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Pact exercises and writings since at least the early sixties
imply no significant role for the chemical troops in the wartime
employment of toxic chemical agents and munitions as opposed to
supporting their use by the combined arms forces. However,
chemical land mines, if they are still to be used by the Pact,
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could be employed by chemical units. Additionally, chemical
troops presumably would be involved in the ground-based spraying
of pofsonous or incapacitating gas, particularly from

M%io? vehicles, if such operations were required. _
90

i troop training is des1gned to
‘amiliar1ze personnel with the effects of “weapons of mass
destruction” and with the use of individual protective equipment
and unit reconnaissance and decontamination equipment. Chemical
troop units receive extensive classroom training and also
exercise their decontamination and detection skills in field
exercises in the USSR and in Eastern Europe and at spec1a1

chemical training centers, wher Teast two weeks
of major training each year. (92)

Potential Use of Chemical Weapons in the European Battlefield:

The First UUse Question

Soviet “declaratorv” policv for chemical weapons has for

% been one ot = ST u - “hat the >oviets actuatly plan
to do or would do under w conditions might well he
different, but would be determined at the highest level of the
Soviet leadership. The Soviet policy regarding first use of
chemicals is not only a public policy: it is seen in exercises
and instructional materials provided to students at high-level
Soviet military academies, This may reflect Moscow's concern
regarding compliance--or at least the appearance of compliance--
with treaty obligations under the 1925 Geneva Protocol, which
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prohibits the "use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other

“?f all analogous 1iquids, materials, or devices." SN
158)

Evidence concerning Soviet enunciation af a “no first use®
policy for internal military consumption dates from the pre-WWII
period. A 1939 Soviet Air Force regulation, “The Chemical Arm of
Red Army Air Forces," noted that:

"The Army of the Red Workers and Farmers shall not resort to
the use of chemical warfare agents and weapons unless first
used by the enemy. ‘'We will not, and have not the right to

be surprised. . ., but should the aggressor dare to attack

our people with chemical warfare agents, we shall retaliate by
employing the terrible chemicals on him.' (K.E. Voroshilov)"

A 1941 Soviet General Staff directive, “The Chemical Arm in
Combat and Qperation," similarly asserted that the Soviet Air
Force would not be the first to use chemical warfare agents.
(159)

Thus, hy the 19805,
use chemical and nuclear weapons had Been =

rs

interpreted to mean no first use unless there was clear, direct
evidence of enemy preparations to use such weapons. .

"Retalfation™ apparently could be undertaken before

response to enem

f recent infarmatian ag Eg;ﬁ foﬁﬂﬁiiﬁ yse of
chemicais makes it hard to detarmjne what the current
1) a ~ T

interpretation of the “no firs S & ay b
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In the nuclear arena at least-

-where the USSR also has made a pledge of “no first use“~-the

Soviets clearly have become concerned in recent ysars that they
might not have sufficient time to preempt. Hence a
recent emphasi g "1a 3 i arning” g

relatively

Direct Evidence of First Use in “"Conventional" War

Sgviet gffical oronouncements an the *no first use” of
chemjcal weapons asjde, the whole cuestion of Pact first use on
the ponnyciear Barrinafiald 1< z??nctei Bv the genera ambiquities
0 n vidence of the potential Pact use of chemicals. There

are often ambiguities 1nvaiving the scenario or context for Pact
offensive use of chemicals, and there have been many problems in

iiiiiiiiiing the data because of difficulties in terminology.
The overwhelming m it f p iti ified

military writings gem _to

1ink Pact wes nf ~homiral weanang to the puclear nhase of combat

operations. There have been some references over the years--
5&Tﬁ$??1y‘in the 1960s--to apparent Pact use of chemicals befaore
the nuclear threshold had been crassed., Most of these have been

at least ambiguous, hether the Pact was the first
to use chemicals,

For example, in the early~to-mid-sixties, some Pact
classified writings discussed the combined use in certain
tactical situations of chemical and conventjonal weapons without
mentioning the use of nuclear weapons. These cases, however,
seem to have envisioned an overall context of nuclear warfare
which, at that time, the Pact normally assumed would commence at
the inception of hostilities with NATO. Pact writers and plans
lauded the advantage of delivering chemical and high explosive
munitions together. Chemical projectiles often were discussed as
being available for “conventional” artillery. That is, they
could be delivered by a weapon which was intended as a
“conventional means of destruction" in contrast to tactical and
operational tactical missiles, which were primarily "nuclear
means of destruction". However, this does not mean that delivery
of chemicals by “conventional™ artillery would necessarily occur
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Mionﬂ rather than a nuclear phase of combat .15 -

In most examples from classified writindas on Pa

162

15

It should be noted that Pact forces during the 1960s--and well into the
seventies-~had not yet fielded “nuclear artillery” or nuclear projectiles for

their “conventional artillery," al shells were their most potent
artillery-delivered ordnance.

16 Whereas the USSR ratified the 1925 feneva Protocol shortly after it was
written, the US did not ratify the Protocol, and thus officially foreswear
first use of chemicals until 1975. As a result, from the Soviet perspective,
there would have been some reason for concern about US first use of chemicals,
throughout the sixties and into the seventies.
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Chemicals as Weapons of Mass Destruction

The Case Against. The vast majority of Pact writings
clearTy class chemicals as weapons of mass destruction. In the
eXamples, Qeriveq primarily Trom classitied Pact writings from
the early sixties through the early seventies, of potential Pact
offensive use of chemicals on the nonnuclear battlefield, there
are, however, a very few suggestions that the Pact might consider
chemical weapons, per se, to be "conventional weapons.” In most
of the small numbers of cases where the Pact might have used
chemicals in nonnuclear warfare, they were to have been used in

association with conventiona --but uyere clearly
differentiated from them. '

Mgst of the other references directly linking chemical

munitions to conventional weapons are related to artillery, date
from tne eariy-to-mid-sixties, and refer to Use in _a nuclear

. Interestingly, while most of these references also
Tumped nuclear and chemical missiles together as weapons of mass
destruction, there are suggestions in some of the older
references that chemical artillery ammunition--at least at that

time--might not in been considered as a weapon of
mass destruction, (165)
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Various sources in past years have also equated
chemical weapons with “conventional® or “ordinary" weapons, but
there usually is some ambiguity. For instance, in the early
sixties--again, for the most part when war was assumed to be
nuclear from its inception--Penkovskiy, in The Penkovskiy Papers,
claimed that:
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“. . . chemical shells and missiles may be considered
just ordinary weapons available to the military
commander, to be routinely used by him when the
situation calls for it.* (169)

Penkovskiy base his assertion, however, on materials that treat
chemical missiles in the context of nuclear war-fighting, in
which chemical and nuclear weapons would be a routine aspect.
Thi also, in part, explain Penkovskiy's additional,
assertion that Soviet artillery units in the early

ipped with chemical shells--at the
(170)

gun sites.

