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Geneva Conference on Disarmament

The Conference on Disarmament (CD) is the principal forum
established by the international community for the negotiation
of multilateral arms control and disarmament agreements. 1In
operation since 19279, the 40-member CD (which includes all
five nuclear weapon states}, meets in Geneva for two, three-
month periods annually. The CD predecessor bodies, which
date back to 1962, successfully elaborated a number of
disarmament agreements, notably the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty, the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention, the
Seabeds Arms Control Treaty, and most recently the
Environmental Modification Convention (which prohibits
environmental warfare), signed in 1977.

The CD conducts its business through plenary sessions in which
representatives make basic policy statements, through informal
meetings in which there are detailed exchanges on issues in a
more relaxed atmosphere of give and take, and through "ad hoc
Committees"” set up to deal with specific questions. Plenary
meetings are open to the public and have verbatim records.

The ad hoc Committees submit reports to the Conference, which
are incorporated into the CD's annual report to the General
Assembly. Many delegations submit and circulate proposals and
working papers but there are no formal records of meetings other
than plenaries.

Of particular importance to the US are the CD negotiations

on a chemical weapons ban. In February of 1983, Vice President
Bush gave added impetus to the US commitment to seek a ban on
chemical weapons by calling for more intensified efforts, and

this was followed up with the introduction of a paper containing
"Detailed Views" of the US on a chemical weapons ban. In the
summer of 1983, the United States tabled a detailed paper
addressing verification procedures related to chemical weapons
stockpile destruction, including on-site inspection. 1In

November 1983, the US sponsored a workshop for member and observer
countries of the CD to demonstrate potential instrumentation and
continuous on-site-presence techniques for the verification of the
destruction of chemical weapons. 1In April 1984, the Vice President
returned to the CD and presented the US draft convention on a
chemical weapons ban which would prohibit the development,
production, stockpiling, acquisition, retention, transfer or

use of chemical weapons. The US continues to place a high

priority on successful negotiation of the chemical weapons
convention.



During the 1986 session, four ad hoc Committees which had met
in 1985 were reestablished. Negotiations in the CW Committee
on a comprehensive and verifiable ban on chemical weapons
were more active in 1986 compared with recent years, due
largely to the fact that the Soviet Union finally began to
address the substantive issues involved. The RW Committee
continued discussions of a ban on radiological weapons and on
attacks on nuclear reactors and other nuclear facilities.

The Committee on a non-binding "Comprehensive Program of
Disarmament" continued its deliberations. The fourth ad hoc
Committee, on arms control in outer space discussed the
existing legal regime with respect to outer space. Consensus
was reached on a non-negotiating mandate for this body.

1987 Session

The formal opening of the 1987 session of the Conference on
Disarmament in Geneva took place on Tuesday, February 3.

Before the formal session began, there were three weeks of
intersessional negotiations on chemical weapons in the

ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons. The focus of these
negotiations was on the verification regime for prov1d1ng
assurance that chemical weapons are not being produced in
the civil chemical industry.

Since the opening plenary of the CD on February 3, five ad hoc
Committees have been established., The Chemical Weapons
Committee is meeting under the chairmanship of Ambassador

Ekeus of Sweden and the Committee on the Comprehensive Program
of Disarmament under the chairmanship of Ambassador Garcia
Robles of Mexico. The Outer Space Committee, chaired by

Italian Ambassador Pugliese, has held one meeting to formulate
its work program. The Radiological Weapons Committee will begin
meeting soon under the chairmanship of Ambassador David Meiszter
of Hungary. The Committee on Negative Security Assurances was
reestablished, but has yet to meet.

Two other items on the CD's agenda which are considered in plenary
rather than in ad hoc Committees are the "cessation of the

arms race and nuclear disarmament," and the "prevention of
nuclear war, including all related matters."”



Membership of the CD

The following 40 states are members of the Conference on
Disarmament: Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Brazil,
Bulgaria, Burma, Canada, China, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Egypt,
Ethiopia, France, German Nemocratic Republic, Federal Republic
of Germany, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Italy, Japan,
Kenya, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Netherlands, Nigeria,
Pakistan, Peru, Poland, Romania, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland, United States of America, Venezuela,
Yugoslavia and Zaire,

Although the CD decided in 1983 to expand its membership by

up to four states, there is no consensus on the proposed
candidates.

Nuclear Test Ban

Following a Presidential decision in July 1982, the Admin-
istration announced that the US would not resume trilateral
{(US, UK, USSR} negotiations on a comprehensive test ban {(CTB})
Treaty because of major verification difficulties and national
security concerns. However, the President has stated that we
remain committed to the ultimate goal of the total elimination
of nuclear testing, but only when we do not need to depend on
nuclear deterrence to ensure internatiocnal security and stability,
and when we have achieved broad, deep, and verifiable arms
reductions, substantially improved verification capabilities,
expanded confidence-~building measures, and greater balance in
conventional forces, We have continued to agree to participate
in an ad hoc Committee at the CD in Geneva to discuss issues
related to the verification, compliance and scope of a Compre-
hensive Test Ban, as long as such a committee would have a
non-negotiating mandate. However, because of continuing
disagreement on the mandate, an ad hoc Committee on nuclear
testing was not formed during the 1986 CD session, the third
consecutive year in which the CD has failed to form a test ban
committee, And thus far in 1987, there has been no agreement
on a mandate for such a Committee.



The US is also an active participant in the CD's Group of
Scientific Experts (GSE}, which was set up to specify the
technical features of a possible international seismic data
exchange system and to provide factual results and analyses
on data exchange methods, The GSE met twice during 1986,
and held its spring 1987 meeting from March 2-13. 1In 1986,
the Group completed and submitted its report on the Technical
Test which the GSE sponsored in 1984-85, The Test was a
lengthy exercise of methods to exchange and process large
amounts of seismic data on a global basis to investigate
the possibilities of a communications system which might be
used in monitoring the underground environment under any
future comprehensive test ban.

Chemical Weapons

Existing Agreements

The US is party to two existing international arms control
agreements affecting chemical weapons:

-- The Geneva Protocol of 1925 prohibits the use in war
of chemical or biological weapons, but not the
development, production, possession or transfer of
such weapons. Most major states have reservations
making clear a right to retaliate in kXind if such
weapons are used against them.

-- The 1972 Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention
prohibits the development, production, stockpiling,
acquisition, retention and transfer of biological
and toxin weapons.

Neither of these agreements contains the necessary provisions
for verification of compliance. The President has concluded
that the Soviets have violated both agreements.

Spread and Use of Chemical Weapons

In 1963, 5 countries were judged to possess chemical weapons.
The US now believes that at least 15 do, and that others are
trying to acquire them. Since the late-1970s, Soviet-sponsored
Lao and Vietnamese forces have used chemical and toxin weapons
in Southeast Asia, Moreover, Soviet forces have used chemical
and toxin weapons in Afghanistan. Allegations concerning the
use of lethal chemicals or toxins in Kampuchea, Laos, or
Afghanistan subsided in 1985. 1Iraqg has used chemical weapons
against Iran repeatedly since 1984. 1Iran now threatens to
retaliate with chemical weapons of their own.



The US has raised concerns through diplomatic channels with
countries implicated in chemical weapons and toxin use

and has issued three Presidential non-~compliance reports to
Congress as well as other special reports on the use of these
weapons in Southeast Asia and Afghanistan. The UN has reported
on the use of chemicals in the Gulf War; however, chemical
agents are still being acquired and used.

Chemical Weapons Negotiations

The primary US objective in the CW field is the elimination of
chemical weapons under a comprehensive, effectively verifiable
global ban. The US and Soviet Union have been discussing a

ban on chemical weapons for over a decade. Bilateral negotiations,
begun in 1977, were allowed to lapse in July 1980. Efforts to
achieve a CW ban were shifted to the multilateral arena of the
40-nation Conference on Disarmament (CD) in Geneva in 1980.

In April 1984, Vice President Bush presented to the CD the US
draft chemical weapons convention which would prohibit the
development, production, stockpiling, acquisition, retention,
transfer or use of chemical weapons. Verification would be
accomplished by a combination of national and international
measures, including systematic international on-site inspection
and mandatory challenge inspection. While there has been
progress in Geneva, the Soviets have not accepted the full
range of necessary on-site verification measures, and a large
number of details remain to be worked out. We desire completion
of a CW ban as soon as possible, but there are still many
difficult issues to be solved and we will not be bound by
artificial deadlines.

In 1984, as a complement to the multilateral negotiations,
the US initiated bilateral discussions with the Soviets to
consider how to ensure confidence in each other's compliance
with the provisions of the convention. Those talks continued
in 1985 with little progress.

Following the agreement reflected in the Reagan-—Gorbachev
Summit communique in November 1985 to intensify the bilateral
discussions on a CW treaty in Geneva, we began such talks on
the margins of the CD in February 1986. There have been

five rounds of discussions. While disagreements remain,
these discussions have been frank and serious and have given
impetus to the multilateral negotiations in the CD.



It was also agreed at the 1985 Summit to initiate a US-Soviet
dialogue on prevention of the proliferation of chemical weapons.
To date, two such discussions have been held at which information
on export controls has been shared and areas of concern addressed.
Further discussions are anticipated, but no dates arranged.

Congressional Authorization of CW Funds

It is important that the production of binary weapons continues
to go forward as planned. We believe there is a relationship
between our negotiation efforts and the chemical modernization
issue. We think the Soviets have felt the pressure of our
binary modernization program and have, to some extent, responded
to this pressure with increased actions in negotiations. As

the binary production issue continued to move through Congress,
the Soviets realized that the US was serious about modernization
and became more serious in the CW negotiations. 1In the future,
we would expect that the Soviets' negotiating posture will
reflect, to a degree, Soviet efforts to influence Congressional
debate on binary weapons.

Modernization Program

For years the US has tried to achieve an effective chemical
arms ban while at the same time unilaterally freezing
production of chemical agents and delivery systems.

The approach has not worked. Since the United States
unilaterally ceased CW production in 1969, the Soviet Union
has continued to expand and modernize its chemical weapons
stockpile, accumulating a huge investment in chemical warfare
equipment and personnel. This resulting Soviet CW military
superiority has left them, for much of this time, with little
incentive to negotiate seriously a universal ban on CW. We
believe it was not accidental that the recent more serious
Soviet approach to the CW negotiations followed Congressional
support for the binary program. Should Congress reverse
itself on the binary there is a real danger that the Soviets
will cease negotiating seriously toward a CW ban.

Modernizing our chemical weapons does not mean attempting

to match the magnitude of the Soviet effort. 1In fact, the
projected binary stockpile will be smaller than the current
unitary one. Modernization does mean having a deterrent

that will raise questions in the minds of the Soviet leadership
on the utility of initiating use of their chemical weapons



offensive capabilities. US commitment provides a clear

signal of our resolve in the absence of the effective arms
control agreement. Until the threat posed by chemical weapons
is eliminated by a comprehensive and effectively verifiable
treaty, the US must have a credible chemical weapons deterrent.

Soviet Actions in CW Arms Control Negotiations

The unwillingness of the Soviet Union to accept the full

range of necessary verification provisions continues to

impede progress at the negotiations. A number of important
issues remain outstanding: e.g., provisions for the full

and necessary range of challenge inspections, random monitoring
of the commercial chemical industry to ensure that it is not
misused to produce chemical weapons, and verifying the
elimination of CW production facilities. At the November 1985
Summit, General Secretary Gorbachev made a commitment to ,
intensify work on all aspects of the chemical weapons negotiations,
including verification of a comprehensive CW ban. We observed
an increase in the pace of the negotiations during 1986 in
which the Soviets spelled out their views on the technical
aspects of monitoring the chemical industry and elaborated on
Gorbachev's January comments on the elimination of chemical
weapons production facilities, Some of the differences in
these areas have narrowed and in principle, the Soviets will
now permit systematic international on-site inspections to
verify the elimination of declared CW production facilities

and to monitor the chemical industry. In February 1987 the
Soviets accepted the early declaration of the location of all
CW stockpiles, 1In addition, they accepted the mandatory nature
of challenge inspection in cases of suspected CW use and at
declared facilities. However, they are unwilling to accept
mandatory challenge inspection provisions necessary to address
compliance concerns at undeclared facilities and locations.

In addition to the major differences mentioned, many details

on a variety of issues remain to be addressed. Even under

the best conditions, the resolution of these questions will
require considerable negotiation.

Related US Actions

In the absence of a complete ban on chemical weapons and

to complement efforts in that direction, the US has participated
in informal discussions with' other countries (EC-12 members,
Australia, Canada, Japan, New Zealand and Norway) which have
imposed export controls on certain chemicals related to the
manufacture of chemical weapons. The purpose of these meetings
is to discuss ways of optimizing our existing export control
programs with a view to improving the effectiveness of our
efforts to curb illegal use of chemical weapons through
international cooperation.



Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention (BWC) Review Conference

The 2nd Review Conference of the 1972 Biological and Toxin
Weapons Convention (BWC) was held September 8-26, 1986

in Geneva. Sixty-three parties attended including the
three depositaries (US, UK, USSR).

The US sought a serious review of operation and effectiveness

of the BWC, recognition of legitimacy of US concerns about

Soviet violations and recognition by parties of the necessity

to responsibly address and investigate allegations of noncompliance.
The US also sought an understanding of the impact of new scientific
and technological developments which have increased verification
difficulties and made development and production of biological

and toxinn weapons easier.

In light of new scientific and technical developments making
verification more difficult and the need to not undermine

our ongoing efforts to achieve an effective verification
regime for a CW ban, the US opposed efforts to amend the BWC
through development of a verification protocol. Instead, the
US sought to strengthen the effectiveness of the norm established
by the BWC through recognition of and commitment to address
compliance concerns and through adoption of informal measures
to increase the transparency of biological activities which
would help reduce suspicions and increase cooperative efforts
among parties,

The US believes the outcome of the BWC RevCon was positive.
It was conducted in a serious, nonpolemical fashion. We
strongly expressed our noncompliance concerns and several
other countries expressed concern as well, Most countries
acknowledged the impact of new scientific and technological
developments as increasing verification difficulties and
making production of biological and toxin weapons easier.
The final declaration noted compliance concerns, called for
parties to deal seriously with compliance concerns and contained
agreement on several measures., The RevCon provided for a
technical experts meeting March-April 1987 to work out the
details of implementation of the agreed measures and called
for a third review conference no later than 1991.



Outer Space

Each year since 1981, the UN General Assembly has requested
the CD to consider further measures for outer space arms
control. 1In March 1985, the CD established an ad hoc
Committee on the "Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space"
with a non-negotiating mandate. The outer space Committee
was reestablished in 1986, with a mandate similar to that
adopted in 1985.

