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The Euromissiles Crisis and
the End of the Cold War, 1977-1987

Dear Conference Participants,

We are pleased to present to you this document reader, intended to facilitate discussion at the
upcoming conference on the Euromissiles Crisis, to be held in Rome on 10-12 December 2009.

This collection was compiled by the Cold War International History Project (CWIHP) and the
Machiavelli Center for Cold War Studies (CIMA) with indispensable support from conference participants,
outside contributors, and institutional sponsors. It is by no means comprehensive. In selecting the
documents, we sought to include some of the most important materials available and to provide a broad
overview of the Euromissiles Crisis from a variety of perspectives.

This reader is divided into four parts: The Peace Movement highlights the perspective of the grass-
roots activists from both sides of the Iron Curtain who opposed the Euromissiles deployment and the arms
race generally, and the three chronological sections on International Diplomacy focus upon the actions and
views of the policy-makers and world leaders who were at the very center of the Euromissiles Crisis.

We are extremely grateful to everyone who contributed documentary evidence to this reader,
including Gianni Battimelli, William Burr, Malcolm Byrne, Elizabeth Charles, Lodovica Clavarino, Helge
Danielsen, Ruud van Dijk, Matthew Evangelista, Nathan Jones, Holger Nehring, Leopoldo Nuti, Giordana
Pulcini, Bernd Rother, Giles Scott-Smith and James Graham Wilson. Piero Craveri, Laura Pizei and Serena
Baldari played a key role in making documents from the Craxi Foundation available in this reader.

Once the documents were in hand, a number of people worked to ensure that this collection was
ready for dissemination, including Christian Ostermann, Bernd Schaefer, Mircea Munteanu and Kristina
Terzieva at CWIHP, the German Historical Institute’s German History in Documents and Images Project
Manager Kelly McCullough, Lars Unar Stordal Vegstein from the London School of Economics, as well as
an extraordinarily capable team of CWIHP Research Assistants, including Pieter Biersteker, Amy Freeman,
Ekaterina Radaeva, Elizabeth Schumaecker, and Katarzyna Stempniak.

This reader and the larger conference to which it is connected benefited immensely from the
support of Fondazione Craxi, the National Security Archive at the George Washington University, the
University of Paris IlI-Sorbone Nouvelle, the University of Paris I-Pantheon Sorbonne, Bundeskanzler Willy
Brandt Stiftung, the London School of Economics’ Cold War Studies Centre, and BCC Roma. The ltalian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Embassy of the United States in Rome deserve special thanks for their
central roles in sponsoring and hosting this conference.

Finally, we would also like to recognize the efforts of those whose hard work has made this
conference possible, including Matteo Gerlini for his pioneering research at the Fondazione Craxi, and of
course Leopoldo Nuti, and his outstanding staff, Giordana Pulcini, Lodovica Clavarino and Flavia Gasbatrri,
as well as the Wilson Center’s Diana Micheli, who designed the conference poster and program.

Tim McDonnell
Washington, D.C.
November 2009
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The DOD Modernization Program for
Tactical Nuclear Forces in Europe

The report sent to Congress last April on the status
and concept for the use of tactical nuclear forces in
NATO Europe (the so-called "Nunn Report") established an
analytical basis for considering the composition and
modernization of those forces. Secretary Schlesinger, at
the NPG Ministerial meeting last June, left the Allies in
little doubt that modernization would involve a new look
at tactical nuclear forces (TNFs), their size and their
relationship to conventional forces.

Since then, DOD has developed a working draft on
modernization which outlines various options on modernizing
TNF concepts, stockpiles and deployments, sets them in the
context of NATO's existing and projected nuclear doctrine
and concepts, and provides a rationale for each option.

As it now stands, however, on the basis of technical
military criteria, the draft proposes a reduction of about
2,000 over several years in the present European stockpile
of 6,951 warheads. The reduction proposed would be taken
from some combination of the options in Attachment 2.

There are sound technical and military reasons for
considering modernization and reductions of the stockpile.
Howeveér, Fhe projected reductions have substantial political
and strategic implications:

SECRET
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Counselor, 1955-1977, Box 11 Def 12C Tactical Nuclear Weapons
-Contributed by William Burr.
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~-- The Allies will scrutinize our proposals very
carefully. As in the past, their main concern will be
with any evidence that the US nuclear deterrent is being
decoupled from the defense of Europe. The current DOD
study suggests retirement of certain systems, moderni-
zation of others, reductions in numbers of warheads and
~shifts in targetting responsibilities from tactical nuclear
aircraft to missiles, including Poseidon submarines.
Separately, in response to the Presidential request in
NSDM 300, DOD and State are considering the concept of a
"SACEUR Deployable Reserve" which involves withdrawing
nuclear warheads from Europe and storing them in the US
for rapid return to Europe in the event of a crisis. More-~
over, the US reply to NATO's 1975 Defense Planning Ques~-
tionnaire (DPQ) foreshadows a major reduction over the next
five years in US nuclear capable tactical aircraft based
in Eurcpe,

-- Soviet interpretations of such modernization and
reduction actions are uncertain. It might be seen as part
of the new nuclear strategy of flexible options and a step
toward lowering the nuclear threshold in Europe. It might
also be considered a precursor to an eventual US effort to
turn over to the Germans and other Allies a larger respon-
sibility for delivering nuclear weapons.

~= All of the foregoing, of course, will have conse-
quences for MBFR. Premature exposure of these ideas would
damage severely the utility of Option III. The Germans,
in particular, will be concerned about this problem be-
cause a prime alternative to Option III would be a reduction
in German forces as the necessary ingredient to the successful
conclusion in MBFR. The Soviets will be less likely to bar-
gain if they know that the US in any event will be with-
drawing substantial nuclear forces.,

‘The DOD draft, at our insistence, takes some of these
political concerns into account in that it stresses 1) MBFR
will be a "controlling factor" in the pace of any nuclear
modernization program involving changes in the stockpile,
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2) attention will be given to reinforcing NATO cohesion
and improving the deterrent, and 3) NATO political and
military authorities and staffs must continue to be
directly and deeply involved in any process of moder-
nizing NATO's concepts and posture. In contrast to
previous years, State on the staff level has been able

to participate actively in the DOD discussion and drafting
effort. We remain concerned, however, that Secretary
Schlesinger may not adequately underscore some of the }
caveats with Ministers Mason and Leber when he travels to
Europe in the last week of September. His discussions
with them will serve as a prelude to the November NPG
meeting in Hamburg. Accordingly, we recommend that you
take an early opportunity to mention our political and
strategic concerns to Secretary Schlesinger prior to his
departure for Europe.

Recommendation: That you find an early oprortunity to
convey to Secretary Schlesinger views on TNF modernization
along the lines of'the Talking Points at Attachment 1.

Approve ‘ Disapprove
Attachments:

1. Talking Points

2. Modernization and Reduction Proposal Paper

8 007 w. . |
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TALKING POINTS
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—— Nuclear modernization proposals that improve
our military capabilities and increase deterrence
should be pursued, but political factors must be con-
trolling. Deterrence will not be increased if the
impact of modernization proposals is to lessen Uus
credibility with our Allies; nor will it be increased
if discussion of our proposals undermines MBFR.

-- Any presentation to the Allies must be care-
fully tailored to:

- stress credible military rationales
for suggested changes;

- underscore the importance of MBFR and
our commitment not to reduce outside MBFR;

- make clear that our proposals at this
stage are options, not final decisions, on
which we seek their views;

/ - avoid discussion of numbers.

ot
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Tactical Nuclear Force Modernization
and Reduction Proposals

The Defense Department's working draft proposes
reductions in the present European stockpile of 6,951
warheads of about 2,000 over several years. One thou-
sand of these would be part of MBFR Option III. The
reduction proposed would be taken from some combination

of the following:

‘Nuclear Capable Aircraft. DOD proposes to target
Poseidon and Pershing warheads on fixed targets in
SACEUR's General Strike Plan (GSP) now assigned to
nuclear strike aircraft in Europe; to replace a large
number of nuclear capable F-4s in Europe with non-
nuclear F-15 and A-10 aircraft; and to replace older
fixed yield nuclear bombs with a new selectable-yield
B-61 bomb on a less than one-for-one basis. The net
warhead reduction that would result from these proposals
is not clear, but it could be substantial (there are
currently about 1,600 tactical nuclear bomps in Burope) .

Issue. The missile-for-airplane substitution
~ and nuclear bomb reductions raise two special
. " problems: 1) shifting a substantial element of
" the US theater nuclear deterrent from tactical
aircraft in NATO to strategic submarine forces
B will make the theater deterrent less visible and
- , thus would suggest to the Allies the decoupling
of the US nuclear deterrent for Europe's defense;
and 2) reductions in the bomb stockpile in Europe
b could be very substantial, thus raising problems
for MBFR.

Air Defense. A 50 percent reduction in Nike-Hercules
batteries is proposed by end FY-76, with a gradual re-
moval of all 700-plus nuclear warheads now in Europe.

DOD argues that the nuclear Nike-Hercules is useful only

against- high altitude massed bomber attacks, whereas the

threat is from low-level penetration, which must be dealt
with by conventional means. ‘

Issue. Nike system is widely held by Allies
and, though obsolete, is the only high-altitude
system operational in Europe. Accordingly, the
Allies will approach the proposition cautiously
and will also see it as a potential negotiating
problem in MBFR.
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Atomic Demolition Munitions (ADMs). DOD has
scheduled 275 high yield ADMs for early retirement,
with 100 low yield ADMs retained pending development
and possible deployment of a new earth penetrator
system that would not require pre-emplacement. (The
weakness of the present system is that it requires
an early Presidential decision for use if it is to
be effective.)

Issue. Since there is no NATO agreement
on the use of ADMs, the removal of the high
yield systems should Pose no serious political
Problem with the Allies. Removal does, however,
raise the negotiating problem associated with
MBFR.

ASW. Retirement of some 400 ASROC anti-submarine
rockets and ASTOR nuclear torpedoes in the Atlantic
and Mediterranean area is proposed on the grounds that
the MK-48 conventional torpedo and other non-nuclear
ASW weapons now coming into the‘inventory are more
effective.

. Issue. None of these'weapons are for use
by the Allies, so retirement should pose minimal
difficulties for them. None are stored in the
NGA.

Nuclear Artjillery. Both the 8" and 155 mm nuclear
artillery shells have very serious technical limitations.
Congress has refused to fund a replacement for the 155 mm,
but development of a new g§" shell is underway. It is 1
not clear what Defense proposes to do with the 155 mm s
inventories. :

Issue. Both systems are widely held for
use by the Allies and the inventory amounts to
1,525. The numbers involved (755) in retiring the
155 mm warheads will have political consequences, :
not least in MBFR. , i

Lance. The Lance missile is now replacing Honest
Johns and Sergeants in Europe on a less than one-for-
one basis.
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Issue. Potential negotiating problem
for MBFR.

Site Consolidation. There are 145 nuclear storage
sites in Europe. Fifty-three are Nike-Hercules sites,
of which 43 are projected for closure. Other conso-
lidations, mostly on security grounds, are being
considered.

Issue. Site consolidation offers benefits
for peacetime physical security against the cost
of higher vulnerability in wartime. The larger
issue for the Alliance, however, is not the number
of sites but the number and types of weapons
within the sites,
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PARTICIPANTS (CONT'D)

us Political-Military Attache, US Embassy, Michael
G. Macdonald

Secretary Mason began the discussion by saying that he and
Secretary Schlesinger had just had a very frank and useful
exchange of views on problems facing the Alliance, and that
in the Plenary Session they would touch on some of the issues
to enable others to give their views.

Mr. Mason mentioned the pressures on the MOD to cut defense,
spending. He said he had resisted such pressures vigorously,
partlcularly since the Defence Review had taken place and MOD
had contributed a fair share to cutbacks in public expendltuwe
already. But if events compelled a significant reduction of
public expenditure, the MOD would have to make some cutbacks.
Mr. Mason assured the group that there would be no reductions
"to the core", but that he may have to make some cuts by
deferring expenditure programs in public works, buildings and
RED for the 1977/78 time frame. He said that he was going to
do everything possible to "hold the line".

Mr. Mason said that SecDef's visit came at a most opportune
time as far as he was concerned, and that his trip to other
capitals "would do a power of good in Western Europe'. He
thought the Secretary's visit would help to stiffen "European
spines" and that it was the polltlcal symbol of the recent
Nimitz Nuclear Task Force visit.

SecDef noted that the US also has political problems concern-
ing support for defense, but that he was hopeful that Congress
and the public would respond to the current situation with a
growing awareness of the importance of maintaining an adequate
defense posture. He felt that now the US public was beginning
to support NATO once more, and it is important that the US :
public not perceive the US as carrying the burden of defending
the West alone. The "spill-over" from the S.E. Asian experience
was, fortunately, less than might have been anticipated.
Senators, such as Mansfield, are making speeches strongly in
favor -of NATO.

In terms of the Alliance he thought that the UK position was
Ypreasonably solid", the Dutch "needed pushing', the German
contribution is solid and we now see the first hopeful signs
of movement on the French front. Overall the Alliance position
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Jooks reasonably good except for the instabilities in the
Southern Region. Looking to the Northern Flank, SecDef
noted that "as long as the Center is firm, the flanks get

the benefit of spill-pver deterrence’.

The two Secretaries discussed the Greek/Turkish situation

and the implications of the Greco-Turkish confrontation

in Cyprus. SecDef and Mr. Bergold noted that a number of
factors threaten further destabilization of NATO's Southern
Flank and the changes taking place in most of the countries

of this region point to inevitable changes in our security
arrangements. At present, the US is engaged in base negotia-
tions or is about to face them with every country from the
Iberian Peninsula, across the northern littoral of the Mediter-
ranean to Turkey ‘(except France and Italy). SecDef felt that
in both Greece and Turkey there is now a growing desire to
reduce significantly "the US presence', particularly in
Turkey. SecDef said that US/Turkey bilateral relations in
defense matters would never again be restored to the previously
high level of cooperation and trust, and the actions of the

US Congress in imposing the arms embargo had forced the Turkish
Government's hand. The situation was not one of strategic
petreat and the US would be able to maintain some bases and

a presence, and thus we should be able to keep some of the
benefits enjoyed in the past. Certainly, the US can reduce

its presence "without it implying strategic withdrawal”.

Mr. Mason agreed that the picture was "not as black as it

has been painted". SecDef said he felt Congress now had the
votes to repeal the arms ban on Turkey. However, serious
difficulties would occur if in repealing the embargo Congress
tied it to Turkish movement on the Cyprus issue and the Turks

failed to move.

Turning to Spain Mr. Mason noted that "Jim had fought a good
battle" and that the Monterey DPC had probably given the US
what it wanted, but that the UK could not give more than it
did "until after Franco". After Franco it should be possible
for NATO to have better links with Spain.

The discussions touched on a number of specific items:

NORTHAG - The US has sought over the past year a solution to
the NORTHAG brigade stationing problem. SecDef noted that the
Allies with forces in NORTHAG were initially less than
enthusiastic about the US proposal to station a US brigade

.as an advance element of a US corps. This whole concept 1is
essential to gaining support from Bonn and, hopefully, British,
Dutch and Belgium acquiescence in the brigade stationing.
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SecDef was pleased with progress but felt that it was desirable
to improve the organizational mechanism in Europe for weapons
selection/production. The relative disparity in RED efforts
between Europe and the US (and Retween European NATO countries
themselves) does create difficulties but the US will do its
part to help narrow the gaps. Europe simply had to concentrate
its efforts and see to it that everyone involved gets a benefit.
"The trouble is that if there are § items perhaps you can only
choose one, and if you choose one then either 4 countries or

4 companies are disappointed".

Mr. Mason said that the right kind of reorganization would
evolve from the decisions that are being made. Already some
good steps have been taken -- the F-16 program, the Trilateral
Tank Gun Evaluation to select a common main gun and ammunition
for the US, UK and FRG's future needs, the selection of MILAN
and sub-HARPOON for UK forces, etc. Mr. Mason felt that better
future progress would come through the two-way street notion

if target figures were established and the goals used to force
progress. Mr, Mason felt it important that we should not
diverge from the objective of the two-way street by "setting

up a new European bureaucratic organization which will only
talk"”. The CNAD already has sufficient Terms of Reference ''to
do the job" and what is wanted is to strengthen it and "to
involve the French". The French had a "big shock when they

lost the F-104 replacement battle" and are beginning to realize

that by not participating in the Eurogroup they are missing out:

cowres &

% Mr. Mason felt sure that there are bound to be European equip-

: ments that the US is interested in; what is essential now

"is to start the traffic on the two-way street flowing'". He
accepted that the "spirit of this competition must be competitive'.

SecDef said that he "did not see it entirely differently"” and
that we should start to proceed "both ways". He had not looked
on CNAD "with vast enthusiasm” and the purpose of the US
initiative in the NAC was to get a policy framework which

would allow the rationalization/standardization problems to

be worked more effectively. In the DOD, DDR&E has responsibility
for looking at the long-range outlook of high technology

weapons requirements but he felt that part of the problem 1is
‘ also "to push international cooperation; hence the US has put

\ part of the decision-making responsibility into ISA". Our

§ present purpose -- through the US initiative -- is to bring

"the NAC itself into the picture" and to have the Council

< "over and above CNAD" on matters of principle and overall policy.
Mr. Mason said he thought "we are not far apart on our thinking"
and that "a permanent cell" on rationalization/standardization/
two-way street matters is worthwhile considering.

NEprbuseed et e Lollections ot the Manuscript Division, Library of Congress
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Mr. Mason observed further that in taking his decision on
MILAN and sub-HARPOON, not duplicating R&D was an important
factor. SecDef agreed and noted this point had relevance

to AWACS/NIMROD and also to tanks, trucks, and other items
"ot necessarily of high technological content". Mr. Mason
said SecDef should not give the impression abroad that the
US is only interested in doing the high technology things
itself and buying low technology items from Europe. SecDef
replied he agreed but we must recognize that there are huge
requirements for tanks and trucks, etc. He assured Mr. Mason
that "the US must look across the board". Certainly, the
RAF's Airfield Attack Munitions is a case where the R&D
effort is secondary but where the bomb's effectiveness 1is
first rate. In looking at the whole picture, if a purchase
is made, SecDef said, we must consider not only the RED cost
but the production cost and the procurement and life cycle
cost as well. SecDef emphasized that he did not want the
criterion to be the cost of R&D alone but the overall cost
of what one buys versus its military effectiveness.

AWACS - SecDef unhesitatingly gave his full support to AWACS.
Mr. Mason said the UK is fully prepared to help provided that
"hetween us we can get other NATO nations involved"”. He
indicated that if one or two other NATO nations would join
the program, the UK '"would play its part". He noted that if
the UK joined AWACS it meant "ditching Nimrod and all that
entails”. SecDef felt that since the benefits would come toO
all NATO nations if AWACS were deployed, the UK should be
prepared to save duplication R&D costs involved in the Nimrod
program and instead help fund the more advanced AWACS prografm.
SecDef emphasized that the US would strive for significant

European co-production opportunities.

HARRTER ~ SecDef suggested if the US placed enough advanced
Work in the UK, that would help the UK on funding an AWACS
Mr. Mason said he could Ynot link HARRIER and
AWACS at this stage" and asked SecDef for his view of the

1ikelihood of Congressional approval for AWACS. SecDef
said that he could sell AWACS better if he could get a
collective NATO commitment. The Congress is going to
require evidence of other nations' intentions before
authorizing FY77 funding. Returning to HARRIER, Mr. Mascn
said he had talked with Secretary of the Navy Middendorf,
and he was pleased to learn from him that many improvements
had been made to HARRIER performance. SecDef agreed the
_ improvements were substantial, but in answer to Mr. Mason's
" question whether the US was likely to -buy the improved
HARRIER, SecDef said it is being considered, but he could
not say more at present. Mr. Mason mentioned the UK
decision on the maritime HARRIER and asked whether the US
is interested in it. SecDef said that we are following

it with interest.

purchase.

~GECRER
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Cruise Missiles - SecDef said the Sovie
Missiles that those of greater than 600
in the aggregate of 2400 missiles "is a p?
Russians are being very insistent on Curis mita-
tions and the U.S. is also being insistent that only ballistic
and not cruise missiles be included in the aggregate. SecDef
said development of a cruise missile is part of the U.S.
attempt to provide insurance against improvements which the
Soviets are making in their missile force. The cruise missile
will force the Soviet Union to greater defensive efforts )
particularly against high or low-level attacks. An attractive
aspect of cruise missiles is that they increase the problems

of verific Certainly, for NATO cruise missiles are

:«..nv’“i»

attractive: they will complicate enemy defense plans; they
can be armed with either non-nuclear or nuclear warheads,

relatively invulnerable Cruise missiles would
with an option for selective strike. On the
Theavy pres

to include

and they are
provide NATO
BACKFIRE bomber, SecDef said the U.S. is under
from the Soviets in the SALT II negctzat*eqs not

it He felt the aircraft had clearly been designed for
"the peripheral mission” even though its range exceeded the B
FB-111 (but was less than the B-1) and the U.S, argu@d BACKFIRE
should be counted. SecDef observed that it is essential,
in fact, to underscore the legitimacy of the peripheral role )
of weapon systems and "not just their central strategic role.”
However, you cannot trade-off forward base systems against
central strategic systems.
MBFR ~ SecDef said that on MBFR if the Soviet ‘peace Gfﬁezséve”
grows, than 1% became increasingly important for them to make
progress in MBFR. Certainly, the U.S. can hold ﬁﬁ@lo?@en, R
in Europe without prospect of MBFR reductions. The price of
MBFTR to the Warsaw Pact is a reduction of their forward
offensive power against Western Europe.
ICAL NUCLEAR MODERNIZA ent a QQ%%%Q%?&?E%
11scusSsing his concer: s?%§§afg noting the
for early defeat of a ttack requiring
asis on planning for c entional and nucl
ations; and included em on Pershing and st
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SecDef observed that he expected strong opposition to his
wish to change

Mr. Mason
agreed and he was hopeful that at the next DPC eting "we
can help to bring Leber &Eong‘ on this matter ecDef said
he was not impatient but he.could not expect gress
that soon anyway." FM Sir Michael Carver fel £t prudent
not to discuss the issue at the DPC but simply take the
line that "we have studied it and this should be th
for use of tactical nuclear weapons." He thought *
a little muttering here and there” NATO would accept Se
formulation. The real tragedy is that we are caught "on
the hook of Option III of MBFR." ‘
MOU - SecDef and Mr. Mason signed at the beginning of the
Plenary Discussion the US/UK MOU, the thrust of which would
put defense procurement offset on a long-term basis and
eliminate the need to 1eg“t¢ate in "offset! on a case-by-
case basis. It was recognized that this bilateral MOU should
in no way impair the possibility in the future of getting a
larger multi-national arrangement covering the kinds of
principles incorporated into the present US/UK bilateral
MOU.
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'''''''''''''''''''' 037533

O 2916192 SEP 75

FM AMEMBASSY BONN

TO SECSTATE WASHDC IMMEDIATE 3228

S ECRETSECTION 01 OF 03 BONN 15901

STADIS/

EXDIS

EYES ONLY FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY HARTMAN FROM AMBASSA-
DOR HILLENBRAND

E.O. 11652: GDS
TAGS: GW,MILL MBFR, NATO, MPOL
SUBJECT: SCHLESINGER DISCUSSIONS WITH LEBER

1. SECRETARY SCHLESINGER MET FOR ABOUT NINE HOURS
YESTERDAY WITH MINISTER LEBER. 1SA WILL PRESUMABLY BE
GIVING YOU A REPORT OF THE DISCUSSIONS.

2. HOWEVER, BY WAY OF SUCH URGENT BACKGROUND INFORMA-
TION AS YOU MAY NEED FOR THE SCHMIDT VISIT I AM REPORT-
ING SOME HIGHLIGHTS BELOW. THOSE HIGHLIGHTS ONLY COVER
THE FIVE HOURS OF DISCUSSIONS BETWEEN DELEGATIONS, AND
NOT THE ALMOST FOUR HOURS OF PRIVATE DISCUSSIONS
BETWEEN THE MINISTERS IN WHICH MAJOR GENERAL WICKHAM
WAS THE ONLY OTHER AMERICAN PRESENT.

3. T ASSUME YOU HAVE ALREADY SEEN YESTERDAY'S US INFO
CABLE REPORTING THE JOINT PRESS CONFERENCE HELD BY
SCHLESINGER AND LEBER.
BRIGADE 76

SECRET

SECRET
PAGE 02 BONN 15901 01 OF 03 2919027

AT THE END OF THE MORNING DELEGATION'S SESSION,




Margaret P. Grafeld Declassified/Released US Department of State

LEBER ANNOUNCED THAT HE AND SCHLESINGER HAD REACHED
AGREEMENT IN THEIR PRIVATE TALKS TO STUDY HOW THE
STATIONING FUNDS FOR BRIGADE 76 CAN BE TAKEN OUT OF THE
UNSPENT CIRCA 300 MILLION D-MARKS OFFSET FUNDS. HE

SAID THIS WOULD BE DONE TEMPORARILY IN ORDER TO GET
HRIGADE 76 STARTED, AND THAT BOTH MINISTERS WOULD

JOINTLY MAKE EFFORTS TO RETURN THE MONEY TO THE SEVENTH
ARMY QUT OF NATO INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDS OR FROM SOME OTHER
SOURCE.

STANDARDIZATION.

LEBER PRESSED HARD FOR CONCRETE PROGRESS. HE
URGED DEVELOPMENT OF ALLIANCE-WIDE CONCEPT AND MISSION
WITH COMMON MILITARY REQUIREMENTS. HE URGED SCHLESINGER
TO TALK TO THE FRENCH AND TO TELL THEM THAT MORE MULTI-
LATERAL RATHER THAN BILATERAL PROJECTS SHOULD BE DEVELOP-
ED. HE SAID THIS IS WHAT THE GERMANS WERE TELLING THE
FRENCH. AT THE VERY LEAST, LEBER SAID, WE SHOULD MOVE
TO SOME CONCRETE STEPS LIKE IDENTICAL MUNITIONS
CALIBERS.

SCHLESINGER AGREED WE SHOULD BE MORE CONCRETE AND
SUGGESTED WE MOVE TOWARD PROTOTYPING AND COMPETITION
AMONG PROTOTYPES. HE EXPRESSED OUR CONCERN ABOUT THE
THIRD COUNTRY EXPORT ISSUE POINTING OUT THAT THIS--AS
WELL AS OUR WORLD-WIDE MILITARY OBLIGATIONS--COMPELLED
US TO EXPAND OUR REQUIREMENTS TO A DEGREE THAT NATO
MIGHT FIND TOO COSTLY.

LEBER SAID THAT GERMANY WAS REVIEWING ITS ARMS
EXPORTS POLICY AND THAT "THE POLICIES OF THIS GOVERN-
MENT WILL SOON NOT BE A PROBLEM™.

MBFR.

LEBER EXPRESSED THE GERMAN RESERVATIONS FORCEFULLY.
HE WARNED THAT, SINCE THE NEGOTIATIONS WERE STARTED
TWO YEARS AGO. WESTERN FORCES IN THE NATO AREA HAD
ALREADY BEEN REDUCED UNILATERALLY. HE INSISTED THAT

SECRET

SECRET

PAGE 03 BONN 13901 01 OF 03 2919027

OPTION 11 SHOULD BE A ONE-TIME OFFER OF US NUCLEAR
ARMS REDUCTION, NOT THE BEGINNING OF A PROCESS, FOR
THE EUROPEANS AND THE GERMANS, HE SAID, THERE MUST BE
ATIONAL LIMITATIONS  NO REDUCTION OF EUROPEAN
EQUIPMENT, AND NO REDUCTION OF EUROPEAN UNITS REPEAT
UNITS. ( HE FAVORED THINNING OUT RATHER THAN ELIMINAT-
ING UNITS)

O

S

ystematic Review 06 JUL 2006
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SCHLESINGER DIFFERED WITH LEBER'S APPRAISAL
REGARDING THE DECLINING STRENGTH OF NATO BUT AGREED
ABOUT THE DANGERS IMPLICIT IN MBFR. HE SAID THAT
THERE WAS NO INTERNAL LOGIC TO OPTION IH. ITS ONLY
PURPOSE BEING TO GET THE ADEQUATE RESPONSE OF THE
WITHDRAWAL OF A SOVIET TANK ARMY FROM EAST GERMANY,
HE SAID THAT WE DID NOT HAVE TO ACCEPT PROPOSALS
THAT JEOPARDIZED OUR SECURITY, AND WERE PREPARED TO
NEGOTIATE A LONG TIME UNLESS AND UNTIL ACCEPTABLE
PROPOSALS WERE FORTHCOMING.

AWACS,

SCHLESINGER EXPRESSED THE HOPE THAT THE FRG MIGHT
ASSOCIATE ITSELF WITH THE AWACS PROGRAM. LEBER EXPRESS-
ED AN INTEREST BUT SAID HE HOPED THAT OTHER EUROPEANS
WOULD JIOIN IN TO PREVENT ITS BECOMING SIMPLY A US-FRG
MATTER. HE SAID WE SHOULD KEEP IN TOUCH ON THIS.
SCHLESINGER WONDERED WHETHER THE ALLIANCE COULD ACT IN
TIME,

NIKE-HERCULES,

THERE WAS A LONG DISCUSSION ON THIS SUBIECT GROW-
ING OUT OF THE DPQ LETTER THAT SCHLESINGER HAD SENT TO
LEBER.

partment of 5
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DURING THAT DISCUSSION, SCHLESINGER STRESSED THE
MARGINAL MILITARY VALUE OF THE NIKE-HERCULES. HE
POINTED OUT THAT WE NOW HAVE MUCH BETTER WEAPONS FOR
AIR DEFENSE, SUCH AS THE F-15 AND F-16, AND THAT WE ARE
WORKING ON A SAM D SYSTEM THAT WILL BE VASTLY SUPERIOR.
HE SAID THAT WE HAD TO MAKE OUR STRATEGIC DECISIONS ON
THE BASIS OF OUR ANALYSIS OF OUR NEEDS RATHER THAN ON
THE BASIS OF HISTORY. WHAT WE WANT, HE SAID, IS AN
UNAMBIGUOUS, WELL-PROTECTED, DISCRIMINATING OFFENSIVE
CAPABILITY WITH REAL DETERRENT VALUE. HE ALSO POINTED
OUT THAT THE US WAS USING FIVE THOUSAND MEN TO PROTECT
45 NIKE-HERCULES BATTERIES, AND THAT THEY COULD BE
BETTER USED ELSEWHERE. HE SUGGESTED THINNING OUT THE
UNITS IF THEY COULD NOT BE COMPLETELY REMOVED.

LEBER STRESSED THE PSYCHOLOGICAL AND POLITICAL
VALUE OF NIKE-HERCULES. HE SAID THAT A US ELIMINATION
OF HIGH AND MEDIUM-LEVEL A-A EFFORT WOULD BE FOLLOWED
BY THE DUTCH, LEAVING THE FRG TO DO IT ALONE. HE ALSO
SAID THAT THE NIKE-HERCULES AND THE GENERAL POSITIONING
OF THE US NUCLEAR STOCKPILE IN EUROPE HAD AN IMPORTANT
DETERRENT EFFECT BECAUSE THE SOVIET UNION COULD NOT
INITIATE A WAR WITHOUT THE SUPPORT OF POLAND. CZECHOSLO-
VAKIA AND EAST GERMANY. THOSE COUNTRIES, HE SAID, WERE
EFFECTIVELY RESTRAINED BY THE NUCLEAR FORCES.

LEBER SAID SEVERAL TIMES THAT THERE SHOULD BE NO
HASTY ACTION AND THAT A WAY COULD BE FOUND SLOWLY, AS
THE FRG WAS PREPARED TO LOOK AT THIS IN A FLEXIBLE
MANNER. SCHLESINGER SAID HE COULD REASSURE LEBER THAT
THERE WOULD NOT BE HASTY SOLUTIONS.

CARRIER DEPLOYMENT.

SCHLESINGER BRIEFLY POINTED OUT THAT ONE OF OUR

SECRET
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STADIS/
EXDIS
TWO CARRIERS IN THE SIXTH FLEET WOULD BE DEPLOYED FROM
TIME TO TIME WITH THE SECOND FLEET IN ORDER TO PATROL
OFF NORWAY AND IN THE NORTH SEA. HE SAID NORWAY COULD
BENEFIT FROM THIS SUPPORT, PERHAPS MORE THAN THE
CONTINENTAL NATIONS, LEBER DID NOT CHALLENGE THIS
ANALYSIS,

S-3A.

SCHLESINGER SAID THAT LOCKHEED HAD TOLD DOD THE
PRODUCTION LINE WOULD BE TERMINATED IF NO GERMAN
PURCHASE DECISION WERE MADE BY NOVEMBER | AND THAT THE
SYSTEM WOULD COST MORE LATER. SCHLESINGER SAID THIS
WAS THE INFORMATION HE HAD BEEN GIVEN AND HE WAS NOT
IN A POSITION TO ADVISE THE GERMANS WHAT TO DO. STATE
SECRETARY MANN, REPLYING FOR LEBER. SAID THE FRG HOPED
TO MAKE A DECISION BY THEN BUT THERE WERE MANY PARLIA-
MENTARY HURDLES AHEAD WHICH MIGHT MAKE IT IMPOSSIBLE.

4. COMMENT: THE MOST NOTEWORTHY ELEMENT OF THE
DISCUSSION WAS OBVIOUSLY THE AGREEMENT TO PROCEED WITH

UNOBLIGATED OFFSET FUNDS TO COVER INITIAL BRIGADE 76

DEPLOYMENT COSTS AS FAR AS POSSIBLE. THIS TAKES SOME

URGENCY OUT OF THE ISSUE BUT IT WILL LEAVE UNRESOLVED

WHAT WE DO ABOUT LATER OFFSET FUNDS, A QUESTION THAT

SCHMIDT WILL PRESUMABLY BE PREPARED TO DISCUSS WITH THE

PRESIDENT. T ASSUME THAT, BY ACCEPTING THE GERMAN
SECRET
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POSITION, WE ARE NOW A STEP NEARER TO BRIGADE 76

DEPLOYMENT BUT THERE ARE OBVIOUSLY MANY OTHER COSTS TO

COME. ASTURGED INMY 15834 | HOPE YOU CAN KEEP US
POSTED.
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THE OTHER NOTABLE ELEMENT WAS LEBER'S SUGGESTION,
WHICH HAS BEEN FORESHADOWED ELSEWHERE, THAT GERMANY
MAY MOVE MORE ACTIVELY TO EXPORT ARMS. CURIOUSLY, THIS
COINCIDES WITH THE DRIVE TO STANDARDIZATION, SINCE BOTH
STANDARDIZATION AND EXPORT AMBITIONS WILL MOVE THE
GERMANS TO DEVELOP WEAPONS THAT ARE NOT EXCLUSIVELY
SUITED FOR EUROPEAN CONDITIONS. END COMMENT.
HILLENBRAND
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NPG — HIGH LEVEL GROUP ON TNF MODERNIZATION — MAIN POINTS OF
THE MEETING AT LOS ALAMOS 16-17 FEBRUARY 1978

1. Summa

NPG' HLG (Task Force 10)* was established at the NPG Ministerial meeting in the fall of
1977. The first meeting took place in Brussels December 8-9, 1977 (see report of 12.2.77).

During the second meeting, it was decided that the next meeting would take place in

Brussels on March 17, 1978.

On the agenda was the following:

1. Introductory Remarks
a. Opening Remarks by the Chairman

b. Discussion

2. Ilustrative Alternatives
a. Review of Comments on the “Conceptual Framework” Paper
b. Elements of Posture and Their Combination in Alternatives: Remarks by the US
c. Discussion of Alternatives
1. Views on Adequacy of Range of Alternatives

ii. Discussion of Each Alternative
3. Special Briefings
(Will include, znter alia, briefing on short-term measures by SHAPE and a review of technical

opportunities for TNF modernization by the Hon. D. R. Cotter)

4. Next steps

" The Nuclear Planning Group.
% The HLG was set up as a task force under NATO’s long-term defence program (LTDP).


McDonnellT
Typewritten Text
Norwegian Ministry of Defence, FD 200.18, MNW 1978,
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a. Report to the Ministers

b. Future work

The first day meeting covered point 3 and most of the discussion of the four alternatives

sketched out for TNF modernization (based on the US paper of February 7, 78)

The discussion of the principles of modernization was completed on day two, before a
review of the established consensus was given, and the delegates agreed on a tentative plan

for a HLG report for presentation to the NPG ministerial meeting on April 18-19, 78.

Finally, the US considers is beneficial that the NPG-HLG continues its work within the

framework of the NPG after the task force 10 report is delivered.



2. Day One

In his introductory remarks, the HLG chairman, Assistant Secretary of Defence Mr.
McGiffert,” remarked that the HLG had reached a broad consensus about the main points
of the American paper of December 5, 1977, concerning the “conceptual framework for
TNF Modernization.” The paper, which bad been revised in the light of discussions during
the first meeting and later national contributions, was circulated during the meeting on

February 16, 1978.

The American paper of February 7, 1978 on “Alternative TNF postures,” would serve as the
primary basis of the discussions. The discussions aimed at creating consensus about the

political guidelines underlying the TNF enhancement.

