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SUNNARY

The purpose of this study is to analyze and document information

on Soviet reactions to U.S./NATO force modernization. The focus of the

research was to review historical precedents and to evaluate current military

R&D programs and other aspects of force modernization, to further an

assessment of potential Soviet reactions in the 1985 time frame. To this

end, a comprehensive review was made of Soviet strategy and military

doctrine for West Europe. Particular emphasis was accorded analyses of

those aspects of a modernization program that could result in the

development of major changes in power balance relationships. In addition,

changes in Warsaw Pact force posture at the tactical level of organization

were scrutinized to determine where IJ.S./NATO modernization efforts have
had an impact.

The study draws from the research base developed by the Strategic

Studies Center of Stanford Research Institute.

The report is in partial fulfillment of research under Contract
DNA—OOl— 76— C--0l58, SRI Project 4715—002 , and was prepared under the

overall direction and supervision of Richard B. Foster, Director,

Strategic Studies Center, and Harold Silverstein, Assistant to the

Director. The Principal Investigator was R.B. Foster; Ronald C. Wakeford

was the Project Leader and John C. Scharf en, Deputy Project Leader.

Other members of the study team contributing to this report included

David Benson, Michael Deane, Arthur Zuehlke, Professor John Erickson,

University of Edinburgh, and James Dornan.

hite SectP~n ~4
General Berton E. Spivy, USA (Ret ’d) and Major General Hamilton A. 

Section o
Twitchell , USA (Ret ’d) provided invaluable assistance in their reviews —

of the drafts of this effort. _____
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C I INTRODUCTION

U A. Organization

This report is presented in two volumes, an unclassified Executive

Summary and a Main Report .

B. Research Objective

The objective of this effort is to assess Soviet reactions to U.~~./

NATO theater level force modernization; to analyze the advantages or

disadvantages accruing to the U.S./NATO; and to determine the potential

impact of these reactions.

C. Basic Approach

In covering each of the elements of the taskings for this study there

was a conscious effort to avoid the stereotyped approach to discerning

Soviet intentions and reactions. A healthy skepticism was encouraged

in considering such fundamental concerns as action—reaction , the efficacy

of the new anti armor weapons, the role of tactical air and similar matters

about which “conventional wisdotns” have proliferated. While the concept

of “force modernization” has strong implications of technology, the study

team studiously avoided concentrating on this aspect of the problem

exclusively. It is the authors’ conviction that the force organization

and deployment aspect of force modernization can be equally important.

It is further believed that the political implications of U.S./NATO

initiatives and Soviet responses can be even more important than those

of technology. The study taskings do not emphasize the requirement to

postulate what the U.S./NATO modernization program should be. Nevertheless,

there are some thoughts presented on that subject.

5 1 
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Analysis was conducted against the background of several geopolitical

principles which emphasize the distinction between the Soviet and U.S.

approach to strategy and the basic purposes of force modernization pro—

grams. The Soviets, with their Pact Allies, are a continental power with

an outlook which generates great dependence upon armies of armor with heavy

concentrations of artillery. The Soviets, faced with the industrial

superiority of the West, have compensated with a force designed to support

a preferred strategy for a short, decisive war. The result is a mechanized

force structure imbued with the spirit of the offensive, the advantage of

surprise, a high ratio of combat to support troops and preemptive maneuver

to fix and destroy a U.S./NATO defense before it can mobilize and deploy .

The study addresses theater forces, strategy , operational art and

tactics. While broader global strategic considerations were not formally

addressed they were always a concern for, in large part , the capabilities

of theater forces are a function of the capabilities of strategic forces.

For example; a Soviet Union which has achieved a dominant strategic nuclear

position vis—a—vis the West will give much less credibility to a U.S./NATO

theater force modernization advance than a Soviet Union which is at strategic

parity .

Throughout the report there is a central theme which emanates from

replies to three basic questions :

• How will U.S./NATO force modernization influence the Soviet
approach to military operations in the European theater?

• How militarily dependent is the USSR on a short—war , blitzkrieg
philosophy?

• Which aspects of U.S./NATO force modernization would present
the greatest problems for the Soviets?

6

I



‘~~~~~~~~~~~~ - -

F’

II PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

A. General

There are no indications that there is a simp le action—reaction

phenomenon associated with a U.S./NATO—USSR/Pac t “arms race”. There are

other determinants equally or more important than U.S./NATO initiatives

which influence Soviet decisionmakers, including the momentum of their

ongoing programs, their ideological and methodological biases, and their

perception of the ~~~~ strengths and vulnerabilities. Momentum of

ongoing Soviet force development programs appears to be particularly

significart and matches or overshadows the significance of responses

to U.S./NATO initiatives. The Soviet response is likely to be asymmetrical,

that is, not a mirror of the U.S./NATO initiative. Political responses

and tactical realignments are more likely than a ch ange in strategy or basic

doctrine .

B. NATO Force Modernization

U.S./NATO modernization is being carried out within the overall guide-

lines of the Long—Range Defense Concept which reaffirms the basic aims of

NATO ’s strategy of deterrence and defense. In an era of general strategic

nuclear parity, deterrence is to be provided by the overall capabilities

of all NATO forces. The Alliance must be able to respond in an appropriate

manner (including the use of nuclear weapons) to aggression of any kind.

This strategy calls for a balanced structure of interdependent strategic

nuclear, theater nuclear and conventional force capabilities. The essence

of the concept is that NATO can provide an adequate force structure to

support the strategic concept of the Allies, contingent upon raising

those forces currently planned and contingent upon the modernization and

improvement of forces and their supporti’g facilities.

7
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C. Underlying Soviet Perceptions of U.S./NATO Force Modernization

From what may be gleaned of the Soviet view of force modernization

they appear to be convinced that it is the U.S. which is now reacting to

the Soviet initiative. In truth, U.S. and NATO programs are responsive

to Allied estimates of the Soviet threat. The NATO MC 14/3 strategy is

defensive and built upon the cornerstone of deterrence which concedes

substantial initiative to the Soviet Union.

