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1. This interim report covers the Prcject 1d Study Group's initial ¥

evaluations of the major problem areas, which, at the meeting with the

Secretary of Defense on 6 May 1964, we were directed to examine with as much

precision as possible by 20 May. These problem areas are: (a) What are the -
current deficiencies in SACEUR's Emergency Defense Plan (EDP) and NATO's pos-
ture for the defense of NATO Europe, in the context of the "flexible" res-
ponse; and (b) What are the British, FRG and Frenmch concepts for the defense
of Western Europe and how do we evaluate them?

2. This report also covers interim progress on the two additional tasks L
directed on 6 May, to wit: (a) Devise contingencies arising from the Berlin .
situation which might lead to resort to the use of tactical nuclear weapons; . %
and (b) Examine, in this context, likely forms of escalation, weapons avail«tw*i::;b' ?3;

able to Soviets, what they would do, alternative roles played by the oppoesging | b o ¥
air forces, etc., and conclude whether tactical nuclear warfare represents a | 4 - {?:
viable concept. fﬂﬁq é,’ e

P .

3, This progress report is in two volumes, Volume I being a summary
report and Volume II more detailed backup discussion and information, Volume
I is in five parts covering the following subject areas:

e

Part I, General

Part II, Warsaw Pact Capabilities and Deficiencies
Part II1, Allied Concepts for the Defense of Europe
Part IV, Analysis of Current SACEUR Emergency Defense Plans iy
Part V, Analysis of Certain Contingenciles

4. In compiling data and meking analyses to date, we have tried to :
become familiar with and to use appropriately all currently applicable ¥
studies and work by other agencles which bear on our problem areas.

5. Wgregw Pgct Cgvabilities and Defilcjencies. We have pulled together in

Part II, which follows, some initial facts and observations on 8Soviet and War-~
saw Pact posture, capabilities and deficiencies. Among the more interesting
of the initial broad indications we get from analysing this subject to date
gre the following: E
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sz a. It appears to the 1ld Study group that, from the Soviet stand-
point, Moscow is still confronted with and will be for some years the basic
strategic dilemma of facing a serious risk that any Warsaw Pact military
adventures in Western Europe could and would lead to the strategic exchange A4
of thermonuclear weapons. This dilemma should make them very chary of I
initiating major military action in Europe.

b.. There are serious gaps in the intelligence available on Soviet \ e 4
nuclear weapons, particularly in regard to specific types, yields and num- }? )
bers of Eactical nuclear weapons, on Soviet command, control and communica- ’f;;/ .
tions (C”), release procedures, storage sites of weapons, and their speed &
and flexibility of response. The question of whether or not nuclear weapons ﬂ?L

are stored in East Germany could prove impartant. sl

c¢. From what information is available, we suspect that Soviet ot g %&/‘;
procedures for release, and the speed and flexibility of their response i A"
with tactical nuclears to unplanned situations are far more imperfect,
ponderous, and inflexible than are the current US and NATO procedures which
are in themselves very far from the theoretically desirable. The Soviet
system seems highly dependent on pre-planning.

riet ground and tactical air forces are currently organ~

of large gscale, ﬁ e-planned (and hence directly-controllable) nuclear
ikes on milit#ry targets throughout Europe. Subsequent use of tactical
nucleatr weapons may be far less flexible and less directly responsive than ﬁ%// I

1
NATO's use of them. lﬂjfLJrqﬁvf

e. Even given considerable downgrading of the current{éstimateé
of the numbers, readiness and effectiveness of Soviet reserve divisions
and tactical air forces, it is possible for the Soviets to masg, against
any specific area of the Central Region front that they choose, considerably 7
greater relative conventional strength than NATO can hold at that point. m;ﬁ:f-

£, If this capuability For tweal—ma is. _agsociated with a surprise
L,\ Soviet initiation idesp j and if the NATO
i response with our tactic wWER ; be Soviet-Warsaw

act forces wou Fe—a gt p of-brea p
defensive band and could exploit a "tactical puclear blitzkrieg"..

g. While it is likely that Soviet strategic thinkers are now
discussing more widely the possible utibity to the USSR of being able to
fight some types of limited conventionmal or even limited tactical nuclear kX
conflicts with the Western Powers, their current force structure, G’ and "
selective release procedures are not currently optimized for or efficiently 2
organized to implement such new strategic con¢epts. Furthermore, it will p
likely require some years before they could be reoriented to do so with
maximum effectiveness,
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E;) 6. Allies Conecepts for the Defense of Europe. In Part ILI of this
orogress report will be found a more precise and specific diacuseion and
analysis of the NATO defense cancepts of the UK, FRG and France.