The sections on conceptual framework and political guidelines will constitute the main
contents of the report from the NPG-HLG to the NPG ministerial meeting on April 18-19,
1978.

The Americans will prepare and circulate a draft report before the next HLG meeting on

March 17, 78.

2.1. Before the discussion got underway, the SHAPE representative gave a short

presentation of SHAPE’s short term measures report.

The considerations and recommendations of the report were based on the established

political guidelines for NATO’s TNF.

A set of proposals for short-term improvement of the Alliance TNF posture, based on

available TNF and relevant objectives, had been worked out.

The deficiencies were located in five main areas:

3 David McGiffert.



- force employment
- force composition
- force stockpile

- force survivability

- C’ arrangements

After a review the report, SHAPE underlined that its proposals did not imply a change in
NATO’s TNF posture, but that the proposed measures were a necessary step in the efforts

to maintain the military foundation for the Alliance overall strategy of flexible response.

The SHAPE report will be forwarded to the NPG ministetial through the MC* and the

NPG. The HLG, moreover, will refer to the proposals in its final report.

2.2. In their introduction to the discussion of the “Alternative TNF postures,” the

Americans underlined that the four alternatives were designed for the purpose of illustrating

the problems and opportunities pertaining to various principles of TNF modernization.

The Alternatives aimed at:

L Continuation of emphases [sic] in current posture.
I1. Increased emphasis on the engaged battle area and its immediate support.
ITI.  Increased emphasis on targeting the deep support to Warsaw Pact aggression

IV. Balanced emphasis on engaged battle area and deep support.

Alternative 1 and 4 would represent a continuation of the existing posture, but that alt. 4
could involve some new initiatives, possibly at the expense of SHAPE’s short term
measures.

While alt. 2 emphasized battlefield use, alt. 3 would prioritize so-called deep-strike systems.

As discussions got underway, the Canadian delegation raised the question of what a “deep

* The Military Committee.



strike” really constituted and of what geographic area the TNF would cover.

SHAPE’s representative, supported by Germany, held that a “deep strike” primarily covered
TNF long range systems, which, incidentally, should be able to cover the western parts of

the USSR.

The Norwegian delegation, represented by Deputy Minister of Defence [Johan Jorgen|
Holst, pointed out that what was to be considered a “deep strike” depended on the location
from which the weapon is launched. It would not be in Allied interest to plan and develop
the TNF weapons on the premise that the western border of the U.S.S.R. cannot be crossed;
the options should however cover the border as a firebreak. The HLG report should discuss

the arms control implications explicitly.

The Dutch representative held that the report must emphasize the need to improve the
conventional forces. It was not desirable to widen the role of TNF in the overall Alliance
strategy. The report needed to distinguish between issues directly and presently pressing for
the ministers on the one hand, and complicated long-term measures/principles on the other.

As for “deep strike,” it was important also to clarify the relevant targets.

The Turkish delegation, pointed out that special geographical factors were relevant to the

issues on the table.

The Danish delegation expressed a desire for alternative 1 or 4 or a combination of the two.

It was also necessary for the Alliance to maintain the conventional force.

The Belgian representative underlined the need to emphasize that the strategy was valid and

that the Alliance did not aim to alter the balance within the triad.’

The British delegation held that the ministers should receive a general briefing emphasizing
the character of change.

With regard to “deep strike”, the UK did not wish to establish Soviet territory as an

5 The NATO Triad of strategic, theatre nuclear and conventional forces.



insurmountable boundary in Alliance TNF planning.

With regard to the public relation aspect of the present discussions, the Norwegian
delegation underlined the need to be able to explain and defend the general guidelines for
the TNF modernization. This issue was particularly relevant in the event of a decision giving

more weight to “deep strike”.

The German delegation considered that the consensus with respect to the alternatives would
be somewhere between 1 og 4 — the Germans preferred either 1+ or 4-. One hoped that the
Alliance would achieve the necessary consensus and subsequently develop the TNF forces

on that basis.

SHAPE pointed out that the TNF would have to provide “flexible options” and cover the
entire area from short-range battlefield systems to general nuclear war. With regard to short-
range systems (maximum 100 km), the Alliance was in a fairly good position. For medium
and long-range systems, the Alliance depended on dual-capable aircraft, Pershing missiles

and SLBMs.

Aircraft were first of all highly vulnerable, and furthermore, the long range Vulcan would

soon be replaced by the Tornado, which has only medium range.

With respect to SLBMs, SHAPE’s representative called attention to the problem the
opponent would be facing with respect to establishing whether strategic or TNF weapons

had been employed.

If the Alliance decided on alternative 1, the politicians would lose the option of graduated

escalation of a conflict.

The Dutch delegation underlined that alternative 1 had to be a basis for further discussions
and the starting point of future improvements. It was out of the question to ask the Alliance
to make far-reaching decisions with respect to the TNF during the ministerial meeting and

summit this spring.



The Norwegian delegation pointed out that the Dutch considered alternative 1 to be
uncontroversial because this modernization model was very closely connected to what
NATO already possessed in the TNF area.

However, it was important to underline that the characteristics of both alternative 1 and
NATO’s existing posture within Alliance overall defence [alliansens totalforsvar] would be lost

if necessary modernizations were not undertaken.

The British delegation supported this and pointed out that NATO’s TNF posture was in a
state of perpetual change and that it was influenced by changes in technology and threat

perception.

The American delegation pointed out that the maintenance of NATO’s existing TNF
posture and its role in the triad presupposed gradual modernizations such as ERRBS,

Pershing 11 and the B-61 bomb.

It was also necessaty to consider ADM’ and Air Defence questions relevant to the issues on

the table.

2.3. In the American presentation of “technical opportunities for TNF modernization,” D.R.
Cotter put particular emphasis on modernization options that would improve the security,

safety and survivability of the TNF weapons.

The development of so-called insensitive high explosives and the use of such nuclear
weapons (including B-61 and Cruise missiles) would decrease the possibility of unintended

detonation substantially.

Recently developed protective materials for storage and transport for nuclear weapons

would allow for storage of bombs underground in QRA?® aircraft hangars as well as more

6 . .
Enhanced radiation, reduced blast weapon, also known as the the enhanced radiation weapon (ERW) or the neutron

bomb.
7 Atomic demolition munitions @).

8 . .
Quick reaction alert.



effective and flexible transport of warheads, including trucks with custom-designed control

devices.

The implications of this new warhead security for allied strategy and doctrine would be

considered more closely.

Several representatives expressed a wish for the to be circulated unclassified materials on the

development in this area.

2.4. During the last part of the discussion of alternatives on day one, several countries
warned that both alternative 2 and 3 could possibly lead to a danger of unintended

decoupling.
The Norwegian delegation underlined that NATO must not signal that it is focusing on
specific and limited “response options” in the development of its TNF weapons. Alternative

2 would possibly be seen as a suicide strategy, especially from a West German point of view.

The American delegation raised the question of whether the fundamental problem with

regard to “deep strike” was political or military.

The British and the Germans held that there were obvious military reasons why the TNF

should include “deep strike”. The Germans, moreover, were strongly against alternative 2,
and they considered what had been said concerning “deep strike” to be very important. In
this context, one considered cruise missiles to be a fitting option as a political counterweight

to SS-20.

The Norwegian delegation pointed out that cruise missiles were intended for a general
response role. The transfer of forces that a cruise missile deployment would free out could
nonetheless strengthen the NATO TNF posture. Deputy Minister Holst also raised the
question of the arguments for the wish for Cruise missiles. Was this because other options
were closed throught SALT, or was system considered a fitting new option vis-a-vis the

Soviet Union?



3. Day Two

3.1. Towards the end of discussion of the options, the Norwegian delegation suggested that
instead of using the term “deep strike,” one could use “long range systems,” which seemed

less dramatic.

The proposal gained general support.

SHAPE underlined that NATO’s TNF posture was militarily at its weakest when it came to

long-range systems.

The Norwegian delegation supported alternative 1-4. It was to a high extent a question of
available technology and economic resources.
The report should inform the ministers about the art of modernization and which direction

any possible changes would take.

The German delegation underlined that one saw the German participation in NATO’s TNF
as satisfying. There was no wish for an increase in the German role. As for the alternatives,

the preference went clearly in direction of 4.

The British delegation wanted an increase of emphasis on long-range systems, possibly at the

expense of shorter-range battlefield systems.

The Norwegian delegation underlined that the report should treat the question of the size of
the TNF stockpiles in Western Europe.
The number, however, should not be fixed; more detailed discussions later could decide the

stockpile mix.

Several representatives pointed to the necessity of including relevant problems in relation to

Air Defence and ADM in future discussions of the Alliance TNF posture.



3.2. There existed both a British and an American draft work schedule for the preparation of
the HLG report to the NPG ministerial meeting. The majority supported the British draft,
which was considered to be most suitable to transmit to the ministers. The report will be
based on consensus about the following main points:

— A need for modernization of TNF so that they can fill their role in the overall defence

— Excessive emphasis on battlefield or long range systems leads to a danger of decoupling.

— In light of the development in the Soviet Union, a need for a balanced development of

TNF with increased emphasis on long range systems.

— Land-based systems must be survivable

— With respect to NATO policy for the TNF — no firebreak for Western USSR.

— NATO planning must take into account the special position of the flanks.

— Sutvivability, security and safety in addition to C3 and TIES’ are of central importance to

the modernization work.

— The number of weapons will have political implications.

— The relationship with press and public of great need.

— The defensive character of the TNF forces will be emphasized.

— The arms control implications must be considered.

— The role of TNF within NATQO’s overall defence will not be increased.

9 . . L
Tactical imagery exploitation system (??).



— SACEUR’s short-term measures are regarded to be in accordance with the guidelines of

the HLG.

— Air Defence and ADM require further discussions.

— Broad allied participation in TNF will be maintained.
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: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ISSUES FOR SCC DISCUSSION

A. What is the nature of the theater nuclear problen?

The evolution of Soviet theater and strategic nuclear forces has
revived or created new military and political questions about the
structure of nuclear deterrence for the defense of Europe. (See
Chart I for summary of current forces.)

Since the early 60s, the Soviets have been able to devastate
Europe with long-range theater nuclear systems (SS—4/S, etc.). Soviet
doctrine and force posture reflected such a massive use of nuclear
weapons that the Soviets would have to reckon with a US strategic
response. The US was perceived to have superiority in strategic and
theater nuclear weapons.

Three changes have brought this deterrent posture into question:

-~ First, qualitative and quantitative improvements in Soviet
theater nuclear capabilities have brought the Soviets closer
to more credible responses to NATO nuclear use at lower
levels (e.g., nuclear-capable aircraft, Frog follow—on).

- Second, the Soviets have introduced new long~range theater
nuclear systems —— SS-20 and Backfire. While this will not
significantly alter Soviet capacity to devastate Western
Europe with major employment of long-range TNF, it has

) revived European concern about the threat that has long been
- posed by these systems.-— especially since they are
unconstrained in SALT, while some possible US response options
could be constrained by SALT and MBFR,

— Third, US acceptance of strategic parity, in SALT terms,
has deepened concerns in Europe about the credibility of US
strategic use in the defense of Europe.

The PRM has identified two comp:ting US views about the military
and deterrent consequences of these changes: Some believe that the
mobility of S5~20 has wmade limited nuclear strikes on Western Europe
more credible because the Soviets could execute such strikes without
fear that a NATO response would eliminate the remaining force. They
also believe that in the context of strategic parity, the Soviet
improvement of long-range theater nuclear forces has highlighted NATO's
lack of a comparable capability in the theater, having relied mainly on .
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strategic forces to deter nuclear strikes from the Soviet Union on
Europe. This "gap" deprives NATO of an escalation option, below
strategic use, and thus undermines deterrence. TFinally, they think that

 US TNF modernization programs lack dynamism and rely excessively on
short-range battlefield systems and on vulnersble dual-capasble aircraft
for longet«-range missions,

Others feel that limited S5-20 options are not credible, since
the three $5-20 RVs each have high yield and sinc¢e the Soviets would
invite attacks on the USSR by using it as a base for attack omx Europe.
They also point out that the Soviets have long had parity in assured
destruction capability and despite this, the US strategic deterrent
remains coupled to Europe by the US presence and strong interests
there, by the fact that any Soviet attack on Europe would be
devastating, and by continued commitments by American leaders. They
doubt that in their response the Soviets would differentiate between
US-controlled attacks on the USSR from Europe or from outside Europe,
They also point out that the US has some capability for a limited
response against the USSR from European territory (F-111}, and that
NATO has roughly the same range capability to attack into Pact
territory as the Pact has into NATO territory, when basing is taken
into account. In sum, they believe that the current mix of short-
and long~range systems is adequate, though modernization is needed,
especially a reduction {in vulnerability.

These conslderations aside, the views of our Allies are of
eritical importance to the future golidarity of the Alliance, and our
regsponse to their concerns must be carefully weighed, Because their
interests are not identical to ours, our Allies do not necessarily see
the problem as we do. As the only major NATO power to have renouuced
nuclear weapons, the Germans have a special stake in the credibility of
the US deterrent, The Germans are concerned with the adequacy of the
NATO deterrent in light of strategic parity. They also feel that the
US is precccupied with the homeland - homeland strategic balance at the
expenge of those aspects of the strategic balance that impact more
directly on Eurcpean security -~ the Soviet long—range theater nuclear
systems. The Germans have expressed a primary interest in controlling
the Soviet threat through arms control while improving NATO's own
long~range capabilities.

The other Allies share these concerns to varying degrees, though
are less vocal. The British are concerned that US interests in SALT and
the US - Soviet relationship could be to the detriment of their nuclear |
relationship with us. The British and French are, however, wary that a
significant shift toward more long~range systems in Europe could appear
tec be an attempt to "decouple” the US strategic detexrent from Europe;
and they are concerned that arms control negotiations could constrain
their own independent nuclear options. S$till, both want to maintain
FRG confidence in the NATO deterrent posture,
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B. What are possible strategies and approaches? ~

: Two broad strategies are possible: (1) to attempt to solve the -
problem through new initiatives that do not include significant steps o
toward new hardware modernization or arms control approaches; (2) to

go further and respond to the European interest by pursuing a twin

strategy toward hardware modernization and arms control proposals.

Those who believe that there is a military and deterrence
problem believe that NATO should acquire an increased capability for
selective nuclear strikes on the Soviet Union from Western Europe
and for enhancement of the in-theater contribution to the NATO
general nuclear response against the USSR, The aim would be to
deter limited use of the 55-20 and strengthen the coupling of the
strategic deterrent. Survivability, good penetration capability,
and high political visibility with the Allies would be important

characteristics,

-~ A force as small as 100 systems could contridbute to
selective use and provide a visible link to US strategic
forces, but whether selective use of such a force would be ;
adequate to halt Soviet aggression is scenario-dependent. -
This force would not change heavy reliance on US strategic
systems for strikes {nto the Soviet Union in the general
nuclear response.

~~ A force as large as 1,000 or more systems would provide NATO
with most of the capability it needs for the General Nuclear
Response without US strategic systems, but could suggest
notions of a separate theater balance and appear to be an
attempt to decouple the US strategic deterrent.

Some believe, however, that the present European problem is a
recurrence of long-standing European concerns about the US commitment
to nuclear deterrence in Europe, They believe that this concern has
been intensified by certain US decisions — B~1, ERW and perhaps
international economics. They note that the US has been able to deal
with these concerns in the past through political, institutional and
other measures, and that the present problem may alsoc be susceptible to
new demonstrations of US leadership and commitment to the security of
Europe, before taking significant steps toward new hardvare or arms
control solutions; e.g., commitment of more Poseidon/ Trident, \
institutional arrangements to strengthen strategic planmning,
modernization of the shorter-range forces, increased consultations
on US arms control positions, etc.
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Others believe that attempts to treat the problem without moving
on hardware and arws control will not suffice and will raise suspicions
about American intentions and commitment. These sugpicions could harm
Alliance solidarity and undermine atrtempts to improve the conventional
balance in the LTDP. :

There are risks that a purely hardware route, especially with
large deployments in Germany, could cause the Soviets to react in
ways that could have a negative f{mpact on both US and Allied
security, e.g., in SALT and in force deployments against Europe.

A purely hardware approach also risks political opposition on
the Left in Europe, opposition that could be fired by a Soviet
propaganda campaign and that could threaten to undermine Western
Europe's coalition governments.

Arms control could help stabilize and regulate long~range
theater nuclear competition in Europe, control the Soviet threat,
and build Allied confidence in long-term stability. However, there
are technical and political problems that arise in seeking control
of theater nuclear arms. Nonetheless, it way be difficult to avoid
the arms control issue since it is likely to arise in SALT IXI.

Arms control could serve to mitigate the risks of a purely
hardware approach — with the Soviets and domestic audiences in
Europe and the US. At the same time, clear US willingness to
enhance long-range strike capability could be an added inducement
for the Soviets to negotiate about their systems. Without such
apparent willingness, arms control alone would be unlikely to
produce agreement on any effective limitation on Soviet systems.

We cannot yet tell whether an arms control agreement that is
effective and acceptable can be negotlated, nor whether such an |
agreement would preclude the need for additional Westemn deployments :

of long-range theater nuclear systems.

Some of these objectives for hardware and arms control could
create public presentation problems., The public may not support
purchase of systems if these are perceived as intended for use only as
bargaining chips, though it may be willing to support a force designed
to match the 55-20. Similarly, an arms control approach whose only.
cbjective 1s to provide political support for hardware is likely to be
seen as cynical. On the other hand, public support for carefully
selected force deployments in support of our NATO Allies and for a
serious related arms control effort can be forthcoming, especially ia

Europe.
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‘ If purely political solutions are not sufficient, the problen
. is not "whether arms control or hardware,” but rather how to manage
a combination of both approaches,

C. What decisions are needed at this point rior to the Fall
———nlo iRl Ate neeced at this point, prion
onsultations?

C
e im————————

There will be a number of stages in the modernization and arms
control consultations through the end of this year which could affect
. how we orchestrate our positions. The schedule for arms control
consultations will begin with bilaterals early this Fall, which could
be followed by an NAC on the same themes later in the Fall, and
probably another round of bilaterals before the end of the year as
our thinking unfolds. The HLG will meet in early Fall prior to the
NPG Ministerial in mid-October. We need to begin work almost
immediately on a paper for this phase of the HLG. While these
consultations proceed, long-range theater nuclaar programs will be
bringing critical decision points nearer and shaping both the
hardware and arms control options that are realistically available,

In consultations so far, the US has been ambivalent toward
both hardware modernization and arms control in order to preserve
options pending future study. We have stressed that both
approaches need to be examined together. This study has not
reached a point where we can agree to a well defined integrated
hardware / arms control approach, But 1t does raise the question of
whether we want now to take a more definitive stance toward the
concept of an integrated strategy without making. a final decision.
It also suggests that further analytical work could be simplified
by the elimination of infeasible or undesirable options, i

1. How sghould the US approach the HLG meeting?

Although the HLG supported "an evolutionary adjustment”
toward "somewhat more" long-range in~theater strike
capability subject to a detailed examination of the political
and military issues involved, the USG has not endorsed this
conclusion. The President was non-committal at the Summit.
The Allies will be watching closely to see how the US approaches
this problem in the Fall meeting. The issue now is whether we
embrace this HLG conclusion and continue the process of detailed
examination, or whether we remain non-committal, while proceeding

with the examination.

On the one hand, embracing the HLG conclusion would not
represent a final decision for a new long-range force posture,
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but would be the first step toward additional hardvare.
Embracing the conclusion would allow us to concentrate on the
political and military issues. However, it may take us Ffurther
toward long-range systems than the political leaders in some
Allied governments are ready to go.

On the other hand, we may prefer to remain non~committal
- because we may need more time for either USGC analysis of credible
alternative integrated strategies for both arms control and
hardware, or to decide whether a purely political initiative i3
feasible, or both, The question is whether the Allies can help
us with our analyses -~ especially the political and military
dimensions ~- without forcing us intoc commitments we axre unready
to make, In this case, we would rely on sustaining our programs
as a sign of good faith. However, continued awmbivalence could
stand in the way of the detailed examination of the issues that
we and our Allies need before coming to a final conclusion, and
over the long run would raise questions about US sincerdity to
examine the issue, thus exacerbating the political problem.

In any event, we will want to use the HIG meetings to
discuss with our Allies some of the wmilitary and political
~implications of certain long-range theater nuclear cptions. We
will want eventually to raise questions of domestiz politics ;
and public presentation and of possible Soviet responses. We !
do not want the Allies to choose a spacific hardware approach :

at this point.

2. How should the US approach the arms control bilaterals?

The working level has largely agreed that any hardware
and arms control approaches should proceed simultaneously and
be closely integrated., If the SCC agrees, we would want to
indicate this view to the Allies in both the arms control
bilaterals and the HLG, Also, we should indicate a positive
actitude towards arms control if we associate ourselves with
the HLG conclusion., 1In this case, it would be important to
stress that we have not yet defined a specific arms control
approach that we are comfortable with,

Our initial round of bilateral consultations on arms
coutrel should probably be used to discuss and agree with the
Allies what our objectives might be in entering intc arms
control negotiations, and to go into the technical problems
that we gsee, We may want to give them a paper along the lines
of Section III of this study.
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I, INTRODUCTION

This section examines the militai—y issues and related political
issues associated with a potential decision to proceed with the deploy- -
ment of improved long-range nuclear delivery systems in Europe.

First, this section describes the candidate systems for such imrove-
meat and the military rationale for providing more long-range capability.
' Then the section defines the potential Europesn target sets for such
systess and lays out the survivability, range and basing consideratisns
applicable to these targets. Next, the section discusses various force
levels and the potential for Allies' participation snd cost sharing.
The section concludes with a qualitative evaluation of eight alternative
force postures to illustrate the range of options available and the
tradecffs among those options,

Assumptions snd Copnstraints

Existing NATO documents and the NPG High Level Group Report develop
several assumptions and constraints which, if sccepted by the U.S.
government, would guide or limit the choices of improved systems. With
respect to leng-range systems:

o There is s need for an "evolutionary" adjustsest in NATO THF
that would provide scmewhat more in-theater long-range caps-
bility than at present. ’

o NATO's THF should continue to be modernized consistent with
agreed NATO strategy in order that they may continue their
essential role in the RATO TRIAD and continuum of deterresce.

o An excessive emphasis on a longer-range strike capability
could coovey a perception of decoupling, sigoaling an inten-
tion to seek a balance independent of the other elements of
the NATO TRIAD.

o There should be no perception of aanctuary as regards attacks
into the Soviet Union.

’ o There should be no implication of iacreased roles for NATO
TNF's. -
© HNATO should seek to msintain the widespread participation of

¥ATO pations in the THF role.

o Modernization of the TNF must pot divert resources From the
conventiopal improvewents.

o HNATO's long-terwm modernized NATO T¥F can be sccompldished
within the numbers of warheads associated with the present

INF.
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Although existing policies snd the views of the HLG provide an
extremely important point of departure, and reflect the carefully coa-
sidered views of the Allies, the systems, targets and alternative force
postures exsmined in this section are not necessarily constrained by
this guidance on the presumption that policy makers may wish to exanipe

a broader range of potential improvements.
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II. LOKG RANGE TNF SYSTEMS

. There are seven candidate NATO TNF systess which could meet the
requirement of 1000km or greater range capability, These are:

Cruise Hissiles - Ground~Launched Cruise Missile (GLCY)

-« Sea-Launched Cruise Hisgile (SLCH) (Sub
& Surface)

- Air-Launched Cruise Missiles (ALCH)

Ballistic Missiles - Pershing II Extended Rapge Ballistic
Missile (PIIXR)

- Medium Range Ballistic Missile (MRBY)

- Sub-Lauached Ballistic Missile (SLE) (b))

ol Dual Capable Aircraft - F-111, A-6, A-7 (Particularly
i with standoff armament such as a
or longer-range ALCM)

(b)(1)

Discussion:

A. CRUISE MISSILES:

Cruise missiles are in some ways similar to manned aircraft.
Hovever, because many of the sirplane multi-weapon delivery and humas
engineering requirements cag be eliminated, the cruise missile can be
made less complex and considerably smaller than manned aircraft. Io
addition, pre-launch survivability is better because its deployment
during periods of crisis and conflict is not tied to fixed bases.

Other festures of the cruise missile include its very small radar cross
section, very low-altitude flight, relatively high accuracy at long
ranges, and an all-weather capability. In additioa, becaugse they are.
relatively inexpensive, they may be deployed in large nusbers to coxzpli-
cate and saturate the enemy's defenses. The land-attack cruise missile,
whether air, sea, or ground-launthed, will carry a single nuclear warhead
with a selectable yield capability. US cruis issiles ere currently

plaoned to have a system operational range to Due to necessary
evasive and pavigaticnal in-flight maneuvers a rangée allovance is being

built into the missile beyond [ (b)(1)

(b)(1)
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The cruise missile should be survivable in all but the most severe
threat environments. Cruise missile survivability against present WP
defenses derives from its capability to navigate accurately over long
range, fly at very low (terrain clearance) altitudes, sod remain rela-
tively undetectable due to its low observables (rada gs secti

ed or

Additionally, the effects of satura ion preCision"J'
attacks would substantially reduce the capability of these sophisticated
air defenses.

- SLCHM: A land-sttack Sea-Launched Cruise Missile (SLCH) is
currently in full scale development with an IOC of 1382. SLCH survive
ability and flexibility will be determined by the launch platform ships.
They have the sdvantage of being able to deploy to other theaters within
a relatively short time and without requiriog land bases. SLCHs will
require minimal force structure overhead as the delivery platforms
already exist. They could alsc mot be included in NATO's preplanned
strike programs without constraining other activities of the platfor.

- GLCH: The Ground-Launched Cruise Hissile (GLCH) will be similir
to the TOMAHAWK Sea-Launched Cruise Missile, except it vill be land
baged. As presently envisioned the missile will be cerried in centrilly-
based mobile lsunchers, each with four tubes. During peicetime, the
launchers may be housed in protective shelters at existing MOBs. KL
operating base might have 36 launchers with a total of 144 missiles,
Operational launchers will have the capability for rapid lead-out and
dispersal to remote locations., The launch vehicle is accompanied bya
mobile commupication vehicle and launch ceatrel wehicle, and the unit
will be self-sustaining for short periods to emsure readiness at dispersed

locations.

~ ALCM: For the strategic mission, the US has programmed the long
range Air-Launched Cruise Missile (ALCH) to be carried on B-52s znd is
slso looking at the possible use of wide-body transport aircraft as , )
sdditional cruise missile carriers (CHC). strategic ALCHs coold (b)(1)
be launched from outside the Warsaw Pact radar perimeter and gtill cover
more than| / percent of the total Warsaw Pact targeC area. Launch
points would be selected to utilize ALCH raoge and nusbers to ovexcoss
area defenses and to enhance the pepetration cepability of the manned
bowber force. Smpall numbers of CHC's would be required because of their
capacity to carry a large number of cruise missiles, . For this (b)(1)
reason, bowever, CMCs would become high value targets. Because of the ’
heavy Soviet air defenses in Europe, and becauze CMCs vould be accoutible
in the SALT II aggregates, if the ALCH's ranoge was less than :
their usefuloess as a NATO system might be limted. Horeover, because of
their low number 2nd high cost, CMCs do not readily lend themselves to
broad Alliance participation. Dual-capable tactical aircraft could also
carry ALCHMs; however, the draft SALT II Tresty limits deployment of

—JpP-SEERET—

(b)(1)




|

ALCMs with a range of over heavy bombers; consequently, anF-4
equipped with ALCH's would count as a heavy bomber. .

(b)(1)

B. BALLISTIC MISSILES:

Ballistic missiles such as the Extended Range Pershing IT (PIIR),
the Hedium Range Ballistic Mizsile (MRBM) 23d the Submsrine Launched
Ballistic Missile (SLBM) would have shorter flight time sad higher
penetration probability than cruise missiles and could in principle be
employed against time-urgent targets. At the same time, they are rels-
tively more expensive than cruise missiles. As with the cruise missile,
the ballistic missile would rely on mobility for pre-launch survivability.:
In terms of escalation control, ballistic missiles may have advantages
over cruise missiles by producing sn unapbiguous signature which would
indicate both their origin and their ultimste target, and pot requiring
#s large attack sizes in prder to ensure penetration.
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Pershing IT Extended Range (PIIXR): PIIXR is a long-range Vvariut
{b)y(h) E of the basic Pershing II missile | fand is currently in the
conceptual stage with a projected I0OC of no esrlier than 1985~1986, Its
accuracy would be increased by meneuvering reentry vehicles and aan
all-weather radar activated in the terminal phase of the trajectory. 4t
the same time, mobility and survivability would be improved somewhat. .

e P N

- MRBM: ‘The MRBM is currently in the early counceptual phase. The
MRBM could be operated in a mobile mode similar to GLCM or Pershing. It
should be possible to produce a lightweight, accurate ballistic missile
whose transporter could be operated on the existing Western European
highway system, similar to GLCY snd Pershing, by the late 1980s, VWithan
MRBY System of this size, dispersion and pre-launch survivability should
be similar to that of GLCH. The MRBM could be MIRVed.

T L R TR
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the 1980s.* The SLBM is the most survivable of the INF strike systens,
since SSBNs on patrol are virtually immune from detection. The charage
o terietice nf the_susten make SIRMe & _sond ceneral nuclear response veaoon,

A AT

SLCM, they are mot a visible sign of NATO's TNF capability.

C. DUAL-CAPABLE AIRCRAFT (DCA):

DCA cap, attack mobile or multiple targets, be retargeted or recalled
in flight, fly a pumber of scrties and evade enemy defenses. In additien,

* France hag its own SSBN force, with 64 SLBMs.
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DCA have a self-defense capability. DCA slso have some limited capaility
for immediate bomb damage assessment or verification of delivery.
However, DCA generally have a lower probability of penetration than
other systems and are influenced by severe veather and enewy defenses,
Land-based DCA would be less survivable thso ballistic or cruise missiles
which had been dispersed in a crisis situation. Currently some land-based
DCA are on 15 minute alert inm order to respond to eneay sttack or, in

the case of US zircraft, to disperse rapidly to avoid destruction. The
land-based DCA presently provide a visible tie between strateegic and
tactical nuclear forces. Additionally, sea-based A-6 snd A-7 have the
advantage of moveable launch platforms to echance their capabilities

{(but net necessarily their survivability).

D. EFFECT OF SYSTEM MIXES ON MILTARY EFFECTIVENESS.

While each of the systems previously described has specific
operational characteristics, their military utility and surviwvability by
designing force postures can be enhanced by employing 2 zix of differsnt
wespons systems, but the costs could increase,

For example:

- Ballistic missiles bave a greater capability against mobile
and/or time-sensitive targets. DCA, because of the presence
of an on-the~scene observer, can within limits carry out
terminal aim point selection, mission abort, or bomb damsge
zssessment of earlier strikes.

- Mobile systems on lapd and at se:2 gubstantislly complicate the
planning of preemptive attacks. .

- Fixed land-besed systems probably provide the highest degree
of responsiveness, in terms of timeliness.

Any improvement to the long-range elemeut of theater nuclear forces
sust meet SACEUR requirements for a balsnced mix of systems to deny the
enemy a simple response optiocans against varying targets needed for
escalation control. Through more costly, a sulti-systes force provides
the highest assurance of success aod the greatest perceived "balance",
cuce it is regained.

E. ALLIED REACTIONS TO LORG—MGE CANDIDATE THF SYSTEMS

While the primary purpose of the next meetings of the High
Level Group will be to hear Allied views, we do have some idea 2as to
their potentisl rpeactions. ’ :
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III. MILITARY RATIONALE, OPERATIONAL FACTORS, BASING, SURVIVABILITY
AND RANGE CONSIDERATIONS

¢
i
¢

A. MILITARY RATIONALE

NATO's fundsmental objective is to deter Warssv Pact azggression,
To achieve a credible deterrent it is essentisl that rational and feusible
military options be available, which are fousded on responsive, surviwble,
snd militarily effective forces sifficient to meet any type oxr level of
sggression. In additionm, this force capability must be clearly recopizable
by the Warsaw Pact as evidence of NATO's resolve to escalate the conflict
to general nuclear war, if necessary.
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The KATO TRIAD with its componment parts of conventional, theater
aouclear, and strategic nuclear forces has been develcoped to m=nable the
Alliance to execute the strategy of flexible regponse. ¥ithin the TN
leg of the TRIAD, NATO msintains 8 mix in both quality sad quantity of
battlefield, maritime, medium, snd long-range strike systems to serve i
bridge between conventional and strategic forces.
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Survivable, accurate, reliable, loung-range, THF contribute to 2
full range of NATO optiocns: .

== by conv;:ying to the Soviets the gessage that they cannot
employ puclear systems from their ewn territory or other
i peripheral sanctuary areas against NATO with impunitvy;
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-- by threatening enemy conventional force conceatrations. and key
support installations throughout Warsaw Pact territory, including

the USSR, thus diminishing the likelihood of a quick Wagsaw
Pact victery; .

-- by complicating eaemy planning and making him operate io 2
nuclear survivable posture to the full depth of the theater
even inm a conventional attack;
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-- by providing a counterbalance to pesgible Soviet first useof
chemical weapons; ’

-- by providing a capability for the deliberate zud discrete we
of puclear weapons to signal HNATO determination to escalate
the war beyond the ongoing level of conflict, unles s the Pact
acts to terminate the fighting; /

-~ by ensuring the unquestioned ability, even following a Soviet
first strike, to execute a General Nuclear Response in cosjunc-
tion with the SICP;

L
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-- by reducing the need for cross-targeting to achieve SACEWR's
military damage requirements.
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3. OPERATIONAL FACTORS

The underlying prisciples for determining cperational facrors/ casid~—
erations are the capability to place reliably a wespon ot a target and
the effect that capability or wespom can have on the political end eil-
itary situation as well as force sizing requirements. Haay of thase
factors/considerations are commot to both selective use wed genersl
quclear response, while some are unique to the particular use.

1. Common Factors : .

The long range systems curreatly scheduled to carxy out HATO's
Selective snd General Huclear Response {nclude POSEIDON, POLARIS, PIRSEING,
snd aircraft (F-111, Vulcan, F-4, F-104, F-100, Jaguar, 4-6, A-7, BuccaneeT) .
These systems are limited in their abilirty te striks 2ll types of fixed
‘targets in SACEUR's Scheduled Program OT for certain uses in Salective
Employment Plans. PERSKING 1A is not, of course, available sgalinst gost
of the targets facing the Northern znd Southern Region aer daes it cover
targets in the Soviet Union. POSEIDCH could be used in any region provided
salective release targeting objectives could be accommodated within the




S o 5 it sl i i ¥

* ET-

MIRV characteristics of the system (footprint) and that the fixed yield
and accuracy of the system enable target damsge objectives to be achieved
without unacceptable collateral effects. For example, POSEIDON would

: pot be suitsble against hard targéts or targets requiring low yields.
In addition, the disclosure of & submarine's position by the launchof a
missile conld jeopardize the survivability of the submarine and its
remaining wissile systems. The PCA in the theater nmuclesr role are
subject to attrition while carrying out their conventionel missions, end
subject to further losses when penetrating Wersaw Pact air defenses

while ex=cuting long-rsnge missions.

In considering the kinds of future long range gystens, NATO neels
to consider a number of operatiopal requirements: 1) Dapage Expectanty;
2) the Target Base; and 3) the Soviet response.

Damszge Expectancy (DE) is the probshility of damage to be expected
in an attack of an installstion with the planned weapons. It is based
on the product of probability of arrival snd probability of damage. The
probsbility of arrival is essentially the reliability of placing a
o weapon on a target and includes such factors as pre-launch suxvivability,
t weapon system relisbility, penetration capability, and vesther/darkoess
: factors. The probsbility of damage considers only the accuracy of the
delivery system (CEP), the harduess end size of the target, and the
yield snd burst heigbt of the wespon. To ipsure application, the required
Damage Expectancy requires s larger number delivery system than one

weapon for one target.
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4. Unique Advantage of Land-Based, Long Range THF

European continental-based long-range INF systems, though perbaps
more vulnerable than sea-based systems, nonetheless, pffer inherent
political esnd militery advantages to NATO, by:

- Serving as a direct and visible link between FATO's territerisl
integrity snd risk to the Soviet homeland in the event of armed eggression

by the Warsaw Pact.

~ Attscking more efficiently mobile eecond and third echelon targets
of opportunity.

- Providing expsnded opportunities for Allied perticipation and risk
gharing in deterrence or the conduct of the war.

- Reducing Soviet opportunity to limit damage in Western Europe in a
suclear first strike, thus reducing the value of an crcupied Western
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Europe a5 3 Soviet objective while at the same time -placing the Soviet
- Union at risk.