Nevertheless, the Soviets continue to have a high esteem for the

quality of U.S. science and technology as it is applied to military

resources. The Soviet collection and analysis effort on U.S./NATO

technology guarantees that they have a sound, fundamental appreciation

of the impact of the Alliance modernization programs.

At least at the theoretical level the Soviets approach force

modernization as an integrated element of an overall strategy which is

coordinated with economic, political, tactical and strategic considerations.

Such an approach is manifested at the operational level, inter alia,

by the standardization of tactics, military procedures and equipment

within the Pact and the interdependence of the military and civil

sectors of their economies. In view of this Soviet predilection for

a cohesive approach to force modernization it is believed that they are

most likely to be impressed by a U.SS/NATO force modernization program

which demonstrates the same integrative characteristics. The credibility

of the U.S./NATO force structure will undoubtedly be enhanced in the eyes

of the Soviets if it is based upon the integration of technology with

considerations of strategy, tactics and doctrine as well as those of

politics and economics.

Soviet observations on U.S./NATO force modernization fall into two

broad categories: (1) those related to force modernization as a whole,

and (2) those related to the modernization of specific weapons or systems .

8
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On the whole , force modernization is viewed as a product  of the

“imperialist” system. In this sense, it is said to receive its momentum - 
U

internally, that  is , from the prof i t—seeking motives which domina te

capitalists.  An example cited is the NATO standardization program.

According to Soviet spokesmen, the chief purpose of standardization

is to exacerbate the arms race so that the major defense contractors will

earn higher profits. As one Krasnaya Zvezda article has asserted , the

standardization program envisages none other than the reequipping of the

bloc countries’ (NATO) armies with the latest types of military equipment.

For the military—industrial monopolies, this means large orders and ,

consequently, corresponding profits.’

A secondary purpose of standardization, according to the Soviets,

is the attemp t on the part of NATO to reverse the political disintegration

which has recently characterized the Alliance. The Soviets maintain that

standardization will force the smaller NATO countries to become dependent

on the weapon manufacturers of the larger countries. According to one

Sovie t commentary, “Wes t European corpora tions see in the Amer ican

standardization plan a ‘Trojan Horse’, with the aid of which their

transatlantic competitors intend to fasten onto the NATO market even

more firmly .”2

Soviet observations on the modernization of specific systems are

d i f f i cu l t  to assess. Generally, Soviet analysts tend to describe such

initiatives rather than to evaluate them. Such reports are usually labelled
“based on materials of the foreign press ” , documented b y c i ta t ions f rom

Western sources , and wr i t t en  so as to clearly indicate  the presenta t ions

V. Berezin and 0. iJikiforov , “Behind the Scenes at the Hague Meeting,”
Krasnaya Zvezda (16 November 1973).

2 A. Mozgovoy, “The Other Side of Standardization ,” Sovetskaya Rossiya
(7 September 1976) .
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of Western , rather than Soviet , views. Soviet analysts do not make

U. 
qual i ta t ive comparisons of ~uv iet and U.S./NATO weapons in terms of actual

combat capabilities in tile literature available to the West. Anticipating

and assessing Soviet responses are not easy tasks but neither are they

impossible. There are ample clues in Soviet precedents , in their ideology ,

and In open and intelligence data to permit some reasonable estimates in

these matters.

0. Soviet Military Reactions

• The Soviet Union is deeply committed to its preferred ~Leategy In
Europe and will abandon or substantially m odify it only under great
provocation or a very significant change in the current military
balance.

• Within these limitations , the technology of a broad rande U.S./NATO
force  moderniza tion p rogram may considerably compensate for Soviet/
Pact conventional force superiority and deny the Pact the alluring
prospect  of a “short—war ” v ic tory  and present  them wi th  the spec t re
of a war of attrition with prospects of devastation of Eastern
Europe and the USSR .

• Soviet responses to such a comprehensive NATO force modernization
might be highly visible. Pre—war deterrence would be served by
a Soviet perception that there has been a thorough tactical ,
technological and training modification of NATO doctrine and
nuclear force posture. Whether such a far—ranging NAT O f c r ce
modernization would completely deny the Soviets a strategy for the
rapid seizure of Europe is uncertain but still a possibility.
There is a possibility that new weapon technology could produce
a massive increase in firepower effectiveness that could pos e
serious problems for the massing of forces required in contem-
porary armor offensive tactics with an objective of a break—
through of NATO defenses. At a minimum , Soviet p lanners would
recognize tha t such a program would cause ser ious problems of
cost and uncertainty for a blitzkrieg strategy for  Cen tral
Europe . Soviet attempts to cope with a comprehensive moderniz ation
pr ogram could incl ude the lollowing military re sponse s, most of
which are merely an increase in emphasis of current programs
(and for  each of which t h er e  is annotated an es timate  of the
probabi l i ty  of the resp onse) :

— Fur the r  q u a n t i t a t i v e  and qua l i t a t ive  improvement of the
USSR IWP fo rce  pos tu re , in pa r t i cu l a r  t i l e  expansion of Soviet
Group Forces Germany . (Probab le . )

10
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— Greater emp hasis on surprise , speed and moullity in combat
operations. Efforts to improve readiness capabilities and
reduce ddo warning and detection opportunities. (t’robable.)

— increased emp hasis upon deep i n f i l t r a t i o n  t ac t i c s  to n el l—
t ra li z e  NATO rear area command and suppor t  ac t i v i t i e s.
(P robab l e . )

— Greater emphasis on the  Soviet capabi l i ty  to del iver  UI
p reempt ive , disarming strike against  NATO t hea t e r  t a r g e t s
w i t h  nuclear  and chemical weapons . Special a t t e n t i o n  to
t ar g et t in g  NATO nuclear stockpile and deployed systems .
Increased e f f o r t s  to p r o t e c t  the Pact popula t ion and
i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  f rom a t t ack .  (Probable . )

— Continued e f f o r t s  to develop EW , ECM , and LCC M to degrade
NATO command and control and target  acquis i t ion  systems .
(Probab le . )

— Fuller in tegra t ion  and more salient o f fens ive  roles fo r
non—Soviet  Pact forces in the theater  s t r at e N y .  (Poss ib le . )

