon, although they are inherently less capable than 
the larger ground-based CPs.

in addition to an e.xtensive fixed communication net­
work. the theater command system also relies on a vari­
ety of mobile communication means to include satellite, 
tropospheric scatter, high-frequency radio, line-of-sight 
radio relay, and cable communications systems. To 
support the control and forward movement of forces, 
mobile communications units would extend and,“when 
necessary, reconstitute the fixed network. The KGB 
also operates separate, parallel communications at key 
eclielons of command within Soviet theater forces.
”3 •
GROLAD FORCES

After a full year of force reductions, restructuring, 
reorganization, and modernization, the Soviets have 
reduced the numlx*r of active di\'isions from 214 to 
about 190. The number of mobilization divisions has 
increased from three to six. At the .same time, the Soviets 
ha\e continued their modernization program. This has 
included the production and introduction into the force 
of up to 1.700 late-model tanks. 6.500 armored infantry 
lighting vehicles, and 2..750 late-model .self-propelled ar­
tillery and heavy mortars. In the maneuver divisions, air 
defense units at the regimental level have been expanded 
and upgraded with the new armored, .self-propelled 2S6 
and the highly capable SA-18 shoulder-launched mi.ssile 
(replacing the ZSU-2.7-4 and the SA-7 and SA-14). 
At the army and front level, the SA-11 and SA-12 
surface-to-air missiles are replacing the aging SA-4.

"Z37.
Soviet/US Tactical Surface-to-Air Missiles’
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Hie reorganization of divisions to the structure Gor­
bachev termed "clearly defensive” has taken place pri­
marily in the Groups of Forces stationed in East Eu­
ropean countries. The main feature of the program is 
to transtonu maneuver divisions away from an overtly 
offensive character by reducing the number of tanks in 
tank and motorized rifle divisions by 20 and 40 percent, 
respectively. This is being accomplished by converting 
one tank regiment in each to a motorized rifle regi­
ment and by increasing the number of defensive systems 
such as antitank, air defense, and engineer obstacle 
equipment. Wliat has not been widely publicized is the 
fact that the new structure is a well-balanced combat 
force featuring a significant increase of artillery systems, 
armored infentry fighting vehicles, and personnel, 
■ " 3 . 2 . 1 .
Ground Forces Fxjuipment

Modem main battle tanks (MBTs) the T-72 and 
T-80 variants — continue to be produced and replace 
older tanks that are now being withdrawn from the 
active forces. As a result, modern MBTs now constitute 
halt the assessed Soviet tank inventory, even though 
the total size of that inventory is declining. In the 
At!antic-to-the-Urals (ATTU) zone, the area that will 
be aflected by a CFE Treaty, the proportion of modem 
tanks is now nearly 70 percent of the total inventory'. 
The increase of modern tanks from 1988 to 1990 is about 
11 percent for the assessed total inventory and 24 per­
cent for the ATTU zone. In addition to the production 
ot new tanks, the Soviets and their East European allies 
have been improving the protective capabilities of their 
tanks with reactive amior packages, wraparound annor 
and side skirts, as well as bolt-on amior to protect turret 
tops and engine compartments.

Since unilateral measures were announced, and the 
CFE talks were begun, the Soviets have transferred a 
substantial amount of equipment east of the Urals out­
side the limitations area. About 7.000 tanks have be,en 
moved into storage depots outside the CFE limitations 
area. At the same time, only a comparatively modest 
number of systems has been destroyed or converted to 
civil use.

O’ ■

Complementing the Soviet fixed command post network used 
to direct complex, theater-level operations are an array of 
field-mobile command posts from which staffs direct lower-level, 
tactical operations.

ventional munitions, fuel-air explosives, enhanced blast 
technology, and subprojectile warheads. All of the new 
artillery systems can fire chemical rounds, and weapons 
152-mm and above are also nuclear-capable.

r *'
Nearly half of all short-range ballistic missiles and 

rockets (with ranges less than 500 kilometers) remaining 
in Soviet Groups of Forces in Eastern Europe are now

" Z 3 8 .  - '

Comparison of the Estimated Dollar Cost of 
Soviet General Purpose Forces and US General 

Purpose Forces Expenditures, 1965-1990

Billions o l 
FY90 Dollars

Soviet

Soviet artillery modernization continues at an im­
pressive rate. About one-third ,of the how'itzers and 
guns deployed in active units in the ATTU zone now 
consist of modern, self-propelled systems. Soviet units 
are also being upgraded with the new M1983 multiple 
rocket launcher (MRL) system. Over one-fifth of MRLs 
deployed in units in the ATTU zone are now modem 
systems — 220-mm and greater — such as the BM-22 
and the M l983. Tlie Soviets also continue to upgrade 
their conventional munition stocks with improved con-

1965 1970 1975 1980 1985

NOTE CutiuiUtivc Sovie« dollar co«b lor the yeara 1965-1989 are about 
S390 billion greater than US outlayt.

A i o l AuguH 1990

1990
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’'Z 3 9  * Soviet/US Main Battle Tanks

WEIGHT (MT) 

SPTH) (KM/HR)' 

MAIN ARMAMENT

MUZZLE VHOCITY 
(MPS)

.' (o T

T-.54/55 T’62 r-64 A/B T“72 M l T -« Sf«0A1/3

36 37 35 41 42 51

40 40 50 50 55 50

10O*mm 115-mm 125-mm 125-mm 125-mm 105-mm

1,500 1,600 V 5 0 1750 V 5 0 1,500

M-1/M-1A1
abraMs

10S-mm/1 ZIY-mm 

1,500/1,660

the.modern SS-21 system. The Soviets have withdrawn 
more than the originall\' promised 24 short-range bal- 
iisuc missile (SRBM) systems from Poland, (Veciioslo- 
^akia. Hungarv, and Past Ciermain ,

( ( )N \ T M  IONAI a ir  F()R( r s

The Smiet .Air lance (SAF ) comprises three ma 
jor elements; the .Air Armies of the Supreme High 
( ommand i \ ’(iK), Air Fn^rcesof the Military F)istricts 
ami (iroups of Forces (A!- MDCiOF ). and Military 
ITansport ,A\iation (VTA). Since (iorhachev's lArcem- 
Ixn ldX8 I hiited Nations ( I ’N) speech, there have Fx'en 
some dramatic air fcirce changes, especially to tho.se 
forces within the .A ld t.' region. These changes include a 
significant reduction in combat aircraft and an increased 
late of force moderni/aiion. The Soviets are retain­
ing as mucli employment t1e\ibility as [lossible through 
resti iiclurine. '

" 3 . 3 . 1  .
Air Annies of tFie -Supreme Higli Command (V'GK)

rX’spite aviation FestrticUiring/and reductions, the 
intermediate-range bomlier force assigned to attack 
tieep theater targets continues to modernize. Approv- 
imately 47.‘> ojXMalional attack tmd support intermediate 
range bomtxTs are assigned to the Smolensk and Irkutsk 
.Air Armies based in the western and far etistern re­
gions of the LkSSR. Over 60 percent of the attack 
force has no\s been modernized. While .some e.xisting 
reconnaissance and electronic countermeasures (F-XM) 
Ikuigers and lilindcrs have been reconfigured to enhanct 
their capabilities, there has been no apparent elVort n> 
modernize substantially this portion of the force

The supersrinic Tu-22M Backfire intermediate-range 
IxanlxT is steadily replacing ob.solete Tu-16 Badger 'at­
tack units. WTiile Backfire units are smaller thfm ihovc 
of Batiger. the increased combat radiu.s and sufuasoni.

€
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Soviet Divisions: Equipment and 
Personnel Holdings'

(As of .August 1990)

Tank
MolorizetJ

Rifle Division (MRÜ)
Standard New Standard New

Tanks 330 264 22V 162

APC/IFV 225 430 439 650

Artillery 16.5 190* 213 too

Personnel 11,10«) 13,500 13,-500 16 000

‘ fhr S(»vM«ts liavr c 
Aup|H»rt miKtais n»«! 
*M8fK «ssigned 1ti t

‘̂ »ndutled
ituTuded m d o ti
if.iniK.P:

ipgiwd* V !■" rbf 
dji
i,()P) tradii.it.i’

•i*"v.l,ers .ind -m-ft

■B: j: 0 K-iA.
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Soviel/US Selected Artillery

2S1 2S3 2SS 2S7 2S1® M109A2.A3 W11042 M1W

Sel^ S t#- Tolled Self- Setf- Srtf- SelF Towed
Propelieti froyelted Propel Propelled fropelled Propelled Propelled

152-mm 152-iiiro Cim t52-nm**Cur 20T-mm Gun C4m TSS-mm 3®.Vmm 1S5-mm
Hpwityet Houritref Howitzer Nowi&er
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performance of ihis bomber greatly exceed those of the 
Badger. In addition, the recent deploxment of a neu 
short-range attack missile uith the Backfire has signifi- 
canth' increased its potential weapons-carrying 
capabilit)'.

The combat power of the Legnica and VinniLsa .Air 
Armies lies mainlx in 240 Su-24 Fencer light bombers. 
Since 1989. these .Air Army forces dimimshed b>- almost 
-SO percent. Their numencal size v^as reduced through 
decreasing the size of subordinate repments and resub- 
ordinaling regiment's to So\tei Naval A\-iation (SNA) 
and to the AF MD GOF. \Miile the size of the .Air 
Armies of the VGK has declined, the total number of 
Fencer light bombers in the Soxiet forces has remained 
the same. In addition to the Fencers.- these forces 
contain 200 fighters and 70 reconnaissance electronic 
warfare (EW) aircraft. The fighter force has also been 
reduced, b u t by the end ofl990. all of the aging MiG-21 
Fishbeds and MiG-23 Floggers will have been replaced 
with Su-27 Flankers, or late-generation Floggers.
'•'5 2
Frontal Anation

The majority of the Soxiet conx’entional aviation 
forces are assigned to the AF MD GOF which, in 
wartime, will be assigned to various fronts to support 
ground operations and achiex’e frontal objectives. Par­
ticularly in the ATTU region, these are the forces most 
affected by the changes. The majority of'the reductions, 
modernization, and restructuring hax'e occurred within 
Frontal Aviation.

have affected both the strike assets and fighter force. TTie 
reconnaissance/EW force has been restructured with 
very little reduction of assets. The m apnty of the 
aircraft remox’ed from the S.AF inx'entory’ has been 
placed into storage or assigned to training schools. 
Approximately 290 Fencer. Fitter, Su-25 Frogfoot, and 
MiG-27 Flogger aircraft were transferred from the Air 
Force to Soxiet Naval Aviation. Although reduced from 
the Air Force, nearly all of these aircraft continue to be 
assigned w'est of the Urals. An additional 200 Soviet 
aircraft are expected to be withdrawn from Hungary 
and Czechoslovakia by mid-1991. There is no indication 
that any destruction of aircraft has occurred or that 
the aircraft placed in storage will be destroyed in the 
near term. In CFE negotiations. NATO's position, 
in accordance xvith the agreed mandate, is that all 
land-based combat aircraft must be subject to treaty 
provisions, but the Soviets have insisted on excluding

TTie reductions hax’e been accomplished by decreasing 
the size of lactical combat regiments, removing entire 
regimenis. and resubordinating aircraft to SN.A and 
Aviation of .Ar Defense i/AP\0). The maiority of the 
a;rcrafi reduced Irom the inx’entorx have been older 
Fish-eds. Rogzers. ..nd Su-P Fitters. These reductions

A pair of Su-25 Frogfoots, the Soviet Air Force s twin-engine, 
subsonic, dose air support fighter, banks across the horizon. 
The aircraft, used also in short-range interdiction missions, is 
armed with air-to-ground ordinance, including ar^titank rockets 
a.nd missiles and an internal twin-barrel 50-mm gun.