- Ephancing SACEUR capéb'ility to target more fully opposing threat -
in the scheduled programs.® e

- Providing additional options which can prevent the enemy from
predicting with confidence NATO's specific response, thus encoursging
bim to conclude that an unacceptable degree of risk would be involved
regardless of the pature of his attack.

e
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PLANNED PROBABILITY OF DAMAGE O§ FIXED SACEIR
NUCLEAR TARGETS OF INTEREST GIVEN UNOPPOSED
PERFECT E).CECUIION OF SIOP AND SSP







i e b S g el i . R L

. -

N L T

s
i
‘
f

’
i
¢
|

I0KS

D. RANGE/BASING CONSID

This section will consider three principal issues pssociated with
the potectial deployment of lomg range pystems: 1) targel coverage; 1)
survivability and basing considerations; and 3) politicalf/arms control
constraints
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- 1V. FORCE.SIZE

If a decision were made in principle to deploy a long-range thester
: puclear capability in Europe which can strike the USSR, the questionof
the size of that capability would have & major impact on its deterrext
¢ value, its military contribution, its cost, ite effect on political
perceptions, and possibly its impact upon arms control prospects.,

A. SOME BROAD APPROACHES TO SIZING THE FORCE OF LONG-RANGE SYSTEHSl kel

. 1. Match Soviet Forces. One spprozch would be foxr HNATO o
\ match Soviet long-range theater nuclear forces. The degree to which
: ) NATO TNF sbould balance, quantitatively and qualitsatively, the nucler
forces of the Soviet Union is primarily a political questien. The
candidate levels to be matched are as follows:

1985 snd Thereafter

( Launchers Missiles RVs
i Longer-range
4 ,
; $5-20 250 1250 3750
i d ; Backfire (ILRA) 300 600 600
‘ Fencer 150 ki 300
 Hedium Range
i .
o Scaleboard . 120 2407 2607
L ) SCUD follow-on 400 80607 8007
Tac Aircraft 500 ? 800

Not all of the Soviet lomger-range systems would be directed against
BATO. If force-matching is mostly a political and perceptual matter,
the question is raised whether it should be done esgainst lsunchers,
.which are countable spd fewer, against missiles or RVs, vhich are con-
_trolable and larger, or sgainst relead missiles, which sre unkmown.
Costs would vary considersbly depeanding on the choice.

35' iz;':_‘;'...-... ..
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¥ This section does not discuss the iptricacies of cross—targeting
or varicus other ways in which SACEUR's gilitsry reguirements might be et.
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2. Target coverage. A second approach is to hold st hostagea
certain number of Warsaw Pact targets. SACEUR's present tzrget base
includes:
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3. Replace current systems on 2 one-for-one basis., A third approach
is to replace on a cpe-for-one bssis current launchers with improved
systems. Such an approach would achieve grester survivability snd
greater pepetration probabilities while nomipslly maintainiog the rage
TNF force levels. 1f dual capable sircraft vere freed up for other
roles, their replacemeats would have to be sdditive to current force
structure. HRBMs could replace Pershings on their current lswunchers;
however, this raises the question of the availability of systems for
shorter-range missions. -

‘The curreat NATO force structure includes:

A3 USC e

Possible replacement alternatives sre:

(1) F-111s, Vulcaps, and Pershings {about 400 Launchers).

(11) F-11ls, Vulcans, Pershings, snd SLBM RVs (sbout 550
lsunchers)

: 5. Attain size to permit Allied participation. A fifth approach
would be to scquire sufficient lsunchers to jnsure widespread Allied
participation. Current NATO longer-range systems are as follows:

us . 300 (F-111, Pershing, Poseiden tubes)
1 4 120 (S58BN Tubes, Vulcan)
FRG 12 (Pershing)

Totsl 492 :

At this stage, it is doubtful that any of the =mzller countries
could afford to buy aay lsunchers. The US, UK snd FRG vill continue to-
be the three most likely countries to be involved in owning long range
thester nuclear systems. .

6. Size forces within the overall THF posture. If the roles of
thester suclear forces within the overall NATO posture ire not to be
chapged and priority is still devoted to conventional force improveneits,
certain restraints on the size of new long-range forces will be introduted.

$8P-SECRET—
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B. ILLUSTRATIVE FORCE SIZE. .

What would be the effect of adding increments of long-range
forces to the existing TNF of: less than 100 systems; a few hundred to
& thousand; end over a thousand?

1. Lees thsn 100 long-range weapons. In genersl, procureset
of complex wespons requiring supporting systems tends toward excessive
unit cost when they are purchased in limited quentities. 4 preliminsry
analysis of where the cost platesu occurs in the candidate systems
indicates that it is above a force size of aspproximately 100-200 weapons
(see chart, next page). Of course total cost for smaller options would
be less since totsl procurement would be less. Furthermore, while such
limited pumbers would have some utility in the execution of selective
employmept options, the overall ousbers would appear to be very low, in
view of the large numbers of 'SIOP and other forces. This is not to
suggest that the initisl operational capability represented by a few
tens of longer-range systems would not be sn importent response To the
Allisnce political and strategic concerns, or provide arms control
bargeining leverage vis-a-vis the Soviets.
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2. From a few hundred vespons to less than a thousand. Such
a force would be easily achievable within existing TNF force levels.
The size seems to be large enough to provide sdeguate survivability and
flexibility, given care in the force/ system design. A force of thi
i i NATO of the enerate up to

3. Over a thousand to few thousand.

.".
?
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There are certainly sufficient tsrgets to justify =z force
i of this size and such a force would obviate many of the ronrerns which
H srise regarding pre-lasunch survivsbility and penetration probability.
i However, it would esem excessive for the following reasgons:
{

e Congidered in the context ¢f 2 modernization ©O be
carried out within the generasl TKF force levels it would couvey & fairly
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clear message that the role of TNF in NATO strategy had significantly
changed. i

PR

: -- The cost of such a large force would slmost certainly
have to be at the expense of improving NATO's convention:l capability.

Tl A g e
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-~ This range of force size begins to spproach levels
- gimilar to SIOP forces which could comvey ap implicatien, to both HAI
- snd the Warsaw Pact, of a decoupling of US gtrategic forces from the
NATO Triad. ‘ '

I
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C. SUMHARY

. The higher the costs, the leas politically sszlesble the packige.
Moreover, even if we were to say that the costs should be paid at the
expense of other programs in HNATO {with totsl defense expenditures kept
relatively congtant), there would be reluctance to unbalance Alliance
efforts under the LTDP. The larger snd more rapid the deployment ~--

. . even if money were not a major issue —- the more conspicuous would be
the departure from esrlier practices in the Alliance, snd the greater
the political difficulties would be for each 2lly. Finally, the larger
the deployment, the more concerned cur Allies -- including the ¥RG --
would be that we were, in fact, creating the means to decouple : Lo
fight a puclesr war entirely with resources located in or nezxr the
continent, holding US strategic systems aloof.

“e
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At the pther extreme, a minuscule deploysent of nev systewms would
probably also be unacceptable 'to Bonn, since it would nmot cons titute s
credible psychological offset to the SS-20, por would it represent a
credible bargaining chip for arms control purposes.

Military consideratiom-~i.e., the operational problen of providing
for viable escalation control ‘at ezach potential level of theater mucler
war--support rejection of a smsll or token force. . The need fox survive
sbility against the threat posezd by Soviet TNF systems st gll ranges
indicates a mix of systems for force effectiveness somevhere in the
middle range of deployment size. Therefore, we would expect to find a
package of systems which is militarily effective and big enough to be
impressive; not too big 2nd too costly to be repugnant; rezsonably
explainable in terms of military rstionale; spd therefore the right
vehicle for political copsensus in the Alliance.

propm
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independent national developments of similiar systems.
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V. PARTICIPATION AND COST-SHARING ARRANGEMENTS

As a general principle, NATO seeks widespresd participation in the
theater puclear forces. This principle was expressed in the 1963 Provi-
sional Political Guidelines (PPG), in NATO Ministerial Guidance, andip
the receot HLG Susmary. The msin sdvantage is that of shared xisks, s
sn expression of the solidarity of the Allisnce. There can be other
sdvantages, such ss shared costs sand the economies of more thamn one
nation sharing development and scquisitisn costs of a given system vice

There are several qualificstions to the gemeral prisciple. All

e nuclear vezpons systess,
The smaller countries fice
P ecially for the more expenive,
nuclear-capable~only, long-range systems. Secondly, vith the exceplion
of the UK, the US must supply (and thus bear the costs of) the nuclex

warheads and control the release of 21l the warheads. Thirdly, the 1S

seeks to avoid nuclear proliferation and the emergence of independent
pational forces, thus limiting the kind of shering arrangements availible.

A. COUNTRY POSITIOHS

Inevitable differences among the seversl nations of the Alliance
will influence what sharing arrssgements would be possible for long-
rapge nuclear systesms.
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B. XINDS OF ARRANGEMENTS.

There could be many kinds of participation amd cost-sharing avrcmge-
ments for new long-range systems. The following four probably bracket
the possibilities:

1. US unilateresl deployments. Systems would be developed, protured,
manned, sod supported entirely by the US 2nd would remein entirely under
US control {though targeted by SACEUR under existing srrasgements).
Kations would provide basing, including, presusably, lsnd scquisition

“and local construction costs and perhaps shars in O&HM costs. This type

of arraogement is used for the UK based F-11ls, It bas merit din that it
provides a visible commitment of US forces 50 NATO &nd the force itself
is clearly srd unambiguously tied into US C” chennels. This would have
the sdvantsge of sugmenting NATO's long range TNF capability while
retaining control in US hands and thus placing the main pelitical and
SALT pon-circumvention burden on the US. This option would open up the
clesrest opportunity to pegotiate bilateral limits on long-renge theater
systems snd in the broader sense to soften the probable sherp Soviet
reaction that FATO acquisition of a long-range TNF capsdility is likely
to produce. It would slso offset potential cbjectious to RG mccess to
long-range systems. :

However, this arrangement would have geversl disadvinteges:

~ Cost-sharing schemes would probebly be limited to {nfrastruc
ture funding.
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- Basing opportunities and Allied participation would
Even with the ‘ ) dents,

.

- U. §. Congress would object to & unilsteral US contributiocn to
the Alliance. . '
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3. National Development and Production of Long-Range Systems. The

various nations would produce the systems themselves with US .technological

t and sale of critical cowponents.

4. Muplti-pstional forece. Huclear warheads would remsin under 5

control, but multi national purchase, ownership, and mzoning of the force
(i.e., individual smaller naticnal uaits in 2 combined basing and comand
structure) would be srranged. This arrangement envisions san interns
tional force with mnltinational ownership of the systeus and multi-
national manning of the force. Overall command would likely remain with
the US snd authority for release would remain unquestionably with the
US. Cost-sharipg srrsngement might be similar to the AYACS formual of

national shares.

The sdvantages of such an arrzngement are that it provides for the
brosdest degree of national participation and visible presence throug-
out the Alliznce, as well as the grestest gurvivability. The major
problem is its political feasibility. Multilsteral procurement negotia-
tions have been difficult, witness the 1960's MLF and the present AWAS,

41
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VI. ALTERNATIVE FORCE POSTURES

Nine illustrative TNF force postures have been postulated to
illuminate the most important issues associated with a potential US/HATO
decision to deploy new long-range systezms. For the wmost part, the
slternatives focus on the increment which provides the sdditional leng-
rapge capability with the presently existing rompopents of the TRF
remaining essentially unchsnged. These altermatives are not proposed sz
, actual candidates for future decision. The nwwbers and characteristics
; of the long range systems are illustrative of a genersal range.

’
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Esch of the azlternatives illustrates z different set of issues:

42
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Alternative I (Current Capability)
= L)

Force Charscteristic - 1885 Launchers

(approx

200 (b)(1).(b)(3):42

g USC §2168(a)

LGce'lﬁgsiles 100 (1)(C)—~(FRD)

Pershing I 180

F-111 and Vulcan

Poleris (UK) . 64
Poseidon ) 40

] . Total Numbe_r of KATO TKF 2,284
e
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4. The forces would provide 8 capability to d

. Political and Arms Control Implications

The Allied reps im the HLG have expressed their desixre to
increase HATO's capability to strike targets in the Soviet Union.
Although they bave supported the US interest in wodernizing battlefjeld
and thester support weapons systems, they continue to exhibit a&n unesinegs .
They do not wish to creste the impression thst an aggressor could hope
to confine the conflict to HATO territory (or some portion of Eastemn
Europe). Hore importaatly, the Allies are coocermed with the implicitions
of the Soviet THF huild i
strategic forces.

C. Cost*

The ten year cost of msintaining =nd modernizing the present
HATO THF force would be spproxisstely 14 billion dollers. This figure
serves &3 & baseline for the cost of the alterpatives which follow.

* See Appendix I
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ould deploy in the theater 2 HIRVed MHobile HRBH,!
: 1 | plus a nev "Strategic" sircraft. The survivability of the
i . force, as well as Allied participetion znd cost sharing, would mirroer
’: the Soviet model. With respect to other HATO THF, little would chang.t

A. Hilitsry and Deterreot Implications

B. Political and Arms Control Implications

This force could mot be deployed until the end of the 1980s.

between NATO and Warsaw Pact long-range THF., However, the size of the
force might reise serious gquestions in NATO regarding the coupling of US
strategic forces to the NATO Trisd 2nd the extent of the US commitment
to Yestern Europe. Moreover, the gize and costs could create merious
tensions among our Allies as regards cost sharing, participstion, and
base rights as well as opposition smong the US snd Eurcpesn publics.

% ' This slternative would remove any Allied percepticon of asyumetry
]

% This slternative force is viewed by the interagency working group s
uanreslistic both in terms of zllied scceptability and.of the large
gize and cost, However, the two sides forces would in ezsence represeat
& "Burostrategic Balance.’

F#F-SECREL.
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C. Costs

The costs of matching the Soviet S$5-20 and Backfire would be an
estimated 27 billion dollars (10-year life cycle costs)¥ or 13 billio
dollars above the costs for the baseline TNF posture. Unless overall
defense expenditures were increased or funds were dravn from US strategic
programs, this alternative would be accomplished only at the expense of
conventional forces. Operations and maintepsnce costs for this force

‘are also-likely to be very expensive, particularly if pre-lsunch surviva-

bility requirements dictate extensive pescetime disperssls. In thst
cese, costs could be prohibitive.
4

7

* Agsumes 200 MRBM lsunchers zpd 200 FB-111 H sircraft,
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. A. Military and Deterrent Inplicatiogi
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As the system is intended to be used lste in a2 gequence of escale-
tion, it must be able to i sBi3 . D i

. Political snd Arms Control Ymplications.

: This alternative, by "matching' the Soviet deployzent of the

: 55-20, raises the issue of its effect on Allied perceptions of the
{ coupling of US strategic forces to the NATO Triad and the villingness of i
the US to share in the risks involved in BATO defense. With respect to
armg contrel, the cruise misgile force would r
trigger” problems associsted with ballistic i
to the Soviet Union would not be s disarming!
Cn the other hand, HATO could be critized for i

ducing s new

range missile system in the Europesn thester, thus fueling the arms ) !
race, B S
: 50
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C. Cost, &

The 10-yesar life cycle cost of the incremented ferce in this
alternative is approximately 22 billion dollers, or 8 billion dollars
sbove the baseline, thus potentially requiring trade-offs with conves-
tional force improvements. The degree of pescetime dispersal regquired
could make the sdditional associsted costs snd manpower providing security
and support prohibitive.
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A. Military and Deterrent Implication

B. Political and Arws Control Implications, HATO would most
likely view this alternative ss 2 direct counter to the §5-20, although
differences in the demogrephy 2sd relative target wvalues open to each do
not necessarily make them equal, politically or militsrily. The linkge
of this force to US strategic forces would lie in US control und targeting
in coordination with SIOP. The NATO Allies, cn the other hand, might
view this force zs s decoupling the US strategic deterrent. The dispereal
requirements for this force appesr to be politically infessible, as
basing sn MRBY in any county except the FRG would sppear most unlikely,;
another drawback of this force would be the time it will tske before
NATO could deploy. the HRBM. '

C. Cost. Investment costs of an MRBM force of this size wouldle
high, something on the order of 24 billion dollars in 10-year 1ife cycle
costs, or 10 billien dollars -sbove the cost of the baseline, and likely
at the expense conventional improvements. To maintain 2 mobile systes sad
provide the desired survivebility that sepsrates the HREM from DCA and
sir bases will entail high costs for maintensance and daily opersations,
Persopnel must be svailable for multi-ghift duty, =and nev bases wouldbe
required in widely dispersed aress for training and legistics Ffunctions

$P-SECRET-
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even if one succeeded in keeping most of the missiles snd warheads suy
from those locatable sites. Security costs vould be high from the
simple multiplication of sites to be kept secure.
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FThere are obviously other ways to structure this force, chengin
the mix among it elements. This combination spught to field not less i
than 100 of each new missile and to retein a balance between land and
ses based wespons.
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B. Political aad Arms Cootrol Implicstions. Land besing of the
Pershing II and GLCH force would insure force visibility snd grester
survivebility than current NATU forces. This force would be a limited
response to the S5-20, probably not large enough to raise widespread
toncern over decoupling, znd because it would be introduced beginning in
the early 1980s, it might prove 2n incentive for esrms control negotistions.

€. Costs. Pershing investment costs would be in hardware forx
the missiles and warbheads. OB&M costs would depend upoen the degree to
which present field maneuverability is sustaized. GLCM would require
pew facilities and ground eguipment as well 5 missiles and warheads,
Unless new ships were to be procured, the SLCH cost would reguire ouly
an increment to existing fleet costs. 'The total 10-yesr life cycle cost
of this alternative would be spproximately 18 billion dollars, or 4
billion &bove the current THF program costs,
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B. Politicsl 2nd Arms Control Implicaticns
/

{ The Allies would perceive this force g8 3 US comitment to
y modernize long-range TNF and zs visible evidence to the Soviets of
: XATO's commitment to the nuclear defense of Furope. As.s response to

the $5-20 a2ad BACKFIRE, the force would provide & pesar ters response and
gt - perhaps bargaining leversge in any future srms control pegotiation, aud
! Jeversge in schieving broad srms control objectives. The ferce would ;

| i seerer—
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provide sufficient Allied participation to«encourage invelvement by sll v
countries in modernizing theater nuclear forces.

¢. Costs, For Pershing, the investment costs would be in hardure
for the missiles and warheads. GLCH would require mew besing facilities,
lzunching equipment, missiles snd werheads. FB-111H's costs would be
"ghared with the Allies. The total 10-year life cycle cost of this
alternstive would be epproximately 23 billion dollers or sbout 9 billien
dollars above the base line.
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. B. Political snd Arms Control Implications. The Allies tradi-

. tionally have been somewhat skeptical regarding the credibility of

sea-based nuclear strike forces. This gkepticism derives from concerns
gbout the villingness of the US to ezploy these systems, their capability

" for rapid wvithdrawal for use elsevhere, their leck of visibility, and

lack of Allisnce participation. Whether this predominantly maritime
alternative, which includes a small land-bassed long-~range capability,
wounld be x sufficient Allied response to the Soviet THF buildup, is
uncertezin. Whether impact on Allied views would be greater than comsit-
peot of more SLBY RVs also in unclear.

C. Cost. The provision for dedicated underseas platforms and
additionsl platforms to permit comtinuous peacetime dispersz]l has a
potentisl to increase both the investment snd O8M costs over that of
gimilar sized long-range slternatives. The estimated 10-year . 1ife cycle
cost might be expected to be in the order of 24 billicn dollars, including
the cost of the ten submarines, or 10 billion over the baseline cost.

-miisasrém |




With respect to participation snd cost sharing, NATO would continne
_present arrangements with the SLCM probably bej

If the present SALT II agreement is accepted the {MC would probadly
have to be counted sgainst the US sub-ceiling oo MIRVed missiles.

The coste szsocisted with the ALCH warisat would be lirgely depesdent
upon how many CHL were chosen but not be zignificantly different froam :_hg
basic alternative.
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B. Politicsl and Arms Contr
meets the Allies' desire to respond to Soviel thester nuclear modernizs- -
tion by introducing s visible long-range capsbility. The quantity is
not large enough to suggest decoupling. Whether it would be sufficieat
85 the NATO responte to the 585-20 snd Backfire is uncertsin.. The alterns~

“tive would not signficantly change many of the relationships regarding

cost and risk-sharing nor pose any peed to eglter the present muclear
control arrsngements.

€. Costs. This slternative could be implemented 2t or under the
cost associated with maintaining or modernizing the UK SLBH and Pershing
forces both in terms of investment end O&M, since personnsl requiremests
can probably be held &t present levels or even reduced. The estimated
10-year life cycle cost would be established at sbout 17 dillion dollars,
or 3 billion dollars szbove the baseline.

60




B

em

R P ]

.
i
.
.
"~

PO

Ca
<
ot
:
3

e M o i b Moo e e Y

B. Politicel and Arms Control Implications., The Allies weactie
will depend upon how they perceive the intended coupling, including the
value of a force which provides s continentsl land-based threat to the
Soviet Union but which falls short of a full retalistory response. One
view might be that this change represented a "dsngerous tokepism,’ i.e.,
provecative to the Soviet Union without providing eny substsntial beznefits
to WATO. Another view might be that such s lsrgely symbolic deployment
would strenghten the credibility of the US strstegic deterrent =nd
contributions to a potential arms control agreement by indicating NATO's
willingness to deploy 2 long range nuclear capability.
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C. Costs., The 10 year cost of this slternative wonld be approzi-
mately 15 billion dollars. As it would replace the present Pershing
force, NATO could expect to maintain the over-all TNF posture at only

slightly greater cost (1 billion dollars) than Altermative I, the "Nul
Case,”
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B. Political e&nd Arms Control Implicstioms.

) This alternstive would slleviste Allied comcernss for asymmetry
between FATO snd Warsaw Pact TNF but may reise the decoupling issue.
The balance in NATO/Warsaw Pact theater nuclesr forces would be better
spportioned. Soviet incentive to engage in negotistions on sarms limite-
tions might be ephanced. Politicsl scceptebility of some weapon systess
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by the Allies might be troublsgome unlest associeted with some arms
control objective. On the other band, this force offers opporxrtunities
for Allied perticipstion snd risk gharing.

€. Costs. MREM znd GLCH would require new basing facilities,
launching equipment, missiles and warheads. A wobility feature in the
HRBY could incresse costs depending on the mebility deployment concept,
SLCH costs include missiles only and installstion on surfsce platforss,
Submarine costs were considered sunk costs, FE~IXIH's costs would be
shsred with the Allies. The total -10-year life cycle cost of this
: - slternative would be spproximstely 28 billion dollars or sbout 14
* billion dollars azbove the baseline forces.
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ANFUAL COSTS OF U.S. THF IN NATO -
Y 1877 §
(From Army Cost Book & FYDP)
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Arny
Lsnce BN $9.4H x 6 BHs = $ 56 ¥
8" BHM $9.7M x 13 ERs = $126 x 1/3* $ 42 H
155 mn BN $10.6H x 17 BNs = $180 x 1/3* $ 59 4
Rike Hercules Btry §2.9M x 16 Btrys $ 46 H
3 ADY Teazm §.06 x 100%% $ 6 H
i Pershing Force (3 BN + 1 INF BN) ‘$143 H
§352 H
Havy (D)(1).(0)(3):42 USC §2168(a) (1 NC)—(FRD)
Poseidon $40.B/SSEN x 4_.6 SSBHS : $106 H
B AG. : 50 M
! = $5154 x 1/3% §156 H
1 Air Force
" fir EOITe
S F~4s 51.02M7AC x 300 AC = §306M x 1/3% = $100 H
. i F-111 §1.66HJAC x '156 AC = §259 x 1/3%* $ 85 H
i ‘ $185 M
" f Crand Total 5693 ¥
, -~ Annuel Cost of U.S. THF Based in Europe 700 H/yr
: x 10 yrs. ik , ' $ 7 B
" - rornrement, (No Impact on O58M Assumed)
! - § .5B
i -- ; $1.3B
3 -~ PIT (108 LCHRS + 90 Reloads) § .8B
: $ 2.7 B
' : ~ Allied THF Annusl Cost 1/2 U.5. S$300H -
) S4DOH x 10 yrs $3B - 4B
TOTAL . . . . Baze Case 14B

! *  Arbitrary sllocation of 1/3 for nuclesr mission.
. % 4 menftesm @ $15K/pan/yesrx.
#k% Assume additional TNF in -CONUS which could be deployed to NATQ
spproximste the annusl cost of Allied TNF (§300M - $400M).
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III. Long-Range Theater Nuclear Systems in Arms Control

e R

A. Background and Objective of Arms Control Negotiations
on_Long-Range TNF .- ‘

.

1. Negotiating Background

W
:

S There are by now four principal TNF-related
negotiating precedents: Soviet attempts to include Us
forward-based system (FBS) in SALT; cruise missile and Back~-
fire limitations; the agreement in the joint statement of
principles to negotiate protocol issues in SALT III: and the
'NATO "nuclear offer" (Option III) in MBFR.
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FBS

: o Long-range theater nuclear systems were first

- dntroduced into the SALT Process early in SALT I, when the

" US briefly argued for the inclusion of Soviet IR/MRBMs. The

' Soviet Union rejected the inclusion of such systems on the

£ grounds that SALT limits should apply only to systems which

i . threatened the homeland of the other side. According to this

o criterion, the Soviets then insisted that Allied nuclear

: systems and US FBS--i.e., US missiles and dual-capable air-
craft ‘able to reach Soviet territory from bases in the UK,

. - Continental Europe, and Asia, .and from forward-deployed

- alrcraft carriers--be dealt with . in SALT. ' ‘

. . Soviet proposals on FBS have taken several
"forms. In their initial SALT I "radical” solution to the FBS
issue, the USSR urged that all FBS (both carrier and land-
based) be withdrawn some unspecified distance from Soviet
" territory, that their forward bases be ligquidated, and that
Allied nuclear systems be included in the limitations. - Later,
- they demanded "compensation"; in exchange for systems not
~-withdrawn,; the Soviet Union should be allowed to deploy a
‘larger number of strategic missiles. . ‘ : '

, US responses to these Soviet demands in SALT I

were based on the so-called ‘"Helsinki formula" of. A

- December 1970, which stated that consideration of "other

- Duclear delivery systems” (both US and Allied) would have to
be deferred until such time as "all the elements of an initial
agreement on central systems have been worked out."” Although-
the Soviets clearly viewed this formulation as inadequate, -

- the US successfully resisted the inclusion of US FBS and
‘Allied systems in the 1972 Interim Agreement.
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: 4 Once the Interim Agreement was signed, the
:Soviets immediately served notice that the FBS issues would
be central to their approach to SALT II, and staked out a
maximum negotiating position in the Ffirst session. The US
firmly rejected any FBS limits in SALT II, and the Soviets

~_.agreed not to include FBS in the SALT II guidelines drafted
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at Vladivostok in 1974. Subsequently, they Proposed non-
transfer provisions which were aimed at constraining FBS.

The US rejected the non-transfer proposal, but offered to .
deal with the question through a generalized non-circumvention
provision. In the context of tHe SALT II agreement now being
negotiated, the Soviets also raised the FBS issue in discussions
of the Joint Statement of Principles for SALT III. Here the
Soviets called for a "radical solution" to the question of us
forward- and carrier-based systems, as well as Allied

systems, as a goal for SALT III negotiations. The US refused

to commit itself to any such discussions, and eventually the

‘4 -Soviets tabled language which dropped any explicit reference
'to Allied systems and US FBS, replacing it with the more
general formulation that future limitations and negotiations

take into account "all relevant factors that determine the
strategic situation.” : o :

Cruise Missiles and Backfire

‘Once the FBS guestion. had been removed from'

SALT II at Vladivostok, its place as a contentious issue was

taken by the cruise missile and Backfire issues. ‘There are
clear technical differenc;es between these two systems./
However, the two sides have used Practically identical argqu-
ments (that ?.he:z.r own system was primarily a theater systenm
‘and ‘thus peripheral to the central strategic balance) in

- resisting consideration of Backfire and medium-range cruise.
~missiles as strategic systems. ‘ :

R ‘ - Neither issue has yet been resolved. Our major
European Allies see a basis for concern in the different

- formal treatment the cruise missile and Backfire have received
in SALT II. 1In the case of Backfire, - N

‘ T . .. W the US has indis
cated a willingness to exclude this system from the overall’

aggregate, if the Soviets would provide certain specific
- assurances that would limit production to the present rate and

inhibit Backfire's ability to be employed in an intercontin-
eéntal role. To many Europeans, this formula may be perceived -
as heightening Backfire's theater role.

Several of our NATO Allies-——eséecially the FRG--
have expressed concern that the Joint Statement of Principles,

.in conjunction with the Protocol, raises the possibility that

SALT III will deal only with central systems and cruise

‘missiles. The FRG also fears that US agreement to continue
to negotiate on Protocol issues means that the US theater

options (e.g., cruise missiles) will unavoidably be less open,
and they note that no similar potential limitation exists for

'5Backfire or the S§S5-20.

To allay these concerns, in February 1978, the

- 'US informed the NAC that it was contemplating handling the
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FBS/cruise missile question by a unilateral declaration out-
side the Agreement, stating that "any further limitations on
. US systems primarily designed for theater missions should be
- -accompanied by appropriate limitations on Soviet theater -
systems.” After bilateral discussions with the FRG, France,
and the UK in June 1978, the US has decided that it will
o issue the declaration, at an appropriate time after signature
o "of SALT II. « , :
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: . : At present; the major cruise missile provisions

- in the draft SALT II Treaty and Protocol relevant to potential
. INF negotiations involve.cruise missile definitions and range
e limitations. The US position is that SALT limits should apply

s : to nuclear and conventionally armed cruise missiles only for

the period of the Protocol. After expiration of the Protocol, .

“the US maintains that the numerical and range limits will :

" apply to ‘all armed cruise missiles deployed on -heavy bombers,
but only to nuclear-armed cruise missiles on other aircraft.

. Limits on conventionally armed cruise missiles, if any, will

. be subject to ‘further negotiations. On the other hand, . the
Soviets maintain that SALT limits apply to all cruise missiles
for the full period of the Treaty. - :

R S AT

Non=-Circumvention

‘ The sides have now \agreed to the US-proposed
language on non-circumvention, which provides that neither
--side shall circumvent the agreement “through any other state

- . Or states, or in any -other manner." There is no explicit
- non-transfer provision; nevertheless, the existence of a
- non-circumverition provision referring to "other states" has
‘raised Allied concerns that US flexibility to transfer systems,
components, and techndlogy might be restricted.. They have
- consistently urged that this provision be given a narrow
interpretation. For instance, the Petrignani Group paper
~urged (in 1977) that non-~circumvention not constrain: (a)
‘Systems which are of less ‘than SALT ranges, but which because
- .0of European basing could be considered strategic by the .
Soviets; - (b) transfer of technology which is common to
- . .strategic and non-strategic systems; and (c) continued US .
Support for the UK. The Allies have also talked of interpreting
the non-circumvention commitment as tied exclusively to those
systems limited in the Treaty. . ’

‘ » - In response to these concerns, the US has
. - indicated its willingness to issue, after signature of .
i - "SALT II, an interpretive statement to the NAC and to Congress
: -about the significance ‘of the non-circumvention provision.
- In essence, the statement will present the view of the US’
.. that: (a) the provision simply makes explicit the inherent
.Obligation any state assumes when party to an international
agreement, and does not impose any additional obligation _
. whatever, beyond.the specific obligations of the provisions
of the Treaty and Protocol; (b) we have made clear in the
negotiating record that transfers of weapons or technology

UNELASSIFIED

el wmiintkis



o

UNCLASSIFIED . - = .

1

to our Allies will continue, and cannot, therefore, ipso o
facto constitute circumvention; (c) transfers of systems not
numerically limited or prohibited by the agreement would not be
- . affected; transfers of numerically limited systems would not

' necessarily be precluded, but would be dealt with on a case-
to-case basis; transfers of systems prohibited to the US would
be precluded; (d) the provision will not -affect existing
patterns of collaboration and cooperation with our Allies, .

nor preclude cooperation in modernization; ‘and (e) in accordance
with recognized international practice, no third party can be.
bound or legally affected by the obligations the US assumes.
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‘ _ . The only other current TNF-related negotiating
concern involves the NATO "nuclear offer"” (Option IIX) in

f; .. MBFR. However, Option III is a carefully circumscribed offer,
- reflecting a "most threatening elements” rationale and is not
designed to deal with the overall theater nuclear balance.
Option III does -set a numerical limit on all US nuclear
capable aircraft, and on all US launchers for ballistic SSMs -
with a range exceeding 500 km. It thus covers MRBMs and
Pershing II Extended Range systems but not GLCMs, -and does
not include European systems. ' ‘

: In the abstract, it is also possible that the
proposed US.unilateral statement on theater systems could be
- construed as reopening the question of nuclear limits in MBFR;
however, the intended meaning of the statement is that 1limi- ‘
! . tation on US systems other than those already proposed in .
i MBFR should be accompanied by appropriate limitations on :
- Soviet theater systems. = - '

P . 2. Possible Objectives in Negotiating ‘Long—Range

- . There are several hypothetical political and
military objectives that negotiations on long~range theater
i nuclear forces could be intended to serve. They are by no
P - means mutually exclusive; broadly speaking, they could

include: e . ‘ A

’ Q-responding to European concerns about ‘the
- perceived implications of strategic parity, and about Soviet.
theater modernization.  In this case, negotiations would be
"tailored to discourage European (and Soviet) “perceptions of
decoupling, maintain US political and strategic leadership,
avoid de facto Soviet oversight of European force planning
and deployment decisions, and maintain future European TNF
hardward options, including ‘national ‘systems. ' :

s ey e

: ~~improving NATO's nuclear posture relative %o
the Soviet Union/Warsaw Pact. There are three related aspects:
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-limiting the Soviet threat to NATO's
deterrent posture, by directly constraining the number or
kinds of deployed Soviet long-range nuclear systems.

s ~reducing the vulnerabilities of NATO's .
deterrent posture. Except to the extent that it limits _the
- Soviet threat, arms control cannot directly improve the '
survivability of Western Systems. Hence, the objective here
is a negative one: negotiating packages should be designed
- to permit necessary changes in composition  -and mix that would

reduce the overall vulnerability of US/NATO's TNF.

S e e e
R S 2T P i
-

S
'

R

~—=creating a more favorable political context
for Western theater nuclear force im rovements. Independent
of the outcome of any negotiations, a serious and plausible
arms control effort may aid in improving the domestic
political ‘acceptability (both in the US and in Europe) of
Western TNF modernization. : ' 4 ‘

~-Stabilizing the European nuclear balance over
the long term, by avoiding a bloc-to-bloc competition in
“long-range theater nuclear systems. While the previous set
of objectives seeks to improve the balance, this one seeks to
. 'stabilize it. The focus here is on -deployment stability.
. For example, Soviet deployments of such systems as the 5S$-20
have already created pPressures for counter-deployments. Arms
‘control might seek to moderate those pressures (by limiting
Soviet deployments), as well as restrain the Soviet response
to future Western deployments. .

o R e S S

v --sustaining the SALT process. -The rationale
‘would be that theater systems would become more significant
as SALT reductions and other limitations took effect, ang
that negotiations on at least selected long~range theater
systems might be necessary ‘both to enhance the negotiability
. of other SALT issues with the Soviets, and to enhance European
support for the SALT pProcess itself. :
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: --inhibiting nuclear proliferation. Some
-political leaders in non-nuclear weapons states have argued
. that US and Soviet nuclear modernization programs, especially
those that have become politically prominent, are inconsis-
tent with the nuclear powers' advocacy that other states
forego developing nuclear weapons altogether. Large-scale
deployments of nuclear-armed cruise missiles, in particular,
could be cited as evidence that the nuclear powers had
. deflected the arms race into 'a new channel. Whether or not
- such arguments bear any real relation to.national decisions
to go nuclear is. a matter of dispute, but, to the extent that
they do, they reinforce the objective of avoiding a bloc-to-
bloc competition in long-range TNF. : o

TOPATE AV SR NN IR Y ey

v It should be noted that, although arms control
~can in principle serve a variety of objectives, there are

also some potential disafmﬁg ﬁ%ﬁ?ﬁm control approaél?
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in general which need to be examined. For example, it is
conceivable that an .arms control agreement--especially one
which establishes equal aggregates at relatively high levels--
might propel the US and NATO toward a greater level of °
deployments than they might otherwise decide 'is appropriate . - eyl
~on military and/or political grounds alone. But a final )
- @ssessment as to whether an arms control approach would be
preferable to no arms control cannot be made in the abstract.
Rather,  such an assessment would seem to depend upon, first,
-an agreement as to the military and political criteria against
which negotiating outcomes would be measured; second, a judgment
as to what kinds of unilateral measures we ‘would wish to take
1f we were free to do .so; and third, the detailed provisions

-of the agreement.
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o However, even if no final ‘judgment can be made
in advance, it does seem possible to specify some of the

general conditions in which an arms control approach would be
-most attractive: ' ' . : . :

: : . ==~cases in which the motives for US/NATO
deployments are directly threat-related (i.e., tied to the
current. or projected level of Soviet deployments, rather than

" taken to improve intrinsic military or political characteristics
of the force); = . - . : '

, -—=cases in which the USSR seems nost likely to

~.react to US/NATO TNF deployments with new deployments of its

‘ .own; : : ‘ .

: A —-cases in which the US itself would not choose -

3 - " unilateral force. improvements, in the absence of European

1 - pressure to do so; and ' ‘ S ‘

.