— Further  reemp hasis of the  Soviet forward aviat ion role f rom
tha t  of defense to deep in te rd ic t ion  and t ac t ica l  support
missions . (Possible . )

— Increased emp hasis on nuclear and CW muni t ions  fo r  tact ical
operat ions . (Possible . )

— Considera t ion or decision to p ro l i f e r a t e  o f f e n s i v e  CW and TN\~s to
Pact forces . (Possible but  unlikely . )

• The ongoing modernizat ion of the Sovie t—Pact  forces 1 and some
basic asymmetries in U.S./NATO—USSR/WP force structure and pos ture
already mitigate to an important degree the e f f e c t  of cu r r en t
NATO conventional weapon developments. Further efforts by NATO
to introduce more sophisticated weapon systems without an
accompany ing modernization of emp loyment doct r ine , C3 and t a rge t
acquis i t ion capabilities would likely produce  l imniteci  Soviet
responses at the tact ical  level. 3uch responses could include
the following (all of which are given a high pr obability):

“ improvements are also being made in the q u a l i t y  and q u a n t i t y  of
Warsaw Pact conventional forces p a r t i c u l a r ly in the o f fe a s i v e
capabi l i t ies  of a i r c r a f t , tanks , a r t i l lery  and missi les. ” An nex  t o
M— DPC—l (75) 11, (23 May 1975).

11 
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— Further  enhancement of Sovie t suppressive fi r e  capabilities
including nuclear and CW f ires to counter NATO
ATGNs and artillery .

— Improvement of already formidable mobile—forward and in—depth
air defenses.

— Technical improvements in armored vehicles, in particular
the T—62 and T—72 tanks (such as spaced armor for defeating
HEAT rounds ; the exploitation of camouflage and concealment,
and use of smoke, etc.), to degrade effectiveness of laser
and optically—guided munitions.

— Adj ustments in tact ics  and operational techniques , including:
continued emphasis on “combined—arms” assaults with a
marginally greater role for  motorized infantry, the use of
vertical—envelopment b y helicop ters.

• Soviet responses to U.S . / NA TO anti tank systems have been measured
and moderate. Given foreseeable technological developments in
the AT field up to 1985 no revolution in Soviet concepts of mobile
warfare are envisioned. There are already in evidence, however,
some tactical changes in the employment of artillery, armored
personnel carriers and tanks.’

• Soviet reactions to U.S./NATO weapons modernization to counter
artillery concentrations has and probably will continue to
emphasize quantitative improvement to existing force structures
to overcome Allied ground and air counterfire initiatives.

• The Soviets are likely to react to U.S./NATO force modernization
of tactical air and anti air systems through tactical innovation
(over the short term) and continued technolog ical development
(over the longer term). Such systems are highly dependent upon
increasingly advanced and complex technolo gy. Such complexity
will generate long technological lead timea in Soviet development
but rather quick reactions in terms of tactical innovation.

• Soviet military reactions to improvements in command, control,
and communications (C3) can be anticipated at both the strategic
and tactical level since these initiatives impinge upon Allied
cohesion, political release of tactical nuclear weapons, and
warfighting credibility.

See , for example: Phillip A. Karber , “The Soviet Anti—Tank Debate”,
Survival, pp 105—ill (Nay/June 1976).

12
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• Should the U.S . /NATO e f f o r t  produce a superior mid—to—deep range
theater interd iction program , the Soviets could respond not only with
a direct defense or counter missile effort (which is essentially
symmetrical ) but also with a program of forward deployment of facili t ies,
weapon stockpiles , etc.

E. Soviet Pclitical Reactions

• Soviet political responses to NAT O force modernizat ion may involve
a broad scope of actions ranging from propaganda to challenges ,
political and military , on NATO ’s flanks or in other theaters .

• Soviet propaganda efforts will likely focus on the issue of a
“lowered” nuclear threshold and collateral damage to NAT O
countries .

• E f f o r t s  may be made to enhance fears of escalation and to
portray modernization as an aggressive and destabil izing act .

• A diplomatic offensive may be mounted agains t the NATO Alliance
attempting to extract such concessions as no f i r s t  use of nuclear
weapons .

• U.S . /NAT O concessions in ongoing arms control negotiations
are not likely to stimulate significant or even corresponding
Soviet concessions . Soviet force deployments are a result of
deeply held convictions and preferences at the level of
pol i t ico—strategic  doctrine , which will be ab andoned , if at
all , with great reluctance.

• Soviet negotiations at such forums as NB FR will press for the
withdrawal of U .S .  forces from the theater.  Apparent Soviet
concessions may be offered toward this end in the e f f o r t  to
erode NATO cohesiveness and obviate the effects of modernization
on Soviet strategy .

• Bilateral agreements with individual NATO parties , especially
the FRG , will likely be pursued with the aim of separating the
interests of the United States and NATO countries .

• The USSR may sponsor or initiate terrorism, paramilitary operations ,
and even minor mili tary challenges on NAT O f lanks or in other
theaters with national or surrogate forces .

