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D'ER'{/BQUNDESMINISTER - , )
FOR LANDES_\/ERTEIDlGUNGA ll’l?ﬁ det Bellagen zu den Stenographischen Pratakollen

des Nationalrates XV, Gesctzgcbungsperiode

GZ 10 072/647-1.1/82

Stand der konventionellen
Riistung in Ost und West;

Anfrage der Abgeordneten = . 2036 IAB

Dipl.-Vw. Dr. STEINER und ' ‘

Genossen an den Bundesmi~- 1982 -1i- 0 9

nister fiir Landesverteidi-

gung, Nr. 2097/J Zu 1037‘ IJ
Herrn

Prdsidenten des
Nationalrates

Parlament
1017 Wien

In Beantwortung der seitens der Abgeordneten zum
Nationalrat Dipl.-Vw. Dr. STEINER und Genossen am

5. Oktober 1982 an mich gerichteten Anfrage Nr. 2097/J,
betreffend Stand der konventionellen Riistung in Ost

und West, beehre ich mich folgendes mitzuteilen:

Da die vorliegende Anfrage keine "Gegenstdnde der
Vollziehung” (§ 90 des Geschdftsordnungsgesetzes
1975, BGBl.Nr. 410) des Bunaesministers fir Landes-
verteidigung betrifft, bitte ich um Verstdndnis, daf
ich von einer Beantwortung dieser Anfrage absehe. Ich
darf aber darauf verweisen, daB zum gegenstdndlichen
Fragenkomplex ausfiihrliche Literatur verdffentlicht
wurde; als Beispiel ist ein Auszug aus "The Military
Balance - 1982/83"'des international hochangesehenen
International Institute for Strategic Studies in der

Anlage beigeschlossen.

4 . November 1982

Anlage &%"{Z&l{
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The East=West Conventional Balance in Europe

Any assessment of the military balance between
~a10 and the Warsaw Pact involves comparison
of the deploved strengths of both men and equip-
ment and of reinforcement potential, consider-
ation of gualnative characteristics, of factors such
as geographical advantages, military technology,
deployment, training and logistic support, and of
differences in national doctrine and philosophy. It
must be set within the context of the sirategic
nuclearbalance, of military forces world-wide and,
in particular, of the relatve sirengths of the navies
and long-range air forces of both sidcs.

Certain elements in the equation change very
little over time. Warsaw Pact equipment. doctrine
and procedures are standardized, whereas those of
NATO are not, despite long-standing atiempts 1o
improve interoperability and encourage umiform-
ity. The Pact’s advantages in flexibility and logistic
support will be obvious, as will the geographical
advantages which permit it 10 remnforce any of its
fronts on interior lines and. 1n almost every case,
overland. The West has hitherto rehied on its
superior technology and - although there 1s evi-
dence that the East has been catching up and. in
some 1nstamres, has actually overtaken the West -
some Western advantage sul' remaimns, though thas
is now much smaller thanit was,

The question of balance, as a practical calcul-
ation, begins by a companson of the relative num-
erical strengths of each side. and this is shown in
the table at the end of this essay.

Manpower

The total numbers of men in uniform in the armed’
forces of the countries which compnse NATO and |

the Warsaw Pact are given in the table, as are the
ground force figures. Yet much of this manpower
will be emploved elsewhere than in Europe - parti-
cularly in the case of the United States and the
Soviet Union - and so figures are given for the
ground forces in place in Europe. (For conven-
wence, Europe in this case is assumed to exclude the
ternitory of the Soviet Union.) However, in the
event of hostilitieserupting or threatening to erupt.
two kinds of augmentation can take place: first,
standing forces.not in Europe can be moved there;
second. reserve forces can be mobihized either for
combat in place or in order to be moved to Europe
by external powers. A fotal reserve figure can be as-
sessed but, as with standing manpower, not all
thest reserves would be allocated to Europe - par-
ticularly, again, of non-European powers.

Formations

Totals for the numbers and types of divisions and
division-equivalents in place and manned in time
of peace are shown in the table. Estimates of the

numbers of divisions existing in peacetim¢e which
are not in Europe but are presumed 1o be cat-
marked for it as reinforcements prior toc mobihi-
zalion, and of the number of divisions or divisionr-
equivalents on both sides which could be added 10
the order of battle on maobilization and earmarked
for the European Theatre, are also listed.

