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Office of the Director

Federal Emergency Management Agency

Washington, D.C. 20472
October 22, 1984

| RG7862
His Excellency

The Rt. Hon. Lord Carrington
Secretary General

North Atlantic Treaty Organization
1110 Brussels, Belgium

Dear Lord Carrington:

This brief note is to tell you how much I enjoyed our discussions
in your office on October 9, 1984, Although in Washington we are
fully involved in our annual budget preparation agonies, I have
made it a point to share with other appropriate officials the
general nature of our discussions. I am convinced that NATO's
ability to deter aggression will, in large measure, be determined
by the adequacy of civil planning and the degree to which the
military side and the civil side treat each other as equals. 1In a
milieu such as NATO, your support of our effort in your capacity

as Chairman of the Senior Civil Emergency Planning Committee

(SCEPC) will have a most salubrious effect. Before I left Brussels,
I discussed with David Abshire our conversation, and I reiterated
my concerns that the civil involvement in NATO must be strengthened.

I shall be returning to Brussels for the next Plenary session of
the SCEPC in March, and I hope we will have an opportunity to
continue our discussions regarding SCEPC.

Sincerely,

Louis O LEiuffrida
Director

Fnclosure
bee: Ambassador D@Vid M._Ab§hire

NullvLdpiec UCulgc ollul e

Honorable Caspar Weinberger
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IMDI Board/Council Meeting
Tuesda}{, November 13, 1984

AGENDA IN BRIEF

8:30
9:00
9:45

10:45

12:00
1:30

2:45

4:00

5:00

Registration Begins
PART I: ASSESSMENT OF THE MOST SERIOUS THREATS TO MAINTAINING THE PEACE

PART II: INDUSTRIAL PREPAREDNESS — HOW STRONG ARE OUR ECONOMIC-INDUSTRIAL
FOUNDATIONS FOR MAINTAINING THE PEACE?

® Defining national security, industrial preparedness, and the stakes for business

* How prepared is the U.S. Government to effectively harness the iatent capabilities of our industrial base?
Do we have the institutional and procedurai vehicles to tap that base in a national crisis?

® How important should the question of industrial preparedness be in the making of U.S. national
security policy? .

® What goals should receive highest priority in the development of a U.S. industrial preparedness program?

PART lll: WHAT ARE THE MOST CRITICAL DILEMMAS CONFRONTING INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS
AND GOVERNMENT POLICYMAKERS IN THE EXPLODING FIELD OF HIGH TECHNOLOGY?

® How can we take maximum advantage of sharing technology with our allies — yet observe critical
national security considerations?

® How can technology best serve the international marketplace as a driving force for economic progress?
What — if any — international guidelines should be set to ensure “fair, free” trade in the high-tech sector?

® How can we increase our competitive edge so crucial to both national security and “building the peace?”

® How can both government and the private sector best serve national and international interests in the
field of high-tech and ensure/maintain industrial preparedness?

Break for Lunch (Open Time)

PART IV: FLASH POINTS — WHAT ARE TODAY'S MOST THREATENING GLOBAL HOT SPOTS AND
HOW PREPARED ARE WE TO DEAL WITH THEM?

® How are wars in the Middle East and Central America impacting global security and international business?

® To what extent does terrorism pose a threat to internationai security and what steps must we take to
prevent a potential disaster?

® How are today's crises in U.S.-Soviet relations, particularly regarding East-West trade, affecting
international business?

® What impact have recent developments within the Eastern Bloc (i.e. East Germany’s recent promotion of
detente) had on stability in the region and relations with the Scviets?

PART V: FORGING A NEW PARTNERSHIP IN INDUSTRIAL PREPAREDNESS — WHAT DOES IT TAKE
TO MOVE AHEAD?

® What does government need from industry — in the short- and long-term — to meet America's strategic
needs and improve our capability to respond in national emergencies?

® What action steps must business take now to strengthen the private sector role in national security?

® What lessons can be learned from business’ and government'’s current participation in defense planning?

® What incentives can the U.S. Government provide to the private sector to promote the capability of our
industrial base to be “on call” (i.e. increase production) in time of crisis?

RECEPTION FOR DISCUSSION OF ISSUES: Key Government Officals from FEMA, Departments of
Defense, Commerce, and State will meet with Conference Participants

Adjourn
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

U.S. SENATE
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, D.C., May 13, 1982.

Honorable John Tower,
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Chairman:

During the timeframe January 3 to January 14, 1982, I
travelled to Europe to examine the current political and military
situation with respect to the NATO Alliance. I reported to the
Committee on a similar trip in 1974 in my report, '"Policy, Troops
and the NATO Alliance,'" and again in 1977 with the late Senator
Dewey Bartlett in "NATO And The New Soviet Threat."

I visited with political and military leaders as well as

civilian experts in several of the major NATO countries. In
addition, I met with representatives of the European Community and
a large number of the NATO representatives in Brussels. I spent

a considerable amount of time with General Bernard Rogers at SHAPE
Headquarters discussing the military problems and other issues
facing the Alliance. Prior to departing and after my return, I had
numerous discussions and briefings with Defense and State Department
personnel, U.S. civilian experts, and the NATO diplomatic community
and parliamentarians.

I am indebted to the work of several civilian experts,
Dr. Joseph V. Braddock, Mr. Donald R. Cotter and Dr. Fred Wikner,
for their valuable contributions. Dr. Tom Callaghan, a recognized
expert on Alliance cooperation, has provided valuable advice. I am
also grateful for the advice of Lieutenant General
James F. Hollingsworth (Ret.) and Dr. Jeffrey Record, both of
whom also assisted with the preparation of the 1977 NATO report.