Chapter M
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The Soviets are focusing their fighter production on the MiG-29 
Fulcrum, seen here, and Su-27 Flanker. These aircraft have been 
demonstrated to be highly maneuverable, well-designed fighters 
capable of posing a serious air superiority threat to any opponent.

land-based Naval Aviation.

Concurrent with force reductions, the So\iets ha\e 
undertaken a modernization program of these forces, 
particularly in the ATTU. with almost half of the regi­
ments there receiving new or impro\ed aircraft variants. 
In addition, modernization has been accompanied by 
some unilateral reductions and the rekx'ation of ex­
isting aircraft. The Soviets have transferred portions 
or entire regiments to facilitate modernizing older reg­
iments. Continuing new aircraft production also has 

^ supplethented their modernization program.

Tlte Soviets are focusing their fighter production on 
the MiG-29 Fulcrum and Su-27 Flanker. These aircraft 
have been demonstrated to be highly maneuverable, 
well-designed fighters capable of posing a serious air 
superiority threat to any opponent. These existing pro­
duction aircraft lag their US counterpart aircraft in 
avionics, weapons, and certain other features, but they 
are a much closer match than previous generations of 
Soviet aircraft. On the other hand, the Soviets have 
accepted much reduced production rates for the new 
aircraft, forcing a long-term decline in force size as 
older aircraft such as the Flogger leave the force in 
coming years. Meanwhile, the Soviets already are testing 
improved variants of the existing Fulcrum and Flanker 
that, when fielded, could reduce performance dilTerences 

'with US current aircraft by the mid-1990 timeframe. 
Tlie prospect for entirely new follow-ons to the Flanker 
arid Fulcrum sometime after the turn of the century 
remains a concern.

Tlie Soviets are also restructuring their air forces in 
the ATTU region claiming this initiative constitutes a 
defensive posturing of the air forces. There have been 
some significant .shifts in the force as a result of restruc­
turing. most noticeably in Western TVD (WTVD) first 
echelon forces and in the Northwestern. Southwestern, 
and Southern TVDs. Within the WTVD's first echelon 
the Soviets created a defensive posture by removing half 
of their Fencer light bombers and changing the primary 
mission of two ground-attack regiments to air defense. 
This defensive restructuring was done at the exjxmsc of 
the second echelon forces which lost virtually all of their 
defensive fighter force, but gained significant numbers of 
ofiensive aircraft from the forward areas of the WTVD.

Tlie flanks have changed disposition as well. In the 
Northw'estern TVD, the three existing fighter^bomber 
regiments were removed; however, two were replaced 
with Fencers. In the Southwestern and Southern TVDs. 
most of the front-level ground-attack capability has been 
eliminated.

Soviet forces east of the Urals are effecting similar 
changes. The equivalent of nine regiments has been 
eliminated, primarily by reducing regimental sizes or 
disbanding units. Concurrent with this activity, four 
regiments of the most advanced fighter, ground-attack, 
and reconnaissance aircraft were introduced to upgrade 
older, less capable models.

Faced with significant cuts, the Soviets opted to 
retain their Fencer force, albeit in the rear areas, at the 
expense of their tactical lighter-bombers. To the Soviets, 
the Fencers represent a credible deterrent as well as a 
viable retaliatory force that can be quickly generated.
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Soviet/US Selected Tactical Aircraft
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Tlie reductions to the fighter-bomber force significantly 
reduce the Soviets'capability for battlefield interdiction 
and direct fire support to their ground forces.

While the Soviet force in place now is qualitatively 
sufierior to that found a year ago. it has been reduced. 
Additionally, while the Soviets have given up much of 
their front-level offensive capability, they have created 
a strong forward air defense that improves their ability 
to protect their airspace. Additionally, they also have 
kept a significant offensive capability by retaining much 
of their deep-attack force in the Soviet Union.

Army Aviation

The Soviets continue to employ a variety of heli­
copters for direct combat and support roles. Attack 
helicopters such as the Mi-24 Hind and armed troop 
carrier versions of the Hip arc now assigned to all 
Soviet tank combined-arms armies, fhe Hind's wide 
range of machine guns and cannon, unguided rockets 
with a variety of warheads, and modem antitank guided 
missiles have been continually updated and improved 
since its initial appearance in the early 1970s. allowing a 
steady increase in battlefield performance with the same 
basic aircraft. A similar process has been applied to 
the Hip, with current models representing a quantum 
improvement in armament and perfonnance over those 
first entering service in 1964. Hip also is found in com­
mand and electronic warfare support loles, while new 
models of the basic Hind for specialized reconnaissance 
roles are beginning to appear in quantity. Particular 
attention is being paid to increasing the wartime sur- 
vivabilitv of all these helicopters. A new generation

of equipment providing active and passive protection 
against air defense threats is entering service, improving 
upon earlier versions used in Afghanistan.

Two new attack helicopters, the Mi-28 Havoc, which 
bears some resemblance to the US Apache, and the 
Kamov-designed Hokum, are expected to enter service 
with the Soviet military in 1991, after almost 10 years in 
development. Tlie Havoc, although less effective than 
the Apache, will complement and eventually replace 
the Hind. It will be most capable in the type of close 
air support and antitank missions performed by Hind, 
and will be able to conduct air-to-air operations against 
enemy helicopters if required. Hokum is expected to 
have a primary air-to-air role against opposing heli­
copters and lower-performance fixed wing battlefield 
support aircraft, but will also have significant close air 
support capabilities. Increasing numbers of Havoc and 
Hokum entering service in the early 1990s, alongside the 
large number of Hinds and Hips already deployed, will 
provide the Soviets capable and responsive battlefield 
fire support across the full spectrum of offensive and 
defensive requirements.

Transport and other combat support helicopters also 
continue to modernize and improve. The replacement 
of the aging Mi-6 Hook (1960 service entry date) by the 
larger Mi-26 Halo transport helicopter has increased. 
Halos are now replacing Hooks on a one-for-one basis 
in transport helicopter regiments, rather than at a lesser 
ratio as earlier thought; this will significantly increase 
combat lift capability for resupply of air assault forces 
as well as routine logistics support. New variants of the 
Halo are likely in the early 1990s to begin to replace

Oiapter V I
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Soviet/US Selected Combat and 

Support Helicopters
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STEED (KMm) aUl
RADIUS (KAO 340
TROOf UFT 0

AM-tS/HUEY COBRA 
STHO (KAOH) 200
RADIUS (KM) 230
TROOf i r r  0

OMOE/SEA KNIGHT 
STEED (KAUH) 240
RADIUS «M ) ISO
TROOf UF7 >4

UfHHAROQUOIS 
STEED (KAUH) 200
RADIUS (KAV 200
TROOf UFT S

CM-S3E/SUTBI SEA 
STAUtON

S rS D  OM/H) 200
RADIUS (KAV 400
TROOf UFT 35

UH-OOA/OtACKHAWK 
STEED (KAVH) 200
RADIUS (KM) 300
TROOf UFT 11

CHA7D/CH1NOOK 
SfEED (KAVH) 200
RADIUS (KAV ISO
TROOf UFT 33

' (R|Xt'ted to rm«r oervtrr o
M ni September nXM)

Hooks specialized for command support. Soviet tilt 
rotor prototypes should appear in the same timeframe, 
initially probably as a Hip replacement, and then larger 
models as the evetUual successor to Halo.

NAVAL FORCES

In November 1985, then General Secretary (ior- 
bachev selected Fdeet Admiral V.N. Chernavin as 
Comrnander-in-Chief of the Soviet Navy, and since that 
time, the Navy has implemented reforms to make it­
self more efticient, stressed qualitative over quantitative 
values, continued its extensive modernization program, 
reduced its overseas presence, and emphasized opera­
tions more supportive of the USSR’s declared “defensive 
doctrine.”

Tlie Soviet Navy's missions are quite different from 
those of the US Navy, or the navies of other major 
maritime nations. Primary Soviet missions are to;

■ Operate and protect the Northern and Pacific Ocean 
ideet strategic nuclear ballistic missile submarine 
(SSBN) force;

■ Protect the .seaward approaches of the Soviet Union 
from air. sea, or amphibious attack -especially from 
nuclear-capable enemy forces such as SSNs. aircraft 
carrier battle groups, air- and sea-launched cruise 
missiles and their launch platforms; and

■ Support Soviet ground forces by securing contiguous 
maritime flanks, by providing naval fire and logis­
tical support, conducting amphibious t^saults. and 
disrupting enemy .sea lines of communication.

The Soviet Navy intends to accomplish its principal 
missions by concentrating its SSBNs and the majority 
of its general purpose naval forces in waters relatively 
close to Soviet territory. Within these defensive ar­
eas, Soviet SSBNs and the maritime approaches to the 
Soviet Union are protected by an imposing array of 
nuclear- and diesel-powered attack submarines, surface 
combatants, and naval aircraft. ITiese forces provide a 
fonnidable layered defense against external submarine, 
surtace, and air threats.
”3. ' 1 .1  •
Modernization and (,’onstniction

The Soviet Navy is engaged in a continuing moderh- 
iziition and construction program, with six new classes 
of attack submarines and seven clas.ses of surface com­
batant warships having entered the inventory since 1980, 
Tliis program is expected to continue well into the 1990s. 
Because of improved weapons systems, command, con­
trol. communications, and intelligence (CM), and other 
.sensors, the Soviet snhinarines and surface eonibatanis
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new attack helicopters, the Mi-28 Havoc, seen here, and the Kamov-designed Hokum, are expected to enter service 
the Soviet military in 1991, after almost 10 years in development.

in production have capabilities far superior to those of 
their predecessors, largely offsetting the scrapping of 
obsolete surface and subsurface vessels.

The Soviet Union has embarked on an ambitious, 
long-term program to dismantle and scrap obsolescent 
naval ships, submarines, and eventually merchant ships 
and ocean-going fishing vessels. The result by 1996 is 
expected to be: ■ '

■ Tlie scrapping of up to 450 pre-1970s vintage combat 
ships, including about 45 general purpose submarines, 
and reduction of nearly 80.000 naval personnel, in­
cluding both sea-going and shore support; and

■ A smaller naval force, although qualitative improve­
ments will make it a more capable one. and we antic­
ipate little or no impairment of mission performance.

This scrapping program, in addition to providing 
economic gain for the Soviet Union, also is intended 
to contribute to reducing Western perceptions of the 
Soviet military threat. It will result in a smaller, but 
more reliable force, with reduced opeiation and mainte­

nance costs and lower manpower requirements. Overall 
readiness and effectiveness may even increase, while 
Soviet Navy mi,ssions and operational concepts will be 
unaffected.
" 3 * 4 . ? .
Submarines

The Soviet Navy's principal combatant is the sub­
marine. Not surprisingly, the Soviets have the largest 
general purpose submarine force in the world. Newer 
submarines will continue to improve the force's capa­
bilities with new designs that emphasize enhanced 
quieting, depth, weapon diversification, and sensors. 
Currently, four different classes of nuclear- or diesel- 
powered attack submarines are in series production.
" 3 . 4 . 3 .
Surface Combatants

Surface combatant production has been equally im­
pressive. In 1989 the Soviets commenced sea trials 
of their first conventional takeoff-and-landing (CTOL) 
65.000 me'tric-ton displacement guided-missile aircraft 
carrier (CVG). the first Tbilisi-class, Tbilisi. Atioiher

Cliapter \’l
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The employment of land-attack cruise missiles, such as the SS-N-21, by nuclear-powered attack submarines, including the 
Akula, shown here, will further enhance Soviet submarine nuclear force capabilitifis. These systems will probably be used 
against Eurasian theater strategic targets.

Tbilisi-class CVG. the Var\ag (lormerly Riga), is cur­
rently fitting out. and a ibliow-on 70.000 to 75.000 
metric-ton displacement carrier is being constructed.

