The SS-20: Military and Political
Threat?
JEFF McCAUSLAND*
As the US continues discussions with the Soviet Union on limiting or
reducing theater nuclearforces in Europe, a variety ofpolitical and military
issues have arisen concerning nuclearforces in the region. At the center of
the debate are the Soviet deployment of the SS-20 missile and NATO's
1979 decision to modernize its theater nuclear force. In this article, Jeff
McCausland examines the major factor that influenced NATO's decision
to deploy the new missiles - and seeks to determine Soviet aims by analyzing
contemporary Soviet military doctrine and the capabilities of the SS-20
missile. Building on this analysis, he discusses the missile's potential as
a military, and political weapon, its proposed targets, and its place in
the future of arms control negotiations. McCausland concludes that closer
examination of Soviet intentions, actions and capabilities can clarify the
issues facing the West.
With the development of the SS-20 missile system in 1974, the Soviet
Union has, according to West German Chancellor Helmut Schmidt,
"upset the military balance in Europe and created for itself an instrument
of political pressure on the countries within the range of the SS-20, for
which the West so far has no counterbalance. "' The continued deployment
of these missiles has been a key factor in the decision to modernize NATO
nuclear forces and to introduce ground-based cruise missiles (GLCMs) and
Pershing II missiles on the European continent. The threat posed by the
SS-20, however, must be met with political as well as military measures.
If NATO is to confront and neutralize this threat effectively, the Alliance
must thoroughly understand the missile system and all its ramifications.
This article will examine the SS-20 in order to ascertain its role in the
event of war and to analyze its position regarding present and future arms
control talks. The investigation will be conducted through a survey of
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Soviet doctrine as defined by contemporary military leaders, an analysis
of the capabilities of the SS-20, a projection of targeting plans for the
missile and an examination of the effects the weapon may have on arms
control.
SOVIET DOCTRINE

Soviet military theorists have taken some pains to convince the West
that their doctrine is an accurate portrayal of their conception of war and
should, therefore, be reckoned with. As Soviet Minister of Defense Marshal
Grechko once commented, "We have never concealed, and do not conceal,
the fundamental principal tenets of our military doctrine." 2 There is little
or no reason to dispute this statement. The Soviet definition of doctrine
is, in fact, outlined in The Officer's Handbook written by S.N. Kozlov in
1971. It is defined as a:
state's system of views and instructions on the nature of war
under specific historical conditions, the definition of the military tasks of the state and armed forces and the principles of
their development.'
From the outset two points are obvious. First, politics and the execution
of military affairs are complementary, supporting the words of Carl von
Clausewitz that "war is politics by other means." Second, history plays
a very important role in the determination of military doctrine. The Soviet
experience in World War II still colors much of the thinking of the Soviet
leadership.
It is also fundamental for an American reader to understand the place
that "military science" holds in the intellectual community of the USSR.
The Soviets regard warfare as a science and as such award degrees equivalent
to the American doctorate to military theoreticians, many of whom are
cited in this article. Soviet military doctrine is written and formulated
by full-time specialists, a concept that would be both alien and repugnant
to intellectuals in the US.
Soviet military doctrine stresses several basic principles. First, the use
of mass: large numbers of weapons and troops, and a high level of destructive power are central to modern warfare. Second, surprise and
preemption will hasten the resolution of conflict. Third, while targets
should be chosen across the spectrum, primary emphasis should be placed
2. Richard Pipes, "Why the Soviet Union Thinks It Could Fight and Win a Nuclear War,"
Commenta', Vol. 64, no.1 (July 1977), p. 22.
3. General Major S.N. Kozlov, ed., The Officer's Handbook: A Soviet View (Washington: D.C. US
Gov't Printing Office, 1971), p. 62.
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on counterforce targets. Fourth, the ability to seize and maintain the
initiative is of great importance. Finally, warfare will be conducted as an
integrated operation in which nuclear and conventional weapons complement each other in the defeat of the enemy.
In accordance with this doctrine nuclear weapons hold a central position
inwarfare. In the 1968 edition of Soviet Military Strategy, Marshal Sokolovskiy states:
On the battlefield the decisive role will be played by fire
of nuclear weapons; the other means of armed combat will
utilize the results of nuclear attacks for the final defeat of the
4
enemy.
Daniel S. Papp noted in the Soviet Armed Forces Review Annual 1980
that nuclear weapons, due in part to the political and historical nature
of Soviet doctrine, have utility outside of combat. The Soviets attribute
four major tasks to nuclear weapons: to deter attacks on the USSR and
other socialist states; to fight nuclear wars; to fulfill an historical-ideological
function; and last, to extend Soviet political influence and limit "capitalistimperialist" influence. 5
The USSR recognizes the essential characteristic of nuclear weapons to
be their ability to unleash massive destruction upon an enemy, but draws
from that analysis an opposite conclusion than American strategists. While
most Americans believe that the destructive nature of nuclear weapons
renders their use ludicrous, the Soviets maintain that war in the twentieth
century is still "wageable and winnable." In The PhilosophicalHeritage of
V.1. Lenin and Problems of Contemporary War, General Major A.S. Milovidov
strongly supports the belief that a nuclear war could be waged.
This [the destructiveness of such systems] does not mean
that nuclear war. . . has ceased to be an instrument of politics,
as is claimed by the overwhelming majority of representatives
of pacifist, anti-war movements in the bourgeois world. This
is a subjective judgement. It expresses merely protests against
war. 6
4. Marshal V.D. Sokolovskiy, Soviet Military Strategy, trans. Harriet F. Scott (New York: Crane,
Russak, and Company, Inc., 1975), p. 291.
5. Daniel S. Papp, "'Nuclear Weapons and the Soviet World View," Soviet Armed Forces Review
Annual 1980, ed. David R. Jones (Gulf Breeze, Florida: Academic International Press, 1980),
p. 339.
6. General Major A. S. Milovidov, ed., The Philosophical Heritage of V. 1. Lenin and Problems of
Contemporary War (A Soviet View), trans. U.S. Air Force, Soviet Military Thought Series, no.
5 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1974), p. 37, cited by Joseph D. Douglass
and Amoretrta M. Hoeber, Soviet Strategyfor Nuclear War (Stanford University: Hoover Institution
Press, 1979), p. 7.
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Moreover, Major Milovidov asserts, "There is profound error and harm
in the disorienting claims of bourgeois7 ideologues that there will be no
victor in a thermonuclear world war."
This tendency to emphasize nuclear weapons in discussions of warfare
and doctrine has been observed by Americans and Europeans alike. One
of Britain's leading military analysts, John Erickson, pointed out, "The
emphasis and the focus (in Soviet military thinking) remain pronouncedly
'nuclear.' . . . (I)t was perhaps symbolic but no less telling that during
the 'conventional' operation in Czechoslovakia, Soviet units moved in
tactical missiles - a sign for all to see for all eventualities."' Others have
drawn the same conclusions from the belief that the Soviets considered
introducing or did introduce atomic weapons into Egypt along with the
short range missiles that the Egyptians used in 1972.
The nuclear nature of the modern battlefield has vastly altered the Soviet
concept of wartime operations. In the future conventional arms will advance by the use of nuclear strikes to create gaping holes in the enemy's
defense and to isolate the battlefield. According to Sidorenko:
The use of nuclear weapons will create favorable conditions
for the rapid advance of troops. They should be able to utilize
quickly the results of nuclear weapons, penetrate boldly
through the breaches in the enemy's combat formations, avoid
both frontal attacks on strongpoints and straight line movements, carry out flexible maneuvers, and deal decisive blows
to the enemy's flank and rear. 9
Improvements in air defense and increases in the speed of detection of
impending strikes mean that "the mission of destruction of targets deep
in the enemy's territory will be executed more reliably by the Strategic
Rocket Forces. '"10 The swift strike capability of tactical nuclear missiles
is a logical progression in Soviet doctrine from the tactics developed by
the Red Army during World War II. The tank and other mechanized
vehicles will provide ground troops protection and speed through contaminated areas, enabling them to exploit the effects of nuclear strikes.
The integrated nature of the nuclear battlefield also has made it necessary
for the Soviet army to be able to adapt rapidly from one method of combat
to another. Lt. General I. Zavialov, a well-known Soviet military theoretician, noted that an "important task of the armed forces was their
7. Ibid., p. 10.
8. William Van Cleve and S.T. Cohen, TacticalNuclear Weapons: An Examinationof the Issues (New
York: Russak, Crane and Co., 1978), p. 70.
9. Colonel A.A. Sidorenko, The Offensive (A Soviet View) (Moscow, 1970), trans. U.S. Air Force
(Washington: US Government Printing Office, 1974), pp. 78-79.
10. Sokolovskiy, Soviet Military Strategy, p. 252.

