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Key Judgmenis

i Improvements that have beon made in Soviet tactical nuclear forees In
Central Europo over the past sevaral years have eroded reuch of NATO's long-

+  standing nueclear advantage there, As a result, Pact planners prabably consider
. that tha credibility and, therefore, the utility of NATO' ouclear forces as
gounter to the Paet's preponderance in conventinnal forces have been reduced.
1f {presont trends sontlnue and Soviet forces over the nest few years attaln a

. general nuclear parity in Centeal Europe, the basis of deterrence there wili
. shift more to the conventional forces of both sides.

! NATO il tatains an overall advantage In force romdiness and In the
¢ nmbers and quality of its tactical nisclear systems, most notably in nuclear ar- i
: tillery, NATO's nuclear weapons are genernlly supelor in their variety, tech- ;
| sophiistication, and floxibility, and & gumber of programs are under way
| tojfnereass their mpghﬂlt[nga S s !
E 5 f S . R T H f

é Rucent Saviet force Improvement programs have bean aimed at redrexs.
i ing the nuclesr imbalance in Centeal Europe. The most significant of these:
i have been the inéreasés In the number and quality of Soviet tactieal nuclear X
| dolivery alroraft in Centedl Europe and in the nitmber of nuclear weapons al- .
, :
|

sl e
..

I * located to Soviet forcés thers, OF patential importance 1s the development of
nulolent rornds For heliwy artillory units in'the USSR. T suioh weapers are de-

" ployed with Soviet forces in Contral Europe, os secins likely scon, they will
break NATO's monopoly on nuelear artillery there and hence reduce the de-
terrent value of these weapons,

Force Improvements carried ot to date have Increased the flexibllity
with which the Soviets can employ their tactical nuelear forces and provided
them wllhra capability for conducting theater nuclear war at higher levels of

-

L me
T * :
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lﬁl‘ﬂm;ty before having to fesort to the peripheral strike forces based an aviet
te::ll;nj:yi - . : N i . f §
| The evidence indicates that the Soviels are iecoming more comfortuble ; ,

with tho theater ouclear bulance and wre exploring allernatives to thelr long-
held sirategy of massive responsa te any NATO first uso of nuclear wenpons.
Although the Sovlats still see Uttle chanco for lmiting escalatlon once the
auelear thrashold has been crossed, there s a growing Soviet tendency to plan
to use nuelear weapons In Europe with greater flexibility and vestraint, at least
initially, than was seen during the sixties.

Whataver increased confldence Soviat planners may have galned s Hikely
to be tempered by an awareness of NATO's projected force Improvements and
its ability to quickly open; new .areas of campstition. Crulse maissiles, {or

. example, Topresent & davélopment that from’ the Sovict penspéctive has the
potertlal for profoundly sffectivg the nuclear balonce in Hurope. Theso
NATO improvements probably would.also sérve a3 an {mpetus to efforts by
the Soviets to further Improve their own theater nuclear forces.
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Bn!h Nﬁ‘?ﬂ ﬂ.i’dd Wmnw i’fmt iﬂmﬂé fn Contral Eurppe Tabe I:mg makn.
tained & vaslety of miclear weapod systams, which they have aceastonally up-
graded, Gver the paht%severai YOS, huwaver, improvements in Pact forces
. have besn made at siich »’pace and nmgnilmia as:lo ciuse concern that the
I West will lose {is !nng.!tsndfng ntlvnntnga in lactical imu:inﬂr capabllity,

t This paper !mka at l!m pm&ent nrmy of nucleae systems within Central

" Europe and discusses soma indexes of the exisiting numerlea! and qualitative

balance, It then evaluntes trends in the balanée a3 4 result of the deployment

of riow aystarms and zelotes thoss trends 1o the nucloar doctrines and coploy

" ment palicles of the two allfances, ‘Finally it assesses the effect of theso tronds

oo the overall balates of ground and tactieal air farces in Contral Europo—
particularly gs this halance contributes 1o daterronce there.
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Thﬁ: Balance of Nuclear Forees
In Central Europe -

A Curreant Asseszsmand

A comparison of forces and trends Indicates
that the Warsaw Pact |s closing the gap batween
the copabilities of fts nuclear forees in Central
Europe and those of NATO. Although NATO
currently has quontitative and qualitative advan-
tages, these have been declining sver the past

© several years ns tha Soviats have both miodernized

and expanded their nucler forces thers. The
immediate. vesult of these efforts has been to
enhance the Paot's capabilitles to wage nuclear
war in Central Europe at whatever level NATO
chooses, osing only locally based ‘systems,

~ “The military dootrine of both sides geserally
holds that a corilict in Europe would escalate to
nuclear warfare, but the Pact, probably because
of its longstanding inferority In battlefield

miclear capabilitlos, has placed grester emphasts.