13

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

~~, _ - - - - - 4



~~~~~ - - .- -~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~- -
__

.-

F. Consequences and Imp lications for  the U . S .  and NATO

• While the short—war/ long—war issue has been much overs impl i f ied
and often reduced to meaningless prosc r ip t ions, several impor t an t
considerations are mani fes t .

• Fi rs t , NATO mus t be prepared to counter the Soviet capabi l i ty  to
launch a rap id , surprise , comb ined arms assault  in to  Western
Europe.

• Second , the technology of an e f f e c t i v e  U.S . / NATO force moderniza t ion
program can make a subs tant ial  cont r ibu t ion  to contain such an
assaul t, to permit time for negotiations, reinforcement and counter-
offensive as necessary and appropriate. There are limiting
considerations however.

— First , one must recognize that over a long time period any
new technology has l imitat ions.  Advantages are lost to
countermeasures and countermeasures are countered .  Numbers
and the qual i ty  of the soldier are st i l l  f ac to r s  in the
calculus of successful  mil i tary operations .

— Second , one must not be overconfident that  b lunt ing  a Soviet
short—war blitzkrieg style initiative assures their defeat or
containment.  While the USSR obviously has problems vis—a— vis
the West in a protracted conflict (in terms of months ra ther
than days or weeks) its capability is still substantial.

• There are significant advantages which accrue to NATO in ambigui ty
and f lexibi l i ty  in the mili tary strategy for  Europe.  Force
modernization must therefore cap italize on these inherent advantages
b y maintaining a f lexible response doctr ine and s t r eng then ing  the
credibi l i ty  of thea te r  nuclear weapons by generat ing a t ru ly dual
capable force trained , equipped and planned fo r  emp loyment in all
modern combat environments , conventional , nuclear , CW and coni—
binat ions thereof .

• Soviet percep t ions of U . S . / N A T O  capabili t ies are as s ign i f ican t
as the capabilities themselves. For this reason U . S .  and NATO
force modernization objectives, with supporting political rationales ,
must present a credible force s t ruc ture  which is not only technical ly
modern but which demonstrates poli t ical  mechanisms fo r  ear ly
commitment of the fu l l  arsenal of NATO ’s defenses.

• The Alliance ’s modernizat ion programs should include steps to deal
wi th  possible Soviet use of CBW , addit ional  e f f o r t s  to p r o t e c t
and disperse U . S .  nuclear capable systems in Europe , and improvement
in NATO C3 and target  acquisition and post  a t t a c k  reconnaissance
capabilit ies.
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• A substantial NATO dep loyment of dual—capable , in creas ed accuracy
delivery systems, and the development of a coherent doctrine for
their use which is generally accep table within the Alliance,
would be a most significant contribution to the rationalization
of the NATO defense posture.

— Given the present manpower and weapons systems inequities in the
thea ter , the integration of the new technology , increased
accuracy dual—capable systems into the NATO force posture offers
the Alliance good prospects of containing a Soviet assault
and of thus denying the USSR the prospect of exercising its

— 
preferred strategy .

• The current technological innovations which have had grea t
impact on tactical air operations have been the surface to air
missile (SAM), increased accuracy munitions , electronic 

-

warf are sys tems for surveillance , acquisition and defense .

— Tactical techniques for employing and countering these innova-
tions have proven to be just as significant . One of the most
effective ways of countering the Soviet superiority in numbers
of aircraft in the European theater is the ground based air
defense system.

— The widespread use of SAIls would free NATO tact ical  a i r c r a f t
for  other critical missions .

— Increased accuracy munitions give promise in a wide range of
app lication to include countering Soviet tanks . At present
it does not appear that Soviet a i r c ra f t  are equipped wi th
PGNs or ATc~4s. However , NAT O can ant .icipate that  Soviet
technological development of these systems is underway and

U will de f i n i t e l y  be in their inventories  in the 1985 time
frame .

— It appears that NATO current ly  has a technological ed ge in tac t ica l
air systems which the Soviets will attemp t to neu t ra l ize  or
overcome through their own technology and operat ional  tactics .

• The increased effectiveness with either or both conventional and
nuclear warheads of surface—to—surface and air—to—surface missiles
against airbases demonstrates great  po ten t ia l  fo r  reducing enemy
a i rc raf t  sortie rates , as well as othe r deep interdiction missions
(log istic, command—control centers, and other such targets).

• Given the Soviets ’ preponderance of force in Europe, the ir agg ressive
stra tegic , naval, and general purpose force buildups of the past
decade , and the lack of meaningful theater arms limitation/force
reduc tion agreemen ts, it is not merely prudent but essential that
U.S./NATO continue to modernize and improve its opposing forces.

15



• Through 1985, a U.S. /NATO theater force modernization program ,
- 

- 
currently envisioned , which has great potential for strength—
ening NATO defenses is the TNW program supported by responsive

I - surveillance, target acquisition , C3 and release decision systems.
The modernization of theater nuclear weapons and their delivery

- systems provides an important link in the coupling of European
_ i security to U.S. strategic forces. The more effective the weapons,

the greater the credibility and, consequently, the grea ter the
- confidence of allies in their reliance on the U.S. strategic

deterrent.
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III ANALYSIS

A. Scope

The following pages provide a digest of the analytical rationale

- . behind the findings of this study. They are divided into the following

categories:

• U.S. /NATO Modernization Programs

• The Soviet World View

• The Soviet Strategy in Europe

• Soviet Modernization

• Possible European Reactions

B. U.S./NATO Modernization Programs

1. U.S. Force Modernization

The modernization areas emphasized in the U.S. Fl 1977 R&D

budget are heavily oriented to European theater improvements in the

ground and air forces. About 40 percent of the proposed funds are

allocated to tactical warfare programs with balanced emphas is on