MC CAUSLAND: THE SS-20 MILITARY AND POLITICAL THREAT?

ability to be ready to fight in both environments (conventional and nuclear)
and rapidly shift from one to the other."" This discussion of transition
may indicate a Soviet interest in conventional war and use of nuclear
weapons when it is deemed necessary. The best time to use nuclear weapons
would probably be once a breakthrough has been achieved, as "by this
time, strong points of NATO resistance would also have been identified
and could be attacked." 2 This growing attention by the Soviet military
to a controlled general or theater nuclear war was detected by Secretary
of Defense Schlesinger during his tenure in office, as well as Benjamin
Lambeth, a noted strategist, who believes such a war may be subject to
mutually imposed restraints against strategic strikes upon the homelands
of the two superpowers. "
In this era of nuclear warfighting the element of surprise takes on a
new and increased urgency. The Soviets stress this as the most important
element of military thought and emphasize repeatedly their conviction
not to be surprised as they were in 1941. The quantity of references
demonstrates the strength of this conviction, as typified by the following
three examples:
With the employment of nuclear weapons, the decisiveness
and scope of the offensive are increased, the times for the
attainment of its goals are reduced, and the significance of
surprise and time factor increase even more. 14
Sidorenko, The Offensive
The revolution in military affairs to a significant degree has
raised the importance of the surprise factor. "
Lomov
In addition, an increase in mobility and maneuverability
of troops and overall growth in the dynamic nature of the
situation . . . make it necessary to reduce to a minimum the
periods of preparation for an operation. 16
Grechko
11. Lieutenant General I. Zavialov, cited by Leon Gourd, Foy D. Kohler, and Mose L. Harvey, The
Role of NuclearForces in CurrentSoviet Strategy (Miami: Center for Advanced International Studies,
1974), p. 20.
12. Joseph D. Douglass, Jr., Soviet Military Strategy in Europe (New York: Pergamon Press, 1980),
p. 183.
13. Benjamin Lambeth, Selective Nuclear Options in American and Soviet Strategic Policy (Santa Monica,
California: Rand Corporation, 1976), p. 34.
14. Sidorenko, The Offensive, p. 42.
15. Colonel General N.A. Lomov, The Revolution in MilitaryAffairs, trans. USAir Force(Washington:
US Government Printing Office, 1973), p. 274.
16. Marshal A.A. Grechko, The Armed Forces of the Soviet State, trans. U.S. Air Force (Washington:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1975), p. 208.
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In the atomic age this translates into a question of whether or not to
preempt an opponent's use of nuclear weapons. The USSR has in theory
renounced the "first use" of atomic weapons in combat. It has further
explained that it would use nuclear weapons if it perceived the intent of
an opponent to use them against committed Soviet forces. This caveat
would support the following summary on the question of preemption by
Sidorenko:
Surprise in launching nuclear strikes . . . is considered one
of the most important and even decisive factors not only in
the destruction of objectives but in the success of the battle
and operations, too . . . . It is believed that the side which
first employs nuclear weapons with surprise can predetermine
the outcome of the battle in his favour. 17
The possible first use of nuclear weapons coupled with surprise give
the "forces-in-being" of the Soviet Union a new and forbidding appearance.
Savkin noted that this realization in the Soviet military science community
resulted in the conclusion that "war can be begun by available groupings
of troops, and not by previously mobilized armed forces, and that the
beginnings of a war can have a decisive effect on the outcome. '"8
The Soviets have used historical examples to validate their adoption of
counterforce targeting strategy. At the close of World War II Soviet
generals concluded that the allied wartime bombing campaign on cities
was largely a waste of time. Sokolovskiy cites statistics that show German
war production actually increased at the height of this air offensive. "It
was not so much the economic exhaustion and struggle that were the
causes for the defeat of Hitler's Germany, but rather the armed conflict
and the defeat of his armed forces."' 9 Accordingly, Soviet doctrine has
adopted a counterforce tone such that it attempts to do the maximum
damage to military targets. Its aim is to kill soldiers, disrupt military
communications and administration, and place the opponent's force in
a state of total disarray so that it can be quickly overrun by follow-up
conventional forces.
The Strategic Rocket Forces, which constitute the basis of
the military might of our armed forces, are designed to annihilate the means of the enemy's nuclear attack, large groupings of his armies and his military; (and) to disorganize the
political and military administration of the aggressor as well
as his rear and transport."°
17. Sidorenko, The Offensive, p. 112.
18. V.Ye Savkin, The Basic Principles of OperationalArt and Tactics. (A Soiet View) (Moscow, 1972),
trans. US Air Force (Washington: US Government Printing Office, 1974), p. 89.
19. Pipes, "Why the Soviet Union Thinks It Could Fight and Win a Nuclear War," p. 33.
20. Ibid, p. 33.
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This is consistent with Soviet goals in a European war - to seize the
prize relatively intact. Valuable assets such as technology, manpower,
resources and transportation systems, are to be preserved for the expansion
of communism and for the benefit of the armed forces and the Soviet
homeland. The Soviet objective is
not to turn the large economic and industrial regions into
a heap of ruins (although great destruction apparently is unavoidable), but to deliver strikes which will destroy strategic
combat means, paralyze enemy military production, making
it incapable of satisfying the priority needs of the front and
rear areas and sharply reduce the enemy capability to conduct
strikes. 2
The belief that nuclear war is wageable and winnable, coupled with
a dependence on surprise and counterforce targeting, give Soviet doctrine
a decisively offensive nature. This is a direct result of the military, political,
and economic objectives of warfare which further feature short duration/
high-intensity conflict. The Soviet Union "will conduct the war which
the enemies impose on them in the most offensive manner in order to
attain the smashing of the enemy in a short time. "22 Following the
commencement of hostilities the offensive is seen as "the main type of
combat action of troops" and, as such, Soviet ground forces consider it
vital to be able to "initiate the most active and decisive offensive with
the utilization of all combat power." 23
The translation of doctrine into action can only be understood after
examining the relationship between political and military decision making. Military doctrine in the USSR is the clear possession of the party.
The party provides the military with its guidance, outlining the nature
of future war, who the enemies will be, and what general capabilities will
be needed. The military then determines the appropriate strategy and
force structure which are recommended to the party for approval. The
party reviews and then reconciles the recommendations against a host of
other national concerns. The remnants of this process are then submitted
as "scientifically" determined directives to the various state agencies for
immediate implementation. 24
21. Colonel M. Shirokov, "The Question of Influences on the Military and Economic Potential of
Warring States," Voyennaya mysl', no. 4, 1968, FPD 005/69, April 1968, p. 59, cited by
Douglass, Soviet Ailitary Strategy in Europe, p. 164.
22. Major General S.N. Kozlov, ed., The Officer's Handbook (Moscow: Voyenizdat, 197 1), trans.
USAF, Foreign Technology Division, AD 733-207, October 26, 1971, p. 116, cited by Douglass,
Soviet Military Strategy in Europe, p. 9.
23. Sidorenko, The Offensive, p. 3.
24. Lieutenant Colonel Richard E. Porter, Soviet Military Decisionmaking:A Framework for Analysis
(Santa Monica, California: Rand Corporation, 1980), p. 29.
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The political nature of military doctrine gives military weapons such
as the SS-20 a new significance over and above their role in combat.
Admiral Gorshkov graphically described the political nature of military
weapons when he wrote that a major purpose of displaying military power
was
to demonstrate vividly the economic and military power of a
country . .. to show readiness for decisiveness actions .. .
to surprise probable enemies with the perfection of the equipment being exhibited, to affect their morale, to intimidate
them right up to the outbreak of war, and to suggest to them
in advance the hopelessness of fighting . . .(this in many cases
has permitted the achievement of political goals without resorting to military operations.) 25
Thus, the Clausewitzian nature of Soviet military doctrine transfers readily
to the political arena. In this context negotiations become "war by other
means" and, consequently, weapons such as the SS-20 are actively used
by the Soviets to convince Europeans of the hopelessness of defense, and
to widen the schisms in the NATO alliance.
SS-20 Capabilities
In order to understand how the Soviets intend to implement their
doctrine, one must examine the nature of their weapons systems, specifically the SS-20. First deployed 26in 1977, the SS-20 has the following basic
dimensions and characteristics.
2700nm/50OOkmb
RANGE:
Three
WARHEADS PER SYSTEM:
Solid propellant
TYPE OF FUEL:
Two
NO. OF STAGES:
CIRCULAR ERROR
.26nm
PROBABLE:
CURRENT INVENTORY:
250'
PROPOSED INVENTORY:
300'
750
WARHEADS AVAILABLE:
YIELD:
Variable to 500kt/wh
Recent reports indicate that at current production rates the Soviets will have a total force of 300
to 400 missiles by December 1983 (target date for the first deployment of NATO new TNF). An
additional intelligence report stared that the Soviets may be planning to produce two spare missiles
for each launcher which could triple their force.
' A study produced by General Dynamics has disputed this claim of the range of the SS-20. It states
that the missile has a range of 3500nm or 6500km with 3RVs or with a single 1.5mt warhead. It
also described the missile as having a range of 4600nm or 8500km with a light 50kt warhead.
25. Admiral Gorshkov, "Navies in War and Peace," Alorskoy Sbornik, Vol. 12 (1972).
26. "The Balance of Theatre Nuclear Forces in Europe," Air Force Alagazine (December 1980), p.
125.