The Tbilisi is intended to accomplish forward air 
defense missions. The Tbilisi's airwing will likely con­
sist of between 20 to 40 aircraft, including the Su-27 
Flanker, MiG-29 Fulcrum, vertical short takeoff and 
landing (VSTOL) aircraft, and helicopters. In addition 
to its airwing, the Tbilisi carries 12 SS-N-19 long-range 
antiship missiles (300-nm range). 24 launchers for 192 
SA-N-9 short-range surface-to-air missiles, and for point 
defense, six AK-630 Gatling guns, and eight CADS-1 
(combined air defense system- ) gun missile systems

The fourth modern Kirov-class nuclear-powered 
guided-missile cruiser (CGN) was launched in .April

1989. The fifth cruiser was started in 1989 at Leningrad's 
Baltic Works, but work ceased soon thereafter. Further 
production of this class has been terminated. Production 
of the Slava-class guided-missile cruiser (CG) is con­
tinuing, very slowly. The launching of the fourth and 
probably last unit occurred in August 1990.

Tlie largest destroyer program in the Soviet Navy 
since the 1950s was begun in 1980 with the advent of 
the Sovremennyy and Udaloy classes. The former is • 
equipped mainly for antisurface warfare with eight SS- 
N-22 antiship cruise missiles, 40 SA-N-7 medium-range 
SAMs, and two twin 130-mm guns. The 8.200-ton 
Udaloy is oriented to antisubmarine warfare. carr>ing 
eight 55-kilometer range SS-N-14s, and capacity for 64 
short-range SAMs (SA-N-9). and has tw'o single-barrel 
l(X)-mfn eiins. The Nax̂ v has received 12 Sovremennvws
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:iM(l 10 inoie are in construction; the last of 12 Udaloys 
should enter service in 1991. and the first unit of a 
modified version of the class should enter the fleet in 
1992. Completion of the Udaloy and Sovreniennyy 
classes continues at the rate of about one per year for 
each-class;

A number of frigate- and corvette-sized ships also 
continue to be built. Investment in these programs will 
guarantee that the Navy and the KGB Maritime Border 
Guard will have sufficient surface warfare, antisubma­
rine warfare, mine warfare, and coastal patrol capability 
well into the next century'. Finally, the Soviet Navy's 
amphibious lift aipability continues to modernize with 
the completion of the third Ivan Rogov amphibious 
assault transport dock (LPD). Smaller craft such as 
the Pomornik-class air cushioned landing craft, and a 
w'ing-iti-ground effect craft are expected to join the fleet 
at a slow hut steady rate. ^
O'; '
Soviet Naval .Aviation (SNA) Developments

The Soviets have long relied on land-based, and 
to a lesser, evtent seaborne, naval aviation to provide 
intemiediate- and short-range strike, antisubmarine war­
fare (ASW), mine countermeasures (MCM). reconnais­
sance, targeting, and search and rescue (SAR) support, 
Tlie current trend for SNA is to emphasize improve­
ments to its short-range tactical aviation capability. 
In addition, the Backfire C intenuediate-range bomber 
continues to enter the force, albeit at a reduced rate, 
while the aging Badger force is being reduced.

ITie Soviets are still modernizing their fi.xed-wing 
ASW' force and are on the verge of deploying a jet 
amphibian (the largest ever built) for this mission.

Hie recent resubordination of numerous former So­
viet Air Force fighter-bombers to several Soviet I-leet 
Air Forces, particular)' in the Atlantic-to-ihe-Urals re­
gion, increases naval air [leripheral antiship strike ca­
pabilities and support for amphibious warfare forces. 
Ilie inclusion of naval aircraft under CFE counting 
rules remains an unre.solved issue. Under the Soviet 
approach of excluding land-based naval aircraft from 
a conventional arms control agreement, these recent 
transfers would protect aircraft newly resubordinated to 
Fleet Air Forces from CF'E limits on aircraft.

j  . h . -
Elements of Soviet Naval Warfighting .Strategy

Since the inid-, 1980s. the Soviets have bc'en empha 
sizing operations closer to home waters. TTree naval 
wart'are considerations have■ nece.ssitated this change, 
first, the Soviets had the need to stremithen their ibililv

to protect SSBNs operating in the Barents Sea, Arc­
tic Ocean, and Seas of Japan and Okhotsk. Second, 
they perceived a growing threat to the USSR from 
land-attack cniise-missile-equipped .submarines operat­
ing from under the Polar ice cap. Third, the Soviets are 
emphasizing combined strategic air defense operations 
with Soviet Air Defense Forces working closely with 
the Soviet Navy to extend the depth and scope of air 
defense coverage.

Antisubmarine Warfare (ASW) Forces

The Soviets consider Western nuclear-powered attack 
submarines (SSNs) operating in or near Soviet bastion 
areas as the greatest threat to their deployed SSBN 
force. To protect the SSBNs, the Soviets intend to es­
tablish protective barriers of ships, submarines, aircraft, 
sensors, and weapons around SSBN operating areas.

Antisurface Warfare (ASVW ) Forces

T ie destruction of enemy surface forces — partic­
ularly aircraft carriers and land-attack cruise missile 
platforms — is another objective of the Soviet Navy, 
lilis  task would receive higher priority should the.se 
forces approach within striking distance of the Soviet 
Union during a conflict. T ie  Soviets intend to destroy 
US and NATO surface forces by conducting coordi­
nated air, surface, and subsurface attacks with their 
torpedo and cruise-missile-equipped submarines, land- 
based naval and air force strike aircraft, and surface 
warships.
no /t R o
Strategic Air Defense

In response to the perceived US air- and sea-launched 
crui.se-mis.sile threat, the Soviet Navy is becoming heav­
ily involved in combined air defense operations with 
the Soviet Air Defense Forces. When it becomes op­
erational, the Tbilisi-class (3VG will contribute to this 
mission by extending the range from which carrier- 
capable Soviet interceptors, the Su-27 Flanker and/or 
the MiG-29 Fulcrum, will be able to operate. The Sovi­
ets believe that their existing air defense capability is in­
adequate to defend the maritime axes from carrier-based 
aircraft, strategic bombers, and the new land-attack, 
air- and sea-launched cruise missiles. Therefore, the 
Navy is expected to increase its emphasis on combined 
air defense operations to ensure all surface, subsurface, 
and aviation assets are effectively used. Moscow will 
al.so continue to attempt to limit Western capabilities 
through arms control negotiations.

Since spring 1989, some 275 (irst-line Su-17 bitter. 
Su-24 Fencer. Su-25 FrocfcH't. and MiG-27 blogger

( hapter N I
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TBILISI-Class Aircraft Carrier’

k  • Soviet/US Surface Ship Comparisons

I--------.TO« \4 e te rs --------------------- =---------------- ---------
Di«f>Ucem«fii 6S,0W MT

KIEV-Cla$s Guided'Missile VSTOl Aircraft Carrier

NIMITZ-Class Aircraft Carrier

333 Meter»
Diapiacctncnl «1,400 MT

TARAWA-Class Amphibious Assauit Ship

y
I---------; 273 Meters --i

O ltpU crm em  40,000 MT

KIRCiV-Class Nuclear^vrered Guitfed-Missiie Cruiser

I-------- 248 Meter* —---------
DtH>>»CMMnl 2 M M  MT

-250 Meter*-
OńfiUccfficnI 39,300 MT

lOWA-Class Battleship

-270 Meter*------------
O U pbceiM nl » ,01»  MT

SIAVA-Class Guidcd-Missile Cruiser

■187 Meter*------------
Dtt(>Uc«iMtil 12,000 MT

VIRGINIA-Class Guided-Missile Cruiser

-17S Meter*-----------
D isptactffitnl 114»0 MT

UDAIOY-Class Guided-A4itsile Destroyer TICONDEROGA-Class Guided*Missile Cruiser

OhpUccmMit 0,200 MT

■ 170 Meter*-----------
OltpU«»m«*t «>00 MT

SOVREMENNYY-<Ilass Guided-Missile Destroyer ARUEIGH BURKE-Clau Guided-Missile Destroyer*

m i-ini i»i'dimw>LÜ8iwia

I--------- 1 5 ^ Meter*----------------------1
Dt»(>hc*ffiait 7>00 MT

' Curremfy condAtcifną »»a lrt«b 
As uf Sfptgniibw

I-----142 Meter*-----
OhpUccfiwm SjnO MT

land-hased attack tiircral't itave been transterred to St) 
viet Naval Aviation. The newly received aircraft are 
Ix'lievetl to lx intendetl primarily for a wartime maritime 
strike role m defense of Soviet territory. Land-based

attack aircraft of both the Soviet Air Force and So­
viet Naval Aviation have been fxrfomiing an increased 
level of maritime strike activity over the last several 
vears
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6 • Soviet Attack Submarines

TANGO-a«M SS

OlAUl t t  H C l w  SSCN

104 M eter*----------------------[

VICTO« n -C U «  SSN

107 Meten

Armament
Propulsion:
Submerged D ispbccm cfit 
Initial O pcratiotul Capability:

Armament
Propulsion:
Submerged Dispiacem ent 
Initial Operational Capability:

Armament
Propulsion:
Submerged Displacem ent 
Initial Operational Capability:

Torpedoes 
Diesel 
3,900 MT
1973

Torpedoes, SS-M^ antisMp cruise missil«
Nuclear
5/400MT
1974

Torpedoes, A$W m issile
Nuclear
6,300 MT
1979

ALFA-OaMSSN

----- 83 M eten -

OSCAR l/n-<fla«s SSCN

Armament
Propulsion:
Submerged Displacem ent 
Initiai Operational Capabiiity:

Arm am ent
Propulsion:
Submerged Displacem ent 
Initial Operational Capability;

Torpedoes, SS-N-15 ASW m issile
Nuclear
3700 MT
197«

Torpedoes, SS-N-19 antiship ctuite ntissHe 
Nuclear
17,000 MT<l)/ia,000 MT(II)
1981(l)/1987(ll)

- 73 M ^ en -

Arm am ent Torpedoes
Propulsion: Diesel
Submerged Displacem ent 3,000 MT
Initial Operational Capability: 1980

SteUtA-Oass SSN

IK.
I— ■ 110 M etui

AKULA-daM SSN

r 107 Meter» - ---------1

lO S  A N CfltS-G U w  SSN-M «'
JB__

t ' • ■ —t f u  M ctrn ------------------------1

Armament
Propulsion:
Submerged Displacement 
Initial Operational Capability:

Arm am ent
Propulsion:
Submerged Oisplacemctd; 
Initial Operational Capability;

Armament
Propulsion:
Submerged Displacem ent 
Initial Operational Capability;

Arm am ent

Propulsion:
Submerged Dispiacem ent 
Initial Operational Capability;

Torpedoes, ASW m istile 
Nuclear 
7,600 MT 

'1964

Torpedoes 
Nuclear 
10,000 MT 
198«

Torpedoes, ASW i 
Nuclear 
lOAMM MT

e, SS^ 21

Torpedoes, HAKPOON antisbip misaiies, 
TOMAHAWK SLCM, SUBKOC ASW roebet 
Nuclear 

.6,500 MT 
1976

\ -

'  USS lo o  Awf t k o ci«— k  s lw m  Ibo cm

b ic M r StMTHCM. Mirf I
As c4 5ppl«intM I

8 ywry 086. Odeec US «Back nAnorbui cUmoco

. ' ■ »  * 9  9  0

Amphibious and Coastal Defense Operations

1 raditionally, tlie priinary mission of the estimated 
l8,(KK)-man Soviet Naval Infantrv (SNI) was to conduct

limited amphibious operations in support of the mar­
itime flanks of the ground forces. However, in line with 
defensive dextrine, the Soviets apparently have elevated 
SNTs formerly secondarv mission of coastal defense

O iap tc r N'l
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One of two deck-edge elevators brings a MiG-29 Fulcrum to the flight deck of the Tbilisi-class aircraft carrier during flight 
operations in the Black Sea last year. The Tbilisi's airwing will likely consist, of helicopters and between 20-to-40 Su-27 
Flanker and MiG-29 Fulcrum aircraft.