N
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’ - ~=-cases in which, - for political or budgetary .
reasons, the US and NATO were unwilling or reluctant to make
unilateral deployments sufficient to meet military requirements.' o

- B.- Issues in Theater Nuclear Arms Control

1. Systems to be Covered

o This section describes the systems and forces

P which are candidates for arms control negotiations on theater

P nuclear forces. '.Given the. discussion in the preceding section,

: .- - the primary focus is on US and Soviet theater nuclear forces

i " in Burope. Systems limited by the SALT II Treaty (SLBMs,

i _ALCMs) are not considered. Because issuves of compensation

-and non-circumvention are likely to arise, the theater : A
nuclear forces of the NATO and Warsaw Pact members-are also - [
discussed. . For tabular data, see pPage I-39 and the Annex. : J
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The figures given below for long-range forces
include the USSR to the Urals; figures for shorter-range
.forces include only those in the three Western MJ.ln.tary
Districts (WMDs).

.

TR N W WEST

a. Long-Range Systems

For purposes of discussion, ballistic and
i cruise missiles are categorized according to whether they are
©. - land= or sea-based. o

I.and-—Based Missiles

Cand:.date Soviet land-based systems are the

- 456 55~4/55-5 M/IRBMs deployed in the Western USSR and

presumably intended for use against NATO. These systems are

.. being retired concurrent with the introduction of the mobile
"+ 88~20 IRBM, -of which as many as 200 firing units (a TEL and

three missiles) may be deployed in western Russia by the mid=-

1980s. Additionally, about 100 SS-20 firing unlts may be .

" deployed against the PRC during this same period. A substantial
number of the currently-deployed Soviet ICBMs (SS-11, S§S-17, ’
S5-19) have a variable range and retargeting capability, and _
could be used against either intercontinental or theater targets.
But these missiles are presently included in SALT provisions
-and hence would not be candidates for further negotiation.

o The US land—based system which is the primary
candldate for inclusion is GLCM, planned for an I0C in 1982.
~Presently, procurement of 696 GLCMs is planned, providing
- 600 nuclear-armed GLCMs for unit equipment. The proposed GLCM
‘launch platform is a truck-mounted launcher rack with four
‘missile tubes. (Additionally, the possibility of US deploy-
ment of an extended range Pershlng or a new MRBM could weigh
in any. negotn.atn.on. ) _

aman ter peie g

g

Sea—Baséd Missiles

' Candldate sea-based launchers are US SLCM

c platforms (1982 IOC), Soviet SLCMs, and those Soviet SLBMs

* - 7 - not limited by SALT. Presently, six Soviet Golf II class

o submarines are deployed in the Baltic; each has three SS~N-5
ballistic missiles. (Some Soviet Y-class SSBNs, with SS~N-6 .
.SLBMs, also apparently have theater assignments. They would -
be covered by SALT 1I, and are not further considered here.)-
- Possible systems on the US side are planned deployment of

.. land attack sea-launched cruise missiles. The US Navy
presently plans to install both nuclear-armed land attack

S - and conventionally-armed anti-ship SLCMs on all submarines
-of the 594, 637, and 688 classes (about 90 platforms), as

| " well as on cruisers and Spruance-class destroyers (52 plat-

“1 - forms). It is anticipated that not more than eight SLCMs

(a mix of land attack and anti-ship versions) would be

deployed on each SSN, which would result in about 720 deployed
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'SLCMs on SSNS world-wide (of which perhaps one-third would be
at sea on a day-to-day basis). The US also has 400 Poseidon

. RVs -allocated to SACEUR, but-these would not be candidates

- for negotiation because they are included in present SALT
llmlts. ' , “

Long-Range Aircraft

E ' : On the US side, and apart from heavy bombers
~ limited by SALT, the system of greatest concern to the Soviets
.is the F-111 fighter bomber (and the FB-111l, if limits are
world-wide or if it is deployed in the theater); 175 (156
UE plus 19 float) are currently based in the UK. Additionally,
the Soviets mlght seek to include US carrier-based aircraft
(A-7 and A-6) in the Atlantlc and Mediterranean.

R R i adan e T DI YF e R S e SO MW R UTOR FOT PN e
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' : ‘Soviet long~range alrcraft are currently
deployed w1th the forces of Long Range ‘Aviation (LRA) and
Naval Aviation. Available for use in Europe are the -bombers
of the lst (Smolensk) and 2nd (Vinnitsa) LRA Armies and those
in Naval Aviation deployed in support of the Baltic, Northern,
and Black Sea fleets. There are approximately 400 LRA air-
‘craft and 250 Naval Aviation Badger, Blinder, and Backfire
medium bombers in these commands. Additionally, LRA bombers
deployed with the Far East Bomber Corps (Irkutsk) and Naval
‘Aviation bombers with the Pacific ‘Ocean Fleet Alr Force might
be lncluded in negotlatlons.

“bo ‘Other US and Soviet Theater Nuclear Systems

Other US and Soviet theater nuclear systems
. which theoretlcally might be included in negotiations are
; nuclear-capable tactical aircraft, - tactical ballistic MlSSlles
: and rockets and nuclear—capable artallery. :

Azrcraft -

US azrcraft which are considered nuclear-
capable and based in Europe are the F-1l1, discussed earlier,
: and the F-4. Currently, there are about 490‘such aircraft
i - (excluding carrier aircraft) based in Europe.

P ' ‘ e : Because Soviet practices with respect to

: 'nuclear delivery aircraft differ from those of the US, almost

: all contemporary tactical aircraft are judged to be nuclear-

i 7 capable. - These aircraft include Fishbed (Mig 21 J/K/L),

i 7 .Flogger B (Mig 23), Flogger D (Mig 27), Fitter A (SU-7),
Fitter C (SU-17), Foxbat (Mig 25), Brewer (Yak-28), and
Fencer (SU-24). Approximately 2,500 of these types of air-
craft are deployed with Soviet forces in Eastern Europe and
in the western Soviet Union. However, only about one-third
of Soviet aircraft are nuclear-qualzfled and -assigned.
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‘Missiles

Additionally, both the US and Soviet Union

‘have tactical missiles deployed in Europe. US nuclear-capable

systems comprise 115 Pershing Ia launchers (108 UE plus 7
float) with 198 missiles (the more accurate Pershing II is
planned to replace the current system on a one-for-one basis)

- and 40 shorter range Lance launchers (36 UE plus 4 float).

US forces also have nuclear-capable Nike Hercules SAM
launchers which eould be used in a surface-to surface role.

' Soviet forces are presently equipped with
the SCUD surface-to-surface missile and the FROG rocket;
60 SCUD and 124 FROG TELs are presently deployed with Soviet
forces in eastern Europe, 120/240 including the Western
Military Districts (WMDs) of the USSR. Finally, there are

" an estimated 72 Scaleboard launchers deployed in the western
- Soviet Union. Replacements for all of these systems are -
‘expected in the 1980s. " The Soviets have completed development

of follow-ons for the FROG (the S§S-21) and for Scaleboard
{(the S5~22). A possible follow-on to the SCUD (presently
designated KY-13) is in an early stage of flight testing.

-Artillery

: Nuclear-capable artillery are also possible
candidates for consideration. US forces presently have 155 mm

. and 203 -mm artillery deployed in Europe, of which about 612

tubes are nuclear~certified. Soviet forces in Europe do not

" have nuclear-capable artillery. It has been estimated that
- the Soviets have the technology to develop a nuclear projectile
for the 152 mm artillery, but no evidence exists that they

have fielded such a capability. -Soviet 203 mm artillery and
240 mm mortars apparently are nuclear-capable, but these

systems are presently deployed only in USSR. Soviet forces

in the WMDs have 48.203 mm artillery tubes and 48 240 mm

¢c. "Other Allied Systems .

: : .Other NATO and Warsaw Pact members possess
a variety of nuclear delivery vehicles. On the NATO side, as
discussed previously, these include national systems as well -

‘as those held under dual-key arrangements.

. Both the UK and France have national nuclear

forces which are not part of the dual-key arrangement. The
"UK's national forces consist of both long-range and shorter

range nuclear systems. Four submarines, each with 16 Polaris
missiles, provide an independent long-range strike capability.
In addition, the UK controls the warheads for its own tactical

aircraft, such as the Buccaneer S$-2B, the Jaguar, and, when
it enters the inventory, the MRCA Tornado. French national
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forces are composed of 18 IRBMs, four submarines each with

16 MSBS ballistic missiles,. 36 operatjonally-assigned ‘ .
Mirage IVA light bombers, 30 Pluton tactical ballistic :
missile launchers, and some older nuclear—capable Honest

John rockets (without nuclear warheads). There are also

tactical aircraft (Mirage IIIE, |Jagquar A/E, Vautour IIB,

Mirage V~-F, and the carrier-based Super~-Etendard) which

could be used for nuclear delivery. :

NATO nuclear systems whose warheads are held

. in'dual-key arrangements ‘encompass tactical aircraft, surface-

to-surface missiles, and nuclear-capable artillery.  Allied
dual-~capable aircraft which could be used for nuclear delivery, -

-presently number about 800 and include the ‘Buccaneer, Jaguar,

F-4, and F-104. Planned introduction of the F-16 and MRCA
Tornado will modernize this force. Also deployed with NATO
forces are about 144 Honest John and Lance launchers, 278 .
nuclear-certified 155 mm and 203 mm artillery tubes plus
substantial numbers of these tubes whose crews are not nuclear-
trained and with no warheads assigned, and 224 Nike Hercules
SAM launchers. FRG forces also have 72 Pershing launchers

with 100 missiles.

o Non-Soviet Warsaw Pact forces are eguipped
with both SCUD and FROG launchers, numbering approximately
125 and 485 respectively, about 400 tactical .aircraft which .
might be capable of nuclear delivery, and substantial numbers

of 152 mm artillery.

d. Criteria for Inclusion/Exclusion

Although a wide variety of systems could
theoretically be included in theater nuclear force negotiations, .

~.one possible focus could be on the most politically "wvisible"..

systems. . "Visibility" is by no means a clear-cut ‘concept.

. Political perceptions--including allied concerns about Soviet
- ‘theater modernization--do not necessarily correspond to0 neat

analytical categories. -Hence, "visibility” neither provides
precise and consistent a priori technical criteria for
inclusion,* nor necessarily reflects a consistent military

' *The lack of consistent technical criteria for "visible" systems

complicates the problem of formulating provisions, in an actual
negotiation, to "catch” systems of interest (visible or other-
-wise). 1In the case of visible systems, such provisions could
include: range threshholds for aircraft and nmissiles; date of
deployment criteria (designed, for instance, to exclude older,
less visible systems, such as S5-4/5 and Badger); place of
deployment, gross take-off weight for bombers: ALCM~carrying
capability; warhead numbers (MIRV .or not); and so on.
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h logic. Rather, "visible" systems appear to be those systems
which--by virtue of their long range, modern technology ‘
v~ (mobility, accuracy, MIRV capability), and general potential
- for circumventing SALT--have crystallized European concerns
about the dynamic trends in the theater nuclear balance and
“about the implicatiohs of strategic parity. At present, the
. .systems which have attained greatest political visibility
"are US GLCMs and potential new MRBM, and the -Soviet SS~20
. IRBM and Backfire bomber.
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. Pol:.t:.cal v151b111ty as a criterion for

‘ 1nclusmon could relnforce several objectives of any theater =
nuclear force negotiation.  First, the negotiations would

.be responsive to the interests of some NATO Allies, who

‘have repeatedly expressed concern over the military impli-
cations and attendent political impact of Soviet modern:.zat:.on
-of long-range theater nuclear forces. .

o

.
Pt

H

e ‘ A Second, Some would . argue that: focusa_ng on
e ‘these modern systems would .directly strengthen the arms control
s '~ objective of stabilizing the European nuclear balance over
A the long term, on the grounds that deployments of highly
. "visible" long~range systems have the greatest likelihood of
generating political pressure for counter-deployments. ,
(Indeed, the highly visible systems already deployed by the
USSR have already created much of the political pressure that
. now exists for -new Western deployments of :Ln-theater Jlong~
’ range systems )

Finally, " because the visible long-range theater
systems are closely intertwined--both politically and m:.l:.tarlly‘ }
--with central systems covered in SALT, focusing on these- g
systems might reinforce the SALT process itself, in two ways. I
i . Such a focus .could at least maintain, if not actually
] 1ncrease, the support of the NATO Allies for SALT by
- assuring them that theater .asymmetries would be controlled
. .80 as not to undermine strategic par:.ty, -and that US—-Soviet
bilateral negotiations would not ignore Alliance concerns.
- 'In addition, inclusion of theater nuclear forces might
_increase the negotiability of other SALT issues. A solution
to the GLCM guestion with acceptable limits on US and Soviet
: ~theater systems, for example, may allcw progress in other -
. areas of SALT.
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- But polltlcal visibility alone clearly is
‘not a sufficient criterion for determining which systems
should be included in any negotiation. In particular, it
does not necessarily illuminate the military issues involved.
‘Nor does it address the Soviet sensitivities that will
inevitably come into play, or the technical issues (especially
- verifiability) at stake.
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i TNF-related military issues would appear to play
- two roles. First of all, they play an indirect role, in
that the military attributes of modern systems constitute one
component in perceptions, which. in turn lead to political
visibility. Secondly, military criteria play a direct role in '
determining: (a) what limits would be acceptable on Western
- systems; and (b) the overall acceptability of a negotiated
3 outcome, especially in comparison with the outcomes expected
3 in the absence of any negotiations. 1In sum, the military

© acceptability of a negotiated outcome will be a bedrock
‘requirement, even if some of the particular features of an arms

control approach are determined by other criteria.
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: , Although political visibility and military :
significance are related, the fit is far from perfect. First,
- while shorter-range Soviet/Warsaw Pact theater nuclear systems
.are being rapidly modernized, and could in some respects pose
as great a threat to Western strike forces as do longer-range
systems based in the USSR, they have so far attracted relati-
vely little political attention in Europe.* On the other hand,
" there is no guarantee that systems which are relatively
"invisible" today will remain so in the future. European con-
cerns about the -shorter-range nuclear systems could certainly .
increase, especially if important limitations were placed on
Systems of longer range, and if the Soviets chose to. accelerate
. the modernization and deployment of lower level systems as a
means of circumventing a .long-range TNF ~agreement. In fact,
this is a general problem with arms control agreements: they
often tend to attract increased political attention to,. and
" military interest in, those systems not subject to limitation.
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, Second, there is some debate as to the extent
‘to which the newer and more "visible" Soviet/Warsaw Pact long-
‘range theater nuclear systems in themselves pose a gqualitatively
o new threat to NATO, above and ‘beyond the threat already posed '
by older and less "visible" forces. ' For example, the wvulner-
ability of NATO main operating air bases (like that of other
"soft" targets) is much less dependent upon the accuracy of
Eastern systems than upon Eastern capability for target
acquisition. . Hence, the modernization of the Soviet IRBM force
with the SS-20 may not significantly increase the first~strike
threat to those bases, since the higher yield of the S5-4/5s
compared to the SS-20 compensates, at least in part, for their
lower accuracy and single RV. On the other hand, the SS-20 may

W v i 1)

*The relative lack of political attention to Soviet/Warsaw
Pact shorter-range missiles and new tactical nuclear—capable
aircraft indicates that modernity alone does not make for
visibility; i.e., the visible systems are modern systems, but
not all modern systems are, at present, politically wvisible.
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-'sighificantly increase Soviet flexibility for limited -and
selective escalation. This is due.to its mobility, which com-

‘plicates NATO targeting, may enhance the credibility of the

55-20s reload capability, and, it is argued, provide an enhanced
second-strike capability against NATO forces below the level
0of a strategic exchange. :

L. In addition, negotiating on only the most
visible systems may not adequately address the accepted arms

‘control objective of enhancing crisis stability. "Crisis
stability"” is, or course, a concept of strategic origin, which

may not have the same meaning in a theater context. /Neverthe-
less, it is generally agreed that stability is promoted by the

- reduction of vulnerable systems, thus lessening incentives for

pre-emptive attack.* But mobile GLCMs and SS-20s are among the
most survivable theater nuclear systems. Negotiating reductions
or specific limitations solely on these systems, while possibly

_supporting most of our objectives, may limit Western ability

to reduce the vulnerability of :its TNF. Similarly, limiting

- replacement of Soviet S$$-4/5s with SS-20s would keep Soviet

theater strike capability concentrated in a relatively vulner-

able form. (Just how concentrated will depend upon permitted
deployment levels.) This is not, in all respects, to NATOs

advantage, since that very vulnerability could create pressures
to "use or lose" the systems. :

S Moreover, Western sensitivities are not likely to
be identical with Soviet concerns about particular systems.

. 'For example, when SALT began, the US Pershing I theater
ballistic missile (which is neither long in range nor very
- modern in its technology), was identified by the Soviets as a
- .candidate for negotiations in SALT. It seems unlikely that

Soviet demands to include Pershing will abate, given the improve-
ments to the system since (Pershing Ia, Pershing II develop-

ment program), and given the known capability to increase
Pershing's range, which would permit it to strike Soviet terri~
tory. (This capability, however, will enhance its potential
importance in Western eyes as well.) ' Soviet criteria for
inclusion or exclusion will be an important factor in theater
negotiations. ~ : . : :

Determining whether theater nuclear forces are vulnerable

or survivable is neither -clear~cut nor susceptible to static
exchange analyses. "Vulnerability" in the theater varies with
circumstances, and does not depend only on actual system
characteristics. It is also subject to such factors as employ=
ment doctrines, warning, mobility, the type of conflict, the
opponent's capabilities, and the relationship of theater to
central strategic forces. For example, ‘if there is an extended
period of conventional ‘conflict, then cumulative vulnerability
to. repeated conventional attacks could probably be as
destabilizing as vulnerability to nuclear attack.
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L - Finally, negotiating packages will have to be
assessed for their technical feasibility--i.e., their verifi-
ability. Verification questions are likely to be very
complicated; they are discussed in section 3b, below.
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2. Geographic Scope
The primary focus of theater arms control
negotiations will be on Warsaw Pact weapons which are capable
of striking NATO territory, and on US and other NATO nuclear
Systems which are capable of striking Warsaw Pact territory.
- However, many of the theater range nuclear delivery systems on
. the Pact side which pose a direct threat to Europe are Soviet
- weapons deployed in the USSR, west of the Ural mountains. '
. Consequently, if geographic constraints are to be applied to
. threatening Pact weapons, then the geographic area would have
to include at least part of the USSR. , : '
E .
' Therefore, a useful agreement will have to
‘include both eastern European ‘and most of western Russia (by
. convention, "to the Urals," though it could be defined by
‘longitude or distance from the western border).* For
- reciprocity, the Western -.side would have to include all of
~western Furope (for forces of the type and nationality covered) ,
- It would be possible not to include any further areas, and )
L not to impose world-wide limits on testing, production, or
e deployment. ’ .
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4 : , There are several possible problems with such

- a restricted geographic focus. First, most of the weapons

. ‘under consideration are more-or-less mobile; even if removed
from a spec¢ific area, "they could be reintroduced into the

- area (and would be, once hostilities began "in ‘a NATO conflict).
"This is particularly true of aircraft; long~distance movement
of mobile missile launchers would take somewhat longer. 1In

addition, most such missiles are also dependent upon ground .

; support facilities which are both extensive and fixed. '

i - Nevertheless, the effects of such an agreement would be on

p . peacetime deployments only (as is the case -for MBFR) . This :

- has both advantages :and disadvantages. It allows R&D flexibility

. and-avoids limits both on Soviet PRC-oriented forces -and on :
- 'US 'world-wide deployments. It may therefore be suitable for

- an initial agreement. .On the other hand, the military impact
‘would be less, and the Soviets might have some "reinforcement"
advantage in a crisis.

. ' A second problem could be the asymmetry which
"‘the Soviets could see in including Soviet territory in a
. European limit. They might resist such an approa‘ch'unlegs:
... - .the US were willing also to restrict the deployment of similar
P ‘nuclear weapons in a corresponding geographic area of the
" '.continental US.. On the other hand, the Soviets would be
"glad to exempt the PRC-oriented forces in the eastern USSR,

P ‘ . -Sea-based .systems could also present prcblems:
i . Although world-wide inventories of -either surface or submarine-

R ) - *The SS-20 poses a particulér problem, in that it can be based
-somewhat East of the Urals and still strike FRG territory.
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. Seas) would be hard to verify for surface systems, and

- defined.

based systems ’ar'e reasonably verifiable, deployments within
limited areas (e.g., the North, Norwegian, and Mediterranean

»

impossible for submarines.

Another problem is wheth‘er:to seek an agreed

basing/‘range criterion for inclusion (to identify the terri-

tories at risk) or.only to discuss .specific systems in an

‘agreed area. Under the Soviet FBS criterion, for example,

weapons located so as to strike the territory of the other
side would be subject to limitation.. This criterion is

- €learly unacceptable if applied only to the territory of the

USSR and US, since it excludes Soviet theater systems: from -

;limitation. A modified and extended version of this criterion
-might be acceptable, however, if Allied territory (or some
‘Proxy category, such as territory where US theater forces are
-based) were included. ‘Alternatively, it might be simpler
-only to limit particular classes of systems- in a defined

‘area, without any further ",ra’tionale,

3. Types of Limits

a. 'Poss‘ible Form of Controls

- The forms.of controls which might be
placed .on long~range theater nuclear forces are generally well

‘understood. They include: : . :

. ’ =-quantitative limitations, such' as ceilings,
freezes, and reductions. A common approach is to establish

an overall numerical ceiling on the limited systems, and allow
flexibility within that :ceiling. Thus, the SALT I Interim
Agreement established a ceiling on the number of SLBM launchers

-on each side, and the SALT II aggregates are ceilings and sub-

ceilings on various types of launchers. Freezes are some-

“times proposed as an initial step in ‘preparation for more o
comprehensive measures "in the future: they are most useful as

a temporary cap on impending deployments, especially when the
systems and forces to be covered have not been rigorously

’ : ~-geographic deployment limitations. These

are essentially quantitative Iimits applied to specified areas.:

As discussed above, they pPresént special problems—in—the case——-----
of mobile systems such as ships, aircraft, or air-transportable '

~  systems. o

--qualitative restraints, including range

o limitations, restrictions on testing, limits on.payload and

launch weight, and limits on modernization and "new types."

- Qualitative restrictions can apply to the characteristics
- .'of .the systems, to the activities associated with the system,

or to both (as in restrictions or prohibitions on the employ-
ment of a weapons system in a nuclear role). SALT experience
has shown the difficulties in defining and negotiating
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qualitative restraints that are both effective and eqguitable.
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: : " --supplemental measures to reinforce the
effects of .other limitations or to enhance verifiability.
Such measures include non~circumvention provisions, production’
limitations, and cooperative measures of verification.

LM e iy

: ' A key question in determining what types
.0f controls should be sought on long-range theater nuclear
- .forces is whether the actual item limited should be the
launcher (or aircraft, as appropriate), the missile,® or the :
warhead. The last two (and especially warheads) are extremely -
difficult to verify in a theater context. Moreover, SALT
precedents will argue for a focus on delivery .systems. . Hence,
with the possible exceptions noted below, this section -assumes
‘that limits would apply to aircraft and missile launchers (in
‘the case of mobile missiles,. the transporter-erector—launcher
r.or TEL) rather ‘than missiles or warheads. - (In the case of a
US-Soviet -agreement in which the Allies would not "accept -
© obligations, this would mean that Allied systems would not be
‘directly limited, even where we supply the warheads, except
S ... through the effects of non-circumvention clauses, or if Allied
i systems were to be used in .calculating ceilings.*) '
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b. Problems of Verification

' . - The general implications of and verifica-
.. tion . problems raised by given limits will depend not only on
‘the systems to which they are applied but also on the nature
of the overall package. Nevertheless, there are a number of
‘general observations which can be made.

. S ‘ - ——quantitative limits on land-mobile systems
‘could prove difficult to verify with national technical means,
.- depending primarily upon how the systems are deployed. Most
.~ ‘mobile theater missiles have thus far been’ deployed during
-pPeacetime in reasonably sized units (not autonomous launchers)
.based at known secure locations. Such peacetime deployments
. Provide the opportunity to monitor missile activities over
time, and, if continued, would considerably enhance the
verifiability of deployment limits. (Thus, for example, we.
have a good idea of the number of SS-20 launchers being -
- deployed.) Verifiability might also be enhanced somewhat by
? .. cooperative measures, where negotiable. However; if deceptive
" 7+ .deployment practices were used, then quantitative limits on
- land-mobile missiles~-both ballistic and cruise--would present
serious verification problems. ‘Quantitative limits on battle-
field systems (short-range missiles and nuclear-capable
artillery) would be particularly difficult to verify under -
these conditions. _ IR :

“*This is the approach taken in MBFR, where the West proposes
that French forces in Germany be counted in calculating the
manpower c‘eiling,f though not themselves reduced or limited.
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—-quantitative limits on Soviet theater
nuclear aircraft. Verification might require-agreement on a
mutual base of data and definition, in view of the differences
between Western and Soviet approaches to aircraft nuclear
capability. : ' R o

| . ’ ’ .
g * : --nuclear vs. non-nuclear capability cannot
be distinguished for missiles, nor are there any technical
- requirements for nuclear-capable aircraft that produce
"externally observable differences. Crew training activity
and storage site signatures can be indicators of nuclear
capability for Soviet aircraft, but they are not necessarily
-~ reliable or consistently available indicators of such capability.
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: : ~ =-range limitations on ballistic missiles.
Verifiability is complicated by the possibility of range
v,nenhancement.A,Forgexample, the Pershing can be made capable
of MRBM range by using advanced fuel and a lighter warhead.
The testing of such a modified missile could be verified by
; . hational (NTM) technical means at least in some cases. ‘We
A ~ have been able to detect flight testing of Soviet ballistic
I ~_missiles in the past,]|

B1

. ) --range limitations on cruise missiles.
" 'Given past and current Soviet practices for cruise missile
 testing, the US has been able to identify many cruise missile
' programs and to estimate cruise missile ranges, armaments, ,
‘guidance types, and mission flight profiles | . B1

cruise missiles, thus avoiding some

- ~Establish a single range limit for all . J
fungibility problems.
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-Limit the range to which cruise missiles
'~ can be tested in an operational mode.

These measures would apply only to a prohibition on cruise
missiles which exceed a given range, and not to numerical
limits on the production or -deployment of such missiles. The
negotiability of such measures is uncertain, to say the least.

" c. Other General Considerations i

S : Among other factors, the nature of the
controls sought would depend on the underlying rationale and
‘objectives for negotiating TNF. However, the implications of
broad objectives for the selection of appropriate controls
are far from clearcut; put differently, objectives would seem
to have more-direct implications for ‘the systems to be.
“included than for the specific types of limits to be placed
on them. ., : , : R

. - At a very general level, of course, it |,
:Seems obvious that the political objective of responding to
European political concerns and of enhancing ‘European support
for SALT would call for guantitative limits and deployment

 restrictions on the most visible Soviet systems. Similarly,

the objective of preventing a bloc-to-bloc competition in
long-range TNF suggests a combination of quantitative and
deployment limitations (to inhibit threatening deployment of
present Soviet systems) and gqualitative constraints (to inhibit

- the testing and deployment of new ones).. Beyond saying this,
- however, the specific types of limits sought (or regquired)

seem to depend much more directly on previously choices as to
forum, geographic area, and systems to be included.

ST ~ For :instance, both a SALT forum and a »
‘multilateral Theater Arms Limitation Talks (TALT) would tend

“to create pressures in:the direction of equal aggregates~--in

the former case because of the precedential effects of SALT

. limits and the Jackson Amendment, and in the latter because .

~of-the implicit identification of theater systems as a discrete
negotiating channel. In either forum, the pressures toward
‘equal -aggregates would be intensified by the inclusion of a
wider,. clearly more .comprehensive range of theater systems."
The. ambiguous case, however, is also the most likely one--
where a narrow range. of theater systems is tied directly to
SALT III. A minimal SALT approach seems most likely to avoid
Soviet pressures to make the aggregates fully comprehensive
by including UK and French systems. If so, the introduction
of selected long-range theater nuclear systems into SALT would
seem to offer the greatest flexibility for ad hoc provisions.

" " The definition of the relevant geographic

-area will also have implications for the types of limits

sought. On the one hand, it is theoretically possible to
impose limits solely on systems deployed in the European
‘theater. But, given the rapid redeployability of many theater
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" systems (especially aircraft), such limits on these systems
would not limit the threat to Europe once a crisis or actual
hostilities caused the agreement to break down. On the other
hand, however, an attempt to reduce the Soviet nuclear threat
to NATO by imposing strict globdal ceilings might not be negotiable,
particularly since the Chinese would not be restricted. At a
minimum,. such an approach might reguire some offsetting‘"asymmetries
(such as the exclusion of older systems, or the toleration of
‘a warhead advantage for the 85-20 vice GLCM, and so on).

. It is also far from clear how specific
forms of controls can directly enhance crisis stability; it
may be that the effects of unilateral force planning decisions
will be more important.  If so, then this implies, first, ‘
that qualitative constraints should not seriously inhibit the
modernization of vulnerable Western systems, nor should
replacement rules seriously inhibit their elimination. (If a
negotiation covered only SS-20 and GLCM and established very
low ceilings on them, it would bar one option for the replace-
ment of dual-capable aircraft. The US and NATO would have to
assure themselves that adequate alternatives were available.)
Secondly, insofar as the survivability of TNF derives not
only from the characteristics of specific systems, but also .
from the mix of the systems, it is desirable that TNF

limitations preserve freedom-to-mix.

, : . ‘Bowever, apart from the specific limita-

‘tions embodied in an agreement, it is worth remembering that

- past efforts to reduce the vulnerability of NATO theater

_systems--and in ‘particular to reduce reliance on strike
aircraft--have become entangled in European concerns about

. deterrence and decoupling. If a theater nuclear arms control
negotiation can relieve these concerns, either by limiting the
perceived threat or by providing a manifest of US concern for
European theater nuclear issues, then reduced reliance on

- 'strike aircraft may become more feasible. ‘ : _

, - -It should be noted, however, that there is
- .one general complication inherent in the formulation of
" appropriate controls for long-range theater nuclear forces.
This complication derives from the relationship of TNF to
strategic and conventional forces--~that is, from the roles
and missions which long-range systems are asked to perform.
So long as arms control agreements focused on central :
strategic systems, system characteristics seemed intruitively
N reasonable indicators of appropriate force reductions. ’
i . Characteristics were surrogates for functions. But the
- selection of controls on long-range TNF will require attention
not only to individual system characteristics and individual r
- force levels, but also to the way in which such systems are |
~likely to be emplovyed. - _ A ) J

4. Forums/Modalities; Participation
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- There are two broad issues at stake in the
choice of a forum for PWEAS’SFFPEﬁionS on long-range
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¢ TNF: the naticonalities of the forces covered, and the impli-
cations for progress in other ongoing arms control negotiations.
R Since most NATO and all Warsaw Pact members
possess some nuclear delivery vehicles, arms control negoti-

- ations on theater nuclear forces could encompass a variety of
national participants. Besides the two extremes of US/USSR
bilateral negotiations and full NATO/Warsaw Pact multilateral

" negotiations, there are a number of different possible combina-
tions, such as multilateral negotiations J.nvolw.ng only the
U8, USSR, UK, FRG, and France.
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In practice, however, our major Allles have
expressed a2 clear reluctance to include their own forces in
negotiated limitations. This reluctance seems particularly
strong for the UK and France, both of whom have force regquire-
ments for counter-value targeting that are largely unaffected
by limits on Soviet theater systems. Although Allied views
~on this matter obviously could change over time, at present
- it appears that the prospects for broader national participa-
) _ tion in the future -are likely to be contingent upon visible
A ‘progress in SALT III and perhaps in MBFR, as well as on

. successful initial expers.ence w1th US-—Sov:Let theater limits.

- ¢ RSN S
£

~“The implications of restricting the coverage

. of negotiable systems to US and Soviet forces are treated in
the discussion of alternative forums .below, but one in
particular should be noted here——that of compensatlon for
Allied nuclear systems not included in the negotiating
framework. Soviet pressure for either inclusion of or compen-

. -sation for Allied systems is likely to be strong, and is
likely to focus on the long-range French and British national
. systems because they are not dependent upon US warheads* and
are capable of . striking Soviet territory.:

T 4

S » Compensatn.on for such systems could concelvably :
- take ‘the form of: larger reductions in US long-range theater
systems than in their Soviet counterparts; asymmetrical _
ceilings; exclusion of older Soviet systems (Badger, Bl:.nder,
~ 85-4/5): or the de facto inclusion of European systems in the
. . .calculation of legal limits on US systems (as French forces
in Germany are counted in the MBFR common ceiling). In SALT,
. the US has not agreed to such compensata.on. For mstance,
.the US rejected the Sov:x.et attempt in SALT I to count increases
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“*Most NATO and Warsaw Pact members possess nuclear delivery
vehitles. The warheads for all non-Soviet Warsaw Pact theater
nuclear systems are held in Soviet custody. Similarly, the
US .maintains .control over most, but not all, of its Allies'
nuclear .delivery systems under the "dual-key" arrangement in

* which warheads are held in. US custody. However, there are.

"4+ ' exceptions to the ‘dual-key arrangement: the British and French
: long-range (e.g., French IRBMs and British Polaris SLBMs) and '
" battlefield (e.g., British and French nuclear bombs for tactical

- : . aircraft) nuclear systems.
S  UNGLASSIFIED
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in UK or French strategic forces against the US étrategic

+limits. However, the prospect of obtaining limits on Soviet

theater systems directly threatening the Allies introduces a
new factor. Therefore, the US and NATO will have to determine
whether some form of compensation for bilateral coverage
would be politically and militarily- acceptable in such
conditions. ' : : ; ‘

. The US will also have to consider the implica-
tions of the negotiating forum for progress in other ongoing
arms control efforts. The US could be faced with extremely
difficult trade-offs among our negotiating objectives. For
-example, incorporation of long-range TNF issues into SALT III

~ {or MBFR) could complicate reaching agreement on significant

reductions in SNDVs (or in Warsaw Pact conventional capabilities)

if the Soviets attempt to offer concessions on TNF issues in
exchange for US/NATO concessions in other areas. . Even

restablishment of a separate TALT process could hinder SALT IIT

or MBFR if either side were to link its position in the latter
areas to . developments in the former, or vice versa.

In general, the US will have to consider the
extent to which attempts to forward the objectives of theater
nuclear arms control will enhance, .complicate or impede .
progress in SALT III or MBFR, and, if so, whether the objectives
to be served by negotiating long-range TNF are sufficiently.

B ‘important to justify the potential costs.

‘a. In MBFR

: “MBFR was originally conceived as a means -
to improve the conventional balance in Central Europe,
particularly through substantial reductions of and limitations

- on Soviet offensive ground forces and tanks. A reduction of

.US nuclear weapons was. added only as a "sweetener” to induce the
- East to accept the Allied position on manpower, tank, and

-division reductions. In order to retain US flexibility in

theater deployment and to avoid the complication of including
UK and French nuclear forces, it was intended that MBFR would

raddress. only those armaments which were pertinent to the front
line battlefield. - - ' :

‘Nevertheless, MBFR could be used as the

forum to deal more comprehensively with theater nuclear .
‘systems, either concurrently with or following negotiations

along current lines.

A major obstacle to dding so is Allied

‘reluctance to include their own armaments in negotiated

limitations. Even the Option III offer, which does not seek
reciprocal limits on Soviet nuclear systems, has -led to .

- Eastern pressure for limits on western European nuclear

equipment. The current Eastern proposal is unclear on this
issue, and may no longer require a commitment to such limits

in an initial agreemgntUNmAgSIFfEﬁtempt to limit Soviet
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nuclear elements, most of which are based in the Sovmet Union,
i not only could revive this issue, but that of the area of

reductlons as well.

e e o 9 Ky ey

The unwmlllngness of non-US NATO partici-
pants to participate in armament reductions in MBFR derlves ’
from real mllltary concerns; they want to retain the :
flelellltY to increase equipment in both active and reserve
: ‘forces in order to increase overall combat capability and
: ‘effectiveness. The same reasoning might well apply to their
o nuclear and nuclear-capable systems. But even if they would
: be willing to limit their own nuclear or nuclear-capable
! -systems as an offset to limits on Soviet theater nuclear
i systems, they would be reluctant to do so within the context
of MBFR, where such limits could set unavoidable precedents
for .limiting other types of equlpment and possibly for national
force limitations generally. :

(TSR TR LA PP N SN

; ‘ Another immediate implication of handllng
L theater nuclear systems in MBFR concerns the purpose of the

A MBFR negotiatlons. Would we now seek to address two. objec~

EE tives—--to improve the conventional balance and to control a
theater nuclear arms race--or would we be forced to lower our
objectives in the conventional field in order to gain our
nuclear c:b;;ec:t:::.w;:s'J

In MBFR, .we have advocated a mixed package
of Us nuclear and conventional reductions to secure Soviet/Wp
conventional reductions. The only obvious trade-off for
Soviet SS-20 reductions would be comparable US (or UK/French
] ° or FRG) nuclear systems. A switch to mutual reduction of
{ similar armaments would represent a change of principle for
NATO which could obviate Eastern agreement to the mixed
package approach. Moreover, we have: already offered SSM
launcher limits as .part of -the mixed package to gain asymmetrical
Eastern conventlonal force reductlons.

