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This study was prepared during FY 1986-1987 by the Institute for Defense
Analyses in response to Task Order T-K6-338, dated 1 July 1985, Contract MDA 903 84
C 0031, for the Office of the Director, Net Assessment, Office of the Secretary of Defense.
Its purpose was to develop a variety of long-term scenarios leading to conflict between the
United States and the Soviet Union which could be used for defense planning purposes.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY s
G
L J
How might the United States and the Soviet Union actually come to war? Even A
though U.S. security planning aims primarily to meet the Soviet military threat, the answer ;;-
to this question is far from obvious. Participation in conflict is never automatic or i: :"
obligatory; it is the result of conscious political decisions taken over an extended period of It *
time. Moreover, the potential cost of a major war between the two great powers is so great PR
that each has long assumed a relatively cautious stance when dealing with the other directly. n:'o"l:' ;"‘::
Although the U.S.S.R. has tended to act more aggressively as its military power has W) =
d increased relative to that of the United States, the experience of the past forty years e
demonstrates that local conflicts--even those, such as the Korean War, which involve :li-';f}-g
u substantial numbers of forces of the great powers—-need not spread automatically. ft‘t,‘
[ n'\. {
This study examines the changes in international relations and in the behavior of the P': fkt '
great powers that would be required to move the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. from their present PN
stance of competition short of war to one of direct military conflict. In doing this, it in no :\:‘-:
way attempts to predict the future, or even to present a hypothetical "most plausible” AN
scenario. Rather, the study isolates those key variables that will determine the evolution of A
the international environment and suggests various internally consistent patterns into which N
' these variables might develop. In this way, a number of plausible "alternative futures” !
leading to U.S./Soviet war are constructed. ?“E;:-
L The exercise is intended to serve two fundamental purposes. It provides "scripts” '_':SE:;
for military and political simulations representing a number of plausible but contrasting T
4 future strategic environments. Each script presents problems for U.S. military planners -..;:
that diverge significanily from currently used planning scenarios. These novel situations E’j&'}.s"'
V could be used to evaluate force structures, to test military strategies, and to help develop ﬁ:&::
techniques for managing political/military crises in such a way as to maximize the Tt
achievement of U.S. objectives without running undue risks of military conflict. In :-'::::\
addition, in the course of defining and describing the scenarios, the study also illustrates a ,.E',C::f.'.:
number of outstanding, but often neglected, issues and problems of interest to U.S. ':-::f:.‘:::
L political and security planners. - ‘o
L ES-1 ’35:\':3
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=
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FLASHPOINTS FOR U.S.-SOVIET CONFLICT g .
" (A
In light of the historical record of U.S.-Soviet relations, it seems likely that conflict .
between the two nations, if it should occur, would most likely be triggered by conflicts or q ‘
confrontations involving third countries. Accordingly, the initial section of this report b
identifies potential flashpoints for U.S.-Soviet conflict in various regions of the world. -
o, )
The twenty most plausible of these are summarized in Table ES-1, below. - o
g
Table ES-1. Regional Contlict Flashpoints X~ .
.
0
Northeast Asla Africa . t‘v
1. North Korean attack on South Korea 12. Conflict in northern Africa o
: . 13. Involvement in Angola -
2. Soviet-backed North Korean attack 14, Conflict in South Africa / .
Southeast Asia % )
3. Vietn on Thailand Southern Europe ." ::.
4 Si no/ISovtl os otl confrontation 15. Insurgencies in Yugoslavia !
. 16. Disintegration of Yugoslavia \ o
8
South Asia & N
. Central Europe
5. Extension of the Afghan War
isi ; i 17. Problems in Poiand ’
6. Disintegration of Pakistan 18, Conflict in Germany .t
Southwest Asia ::3 o
7. Struggle for Iran '
8. Secession in northern Iran Non'ho.r n Europe “ E )
9. Extension of the Iran/Iraq conflict 19. Conflict in northern Europe 9
|- .
Middle East T
10. lsraeli success in a new Middle East war c‘""" .Amorlcl . G
11, Syrian success in a new Middle East war 20. Escalation in Central America i& A
Ryl Y
!
g %
The list includes events with widely different degrees of near-term plausibility. N
Certain crises, especially those involving Iran, Afghanistan, and the Arab-Israeli conflict o~ \j
are quite plausible in the near term, given the structure of the current international situation N
* in South and Southwest Asia. The proximity of several distinct but interrelated flashpoints .
in these two regions provides an additional degree of explosiveness to potential crises. EOGNG
Conversely, conflict involving the U.S. or the U.S.S.R. in Southeast Asia or southern el
Africa would become plausible only following major changes in international politics L
P y g maj g po PN
requiring a significant passage of time. Other flashpoints lie between these two extremes. I )
A,
The flashpoints also differ in their likely outcome. A crisis in Korea, Europe, or - .:-:
the Middle East could lead directly to fighting between U.S. and Soviet units; combined f ‘.;\_,
with its high degree of near-term plausibility, this makes the Middle East the most - é"
- %
.:“ ’,\l
ES-2 A
[ ]
N :.':-
N
..".,\’\ _"‘_\'_\"n’\.-’b ‘-{N{‘ 1'. -._'--‘.'-"-._\’ - u-c\




dangerous single region in terms of potential great power conflict. Other flashpoints would
be more likely to result in low-intensity fighting or isola‘ed incidents involving the two
+ powers, or perhaps only in new deployments of military forces by the U.S. and the
U.S.S.R.

Considered in the context of the ongoing U.S.-Soviet struggle for global power and
influence, the various flashpoints can be organized into conceptually useful categories.
1 Certain potential incidents, such as great power involvement in low-intensity conflicts in

Central America, southern Affrica, or South Asia, can be understood as part of the ongoing
efforts of each power to improve its international position at the other's expense and,
assuming that they took place in isolation, would be unlikely to lead to any serious risks of
escalation. Other, more dangerous, crises might be triggered by the collapse of local
authority in key countries such as Iran or Yugoslavia, by great power interventions in local
conflicts in the Middle East and elsewhere, or by deliberate attacks by the U.S. or the
U.S.S.R. against each other's armed forces--perhaps in retaliation for an action by the
ﬁ opposing power in another part of the world.

One of the central conclusions of this study, however, is that no single crisis,
occurring in isolation, is likely to trigger 2 major U.S.-Soviet war. One of a number of
potential developments would have to take place coincident with or subsequent to the initial
crisis for the probability of war to rise significantly.