Some qualifications and explanations are neces-
sary. First. divisions on the two sides, and within
the two sides, are very unequal both in strengths
and cquipment holdings. Second, the assumption
1s made that only European Military Districts of
the Soviet Union (see p.15) would n fact provide
forces for the European Theatre. Third, territornial
defence units have been excluded from the figures
in the table. Fourth, rates of mobilization and of
forward movement would not be equal. A Nor-
wegtan brgade mobihized in place should be ready
for defence long before a Soviet division could be
mobihized around Lemingrad and moved 1o attack
1. On the other hand, an Amencen division based
in the conunental United States and without
equipment preposttioned 1n Europe wiltin all Hike-
lihood be slower to move into action than a Soviet
division from Belorussia Fifth, Europe is divided
into distinet areas of posabie confronmtation where
locat balances may look very diflerent to the over-
all baiance and wherc, parucularly on the NATO
side. communications between battlefronts will
prove very diflicult. As a simphfication in this
analysis, NATO has been divided into North and
Central Europe. on the one hand, and Southemn
Europe (lialy, Greece and Turkey), on the other.
Finally, substantial combat elements are held out-
side divisional establishments and are not listed.

Equipment

Equipment holdings can be broken down into cate-
gones. The comphcating factors are that total
holdings of equipment do not necessarily match
what 1s in divisional establishments (there are
cquipment  resenves, non-divisional units and
stockpiies), and not all equipment will be in
theatre at the outbreak of hostilities. In the case of
Soviet formations moving from the Western
LISSR, they will be expected to take their full unit
inventones. In the case of Amencan reinforcing
formauons, some plan to equip themselves from
stockpiles in Europe. For these reasons, the table
includes for cach side only the total holdings of
cquipment known or estimated to be in Europe. As
a separatec category, estimates of the additional
equipment presumed to come with Soviet reinforc-
ing divisions moved to Europe have also been in-
cluded; these figures are shown with a + sign below
the line for USSR and in Pact total figures. Two
ratios for equipment are given: one without rein-
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forcement and one after Soviet divisions have rein-
forced the Pact in Europe.

Naval Forces .

The assessment lists the numbers of vessels pre-

sumed to be in the Atlantic, Channel, North Sea
and Mediterranean for NATO and, for the Warsaw
Pact, the Soviet Northern, Baliic and Black Sea
Fleets, together with nor-Soviet Pact vessels in the
Baltic and Black Seas Soviet naval forces in the
Mediterranean are drawn from the Black Sea Fleet
or, in the case of submannes, from the Northern
Fleet. As with ground furce equipment. there are
great dispanties within categones, both with res-
pect to capabihity and ape. In the case of naval or
maritime aircraft, classification by type is neces-
sarily somewhat arbitrany but conforms to the
nomenclature used in the country entnes. The
figures include both land- and sca-based aircrafi
withaclear mantime 10le 1n the above sea areas

Air Forces

Assessment of land attach arrcraft and fighters (in-
cluding armed helicopiers) requires similar as-
sumptions to those made in the case of ground
forces. The figures for US aircraft are for those
based in Europe and do not 1ale account of
possible reinforcemcenis fiom the continenta! US:
the Soviet fipures show a possible augmentation of
frontal aviation fromi the Western mihitary districts
as a result of remnforcement. These figures are
necessanly estimated In the case of bombers. in
parnticular, the question of aliocation to the nuclear
role 1s imponant. An assessment of nuclear sys-
temsis given in the Table on p. 136, and the figures
given here arc for all medium-range bombers,
regardless of whether or not they might be reserved
for nuciear dehivery I 15 necessary 1o siress the
point that the increasying number of mulu-role wir-
craft on both sides tends to make mussion dis-
tinctions otiosc. Aircrafi intended primanty for
ground attack often have a himited sell-defence
capability, but national terminology separates the
standard air-supenionity fighter and the nter-
ceptor, and this distinction has beenapphed

Defining the Combat Zonc

The Northern and Central European sectors are
shown as one entity. Yet this is inevitably an in-
complete notion. Norwegian defences. for exam-
ple, are pulled in two directions. The land forces
have as thesr main responsibility the proteztion of
the northemn approaches 1o the country and 1hey
have either deploycd or planio deploy virtually all
their active field forces to the north because the
Soviet formations in the northern Leningrad Mili-
tary District posc a substantial potential threat.
The Norwegian Navy must assipgn its Jarger vessels
to support the coastal flank of the forces in Norh-
ern Norway; but the Soviet Baltic Fleet poses a

www.parlament.gv.at

threat to Southern Norway, foraing the Navy 1o
attend also to that area The A Force has 1o be
prepared 1o support both sectons Schlesws,
Holstein, although also pant of NATO's Nontherr
Command, mus! anticipate attach from East Ge:-
many.