"While both these negotiating problems
might be surmounted (for example, by simply adding a reciprocal
negotiation on long—range systems to the current mixed-package
negotiation), the introduction of Soviet theater nuclear
systems into the negotiations would cause some rethinking of-
our conception of the purpose of MBFR.

i : The most obvxous lmpllcatlon of handling
theater systems in MBFR would be the expansion of the area of
reductions to include Soviet territory. MBFR was orlglnally

: limited geographically not only to retain US and NATO flexi-

f bility in the European theater, but also because of Soviet

: refusal to include Soviet territory. The ramifications of

! extendlng the territory in MBFR are extensive. For the
purpose of getting a handle on the SS-20, the simplest approach

| would be to make a one-time exception to the area rule, to

| include either all S5-20s wherever deployed, or only those in

the western USSR. But’(ﬁfJEﬂfPﬁ§SfFﬁIfEFh a concess;on on
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.- the Soviets' part, they would very likely insist on a US or
t . NATO concession beyond the offer of US SSM launcher limits. N
b

A minimum price could be FRG SSM launcher limits, and possibly
‘limits on UK systems as well. To get a handle on other Soviet
theater systems would require expansion of the area as a
general rule, even if applicability were limited to nuclear
systems. We would have to seek verification of such nuclear RN
limits in Soviet territory, and perhaps stabilizing measures
to cover nuclear systems in Soviet territory. Conceivabily,
: ~too, such a Western attempt and Eastern rejection would make

it difficult to return the negotiations to their original

- focus on the conventional balance. :

: " In addition, the Soviets would be 1likely
to seek to balance any extension of MBFR into Soviet territory
by a parallel extension westward into France and the UK. The
French oppose MBFR as it is; under no foreseeable circumstance
is the GOF likely to consent to limit French national nuclear
delivery systems in that negotiation. - '

, - 'Moreover, even a one-time exception would
encourage our NATO Allies to insist on other exceptions. The
Turks have long been seeking the extension of tank limits to
Soviet territory.  Making the exception for theater nuclear

- systems might force the other flank states to back these

- Turkish demands. Even more troubling would be the reaction
‘of the FRG, which has France as an ally in supporting the
‘extension of stabilizing measures and possibly other limits to
Soviet territory. The FRG would most likely insist on the
-extension of stabilizing measures and other limits, e.g., tank

- limits, to Soviet territory if Soviet theater systems were
included--especially. if the price for limiting $5-20 launchers
were FRG SSM .launcher limits.

.; . S C Unlike the negotiating problems noted ,

{ . --earlier, the problems resulting from even a one-time exception
'~ to the geographic area of MBFR may well prove unmanageable.

The Soviets would undoubtedly raise the price for any limi-

tations on their soil. One exception would lead to demands

for other exceptions, and NATO could well be seriously divided

‘ . among itself. It might be very difficult to retain a -

: negotiating focus on improving the conventional balance in

Central Europe, while also seeking mutual limitations on .

theater systems in a more extended area. :

. A third implication of discussing theater
nuclear systems in MBFR has already been touched on~—the
Allied factor. 1In such a forum, the Soviets could more ,
-effectively argue against limits on their territory, and on
their systems designed. at least in part to counter non-US NATO
theater systems, without corresponding limits on these Allied
systems. We know that the UK would oppose such an approach,
3 and no other Ally has supported it. Even if most NATO Allies
b were ready to accept such limits as part of MBFR, and even
if a suitably extended geographic area could be negotiated, :
the lack of French partildiyei dpS®EEIE Probably block agreement.
Moreover, it is doubtful that we could still expect to o}qta._.i'.;}‘
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asymmetrical conventional force reductions in an extended
European negotiation. Thus, while it might be possible to
consider seeking in MBFR a mutual limit on all ballistic ang
cruise missiles in Europe, the Allies, and- especially France,-
will not soon accept such an approach. -

However, even if MBFR proves to be an

' inappropriate forum in which to seek limits on the 55-20, the
‘West could at some point consider seeking reciprocal limits -

on Soviet shorter range nuclear delivery systems in MBFR, to

.complement negotiations on longer range systems in another
" forum. The rationale for doing so would be to dampen the

long~term potential for displaced competition that an agree-

ment only on long-range systems could create, and, more
particularly, to cut off the possibility of Soviet circumven-
tion through shorter range systems. The inclusion of short-
range systems in MBFR would certainly complicate the Western
objective of obtaining asymmetrical conventional force reduc~
tions and in particular would lessen the bargaining leverage
of ‘our current nuclear offer. It may therefore prove hard

to reconcile with achieving our current negotiating objectives,
which focus on asymmetrical manpower reductions, and withdrawal
of Soviet armored  forces. . But it would not require an
expansion of the area of reductions, and present Western.
pPreponderance in battlefield nuclear systems could provide

' --important negotiating leverage. ' Under present circumstances,
and .unless Allied concern about Soviet modernization of short-

range systems grows markedly, the Allied reaction would
probably be negative, because the leverage of Option III would
be reduced, and because Pressure for limits on European
delivery systems would be greatly increased.

b. In sSaLT

Using SALT III as the forum for negotiating

narrowly focused limits on US 'and Soviet long-range systems

~ 'seems to be the lowest common denominator -among the major

Allies. Given the alternatives, they all seem to accept a
bilateral US/USSR forum--even if, like .the FRG, they may

. prefer a more comprehensive effort, or if, like France and

the UK, they are reluctant to have theater nuclear systems

discussed in any arms control context. Thus, SALT discussions
on this subject are unlikely to arouse major Allied opposition
on procedural grounds. Moreover, the systems of major Allied

concern--the S5-20,° the Backfire and, on our side, the GLCM--

are those which could most logically be discussed in the SALT
forum because of their real or potential ability to substitute

for central systems. Shorter range systems would be much

- harde: to discuss in SALT.

o , : Thus, treating theater nuclear systems in
SALT might make it easier to negotiate limits only on. certain
‘long-range US and Soviet theater systems. There would be no
way to impose direct limits on UK and French forces (although
the compensation issue, discussed below, would still be a
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- problem). Finally, if SALT remained focused primarily on
strategic systems, it might be easier to avoid a political
requirement to achieve precise "equal aggregates" in theater.
systems (which may be non-negotiable given the current .

- imbalance in favor of the Soviets). However, ~discussing
theater systems in SALT requires Soviet willingness to concede
that theater systems (not just FBS) are legitimate subjects
of bilateral negotiations. We would also have to deal with
predictable Soviet arguments about circumvention/transfer,
given Allied non-participation. '

Of these last two requirements, the ‘first
may be achievable if the Soviets are sufficiently concerned
about US GLCMs and SLCMs, or about Allied access to cruise
missiles, to be willing to limit some of their theater systems
and to renounce their past arguments that Soviet systems not

. = capable of striking the US are outside SALT. (A facesaving

- means for the Soviets to justify the change of position-would _
be to explain the inclusion in SALT of US and .Soviet theater -
systems as "FBS plus comparable Soviet systems.")
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0o , The second requirement (non-circumvention

! assurances) may be more difficult. The Soviets would surely

: : seek to prevent increases in European systems to offset US
limitations, either directly, through a strict non-circumvention/
-non-transfer provisions, or through an escape clause along

the lines of their unilateral statement in SALT I, seeking to
retain the right to match European increases. The US would
probably have to go -at least as far as it has in SALT II-- ‘
.non-circumvention language which could, in some cases, inhibit
transfer of systems limited by SALT II.

- _ There might also be Soviet. pressure to go
further and to include European systems in the SALT aggregates
- for calculating the legal limits on - US systems (similar to
- the way the West counts French forces in Germany in the MBFR
common ceiling). Yet, even indirect inclusion of Allied '
systems in a bilateral negotiation might be unacceptable to
~ the Allies-~the French in particular. Nonetheless, even
- though we could not hope to achieve comprehensive limitations
on Soviet theater systems without constraint--even an indirect
one~—-on equivalent Allied systems, we may be able to achieve
more narrowly focused provisions (e.g., -limits only on SS-20,
Backfire, US FBS and/or cruise missiles) without addressing
Allied systems. A limited outcome might meet Allied and
Soviet concerns about the 'SS-20 and FBS, respectively, without
arousing the Allied concerns--either about decoupling or about
their own force options--that more far-reaching -arms control |
measures might entail. - It would probably be easier to keep ;
the outcome narrowly focused if the prospects of Allied
(especially FRG) acquisition of cruise missiles were low.
At the same time, this possibility may be an incentive for
the Soviets to agree to limits on the $5-=20.
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e In purely negotiating terms, a bilateral -

g forum should allow much more flexibility than a multilateral
"~ forum, as any comparison of SALT and MBFR shows. Inclusion

: of selected theater systems in SALT (or in a separate bilateral
v forum) would, of course, increase the need for consultation

% - with the Allies and, in a considerabile number of cases, might

: require giving the major Allies more opportunities to partici-
‘Pate in the formation of US negotiating positions, and to be
more informed in detail about the course of the talks. '
Nonetheless, an expanded consultative process would be more
manageable than a multilateral forum. 1In fact, from the '
European point of view, this seems to be the. least objectionable
solution, allowing genuine pre-decision consultation from the )
US,/ yet freedom to criticize the outcome and to stress--before
domestic audiences and before the Soviets-~that they had made
no conmmitments. : : .

: : . There are some possible variations of
. treatment of theater nuclear issues within SALT. At one . . .. - __
extreme, a separate agreement on theater issues could be -
- sought, -perhaps not even linked in timing to SALT proper. At

T i . the other extreme, theater issues would be an integral part

of the negotiations and of a draft agreement, with theater

systems even included in SALT aggregates..

: In any case, the choice of SALT as a forum
could -have important implications. ‘

- , Substantive European security issues would
-not be much affected by the choice of a negotiating forum
Per se. Using SALT as the forum might lead to perceptions
that US--rather than European--security criteria were being
given greater weight. On the other-hand, placing long-range
theater nuclear systems in a strategic negotiation could help
‘to reinforce the perceived linkage between US strategic

- forces and NATO forces, or at least avoid the doctrinal

"~ decoupling to which a .separate theater force negotiation could

lead. ' :

tremaa
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In terms of political impact, it would be
important to avoid the appearance of negotiating away Allied
systems or options without Allied participation. Yet, as

. noted above, some Allies prefer the bilateral SALT forum—=so
long as US-Allied consultations were intensive--sinc&they -

~.could avoid having to face directly such gquestions as which

- Allies should participate din the negotiations, whose forces

- should be limited, and by how much, etc. '
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. , With respect to other arms controcl nego-
tiations, there would probably be no great impact on MBFR in
its current form, unless elements of our Option III package
became subject to discussion in SALT. A limited gray area
agenda for SALT along the lines suggested above (e.g., limits
on Backfire, S$5-20, FBS and/or cruise missiles) would not
substantially detract from the attractiveness of Option III;
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in fact, our willingness to negotiate further cruise missile -

limits in SALT could assuage Soviet concerns that Option III
reductions would be offset by cruise missile deployments, and o
covering MRBM options in SALT could cémpensate for restricting

the range limit or dropping the Pershing element of Option III.

. Conversely, the Soviets may view their acceptance of the
"mixed package" approach in MBFR as complementing their goals

in negotiating on theater systems in SALT.

Prospects for success would depend largely

‘on the nature of the limits being sought. However, as a

general proposition, to the extent that Allied systems were

-excluded, the scope of the negotiating agenda (i.e., the

number of systems upon which the Soviets would accept"

.constraints) would be diminished.

L

c. In a Separate Forum
) : Instead of including theater nucleaxr-dis=. =
cussions in MBFR or SALT, a separate forum could beé established.
In most respects, a separate bilateral forum would be similar
to SALT; a separate multilateral forum would be similar to
MBFR. ‘ T :

, One potential advantage>of a separate
forum is that it would help preserve SALT as the bilateral
focus of US-Soviet efforts to control the central strategic.

competition. If the talks were multilateral, a separate

- forum would also entail that the Allies accept direct respon-

sibility for any agreed limitations. On the other hand,
however, separate Theater Arms Limitation Talks {TALT) would
effectively identify theater nuclear systems as a separate
issue involving a distinct negotiating channel. This might

impede focusing on marginal or potential strategic capabilities
.of theater systems (as is possible in SALT) or considering
~the relationship .between conventional stability and theater

nuclear issues (as is possible in MBFR). ‘Moreover, the -

- "Eurostrategic" concept of a separate balance would be
implicit in the forum, -and concerns about .decoupling would bg

correspondingly greater.

A : It should be noted that, if a general
conference on disarmament in .Europe were to be convened,

‘along the lines of the French proposal at the UN SSOD, and

especially if such a conference were to go beyond discussion
of stabilizing measures into negotiation of equipment limi-

. tations, then it might prove difficult to avoid considering
-at least some nuclear issues in-that forum, in spite of the

French insistence that their proposal would not include any
nuclear equipment. This may - indicate that the French in fact

-do not-expect their Conference proposal to proceed this far;

alternatively, successful negotiations on these issues could
lead the French to relax their exclusion of nuclear elements.
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C. Analysis of Illustrative Arms Control Apprcﬁaches

- In llght of the objectlves outlined in IXIIA,:and the -
. issues discussed in IIIB, a number of possible arms control
approaches could be devn.sed. Four examples are outlined .

here: = _ ;
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-~-US-Soviet Freeze in Modern Theater-Range Missiles--
. The US-and Soviets would agree to freeze the number of launchers
-in Europe for fixed or ground-mobile cruise or ballistic
‘missiles with over 1,000 km range at then-existing levels.

v A --US~ Soviet Parity in Modern Theater-Range Missile

i Launchers--The US and Soviets would agree to limit the world-

- wide number of GLCM launchers, and mobile ballistic missile

. launchers with a range greater than 1,000 km to an equal
number of between 200 and 300.

T ~=US-Soviet Parity in Theater-Range Systems-*’l‘he

y - US and Soviets would agree to a ceiling of about 600 to 800 on
i medium bombers and GLCM/MR/IRBM launchers for mz.ss:.les with a
range of 1,000 km or greater.

. , --Parltx of all NATO and Warsaw Pact Theater-Ranqe
' stt ems--This -alternative would be the same as the preceding
one except that it would :an:lude equivalent Allied and Warsaw

. Pact systems : ' |
: 1

It is worth not:r.ng that, in add::.tlon to actual arms

control negotiations on theater systems, the United States and

_ NATO might wish to consider possible interim political steps

. for dealing with the Soviet build-up of theater nuclear weapons .
Such steps could be taken as a prelude to later hardware and/
;or arms control initiatives. For instance, one poss::.ble interim
measure -would be a direct political approach to the Soviets,
. pointing ‘out that Western force improvements in theater range

. TNF will follow if the SS-20 is not restrained. This approach

- would establish an expllcit and public linkage between Western
deployment plans and the size and character of Soviet SS-20
deployments. The utz.l:.ty and feasibility of such interim mea-
sures are not analyzed in this paper; relevant considerations
‘would include, inter alia, how the obligations would be defined
(i.e., what would be appropriate indicators of restraint, or
; - lack thereof?); the lessons of-the ERW precedent, and the

o mpact on Congress and NATO publics.

&

R l.” US~-Soviet Freeze in Modern Theater-Range Missiles i

a. Ratlonale-Th:x.s approach is des:Lgned to meet
current major European political concerns about Soviet theater
nuclear modernization with a relatlvely guick and relatively
uncompl:.cated bilateral negotiation, as part of SALT III or
.in separate bz.lateral negotlatlons. A minimal approach of this
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ka.nd could be undertaken either as a modest end in itself
.or-—-more likely--as a prudent first step. It might be particu— N
larly well suited to an agreement of limited duration.

feu

S Sy R

: b. Descrlptlon-A bllaterally negots,ated

freeze on US GLCMs (and a future US MRBM or Pershing XR) would

be traded for limits on $S-20s and future Soviet GLCM. The e
freeze would be set at then-current TEL levels in Europe

{about 100 Soviet -SS-20 TELs in 1981); for bargaining leverage
(and to allow some modernization) we could offer to count 115
Pershing TEL's as upgradable to Pershing XR.* This would set
the US limit at about 115 (the Pershing TEL's) plus any GLCM
TELs deployed by the date of the agreement. (GLCM currently

has a 1982 I0C.)
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' c. -Discussion-This approach focuses on the
most polititically Visible systems of greatest concern to
Europe, and would be based on a ‘judgment that the Soviets are
sufficiently concerned about US theater modernization options
that they- wcu};d—b&w&.lllng to limit-SS-20 deployments. This
may be true now or in the near future, as the development of
ALCM and SLCM proceeds and deployment begins. Moreover, Soviet

- concern would increase further as GLCM deployment neared or
began.

The approach.does not establish comprehensive
limits on long-range theater systems or require parity in-
~included systems. 'Though the covered systems are those most
'likely to lead to arms race instability through increased
competitive modernization, the limits could be circumvented
by increases  in other systems: -Backfire/F~1l1l; Soviet fixed

. IRMBs; US and Soviet SLCM and Soviet short-range SLBM; shorter
range Persha.ng and Scaleboard follow-—ons as ‘well as European

. systems. .

Nevertheless, this approach assumes both that
excluded systems are, at least in the short term, roughly

off-setting in their military and political impact and that
narrowly defined limits have a reasonable likelihood of not
leading to displaced competition in excluded systems. This’
approach has the collateral advantage of not establishing a
"Eurostrategic” balance through any attempt at theater parlty
or comprehens:.veness. - .

e —, gy o———

The limits are cast in terms of a freeze,

to avoid suggesting that a permanent theater balance is being
‘struck. Hence, the most likely outcome would be asymmetrical

in terms of limited systems. A freeze might mitigate political
-pressures to build up to equal limits above the then—current = .

*
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If MBFR Option III were impleménted, there would be only .
79 US Pershing TELs. '
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. ievel.» Nevertheless, the 115 upgradable Pershing TELs will
_about equal the number of S$S$-20 TELs in the Western USSR in
11981. It is therefore possible that the agreement could be

‘cast in terms of TEL parn.ty. ,

Crisis stability would not be improved by such
a freeze: the limited systems are relatively survivable for
land-based systems, and their limitation could inhibit '
rec‘iuced reliance on aircraft.

R PRIV L, ML Bt b g s ke

. The limits would be b:.laterally negot:.ated,
most easily as part of SALT III, to stress the narrow focus
of this initial attempt to set theater limits. Because of
- this, and because no other states now possess delivery systems
of the type covered (except for FRG Pershings as discussed
below and the French IRBM force) the interests of Allied states
- would be less directly affected than in more comprehensive
approaches.. Possibly, the current SALT II non-circumvention
*--j--~-—-approach could be-applied to cover gquestions of FRG GLCMs
R as well as future FRG Pershing XRs -and UK ALCMS
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"'TELs seem to have advantages over launch
rails as the item to be limited. Verifiability is greater.
While US GLCMs would have four missiles per TEL, these could
be rationalized as balancing the 3 MIRV $S~20 and the
. assured penetration of a ballistic missile. Limiting missiles
as such, of course, could not be ver:x.fled.

' The desn.rablllty of expllcz.t J.nclusn.on of US

. Pershlng TELs in the limit points out the problem of the 72

2 .FRG Pershing launchers. . If the US does not pursue an MRBM
~option, particularly one based on an extended range Pershing,

. the German launchers may not pose a serious problem. Other-

" wise, the Soviets m:Lght seek compensation or US agreement
‘not to support FRG upgrad;ng of the:.r Pershz.ngs to longer
range. v A

vt e WS e R, e e

‘I'he approach would lz.nut only systens in ,
EuroPe. the Atlantic to the Urals (or enough further East to

_ exclude an SS-20 threat against the FRG), including the UK '
but excluding related ocean areas. This assumes that 85-20s
directed against the PRC could not be dealt with in a simple
‘bilateral agreement; limits on sea-based systems would
similarly cause compln.cat:.ons, and their exclusion should be -
tolerable short of a major program of SLCMs on either side.
(To improve verifiability, we might agree to limit SICMs, as
"well as GLCMs, to the SALT II maximum ALCM range.) For-

‘ verz.fz.aba.llty ’ convent:.onally armed systems would not be
excluded.
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A J;ange floor—~-a missile range below which TELS
for such missiles would not be limited--would need to be
defined for covered systems. A minimum limited range of 600
km might be acceptable but would cover current Pershings

- -and might restrict short-range 6LCM options. A 1,000 km’ range

floor would exclude current Pershings (if they could be dis-
tinguished from Pershing II XR). This would provide more

flexibility for shorter range systems, but shrinks the’ US
- aggregate if ceilings are placed at then—-current levels,

thereby limiting our potential long-range TEL forc:e.

" This approach would be compatible, with some

| fqualn.flcatn.ons, with four of the elght TNF modernization

- alternatives articulated in the previous chapter--Null Case,

Linkage Force, Routine Replacement and Maritime Emphasis.

‘The compatibility of this approach with the latter two options,

however, could depend in part on the outcome of discussions ,
about non-circumvention issues. To varying degrees, both

- involve the sharing of US TNF systems with the Allies, and the
" heavy emphasis both place on SLCMs could raise Soviet chal-
“lenges. The approach would be incompatible with the Matching, '

Mirror Image, Intrawar Deterrent and Flexible Forces moderni-
zation alternatives, as well as with the current Five Year

-Defense Program (FYDP) plan to acquire about 150 GLCM Tels for
about 600 missiles. The FYDP plan to acquire some 900 SLCMs
-could raise non—ca.rcmnventlon problems.

Incompat:.blllty with the Matcnifxg and Intrawar

- Deterrent Forces and with the FYDP 'is based on the assumption

that, given the 1982 GLCM IOC, the US could not deploy forces

suff:.c:.ent to meet these plans before the arms control freeze.

The MRBM deployments env:t.s:.oned in the M:eror
Image and Flexible Forces options would exceed the freeze
level as outlined in the postulated arms control proposal.

.The former option would add about 100 new mobile MRBMs to
"existing Tel levels; it could be compatible with this approach, .

however, if the new MRBM replaced. Pershings on the existing

TELs. The latter option would add some 500 new MRBMs to the

.A aggregate that includes only a narrow set of systems.

existing TEL levels even with replacement of Pershings. This

..clearly would exceed any GLCM/MRBM TEL freeze establn.shed at
‘the near future (e g. . 1981) levels. :

2. US-Soviet Par:.ty in Long~Range Missiles

Description

a. Rationale:. Establ:.shlng parity in an

: b. Description: The US and Soviets would
agree to a world-w:Lde aggregate .ceiling on "modern" long-range
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o theater missile launchers (fixed or ground-mobile launchers
: for GLCMs, and MR/IRBMs of over 1,000 km range). This
-~ .ceiling would exclude systems tested before 1965, thus
excluding SS-4/5s. Pershings would be included because of
‘their upgrade potential. The céiling could be set at 100-
300 launchers* depending on whether we wished to increase the .
_ number of launchers over the 115 Persh:mg TELS we now deploy;
and on the negotiability of low ceilings on the S§§-20.

R R S R 0 TIPS

c¢. Discussion: This approach is llkely to be
more politically viable as a long-term solution than is
approach 1, because it establishes parity (in a narrow
category) and because world-wide limits have more military
meaning than geographical restrictions. On the other hand,
‘world-wide limits will raise, for the Soviets, the disadvan-
tages of counting and limiting PRC oriented missiles. Approach
-2 could also be compatible with additional force moderni- 7
.zations options (Matching Force and Mirror Image Force). In
other respects, however, .1t is generally similar to Approach
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: 3. US ~Soviet Parlty in Modern Theater-—Range
'y : sttems

: ' a. Ratlonale. A more comprehensive bilateral
approach could include numerical limits establishing parity

in major long-range systems (GLCM, MR/IRBM, and medium bombers) .
(We might also seek to impose controls on- qualitative character—
Aistics 'and modernization broadly comparable to those ach:.eved

in SALT III for central systems )

b. . Description: The content would depend on
the approach adoptea for the central system aspects of SALT
i III, but would presumably include at least an equal deln.very

. 'system aggregate analogous to SALT II covering missile

launchers and bombers.

' : : There would be world-wlde par:.ty in a
« "theater nuclear delivery vehicles" aggregate which would
““include TELs and silos for GLCMs and MR/IRBMs of over 1,000.
" km range and "medium bombers" (F/FB-1ll, LRA Backfire, and
; Blinder, and their successors). The US now has about 500
t F/FB-1l11 worldwide; the Soviets have about 380 more modern
: '~ systems: SS-20 TELs, SS~5 launchers, LRA Blinders and Back-
i fires, plus.about 400 older systems: LRA Badgers and 410

Ss-4s, Sett:.ng parity at 600 with Badgers and SS-4s excluded

‘ under a "grandfather clause," would severely restrict US
force :uuprovement opt::.ons (GI.CM/MRBM) , but would also limit

Excluding launchers at declared test ranges.
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the Soviet ability to replace SS-4s with SS-20s or Badgers

with Backfires. Parity at 800 would allow more modernization -

on both sides.* Nuclear-capable carrier-based aircraft would o
not be included, though deployments in the Mediterranean,

North and Norwegian Seas might be covered by a "current

practices"” provision. Numerical 1limits on SLCMs would be

excluded because of lack of verifiability, and because many,

if not most, SLCMs will be anti-ship variants not intended

for land attack. Moreover, as dlscussed above, we might agree

to a range limit on SLCMS. .

' As an alternative to establishing parity
levels for TNDV .in a separate bilateral agreement, a variant
of this approach could consist of establishing this parity
in the context of a SALT agreement, with higher SNDV and MIRV
ceilings set to include TNDV. .

R ok e B T T P TR T s e
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c. Dlscussz.on. .The very narrow focus in
1 .Approach 1 may be inadequate if a freeze at asymmetrical
e - ‘levels is judged politically undesirable. Moreover, Europe-
. ‘only limits would not affect world-wide inventories and
massive reintroduction of mobile systems would be possible.
- - Therefore such limits may have too much danger of breaking
down in crisis. Also, excluded elements may cause to0O many
- instabilities and negotiating problems. ¥Finally, we may want
. 'to press reductions in the nuclear role of land-based air-
" craft for crisis stability reasons. To avoid these problems
this approach would limit almost all the major elements of US
-..and Soviet long-range theater nuclear capability.

- An agreement on this basis would therefore
be more effective than Approach 1 or 2 in controlling theater
nuclear modernization and preventing European perceptions of
a medium-range imbalance. Moreover, it could allow changes
i : in the US TEL/-111 mix if aircraft survivability becomes
of greater concern. . Its greater comprehensxveness, however,
-raises significant problems. - It could be seen as establlsh:mg
- an explicit theater-level aggregate, raising doctrinal issues
- of decoupling. On the other hand, the limits on US theater ‘
- improvements help reduce any real decoupling. More immediately .,
it seems doubtful that such an approach would be acceptable
to the Soviets without explicit inclusion of Allied systems

*Since large numbers of obsclete Soviet systems are
- -excluded from the calculation of parity, but cannot be.
- replaced, this is roughly equivalent to an agreement. with
1n1t:1.ally asymmetrical ce:Ll:Lngs, with movement towards par:.ty
over time.
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{at least for purposes of calculating limits) and with only
a "SALT-like" non~circumvention provision. Yet, the Allies
would probably accept limits on their systems, and would
likely be reluctant to consider counting Allied systems in
calculating US and Soviet ceilings. Any such inclusion would
undercut one of the principal reasons for keeping the agree-

ment bilateral. . , :

SLCMs are excluded from numerical limits
because of the difficult of verifying SLCM deployments "(espe~
cially on submarines). (As in Approach l.and 2, we might
agree that SLCMs would have the same maximum range as ALCMs
and GLCMs.) Such an exclusion, however, might lead to Soviet

‘pressure for an almost equally hard-to-verify worldwide ban

on testing.and production; the exclusion might be particularly
hard to negotiate if the US (or UK) were to deploy larger
numbers of the land attack version of Tomahawk (or a land-
attack oriented UK SLCM). Also, this exclusion tends to

. require a similar exclusion of short-range SLBMs. Carrier air-
craft are limited only loosely, to allow normal fluctuation.
- Soviet medium bombers in naval aviation are not controlled,

on the SALT precedent (though provisions to prevent circum-

.vention might be considered). o

With this relatively comprehensive list of

' ~included systems but with limits only on US and Soviet forces,
it would be desirable to limit such systems worldwide, not

just. in the European area. This would allow more effective
restrictions on testing and production, but would raise the
complicating issues of Soviet forces directed against the

PRC and of US F-1llls and carrier aircraft deployed outside

- Europe.

' This broader arms control approach has a

-different effect on Chapter II's TNF modernization proposals

depending on whether the parity level is set at 600 or 800

 TNDV's. In the former case,the more restrictive parity level
-'would be compatible with the Null Case, Linkage Force,

Routine Replacement and Maritime Emphasis alternatives. How-
ever, the Soviets might raise non-circumvention issues about
the latter two postures, especially given their heavy reliance
on SLCMs. The other force postures and the FYDP proposal

would be incompatible. = . -

-With the higher parity level, the Matéhing
Force, and Mirror Image Force alternatives also are possible,
although the latter's compatibility with the broader arms

- control approach would require retirement of the.US Pershing

TELs.  The Intrawar Deterrent Force would be compatible now,

. @lthough its "International Force" could pose non-circumvention
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. ' problems. Routine Replacement and Maritime Emphasis postures
" still might have non-circumvention problems, and the Flexible

Force posture remains incompatible.

: The FYDP's current GLCM/SLCM programs would
be compatible, however, under the higher parity level.

4. Parity of NATO and Warsaw Pact Theater-—Range
- Systems

- a. Rationale: A comprehensive approach to
world-wide stability in theater nuclear systems.

b. Description: The elements included in

Approach 2 (GLCMs, TELs, MR/IRBM mobile TELs, and fixed silos,

medium bombers) would be limited here, but egquivalent Allied
systems would be controlled or accounted for as well, and
the negotiating forum would be multilateral (an extended
MBFR or a separate forum). UK and French SLBMs might also be
included, allowing coverage of the Soviet SS-N-5 SLBMs.
(SS~N-4s would be excluded by a range floor. S5-22s and
Scaleboards might also be included.) As in 3, parity in
European-based TELs, silos, and medium bombers, would be a
principal negotiating objective. However, the inclusion of
Allied systems would force parity higher, perhaps to a 1,000
"TNDV" level, allowing more Soviet modernization. Grand-
fathering older Allied systems, like the UK Vulcan, would
reduce this problem. o

c. Discussion: A multilateral approach has,
for now, the major disadvantage that no Ally supports it.

In particular, the UK and France clearly oppose it, and while
the FRG has shown tentative interest, it is clearly unwilling
to press the point. Moreover, as compared to Approach 3,
allied systems are placed under limitation with no additional
Eastern systems covered in return. : o ‘

Nevertheless, if Allied view change (perhaps
in the longer run, after an initial US-Soviet agreement or
as a follow-on to MBFR), it might be possible to consider this
approach. In that case, direct inclusion of Allied systems

‘would make the focus on parity common to Approaches 3 and 4

more negotiable, might allow more effective limits on Soviet
modernization, and might avoid the strains on Alliance '
cohesion involved in having the US act as intermediary bet-
ween Soviets and Allies on non-circumvention. Its merit would
lie in the Allies' accepting direct responsibility for limits
on Western systems principally designed for use in the
European theater. '
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Under the "multllateral“ approach, non-
c1rcumventlon issues presumably would not be raised, and:

‘setting parity at 1,000 TNDVs would be compatible with the

Null Case, Linkage Force, Routine Replacement, Maritime .

_Emphasis and FYDP modernization’ alternatives. The Intrawar

Deterrent Force would be compatible if its new MRBM was
deployed on existing Pershing TELs. The Matching Force is
marginally incompatible, with compatibility dependent on
reduction, attrition, or exclusion (i.e., as EF-111's) or

" about 50 R-111's.

“This arms control approach would be 1ncom~

patible with the Mirror Image and Flexxble Forces alternatives.
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IV. CHOICES: BASIC OVERALL COURSES OF ACTION, INCLUDING THE
’ POSSIBILITY OF INTEGRATING DECISIONS ON FORCE
POSTURE AND ARMS CONTROL OPTIONS

For a variety of historic, technological, and political

’ reasons, the US encounter with the theater nuclear problem
has always tended to be piecemeal and episodic, more a spin-
off from other issues than a central policy focus. Yet,
the latest manifestation of the theater nuclear. problem
involves to an unusual degree not only the political and ‘
military aspects of longer-range nuclear systems, but the {
interdependent issues of SALT and East-West relations. 1If
the problem is to be dealt with successfully, it will need
a thorough US strategy, which is capable of handling all of

these dimensions. :

~
IO N T
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The preceding sections of the PRM have attempted to
define the problem and to examine both arms control and
force posture approaches for dealing with it. This section
attempts to put these elements into context with each other
and the political and military environment we will be facing
in the next several years. To do this, four broad alterna-
tive strategies are presented below.

No effort is made here to present specific options, but
rather to identify as intellectual constructs four basic
overall approaches from which options might subsequently be

-developed. It should be noted that pursuit df one strategy

: would not rule out subsequent pursuit of another; in fact,

] - one strategy might inevitably evolve into another as a result
of its success or lack thereof. ' :

3 . .
’ -:Strategy A: Reinforce the Status Quo

3 Under this strategy, we would conclude that the problem
of Allied confidence is primarily political and assume that,
in terms of their purely military aspects, - the 85-20
and the Backfire, together with other improvements in Soviet

' longer-range nuclear capabilities, marginally increase an
existing threat, but do not require any fundamental shift
in the Alliance's approach to deterrence. We would take
political and other measures in an attempt to. enhance Alliance
_confidence in the coupling of US strategic systems to the
theater, and we would reject all arguments that strategic
parity created any new conditions with respect to theater
deterrence.
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This approach could logically lead the US to reject
the HLG's recommendations .regarding long-range systems.

. We would choose to make no new departure--- evolutionary =
or otherwise -- in the Alliance nuclear posture. Having
made this decision, we would also elect against an arms
control initiative.

i
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Such an approach would seek to avoid the political,
strategic, and negotiating difficulties inherent either
to enhancement of long-range TNF or to arms control. One
‘major problem under this course would be to find means other
than deployment of additional leng-range  systems and/or
arms control adequately to enhance Allied confidence in
the deterrent value of existing TNF, and in the coupling
of US strategic forces. : 4

To promote such an ocutcome, we might consider other
forms of TNF modernization focusing primarily on inCreases
in the quality and, perhaps, the quantity of short- and
medium~-range systems (e.g.; deploy new 750km Pershing II,
short-range GLCMs, etc.). The military objective ‘would be
to strengthen the perceived linkage between conventional
forces/battlefield nuclear systems and strategic systems by’
increasing NATO's capabilities for strikes against second-
; "echelon forces and other medium-range targets in Eastern
Europe, but short of Soviet territory. ' Targets beyond the -
Soviet border would continue to be covered principally by
SIOP forces. '

Since upgrading NATO's short- and medium-range capa-
bilities might, in itself,prove to be an insufficient
response to Allied concerns about NATO's TNF posture, it
might be necessary under this approach to consider a number
of non-hardware measures designed to enhance confidence in
the coupling of US strategic forces. The common denominator
of such measures would be to increase the operational ties
between US strategic forces and NATO defense, by way of in-
creased Allied participation in planning for the use of US
central systems, and possibly an expansion of the planned
role of those forces in applications for the European theater.
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There might also be a number of other political or
institutional measures we could take to enhance Allied
confidence and give them a greater sense of participation.
in our decisions affecting European security. We .might,
for example, consider ways of regularizing or intensifying
SALT and other arms control consultations in NATO, or take
steps to improve the coordinating and force planning roles
of the Nuclear Planning Group.
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Discussion

This strategy would enhance theater nuclear capabilities
at levels of conflict short of attack on the USSR. The pos-
sible decoupling effects of increased long-range NATO capa-—
bilities would be avoided, and external strateglc forces
would continue to form the backbone of NATO's threat to
targets within thé USSR. The West would not enter into a
potential race with the Soviets in the deployment of in-
theater long-range systems, relylng instead on the overall
continuum of deterrence provided by the full *‘ange of nuclear
- forces in the NATO Triad. ,

By eschewing arms control for longer-range systems,
this strategy would avoid the need to alter the terms of
reference of SALT or MBFR, or to create a new negotiating
mechanism. It would permit us to carry ‘through the one-
time nuclear reductions of MBFR Option III. Also, in theory,
it might enable us to negotiate limits on cruise missile
options in SALT IIXI against constraints on Soviet central
strategic systems —-- although this might well produce very
grave political stress in NATO. It would also avoid a
potential source of intra-Alliance tension between the UK
and France, wary of arms control, on the one hand, and the
FRG on the other.

¥

The biggest draw-back, of course, is that such an ap-—
preach =-- however well founded we might deem it to be -~
might appear to our Allies, and especially to the FRG, as
a completely inadequate response to their concerns about
the implications of strategic parity and the Soviet build-
up in longer-range systems. It would reguire NATO to rely
on its current range of escalation optlons ~- which, in the
view of many Allies, suffers from a gap in the area of long«
range systems which,in turn,weakens the credibility of NATO's
deterrent and the llnkage to US strategic systems. Expand;ng
programs in short- and medium-range forces, while serving to
increase flexibility at the lower rungs of the escalation
ladder, would not offset growing Soviet long-range capabil-—
ities. The latter systems, in the absence of arms control,
would continue to run entirely free. The strategy might
_conceivably have the effect of stimulating additional develop-

‘ment and deployment of nuclear weapons by the Allies.