Finally, 1 would like to thank the staff that accompanied me
on the trip and worked on the report: Mr. Frank Sullivan of the
Armed Services Committee and Mr. Arnold Punaro of my staff.

Kathy Parkerson of my office deserves much credit for her excellent
work in preparing the report for printing.

I am hopeful that this report will be of interest and benefit
to the members of our Committee as we consider matters relating to
the NATO Alliance.

Sincerely,

Sam Nunn



NATO: CAN THE ALLIANCE BE SAVED?

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization today faces
multiple problems which, if left unresolved, could destroy the
Alliance as a credible collective security organization. NATO
remains wedded to a military strategy - flexible response
and forward defense - whose viability has been severely comp.umised
by profound changes in the global and European military environment.
NATO's political cohesion, the essential foundation for needed
alterations in the Alliance's military posture, has been badly
shaken by external influences and internal disagreements.

The NATO Alliance is now in need of major repair, militarily,
politically, and economically. Western political leaders must
begin to make these repairs soon if the NATO shield is to continue

to protect Western values and interests.

A Fragile NATO Political Foundation

Prospects for achieving desirable alterations in NATO's
military force posture and strategy hinge on obtaining a level
of political consensus within the Alliance that NATO unfortunately
does not enjoy today. Politically, the Alliance is in disarray
over a host of issues--a disarray evident in bickering among
the allies and in a lack of unified responses to Soviet
international behavior. Charges and counter charges are

frequently hurled across the Atlantic.



--On East-West relations, the Europeans charge the United
States with being more interested in confronting the Soviets
than keeping peace, and they fear being dragged into war. The
United States charges the Europeans with being more interested in
economic dealings with the East than the security of their own
people, and it fears a European drift to neutralism. The United
States contends that a considerable amount of Western European-
Soviet bloc trade is significantly subsidized with Western credits
and guarantees. The Europeans believe the United States is too
sanctimonious and self-serving in efforts to restrict European
trade with Eastern Europe while continuing to sell United States
grain to Moscow.

—--On the Middle East, the Europeans charge the United States
with seeking a military posture and presence in the Middle East
without any overall military goals or political strategy. The
United States charges the Europeans with military timidity and
inaction in the face of palpable Soviet threats to oil supplies
upon which Europe is far more dependent than the United States.

~—-0On the Third World, the Europeans charge the United States
with over-emphasizing military solutions to Third World problems
while ignoring the fundamental economic and social problems.

The United States charges Luropeans with insufficient attention to
direct military problems caused by Soviet and Soviet proxy attempts
to support the violent overthrow of non-communist governments

in unstable Third World countries.
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--0On burden-sharing, the Europeans charge the United States
with neglecting NATO defense during Viet Nam and its aftermath
while they were improving NATO defenses and now hammering the
allies to do more in difficult economic times. They also
criticize the quality of the All-Volunteer Force and question
United States abilities to produce reserves in the event of NATO
conventiohal war. The United States charges the Europeans with not
accepting a large enough defense spending burden in the face of
a large Soviet military buildup.

~--0On the two-way procurement street, Europeans charge the
United States with reneging on agreements to procure common equipment
and weapons from Europe. The United States charges the Europeans
with insufficient interest in NATO standardization and interoperability
resulting from national pressures to protect domestic industries.

The disturbing aspect of these charges and counter charges
is that both sides are to a growing extent correct. If NATO is
to succeed, the discussion must move. in the direction of reconciling
the real differences and of positive coordination and cooperation.

The Heart Of NATO's Problem-
A Miljitary Strategy That Cannot Be Implemented

NATO's military strategy has been characterized as one of
flexible response and forward defense. Flexible response has
implied the use of tactical and/or strategic nuclear weapons
in the event a Soviet-Warsaw Pact conventional attack in Europe
could not be contained by non-nuclear means. Forward defense has

meant defense as near to the inter-German border as possible, with



the aim of conceding minimum West German territory. This
strategy was adopted at a time when NATO possessed pronounced
strategic and theater nuclear advantages over the Soviet Union
and the Warsaw Pact. NATO's quantitative inferiority in
conventional forces deployed in or readily available for combat
in Europe was deemed tolerable because nuclear superiority
permitted the Alliance to escalate a conflict across the nuclear
threshold to the disadvantage of the Pact.

During the past decade and a half, however, the Soviet Union
has managed to eliminate NATO's nuclear superiority at both the
strategic and theater levels, while at the same time expanding
its traditional advantages in conventional forces.

By attaining strategic nuclear parity with the United States,
the Soviet Union has severely undermined the credibility of U.S.
strategic nuclear forces as a deterrent to a conventional attack
on Europe. By deploying theater nuclear forces that are now
superior to NATO's, the Soviet Union has reduced the effectiveness
of NATO's tactical nuclear forces both as an instrument for defeating
a massive non-nuclear invasion and as a deterrent to Soviet use of
nuclear weapons. By enhancing its longstanding quantitative
superiority over NATO in conventional forces with greatly
improved quality, the Soviet Union has diminished the prospects
for a successful forward defense.

Under conditions of strategic parity and theater nuclear
inferiority, a NATO nuclear response to non-nuclear Soviet
aggression in Europe would be a questionable strategy at best,

a self-defeating one at worst. Thus major responsibility for



continued deterrence in Europe has shifted to NATO's outnumbered,
outgunned and maldeployed conventional forces. Flexible response
in theory has become inflexible response in practice.