In this Committee, the United States continued its analysis
of the existing legal regime which had begun in 1985, and
offered to continue reviewing new measures in this area that
are verifiable, equitable, and compatible with national
security interests. Thus far, the US has not identified

any as appropriate for multilateral negotiation.

The outer space ad hoc Committee has been reestablished in
1987 under the chairmanship of Italian Ambassador Pugliese,
but the Committee's work program has not yet been finalized.

Negative Security Assurances

The term "negative security assurance" refers to an undertaking
by a state possessing nuclear weapons not to use or threaten

to use them against a state which does not possess them,
Particularly since the conclusion of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty (NPT), many of the non-nuclear weapons states that are
Parties to the Treaty have demanded such assurances, in return
for having eschewed nuclear weapons. They have been joined by
many states not party to the NPT. At the first special session
of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament
(SSOD I), held in 1978, the five nuclear-weapon states each
gave such an assurance. The United States assurance was
reaffirmed in 1982.

The CD established a working group in 1979, which has been
reestablished in most of the succeeding sessions, to negotiate
with a view toward reaching agreement on effective international
arrangements to assure non-nuclear weapons states against

the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. The ad hoc
Committee did not meet in 1986, however. It has been
reestablished in 1987, but has yet to meet.
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Radiological Weapons

The US supports the establishment of an effective, verifiable
and meaningful international norm against the use of radiological
weapons (RW) through an appropriate ban on the hostile use of
radioactive material and by requiring states to take measures
necessary to prevent terrorists from obtaining radioactive
materials. Since 1979 the US has supported negotiation of a
treaty banning RW in the Geneva Conference on Disarmament

(CD). 1In 1985 the US reviewed the RW treaty under negotiation
in the CD and concluded that additional verification provisions
should be identified. Late in the 1985 session of the CD the

US informed other members of our concerns regarding verification
provisions, and that we would seek to develop additional
verification mechanisms that will assure compliance with a

ban,

The ad hoc Committee on Radiological Weapons was reestablished
in 1986. without dividing its work into two separate "tracks",
the Committee continued its examination of the two major issues
it has faced for a number of years: (1) the prohibition of
radiological weapons and (2) the prohibition of attacks against
nuclear facilities. On both issues, major differences over
substance and approach continued. '

The 1987 session of the Conference began in February, and the
RW ad hoc Committee was.reestablished on February 10. Amb.
David Meiszter from Hungary was named as the new chairman

of the Committee on March 19, 1987. The Committee will begin
meeting soon.

Comprehensive Program of Disarmament

Negotiations have taken place at the CD and at the second

special session of the UN General Assembly devoted to

disarmament (SSOD II) to elaborate a non-binding Comprehensive
Program of Disarmament (CPD). The United States has participated
actively in the negotiations on a CPD, a project advocated by

the Neutral and Non-Aligned states to provide a detailed guide

to eventual general and complete disarmament under effective
international control. President Reagan stated at SSOD II that
"one of the major items before this conference is the development
of a CPD."” He went on to state that the United States "support(s)

the effort to chart a course of realistic and effective measures
in the quest for peace.”

The ad hoc Committee on CPD met throughout the 1986 session,

but was unable to finish its task. The current target for
completion of the CPD document and submission to the UN
General Assembly is the spring of 1987. The US Delegation to
the CD will continue its efforts to complete this task.
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THE NEW YORK TIMES, SUNDAY, MARCH 22, 1987 .

Britain and France Try to Put Chauvinism (1066 and All That) Behind Them

U.S.-Soviet Missile Talks Pull Europeans Together

By JAMES M. MARKHAM

BONN

PEAKING in Brussels last week, Sir Geoffrey
Howe, the British Foreign Secretary, caught a
mood that has crystallized since it became ap-
parent that the United States and the Soviet
Union might very well remove their medium-range mis-
siles from Europe. It was a plea for Western Europe to
get its act together.

‘A Europe which gets its ideas straight is a far more,

mwu’dlng partner for the United States, and far more
likely to have its views taken seriously, than a Europe
which speaks with a multitude of voices,” Sir Geoffrey
argued. “If we want our particular European concerns to
be clearly perceived and taken into account in negotia-
tions between the United States and the Soviet Union,
then we must argue them out clearly among ourselves
and come wherever possible to a common view.”

The idea of strengthening the socalled “European
pillar” of NATO is not at all new, but it got a tremendous
fillip in October when the Reykjavik summit raised the
‘possibility of the superpowers’ striking a deal over the
heads of the allies. It has gathered momentum as West
Europeans tryto (’at.hom the implications of upheavals in

and A . And despite mutual i
rooted in centuries-old European rivalries, which seem
always ready to flare up destructively, it has gained
plaustbility thanks to two long-term developments — a
growing emotional commitment to Europe by most of
Britain’s political establishment and the emergence of
France from hermetic Gaullist nationalism.

French-British Coordination

Significantly, President Frangois Mitterrand of
France chose to go to London two months ago to deliver

an elegant lecture on the European idea. His musings *

were heavily colored by Reykjavik. ‘‘France is my home-
land,” the French President said. ‘‘Europe is our future.
Isit ible to miss this ren "

. Close cooperation between France and West Ger-
‘many has become an operating assumption in Western

Europe, but it is only recently that France and Britain,
the two European nuclear powers, have started talking
seriously about defense. In Paris this month, their De-
fense Ministers, André Giraud and George Younger,
agreed to coordinate procurement policies and consult
. on the strategic environment. The British and the French
are being drawn together by the logic of an assumed
Soviet-American arms deal that might first eliminate
Eurcpe-based medium-range missiles — the so-called
“zero option”’ — and thenl move to 50 percent cuts in
strategic forces. At that point, the pressure would inexo-
rably build for limitations on the French and British nu-

“. clear deterrents — Britain’s 16 Polaris submarines and

French missiles in submarines, planes and land silos.
After Reykjavik, Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher is
said to have commiserated with President Mitterrand,
adding that her predicament was worse than the French
President’s since Britain, unlike France, gets its subma-
rine-launched missiles from the United States.

As France is in the midst of a big buildup of its nu-
‘clear force de frappe, it faces the choice of going it alone

" 'in the Gaullist manner or seeking European cover. Presi-

Missiles and manpower

[l warsaw Pact countries

Ml NATO countries

NATO’s military might
in Europe
TotalU.S.  Domestic
troops troops,
on duty* _by nation -
Beigium 3,325 91,428
Britain 29,458 323,800
Denmark 394" 29,525
France 0 557,493
W. Germany 246,852 485,800
Greece 3,488 209,000
iceland 3,091 0
Italy 15082 387,800
Luxembourg 0 690
. Netherlands 3,072 105,134
Norway 223 37,300
Portugal 1,630 68,252
Spain 9,136 320,00
Turkey 4,923 654,375
U.S. atsea: 23,892
Mediterranean,
North and
Baitic seas
"asof Dec. 31,1986  ‘"asof July 1, 1986
**“includes 324 troops stationed in Greenland J

dent Mitterrand has evidently seen the wisdom of the
second course and, with the help of Prime Minister
Jacques Chirac, has muffied the objections of Defense
Minister Giraud and Foreign Minister Jean-Bernard
Raimond to the ‘““zero option.” Some of France's allies
privately found the ministers’ objections faintly ridicu-

lous, since France has no American missiles on its soil,

but sounded determined that others should hang onto
them. Last week, Mr. Mitterrand smiled on an initiative
by Jacques Delors, the French president of the European
Commission, for a meeting of the European Community
leaders on post-Reykjavik defense issues. ‘‘Does Europe
take the view that its security future is going to be settled
above its head?”” asked Mr. Delors provocatively, Some
Community members, notably neutral Ireland, are likely
to oppose such a meeting. But an instrument already ex-

TLirigini
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ists for agserting West European views on defense policy '

—~ the seven-nation Western European Union.

A European Helicopter

A postwar relic, the union has been revived as the
Europeans have sought to assert themselves without
arousing suspicions.that they might want to do without
American protection. It is a tricky exercise, since many
in Washington would like a more self-reliant Europe, but
one that is self-reliant on American terms. Yet the very
process of discussing Europe’s interests, and its.percep-
{tion of the Soviet threat, accentuates differences with the
jUnited States. Among strategists, there is already talk of
Horging a Western European nuclear planning commit-
itee. The Western European Union foreign and defense
sministers will meet next month, but they are not ex-

Medium-range missiles
in Europe
" United States NATO strength
Operaticnal To be added
now by late 1988
Belgium 16 cruise 32 cruise -
Britain 96 cruise 64 cruige
italy 80 cruise 32cruigse
Netherlands 0 48 cruise
W. Germany 16 cruise 80 cruige
-108 Pershing-2's 0
Soviet strength
§8-20's 270 deployed in western
Soviet Union* .
171 depioyed in Asian part
‘of Soviet Union
Total: 441deployed throughout
Soviet Union %
§5-4's -

112 in western.Soviet Union**

“Soviet Union claims only 243
**being phased out by 55-20's

pected to venture into such deep waters or do anything to
stir sentiment in A merica for bringing its G.1.’s home.
The European piliar is likely to be fortified by-less
ambitious undertakings, like last week’s discussions that
brought France and West Germany close to agreement
on the joint production of a combat helicopter. In his
Brussels speech, to the Royal Institute of International

‘Relations, Sir Geoffrey said that within the North Atlan-

tic Treaty Organization, the Europeans already supply
80 percent of the manpower, 85 percent of the tanks, 95
percent of the artillery and 80 percerit of the combat air-
craft facing the Warsaw Pact. Washington today, he ob-
served, remains fully committed to NATO. “But we need
to be alert to trends in American thinking,” he warned,
“which might diminish our security — perhaps not today
or tomorrow, but passibly in the longer term."”







" iare skeptical of the

,concept consider it
suicidal.

has drawn its share of critics and, in
fact, remains a hot topic of conversa-
tion In the capital.

Yet, despite the debate, the concept
seems to have taken on a life of its
own and is now widely viewed as offi-
cial United States and NATO strat-
egy. Some 4,000 United States ma-
rines are conducting maneuvers in
Norway this week to sharpen their
ability to carry out their intended

role.
But wilt the strategy continue to be
viewed as viable after Mr. Lehman-
steps down next month after heading
the Navy and Marine Corps for six
years? The answer is far from clear.
The incoming Secretary, James
Webb, a former marine who fought in’
Vietnam, declined to comment on the
Lehman strategy, saying it would be
inappropriate for him to express his

-

land-based airpower operating under
conditions most favorable to the Sovi-
ets and least favorable to us.””

Senior Navy officers deny there is
sSerious internal opposition to the
maritime strategy. They say it is not
a full-steam-ahead doctrine but a dy-
namic and evolving concept of naval
warfare that is supported by, among
others, Admiral Trost.

“This is not a recipe for soup to be
blindly followed,” said one officer.
‘“We are not going to rush blindly
north regardless of circumstances.
But neither are we going to signal the
Soviets exactly what we will or will
not do.”

The detractors outside the Navy,
this officer added, do not fully under-
stand the flexibility of the strategy.
And it is just as well, he argued, if the
Soviets donot either.

According to Vice Adm. Henry
Mustin, the Navy's deputy for opera-
tions, the maritime strategy is basi-
cally one of deterrence. “‘In the event
of a confrontation with the Soviets,”
the admiral'said, ‘‘we propose to take
certain steps to demonstrate.to_the
Russians that their powerful north-
ern fleet would be bottled up and de-

United Press Internadonal

The National Military Command Center at the Pentagon. Global strategy is not always decided harmonious-
ly, as evidenced by a continuing debate over the Lehman plan to attack the Soviet Navy in the Arctic,

stroyed in its Arctic bastion should
the shooting start. If our preventive
moves convince the Soviets they
won't be able to come south to cut
NATO’s lifelines-to the United States,
they may think twice about going to
war in Europe.”

Whether such preliminary moves
by the Navy would, in fact, deter ar,
on the other hand, prompt a réaction
by the Soviets is frequently debated
in Washington military circles.

The former Chief of Naval Opera-

tions, Admiral Watkins, in an article -

published by the Naval Institute
while he was in office, indicated that
If deterrence failed and war broke
out, a tombination of land and se4 ac-
tions would take place to allow naval
forces to move inta the Soviet Union’s
home waters. .

Submarines and anti-submarine

i

patroi aircraft would try to destroy
the Soviet undersea threat to the
American aircraft carriers that
would be moving up into the Norwe-
gian and Barents Seas. Soviet surface
ships, which are viewed as a lesser
threat, would be dealt with by a com-
bination of attacks by air and sea.

It is the proposed destruction of the
Soviet submarine fleet that makes
the maritime strategy unacceptable
to some critics. They doubt that the
Navy couid tolerate the losses neces-
sary to carry out such a campaign.
More important, they say, no distinc-
tion is made between the sinking of
nuclear missile submarines, known
as “boomers,”* and conventional sub-
marines,

The Soviets maintain the bulk of
their strategic nuclear missile re-
serves aboard submarines stationed
below the Arctic ice cap, where they
are largely undetectable. They are
by undersea minefields, at-

| P
| tack submarines and anti-submarine
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The idea of an attack on the Soviet
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rines than use them in a mutually sui-
:cidal nuclear exchange.

For its part, the offensively ori-
ented United States Marine Corps ap-

t| plauds the maritime strategy and

‘sees itself playing a key role as its
landward extension in Norway.

Brig. Gen. Michael K. Sheridan,
senior planner for the Corps, says
that north Norway is the key to the

strategy. “If NATO can't hold on to |

the north,” he said, “the strategy
won't work because the Soviets will
counter any Navy maves by launch-
ing devastating attacks out of Nor-
way and the Soviet Union’s Kola
Peninsula.

“‘On the other hand, if we hold north
Norway, the advantages are ours. We
can use our early warning radar and
command and control system to spot

and counteract ‘Soviet bombers flying *

out of the Kola before they get within
missile range of the carriers. We can
also use Air Force and Marine and
allied aircraft in Norway to work with
the carrier planes both in defense of
Norway and to protect our anti-sub-
marine aircraft.”

The big question for the marines is
whether they can get to Norway (n
time to assist the Norwegians in a
successful defense of the north in the
event of a NATO-Warsaw Pact war.
To this end, the marines have been
stockpiling heavy weapons and equip-
ment in Norway. In case of a crisis,
the marines and their accompanying
tactical aircraft would then hope to
fly quickly to Norway, pick up their
equipment and move into designated
defensive positions “along the Norwe-
gianborder.