conventional and tactical—nuclear warfare. Priority programs include

the XM—l tank, advanced attack helicopter (AAII), close air suppor t

aircraft (A—lO), Maverick and Hellfire missiles, SAN—D surface to

air missiles and cannon launched guided projectiles. New command ,

con trol , and communica tions (C3 equipment ) are undergo ing development

to more effectively integrate command support , weapons control ,
in telligence analysis, targe t de tection , and other functions. Theater

nuclear weapons such as the new 8” artillery projectile (AFAP), Pershing

17 
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II w i t h  terminal homing, Lance , and a number of s t a n d — o f f  nuc lea r  d~~i i v ~~ry

U systems (Modular Glide Weapon System [MGW S I ,  Maverick , Condor , and SCRAN )

are also in the R&D cycle.

2. NATO Policy and Concept ’

The modernization of NATO ’s ground , sea and air f o r c e  is

curren tly being carried out within the framework of the overall po l icy

guidance issued by the NATO ministers in May of 1975. This guidance

r e a f f i r m s  NATO ’s basic aims and strategy and sets forth a defense concept

to serve as the basis for  NATO defense p lanning ac t iv i t ies  to 1982 at  bo th

the nat ional  and international  levels.

The essence of the concept is that NATO can provide aji adequate

force  st r u c t u r e  for  deterrence and defense if the NATO nations mainta in

the forces now in existence and raise those currently p lanned for , and if

they continue to modernize and improve the forces and their support ing

fac i l it i e s .  The concept also places a premium on the “optimum use of re-

sources available for defense through a vigorous se t of prior ities” and

through greater cooperation by rationalization , force flexibility and co-

operation in the development and production of military equipment.

In brief , the concept:

• Notes that the warsaw Pact continues to maintain a military
capability much greater than that needed for defense.

• Provides that in an era of rough strateg ic pari ty
deterrence of all forms of aggression must be provided by
the overall capabilities of the total  spect rum of NATO

Based upon the Final Communique, NATO Defense Planning Committee
(Il  June 1975).
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• :I , t r  i t  ime forces — Tue goals 1)rovi d e iur the maiilteila ncc of
the prcUsnL level of forces, th e acceleration of modernization
and replacement programs and the achievement of i i ~;iie r s t a t e s
of readiness in the f ields of ant i—submarine w a r f a r e  and
s u r v i v a b i l i t y .  Emphasis is Uilsc p laced on improvement of
m ar i t i me a i r  capab i l i t i e s  and on d i rec t  defense  b y shi pborn e
weapo n systems against  air and missile a t t a c k .  The goal
p r o v i d e s  for  the improvement of e le c t r o n i c  w a r f a r e  capabi l i t i es
and t i l e  i n t r o d u c t i o n  of the n ew a n t i — s u b m a r i n e  w a r f a r e
c ru i ser s  and support ships together w i t h  the assoc ia tcu
V/ STO L i i  r c r . i f t  p rogram s .

3~ )pt imizin~ ~ATO Assets

Tue agreement within dA’fO to aggressivel y pursue I n c  op timuni

use o f r e s o ur c c -~ on a collective basis c o n s t i t u t e s  a major  advance in the

defonse e f f o r t s  of the Alliance . In a d d i t i o n  to t he measures  being take n

t o increase the s t anda rd iza t ion  of weapons and e q u i p m e n t — — w h i c h  is a longer

teri .i p r o p o s i t i o n — — a  number of shorter  term improvements  are being carr ied

out  to p rovide fo r  i nc re a s ed  op e r ab i i i t y  or f l e x i b i l i t y  in the deployment

of forces . In commenting on the deficiencies within Allied Command Europe ,

General Haig recent ly  pointed cu t :

Our p r i n c i p a l  problems are conceptual  and o rgan iza t iona l ,
not m a t er i a l ;  a mat ter  of wil l  and p r io r i t i e s  ra ther  than
simply a mat te r  of money. There is no i n t r i n s i c  reason wh y
Alliance forces canno t o p er a t e  more e f f e c t i v e ly t oge the r ;  no
physical  obstruct ion to the reconci l ia t ion  of d ivergent  war
plans ; no major f inancia l  ba r r i e r  to the g rea te r  i n t e g r a t i o n
of n a t i o n a l  command , cont r ol and communications systems . These
ind other  - i r cUi s  are ripe fo r  improvement , and we are ac t ive ly

pu rsuing the i r  improvement today.

4. Th ea te r  Nuc le ar  Weapons

Under  s t r a t egic p a r i t y  and t h e  p resen t  j ub ilance  of f o r c e s  in

.ii r e p c , NA TO ’s deterrence of war fa re  at  the t h e a t e r  level is d e pen d en t

dcn : r , t  I \ I os:irider N. !tal g, J r .  , “ d\ ‘U ’s Forward St r i  tegy ’ , L~~~N oi~ 1e At Ian  t i jn
Zeme_ t r i m e s t e r  19 7h , N o.  17 , p .  12.
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upon a flexible multi—option strategy and upon NATO ’S evident readiness

and capability to use theater and tactical nuclear weapons if need be .

The keystone of the strategy is:

•..that an aggressor must be convinced of NATO’s readiness
to use nuclear weapons if necessary ; but at the same time
he must be uncertain regarding the timing or the circumstances
in which they would be used.

5. Impact of Technology

Technology also o f f e r s  potential fo r  improvement in NATO ’s

defense posture.  Since the potential for  the technological improvement

of military capabilities far  exceeds any reasonable expectation of

funding all promising possibilities, the rate b y which spec i f ic  capabilities

can be imp roved becomes more a funct ion of dollars spent on research

development and procuremen t th an on technological breakthroughs . It is

therefore necessary to identify the mos t critical deficiencies and

concentrate pr ior i ty  attention on resolving these. Current  U .S ./NAT O

e f f o r t s  are primarily devoted to the following areas :

• Precision guided munitions from ar t i l lery, to air
delivered , to theater air /naval/ground launched
cruise missiles in both conventional and nuclear modes

• Hi ghly effect ive antitank systems to be deployed with
infan try (and possibly , special ant i tank) forces

• Airborne warn ing and control systems in concert with
highly cap ab le short  range , all weather , air defense
systems which may be deployed down to the small unit
level with requisi te command and 1FF components

• Improved battlefield reconnaissance and target
acquisition Systems

• More discriminating nuclear weapons in terms of yields ,
effects and ranges providing greater selectivity
of options 