The United States loss of strategic nuclear superiority,
which many observers regarded as inevitablé, was not in and of
itself fatal to NATO's flexible response strategy. Had the
demise of strategic superiority been attended by retention of
theater nuclear advantages and by creation of conventional defenses
unambiguously capable of mounting an effective forward defense of
Germany, the basic integrity of NATO's strategy could have been
preserved. During the 1970s, however, the Alliance chose to rely
for the most part on the aging theater nuclear weapons deployed
in the late 1950s and the early 1960s. Despite mounting evidence
that the Soviet Union was mustering in Eastern Europe the capacity
for a conventional blitzkrieg (thereby reducing the degree of
warning time so essential for a successful forward defense), NATO's
conventional defense posture vis-a-vis the Soviet-Warsaw Pact

was allowed to deteriorate further.

Conventional Defense - The NATO Dilemma

Thus as NATO enters the 1980s, it confronts a military
environment characterized by strategic nuclear parity, growing
theater nuclear inferiority, and a continuing lack of a credible
conventional capability. Not even the full realization of NATO's
Long-Range Theater Nuclear Force modernization program, essential
to the re-creation of a credible deterrent to a Soviet first-use
of nuclear weapons in Europe, will restore credibility to NATO

nuclear deterrence of conventional Soviet aggression.




In 1974, I reported on NATO's conventional and nuclear
defense problems and spénsored several amendments designed to
stimulate corrective action. In 1977, the late Senator
Dewey Bartlett and I questioned NATO's ability to implement its
military strategy. An increasing number of Europeans, including
some military leaders, are doing so now.

There is a wide agreement in the Alliance that it would be
desirable to reduce reliance on nuclear weapons and to strengthen
NATO's conventional forces as a means of deterring non-nuclear
Soviet aggression in Europe. This slowly emerging consensus runs
across the political spectrum--from defense-oriented conservatives
to more responsible segments of the anti-nuclear movement.
Simultaneously, however, there is a widespread resistance to
changing NATO's military strategy because the strategy is
politically sensitive and because there is no apparent substitute
available. Thus, despite misgivings and growing apprehensions
about NATO's existing military strategy, there is a great
reluctance on the part of Europeans to rethink it.

One must ask why NATO countries do not use this growing concern
as a catalyst for change to build a credible conventional defense.
The answer is two-fold. First, the conventional force gap between
NATO and the Warsaw Pact has been described as so large for so
long that a viable conventional defense is believed by many to be
hopeless. Second, the cost of matching Warsaw Pact forces one for
one--in tanks, trbops, artillery and aircraft--is seen as prohibitive,

particularly under current economic conditions.



NATO is thus faced with a dilemma: there is a growing
consensus that less reliance should be placed on use of nuclear
weapons in response to a conventional Warsaw Pact attack, but
there is a widespread feeling that a viable non-nuclear defense
is not attainable. This paradox, coupled with political and
economic differences within the Alliance, is causing frustration in
America and is threatening the very fabric of the Alliance itself.

Some have suggested that we simply pull U.S. troops out of
Europe in order to punish our NATO allies. As satisfying as this
might be as a vehicle for expressing American frustration, it is a
recipe for the destruction of NATO and for a neutralized Western
Europe. Though some believe these proposals are a means of
compelling the Europeans to do more, if implemented, they are likely
to do the opposite by strengthening the very political forces in
Europe that now oppose NATO. Those who suggest Europe alone has
the resources to muster a viable conventional defense--while this
has considerable theoretical long-term appeal--should first answer
a parallel question: Can an Alliance without American conventional
forces be expected to provide a credible conventional defense when
the Alliance with American forces thus far has failed?

The principal challenge that President Reagan and his NATO
counterparts face at the June Summit Conference is to identify
politically sustainable changes that offer the Western Alliance
hope for a credible deterrent and a viable defense with available
resources in the decade ahead. If this challenge is not met soon,

the future of the Alliance itself will be in grave jeopardy.



Is A Credible Conventional Defense Possible?

Whether Europe is conventionally defensible against a massive
non-nuclear Warsaw Pact attack has for decades been a subject
of discussion within the Alliance. Today this question has
become critical. As the credibility of NATO's strategic and
theater nuclear deterrent against conventional attack declines,
the importance of a credible conventional deterrent grows.
Conventional deterrence depends on a viable conventional defense,
Some defense analysts and military leaders now believe that a
credible conventional defense is possible through a number of new
initiatives. Those suggested initiatives include exploitation of
new technologies, adoption of new operational doctrines and better
utilization of Europe's substantial reserves of trained manpower

for territorial defense.

The Army - Air Force Initiative

One new initiative receiving attention in American military
circles is the U.S. Army's work in progress on a new conventional
defense doctrine known as "Airland Battle 2000." The "Airland
Battle 2000'" concept proposes changing the way a conventional
defense of Europe would be conducted by using inherent NATO
military strengths to exploit fundamental Warsaw Pact weaknesses.

The senior Army commanders, including Chief of Staff Meyer,
General Vessey, General Starry, and General Otis, deserve credit
for their leadership and innovative work in this area.

General Bernard Rogers, NATO Supreme Commander, is beginning to

develop some of these concepts for use. General Lew Allen and the

senior Air Force leaders of the Air Force Council have reviewed



the "Airland Battle" concept and are to be commended for
aggressively evaluating the key Air Force role in this doctrine.
According to U.S. Army experts, the essence of this new
military doctrine is a more effective and innovative utilization
of existing forces and new technologies to exploit vulnerabilities
in Soviet doctrine and force structure. This proposed Army doctrine
would give emphasis to the attack of all Warsaw Pact echelons.,.
For the first time, this doctrine points to the need to attack the
follow-on, reinforcing echelons of the Warsaw Pact forces before
they cross the inter-German border and to seize the initiative
early through defensive counterattacks against Pact forces on

NATO territory.

The Soviet-Warsaw Pact Achilles Heel?