NATO’s Southern Flank is even more divided
ltaly must contest any Pact threat from Central
Europe towards the central Mediterranean basin.
Greece and Turkey must beiween them defend
Thrace and the Aegean Sea and its air space, while
Turkey must also defend her border 1n the
Caucasus. This means that NATO has 10-be prc-
pared to fight here on three widely separated
fronts. each with its own tactical challenges and
each with its own peculiar supply requirements
Y et 1t 1s impossible, without making a numbe; of
assumptions, 1o forecast the size and compositiorn
of the forces on both sides which would be assigned
to those three fronts during hostilities. Pact forces
inthe south-western sector and threatening Thrace
and the Dardanelles would be based on the South-
ern Group of Forces — Hungary, Bulgana and
Romama plus the Soviet formations — perhaps
supported by formations from the Carpathian and
QOdessa Mihtany Districts. The south-eastern
sector, threatening Eastern Turkey, would be the
responsibility of the Trans-Caucasus MD, and res-
enves for this front_would most probably come
from the North Caucasus MD. Trans-Caucasus Mi»
1s also responsible for the border with Iran.

Mubilization

The rate at which nations can mobilize will de-
pend upon the system adopted, staff procedures
and competence. distances and the transport facil-
e available The rate at which nations wilf
mobilize wili depend on the warning received. on
the pobucal will to mobihize, on the abibty to
makc decisions and put them into effect, and on
how far enemy action obstructs mobilization.

The Warsaw Pact has mamiained a reserve
based uporn larpe numbers of consenipts who have
completed their penad of obhigatory service Tne
Soviei Union 11 parucular uses the Mibtary
Distnct orgamzation {ur recalling and placing
reservists 1nto skelcion formations for war. The
hmnations of Sowviet internal communications
might make it difficult to switch divisions from one
pant of the USSR 10 another, but the links betweer.
the central USSR and the borders are more than
adeyguate for rapid movement towards potential
battlefronts soJong as they stay free from attach

Within Europe many countries can mobilize in
place, although very many distinctively different
methods are adopted. In the casé of Britain, move-
ment to the mainland of Europe is less easy and s
Liable to interdiction. Those countries which must
move reinforcements across the Atlantic clearly
face the possibility of serious interruption. Finally,
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12 must be noted that the United States. Bnitain and
Canada do not have a pool of trained reserve man-
power comparable to that available to other
nations which have universal conscniption.

Commonality and Technology

The accompanying table shows that the Warsaw
Pact enjoys numerical advantage in virtually all
categones of weapons shown. the notable excep-
tions being in crew-served anti-lank missiles, a
number of naval vesse} types and some naval air-
craft. What 1s not shown by these figures 1s a pn-
mary advantage emjoyved by the Warsaw Pact,
namely that the weapons 10 service, and the et
ical doctrines for their use. are common throurh-
out the Pact. NATO. in muarhed contrast, sutlers
from doctones which are by no means dentical
and from a wide vanety of evervthing from weapon
systems to support vehicles. with consequent
duplication of supply systems and some difficutties
of interoperability.

The question of technological superonty is 1m-
possible to answer without the test of combat In
general, however. Soviet equipment 1s thought to
be rugged, relatively immune to mishandling and

apparently rehable. However, crew comfort and .

safety standards are significantly lower than those
demanded 1in the West. While these factors may
not be detnmental to efliciency over the shon
term, under the stress of combat the accident rate
could rise and eff:ciency dechine rather severely.

Logistics

NATO’s logistic system 1s based almost entirely on
national supply lines, and the difficulties are com-
pounded by lack of standardization between
nations and by lack of central co-ordination. In
these respects 1t 1s inferior to that of the Warsaw
Pact. Certain NATO countnes, too, still lack
sufficient spares and ammumtion. Some Pact
nations may also suffer from shortages, but the fact
that their equipment is standardized would enable
them to restock more quickly. The Soviet logistic
svstemn, which uses 2 mix of rail, road and pipeline,
has been greatly improved in recent years.