The marines trained for Arctic
warfare who flew to Norway from
their home bases in the United States

- last week are testing the rapiq rein-

forcement concept and gaining more
experience in cold-weather maneu-
vers.

Government at Work,
Dept. of Trinkets

Specialta The New York Times

WASHINGTON, March 22 — Doling
out trinkets and memorabilia is a
longstanding practice at the White
-House and throughout the Govern-
ment. And rare is the recipient who
dl;}es not like to show off his or her
gift,

The White House took inventory at
;one point In the Presidency of Lyndon
-Johnson and reported that it had on
:hand, among other things, 6,000 pens,
1500 small medallions, 130 lighters, 100
_pairs of cuff links, 100 charm brace-

lets, 400 penknives and 50 small metal
and felt boxes.

These were not just ordinary trin-
kets. The pens bore the initials L.B.J.,
- and most of the cuff links, medallions
-and other items bore Presidential

seals or initials.

. Johnson kept them on hand to
s good-will gifts, as mementos.
Presidents, before and after,
g Raonald Reagan, have done

» practice has recently come
=, as it does from time to

\ unnecessary and wasteful
&e latest item to be ques-
\f"s,ks of playing cards.

“the PT-109 tie clips Mr. Kennedy gave
to White House visitors, perhaps the.

much is spent yearly.

A White House spokesman, Mark
Weinberg, says the Republican Na-
tional Committee pays for all the
pins, key rings, bookmarks and jelly-
bean jars and other items that Presi-
dent Reagan gives out.

David Powers, one of -President
Kennedy's close aides, said the costof .

most famous of all Washington me-i
mentos, ‘‘came out of his own pack-
o™

As for Senator Proxmire, members
of his staff say he does not hand out
any gifts. Which surely makes him an
exception in Washington, especially
on Capitol Hill.

<A Way of Sharing’

“Péople really get a charge out of
taking home a key chain with the
Capitol insignia,” said Jerry Burkot,
press secretary for Representative
Nick J. Rahall 2d, Democrat of West
Virginia.

The dispensers of the gifts say that
a $2 key chain gains from the.recipi-
ent no more than good feeling, and
that no (nfluence is thereby ped
«¥t’e awav nf sharing the P

o s e said he did ot know

Now, 26 Questioners

Thedecision by the Senate and
House committees investigating th

: Iran-Nicaragua affair to meld thej;
5 investigations and hold joint hearir

has been widely applauded. It seem:
likely to avoid what Daniel K. Inouy
the Hawaii Democrat who heads th
Senate panel, has called ‘“‘an ¢

seemly competition for headlines
between the two committees.

But the resul¢ of the merged hea
ings is that 26 legislators — 15 frox
the House and 11 from the Senate -
will be on the platform questioning a
the witnesses, and no one is sure hoy
that will work out. The Senate Water
gate committee had only seven mem
bers, and sometimes the interroga
tion of witnesses lasted for days o
end. Unless some restraints ar
placed on the questioning, some peo
ple could be on the witness stand fo
weeks this Spring and summer.

Griscom Tug-of-War

Early this year, Jody Powell, who
was President Carter’s press secre-
tary, and Thomas C. Griscom, who
was press secretary for Howard H.
Baker Jr. when Mr, Baker was Sen-
ate majority leader, joined forces to
run Ogilvy & Mather Public Affairs, a
‘Washington subsidiary of the national
public relations firm of Ogilvy &
Mather. Mr. Powell became chair-
man and chief executive officer, and
Mr. Griscom became president and
chief operating officer.

The partnership ran smoothly —
for about three weeks. Then, Mr.
Baker replaced Donald T. Regan as
President Reagan’s chief of staff and
summoned Mr, Griscom to the White
House to help out in the transition.
Mr. Baker makes no secret of the fact
that he would like Mr. Griscom to
stay an permanently. Mr. Powell, of

. course, would like his partner back at
i wark.

With the President, the First Lady
and the President’s chief of staff all

. againsthim, Mr. Poweli has begun

whathe calls “a shameless cam-
paign’’ to put pressure on Mr. Gris-.

com to leave the White House. He has
passed out dozens of big white but-
tons with red letters saying, ‘“Free
Tom Griscom.” And hie'made a video-
tape called “Griscom Held Hostage.”
The videotape features Mr. Gris-
com’s wife, Marion, and their three
small children and carries the basic
message, “Daddy, won’t you please
come home!"

Harlow Anecdotes

Few people in Government in re-
cent years have been as widel;
spected A Bryce Harlow.»"
and confidant of P,
lators of bg| atever
the $eesee him Im-

.
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THE U.S. ANTI-SATELLITE (ASAT) PROGRAM

A KEY ELEMENT IN THE NATIONAL STRATEGY OF DETERRKRENCE

"The United States will proceed with development of
an anti-satellite (ASAT) capability, with operational
deployment as a goal. The primary purposes of a
United States ASAT capability are to deter threats to
space systems of the United States and its Allies,
and within such limits imposed by international law,
to denv anv adversary the use of space-based systems
that provide support to hostile military forces."

President Ronald Reagan
National Space Policy, July 1982

Anti-satellite Systems

In July, 1982, President Reagan called for a prudent,
measured response to the Soviet military space threat in order
to protect U.S. and Allied security interests. The two aspects
of the Soviet space program of greatest concern in 1982, remain
today -- their ability to destroy U.S. satellites and to use
satellites for targeting of U.S. and Allied air, land and sea
forces. While the United States abandoned our first
anti-satellite (ASAT) program in the early 1970s, the Soviets
continued their program and now maintain the world's onlv
operational ASAT system. The Soviets have also developed
reconnaissance satellites which provide targeting data that can
be used to direct attacks against U.S. and Allied surface
fleets and land-based forces. 1In view of the importance of our
space assets and the continued need to project power to deter
war and control escalation during conflict, it is essential
that the United States develop and deploy an operational ASAT
to deter the Soviets from exploiting their present ASAT and
space-based targeting capabilities.

The Soviet Military Space Threat

The Soviet Union has a large and continually expanding
military space program. We believe Soviet militaryv space
assets serve two basic functions: 1) to support terrestrial
operations; and 2) to wage war in outer space. The attainment
and maintenance of military superiority in outer space is the
essential condition for the performance of both functions,

According to U.S. intelligence assessment of Soviet military
space doctrine:



The Soviet Armed Forces shall be provided with all
resources necessary to attain militarv superiority in
outer space sufficient both to deny the use of outer svace
to other states and to assure maximum space-based militarv
support for Soviet cffensive and defensive combat A
operations ¢n land, at sea, in air, and in outer space.

‘In the Soviet view, military superiority in outer space is
achieved, in the first instance, by the use of ASAT systems to
degrade or destroy the space-based command, control, communica-
tions and intelligence systems of an adversary and in the
second instance, by successful use of space to support militarv

operations including the use of satellites to target an
opponent's forces.

The Soviet Union is, therefore, fully aware of both the
strategic importance to the United States of military satellites
and of the severe impact of their loss upon the U.S. capability
to alert and direct our military forces in the event of a

war. This knowledge has prompted the Soviets to develop their
ASAT capability.

The Soviet ASAT system has been operational for well over
a decade and has demonstrated an effective capability to
destroy low=-altitude satellites where many critical U.S. space
systems orbit. In the past, the Soviets regularly conducted
ASAT tests to practice satellite interception and to refine
their system. Their present, self-imposed moratorium on
testing is possible only because they have a proven and deploved
ASAT, and this moratorium has not eroded their operational
proficiency. As long as it serves their political and military
purposes by tying our hands, the Soviets are likely to refrain
from further testing. However, we believe that they have
additional ASAT weapons and their associated boosters
available, and we are certain that they can resume testing to
improve their system or employ it operationally at any time.

The Soviets also have ASAT capabilities in some svstems
designed for other purposes. For example, the nuclear-armed
GALOSH ABM interceptor deployed around Moscow has an inherent
ASAT capability against low-altitude satellites. Two
high-powered lasers at Sary-Shagan may be capable of damaging
sensitive components on-bcard satellites. Although weather and
atmospheric beam dispersion may limit the use of ground-based
laser ASATs, such systems have the maior advantage of beina

able to fire rereatedlv and therefore to disable many satellites
over time.

During the next decade, the Soviets are likely to retain
their current ASAT-capable systems while moving aggressivelv
ahead in develoring and deploying new, more advanced ASAT
systems. Their large-scale efforts in laser, particle beam,
radio frequency and kinetic energy technologies may provide
them with significant ASAT capabilities,



There is a growing and destabilizing threat posed by
present and projected Soviet military satellites whose sole
purpose is to help defeat U.S. and Allied terrestrial forces in
the event of conflict. These systems include ocean reconnais-
sance satellites which use radar and electronic intelligence to
provide real-time targeting data to Soviet weapons platforms
which can quickly attack U.S. and Allied surface fleets. They
also include photographic and electronic intelligence satellites
which provide data and other information useful in supporting
Soviet land forces.

In view of the fundamental importance of U.S. and Allied
force projection in crisis and wartime, including the need for
Allied reinforcement by sea, the protection of U.S. and Allied
forces against such targeting is critical. As Soviet militarv
space technology improves, the capabilities of Soviet targeting
satellites are being enhanced and therefore will present a
greater threat in time of conflict, conventional or nuclear, to
our national security and that of our Allies.

Strengthening Deterrence

The fundamental purpose of our national security policies
is to maintain and strengthen deterrence -- deterrence for both
conventional and nuclear conflict. Continued, unilateral ASAT
limitations on the United States undermine deterrence,

Since the Soviet Union has an operational capability to
destroy satellites while the United States does not, the
current situation is destabilizing. An operational U.S. ASAT
would increase stability by providing a true deterrent-in-kind
to a potential Soviet ASAT use. Past military exercises have
revealed that in absence of a U.S. ASAT capability we have two
choices if the Soviets attack and destrov one of our satellites
-- do little or nothing or take some other military action.

The first case could lead to serious military losses, and
our inaction might invite further attacks and show a lack of
resolve. In the second case, our retaliatorv response could be
interpreted by the Soviets as-an escalation of the conflict.

By having an operational ASAT, we would be able to provide an
unambiguous response in-kind, therebv avoiding a serious

military disadvantage without the risk of unintentional
escalation,

In addition to the need to deter Soviet attacks on our
space systems, the lack of a U.S. ASAT capability would afford
a sanctuary to existing Soviet satellites designed to target
U.S. naval and land-based conventional forces. The absence of
a U.S. ASAT capability to put at risk Soviet satellites could
be seen by the Soviets as a substantial factor enhancing their



ability to attack U.S. and allied forces. On the other hand, a
U.S. ASAT capability would contribute to deterrence of conven-
tional conflict by generating Soviet uncertainty over their
abilitv to employ satellites to target U.S. and allied forces.
Thus, the development of an ASAT capability is essential to our
ability to deter conventional conflict.

The United States must take the necessarv steps to avert a
situation in which the Soviet Union has full freedom during a
crisis or conflict to target our assets from space while the
United States has no capability directly to attack the Soviet
satellites providing targeting information. We would never

allow a similar situation to exist in the atmosphere, on land,
or at sea.

The continued development of a credible ASAT system is an
integral part of the steps needed to avert such a situation.
An operational U.S. ASAT will provide us with a capability to
protect our forces in the field that is urgently needed to
support our global commitments and strategy.

Utility of a U.S. ASAT Capability

The U.S. ASAT system now under development consists of a
miniature vehicle warhead mounted on a modified Short Range
Attack Missile (SRAM) booster as the lower stage and a modified
Altair II rocket motor as the upper stage. This is carried
aloft and launched from a specially modified F=-15 aircraft,

The ASAT mission will involve the F-15 flying to a launch point
identified by mission control and launching the inertially
guided missile toward a rendezvous area. After the upper stage
burns out, the miniature vehicle separates and is guided by an
on-board sensor to the target. The svstem is planned for
deployment at Langley Air Force Base, Virginia.

The U.S. ASAT program is focused explicitly on those
Soviet satellites which most threaten U.S. and Allied terres-
trial interests in times of crisis or limited war. All of
these threatening Soviet satellites operate at low altitude.
Without low altitude satellites, Soviet space-based targeting
data would significantly degraded. By reducing the likelihood
that a Soviet attack using those satellites would be successful,
deterrence would be enhanced.

At the President's request in the fall of 1986, the
Secretary of Cefense completed a comprehensive study of the
U.S. ASAT program. The current restructured program implements
the Secretary's recommendaticns to the President of how best to
continue the ASAT development program in light of two years of
Congressionally-imrposed funding and testing constraints.



The study found the present air-launched MV ASAT system to
be the only viable path to providing a near-term counter +to the
Soviet threat. The Department cf Defense (DOD) rlans to
continue the present program by conducting three tests against
Instrumented Test Vehicles in space during 1988, restarting the

production verification program in 1988, and requesting advanced
production funds in 1988.

The study also determined that with recent improvements in
Soviet space systems which threaten U.S. and Allied forces, it
is prudent for the United States to research alternative ASAT
svstems that could ultimately complement the F-15 air-launched
MV svstem. To that end, the DOD will accelerate an ongoing
study during the remainder of the fiscal vear to select the
best method for enhancing the altitude capability of the
MV-ASAT within the low=-earth orbit regime by changing the
system which boosts the MV-ASAT into space, The study will
compare the cost and mission effectiveness of improving the
thrust capability of the F-15 air-launched lower-stage booster,
versus ‘developing a ground-launched system using an available
lower-stage booster. Additionally, the study is investigating
the feasibility of ground-based laser technologies for ASAT
application,

U.S. Space Policy and Arms Control

The United States is committed to the exploration and use
of space bv all nations for peaceful purpcses and for the
benefit of mankind. Among the activities conducted by the
United States in space is the pursuit of fundamental national
security objectives. BArms control arrangements for space wculd
serve these objectives if they contributed to our overall
deterrence posture and reduced the risk of conflict.

Wwith those objectives in mind, President Reagan articulated
the national space policy of the United States on July 4, 1982,
and reaffirmed in his March 31, 1984, Report to Congress of
U.S. Policy on ASAT Arms Controcl:

The United States will consider verifiable and equitable
arms control measures that would ban or otherwise limit
testing and deplovment of specific weapon systems, should
those measures be compatible with United States national
security.

Guided by these criteria, the CUnited States has studied a range
of possibilities for ASAT arms control. We have been unable,
to date, to identify a specific ASAT proposal which meets the
Congressionally-mandated requirements of verifiability and
consistency with U.S. national security.



ASAT arms control involves a number of difficulties,
including the problem of defining an ASAT weapon for arms
control purposes. ASAT weapons could include, among other
things, interceptors as well as space systems not designed as
weapons which have inherent ASAT capabilities that are
difficult to distinguish from those of weapons. These
definitional difficulties pose serious problems for assessinag
compliance with treaty limits.