Use Before a Nuclear Strike. A number of other classified
writings from the sixties advocated the use of chemical strikes
immediately in advance of nuclear strikes to destroy main enemy
groups during meeting engagements. It is not entirely clear
though, from these examples, whether the initial nuclear strike--
against enemy nuclear delivery means--had already occurred. In
most examples, the evidence suggests that this was likely. These
writings indicated that attacks with chemical weapons and
ordinary weapons could he launched first, during the initial or
subsaquent phases of preparatory fire to bunch up the enemy's
main and reserve groupings by hitting their Jead columns and
crossings. This would create favorable conditions for delivering
nuclear attacks particularly in grouped strikes by nuclear
missiles which would attain the greatest destruction of the
anemy, while maximizing the effectivenesi of the., then limjted

be 3 W 3 availa & 25X 1

TCS~-5548/83

58



L

37

TCS-5548/83




60

(173)

Perhaps the most pointed of these examples is a writing from
the Tate sixties which discusses naval combat operations
employing only conventional means of destruction. It notes that
a "modern” nuclear war might begin and be waged for a period of
time with the opposing sides using conventional means of
destruction alone. All other factors heing equal, during
nonnuclear combat ‘actions the side that is better equipped with
more sophisticated conventional weapons would have the
advantage. Then, the writing gives an example based on the
number of fire support ships and frontal aviation aircraft needed
to support the opposed amphibious landing of a reinfaorced Pact
motorized rifle division. Three options utilizing frontal
aircraft are noted:

-~ Bombers with O0KHAB-100 (i.e,, chemical) bombs.

-- Bombers with RBK-259 bombs containing cluster bomblets of
the fragmentation and antitank variety--i.e., ardinary
bombs.,

--Mwith rocket and cannon armaments. (175)

Various Pact sources have clearly indicated that the “OKHABR"
nomenclature refers to one of at least three different classes of
chemical bombs, one of which has a combined fragmentation-
chemical effect and is known to be filled with the nerve agent
Savin. The nomenclature clearly indicates that these are not
incendiary, illumination, photo or night flash, or night signal
-~ (Wh1§h are known to have different designators.

176
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Thera are other, considerably more amhiguous, references to
chemical bombs for nonnuclear operations in other writings. For
instance, one late sixties document about a front offensive
operation employing only conventional means of destruction but
under constant threat of enemy use of nuclear weapons, noted that
bomber and fighter-bomber aircraft would have a key role in such
an operation. Their use of new combat means-~particularly of the
incendiary type, could have a considerable effect. The favorably
writing evaluated the effectiveness of incendiary bombs in
comparison with air-lTaunched rockets and also chemical bambs.
According to the writing, to neutralize one motorized infantry
company on the march or in its area of concentration would
require:

-=- Six MIG~17 aircraft with OKHAR=250 or OKHAB-235 bombs
(1.e., Savin-filled chemical bombs).
-- Fourteen SU-7B aircraft with S-S5 or S-24 rockets.

-~ Only one orMcraft with ZAB-360 incendiary
(177)

canisters.
The chemical bombs may have been included here merely to show the
relative effectiveness of incendiary weapons, but the implication
seems to be that all three types of weapons (chemical bombs, air-

launched rockets, and bs) could be available in a
nonnuclear conflict.
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Yet another writing from the mid-1960s about civil defense 5
discussed the possibility of a non-nuclear war. It noted that
aircraft and missile technology developments ensured that strikes
could be delivered against any area of the world and that modern
means of destruction, essentially chemical and biological means,
were enormously effective. It asserted that, even in the event
of nuclear disarmament, a modern civil defense structure would be
necessary. Thus, in our view, the writing, defending the
continued importance of civil defense, is referring to NATO
strategic use of chemical and biclogical agents even if nuclear

weapaons were abolished and of chemicals an the
conventional battlefield. (181)

g et e

e T a4

References in Pact writin i missiles in 2 1
nonnuclear environment have been :-
scarcer than those involving artc ery and aircraft. Another o

example from the late 1960s appeared in a classified discussion F
of the missile technical support needed in a front offensive Y
operation before the use of nucliear weapons. It noted such
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support was extremely complex because of the requirement for
maintaining the rocket troops in constant readiness to deliver an
initial massed nuclear and chemical strike in tha event of a
transition to nuclear operations, and for supplying the troops
with conventional or chemically armed missiles for other
missions. It seems to imply that at least some chemica? missiles
might be used for specific missions berore th
operations w
(183)

Finally, there were a number of references in the sixties
contrasting chemical and conventional weapons with nuclear
weapons or merely linking chemical with conventional weapons.
These writings largely appeared to refer to a nuclear context,
however, or were too ambiguous to shed any light. A linkage of
chemical and conventional weapons, in contrast to nuclear
weapons, could result from emphasis on using the two types of
weapons together to maximize their combined effects, Similarly,
a contrasting of nuclear with chemical and conventional weapons
also might have occurred in tacft acknowledgement of the
significant differences in capability between missile/nuclear
weapons and all other types of munitions. O0One definitive Pact
writing from the late 1960s clearly stated that nuclear weapons
were the basis of any method of conducting an operation and that
chemical weapons and conventional means of destruction, which
supplement nuclear strikes, are employed to rout major enemy
groupings. Lastly, chemical and conventional weapons could well
have been lumped together during the sixties in part because baoth
were needed to ma encies in the availability of
nuclear weapons. (184)

The Case For Chemicals as Weapons of Mass Destruction. In
contrast to the relatively small sample of Pact writings which
ambiguously discuss chemical use in a nannuclear conflict, the
vast bulk of Pact classified writings from the early sixties
until the mid-seventies, when references to offensive chemical
use largely ceased to appear, treat chemical weapons, along with

nuclear ones, as weapons of mass destruction in a nuclear
context . ENEECNNN

These writings generally contrast the use of of mass
destruction with the use of conventional means of destruction
during nonnuclear war, Most of the writings clearly indicate
that by conventional means of destruction they refer to weapons
with conventional explosive charges. One Pact writing from the
late 1960s, in contrasting combat operations employing nuclear
and chemical weapons with those using only conventional means of
destruction, noted that in the latter case conventionally-armed
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missiles would be used. According to the writing, missile
warheads could be filled with conventional explosive charges,
napalm-type incendiary mixtures, or devices for radio and radar
jamming, Cluster-type warheads filled with fragmentation or
incendiary materials were noted as a promising development. At

no paint in the writing dication that chemical
warheads would be used, (185)