Although the SNI continues to upgrade its mobility 
and firepower capabilities, it still reta/ns the ability 
to conduct independent assaults or raids contiguous 
to ground force a.xes. SNI can also participate, if 
necessary, with ground and airborne forces in large-scale 
air-sea landing operations on the fieripherv' of Eurasian 
theaters. SNI, however, is not conligured for large-scale 
distant area combat.
” 3 ^ 4 . ‘5 . 5 .  ■
Other Naval Operations

The naval missions of sea-lines-of-communication 
(SLOC) interdiction, amphibious ojTerations against lit­
toral countries. and olTensive mining are not likely to 
have significant dedicated resources early in any conflict 
Nevertheless, some level of effort would undoubtedly 
be made to disrupt NATO reiivbrcemeni and resupply 
capabilities within resource limitations. In a post-CTE 
environment, following the drawdown of US and Cana 
dian forces in Centra! Europe with the requirement for 
massive troop deployments in any future conflict, it is 
possible that the Stnieis could reevaluate and increase 
the priority of Sl.OC' mierdi'ction pariiculariy in a

protracted conflict.

7Tie Soviets recognize the value of using unconven­
tional forces Tor specialized offensive operations. The 
Soviets maintain a number of special operations forces 
for attacking high-value targets deep in enemy terri­
tory. Naval Special lAirpose Forces, or Naval Spetsnaz. 
are operationally controlled by fleet intelligence direc­
torates, and are located in each Soviet fleet area. 
” 3 . 4 . 6 .
Naval Summary

The Soviet Navy's vital strategic forces, defensively 
oriented missions and strategy, and exclusion from cur­
rent CEE negotiations, might place it in a better position 
than the other branches of the Soviet armed forces to 
w'eather (iorbachev's program of defense drawdowns, 
l^spite some reductions in operating tempo, out-of-area 
deployment.s^ and changes in force structure. Soviet 
naval missions remain virtually unchanged. Current 
modernization programs, if successful, could make the 
Soviet Navy a smaller yet qualitatively more capable 
force while projecting a less threatening image abroad.
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Z4Ô, TBILISI-CLASS AIRCRAFT CARRIER

1 he Tbilisi-class aircraft carrier, «hich 
departed its building yard in late 1989, 
continues to conduct sea trials and is not 
expected to deploy to the Soviet Northern 
Fleet until late 1990 or 1991.

Having demonstrated the ability to op­
erate Su-27 Flanker, Mi(i-29 Fulcrum, 
and Su-25 Frogfoot aircraft from the ship, 
the Soviet Navy has clearly taken a sig­
nificant step forward in the realm of ship- 
borne tactical aviation. It is still too early 
to determine whether both Fulcrum and 
Flanker aircraft will be embarked in the 
carrier's established air wing or whether 
these aircraft remain in competition for 
the carrier role. The two-seater Frogfoot 
will he employed as a carrier-assr)ciated 
training aircraft. Tbilisi operations have 
confirmed the use of the bow ramp for 
take-off since the ship has no catapults. It 
has arresting gear for aircraft recovery.

Fhe second unit of the class, \  aryag 
(formerly Riga), continues to fit out in 
the Black Sea shipyard, and the lead ship 
of a larger follow-on class is under 
construction.

/

The sweeping, ski-jump bow of the new Tbilisi-class aircraft carrier makes it the first 
class of Soviet carriers capable of over-the-bow launches of conventional, fixed-wing 
aircraft. The Tbilisi carries 12 SS-N-19 long-range, vertically launched antiship missiles 
forward with flush-deck missile hatches on the bow deck.

CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WARFARE

During 1990 there has been notable progress in US; 
USSR chemical weapon (CW) negotiations. The late 
1989 bihiteral CW data e.xchange was followed by a 
series of exchange visits to CW facilities. On June 1, 
President Bush and President Gorbache\’ signed a CW 
destruction agreement calling for elimination of the vast 
bulk of US and Soviet stockpiles. Tlie agreement calls 
for a start of the CW destruction process in 1992 and a 
reduction to 5.(XK) agent-tons by the year 2002.

In spite of these promising developments, the USSR 
continues to possess the most extensive CW capability 
in the world. Its stockpile, the world's largest, includes 
chemical agents in weapons and in bulk storage con­
tainers. Tlie Soviets can deliver chemical agents with 
almost ail of their conventional weapon systems, from 
mortars to short-range ballistic missiles to high {perfor­
mance aircraft. They have admitted that their in\entory 
includes {x-rsistent and nonpersistent nerve agents, as 
well as blister agents. Tliis variety of agents and delivery 
means allows the Soviets to select weapon systems that

can eifectively attack and neutralize virtually any target 
at any tactical range.

Specially trained and equipped troops enhance So­
viet capabilities to protect them.seives against potential 
nuclear, biological, and chemical (NBC) hazards. Tlie 
Soviets have over 30,(X)0 dedicated {personnel specializ­
ing in reconnaissance and decontamination o{ierations 
and over 30,000 special vehicles for NBC ofierations. 
Reorganization and restructuring, coupled with an ef­
fective training program, have improved the readiness 
of these troops to conduct sustained ofierations in a 
contaminated environment - be it a battlefield of the 
future or an industrial accident involving a nuclear or 
chemical facility. 'Fhis protective capability enhances the 
Soviet potential to support olfensive ojierations.

T h e  S o v ie t s  fa c e  e n o r m o u s  p r o b le m s  in  d e a l in g  w it h  

t h e  d e s t r u c t io n  o f  th e ir  la r g e  c h e m ic a l  w e a { io n s  in v e n ­
to r y . l l i e y  w ill  {p ro b a b ly  b e g in  b y  e l im in a t in g  th e ir  

o l d ,  o b s o l e t e  s y s t e m s  th a t  t h e y  s h o w e d  to  in te r n a t io n a l  

v is i t o r s  a t  S h ik h a n y  in  1 9 8 7 . D u r in g  1 9 8 9 , th e  n e w i \  

c o n s t r u c t e d  S o \ i e t  c h e m ic a l  w e a {X ’'n s d e s t r u c t io n  f a a l -

C haptcr \  !
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Here, a chemical ^om b is readied for dismantlemenf. The Soviets 
face enormous problems in dealing with the destruction of their 
large chemical weapons inventory. They will probably begin 
by eliminating obsolete systems such as those they showed to 
international visitors at Shikhany in 1987.

ity at Chapaye\sk was a subject of concern to Soviet 
purnalists and environmentalists. Neighboring residents 
demonstrated at the facility throughout the spring and 
summer protesting that the site was unsafe and would 
create emironmental hazards. U S ccMigressmcn who 
visited the site in August 198*̂  were afiprehensivc about 
the level of technology the Soviets were planning to 
use to destroy ner\e agent weapons. Safety provisions 
were noticeably lacking at the plant. A fe.w weeks affer 
the visit, the Soviets announced the '‘conversion" of 

-the Chapayevsk facility saving it would become a 
training site to '.ludv industrial methods of eliminating 
toxic agents.

Die Soviets lack the capabilitv to destroy their chem­
ical weapon stvK'ks in an ethcieiu. safe manner. Uie 
June 1990 CW lAistruction .Accord offers the Soviets 
US taihnical assistance that will enable them to proceed 
with destruction plans while negotiations toward the 
multilateral Chemical Weapons Convention continue

Although Moscow denies that an otjcmsive biological 
warfare (BW'j program exists, the Soviets continue to 
improve biological technologies, including genetic engi­
neering, which are being harnessed to improve the tox 
icity, stability, and militarv potential of the Siwiet B\V 
stiX'ks. I here has been evidence not only to suppor t the 
existence of Soviet BW re.search and (.levelopnicni. but 
also vveapohi/ed agents. Tlie 1979 .Sverdlovsk dialogical 
agent accident that resulted in the relea.^e i-t anthrax 
from a BW institute provided some ot the evidence 
that tile Soviets have violated the Biolinncal Weap<uis 
t. onventron t BW(') (U‘ 1972

During the past year, the Soviets have waged a cam­
paign to add monitoring provisions to the BWC. It is 
po.ssible that they are now going to allow visits to .some 
of their "Secret” facilities in order to alleviate Western 
concerns about BWC-forbidden activity at these sites. 
However, illegal activity could easily be transferred • to 
alternate locations. Even with stringent monitoring 
provisions, it would be nearly impossible to reliably 
assess compliance with the BWC.

" 3 . 6 .
RADIO ELFXTRO NIC COMBAT (REC)

TJie Soviet.s continue to upgrade their capability to 
disrupt the command and control of Western military 
forces. Embodied in the doctrine known as Radio- 
Electronic Combat (REC) is an integrated effort which 
includes elements of r^-onnaissance, electronic counter­
measures (jamming), physical disruption (destruction), 
and deception. F,ach elemenjt contributes to the disrup­
tion of enemy command and control at critical deci­
sion points in battle. REC forces continue to undergo 
modernization and expansion to serv'e as a force multi­
plier within a reorganized, numerically smaller, combat 

, force.

Recent additions of REC capabilities to Soviet ground 
forces demonstrate an increasing reliance upon this el­
ement of their warfighting arsenal. New, more capable 
intercept and direction-finding systems as well as ad­
vanced jiimming systems continue to be fielded within 
Soviet divi.sions, armies, and military districts.

Tlie increase in REC forces has been supported by 
a major increase in the number of conscripts trained 
as REC system operators. Tlie emphasis placed on 
this effort highlights the Soviet belief that REC will 
provide Soviet forces with an advantage by preventing 
the enemy commander from effectively controlling his 
forces, during battle. ITiis advantage has become critical 
as Soviet forces have become smaller and have been 
forced to rely more on their technical capabilities rather 
than numerical superiority

Uie technically advanced, robust REC structure 
presem • the Soviet ground forces is mirrored by ad­
vances lieing made within the REC-assexiated elements 
of all the Soviet services. New jiimming aircraft and 
more capable naval-asstKiated jamming systems are Iv- 
ing introduced into the .services' inventory Hiesc ac­
tions highlight the mcreasimz reliance beiim placed ent 
REC in an environment of diminishing force size
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íbices are beginning to be reflected in the logistic sup­
port structure. The change to smaller, more modemr 
better-equipped combat forces ultimately is-expected to 
result in smaller, more capable logistic support units.' 
TTie overall materiel sustainability o f ‘Soviet and East 
European forces will probably remain,at current high 
levels. However, the withdrawal to Soviet, territory 
of large quantities of supplies currently stored in the 
r-'orward Area inevitably will increase the time required 
to return supportable, sustainable forces to Eastern 
Euro{^e should the need arise and create some short­
term dislocations in the Soviet Union as the process 
continues.
" 3 * 7 , r .
Ground Forces Logistics

During the past decade, the Warsaw Pact developed 
a ground forces logistic structure that could effectively 
support simultaneous strategic offensives in multiple 
theaters of military operations. Improvements were 
made in sustainability of the combat force, and the 
survivability, mobility, efficiency, and standardization of 
logistic support elements. While the changes currently 
under way will probably modify Warsaw Pact logistic 
support concepts, they have not yet significantly reduced 
(he materiel sustainability of ground forces.

Reductions in logistic stocks and support units have 
lagged behind reductions in combat units. Nondivi- 
sional stocks have not yet been reduced. These stocks 
constitute the bulk of the supplies stored in the For­
ward Area and include large quantities of items such as 
bridging systems, spare parts, and supplies.

Under the troop withdrawal agreements with Czech­
oslovakia and Hungary, it appears that the logistic 
stocks and support units will be among the last Soviet 
elements to be withdrawn. Most of the ammunition 
withdrawn will probably be placed in storage in the 
Soviet Union. Petroleum, oil, and lubricants (POL) 
supplies may be sold or bartered to East European 
military' forces or civilian economies, or returned to 
the USSR and placed in military or civilian reserve 
stores.

