' Soviets wlll belleve that no matter what milltary act1on they

MODERNIZATION AND ARMS CONTROL FOR LONG RANGE
THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES

NATo'é basic strategy is one of fllexible response. Its
principal pufpose_is to deter ac;é_of aggression which may
range from all-oﬁt_inﬁasioﬁ'to demonstrations of force.
Flexible ;gspoﬁse.ié based on the premise that the most

t

- effective way of discouraging enemy” action at any particular--

level of violence is to have an approprlate response to that

action at that level of confllct, and having thefﬂ

' abllltY to respond at greater levels of violence will'demon-

strate to the enemy the risks and costs of continqing‘the

conflict. : ¥ o= ' -
_ | (0XT) NATO has this flexible response capa-.
bility, then our deterrentﬁqxll credible -- that is; :the

bmqy take, it can be met by a respouse effectlve at that level
of confllct and that there is a great rlgk of escalation to
higher levels of yio;ence which carry costs far outweighing
any possible benefits they could expect from continuing their
acts of aggression. Thus, NATO'S strategy of flexible re-
sponse nécessitétes a military force structure which clearly
shows our potenﬁial adversaries that we have a wide range of

options-with which we can influence the course of évents.
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:/' Recent developments in Soviet long range theater nuclear
forces -- systems which can strike Western Europe from the

Soviet Union -- represent a potential challenge to NATO's

s?gétegy The introduction of the $5-20 missile and Backfire
bomber szgnlflcantly 1ncrease Soviet capab111t1es both
-qualltatxvely (greatet accuracy, range and survivability) and
quantitatively’ (more déllverable“warheads) in this class of
systems. NATO, on the other hand, since the early 1960's has
ch&sgn ﬁo‘deploy‘méﬁy f;wer-loﬁé range theater nuclear -weapons
than‘thé Soviets and has not in recént timeS hodefnized their
capabllltles. . - _

During the era of US strategic superiority, there was
little concern in NATO about the Soviet advantages in these
theater systems. Facing the vastly superior US inter- .
,contznental nuclear forces, the. Sovxets could expect that any .
.. - action they took with long range~theater nuclear forces ifi - o=

Europe would evoke a response from the US strateg1c forces.
Over the past few years, the Soviet Unlon has reached a
state of-parity with the United States in iptercoﬁtinental
_ nuclear forces. Nevertheless, this gppdiﬁion in no way dimin-
ishes the likelibood that US strategic forces would be used to
defend Europe -- US vital interests are too engaged, our
com@itmgpts_ﬁggwpoq‘gtrqng,lgnd‘our ties_are too dgep'for it

to be otherwise.
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Despite this, strategic parity does pose a serious ques-

L ]
-

tion -- could the Soviet Union, possessing intercontinental
fotces equivalent to those of the United States, somehow make
the mistake’of'attacking Western Europe under the belief that
the Soviet homeland was safe from nuclear retaliation? The
' . Soviet Union might céipulate that it could escape attack from
US intercontinental forces because the US would be held'in
check by éhe baiance in US-SovieE i&tercontinental forces and
fﬁgé.loqg_rahge nuciear-foréés'in-Europe Qapabie of st;iking
the Soviet Union did not constitute a sighifigant'threat.ﬂ

Cdnsequently, NATO's strategy of g}exible_reSponsé'-o at

least, in ‘the view of the Soviet Union -- could appear to be \

flawed. The Soviets co@ld think that there was & stenario for -

military viétory in‘EUrope in which they could uée, or threat-
.en_tp_use; their"quclgpf forces to optimize chancés of suc-
:-cgss:-w and for which NATO had-ne responseQ'flf is sthis:sort..s.; . .:

6f logic'op the.part of tﬁe Soviet Union'tﬁat the'kATO:Allianée

must dispell without question. Thus, the issue before us is

how best to do it,

Our preference, of course, woqlguhave been that tbe
Soviet Union:had émbarkéd upon its modernization program /K;
including the SS;205 and Backfire bombers. Unfortunately we
a;e:fapEQ'y§Fh"Ehe_f§ct_tha§ thg Sovigts~are continuing their

program with no sign that they intend to stop.




In the face of the Soviet deployments, it seems clear

2that the Alliance will have to undertake some level of moderni-

zation of its long range theater nuclear forces -- otherwise

“we -run the risk of encouraging Soviet misperceptions about our

capabilities, which could ultimately weaken deterrence and
lead to war. At the same time, we want to persuade the Soviets

of the futzllty of attemptlng to gaxn an overwhelmlng advantage

in this.category of systems.