A similar theme appears in various other Pact writings,
including some from the late seventies. These are definitive
writings about the use of rocket troaops and artillery at the
start of combat in which only conventional means of destruction
are used. They note that in nonnuclear combat, the Pact would
strike the enemy by means of massed strikes with conventionally-
armed (cluster-type) missiles or with artillery. There is no

indication warnheads or shells were to be
included. (184)

A number of Pact writings dating from the late sixties
explicitly exclude a massive, decisive surprise use of chemicals
on the conventional battiefield. These writings stress the
Timitations in power and depth of effect of both sides'
conventional means of destruction and compare these to nuclear
and chemical weapons., These writings further assert that because
combat actions in the nonnuclear period are hased on the
employment of conventional means of destruction alone, it is
impaossible to inflict a decisive defeat on an enemy
simultaneously over the entire depth of h1s d1spos1twon or *o
drast1ca1 and quickly change the ba 2

In a similar vejn. these writings assert that if a war

should be unleashed without the use of nuclear--or "nuclear and
chemfcal“~-weapans, the principal means af destruction would be
artitlery and aviation. as well as fire and attacks Dy tanks.

Aviation would make extensive use of incendiary weapons. Agadin

there 75 no suggestion t anv use pT chemicais was -
envisioned. 138)

One of the most specific pieces of evidence refuting the
concept that chemicals would be used on the canventional
battlefield is a sensitive Pact writing from the late sixties
which describes a methodology for evaluating the balance of air
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forces between NATO and the Pact. The writing noted that an
evaluation of the strike-capability of the opposing air forces
had to take into account the employment of nuclear warheads and
chemical and conventional means of destruction., However, the
writing asserted that nuclear warheads and chemical units of fire

were not to be included in calculatin r the balance
of farces in the nonnuclear period. (189)

Perhaps equally important fs the treatment given ta
chemical, i.e., special, weapons by a most authoritative Pact
document concerning frontal operations dating from the mid-
seventies, which is supported by instructional materials provided
to non-Soviet officers attending the Saviet Genaral Staff Academy
tn 1975. 1In each of these cases--which as a whole provide some
of the most recent definitive information on Pact chemicals--

strikes with ch re discussed only in the context
of nuclear war, (190)

In the Pact document mentioned above, “special" weapons,
specifically including munitions filled with poisonous chemical
agents, were directly linked with nuclear weapons and addressed
only in those sections dealing with nuclear warfighting. At no
time were "special® weapons addressed in the context of
conventional operations although the use of missiles with
conventional ¢luster warheads, combat helicopters, and incendiary
devices was discussed. Also, in the sections dealing with
nuclear war and the employment of nuclear and “special" weapons,
the use of chemical munitions clearly was addressed in connection
with the breakthrough of fortified areas and the neutralization
of pillboxes, However, in the sections dealing with conventional
operations, it was noted that the special feature of the
breakthrough of fortified areas consisted chiefly in the
difficulty of destroying pillboxes with conventional weapons.
This document then details these means--large-caliber guns,
flamethrowers, and special engineering equipment-~but there was
no indication that chemical "special" weapons were included.
Finally, in discussing the transition to combat operations with
the use of nuclear weapons, the document asserts that upon
receipt of the front commander's instructions to prepare for
immediate use of nuclear weapons, it was necessary--if not
already done--to supply Pact units with nuclear missiles,
ammunition, and bombs and to hring “special” ammunition to the
artillery and mortar firing positions. This last assertion
ciearly implies that chemical munitions might not he available to

Mefwe ‘preparation to commence nuclear operations.
(191)
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never seen any
exercise scenario in which the Pact notionally used

use only during a nuclear phase, In fact
that in peacetime the Poles have neither chemica
warheads--both of which they would need to receive from the
Soviets, This, of itself, would suggest it is unlikely that the
Pact plans to conduct a massﬁve decisive surprise attack with

—  chemicals, at least tages of a conventional war
in Central Europe. (193)

chemicals duri nal phase of a war--nor ver

heard of one. these weapons are considered

weapons of mass destruction and §9v1et doctrine calli fir iiiii
nor nuclear

17 a Targe percentage of the known exercises, prvmarw]y durwng the 1960s,
which featured Pact offensive use of chemical olved Pg
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Transition to the lUse of Weapons of Mass Nestruction. Over
the years, Pact doctrine as reflected in classified writings, has
referred in differing ways to the various phases of a war with
NATO. Initially, in the fifties and at least early sixties, Pact
writers believed that war most likely would begin with massed
nuclear strikes., Later, tne 11keli1nood or a conventignal phase
of operations beaanl to be raised. References to conventional war
versus nuclear war were frequent, in Pact documents, although
these continued to acknowledge the possibility that war could

begin with massed use of nuclear weapons. Begipnging in the mid-
sixties, and appearing with greater efq*%%&
sgyenties, we see references to the 1 ed, ;

réstricted use of nuclear weapons O WEAPONS OT WaSs

destruction. This change in Soviet doctrine was closely tied in
to knruschev's fall which reversed the decline of conventional
forces and to changes in US warfighting strategy. As recently as
the mid-to-tate seventies, haowever, it was noted that war could

begin with massed nuclear strikes, with limi eapons of
mass destruction, or without their use. (225)
Continued references not just to a “nuclear phase,® but also
to a “weapons of mass destruction phase"” in genera] war and to
limited use of "weapons of mass destruction,” as well as the
“limited use of nuclear weapons," suggest that once a decision
had been made to employ these weapons the Soviets might decide
for various tactical reasons to employ chemicals shortly before

nuclear weapons. In this case, the situation would be ane of the
use of chemicals on a transitional battlefield, however, and not

on a batt1ef1?éd h i iets expected to remain
conventional,

Although Pact writings do not specifically address a
chemical transitional phase, a few writings provide some support
for such a theory. For example, some Pact classified writings
from the sixties noted the potential use of chemical strikes
immediately in advance of nuclear strikes to destroy main enemy
groupings during meeting engagements. Although in most of the
examples the initial massed nuclear strike may already have
occurred, fn 3t least one example the nuclear threshold may not
yet have been crossed. Nevertheless, the vast bulk of Pact

18 Soviet doctrine in general, even now, seems to be hased on the assumption
that war with NATO, however it may start, in all likelihood eventually would
turn into general nuclear war. Thus, phases of "limited use of nuclear means"

or "limited f mass destruction," would themselves be
transitory.
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Lecture notes apparently taken by an non-Soviet Warsaw Pact
official in the late sixties at a high-level Soviet course on
strategy for military operations in Europe indicated that the
phases of such an operation might include:

-- A phase without nuclear weapons employment with limited
other means of mass destruction.