Logistic support concepts also appear to be changing. 
Tlie traditional concept centralizes most supplies and 
support units at front level. At the CSCE/CSBM Mili­
tary D(x;lrine Seminar in January 1990. several Warsaw 
Pact nations indicated that storage at central depots was 
being reduced in favor of increased storage at division 
level. Decentralizing the ground forces logistic system 
could make supplies and support units less vulnerable 
and provide lower-level commanders w'ith more reliable 
support during defensive operations.

Air Forces Ixigistics

Although some movement of munition and POL 
st(x:ks has been seen recently, there have apparently 
been no major reductions in Forward Area stocks sup­
porting air units. Large stocks of weapons and POL are 
deployed forward with or near combat regiments. These 
stocks have increased significantly over the past decade, 
and storage facilities have become more survivable. Tlie 
Soviet Air Forces' main operating bases have become 
more modem, with substantial increases in hardened 
aircraft bunkers and POL storage capacity, and runway 
enhancement.

The Soviet aircraft maintenance program allows their 
air forces to maintain regiments at a high state of 
combat readiness. Soviet fighter and fighter-bomber 
regiments routinely maintain a'high percentage of their 
aircraft at combat readiness, due in part to low annual 
flying hours by combat aircraft, llie  ongoing Soviet 
reorganization has enhanced maintenance and readiness 
by eliminating older airframes which required more 
maintenance and reducing the number of aircraft in 
a regiment, thus reducing the maintenance workload. 
Aircraft designed to simplify maintenance tasks, such as 
the comparatively simple Su-25 Frogfoot attack aircraft, 
and the commonality of weapon systems also contribute 
to maintaining high readiness levels.

Although this logistic system provides adequate sup­
port for Soviet Air Forces in peacetime, it has shortcom­
ings. In particular, Soviet aircraft maintenance relies 
heavily on scheduled maintenance routines and low 
numbers of annual flying hours. It is unclear whether 
Soviet ground crews could deal with the maintenance 
demands encountered during high intensity air combat, 
particularly without a formal aircraft battle damage 
capability.
" 3 , 7 . 3 .

Naval Forces Logistics

Historically, the Soviet Navy has had several defi­
ciencies in its logistic support structure, particularly in 
support of deployed forces. The Navy has placed a low 
priority on under-way at-sea replenishment and muni­
tions transfer. To overcome some of these difficulties, 
the Navy supplements fleet auxiliaries by relying on 
tankers from the Soviet Merchant Fleet to provide fuel 
and obtain supplies in Western ports for deployed naval 
combatants.

As the Navy continues to reduce their out-of-area 
presence, the burden on the logistic support structure 
will be lessened. In addition, the scrapping and selling 
of older ships and submarines v\ill reduce the burden

Oiaptcr V I
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of maintaining outdated units ^nd enable the Nav7  

to focus its resources elsewhere. Overall, this should 
allQw the Navy support infrastructure to function more 
efRciently.

While the Soviets have decreased their out-of-area 
presence, they continue to use a number of foreign ship 
repair facilities. The primary Soviet motive for using 
these facilities is political in nature, and not the quality 
of work accomplished at these facilities. In this fashion, 
the Soviets hope to gain some degree of leverage in 
countries that depend on ship repair work.
”3 *8 •

STRVrEGIC M O B IL m

The modernization of Military Transport Aviation 
(Voyenno Transportnaya Aviatsiya or VTA) has con­
tinued apace, despite other reductions and restructuring. 
Replacement of the medium-range, four-engine turbo­
prop An-12 Cub by the more capable long-range 11-76 
Candid jet transport has led to a steady increiuse in lift 
capacity for the VTA.

An-124 Condors, almost all of which are subordi­
nated to VTA. have been prominent in the West and 
Tliird World, flying support missions transporting heavy 
and bulky cargoes for a variety of customers. Tliey have 
been involved in relatively little mi I itar>-related cargo 
activity, but their military potential remains high.

Since early 1988. the VTA has been heavily involved 
in supporting Soviet efforts to cope with civil unrest in 
the Soviet republics. Both Candids and Cocks have been 
used to lift airborne forces and Ministry' of Internal 
Affairs (MVD) troops to and from trouble spots on 
minimal notice. These operations have been well exe­
cuted. and are further proof of the VTA s capabilities

and importance to the Soviets.

The USSR’s civil aviation organization, Aeroflot, is 
the world's largest airline. Aeroflot is organized to 
transition quickly to a wartime role. Upon mobilization, 
it would serve as a primary means of troop transport, 
freeing military aircraft to transport equipment and 
cargo.

Soviet merchant fleet lift capability has grown during 
the past several years, as older, smaller ships have 
been replaced with larger, more specialized vessels. The 
Soviets have begun to buy used ships, to use flags of 
convenience, and have signed agreements which will 
permit manning Western ships with Soviet crews. This 
will give the Soviets access to ports where their own 
ships are not allowed. The increasingly large fleet of 
barge carriers, lighterage, and roll-on/roll-off ships gives 
the Soviets an improved capability to respond rapidly to 
military requirements in coastal areas, and to resupply 
troops over the shore.
"3 ♦9*
REGIONAL MILITARY BALANCES

As a result of the sweeping changes occurring 
throughout Europe and within the Soviet Union, tradi­
tional assessments of the East-West balance must now 
place greater emphasis on political, economic, and his­
torical factors. Although past capability indicators re­
main a critical measure of relative military capability, 
during the current period of instability the.se other fac­
tors have assumed even greater importance. This sec­
tion addre.sses the regional implications of the changing 
capabilities and force stnictures that are emerging as 
a result of traditional and numerous new nonmililary' 
factors bringing about change in Europe and elsewhere. 
The key elements of change, as discussed earlier in this
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chapter, are applied to assessments of the US-Soviet 
balance ‘ ‘

The Soviet military establishment remains by far the 
most formidable on the Eurasian continent, although its 
capability to conduct offensive operations has recently 
declined after a long period of increase. The decline 
is most substantial in Europe, where the forces of other 
members of the Warsaw Pact appear no longer available 
for Soviet purposes. Reductions of Soviet forces have di­
minished Soviet advantages opposite Europe, Southwest 
Asia, and China.
" 3 . 9 . 1 .
Europe

The virtual dissolution of the Warsaw Pact as an al­
liance capable of combined offensive military operations 
and the initiation of major Soviet force reductions have 
produced a significant, favorable change in the Euro­
pean military balance. Following the 1989-90 political 
revolutions in Eastern Europe, new governments are 
now obtaining the withdrawal of Soviet forces from their 
terntory. Consequently, almost all Soviet forces will 
likely be removed from Czechoslovakia and Hungary by 
mid-summer of 1991. and all but 48.000 from Poland 
by the end of 1991. Soviet units may remain in the 
eastern part of a united Germany until 1994. The Ger­
man Democratic Republic (GDR) armed forces, until 
recently the most highly capable NSWP fighting force, 
will eventually be substantially reduced and incorpo­
rated into a unified German Territorial Army. Poland. 
Hungary, and Czechoslovakia are reducing their forces, 
adopting defense postures independent of Moscow, and 
rapidly reducing their cooperative activities with the 
Soviet forces in their countries. The Soviets could not 
count on Eastern European states to support an attack 
against the West.
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The Abrams M-1A1 main battle tank, work horse of the US 
armored force, has a 120-mm smooth bore gun, improved armor, 
and the commander's independent thermal viewer (CITV) in its 
latest variants.

Coincident with extensive Soviet, ground and air force 
withdrawals detailed earlier in the chapter, Moscow is 
also accelerating its withdrawal of short-range nuclear 
forces (SNF). The Soviets have announced they will 
reduce their forces in Eastern Europe by 60 nuclear 
missile launchers and 1,500 nuclear munitions. Tlie 
United States has announced that it will forego mod­
ernization of its ground-based SNF missile systems. At 
their July 1990 summit in London, the Allies decided 
that once SNF negotiations begin, the NATO Alliance

- -íT ,

':2£L  -
The US Air Force's F-117A stealth fighter is the world's first operational aircraft designed to exploit low observable stealth 
technology for attack missions in dense threat environments.
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«*74 8 . Status of Soviet and Warsaw i^ct 
Forces In Eastern Europe

WESTERN GROUP OF FORCES (WCF)’ EAST GERMANŶ
Withdrawn Remaining Disbanded Remaining

2 TDs 9 TDs 2 TDs

8 MRDs 4 MRDs

2400 Tanki 5440 Tanks ■- 5 MOB MRDs

44 Tanks 2952 Tanks

SOUTHERN GROUP OF FORCES (SGF)* HUNGARY
2 TDs 2 Tank Brigades 3 Tank Brigades

2 MROs 2 MR Brigades 10 MR Brigades

962 Tanks 305 Tanks 1 Tank Brigade is converting 
to MR Brigade

320 Tanks 1010 Tanks

NORTHERN GROUP OF FORCES (NGP POLAND
1 TD TDs and MRDs 

are converting to MOs
9 MDs

1 MRD 3 MOB MRDs 4 MOB MRDs

94 Tanks 600 Tanks 420 Tanks 3000 Tanks

CENTRAL GROUP OF FORCES (CGF)« CZECHOSLOVAKIA
1 TD 1 TD 5 TRs 5 TDs

1 MRD 2 MRDs 5 MROs

644 Tanks 811 Tanks 5 MOB MRDs

100 Tanks 3955 Tanks

BULGARIA ROMANIA
Disbanded Remaining Disbanded Remabdr^

9 MRDs None B MROs

1 Tank Brigade 4 Tank Brigades 2 TDs

138 Tanks 1,996 Tanks 1,949 Tanks

’ The Kohl-CorhacHev agreement of Ifr hily 90 staled that W C f wifi withdraw over a  three to  lou r yoar period. 
* Structure and  com potikm  of East German military iiih)er1 lo G erm an uniAcatfon 
’ Mokow  hM agreed k> withdraw aM iorccf from Hungary by |u<w 1991.
‘ Mokow  haa agreed to wHhdraw ail forcet from CaedioaloealtU by July 1991.

A> of Sepie mbe t 1990

T O -Ib n h D iv W o n  
T I~ T an b  legiinetil 
M RD-M oloHzwi Rifle Ofvialan 
M B"M o1orized RHU
M O R oM obU lnd S M m • S perccM manning 
MO>Mochwyixed Civiiion

will propose, in return for reciprocal action by the Soviet 
Union, the elimination of all of its nuclear artillery shells 
from Europe.

llie  Soviets continue to improve the forces in theii 
tlank TVDs. They are transferring equipment, especially 
aircraft, from the central to the tlank reaions. increas­

ing the capabilities of Soviet forces opposite NATO's 
northern and southern flanks. Of particular note, MiG- 
27 fighter-bombers have been transferred recently from 
Hungary to the Kola Peninsula. It is not clear whether 
this activity is a conscious Soviet strategy or a result 
of the restructuring that is occurring as the Soviets 
manage the withdrawals from the central region. Of



equal concern is the fact that these aircraft have been 
transfer, ed iVom the Air Force to the Navy, which 
uould exempt them from CFE under the Soviets’ ap­
proach o f excluding land-based naval air from treaty 
limits

Tliese withdrawals and reductions, when added to the 
extensive reductions ongoing and planned in the Soviet 
Union, will diminish substantially Soviet advantages op­
posite Europe and other regions o f  the world. However, 
these quantitative trends favorable to NATO, and the 
quantitative parity that CEE would achieve for certain 
types o f  equipment, are not the only important factors 
in shaping the military balance. The ability to compete 
technologically, deploy rapidly, and sustain forces over 
a period o f hostility are also critical determinants o f  
military capability.
” 3 . 9 * 1  *1 •

Modernization

The Soviets are scaling back their military procure­
ment, which fell about 8 percent in 1989 from 1988 
levels, with tanks and aircraft incurring the greatest 
cuts. These reduced procurement rates, however, will 
still support a brisk pace o f modernization for the 
significantly reduced and restructured post-CEE Soviet 
forces. For example, in 1989, Soviet tank production 
declined dramatically, but remains greater than that o f  
all the NATO nations combined. Soviet procurement o f  
large mortars, air defense artillery' systems, and lighter 
armored vehicles actually increased.