MC CAUSLAND: THE SS-20 MILITARY AND POLITICAL THREAT?

The weapon is being deployed to replace the SS-4 and SS-5 which are
liquid-fueled systems first deployed in the early 1960s. Since the SS-20
will replace these systems, the present locations of the SS-4 and SS-5 will
most likely be the future locations of the SS-20, with the addition of some
new locations indicated in recent reports.27 The Soviets plan to deploy
one-third of the proposed 300 missiles in the western Soviet Union, onethird on the Sino-Soviet border, and the remaining third as a "swing
force" which could be quickly moved to either area or could be used to
strike targets in either the PRC or Europe.
The reported range of the weapons varies from source to source from
a low of about 4500km to a high of 5500km. Some analysts note that
this variation may be largely a function of the size of the delivery package
that might be carried and could thus vary from weapon to weapon. The
improvement this gives Soviet forces in range over the older systems is
portrayed in Maps 1 and 2.
The weapon is also designed with a refire capability. Thus, ascertaining
the number of launchers will not necessarily give an accurate figure of
total missiles. The multiple independently targetable reentry vehicle
(MIRV) and refire capability of the weapons will give the Warsaw Pact
a distinct advantage over NATO in delivery systems in ranges beyond
600km in the period up to 1988, even with the final completion of theater
nuclear force modernization by NATO.28 It can be easily calculated that
the SS-20, if it is deployed at a level of 300 total missiles, could yield
a total number of warheads of 900 (considering a maximum of three RVs
per missile). In addition, therefore, to being a tremendous improvement
in range and accuracy, the SS-20 will give the Soviets 300 more warheads.
(The SS-4 and SS-5 number approximately 600 missiles with only one
warhead per missile.) Its solid fuel nature makes it much less cumbersome
to prepare for launch than the SS-4 or SS-5, and will also allow it to be
positioned and launched much more quickly, which will aid in the seizure
of surprise, preemption and survivability.
The accuracy of the SS-20 with a circular error probable (CEP) of. 26nm
is an immense improvement over the SS-4 and SS-5, which have CEPs
that in some cases exceed 1.0nm. 29 For this reason alone certain SS-11
missiles which had probably been programmed for theater hard-target
missions rather than intercontinental use, now can be retargeted. Many
argue that this increased accuracy contributes to Soviet strategic security

27. William Beecher, "US to Seek Missile Talks on Europe," Boston Globe, 3 May 1981, p. 1.
28. National Defense University, Proceeding of the NationalSecurity Affairs Conference 23-25 July 1979
(Washington: Ft. McNair, 1978), p. 38.
29. Circular error probable (CEP) is defined as the radius of a circle, center on the target, within
which impacting warheads will fall with a probability of 50 percent.

THE FLETCHER FORUM

WINTER 1982

BAOG- OF

RXIOE OF 00-5

MAP I
as a potent means, for example, of suppressing the French force de frappe. o
This is of particular importance to the Soviets because of the improved
ability of the French to strike the Soviet homeland with the new, more
accurate missile they have deployed in the last year.
In addition to its already impressive characteristics, the SS-20 may offer
30. Phillip A. Peterson, "Flexibility: A Driving Force in Soviet Strategy," Air Force Magazine (March
1980), p. 97.
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MAP 2

the Soviets the opportunity to achieve a technological "breakout" by
converting the SS-20 to an SS-16 with the addition of a third stage. This
would increase the range of the system to over 9000km or about 5700nm,3 1
and would give the Soviet Union a fully mobile intercontinental ballistic
missile (ICBM). Many analysts are skeptical of this, since the testing of
31. Gregory R. Copley, ed. Defense Foreign Affairs Handbook (Washington: Copley and Associates,
S.A., 1980), p. 548.
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the SS-16 has been characterized as a total failure,3 2 but reports have
persisted since approximately December 1977. Furthermore, US concern
has been increased by the report that some SS-16s may be already intermixed with SS-20s at one location where
a weapon with greater range
33
than the SS-20 seems more reasonable.
Convertibility of the SS-20 to an SS-16 could have profound consequences, not only for Soviet capabilities, but also for any prospects of an
agreement over such weapons, since verification of the total number of
SS-16 ICBMs would be virtually impossible. The erector-launcher vehicle
used for the SS-20 is compatible with the SS-16, facilitating the quick
conversion of one to the other.3 4 Moreover, the canisters in which the
missiles (SS-20 and SS-16) are transported can be made to look exactly
alike." Most analysts are in agreement that the SS-16 is not currently
deployed in a mobile mode, though some think that it may be deployed
in a few silos.
Soviet officials have continued to play down the significance of the SS20, arguing that its deployment does not represent a quantum leap in
Soviet capabilities, but only a long overdue modernization of obsolescent
systems. According to an interview with General Chervov, chief of the
Soviet staff:
Obsolescent types of missiles have come to the end of their
serviceable life and are being replaced by the SS-20 missiles,
which are designed to carry out the same tasks. Of course, it
would be strange if the new missiles were worse than the old
ones, but their tasks
and combat potential have remained
36
basically the same.
This view is disputable for two reasons. First, the older systems, as
previously noted, were fixed (and thus vulnerable) and inaccurate (with
CEPs in excess of a mile). The mobile SS-20 is obviously less vulnerable
and with its improved CEP could be used for counterforce targeting.
Second, the Soviets do not seem to be retiring the older missiles as they
move forward with the SS-20. Former Secretary of Defense Harold Brown
32. Colonel John Kelliher, Director of Military Strategy Division, National War College, Washington, D.C., interview held at Washington, D.C., January, 1981.
33. Jacqueline K. Davis, Patrick Friel, and Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr., SALT I1and US-Soviet
Strategic
Forces (Cambridge, Mass.: Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, 1979), p. 46.
34. David R. Jones, Soviet Armed Forces Review Annual 1980, Volume 4 (Gulf Breeze, Fla: Academic
Institutional Press, 1980), p. 69.
35. Edgar Ulsamer, "Moscow's Goal is Military Superiority," Air Force Magazine (March 1980), p.
48.
36. General Chervov, cited by Lewis Allen Frank, Soviet Nuclear Planning (Washington: Enterprise
Institute, 1977), p. 10.
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noted in his last report to Congress that though some SS-4 and SS-5
missiles have been retired, "a substantial number remain in service creating
the impression that the SS-20 is augmenting and not replacing them." 37
Another example of the Soviet "modernization" effort that seems to
reinforce the nuclear penchant in their military doctrine is the development
of the SS-21, -22 and -23 missiles. 38 The SS-21 will be deployed in large
quantities by the mid- 1980s and will be the first nuclear missile stationed
in Eastern Europe in over ten years. It will replace the FROG-7, have
a range of 120km, and be comparable to the American Lance. The SS-23
will replace a part of the SCUD-A force and will probably have a range
of up to 350km with either a nuclear or conventional warhead. The SS22 missile will replace the SCALEBOARD or SS-12 and will have a
maximum range of 1000km with yields of up to 500kt. It will be in
mass production by the end of 1981 at the latest. The SS-22 is comparable
to the SS-20 in size, tactical deployment, range, and prospective targets
in Central Europe from remote areas of the Soviet Union. Some analysts
have postulated that for this reason a rule of thumb for defense policy
could be: three SS-22s equal one SS-20 with three RVs, at least with
respect to NATO's heartland. Thus, the Soviets seem bent on garnering
the maximum number of military options in this area. If an arms control
agreement should be negotiated that renounced only the SS-20 deployment, such an agreement could be meaningless from a military point view
if the Soviet Army then deployed additional SS-22 systems.
Two points are important to the future evaluation of this weapon
system's capabilities. First, advances in technology, especially as they
relate to the SS-16 conversion or to any future missile system compatible
with the mobile SS-20 erector-launcher, indicate a Soviet effort to produce
a mobile ICBM. This evaluation must include target acquisition assets,
improved ability to calculate launch location, in-flight navigation aids
and other factors that enhance the SS-20's capabilities. Second, the mobility of the system cannot be overlooked. The maps that have been
included in this study should be viewed with this in mind. The coverage
allowed by the system can be altered by movement of the launcher, which
with adequate preparation will not affect the system's overall reliability.
For this reason, maps depicting range capabilities may give a faulty
representation. Should the Soviets become more bellicose by deciding to
deploy such missiles with their associated warheads on allied territory
- as the United States has already done - the coverage afforded by this
37. Secretary of Defense Harold Brown, Report of the Secretary of Defense to the Congress on the FY 82
Budget (Washington: US Government Printing Office, 1981). p. 65.
38. Hubertus Hoffman, "Soviet Nuclear Missiles Described," Wehrtechnik (August 1980), p. 3.
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weapon would change rapidly. It is worthwhile to recall that the deployment of Soviet missiles in Cuba was only discovered in 1962 when
US overflights produced photos of missile launching sites under construction. This information gave the US time to react before the systems became
fully operational. In the case of the SS-20, this luxury no longer exists.
TARGETING AND THE