~- A phase of decisive nuclear activity.

-- A phase of concluding activity.

There was no indication in the materfal as to what was meant by
“other means of mass destruction® or by "limited." These phrases
may have referred to the use of chemical hefore nuclear weapons,
but later sections of the notes clearly linked chemical with
nuclear weapons and mentioned only conventional weapons during
nonnuclear operations. In addition, there is a possibility that
there could have been some error in the lecture notes. In fact,
an authoritative Pact classified writing from the same period
discussed the buildup of efforts during a front offensive
operation, noting that a front operation could include:

-~ Periods of nonnuclear and limited nuclear operations.
-- The decisive nuclear period.
~-- The period of concluding operations.

The document went on to discuss the buildup of efforts in

operations conducted with conventional weapaons; operatiaons when

both sides switched from combat with conventional means of
destruction~-artillery tanks and aviation--to limited nuclear

weapons use; and operations begun with the unlimited use of

nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction,

specifically including massive nuclear and chemical strikes. The
“periads” mentiocned in this writing correspond exactly with the

“phases” of the lecture notes--with the exception of the first :
one, suggesting that the lecture notes may have been in error and #
may have meant that the first phase was one of conventional or of ;
limited weapons of mass destruction use. Whatever may have been

meant by the lecture notes, they clearly do not Suggest a

massive, decisive of = V
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Use of Chemicals on the Conventional Battlefield. Recent
references in Pact classified writings to the use of chemicals in
nonnuclear war or in a transitional phase are ambiguous and--at
lTeast outwardly--appear to address NATQ use of chemicals before
tme nucle . 1

Some of the strongest evidence for possgj i
prior to nuclear weapons is contained in an
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authoritative critique of a major 1977 Warsaw Pact CPX. The
critique castigated the exercise staff far gver reliance on
nuclear weapons to destroy NATO's nuclear means, noting that it
was very important to inflict immediately the maximum damage on
the enemy's tactical nuclear means with conventional means rather
than waiting to hit them with nuclear weapons. [t noted that
staff planning did not take account of available powerful, long-
range means of destruction such as operational-tactical and
tactical missites, i.e., Scuds and FROGs, with conventional
explosives, before moving to nuclear weapons. The critique
concluded that the Pact should think about developing more
effective cluster and “special” warheads for these missiles and

fully exploit them under~tn& conditions of n bat
actions before nuciear weapons were used. (234)

ln this writing, the ambiauity rests on what w3as meapt by
“special,* The part of the writing which cantained the reference
to “special warheads® was a discussion of conventional explosives
and cluster warheads, and was immediately preceded by a
discussion ot the qrowing capabijities of conventional weapons--
inciuaing the develaopment of recent innovations such as tuel-air
explosive munitions and smart weapons, Thus, although clearly
not meaning ICM because cluster munitions also were specifically
mentioned, "special" in this context might have meant fuel-air
explosive, incendiary, or perhaps terminally-guided warheads. Qn
the other hand, it mav have meant "chemical," and thusg implied in
a prescriptive Fashtom 1TATEIrESr—in using chpmiral hefore nuclear
weapons. If this were the case, however, the writing might imply
that existing chemical warheads were not considered .adeguately
effective and, at the time of the writing, were not routinely

incorporated into Pact staff plannijng for operations in a {:
nonnuclear environment. ﬂ

While there h the use of 7
chemical warheads since the 2
critiqued exercise S W ng--and certainty none involving

a nonnuclear scenario--planning to use ICM missile cluster

warheads in the conventional phase gf rastically E
increased since the mid-seventies.

Theoretically, the Pact use of chemicals on the
“conventional® battlefield in a massive surprise attack could
afford the Soviets a number of advantages, fncluding:

-~ Suppression of NATO tactical and operational-tactical
nuclear missiles, nuclear artillery, and nuclear delivery
aircraft in combination with the Air Operations Plan.

-~ Penetration of NATO defenses.
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-- Infliction of enormous NATO casualties because of the
large-scale and continuing need for medical treatment of
waunded personnel).

~- Nemoralization of NATO's forces and ng- ation
of NATO's operational capabilities. W
These potential advantages would likely he tempered by a
number of d%%%%é%%%%%£%=%£=%£§%s. First, extensive use of
chemicals ¢ T €ssar1ly clutter the conventional
battlefield--one upon which the Pact may already hope to prevail
without forcing a NATO escalation., Contaminated terrain and
operations in protective gear jcult war
unnecessarily more difficult. M
In addition, using a sizeable number of missile launchers
and aircraft to conduct a massive chemical strike 4quring the
conventional phase of operations could conflict with longstanding
P n D ! +ial ! PAl~
capable systems at a high level of readiness for the fnitial
nuclear Strike. INhis 1S particularly true tor che mlssi1@
forces. Pact classified writings from the Tate sixties and early
seventies note that, during the nonnuclear perfod of a war, the
rocket troops must be constantly ready to deliver nuclear
strikes, and that the widescale use of rockets with conventional-
-ar, by inference, chemical--warheads would reveal the missile
units' locations, prematurely expose them to enemy strikes, and
thus reduce their readingss f ap 4 ate o -F- B
(] &4 nen ol L5

Unconventional Uses of Chemicals. Pact writings suggest one
possible "limited” use of chemicals--might be in
O B d 2 L i

Pact writings from the early sixties through at
east the early seventies reflected concern that US Special
Forces might employ portable nuclear land mines and incendiary
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devicas for sabotage tasks, and use highly toxic chemical agents

and bioleogical means to contaminate water sources, food supplies,

and small areas where Pact forces were or were to be deployed.
According to the writings, at least saome of these actions woul
Mshed covertly preceding the onset of hostilities. _