Maintaining and modernizing CFE-permitted force 
levels will be difficult for NATO states in the face o f  
pressures to reduce their defense spending dramatically. 
This could result in a more rapid rate o f  modernization 
on the Soviet side, unless (asís possible) Soviet economic 
difficulties bring about further Soviet procurement re­
ductions. In fact, the Soviets have recently indicated 
that arms production would be cut further in 1991.

q -I o .
Readiness and Sustainability

CFE limits will make reserve force readiness and 
overall force sustainability increasingly important to 
both sides. Once CEE-mandated force limits are reached, 
the Soviets’ ability to generate large additional forces 
relatively quickly would depend, to a significant extent, 
on the condition o f its strategic reserves east o f the 
Urals. The Soviets are moving large amounts o f ground 
weapon systems from the A 1 I Ü region to areas east 
of the Urals, placing them in storage depots that are 
outside the geographic limits o f the prospective CEE 
agreement. They currently have over 7,(XX) tanks and 
over I2.(X)0 pieces o f probable CFE-Treaty-limited ar­

tillery' stored in these depots.

. Additionally, approximately 3(X) older MiG-23 R og- 
ger and Su-17 Fitter aircraft from the ATTU have been 
placed in storage east o f  the Urals. The Soviets have 
built-parking aprons, which is unusual, but they do 
not appear to have prepared the aircraft for long-tenn  
storage.

The Soviets’ ability to maintain both this large quan­
tify o f  equipment in prolonged storage, and a trained 
manpower base to operate it, will be important in 
determining the effect o f  this repositioning activity on  
the military balance.

The Soviets recently provided information on their 
logistic stockpiles in Eastern Europe. The USSR main­
tains up to 40 days o f ammunition and fuel supplies in 
the G D R , Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia. The 
condition o f these supplies is unknown.

Only a few NATO countries have been able to meet 
the Alliance’s standards for reserve stocks o f  fuel and 
ammunition. Ammunition shortfalls are more serious, 
especially with respect to m odem munitions. This con­
dition may be mitigated somewhat by the anticipated re­
duction in force levels; however, the increased premitim 
placed on mobile operations would increase demands on 
N A TO ’s fuel stocks.

If the Soviets withdraw their ammunition and POL 
stocks as they pull their forces back from Eastern Eu­
rope, the time required for Moscow to project sus­
tainable forces back into the area will increase. Bulk 
logistic supplies would make up a large part o f the total 
tonnage required to be moved by rail and road during a 
Soviet return o f forces to Eastern Europe. In addition, 
the lack o f modem materiel-handling equipment and 
containerization in the Soviet logistic system makes 
loading and transloading o f  bulk supplies extremely 
time- and manpower-intensive. However, unless the 
Soviets eliminate significant quantities o f supplies in the 
wake o f  a CFE agreement, their sustainability advantage 
over N A TO  will likely increase as the size o f NATO and 
Soviet forces decreases.

With respect to manpower and mobilization, NATO  
ground force reserves are generally more capable o f  
quickly attaining their wartime readiness levels than are 
their Soviet counterparts. NATO also enjoys an advan­
tage in that, with the exception o f US and Canadian 
forces, its reservist forces are located relatively closer to 
their units and the likely focal point o f conflict. Soviet 
units located throughout the USSR are dependent on 
the mobilization o f large numbers of reser\asts, and

Chapter M
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The Soviets originally had planned to 
unilaterally withdraw six tank divisions 
and 5,300 tanks from Eastern Europe by 
the end of 1990. Four tank divisions 
were to have been withdrawn from the 
Western (>roup of Forces (WGF) in East 
Germany and one tank division each from 
the Central Group of Forces (CGF) in 
Czechoslovakia and the Southern Group 
of Forces (SGF') in Hungary. However, 
these withdrawal plans have been over­
taken by the rapid pace of events in East­
ern Europe. The new Czechoslovak and 
Hungarian Governments negotiated with 
Moscow the early withdrawal of So>ict 
forces from their territories by mid-1991. 
Now the Soviets have committed them­
selves to withdrawing five more divisions. 
113,000 more personnel, and 1,000 more 
tanks from Eastern Europe earlier than 
they had planned. The withdrawal of 
Soviet Forces from East (>erman territory 
was suspended, but the Gorbachev-Kohl 
agreement included a Soviet commitment 
to withdraw all of its forces from East 
German territory by 1994. In̂  addition, 
the Polish Government, which had pre­
viously indicated a desire to retain So­
viet forces until its western Iwrders were 
assured, has agreed to negotiations on 
the eventual withdrawal of all but 4K.0<M) 
Soviet troops.

Despite the uncertain political situa­
tion in Europe and the focus on negotiated 
withdrawals and progress toward a con­
ventional arms agreement,. Warsaw Pact 
unilateral reductions continue. The So­
viets have maintained progress towards 
meeting their original announced reduc­
tions from ‘the Atlantic-to-the-l.trals 
(A T T l ) zone.

Many Soviet spokesmen have men­
tioned that improvements in equipment 
quality and unit readiness will accompany 
reductions to maintain significant capabil­
ities in the residual force structure. Con­
currently, 46 divisions, including those de­
ployed in the groups of forces, have begun 
some type of reorganization or have been 
upgraded in two or more combat systems; 
20 other divisions have received one new 
weapon system. Eighty-five percent of the 
reorganized and upgraded units are in the 
A TT l' zone.

Restructuring the Soviet Air Forces in 
the Far East is under way and expected to 
continue thnnigh 1990. To date, the Sovi­
ets have disbanded completely four fixed- 
wing tactical combat air regiments, in­
cluding one in Mongolia. Other regiments 
have undergone partial cuts in strength. 
The result is a 22 percent reduction of

regional tactical aircraft.

Long-term modernization of tactical 
air forces is continuing. Two Su-24/Fencer 
E squadrons and the first MiG-29/Fulcrum 
regiments were assigned along the Chi­
nese border in 1989. Bomber and strategic 
interceptor units remain unaffected by the 
restructuring effort.

To date the Soviets have withdrawn 
unilaterally from Eastern Europe four di­
visions and over 3,600 tanks. .As the with­
drawals have taken place, the remaining 
divisions have been reorganized into the 
more defensive structure described above.

Most of the 10,000 tanks and all of the 
artillery pieces have been removed from 
the ATTL' as promised (either by destruc­
tion, conversion, relocation to east of the 
Urals or exportation). At least 29 divi­
sions have been disbanded or deactivated, 
the headquarters of at least eight armies 
or army corps have been eliminated, and 
military districts have been reduced from 
16 to 14. When the withdrawals and 
reductions have been completed, the So­
viet ground forces will have fewer divi­
sions. armies, and military districts and 
less tanks. They hope to become a more 
modern, efficient force overall.

it will lake longer lo deploy ihem alter mobilization, 
Furthennore, opposition lo the draft is rapidly growing 
within several Soviet republics Stveral recent incidents 
of no-shows and major shortfalls in draft call-ups reflect 
this trend. If this attitude becomes widespread, the So­
viets' ability to effect a rapid atid complete mobilization 
of their forces may be suspect.
" 1 . 9 . 1 . 1 .
Implications for Europe

Until recently, Soviet mililarv diK'tnne fwused on a 
combined theater strategic ivffe vsive designed lo pene­
trate deeply into Western Europe and cnpple t>r destro> 
NATO. In the wake of Fust lTiro(x.*an developmeris 
and Soviet force reductions, tin; Soviets probtibly con­
sider an attack of this ty|X' liighly risky, with little 
prosjxct tor success. Wliiie in ;he past Sivviet military 
'.Icx'trine ilescribed a theater s!-;iieeic offensive as the

preferred means of repelling attack, their new doctrine 
envisions conducting a strategic defensive operation to 
wear down an attacker while providing Moscow time to 
^nobilize reserve forces for counteroffensive operations. 
Tlie “counteroffensive■' capabilities the Soviets retain 
will be an important detenninant of their future capacity 
for offensive war, and will be a function of Soviet 
practices regarding nKxjernization. readiness, and su.s- 
lainabilily (including storage of equipment withdrawn 
from ATTLI).

If the Soviet Union did decide to initiate war in 
Furope. reduced Siwiet standing forces and a prvtentially 
hostile Fuslern Furope would make it likely that Soviet 
attack objectives would be much more limited than 
those envisioned in the past. .A full-scale Soviet attack 
toward NATO would require an e.xtensive [x*ruxl of 
mobiliz.ition However, the Soviet Union, even with
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no mobilization, remains militarily far superior to any 
single European country.
”3 . 9  • 2 .

Middle East/Southncst Asia ^  .

The Soviets have been reducing their forces in the 
Southern TVD (STVD) over the past two years. With 
the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan. Soviet ground 
forces assigned to the STVD were reduced from roughly 
30 divisions to around 25. STVD forces also included 
one airborne division, and 18 fighter and fighter-bomber 
regiments (with over 7(X) tactical aircraft) located in the 
North Caucasus. Transcaucasus, and Turkestan Mili­
tary Districts (MDs). In June 1989, a reorganization 
consolidated two MDs, adding nine extant ground divi­
sions and several fighter and fighter-bomber regiments 
to STVD High Command forces. These are not new 
forces, but they have become more directly available for 
the Southwest Asia theater. The Soviets have claimed 
that a total of 60,(X)0 troops will be withdrawal from el­
ements in the southeni USSR by the beginning of 1991. 
That reduction was probably completed when forces 
vrithdrawn from .Afghanistan were either demobilized or 
moved out of the region and units in the Turkestan MD 

'were deactivated or disbanded.

Soviet forces in the STVD have consistently been 
maintained at a lower le\el of readiness than Soviet 
forces opposite Europe. However, even with these 
extensive reductions, the Soviet force structure in the 
STVD would remain much more sizeable than that of 
any other country in the region.

Tlie average Soviet naval strength in the Mediter­
ranean Sea is 25-->5 ships. The Soviets have limited ac­
cess to naval facilities in Syria. Libya. Tunisia. Algeria, 
and Yugoslavia. Additio*hally. Soviet Naval Aviation 
aircraft make periodic deployments to Syria and Libya. 
Soviet naval forces in the Indian Ocean average 12-15 
ships. Regional naval support facilities available to the 
Soviets include the Island of Socotra and the Port, of 
Aden in Yemen, and a facility on the Dahlak Islands of 
Ethiopia.

The US military presence in the region is comprised 
of the Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean Sea. naval units 
in the Indian Ocean and Persian Gulf, and forces of 
the US Central Command (USCENTCOM). USCENT- 
COM forces on station in the Middle East Southwest 

\ Asia region routinely include a command ship and four 
combatants. Tliis force was substantially expanded in 
1987 with the deployment of the Joint Task Force 
Middle East. US regional forces were reduced following 
the Iran-lraq cease-fire in 1988. but are again Ix'ing 
augmented in response to Iraqi aggression.

Direct intervention with conventional forces by either 
superpower has become far more difficult as a result 
of the dramatic increase in the military capabilities of 
regional states. Increased numbers of highly advancal 
military technologies, both conventional and unconven­
tional, have proliferated throughout the military forces 
of the region. The Saudi acquisition of the Chinese 
CSS-2 Intermediate-Range Ballistic Missile (IRBM) 
is only the most recent and highly visible example of 
regional missile proliferation; a number of other states 
including Syria, Iraq, Israel, Pakistan, and India, also 
have ballistic missile capabilities. Furthermore, wide­
spread Iraqi use of chemical weapons and Iranian retal­
iation in kind may have lowered the threshold for chemi­
cal weapon use throughout the region. Nuclear weapons 
may already be in the arsenals of several regional 
states.
" 3 . 9 * 2 . 1  .
Implications for Middle East/Southwest Asia

The ethnic violence in the Soviet Transcaucasus is one 
indication of the severity and complexity of the prob­
lems facing the Soviets as they consider their Middle 
Eastern policy. The success or failure of the Soviets in 
addressing the bitter ethnic and cultural disputes in this 
region will have profound implications for the stability 
of the Middle East and Southwest Asia. In addition 
to these indigenous concerns, strategic factors such as 
natural resources and the region's location on critical 
trade routes will influence the Soviet approach to the 
area.