7. The pertinent. broad indications we derive to date from this part .
of our study are as follows. ;

a. Despite important specific divergencies in these concepts,
they have a similar fundamental basis and this basis is widely divergent
from current US thinking. It is this basic divergency of view which is
1mposing serious strains on the NATO alliance. ’

b, The fundamentally similar bagis of the British, German and
French concepts rest on the common donvictions of the three countries that:

(1) However imperfect may be NATO's plans and posture for the
defense of Western Europe, they have -- in the face of Soviet
plans and posture -~ been highly sucecessful to date in maintain-
ing peace in Europe, in providing the sense of security needed
for the economic rehsbilitation of Weatern Europe and the de-
feat of internal Communist subversion, and in maintaining the
pogition of Free Berlin.

(2) Because the Soviets have in being quantities of nuclear

weapons, varying in yield from "tactical' to "strategic", and ;
delivery means varying from short range to intercontinental, :
it is essential that NATO also have a full spectrum of these

weapons.

(3) The threat of a planned application of Soviet military
power to take objectives in Europe is now and will remain
remote so long as the prospect of nuclear engagement by NATO,
both tactical and, if necessary, stratagic, is ever present.

(4) 1t ie not feasible and, in fact, there is no need to con-
template conducting major conventional operations for any ex-
tended perlod in defense of Western Europe.

A

i

. s
. ’:t-'
J A,V«U*”jzg“Zi::l (5) From the standpoint of the survival of Western Eur ope, 4‘— rif :ﬁj

?;;j‘ﬂn;f‘:ﬁbﬁﬂ there is no difference between 'thester-wide tactical nuclear r”?/;,(“ .
- ‘l o ) war" (in which the US and USSR remasin as sanctuaries) and "total;f“”’;ab“b
:/\ gAY I

war" (in which the US and USSR exchange nuclear blows). {:¢E;?i;§¢d

(6) Tactical nuclear weapone are indispensible to the defense N’
of Western Europe, both as deterrents to conventional and 4&”" gﬁi;
tactical nuclear war and to force the Soviets, in the event kLr“A )
they ever attack, to consider the choice between falling back jﬂl/”ija
or going on to probable strategic nuclear war. ‘%UAK; .
. W
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(7) Tactical nuclear weapons must be employed as early as it "
can be determined that a planned major attack is being conducted .
against Westerr Europe. Tactical nuclear war cannot be continued

for very many days without very high probability that it will

escalate to total war. (The official French view seems to reject

any concept of limiting war in Central Europe omee it starts.

However, this may stem from French pre-occupation with the im-

portance of the threa? of an immediate triggering of strategic

retaliation as the rdal deterrent to any kind of aggression.)

(8) The impact of different uses of tactical air forces in a
limited conflict in Europe upon escalation is agreed to be
very difficult to assess. Increasing the number of recon-
nalssance sorties and depth of their penetrations may have the
direct effect of increasing the chances of escalation.

(9) The economic and political realities of Western Europe
make it impracticable to expect Western Europe to put any .
appreciably greater numbers of men into full time, active
military forces.

(10) Political realities require acceptance of the "Forward
Defense". This fact, when related to (9) above, increases the
dilemma of a defense of Western Europe without early use of
tactical nuclear weapons.

: ¢. Despite these basic divergencies between these European concepts i
fi) and US views, there may be some potential areas for overall agreement. Among
these are:

(1) There seems to be recognition that there is need for Central
Regipn active ground forces on the order of at least 20-25 Divisions.
Hence, there is broad agreement, even implicitly by de Gaulle, on
the need for some NATO options betwWéen the bare "trip wire" plus
strategic nuclear exchange option and the surrender option.

(2) There may be a possibility that agreement could be reached to
utilize more local ready reserve forces in lieu of sizeable augmenta-
tions of active forces to give greater-depth and flexibility to
the defense posture. -
i7 (3) Overall agreement semms possible on the feasibility of separating
’ hﬁﬂ( . the initial use of nuclear weapons from the strategic nuclear ex- i
change. Opinions vary, however, on how long this separation can [
e sustained, '