(228)

e is some indication from classified writings [N
NS d sSpe d warsaw Pact m ary uni g condy
imilar operations. Classified writings from the mid-sixties on
ground Ttorce operations noted that bath chemical and
bacterialogical weapons were to be used by rocket troops,
aviation, and artillery, but that bacteriological weapons could
be used covertly. A mid-seventies Pact writing, discussing the
operational reconnaissance to be pravided for a Front operation,
nates that Pact special and reconnaissance groups would perform
reconnaissance and conduct “special measures”" in the enemy rear
areas. Nepending on the tasks and situation, they would be
reinforced by crews of “special weapons” subunits. The special
measures cited included the destruction or incapacitation of
enemy weapons of mass destruction and other important targets,
carried out with all types of weapons fire in raids and ambushes
and by use of mines and explosives. These writings, coupled with
the obvious, direct interest in what the US intended to do in
such circumstances, suggests that Pact forces might well use

these weapon n_limi vert operations, perhaps even before
H(ZZQ)

war began.
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Release Authority for Chemical Weapons

The 1%g%%=g£?£%égg§%=%££%g£££y offers illumination on the
question o e timing ¢ act use of chemicals., Various
classified Pact writings and high-level sources over the years
have indicated that the initjal Pact use of all types of weapans
of mass destructign--whether pirlaar, biloldglgal. or chemical--
normally would require a political decision by the Soviet

g gittooro or NDefense Council. The actual arder to use weapons of
mass destruction, or to deliver the initial massed strike, would
emanate from the Soviet Supreme High Command (V3K) through its

’ i execUuLive 3genf, Ltha Snutar fananal S+tatt and He Jssued £o

heater, front, fleet. and strategic commands., but could skip to
lower echelons. Pact classified writings, however, indicate that
in the case of a surprise enemy nuclear attack, the initial
nuclear strike could be ordergg independently by fraont (and
perhaps even army) commanders®“”., This suggests that the use of

chemicals probably aMVed under circumstances
(196)

of an enemy attack.

21 See DDI IA SOV 83-10175CX October 1983 houNIEh
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The evidence as to whether the Soviets pxpact to ralsase
hemical weapons separately from nuclear ones is not clea

‘ ! decision at the highest Tevel would be
required for the use _of weapans of mass dastruction. 1his
décision would be made_onlv oqge and normally w0u(dﬁautnorized4
the use of Y. : 2 2
5hem1ca1

Pact writings ? since the sixties of,
at least, nuclear weapons to avoid their unauthorized use. The
only known pre~authorizaton of the use of weapons of mass
destruction-~-specifically nuclear weapons--is conditional and
clearly in the context of a ttack which
disrupts positive control. (199) 24

east some Pact military writings from the mid=-
to~late 60s which seemed to call for the use of chemicals
immediately before nuclear weapons to optimize their effect. _