than NATO onl developing passive defense and
decontamination’ copabllitles, Because of the
uncertainties dssociated with widespread use of
tive these praparations would bel

As shown
averall ndvantago in numbers of tactical nuclear
delivory systems based in Europe. This advantage
is vested primarily in NATO's large force of
nuelear srtillery. In the past few years the Pact
has overtaken NATO in the number of tactical
surfnce-to-surface missiles in Central Europe and
tactical alroraft intended for, nuglear delivery
missfons there.! P '

: R N
Nuclear’ artillery also provides NATO with a
qualitative xdvantage in bottlefteld xupport eapa-

nuelear weapors, it is problematical how effec-.

bilitles that ix presnnt?:lacking in Warsaw Paet .

forces. With lowsyleld nuelear rounds dnd the
accuracy inherent In tube artiflery, NATO artil:
Tory cam provide rexponslve, close-in aupport for

c R ]

N

- b i}
SEE“E 3 y
# '

R

‘table 1, NATO still enjoys an

Takls 1

Taetleal Muclaor Dalivery Syitams in Central Evrope?

MATO Warsw Dact
: 1963*  1GTT 1988 o}
Alpenafst M e W 480
Surface-tanefacn piluatfes
wiud rovkely ,dagr oo M S04
Boclear satlllery NA #fgi LI

 Franch taoifes] nuclesr syttems ars szcluded.

*NATO data Foe 1000 wea fscomplnte, wod Hgures sheald be con-
stdercd rough eimates . .

MThe figure dr the NATO dde represents those alroraft thal

woidd be enifaned & primary mbedon of nuclenr delivery under

NATO plaseiag. Wa do wot know hew many Fast alemdt are dmls -

Enly g, Bk s 400 pilots about one squudron In sech regle

minnt equipped with nuclourdamible areraft) baatn Treienly bn

nucteny dofivary techniques and are beltaved o have a primary fe-
spansiblifty for nuclene delivary undet Fact plininlng, Hoth sldes
have addiilonal atreraft (hat ave technically copabile of delivering
nuchear wakpons, bt ihelr sriwn pratiles dublvery techniques infres
sjusiitly, \F ak sll, and ves do not bofleve that they add signilieamly o
the moelear. deliveey capabilliites of althet sble. !

1 Aspytives bzt than sntforone mplusement by Lapcn, -

1 Thas Sovlels appear o have added six liuoclvers 1o oF least oné of
thalt Send brigades In Bast Cermany, i1 thty pregram were antended
to ail the Saviet Seud brigades in Centrat Evrops, 34 lunchers eould
bo added to this tolsl,

¢ Nuclosr-certifed HATO gun erews. No camparbls liguee for
1998 b avathable,” ;

engaged ground forces units. Thus, Pact forees
massing Immediately in front of NATO lines
would stil be subjeet to nuelese strikes. With
thelr larger yleld warheads and less accurate

- rocket and aircralt delivery systems, Pact nuclear
. forees. would be less capablo of striking targets

dlose to ;thal; own troops:

A i |

The military utility of NATO' nuclear artil-
lery, howevar, Is diminished by Its maldeploy-
ment within: the Huropenn theater, Historloally,
the main avenue,of allack into Central Burope

i S

B e bk S

P S
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ims been via the Morth German Plain, In the

ares defended by. the, Northers Artiy Group
(MORTHAG), the tersain most favors the at-

wacker, the distance to the Benclux ports is the

shartest, and Wanaw Pact strength s the
greatost, :

We estlm&t& thx;t the main thrust of o Warsaw

Pack attack in. Central Europs woukd fall In -

precholy this area~belween Hromavor and
Mannhetm {sce map). Thus, the hoaviest nasaults

most fikely would stelke the Gettaan § Corps and

the British § Corps, Yot most of NATO'S nuclear ¢

arilllory. Is deployed with US forces. In areas

whore the terraly s miore, Favorable to -the -
defender and the encmy threat s less eritleal,

The remalnder of NATO's pressnt array of
tactical nuclear weapons alse is generally superlor
‘o techuleal sophistication and flexibility. Here
egaln, however, the technologlcal gap it narrow-
Ing, particwlarly In the case of tactical aviation.