SS-20

Soviet nuclear targeting doctrine is very straightforward. Once deterrence fails, nuclear weapons are to be used with whatever intensity necessary
to defeat the enemy. 9 Analysis is completely mission-oriented, and target
categories are examined accordingly. The first strategic mission is the
defeat of the opposing military forces - in particular the nuclear forces.
Two factors in this consideration are the magnitude and likelihood of the
target damaging Soviet vital interests, and the ease with which the target
can be engaged and destroyed. 4' The SS-20, with its increased range,
payload, and accuracy, can be expected to play a vital role in an analysis
of these targeting factors. All Soviet military scholars would agree with
the summary of target analysis as stated by Major General Zemskov in
an article in Voyennaya inysl':
The power of nuclear weapons will be concentrated above
all toward destruction of the military-economic potential, defeat of the groupings of armed forces, and undermining of the
morale of the population. Very important strategic missions
of the armed forces can be the destruction of the largest industrial and administrative-political centers, power systems,
and stocks of strategic raw materiels; disorganization of the
system of state and military control; destruction of the main
transport centers; and destruction of the main groupings of
troops, especially of the means of nuclear attack.41
This should be viewed, however, in light of winning a war - a long
war. The wholesale destruction of the European continent, as noted before,
cannot be considered as favorable to the Soviets unless necessary.
The targeting doctrine may have been altered to some degree to incorporate three concepts: efficiency in the use of weapons; limited targeting
of cities to use "political targeting" or terror to effect the same consequence
39. Lambeth, Selective Nuclear Options, p. 35.
40. Douglass and Hoeber, Sotiet Strateg) for Nuclear War, p. 75.
41. Major General V. Zemskov, "Characteristic Features of Modern Wars and Possible Methods of
Conducting Them," Vo)ennaja nysl', 1969, no. 7 (July), FPD 0022/70, trans. 4/6/70, p. 20,
cited by Douglass and Hoeber, Soiet Strategy for Nuclear War, p. 16.
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without destroying the prize in the process; and the emergence, to some
degree, of a Soviet "limited nuclear war" concept. The idea of efficiency
in the use of nuclear warheads is consistent with the Soviet belief in the
real possibility of employing them in combat. While many Western
writers would argue that the weapons are self-deterring due to the magnitude of their destructive power, the Soviets have shown an interest in
reducing the size of warheads used and increasing the accuracy of delivery.
As one Soviet general put it:
Initial attention is given to the selection of those enemy
targets against which strategic nuclear means could be best
used. Depending on the features of the strike targets, a selection
is made of the nuclear weapons carriers (strategic missile,
missile-armed aircraft, submarines or surface craft) which could
best and most rapidly execute the assigned mission with minimum expenditure of explosive power. 42
The Soviets have also taken the view that it is in their best interest to
attempt where possible to avoid targeting large urban areas. The impact
of targeting certain areas or the implied threat to do so if certain tangible
concessions are not forthcoming is consistent with this belief. As noted
in Voyennaya mysl', the Soviet military journal, "Political motives can force
the abandonment of strikes against extremely important economic and military targets or their implementation with smaller forces and means of
a selective basis. "43 (Emphasis added.)
Some believe the development of such systems as the SS-20 and Backfire
bomber, as well as the possible expansion of nuclear capable field artillery,
demonstrate that the Soviets are developing a concept of "limited nuclear
operations." Recent evidence of how the Soviets have conducted major
training exercises would also sustain this view. The emerging Soviet image
of a limited option, if it exists, may very well envision "a massive and
rapidly executed preemptive theater nuclear blitz against NATO.41
As previously observed, the tasks of the Soviet armed forces in nuclear
war are determined by the strategy laid down by the Communist Party.
The following table may be used as a guide to possible combat tasks,
priorities, and related objectives. It reflects official military doctrine con42. Major General V. Kruchinin, "Contemporary Strategic Theory on the
Armed Conflict," Voyennaya nysl',
no. 10, 1963, FDD 965, July 20,
Douglass, Soviet Military Strategy in Europe, p. 58.
43. Col. M. Shirokov, "'The Question of Influences on the Military and
Warring States,"
Voyennaya myst, no. 4, 1968, FPD 0052/69, April
Douglass, Soviet Military Strategy in Europe, p. 17 1.
44. Lambeth, Selective Nuclear Options, p. 32.

Goals and Missions of
1966, p. 17, cited by
Economic Potential of
1968, p. 39, cited by
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cerning operations enunciated in 1971 by Comrade Marshal Grechko and
simulated in the global tactical exercise Okean-75. It has been condensed
to include only those targets within the striking range of the SS-20.
SOVIET OBJECTIVES AGAINST US
FORCES
45
IN A NUCLEAR WAR
Targeting
Priority
1

Objective

Combat Tasks

Destruction of enemy nuclear attack capability.

US forward-based air carriers.
US-West German Pershing
rocket bases.
United States Air Force Europe, West German and
British strike command.
Nuclear-capable aircraft
bases.
Tanker bases in France.
British and French ballistic
rockets and submarines.
Nuclear storage sites in West
Germany.

Destruction or disruption of
enemy troop basing system.

US Seventh Army bases and
kasernes in West Germany.
Major ports of entry and supply, for example:
Antwerp, Belgium
Wiesbaden, West Germany
Hamburg, West Germany
Rota, Spain
Holy Loch (Scotland), United
Kingdom
Rhein Main, West Germany

Destruction of enemy military-industrial support
facilities

Tank farms in United
Kingdom.
Nuclear power reactors in
UK, Belgium, and West
Germany.

45. Frank, Soviet Nuclear Planning, p. 12.
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SOVIET OBJECTIVES AGAINST US FORCES
IN A NUCLEAR WAR (continued)
Targeting
Priority

Objective

Combat Tasks

4

Destruction or disruption of
enemy control of state and
military activities

All Command and Control
facilities in Western Europe.

5

Destruction and disruption
of enemy rear services and
transport

NATO highway, rail, barge
"choke points."