Air Power

The Warsaw Pact has long contemplated the use of
surface-to-surface  missiles to  deliver high-
explosive, nuclear and chemical warheads against
targets deep in enemy rear arcas. However, the
Soviet Union is also increasing her inventory of
modern fighter-bombers and these pose an increas-
ingly significant long-range threat. In terms of Pact
defence against air attack, a large number of inter-
ceptors must be added to an impressive array of
surface-to-air missiles and -antillery pieces. It is
clear that in war NATO air forces would face a for-

midable task in maintaining air support for the

NATO ground forces on the European battlefield.

tad

The Warsaw Pactcontrues o enion the onel s
of standardized arcraft semvicing and handling
facilities. Altnough ils aircrall cannot generaln
operate from unimproved runways, there are a
very large number of modemn airfields availahle
with hardened aircrafi shelters. NATO, on the other
hand, still suffers from too few airfields and 100
many types of aircraft, although considerable im-
provements have been made in interoperabihty
and in hardening airfields. NATO probably still en-
joys a measure of overall electronic supenionty and
may e¢njoy a somewhat greater flexibility in com-
mand and control in combat conditions. but
electronic counter-measures are being emphasized
by thie Pact, and tend 1o negate NATO's advantage.

Summniary

The numencal balunce over the last 20 years has
slow iy but steadily moved in favour of the East. At
the sume time the West has largely lost the tech-
nological edge which allowed NATO to believe that
quahbity could substitute for numbers. One cannot
necessarily conclude fronm: this that NATO would
sufler defeat in war, but one can conclude that
there nas been sufficient danger 1n the trend to re-
quire remedies.

Assessing the balance between NATO and the
Warsaw Pact based on comparisons of manpower,
combat units or equipment contains a large
element of subjectivity. In the first place, the Pact
has supenority in some areas and NATO in others,
and there is no fully sausfactory way to compare
these asymmetncal advantages. Tank superionity
can be negated by combinations of many different
kinds of anti-tank-systems. Secondly, it is not
possible to reduce to numbers such qualitative fac-
tors as training. morale, leadership, tactical initi-
ative, terrain and geographical advantage, all of
which are vitally significant 1in warfare. Thirdly,
there is ne agreement as to the form and scope that
any hostilities which might break out would be
Likely to take. Such an assessment would have a
vilal bearing on the composition of the forces in-
volved, resupply stocks, reinforcements and many
other considerations. The table which forms pan
of this presentation atiempts to distinguish bet-
ween forces 1n being and those which might be
rmadc available over the longerterm. It can pass no
judgements as to the reliability of the forces or the
pohtical will and cohesion of the two alhiances.