Toctical Mindles ‘

NATO's tactieal missile forces have two advan-
tages over the Pact's, Fint, the Pacts logistles
requlzomenty ars geeater, Thiy burdans Soviet
miwsile uilid with a’ more cumbstsome support
siructure that could slow thelr movement and, if
it were succoss{ully attacked, sharply: cut thelr
opetational effectivencss, Furthermore; oldet So-

viet missiles audwarheads must move through a
complex logisticynotwork before they reach user”
unity, The Seud missile uses liquid propellantax -

thus requlting extensive: preperation—and. the,

sensltivity of wdrheads to temperaturg necessts

totes environmental controls. On the|ather hand;

the mindle systems - now In - use' byl NATOQ
solid propellant ]
tigid eavironmental controls. |

i P

Tho other major advantage of NATO (s that Its
misstle forces are capable of reacting more
quickly. Soma -of NATO's misile f(orce Is
maintained 'on &lert, with warheads mated 1o
misstles that aré eapeble of launch within 20
minutes, No Soviet missiles are so malmained,
Because ofthe fqrcpnmﬂems required, a Soviet

¥ ]

2 T

1

Seud brigade takes at ledst four bauss to deploy
and to reach its Wghest readiness condition,:

Because of the loglstie and techntcal probloms -

with thelr older systems, the Soviets probably
view an indefinlte conventional phase preceding
nuclenr opeeallons as a complicating focfor In

nchieving, and mointainidg peak readiness- to

launch or respond to nuclear attacks.
Testical -Aviathin

NATO's iactical alr Forces are st gonarally
supotlor to those of the Pait in pliot tealning and

‘pasticularly avionles. NATO alrcralt Have inertial
‘gutdanee ‘aor terraln-followlng navigation systems -

which give them
at fow altitudes pn

Newer, improved Soviet pireraft, however,
have largely eroded NATO's advantage fn overall
range capablity. The primary NATO nuclear
delivery alrcraft of the early seventles—the F-4C
and the 104G—had nearly twice the range of the
Pact’s SU-7 Fitter. This enabled them to strike
targets deep In Pact tercitory {rom bases that
were beyond the range of most Paet tuctieal
atrerafl, This range gap has been closed by rew
Soviet Fighturs such as the SU-17 Fitter and the
MIG-23 tFIugiur'. Their rangs characteristics for
nuclesr sttack misstong corapere favorably lo
most NATO attack alreraft now deployed n
Eufope. | . § S

As with the tactical missile forces, NATO',
tactical alr foyces are malntained at o higher
readinesy, for nuclear opdretions than are thelr

cater euﬁuhllity to penetrate
locate thelr targots.

Pagt counterparts, In pedestime, some NATO

siveraft” are on alert with nuclesr weapons

shoard, No Pact alseraft are koown to be Ina

tharsinos. Honot Tohn Lanes) b printarl - tmilar sote of readinaw, L :
erahly onest John,] Lance} ush primarily 5ot C

o i and US warheads'do not need

3o

Wartaw Fncti?«m%ﬁfémh tind
Madpmization . i .

Since the late sixties the Soviet approach t
nuclesr war In Europe has undergone major
changes, The Soviets have exporimonted with
varfous strategles for nuclear conflict, The strate-
gies, In turn, have been made possible by the
growth and nodernization of the USSR's for-
ward-based nuclear forces, ‘

4 .
3

{
i
!
|

. [
S | : —SEEREP—
s é ) 1 ' . .ok i
» t : ' . . i
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3
H
+

Evelving Pmini-um
|

Saviet docirtne during the curly siatios postu-
bated that any war involving the Saviet Union and
the West would be a declsive global conflict, The
Yaviets considotedd that the outcome would be
determined largely by massive nuclear axchanges
during the first fel hours. Because of the declsive
nedvantage they belleved wauld acerue to the sdde
that struck fiest on o -mossdve sei'é, they put a
premium on prgempjztan. Conteibuting te the -
pressure for preemiotion in & Faropean war were -
the vulnerabifity lof Soviet mediume and inter- -
medinte-range ballistic missllo systems. based in °
the USSR and the relative dearth of Soviel nu-
elear systems in Central Edrope, - 7

According 1o the Sovlet dooteine of that perled, -
the firit Soviet nuclear strike In & Ewropean
confliet wonld be one of moximum; strength
delivered throughout the ontire depth of the :
theuter of war, Becaiise of the range lmitations
of Soviet tactical Auclear systems; the initisl strike
wonled depand heavily on Soviet systems bosedd in
the USSK. The sequance of thix strtke would be
generslly as follows: g

* The Strategic Rocket Torces {(SRF) would
launch on signal by the Supreme High
Commuond,

* Simultaneously with the SRF strikes, or as .
soon as possible thereafter, the missile sub-
marines and ground forces rocket troops |
would strike nnd the long-range alieralt ;
would take off, cody

Ancther reason. for the Sovlets™ eniphasis on

preemption, fay , have thelr ; peredption, ;

5

reflected In.theit militury Herature of the carly . -
to mid-sixties, that NATO" tactical alreraft don-!

stituted thesmatority of the Alllance’s mears of |
nuclour deliveryt | Thess tactical aviatlon: unils,
were concentrated at & sinll romber of avatlable

_flelds and would have been highly vulnerabla toa © -

masilve preempiive strike. In the contest of °
thewter nuclear threat consisting laegely of ale<:
craflt opesating from a few known, fixed bises,
preemption! could sipluly have been constdered °
the most effectivVe strategy. P :

o

-&ECR 1

. It expanding nuclear at

LR i

In the mid-sizties the perecptions of Soviet
mititary planners changed. They canme to bilieve
that the Emlk ~F NATO's nucleur delivery vapa.
bility was vesiesd not In tactical aviation but in the
missilet, rockets, and nuclear artillery deployed
with army corps and divisions This roughly
coineided with the initiz] deployments of the US
44-100 self-propelled 155-mim howitzer into West
Germuny. These deployments pppreciably ex-
panded NATO's nuclear dctillery force und the
larget base facing Wersaw Pact planners.