International or regional developments which, while not involving armed conflict
directly, could have a significant impact on the likelihood of conflict in particular regions.
In the critical South and Southwest Asian regions, for example, the political evolution of
key countries--Iran, Pakistan, and India--as well as the actions of certain sub-national
groups--especially the Kurds and the Sihks--could impact not only regional stability, but
also the goals and perceived options of the great powers.

Political developments within the major alliances will also play a key role in
defining the likelihood of great power conflict in any future international environment.
Accelerated rearmament and greater foreign policy independence on the part of Japan, or
the advent of a neutralist government in West Germany, for example, would have
implications far beyond the borders of those two countries. Likewise, developments in
Eastern Europe could play a key, albeit indirect, role in determining Soviet freedom of
action in the rest of the world. Given the importance of economic conditions in
determining political climates and events, it is clear that the evolution of global and regional

ES-3
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economies will also help to determine potential shifts in political relationships, particularly
as concerns U.S. and Soviet allies.

Actual outbreaks of international violence, finally, even if initially contained, would
also influence subsequent events. Most obviously, tangible political or military factors can
be identified that would link events in one or more regions. These factors include short-
term considerations, such as the so-called "spill-over” of hostilities into previously
unaffected regions as one side or the other seeks tactical advantage by extending the area of
battle. Such a broadening of conflict also could take place in response to strategic
considerations, as one or the other of the great powers sought to create problems for its
opponent in additional parts of the world, thus tying down military assets.

Linkages also could exist in a chronological sense; the fact of prior conflict could
have an impact on subsequent great power behavior, just as the fact of 40 years of
U.S./Soviet post-war competition without direct conflict has had an impact on the current
expectations and behavior of the two powers. As incident followed incident, policy makers
in the United States and the Soviet Union could begin to perceive their future options in
new light. Certain thresholds might have been broken: The first actual combat between
U.S. and Soviet units, for example, or the first use of nuclear weapons, perhaps by a
nation other than the U.S. or U.S.S.R. Once a threshold had been crossed, subsequent
incidents involving comparable, or even more escalatory actions would become more
likely. Moreover, pressures on decision makers from domestic constituencies for more
assertive policies--from public opinion and Congress in the United States, and from
competitive factions among the Soviet elites--could increase in the wake of international
incidents which were perceived as defeats. More tangible pressures on decision makers
could also grow if incidents begin to place increasing demands on military forces and
logistical facilities. Policy makers could begin to see themselves faced with growing
constraints and perceive a compelling need to act boldly and decisively before eroding
resources made action impossible.

GLOBAL PLANNING SCENARIOS

Part Two of this report details seven comprehensive planning scenarios. Each
describes the evolution of international affairs and U.S.-Soviet relations from 1987 through
the outbreak of a general war. In the scenarios, particular attention is given to describing
the evolution of decision-making in Moscow and Washington. Military operations
involving the use of great powers' military forces or those of their allies are described in

ES-4

USROS

{5'5‘1

vs'd

-
PR

55




T

(2%

detail as well. Each scenario ends with a summary of the military situation facing U.S.
planners. It also would be possible to game the scenarios prior to the point specified in the

report.

Alpha

The first scenario describes how a major U.S./Soviet conflict could develop in
1995, following a period of relative Soviet weakness vis-a-vis the United States. The
international environment projected for this scenario represents a straight-line extrapolation
of current trends. This projection of the international environment, however, should not be
considered a forecast of the most likely international developments; it is only one possible
end-point of the current train of events. It is significant, however, that even within an
international environment similar to that existing today, it is feasible to imagine the
development of a major U.S./Soviet military conflict within ten years. The scenario is
summarized below.

Following a number of minor set-backs, the U.S.S.R. attempts to regain the
international initiative in the winter of 1991 by escalating its involvement in Central
America. The U.S. responds with commando attacks on newly-established Soviet facilities
inside Nicaragua, forcing the U.S.S.R. to withdraw its forces from that nation. This set-
back leads the Soviet government to support a Syrian offensive against Israel, in hope of
reversing the trend toward U.S. gains in the Middle East. When the Syrian attack is
defeated in the Spring of 1992, however, both great powers end up with ground and
tactical air units deployed in the region, along with beefed-up naval forces in the
Mediterranean. Incidents between U.S. and Soviet maritime forces follow.

Over the course of 1993, various Soviet actions in the Middle East, borm
increasingly of desperation, antagonize both Iraq and Turkey, resulting eventually in denial
of the airspace of both countries, as well as the Turkish Straits, to Soviet military cargoes.
Seeking means of supporting its forces in the Middle East, in 1994 the U.S.S.R. gains
increased access to Yugoslav ports and other facilities in return for security assistance and
advisors to support the Yugoslav government's efforts to control growing dissident
movements in Slovenia and Croatia. The Soviet intervention, however, leads only to the
further destabilization of Yugoslavia and, eventually, to open civil war. Over a 12-month
period, Soviet and NATO forces are drawn increasingly into the Yugoslav civil war and,
by June 1995, there are frequent air and sea incidents, as well as exchanges of fire between
their ground forces. The escalating conflict in Yugoslavia then leads to mobilization on the
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European central front, and eventually to a "preemptive” attack by Soviet forces in
Germany.

Beta

Scenario Beta also leads to war in 1995. In this case, however, the conflict
follows a period of U.S. weakness.

The initial flashpoints in Scenario Beta are located in South and Southwest Asia.
After Soviet interventions in Iraq and Pakistan, which draw little in the way of effective
U.S. retribution, both great powers become embroiled with the multiple factions
contending for supremacy in post-Khomeini Iran. Great power commitments in Iran lead
to the deployment of U.S. and Soviet troops in that country and isolated armed clashes
between them, as well as to related confrontations in Pakistan and the Arabian Peninsula,
which, in turn, lead to new U.S. military commitments. The situation reaches a crisis point
when North Korea and Syria, acting independently of each other and without the active
support of the Soviet Union, choose to c:pitalize on what they perceive to be a U.S.
overextension in Iran and the Indian Ocean, as well as on favorable local conditions, to
strike at South Korea and Israel, respectively.