The success of a massive Soviet blitzkrieg against Europe
would be critically dependent upon maintaining the momentum of
the '"high tempo" of advance called for in Soviet theater doctrine
in the face of potentially heavy losses. The Soviet buildup
itself has been crafted to further this Kremlin military tactic
of attacking in wave after wave of powerful forces designed to
break through NATO's forward defenses at points of Soviet
choosing. Soviet military strategy essentially seeks to play
offense in a football game with Soviet rules, so that many
fullbacks can charge the defensive line one after another over

the same position on the premise that sooner or later some



- 10 -

fullbacks will get through. In effect, the Soviets intend to
"pile on" successive echelons of forces, at a rate that permits
rapid replacement of losses and insures a swift victory by
keeping defending NATO forces continually off balance. Soviet
success 18 clearly contingent on the arrival intact, and at the
right time and place, of these Soviet echelons. NATO must change

the rules of the game to prevent this possibility.

According to a recent U,S. Army Training and Doctrine

Command analysis:

"The Armies of the Warsaw Pact are one of the largest
and most powerful in history. They may also be one of
the most cumbersome. The Warsaw Pact organizes, plans,
and trains to conduct its version of the blitzkrieg.
Against this, a linear defensive doctrine which is
designed to prevent breakthrough by means of battles

of attrition against a vastly superior force and ignores

the operational goals is militarily unsound.”

The proposed new "Airland Battle 2000" doctrine assumes
that Soviet conventional military posture and doctrine has
significant inherent weaknesses, if NATO can exploit them. If
NATO succeeds in isolating the attacking first echelon from the
reinforcing echelons-~-through attacks on the latter--the momentum
of the invasion would be destroyed, and, with it, any reasonable
prospect of an irreparable and strategically decisive Soviet

penetration of Western FEurope.
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It is this Soviet momentum that the new Army doctrine seeks
to halt by destroying or disrupting follow-on Soviet echelons
before they reach NATO territory, and by launching early
counterattacks against isolated first echelon forces inside
Western Europe. This is a dramatic departure from the
comparative passivity of NATO's present Maginot-minded forward

defense.

New Technology And New Doctrine - NATO Opportunity

Not only the U.S. Army, but other knowledgeable experts
believe that this new echelon-targeting doctrine, if adopted and
implemented by the Alliance, has the potential to enhance
conventional deterrence, raise the nuclear threshold, and put a
new meaning into the strategy of forward defense. The doctrine
capitalizes on three major advances in conventional weapons

technology which have already taken place:

(1) the substantially improved lethality of conventional
weapons carrying improved munitions that can be

delivered from existing platforms;

(2) the great potential of micro-electronics to enhance the
front-line units' ability quickly to collect, handle,

distribute, and act on information about the enemy; and

(3) improvements in the ability to quickly move and target
large amounts of improved conventional firepower against

enemy force concentrations.



It is neither possible nor necessary to match Soviet ground
and tactical air forces on a one-for-one basis. The political and
fiscal impossibility of attempting to compete with the Warsaw Pact
numerically was vividly demonstrated in the 1952 Lisbon Conference.
That NATO Summit recommended 96 divisions and 9,000 airplanes for
the conventional defense of Western Europe. This recommendation
was unacceptable to member nations then and remains so today
given current NATO central region force levels of 26 divisions and
1,800 combat airplanes.

Instead, NATO needs to procure conventional weapons that can
be delivered by existing aircraft and surface-to-surface rockets
accurately against fixed and mobile forces. Long-range conventional
weapons are being developed that, because of their greatly improved
accuracy, now begin to approach the destructive potential of small
yield (2 to 3 kt) battlefield nuclear weapons. Experts such as
Dr. Joseph Braddock, Mr. Donald R. Cotter and Dr. ¥red Wikner have
conducted an impressive evaluation of the potential for improving
conventional forward defense with these weapons., Some examples
of such systems are the conventional-standoff weapon, the Corps
support weapon system, and conventional anti-airfield missiles.
According to these experts, these new conventional weapon systems
can singly destroy 60 percent or more of an entire company of

tanks or motorized infantry per aircraft sortie or missile fired.
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Can New Doctrine Change 0ld Procurement Habits?

If this new doctrine is adopted, a major unresolved issue
is how the political and military leaders of each NATO country
can get the procurement bureaucracies of their respective defense
departments to purchase the appropriate weapons for their
individual ground and air forces. With limited budgets this
task will not be easy. Military institutions, traditional and
conservative by nature, will adopt these weapons only with the
most careful and intelligent encouragement. They may be reluctant
to trade off even a small part of their proposed new acquisitions
(tanks, planes, etc.) in return for much more capable weapons and
munitions as well as targeting and surveillance systems. The
U.S. Army believes that certain parts of the "Airland Battle 2000"
doctrine can be adopted without major changes in force structure
and equipment, and that these partial changes would lead to a
significant improvement in NATO's ability to contain a Warsaw
Pact breakthrough and to inflict higher losses on attacking forces.
Budget reality will require, however, that there be some
trade-offs between traditional platforms (such as tanks and
aircraft) and advanced weapons, if this theory is to be fully

implemented.

A Compatible European Idea

As the U.S. Army moves toward a conventional defense based
on '"fire and maneuver'" and early attacks on the enemy's rear
echelons, some Europeans are discussing a defense in depth based
upon re-equipped and expanded reserves and territorial forces.

Europe has large reservoirs of trained manpower not organized



into standing reserve units. If organized into units and
properly equipped, such forces could become a threat to Soviet
ability to hold any territory they might initialiy be able to
capture.