The Soviets further im%nimi that, because of
rillery force, NATO had
a signiffcant ndvantage In battlefield ouclear

- capabilitids and that thelr capabilities for closein
© support to toops weee mich less than these of
. NATO. Because of this, Faet planners estimated

that even after the Pact hed delivered n mastive
auclear strike, NATO would vetaln strong dee
fending fovces oppesite the Poct’s main axes of
advanee. «  §

Sovtat Changs

Recognition of these deficiencies has led the
Soviats to experiment with altcrnative nuclear
strategies and has affected the nuclear forces thoy
have in Central Eurepe. Doctrine) changes usu-
ally take seversl years lo implement, hawever, a3
new equipment I {ielded and tactics are devel
oped to meet the new requircments.

Ahteraative Strategios |

D,,urlf:g the Emid~ to !nte:slxues Soviet military
thearists advanced nuclear tuctles designed to

i affset the USSR’s pronounced Inferferity in tagtic

eal nuclear systems. ‘These included: °

‘ot istriks to a sull mossive system of
tgeouped and stngle niiclear strikes delivered

%.” important tergels e;imergcd.

i}mﬁﬁg n{oru emnphasis in nuelear targeting
“to sirlking large ground force-units in the
Jhope. of destroying (the tecticsl auclesr
Twenpons fleplayegl with them.

*.fﬁiviﬁg ‘Frontal §Miétion % greater role
/mgalnst tiima small and mobile nuelear sys
ik % .

5

*jMdv'ing from & massive, preemptive, Yone

b oo A e e
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terns that migiles would have difilzulty
destraylng, 7
& fnvestigating -the estent to which nuclear
urtillery and Jow-yleld profectilesconld con-
tribute to r.:oﬁlhat Qoxlbillty. .
Buring this peried the Soviets spparently ax.
amined the posibiity of Hmited nuclear steikes;
Lt the predominant Soviet response to NATO'
Ftk?i uso continped to be a theaterwide nuilear
SR, . ) i ’ . .
Plonning Vorkitiom In the Seventle i

P 5 : LI 4 H
. Since 1870, Soviet planning apparently has
moved drvay from exclusive reliance on masive
nyoloar yetaliation. and probably now includes
other options for conducting nuclear war, Plan-
ning varfants have incloded: © : "

&

. . ! N

» Delaytng aimp&me to NATO's first use of
nuclear weapons. This suggests that Soviet
planners may have begun to regoard the
Jimited, selective use of nuclear weapons by
NATO as a distinctive, If transltional, phose
of conflict *»at would not necessarily require
an immedia * nuclear response.

v Hmpﬂnd-tné b the lower end of the nuclear
spectrumn With Himited sirtkes by forward-
based syatems rather than with mawsive
stvikex involving USSR-based systems. This
varialion would eall for the Soviels’ initial
use of nticlear wespons to be more limited in
Intensity, matching mare cloesely NATO%
flrst use and for the Poct to launch o masdve
strike ;onlyl,k#hen NATO is prepariug to
dellver its own massve, theaterwide!strike:

. Escaf&ﬁng the {ntensily éf m@r.:itnr Ealﬂkei
over Hme.iThe Soviets apparently 'are at

least considering gradus! escelation of & cons
flict, either ak thelr own volition or, iti rew
sponse o NATO escalation. {11 - i

; Frod oo} H
* Inittating limited neiclear strikes with tack
cal systems in suppart of, speciftc military.
goals, The Soviets might consider using nus-

clear weapons. first if they were on the
defersive or possibly to break through
NATO defenses, but wa do not beliava that
these options enjoy sny real prominance (n
Soviet planning.

* Preempling massively when intelligence in-
dicates that NATO is preparing to deliver

 masston, widpipreed puclear stetkes, This -

prevsption vueiation differs [rom the doe-

_ trine of the sixties, which specilied that a -
. mawive initia} strike bo delivered vpon de.