The available evidence seems to indicate that the Soviets would utilize
nuclear weapons if hostilities began with the US. In fact, it seems safe
to assert that for Soviet strategists the decision to use nuclear weapons
is implicit in the decision to go to war in the first place. The critical
question still remains as to when these weapons would be used. Would
such strikes occur immediately after NATO had had an opportunity to
deploy and reinforce? As noted by the International Institute for Strategic
Studies, warning time is critical to secure necessary reinforcements. If an
attack should commence before they are in place, those coming by sea
would become much more uncertain, and air reinforcements and their
transit facilities would likely come under attack. 46
In the opinion of many, the Soviets will make every effort to give
NATO only a very few hours notice. Escalation is highly probable, and
they intend to hit first with a massive, in-depth nuclear strike which will
attempt to isolate the battlefield, disrupt command, control, and communications, breach main defenses, and destroy NATO's nuclear means
of attack. 4" The need to strike first, especially against an enemy's nuclear
weapons, is underscored in the following excerpt from a Soviet military
publication:
A delay in the destruction of means of nuclear attack will
permit the enemy to launch the nuclear strikes first and may
lead to heavy losses and even to the defeat of the offensive.
The "accumulation" of such targets as nuclear weapons and
46. National Defense University, Proceedingsof the NationalSecurity Affairs Conference 23-25July 1979,
p. 109.
47. Quinlan, James, Validity of a Tactical Nuclear Defense For NATO (Carlisle, Pennsylvania: U.S.
Army War College, 1977), p. 20.
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waiting with the intention of destroying them subsequently
is now absolutely inadmissible.48
In Europe, therefore, the targets most likely to be struck by the SS-20
seem to be the following:
Nuclear Forces
French and British nuclear forces. Currently they have the ability to
deliver twenty to twenty-five MTE on targets in the USSR which would
result in over 20 million casualties and enormous destruction to Soviet
industry. The French forces located in Haute Provence have also deployed
the new S-3 missile in the last year, which have warheads of one MT as
compared to the 150 KT of the old S-2 system. 9
US Pershing forces garrisoned in Neu Ulm, Heilbronn, and Schwdibisch
Gmiind as well as the sites for the West German battalions. These units
are fixed alert sites (which are semi-hardened locations where one battery
per battalion is on alert at all times) and warhead storage areas.
The port facilities at Holy Loch, Scotland which service American
Polaris and Trident submarines on European patrol as well as the port
facilities of their British and French counterparts.
Additional nuclear weapons sites might be targeted by the SS-20 if it
appeared that procedures to evacuate these sites were beginning. However,
due to the location and configuration of these sites, the fact that except
for Pershing none of the other nuclear systems threatens the Soviet homeland or its supply lines across Eastern Europe, and the long nuclear release
procedure that has to take place for these weapons to be used, it seems
likely that the Soviets might well try to eliminate these locations by use
of conventional means (sappers, paratroopers, agents, or aircraft).
Air Bases
In Germany these bases would include: Rhein Main, Ramstein, Sembach, Bitburg, Hahn, and the principal bases of the German Luftwaffe.
In Italy: Aviano. In Holland: Camp New Amsterdam at Huis Ter Heide.
In the United Kingdom: Lakenheath, Mildenhall, Upper Heyford, and
Greenham Common RAF. In Spain: Rota, Torrejon (near Madrid), Zaragoza, as well as the US bases and the French tanker bases. The US base
in Keflavik, Iceland would also be struck. In eliminating these bases the
48. A. A. Sidorenko, The Basic Offensive (A Soviet View), SMT no 1, 1973, p. 134, cited by Douglass,
Soviet Military Strategy in Europe, p. 168.
49. The Royal United Institute for Defense Studies, Defense Yearbook 1980 (London: Prassey Publishers, Ltd., 1980), p. 111.
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Soviets would destroy the other force capable of delivering nuclear weapons
from Europe to the USSR and make the resupply and reinforcement of
Europe by air almost impossible.
Command, Control, and Communications Centers
SHAPE HQ in Brussels. US Army HQ in Heidelberg. US European
Command HQ and Seventh Corps in Stuttgart. US Southern European
Task Force HQ in Vincenza. US HQs in Ankara, Turkey. Military prepositioned stockpiles near Mannheim and elsewhere. The principal British,
French, German command centers.
Naval Targets
Those parts of the US Seventh fleet that can be acquired, though Soviet
doctrine has noted that it considers the attack of ships better suited for
bombers. Port facilities in Naples, Antwerp, Athens, Le Havre, Bremen,
and Amsterdam to disrupt or eliminate resupply and repair. The Soviets
might also consider using the SS-20 to assist their fleets in passage through
the "choke points" of the Black Sea and Baltic straits.
Far East Targets.
In the Far East it would seem likely that a Soviet surprise assault would
include the following targets: Subic Bay and Clark Field in the Philippines,
the fleet repair facilities in Japan, Eighth Army HQ in Seoul, the principle
US bases on Guam and Okinawa, principal targets in China, especially
the Chinese nuclear facility at Lop Nol, and the Korea Straits and Tsushima
Straits which would aid the exit of the Soviet fleet to the Pacific.
All these locations can be struck by the SS-20 from locations inside the
USSR. If the missiles were deployed to areas in Eastern Europe their range
would be much greater. In order to protect those locations that might
become targeted early in any future conflict, NATO must confront this
proposed targeting scenario. Furthermore, the Alliance must understand
in which areas the Soviet Union is attempting to bolster its security with
the SS-20 if any arms control negotiations are to be fruitful.
THE

SS-20

AND ARMS CONTROL

The growing SS-20 force is the principal motivator behind the current
NATO theater nuclear force (TNF) modernization and the growing fears
of a Eurostrategic arms race. It will have to be, therefore, at the heart
of any arms control settlement. The missile also serves perhaps as a
precursor of problems in arms control as many of its inherent difficulties
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with respect to verifiability are common to other TNF systems presently
in being and to come.
Until 1977 the NATO alliance, largely supplied by the United States,
enjoyed a predominance in nuclear weapons positioned in Europe. These
systems serve as the second leg of the NATO Triad and form a rung in
the escalatory ladder between the conventional battlefield and strategic
nuclear exchange. This advantage ended with the Soviet deployment of
the SS-20 and the Backfire bomber in that year.
The situation received renewed emphasis following a speech by Chancellor Helmut Schmidt in London on 28 October 1977. In this first speech
on the problem by a European leader Schmidt observed:
SALT. . . neutralized their (Soviet and US) strategic nuclear
capabilities. In Europe this magnifies the significance of the
disparities between East and West in nuclear tactical and conventional weapons . . . . We must maintain the balance of
the full range of deterrence strategy. The alliance must, therefore, be ready to make available the means to support its present
strategy . . . and to prevent any development that could undermine the basis of this strategy.5
Discussions of US Minuteman vulnerability fueled European fears that
they could depend on the United States to respond to a Soviet nuclear
strike against Western Europe only so long as the United States maintained
a clear nuclear superiority. This fear was aggravated by the acceptance of
strategic parity. The advent of highly accurate and powerful Eurostrategic
systems, such as the SS-20, suggests that the Soviet Union could threaten
limited strikes against military targets in Western Europe, while the
NATO allies would have no significant means to respond. Conditions of
parity would discourage the US from using central systems, allowing the
Soviets to exert pressure on the Alliance for political concessions. Strategic
nuclear parity and Soviet Eurostrategic superiority would strengthen the
political role of the SS-20.
Nuclear weapons . . . give rise to awe and fear, not only
because of the damage they could do, but because of the ways
in which the damage would be done . . . . Their utility is not
confined to their destructive role in any particular military
conflict. Indeed, any utility that they have which is calculable
before any conflict may rest principally in the ability they give
50.

Chancellor Helmut Schmidt, cited by LawrenceJ. Korb, "The Question of Deploying US Theater
Nuclear Weapons in Europe," paper presented at the New Haven Institute, New Haven,
Connecticut, April, 1980.
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to their possessor to threaten to use them, rather than showing
an ability to put the threat into effect . . . .The sense of risk
which therefore accompanies their very existence gives them
a special political significance in addition to their military
capability.5
The Schmidt speech motivated the Carter administration into action
and in June of 1978 the President issued Presidential Research Memorandum 38 to study the issues. A year later President Carter proposed
that the United States produce two new intermediate range missiles for
deployment in Europe. This proposal was presented to the NATO allies
at meetings in October.
The Soviet response to this plan was quick and vitriolic. On 6 October
1979, President Brezhnev warned that European acceptance of the American plan would change the strategic situation on the continent and would
undermine future arms control negotiations. Brezhnev accompanied this
with an announcement of the withdrawal of 20,000 troops and tanks from
East Germany and raised the possibility of limiting Soviet theater nuclear
forces if NATO would forego modernization. Many observers still point
to this speech as a clear offer on the part of the Soviets to limit the SS20. However, it is necessary to recall that the President never mentioned
the system in the speech, so to construe this as a unilateral offer to reduce
the SS-20 is a faulty interpretation. Six weeks later, on 23 November
1979, Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko claimed that stationing
the new weapons in Europe would violate SALT II, destroy future arms
control negotiations, and start a new spiral in the arms race. 52 Clearly the
Soviets were attempting to exert pressure on public opinion in Europe
against the US proposal, and the offer of limiting Soviet TNF in exchange
for abrogating NATO force improvement was disregarded by many Western experts as merely an effort to freeze the current situation of asymmetry.
Following the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan the NATO ministers
completed their review of the issue. The decision was made to deploy 108
Pershing II launchers to replace the existing Perishing I launchers and
464 GLCMs. These weapons would be placed in all nations currently
participating in the common defense structure. Moreover, 1000 US nuclear
warheads would be removed from Europe to signify that NATO was not
increasing its reliance upon nuclear weapons. In addition, the ministers
attached "great importance to the role of arms control in contributing to
a more stable military relationship between East and West and in advancing
51. Peter Nailor and Jonathan Alford, The Future of Britain's Deterrent Force (London: International
Institute for Strategic Studies, Adephi Paper 156, 1980), p. 9.
52. lbid, p. 7.
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the process of detente." They also agreed that arms control serves,
".