Verification is crucial because satellites that serve U.S.
and Allied security are few in number and therefore cheating,
even on a small scale, could pose a grave risk. Yet
verification of an ASAT agreement would be very difficult, or,
for certain limitations, impossible. Furthermore, ASAT arms
control verification measures that required any form of access
to U.S. space systems might create an unacceptable risk of
compromising the protection of information regarding certain
U.S. space systems associated with national security.

Arms control measures banning ASAT activities would not
ensure survivability of other elements in a space system.
Ground stations, launch facilities and communications links
may, for example, in some case be more vulnerable than the
satellites themselves. There is also the risk that a country
could gain unilateral advantage through breakout from an
agreement and obtain a head start in building or deploying a
type of weapon which has been banned or severely limited.
Finally, certain current and projected Soviet space satellites,
although not weapons themselves, are designed to provide radar
and electronically derived targeting data to Soviet weapon
platforms. We must be able to counter these satellites which
could enhance Soviet capabilities for attacking U.S. and Allied
surface fleets and land forces.

The United States is presently involved in negotiations in
Geneva on the whole range of nuclear and space issues. At
these negotiations, we are seeking to explore with the Soviet
Union the merits of a strategic relationship characterized by a
greater reliance on defenses., We are seriously exploring with
the Soviet Union arms reduction agreements intended to prevent
an arms race in space while facilitating a possible transition
to a more effective deterrence posture based on the increasing
contribution of strategic defenses.

The Congressional ASAT Test Moratorium

For two years now the Congress has denied us the ability
to test our U.S. miniature vehicle ASAT system against targets
in space. As in any weapon development program, we must
conduct extensive and realistic testing to demonstrate to
ourselves and our adversaries that we have a real military
capability. To date, we have conducted just one test of the MV



ASAT against a target in space -- which was successful -- and
several tests against a point in space. To be confident that
we have an effective system, we must be able to conduct
additional tests of the MV ASAT against objects in space.

The Congress demands realistic testing of other military
systems; it should not lower its standards in the case of this
important program. Any extension of the testing moratorium
against objects in space will prevent us from achieving an ASAT
capability comparable to that possessed by the Soviet Union,
with all the attendant risks to U.S. national security.

Conclusion

This is the vear of decision for our U.S. ASAT Program.
We cannot disregard our responsibilities to our people and to
our Armed Forces bv ignoring the growing threat created by the
present Soviet monopoly on ASAT systems.

We must work together as Americans to find ways to insure
our national interests are protected in space as well as on
earth. Our non-nuclear miniature vehicle ASAT Program is the
only near-term response to the growing Soviet threat in space.
Our U.S. ASAT must be tested and deployed to protect our
national security and maintain deterrence.

This is a crucial time when all members of Congress should
stand together in bipartisan support of our programs as our
representatives meet with the Soviets in Geneva. We cannot and
must not undercut our chances for the long-term benefits of
peace through arms reductions by unilaterally restricting or
cancelling U.S. programs, such as the ASAT Program, which are
so essential to our national security.

1< ot (G
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Tactical Nuclear Weapons

In Europe

Thomas J. Hirschfeld

SHORT-RANGE OR tactical nuclear
weapons (tac-nucs) are no longer a
cheap NATO make-weight for Soviet
conventional strength. For one thing,
the Soviets now have comparable
numbers. Furthermore, Soviet success
in matching Western nuclear arsenals
from the strategic to the artillery level
reduces the belief that a conventional
Soviet attack on NATO Europe will
be met by a nuclear response. And
over the past decade, allied willing-
ness to deploy nuclear weapons on
their sotl has declined, requiring re-
ductions in deployed weapons in ex-
change for any modernization.

The same allies who resist new nu-
clear deployments also resist paying

Thomas J. Hirschfeld is Tom Slick Professor
of World Peace at the Lyndon B. Johnson
School of Public Affairs, University of Texas
at Austin. A former state department official
and arms control negotiator, he prepared this
article as a guest scholar at the Woodrow Wil-
son International Center for Scholars.

for the conventional improvements
that would balance further nuclear re-
ductions. Not feeling immediately
threatened, many take comfort from
the deterrent role that tactical nuclear
weapons still play. Some non-nuclear
allies continue to value the element of
shared nuclear responsibility, if not
the shared risk these systems provide.

In the 1950s the United States
planned for 15,000 tactical nuclear
weapons in Europe but only deployed
half that number; in the 1980s, NATO
reduced the stockpile to 6,000, is
dropping it to 4,600, and contemplates
fewer still. Does the West still need
thousands of tactical nuclear weapons
in Europe? The short answer is that
we can live with fewer if we modern-
ize our nuclear forces, keep our con-
ventional guard up, and keep Soviet
capabilities proportional through arms
control.

Cfen r el

The Changing Tactical Arsenal

In 1957, about 7,000 tactical nuclear
weapons (warheads) were deployed in
Europe for direct battlefield support.
These included nuclear land mines,
mortar rounds, recoilless rifle loads,
air-dropped nuclear bombs, nuclear
warheads for air defense missiles, and
nuclear artillery shells. Later, inter-
mediate-range nuclear force (INF)
missiles were introduced and with-
drawn (Thor and Jupiter) and reintro-
duced as Pershing II and the ground-
launched cruise missile (GLCM). The
United States also deployed shorter-
range  surface-to-surface  missiles
(SSMs) of increasingly better accu-
racy, mobility, and survivability. The
British and French deployed their own
national systems.

Today’'s NATO launcher panoply
for tactical nuclear weapons consists of
aircraft carrying nuclear bombs, sur-
face-to-surface missiles that have a

Oenise Brown, Editor

Herbert J. Coleman. Chief. News Clipoina & Analvsis Service (SAF/AA) 695-2884
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range of less than 1,000 kilometers,
and artillery shells for the 8-inch how-
itzer and the 5-inch gun. Other
launchers either are being replaced
with conventional systems (air defense
missiles) or removed because thev
have become obsolete or incredible
(land mines, Honest John, and Ser-
geant missiles). Modernization made
it possible to reduce the stockpile.
More can be done.

Why Tactical Nuclear Weapons? Tactical
nuclear weapons are supposed to deter
nuclear or conventional attack on Eu-
rope. The absence of a Soviet attack
for more than 30 vears is cited as evi-
dence that deterrence has worked.
Deterrence depends on the oppo-
nent’s belief that, in extremis, nuclear
svstems will be used. The visible in-
tegration of tactical bombs, artillervy
shells, and surface-to-surface missiles
at manv levels down to squadrons and
battalions suggests intended routine
use of these short-range weapons (like
the localized nature of launch and
strike suggests intention to employ).!
NATO has sought to make its tactical
nuclear weapons credible in three
ways: by articulating a strategy that
allows use of nuclear weapons to stop
an attack and restore the status quo,
by maintaining a conventional force
posture  that leaves ambiguous
whether the initial forward defense
will hold without nuclear use, and by
modernizing the nuclear force. Mod-
ernization boils down to the shopkeep-
er’s argument that surely the United
States would not spend billions on
weapon loads, survivability, electron-
ics, and delivery systems for weapons
it would never use. Modernization is
supposed to suggest determination,
absent other indications of political
will.

Alliance cohesion in sharing nuclear
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risks and responsibilities is another
justification for tactical nuclear weap-
ons. Both NATO and the Warsaw Pact
spread nuclear roles by spreading nu-
clear-capable launchers among alliance
members, although NATO has done
more. Warheads remain in the hands
of a few: the United States, Great Brit-
ain, and France on the Western side,
and the USSR on the Eastern side.
However, almost all allies on both
sides have launchers and nuclear stor-
age sites in many countries.

For NATO allies, especially those
without nuclear warheads of their
own, the coupling of tactical weapons
to U.S. intercontinental systems by
some uninterrupted escalatory ladder
has always been primary. Basically
coupling means continued visible as-
surance that the United States would
risk Chicago to save Frankfurt. There
are arguments that the INF deplov-
ments have increased confidence in
coupling U.S. strategic forces to the
defense of Europe because INF can
strike deep into Soviet territory from
West European soil. The same argu-
ment could be made for a pre-INF
tactical system, the British. German.
and Italian Tornado aircraft, which can
also strike targets in the USSR with
U.S. nuclear loads, although this claim
is seldom made for the Tornado. For
that matter, the Hades and S-X svs-
tems, which France hopes to deplov
in the 1990s, are also coupling in the
sense that they could be taken to sug-
gest French willingness to sacrifice
Paris for Frankfurt, if anvone wants to
believe that.

Although the Soviets cannot be sure
that a nuclear outbreak in Europe will
escalate to an intercontinental ex-
change, nuclear arsenals at all levels
have become so large and complex
that measuring the coupling or decou-
pling effects of some particular tactical
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systems becomes more of an exercise
for medieval schoolmen than for strat-
egists.

The best argument for the ractical
nuclear svstems is the observable mil-
itary effect of their presence. Their
presence in Europe apparently com-
pels the USSR to disperse conven-
tional forces in the attack to avoid
presenting lucrative targets. This has
made force concentration in the attack
very difficult. The need for dispersal
also raises questions about the signifi-
cance of the often mentioned Soviet
tank superiority along the expected
axes of approach to the allied forward
area. As Deonald Cotter pointed out,?
planned troop density for Soviet forces
in the attack has declined from some
500 per square kilometer in the im-
mediate postwar period to around 20
by the mid-1970s; Cotter speculated
that with further modernization of tac-
tical nuclear forces the density can be
cut to 8 per square kilometer, not a
trivial benefit if true. Thus, tactical
nuclear weapons stll have value, al-
though less than previously; using
them has become less credible, but
not incredible.

Why So Many Tac-Nucs? The variety
and number of NATOQO's tactical, in-
termediate-range, and strategic weap-
ons allow response at manv levels but
give no clue ar what level or when a
nuclear response might come. The va-
riety of choices allows a small symbolic
response or a larger one. The avowed
purpose of NATO forces is to deter
war and, If war breaks out, to restore
the status quo ante bellum as quickly
as possible while defending all of
NATO territory as far forward as pos-
sible (rather than defeating the enemy
and invading his territory). Thar doc-
rine begs the questions of what nu-
clear response, how, and when. Its de-
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liberate ambiguity helps derterrence
but 1s useless as a guide for nuclear
employment in the event of war.

Flexible response, NATO’s an-
nounced strategy, requires many kinds
of launchers. For credible deterrence,
launchers must have loads 1o suggest
that they will be used. The actual
numbers of weapons (warheads) in
Europe are determined in the first in-
stance by the estimated number of
weapons needed for target coverage.
That is, how many weapons are
needed to destroy suitable rtargets
promptly and reliably? The key word
is suitable. The number of stationary
objects and facilities or moving mili-
tary targets that nuclear weapons could
destroy is virtually infinite. Target
numbers drop with more rigorous
judgments about which of them are
best covered by nuclear weapons such
as hardened storage and arca targets
like airfields or choke points, and, on
the other hand, which targets are eas-
ily destroyed by available conventional
means. Judgmentsior calculations re-
lating to the reliability of rtarget de-
struction by nuclear means are also
factors requiring explanation, because
the stockpile is always bigger than the
anticipated number of reasonable rar-
gets.

Thus, to assure target destruction
the stockpile must reflect additional
warheads to assure survivability. Each
weapon is assigned a survivability fac-
tor between 0 and 1 according to lo-
cation and weapon system. The same
weighting svstem is used for the reli-
ability factor, which is determined bv
the results of warhead testing. The
third factor is penetration probability,
which 1s the highest for missiles (in
contrast, for instance, to bombs). A
100 percent penetration probabiliry is
assigned to missiles. Thus, for a weap-
ons system that has a survivability fac-
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tor of 0.9, a reliability of 0.7, and a
penetration probability of 1.0, the
probability of arrival on target is 0.63
percent. If there are 100 targets to
damage by some anticipated amount,
divide 100 by 0.63 and establish a re-
quirement for 159 warheads.?

Fewer is Better? These calculations
make perfectly good sense as abstrac-
tions; their concrete results do not.
They lead to enormous stockpiles and
to an uneasy sense that there are cir-
cumstances under which much if not
all of the stockpiles may be used. For
publics and politicians, ambiguous
doctrinal blather about the deterrent
purpose of nuclear weapons is less
compelling than the phvsical presence
of thousands of warheads. Political
controversies in Europe about nuclear
energy, the deployment of enhanced
radiation weapons (neutron bombs),
INF deployment, and now the Stra-
tegic Defensive Initiative (SDI) have
created a public climate suggesting
that the nuclear stockpile must decline
if it 1s to survive. European publics are
more awarc of the danger of and ef-
fects of nuclear weapons than ever be-
fore. Arkin, von Hippel, and Levi cal-
culated in 19824 that a small, defen-
sive nuclear release of tactical weapons
would cause berween one and ten mil-
lion unintended civilian deaths, in ad-
dition to the inevitable military cas-
ualties in the attacking and defending
forces. Accurate or not, those results
are popular culture now, and they are
one of the reasons countries of deploy-
ment want warhead reduction as the
political price of deploying any new
launchers on their soil.

Soviet force improvements provide
no brake on U.S. nuclear removals
from Europe. This is so despite Sec-
retary of Defense Caspar Weinberger’s
public announcement in June 1983

104

about forward-deployed Soviet war-
heads in Europe, the actual forward
deployment of Soviet short-range tac-
tical launchers in 1983-1984, and their
active and continuing modernization.
Indeed, the forward deployment of
Soviet nuclear missiles and warheads
and the modernization of these missile
launchers initially had more negative
resonance in East Germany, Poland,
and Czechoslovakia®> where the de-
ployments are going on than in NATO
Europe, the threatened party.

Soviet force changes not directly re-
lated to some threatening act—Ilike an
invasion of Poland—no longer have
much political effect. This reflects
changed European perceptions of the
United States rather than of the
USSR. Europeans tend to regard the
two as normal states increasingly sim-
ilar in their international behavior if
different in cheir value structure. To
Europeans, the principal threat in-
creasingly seems to be the dynamics
of superpower conflict rather than the
USSR and its military strength.®

In other words, the European polit-
ical consensus supporting deployment
of nuclear weapons is thin. What re-
mains of a majority consensus is an
uneasv one; the consensus is one that
recognizes that there is probably no
alternative to some nuclear deploy-
ments, asks that more be done with
less, and requires that deterrence be
enhanced while reducing the chances
for actual nuciear use.