~~~~~~~~~ j



• Increased survivabil i ty of nuclear systems and
tactical aircraft (shelters)

• ~n upgrading of U.S./NATO Command , Con trol and
Communica tions Systems (C 3)

• Intelligence processing and dissemination

• Strategic and ba ttlefield mobility

• New weapons with unique destructive and neutral-
ization capabilities (e.g., hi gh energy lasers)

• Night vision devices

• Microelectronics, Navstar navigation , and infra—red
surveillance from space.

These technological improvements when coupled with related

changes in doctrinal, organiza tional and materiel concep ts o f f e r  the

po tential for significant improvements in NATO ’s deterren t and defense

posture. In addition to strengthening the defensive capabilities of

the forward deployed unitS, NATO ’s reinforcement capability could be

enhanced considerably. In particular, the improved capability for
increased weapons accuracy and the tailored weapons effects of both

conventional and nuclear weapons, along with the related intelligence

target acquisition and C3 improvements, enhance the development of

the tactical nuclear and conventional firepower elements with

promise of a truly dual—capable force which could be capable of materially

offsetting present imbalances in force ratios.

C. The Soviet World View

1. Geopolitical Overview

Throughout its history, Russia has been faced with several geo-

political and historical factors, which have traditionally impac ted on the
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nature of the na tion ’s objectives and strategy . One of the most impor-

tant factors  is the nation ’s geo—position in the heartland of the Eurasian

continent . Russia has been vulnerable to and the victim of mi l i tary

threats and invasion from both Wes t and East.  The result has been the

generation of a national sense of military insecurity.

2. Ideolqgy

This insecurity is reinforced by Marxist—Leninis t ideology ,

which promotes a perception of the world as divided into two opposing

social sys tems : capitalism and communism. In this view , the two systems

are locked in a l i fe—and—death struggle , the outcome of which the objec—

tive forces of history predestine to favor communism. However, the attain-

ment of victory is not assured. It must be vigilantly pursued with all

available resources against a number of enemies, only one of which is

the United States . Thus, the Soviets do not view their recent agreements

with the U.S. as steps in the convergence of the capitalist and communist

systems . While tactical compromises can be made with the U .S .,  there can be

no strategic compromises with capitalism. Such a view precludes comp romise

on fundamental issues or long—range maintenance of the status quo .

In the view of Moscow , struggle between the two systems is not

reducible to a single area of competition. It is, rather , a multi-

dimensional conflict, encompassing the political, social , economic , as

well as military , ideological , and scientific—technical spheres. The

degree to which the struggle is to be joined is dictated by the global

arid/or regional correlation of forces.

‘3. Correlat ion of Forces

Contemporary Soviet analyses postulate that a qualitative shUt

in the world correlation of forces occurred in ab out 1969 coordinate with

22
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the achievement of strategic nuclear parity. As a result, according to

Soviet spokesmen , the U.S. can no longer deal in international relations

“ f r o m  a position of s trength ,” but  mus t accept the Soviet policy of

“peaceful coexistence.” In this regard , the political u t i l i ty  of mil i tary

strength has become a fundamental cornerstone of Soviet policy . Moreover,

Soviet leaders anticipate that their international influence an’~ prestige

will rise in relation to the Soviet capability to achieve military superi-

ority over the West.

4.  The Role of Soviet Military Force

In the Soviet view, military power serves three purposes : (1) de-

terrence , (2) defense, and (3) expansion. The primary effort is to inhibit

aggressive intents of the West, which is allegedly making hasty preparations
for war against the communist community . Only the present high leve l of

Soviet military development, argue the Soviets , prevents the “imperialists”

from implementing their war plans. However, if war should occur , the

Soviet armed forces are given responsibility for defeating the enemy .

To these two duties is added a third—to create international conditions

unfavorable to capitalism. Soviet military power must be politically

utilized so that procoinnunist elements are free to act , while the ability

of the West to respond militarily is seriously constrained. It is con-

tended that Vietnam and Angola are two instances where the United States ’

perception of its military inferiority vis—a—vis the USSR constrained

U . S .  involvement . In sum , it is asserted that the Soviet ’s achieving
nuclear parity led to an admission of American weakness , which resulted

in the decline of U.S. political will to meet Soviet expansion. The logic

leads to a conviction that a higher level of Soviet mi ttary strength

wil l  force the U . S .  to re t reat  from this systemic competition .

23
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D. Soviet Strategy in Europe

1. The Short War Concept

There is a truism that “nobody wants a long war ”; however , the

Soviets have taken the short war/bl i tzkr ieg concept of a t tack as a funda-

mental principle in the development of a force for conflict in Europe.

The military strength of the Warsaw Pact forces opposing NATO lies mostly

in their numerical advantage in troops and armor inventories, but they

also show major strength in selected areas of technology such as artillery,

EW , chemical warfare  and air defense. Warsaw Pact p lanning has followed

the strategic objective of infl ict ing a swift defeat to Allied forces  in

Europe with impeccable consistency. The Soviet Union has , of course , a

“long war ” capability. However , their mili tary,  political, and economic

objectives have led them to an offensive doctrine featur ing short duration!

hign intensity conflict .

The 1976 Soviet blitzkrieg doctrine envisions an attack on narrow

fronts to penetrate enemy defenses, to push through reinforcements to strike

deeply into the enemy rear to disrupt central command , control and communi—

cation centers , to envelop enemy forces arid defeat the opposition. The

maneuver is rapid , capitalizing on surprise and shock action. Malcolm

Mackin tosh con tends that Soviet “operations are expected to take place
at very high speeds , up to seventy—five miles a day across open country ,”1

while others postulate an average sixty—mile—per—day advance.2 Such cal-

culations have caused speculation concerning the prospects of a short war

in Central Europe with NATO capitulating to an overwhelming Pact superi-

ority.

Malcolm Mackintosh, Juggernaut: A History of the Soviet Armed Forces
(Macmillan, 1967), p. 306.

2 See , for  example , Trevor Cliffe, Military Technology and the European
Balance, Adelphi Papers 89, p. 33 (IISS , 1973).
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Some contend that this short—war blitzkrieg strategic doctrine

requires relatively l i t t le  logistic support on the part of the Soviets.

In any event, the USSR has made significant improvements in their  logis-

tical train during the past several years to reflect new knowledge on

high materiel consumption rates that can now be predicted for modern

conflict. A recent NATO press release noted:

Sustainability of Warsaw Pact forces continues to
improve. Previously, the Soviet logistics system was
believed designed primarily for a short war; it is now as-
sessed that it is designed for any kind of war. However ,
after an initial period of combat there would be a re-
liance on resupply from the USSR. The quantity and
quality of reinforcements are also increasing. Several
Soviet divisions in the USSR previously thought to be
short on some equipment have received increasing quanti-
ties; three new Soviet third echelon divisions have been
identified .