. as an integral part of the Alliance's efforts to assure the undiminished

security of its member States and to make the strategic situation between
East and West more stable, more predictable, and more manageable at
lower levels of armaments on both sides." 5 This was the beginning of
the so-called "NATO two-tracked approach" of modernization and arms
control to deal with the Soviet threat posed by the SS-20 and Backfire.
On 24 January 1980, the NATO ministers created a Special Consultation
Group to deal with the issue due to its importance for the overall security
of the alliance.
During a trip by Chancellor Helmut Schmidt to Moscow in June, some
interesting prospects for arms control were raised. Initially, following the
12 December 1979 decision, the Soviets had withdrawn their offer of
limits on theater nuclear forces until NATO rescinded its TNF modernization program. In June the Soviets agreed, in principle, to begin negotiations without any preconditions.1 4 While many placed great store
in this announcement, others perceived it as a Soviet effort to secure at
the conference table what they had been unable to get by threats and
rhetoric.
With this as a background, any decision on either track - armament
or arms control - will have to be made in consonance with the views
of all the NATO allies. From the outset, it must be recognized that the
views of the US on the SS-20 threat and the corresponding NATO TNF
modernization plan are directly opposite to that of our allies. The Reagan
administration has gone on record as stating that improved armament has
to be the prerequisite for future arms control negotiations. In Europe, as
suggested in the Joint Communique of 12 December 1979, arms control
is a necessary first step for rearmament. Since all NATO member countries
are democratic societies, this policy must have been influenced by the
demands of the electorate.
Historically, the NATO allies have been skeptical of American efforts
in arms control, which they believe have represented first and foremost
American security needs and perspectives, rather than those of the Alliance
as a whole. This has especially been true in Germany. A clear example
of this was the 1977-1978 discussions on the possible deployment of
enhanced radiation warheads for NATO tactical nuclear weapons. During
53. "Final Communique M-2(79)23 of North Atlantic Council Ministerial Session" (Brussels: Source
de Press, 12 December 1979), p. 2.
54. Foreign Affairs and National Defense Division, Congressional Research Service Library of Congress, The Modernization of NATO's Long-Range Theater Nuclear Forces a report prepared for the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, U.S. Congress, House of Representatives (Washington: US
Government Printing Office, 1981), p. 41.
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this debate, the Carter administration drew West German Chancellor
Helmut Schmidt out on a precarious political limb to support the weapon.
The American government then abruptly abandoned the weapon which
had come to "symbolize alliance solidarity and resolve in the face of Soviet
missile modernization."" Having antagonized the political left and European antinuclear forces, Schmidt was denied the symbolic hardware and
left vulnerable to criticism from the right. This was done, according to
many observers, to avoid damaging the atmosphere between the Soviets
and the Americans which the Carter administration deemed so necessary
for the successful conclusion of the SALT II treaty negotiations.
During these negotiations many Europeans were angered by the American position which allowed the Soviets to continue production of the
Backfire bomber. The only concession that the process extracted from the
Soviets was an assurance by President Brezhnev that the Soviets would
limit their production and not employ them as a strategic weapon against
the United States. This assurance,
interestingly enough, was unsigned
6
and written only in Russian.1
The West Europeans were also concerned that the US was going to
bargain away in SALT II the ground-launched cruise missile which they
were convinced offered an opportunity to close the missile gap in Europe.
This portion of the controversy revolved around the protocol to the treaty
which restricted the deployment of sea-launched cruise missile (SLCM)
and GLCM to less than 60 km in range until 31 December 1981. American
supporters of the treaty seemed almost bewildered by the Soviets' insistence
on the point, as there would be no deployment of such systems until 1983
at the earliest. The point was, however, a Soviet desire to codify this
protocol as a preliminary point in SALT III negotiations which had been
outlined to include Eurostrategic systems. The need for cruise missiles
capable of striking Soviet territory from Western Europe was central to
the position of the West German government and many of the other allies
in supporting the NATO decision to modernize. This was due to a
perceived need on the part of the Europeans, "to insure that the Soviet
Union would not be spared on its own territory.""7 Furthermore, the noncircumvention clause of the treaty was loudly touted by the Soviet Union
as clear evidence of American agreement to preclude sharing technical
55. Mark Brent and William H. Kincade, "NATO Decides: New Arms and Arms Control in
Europe," Arms Control Today (February, 1980), p. 8.
56. Lieutenant General Edward L. Rowny, "How Not to Negotiate with the Russians," Reader's
Digest (June, 1981), p. 67.
57. Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Report of the Fourth German-American Roundtable on NATO:
NATO Modernization and EuropeanSecurity (Bonn, Federal Republic of Germany: 12-13 December
1980), p. 6.
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information with its allies. Though this was repudiated by the US, the
impression lingered in many European minds. These problems in the
Alliance forced Patrick Wall, Chairman of the North Atlantic Assembly,
to state that allied participation in the modernization effort hinged on
the three things: 1. creation of a credible arms control forum for the
discussion of theater nuclear forces, 2. reduction of the fear of the extension
of the cruise protocol, and 3. complete repudiation of the Soviet claim
that Article XII of the SALT treaty (the so-called "noncircumvention"
clause) would not allow technology transfers to the European allies.5"
Suspicions of this kind make the formulation of policy consistent with
the NATO "two-track" approach exceedingly difficult. Furthermore, the
realities of today's international society demonstrate clearly that neither
the United States nor Europe can be expected to face the challenges of
the last twenty years of this century independently. This means that "a
new Alliance relationship has to be built and that it will have to be based
on a more equal participation. In short, NATO must become for the first
time a real alliance." 59
In developing this new relationship it is essential that the United States
maintain a clear view of the effect that this "two-track" proposal has on
the domestic scene in Europe in the future. Not since the 1950s has there
been such a swell of public opinion against the use of atomic weapons.
Some demonstrations have exceeded in size any previous display of public
outcry. Western European governments worry that this sentiment will
spread and frustrate efforts by the Alliance to contend with the expanding
Soviet theater nuclear force. Joseph Luns, NATO Secretary-General, noted
in a recent interview, "Hitherto this [pacifist antinuclear] movement has
not been able to 60shake governments." But he repeated for emphasis the
term "hitherto.
In the Federal Republic of Germany, the principal state for the deployment of such weapons, the Schmidt government has come under
increasing pressure from forces inside its own party to repudiate the
agreement allowing the new NATO missiles to be stationed in Germany.
Although the Schmidt government was reelected in October 1980, the
victory does not reflect the true nature of popular sentiments. Schmidt's
own Social Democratic Party (SPD) did not strengthen its position, but
rather benefitted from the increased strength of its coalition partner, the
58. US Congress House Committee on Foreign Affairs, Western Securit
Issues: European Perspectives.
96th Congress, Istsession, 1979, p. 13.
59. Karl Kaiser, Winston Lord, Thierry de Montbrial, and David Watt, Western Securit (New York:
Council on Foreign Relations, 1981), p. 17.
60. Joseph Luns, cited by Bradley Graham, "Dutch Are Leading Campaign Against Nuclear Weapons," Boston Globe, 24 March 1981, p. 8.
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Free Democratic Party (FDP). Furthermore, the so-called Linke Gruppe
of the SPD, which consists of the left-wing parliamentarians, expanded
and has become increasingly critical of the Schmidt government. Since
the October elections the government's popularity has sunk to all-time
lows. On 3 May 1981, the Schmidt government's support for the NATO
modernization program received a major setback when a regional conference of the SPD voted overwhelmingly for a review of the decision. The
conference petitioned the SPD to see whether the "official basis" of the
decision still existed or whether a "revision was necessary." The delegates
called for an immediate "moratorium, limited in time, regarding the
stationing of strategic weapons in Europe," as the first step in commencing
arms control talks. 6' Rumors have become frequent that the coalition
between the SPD and the FDP could be endangered over this question
and that Chancellor Helmut Schmidt might even resign if his support
for the NATO modernization effort is repudiated by the Bonn government.
In the Netherlands the situation is also far from certain. At the time
of the initial NATO decision the Netherlands reserved the right to reconsider deployment of new missiles on its soil until the end of 1981.
This took on a real significance due to the German insistence that this
be a shared burden of all the allies, and the German refusal to be the only
continental ally to have the new missiles. A recent poll revealed that 60
percent of the Dutch population favors the removal of all nuclear weapons
from Dutch soil. The movement to repudiate the NATO decision is led
by the Interchurch Peace Council, an extremely powerful organization
sponsored by the country's major churches.
The American government has attempted to reassure its allies during
the recent spring. In April, a meeting of the Special Consultative Group
was held and Secretary of Defense Weinberger met with the other NATO
defense ministers in Brussels. In May, Secretary of State Haig met with
the NATO foreign ministers in Rome. During this meeting it was announced that the American government was fully in support of commencing discussions on the limitation of such weapons before the end of
the current calendar year. One official of the Haig party suggested that
talks on the mid-range weapons "could proceed while the Administration's
approach on SALT was still being developed.' 62 American resolve in this
area has been increasingly questioned. The announcement of the development of the neutron warhead, the fruitless meeting between Haig and