- toction of encmy preparations to employ
£ nuclear \_ye&:mm g+ iﬁﬁ'ﬁ’ seale whalever,
Thess planining vacistions suggest that the So-
vigts dre bedoming more comfortable with the
 theatee nuclear balanee and are exploring alter-
natives to thelr strategy of mawnive response. Th
extent to which such alteruatives have become
patt of officlal Sovlet doctrine {3 unclear. At
presont there seoms to be m tendency to usw
auclear weapons, af Teost inlthally, with grenter

2

Elexibillty and restraint, but the evidence,indl- ~

cates thet Soviet planners still see little prospect
for limiting escalation once the nuclear threshold
Is erassed,

With their own improved In-theater nueclear
capabiiities mitigating the requirement to re-
spond massively to any NATO nuclear Initiative,
lﬁ: Soviets may now belleye it 15 in their interest
to delay widespread nuclear use as Jong as peasi-
ble. They probably reason that a lengthy peried
of conventional, or even limited nuclear, wariare
would afford them greater apportunity to seek
out and destroy NATO's nuclear delivery sys-
tesnis, thus reducing the Imiat:t of any eventual
theaterwido nuclesr attack by the West. Such a

_delay would also permit Pact forces %o prosecute
an ‘offensive without the' uncertainties imposed
by the widespread use of nuclear wWeapons, -

Foecw Tramhy - - oy

fotes improvements In an effort to reduce the
- nulear. imbalance they have perceived lin the

. Eutopean theater. These include: . _
' & Devaloping and a‘miioymg a new geners -

H
i

tion of nuclear delivery systems with char-
3 aeteristiés superior 16 those of their prede-
. cessory, Newer: models of Soviet tactical
aireraft have %nzn'tiy improved rorge snd
payload capabilities, and more effective tac-
tical missiles will be deployed soon. The 120-
km 88-21 will offer signiftcant Improve-

}

—GEGREL .

s

i | : { . W L
Thaéséﬂnt: are mrryhx& out & broad varlsty of

(]
)

.

i
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ments In range amd sccuracy over the
FROG, which it s replacing. The 58-X-22
appenrs bo be aoproachilng initlal operational
capability and could bs deployed at any
time. 1t Is similar to the Scaleboard system
and spparently Is Interded to replace it. The
Soviets may soon begin Hight tésting enother
new short-range balllstic: missile, which :
prebably will raplace the aghag Seud. .

o Significantly increasing the tnventory of

nuclear delivery systems in Evrope, Expane © !
sfon has aleeady {ne'uded about 2, one-thisd < -
Increasa in the number of tactical missile -

lavinchers andd'a tripling of nucléar-capable |
delivery aircraft in Central Europe: since |
1970. Ancther round of Increases in Soviet
nuelear forces In Central Eutope -
may be unider way. One Seud brigade has.
spparently been Increased "rom 12 to 18
taunchers, I all Soviet Scud brigades there
are similarly dugmented—as will probably
be the casewthe force will have an addi-
tional 54 launchers.

tactical

s Increasing the numbers of nuclear weapons
they plan to use in Central Europe.

s Increasing the warhead vlelds for thelr
tactical missiles, The motivations for the
larger ylelds are unclear, but the Soviels may
perceive a requirement for greater mrens of
destruction to compenste for the. relatively .
poor accuraby of thelr minlle systems dnd |
the lack of Ymely, accurate reconnalssance
datn ﬁi% sntall, mobile targets, 7. L

oyl ! , ST
The avidence lalso suggests that Frontal Avi- "
ation Is replauing missiles as the USSR's predomi- ..
nant means for delivering tactical nuclear weap-
ons. Beginning | about 1859 ‘and : continuing
throughout mostioi the sixtles, about 70 percent
of any given front’s nuckar weapons were mis-
siles, Frontal Aviation belng primarly for |
providing air defense to Pact ground units and
installations; ‘Thd Saviets In the late fiftles alvo
developed huge ie!fe%mpeﬂcﬂ mortars to deliver
nuolear rounds, but these too were discarded In

1 (3

favar of tactical rhls&ﬂm

-

HECRET

~SEEREF—"
Toble 3
Soviat Tacthcol Nuchear Dalivary Systems,
Weopons Alocatiom, ond Weopom Tiekh in
Cantrad Europe
war T
Atrerglts, | S00/100  D6O/300
Serlwt-to-warfacy mixile B0 228
Huclear Weapons Aflocations to Luntrsl Front 500 1500
Wewpon, ylokds (M) :
Bomb - oo FRI0G 05100
Mils warheadt R L
i FROG i i 540 107200
T Sewd . WelDh 10300
1 Adillory #/5 (est)