The Middle East/Southwest Asia will remain a vital 
region for Western interests as well. Although much 
has been done to diversify Western energy consump­
tion and improve the efficiency of oil use, imported oil 
continues to represent over 40 percent of US energy 
consumption and 45-70 percent of that of pur allies. 
Western economic infrastructures will remain closely 
tied to oil well into the next century, even if there were 
to l̂ e major technological breakthroughs in alternative 
fuel technologies. ' '

These concerns will ensure contirlued US and Soviet 
interest in the region. Other factors, however, such 
as Iraqi regional hegemonic ambitions, potentially ex­
plosive indigenous issues, unstable and unpredictable 
governments, and expanding regional military capabili­
ties, will strain the ability of either superpower to plan 
for or control the outcome of any potential conflict.

»»3 q ">
ITie Far Ea.st

Ilie Soviets continue to reduce military lorces in the 
F-'ar Fast Tlieater of Ojxrations (FI'Tyi)) Ho\ve\ei.

( hapter \  I



78

\ i ; ' :^i::-
:X■̂ •̂-#; i-̂ .--:;-iU.‘:T V - v̂ 'v̂ rr.v- .¿, ■. '•: >;■; ■■-i

- /¿I ,

• f''i '■'Se ;Uir-- ‘' -1«
\v ‘W '-

^  1>3P̂ Vii\
» iV jrS p tl 'B T ^  •.- \V iV  

"  ■ "■ •*-

, :1

The nuclear-powercd aircraft carrier USS Theodore Roosevelt 
(CVN-71) carries an air win^ of 89-40 aircraft including fighter 
squadrons, light attack squadrons, medium attack squadrons, 
antisubmarine-warfare and electronic-warfare aircraft, early- 
warning aircraft, and ASVV helicopters.

ihc Sen ids have not been clear about what Ibrces will 
be drann down in Asia. The announced withdranal of 
three-quarters ed' their Ibices from Mongolia has Ix'en 
completed and it apjx’ars that rmure So\iet reductions 
in the area will occur principalb along the So\iet border 
with China in the Tar Hast and Transba>kal MDs. Less 
emphasis is currentl> being placed em air and ground 
reductions in the Tar {-.ast MD opposite Japan.

So\iet ground forces in the T'F.T\'D are e.xpected 
to be reduced from the current 45 di\isions to 3S by 
the mid-lWOs. There will lx* an estimated 30-ix*rcent 
decrease in the overall numlx'r of tanks, but modern 
I-SO. T-72. and improved T-72 tanks are e.xpected to 
replace many older models. Along with the division 
reductions, there may lx* a comersion of |X‘ihaps 10 
inotori/ed ril1e dixisions (MRl3s). to defensixe machine- 
gun artillery divisions. Although little is known about 
the structure ol' the machine-gun artillerv division, it is 
e\}xx'ted to Ix' smaller than a MRD. with less mobilitv.

but with much of its original firepower retained. There, 
however, is currently no evidence that the four ground 
divisions opposite Japan in the FETVD. in the Northern 
Territories, on Sakhalin Island, or on the Kamchatka 
Peninsula will be included in the cuts.

Restructuring of Soviet air forces under way in the 
Far East is expected to continue through the 1990s and 
will result in unilateral reductions in the numbers of 
Soviet aircraft deployed to the region. There has already 
been a net reduction of three air regiments, and a total 
of 11 will reportedly be eliminated from the FETVD. 
If the 11 regiments are disbanded or withdrawn from 
the operational inventory, they would amount to a 
40 percent drawdown of the total of 27 tactical air 
regiments active in the Far East MDs. It is likely 
that aircraft drawdowns will occur primarily, if not 
exclusively, in tactical air combat regiments. This would 
constrain an already limited Soviet capacity to conduct 
olTensive operations against China without substantial 
augmentation. But combat capability will not decline 
as sharply as iiumbers. since the most advanced aircraft 
will be retained. Modernization of tactical air forces 
is continuing with the addition of the modern Su-24 
Fencer E. MiG-29 Fulcrum, and Su-27 Flanker in the 
FETVD. nie capability to employ Flanker in the long- 
range escort role is a recent eombat enhancement in the 
FETVD and marks a new threat dimension for the US 
and Japan.

Bomber and strategic interceptor units remain un- 
atTecied by the restructuring. Intemiediate- and long- 
range bomber forces retain the capability to attack 
China. Japan, the Pacific, and the continental US 
(CONUS).

The Soviets are also sub.sfantially upgrading their Far 
East air defense capabilities with the rapid buildup of 
SA-IO Grumble surface-to-air missile sites. The US 
estimates that a tixtal of 27 SA-10 battalions will be 
deployed to the Far East. ITie total number of surface- 
to-air missiles in the FETVD will increase by about 25 
{X'rceni b\’ 1997 with much of the increase represented 
by the SA-10 and other mtxlern air defense .systems.

In  t h e  1 9 9 0 s . th e  .SOVPACFLT s u r f a c e  w a r s h ip  fo r c e  

le v e l  is  e x |X 'c te d  to  r e m a in  r e la t iv e ly  c o n s t a n t ,  b u t c o m ­

b a t  p o t e n t ia l  w ill  in crea .se . T l i i s  is  d u e  t o  a n  e s t im a te d  

1 0 0  |X *rcen t .in crea se  in  th e  s u r f a c e - t o - s u r f a c e  m is s i le  

c a p a c i t v .  5 0 -}X T cen t in c r e a s e  in  s u r f a c e - t o - a ir  m is s i le s  

o n  s u r f a c e  w a r s h ip s , a n d  a  4 0 - |X M cen t in crea .se  in  th e  

n u m b e r  o f  s h ip s  w ith  lo q g - r a n g e  . \S V \ '  w e a |x in s .  I h e  

p r o j e c t e d  g r o w t h  ot' n a v a l a m p h ib u n i s  lift w ill lx* s u f ­
f ic ie n t  b y  th e  v ea r  2 0 0 0  t o  lift  a b o u t  SO [ v r c e n i  o f  

th e  .S o v ie t  P a c i i ie  Meet S N l  d iv i s io n s '  la e i ie a l  a s s a u lt
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!orces up from 50 percent tixlav. SOVPACFLTs
attack submarine force is expected to decline from about 
70 combat submarinc-s today to 60-65 units, but more 
will be modern, quiet boats with improved combat 
systems and greater numbers of weapons. For example, 
todax's nuclear-powered cruise-missile attack submarine 
(SSGN) force of 18 active units carries 144 missiles; 
by the late 1990s. an estimated eight SSGNs will carry 
nearly 192 missiles. This means there will be fewer, more 
modern boats, with more missiles per boitt.

US presence in the Far Fast is centered principally 
in Japan. South Korea, qnd the Philippines and is 
maintained through a series of bilateral ;md multilateral 
security arrangements. Tlie Sexenth Fleet is homeported 
in Japan, and the Air Force maintains tactical lighter 
xvings at Yokota and Kadena Air Bases. US forces in 
Korea are part of a combined South Korean-American 
command that include a US Army division and txvo 
US Air Force tactical lighter xvings. Tlie Philippines 
hosts the principal maintenance, support, and storage 
base for units of the 180-ship Pacific Fleet, a base for 
antisubmarine operations, and an Air Force base xvith 
one tactical lighter xving. Flie total number of troops in 
the entire region is approximately 135.(KK),

Tlic US envisions up to a 10-12 ¡x*rcent force re­
duction in the Pacific region by the mid-1990s. IJiese 
reductions, coupled xxith pressure on oxerseas basing 
facilities, will likely place increasing limits on US forces 
in the region. F'urthennore. raxv numerical comparisons 
xxill continue to faxor the Soviets, even after reductions 
by both superpowers. Tliese numbers, hoxxexer. must be 
tested against such factors as iiidix idiial unit capabilities, 
technological dilTerences. state of training, tactical in- 
noxatixene.ss. the geographx. allies, and unique defense 
requirements Fliese factors tend to favor the United 
Stales.

Most regional slates tx‘rceive a continuing US pres­
ence in the region to be necessarx for sustaining eco­
nomic and political dexelopmeni. and precluding the rise 
of any regional hegemony. WJiile the US xxill remain 
the major stabilizing inlluence. reduced superpoxxer ten­
sions xxill facilitate expanding interaction by the regional

states. Thus, the regional balance increasingly xvill be 
dependent upon the capabilities of stales within the 
region.
" 3 . 9 . 3 . 1  .
Implications for the Far East

In addition to traditional geopolitical issues, a num­
ber of factors will influence the balance of US and Soviet 
military' strength and political influence in the region in 
the coming years. US bases in the region have drawn 
increasing criticism by indigenous personnel, and in the 
Philippines their future is now being negotiated. The 
near-term stability of the region will be aflccted by the 
slow but steady pace of Sino-Soviet rapprochement and 
a change in leadership in North Korea. The increasing 
capability of China and other states raises the potential 
for conflict in areas such as in the South China Sea 
over claims to the Spratly Islands. Any of these factors 
could alter the balance and possibly endanger otherwise 
favorable trends.
" 3 . 1 0 .

CONCIAiSION

Prior to the advent of “new thinking,” Soviet military 
policies sought to build and maintain, forces capable of 
defeating the combined forces of all potential adver­
saries. As a matter of its declared policy, the Soviets now 
set less ambitious goals. Nevertheless, as a matter of 
capiibility, the Soviets remain the leading military power 
in Eurasia. By making use of a lengthier mobilization 
period, or if they could expect to exert force on a 
narroxver front against a single country rather than 
against an alliance or global coalition. Soviet military 
forces could still make olTensive use of that advantage.

As the nuclear arsenals of both superpowers are 
negotiated doxvnward. the relative capabilities o f con­
ventional forces become more significant in attempts to 
maintain a balance. As the use of nuclear weapons 
becomes a more distant possibility, the potential for 
the employment of conventional forces may increase. 
Conflict avoidance will depend to a much greater extent 
on regional security arrangements and on a conventional 
capability that deters any inclination to resort to force 
to settle regional disputes.

(  h .ip ic r  \  I
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CHAPTER

Prospects for the Future

A greater openness on the pari of the Soviet Union and its military leadership has led to an increased willingness to engage 
in broader military-to-military exchanges with the United States. Here, the Slava*class guided missile cruiser Marshal Ustinov 
is seen arriving at Norfolk for a 1989 port call.

Today the free world may be facing one of its most 
difficult and serious challenges to date; how to respond 
to a rapidly changing environment in which the threats 
to which we have geared our security position for over 
40 years have diminished, but where new instabilities 
and possible dangers pose new requirements. The chal­
lenge is difficult lx\:ause the issues are .so complex and 
paradoxical; it is serious because a miscalculated re­

sponse could shape a world order that could thwart 
our aspirations for an increasingly peaceful and secure 
international environment. About the only certainty 
that now exists is the certainty of more change.

The role of the Soviet Union in an increasingly un­
certain world is difficult to predict. For over four 
decades, the So\iet Union and its allies and proxies
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have been the principal threat to world peace and se­
curity. Moscow has used its power for intimidation, 
aggression, attempted dominance, and expansion. Real 
and lasting change in the Soviet threat can come only 
from a fundamental shift away from Moscow's historic 
reliance on force and the threat of force as instruments 
of foreign policy. In President Gorbachev's words, it 
means a “ revolutionary' transformation" of the Soviet 
stale.