Y

Afﬁ)gi 8. Each of the concepts of the British, Germans and French have comnsiderable
military and political validity when viewed from the European standpoint. Except z
for the problems caused by de Gaulle's current intransigence, there appear to be no .
insuperable reasons why an effective commonly acceptable, modernized concept for L
the defense of Europe cannot be worked out on an evolutionatry basis between the }
US and the principal European NATO powers. Militarily the problem is manageable :

although-4twill requlre compromises among—all four of the major nations in- ?
i

VOlveﬂvahi%ffgizizuiifficulti remain political and economic: ™™ UIRED
r—v——-ﬁ - ¢ v . ; '
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fj) 9, Analysis of Current SACEUR Emergency Defense Plans. Part IV'BEW':;x,‘t ;;mmu
this report deals with the Study Group's analysis of the deficiencies in
SACEUR's current EDP and the NATO capabilities to implement this plan,
There are numerocus recognized deficiencies in the NATO capabilities to ‘
respond flexibly to t e full conceivable spectpum of ontln encies which /&C””d
mlgﬁt arise. 7 fﬁ?}l == /r Aj.jf A e ,
P /e ~r t 7, ;L-\,, /(,zul ‘;’/ 4"} Ll
- — 4 !
PR T Int respect to command, control and release procedures, these ! gz;Z;,f’
yere designed originally to permit the release by the highest authorities : ,//'}l
of all tactical nucléar weapons on an all or nothing basis in close coordina- q’/‘A.r/M-“
L

éigg_mith%;he strategic.nuclear strikes. Currently they are tied directly EmH)A -
ith strategic strike targeting and procedurés;~but, in theory, the targets | flrlﬁ"
in the USSR- could be deleted. if it were.deecided to separarehjigmk_‘“ll . _
recent years;- additional selective release procedures have been devised @A} 4~¢fJ 'f
but they are very imperfect, as 1s detailed in Part IV, in terms of speed,
selectivity and flexibility of response under contingeﬁcies requiring urgent ‘/Z>q~xf ¥
partial releases. The fundamental problem in c3 springs from the wide '12 _
diversity of mental attitudes regarding the use of tactical nuclear weapons ey J'
and the likelihood of escalation following their first use. Because of those ${1ﬁ~
divergencies there are lacking throughout NATO, to include within the US st ) 1)
Government, a concensus, a concept, doctrine, and planning guidance on what W,
is really required of Cé to achieve deliberate-selective~controlled response /bﬁp - /
to aggressions less than general war. Given such guidance the devising e
and effecting of a workable selective release procedure is not mechanically « L—/Ld
on very difficult, although it could be fairly costly. Even lacking a concensus A
;:) and planning guidance om c3 many substantial improvements are under way or

being devised.

11. From our hasty amalysis of contingency situations (see Part V),
wherein decision points were created in our scenario to require evaluation
of the need, desirability and capability to use tactical nuclear weapons,
we have developed one interesting initial conclusion. It is that NATO's
current military posture, including its command and control mechanisms
and procedures, is most probably considerably better fitted to deal with the
hime phased intensification of events than it is to deal with a Soviet
initiated, quickly mounted, major conventional attack, In the latter case,
curtent selective release procedures are too slow and cumbersome. In the
developing crisis situation, NATO retains a measure of the initiative and
of fensive which permits more time for pre-planning, evaluation and even some
decisions in advance of our taking actions which escalate the level of cenflic
or which might provoke risk of escalation by the opponents. While Tripartite
or NATO forces in Europe may not have the capability to reopen access Lo
Berlin by force against determined Soviet resistance, they would (given the
necessary political decisions) be able to force the Soviets to meet our
successive steps of escalation until the Soviets must either back down or
recognize that strategic nuclear war was inevitable. In the final analysis,
this is better than our having no real option for major military action lying
between the option of strategic nuclear war or the option of giving up Berlin.

e
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12, 1In evaluating the ground force components of SACEUR's EDP and
posture, our analysis confirms that one of the serious deficiencies lies
in the imbalance in strength, both conventional and nuclear, as between
NORTHAG and CENTAG; NORTHAG being considerably weaker even though it is
a mare likely area for an enemy main effort.® Another serious def1c1ency
This
J?*

_.

doer 2‘-’

ig the lack of readily mobilizable reserves in depth on the NATO side,
.x"“

deficiency contributes to European reluctance to conceive of a lengthy n
tactical nuclear war, These deficiencies are compounded by the failure yh
of most European countries to fulfill NATO quantitative force goals and I h*”
qualitative standards and to establish an adequate logistic system including _ qv”‘ - 0
forward stockage; and by the maldeployment in peacetime of the forces which ‘,‘ﬁgivi:
are available, particularly in the NORTHAG area. The general problem of cum- = j(rf=
bersome selective release procedures makes a flexible response with tactical s~ , p
nuclear weapons currently almost impossible under conditionsg requiring the PR &
urgent use af these weapons. P
13, 1In the tactical air aspects of the problem, the following points