61. "Schmidt's Arms Policy Suffers Severe Setback At a Regional Meeting," The New York Times,
4 May 1981, p. 1
62. John Vinocur, "US Assures Allies It Seeks Arm Talks," The New York Times, 1 April 1981,
p. 2.
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Gromyko at the UN, and the President's comments on the possibility of
a limited nuclear war in Europe have caused many Europeans to doubt
American desire to commence serious discussions.
Serious technical problems must be overcome before a treaty can be
concluded. It has been a basic tenet of arms control that any treaty
negotiated must be truly "verifiable." This has received new emphasis
from Eugene Rostow, the Reagan Administration head of the Arms
Control & Disarmament Agency. Verification is not as accurate as military
intelligence but leads rather to a probability that an opponent is or is not
violating the agreement. With the demise of the SALT II treaty, this
factor received renewed significance, since many of the opponents of the
SALT II accord based their opposition on the inability to verify Soviet
compliance with the treaty provisions. Itwas hard to determine what
constituted a violation and we lacked the technical means to collect the
necessary information without compromising sources.
In a clear understatement of the facts, the FY 1982 Arns Control Impact
Statement noted: "With respect to potential future arms control agreements,
mobile missiles in general . . . are more likely to present difficulties for

verification than are fixed ballistic systems. ' , 61 Clearly, the difficulty in
determining the exact number of SS-20 launchers, spread widely throughout Eastern Europe, is analogous to the difficulty in finding ballistic
missile submarines. Submarines are more easily counted as they must be
launched from and reenter certain ports, a limitation that is sadly not
shared by the mobile SS-20. Even if the number of launchers could be
calculated, the system's refire capability reduces the accuracy of calculating
the total number of missiles available.
Uncertainty regarding the range of the missile is also reason for concern.
The large variation in the missile's range when configured in different
ways has been previously described. The fact that its launcher is compatible
with the SS- 16, which is an ICBM, coupled with the fact that it is hardly
distinguishable from the SS-20, raise additional problems. Also, many
fear that the Soviets may develop a follow-on to the SS-16 since they are
allowed one additional ICBM under the defunct SALT II treaty which
both governments are following in principle. If this new system were
made compatible to the SS-20 launcher, verification problems would
consequently be multiplied.
Furthermore, real problems exist in actually defining what is to be
controlled due to a wide range of opinions as to what constitutes a Eurostrategic system. The multi-mission capabilities of many of these systems
63. Carnegie Panel on US Security and the Future of Arms Control, Challenges for U.S. National
Securi(Washington: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 1981), p. 105.
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have to be taken into account as well as the problem of reinforcement.
For this reason, plus the previous problems noted, "ironclad verification,
of the sort the US Congress has insisted upon for SALT, may not be
possible."6 This could result in a clear-cut alternative for American policymakers. According to Colin Gray,
While most of the land-mobile possibilities would place
intolerable strains upon national technical means of verfication,
American officials might be compelled to choose between a
SALT III regime that cannot be adequately verified and the
demise of the SALT system. 65
As described in the previous section, the end of the SALT system could
have very serious ramifications for the survival of the NATO alliance.
It is then necessary to understand that verification is not only a technical
and diplomatic procedure. It has an obvious political connotation. Verification attempts, like deterrence theory, to intervene in the cost-benefit
analysis of Soviet decision makers before they violate the accord. Not only
are the technical means of determining a violation required, but also clear
and precise diplomatic language outlining the limits of the agreements,
and the threat of sanctions which can be employed to deter cheating. For,
"ultimately, the only sanction against violations is the willingness to
renounce a hard-won and still useful agreement or exact costs in other
areas of the Soviet-US relationship. If we expect an agreement to be
observed, however, we must be prepared
to run such risks, and we must
66
make it clear that we will do so."
A realization of the political aspects of verification may suggest that
in preparing for future arms control negotiations, especially those concerning theater nuclear forces, the West must adopt a new attitude toward
arms control. Despite the disappointments of the past, the West must
continue to pursue a policy that seeks to prevent the outbreak of war,
dampen an ever more costly arms race, and enhance stability. Obviously,
a failure to follow such a policy would undermine the structure of the
Alliance in Europe, where the idea of arms control has taken strong root.
However, "the West must be more realistic about the potential of arms
control. It is meaningful only if placed in the context of a sensible security
policy. In the future, arms control initiatives have a chance of unified
64. Robert Metzger and Paul Dory, "Arms Control Enters the Gray Area," InternationalSecurity
(Winter 1978/79), pp. 49-50.
65. Colin Gray, The Geopolitics of the Nuclear Heartland (Cambridge: Institute for Foreign Policy
Analysis, 1979), p. 30.
66. Gordon Humphrey, William Van Cleave and Richard Perle, SALT 11 and American Security
(Cambridge, Mass.: Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, 1980), p. 35.
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Western support only if they clearly contribute to security. '67 NATO
must integrate arms control into the overall framework of a coherent
security policy. This must be achieved in the context of both national and
alliance security policy. Previously there has been an American overemphasis on the technical aspects of the problem. A passionate commitment
to arms control has caused the Americans to overlook political asymmetries
and differing views on nuclear war, and has led finally to frustration and
disappointment, with an end product which only codifies what already
exists. A "healthy" skepticism of our opponent and the process is in order.
This change in attitude must begin with an altered view of the Soviets
and their opinions on arms control. The West must thoroughly dismiss
any thought that the Soviets are somehow primitive in their outlook on
deterrence and arms control and that they must be "taught." Their view
of arms control is generated from the same framework that produces their
military doctrine. Therefore, in formulating proposals it is necessary not
only to understand the technical capabilities of the Soviet weapons and
the portion of our security we wish to enhance, but also the Soviet view
of what mission the weapon is constructed to accomplish and how it fits
into their overall military doctrine.
For these reasons unilateral initiatives on the part of the West are
doomed to failure. During a visit to the Geneva negotiation site, Senator
John Tower inquired of Alexander Shchukin, one of the Soviet negotiators,
what the Soviet Union was willing to give up in light of the fact that the
United States had unilaterally renounced the B- 1 bomber in the interest
of restraining strategic arms. Mr. Shchukin replied, "Senator, you misunderstand the Soviets. We are not pacifists, nor are we philanthropists. "68
Former Secretary of State Kissinger also criticized unilateral attempts. He
observed that a senator returning from Moscow had stated, "It is virtually
certain that cruise missiles will be deployed and that NATO will undertake
a buildup of its own unless negotiations to a new treaty are begun soon."
Mr. Kissinger noted, "If this is our position, all the Soviets have to do
is to begin a negotiation to keep us from doing what they are already
doing, negotiation or no negotiation. "69
At the same time a change in the information process generated by
arms control in the West is necessary in order to preclude the NATO
position from being undermined by pressure from the domestic sector.
Traditionally this has been a weak point in the Western democracies. It
must be understood that the key to domestic consensus-building in a
democratic society is derived from information. The following are some
examples of specific flaws in the NATO arms control information policy:
67. Kaiser, Lord, and Montbrial; Western Security, p. 28.
68. Alexander Shchukin, SALT 11 Negotiations, Geneva 1979, cited by Rowny, p. 70.
69. Henry Kissinger, "The Future of NATO," The Washington Quarterly (16 January 1980), p. 84.
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1. Failure to promote the fact that the 12 December 1979 decision also resulted
in the removal of 1000 nuclear warheadsfrom Europe.
This was especially bad due to the fact that on 5 December 1979 the
Soviet Union began to withdraw a tank division from East Germany with
full television coverage to demonstrate its commitment to detente.
2. The fact that NATO is actually only introducing 224 new weapon systems.
The decision speaks of 572 new warheads, but these are incorporated
in 108 Pershing II missiles (one warhead per system) and 116 GLCM
launchers which will carry 4 missiles each. Thus many people are confused
when they hear the figure of 300 possible new SS-20 missiles as compared
to 572 NATO TNF warheads and automatically assume that some sort
of parity will result. It must be recalled that each of the SS-20s will be
deployed with three RVs for a total of 900 warheads as opposed to the
NATO's 572 warheads.
3. Theater nuclear weapons have been stationed in Europe by the West before.
During the 1960s - a period of rising American nuclear superiority
- the US deployed Thor and Jupiter rockets in Turkey, Italy, and the
United Kingdom which could strike the Soviet homeland. The rockets
were removed at the time of their adolescence because American strategic
nuclear superiority allowed NATO to rely solely on an American strategic
response in case of attack.
4. The Soviets, too, have deployed cruise missiles in Europe.
Many people are completely unaware of the fact that the Soviet Union
maintains large numbers of air launched cruise missiles such as the AS4 Kitchen and AS-6 Kingfish in addition to over 300 land-based Shaddock
cruise missiles.
5. Three missiles are almost unknown to most Western observers: the SS-21, SS22, and SS-23.
The remarkable fact that the SS-20 is really only a part of the overall
Soviet modernization effort is largely overlooked in the West. This is
especially worrisome due to the fairly close association between the SS-22
and the SS-20.
6. The Soviet Union seems to presume that the Western Europeans should have
more sympathy for problems of Russian security than for their own.
In 1979 the Soviets claimed a nuclear balance existed in Europe. But
they kept deploying the SS-20 missile targeted against Western Europe.
In 1980 the Soviets again asserted that a balance existed and offered a
moratorium on new missiles. But they continued to deploy SS-20. In
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1981 they again claimed that a balance existed while renewing their offer
for a moratorium. If any of these statements were true regarding an existing
balance, the other two would, by definition, have to be wrong. The West
has deployed no new missiles during this period while the Soviets have
increased the number of SS-20 missiles by over 150.0
The framework and guidelines for an effort in arms control must encompass the altered view previously discussed, clear-cut policy goals, and
an effort to integrate the arms control initiatives with the overall security
policy. Therefore, the aims of any such TNF negotiations should be to
protect the cohesion of the Alliance in the medium to longer term, and
to promote greater assimilation by Western European societies of the role
of TNF as a part of Alliance security policy. There is simultaneously an
acute need to commence such discussions at the earliest possible moment
if for no other reason than to deflect mounting domestic criticism in
Europe.
One analyst has maintained that the establishment of a stable theater
nuclear balance will depend on the ability of the Alliance to re-establish
its credibility in the negotiations process."1
There are several pitfalls, however, which must be avoided. First,
continuance of the present SALT regime may be accompanied by a Soviet
demand for an extension of the protocol on the cruise missile. The Soviets
have indicated that they are not interested in discussing French and British
systems but want all US forward-based systems placed under consideration,
a plan which is antithetical to the American position. Second, the Soviets
might attempt to use this issue as a ploy to prolong the negotiations as
a way of frustrating the NATO decision to modernize. They will almost
surely propose a moratorium on the deployment of TNF weapons while
the talks get under way. This should be rejected by the West from the
outset. Next, there is grave concern in many areas that the likelihood of
reaching any type of agreement on theater nuclear weapons is extremely
small until a SALT accord is reached. Analysts with this view point to
the tie between the American strategic force and its commitment to Europe
if the continent is attacked by Soviet nuclear weapons as clear testimony
to this belief. Last, the United States must enter into any such negotiations
with a viable proposal. The passage of a proposal, despite the opposition
of Secretary of Defense Weinberger, by the NATO defense ministers to
scrap plans to deploy new theater nuclear weapons in Western Europe
contingent upon the withdrawal of SS-20s from Eastern Europe, clearly
70. Richard Burt, "NATO and Nuclear Deterrence," p. 2.
71. US Congress, House of Representatives Rep. Lee Hamilton speaking on US-Western European
Relations, 13 March 1981, Congressional Record, p. E1087.