Encouraging events have occurred o\er the past year 
that indicate the Soviet Union may be heading toward 
such a revolutionary transformation, but the prc>cess 
is in its infancy and the ultimate outcome is not yet 
clear. Tlie Soviet Union faces enormous obstacles to 
its transformation into a permanently less-threatening 
country. E)ccades of well-founded suspicion ha\e left 
their legacy among the Soviet people as well us in the 
world community.

Sovici MUirary Power 1990 describes the many areas in 
which there have been changes in So\ iei policy, doctrine, 
and relations with the rest of the world. But it is 
not yet clear to what extent these changes constitute 
enduring reform. The fundamental question is whether 
the Soviet Union will esutblish a government that is 
truly accountable to its citizens and to the rule of law 
— toward freedom, pluralistic democracy, and universal 
observance of human rights.

Although it is not possible to predict the future shape 
and direction of Soviet policy, there are changes that 
clearly can be identified, some with positive benefits and 
some w-ith unknown consequences:

■ Force reductions and withdrawals, along with the 
increasing disintegration of the Warsaw Pact, have 
greatly reduced the Soviets' capability to launch a 
multinational, unreinforced conventional ^attack into 
Western Europe.

■ Soviet cooperation with the US in negotiating signili- 
cant agreements holds great potential for reduction of 
the strategic, conventional, and chemical threat.

■ Fhc rise of nationalist sentiments within the Soviet 
Union, leading some republics to seek independence, 
calls into question the future cohesion of the USSR 
Itself.

■ The radical transformations required to cope with a 
failed economic and political system are fragmenting 
the Communist Party.

■ The Soviets have displayed a more constructive ap­
proach in areas of their foreign policy, as evidenced 
by the withdrawal of Soviet troops from Afghanistan 
and reduction of support provided numerous radical 
regimes in Third World countries.

Despite these positive indications of change, there are 
troubling a.spects that remain:

■ Tlie Soviets continue to modernize their strategic nu­
clear arsenal, resulting in a force that is generally more 
capable. The Soviets remain the only power on earth 
capable of destroying the US and its allies.

■ As a result of basic facts of geography and demog­
raphy, coupled with still-massive military expendi­
tures. the Soviet Union will have the greatest military 
fKitential of any single country on the Eurasian land- 
mass, likely retaining au army of around three mil­
lion men, and weapons with thousands of nuclear 
warheads.

■ The Soviets continue to provide roughly $15 billion 
in support of the threatening activities of some of 
their clients, such as Cuba, Afghanistan, Vietnam. 
Cambodia, and Ethiopia.

The implications of these realities are indeed signif­
icant, We are witnessing a transition from the bipolar 
confrontation that has characterized post-war interna­
tional relations. Although warning time of a conven­
tional Soviet attack on Western Europe has increased 
substantially, the magnitude of remaining Soviet mil­
itary capabilities poses a profound challenge to our 
future planning. Military threats remain from a variety 
of sources.

Soviet military power must be assessed in light ot 
these realities. Tlie democratization of Eastern Europe 
and the increasing di.sintegralion of the Warsaw Pact 
are positive developments, but it is not clear what the 
continuing inodernization of the Soviet strategic nuclear 
arsenal and the internal turmoil within the Soviet Union 
mean for Western security. Tlie immediate threat ot a 
Soviei/Warsaw Pact multipronged armored thrust that 
pushes NATO into the Atlantic is nearly gone. What

Chapter VII
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At the June 1990 Summit, President Bush made clear that as the USSR moves toward democracy and openness, US policy 
envisions going 'beyond containment' and looks forward to welcoming the Soviet Union into the broader 'commonwealth 
of nations.'

remains is a So\iei Union with nuHicrii. increasingly 
capable comentional and nuclear weapons and a chem­
ical biological warfare capability. These weapons are 
controlled by a go\ernment that is lx‘ing increasingly 
challenged at home and which cannot count on any 
support for otVensixe operations from its erstwhile allies. 
Responding to the threat is now complicated by the un­
certain course of e\enis in the Soviet Union. The West's 
response must be shajsed by a vision that is anchored in 
the lessons of histor\ . This will require modern, ile.xible. 
and secure forces that ha\e the capability to respond to 
the unexpected.

The new emironment presents the United States and 
the West with both opportunits and risk. We have the 
opportunity to help secure the positi\e trends toward 
treedom and coojx'ration and dellect or redirect the 
negati\;e trends into more benign outcomes, '̂ 'et risk 
remains in the rnassi\e militarx capability, both con\en-

tional and nuclear, that is controlled by a Soviet state 
that is beset with profound problems.

Our own security policy must take accoufit of this 
uncertainty. Unilateral Western disarmament, which 
vsould remove our Ilexibility to deal with troublesome 
scenarios under the tenuous new conditions of inter­
national .security, would weaken global deterrence sind 
heighteii global instability.

This is an e.xtraordinar\ inoment in history. Choices 
made by the United States and the Soviet Union will 
alVect the direction of world aliairs. Decisions made now 
will determine prospects for security and the advance­
ment of freedom for generations to eome. Tlie United 
States must continue to encourage positive change, while 
maintaining the capability and Ilexibility to cojx with 
and deter a still vast So\iet military capabililx at a 
moment of turmoil and uncertaintx
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SŁOWNIK SKRÓTÓW ,

AA- antiaircraft - przeciwlotniczy (-a,-e);

ABM - ahtibalistic missile (system) - (system) przeciwrakietowy (obro­

ny przed rakietami balistycznymi);

ACM - advanced cruise missile - zmodernizowane rakiety manewrujące;

AF MO/GOF - Air Forces of the Military Districts and Group of Forces - 

Siły Powietrzne Okręgów Wojskowych i Grup Wojsk;

Alt̂ M - air - launched cruise-missile - lotnicze rakiety manewrujące; 

APVD - Aviation of Air Defense - awiacja protiwowozdusznoj oborony - 

lotnictwo obrony powietrznej;

ASAT - Antisatellite (Systems) - (systemy) przeciwsatelitarne;

ASUW - antisurface warfare - zwalczanie okrętów nawodnychf^

ASW - antisubmarine warfere - zwalczanie okrętów podwodnych;

ATTU - Atlantic-to-the-Urals (zone) - (strefa) Atlantyk-Ural;

AWACS - Airborne Warnins and Control System - powietrzny system ostrze­

gania i kierowania; >

BW - biological warfare - wojna biologiczna;

C3 - Command,Contro! and Communications - dowodzenie, kierowanie i 

środki łąc zności - zintegrowany system dowodzenia;

C31 - jak wyżej, rozszerzony o rozpoznanie (Intelligence);

CADS-1 - combined air defense system-1 - kombinowany system obrony 

przed atakiem z powietrza;

CFE - Conventional Armed Forces in Europe - Konwencjonalne Siły Zbroj­

ne w Europie;
* ł
CG - suided-missile cruiser - krążownik uzbrojony w rakiety kierowane; 

CGN - nuclear-powered suided-missile cruiser - CG o napędzie atomowym; 

CP - command post - stanowisko dowodzenia;
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CTOL - Conventional take-off/landing - konwencjonalny (klasyczny) start 

i lądowanie;

CVG - Suided-missile aircraft carrier - lotniskowiec uzbrojony w rakiety 

kierowane;

CW. - chemical weapon ~ broń chemiczna;

ECM/ECCM' - electronic countermeasures and counter-countermeasures -

przeciwdziałanie radioelektroniczne i przeciwdziałanie przedsię­

wzięciom przeciwdziałania radioelektronicznego przeciwnika;

ELINT ' Electronic Intelligence - rozpoznanie elektroniczne;

EORSAT - ELINT Ocean Reconnaissance Satellite - satelita radioelektro­

nicznego rozpoznania morskiego (oceanicznego);

EW - electronic warfare - wojna elektroniczna;

FETV0 - Far East Theater of Operations - Dalekowschodni TVD;

FY - fiscal year - rok finansowy;

ICBM - intercontinental ballistic missile - międzykontynentalna rakie­

ta balistyczna;

INF - Intermediate-Range NucleaT Forces - Siły Nuklearne średniego Za­

sięgu ; .

IRBM - Intermediate-Range Ballistic Missile - rakieta balistyczna 

średniego zasięgu;

KGB. - the Commitee for State Security - Komitiet Gosudarstwiennoj 

Biezopasnosti - Komitet Bezpieczeństwa Państwowego;

LPAR - rarge phased-array radar - duży radar z elektronicznie sterowa­

ną charakterystyką promieniowania;

LRA - Long Range Aviation - Lotnictwo Dalekiego Zasięgu;

MBT - main battle tank - podstawowy czołg;

MCM - mine countermeasures - przeciwdziałanie minom;

MD- Military District - okręg wojskowy;



B /

MROM - medium-range ballistic missile - rakieta balistyczna średniego 

zasięgu;

MRÜ - motorized rifle division - dywizja piechoty zmo tory zowarve j;

MRL - multiple rocket launcher - wieloprowadnicowa wyrzutnia rakietowa; 

MVD - the Ministry of Internal Affairs - Ministierstwo Wnutriennych 

Die! - Ministerstwo Spraw Wewnętrznych;

NBC - nuclear, biological and chemical - nuklearny, biologiczny i che- 

mlczny (-a,-e);

NSWP - non-Soviét Warsaw Pact (forces) - "nlęradzieckie" (siły) Układu 

Warszawskiego;

POL - petroleum, oil, and lubricants - materiały pędne i smary;

R^D - Research and Development (work, programs) - (prace, programy) 

badawcze i rozwojowe;

REC - radio-electronic combat - waíka radioelektroniczna;

RÜRSAT - Radar Ocean Reconnaissance Satélite - satelita radiolokacyj­

nego rozpoznania morskiego (oceanicznego);

RV - reentry vehicle - środek (baza transportowa, nosiciel) umożliwia­

jący powrót w atmosferę Ziemi (statku kosmicznego, rakiety)*

SAP - Soviet Air Force - radzieckie siły powietrzne;

SAM - surface-to-air-missile - rakieta klasy ziemia-powietrze;

SLBM - submarine-lunched ballistic missile - rakieta balistyczna wy­

strzeliwana z okrętu podwodnego;

SLCM - sea-launched cruise missile - morskie rakiety manewrujące;

Sl.üC - sea-lines-of-communication - morskie szlaki komunikacyjne;

SLV - space launch vehicle - środek (rakieta,prom kosmiczny itp.)

przeznaczony (przystosowany) do wynoszenia w przestrzeó kosmiczną 

satelitów lub innych ładunków (również ludzi);

SNA - Soviet Naval Aviation - radzieckie lotnictwo morskie;
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SNF - short-range nuclear forces - siły nuklearne małego zasięguj

SNI - Soviet Naval Infantry - radziecka piechota morska;

SRBM - short-range ballistic missile - rakiety balistyczne małego za­

sięgu;

SSBN - strategie ballistic missile submarine - strategiczny rakietowy 

okręt podwodny;

SSN - Sierra-class nuclear-powered attack submarine - uder^zeniowy poil- 

wodny okręt atomowy klasy "SIERRA";

START - Strategie Arms Reduction Talks - rozmowy dotyczące redukcji 

broni strategicznej;

STV0 - Southern TVD - Południowy Teatr Działań Wojennych;

TVD - theaters of military operations - tieatr wojennych diejstwij - 

Teatr Działań Wojennych; ^

UN - United Nations - Narody Zjednoczone (ONZ);

VGK - the Supreme High Command - Wierhownoje Glawnoje Komandowanije - 

Najwyższe Naczelne Dowództwo;

VSlOL - Vertical/short takeoff and landing - pionowy i (lub) "krótki" 

start oraz lądowanie;

VTA - Military Transport Aviation - Wojennaja Transportnaja Aviaeja - 

Wojskowe Lotnictwo Transportowe; '

WTVD - Western TVD - Zachodni Teatr Działań Wojennych,

Druk AON nr 469/WW
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