stand out, The effectiveness of the air forces is highly sensitive to the
timeliness and speed of the decision-making process, particularly if a decision
to convert from the planned nuclear posture to a primarily conventiomnal posture
is delayed for some hours after the initiation of combat. Their capabilities
to copnduct either nuclear or conventional missions is not so much the issue,
as is the fact that no individual strike/attack aircraft or small units can
do both types of mission at once and must take time on the ground to convert
from one to the other. Upon declaration of Reinforced Alert, a significant
number of NATO aircraft not scheduled for strikes in SACEUR's Scheduled
Program, can be quickly loaded for conventional eperations, Given a
modevate degree of strategic warning, US reinforcements from outside Europe
can be moved in to lessen the problem of keeping aircraft on QRA while
increasgd numbers fight conventionally. This problem can be defined by saying
that the NATO air forces have considerable strategic flexibility, but need

It

¢

some hours to make ready for changed tactical missions requiring changes from .
or to nuclear loading. he
14, Another air problem arises from the fact that fixed site missile /
units and the tactical air forces, when on the ground and particularly before
dispersal, on both the NATO and Soviet sides are, in a conventional war phase
as in peacetime, highly vulnerable to and unprotected from a surprise nuclear
strike by the other side. Hence ch side is very "“touchy" to a real or even
a suppesed threat of surprise(nucleny strikes by the other side. They are
also vulnerable, but to a lesser extent, to surprise, low-level conventional
attaek.

*This imbalance. is due in part to reluctance on the part of European natlons"LtAh‘_a
to buy and man nuclear delivery equipment which could be available o them,
and partly to our US political policies regarding "proliferation" and to
certain inhibitions arising from the Atomic Energy Act.

é
i
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15. There have been severe shortages in conventional and 1ow—yieldimj4\
nuclear munitions for aircraft.- The conventional munitions shortage 4% being
substantially rectified so far as the USAF is concerned. Increased numbers
of low-yield weapons should become available during CY 1965.

16. Part IV also looks into NATC's air defense deficiencies. The Mair-
ground-air defense' triangle is of great importance in both conventional and
tactical nuclear wars and is particularly vulnerable during the transition
phase from one to the other. Because NATO's air defense system has little or
no missile defense capabilities, its role and effectiveness in conventional
war may be substantially different from its reole in nuclear war., Current
deficiencies include lack of ballistic missile early warning; lack of full
coverage warning against very low level air penetrations; no fully effective,
universal IFF equipment for all types of friendly aircraft; still no agree-
ment on a NATO plan on how to integrate the varying air defense ground en-
vironment systems; lack of gir defense weapons for forward ground units;
and a shortage of fully effective all weather interceptors.

17. Analysis of Certain Contingencies. This subject is covered in Part
V of this report. The ld Study Group derived for its internal use an outline
scenario of possible contingency developments arising from the hypothesized
signing of a USSR-GDR treaty on 24 December 1964. As a result of this the
GDR, acting in part as a front for the USSR, cut off Allied access to Berlin. .
A time phased series of developments was worked leading to "decision points" ‘
for Allied-NATO leaders and Warsaw Pact leaders. To date the Study Group
has been able fully and precisely to evaluate anrd analyse only one such
decigsion point -- when a battalion-sized force which followed up an un-
successful initial LIVE OAK probe was trapped 15 miles in East Germany and
a much larger force was needed to free the battalion and to show our con-
tinuing determination to reopen access to Berlin, This analysis is set forth
in Part V and evaluates SACEUR's capabilities in pursuing several alternative
possible courses of action at this "decision point", with a comparable analysis
of Soviet capabilities and reactions. After discussion with the Secretary 2
of Defense on the results of the analysis, it will be possible for the
Study Group to analyze later and more expanded contingencies.

18. Progress by the Study Group to date indicates that it should be able
progressively to isolate a number of specific problem areas and throw some
light on possible appreoaches towards their sclutions. :
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WARSAW PACT CAPABILITIES AND DEFICIENCIES (J Retain cl hx@efdﬁﬁ” -
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1. General Purpose Forces

){iﬂﬁﬂ ry :\“;A
a, The trend in Soviet requirements for general purpose forces
has been downward, with the personnel strength estimated between 1.6 to
1,8 million men in theater ground forces. It is estimabed that there arve
about 139 divisions in the Soviet Armys; about 105 are located west of the
Urals and, of these, some 65 are believed to be at combat strength.

b. The following chart shows Warsaw Pact divimions which could

be availahle for use against NATO forces in Central Europe at three time
periods, )

Location M-Day M+15 M+30

Soviet Forces in:

Western USSR 14 20-24
East Germany 20 20 20
Poland 2 2 2

Satellite Forces in:

) East Germany 6 6
Poland 8 8
Czechoslovakia — _8 g8

TOTALS 22 58 eh-68

c. It is estimsted that the Warsaw Pact could employ initially
against the Central Region, without prior buildup, the 22 Soviet combat
strength divieions curvently in East Germany and Poland. However, it is
believed that the attack would probably follow a limited buildup and
comprise three fronts employing 50 to 60 ground divisions, supported by
about 2,000 tactical aircraft. By careful selection of courses of action
and missions, the USSR could make effective use of satellite forces, but
could not count upon them for the full range of operations against NATO.

2. Tactical Aviation

The following chart shows Warasaw Pact tactical air which could
be available to support an attack against the Central Region in three
time periods., (Satellite aircraft are not listed as available for
commitment on M-Day due to their primary role as air defense. Additionally,
the Warsaw Pact would probably avoid forward deployment of these aircraft
prior to M-Day to minimize indications of offensive preparationo)
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M+30

Location

Soviet Adrcraft ins

Western USSR 0] 500 1035
Eagt Germany 912 912 912
Poland 310 310 310

TOTAL Soviet 1222 1722 2257

Satellite Aircraft in:

Bast Germany 0 75 360
Poland 0 125 T20
Czechoslovakia 0 125 620
TOTAL Satellite 0 325 1700
GRAND TOTAL 1222 2047 3957

By M+30 it is estimated that the Soviets could have avout 130
Strike/Recon, 1785 fighters and about 335 light bomber aircraft available
for use with Warsaw Pact forces. The Satellites would have an additional
1580 fighters and 120 light bombers. Many of.the Satellite aircraft are
obsolescent and would probably be employed primarily in the air defense
role within national boundaries., Although about 140 principal airfields
are located in Fast Germany, Pecland and Czechoslovakia, there are
additional alternate airfields, some with pre-stocked POL, which could be
used to reduce concentrations of aireraft. It is estimated that Warsaw
Pact airforces would encounter command and control and logistic support
problems in employing tactical aviation from these dispersal bases.

3. HNuclear
a. It is estimated that Soviet nuclear warhead yields vary from

approximately 3 KT to 100+ MT, An estimate of the Soviet nuclear stockpille
for mid-1964, by system and yield, is shown on this chart.

System Yield Number
Long Range Aviation 90 KT - 25 MT 1,200
Rocket Forces 500 KT - 25 MT 1,650
Theater Forces 3 KT - 200 KT 2,900
Air Defense Forces 3 KT - 25 KT 1,000
Naval Operations 5 KT - 500 KT 750

TOTAL T,500

b. Although intelligence documents have not addressed a further
breakout of theater force weapons, an analysis shown by chart below
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discloses that of thé 2,900 nuclear wespons estimated to be allocated fo
theater forces, a total of 1,500 could be aveilable initially to support
the Soviet ground forces in the Central Region front. This does not
include approximately 650 nuclear weapons that could be delivered againsf
ACE targets by MR/IREM launchers of the Strategio Roocket force.

Estimated Breakout of the 2,900 Theater Forces Weapons Allocation:

580 Allocation to other Soviet fronts.
820 Theater reserve.
1400 SUBTOTAL
1500 Pogsible allocation to Theater Forces against Central

Region front.

2900 TOTAL

¢. Nuclear weapons appear not to be physically located with
field forces in peacetime, and are probably stored in Ministry of Defense
depots located within the USSR. Special units of the KGB have been
created to maintain custody of muclear weapons in storage and during
transportation to firing units.

d. Characteristics of tactical missiles, artillery and sir-
delivered systems available for support of theater forces are shown
below:

Tactical Misgiles¥®

Basic
Range Yield Orgn Aliocation Remarks
FROG 26 nm 5-35 KT Bn Bn per Cat I Two to four launchers
Div. per tm.
SCUD 150 nm  100-200 KT Bde SCUD support Estimated that 35-40
55-1 provided Army  six launcher
and higher brigades exist.
echelons.
SHADDOCK 300 mm 1.5 M - Posaibly Direct evidence of

sgsigned to deployment not
tactical aix avallable, Estimated

srmies and that 50-60 launchers
front arty exigt ~ with bulk in
formations. western USSR,
SIBLING 350 nm 10~30 KT May have. heen
55-2 replaced by SHADDOCK
as g fronit weapons
gysten

85-16 90 nm 10-30 XT
S8-N-3  300-450nm 10-30 KT
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