The U.S. decision to support its allies while maintaining the newly-established
positions in the Indian Ocean, together with the ongoing necessity of maintaining a strong
presence in Europe, leads the United States to carry out a series of major air and naval
actions, culminating with a limited nuclear strike on North Korean forces. The Soviet
Union challenges these U.S. actions, which seem to the U.S.S.R.'s leaders to be
threatening Soviet strategic assets, by sinking a U.S. aircraft carrier in the Sea of Japan.
Widespread air and naval conflict follows, including attacks by both powers on naval
facilities inside each other’s territory.

Gamma

In this scenario, we postulate the emergence of a widening political and economic
gap between the United States and its European allies, as well as decreasing political
cohesion among the nations of Western Europe. In a parallel development, increasing
tension develops between the Soviet Union and the countries of the Warsaw Pact. While
these developments lead the Soviet Union to concentrate increasingly on European matters,
in an effort to bring its allies into line and to woo the increasingly independent West
Europeans, the United States responds initially by shifting its attention to East Asian and

ES-6

: o . . % U Y e % e " N % W MMM PRSI R o - LR,
""‘.'."'n"‘n"'n:';'!'n'!'n’! ".‘l"'t'! W, a".'n‘u'. PO O e Ut Ut S AU A I A .\. O "" e i)

R A R R O I UV TV N Y TR W o X Y PO TR T U P W L VO O N Y KOOI U A R AU JEURE AT WY W oM M S

3

N Wy
e

>

A B % 3

»
-

[
l"

l..J .

NN

o
Ky
~
™
o
A
r
.
s

X ﬂf')"'; 5'



k. B g

T g v B o=

-

>
e

NP,

s

Third World interests. A deteriorating situation, however, forces the U.S. again to pay

attention to European developments and, eventually, it is drawn into conflict there in the
year 2000.

After a period of increasingly radical left-wing rule in several European nations
from 1990 to 1997, during which U.S. forces are withdrawn from Europe, political power
in the Federal Republic of Germany is assumed by a coalition of the right and the far right.
The new German government repudiates ties with the West, withdraws West German
troops from the already weakened NATO, and openly seeks the reunification of Germany
and its restoration to great power status. Conditions in East Germany also continue to
deteriorate, as increasing repression fuels popular dissent. In the early months of the year
2000, the mutiny of a unit of the East German army sparks a general revolt; soon
thereafter, an international confrontation breaks out as West German units move to assist
the East German rebels.

Meanwhile, concem for developments in Germany, as well as in Eastern Europe,
has led to an improvement in relations between the U.S. and other nations of Western
Europe after 1998, and to a renewed U.S. commitment to the defense of Europe. At the
same time, the United States has continued its policy of aiding forces opposing Soviet-
backed regimes in the third world. Eventually, Soviet leaders become convinced that, in
order to defeat the growing threat of West German revanchism, it is necessary to take
preemptive actions against the U.S. forces which are being rebuilt in Europe. The East
German crisis, thus, triggers a Soviet nuclear strike against West European military
facilities. When the U.S. retaliates with nuclear weapons against Soviet naval bases in the
Arctic and the Far East, both powers are committed to war.

Deita

In this scenario we examine the possibilities of U.S./Soviet conflict in the year
2000 arising from major changes in the policies and international alignments of the major
regionai powers of East Asia. The scenario postulates that Japan chooses to break its
security relationship with the United States in the mid-1990s, and develops advanced
military capabilities--including nuclear weapons. In a related action, a change of
government in the People’s Republic of China causes Beijing to move toward closer ties
with the Soviet Union.

Following a series of setbacks in the early 1990s, the U.S. assumes a relatively
passive role in world affairs in the years 1992-96, concentrating instead on domestic
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problems. The principal international developments of this period include a series of YN
conflicts in South and Southwest Asia--a brief but bloody Indo-Pakistani war in 1993, ’ N
subsequent internal conflicts in Pakistan, leading to the growth of separatist pressures in r: '
Baluchistan, and serious internal divisions and conflicts in Iran following the death of the A l:
Ayatollah Khomeini. The latter weakens the Tehran government to the point that a pro- ‘3 u}!
Soviet Kurdish faction is able to take control of northwestern Iran and proclaim an N '.?
independent Kurdish state. ‘:_. h
During this time, anti-American nationalist forces in Japan succeed in bringing L
: about a radical shift in Japanese policy, breaking security ties with the United States and o g
initiating a major build-up of Japan's military forces. In Taiwan, by contrast, the rise of v
forces dedicated to the independence of Taiwan as a country separate from China, serves to . d
strengthen that country's ties to the U.S. ol :‘
In the years following 1996, a more aggressive U.S. administration seeks to "o "'j
reverse growing Soviet influence in the Far East and Southwest Asia. In addition to s \["
supporting Taiwan against threats from Beijing, the U.S. takes a more active part in %
opposing Soviet-backed separatist movements in Baluchistan and Kurdistan. As its ‘.S; E
position deteriorates in Southwest Asia, the Soviet Union seeks to exploit the new strategic ~ :
environment in the Far East to force the U.S. to reduce its military pressure in Iran and TN
Pakistan; Moscow encourages attacks by Chinese and North Korean forces on South - ?::_
Korea. w0
N
Rather than reducing its effort in Southwest Asia, however, the U.S. employs & ‘;-_:
nuclear weapons to maintain its position in Korea. The U.S.S.R. responds by launching '
nuclear strikes on U.S. forces in South Korea, while the Chinese attack U.S. naval forces ?-: o
in the Far East. In this way, the two great powers find themselves prosecuting . E
simultaneous major conflicts in Southwest Asia and the Far East, as well as a general naval S
war. RS
5
Epsilon I
This scenario examines the possibility of a U.S.-Soviet war taking place in the first . :'-.
decade of the twenty-first century. At that time, the United States, which has followed an o ¢
isolationist course for much of the preceding decade, concentrating its military resources on . -‘Q
the development and deployment of an extensive strategic defense system. During the E -
period of American isolation, independent power centers develop in Western Europe and, :r: ‘
_ b,
' * A
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most particularly, in East Asia where a Sino-Japanese alliance becomes the U.S.S.R.'s
principal rival for global dominance. !