¥ Flgurs b Teft of sk popresants nuclear-capebde sbrorsit, Eigure
%o right mmprsits cor estfrmaty of Sobet nicdear-gusliiad pilats,
. Vil frero vepaeated by a dadiisdicatea numbered wartesds
with ylehds within & cortaln e, Figure rpasated by & dah

reperaent distines vields ‘

The evidence nrow indiostes that the nuclear
attock role of Frontal Aviatlon has cxpanded, In
Fact, afreralt may now be allocated as much os
two-thirds of a front’s nuclear weapons, This shilt
probably reflects a Soviet view that aireraft are
better sulted than missiles for delivering strikes in
the immedlate battlefleld aren and for attacking
moblle targets:throughout the theater,

Coinclding with this expansion of Frontal Avi-
stion’s battleflcld role has been 5 renewed inter-
ust i nuclesr artillery, In the carly seventios the
Soviets formed heavy artillery units equipped
with obéolescent 208-mm howllzers and 240-mm
miortars, | The nine such units identified in the

= USSR thus Farl are colocated with Sealeboard or

Seud brigaﬂaié suggesting that they have a nu- -

clear capability. New 208-mm self-propelled cans |
song and 240-mm self-propelled murtars prob-

ably,will eventilly replace all of the older tewad
wespons, | : v

gty i ’ .

For the heat term, however, NATO's auclear -
ndvnm:ﬁe;‘a 13 seoure. Even i ‘the Sovieid
doplayed nuclear artlilery lo Central Eurupe in
the near, future—os sooms likely—they would
require saveral years to develop the doctrine,
storage, handling procedures, traiaing, and stock

L
7
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of nuclenr rounds noeded to mateh NATO's war-
fighting capabifitles. The immediate milltary of-
frct of such deployment would be 1o expand the
nnelear target base fuclng NATO, beesuse all
Soviet and Eant {Eurapean artiilory pleces of the
type ausociated with nuclesr rounds would have
to be convidered nuclear capable,

!

The Soviets' renewed Interest {n nuclear artil-
lery suggests that they view the expanded use of
Frantal Aviation as only a partinl solution to the
problems of praviding cluse-In nuclear suppart to
ground foroes add destroylng NATO'S many nu.
clenr systems In the tactical depth of the thealer.
The Soviets appurenﬂ{ consider that, becnuse
NATO's nucieatl-cnpuba artillery would be de-
played close to the battloline, Pact artillery fire
would be the jmost effective and - responsive
means for destroying &t :

Theater Slrikﬂ%Fﬁémt .

"Tho Sovlets rre also undertaking improvements
in pertpheral strategie forces that will alfect thele
war-fighting doctrine and capabflities in Central
Furope. Potentially the grestest improvement
will result from deployment of the mobile 58-X-
20 IRBM to replice the old, fixed 55-4 and 885
lannchers, In addition to its multiple warheads

and_increased wcouracy, the 88-X<20 apparently

will.have a refire capabllity, It will provide the

Soviets with a theater strike weapun that, de-

pending onthe manner of its deployment, can bé
signifieantly less valnerable to preemptive attack
thon thelr present missile force, ‘

The reduced vulnerability of these misstles
could lessen the Suviet Incentive to launch them
preemptively to prevent their destruction by &
NATO first strike. This "shoot it or lose §t"”
philasophy has been one of the driving factors
behind the preemptive nature of Soviet theater
nitclear doctrine, Widespread deployment of the
55:X:20 will provide Sovlet planners with a
theater strike forom moré miwtibie_ with what
appears to be a more flaxible and tonfident
theater nuclear doctrine, o,

NATO's Forear | S
Two factors Bave combined over the pist few
years fo ngxeutni pressures for- resvaluating US

3

tuetical nuclear doclrine for Ewrope and for
. teductng and medernlzlng US nueldar lorees
there. First, Congress in -A874 ealled for a rens- | -

sessinent of the ralfonole .of -malnisining US
theater nuclear forces in Eurape and lar remaval
of thase nuclear warheads that, in number or
type, were not csentisd for Europe's defense.
Secondly, at the MBFR talks the West has pro-
peased n its Option ITI package to withdraw from
Europe 1,000 nuelenr warhends, 90 nuclear delly-
cry systems—34 F-ds and 36 Pershing missiles—
and 29,000 US ground Lroops in exchange for the
withdrawal of a Soviet tank army. -

Employmnt Polley
In respensa to the Congressional mandate, the
Secrotary of Defenss in April 1973 submitted o
report that mude the following judgments con-
cerning the par
cloar Forees déployed In Europe:
o Although tectical ruclear forces cannot sub-
stitute for adoguate eonvenlionel forges,

they could temporardly affect the tacteal |

siuation and create a stalemate or NATO
“advintage that could be used to induce
- pegotiations,

s, A nuclear strike by NATO to blunt o War
" saw Pact conventlonial sttack that threatened
to overwhelmi NATO'S defenses sheuld

* clearly be limited and defensive in nature, 50 -

_us to reduce the risks of escalation.