The overall balance continues to be such as to
make military aggression a highly nisky under-
taking. Though tacuical redeployments could pro-
vide a local advantage in numbers sufficient to
allow an attacker to believe that he might achieve
tactical success, there would still appear be
insuflicient overall strength on either side to guar-
antee victory. The consequences for an attacker
would be unpredictable, and the nsks, particularly
of nuclear escalation, incalculable.
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. Comparicon of NATO and Warsaw Pact Manpower and Lquipment E
Ranios Non.
NATO (less US) Naro Europe. Total naro: Soviet
N. Europe®  S. Europe uUs Total Poct Poct Total USSR Pact
Manpower (000) . .
Total manpowerinuniform 1,670 1,211 2,117 4,998 1:1.67 1.04:1 4,821 3,705 1.116
Reserves (all services) 2,050 2,129 900 5,079 1:1.71 1141 7.138 5,200 1,018
Total ground forces 998 931 791 2,720 1136 104]) 2618 1.825 791
Totalground forcesin 975 931 219 2,125 1.15:1 1.281 1,664 871y 793
Europe (incl Trans
Caucasus)
Divisions¢ '
Divsin Europe and Tk i8 4/, 2 24/ 29 15 14
mannedin pcacetime  Mech 11 6%/ 2 20 49 26 23
Other 91/ 30 0 39y 1 ! 0
Divs manned and Tk 1 1 2 4 1 |: 0
available forimmedi-  Mech 0 0 3 3 i ld 0
ate reinforcement Other 1y 6 2/ 9 6 6 0
Extradivs availableon Tk 0 0 3 3 25 231 21
mobilizing reserves Mech s 0 k172 4 59 44 15
Other 22 8 8 38 4 0 4
Ground Force Equipment
in battle tank 7,531 7,098 3,000 17,629 1:1.87 1:1.55  27.300 13,000 14,300
Mainbattle tanks (1:264) (+19.200)  (+19,200%)
) 4,100 5.167 $62 9.829 1:0.1 1:1.05 10,300 $,000* 5.300*
Arty, MRL . (1:2.07) (+10.000)  (+10.000*4)
Ml hers 163 96 144 403 1:239 1:1.54 620 272 4R
Sswlaunche (1324)  (685)  (+6859 |
850 146 0 996 1:1.99 - 1,978 678 1.300*
ATkguns . (1:3.74) - (+1,746) (+1.74649)
A ! hers - 3,000* 1,000% 644 4,644 2.78:1 3.23:1 1,437 287 1.1%0*
:Sr\teg;mc ersferew (2.55:1) (+385) (+385%9)
. 3,500* 1,587 120 5,207 142:1 1.45:1 3,586 1.086* 2.500*
Ah guns (1:1.25) (+2,900) (+2.900447)
. 71,202 280 180 1,662 1:2.13 1:.90 3,151 1,7514 1.400*
SA;:.-?:J;CWS (erew 120 i (1:3.79) (+3.142)  (+3,14254)
Naval Units
Submarines: cruise missile 0 0 0 0 - - 54 54 0
attack 100 38 46 184 1.06:1 1.27:1 174 166 8
Carriers 6 ! 6 13 1.75:1 3.25:1 4 4 0
Cruisers’ 1 2 128 15 1:9.00 1:1.80 27 27t 0
Destroyers : 4?2 32 358 109 1.36:1 2.06:1 53 s2¢ 1
Frigates : 1l 37 276 175 1341 1.58:1 1 107¢ 4
Corveltes/large patrol eraft 56 67 0 123 1.03:1 1.03:1 i19 604 59
FACMAP) 135 74 3 212 1:198 1195 414 2000 - 214
Mcwm’ 214 83 3 300 J:1.36 1:1.35 405 2648 141
Amphibious® 180 191 33 404 1.80:1 1.96:1 206 1242 82
Naval and Maritime Aircraft . .
Bombers . 0 0 0 0 - - 280 280 0
Attack 90 0 204* 294 1:147 2.23:1 132 904 42
Fighters 1 0 126* 157 - - 0 0 0
Asw 16® 20 - 60° 96 1:347 1:1.30 125 125 0
. MR/ECM 168 .22 84? 274 2.71:1 3911 70 60 10
Asw hel - 147 125 36° 308 1.58:1 1.79:1 172 160* 12
Land Attack Aircraftand Fighters!
Bombers 88 0 0 88 - 1:483 - 425 425 0
FGa 1,069 758 528 2,355 1.08:1 1.40:1 1,685 1,100* 585
. (1:1.10) (+900) (+900%)
Fighters . 42 0 96 138 1:16.7 1:.5.07 700 7008 0
(1:12.3) (+1,000) {+1,000%) .
Interceptors 407 207 0 614 1:7.14 - 4,382 2,880 1,502
Reconnaissance’ 213 96 36 348 1:183 1:1.63 564 4004 164
(1.2.79) {(+400) (+400%
Armed hel 460/ LY 3300 799 1:163 1.05:1 756 700 56
[+180%  [+460") {+650) (+650%)

®Inctudes French forces and Canadian forces in Europe, but not Spanish forces.

b Estimated fhgures.

€Tk’ includes tank and armoured divs; *Mech® includes mechanized. motonzed

* Field forces only; PVO-Strany would provide additional ap cqmpm:nl
JIncludes support eraft and inshore boats.
¥ Alltypes.

and motor rifle: "Other inciudes airbome, airportable, mountain, amphibious and

hightinfantry. Structure, readiness have been re-evaluated since the 198 1-2 edition,

9From western and southermn European USSR.
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Ocl aircraflare not included in these totals.
* Includes Ew/ECM aircrall,
/Known totals. Figures in square brackets show additional potentiai armed hel.
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