Gradually returning to a more active international posture after the year 2000, the bit
U.S. is drawn into a building conflict between the Soviet Union and the nations of East :é
Asia. While American conventional forces have been allowed to deteriorate in the
intervening period, the U.S. possesses strong offensive and defensive strategic nuclear by
forces. War, in these circumstances, is precipitated by a Soviet decision to carry out a vy
preemptive attack on U.S. space-based strategic defense systems in conjunction with a "(
conventional attack against China. :

Zeta N

This scenario illustrates one possibility for U.S./Soviet conflict that might arise
from the gradual erosion of Soviet control of its East European empire and internal .:::,'
upheavals within the U.S.S.R. The primary dynamic within the scenario results from the -
intensification and prolonged continuance of two trends evident in the 1980s: i) a gradual .E
decline in Soviet economic performance relative to other industrialized nations and even e
portions of the third world; and ii) a reassertion of U.S. military prowess and political ;$ )
leadership on a global basis, backed by its advanced technology and great economic ‘
leverage.

Y

'

As these fundamental trends continue from the 1980s into the 1990s, the Soviets

e EE O3 PR O 5 3 S R G
R

o

slowly lose position and influence in the third world, a process capped by a successful

8 revolution in Cuba which overthrows the Communist government there in the late 1990s, ‘.} '
‘ effectively terminating any Soviet influence in both the Western Hemisphere and southemn E-_\ )
) Africa. The inability of the U.S.S.R.'s leadership to cope with these events hastens their :-C"
Q& political demise, inaugurating a period of internal instability at the beginning of the new f.N ¥
century. During this period, longstanding problems in Eastern Europe intensify and spread o
% to non-Russian portions of the U.S.S.R. itself. Finally, an open struggle for control of the ::
’ military apparatus of the Soviet state in 2005, triggered by large-scale revolts in Eastern '
% Europe, provides both opportunity and danger for the West. ‘E“
Y N
‘ Omega o
g In this scenario, we explore a different possibility of a major U.S.-Soviet war in the EE..
m year 2005. After more than a decade of intensifying confrontation, the two powers become '_" y
- involved in a major conflict when the Soviets move to scize the Arabian Peninsula. The b
ﬁ ES-9
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naval and air conflict which ensues quickly spreads tc East Asia, and leads eventually to a
major land war in Manchuria and Korea.

The last fifteen years of the 20th Century are marked by serious unrest in key third
world countries, with Mexico and Egypt hardest hit. In the former, an economic collapse
leads to civil war in the years 1998-2001; attempts to contain this problem effectively
monopolize U.S. foreign policy during this period. In Egypt, torn by strife between
Islamic fundamentalists and pro-Soviet leftist forces, a strongly anti-American government
comes to power in 1995, precipitating a chain of events which, by 2005, leaves the entire
Middle East in danger of Soviet occupation.

The scenario further postulates that the United States is effectively on its own in
secking to deal with these problems throughout the 1990s. The industrialized nations of
Western Europe and East Asia distance themselves from successive American
administrations, seeking to maintain their domestic tranquility and prosperity by reducing
military expenditures and developing cooperative economic ties and political relations with
the Soviet Union. The break between the U.S. and Western Europe is assumed to be
permanent, with the dissolution of NATO postulated to take place in 1999. In the first
years of the new century, however, renewed cooperation with the nations of Northeast
Asia provides new strategic opportunities for the United States, as well as an increased
danger of U.S.-Soviet confrontation.

KEY PLANNING ISSUES

In each of the seven scenarios, it is possible to identify a number of key events
which propel the international situation away from the conditions we have come to regard
as normal, and towards one in which war between the great powers is possible.

If these scenarios are used in political planning and simulation exercises, these
"escalatory incidents” are especially useful as points of focus. Since they represent
important decisions or turning points, they can be analyzed with an eye to determining how
such a crisis might be avoided or defused in the real world. In this context, the "solutions"
postulated in the scenarios--all of which, by definition, lead directly or indirectly to a major
U.S./Soviet war--might well be considered less than optimal.

Since the purpose of this study is to provide frameworks for the analysis of wide-
ranging strategic and military questions, the scenarios are also designed to illustrate
significantly different patterns of escalation. In general, the escalatory patterns of the
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scenarios comprise two basic types. Scenarios Alpha, Gamma, Epsilon, and Zeta can be
thought of as "linear” in form. They represent situations in which a crisis focused on one
region or event escalates through a number of steps until it becomes a major conflict
between the great powers. Scenarios Beta, Delta, and Omega, on the other hand, are more
"cumulative” in form. In these latter scenarios, the eventual conflict is brought about by the
combined impact of two or more initially unrelated and geographically distant crises. The
distinction between these two types of escalatory environments is significant for military
planners, because of the different types of short-term decisions which they are likely to
engender prior to the conflict and, accordingly, the differing military problems which might
be expected when a building political crisis erupts into armed conflict.

A common factor in the linear scenarios is that all the parties have a considerable
amount of time to prepare for the coming conflict in a given geographical area, although
they do not always take advantage of the opportunities provided by the warning signs. So
far as Western forces are concerned, Scenarios Alpha and Zeta present situations which are
preceded by considerable periods of political, military, and industrial mobilization, with the
result that the forces of the U.S. and its allies are at or near their full potential strength, and
war industries are well developed by the outbreak of war. Scenarios Gamma and Epsilon,
in contrast, present situations in which U.S. forces are unable to reach their potential
maximum strength.

The fact that conflict in these scenarios is focused on a precise geographical location
also has definite implications for the type of military forces most directly involved in the
initial stages of conflict. The principal burden of operations is placed on the land and
tactical air forces of the two sides; naval operations play a secondary role. Finally, since
the outbreak of war in these scenarios is usually preceded by a prolonged build-up of both
sides' forces in relative proximity to each other, the potential for inadvertent conflict
resulting from local accidents, errors by tactical commanders, or momentary
misperceptions of the other side's intentions is considerable. Scenario Alpha, in particular,
illustrates this potential problem.

The more fluid nature of the Beta, Delta, and Omega scenarios places very different
demands on U.S. military forces and planning structures than do the situations considered
previously. Since the potential locations of the major U.S./Soviet conflict are either
multiple or indeterminate, a premium is placed on such highly mobile forces as naval and
strategic air units. Scenarios Beta and Omega lead explicitly to naval wars, and such a
conclusion is also one likely outcome of Scenario Delta.
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The Beta and Delta scenarios do not necessarily assume a protracted period of
military and industrial mobilization prior to the outbreak of U.S./Soviet conflict. While the A
forces of both powers are engaged in various local and regional conflicts over the period ;

!