Under this circumstance, any US effort to use cruise
.missile options for bargaining in SALT III would appear to

our Allies —-- all of them, not just the FRG -- as a.conscious .

rejection of concerns they have been stressing throughout
SALT II. Such an effort would reinforce the gpinions in
some quarters in the Alliance that the US places greater
priority on preserving SALT and its bilateral relations with

the USSR than on "‘U‘N(‘BEJAS’SIFPEE”‘E NATO.
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i ‘ : Strategy B: Initial Emphasis on Arms Control

Under this approach we would defer a final decision on'-
long-range TNF deployments, while giving top priority to a .
cG : strong arms control effort to deal with the theater nuclear

: problem. The arms control initiative might seek a freeze
‘ on S5-20 deployment at some .level, and/or propose a more
formal negotiating approach in SALT, MBFR, or some new
forum. The continued development and testing by the US
of long~range theater systems and the pending US decision
on ERW production, together with the prospect of future
‘deployments at the time of system IOCs in the early-to-
mid 1980s, would serve as incentives for Soviet interest )
in engaging in such negotiations. No commitments to deploy
new systems would be made at the outset, however, and NATO's
_negotiating leverage would come primarily from programs in
development, prospective new programs, and warnings to the
Soviets that future deployment decisions were a certainty
should they not be forthcoming in negotiations. It is
implicit in this approach that the Alliance and the US would
be prepared to trade constraints on future options for limits
~ on on-going Soviet deployments, as well as future options
(e.g., a new generation of Soviet GLCMs).

In the interim, the Alliance might also continue with
modernization of short- and medium-range TNFs and political/
consultative innovations along the lines discussed under
o strategy A, as means to bolster Allied confidence and to
increase Soviet interest in finding ways to prevent this
Y dynamism from spreading into the area of longer—range systems.
Deployment of medium-range systems which could later be up— .
graded to have a long-range capability (e.g., sub-1000kn
GLCM, Pershing II) might be one effective way of inducing
the Soviets to negotiate under this strategy.

As the IOCs for US long~range TNFs approached, this
strategy could evolve either into strategy C, if the arms
control initiative were a failure and it was decided to
{ abandon the effort in favor of deployments, or into strategy
: D, if the arms control effort, while successful in engaging
the Soviets in the process, had not produced a satisfactory
~enough outcome to warrant the foregoing of all long-range
"deployments. '

KT 7 P ey

Discussion

” o

b

This approach would represent a first step aimed at
eliminating the possibility of a theater arms race. Aan
early, strong and sustained arms control effort would be
one way to attempt to settle Allied concerns regarding the
US commitment to deal with Soviet systems which threaten

their territories;UNCEA@S}FI‘EBdernization in the short
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and medium ranges, and/or some new approaches to improving
“~ the organizational coupling between US strategic and NATO ,
" theater systems, could be useful -- aside from their military
value -- as ways to take up whatever psychological "slack™
there might be as the result of our deferral of /the decision
to procure new, longer-range systems for Europe. If suc-
cessful in halting or controlling deployment of the §5-20
and Backfire, this approach could eliminate much of Allied
anxiety, while avoiding the many risks and intra-2lliance
and East/West strains which would be involved in carrying
out new NATO deployments. Even if unsuccessful, the approach
would not have impeded the development of long-range theater
- Systems, which could be deployed without delay as soon as
‘they achieved IOC, if the Alliance so decided.
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This strategy might not be appealing to the principal.
Allies, for various reasons, however. The Germans, it is
true, would prefer for political reasons to emphasize arms

~ control and diplomacy in addressing the theater problenm.
They believe, however, that some level of increased long-
range TNF deployments is necessary regardless, and thus could
consider this strategy -- which would defer decisions .on new
deployments in the fashion of our ERW strategy -~ as unlikely
to succeed, and worse than the present situation. They would
probably prefer an approach which embodied a specific com-
mitment at the outset to some deployments in the event the
arms control effort proved unable to significantly limit
S5-20 deployments. The more SS-20s and Backfire the Soviet
Union actually deployed while NATO was striving to avoid a
: - theater arms race by exercising self-restraint, the more
disturbed the Germans and the other Allies would likely
row about an approach based on arms control alone. Many -
-‘Allies would fear that in the end, the Soviets would accom—
plish their entire projected theater deployments without
any corresponding NATO response, save for some improvement .
of short- and medium-range systems. At the same time, the
UK and France would doubtless fear that an arms control
approach would be an opening for the Soviets to seek con-
straints on their own nuclear forces.

As for the Soviets, it is conceivable that they would
‘be sufficiently concerned about potential Allied deployments
to pay for constraints on these out of actual Soviet pro-
grams. However, nothing in our experience suggests that
the Soviets will accept limits on their own programs or
Systems unless they are faced with the near-certain prospect
of deployment of systems of concern to themselves. Moreover,
even if the Soviets were to accept arms control under
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B strategy B, without new NATO deployments of long-range

: systems, or even with moderate deployments, a likely out--
: ~ come could be asymmetrical ceilings, codifying a visible
Soviet advantage. While arguments for the acceptability
of such an outcome in force posture and arms control terms
are possible, we would have to reckon on a strong negative
political reaction in Europe and here as well.

" Strategy C: Rely on Deployménts

Under this approach we would accept as necessary a
Western response to Soviet long-range nuclear capabilities
in the form of offsdtting deployments of systems of compar -
able range and capability. There are many possible mixes
of systems which could be deployed, and a variety of
methods for sizing this force,ranging from the symbeclic
to other options of more formidable dimensions. Assuming,
however, that we wish to avoid doctrinal and political
problems, are realistic about cost, about the impact on
other NATO priorities, and about the domestic political
saleability of such new deployments, it would be best to
think in terms of some relatively moderate step: one which
would be consistent with the HLG call for an "evolutionary
adjustment" in NATO longer-range capabilities, while at
the same time increasing theater escalation options, SACEUR's
selective employment capabilities, and, by ‘
extension, the credibility of the linkage between theater
and strategic forces (even here, of course, there would be-

- many possible combinations).

e Ry e

. Such an approach would not rule out an eventual arms
‘ : control initiative, but rather would reflect a judgment
‘ that strong TNF modernization must be accomplished first,
before the West could pursue arms control on egqual terms
‘ and for objectives consistent with overall NATO security.
. o V Since & program of new TNF deployments would take .several .
¢ years to complete, arms control involving theater systems
would be pushed off into the future. It would thus respond
i to the UK's concern that the West would have little to gain
' from engaging at this time in arms control for long-range
theater systems. .

Discussion

A significant deployment in NATO of new and/or modernized
. long~range systems would deal with the political and strategic’
concerns of the FRG and others about the theater balance,
the gap in NATO's escalation options, and the implications
of strategic parity for deterrence below the strategic level.

Tbi_s kind of Cclmnit{nﬁ&ﬂ?&ié%m;ce confidence in the
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US nuclear guarantee -- so long as the force were not seen

H as being so large and self-contained as to raise the coupl-—
ing problem in a new way. Force mixes would need to be
"tailored with this concern in mind. The allies, in the HLG,
have made clear they do not wish any TNF modernization pro-
gram to be of such a size or character +that it would itself
: _ contribute to decoupling or signify a new role for TNF.

4 .

- The military rationale for the force would be to en-
hance SACEUR's ability to execute a wide range of selective
employment options, including small, escalatory, strikes
into the Western USSR. In the flexible response strategy,

3 , the force would represent greater escalatcry potential and
' T deprive the Soviets of any perceived ability to gain escala-
, .~ tion dominance through restrained, selective use of the
Ca S5-20. Such a force, once deployed, would also add high
priority targets which the Soviets would have to cover, and
would complicate any Soviet effort to acquire a meaningful
first-strike capability against either NATO or US strategic
nuclear systems. It could also improve NATO's conventional
capabilities by releasing some of the dual-capable aircraft
now reserved during the opening stages of conflict, in
case of need for nuclear strikes. :

With respect to a possible future arms control effort,
an ongoing or accomplished NATO program would likely in-
crease Soviet interest. The West's negotiating position
would be improved by actual possession of the systems to
be limited, as well as the prospect of further deployments,
and it would be much more feasible to think of negotiating
on the basis of a parity outcome ~- more attractive politi-
cally than unequal aggregates. : ' :

.On the other hand, a Western arms buildup to be carried
out prior to an arms control effort could easily cause a
serious general down-turn in East-West relations. The ex-
‘tent of the deterioration in relations would probably be
related to some degree to the level and character of Western
deployments, as well as to any NATO declaratory policy
about future arms control. Even if the Soviets chose not
_ to react hostilely, which is unlikely, such a program would
- C very likely complicate SALT III, and could be seen by the
: Soviets as a US effort to circumvent SALT II by exploiting
P inherent geographic asymmetries between the US and the USSR.
A significant sector of European and US public and political

opinion might well agree, thereby undermining support for

A US/NATO deployments. Finally, since the Soviet Union already
e has programs in being, it is possible that they would respond

-
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by increasing deployments beyond levels we presently

: anticipate, and/or by developing new systems of their own.
. The outcome might be a theater action/reaction cycle,

: leading to new counterdeployments by each side, with an

‘ arms control agreement based on parity remaining elusive.
o ' NATO security might be the net loser. In addition, this
o strategy could fail to respond to the perceived political-
; need on the part of some Europeans (especially the FRG)
for a parallel arms control effort, as a possible alterna-’
tive to TNF deployments if the Soviets could be persuaded
to limit their deployments, or as a justification for .
NATO deployments if the effort should fail.

’- trategy D: Integrated Force Depnloyments and Arms Control

S Under this approach, NATO would adopt a planned pro- ~ 1
e gram of force developmenits and deployments designed to ‘
; provide a balanced long-range theater nuclear force, as : |
well as to modernize existing short- and medium-range capa-
bilities. The military rationale for this program =-- as
with the deployments under strategy C -- would be to in-
crease theater escalation options, to expand SACEUR's selec—
tive employment capabilities, to make the linkage from
TNF to strategic forces more credible by providing theater
v+ responses short of the strategic level, and thereby to
strengthen deterrence of Soviet conventional and nuclear
attacks.

In combination with this TNF medernization program,

- the Alliance would also adopt a sustained, realistic arms
control effort —- presumably involving only US -systems on
NATO's side and with the US as negotiator. The objective
of this initiative would be to establish some form of -
essential egquivalence in long-range theater systems, thereby
preventing an action/reaction cycle in theater deployments
from taking hold, restraining destabilizing deployments
of new systems on both sides, and protecting the viability
and focus of SALT as the mechanism for controlling the
strategic balance. In the event the initiative were unsuc-—
cessful, it would still serve as a politiceal "cushion"” for

,deployments.

‘ Numerous combinations of force posture decisions and
arms control outcomes can be devised for such a strategy.
‘The essential objective would be that theater force moderni-
zation and arms control efforts be carefully coordinated

in an integrated strategy designed to promote theater sta-
bility and enhance NATO's overall security. The basic pre-
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requis*tey would be that decisions affecting either/branch
of the problem be taken with a view toward mz..tual compati~

. bility.

For example, decisions on the size and characteristics
of NATO's long-range force would be based not only on base-
line military and doctrinal criteria (force regquirements
for carrying out a given set of targeting cbjectives and
escalation options; force requirements for purposes of
political perceptions, deterrent credibility, etc.) but
also on arms control-related factors: compatibility with

-acceptable and plausible arms control outcomes (conformity
" with launcher ceilings, range limits, geocraphic restrictions,

possible pclltlcal requirements for parity, etc.), bargaining
effect vis-a-vis the Soviets, impact on Western objectives

in other arms control fora, etc. Conversely, the selection
of arms control objectives (parity versus asymmetry or

"rough egquivalence", high versus low aggregates, geographic
versus global ceilings, launcher versus missile limits, etc.)
would affect decisions taken on the character of NATO
deployments while the ‘arms control initiative was underway.
Force sizing,deployment rates, and arms cohtrol objectives
would also be keyed to estimates of the pace of projected
Soviet deployments. 1In addition, choices among sysitems for
deployment in NATO would be influenced@ by considerations of
verifiability in a potential arms control agreement.

Perhaps the most important consideration underlying an
integrated strategy would be the need to synchronize NATO
decision-making on both force posture and arms control, in’
order to use timing in a supportive way. For example, it
might be feasible to proceed on the basis of a two-phased
approach involving an announced initial cycle of deployments,
together with a second pending cycle —- the latter contingent
on the outcome of arms control efforts. In this context,
the types of long-range systems deployed in the first phase
could center on those involving modernization of already-
dpeloyed TNFs (e.g., Pershing II-XR, FB-11l1lH) and/or shorter
ranges (e.g., 1500km) -~ the rationale being to induce the
Soviets to negotiate seriously to avert deployments in the

‘second phase of new and/or longer-range systems, which

Moscow would perceive as even more threatening. Alternatlvely,
the decision on the final size and structure of NATO's
projected long-range TNF deployments could be made at the same
time the arms control initiative began, with the prospect

of limiting NATO's already-programmed, but not yet fielded,

- deployments serving as the inducement for the Soviets to

negotiate. In either case, NATO could decide on a minimal
level of force improvements sufficient to meet its perceived

security requ:.reme%zgsﬁ the success or failure -
¢cf arms control, rve as the :.rreduc:.ble

. -; )
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base beyond which NATO would be prei:ared to accept limits
in return for appropriate limits on Soviet systems. M

Discussion

s : ‘ This approach would aim to provide a comprehensive

‘ " strategy taking account of our East-West and arms control,
as well as Allied political and military, interests. It
would respond both to the High Level Group recorimendations
and to Allied concernsfor detente and interest in arms
control. It would reflect the conviction that some new
TINF deployments were necessary to deal with Soviet TNF
modernization and Allied security concerns, and to make
arms control a viable ‘endeavor. It would recognize at the
same time that there was no politically practical way to

. carry out deployments without a parallel arms control
Iy : effort aimed a2t limiting the longer-term need for such
o ' deployments. Finally, it would reflect  the belief that
certain arms control outcomes were feasible and could
enhance NATO's overall security. It might permit us to
decide on a way to deal with cruise missiles in SALT
promptly enough so as to facilitate the development of
an early ingoing p051tlon for SALT III.

There could be considerable flexibility through this
strategy for designing force postures and developing arms
control objectives. Force planning and TNF programs could
be designed to produce an optimum level and mix of deploy-
ments, determined in the HLG and based, in part, on the
projected Soviet threat. Deployments, however, could be
carried out in phases, with Alliance decisions reguired
to move from one milestone to the next (development, test-
ing, procurement, initial deployments, follow~on deploy-
ments) . , -

If successful, the effort to impose a ceiling on
selected theater systems of both sides and to create an
; arms control process for these systems could be a major
g factor in maintaining a stable framework for further
i negotiations on both strategic and theater systems, and
: for limiting theater deployments on both sides. Should"
.the approach prove unsuccessful, the West might elect
"to stop when it had completed its initial rounds of deploy-
o -ments, or it could go beyond these, depending on circum-
e stances, '

SRS . On the other hand, the complexity of this approach -
A could give rise to serious trouble. The timmg of system
I0Cs would need to be carefully coordinated in a phased
deployments approach (GLCM IOC is currently 1982; Pershing

1 II- %R co‘z.'z“lix not be Iajwlr\attiﬁ §§i€i‘fﬂ§ the mid-80s). We might
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find ourselves compelled to deploy systems which were
- most difficult to deal with in arms control simply be-
: - cause of program lead-times. Moreover, developing.an
o , integrated approach in the Alliance would reguire a good
i deal of procedural innovation, and would certaindy raise
o substantive issues among our Allies (or between /the US

: and the Allies) about force size, mix, system character-
istics, military rationale, or arms control objectives,
which might frustrate the effort at any point along the
way. : :

It is also possible that the integrated approach,
i rather than promoting necessary force posture decisions in
i NATO and agreement with the Soviets, might instead tend
P - to jam both processes so that in the end nothing signifi-
: cant was achieved in either track. Moreover, if the ne-
S gotiating side of the strategy were to be carried out in
: SALT, the progress of negotiations on central systems
- Mmight be made more difficult, rather than easier.

Timeframe for Decisions

The foresoing strategies are not presented as vehicles
for immediate decision, but as ways to think about the
many arms control and force posture issues raised in
SectionsII and III, and as points of departure for more
detailed options which could be developed a2nd analyzed
in a subseguent effort. '

Judgments about these strategies, and about any
options which might be developed for them, will be dif-
ficult, and may -- in addition to our own efforts --
reguire a series of inputs from our allies designed to
assure us that our understanding of their perceptions
is accurate, and that they, in turn, are reflecting deeply"
about potential costs and benefits.

At this point, however, it would still be useful to
consider one more guestion: timing.

3 : . Any strategy would have to take account of a& number
o of already determined decision points. The most important
R - of these are: program developments (including IOCs and

g other system milestones); the possible conclusion of SALT

i TWO later this year and the ratification process extending
R perhaps to next spring; the opening of SALT THREE, probably
i in late 1979; the pace of Soviet deployments; the Protocol
- expiration date; and domestic political considerations,both
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here and in EBurope (FRG parliamentary election in 1980;

French presidential election in 1981; UK parliamentary

election possibly this year).

Finally, the issue of in what, if any, forum to ne-
gotiate arms control on theater systems will have to be
faced sooner rather than later.

~-- For example, if SALT TWO were ratified by next

- spring, the US would have to develop an ingoing SALT THREE
position during the second half of 1979; we could encounter

pressure to define objectlves in the ratification process
itself.

-- As ancther example, the expiration of the Protocol
will be a focus of both Allied and Soviet attention, and
both will be pressing to see the key issues resolved to
their satisfaction before the end of the Protocol period.

-- As a further example, the lead-time necessary to
develop and produce new systems stretches over several
vears, and the degree of emphasis put on particular
systems now will determine how socn we will have available
options for deployment. :

These factors suggest both a relativelv short span in
which substantive decisions will have to be taken, and an
intense interaction between force planning and arms control
decisions. .
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SECTION V:  ASSESSMENT OF SOVIET THEATER NUCLEAR GOALS AND
SPECULATIONS ON SOVIET REACTION TO NATO LONG-RANGE
INF INITIATIVES

-

2

’

i . In attempting to understand possible Soviet responses to a chamge
oo in NATO's long-range theater nuclear posture or to an initiative by
NATO to limit in some way this category of weapons,* it is helpful o
review the military situation in which the Soviets found themselves
vis-a-vis NATO in the mid-to-late 1960's and to describe the evolution
since then of both their forces and nuclear war-fighting doctrine.
This section is therefore divided into two parts. The first lays out
7 the background aspects of the problem, and the second speculates on
: possible Soviet responses to a change by NATO of the long-range theater
nuclear situation in Europe.

&

LR P .

A.  REVIEW OF SOVIET THEATER NUCLEAR FORCE DEVELOPMENTS
The Doctrinal Model of the Mid-1960's

NATO's doctrine in the 19850's and early 1960's was primarily one
of massive nuclear response to either a conventional or nuclear attack
: by the Warsaw Pact. NATO's formal acceptance of the doctrine of
i ""graduated and flexible response’ recognized the growing nuclear capa-
bilities of the Soviet Union, and represented an attempt to deter an
attack on Western Europe through a controlled application of force,
from conventional defense, to theater-based nuclear weapons, to US
strategic weapons if necessary. The doctrine specifically envisioned
the' first use of nuclear weapons in the direct defense of NATO. An
important feature of the doctrinal concept was the incalculability of
the risk to the Pact of initiating combat at virtually any level.

etk NS
cadlBere! e

* A "long-range" theater nuclear weapon is defined here as omne which
is capable of reaching the Soviet Union from its most probable
launch point. From bases in NATO's Central Region, this is about
1,000 kilometers.
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Soviet doctrine, from the late 1950's and up until the Temoval
of Khrushchev in 1964 held that any war between the USSR and the West
would be determined by strategic nuclear weapons. Such a war would
either begin with or quickly escalate to a massive nuclear exchange.
This emphasis was underlined during the late 1950's and early 1960's
by sharp drawdowns in Soviet conventional forces, and the buildup of
strategic missile forces. Under this doctrine, the primary mission
of assigned theater puclear forces, including homeland-based, plus
the then modest inventory of forward-based nuclear and chemical
weapons--was to destroy the nearby nuclear attack assets of the enemy
while the intercontinental strategic forces of the Soviet Union were
. brought to bear on the more distant threat. The doctrine--with
respect to the theater at least--was primarily one of preemptive
and massive nuclear strikes.

The Soviet Response

To the extent that NATO's new doctrinal concept allowed for a
conventional phase of conflict in Europe at the outset of war, it pre-
sented the Soviets and the Pact with -the opportunity to eliminate
through nonnuclear ground and air attacks much of NATO's nuclear
war-fighting potential, thus decreasing the impact of the eventual
nuclear strike against the Pact which Soviet planmers felt would
almost inevitably occur. Due, however to the de~emphasis of conven-
tional forces during the Khrushchev years, the Soviets felt unable to
exploit fully this opportunity. LT :

Quite aside from the inadequacy of Pact conventional forces
though, NATO's tactical nuclear capabilities presented a difficult
challenge to the Soviets. NATO's nuclear weapons were varied,
widely-based, and- sufficiently plentiful as to practically assure the

"survival of a threatening residual capability--even in the aftermath
of nuclear and chemical strikes by forward-based Pact systems. This
meant that NATO could credibly threaten to counter a gromnd attack by
the first use of locally-based nuclear systems, at a scope and level
of intensity which the Pact could not match. Thus, in order to Tes-
pond to the employment by NATO of tactical muclear weapons, the Soviets
would at some point have been forced to resort to the medium bombers
or missiles of homeland-based strategic forces.

TS #782245
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A response with homeland-based weapons would have been highly
escalatory, however, and posed the risk of a devastating retaliatory
strike on Soviet territory. The dilemma was perhaps complicated by
the "use it or lose it" character of the largely soft-pad based 55-4
and 5S-5 MR/IRBM force, which was probably viewed as vulnerable to a

" US/NATO preemptive strike.

Force Modernization

Soviet theater modernization programs since the late 1960's re-
flect an effort to redress their weaknesses in terms of MATO'S new
doctrine. In particular, the Soviets were concerned with: (1) The
inadequacy of the Pact forward-based conventional and tactical
nuclear forces, and (2) the vulnerability and limited flexibility
of their homeland-based peripheral attack forces. The size and -
character of present Soviet theater forces--both conventional and
muclear--mirror these concerns. ’ ~

The moderriization of Pact conventional capabilities will not be
discussed in detail.. Pact ground and air forces, however, have
registered important gains since the mid-sixties. They are larger,
and far better equipped than previously. On the whole, they mmust be
regarded as more capable of exploiting the high intensity conven-
tional phase of conflict envisioned by NATO's doctrinal concept.

-

- Important improvements have also taken place--and are comtinuing--
among forward-based Pact tactical muclear forces located opposite
NATO's Central Region. In particular:

-~ New types of dual-capsble tactical aircraft with
. improved range, payload, and penetration °
characteristics have been deployed to Eastern
Europe. It is expected that more effective tac-
tical missiles will be deployed there over the
next few years. .

‘TS #782245
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-- Since 1968, the number of technically nuclear- . e
capable aircraft, and nuclear-qualified aircrews : T
. increased fourfold; at the same time, there
has been a twofold increase in surface-to-surface
missile and rocket launchers. .

-- Nuclear weapons allocations for the theater have
increased substantially.

-~ Warhead yields for tactical missiles have in-
creased substantially, and a-wide range of
yields--including sub-kiloton--have been noted
‘for air-delivered weapons. :

Tactical aircraft--used primarily for battlefield air defense in
the early 1960's are now allocated a substantial share of the nuclear
weapons of a Pact front. Judging from the limited evidence of sub-
kiloton bamb yields, it is possible that Soviet planning calls for
aircraft to provide battlefield nuclear support, a task fulfilled by
NATO with artillery. This may be only an interim measure though,
since the Soviets have demonstrated a resurgence of interest in nuclear
artillery, and are developing new weapons. Khile several such
artillery units have been formed in the Soviet Union--equipped pri-
marily with older artillery pieces--none have yet appeared in Eastem
EBurope. ;

C. -

Until recently, there have been few improvements in Soviet-based
peripheral attack forces opposite NATO. The size of the medium bomber
force has remained relatively stable since the mid-1960's though small
mumbers of the newer Blinder aircraft have replaced older models. The
survivability of this aging bomber force was incrementally improved by
2 program begun in the mid-1960's to equip them with nuclear-armed
air-to-surface and antiship missiles. The land-based ballistic
missile component of those peripheral attack forces oriented on Westemn
Europe actually decreased in mumbers since the mid-1960's as over 100
S5-4 MRBM and about 10 of the far less mumerous SS-5 IRBM sites were
deactivated. As in the mid-to-late 1960's, Soviet homeland-based
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peripheral attack forces opposite NATO now are fairly equally divided
between medium bombers and MR/IRBMs.

Perhaps to offset S5-4 and SS5-5 follow-on weapons development
failures, the Soviets are believed to have sites in the late 1960's
same 120 SS-11 ICBM silos in a manner which permitted coverage of tar-
gets in Europe. 1In addition, several G-class ballistic missile
submarines were redeployed to the Baltic, while evidence indicates
that certain other ballistic missile submarines may also have target
assigmments in Western Europe.

Two new weapons of pertinent interest have recently begumn entering
the Soviet strategic inventory. One, the Backfire bomber, with range,
payload, and penetrability characteristics much superior to those of
the Badger and the Blinder, has assumed both a maval and land-attack
role. The Backfire is available in substantial numbers opposite NATO,
and barring deployment constraints in SALT II, is expected to comprise
by 1985 about 25 percent of the total aviation component of Soviet
peripheral attack forces.

- The 85-20 IRBM system, now in the early stages of deployment, is
superior in severdl respects to the present 55-4 MRBM and SS-5 IRRM
systems, which it will eventually replace. It possesses a shorter
response time--it can be fired within minutes, directly from its storage
facility-<and has a mobile mode of operation, which enhances surviva-
bility of a large portion of the force from a possible MATO preemptive
strike. The S5-20 missile itself has three MIRVs, with a significantly
improved CEP over that of the S$S-4 or $S-5. In addition, SS-20 launchers
will eventually have two or three refire missiles. Depending upon the
number of launchers and refire missiles actually deployed opposite MIO,
it is estimated that the Soviets will have, by the mid-to-late 1980's

- about 40 percent more RV's (including refire missiles) than are presently

available for employment in the European theater.

Arms Control Efforts
In addition to the above force improvement measures which are now

coming to fruition, the Soviets have pursued a parallel strategy of

TS #782285
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arms control, at both the intercontinental strategic and lower levels.
SALT I, from the Soviet standpoint, registered gains achieved from
their buildup and slowed US competition in areas which the Soviets per-
ceived to be to their disadvantage. Equally important, it signified
recognition on the part of the US and NATO that rough strategic parity
now -exists between the intercontinental arsenals of the United States
and Soviet Union. :

The Soviets are sensitive to any potential threats that might
diminish the strategic gains which they have achieved since the mid-
1960's, and have attempted to slow down, through diplematic or political

~ means, the deployment of classes of weapons systems for which they

perceive the advantages to lie with the US and NATO. The present gene-
ration of long-range cruise missiles may constitute a case in point.
Also, and to an unknown extent, the cruise missile, because of its
Telative low cost and potential ease of production, may impact on the
further development of British and French mutlear capabilities, orom
another Soviet concern--the development of possible new nuclear powers.
The efforts of the Soviet Union to incorporate a nontransfer/mnonciram-
vention clause in SALT II constitute, in part at least, an attempt to
utilize an amms control forum to delay or prevent such an eventuality.

The Soviets have not so far succeeded in including in arms negotia-
tions a category of weapons which they regard as threatening~ -US/NAID
forward-based nuclear-capable systems. According to the broad Soviet
definition of strategic systems--forces capable of striking homelands--
these will continue to interest the Soviets, and they will probably
continue to press for their limitation.

New Nuclear Employment Options

Since the late 1960's the Soviets appear to have moved away from
theater scenarios calling exclusively for massive nuclear preemptive or
retaliatory strikes, and toward greater experimentation with wvarious
options and contingencies for conducting a nuclear war. Among the most
pertinent of such options are: .
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Delaying a response to NATO's first--and limited--use of
nuclear weapons, but intensifying an intelligence watch
for signs of a transition to a more extensive phase.

Responding to NATO first use at the lower end of the
nuclear spectrum with limited intensity strikes by

forward-based systems.

Escalating gradually, over a few days, the scope and
intensity of nuclear strikes with tactical systems in
support of specific defensive or offensive ground force

operations.

Preempting massively in the theater when indications

" appear that NATO is preparing to deliver videspread

nuclear strikes. (This differs from the 1960's when
massive response was prescribed for a nuclear strike of

any scale whatsoever by NATO.)

Targeting policy and readiness are also salient features of the
Soviet nuclear posture with respect to Europe.

aside, it appears clear that the primary mission of Soviet nuclear forces

Options and contingencies

remains the destruction of NATO's nuclear warfighting capability. Con-
sequently, the present employment doctrine probably demands assured
coverage of all NATO systems capsble of striking the Soviet Union.

The Soviet nuclear posture--although less now than in the 1960's--
appears predicated on the presumption that political or intelligence
indicators will afford them adequate time to disperse mxclear forces.
Hence, neither the homeland-based M/IRBMs nor the Soviet forward-based .
.theater nuclear systems are at a high state of peacetime alert. Thisis
in contrast to NATO, which always keeps a substantial fraction of its
aircraft and missile systems on alert.

During a period of increased tensions or actual combat, however,
it is estimated that the Soviets would withhold up to one-third of their
bamber and tactical aircraft for possible escalation to nuclear conflict.

UNCLASSIFIED
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Conventional Counternuclear Operations

In addition to the above nuclear options, the Soviets, in order

* to take advantage of a conventional phase of warfare lasting at least

a few days, have developed plans to conduct coordinated and massive

air strikes against NATO military targets, including especially airbases,
.missile sites, and nuclear depots. In order to maximize the effect of
this preemptive coumternuclear option, the Soviets have considered it
important to operate, both in their forward-based tactical systems and
in their homeland-based theater strategic forces, large fleets of
aircraft capable of both conventional and nuclear operations. A tactical
" or strategic force based on mcbile missiles would be potentially more
survivable, but would lack the conventional flexibility of aircraft
delivery systems.

The Current Situation

It is uncertain to what extent the Soviets view the theater force
developments undertaken since the mid-to-late 1960's as working to their
favor--and in particilar, enabling them to exercise some or all of the
options described above. On the one hand, Soviet writings and other
evidence indicate that Soviet plamners see little prospect of limiting
escalation once the nuclear threshold is-crossed by either side.

On the other hand, however, the improvements in forward-based
forces which have so far taken place enhance the Pact's capability to
wage nuclear war in Central Europe, at whatever level NATO chooses,
without having to resort immediately to strategic forces based on Soviet
territory. . ‘

The Soviets may reason that intercontinental strategic parity has
diminished substantially the threat of escalation to central systems.
At the same time, the increased survivability of the new IRBM force--
once the S5-20 is deployed in large numbers--will enable the Soviets to

behave with greater .confidence and restraint in a nuclear or near-nuclear

situation and, in the abstract at any rate, enhances Soviet ability to
execute some of the above options. :

. TS #782245
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Soviet -leaders probably now consider that the military advantages
to NATO of using nuclear weapons have been substantially offset and may
believe that the Alliance would be more reluctant to use them in res-

‘ponse to a conventional attack., If so, Soviet planmers might calculate

that the risks of a military conflict with NATO escalating to nuclear
warfare have been reduced. They would almost certainly still regard
the risks as substantial howesver.

They may believe that if present trends in theater nuclear fortes
continue, the basis for military dominance in Europe could shift more
to conventional forces--an area in which the West has long found certain

difficulties in.competing. ‘

At the political level, the Soviets probably view their theater
nuclear improvements, particularly the Backfire and S5-20, as enhaxing
their prestige, and as strengthening their influence on Western European
affairs. At a higher level of generality, the Soviet goal has for
several years been to lever the United States out of Europe. Equally,
however, the Soviets aré sensitive that in so doing they may galvanize
Eurcpean concerns sufficiently as to initiate closer and more effective
defense cooperation, including possibly in nuclear weaponry. Conse-
quently, it is expected that the Soviet Union will be very cautious in
exploiting the growing imbalance in long-range theater nuclear forces.
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B.  SOVIET RESPONSES TO A CHANGE IN THE FORCE TRENDS:
SOME SPECULATIONS ’ R

The Current Cutlook

Since the late 1960's, the Soviets have devoted considerable re-
sources to improving their theater nuclear force posture, They are
probably satisfied with their accomplishments to date, and may reckm
that force developments in train--if allowed to Tun their forseeable
course and not offset by countervailing NATO developments-~will by the .
mid-to-late 1980's confer on them a variety of military and politicl
advantages. : A

With the notable excepticn of the GLOW/SLCM, there are relatively
few programmed NATO long-range theater nuclear force improvements which
would impact on the situation as the Soviets might see it. The US ..
Tomahawk ¢ruise missile, however, may have an initial operational capa-
bility as early as 1982, and will have sufficient range to strike the
interior of the Soviet Union from almost any point in European NAID,

While the French are currently replacing their present inventory
of SLBMs and IRBMs, none of the new missiles are known to be MIRVed.
The British Vulcan lang-range bombers are obsolescent even now and will
probably be retired without comparable replacement by 1983.

NATO has some medium- and short-range nuclear modernization programs
under way which will provide incremental improvements in capability.
The F-16 and Tornado dual-capable aircraft will have an increased bob
load, a substantially greater nuclear strike radius, and improved pene-
trability over the aircraft they are replacing. The US F-16, however,
will lack the all weather nuclear delivery capability of its predecessor,
the F4C/D. The version of the Pershing II missile currently programad
for deployment, while having much improved accuracy over the Pershing I,
will have the same range. :

A development to wi).ich the Soviets reacted vigorously was the US
move to win acceptance for the deployment in Europe of the enhanced
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radiation warhead. To a large extent, Soviet reaction was opportunistic.
- Real concern may also have been aroused, however, by the weapon's
possible effectiveness in the battlefield support role. In addition,
the Soviets may have reasoned that, due to its low collateral damage, it
-. was more likely to actually be introduced into combat. . 4
/

- . Although the US President decided for a number of reasons not to
.deploy the weapon at this time, the Soviets may feel that the large-
N scale public and private campaign which was waged in Rurope against the
B3 weapon, influenced-~-if indirectly--the President's decision.-

General Considerations

The prospect of any delay or halt in the--to them, favorable--
long-range theater nuclear force trends described above would in all
likelihood be displeasing to the Soviets. However, the degree of their
displeasure--and the character of their response--would depend upon a
variety of considerations: the nature and pace of the change, the
associated political atmospherics, and the impact on other areas, such
as the economy; treaty cbligations, etc. In short, the reaction would
be highly scenario dependent. -

- The Soviets have indicated ammoyance and . some bafflement over
Western expressions of concern with respect to the Backfire and the
S5-20, both of which they suggest are routine modernization progranms,
From the Soviet standpoint, their medium bombers and MR/IRRM forces,
while long threatening to European NATO, have--for a variety of reasons--
been tacitly accepted by both the US and Eurcpean NATO,

Another consideration touches on China. Given the SALT-imposed
ceiling on intercontinental range strategic systems, the most
Teasonable way to maximize coverage of US targets is to deploy more
and better medium bombers and MR/IRBMs opposite China. Hence, Westem
actions affecting Soviet long-range theater nuclear forces could have
considerable backward linkage to -SALT. '
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A possibly important factor in considering Soviet reactions to a
theater nuclear force buildup or modernization effort by NATO, is
Brezhnev's necessarily limited duration in office. As the matter of
leadership succession becomes more urgent, the support of the military
will be solicited by all aspirants to the chairmanship. Thé result
of this situation is uncertain, but could conceivably lead to a more
vigorous reaction to a NATO nuclear force buildup than otherwise.

-

It is also important to note--thzt aside from public pronouncemnts
. and political pressure--the Soviets rarely act precipitousiy or

- publicly on important issues. Decisions affecting military programs -
and strategy are usually made in an especially deliberate and integra-
tive way, and their rationale and effect are frequently not known in the
West for several years.

" Soviet Sepnsitivities

The two principal options which NATO has in redressing the growing
imbalance in long-range theater nuclear systems are: (1) to initiate
4 weapons development and/or deployment program of its own, of sufficient
pace and magnitude to offset Soviet advances in this area; (2) to halt"
or attenuate Soviet advantages through a specific arms control initiative
aimed at this category of weapons, either independently of any NATO
weapons program, Or in tandem, or sequentially.

pers

: Of any possible NATO theater nuclear development, the Soviets

would exhibit the greatest sensitivity to programs to enhance NATO's
capability to strike Soviet territory--especially in depth. 1In all
probability, the Soviets would be concerned in direct relation to the
change in magnitude, general character, and physical direction of the
threat.

In addition, to the éxtent that it addéd a new degree of risk and
instability to the situation, the Soviets would be apprehensive about
any increase in British or French capabilities, or a significant change
in NATO institutional arrangements which would give the Europeans in
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general, and the West Germans in particular, more influence over
nuclear planning or employment doctrine. ‘
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P Soviet military planners have always exhibited respect For large

: numbers. In all likelihood, therefore, the force which would alam

: them most quickly and most certainly would concentrate on magnitudes.