Soviet Union’s Control of the Warsaw Pact Forces, for insight into Soviet
command refations with Pact allies. (U)
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Release at Lower Levels, fNver the years there have been
suggestions that front, army, and even division commanders might
have the authority to employ these weapons on their own
authority. Close inspection of the evidence, however, suggests
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	tion vehicles. if such operations were required.
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	Y. en one of a the Soviets actua11y plan to do or would do un er w conditions might well he different, but would he determined at the highest level of the Soviet leadership. The Soviet policy regarding first use of chemicals is not only a public policy: it is seen in exercises 
	and instructional mater i als provided to students at high-l evel Soviet mil i tary academies. This may reflect Moscow's concern regarding compliance--or at least the appearance of compl i ance-­with treaty obligations under the 1925 Geneva Protocol, which 
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	prohibits the "use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other
	. . ... 
	of all analogous liquids, materials, or devices." 
	(158) 
	Evidence concerning Soviet enunciation of a no f i rst use" policy for internal military consumption dates from the pre-WWII period. A 1939 sovtet Air Force regulation~ "The Chemical Arm of 
	Red Army Air Forces," noted that: 
	"The Army of the Red Workers and Farmers shall not resort to the use of chemical warfare agents and weapons unless first used by the enemy. 'We will not, and have not the right to be surprised ••• , but should the aggressor dare to attack our people with chemical warfare agents, we shall retal late by employing the terrible chemicals on hi m.' (K.E. Voroshi l ov)" 
	A 1941 Soviet General Staff directive, "The Chemical Arm in Combat and Operation," similarly asserted that the Sov i et Air Force would not be the first to use chemical warfare agents. withheld CIA statute 
	(159) 
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	-w ere the USSR also has made a pledge of no first use"--the Soviets c1early have become concerned in recent years th at they might not have suffici ent tfme to preempt. Hence a rel atively 
	• .. I • • • • • • • • 
	\ 
	Direct Evidence of First Use 1n ~conventional War 
	offensive use of chemicals, and there have been many problems inbecause of difficulties terminology.
	the data in 
	l ctII t 
	operations. There have been some references over ye ars-primarily in the 1960s--to apparent Pact use of chemicals before the nuclear threshold had been crossed. Most of these have been at l east ambiguous, however, about whether the the Pact was the first withheld per CIA statute 
	For example, in the early-to-mid-sixties, some Pi ct classified writings discussed the combined use in certain tactical situations of chemical and conventional weapons without mentioning the use of nu clear weapons. These cases, however , seem to have envisioned an overall context of nuclear warfare which, at that time, the Pact norma1ly assumed wou1d commence at the inception of hostilities with NATO. Pact writers and planslauded the advantage of delivering chemical and high exp losive munitions together. 
	• I I I ional rather than a nuclear phase of combat 
	15 
	It should be noted that Pact forces during the 1960s--and well into t he seventies--had not yet fielded "nuclear artillery" or nuclear projectiles for their •conventional artillery,"so chemicaltheir most potent
	shells were arti llery-delivered ordnance. withheld per CIA statute 
	16 Whereas the USSR ratified the 1925 Geneva Protocol shortly after it was written, the US did not ratify the Protocol , and thus officially foreswea r first use of chemicals unti l 1975. As a result. from the Soviet perspective , 
	Chemicals as Weapons of Mass Oestruction 
	The Case Against. The vast majority of Pact writinqs clearly class c emicals as weapons of mass destruction. In the examples, derived pr1mar11y from classified Pact wr1nn9s from the early sixties through the early seventies, of potential Pact offensive use of chemicals on the nonnuclear battlefield, there 
	are, however, a very few suggestions that the Pact might consider chemical weapons, per se, to be "conventional weapons." In most of the small numbers of cases where the Pact might have used chemicals in nonnuclear warfare, they were to have been used in association with conventiona --ere clearly 
	Most of the other references directly linking chemical munitions to conventional wea ons are related to art1 Iler date rom the ear1 -to-mid-s x ,es. and refer to use n a nuclear -~-~• n eres ng y, w 1 e most o t ese re erences also 
	lumped nuclear and chemical missiles together as weapons of mass destruction, there are suggestions in some of the older references that chemical artillery ammunition--at least at that time--might not in ~ been considered as a weapon of mass de struct i on. 165
	withheld per CIA statute 
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	Various sources in past years have al so equatedchemical weapons with conventional or ordinary" weapons, but there usually is some ambiguity. For instance, in the early sixties--again, for the most part when war was assumed to be nuc l ear from its 1nception--Penkovskiy, in The Penkovs kiy Papers,cla i med that: 
	TCS-5548/83 
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	" ••• chemical shells and missiles may be cons idered 
	just ord i nary weapons availabl e to the mil ftary 
	commander, to be routinely used by him when the 
	situation calls for it.~ (1~9) 
	his assertion, however, on materials that treat in the context of nuclear war-fight ing, in 
	and nuclear weapons would be a routine aspect. so, in part. explain Penkovskiy's additional, assertion that Soviet artil le ry units in the early 
	with chemical shells--at the gun sites. (170) 
	Use Before a Nuclear Strike. A number of other cla ssified writings from the sixties advocated the use of chemica l strikes immediately in advance of nuclear strikes to rlestroy main enemy groups during meeting engagements. It is not entirely clear though, from these examples, whether the initial nuclear strike-­against enemy nuc l ear delivery means--had already occurred. In most examples, the ev i dence suggests that this was likely. These writ ings indicated that attacks with chemical weapons and ordinar
	TCS-5548 /83 
	,·· 
	Perhaps the most pointed of these examples is a writing from the late sixties which discusses naval combat operationsemploying only conventional means of destruction. It notes that a modern nuclear war might begin and be waged for a period of time with the opposing sides using conventional means of destruction alone. All other factors heing equal, during nonnuclear combat actions the side that is better equipped with more sophisticated conventional weapons would have the advantage. Then, the writing gives a
	aircraft are noted: 
	Rombers with OKHAB -1 00 (i.e., chemi cal) bombs. Bombers with bombs contain ing cluster bomblets of the fragmentation and antitank var i ety--f.e., ordinary
	bombs. 
	I ., I I II I • 
	with rocket and cannon armaments. (175) 
	Various Pact sources have clearly indicated that the "OKHAB" nomenclature refers to one of at least three different classes of chemical bombs, one of which has a combined fragmentat i on­chemical effect and is known to be filled with the nerve agent Savin. The nomenclature clearly indicates that these are not incendiary, illumination, photo or night flash, or nig ht sTgri'al 
	~which are known to have different designators. 
	---(176) 
	There are other, considerably more ambiguous, references to chemical bombs for nonnuclear operations in other writings. For instance, one late sixties document about a front of fensive operation employing only conventional means of destruction but under constant threat of enemy use of nuclear weapons, noted that bomber and fighter-bomber aircraft would have a key role in such an operat i on. Their use of new combat means--particu larly of the inc endiary type, could have a considerable effect. The favorably
	require: 
	Six Mrr,-17 aircraft with OKHAR-250 or OKHAB-235 bombs (i.e., Savin-filled chemical bombs). Fourteen SU-7B aircraft with S-5 or S-24 rockets. Only one or~craft with ZAB-3n0 in cendiary canisters . ----(177) 
	The chemica l bombs may have been included here merely to show the relative effectiveness of incendiary weapons, but the implication seems to be that all three types of weapons (chemical bombs, air-
	launched rockets, and -. -.. . .. " bs) could be available in a 