The U.S. Army's concept is aimed at early containment of a
Soviet breakthrough by attacking their rear echelons before they
can cross the border. A compatible idea, now gaining ground in
European military circles, is to focus on attacking those
Soviet units that have already crossed. Both concepts have merit,
particularly if applied simultaneously and in a coordinated
fashion. These are new concepts, however, and there is far from
a consensus in NATO. German and British Army leaders have
indicated interest in these new concepts, but as yet they have not
received the attention of the top NATO political leadership that

they deserve.

The Ball Is In The Court Of The Political Leaders

For years political leaders who support NATO have despaired
at the inability of NATO's military leaders to outline a
conventional doctrine that appears achievable within politically
available resources.

For the first time NATO's military leadership is beginning
to outline this very possibility. Unfortunately, NATO's political
leadership seems to be in a trance. While there may be problems
in these proposals, the potential payoff demands they be given
immediate top level study. NATO countries must not allow the
possibility of a real conventional defense and deterrence to pass

by without serious and immediate consideration.



Is A Credible Conventional Defense Affordable?

It seems clear that NATO defense budgets cannot be reduced
if we are even to preserve current defense capabilities. It
also seems clear that few NATO members are likely to increase
their defense budgets substantially as long as the present
political and economic climate within the Alliance prevails.
On the other hand, substantial increases beyond those NATO has
already agreed on may not be necessary if the Alliance is prepared
to undertake fundamental changes in its force posture, its
doctrine, and its procurement practices.
NATO countries have committed themselves to 3% annual
real growth in defense spending with varying degrees of success
in meeting these goals. Recently, General Rogers told NATO
Defense Ministers that "attaining an adequate conventional
capability is feasible at levels of national defense expenditure
which are not as great as most imagine." General Rogers has
made force proposals for 1983 to 1988 which he says "would require
an annual real increase in defense spending of 4% Alliance-wide."
These proposals lay a foundation for a new NATO force posture
and conventional doctrine. Admittedly they represent only the
first steps towards implementing the new strategic concepts
that are required, but they are bold proposals indeed, considering
NATO's historic tendency to cling to the status quo. Many of
the new efforts do not require additional money, but instead
focus on reorganization and revitalized strategic and tactical
doctrine. The primary cost of such changes would be in shattered

preconceptions and broken traditions.
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Last year, NATO was close to meeting the spending goal
outlined by General Rogers. It would be tragic if NATO political
leaders continue to ignore the hope of a renewed and real

conventional deterrent.

Integration And Interoperability Are Indispensable

NATO integration and interoperability are the keys to
implementing any new doctrine successfully in Central Europe as
the following Department of Defense chart demonstrates. This
chart clearly shows that the U.S. and its NATO Allies spend more
for defense than the Kremlin and its Warsaw Pact Allies.

These figures include the funds for all U.S. forces and all
Soviet forces, including those along the Chinese border and in
Afghanistan.

NATO-Warsaw Pact Military Balance -
Where Does The Money Go?

A recent DOD assessment provided in the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee NATO Report gives the Warsaw Pact a "2 to 1
advantage across the entire central front," when comparing '"total
firepower capability.'" NATO has just released a comprehensive
comparison of the NATO-Pact balance which documents the large Warsaw
Pact numerical advantages in combat power.

The taxpayers in every NATO country should question why the
Warsaw Pact is credited with substantially more conventional
military capability than NATO when NATO spends more money. Some
of the answer lies in the Pact's comparatively low military
manpower costs, but a large part of the combat imbalance lies in
the Pact's greater degree of force integration and commonality in

weaponry and tactics.
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The present NATO armaments system functions as little more
than a loosely organized collection of national defense efforts,
backed by fragmented and highly inefficient national procurement
systems. The North Atlantic democracies possess more than half
again as many people as the Warsaw Pact countries and more
than twice the gross national product of the Warsaw Pact
countries. 1In spite of these advantages, the loosely organized
NATO defense efforts produce a collection of forces that are
quantitatively inferior, qualitatively uneven, and have only a
limited ability to rearm, repair, reinforce, support, supply or
even communicate with one another. No less disturbing are the wide
disparities in national ammunition stockpiles which call into
question NATO's ability to sustain combat beyond the first weeks
of hostilities. ‘I am hopeful that the U.S. Senate will pass a
resolution introduced by Senator Roth, Senator Glenn and myself

suggesting ways to improve Alliance cooperation in this area.

The U.S. Example

In our own Department of Defense, there is today no high level
person working full time on these important Alliance cooperation
issues. It is not until you reach down in the bureaucracy to the
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for NATO Affairs level that
anyone is identified for this focus. This position has been vacant
for over a year.

The U.S. Army Cannot March Alone

A common military doctrine and operational tactics for all
NATO forces are a prerequisite to any credible conventional defense.
There is no point in the U.S. Army adopting a new posture if the
Allies on our Army's flanks continue to adhere to traditional

NATO doctrines. Furthermore, to implement this new doctrine, the
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integration of air support with ground action is even more
necessary than before. Integration and interoperability can
produce quantum jumps in military effectiveness, but this type
cooperation continues to elude NATO leadership. National military
traditions and inter-service customs have for years sapped NATO's

resources and strength.

The Sacred Cows

This new conventional doctrine may offer the possibility of
real conventional defense within affordable defense budgets,
but a revitalized political and military leadership will be
required to implement it successfully. The top political and
military leaders of Europe and the United States will have to take
conventional defense seriously and support the appropriate
improvements fully--even at the cost of some national traditions
and inter-service customs. If this is a price that NATO nations
refuse to pay, it is doubtful that the people of the United States
or Europe will continue to support the current NATO posture for

very much longer.