The actual choices suggested by
these soft criteria include acquisition
of new surface-to-surface missites with
a longer-range denuclearization of air-
crafc and some artillery. and the sub-
stitution of conventional precision-
guided munitions to cover some tar-
gets now ascribed to nuclear systems.
In combination, these changes should
permit fewer warheads and reduce the
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likelihood of earlv nuclear weapons
use. Stockpile reductions are the re-
sult of more cfficient targer coverage
(substitution of fewer, more reliable
missiles for more questionable air-de-
livered bombs} and denuclearization
of some launchers (while retaining the
military effects of forward deploy-
ments). These moves require conven-
tional changes like acquisition of pre-
cision-guided conventional munitions
to cover targets now treated by nuclear
weapons,

A longer-range SSM of less than 500
kilometers, substituting for the Persh-
ing 1A (160-720 kilometers) and grad-
ually replacing some of the Lance (110
kilometer) launchers as well, would
provide such effects. For political rea-
sons such a launcher should be mul-
tipurpose—that is, capable of launch-
ing conventional loads. If multipur-
pose, such a system could also provide
a counterbattery answer to Soviet
short-range SS5Ms that now threaten
key NATO facilities with conven-
tional mumtions. That would be
cheaper than some claborate antitac-
tical ballistic missile defense system.
The Lance itself included a conven-
tional capability to permit deplovment
in Belgium and the Netherlands. Yet
mobility or hardness for survivability
will make such a new U.5. S§M an
expensive acquisition. Thus there
would be fewer of these SSMs than
earlier SSM generations.

Second, the shorter-range multi-
rocket launcher systems (MRLS) now
being purchased for NATO forces
could carry short-range nuclear loads
instead of the arullery, or at least one
class of guns, either 155 meter or the
& inch. Nuclear loads for MRLS could
have a longer range than the present
artillery (e.g., perhaps 60 kilometers
or more). These launchers might pro-
vide the same deterrent and attack
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complicating effects as arullery, but
with fewer loads. Finally, tacucal air-
craft could be taken off quick reaction
nuclear alert, and those assigned to
nuclear roles could be reduced alto-
gether. Removal of the remaining nu-
clear loads for the obsolete Nike Her-
cules antiaireraft system is the other
obvious unilateral stockpile-reduction
initiative.

Thinout of nuclear arullery loads
(and partial substitution by MRLS),
acquisition of longer-range SSMs, and
an end to quick reaction alert status
for aircraft should suggest a force pos-
ture change that makes early nuclear
release less likely without changing
NATO's nuclear strategy. That
change derives from an end to the vis-
ible threat of immediate use as sug-
gested by quick reaction alert status,
the reduced number of warheads (with
its implied deemphasis of tac-nucs},
and the longer range of the remaining
launchers.

The Soviers. What would the USSR do
then? Perhaps not much, beyond some
continuation of modernization, pro-
vided these NATO changes are ac-
companied by conventional force im-
provements and arms control efforrs.
Of course, no one really knows what
role nuclear weapons play for the
USSR, or how the Soviets would use
their nuclear weapons, were they to go
to war. As lan Clark has pointed out
in Limited Nuclear War, experts on So-
viet military strategy are as divided on
most of the major issues as they are
on the mles of evidence by means of
which these issues might be resolved.’
Some analysts cite Soviet military au-
thorities as evidence of a lack of Soviet
interest in limited nuclear war. For ex-
ample, Thomas Wolfe wrote in 1966
that
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the main bodv of Soviet writing
on the conduct of theatre warfare
begins with the assumption that
both tactical and strategic nuclear
weapons will be used in any major
theatre campaign that develops as
part of a general war. In the same
way some Soviet writers still ad-
vance the standard argument that
introduction of tactical nuclear
weapons in local war situations

would mean escalation into World
War.®

Others say that declaratory policy
and open writings are only part of the
picture, That is, even if no Soviet
statements can be found actually fa-
voring limited nuclear options, the
USSR wouid have reasons to limit es-
calation above the level of initial use
as strong as those of the West, should
nuclear war break out. B.S. Lamberth
of the Rand Corporation wrote in 1977
that

notwithstanding the heavy handed
themes enunciated in open Soviet
military writings, there are valid
reasons for suspecting in their pri-
vate thinking and planning, So-
viet political and military leaders
are closely attuned to the issue of
strategic target selectivity and are
fully prepared, both intellectually
and operationally, to wage less
than insensate strategic oftensive
warfare, should they conclude
that the exigencies of the mo-
ment warranted it as a preferred
course of action.”

Regardiess of whar Soviet doctrine
is or is not, at this point the Soviets’
nuclear force dispositions give them all
the necessary options, or so it would
appear, according to Jeffrey D. Mec-
Causland, who wrote in 1985 that

the Soviets have an expanded ca-
pability to commence an attack
by using short range nuclear
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weapons, hut the acquisition of
this capability should nor neces-
sarily be construed to indicate in-
tent. They have in fact multiplied
their options of commencing an
offensive with ecither a nuclear
strike or conventional assault,
while maintaining the ability to
escalate to bartlefield nuclear
warfare either in response to first
use by NATO or if their [own]
conventional attack should stall.
. . . In additon the {Soviet ac-
quisinion of a full range of ractical
nuclear weapons] gives NATQ an
incentive not to escalate, if its
conventional defense  should
fail.™®

It is hard to tell whether or not these
three sets of views reflect mirror im-
aging—that is, ascribing to the Soviets
some doctrine that made sense in each
case of the then-current NATO strat-
egy and nuclear force dispositions. So-
viet acquisition of mobile, nuclear-ca-
pable artillery and modernized, more
accurate SSM spanning the full range
of escalation possibilities now gives
the USSR the same range of escalatorv
possibilities as NATQ, whether or not
that matches some doctrine we cur-
rently ascribe to them. The use of that
force posture for deterring a NATO
strike 1s clear; its actual utility in the
offense makes no more sense than ear-
lier Soviet force postures.

It 1s hard to believe that the USSR
would know how to use nuclear weap-
ons any better than NATQ, or thart
many of the same or reciprocal con-
fusions and questions that bedevil
NATO stafts would nort also affect So-
viet planning. Many now believe that
the USSR plans for a conventional
rather than nuclear war and that the
Sovier tactical nuciear force posture is
designed 1w deter a NATO launch.
Nevertheless, an attack on NATO Eu-
rope, especially a surprise attack, is

THE WaSHINGTON QUARTERLY * WINTER 1987




SPECIAL EDITION

-- 5 MAY 1987

not a military problem confined 1o the
European theater.

There are strategic problems that
the USSR would face in attacking
NATO Europc, regardless of whether
it intended first or anv other nuclear
use. To begin with, all nuclear weap-
ons in the world except Soviet weap-
ons are pointed at the USSR. Fur-
thermore, all neighboring countries,
including those with which the USSR
is allied, have governments or popu-
lations that are unfriendly toward the
Kremhin. Afghanistan has an active
guerrilla war that requires considerable
Sovier attention, while to the cast
China poscs a dircct military confron-
tation—a threat complicated by it
being a major land power as well as a
nuclear one.

The military consequences of this
stratggic situation are awesome, to say
the least. All Sovict fand force choices
outside FEurope (stand pat, draw
down, buildup, and preempt) are
fraught with danger once an atrack on
Europe appears imminent or has
started. Yet that is the casiest prob-
lem. How can the Soviet Navv, in-
cluding some missilc boats, be purt
sea without signaling Sovict intent to
go to war? Would the USSR risk its
vulnerable Asian frontiers and sacrifice
its fleet in order to achieve tactical sur-
prisc in Europe? Finally, what about
the Sovict Union’s land-based stra-
tegic force, its most valuable and ac-
curate missile force? Will that force sit
in its silos hostage to the U.S. strike
that might come anv time after it be-
comes clear that the USSR has initi-
ated a European war? An intermediate
posture such as placing the intercon-
tinental ballistic missile (ICBM) force
on an advanced state of alert seems
prudent; vet how does the USSR do
so without inspiring reciprocal escala-
tory alerts on the U.S. side and with-
out drawing attention to its own higher
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state of alert? In short, attacking Eu-
rope by surprise is a bigger problem
than just building up forces opposite
Europe and launching them, in itself
a difficult rask.

Purcly military questions aside, ac-
tuallv attacking Europe has its own
politicat problems. First, about half
the forces normaliv presumed avail-
able for attack in the center region are
Polish, East German, and Czech.
"T'hese divisions are of variable qualirty,
and abscnt some compelling motiva-
tion—like a NATO attack spcar-
headed by Germans—of uneven reli-
ability. Although prudent military
planning requires counting thesc
forces as part of the threat, no one
would contend that they arc as uscful
to the USSR in all foreseeable circum-
stances as the Soviet forces. Indeed,
one could say that the principal func-
tion of the Warsaw Pact military or-
ganization (and its own military expe-
riencc) has been to assurc its own
structural survival as a political and
military glacis protecting the USSR, as
demonstrated by the invasions of
Hungary and Czechoslovakia.

The latrer event is often cited as
evidence that the Warsaw Pact has an
offensive militarv doctrine, and that
Warsaw Pact allics are cooperatively
integrated in the execution of that
doctrine, It is true that the USSR, as-
sisted by neighboring Warsaw Pact
countries, invaded and occupied
Czechoslovakia in 1965, Furthermore,
all the units involved had been trained
in the offense, and as a combined al-
lied operation against a defined objec-
tive the invasion was a success. It is
also true that the experience in polit-
ical  coopcration, communications,
combined scaff work, and actual ¢x-
ercise of a combincd force on thc
ground strengthened the Warsaw Pact.

How rclevant that experience 1s to
an attack on NATO LEurope is another
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matter. First, everyone knew that the
attack was coming—NATO was sim-
ply unsure of the precise day it would
occur. This may have been deliber-
ate—to warn the Czechs into submis-
sion—or it mav have been unavoida-
ble. The doctrine of surprise normally
ascribed to Soviet military planning
was either ignored or ineffectively ap-
plied. Second, as in 1938, the Czech
Army staved in its barracks, so there
was no resistance. Third, the Czechs
had no nuclear weapons to force the
invaders to face stark choices. Fourth,
the scope of the operation was far
smaller than an invasion of NATO Eu-
rope would have to be.

The 1invasion of Czechoslovakia
raised serious questions about the uul-
ity of non-Soviet Warsaw Pacrt forces
in the offense. It is true that Warsaw
Pact forces are trained almost exclu-
sively in the offensive mode. Yet there
are at least two respectable interpre-
tations for that phenomenon. First, of-
fense (labeled counterattack) is the
Warsaw Pact doctrine imposed by the
USSR on its allies as the preferred way
to fight initially in the event of war,
Second, forces not trained in the de-
fense have trouble organizing one.
The first purpose supports fear that
offensive doctrine implies offensive
intent. The second, however, 1s sup-
portive of the avowed Soviet purpose
of preventing Soviet allies from learn-
ing how to defend themselves effec-
tively against the USSR. Which of
these is the primary Soviet purpose is
debatable and cannot, obviously, be
proven. But the rtraining of narional
forces in the offense only is resented
in Warsaw, Prague, etc., and should
be no surprise. That the largely con-
script Eastern European forces would
be difficult to morivate in a surprise
assault on NATO seems likely. The
Czechs, after all, have had two oppor-
tunities in this century to defend their
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soil, and have prudently decided that
the costs of military resistance were
too high in each case. The scenario
under which the Czech Army invades
Bavaria is thus hard to imagine.

Yer if attacking NATO Europe is no
easy matter for the Warsaw Pacr, even
with numerically superior forces, NA-
TO’s defense problem involves much
more than adjusting a nuclear force
posture. The prncipal issue is conven-
tional defense.

Keeping Up the Guard

NATO forces have been numerically
inferior since the founding of the alli-
ance. The reasons for the visible
NATO-Warsaw Pact imbalance were
alwavs budgetary: NATO couid not
afford to do more, meaning thar ailied
governments, including the United
States, were unwilling or saw no rea-
son to do more, Neither would they
match the Warsaw Pact countries in
tank or artiilery tube numbers, air-
craft, and other major items of equip-
ment. Instead, NATO routinely
claimed qualitative supertority for its
own systemns. NATO’s better atrcraft
did provide command of the air for
much of the last 30 years. Whether it
still does is questionable. NATO’s real
edge came first from nuclear monopoly
and then from nuclear superiority.
That advanrage made possible a strat-
egy that required forward defense of
all NATO territory, and threatened
nuclear response in the event of at-
tack, but confined NATO ambitions
to the restoration of NATO territorv
and stopping the war. These limited
objectives required thinner and
smaller conventional forces than
would be necessary for a real conven-
tional forward defense.

It is primanly the West Germans
who insist that the alliance defend the
Federal Republic of Germany (FRG)

THE WASHINGTON QUARTERLY * WINTER 1987




SPECIAL EDITION

-- 5 MAY 1937

as far forward as possible. As the most
likely target of Soviet attack, and be-
cause the loss of 100 kilometers of
German territory means the loss of a
third of the population, this i1s not un-
reasonable. Because the FRG pro-
vides about half of the ground forces
in the center region, the FRG de-
serves a dominant voice in how its
frontage is defended. Less compel-
ling, however, are the German argu-
ments that because modern war will
be so destructive, it is not to be con-
templated, and that therefore NATO
should concentrate on the deterrence
of war rather than on the means of
fighting it. Without nuclear superiority
that posture is incredible. After all, a
deterrent posture lacks conviction
without the evident capacity to fight,
particularly to defend the territory
which the opponent may wish to oc-
cupy. And surely the horrors of nuclear
war are greater than the horrors of
modern conventional conflict. Thus
the answer to an eroding nuclear de-
terrent is an enhanced conventional
war-fighting capability.

Although willing to concede this
point in theory, NATO officials re-
main divided on what is to be done.
Yet no NATO government would ar-
gue that the nuclear security blanket
be done away with or even that the
nuclear strategy be changed. There is
allied consensus that there are only
limited resources available for conven-
tional improvements. With slowly
growing economies, declining draft
age populations, high unemployment,
and other social problems, few Euro-
pean governments are inclined to gen-
erate the additional means to meet the
defense requirements which threat an-
alysts and military staffs can imagine.