	nonnuclear conflict. 
	TCS-554~/83 
	Yet another writing from t he mid-1960s about civ i l defense discussed the possibility of a non-nuclear war. rt noted that aircraft and missile techno1ogy developments ensured that strikes could be delivered against any area of the world and that modern means of destruction, essent ially chemical and biological means, were enormously effective. It asserted that, even in the event of nuclear disarmament, a modern civil rlefense structure woulrl be necessary. Thus, in our view, the writing, defend i ng the c
	References in Pac missi l es in a 
	nonnuclear environment have been scarcer than those inv a rcra t. ~nether example from the late 1960s appeared in a classified di scuss i on of the missile technical support needed in a front offensive operation before the us e of nuclear weapons. It noted such 
	TCS-55413 / 83 
	support was extremely complex because of the requirement for ma intaining the rocket troops in constant readiness to deliver an initial massed nuclear and chemical strike in the event of a transition to nuclear operations. and for supplying the troopswith conventional or chemically armed missiles for other missions. It seems to imply that at least some chemical missiles 
	Finally, there were a number of references i n the sixties contrasting chemical and conventional weapons with nuclear weapons or merely linking chemical with convention al weapons.These wr itings largely appeared to refer to a nuclear context, however, or were too ambiguo us to shed any light. A linkage of chemical and conventional weapons, in contrast to nuclear weapons, could re sult from emphasis on using the two types of weapons together to maximize their comb ined effects. Similarly, a contrasting of n
	Th e Case For Chemicals as Weapons of ~ass nestruction. In contrast to the relatively small sample of Pact writings which ambiguously discuss chemical use in a non nuc l ear conflict, the vast bulk of Pact classified writings from the early sixties until the mid-seventies, whe n rP.ferences to offensive chemical use largely ceased to appear, treat chemical weapon s , along with nuclear ~ ...~ ii ~ ~ ~.ii~.i/ mass destruction in a nuclear
	11 1 111111
	context . ............ 
	Th ese writings general ly contrast the use of of ma ss dest ruction with the use of conventional means of destruction during nonnuclear war, Most of the writi ngs c1early indicate that by conventional means of destruction they refer to weaponswith conventional explosive charges. One Pact writing from the late 1960s, in contrasting combat operations ernp1oyi ng nuclear and chemical weapons with those using only conventional means of destruction, noted that in the latter case conventiona lly-armed 
	TCS-5548/83 
	-·· -·
	missil es would be used. According to the writing, missile 
	warheads could be filled wit h conventional explosive charges,
	napalm-type incendiary mixtures, or devices for radio and radar 
	jamming. Cl uster-type warheads fi l led with fragmentat ion or 
	incendiary materials were noted as a promising development. At 
	no point i n the writing dication that chemical
	• I• • • I 
	warheads would be used, (185) 
	A similar theme appears in various other Pact writings, including some from the late seventies. These are definitive writings about the use of rocket troops and art il lery at the start of combat 1n which only conventional means of destruction are used. They note that 1n nonnuclear combat, the Pact would strike the enemy by means of massed strikes with convent ionall y­armed (cluster-type) missiles or with artillery. There is no indi cation~warheads or shel l s were to be included. ----( 18~) 
	A number of Pact writings dating from the late sixti es explicitly exclude a massive, decisive surprise use of chemicals on the conventional battlefield. These writings stress the limi tations in power and depth of effect of both sides ' conventional means of destruction and compare these to nuclear and chemi ca l we~pons. These writings further assert that because combat act i ons in the nonnuclear period are based on the employment of convent i onal means of destruct i on alone, it is impos sib l e to inf
	should b~ unleashed without the use of nuc ear--or nuc ear an d -•weapons, the pr~nc1ral means aJ destruct i on wou1a=tie artJ I lery ana av 1ation. ~s wel as fire and ittack§ by tanks. l(v1at1 on would make extensive use of incendiar weapons. Again tnere s nos • '. in was 
	e v1sione. 
	One of the most specifi c pieces of ev id ence refuting the concept that chemicals would be used on the conventional batt l efield is a sensiti ve Pact writing from the late sixties which describes a methodology for evaluat ing the balance of ai r 
	TCS-55118/83 
	forces between NATO and the Pact. The writing noted that an evaluation of the strike-capability of the opposing air forces had to take into account the employment of nuclear warheads and chemical and conventional means of destruction, However, the writing asserted that nuclear warheads and chemical units of fire were not to be i nc1uded 1n ca 1cul ati~the ba1an ce of farces in the nonnuclear period. __.....(189) 
	Perhaps equal ly i mportant is the treatment given to chemical, i.e., special, weapons by a most authoritat i ve Pact document concerning frontal operati ons dating from the mid­seventies, which is supported by instructional materia l s provided to non-Soviet officers attending the Soviet General St aff Academyin 1975. In each of these cases--which as a whole prov id e some of the most recent definitive information on Pact chemicals-­strikes with ch~re discussed only in th e context of nuclear war. ~ (lQO) 
	In the Pact document mentioned above. "specfalM weapons,specifically including mun i tions filled with poisonous chem i ca l agents, were d1rectly linked with nuclear weapons and addressed on l y in those sect1ons deal i ng with nuclear warfighting. At no time were ~special• weapons addressed fn the context of conventional. operations although t~e use of missiles with conventional cluster warheads. combat helicopters. and incendia rydevices was discussed. Also, in the sections rl ealing with nuclear war and
	~efore ·preparation to commence nuclear operations. 
	----(191) 
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	chemicals duri ~ nal phase of a war--nor ver heard of one. these weapons are cons idered weapons of mass es ruct1on and t9v1et doct ~ine ca fr use onl during a nuclear phase. In fact thatWpeacet1me the Poles have neither chem ca nor nuc ear warheads--both of which they would need to receive from the Soviets. This, of itself, would suggest it is unlikely that the Pact plans to conduct a mass i ve, decisive surprisP. attack with 
	~emicals, at least~tages of a conventional war in Central Europe . ........ (lqJ) 
	17 
	A large percentage of the known exercises, primarily during the 19~0s, 
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	Transition to the Use of Weapons of Mass Destruction. Over the years, Pact doctri ne as reflected 1n class1f1ed wr1t1n9s, has referred in differing ways to the various phases of a war with N.AI.O. Initially, in the fifties and at least early sixties, ?act wrTters believed that war most likely would begin with massed n u c l e a r st r i k e s • u.:t.e..c t n e 1 1 K ei 1 no o-a o r a c o n ve n ti on a I o h a s e of ope rat i on s beaan £o ~ e r a i sed • Re f erences ·to co n vent i on a1 wa r versus nucl
	/ these continued to acknowledge the possibility that war could begin with massed use of nuclear weapons. the rulA,.
	. si.ll..ie.s. and appearing with greater e~ihasas vid-g~-Ja;e
	seYfiiiies, we see references to the 11 ite , i • 
	r€stricted use of nuc l ear wea ons o o ma~ destruc 10n. s c ange n ov1et ctoctrtne was closely tied in to ~nruschev s fall which reversed the decline of conventional forces and to changes in US warfighting strategy. As recently as the mid-to-late seventies, however, it was noted that war could begin wi t.h massed nuclear strikes, with ~eapons of mass destruction, or without their use. ---(225) 
	Continued references not just to a wnuclear phase,• but also to a •weapons of mass destruction phase~ in ~eneral war and to limited use of "weapons of mass destruction, as well as the 
	•11mited use of nuclear weapons," suggest that once a decis i on had been made to employ these weapons the Soviets might rlec i de 
	for various tactical reasons to employ chemicals shortly before nuclear weapons. In this case, the s ituation would be one of the use of chemicals on a transitional battlefield, however, and not on a battlefie~d ~tsexpected to remain conventional. 