{ Sheer numbers of aircraft delivery systems, air-to-surface missiles, o
ballistic or cruise missile launchers, relcads, warheads, and the size .
of individual weapon yields, would all be relevant in this context.
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The Soviets would also be sensitive to the technological “'state
of advancement' of any prospective weapons system. This is partialarly
true to the extent that it might confer unique advantages to the US or
NATO, or represent difficult to duplicate "break-throughs.'

5% !

B

General qualitative characteristics in long-range weapon ‘systems
to which the Soviets would probably be sensitive are range and targeting
s versatility, vehicle pepetrability, on-target effectiveness, pre-lamch
weapon and force survivability, and overall force readiness and reaction
capability. The various weapon deployment options which the US and MTO
have would probably be assessed in terms of these qualities, or
combinations thereof. )

. .
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An IRBM or long-range cruise missile system might be most alarming
to the Soviets in the real military sense. Their concerns would be
heightened by the fact that .there is at present no means of defending .
against ballistic missiles. The new generation of cruise missiles is
also practically invulnerable in this regard, although theixr subsonic
mode of flight makes the prospect of defense generally feasible. .
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The survivability of a ballistic or cruise missile force--
particularly if mobile or sea-based--would also be regarded with concern
by the Soviets. Such a force would be kept at a higher sustained rate
of readiness than dual-capable aircraft and would severely complicate,
or make unfeasible conventional or nuclear targeting. ‘
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The Soviets have a high regard for US and NATO aircraft, and the
deployment of additional or new dual-capable aircraft would enhance
both NATO's conventional-and nuclear delivery posture. A new aircraft
system with enhanced penetrability and possibly armed with medium-range
ACLMs, would probably be viewed with particular respect by the Soviets.

S e i e s 1o g e Ay e

However, the bases out of which NATO's dual-capable aircraft
presently operate--including the dispersal bases--are relatively few
in number. To the extent that new aircraft are deployed to these
same bases, it could be viewed by Soviet military plamers as simply

. enriching the target set.

o v vy

While the Soviets would be concerned at the basing of more nuclear
systems in Central Europe, from the military standpoint they might
well be more distressed at deployments elsewhere on their periphery.
The Soviets might feel especially vulnerable to additional aircraft
delivery systems | since their air defenses in this
direction are not as fully developed as in Eastern Europe and the Western
military districts. : .
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; The ownership and operational aspects of any new long-range theater
e nuclear force would concern the Soviets. A NATO-wide force would be k

most difficult to deal with from the political or negotiating standpoint.
' An ownership or operational arrangement that gave the West Germans more
influence over plamning and targeting would be especially provocative in
the view of the Soviet leadership. A significant buildup or change in
the character of the independent British or especially French long-range
nuclear forces would also be worrisome, as it could add an additional
degree of unpredictability to any major conflict in Europe.

The composition of a force reflects--theoretically--its doctrinal
"and employment concept. A vital consideration is that sircraft canbe
used in either the conventional or nmuclear mode, while 2 missile force
is fundamentally nuclear. A discernible shift by NATO toward a theater
nuclear force based predominantly on missiles--as opposed to a more
flexible mixed aircraft missile force--might be construed by Soviet

military planners as a change in doctrine.
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Similarly, a shift by NATO toward a2 more survivable miclear '
delivery force--regardless of its composition-~could be regarded by
Soviet plamners as rendering most conventional countermuclear opera-

tions dimpractical. These developments would concern the Soviets.

From the Soviet standpoint, one of the principal benefits of SAT

'is that it put a rough ceiling on the mumber of intercontinental

strategic systems directed against the Soviet Union. It is probable
that the number of forward-based theater nuclear systems directed -
against the Soviet Union was factored into Soviet calculations as to -
the overall benefit of SALT. Hence, the prospect of a net increase in
the number of forward-based delivery vehicles capable of reaching the
Soviet Union would be alamming, and could impact adversely on Soviet
willingness to discuss limits on their own intercontinental strategic
systems in SALT III. Soviet distress would probably be greatest, though,
with those systems whose numbers are least amenable to verification.
Cruise missiles, especially SLOM and GLOM types, are especially pertinent
in this regard. )

Soviet Responses . 4 ' ‘
‘ :

The Soviet reaction to a decision by NATO to modemize or increase
significantly its theater nuclear forces-would depend critically upmn
the scenario. In general, however, almost regardless of the scenario,
the Soviets would find the prospect of almost any type of buildup ipso
Sacto objectionable.

In all probability, the most certain and immediate reaction would
be to initiate a propaganda campaign, supported by political pressure
and other coercive measures wherever applicable. As with what they
probably repard as a successful delaying effort against the enhanced
radiation weapon, there would very likely be a well orchestrated public
and bilateral campaign, with features designed to appeal to the
sensitivities of specific audiences and countries. Commmist and leftist
parties in France, Italy, and elsewhere would doubtless serve as a ready
sounding board for a counter-moderni zation.campaign. -

Y
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A campaign of this kind would be more difficult for the Soviets
if long-range theater nuclear modernization were supported NATO-wide,
with broad program participation. Any real or imagined increase in
German participation would be regarded by the Soviets as a2 profitable

* propaganda theme, and might well fall on receptive ears in Westem

Europe.

The question of basing is certain to be raised in.any public and
private campaign against theater nuclear modernization, and the Soviets
are aware that this is potentially a-vexing and divisive issue. "N
first use" and '‘negative security assurances"* are almost cerTtain to be
proposed once more by the Soviets in this comnection.

e

‘threat of economic pressure, however, on the more advanced COUMTTies

of Western Europe would not be generally credible, as the Soviet Union
invariably derives at least as much benefit from the economic and -
technological relationship as do the countries involved.

The initial Soviet military response to an increased NATO theater
nuclear modernization program would probably be subdued, as the Soviets
assessed the size and character of the program and the likelihood of -
sustained public and Congressional/Parliamentary support for it.

For the short temm, the military response could include minor but
visible redeployments, designed more for.demonstrative effect than
military value. Certain conceivable redeployments would constitute

<
* proposed in the SSOD. Basically a variant of non first use, in
which the Pact assures a country that nuclear weapons will not be
used against it, if it does not tolerate basing by NATO of nuclear
weapons on its territory.
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significant changes and as such could be counterproductive in tems of

impact on US and European publics and governments. An example of the

. latter might be the home-porting of Soviet ballistic missile submarines , °
or the basing of Soviet aircraft in Cuba. Another might be an increase

-in conventional ground or air forces based in Eastem Europe.

i
’

Certain actions would have more military than demonstrative effect.
A limited mmber of strategic bombers could be reassigned from the Far
East to European USSR. As NATO's theater muclear buildup progresses,
there would almost certainly be readjustments in strategic . targeting.
While the benefits would not be clear, the Soviets might also establish
a limited peacetime alert--similar to NATO's--among some of its dual-
capable aircraft wumits in Eastern Europe.

Over the longer term, the Soviet response would be dominated by
the established tendency to at least match the US and NATO at every
level of military capability. The drawdmwmn of the older MR/ IRBM force,
and the decline in the medium bomber force since the mid-sixties as well
as the deliberate pace of deployment for the newer systems, suggest that
the Soviets have some concept of sufficiency--or at least of force
sizing--for these wea .

If there is a cancept of force sizing, it is probably keyed, among
other things, to the mumber of US and NATO nuclear weapons deployed in ... .
Europe. An increase in NATO theater nuclear forces vhich the Soviets
perceived as threatening, would almost certainly result in a long-tem
Counterdeployment of peripheral strategic forces. The Soviet medium to
long-term reaction will probably depend additionally, however, on their
perceptions of the character and priority of the buildup, their assessment
of NATO's motives, and a variety of other considerations, including ams
control. : .

Given a relatively low-keyed, gradual buildup of theatexr-nuclear
forces by the US and NATO, with no sharp changes in the composition of
the force, the character of threat, or significant new basing or weapon
ownership arrangements, it is believed that the Soviet medivm- to leng-
term military reaction would be minimal. Incremental adjustments could
be expected, lowever, in both 55-20 and Backfire deployments, while
forward-based lower-level nuclear modernization would continue at approxi-
mately its present pace. i -
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In all likelihood, the deployment to Europe of larger long-range
forces, including an extended range Pershing, or advanced FB-111
“would result in a somewhat stronger reaction, keyed ultimately to the
degree of what the Soviets perceived - to be the real military threat.
The deployment of an entirely new weapon system such as an IREM or
GLCM in meaningful mmbers would be regarded by the Soviets as par-
ticularly alamming and might well result in a significantly .
higher level of deployment effort for peripheral strategic forces.

Under these ciraumstances, it is projected that the mumber of
delivery vehicles deployed in the mid-to-late eighties might exceed
by about 50 percent the otherwise more moderate level of deployments
projected for forces assumed to develop much as we see them doing
at present. The total number of available RV's (including refire
missiles) from this high projection might exceed otherwise anticipated
deployments by about 75 percent. Such a force could derive from a
slovdown in the rate of retirement of older weapons, the speedup of
new weapons acquisitions, or possibly a shift in emphasis from forces
opposite China to those opposite.NATO, or a combination of all three.

- To a degree, the increase in this force could be motivated not only
by military reasons but by also the desire to accrue additional nepo-
tiating capital in anticipation of future negotiations with the US/MID
on these systems.

Defense is also an entrenched Soviet.reactive tendency, and
given the deployment by the US or NATO of systems which the Soviets
night see as vulnerable to defensive measures, they would almost
certainly initiate defense programs. The Soviets are presently working
on an advanced surface-to-air missile system, designed to counter very
low altitude penetrating aircraft. The deployment by NATO of more or
better long-range nuclear capable aircraft would probably justify a
higher level of development effort by the Soviets for this system.

The deployment of cruise missiles by NATO would necessitate a
particularly expensive and technologically challenging program to defend
against them, and might result in the expansion of a groond and airborne
detection network, and an intensification of the development of an
advanced AWACS, and "look-down/shoot-down" aircraft.
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The Soviets and the Pact are also likely to implement improve-
ments in forward based defensive systems’, particularly against aircraft.
Some improvements, however, are in train regardless. The SA-5, for
example, is believed to be scheduled for introduction into Eastemn

- Europe, and possibly will be made available to non-Soviet forces.

Soviet reaction to a Western proposal to negotiate ceilings o
long-range theater nuclear systems would depend upon a variety of
factors, not the least of which would be the prospect that without
negotiations, the US and NATO might deploy threatening nmbers of such
weapons. In general, the Soviets would be most likely to agree to
negotiate in order to delay or block systems which the US or NATO does
not yet possess. Conversely, they would probably not negotiate ona
category of systems in which they have not yet matched the US or NATO.

The Soviets would almost certainly respond to any Western
initiative to place ceilings on its peripheral attack systems with a
demand that non-comparable systems--in particular, forvard-based
medium-range aircraft and Pershing systems--also be incorporated. The
Soviets would also be concerned that any negotiations capture in some
manner long-range French and British theater nuclear systems , and perhaps
inhibit the transfer to these comtries of relevant technologies.

Other things equal, the Soviets would probably prefer to deal m
these issues bilaterally with the US, perhaps within the framework of
SALT, rather than in a less predictable mmltilateral fonm. The
preference for a negotiating fonum, however, would be strongly in-
fluenced by the basing and ownership of any prospective US/NATO long-
range theater nuclear delivery systems. If located inside the present
NATO guidelines area--and especially in the FRG--the Soviets could be
attracted ing with them in MBFR. -If located outside, for
example in then conceivably a third forum

might be comsTUeTED:

The decision by NATO to proceed with substantial and threatening
deployments of long-range theater nuclear forces would result in a
reevaluation by the Soviets of their amms control goals and approach.
Most foreseeable NATO long-range nuclear force buildup scenarios,
however, would probably not result in either the termination of the SALT
process or the termination of MBFR talks.
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The Soviets would reason that to stop SALT would alamm the
US, and possibly initiate a costly and uncertain competition in inter-
continental strategic weapons. The continued existence of MBFR would
seem to be assured by what would appear to the Soviets as the sheer
" difficulty of disengaging from the forum without "galvanizing the
Eurcopeans into closer defense Cooperation and perhaps even a major
conventional buildup. . :

With or without negotiated ceilings cn the Soviet Backfire and
SS-20 force, there are a mumber of steps the Soviets could take which
could tend to offset the woith of a balance between these forces and
any long-range theater nuclear force which the US or MATO could
deploy. These steps would essentially amount to a diversion of the
competition into other military development channels, either within or
outside the European theater.

The Soviets could, for example, retarget a limited mmber of
ICBMs or SLBMs from China or the US to Western Europe. Such a
Ppossibility may be hastened by the development by the Soviets or more
efficient replacement Systems, or-new, unconstrained systems.

There is in this context evidence that a new long-range heavy
bomber and a long-range GLOM are in development. An emphasis by NATO
on long-range theater nuclear forces could conceivably result in a
faster development and deployment of the new bomber. The same might
be said of the cruise missile. The motives for developing the cruise
missile--which is perceived as being more advantageous technology for
the US/NATO--do not necessarily parallel those of the US. Some feel,
however, that if the US deploys the cruise missile, the Soviets will
do likewise if for no other reasons than mastering the technology,

" and maintaining prestige. At pPresent, the Soviets probably prefer to

ban it.

Another possible channel of competition into which the Soviets
might choose to divert their efforts is the modernization of forwand-
based lower-level nuclear systems. An extended range Scud tactical
missile or the new Scaleboard replacement missile, if based in East -
Germany, could strike most important military targets in Western Europe.
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In any case, certain programs which will impact on the 1ower-level
nuclear situation are almost certain to occur anyway. It is believed,
for example, that by 1983 essentially all tactical aircraft assignad to
Eastern Europe will be technically nuclear capable, while the number of
nuclear trained pilots will have doubled. Also, new mucleat capable
self-propelled artillery has been developed, and is a good candidate
for deployment to Europe. If deployed, it will free tactical aircraft
from present nuclear battlefield Support requirements, thus making them
available for longer-range strikes.

It is also conceivable that the Soviets might respond by Competing
in nonnuclear areas, Depending upon the basing, and types, of new
. nuclear weapon deployments by MNATO, the Soviets and Pact might Tespond
! by straightforward improvements in conventional air and groumd forces,
; the intent being to enable such forces to more quickly destroy or over-

H .
P nun these weapon systems.
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AREA PROBLEM WITH UK TOOK PLACE HERE OCTOBER 5. UK WAS
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2. THE DISCUSSION LASTED ALL DAY AND SUBSTANTIALLY IM-
PROVED UNDERSTANDI G ON BOTH SIDES OF T:E PROBLEMS IN-
VOLVED, AN. OF PARTICULAR POINTS OF VIEW. NEITHER SIDE
PRESENTED NATIONAL POSITIONS: EACH SIDE MADE CLEAR THAT
THE DISCUSSIONS WERE EXPLORATORY, AND THAT THE VIEWS
EXPRESSED AT THE TABLE WOULD IN SOME INSTANCES EVEN RE-
FLECT PERSONAL DIFFERENCES AMONG THE PARTICIPANTS THEM-
SELVES.

3. AT PM DIRECTOR GELB'S SUGGESTION, THE DISCUSSION WAS
LED OFF BY BRIEFINGS BY SLOCOMBE ON THE NUCLEAR BALANCE
AND GENERAL VESSER ON US STRATEGIC AND THEATER NUCLEAR

PROGRAMS. JOHN NEWHOUSE AND GELB MADE BRIEF PRESENTATIONS
ON ARMS CONTROL POSSIBILITIES AND THE CONCEPT OF AN INTE-~
GRATED APPROACH COMBINING TNF MODERNIZATION AND ARMS CON-
TROL ALONG LINES DESCRIBED IN THE US DISCUSSION PAPER,
WHICH HAD BEEN MADE AVAILABLE TO THE BRITISH IN ADVANCE.
DAVIS BRIEFLY DISCUSSED MILITARY ISSUES ASSOCIATED WITH
HLG'S WORK. GOODBY PRESENTED APPROACH FOR ASSESSING POLIT-
ICAL IMPLICATIONS OF TECHNICAL FACTORS SUCH AS RANGE,SIZE,
TYPE OF SYSTEM, BASING MODES, ETC.
4. UK COMMENTS CAN BE BROKEN INTO TWO PRINCIPAL CATEGOR-
IES: FORCE POSTURE AND MODERNIZATION DECISIONS AND

SECRET

PAGE 03 STATE 258185
THEATER ARMS CONTROL; THE MAIN LINES ARE SUMMARIZED BELOW.
FORCE POSTURE AND MODERNIZATION

5. BRITISH NOTED THAT (1) A FEATURE OF NATO NUCLEAR FORCE
POSTURE FOR THE MID-1980'S WAS CONTINUING HEAVY RELIANCE
ON US CENTRAL SYSTEMS (COMPARED TO MUCH LARGER PRESENT
AND PROJECTED PROPORTION OF THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES IN
OVERALL SOVIET/PACT NUCLEAR TOTAL); (2) THERE WOULD BE
CONTINUING HEAVY NATO RELIANCE ON AIRCRAFT, AS COMPARED

TO RISING PROPORTION OF MISSILE RVS IN WARSAW PACT
POSTURE; AND (3) US PROJECTIONS OF FORCE BALANCE DID NOT
TAKE INTO ACCOUNT POSSIBLE NEW WESTERN DEPLOYMENTS OF
LONGER-RANGE TNF, NOR THE CHANGES THESE DEPLOCYMENTS MIGHT
MAKE ON THE RELATIVE SIZE AND COMPOSITION OF NUCLEAR
FORCES BY BOTH SIDES BY 1985 -- NOR ESPECIALLY IN THE
POST-19285 PERIOD WHEN NATO SYSTEMS MIGHT BE COMING ON LINE
IN MORE SUBSTANTIAL NUMBERS.

6. UK DREW ATTENTION TO INCREASING DEPLOYMENT OF NEW
SOVIET LONG-RANGE TNF (SS-20 AND BACKFIRE) AND NOTED

UNCLASSIFIED



THAT THIS DEVELOPMENT HAS ONCE AGAIN AROUSED EUROPEAN
CONCERNS ON THE QUESTION OF COUPLING. UK SAID THAT WHILE UNCLASSIFIED
ITS VIEWS OF THE EMERGING SITUATION WERE LESS DRAMATIC

THAN THOSE 'OF THE FRG, NEVERTHELESS, FROM THE UK PER-
SPECTIVE IT SEEMD CLEAR THAT SUCH DEPLOYMENTS WERE
HEIGHTENING CONCERN ABOUT THE NUCLEAR BALANCE, PARTICULARLY
IN VIEW OF THE FACT THAT THERE WERE NO COMPARABLE DEPLOY-
MENTS IN NATO TO IMPROVE THE WESTERN POSITION. IN THE
VIEW OF MANY EUROPEANS, SALT HAS CONTRIBUTED TO THIS
PROBLEM OF CONFIDENCE BY RESOLVING SUCH ISSUES AS THE
$8-16/8S-20 CONVERTIBILITY PROBLEM AND BACKFIRE IN WAYS
WHICH UNDERLINE THE THEATER NUCLEAR QUESTION.

7. 1IN THE UK PARTICIPANTS' VIEW, THE FRG HAS OVERREACTED
TO THE SITUATION, PARTICULARLY WITH RESPECT TO THEIR
SECRET
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"DRIVE" TO GET NEGOTIATIONS ON GRAY AREA SYSTEMS. THE UK
CONSTRUES THE PROBLEM AS BOTH POLITICAL AND MILITARY, AND
BELIEVES THAT IT CAN BEST BE DEALT WITH BY A FORCE
MODERNIZATION PROGRAM WHICH IS CONSISTENT WITH THE HIGH
LEVEL GROUP'S CONSENSUS IN FAVOR OF AN EVOLUTIONARY AD-
JUSTMENT IN NATO LONG-RANGE TNF CAPABILITY. THIS EVOLU-
TIONARY IMPROVEMENT, MOREOVER, ARGUED THE BRITISH, SHOULD
NOT BE SEEN SPECIFICALLY AS A RESPONSE TO THE NEW SOVIET
DEPLOYMENTS, BUT AS A NECESSARY ADJUSTMENT IN THE AL-
LIANCE'S CAPABILITY, AND AS A MEANS TO STRENGTHEN WHAT
UK PARTICIPANTS TERMED THE WEAKEST PART OF THE COUPLING
LINKAGE (I.E., LONG-RANGE, LAND-BASED TNF).

8. UK REPRESENTATIVES DID NOT VIEW THE ISSUE AS FUNDA-
MENTALLY NEW IN THE HISTORY OF THE ALLIANCE, BUT RATHER
AS A RECURRENCE OF CONCERNS WHICH HAVE ALWAYS BEEN
PRESENT IN GREATER OR LESSER DEGREE, AND WHICH HAVE
RECENTLY BEEN AGGRAVATED AND BROUGHT MORE TO THE FOREFRONT
BY ONGOING SOVIET DEPLOYMENTS. UK SIDE REPEATEDLY
EMPHASIZED THAT THE KEY TO THE POLITICAL AND MILITARY
SITUATION IS AN EVOLUTIONARY ADAPTATION OF NATO FORCES.
WHEN PRESSED FOR PARTICULARS ON SUCH ISSUES AS TYPE OF
FORCES, NUMBERS, AND PARTICIPATION, UK REPRESENTATIVES
REPLIED ALONG FOLLOWING LINES:

-- ALCM ARE VERY ATTRACTIVE TO THE UK AS A MEANS TO
SUSTAIN A MANNED BOMBER FORCE, IN VIEW OF AGING VULCAN
FORCE, AND COULD BE PRESENTED TO PARLIAMENT, PUBLICS
AND THE SOVIETS AS A LOGICAL, FOLLOW~ON REPLACEMENT

OF A TYPE OF NUCLEAR DELIVERY SYSTEM THE UK HAS HAD
FOR MANY YEARS.
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-=- GLCM ON THE OTHER HAND IS SOMETHING PEOPLE ARE NOT
USED TO AND WOULD PRESENT A DISTINCTLY HIGHER PROFILE.
IN THIS CONNECTION, UK SIDE WAS INTERESTED IN US DATA
ON PHYSICAL SIZE OF GLCM LAUNCHERS AND IN PLANNED
GLCM DISPERSAL PATTERNS, NOTING THAT GLCM WOULD BE
CONSPICUCUS AND PERHAPS EVEN TOO LARGE FOR MANY ROADS
IN PARTS OF UK.

-- SIMILARLY, A COMPLETELY NEW MRBM WOULD PRESENT A
HIGHER PROFILE BOTH FOR ALLIED PUBLICS, AND FOR THE
SOVIETS, IF ONE WERE CONCERNED ABOUT THE IMPACT OF

WESTERN DEPLOYMENTS ON THEM.

-— PERSHING II-XR, IN CONTRAST, IS ALSO A SYSTEM WHICH
CCULD BE PRESENTED AS A LOGICAL FOLLOW-ON TO THE EX-
ISTING PERSHING 1A.

-—- WITH RESPECT TO BASING, THERE APPEARED TO BE SOME
DIFFERENCE OF VIEW WITHIN THE UK DELEGATION, BUT
WILBERFORCE, WITHOUT CONTRADICTION FROM MOBERLY, CLEARLY
SAID, AND LATER RECONFIRMED, THAT IN HIS VIEW WHAT WAS
WANTED WAS: (1) INCREASED LONG-RANGE CAPABILITY IN THE
HANDS OF THE PRESENT EUROPEAN NUCLEAR POWERS -~ UK AND
FRANCE; AND (2) A LARGER US LONG-RANGE PRESENCE IN
EUROPE, WHETHER PERSHING OR GLCM -- BUT US ONLY, WITH
NO RPT NO FRG PARTICIPATION IN ANY LONG-RANGE SYSTEM
CAPABLE OF REACHING THE USSR. WHEN PRESSED ON HOW TO
HANDLE THE FRG INTEREST IN MAINTAINING A NUCLEAR ROLE,
WILBERFORE SAID THIS SHOULD BE IN MODERNIZED SHORTER-
RANGE SYSTEMS, SUCH AS AN IMPROVED PERSHING WITH THE
SAME RANGE AS THE CURRENT PERSHING 1lA. WILLBERFORCE
STRESSED AGAIN, WITHOUT COUNTER FROM HIS COLLEAGUES,
THAT IT SHOULD BE ENOUGH -~ IN TERMS OF EUROPEAN
PARTICIPATION -- FOR THE UK AND FRANCE TO PROVIDE
ENHANCED LONG-RANGE CAPABILITIES.

SECRET
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-- WITH RESPECT TO NUMBERS OF SYSTEMS, UK SIDE INDICATED
SEVERAL TIMES THAT IT FELT DEPLOYMENTS "IN THE HUNDREDS"
OF NEW WEAPONS WOULD BE COMPATIBLE WITH THE "EVOLU-

TIONARY ADJUSTMENT" CALLED FOR BY THE HLG, AND WOULD
SATISFY POLITICAL AS WELL AS MILITARY NEEDS OF THE AL~
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LIANCE. THIS LEVEL OF DEPLOYMENT WOULD ALSO HAVE THE
BEST PRESPECT FOR AVOIDING THE MOST ACUTE FORMS OF UNCLASSIFIED
REACTION FROM THE USSR, IN UK VIEW.

9. BRITISH PARTICIPANTS REPEATED FREQUENTLY THROUGHOUT
THIS DISCUSSION THAT THE HLG SHOULD PROCEED UNHINDERED TO
DEFINE A FORCE POSTURE PROGRAM FOR ALLIANCE CONSIDERATION
AND APPROVAL.

THEATER ARMS CONTROL

10. BRITISH WERE UNIFORMLY NEGATIVE ABOUT THE PROSPECTS,
FEASIBILITY OR NEED FOR ARMS CONTROL ON LONG-RANGE TNF.
BRITISH SKEPTICISM SEEMED TO CENTER AROUND THREE MAIN
CONCERNS :

-—- THEY SEE NO PLAUSIBLE ARMS CONTROL OUTCOME WHICH
WOULD BE TO NATO'S ADVANTAGE. SOVIETS ALREADY HAVE
ADVANTAGE IN LONG-RANGE TNF AND ARE IN ACT OF DEPLOYING
NEW SYSTEMS, WHILE NATO, IN CONTRAST, HAS FEW LONG-
RANGE SYSTEMS IN THE THEATER NOW, AND ONLY PAPER
PROGRAMS -- WITH DEPLOYMENTS A DISTANT PROSPECT.
THEREFORE, NATO'S BARGAINING SITUATION IS TOO WEAK.

TO ACHIEVE AN ACCEPTABLE OUTCOME.

~- THEY FEAR THAT ARMS CONTROL, IF LAUNCHED BEFORE DE~-
PLOYMENTS HAD BEGUN, OR IF TIED IN SOME WAY TO MODERN-
SECRET
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IZATION, COULD UNDERMINE THE ALLIES' ABILITY TO GAIN
PARLIAMENTARY AND PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR MODERNIZATION.
THEY ARGUE THAT EUROPEAN GOVERNMENTS WILL NEED TO RBE
ABLE TO POINT TO SOVIET THEATER BUILDUP AS JUSTIFI-
CATION FOR NATO DEPLOYMENTS, AND ARMS CONTROL COULD
GIVE OPPONENTS OF MODERNIZATION A POTENT ARGUMENT FOR
DOING NOTHING UNTIL ARMS CONTROL HAD RUN ITS COURSE.
ARMS CONTROL, IN THE EUROPEAN POLITICAL CONTEXT, WOULD
NOT PROVIDE A JUSTIFICATION FOR PROGRAMS, BUT AN
EXCUSE NOT TO GO AHEAD WITH THEM.

-- BRITISH BELIEVE TNF MODERNIZATION IS NECESSARY IN
ITS OWN RIGHT, INDEPENDENT OF WHAT MIGHT BE ACHIEV-
ABLE IN ARMS CONTROL, AND EVEN INDEPENDENT OF FACT OF
SOVIET TNF MODERNIZATION. NATO LONG-RANGE THEATER
SYSTEMS ARE AGING AND THE LAND-BASED COMPONENT IS CON~
CENTRATED IN AIRCRAFT. NATO NEEDS TO REPLACE THESE
SYSTEMS, AND SHOULD DO SO IN WAYS WHICH ENHANCE THE
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EUROPEAN COMPONENT OF THE NUCLEAR DETERRENT, AND ;
STRENGTHEN THE LINKAGE BETWEEN US STRATEGIC FORCES UNCLASSIFIED
AND THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES.

11. AT THIS POINT, MOBERLY POSED THREE QUESTIONS, TO
WHICH HE REQUESTED A CONSIDERED US RESPONSE IN DUE COURSE.
BRITISH SUBSEQUENTLY FOLLOWED UP BILATERAIL BY PRESENTING
THE QUESTIONS IN WRITING. BEGIN TEXT:

-- (ONE). DOES THE UNITED STATES VIEW TH- EXPECTED
SALT TREATY LIMITATIONS ON AIR-LAUNCHED CRUISE MISSILES
(ALCMS) AS PRECLUDING IN PRINCIPLE THE TRANSFER OF
LONG-RANGE NUCLEAR-CAPABLE ALCMS TO THE UNITED KINGDOM
AS PART OF AN AGREED PROGRAMME TO IMPROVE AND MODERNISE
NATO'S THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES?

-- (TWO). IF THE ANSWER TO (ONE) IS YES, WOULD THE POSI-
TION BE CHANGED IF THE UNITED KINGDOM WERE TO ESTABLISH
SECRET

PAGE 08 STATE 258185

THAT IT WAS SEEKING ALCMS ONLY TO REPLACE AN OBSOLESCENT
THEATER NUCLEAR SYSTEM (THE VULCAN FORCE) WITH AN UP-
DATED CAPABILITY?

-~ (THREE). WOULD ANY LIMITATIONS UNDER (ONE) AND (TWO)
ABOVE PRECLUDE A PARTIAL TRANSFER OF TECHNOLOGY RELATED
TO ALCMS? END TEXT

US AGREED TO CONSIDER THE QUESTIONS CAREFULLY AND PROVIDE
UK WITH A WRITTEN RESPONSE.

12. IN THE VIEW OF THE UK PARTICIPANTS, THE WORK OF HLG
IN DEFINING NATO TNF REQUIREMENTS AND IN RESOLVING
QUESTIONS OF BASING, PARTICIPATION, FORCE SIZE, MIX, ETC.,
SHOULD PROCEED UNIMPEDED BY CONSIDERATIONS OF ARMS CONTROL.
WHEN THE ALLIANCE HAS REACHED A CONSENSUS ARBROUT TNF
MODERNIZATION, THEN ARMS CONTROI COULD BE EXAMINED. UK
PARTICIPANTS ALSO MADE POINT THAT IT MIGHT BE NECESSARY

TO HOLD OFF ON AN ARMS CONTROIL INITIATIVE UNTIL NATO

HAD ACTUALLY BEGUN DEPLOYMENTS, ON GROUNDS THAT TRADING
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS AGAINST DEPLOYED SYSTEMS PUT THE WEST
IN A WEAK BARGAINING POSITION.

13. UK PARTICIPANTS' VIEW OF ARMS CONTROL SEEMED NARROWLY
DRAWN -- THEY APPEARED TO BELIEVE ARMS CONTROIL MEANT, IN
IN EFFECT, NATO GIVING UP TNF MODERNIZATION ALTOGETHER
IN RETURN FOR SOME LIMITATION ON SOVIET ONGOING DEPLOY-
MENTS. WHEN THE US SIDE EXPLAINED ONE ARMS CONTROL AP-
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PROACH MIGHT SIMPLY BE TO PUT A CAP ON SOVIET DEPLOYMENTS
OF 8S5-20 AND BACKFIRE IN RETURN FOR NATO WILLINGNESS TO UNCLASSIFIED
LIMIT ITS OWN DEPLOYMENTS TO THE SAME LEVEL, UK PARTICI-
PANTS SHOWED MORE INTEREST. HOWEVER, THEY EXPRESSED
DOUBT THAT IT WOULD BE IN NATO'S INTEREST TO AGREE ON A
SECRET
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LEVEL OF NEEDED MODERNIZATION, AND THEN ENTER INTO NEGO-
TIATIONS WHICH MIGHT CUT MODERNIZATION BACK TO A LEVEL
BELOW THAT PREVIOUSLY DEEMED AS THE NECESSARY MINIMUM.
THEY ALSO OBSERVED THAT IF NATO INFLATED ITS MODERNIZATION
PLANS IN ORDER TO PROTECT ESSENTIAL MODERNIZATION IN ANY
ARMS CONTROL NEGOTIATIONS, AND NO AGREEMENT WERE REACHED,
NATO MIGHT BE COMPELLED TO MAKE DEPLOYMENTS IT DID NOT
ACTUALLY NEED. UK PARTICIPANTS CLEARLY REMAINED ANXIOUS
ABOUT THE POSSIBLE ADVERSE EFFECTS OF THEATER NUCLEAR
ARMS CONTROL ON NATO TNF MODERNIZATION AND SKEPTICAL
ABOUT THE ABILITY OF NATO TO COME UP WITH AN ARMS CONTROL
APPROACH THAT WOULD BE FEASIBLE.

14. UK PARTICIPANTS ENDED GENERAL ARMS CONTROL DISCUSSION
BY STRESSING THAT THEY BELIEVE MOST URGENT TASK WAS TO GET
ON WITH HLG WORK. HOWEVER, THEY RECOGNIZED THAT FRG AND
OTHER ALLIES MIGHT HAVE DIFFERENT VIEWS ON NEED FOR ARMS
CONTROL, AND THAT NATO MUST CONTINUE TO EXAMINE ARMS CON-
TROL POSSIBILITIES AND TO STUDY WAYS TO INTEGRATE TNF
MCODERNIZATION AND ARMS CONTROL IN A MANNER THAT WOULD NOT
JEOPARDIZE ESSENTIAL MODERNIZATION. THEY DID NOT DISMISS
THE IDEA OF ARMS CONTROL, BUT EMPHASIZED THE POINT OF
TIMING. THEIR OWN PREFERENCE WOULD BE "APPROACH B" IN THE

US DISCUSSION PAPER -- UNDER WHICH, IN THEIR INTERPRETA-
TION, ARMS CONTROL POSSIBILITIES WOULD BE EXAMINED ONLY
AFTER NATO'S TOTAL MODERNIZATION REQUIREMENTS HAD BEEN
ESTABLISHED.

15. ON MBFR OPTION III, BRITISH ASKED FOR FULL ACCOUNT

OF WHAT HAS BEEN SAID TO SOVIETS ON PERSHING LIMITATIONS,

NOTING THAT NATO SHOULD EXAMINE CAREFULLY THE ALTERNATIVES
FOR USING PERSHING LEVERAGE IN MBFR AND GAS NEGOTIATIONS.

WILBERFORCE, SUPPORTED BY MOBERLY, EXPRESSED THE VIEW THAT
GETTING A HANDLE ON SOVIET CONVENTIONAL ADVANTAGE THROUGH

AN MBFR AGREEMENT "ON OUR TERMS" WAS MORE IMPORTANT AT
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THIS TIME THAN "CAPPING THE SS-20". BUT, BRITISH
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STRESSED WHOLE QUESTION OF MBFR OPTION III/GAS TRADEOFFS
NEEDED CAREFUL STUDY. THE US RESPONDED THAT NO FORMAL
COMMITMENTS HAD BEEN MADE TO SOVIETS BEYOND THE STRAIGHT-
FORWARD PERSHING REDUCTION OFFER, AND THAT WE TOO AGREED
THAT THE MBFR OPTION III/GAS CONNECTION NEEDED SERIOUS
EXAMINATION.

16. BRITISH ENDED BY RAISING QUESTION OF FURTHER CON-
SULTATIONS, BOTH IN NAC ON IMMEDIATE ISSUES OF TNF
MODERNIZATION AND ARMS CONTROL, AND IN LONGER TERM IF GAS
IS BROUGHT INTO SALT III. US SAID WE WISHED TO ASSESS
BILATERALS AND DETERMINE HOW BEST TO PROCEED WITH
ALLIANCE COSULTATIONS, AND THAT WE CONSIDERED THAT A NAC
WOULD BE NECESSARY IN NEAR FUTURE ON THESE TOPICS. US
SAID IT WAS ALSO CONSIDERING SENDING US DISCUSSION PAPER,
PERHAPS WITH SOME MODIFICATIONS, TO THE ALLIANCE. UK
WELCOMED IDEA OF US SUBMITTING DISCUSSION PAPER, BUT
APPEARED CAUTIOUS ON TIMING, WITH WILBERFORCE SUGGESTING
THAT EARLY SUBMISSION OF PAPER COULD CAUSE TNF/GAS ISSUE
TO DOMINATE DISCUSSION AT DECEMBER MINISTERIALS.

17. ON GAS NEGOTIATIONS, UK REPRESENTATIVES SAID THAT
INCLUSION OF ANY THEATER SYSTEMS IN SALT III WOULD TOUCH
EUROPEAN SECURITY INTERESTS DIRECTLY, AND EUROPEANS WOULD
EXPECT ARRANGEMENTS TO ALLOW THEM TO PARTICIPATE IN THE
FORMULATION OF POSITIONS ON SUCH ISSUES. US RESPONDED
THAT WE RECOGNIZED IMPORTANCE OF SPECIAL CONSULTATIONS IN
SUCH CIRCUMSTANCES, AND THAT WE WERE OPEN TO IDEA ON HOW
THIS MIGHT BE DONE. VANCE
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1. BILATERAL WITH THE FRG ON TNF ISSUES TOOK PLACE IN THE

DEPARTMENT OF STATE ON OCTOBER 11. FRG SIDE WAS REPRESENTED

BY MESSRS. BLECH, RUTH, STUTZLE, ROSSBACH, TANDECKI,

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF STATE
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VOLLSTEDT, DAERR, HANSEN, SCHAUER, KELLEIN. THE US SIDE WAS
REPRESENTED BY MESSRS. GELB, BARTHOLOMEW, VEST, NEWHOUSE,
SLOCOMBE, GOODBY, GOMPERT, WELCH, VESSER, AND MS. DAVIS.