A

) described by the scenario, the situations lack the considerable potential for political
R mobilization which existed in the more "linear” scenarios. Accordingly, while the standing

-
I F

\ forces of both powers are expected to be mobilized prior to the outbreak of war, they X !

; would not be significantly expanded or enhanced. On the whole, the conflict situations e
X would have to be faced with the forces at hand. Scenario Omega is a partial exception to 3_: f
E this rule, as it postulates a limited mobilization--expansion of rapid deployment forces and .. f
k build-up in Northeast Asia--prior to the outbreak of hostilities. 3;. 2
In addition to providing general examples of escalatory sequences, the seven global . .

scenarios highlight a number of specific issues for U.S. security planning. N g .::

K

Political intelligence issues which arise in several of the scenarios include the ::‘

B
(=

evolution of Chinese and Japanese foreign policies and possible emergence of internal
conflicts in Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union, as well as the possible ramifications of ethnic
and religious differences in South and Southwest Asia. Although these potential
developments are largely outside the control of U.S. decision makers, analyzing and A
forecasting them is of obvious importance for the United States. The hypothetical |

Pt

s
»

: situations described in the scenarios illustrate a few of the more plausible options; other =3
i possible options also could be explored by changing one or more parameters of a given 2, )
scenario. :. : f
How the United States should react to future international events and conditions is a i ;
question for political policy planning. The global scenarios illustrate a number of potential g (,'
problems for which alternative solutions could be explored. How should the U.S. react to A
political shifts in Europe or the Far East? What role should it play in internal conflicts in :' | 'L-
Iran, Yugoslavia, or South Africa? How might NATO intervene in an East European S
crisis? Would it be possible to carry out industrial and military mobilization without "" N
triggering a premature conflict? "N
The hypothetical conflict situations outlined in the scenarios also illustrate a variety x‘j ':"
of tactical and logistical problems which might potentially be faced by U.S. forces. How 2oy
could U.S. forces sustain an expanded military presence in the Mediterranean or long-term o
low intensity conflict in Southwest Asia? Would it be possible to meet simultaneous .':"
contingencies in Korea and the Middle East? Could operations in Europe or East Asia be -

!
ES-12 &
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Y
s conducted without access to West Germany or Japan, respectively? How would the )
. deployment of partial or general strategic defenses affect the the military capabilities and ' ]
‘ options of the great powers? How might potential long-term force-structure decisions ol
~
. affect the ability of the United States to respond to unanticipated contingencies? The n:i'
g political contexts outlined in the scenarios provide frameworks in which these and other :
technical questions can be explored by means of simulations or planning exercises. ,'.
& In general, the global scenarios provide a context in which these and other planning ‘;
questions can be examined and altemnative solutons compared. In those instances in which '.;: _
g the scenarios postulate a particular solution, this is done chiefly to advance the narrative. It ;::
is intended that readers also will explore other possible courses of action and analyze their 2

implications for the development of the scenario in question. This study provides a number
of realistic contexts in which these questions can be considered and alternative answers ":!;
evaluated. "Q‘C
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INTRODUCTION

The pervasiveness and longevity of their struggle notwithstanding, the conflict
between the United States and the Soviet Union tends to be more rhetorical and indirect
than tangible or historical; its sources are found more in abstract geopolitical concepts and
in the clash of value systems than in any compelling history of conflict between the two
countries. U.S. and Soviet troops have fought only once, during the Western intervention
in the wake of the Russian Revolution more than sixty years ago. Although each side has
suffered casualties in covert operations and isolated incidents involving ships and aircraft,
and in military conflicts with nations or groups supported by the other, the two great
powers have tended since the Second World War to be relatively circumspect in situations
involving a risk of combat between their military units. Their one common border, on the
Bering Sea, might serve as a model for cooperative arrangements to prevent boundary
disputes between countries from developing into violence; the 1972 Incidents at Sea
Agreement appears to have dealt effectively with what had been the one continuing source
of direct friction between the armed forces of the two sides.

The experience of the past forty years demonstrates that local conflicts--even those,
such as the Korean War, which involve substantial numbers of the great powers' forces--
do not spread automatically, but are more likely to be isolated. More generally. both
powers have shown themselves to be entirely capable of resisting opportunities to go to
war with each other. Participation in conflict is never automatic or obligatory: it is the
result of conscious political decisions taken over an extended period of time.

This pattern suggests strongly that a major U.S./Soviet war would be unlikely to
emerge from only one isolated conflict somewhere in the world. More plausibly, a lengthy
sequence of events over time would change the two sides’ calculations of the relative risks
and benefits of peace and war--as well as their assessments of the other side's proclivity to
contemplate war seriously. The basic psychology of the two sides could begin to change:
war would be transformed from an abstract possibility to a real option--a choice within the
realm of possibility, if not for one side, then certainly for the other.
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This study examines the changes that would be required to move the two powers
from their present stance of competition short of war to one where direct conflict would be
possible. In doing this, it in no way attempts to predict the future or even to present a
hypothetical "most plausible” scenario. Rather, it attempts to isolate the key variables
which would determine the evolution of the international environment, and to suggest
various internally consistent patterns in which they might develop. In this way, a number
of plausible "alternative futures” leading to U.S./Soviet war are constructed for use as
planning scenarios. These scenarios can be used as the basis for political crisis simulation
exercises, or provide a point of departure for policy analysis by suggesting alternative
plausible ramifications of certain fundamental policy decisions.

Understanding these plausible sequences of events also has important implications
for military planning. The types of wars which result from these scenarios could differ
markedly from the canonical conflicts used currently for U.S. military planning. Rather
than one large conventional conflict in a single location, for example, there might be several
small but simultaneous wars in different parts of the globe, each involving U.S. and Soviet
military units. In another possibility, rather than a major strategic exchange followed by a
negotiated or de facto peace, intermittent use might be made of nuclear weapons in support
of specific tactical or strategic objectives.

Since the character of any future war would likely depend on the international
situation which spawned it, the various political scenarios constructed in this study allow
us to describe several very different kinds of military situations which might follow
logically from them. By defining seven different conflict situations, presenting contrasting
objectves and requirements, it provides material for use in military planning exercises and
wargaming. In addition, the development of the individual scenarios suggests a number of
specific questons, of interest to military planners, which seem likely to bear heavily on the
eventual outcome of the conflicts. These political, tactical, and logistical issues can be used
as the focus of analysis for force structure and strategic planning.