MC CAUSLAND: THE SS-20 MILITARY AND POLITICAL THREAT?

shows Allied support for some type of initiative. Beginning such a series
of discussions "empty-handed" would expose the US to charges from its
NATO allies that it is not supporting the two-tracked proposal, and
would give the Soviets an enormous propaganda opportunity to drive even
deeper wedges into an already weakened alliance structure.
The Soviets will have the obvious advantage in any negotiations of
bargaining with forces-in-being against "forces-yet-to-come," and can be
expected to attempt to preclude the eventual deployment of NATO TNF.
Even with this in mind a paired set of fears seems to be developing. The
continued deployment of the SS-20 and Backfire bomber preserves and
strengthens Soviet threats to Western Europe. The evolution of the longrange cruise missile capable of a variety of launch modes from many sites,
and the emergence at the planning level of a new, extended range Pershing
II mobile ballistic missile, demonstrate clearly that the West is on the
verge of a major increase in theater-based capability which can threaten
the Soviet homeland.
A proposal recently outlined by Pierre Lellouche would seem for many
reasons to offer a fairly sound basis for opening negotiations. Under this
plan, the US and the Soviet Union would commence bilateral negotiations
under the aegis of SALT to discuss only two categories of weapons: Landbased intermediate range and medium range balistic missiles (including
Pershing, GLCM, SS-4, SS-5, and SS-20) and intermediate range bombers
(A6, FB 111, Tu22, and Tu22M, also called the Backfire). The plan
excludes for a variety of technical and political reasons a large number of
weapons systems such as submarines, short-range aircraft, and the British
and French national forces. Dr. Lellouche believes that the only way to
avoid being bogged down into the endless "bean counting" problem,
while solving the verification issue, would be to aim for the total elim72
ination of all significant long-range systems of both the superpowers.
This plan may have merit, especially since some experts have stated
that the Soviets have already shown interest in such a proposal. 73 The plan
could avoid all the problems with definitions by simply stating exactly
which systems each side proposes should be brought under negotiation
and not trying to define them. It would be consistent with US policy and
could focus the discussions on the creation of nuclear-free zones on the
continent. The verification problem would be ameliorated while the excessive difficulties with "bean counting" would be avoided. Finally, the
72. Pierre Lellouche, "Long Range Theater Nuclear Forces in Europe: Prospects for Meaningful
Negotiations," a paper presented to the Independent Commission on Disarmament and Security
Issues, Paris, March 1981, p. 14.
73. Stanley Sloan, Specialist in US Alliance Relations for the Library of Congress, Washington,
D.C., interview held at Washington, D.C., 23 April 1981.
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plan could offer the Soviets one thing that they have shown interest in
during previous discussions - damage limitation - which is not available
to them through force postures, particularly with respect to the cruise
missile.
Conclusion
The doctrine espoused by the Soviet military is nuclear in its orientation
and strives for victory through rapid offensive action. The capabilities of
the SS-20 show it to be an awesome weapon politically and a wholesale
improvement militarily over the SS-4 and SS-5. To argue that it is merely
a modernization is false. It furthermore threatens critical NATO installations while complementing the overall scheme of- Soviet military
doctrine.
Arms control in this area is highly desirable to prevent further division
in the Alliance and to give support to friendly governments that are
beginning to feel the weight of domestic turmoil over the NATO decision
to modernize. The progress of TNF can well be used as a barometer of
NATO's overall strength and vitality. Thus, curiously enough, the SS-20
may pose a larger political than military problem. It could well do more
damage to the security of the Alliance through the political divisiveness
it has generated than it might do in combat. It is important that talks
begin at the earliest moment so as to contribute to allied cohesion. The
move to the negotiating table should be accompanied by a change in
attitude toward our Soviet adversaries (especially with respect to their
military doctrine) and a more realistic appraisal of the process as a whole.
Advancement in this area of arms control can only be done by adopting
an overall view of the weapons systems to be discussed so that Soviet
capabilities, military doctrine, and targeting plans are understood. Finally
and crucially, it must be integrated as an essential part of the Alliance
Security policy.