2.° ORDER OF PRESENTATION AND STRUCTURE OF DISCUSSION WAS
ESSENTIALLY SAME AS AT BILATERALS WITH THE UK (REFTEL), AS
WAS DIVISION OF LABOR AMONG US PARTICIPANTS. FRG SIDE
STRONGLY EMPHASIZED THAT FEDERAL SECURITY COUNCIIL MEETING OF
LAST WEEK HAD COMMISSIONED TEAM TO "TRY OUT" AND TO "CHECK"
SOME IDEAS WITH THE US AT THE BILATERALS, AND NOT, RPT, NOT
TO NEGOTIATE A POSITION.

3. FOLLOWING BRIEFINGS ON BALANCE AT MORNING SESSION,
STUTZLE, BLECH AND TANDECKI EVINCED CONCERN THAT US PRO-
JECTIONS OF OVERALL LEVELS OF NUCLEAR WARHEADS IN INVENTOR-
IES OF NATO AND PACT FORCES BY 1985 TENDED TO EMPHASIZE
CONTINUATION OF PARITY, BUT TO DOWNPLAY CONTINUED HEAVY NATO
DEPENDENCE ON US CENTRAL SYSTEMS AS COMPARED TO RAPID IN-
CREASE IN PACT RV'S DELIVERABLE BY NEW SYSTEMS OF THEATER
RANGE. THEY ARGUED THAT -- APART FROM GROSS NUMBERS -~
COMPOSITION OF NATO'S INVENTORY COULD BECOME A SIGNIFICANT
FACTOR IN THE PRESERVATION OF DETERRENCE. AS AN EXAMPLE,
BLECH SUGGESTED A SCENARIO IN WHICH, WITH NUCLEAR WAR
HAVING COMMENCED AT THEATER LEVEL, THE WEST WOULD RUN OUT
OF THEATER-RANGE DELIVERY SYSTEMS AND OPTIONS FIRST, AND

BE FORCED TO CONFRONT THE JUMP TO CENTRAL SYSTEMS WELL BE-
FORE SOVIETS MIGHT HAVE TO MAKE A SIMILAR CHOICE.

4. THERE ALSO APPEARED TO BE SOME FRG APPREHENSION ABOUT
SECRET
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US VIEWS CONCERNING THE EARLY AVAILABILITY OF POSEIDON RV'S
RESERVED FOR SACEUR. QUESTIONING BROUGHT OUT THAT THIS
CONCERN DERIVED FROM READING OF PAGE 12 OF THE BILATERAL
DISCUSSION PAPER, WHICH IN DESCRIBING CERTAIN DEFICIENCIES
OF EXISTING NATO LONG- AND MEDIUM-RANGE TNF, STATED THAT
THE POSEIDON/POLARIS FORCES "ARE GENERALLY REGARDED AS
"STRATEGIC" SYSTEMS WHOSE USE PRIOR TO GENERAL NUCLEAR
RESPONSE MIGHT CONVEY AN OVERLY ESCALATORY SIGNAL TO THE
SOVIET UNION." US SIDE EXPLAINED THIS WAS SIMPLY ATTEMPT
TO CHARACTERIZE HOW SOVIETS MIGHT PERCEIVE THESE SYSTEMS,
AND NOT A REFLECTION OF US POLICY ON USE OF THESE SYSTEMS.
FRG EXPRESSED INTEREST IN CONVENTIONAL CRUISE MISSILES, AND
VOICED CONCERNS RE CRUISE MISSILE PENETRATIVITY.

5. 1IN RESPONSE TO US INVITATION TO PRESENT COMPLETE EXPO-
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SITION OF THE PROBLEM FROM GERMAN PERSPECTIVE, BLECH MADE
AN INFORMAIL STATEMENT ALONG FOLLOWING LINES:

6. BASED ON DISCUSSION IN FEDERAL SECURITY COUNCIL, FRG

SAW PROBLEM NOT AS NEAR-TERM ONE, BUT AS ONE FOR THE 1980'S.

CORE OF PROBLEM WAS THAT, IF WEST'S RELATIVE WEAKNESS IN
THEATER-RANGE SYSTEMS FORCED NATO TO CONFRONT DECISION TO
USE STRATEGIC SYSTEMS BEFORE SOVIETS, THERE COULD BE A
CHANGE IN PERCEPTIONS REGARDING CREDIBILITY OF NATO
DETERRENT. BLECH ADMITTED THIS WAS HIGHLY PSYCHOLOGICAL
AND POLITICAL QUESTION, AND THAT ANSWER TO IT DID NOT
REQUIRE ANYTHING LIKE COMPLETE PARITY IN THEATER-RANGE
SYSTEMS. ON OTHER HAND, HE OBSERVED THAT IF THE "SCISSORS"
(PRESUMABLY, ON A CHART SHOWING TRENDS IN DEPLOYMENTS OF
NATO AND PACT THEATER-RANGE SYSTEMS) WERE TO OPEN "TOO
WIDE," THERE COULD BE A PROBLEM. MILITARILY, DUE TO IN-
CREASES IN SOVIET MID-RANGE CAPABILITIES (SS5-20, BACKFIRE),
CAPABILITY OF ALLIANCE TO ESCALATE MAY BE IMPAIRED.

7. BLECH STRESSED THAT BONN HAD NO CRITICISM OF SALT
PROCESS AS SUCH, AND WANTED IT TO CONTINUE. HOWEVER HE
SECRET
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SAID SALT TENDED TO ACCENTUATE DISPARITIES IN MID-RANGE
SYSTEMS, AND REGISTERED AWARENESS THAT SALT HAD ALREADY BE-
GUN TO ENGAGE MID-RANGE SYSTEMS THROUGH PROTOCOL AND
PLANNED US STATEMENT RE FUTURE LIMITS ON THEATER SYSTEMS.

8. BONN'S OBJECTIVE, BLECH SAID, WAS TO FIND SOLUTIONS
WHICH WOULD TREAT GRAY AREA ISSUE AS ONE OF "STRATEGIC
IMPORTANCE, AFFECTING THE ENTIRE ALLIANCE." BONN WANTED
SOLUTIONS WHICH WOULD PROMOTE A STABLE OVERALL STRATEGIC
BALANCE. 1IN FRG VIEW, STABILITY OF SUCH A BALANCE SHOULD
HAVE PRIORITY OVER ARMS CONTROL CONCERNS: THAT WE NEED TO
DECIDE ON FORCE POSTURE BEFORE MOVING TO ARMS CONTROL.

FRG, HE ADDED, DID NOT FORESEE ANY SINGLE OVERALL SOLUTION;
RATHER, ALLIANCE MUST PROCEED ON PRAGMATIC, STEP-BY-STEP
BASIS.

9. FRG DID NOT WISH TO SUGGEST THAT ARMS CONTROL SHOULD BE
SLIGHTED, BUT BLECH EMPHASIZED THAT PRIORITY OF BALANCE AND
STABILITY IN THE 1980'S WAS A KEY ELEMENT FOR BONN.

10. BLECH ALSO IDENTIFIED CERTAIN POINTS WITH WHICH BONN
EMPHATICALLY DID NOT WISH TO BE ASSOCIATED: ANY COMPART-
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MENTALIZATION OF EUROPE BASED ON THE IDEA OF A EUROSTRATEGIC
BALANCE; AND ANY LOOSENING OF THE TRIAD CONTINUUM. UNCLASSIFIED

11. FRG WAS NOT THINKING, BLECH SAID, IN TERMS OF AN
INDEPENDENT, SELF-RELIANT EUROPEAN (AND STILL LESS AN
FRG) NUCLEAR CAPABILITY. FRG WANTED SOLUTION WHICH TOOK
ACCOUNT OF NEEDS OF ALL (WITH SPECIAL STRESS ON WORD "ALL")
ALLIANCE MEMBERS, BUT WHICH GAVE PLACE TO "PECULIARITIES"
OF FRG'S SITUATION. 1IN ELLIPTICAL REFERENCE TO QUESTION OF
FRG PARTICIPATION IN ALLIANCE NUCLEAR MISSION, BLECH
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STRESSED PRINCIPLE OF RISK SHARING, NOTING THAT ROUGHLY
HALF OF NATO TNF IS NOW BASED ON FRG TERRITORY. BLECH STAT-
ED THAT IF STATUS OF FRG IN ALLIANCE WERE TO UNDERGO A
CHANGE, THERE WOULD BE IMPLICATIONS FOR EAST-WEST RELATIONS
AND THE POLITICAL/PSYCHOLOGICAL BALANCE IN THE ALLIANCE.

IT WAS ETERNAL PROBLEM: FRG HAD TO BE STRONG ENOUGH TO BEAT
RUSSIANS, BUT WEAKER THAN LUXEMBOURG. IT WOULD BE NECESSARY
TO WEIGH POLITICALLY WHETHER A CHANGE IN FRG STATUS WOULD
LOSE MORE POLITICALLY THAN IT WOULD GAIN IN

INCREASED MILITARY CAPABILITIES OF THE ALLIANCE.

12. BLECH THEN OUTLINED THE FRG CONCEPTION OF AN "OVERALL
STRATEGIC APPROACH," GIVING AS ITS MAIN PRINCIPLES THAT:
{1) OVERALL STRATEGIC PARITY IS THE LONG-TERM AIM; (2)
PARITY OF MID-RANGE SYSTEMS IS NOT NEEDED FOR OVERALL
STRATEGIC PARITY; (3) DEFENSE AND ARMS CONTROL MEASURES
SHOULD BE MESHED; AND (4) THE DEFINITION OF "STRATEGIC
SHOULD BE ALTERED FOR PURPOSES OF THE FRG CONCEPT TO INCLUDE
NUCLEAR SYSTEMS WITH A RANGE IN EXCESS OF 1000 KM. THIS,
HE SAID, WOULD FACILITATE A CALCULATION OF THE RELATIVE
SIGNIFICANCE FOR NATO OF SYSTEMS OF DIFFERENT KINDS, AND
WOULD MAKE IT POSSIBLE TO USE SALT IITI AS A MEANS TO SEEK
A REDUCTION OF THE DISPARITY BETWEEN THE TWO SIDES IN
MEDIUM-RANGE SYSTEMS.

13. SPELLING OUT DETAILS, BLECH SAID THAT:

--IN SUCH AN APPROACH, WEST WOULD AIM TO AVOID UNILATERAL
LIMITS ON WESTERN POTENTIAL, AND TO START ENGAGING SOVIETS
IN TERMS OF PRESENT DISPARITIES IN THE MID-RANGE AREA.
~-FRENCH AND UK FORCES MUST BE LEFT OUT "FOR THE TIME BE-

ING."” BUT, BLECH SAID, THIS QUESTION SHOULD BE EXAMINED
FURTHER IN THE ALLIANCE, "ESPECIALLY IN CONNECTION WITH
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FRENCH DISARMAMENT PROPOSALS." UNCLASSIFIED
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--IT WOULD BE NECESSARY TO KEEP OPEN CRUISE MISSILE
OPTIONS, (BOTH NUCLEAR AND CONVENTIONAL) WITH RANGES IN
EXCESS OF 600 KM, BOTH FROM A DEFENSE AND AN ARMS
CONTROL PERSPECTIVE.

14. BLECH SAID THAT SUCH NEGOTIATION SHOULD BE IN SALT.
IT OUGHT NOT -~ IN FRG VIEW -~- REQUIRE CREATION OF NEW
COORDINATING OR CONSULTATIVE MECHANISMS IN THE ALLIANCE.
ON OTHER HAND, INTENSIFIED CONTACTS WITH FRANCE, UK AND
FRG WOULD CERTAINLY BE NEEDED ON A BILATERAL BASIS, AS
WELL AS MORE INTENSIFIED CONSULTATIONS WITHIN NATO.

15. AS TO SPECIFICS OF A FORCE DEPLOYMENT PACKAGE, BLECH
SAID HE COULD NOT SAY MUCH BEYOND WHAT ALREADY APPEARS IN
THE HLG REPORT. HE REEMPHASIZED FRG'S CONTRIBUTION TO
NATO TNF POSTURE, BOTH AS HOST TO WEAPONS STORED ON GERMAN
TERRITORY, AND IN "MAKING AVAILABLE NUCLEAR CARRIERS."
IN THIS CONNECTION, BLECH SAID HE RECOGNIZED THERE EXISTED
A QUESTION OF WHETHER ANY FURTHER STRENGTHENING OF FRG'S
ROLE IN THE NUCLEAR AREA, OR A QUALITATIVE SHIFT IN THE
NATURE OF ITS ROLE, WOULD BE IN THE INTEREST OF THE ALLI-
ANCE AS A WHOLE. THE FRG, HE SAID, IS OPEN TO PROPOSALS
COVERING THE QUESTION OF GERMAN PARTICIPATION. HOWEVER,
BLECH THEN LAID DOWN AN IMPORTANT MARKER: DEPLOY-
MENT OF ADDITIONAL GROUND-BASED NUCLEAR SYSTEMS WOULD POSE
TREMENDOUS PROBLEMS FOR THE FRG IF LIMITED TO FRG TERRITORY
SINCE, HE SUGGESTED, POLITICAL AND STRATEGIC ISOLATION
SINCE, HE SUGGESTED, POLITICAL AND STRATEGIC ISOLATION
COULD RESULT--~ BOTH FROM THE EAST AND FROM THE WEST. A
SPECIFIC NUCLEAR ROLE FOR FRG COULD CAUSE PROBLEMS IN FRG
RELATIONS WITH ITS NEIGHBORS WHICH MIGHT INDICATE THIS
WOULD NOT BE WORTHWHILE FROM STANDPOINT OF OVERALL ALLIANCE
INTERESTS.

SECRET
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16. SUMMING UP FRG CONCEPT OF AN OVERALL STRATEGIC
APPROACH, BLECH SAID THAT IT WOULD:
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-~-ESTABLISH THE PARALLELISM BETWEEN DEFENSE AND ARMS
CONTROL IN THE ALLIANCE'S APPROACH: UNCLASSIFIED

--MAKE VISIBLE THE CONNECTION OF THE NATO TRIAD AND THE
UNITY OF ALLIANCE TERRITORY;

--HELP DEAL WITH ONE-SIDED SOVIET CLAIMS ON FBS IN SALT;
AND

--AVOID REGIONAL (READ EUROSTRATEGIC) OR "LAYERED" (SYSTEM-
BY-SYSTEM) FORMS OF PARITY.

17. AFTERNOON SESSION DEALT PRINCIPALLY WITH ARMS CONTROL
ASPECTS OF TNF ISSUE, ALTHOUGH IT FREQUENTLY TURNED BACK
TO DISCUSSION OF GERMAN "OVERALL STRATEGIC BALANCE" CON-
CEPT. FRG PARTICIPANTS REFUSED TO BE PINNED DOWN ON CON-
CRETE ARMS CONTROL OBJECTIVES OR STRATEGIES, ARGUING THAT
A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR SALT III HAD TO BE DEVISED WITH-
IN ALLIANCE BEFORE HYPOTHETICAL NEGOTIATING TRADE-OFFS
COULD BE ASSESSED.

18. US SIDE QUESTIONED NEED FOR NEW CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
-- WHICH COULD, DESPITE FRG INTENTION, LEAD TO NOTION

OF EUROSTRATEGIC BALANCE. A NEW CONCEPT IMPLIED A CHANGED
REALITY, YET US THOUGHT FRG AGREED STRATEGIC SITUATION WAS
NOT FUNDAMENTALLY CHANGED. PROBLEM WAS PRIMARILY ONE OF
PERCEPTIONS, AND DICTATED A PRAGMATIC APPROACH. QUESTION
WAS: HOW TO HANDLE SALT III -- WHICH COULD BEGIN AS SOON
AS 6-9 MONTHS FROM NOW AND WHICH WOULD RELATE TO GRAY AREA
ISSUES BECAUSE OF PROTOCOL AND US STATEMENT ON THEATER
SYSTEMS -- GIVEN FACT THAT US TNF PROGRAMS WOULD NOT REACH
IOC FOR 3-4 YEARS?
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19. STUTZLE ARGUED REALITY WAS CHANGED, AND THAT PIECES OF
DETERRENCE WERE BEING NEGOTIATED IN ISOLATION. THEREFORE,
A NEW CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK WAS JUSTIFIED. HE ASKED TWO
QUESTIONS: WHAT DID THE US WANT THE NUCLEAR BALANCE TO
LOOK LIKE AFTER SALT III, GIVEN THE SPECIFIC FACTS WHICH
WERE ALREADY IN EXISTENCE (CENTRAL SYSTEMS WERE BEING NEGO-
TIATED SEPARATELY -~ A FACT WHICH SOVIETS MUST PERCEIVE,
AND LIKELY HOPE TO MAINTAIN IN SALT III; SOVIET TNF

CAPABILITIES WERE INCREASING; FBS WERE ALREADY PART OF
SALT II)? HOW DID THE US WANT THE FRG TO PERCEIVE THE

UNCLASSIFIED



THEATER NUCLEAR BALANCE? IT WAS THE US, NOT THE FRG, WHICH UNCLASSIFIED
DETERMINED THAT NUCLEAR BALANCE, AND SO IT WAS ONLY THE US
WHICH COULD SPECULATE ON THE LIKELY EVOLUTION OF SALT.

20." BLECH SAID FRG HARBORED NO DOUBTS ABOUT US CAPABILIT-
IES OR COMMITMENT. NUCLEAR BALANCE AS WHOLE WAS ROUGHLY
EQUIVALENT. BUT, FOR FRG, STRUCTURE OF BALANCE WAS
ESSENTIAL ELEMENT. IT WAS NECESSARY TO AVOID CREATING
UNCERTAINTY IN OTHER SIDE'S MIND ABOUT NATO'S WILL TO
ESCALATE. SUCH UNCERTAINTY WOULD MEAN NOT SO MUCH HIGHER
PROBABILITY OF WAR, AS HIGHER PROBABILITY OF POLITICAL
PRESSURE. THIS PROBLEM WAS ONE FOR THE ALLIANCE AS A
WHOLE, NOT JUST THE EUROPEANS, SINCE IT COULD LEAD TO
POLITICAL DESTABILIZATION IN EUROPE.

21. GENERAL TANDECKI THEN OFFERED WHAT HE CALLED A MILITARY
VIEW OF THE SITUATION. SALT AGENDA HAD PROGRESSIVELY
WIDENED SINCE SALT I. WITH AN AMBIGUOUS SYSTEM (THE CRUISE
MISSILE) INCLUDED ONLY ON ONE SIDE, IT WAS A MATTER OF

LOGIC THAT DISPARITIES NOT COVERED BY SALT II MUST GAIN IN
IMPORTANCE. EXCLUSION OF BACKFIRE BY MEANS OF "DEDICATING
EUROPE AS ITS TARGET AREA" COULD BE SEEN AS DRIFT AWAY
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FROM NOTION OF ALLIANCE AS SINGLE ENTITY. GOAL FOR SALT
ITTI, GIVEN INEVITABILITY THAT AGENDA WOULD WIDEN STILL
FURTHER, SHOULD BE OVERALL PARITY, NOT REGIONAL PARITY.
THE FRG" OVERALL STRATEGIC BALANCE" CONCEPT WOULD NOT
SINGLE OUT ANY REGION, AND WOULD NOT INCLUDE UK/FRENCH
FORCES. AGREEMENT BASED ON IT WOULD PRESERVE COUPLING,
DEMONSTRATE ALLIANCE IS AN ENTITY IN BOTH SECURITY AND
RISK TERMS. FRG WANTED TO PURSUE ARMS CONTROL IN GRAY
AREA, ALTHOUGH RECOGNIZED UK HAD OPPOSING VIEWS. BUT FRG
WANTED UK/FRENCH SYSTEMS EXCLUDED, AND WHOLE MATTER
HANDLED BY US.

22. BLECH SAID THE "OVERALL STRATEGIC BALANCE" CONCEPT
WAS NEEDED FOR ARMS CONTROL, NOT FOR NATO STRATEGY. THE
ALLIANCE HAD TO DEVISE AN EQUATION WITH WHICH TO COMPARE
THE SIDES' FORCES, AND WHICH RECOGNIZED THE CONTRIBUTION
OF TNF TO THE STRATEGIC BALANCE AND TO DETERRENCE. RUTH
NOTED US-FRG DIFFERENCES WERE OVER DEFINING A MATTER WHICH
BOTH SAW IN THE SAME WAY. THE PROBLEM REALLY WAS THAT THE
NEGOTIATIONS WERE TO BE IN SALT: IF SYSTEMS NOT PREVIOUS-
LY DEFINED AS "STRATEGIC" WERE TO BE COVERED, THEN

UNCLASSIFIED



"STRATEGIC" HAD TO BE REDEFINED. DEFINING "STRATEGIC"
WAS NOT A NEW QUESTION; IT WAS AN INEVITABLE MEANS TO UNCLASSIFIED
DECIDING WHAT YOU WANTED TO NEGOTIATE ABOUT.

23. US PARTICIPANTS NOTED PROBLEMS WITH 1000 KM RANGE CUT-
OFF. IT COULD PLAY TO SOVIET NOTION OF "EQUAL SECURITY",
AND IN TURN PLACE UK AND FRENCH FORCES AT RISK IN A NEGOTI-
ATION. IT WOULD PERMIT THE SOVIETS TO EXPLOIT TERRITORIAL
ASYMMETRIES THROUGH INCREASED DEPLOYMENTS OF SHORT-RANGE
TNFS, SUCH AS SCALEBOARD, AN AREA WHERE THEIR MODERNIZATION
COULD ALREADY BE TERMED "REVOLUTIONARY". STUTZLE REPLIED
THAT EUROPEAN CONCERNS ABOUT SCALEBOARD WOULD INCREASE IN
STRATEGIC TERMS TO THE EXTENT THAT THE SOVIETS PERCEIVED
NATO TO BE NEGLECTING A COUNTER TO THE SS-20.
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24. AFTER NEWHOUSE'S PRESENTATION ON ISSUES INVOLVED IN
THEATER ARMS CONTRCIL, US ATTEMPTED TO ELICIT FRG REACTION
TO ILLUSTRATIVE ARMS CONTROL TRADE-OFFS: WHAT WOULD BE
FRG VIEW ON AN OFFER TO LIMIT US DEPLOYMENTS OF GLCM AND
PERSHING II-XR TO "X" IF SOVIETS CAPPED BACKFIRE AND SS-20
DEPLOYMENTS AT "Y" AND "Z"? RUTH SAID THE EXAMPLE UNDER-
LINED THE NEED FOR A SCHEMA TO COMPARE THE SIDES' CAP-
ABILITIES. ONLY THEN COULD NATO KNOW WHAT TO "CAP" IN
RETURN FOR CAP ON SOVIET TNF. US OFFERED HYPOTHETICAL
NUMBERS FOR "X" AND "Y¥". BLECH REPLIED THAT FRG COULD
STILL NOT EVALUATE EXAMPLE WITHOUT PARAMETERS

WITH WHICH TO EVALUATE BALANCE.

25. RUTH ASKED WHEN THE ILLUSTRATIVE PROPOSAL TO CAP THE
SS-20 WOULD BE MADE. US PARTICIPANTS OUTLINED LIKELY SALT
ITI SCENARIO, WITH SOVIETS RAISING FBS AND CRUISE MISSILES,
AND US RESPONDING BY RAISING SOVIET TNF. QUESTION WAS
WHETHER US SHOULD RAISE ONLY LONG-RANGE TNF'S, OR BROADER
SET OF SYSTEMS. SOVIETS WOULD LIKELY COUNTER WITH DEMANDS
TO INCLUDE US TNF'S DOWN TO F-4'S, AND NEGOTIATIONS COULD
BOG DOWN. STUTZLE SUGGESTED THAT, IN SUCH A CASE,
"STRATEGIC" SHOULD BE DEFINED AS INCLUDING ALL SOVIET
SYSTEMS WHICH CAN REACH THE US AND FRG. BLECH SAID AN
IMPORTANT PRINCIPLE WAS FOR ALLIANCE TO DECIDE ON SCOPE OF
NEGOTIATIONS BEFOREHAND, AND NOT LET IT BE DONE IN THE
NEGOTIATING PROCESS ITSELF.

26. RUTH SAID A WESTERN ARMS CONTROL POSITION SHOULD NOT
BE DEVELOPED AS A REACTION TO THE OTHER SIDE'S PROPOSALS.

UNCLASSIFIED



RATHER, ALLIANCE SHOULD TAKE HLG RECOMMENDATIONS ON TNF UNCLASSIFIED

MODERNIZATION AND THEN DEVELOP ARMS CONTROL STRATEGY WHICH
SECRET
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WOULD "COMPLEMENT AND SAFEGUARD" THE NECESSARY MODERNI -
ZATION. BUT FIRST, THE ALLIANCE NEEDED TO DRAW UP A
BALANCE SHEET OF CAPABILITIES ON BOTH SIDES. RUTH ALSO
INDICATED ALLIANCE MIGHT WISH TO PROPOSE A LIMITED-SCOPE
ARRANGEMENT, CONSTRAINING ONLY MODERN LONG-RANGE SYSTEMS.

27. US POSED ANOTHER EXAMPLE. ASSUME ALLIANCE DECIDED

IN FAVOR OF PERSHING II-XR OVER GLCM. WHAT COULD WE GET
IN THE WAY OF CONSTRAINTS ON THE SOVIETS IN EXCHANGE FOR A
RENUNCIATION OF GLCM (WHICH WOULD BE DEVELOPED AS PURE
BARGAINING CHIP)? RUTH SAID QUESTION COULD NOT BE
ANSWERED UNTIL ALLIANCE DECIDED ON ROLE OF LONG-RANGE
SYSTEMS -- WHICH COULD LEAD TO MIX OF DIFFERENT SYSTEMS --
AND ON CRITERIA FOR NEGOTIATIONS, NOTING FRG PREFERENCE
FOR 1000 KM CRITERION.

28. ON QUESTION OF FURTHER CONSULTATIONS, US SIDE LAID OUT
SCENARIO OF A NAC IN NOVEMBER, BILATERALS WITH SMALLER
ALLIES SOON AFTER, AND FURTHER BILATERALS WITH THE BIG
THREE, LEADING TO THE NAC MINISTERIAL IN DECEMBER. US
WOULD ACCORDINGLY GIVE DISCUSSION PAPER TO OTHER ALLIES.
FRG PARTICIPANTS WERE CHARY OF GIVING PAPER TO OTHER
ALLIES, SINCE IT WAS TOO DETAILED AND COULD HAVE NEGATIVE
"SHOCK" EFFECT. US ARGUED THAT FACT OF PAPER'S EXISTENCE
WOULD BECOME KNOWN AND, IN ANY CASE, IT WAS IMPORTANT TO
INVOLVE WHOLE ALLIANCE IN TNF ISSUE. DECEMBER MINISTERIAL
WOULD NOT REACH ANY DECISIONS, BUT MERELY DISCUSS ISSUES
IN GENERAL TERMS.

29. FRG CONCLUDED BY NOTING PRODUCTIVE CHARACTER OF CON-
SULTATION, AND THEIR HOPE THAT THERE WOULD BE A CONTINUING
DIALOGUE RATHER THAN STRUCTURED SERIES OF FORMAL ROUNDS.
CHRISTOPHER
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NPG — HIGH LEVEL GROUP ON TNF MODERNIZATION
MAIN POINTS FROM THE FOURTH MEETING, BRUSSELS 16-17 OCTOBER, 1978

1. Summa

The American discussion paper concerning the need for modernization of long-range TNF

systems distributed prior to the meeting served as a point of departure for the proceedings.

Without the Americans drawing conclusions, the document contained a presentation and

discussion of several elements of different long-range TNF systems:

— political and military significance within NATO overall defence (a/liansens totalforsvar),

— scale, force mix, basing, range and target selection;

— arrangements for participation and financing

Two special briefings based on the viewgraphs “Balance of Nuclear Forces” and “Status of

TNF long range weapon systems” were given during the meeting.

Generally, the US seemed more genuinely open to European views and appears to aim for as
broad allied support as possible for the long-range TNF modernization programmes that the

High Level Group will find suitable.

Among the Europeans, the UK continued to underline principally the need for long-range
TNF systems, while the FRG held that such weapons systems would not be
aquired/operated (in a “dual key” role) by German forces without this unconditionally ruling

out basing of for example American forces with such weapons in Western Germany.

Although the majority of the participants were not prepared for detailed discussions on the



basis of the American paper during the meeting, nobody objected to a tentative agreement
that there would be need for a long-range force (with a range up to 2 500 km), numbering
ca. 2-400 delivery devices, in addition to existing weapons systems.

A force of such a scale is likely to provide the necessary political and military flexibility, and
at the same time be too small to lead to perceptions of decoupling.

The modernization programme needed to proceed within the total number of nuclear

warheads stockpiled in Europe.

There was a general agreement that the development of and guidelines for the possible use
of such weapons needed to be considered within an arms control perspective, and that they

required an extremely thorough political justification.

The question of funding arrangements was touched upon without the majority being able to
give final points of view. The Norwegian delegation referred to the “nuclear ban policy” and
held that contributions to alliance overall defence had to be considered in a broader
perspective, including LTDP,' so as to avoid funding arrangements designed specially for

nuclear weapons.

The following Norwegians participated:
— Deputy Minister of Defence Johan Jorgen Holst
— Lieutenant general Sven Hauge
— Director O.M. Engh

— Assistant Defence Counsellor John A Lunde

The subsequent succeeding meeting was set to November 30—December 1 in Brussels. The
Chairman, Assisstant Secretary of State, Mr McGiffert, assumed that there would be need
for 2-3 further meetings to clarify final recommendations to the NPG ministerial meeting in

the spring of 79.

! NATO’s Long-Term Defence Program.



2. Day One

The chairman referred to the broad consensus reached during the three earlier HLG
meetings with regard to the need for some increase in the number of long-range TNF
weapons, based on more general discussions of long-term TNF modernization.

This consensus was reflected in the HLG report for the NPG ministerial meeting in the
spring of 78. The present American discussion paper was written in line with the desire of
the NPG ministers for a further and more concrete clarification in the HLG of possible

modernization programmes for different types of long-range TNF weapons systems.

In the light of this, the chairman drew attention to the 6 main questions that were raised in
part one of the discussion paper. He assumed that the discussion could begin with questions

IIT and IV:

III. To what depth of Soviet territory should targets be put at risk? Where and how should

candidate systems be based to satisfy shared risk, survivability, and other considerations?

IV. What should be the governing military considerations in determining a suitable size for
the new long range theater [sic] nuclear force? Is NATO-Warsaw Pact numerical equivalence
in long-range TNFs military or politically desirable or would it lead to perceptions of

decoupling?

Canada held that in the light of the role and importance of strategic weapons within the
alliance overall defence, any possible TNF force should only cover a proportion (for
example 10-20 per cent) of prioritized targets on Soviet territory.

The range of the weapons systems were an important issue not only because of the
possibility of striking targets in the USSR, but also because it would provide the possibility to

base the weapons in more withdrawn locations in Western Europe.

GRG considered that the task was now to fill a gap in the alliance TNF structure. There
were several options, and the work with phase 3 guidelines needed to proceed in parallel

with the long-term TNF modernization.



The range should be sufficient to strike targets all the way to Moscow without the capital
itself being a target. There would probably be a need for a composite force with different

long-range systems.

SHAPE raised the question of the political and military role of the new force — was it to be
used as “selective use,” what were the prospective targets? These questions would go a long

way in deciding the scale and range of the weapons.

The Netherlands underlined that one was facing a complex problem of both political and
military nature. Nuclear weapons that could reach the territory of the USSR would have a

particularly sensitive character.

Norway pointed out that one could only make preliminary judgements:

— there seemed to be agreement that the USSR had to be within range of the TNF forces of
the alliance.

— fire breaks, escalation control, targeting doctrine were likely to be more important than the
actual range of the weapons

— basing/launching location and mobility important also with respect to range

— necessary to maintain a link between TNF and strategic weapons

— range requirements would also have great importance for determining the scale of the

weapons as well as for the link to the strategic weapons

The UK pointed to obvious political implications and emphasized that the issue also needed
to be viewed in an arms control perspective. However, there was no discrepancy between

TNF modernization and arms control.

The link to strategic weapons needed to be maintained, and a certain overlap [between TNF
targets and strategic ones| was not in itself unfavourable. The question range could hardly be
settled in an isolated manner, target doctrine would be the crucial issue and target selection
must no be based solely on the basis of the range of the available weapon. The Basing

options would give increased survivability and possibility for deployment in [the] depth [of



Western Europe].

The FRG pointed out that a range of political and military factors determined the basing
issue.

The American nuclear umbrella protected the whole of NATO, and there was need for real
contributions from all countries in the efforts to maintain the deterrent.

Flexibility and possibility for controlled escalation would act as a deterrent, whereas a
fundamental change in NATO reasoning with respect to these questions would be harmful

both externally and internally in NATO.

As for Western Germany, one could say that [in the case of war] one would supply the
battlefield. Furthermore, about 50 per cent of the stockpile was based in the FRG and
German forces furnished about 20 per cent of the TNF delivery systems.

Now, other countries needed to reconsider their position on TNF.

Responding to a question from the chairman of whether basing of long-range TNF in
Western Germany now was out of the question, the FRG held that the Bundeswebr at any rate

was contributing sufficiently to the total TNF force of the alliance.

Planning for and actual use of nuclear weapons on USSR territory called for extremely
careful consideration within NATO.

The NATO partners had no be aware that it would create particularly disturbing Soviet
reactions if German forces were equipped with TNF weapons on a “dual key” basis.
These issues would be discussed further on the highest political levels in the Federal
Republic.

From a German viewpoint, a threat to use TNF weapons against Moscow would lack

credibility.

On the issue of range, SHAPE said that even though the city of Moscow was not seen as a
target for TNF weapons, there was a clear need to be able to strike a number of targets in
the Soviet Union that were within a range that did not automatically exclude Moscow.

This was seen as necessary to establish a balance in the threat perception in Europe.



Increased diffusion of means of delivery and participation from NATO countries would,

generally speaking, boost the survivability of the TNF.

The Netherlands underlined particularly the necessity to distinguish between the issues of

targeting and capabilities of the weapons in future discussions.

Norway pointed to the principles of its nuclear policy, which ruled out basing in Norway,
and underlined that while the USSR possessed a considerable buffer zone [forterreng] in
Central Europe, the situation was practically reversed in the North. This circumstance
complicated the question of whether a target in this area could be characterized as tactical or

strategic.

It was important, in a political perspective, to avoid that special countries were singled out as
unacceptable host countries — one had the FRG in mind.
When considering the basing issue, one could not exclude West Germany on the grounds

that it would cause sensitive Soviet reactions.

If employment in Germany were out of the question, the alternative would perhaps be not

to employ weapons of this category on the European continent at all.

With respect to the issue of targeting, Norway warned against planning that the weapons
could be used only in Eastern Europe.
In many situations, it would perhaps be more suitable to be able to “threaten” targets in the

USSR — particularly in light of the fact that NATO and the WP were not comparable
groupings.

Arms control considerations must be taken into account in the shaping of NATO’s long-
range TNF. However, it seems unclear exactly when it would be most beneficial to bring

such factors into the equation.

The UK supported the notion that participation should be as broad as possible. This was

important not only with regard to operative participation or/and hosting, but to the same



extent with regard to political and economic support.

On the question of whether long-range TNF should be based at sea and/or on land, the
FRG said that eatlier European concerns about sea-based systems were primarily related to
SLBMs used in a “selective role.” There was no general opposition against sea-based
systems, despite weaker “visibility” (political and military credibility based on the plain

presence of the weapons system) compared to land-based systems.

The UK supported the German views and held that there would probably be a need for a

force composed of both land- and sea-based systems.

In the discussion of the importance of survivability, Germany remarked that the force would
not be a “second strike” unit, which was required to survive a surprise attack. The use of
long-range TNF in a controlled escalation by NATO would need to carry a political message

as strong as the military one.

Survivability was important, but not the top priority in developing long-range TNF in

NATO.

There was nevertheless general agreement that the force must not be organized in such a

manner that it invited surprise attacks.

The FRG underlined the need to consider the force in an escalation perspective. The long-
range TNFs would provide NATO with the possibility to strike USSR territory with nuclear
weapons in a conflict that would primarily be in the conventional phase. The development
of and guidelines for any possible use of such weapons called for a very thorough political

justification.

During the discussion of question IV (force size), the UK held that the issue was not to
develop new long-range TNFs to meet a particular threat. There was however a need for
some more long-range TNF weapons for selective use.

A force of less than 100 would probably be too little and one of more than 1000 would be



too much — slightly less than 500 weapons seemed appropriate.

Norway pointed to the agreement that the development of such a force would proceed as an
evolutionary adjustment. The force ought to be sufficient to give certain political op