Structure of the Study. When the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. have appeared to be
nearing warfare over the past 40 years, with only one exception, it always has been the
result of their respective involvement on opposing sides of the local conflicts in various
parts of the world: In Germany in the 1940s, 1950s, and early 1960s: in the Middle East
on several occasions; and in South Asia in the 1970s and 1980s. (The one exception, of
course, was the Cuban missile crisis in 1962.) [t seems reasonable, therefore, in
considering how the United States and the Soviet Union might come to war, to begin by
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examining those local conflicts around the world which might develop into an escalating
crisis involving U.S. and Soviet military forces.

The identification and characterization of these flashpoints makes up the first section
of this study. Chapter I examines fundamental questions of definition. Where would
U.S.-Soviet crises be likely to occur? What form would they take? What would the likely
short-term outcome of these situations be?

Flashpoints include dangerous local conflicts such as the Gulf War and potential
Arab-Israeli conflicts, endemic low-intensity conflicts such as those in Central America and
Kampuchea, and locations such as Iran, Pakistan, or Yugoslavia where future political
developments could plausibly lead to the intervention of one or both great powers. Also
included are the more obvious flashpoints which result from the deployment of forces from
the two great powers in constant proximity to each other. These include Korea, Germany,
and the key naval operations areas of the northern Atlantic Ocean. In all, twenty possible
flashpoints are discussed in Chapter I. Each is summarized briefly and all are then ranked
in terms both of plausibility and of potential for escalation.

In Chapter 11, we describe a typology of flashpoints, analyzing how each would fit
into the larger context of great power competition. What would U.S. and Soviet motives
be for their initial involvement in particular situations? What factors would make a local
crisis more likely to escalate into a general great power confrontation?

Certain incidents, such as great power involvement in low intensity conflicts in
Central America, Angola, or South Asia, can be understood as part of the ongoing efforts
of each power to improve its international position at the other's expense--and are unlikely
to lead to serious risks of escalation if they take place in isolation. Other, more dangerous,
crises might be triggered by the collapse of local authority in key countries such as Iran or
Yugoslavia, by great power intervention in local conflicts in the Middle East and elsewhere.
or by deliberate attacks by the U.S. or the U.S.S.R. against each other's forces--perhaps in
retaliation for an action by the opposing power in another part of the world.

Since it is clear that conflict flashpoints cannot be understood fully if they are
considered in isolation, Chapter Il broadens the scope of our analysis by examining the
impact of outside events on potential flashpoints. What regional or international
developments would make identified potential crises more likely to occur? What are the
inherent linkages between various potential crisis areas and situations?
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Identifiable direct linkages among regions of the world and among local conflicts
include logistical and geographical "constants" such as the requirement for the Soviet
Union to have access through Southwest Asia or Southern Europe if it is to support
military operations in the Middle East. Other linkages are more political and intangible;
because China has interests in both Southeast and Northeast Asia, for example, events in
the former could lead to conflicts in the latter. Moreover, it is possible to point to certain
potential events which, while they would not involve armed conflict in the near term,
would have a significant impact (either positive or negative) on the likelihood of future
conflict. Events such as accelerated rearmament in Japan or a shift to a neutralist political
stance by West Germany should be considered in this light.

Finally, Chapter III exar-ines the effects of domestic conditions within the great
powers themselves. What internal political or economic developments in the United States
and the Soviet Union might make them more or less likely to engage in crisis-provoking
behavior? How would an episode of political or military conflict affect subsequent U.S.
and Soviet decision-making and international behavior?

The last of these is of particular importance. As incident followed incident, policy
makers in the United States and the Soviet Union could begin to perceive their future
options in a new light. Certain thresholds might have been broken: the first actual combat
between U.S. and Soviet units, for example, or the first use of nuclear weapons, perhaps
by a nation other than the U.S. or U.S.S.R. Once crossed, subsequent incidents would
become far more likely. Moreover, pressures on decision makers from domestic
constituencies for more assertive policies--from public opinion and Congress in the United
States, and from competitive factions among the Soviet elite--could increase in the wake of
international incidents which were perceived as defeats. More tangible pressures on
decision makers could also grow if incidents begin to place increasing demands on military
forces and logistical facilities. Policy makers could begin to see themselves faced with
growing constraints and perceive a compelling need to act boldly and decisively before
eroding resources make action impossible.

In Part Two, we use the data and analysis presented in Chapters I-III to construct
seven alternative global scenarios. Each scenario describes the evolution of political and
military decision-making in the United States and the Soviet Union. Particular attention is
given to decisions which represent a step towards escalation of the great power conflict.
Military operations involving the forces of the great powers or their allies are also detailed.
The scenarios end with the onset of general war between the U.S. and the Soviet Union.
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forecasting, the definition of plausible conflict scenarios includes descriptions of overall
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The events that would make up a sequence that led eventually to war would follow ey
! certain patterns more plausibly than others. Moreover, the plausibility of some events 3
would depend to a degree on basic conditions of the international system; events which we E,E-_\"
can imagine occurring under some international conditions would be totally illogical under N :'.
ﬁ others. Accordingly, while this study is not principally an exercise in political or economic 'E;E

economic and political conditions. In all of the scenarios, nevertheless, our principal focus ;

o
is on the impact of conflict itself on great power behavior, within parameters set by certain ;';
@ defined political-economic forecasts. Ny
Conflict, in this sense, is defined as broadly as possible, to include situations which ﬁ‘; .
ﬁ are chiefly political, in which no military actions are taken. Conflict between the great !
powers can involve purely political crises as well as fighting between their respective allies '
@ or between forces of one power and the allies of the other. The cumulative impact of
events such as these on subsequent policy in Moscow and Washington would be critical. Fi
oy All of them, over time, might contribute to direct military confrontations between the U.S. NN
& and the Soviet Union. E_S
on The concluding chapter summarizes the central points of the seven global scenarios. N _
' The key escalatory steps of each scenario are identified and characterized. These can serve K.
. as a focus for political analysis of the scenarios and for their use in crisis simulation E’i_
}:E‘} exercises. A second section sets out the principal political, logistical, and tactical problems :: A
illustrated in each scenario. ?__*
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PART ONE