--To .this end, the AIlianée is following a dual approach,

“one that ‘pursues both theater nuclear force modernization and

-arms control objectives. TNF modernization would signal the

Soviet Union that the Alliance has the will and determination
to respond to its challenge and that the Soviet LKTNF deploy-
ment programs have no préspect of securing for them milifary
or political advantages. Thls demonstratlon of NATO's reSolve
W171 help conV1nce the Sovxet Union that its interests would _..

be better served by restralnt and the serlous pursult of arms

.control, not a unilateral bnlld—up of military capabllltles.

" But in order to avoid a needless arms race, the Alliance
will pursue, in parallel to the modernlzatlon program, the

limitation of long range theater nuclear capabllltles through




Larms éontrol negotiationé. Both NATO and'Warséw'Pact security
could be enhanced through-meaﬁingful agreements. Realistically,
) it is unlikely that the Soviet Union would accept significant

) co;straints on their systems in the absence of real programs

on the part of NATO. Therefore,; NATO must proceed with its

'mode:nizatioﬂ programlﬁut the size and scope of its ultimate
program can be'afﬁected by the'willingnesé of the Sovief Union

to come to arms control égreements. In addition, since the

_Soviets, have already modernlzed substant1a1 parts of their

1ong range theater nuclear forces, some NATO modernlzatlon

will be neceseary, even if arms control efforts were successful

In summary, the Alliance intends to follow two parallel
and complementary approaches -- the mddernizatioﬁ of NATO‘s
long range theater nuclear forces and the llmitatlon of theater

. ...nuclear. forces through arms control negotlatlons. These -

: approaches are'de31gned to,epsura the’ secur1ty~of NATO”whiléf=~T~~:‘
at thé‘séme time providing the Soviet Union with incentives to
constrain their pfograms and move toward a more stable polit-
icaliand military-situation in,Eﬁrope. Sucﬁ an iﬁtegrated
approach of modernization and arms control is essential if the
Alliance is to avert an.arms race in thé European theater
caused by ﬁhe Soviet build-up and yet preserve the viability

;'oﬁ NATO's strategy of deterrence and defense.




~TRENDS IN SOVIET AND NATO NUCLEAR FORCES

Igé Issue ‘
- The Soviets are modernizing their Long Range Theater
Nuclear Forces (LRTNF) with the 85-20 missile and the Backfire
" bomber. The projecte&,size and character of these deployments
appear to exceed what we in the West perceive as purely‘defenéive
needs and raise the DOSSIbllty that “the SOVlet Unxon is pursulng
offen51ve capabllltles The theater nuclear systems they are
now deploying are far more capable than prevzous SOV1et theater
systems Furthermore, these systems are not at the present -
time constralned by SALT 11 or other arms control agreements,
although the rate of Backfire production will be~affec;ed by

SALT II. The Alliance must decide how to respond to ensure

.the capability and effectiveness of NATO's deterrént forées

A NATO dec151on to modernlze 1ts LRTNF would not 1ncrease-i _—

NATO‘s reliance on nuclear weapons in its overall strategy of
. deterrence and defense, nor alter the policy of relying on US
intercontinental nuclear. forces. as the ultimaﬁe deterrent
against Soviet aggression. The role _of LRINF will continue to
be an important élement'of the spectruonf deterfence, and an

essential component of the NATO strategy of flexible response.




. Past Trends and Current Cﬁpabilitiés

-

" As illustrated by Figure 1, US strategic forces increased
_in-the mid-1960's and then levelled off. During this period

) of-érowth in-intercontinental systems, however, tﬁe US reduced
its Europe based ﬁuclear systems capable of striking the )

-deigt Union (Fig. 2). NATO maintained its-modest level.of

LRTNF, however, by deploying US F~11lls and UK Vulcans.

French systems (Mirage, IRBMs and SLBMs) are not

assigned to NATO but unquestiohablp contribute to overall

Alliance deterrence. But .the British and“French forces are

-

not of sufficient size, individually or collectiﬁéi&, to shift

the overall nuclear balance currently measured in thousands of

e . ...deliverable warheads. ... .

T;ZFizT*;-L-Bﬁring_ﬁﬁe'tiﬁéjtﬁaf US;an&rNATo'huéieérfforc%“sﬁrucfuges;ﬁil--
étabilizéd, the Spviet Union began ihcreésing its éfréfegic_ ‘
missile fo‘rce capa.ble of hj.tfing targets both in the US and in
Europe, and retained and.then modernized its missile and
' bomber forces directed against Western Europe (Figures 3 and
+4). As can be seen in figure 4, significant improvements in
the Soviet's LRINF capability began as early as 1974 with the
__introduction of the Backfire bomber. In 1977, the Soviet
‘Union began to mod;:nize ité theater missile caquility with

- the deployment of the SS-20.