Only 6 out of 16 NATO countries
met NATOQO’s agreed goal of a 3 per-
cent increase in defense spending
after inflation in 1985, and fewer may
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do so in 1986.!" Therefore hierarchical
choices between desirable improve-
ments will be necessary, and some de-
sirable improvements may be set
aside. For example, the present en-
thusiasm on both sides of the Atlantic
for antitactical ballistic  missiles
(ATBM) (e.g., upgrading the Patriot
surface-to-air missile [SAM] to provide
a point defense around 160-odd poten-
tial Soviet SSM targets) will have to
be balanced against other expensive
alliance goals such as acquiring enough
ammunition to fight a 30-day war. And
the desirability of striking the second
attacking Soviet echelon 300 kilome-
ters behind the front in the early days
of war may have to give way to hitting
the second echelon more reliably and
more cheaply at distances of 100 kil-
ometers. Building mobile forces to
stop Soviet Operational Maneuver
Groups (OMG) or infiltrators may have
to be weighed against building
cheaper intermittent barriers up front
against tank forces first, even though
such barriers mean symbolic divisions
between the two German states.
Rapid movement toward computer-
based communications to manage air-
land battles may have to give way ini-
tially to systematic use of the dense
but efficient West German telephone
network by military forces.

Not every desirable system is ob-
tainable, and not every threat can be
met. It may be that the Soviet Com-
mandos (Spetznaz) threaten the nu-
clear storage sites immediately behind
the lines, and that those sites should
thus be more heavily defended. They
also threaten the Luneberger Heide
farmers’ daughters, communications,
airfields, and other targets. Which
first?

It is clear that Soviet forces continue
to improve, that the nuclear deterrent
is no longer what it was, and that con-
ventional improvements are needed.
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Every vear the International Institute
for Strategic Studies (IISS) says it
best, in slighty different words. In
1985, The Military Balance: [985-1986
declared that

our conclusion remains that the
conventional overall Dbalance is
still such as o make general mil-
itarv aggression a highlv risky un-
dertaking for either side. Though
possession of the ininative in war
will always permit an aggressor to
achieve a local advantage in num-
bers sufficient to allow him to be-
lieve that he might achieve lim-
ited tactical successes in some
areas, there would still appear to
be insufficient overall strength on
either side to guarantee victory,
The consequences for an attacker
would sull be quite unpredict-
able, and the risks, particularly of
nuclear escalation, incalculable.??

Chances are that incrementally the
alliance will find a new credible bal-
ance between its convenpional and tac-
tcal nuclear forces to assure the de-
fense of NATO Europe into the next
century. Fixing the conventional bal-
ance to the point where the alliance
appears capable of mounting a credi-
ble initial defense is expensive but do-
able, if the alliance is willing to con-
centrate on that problem rather than
fixing ancillary threats with new tech-
nology like ATBM. The voluminous
literature on fixing the balance sug-
gests increased munition stocks, bar-
riers, more reserves, reorganization,
wheeled armored vehicles, improved
communications, hardening of aircraft
shelters and storage facilities, and so
forth. Not all of these things need to
be done at once. Like changes in the
nuclear force posture, such changes
will occur piecemeal.

As noted, the tactical nuclear ete-
ment requires modernization with a
smaller stockpile, and fewer and more
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capable longer-range tactical launch-
ers. If most of the potential launchers,
whether airborne or ground-based, are
well back from the front, and if the
number of nuclear launchers has been
reduced, the chances of early use will
be visibly diminished. Once such a
force is in place or on order, NATO
can then decide whether that change
warrants a shift in the declared strat-
egy. This is preferable to a priori the-
oretical debate about what the strategy
should be, whether it is no first use,
some first use, no last use, or ‘lunch’
on warning. Changing the strategy first
assures nothing more than further de-
bate and avoids the essential accom-
paniment to any change in the tacrical
nuclear force posture-conventional
force improvements.

In that worthy effort, the modern-
ization of the tactcal nuclear forces
will itself play a role. Each new gen-
eration of SSMs has required fewer
personnel to man and maintain the
systen and this should also be true of
later generations. The release of many
aircraft  from nuclear roles (which
would accompany an end to quick nu-
clear reaction assignments and conver-
sion to standoff rockets from gravity
bombs) should help restore a more fa-
vorable air balance. The denucleariz-
ing of a class of artillery, like 155 guns,
should release significant numbers of
guns for conventional fire. Further-
more, the reduction in the number of
warheads t be transported, stored,
and maintained should save personnel
for conventional war.

Fixing the balance in the longer
term requires one more element, arms
control, or at least some cooperative
measures to break the cycle of deploy-
ment and counterdeployment in Eu-
rope. Itis still possible that the Mutual
and Balanced Force Reduction
(MBFR) negotiations in Vienna and
the Conference on Disarmament in
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Europe (CDE) in Stockholm wilil help
stabilize the conventional force bal-
ance. The increasing costs of new
weapon systems and the decline in
draft age population on both sides sug-
gest a degrec of common interest in
progress. An arms control scheme that
would affect the tactical nuclear forces
on both sides has yet to be tried, al-
though Soviet leader Mikhail Gor-
bachev raised the idea again on April
18, 1986, in East Berlin.

Arms Control Considerations

Wao Wanes Arms Controf? Tactical nu-
clear arms control has more support in
general than in particular. Some West-
erners will consider deploving fewer
tactical weapons and hope the Soviets
will follow suit, or they espouse un-
speeified weapon tradeoffs or particu-
lar  nuclear weapon-free  zones
(NWFZs). The Soviets have proposed
denuclearized zones in central Europe
{and, for that martter, in northern Eu-
rope and the Balkans), and have ex-
pressed interest in nuclear arms reduc-
tions within the MBFR framework.
In the West, even arms control en-
thusiasts wonder if unilateral nuclear
force changes could happen if there
were progress in tactical nuclear arms
control negotiations. Why should the
Soviets trade away some force com-
ponent of theirs against nuclear an-
tiaircraft  warheads, for example,
which are coming out anyway? Thus,
NATO must choose between retain-
ing some force component to be
traded away against a desirable force
change on the Eastern side, or ration-
alizing its own nuclear forces unilat-
erally before engaging in arms control.
Having made that choice, NATO
could try to assure no further threat-
ening force changes on the Eastern
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side through agreements affecting fu-
ture deployments.

Since the 1950s, Poland has been in
the forefront of denuclearization
schemes, the first and best known of
which, the Rapacki plan, called for the
denuclearization of Poland, Czecho-
slovakia, and both German states. Al-
though denuclearizing Germany is
clearly in the Soviet interest, this
scheme also served a Polish purpose
in assuring that Poland would not
come under nuclear artack. Moreover,
there was both official and public re-
sistance in (Czechoslovakia and the
German Democratic Republic (GDR)
to the forward deployment of short-
range Sovier systems in the wake of
West German agreement to deploy
GLCM and Pershing Il launchers on
West German soil, Resistance or not,
these short-range Sovier systems were
ultimately deployed. Yet because re-
luctant acquiescence is not enthusi-
asm, the East Bloc countries where
deplovment took place would presum-
ably be happy to have some or all of
these weapons out. One can also safely
assume that the storage sites for nu-
clear weapons—obvious nuclear tar-
gets—are less than popular in the War-
saw Pact forward area.b

France is a special case. Having de-
cided to starve its own conventional
forces to modernize its nuclear derer-
rent, France presumably would not
wish to reduce its nuclear forces, and
only reluctantly would join any
scheme to do so. Still, time, life, and
fortune have ways of altering national
perceptions, e¢ven French ones. One
can even imagine ways to design arms
control around France and its nuclear
forces. For example, France could
agree separately not to circumvent ar-
rangements ncgotiated by other par-
ties once these negotiations were far
along.

Thus there is some coincidence of
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general interest among virtually all po-
tential participants in tactical nuclear
arms control. Also, it seems hard to
imagine that European neutrals (Swe-
den, Switzerland, Austria, Yugoslavia,
and Finland) would object, given their
interest in berter East-West relations
in Europe and the occasional interest
in denuclearization expressed by neu-
trals in the CDE context. Yet a favor-
able, abstract awitude toward arms
control seldom guarantees agreement
to a specific tradeoff. When faced with
actual reduction in natienal or allied
assets {not just the prospect of adver-
sary reductions) governments often
settle for the appearance of progress
rather than acrual results,

Parity Regained? Another reason gov-
ernments find 1t hard to contemplate
actual reductions is the difficulty of
finding clearly equal reduction resid-
uals, that is, visible parity in the same
units of account. Virtually all arms
contro} arrangements seek a visible
form of pariry as an outcome, whether
equal aggregates in strategic forces as
in SAL'T, or common ceilings in man-
power as in MBFR negotiations. The
military significance of these residuals
is less important than their presumed
political effects. Officials and publics
on both sides of the Atlantic believe
that an unfavorable numerical imbal-
ance of forces could somehow tempe
an adversary to attack, or at least to cry
using irs perceived and quantifiable
superiority to influence the polirtical
behavior of the seemingly weaker
side. In this view, enshrining an im-
balance in an arms control agreement
means codifying visible inferority for
future adversary exploitation.

For reducing rtac-nucs, some ar-
rangements based on an overall per-
ception of equivalence, rather than
system-by-system or category-by-cat-
egory equality, may be necessary.

112

This is because Western tac-nuc de-
ployments tend to be constrained by
Western disinclination to deploy
more, and are relatively insensitive to
the numbers of tactical systems the
USSR deploys. Also, all racrical
launchers whether aircraft, artillery, or
SSM missiles are potentially useful for
non-nuclear missions. Both sides
would presumably want to retain the
capabtilities to deliver conventional
munitions (or chemicals) with chese
same launchers. Given these factors,
smaller numbers of S§SMs on the West-
ern side, and the better quality of
Western deliverv  systems, NATO
would not likely offer a one-for-one
launcher trade.

Warheads, the other potential unit
of arms control account, would pose
verification problems, even if the
USSR had anvthing like the 6,000-odd
(current) U.S. warheads in Eastern
Europe. On the Eastern side, most of
the nuclear loads for the nuclear-ca-
pable aircraft, artillery, and multipur-
pose SSMs are still located on Soviet
soil, although there are storage sites in
Eastern Europe. Even if one were
confident about the exact number of
Soviet warheads stored in Eastern Eu-
rope, negotiating Soviet stored war-
heads to a level of parity with the West
could require larger Western reduc-
tions while the major Sovietr tactical
stockpile on Soviet soil would remain
unaffected, and presumably unin-
spected. Therefore, parity in war-
heads also seems an unlikely proposal.

Vertficarion. Verifying tactical nuclear
arms control is hard. Monitoring in this
context means the umely ability to lo-
carte a satisfactory proportion of the po-
tential elements of trade or limirtation;
verification represents the political
acumen to judge whether such moni-
toring reveals enough. One hopes in-
telligence can monitor major taccical
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nuclear weapons launchers (artillery,
SSMs, aircraft) over time, and know
the location of most warhead storage
sites.

How confidently the West can mon-
itor the content of nuclear storage sites
is less clear. Yet both sides store nu-
clear weapons separately from other
rypes of munitions. This is necessary
for safery and to avoid mistakes in
what 1s fired, dropped, or launched.
For the same reason, nuclear warheads
are moved according to standard pro-
cedures in which the troops moving
them are trained. Retraining troops
and relocating weapons take time and
cffort; destandardization of movement
and storage, while perhaps useful for
fooling intelligence, raises the risk of
accidents or unintended use. Monirtor-
ing these procedures over time would
presumably enhance confidence about
when nuclear-capable units were re-
inforced with nuclear weapons in
many, but not all, instances. There-
fore, the separation of launchers from
storage sites helps monitoring. In the
case of forward-deployed, short-range
launchers like ardllery, chis separacion
could theoretically be done by remov-
ing all storage sites from some defined
forward area; also, colocation of planes
and warheads could be discontinued.

Although the reliability of monitor-
ing might decrease with distance from
the forward area, monitoring by tech-
nical means alone would represent in-
adequate verification. Concerns about
unidenufied storage, changing stor-
age, and transport pracrices to avoid
monitoring would remain. None of
these concerns could be put to rest
easily even in a better political cli-
mate. Thus tac-nuc arms control prob-
ably provides the clearest case for jus-
tifying on-site inspection (OSI).

In the United States, as compliance
problems relating to earlier, strategic
arms control agreements figure more
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prominently in public debate, it has
become more difficult for political
leaders to defend arms control without
tight verification assurances, which
OSI is presumed to provide. In West
Germany on the other hand, OS] is
less popular because of the prospect
of reciprocal application of any mea-
sures applied in Eastern Europe, and
the fact that any measures agreed w
would be applied on German soil, East
and West,

Past Western plans for arms control
in Europe, whether MBFR, CSCE, or
CDE, often have sought warning en-
hancement through OSI. Even if some
arms control-related OSI scheme does
not produce precise understandings of
opponent force compliance with
agreed levels, it could produce better
understanding of the opponent force,
and thus enhance warning of attack.

Historically, the Soviets have re-
sisted all types of derailed inspection,
saying that inspection schemes are
simply espivnage and attempts by for-
eign observers to learn the structure,
composition, abilities, and size of their
forces and those of cheir Warsaw Pact
allies. Yet at this point Gorbachev has
stated his acceprance of on-site in-
spection, at least in prnciple. And,
the Soviets have not resisted inspec-
tion in all cases. In the unsuccessful
1963 Comprehensive Test Ban ralks,
Khrushchev agreed to three inspec-
tions per year; in the preliminary
phase of the renewed Comprehensive
Test Ban talks in the Carter adminis-
tration, the Soviets agreed to monitor-
ing of tests by black boxes (adversary
instrumentation). In the European
context, they were willing, for a mo-
ment, to consider aerial inspections
proposed by the West during the 1958
Surprise Attack Conference, they
agreed to voluntary inspections of ma-
neuvers in the CSCE (which may be
refined further), and they scem ready

113

13




SPECIAL EDITION

5 MAY 1987

Thomas J. Hirschfeld

to agree to fixed observation posts in
the MBFR “to monitor withdrawals.”
The Soviet formula justifying the lim-
ited kinds of inspection they agree to
is usually expressed as the “method of
verification should be proportional to
the degree of disarmament.”

Taken literally, this is nonsense;
significant reductions at the strategic
level (c.g., silo-based missiles),
whether large or small, are easily mon-
itored by technical means and require
no intrusive inspection measures. On
the other hand, the reluctance to re-
veal information chat this formula
masks is understandable, given the
Soviet advantage of secrecy. Ceding it
without getting something thev want
in exchange must seem disadvanta-
geous to them.

The Soviets try 1o reveal as little
hard data about their forces in nego-
tiations as they possibly can, They also
try to assure that whatever monitoring
system is agreed to is minimal, and
precisely confined to the formal obli-
gations the USSR assumes. For this
reason, the Soviets have historically
resisted agreeing to measures that are
designed to improve warning, or to
dialogues, institutionalized or other-
wise, which exchange information for
the sake of building confidence. How
much they reveal tends to be limited
by the terms of their legal obligations.