¢ On the other hand, ‘the attack should be.

delivered with sufficient shock and intensity
to foretbly change the Warsaw Pact leaders’
perceptions of the risks Involved and to
create a situation conducive lo negotiations.
Overall, US doctrine halds that deltberate esca-
lation of & couflict in Europe could involve the
limited uze of nuelear weapons in any or oli of
the following ways:

s ‘Use in a clearly defsnsive role, as in.employ
-Ing nusléoesrmed Nike Hercules wmissiles
for aly ddfensa or atomle demolition munt
ht{ans for aren daniah}

» E:ﬂempnsirfatlm use, or launching a strike
 destgned to convey resolve but ta minimize
the risk of pravoking an escalatory sesponse,

- :
i ! Cod

. H
R T T L

and capabilities of US nu--

~BEEREF—~"
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» Selective nuclear strikes an  Interdiction
Hargets. ' :

* Selective nuclear stelkes agalnst other sult-
able military fargets. C :

. " .

Ip general, planning guidelines emphasize that
NATO must rotein the freedom o ewchew early
vise-of nuclear wonpans If clreuthstances do not
demnand Hhielr usa, that enly conyentlonal forees
shauld be employed inftially to meet a convent
tioftal attack, but that ruclear weapons should net
be held back untll conventiona! forces are

exhaisted. : ie

NATO"s%gmf- In using‘ auelear weapons would

shift from o chistly politieul to u chiefly military

one o8 the intensity of nuclear conflict incréased.
The purpost In low-key :
woutld be primarily politieat—that iy, to restore
deterrence by foducing a change of mind In
Soviet . political lenders through a demonstration
of NATO's resolve and detetmination and, by
implication, its willingness to escalote the con-
flict. Indeed, NATO would consider the primary
purpose even In early [ollow-on use to be politi-
cel, as it would see lit’ls militacy advantage to
sueh escalation sgainst an enemy that slso has
substantia] 1actical nuclear eapabilities. This early
stage of escalation would be fntended net to
defeat the enery but ko show NATO s—and test
the enemy’s—~willingness to ralse the stakes,

» i .
With escalation to higher levels of nuclear
gonflict, NATO's use of nuclear weapons would
be driven more by military reguiraments. That fs,
with more widesprend: usage, . strikes would be
intended to destroy attacking forces and to freoze
the hatttefield for a period sufficient for political
negotiatiohs Yo restore prewar borders.
|- ' oy
Farty Transds i .
. ¥ . - i
Plans for the modernization of NATO's tactical
nuclear forces have fooused upan the develops
roent of more efficlent nuclear warheadt and a
changing mix In US tactical alr forces based in
Europe, Congressfonal veview and the MBFR
negatistions have probably had an impact on this
modernization. Questions about the approprinte

H

SEERETTT

tnitiation of nuclear war

~SECREF—

size rod composttion of US nuclear forees in

. Europe are still under zeview.

The Hlockple
‘The US nuglear stockplle began to grow inthe
mid-fifties, whenr NATO's nuclear stralegy was
.one of rossive retalistion; The growt in number
and varlety of worheads continuety during the
early lo wid-1960s with the new doctdne of
flexible response, which required the US te be
prepated for nuclear combat with wide variations
in tacties;and lavels of intensity. Growth in the
stockplle was stopped between 1087 and 1968
when tellings were 'ﬂtab;{!he&k :
B L 3 P w1

Miuslles ond Adillery :

The trend. in US. warhend design hos been
toward lowor ylelds, in keeping with NATO's
destre for a capabllity to minimize collatersi
damage from strikes agalnst Fact forees oo
NATO territory~Lower yields have been made
passible by advances In warhead design, while
effectiveness has been enhanced hy Improve-
ments in mistle accuracy.

Probably the most notable of the new, lower
vield wacheads are the enhanced radiatien (neu-
tron) weapons. These provide inttal levels of
lethal fadintion equal to thet normally obteinzd
from a standard fisdon weapoh whose yield is
same 1) times greater, There Iy presently no prae.
_tical defense ngainst.the high levels of radiation. -
‘emitted by neuteon weapons. Sy
! Neutfon warheads [or the Lance missile and
the 185-mm and 8Inch howitzers dre.in various
“stages of develapment, The decision to add these
_weapons to the operational inventory and deploy
them {n Europe Is stil] under exccutive raview.

Toctieol Avlallon ©

The employment eoncepts for the US tactfeal
air forces in Europe are changing In response lo
the Pact's increased conventional, rather than nu-
clear, capabilities. US nuclear doctrine for tacti-
cal aviation, which until recently emphasized
widespread. preplanned altacks against fixed tar.
gels as part of a massive thesterwide nuclear

a
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strike plan, is;now placing more emphasis on
limited and selective sirikes, The new emphasis Is
maore (o tupe with NATO's dootrine of flesible
respanse, which calls for & carefully modulated
tiposte to.s Pact conventional nttacz.