Growing Nuclear Controversy

Within the past few years, NATO's nuclear posture has
become a focus of growing public controversy. Actual NATO
deployment of Pershing-II ballistic missiles and ground-launched
cruise missiles in Europe, absent an arms control agreement with
the Soviets, is given no better than a fifty-fifty chance of
success by many knowledgeable Europeans. 1981 and 1982 have
witnessed major public demonstrations in Europe against the

deployment of modern nuclear missiles. President Reagan's call
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for the '"zero option''--no long-range theater missiles on

either side--temporarily stilled the voices of the European anti-
nuclear movement, but now a nuclear freeze movement has gained
considerable attention in the United States. The Administration
opposes a nuclear freeze at current levels on the grounds that it

would '"perpetuate an unstable and unequal military balance."

The Bundy/Kennan/McNamara/Smith Proposal

Four former U.S. policymakers--McGeorge Bundy,

George F. Kennan, Robert S. McNamara, and Gerard Smith--have
called for a '"no first use policy" to be adopted by NATO.
This would limit NATO's use of nuclear weapons to retaliation
for Soviet first use; it would ban NATO first use, even in the
event of a collapse of NATO's conventional defenses. Secretary
of State Haig has publicly expressed Administration opposition
to this policy on the grounds that it would make "Europe safe
for conventional aggression" in the absence of the United States
taking steps to '"'reintroduce the draft, triple the size of its
armed forces, and put its economy on a wartime footing."

| The growing clamor and controversy surrounding nuclear
weapons represents a volatile political situation. The political
leadership of the United States and the NATO allies must assert
vigorous leadership in presenting their constituents with the
real choices and trade-offs regarding NATO's nuclear weapons
policy. The challenge for NATO's political leaders is to channel
the growing concerns and fears into positive support for
constructive changes to NATO's conventional and nuclear policies

which can significantly raise the nuclear threshold.
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Is "No First Use" A Responsible NATO Posture?

NATO conventional force strategy is based on the possible
first use of nuclear weapons. NATO's conventional warfighting
tactics, like those of the Soviet Army, reflect the presence
and possible use of nuclear weapons on the battlefield. 1In 'the
pre-nuclear era, concentration of ground forces on the
battlefield was common practice to achieve a decisive break-
through of a defender's line.

In the presence of nuclear weapons, however, prolonged
concentrations of conventional forces are potentially fatal
because massed forces present lucrative targets that are easily
destroyed by nuclear weapons. Thus conventional tactics against
a nuclear armed opponent place a premium on keeping ground
forces dispersed.

In this regard, NATO's deployment of varied battlefield
and theater weapons in Europe and NATO's first use doctrine
denies to attacking Soviet conventional forces the ability to
mass their tank armies for long periods. Because of this nuclear
influence on conventional warfare tactics, a NATO "no first use
policy" standing alone would allow a Soviet concentration of
forces and would undermine NATO's conventional defenses. The
Alliance must carefully consider the effect of its theater nuclear
policy on Soviet conventional capabilities before any major changes

are made in NATO's theater nuclear doctrine and deployment.
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Major Changes In Nuclear Posture Needed

NATO's nuclear force posture, especially its heavy reliance
on short-range battlefield systems, requires significant reform.
NATO's nuclear forces include many weapons that are too short
in range and are not survivable. 1In the early stages of a war in
Central Europe, NATO would be placed in an unacceptable position
of "using or losing'" its short-range battlefield systems. If
the weapons are moved to the rear, NATO would then confront the
dilemma of employing nuclear weapons whose range restricts
them to use on NATO territory, thus destroying the land we are
sworn to protect. The security of these weapons and their
warheads is a big problem and detracts from conventional force
capabilities by requiring substantial manpower for management,
maintenance, and security. Given this situation, many who have
studied NATO's nuclear posture for years wonder why the anti-nuclear
movement is protesting against the proposed NATO long-~range
nuclear weapons rather than against the battlefield systems that

represent the status quo.

The Conventional Horse Must Be In Front Of The Nuclear Cart

I differ with Messrs. Bundy, Kennan, McNamara, and Smith
in that I believe that a viable conventional defense, together
with mutual arms control guarantees, should be pre-conditions to
any move toward a no first use policy. Simply declaring a no
first use policy in the hope of stimulating greater investment in
conventional defense will not suffice. The conventional horse

must be in front of the nuclear cart.
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If NATO is willing to dedicate itself to creating a
credible conventional defense, it can also undertake other measures
that would significantly reduce the likelihood of nuclear war in

Europe. A viable new NATO conventional capability would:

(1) provide a rational basis for a radical transformation
in NATO's present nuclear force posture and a negotiated
withdrawal from Europe of several thousand of the

battlefield nuclear warheads now deployed there;

(2) permit modernization of NATO's nuclear forces at much
lower levels of nuclear weapons than exist today. Some
additional medium- and long-range nuclear weapons for
deterrence, such as nuclear-armed submarine-launched
cruise missiles deployed on our attack submarines,
should be considered for NATO's long-term deterrent

posture;

(3) put conventional defense and deterrence on a far firmer
footing and focus our nuclear policy on the deterrence

of any Soviet use of nuclear weapons; and

(4) provide one of the necessary pre-conditions to
serious NATO consideration of a policy of '"no first use"

of nuclear weapons.
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Recommendations

The NATO Alliance has weathered many military and political
storms in the three decades of successful deterrence of Soviet
aggression in Central Europe. The cumulative effect of these
storms, however, coupled with changes in the military balance
of power, have greatly weakened the NATO shield of Western values
and interests.

NATO is at a critical juncture. It can continue doing
business as usual by clinging to the status quo. This will
inevitably lead to reduced NATO credibility and a deterioration
of the Alliance.