FLASHPOINTS FOR U.S.-SOVIET CONFLICT o
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B PROLOGUE Pt
et
g As a first step in the study, a series of ten seminars on regional sources of E::
U.S./Soviet military conflict were organized at the Institute for Defense Analyses over the :;_i-_‘

g course of the summer and autumn of 1985. The results of these seminars are described in e
separate papers, included as appendices to this report. ‘5 A
ﬁ The ten seminars on potential regional conflict flashpoints covered: "'."::'
y Southeast Asia Africa ""-;‘:
& Northeast Asia Southern Europe ity
South Asia Central Europe ‘g;'
% Southwest Asia Northern Europe f\ :
Middle East Central America e
ﬂ A few regions were omitted from the study altogether, being considered extremely unlikely t':’_"‘
to be the theater of U.S./Soviet hostilities. The most important of these were South :
ﬁ. America and the Australia/Pacific region. -_;;:.;
~ In each of the seminars, a small group of regional experts--from both the FE:.‘
g government and the private sector--were asked to address local situations and their potential F.'.'
for wider conflict. We sought especially to determine the sequences of events in that region ::: [
» which might lead plausibly to combat between U.S. and Soviet units. Potential conflict ‘::\ .
% situations were then analyzed to determine certain key variables. A number of specific ,;L 7
points were of particular interest. [ ]

Egj e What would the necessary political and military prerequisites for conflict be in l:::?-

.
ey
*

the various regions?

-
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-5
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How great would be the risk of military incidents or of sustained conflict
between U.S. and Soviet units?

3 . . ae . . "-*
ﬂ +  What would be the most likely initial outcomes of such interactions? e
5 : . . . pAS
e ¢ What form would the specific transitions from political confrontation to open j\ﬁ
war take? o
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*  What linkages can be identified between conflicts in question and events in
other regions?

The findings of these seminars constituted the direct basis for the flashpoints ”
presented in Chapter I. In addition, the discussions of regional issues provided important
analytic elements used to derive the theoretical framework presented in Chapters Il and IV ra
and ultimately to construct the global scenarios.
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I. SOURCES OF U.S./SOVIET CONFLICT

Overall, twenty plausible conflict flashpoints were identified in the initial phase of

this study.

Many more possible conflicts were defined, but eventually rejected as

implausible. The plausible flashpoints, grouped by region, are listed in Table 1, below,
and summarized in this chapter. The order in which the regional conflicts are described is

purely arbitrary and does not imply any sort of ranking. The arrangement is geographical,

beginning in Asia and moving westward.

Table

Northeast Asia

Southeast Asia

South Asia

Southwest Asia

Middle East

Africa

Southern Europe

Central Europe

Northern Europe

Central America

1. Reglonal Conflict Flashpoints

—North Korean attack on South Korea
--Soviet-backed North Korean attack

--Vietnamese attack on Thailand
--Sino/Soviet confrontation

—-Extension of the Afghan war
--Disintegration of Pakistan

--Struggle for Iran
--Secession in northern Iran
--Extension of the lran/lraq Conflict

--Israeli success in a new Middle East war
-Syrian success in a new Middle East war

--Conflict in northern Atrica
--Invoivement in Angola
--Contlict in South Africa

--Insurgencies in Yugosiavia
--Disintegration of Yugoslavia

—-Problems in Poland
—-Contflict in Germany

—-Contflict in northern Europe

--Escalation in Centrai Amarica

North Korean Attack of South Korea. If relations between the United States and

the Republic of Korea were to deteriorate to the point where the U.S. commitment to South
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Korea's defense were seen to be in doubt, North Korea might perceive an opportunity to N
attack either in the belief that the U.S. would not intervene or that local conditions were
such that North Korean forces could achieve a secure position before the U.S. intervention u
could take place. The North Korean decision would likely be taken independently; neither :
China nor the Soviet Union seems likely to encourage a new war in Korea in the :::-
foreseeable future. Such a scenario clearly would be more plausible if U.S. troops had o
been withdrawn from their present positions near the demilitarized zone. If the North -
Korean perceptions had been mistaken, and the U.S. did intervene and successfully o
pursued the war into the north, it is possible that clashes with Soviet forces migiit ensue. .
Unless the attack had prior Soviet support, however, it is more likely that both the United "
States and the Soviet Union would seek to bring the crisis to an end rather than risk a
prolonged direct confrontation. .3
Soviet-Backed North Korean Antack. A North Korean offensive against South
Korea also could take place in the context of a wider U.S./Soviet confrontation. If the j
United States and the Soviet Urion were engaged in combat elsewhere in the world, the
Soviets could attempt to divert U.S. resources by triggering a renewed conflict in Korea. -
In this case, of course, the presence of U.S. troops in South Korea would make the attack >
more, rather than less, likely. o~
Vietnamese Attack on Thailand. If Vietnam continues to encounter significant -
opposition from insurgent groups in Kampuchea, it is possible that Hanoi might choose at v
some point to deal with the problem by attacking deep into Thailand, both physically s
removing the insurgents’ supplies and support camps, and, perhaps, compelling the Thai
government to prohibit their future operation from Thai territory. In such a case, .
presuming that the United States had previously become involved in the conflict, as is now h
contemplated, it is conceivable that the U.S. might support Thailand either by intervening "
directly in the fighting or by putting military pressure on Vietnam itself in the form of o
demonstrative naval actions off its coast. If the conflict were not soon isolated, it might =
eventually lead to U.S. air strikes against Vietnamese targets, and--given Soviet support for N
Vietnam--the possibility of clashes between U.S. forces and Soviet units based in that
country. i
Sino/Soviet Confrontation. In the situation outlined above, it is also possible that .
the People’'s Republic of China, rather than the United States, would come to the aid of E_
Thailand and the Khmer insurgents, either directly or by putting military pressure on
Vietnam's northern border. It is also possible that China could become involved more >
4
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directly in Kampuchea by introducing irregular forces of its own to aid the rebels. If either
of these actions threatened the Vietnamese position seriously, it could lead to Soviet threats
against China. If relations between China and the United States had continued to improve,
particularly in their security aspects, this might in turn lead to U.S. moves to aid China,
including the movement of additional U.S. air units to Northeast Asia--perhaps to China
itself. Aspects of this and the previous scenario could be combined in the case of a joint
U.S./Chinese intervention in Southeast Asia; indeed, U.S. support of China in Northeast
Asia would be more plausible in such a case. The risk of U.S./Soviet conflict in this case
would probably remain low, but if the crisis were prolonged, eventually there might be
some danger of incidents on the northern Chinese border or a re-ignition of the Korean
conflict.