The new planning calls for more flexible use of

" tactical ale forces agatnst mobile battlefield tar-

gets. ‘The curteat trend toward incressed com-
mitment of missile warheads—particnlarly SLEM
warheads—for flxed targats would permit allo-
vating! o greater proportion of tactical aircraft

sortics te both conventional mistons and selective

nucledr strizes.

With the US Afr Force's emphasls on upgrad-
ing’ lts conventional rather than its nuclear
strength, there probably will be a decling In the
nuenber of nuelear-capable aitoraft ax new mod-
els enter the inventory. Many of the new US
alreralt to be deployed in Europe in the next few
years—the F-15 and A-10, for example—are
desigried specifically for air superiarity or ground
altack misstons and will not be nueclear capable,
The aircraft they are intended to replace are all
technically capable of delivering nuclear hombs,
and thelr pilot receive some nuclear-delivery
teaining,

Nevertheless, no significant degradatlen In
NATO's ovemil toctieal nuclear capabliity is
likely, This Is becauss ons of the sireraft to be In-
troduced is the nuclear-capable F-18, which Is far
superior to the sireraft it will replace; the number

of"US F-111s in the UK it being doubled; and the.
number of Posaldon warheads aflocated to Cene’

During the sisties NATO's clear superiority in
nuclear forces constitited & deterrent agadnst
both conventlonal and nuclear attack by the War-
saw Pact. The large number of NATO battlefield
and theater nuclear wespons gave the Alliance a
range of employment capabilities that <he Pact
could not offset with in-theater systems. To
mutch NATO's capability to fight & theater nu-
clear war, Soviet leaders would have been forced
to escalate the conflict by, using systems hosed in
the, USSR, thus invitlng rotaliatory strikes agalnst”
* Suvlet Yerritory. f. _ .

Given NATO' lorsie advantage In the number,
gophistication, and readiness of nuclenr systerms
during the sixties, Soviet planners probably be-
lieved that the Allinnce wauld ke strongly moti-
_vated to use nuclea® weapans at the beginning or .

early stages of & war in Europe, Soviet planners
belteved that, after nuclear altacks by both sides,
NATCs military position would be better than
the, Pact's. -

With the improvements in thelr own tactical
nuclear forces over the past saveral years, how-
ever, Soviet leaders probably now consider that
the military advantages 1o NATO of using nu-
clear weapons have deereased and that the Alli-
ance would be more reluctant to use them in re-
sponse to a conventional attack. To the extent
that s {3 the case, the growth of the Pact’s tacti-
¢al nuclear forees has reduced the credibility—
and therefore the utility——of NATO's theater nu-
clear wespons as a counter to the Pact’s conven-
Honal strength, ¥ present trends continued and
Warzaw Pact nuclesr forces approsched o gen-

tral Europa hasibeen incressed. 1. *oral paity with those of NATO, the basls of de-
S T ;% ¢+ ‘termoncein Europe would shift furthor to the con-
tmplicationy for: Datervence @ - ¢ * ventlonal forces of both sides.

' . i H osx i

Judgment as to whethar the growth and mod-
ernization of the Warsaw Pact’s nuclear: forces
have lessened detervance ia Europe ‘can’be no
mote than spesulotive, beeause deterrance i
based on the perceptions of both sides. The deter-
vont effcetiof NATO'S theater auclear forces I
dependent on the Soviet leadership’s perception
of NATO' force capabifities, the credibility of
NATO's threat to uso these forees If necessary to
halt ageression,; and the losses the Pact would in-
cur 1f MATO's threat were ignored.

Outlook - ! .

Whatever Ingreased coifldence the Soviels
may have galngd from their force Improvemants
i3 likely to ba tempered by thele awareness of the
US ability to quickly open new sreas of competi-
tion, Cruise missiles represont just such an are
that from the Soviet perspective hos the potential
for profoundly affecting the nuclear balanee,

The deployment of such misstles to Europe
could confront the Soviets with a great number of

10 ! SECRET —
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nuclear weapons that would be diffieult tn detect,
A further complieating foctor is that, beeause of
the high Buropean Inlerest o cruise misstles, the
U5 might transfer them ar their assuclited tech.
nalogy to its ITIA’I'G aflies,

Thus, althoiigh the Soviets may Fesl more com-
fortuble with the present nuclear balanice v Bt

——SECRET

rope, their publie commentery and their positions
tn the SALT I negotations reflect a deep con-
cern nbout the patential of ernise misstles for In.
crensing Luth the tacticel and the theater nuclear
threat, Such concern may be reficoted In the near

term by a continued effort to wxpand and fm~ .

prove their own theator nuclear forees.

-

The author of this paper is . ..
. «. Office of Strategic
Research, Comments and querics are welcome
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