There is another available path. NATO should commit itself
to achieving a viable conventional defense, a revised nuclear
posture and a series of bold and innovative arms control proposals
that would make possible a significant reduction of battlefield
nuclear weapons in Europe.

It is apparent that President Reagan and his NATO
counterparts will have much to discuss in the June NATO Summit.
Strong American and European leadership--pulling together--will
be required to make a realistic conventional defense of Europe
possible and to move away from NATO's excessive reliance on early

use of nuclear weapons.
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If these goals are to become realities, I recommend the
following:

I. President Reagan should be prepared to offer a
proposal at the June NATO Summit that will challenge the Alliance
to dedicate its maximum effort to building a credible conventional
defense and an improved and more sensible nuclear deterrent.

President Reagan should challenge our Department

of Defense to be prepared to present to NATO a plan for a coherent
military strategy for the security of NATO, together with a
reallocation of roles, missions, forces and resources to implement
it. Much of this information is already available through
existing comprehensive defense studies but simply has not been
focused on by most top military and civilian leaders. Our
Department of Defense should answer the following questions for

President Reagan before he meets with his NATO counterparts:

A. How can NATO military doctrine be changed to
substantially improve the chances of successful
conventional defense?

B. 1Is the "Airland Battle 2000" concept official
Department of Defense doctrine? If so:

1. Has this new doctrine been proposed by the
United States to NATO?

2. How can NATO forces be operationally integrated
to implement this doctrine?

3. What programmatic changes are necessary to
underwrite this capability?
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4. What conventional programs and weapons are
in the current budgets and five-year plan to enhance
the disruption and destruction of Soviet
follow-on echelons?

5. What new weapons or systems are available
for this purpose which are not in the current
budgets or five-year plan?

C. What opportunities exist to improve NATO conventional
defense through improved use of European manpower
reserves, organized and equipped for territorial
defense?

D. If a viable conventional defense is achieved, how
should NATO theater nuclear forces be redesigned and
modernized to:

1. better deter Soviet first use of nuclear weapons;
2. enhance conventional defense; and

3. provide options for major negotiated withdrawal
of nuclear weapons from Lurope?

IT. Once firmly embarked on the implementation of a viable

conventional defense, NATO can:

A. propose a mutual US/USSR negotiated withdrawal of
several thousand battlefield nuclear weapons from
Central Europe.

B. seriously consider two joint and mutually
dependent NATO-Warsaw Pact arms control pledges of:

1. no first use of nuclear weapons

2. no large concentrations of conventional ground
forces, with special emphasis on armor forces,
within a specified distance of the inter-
German border

(a) A breach of the ''conventional concentration
pledge'" would render null and void the no
first use pledge.

(b) The effective date of any such arms control
proposal must be geared to the implementation
of a viable NATO conventional defense.

(c) Any such arms control agreement must be
verifiable.
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ITI. Until the Alliance agrees on a new doctrine and
dedicates itself to its implementation, President Reagan should
instruct the Secretary of Defense to permit no net increase in the
present number of U.S. troops deployed in Europe.

The President should also ask the Secretary of Defense
to examine the five-year defense plan, and beginning in Fiscal
Year 1984, to isolate the expenditures designed directly for NATO
improvements and freeze those expenditures which exceed our NATO
three-percent commitment until the NATO political leaders have

a clear agreement on a military strategy for the decade of the 80s.

IV. NATO leaders should agree to put their full weight behind
renewed and vigorous efforts--including new or revised high level
NATO and Defense Department groups 1if necessary--to accomplish the

following objectives within specified deadlines:

A. establish a cooperative defense-industrial effort
within Europe and between Europe and North America;

B. develop options for specialization and division of
labor within the Alliance to share, equitably and
efficiently, the financial burden as well as the
economic benefits of NATO defense;

C. promote increased integration and interoperability
of NATO forces;

D. identify weapon systems which can be standardized
at an early stage of R&D and procurement; and

E. monitor each NATO nation's defense budget at
every stage of the budget process, providing
information to NATO governments as to compliance
with two-way street and standardization agreements.
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V. NATO should agree to use Western financial leverage,
such as credits and taxes, to influence Soviet behavior, while
sharing the burden among NATO's members. A standing group in
NATO whose primary function would be to monitor all Western credits
to the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact and keep the leaders
informed of current developments and long-range trends could be
a first step. This group would also be responsible for suggesting
options on a continuing basis for reduction or suspension of these
credits and other financiai measures, in response to NATO

collective decisions.
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506

February 15, 1985

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. NICHOLAS PLATT

SUBJECT:

Executive Secretary
Department of State

IHGESS
N Y AP
A 2/

TArA MavyrinAatrAanlcoc Moot+ina Wi+h Mhe Pracident

The President's meeting with NATO Secretary General Lord

Carrington is scheduled from 10:30 to 10:45 a.m.

on April 3,

1985. Please provide a briefing paper and suggested talking
points by March 29, 1985,

y

Robert M. £

Executive Secretary

cc: Colonel R. J. Affourtit
Executive Secretary
Department of Defense

A oy Y
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ADD=ON

N4 4
ACTION February 12, 1985
MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT M. KIMMITT

/"

FROM: PETER R. SOMMERG}ﬂ}ﬁﬂ
SUBJECT: Lord Carrington's Meeting With The President
RECOMMENDATION

That you sign the self-explanatory Tab I memo to State.
Approve i Disapprove

{
Bill M;%%in concurs.