	Although Pact writings do not specifically address a chemical transitional phase, a few writings provide some support for such a theory. For example, some Pact classified writings from the sixties noted the potential use of chemical strikes immediately in advance of nuclear strikes to destroy main enemygroupings during meeting engagements. Although in most of the examples the initial massed nuclear strike may already have occurred, in at least one example the nuclear thresho l d may not yet have been crosse
	18 
	Soviet doctrine in general, even now, seems to be based on the assumption that war with NATO, however it may start, in all likelihood eventual ly would turn into general nuclear war. Thus, phases of "limited use of nuclear means" or "limited ~fmass destruction," would themselves be 
	transitory. --
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	Lecture notes apparently taken by an non-Soviet Warsaw Pact offic1a1 in the late sixties at a high-level Soviet course on strategy for military operations in Europe indicated that the phases of such an operation might include: 
	A phase without nuclear weapons employment with l i mited other means of mass destruction. A phase of decisive nuclear activity.A phase of concluding activity. 
	There was no indication in the material as to what was meant bywother means of mass destruction~ or by "limited." These phrases may have referred to the use of chemical before nuclear weapons,but later sections of the notes clearly l inked chemical with nuclear weapons and mentioned only conventional weapons during nonnuclear operations. In addition, there fs a possibility that there could have been some error in the lecture notes. !n fact, an authoritative Pact classified writing from the same period discu
	Periods of nonnuclear and limi ted nuclear operat i ons. The decisive nuclear per1od. The period of concluding operat ions. 
	The document went on to discuss the buildup of efforts in operations conducted with conventiona1 weapons: operations when both sides switched from combat with conventional means of destruction--artillery tanks and aviation--to 1imited nuclear weapons use; and operations begun with the unlimited use of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction, specfffcally including massive nuclear and chemica l strikes. The 
	:. ;._, 
	. ', 
	Use of Chemicals on the Conventional Battlefield. Recent 
	references in Pact classified writ i ngs to the ~se of chemicals in 
	nonnuclear war or in a transitional phase are ambiguous and--at 
	62 
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	authoritative critique of a major 1977 Warsaw Pact CPX. The critique castigated the exercfse staff for over reliance on nuclear weapons to destroy NATO's nuclear means, noting that it was very important to inflict immediately the maximum damage on the enemy's tactical nuclear means with conventional means rather than waiting to hit them with nuclear weapons. [t noted that staff planning did not take account of available powerful, long­range means of destruction such as operational-tactical and tactical miss
	e qrow n ona weapons-im:1ua1ng e eve opmen o recen nnova as ue -a1r explosive munitions and smart weapons. Thus, although clearly not meaning ICM because cluster munitions also were specificallymentioned, •speciaTM in this context might have meant fuel-air exp l osive, incendiary, or perhaps terminally-guided warheads. OJ:! the other hand, jt may have meant "chemical," ,and th115 im.pli.Prl i n a ore~cr1ptive fa?hlon !nter~st tn u~ing rhpmir~l hPfnre nuclear weapons. If this were the case, however, the writ
	rn this writing, the s meant by 
	• i 1 " Th a rt af .t..h P h reference to seec a warheads" was al explosives and'"ciuster warheads. and Y a 
	While there h the use of chemical warheads since the critiqued exercise s w none involving a nonnuclear scenar1o-~planning to use ICM missile cluster warheads in the conventional phase ~ rastically ~ 
	Theotetfcally, the Pact use of chemica1s on the "conventional" battlefield in a massive surprise attack caulrj afford the Soviets a number of advantages, including: 
	Suppression of NATO tactical and operational-tact ical nuclear missiles, nuclear arti11ery, and nuclear delivery aircraft fn combination with the Air Operations Plan. Penetration of NATO defenses. 
	TCS~5548/83 
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	Infliction of enormous NATO casualties because of the 
	l arge-scale and continuing need for medical treatment of 
	wounded personnel}. 
	Oemoralization of NATO's forces and~. ation 
	of NATO's operational capabilities. ~ 
	These potential advantages would like ly be tempered by a number of disadvaatage~ oc cists. First, extensive use of 
	chemicals cu-ala Unnecessar,fy Clutter the conventional 
	battlefield--one upon which the Pact may already hope to prevail
	without forcing a NATO escalation. Contaminated terrain and 
	operations in protective gear ~icult war 
	unnecessarily more difficult. ~ 
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	capable systems at a high l_evel of readiness for the initial· nuclear strike. lhis is part1cular1y true tor eHe rnls~, 1g forces. Pact classified writings from the late sixties and earlyseventies note that, during the nonnuclear period of a war, the rocket troops must be constantly ready to deliver nuclear strikes, and that the widescale use of rockets with conventional ­-or, by inference, chem1cal--warheads would reveal t he missile uni ts ' locations, prematurely expose them to enemy strikes, and thus re
	Unconventional Uses of Chemicals. suggest one possible "limited" use of chem,cals--mi 
	lected concern that US Special Forces might employ portable nuclear land mines and incendiary 
	TCS-554R/83 
	devices for sabotage tasks, and use high1y toxic chemical agentsand biological. means to contaminate water sources, food supplies, and small areas where Pact forces were or were to be deployed.According to the writings, at least some of these dct ions wou..l.a..­. . ." . shed covertly preced i ng the onset of hostilities. -­
	(228) 
	grouna rorce operations 
	bacteriological weapons were to be used by rocket troops,
	aviation. and artillery, but that bacteriological weapons could 
	be used covertly. A mid-seventies Pact writing, rliscussing the 
	operational reconnaissance td be provided for a Front operation, 
	notes that Pact special and reconnaissance groups would perform 
	reco nnaissance and conduct "spec i al measures " in the enemy rear 
	areas. Oependfng on the tasks and situat i on, they woul~ be 
	reinforced by crews of "special weapons" subunits. The special measures cited included the destruction or i ncapacitat ion of enemy weapons of mass destruction and other important targets, carri ed out with all types of weapons fire in ra id s and ambu sh es and by use of mines and explosives. These writi ngs. coupled with the obvi ous, direct interest in what the US intended to do in such circumstances. suggests that Pact forces might well use these weapo~vert operations, perhaps even before 
	war began. ----(229) 
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	Re1ease Authority for Chemical Weapons 
	The i?~H a{ cyieasf rttocfty of fers illumination on the 
	question o e im ng o ac us~ of chemicals. Various 
	classified Pact writings and high-level sources over the years 
	have indicated that the initial Pact use of all types of wea~ons 
	of mass destryction--wbethPr piir1ftarc n1qrgvq1 I or c;nemiq -­
	normally would reguire,a_oolitical rlecision by the So viet 
	Ol 1tooro or Defense Counc, 1. The actual order to ·use"weapons of mass ctestruct1on, or to deliver the initial massed stri ke, would emanat e from the Soviet Su reme H1 h Command VGK) t hrough its 
	"' 
	l'UI "' --""""~ 
	heater, front, fleet. and strategic commands. but could skip to 
	owef echelons. Pact classified writings, however, ind ic ate that in the case of a surpri se enemy nuclear attack, the initial nuclear strike cou ld be orderiA independently by front (andperhaps even army) commanders • This suggests that the use of 
	*
	chemi cals probab ly a 1zed und e r circum stanc es of an enemy attack. {196 ) 
	Zl See ODI IA SOV 83-10175CX October 1983 
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	at least, nuclear weapons to avo d t eir unauthorized use. The only known pre-authorizaton of the use of weap-00s of mass destruction--specifically nuclear weapons--is conditional and clearly fn the context of a ~ttack which disrupts positive control. ----(lq9) 
	to-late 60s which seemed to call for the use of chemicals immediately before nuclear weapons to optimize their eff ect. 
	Soviet Union's Control of the Warsaw Pact Fo rces, for insight into Soviet command relations with Pact allies. (U) 
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