[nstitunionalized dialogues may be
useful, but freestanding ones seem
non-negotiable. Historically an arms
control agreement has been the price
of dialogue with the USSR about So-
viet forces. The SALT [ Sranding
Consultative Commission (SCC) is the
best example.

Negonating Modalities. How would one
negotiate reductions or limitations on
tactical nuclear weapons? It would be
very hard to avoid a muldlateral
forum. Unlike SALT, START, and
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INF, which involve launchers and
warheads that belong only to the
United States and the USSR, allies on
both sides own many of the tac-nuc
launchers. Even if discussions were
confined to warheads, NATO allies
would presumably want active and
continuous oversight over decisions af-
fecting the common defense, their
own forces’ structure, alliance nuclear
strategy, and allies’ future expendi-
tures. Although the Warsaw Pact part-
ners could not impose their prefer-
ences on the USSR, it would be very
hard to exclude them if NATO part-
ners were invited to participate. Eu-
ropean neutrals may want a voice 1oo.
It may therefore be necessary to create
some new forum.

The advantage of using an existing
forum lics in saving the time (some-
times vears) required to negotiate and
establish a new forum and its proce-
dures. The advantages of using the
MBFR forum are that participants on
both sides include all those (minus
France) who own the launchers, war-
heads, and land on which they are de-
ployed. In that form, the allies have
learned the procedures for negotiating
without France, which has never hid-
den its distaste for MBFR, while
keeping French sensitivities and in-
terests in mind. ‘

A nuclear component would give
MBFR negotiations a significance and
topicality that it has not enjoyed for
almost a decade. The addition of a
nuclear element could also help with
one of the principle points of East-
West contention, the equipment is-
sue. East Bloc participants have al-
ways insisted that withdrawing or re-
ducing forces also means withdrawing
or reducing equipment, something the
West resists doing because it rakes so
long for U.S. forces to return to Eu-
rope, and because reducing equip-
ment implies the destruction of the
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equipment of FRG and Benelux
forces. However, given the small size
of the initial manpower reductions
now proposed, an arrangement limit-
ing or reducing nuclear forces could be
enough to satisfy the East on the
equipment point for the initial phase
of reductions, if the other parts of a
first phase reduction scheme were
agreed upon.

The Vienna MBI'R necgoriations
had a nuclear component between
1975 and 1979. To induce the USSR
to withdraw a tank army, the West
offered to withdraw 54 nuclear capable
F-4 aircraft, 36 Pershing IA launchers,
and 1,000 warheads. The West with-
drew this offer in December 1979, and
removed 1,000 warheads unilaterally
shortly thereafter. Not only had the
East falled to take up the offer, but
the value of the pieces had eroded as
the warheads got older and the launch-
ers and aircraft became obsolescent.
Furthermore, a trade of nuclear sys-
tems against tanks became less attrac-
tive as the Soviet tactical nuclear ca-
pability in the forward area began to
equal the Western one. Some other
tradeoffs involving nuclear weapons
on both sides seem a beteer bet for the
future.

Another existing forum, the Confer-
ence on Disarmament in Europe
(CDE) is ideal from a geographic point
of view, in that the zone of application
extends from the Atlantic to the Urals
and would thus encompass all poten-
tial or deployed systems of tactical
range. Furthermore, if CDE succeeds
in refining confidence building mea-
sures for conventional forces, such as
prior notfication of out-of-garrison
movements, it might be possible to
glaborate analogous measures in the
nuclear realm. Solemn agreements by
the neutral Europeans not to acquire
nuclear weapons or allow their deploy-
ment on their soil might increase the

THE WASHINGTON QUARTERLY = WINTER 1987

Tac-Nucs in Europe

circumscription of some nuclear-free
zone composed of Balkan or Nordic
members. In fact, nuclear weapon free
zones for the Balkans, northern Eu-
rope, central Europe, and the Medi-
terrancan have been put forward.

So far, it seems unlikely that the
Western members would be willing to
adjust their most dangerous military
assets in a forum subject to the ap-
proval of small states like Malta. That
may change with time. For example,
it may be possible that improvements
in remote technical monitorning would
permit the design of constraints on the
movements of aircraft or the deploy-
ment of nuclear weapons in ways that
could be accomplished without unac-
ceptably intrusive on-site inspection,
although that would require rewording
of the CDE mandace, which presently
permits only measures relating to con-
ventional forces.

Any INF agreement will contain
non-circumvention provisions, and
therefore may cover and even con-
strain some elements of the tactical
nuclear force on both sides. Because
of the circumvention potential of the
900 kilometer range Soviet 8§-22, and
the 500 kilometer range $S8-23, the
United Srates in February 1982 sug-
gested that new missiles with more
than 900 kilometer range be banned,
and that missiles with ranges of and
between 85-22 and -23 be limited o
the numbers deployed as of January 1,
1982. The Soviets have agreed that
short-range systems could be ad-
dressed in a separate protocol, once
the central issucs of the negotiations
have been resolved. Thus it appears
that alchough some shorter-range sys-
tems may be constrained or reduced
by INF, no existing system will be
eliminated.'* Even the most favorable
circumstances (Soviet willingness to
limit §S-22s and -23s to the numbers
deployed on January 1, 1982) would
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still leave enough of these systems de-
ployed to warrant further limitations,
especially because modernization
would be permitted.

The nature of any limitations de-
pends ultimately on whether the So-
viets would ask for reciprocal trade-
offs, and what the West would be
willing to give. It is not clear that the
obvious candidate, trading away the
remaining Pershing 1A launchers in al-
lied hands, would be either acceptable
to the USSR or to the losing allies. On
the other hand, it is possible that the
USSR would agree to unilateral reduc-
tions in the event of some trades in-
volving removal of all U.S. INF from
Europe. In that case, the USSR might
withdraw those launchers deployed
forward in response to initial U.S. INF
deployments.

The simplest negotiating system is
mutual example. Each side pulls
something out, or cgases some form of
behavior, or fails to deploy something
in the hope or expectation that the
other will follow suit. This is the sof-
test form of arms control. Except in
the case of nondeployment, mutual
example imposes no obligations about
the nature and size of the residual
force. In a sense, reciprocal force im-
provement and modernization are the
obverse of this process.

As a reduction or stabilization tech-
nique, mutual example has a mixed
history. In the early 1960s, the USSR
and the United States pulled conven-
tional forces out of Europe at approx-
imately the same time. There are re-
ports that these reductions reflected an
agreement between Secretary of State
Dean Rusk and Soviet Foreign Min-
ister Andrei Gromyko, reached before
deployment of U.S. forces in Vietnam.
Both sides subsequently increased
their troop numbers in the forward
area, the USSR in the form of five
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divisions which remained after the in-
vasion of Czechoslovakia.

The other well known example is
President Carter’s holding back de-
ployment of the enhanced radiation
warhead in 1979, pending some un-
specified equivalent Soviet move. The
Soviets offered nothing (except not
deploying enhanced radiation weapon
[neutron] bombs themselves), certain
that the United States’ European allies
were reluctant to allow deployment of
this weapon. This limited experience
suggests that mutual example is more
effective if there is some common un-
derstanding as to what is to be with-
drawn and when, but that mutual ex-
ample arrangements do not establish
significant limitations for long.

Possible Arms Control Arrangements.
The nature and composition of the
tactical nuclear arsenals in Europe sug-
gest no neat, simple trades. There is
no obvious way to establish equal force
residuals after significant cuts in
launchers and warheads. One side or
both would want to retain the non-
nuclear capabilities of the launchers,
or the launcher’s location makes them
hard to count. What, for example, is
the reduction zone for aircraft? Precise
numbers of warheads are unknown.
Yet arms control arrangements are pos-
sible if both sides are willing to take
equivalent risks for equivalent bene-
fits.

Arms control arrangements that
seem worth thinking through fall into
several categories which often need to
be combined in order to achieve an
equitable effect for both sides. These
include partial denuclearizations, nu-
clear free strips, and follow-on deploy-
ment arrangements.

Partial denuclearizations means
both sides remove the same thing. For
example, the West could propose that
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each side remove (otherwise unspeci-
fied) 1,000 nuclear warheads, or all nu-
clear gravitv bombs on both sides, or
remove all nuclear roles for aircraft.

Removal of 1,000 more Western nu-
clear warheads could {(by the time they
are taken out) be characterized as a
reduction to 3,000 weapons, half of a
preexisting stockpile. The 50 percent
cut would parallel the proposed reduc-
tions in the strategic realm. Challeng-
ing the Soviets to do the same, if they
have large numbers deployed forward,
has advantages for both sides, because
the nuclear loads available for the for-
ward svstems would decrease.

In anv case. the residual 3,000
Western warheads should be adequate
for covering high value targets such as
main operating bases, choke points,
tactical ballistdic missiles, maneuver
units and supporting artillery battal-
ions, and logistic support. It is hard to
believe that all these targets require
nuclear preemption, if one assumes a
need to preempt time-urgent targets
early, no Western interest in initiating
a nuclear exchange until absolutely
necessary, and some delay from the
NATO political consultative process
preceding nuclear release. These fac-
tors suggest initial preemption of most
of these targets by non-nuclear means.
Finally, it is hard to believe that any
significant shortfalls in target coverage
cannot he made up from submarine-
launched weapons, either SLBM, or
Tomahawk, or other systems outside
Europe.

If, as some suspect, the USSR has
large numbers of warheads deployed
forward, then it may be inclined to
follow suit, and reduce by 1,000, If
not, NATO could withdraw some
smallér number, in exchange for an
effective freeze on the Sovier warhead
residual assured through OSI.

There are advantages for both sides
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in this scheme, such as the decrease
in the number of potenual nuclear det-
onations, momentum for the down-
ward trend in small nuclear weapon
deployments in the forward area (with
the implicit decline in the likelihood
of early first use), and most important,
a freeze in the number of forward de-
ployed warheads. The latter comes
from a necessary feature of this ar-
rangement—on-site inspection of the
storage site—which represents an
Eastern concession of weight.

OSI would be confined to the pe-
rimeters of the storage sites; inspec-
tion of intertors and warhead counting
are probablv too much for either side
to tolerate. The purpose of this ar-
rangement 1s better warning. This
comes from knowing about forward
movement of warheads (available from
observing the rate of loading or un-
loading at a forward storage site). Con-
tinuing access to the perimeter of the
site would be necessarv. There should
also be instrumentation to detect ra-
diation. Gorbachev claims he is willing
to accept OSI. Presumably he would
be more willing to accept OSI in the
forward area, away from the Soviet
frontier. The costs o the USSR are
the revelation of its storage sites in
Eastern Europe and the acceptance of
continuing inspection of their periph-
ery. The advantage for the USSR,
aside from freezing Western warhead
numbers, is the same as for the
West—better warning.

Past difficulues about Soviet com-
pliance with arms control agreements
suggest valid concerns aboutr whether
the Soviets would notfy all site loca-
tions. Nevertheless, the USSR would
have greater difficulty hiding remain-
ing storage sites once others had been
revealed, if indeed it wished to risk
the political embarrassment of expo-
surc. And an inspection arrangement
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should be supplemented by an insti-
tutionalized dialogue on the SCC
model, one which would allow chal-
lenge of ambiguous events and require
adequate response. Thus this inspec-
tion scheme provides warning en-
hancement in any event.

Another form of partial denucleari-
zation is the removal of some category
of launcher from a nuclear role. Air-
craft are an obvious first choice. In
Europe NATO allies face an air de-
fense environment so dense that reli-
able delivery of nuclear bombs on
fixed target areas is increasingly pain-
ful to contemplate. The development
of SSMs and non-nuclear stand-off
missiles (which can be fired from air-
craft inside one’s own territory), pre-
cision-guided munitions, fuel-air ex-
plosives, and sea-launched cruise
missiles (SLCMs), suggest that cov-
erage of time-urgent targets is not de-
pendent on aerial delivery of nuclear
weapons.

To be effective and verifiable, air-
craft denuclearization would have to
be worldwide, and arranged by aircraft
type and model. Over the long run,
this would be advantageous for both
sides, especially the West, because
generation-by-generation cost and so-
phistication have driven the total num-
ber of aircraft down. Therefore, re-
leasing hundreds of tactical aircraft
from nuclear roles represents a signif-
icant increase in conventional combat
power. The Soviets claim interest in a
denuclearized world and have always
agitated for denuclearization of nu-
clear capable aircraft. Presumably they
will want that,

Verifying a worldwide denucleari-
zation of attack atrcraft is presumably
possible in the sense that both sides
would know from the deactivation of
storage sites, the end of training in
nuclear roles, and other indicators that
neither side was faced with the im-
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mediate prospect of a nuclear attack
from shorter-range aircraft. Actually
knowing that nuclear loads were not
stored somewhere outside an in-
spected zone may be impossible.

Denuclearizing the presently de-
ployed rtactical aircraft may be too
much for air forces to contemplate;
agreeing to denuclearize the next gen-
eration of attack aircraft may be easier.
Both sides could agree, for example,
that particular follow-on types of air-
craft now deployed would not have
nuclear delivery missions.

A narrower approach would involve
the removal of some warhead type—
such as gravity bombs—from the in-
ventory of both sides. Because it is
now more dangerous for aircraft to
penetrate hostile airspace over desira-
ble targets, dropping nuclear bombs
makes much less sense. Airborne mis-
siles, whether nuclear or conventional,
are better. Because they are more ex-
pensive and more reliable than iron
bombs, there would also be fewer of
them. Removing the iron bombs from
the inventory could reduce the num-
ber of storage sites on both sides. It
would also save personnel and a sig-
nificant amount of fissionable material.
If target coverage by conventional
standoff systems and other non-nu-
clear systems in theater is feasible,
then both sides could consider local,
partial, denuclearization by ending
colocation of aircraft and nuclear stor-
age altogether.

OSI of the same sort as required for
the warhead withdrawal or freeze ar-
rangement mentioned above would be
required on any remaining nuclear
storage sites in the forward area, and
to assure that closed sites remained so.

The other obvious candidate for re-
moval is nuclear artillery rounds. Ar-
tillery has always posed the question
of early nuclear release, the idea that
nuclear shells would need to be fired
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before the guns were overrun. Be-
cause the nuclear role is deeply inte-
grated wichin artillery units, there
have alwavs been doubts—whether
warranted or not—about effective con-
trol of release. To the extent that OSI
of storage sites is acceptable as a quid
pro quo for the removal of iron bombs,
1t could be acceptable 1o the Soviets
as a wayv to assure that nuclear artillery
shells are not moving into the forward
areas.

Now that the Warsaw Pact seem-
ingly matches NATO in the number
of nuclear-capable artillery tubes, ini-
tial NATO use confined to artillery fire
is arguably less likely. Yet as long as
nuclear-capable guns in combination
with SS5Ms continue to induce the
Warsaw Pact forces to spread out in
the attack, having some nuclear artil-
lery sull seems more important for the
defender than for the attacker.