Extension of the Afghan War. A continued stalemate in Afghanistan or a
significant increase in the success of the Mujaheddin could lead the Soviet Union to put
military pressure on Pakistan in an effort to cut off the principal sources of supplies and
support for the insurgent forces. Such actions could range from an increase in the
frequency and scope of air strikes against Afghan rebel facilities within Pakistan to a major
ground invasion into northern Pakistan intended to destroy forces and facilities and also to
coerce the government of Pakistan into ending its support for the Afghan rebels. The long-
standing enmity between India and Pakistan also might provide options to Soviet planners
if they are clever. U.S. responses in any of these cases would probably be limited to
providing weapons and logistical assistance to the Pakistani government. It is imaginable,
however, under certain circumstances, that U.S. carrier-based aircraft might be employed
in support of Pakistani forces or that the U.S. would send AWACS aircraft and advisors to
enhance the Pakistani air defense system.

Disintegration of Pakistan. Over the longer term, it is possible that the Soviet
Union might be in a position to exploit a consolidated position in Afghanistan by
intervening directly in Pakistan. The growth of a serious separatist movement in
Baluchistan could provide the means for such intervention. Indeed, the U.S.S.R. is said to
have provided support to such movements in the past, and could be tempted to step up such
efforts as part of a campaign to force the end of Pakistan's support for the Afghan
insurgents.

If the integrity of Pakistan were threatened seriously by the creation of a Soviet-
backed Baluchi state, the United States would be hard pressed not to intervene in some
way. Initially, U.S. moves might be limited to technical help, advisors, special forces, and
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the like. If Soviet forces were deployed to the secessionist area, however, the U.S. might
intervene directly with air, naval, and even ground forces.

Struggle for Iran. Soviet intervention in Iran could follow a protracted breakdown
in Iranian central authority if the U.S.S.R. perceived a realistic opporturity of securing a
friendly government in Tehran. Alternatively, the Soviets might intervene to prevent what
they perceived to be the imminent installation of a pro-Western regime. Assuming that
there had been an initial period during which the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. had provided
covert support for contending factions, a Soviet decision to intervene would likely include a
large-scale deployment of Soviet troops into the northern and central parts of the country.
U.S. options in such an eventuality would vary.

If a Soviet-backed faction had succeeded rapidly in consolidating its position in
Tehran, U.S. options might be limited to attempts to secure military positions in other
countries on the Persian Gulf to contain the new extension of Soviet influence. In more
fluid circumstances, however, the United States might find allies among anti-Soviet or
secessionist elements in Khuzistan or Baluchistan and seek to establish competitive Iranian
power centers through the provision of weapons and advice, the deployment of U.S.
troops, or commitment of U.S. air power and special forces.

Secession in Northern Iran. An anti-Soviet government in Tehran faced with the
secession of pro-Soviet elements in the Azeri or Kurdish regions of northern Iran would
present more favorable opportunities for U.S. intervention. In such a case, U.S. air power

. and logistics could support the government's effort to regain control of these areas. It is

unlikely that a significant deployment of U.S. ground forces would be considered in such
a contingency.

Extension of the Iran/lraq Conflict. An Iranian breakthrough in the war which
threatened the Hussein government, or even the territorial integrity of Iraq, could lead to the
deployment of Soviet troops in Iraq. While the U.S. would not directly oppose such a
move, as it too would fear the consequences of such an extension of Iranian influence, it
might seck (and be granted) opportunites to establish an offsetting military presence on the
Gulf. This extension of great power confrontation would create a situation in which
incidents would be possible. Over time, if U.S. and Soviet forces remained in the region,
new flashpoints for subsequent U.S./Soviet crises would be created.

Israeli Success in a New Middle East War. Although any new Arab/Israeli war
would almost certainly occur only as a result of a Syrian initiative, it is possible that Israel
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could gain the upper hand rapidly, either as a result of a preemptive attack or of a highly _.:3':
! successful border defense, go on the offensive, and soon be in a position to threaten the ]
continued existence of the Syrian regime. In such a case, the Soviet Union might intervene
directly in Syria's defense. Soviet airborne units could be introduced into Syria as a final
ﬁ warning against further Israeli advances, air strikes could be launched against Israeli targets "'
by aircraft based in the Soviet Union or in Syria or other Arab nations, the Soviet Union “5
& could declare an air and sea blockade of Israel, or the Soviet Union could threaten to "

employ nuclear weapons against Israel. U.S. countermoves would be plausible if Soviet

actions threatened the integrity of Israel, either in the short or long term. Overt nuclear
threats or an intensive strategic or interdictory bombing campaign, or Soviet interference
with U.S. operations in the region (as a result of a blockade, for example), all would be
likely to trigger a U.S. response. The stakes involved in the situation for both sides would
make conflict between U.S. and Soviet units likely, most probably in the form of air battles
and naval battles.
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Syrian Success in a New Middle East War. The roles of the great powers would be
reversed if Israel were threatened seriously as a result of the Syrian attack. If Syria seized
the Golan Heights and succeeded in defending them against the Israeli counter-attack, for
example, Israel would be faced with the permanent loss of this tactical buffer zone,
resulting in a serious degradation of its security position. In this case, the United States
could consider assisting Israel directly in a campaign to retake the Heights. More
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plausibly, the U.S. might deploy forces to Israel to deter and, if necessary, defend against
further Syrian aggression and to compel an acceptable peace settlement. The risk of direct
U.S./Soviet conflict would be small in either case, since it is unlikely that the U.S.S.R.

would participate directly in the Syrian offensive. The deployment of the two sides' forces
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in the region, however, could presage future incidents and a high risk of conflict over the ~
longer term. ':'
3 The risk of near-term conflict would be much higher if Syrian forces moved across o
Israel's pre-1967 borders, threatening the country's very existence. In this case, U.S. i
3 forces almost certainly would intervene; it is not clear that Soviet forces would become -“_‘
involved, however. It is also reasonable to assume that Israel would threaten to use, or b
w1 actually employ, nuclear weapons in such an eventuality. If such a move seemed not to be N
tf' supported by the United States, it is possible that it would result in a Soviet retaliation. The ::
A enormous risks involved in such a nuclear confrontation, however, are likely to act as a E?"
e restraint on both great powers. >
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Conflict in Northern Africa. Facil