2. Soviet Strengths

The military strength of the Warsaw Pact forces opposing NATO

lies in their numerical advantage in troops and armor inventories. They

also enjoy the advantage of standardization in their principal military

equipments and what appears to be a more common troop structure and tacti-

cal integration of diverse national forces. Soviet forces constitute a

larger percentage of troops in the Warsaw Pact than do U.S. forces in

those of NATO . Reliance on the blitzkrieg s t ra tegy permits them to exp loit

~he advantages which normally accrue to the attacker , the value of speed
of attack , surprise and perhaps nuclear preemption. U’hile the blitzkrieg

concept requires a heavy commitment to logistic suppor t in the early stages

of combat in terms of ammunition , fuel and reinforcements, by doc trine ,
it does not demand an extensive logistic base for  operations of lengthy

duration .

1 NATO Review, Warsaw Pact Military Facts and Trends, p. 30.
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3. Soviet Vulnerabilities

If the Soviet logistic base , in fact , has limited stay ing power
it is a military vulnerab ili ty which may be cap italized upon by NA TO

forces. Before this vulnerability may be exploited , however , NATO forces
would have to defeat or contain the initial surge of the blitzkrieg,

short war capabilities of the Pact. The blitzkrieg has other vulnerabili—

ties as well. Control is difficult and tactical C
3 
centers are soft

targets. The flanks of armor columns are vulnerable to counterattack and

the shoulders of the penetration must be defended or attacking forces may

be cu t off f rom central control , coordination and support. As Richard

Burt and John H. Morse have discussed , U.S./NATO force modernization has

great potential for exploiting these vulnerabilities of the blitzkrieg.

Soviet political vulnerabilities lie in the untested cohesion

of the Pact nations in wartime. Should NATO force modernization in weapons

and doctrine promise to inf l ic t  substantial  damage on Eas t European states
participating in or supporting an attack against Western Europe (coupled

with the signal that noncooperation with the Soviets would spare them as

nuclear targets), a political advantage could accrue to NATO . Large scale

in terd iction and other military incu rs ions into these states could test
the degree East Europeans are willing to support Soviet ambitions in Western

Europe .

E. Soviet Modernization

1. General

Soviet force modernization programs are designed to foster  and

fac i l i t a t e  offens ive  operations with the pr ior i ty  of the e f f o r t  focused

1 Richard Burt , “New Weapons Technolog ies and European Secur i ty , ” Orbis,
p. 514, Suxmner 1975. John I{. Morse , “New Weapons Technologies : Implica-
tions for NATO,” Orbis, p. 497, Summer 1975. 
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on L~mtral 1~uropc . With rur~ excuption , the Soviets have t he technology

to ~~~~~~~ Lest , manufacture and dep loy weapons which are as effective

and sop hi~~ fc ited ac those produced by U.S./NATO. As indicated by

Possonv and Pournell,e, 1 the 3uvicts ’ capability to wage a technolog ical

war in some respects  is s up e r i o r  to that of the West. First , there is

centralization of planning to focus their efforts on p r i o r i ty  basic and

applied rescnrcli . This focus gene rates an atrophy of noncritical areas.

Military technology and fundamental industry have priority over the con’~u~mr

SCC L~~rS. They are credited with the advantages of scientific exchange

pro~;r ims with an industrial espionage and piracy and exploitation of

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ tec inology . They focus their efforts on the decision and design

phiase~ of R&D ~-;1lich permits a concentration on selected weapon technology .

Simplicity is a key criterion . While the Soviet technological system need

net be emulated by the \~est , it derives strencth fron i t -~ s in~ eness  of

purpose and concentration of resources upon highest rnilitar’.’ ~ri o ri ti~~~.

Soviet Ru ) efforts are concentrated on:

• High energy laser

• High—pressure technology

• Controlled thermonuclear fusion

• Surveillance radars
• Radar satellites

• Aerodynamics , ground—effect vehicles and
air—cushion vehicles
. Magnetohydrodynamic power generation. 2

Th~ Soviet Union is relatively deficient in the following two

ar~ as:

• Integrated circuit/semiconductor production technology

• Compu ters and computer software technology. 2

1 Steiu n T. Possonv and J.E. Pournelle , Th e Strategy of Technology, Cam-
br idge , Duvell en , 1970 , pp. 21—22.

2 
.‘~v j - i tton~~Jeek , p. 24 (23 August 1976), citing DOD sources.
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2. Recent Developments

In the past five years the Soviet Union has produced and deployed

to Eastern Europe some 4,000 new T—62 tanks (and some T—72s) 1 while re ta ining
- - the older T—55s and T—54s in place. The tank strength of the motorized—rifle

division has increased by 41 percent. There has been a 100 percent increase

in artillery support for forward deployed forces. In excess of 5,000
additional armored personnel carriers have been added . Since 1965 the

overall strength of the Soviet army has increased from 1.8 to 2.5 million

men , the tank inventory f rom 30 ,500 to 40 ,000 , the tactical aircraf t from
3,250 to 5,350.

The Soviet and Pact armies have three an titank missile systems

in their inventories: the RPG—7 shoulder weapon, the Swatter which is

radio guided , and the wire guided Sagger. Both the Sagger and the Swatter

are f i r s t  generation missiles. The Swatter has been mounted on the HIND

attack helicopter which, with the aircraft ’s attack personnel t ranspor t
capabil i ty,  provides an airborne infantry antitank capability.2 The

Swatter (the best of the Soviet AT missiles) has also been mounted on

the BRDM reconnaissance vehicle and the Sagger is on the BMP. Research

and developmental programs can be expected to improve the lethal i ty of

these systems and their immunity from countermeasures , and to produce

protecti-ie—defensive equipment and tactics.

Soviet air units in forward Pact areas have been equipped with

the new tactical f ighter , the NIG—23 Flogger ( the lightest  a i r c r a f t  wi th

the variable sweep wing), the swing wing Su—17 Fitter C, and the Su—l9

Fencer, all of which have ranges, speed , altitude and armament capabilities

competitive with U.S./NATO aircraft. Soviet aircraft are being upgraded

in penetration capabilities, missile armament, ECM and avionics. An all—

U.S .  Mission NATO msg 141033 7 June ‘76 , sub jec t :  DPC Minis ter ia l
Meeting June 10, 1976: Agenda Item II Intelligence Briefing .