Denuclearizing the artillery may
make sense for both sides as part of a
general denucleanizacion of an entire,
narrow area. | his was the logic of the
1981 Palme proposal that suggested a
denuclearized belt of 150 kilometers
on both sides of the line of demarca-
tion dividing the two German states.
Moving nuclear weapons back sug-
gested less likely earlv use of nuclear
weapons, fewer nuclear explosions,
and meaningful arms control with the
attendant political effects. NATO re-
garded the idea as an assault on the
chenished ambiguity of its nucliear doc-
trine, and as a covert move in the di-
rection of no first use. Unable to let
well enough alone, the USSR treated
the idea as a chance to denuclearize
Germany by asking for a 300 kilomerer
denuclearized belt on both sides of the
line of demarcation berween the two
parts of Germany.

Nevertheless, some modified ver-
sion of this idea bears further exami-
nation. The center region, sometimes
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called the MBFR area (the Benelux
countries, and the FRG, versus the
GDR, Poland, and Czechoslovakia),
has twice the depth on the Eastern
side as on the West, Thus, a 100~150
kilometer denuclearized belt on the
Western side could be matched by one
twice its width on the Eastern side.
For this purpose, denuclearization
means nonstorage of nuclear warheads
which implies closing all storage sites
in the area under inspection, and cre-
ating a verficaton regime which
would prevent warheads being
brought forward for storage.

This arrangement would encompass
most of the storage on the Western
side and most of the known Eastern
storage sites. As long as other, longer-
range launchers continued to assure
target coverage and to inhibit massing
of Soviet armor, NATO would benefit
as well as the Warsaw Pact. The gain
for NATO is the denuclearizadion of
the shortest range Soviet systems: in
effect artillery, 55-21 and the aircraft
located in the GDR. NATO would
lose the protective nuclear fire of the
LANCE svstems’ forward-based, for-
ward-positioned artillery tubes, and
forward-based QRA aircraft. It would
gain conventional strength from de-
nuclearization of multipurpose svys-
tems. The likelihood of carly usc—
lest they be overrun—would have
been reduced. The Warsaw Pact could
have lost the ability to retaliate in kind
early, at the lowest levels.

Both sides could agree not to deploy
follow-on generations of tactical nu-
clear launchers, whether SSM, arul-
lery, or aircraft. Over a long time, such
a process would in theory denuclearize
the forward area altogether—that is, iof
both sides believed that the deploy-
ment of intermediate-range svstems
and the continued existence of their
respective nuclear launchers outside of
central, northern, and southern Eu-
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rope were enough. Nevertheless, both
sides could collude on intermittent
denuclearization, one component at a
time, beginning with arrack aircraft.

Negotiating this arrangement would
require explaining that one side would
denuclearize a particular follow-on sys-
tem, would want a corresponding one
denuclearized on the opposing side,
and why the allegedly corresponding
system was equivalent. Negotiating
such arrangements does not require
doctrinal agreement, only agreement
on the tradeoffs. For example, the
United States could announce that the
F-16 follow-on would not be 2 nuclear-
capable aircraft, provided that the next
specified generation of Soviet actack
aircraft was non-nuclear. The allied
consortium planning the Tornado fol-
low-on could also plan to denuclearize.

If this works, the artillery could be
next. Given arms control deadlocks at
the strategic level and some common
interest in arms control progress
among all potential ‘participants, a
scheme like this one may seem more
interesting were INF negatiations to
founder. Even if they do not, cutting
tac-nuc capabilities in tandem scems
like a better way to mainrtain stabilicy
than one-sided cuts.

In conclusion, if medernized, a
smaller NATO rtac-nuc arsenal would
still complicate an arrackers’ prob-
lems. Modernizing means longer-
range multipurpose tactical missiles,
ne more nuclear bombs, and partal
denuclearization of the artillery, which
in combination means a smaller stock-
pile. Modernization does not mean de-
bating a new NATO strategy as a pre-
cursor or alternative. Rather such a
force could by its structure and dis-
position convince informed NATQO
publics that early nuclear release was
less likely. Yer a modernized tac-nuc
force is no substitute for the necessary,
parallel conventional force improve-
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ments. Neither is tac-nuc arms control
a substitute. It can, at best, stabilize
the tac-nuc element of the balance by
reducing some fears about early use,
increasing warning, and influencing
the nature of follow-on systems. Warn-
tng enhancement and greater confi-
dence about later use depends on ac-
cess to the periphery of nuclear storage
sites and an end to colocation of
launchers and warheads, rather than
on negotiated residuals.
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NUCLEAR WEAPONS...CONTINUED

Entering the

ostnuclear Agc

By Edward N. Luttwak

—

. ong before Ronald Reagan
and Mikhail Gorbachev started talking about abolishing nuclear
weapons, the trend moving us step by step toward a “postnuclear era”
was clear and relentless. To be sure, there are more nuclear weapons
around than ever before. But the effect of nuclear weapons on the mili-
tary balance has continued to diminish.

During the first years of the nuclear age, a few hundred atomic
bombs of 20 kilotons or so were considered quite sufficient to deter a
Soviet invasion of Western Europe, against which there was no other
protection worth mentioning. Even the Soviet Union, after it had de-
veloped its own atomic bombs, did not produce a great number of
them: for both sides, the revolutionary novelty of the new weapons, the
nature of the destruction they could inflict, displaced the usual ac-
counting of military power. Today, by contrast, the nuclear weapons
of each side run in the thousands. Indeed, to achieve the same goal of
dissuading a Soviet invasion of Europe, the addition of entire categories
of “battlefield” and “tactical” nuclear weapons was considered neces-
sary during the mid-1950’s: bomnbs for fighter bombers, artillery shells,
rocket warheads and demolition charges. Thus, many more weapons of

more varied form were needed by the end of the 1950°s to do exactly what
a handful of atomic at the start of the decade.

For a while, the awesome destructive power of hydrogen bombs re-
stored the immm. especially when they ap-

peared as warheads for unstoppable intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles. The Eisenhower Administration would later be criticized for
wanting to build only a few dozen of them, and the Soviet Union, which
had been the first to develop them, was initially content with a mere
handful: once again it was the nature of the new weapons that was con-
sidered important, not their numbers.

But the process of decline was soon under way again. Western Eu-
rope was still in need of protection against the Soviet Army, which the
United States and its allies were still unable to match. At first, the
Kennedy-era remedy was to increase the number of intercontinental
nuclear weapons. As always before, the Soviet Union eagerly compet-
ed, and indeed continued to compete even after the United States
deliberately slowed down after the mid-1960's.

The results of this story are well known: to achieve the same origi-
nal purposes of deterrence, the nuclear weapons of the “strategic”
category now exceed 10,000 on each side. Intermedjate-range weapons
— including cruise missiles and Pershing 2's in the West, and the
Soviet $S-20's (and $S-22's) — have been added as well. The phenome-
non is familiar from economics: When a currency keeps being deval-
ued, it takes more and more of it to buy the same goods.

It is usually argued that this devaluation has come about because
the nuclear balance has shifted in favor of the Soviet Union. That has
certainly happened, and it has not helped. But during the 1850's, Awh‘ep

P

the United States and its allies relied on nuciear aeterrence much
more than at any other time before or since, the Soviet Union couid al-
ready attack every major American city with its own thermonuciear
weapons. True, the United States had more of them; but it was the Soviet
Union that was the first to acquire unstoppable ballistic missiles.
Actually, the decisive change has been one of mentality — one that
has little to do with the balance of nuclear forces. What sustained the
credibility of nuclear deterrence was, above all, the evident moral fer-
vor of a great many Americans. It was the willingness manifested by
American public opinion to use nuclear weapons rather than accept a
further advance of Communism. As with other strong emotions, it
could not be sustained forever. It is hard to say how much an in-
creased sophistication about the consequences of nuclear war, about
the varieties of Communism, and, above all, about the Soviet Union it-
self, which is no longer generally viewed as a dynamic expanding
power, has contributed to this decline. But of its resuits there can be no
doubt. Just over 30 years-ago;-an-American President could publicly
declare that the United States would use.nuclear weapons in Korea
rather than send more combat troops, and eive much more ap-
plause than :;j_tlijztiﬁslnfgms_mblic. Now, by contrast, it is hardiy
conceivable<tiiat the United States would employ nuclear weapons in
Korea.
Certainly, Western Europe is not as remote from the concerns of
most Americans as Korea. But it is clear that the decline in moral fer-
vor is also overtaking nuclear commitments made on Europe's be-

half. Indeed, one reason for the original European request for the Per-
shing and cruise missiles was precisely to resist-this change in men-

tality and to preserve the credibili i tween American nu-

rlear weapons in those in the United States. Public atti-
tudes, ill-defined as they are, are the true deter-
minants of the limits of policy. Hence, we have
seen the spectacle of President Carter coming
into office and announcing his intention to abolish
nuclear weapons, followed by President Reagan,
whose starting point was precisely the opposite,
ending up by virtually echoing President Carter’s
call. The spirit of the times has prevailed over in-
dividual belief.

Nothing measures the decline of nuclear weap-
ons more accurately than the increase in the non-
nuclear tnmes_t.hauhehlorth\m‘l_gmic Treaty Or-
ganization keeps so reluctantly Tor the defense of
its “Central Front” in. Germany. During 1946-
1949, there were only two, under-strength Amer-
ican divisions; 50,000 British troops, and small
Belgian, Dutch and French contingents — even
though the cold war was at its peak. By the 1960’s,
with West Germany rearmed, Central Front
forces had increased substantially, to 24 divi-
sions. Nowadays, a vastly increased effort has
made it possible, upon mobilization, for NATO to
field forces that are much larger, better-equipped
and better-prepared than ever before.

Still, the jmbalance in nonnuclear strength per-
sists. The Soviet Union may not amount to much

as a producer of ladies’ fashions or computers, but it remains the
world’s leading producer of armored and mechanized divisions. It is
true that the Soviet Army has many defects, so that optimistic ac-
counts depict an army whose equipment is not as good as the latest in
NATO; whose ranks include many raw recruits and a great mass of
older reservists upon mobilization, as well as many non-Russians who
might not fight with enthusiasm or at all; whose officers are rigidly
unimaginative and much given to strong drink.

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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SUPERCONDUCTOR RECORD SET IN THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC

The Nuclear Research Center in Karlsruhe (Baden-Wiirttemberg) has set a new record in
the worldwide hunt for superconductors which operate at the highest possible tempera-
ture, the center announced Wednesday (March 25). According to a spokesman, the begin-
ning of the process of superconduction--the conducting of electricity without loss of
energy--was measured by the center for the first time at a temperature of 125 Kelvin
(minus 148 degrees Celsius) using an alloy of yttrium, barium and copper oxide. The
previous record was 92 Kelvin (minus 181 Celsius). The higher temperature opens up new
possibilities over the long term for the application of superconductors. Superconduc-
tion has been achieved at increasingly high temperatures since the end of 1986. For
many years before that the upper temperature limit for this physical phenomenon was 23
Kelvin (minus 250 degrees Celsius), which is 23 degrees above absolute zero (minus
273.15 degrees Celsius).

NUCLEAR WEAPONS...CONTINUED

All that may be true, but Russians even less weli-equipped, more
poorly trained and even more drunken defeated many more Germans
in Wo than the Americans or British ever fought. Even if all that

. is high-tech about the Soviet Army turned out to be inferior, its 200
tank and mechanized divisions and masses of artillery could still
smash NATO's use more than 40 years after 1945
there is still no great army to defend it.

Our European allies know that it is very easy to underestimate the
Soviet Army. Accordingly, they insist that nuclear deterrence re-
maijns essential. But it has taken a huge increase in the number and
power of nuclear weapons to maintain the same level of deterrence,
and, even if it was reasonable to multiply the currency up till now, that
remedy can serve us no longer. That is the real meaning of the latest
talk of abolition: nuclear weapons may not be reduced, let alone abol-
ished, but there is no longer a valid incentive to add to their numbers.
Plainly, we are entering the “postnuclear” age, in which the nonnu-
clear invasion potential o7 the Soviet Union will have to be matched by
nonnuclear defenses of comparable strength.

Those who applaud the decline of nuclear weapons, as well as those

. who recognize that they have given us 40 years of peace — and a re-
warding great power role for the United States without need of a great
army — must confront the implications of that decline. The choice suc-
cessfully avoided in 1945 and durine the decades that followed cannot be

avoided much longer: Washingion must either reorganize its military
strength for the postnuclear age, by increasing its forces for defense of
the Continent, or it must give up its great power role in Europe.

Edward N. Luttwak is the author of, among other books, “Strategy:
The Logic of War and Peace,” which will be published next month.
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TEACHING ABOU
NUCLEAR WAR

When political advocacy
becomes classroom indoctrinati

By Linpa CHAVEZ

HE STATED aim of Choices: A Unit on Conflict

and Nuclear War, an instructional guide for
junior high school students prepared by the Union of
Concerned Scientists in conjunction with the National
Education Association and its affiliate Massachusetts
Teachers Association, is to “‘help equip students with
the skills and knowledge to understand what choices
can be made to ensure a peaceful and secure future for
the United States and the world” (p. 7). Furthermore
say the authors, ‘“The unit is not intended to advance
specific political positions’’ (p. 7). The goal is surely a
worthy one and the political disclaimers reassuring.
The project was tested in thirty-four states by forty-
seven teachers and two thousand students. Revisions
were made after the initial field test and the unit is
now published and available to the NEA’s 1.7 million
teacher members and to anyone else who wishes to

Linda Chavez is editor of the American Educator.
Chavez wishes to thank Joshua Muravchik, who
writes frequently on foreign and defense issues, for
hic holnful cueooctinne i the preparation Of this

purchase it. S0 why have so many alarms been soui
ed since the publication of Choices from such dive
quarters as education writer Gene Maeroff at The N
York Times and the editors of the Washington Posi
Human Events, the conservative Washington wee
newspaper?

The Post said that the guide is ‘‘not teaching in :
normally accepted—or for that matter, accef
ble—sense. It is political indoctrination.”” Strc

words for a newspaper whose editarial nolicies are 5.

sharply antithetical to the vic
Choices.

Indoctrination is teaching pe:
of thought uncritically. Ind
necessarily imply that what is b
false or harmful. The question
Wasbhington Post editors anc
NEA/UCS study guide right?
children, specifically twelve-,
year-olds, to accept uncriticall
relation to conflict and nucle:
balanced treatment allowing st
plies, to understand what ch
policymakers in the current nu
