Attachment
Tab I Memo to State
Tab II Approved Presidential Activity

cc: Don Mahley
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MEMORANDUM

TO: ROBERT MCFARLANE

FROM: FREDERICK J. RYAN, JR

SUBJECT: APPROVED PRESIDENTIAL ACTIVITY

MEETING: with Lord Carrington, NATO Secretary General
DATE: April 3, 1985

TIME: 10:30 am

DURATION: 15 minutes

LOCATION: Oval Office

REMARKS REQUIRED: Talking points to be covered in briefing paper

MEDIA COVERAGE: Coordinate with Press Office

FIRST LADY
PARTICIPATION: No

NOTE: PROJECT OFFICER, SEE ATTACHED CHECKLIST

ce: D, Chew B. Oglesby R. Kimmitt
T. Dawson Jd. Rosebush
R. Deprospero R. Scouten
B. Eliott B. Shaddix
D. Fischer W. Sittmann
C. Fuller L. Speakes
W. Henkel WHCA Audio/Visual
E. Hickey WHCA Operations
G. Hodges A. Wrobleski
A. Kingon Nell Yates
C. McCain
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MEMORANDUM

CRNFBEBENTTAL

SCHEDULE PROPOSAL

TO:
FROM:
REQUEST:

PURPOSE:

BACKGROUND:

PREVIOUS
PARTICIPATION:

DATE . TIME:

LOCATION:

PARTICIPANTS:

OUTLINE OF EVENTS:
REMARKS REQUIRED:
MEDIA COVERAGE:

PROPOSED "PHOTO":

RECOMMENDED BY:
OPPOSED BY:

T IDENTTEL

Declassify:

OADR

LUNCIIEN AL

THE WHITE HOUSE 0770

WASHINGTON

February 4, 1985

FREDERICK J. RYAN
Director of Presidential Appointments
and Scheduling

ROBERT M. KIMMITT (5l

Meeting with Lord Carrington, NATO
Secretary General.

To discuss such current NATO matters as
improvements to conventional defense,
SDI and the Geneva talks.

The President traditionally meets with the
NATO Secretary General when he visits
Washington. The meeting would underline our
unwavering support for NATO, and would help
facilitate Lord Carrington's management of
NATO issues important to the U.S. The
meeting also offers the opportunity for the
President to be active on vital East-West
questions in the period between the opening
of the Geneva talks and the President's early
May trip to Europe.

The President met with Lord Carrington on
September 11, 1984.

April 3 or 4
DURATION: 20 minutes

Oval Office

The President, Secretary Shultz,
Weinberger, Robert C. McFarlane.

Secretary

Photo opportunity followed by meeting.
NSC will prepare briefing paper.
White House Photographer.

The President and Lord Carrington sitting
in Oval Office.

Robert C. McFarlané, Secretary Shultz, and
Secretary Weinberger.

None.

CONFIDENTM
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CONEIDENTTAL

ACTION January 31, 1985

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT M. KIMMITT
FROM: PETER R. SOMMERWL@

SUBJECT: Appointment Request for Lord Carrington

State has requested that the President meet with Lord Carrington
on April 3 or 4. Lord Carrington is making his second official
visit to Washington as NATO Secretary General; his last visit was
in September, 1984.

State believes that a brief call by Lord Carrington on the
President would be an important symbol of our unwavering support
for the Alliance and would help facilitate Carrington's efforts
with the Allies. We agree.

State stresses that it has been traditional for the NATO
Secretary General to meet with the President when he visits
Washington, but promises they will not recommend a meeting each
time Carrington visits the United States. The Department of
Defense concurs in the recommendation for a meeting.

RECOMMENDATION

That you forward the Tab I schedule proposal to Fred Ryan.

-
,/

Approve & Disapprove

Jé&gséygig;k, Don ﬁﬁrtier, Bill Mahéi., and Don Mahley concur.

Attachments
Tab I Memo to Fred Rvan
Tab II State's Recommendation
Wi
CTONFTDENTTAL ¢

Declassify: OADR
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January 29, 1985

CONPTDENTTAT

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. ROBERT McFARLANE
THE WHITE HOUSE

SUBJECT: Appointment Request for NATO SYG Carrington

NATO Secretary General Carrington plans to visit Washington
on April 3-4 and has asked to meet with the President during
his tripe.

In the short time since assuming office, Carrington has
already begun to make his mark through strong and innovative
leadership aimed at strengthening Alliance consultations and
improving NATO's public image. His skillful management of the
NATO foreign and defense ministers' meetings last December
greatly helped to reinforce the Alliance's overall solidarity
and direction. We are looking to his leadership, in
particular, to galvanize efforts to improve Alliance
conventional defense capabilities, building on the initiative
which the President began with Chancellor Kohl last November.

Carrington is one of the strongest high-level European
supporters of SDI, which is now the paramount NATO issue for
our Allies. A meeting with the President would enhance the
effectiveness of his efforts with the Allies.

We recommend that the President meet with Carrington
briefly in April to discuss conventional defense, SDI and the
Geneva talks. While we would not recommend such appointments
each time Carrington visits the United States, we believe such
a discussion would be opportune and facilitate management of
Alliance issues. The Department of Defense concurs in the
recommendation for a meeting,

N R
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 9270 ffl?
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NMEAORANDUM

USSR men

ACTION March 6, 1985

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. McFARLANE

FROM : PETER R. som(&ﬁj;.

SUBJECT: Appointment Request: Lord Carrington

NATO Secretary General, Lord Carrington, is scheduled to meet
with the President from 10:30 - 10:45 a.m. on April 3. He has
now asked to meet with you separately on April 3. Because of
Carrington's other Washington commitments, State has expressed a-
strong preference that you meet with Carrington, if possible,
just prior to his meeting with the President.

RECOMMENDATION

Schedule permitting that you meet with Lord Carrington on April
3.

Approve Disapprove

W
Dorn Mahley concurs.

cc: Jack Matlock
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