2 “The Future of the Bat t le  Tank in a European Conf l ic t ,” (a repor t  of
a seminar held 20 March 1974) Royal Uni ted  Services Ins t i t u t e  for
Reference Studies, Whitehall London , p. 3 (Ma y 1974 ) .
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weather close air support , interdiction capability is being significantly

improved. There is a continuing improvement in tactical and strategic

a i r l i f t  and the helicopter development program is active .

It has been reported that SO MIG—25 R (reconnaissance model)

aircraft have been deployed to Soviet units in Poland and East Germany .

These Foxbats are alleged ’ to be conducting reconnaissance flights over

Denmark, Norway and the FRG at altitudes and speeds which exceed the capa-

bilities of the U.S./NATO Phantoms and Starfighters but not the F—lll’s

or U—2’s.

The ground air—defense units opposite the Central Region are

being reinforced with the combat proven , highly e f fec t ive  SA-.4 , SA— 6 and

SA— 9 missiles2 augmenting the already considerable capabilities of the

ZSU—23 mobile antiaircraft gun.

There are indications that the estimated 3,500 Soviet tactical

nuclear weapons in forward Pact areas have been increased and placed in

hardened storage facilities. There are also indications that nuclear

artillery is being developed and that there are maj or trends toward

greater theater nuclear weapon accuracy, diversity and flexibility. 3

The Soviet CW capabilities , which are extensive and fully integrated into

offensive and defensive tactical doctrine , become more impressive when corn-

pared to the rudimentary U.S./NATO capability. Night vision devices were

mounted on some of the Soviet T—62s captured in the ‘73 Arab/Isareli war .

~ As contained in multiple wire service accounts and reported by chicago
Tribune, p. 12 (2 April 1976).

2 The SA—9 probably has an improved tracking capability while the SA—9
has new improved performance.

~ U .S .  Mission NAT O msg. 141033 2 June 76 , sub jec t :  DPC Minis ter ia l
Meeting June 10, 1976: Agenda Item II Intelligence Briefing.
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hThile they were not extensively employed in combat operations they appear

to have great capability for illuminating the battlefield at night.~

The size, equipment and readiness of the Warsaw Pact forces

exceeds any rational judgment as to what is legitimately required of a

purely defensive force. They have an apparent capability to fight

both the short and long war and they appear to be increasingly capable

of initiating combat operations with little advance preparation .2

3. Soviet Force Modernization Objectives

What are the objectives of this Soviet force modernization ef-

fort which is obviously focused against the central region of Europe?

The Soviet motivations are likely to be quite complex. There is the possi-

b ility that the Soviets are structuring their forces and conducting their

technological programs to launch an attack against NATO Europe involving

swift armored thrusts by tanks and mechanized infantry . There is the

possibility that they view the utility of this evolving military force

as being pr incipally political with the objective of “Finlandiz ing”

Europe. There is the Soviet concern for maintenance of the integrity of

the Socialist Motherland and the concomitant need for stability in Eas tern

Europe. There is the concern that a lack of strength at both Eastern and

Western territorial extremities could encourage a hostile China to pro-

voke a debilitating war. There is the possibility that some facets of

their program are the products of a self—generated momentum. Finally,

Soviet technological programs could be stimulated by the impact of either

selected facets of or the general U.S./NATO force modernization

program.

1 “The Fu ture of the Battle Tank in a European Conflict ,” op cit., p. 9.

2 U . S .  Mission NAT O , msg. 141033 2 June 1976 , op. c i t .
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F. Possible European Reactions

1. General

The reaction of the European members of the Alliance is obviously

an important consideration governing the pace and scope of force moderni-

zation in Europe . Up to the present , official opinion—which has been

involved in planning NATO’s force modernization program from the outset—

has in general not been in opposition to United States ’ proposals

for improving NATO ’s military capabilities. There has been less unanimity

in allocating shares of the burden of developing, deploying and opera—

tionalizing Alliance force modernization projects.

2. Theater Nuclear Forces

The proposed modernization of the U.S. theater nuclear forces

in Europe , however, has generated controversy, particularly among non-

governmental elites and , to the extent that they are aware of the proposals ,

the general public. European opinion on nuclear strategy remains basically

committed to a “deterrence rather than defense” posture. Since the mid—

l95Os, most European military thinkers, particularly in the U.K. and the FRG,

have looked upon theater nuclear weapons as a part of the overall Western

deterrent , and , more concretely , as the link between the U.S./NATO force
on the ground in Europe and the American strategic deterrent . Europeans

have thus never been enthusiastic about the war—fighting capabilities of

the NATO tactical—nuclear force; on the contrary , suggestions that NATO’s

war—fighting capabilities , whether conventional or tactical—nuclear , be

substantially improved have normally been greeted with susp icion , as

perhaps presag ing a “de—coupling ” of the U.S.  s trategic deterrent from

the defense of Europe.

Those traditional at t i tudes are now in a state of evolut ion .

European opinion now reflects the impact of growing Soviet strategic power
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upon the balance of forces. Whatever Europeans may say for  public consump-

tion , NATO ’s statesmen believe that U.S. strategic forces will be utilized

against the USSR only in extremis. Consequently, there is a new interest

throughout Europe, including the U.K. and the FRC, in measures to increase

the credibility of the NATO deterrent and to deal with a Soviet attack

in Europe should deterrence fail. Modernization of NATO’s tactical nuclear

force is seen as one way to achieve these objectives——although the Schmidt

government in the FRG continues to assert publicly that tactical nuclear

weapons should be utilized only as a last resort , and official opinion

in Britain still reflects the hope that in the event of a Soviet attack

a very restricted use of tactical nuclear weapons would suffice to terminate

hostilities.

There appears to be little evidence of serious East European

concern for the consequences of a NATO—Pact war for the Soviet allies

populations and industry . U.S./NATO emphasis upon the reduction of col-

lateral damage in Western Europe and the lack of declaratory policy which

would highlight the vulnerabilities of Eastern Europe to mid and deep

retaliatory interdiction tend to provide reassurance to the East Europeans.

Political considerations may forestall capitalizing on this vulnerability

in times of relative quiescence. However, it does appear to be a strategic

weapon of some consequence for the West.
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