. Projected Soviet Improvements

-

" The LRTNF modernization undertaken by the Soviets will
result in a quantative and qualitative increase in the threat
to NATO. As can be seen in Figure 5, the Soviet Union may not

continue increasing the number of launchers as they did during

- the last half of the 1970‘5 -~ in fact théir number may decrease

slightly as they phase ‘out older systems (assumlng, which is

.not certain, that SS 4/5s will be retired at currently progected }
rates) Modernlzatlon,bhowever, will result 4in a significant '
increase in the number of warheads whlch can be targeted on
Western Europe (Figure 6).. This increase stems largely from

the improved'systemé characteristics of the $§-20:. its three
warheads and multiple réfire capability (that is) Iéunghers

that can be reloaded once their initial missile is fire&).

'In. addition. to the. quantitative increase in-deliver%ble
1warheads, SOV1et LRTNF have. 1mpreved qualltatlvely s wellk o« -
As can be seen 1n Figure 7, the SS- 20 represents a conszderable
advance over the older SS-As and 5s: In addition to its
increased range, the S5-20 is three times more accurate than
the $5-5, and six times more accurate than the §S5-4. ~$imi1ar1y;
the 85-20 cafrie§ three.warheads while the olaer systems carry

only one. And the S8S-20 is the only mobile missile of the

~ thrée, thus increasing significantly its survivability. The

Backfire has a greater range than either the Badger or the




Blindér, and its ability to fly at high subsonic speeds at low

-

_ altxtudes increases its survivability and its ability to
a,..l- “V“‘"“b

penetrate under combat conditions. " knlth'\“f ngmgk GYU&L%T
\ T . . u'\°0~ Ay, hud cv-bace
NATQ's Future Plans o prargead Oty a0

QNMNNJVh&l i Lausal, Ak
Since the deployment of US-F-1lls to the UK'in 1970,: NATO

- has not introduced any new long-range theater nuclear s;stems

(though the number of F-111s was 1ncreased in 1977) X Essential-

1y, NATD‘s long-range TNF in the 1980*5 would look llke our

current force unless NATO modern1zes Sov1eb.deployments of

$5-20s’ an@ Backfires, however,’ will reducé the éufvivability

of NATO's LRTNF. Warsaw Pact offepsive improvemenfs-will also

affect the aéility of NATO's LRTNF to penetrate into Soviet

territory. Failure to fespond to Soviet deployméhfé‘ipcreases o

the risk that the Soviets might believe ~- however 1ncorrect1y -

.that. they ‘could use long-range forces to make or threaten

=511m1ted strlkes agalnst Western Europé .for a*’sanctuary dn-. -

the Sonet Unlon, in the mlsperceptlon that w1thout strong

theater based systems of its own capable of reaching Soviet

territory, and in.an era. of parity at the intercontinental

nuclear level, NATO lacked crediblg and appropriate means of

response.
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FIGURE 4

SOVlET LONG-RANGE THEATER SYSTEMS
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FIGUHE 5

TUTAL I.HTNF DELIVERY VEHICLES SOVIET VS NATO

1)

m.nsnsuvuer :

Neweasnv ET — NATO -
7| systems  §il  systeEmse. SYSTEMS

1 SLBM.(TUBES DIRECTED AGAINST NATU) 85-415 (LAUNCHERS BPPUSITE NATO), I!ADGEHIBLINDEB
(AIRCRAFT AGAINST NATO) —— ASSUMES CURRENT RATES OF RETIREMENT :

2/ $S-20 (LAUNCHERS OPPOSITE NATO), BACKFIRE (BOMBERS OPPOSITE NATO) ' 3586 9
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FIGURE 6

TOTAL LRTNF WARHEADS, SDVIEI' VS NATO

A/ INCLUDES THE FOLLOWING: SLBM (1 WARHEAD PER TUSEI $5-4/5 (1 \\'AI'IHEAD PER MISSILE, REFIRE
CAPABILITY FOR ABOVE GROUND SITES, FUTURE RETIREMENT AT APPROXIMATELY CURRENT i :
RATES); BﬂOGEﬂIﬂ‘UNBEH BACKFIRE; AND 55-20 (JWARHEADS PER MISSILE, REFIRE CAPABILITY). * ‘ SN
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| | FIGURE7 =~ ° |
- SOVIET QUALITATIVE IMPRQV.‘EMENTS . E

S54 555 e ssa0 o
o . N
MIRVing 1RV EACH 1RVEACHK 3 RVsEACH
* VULNERABILITY - FIXED SITES FIXED SITES - MOBILE, HIGHLY SURVIVABLE
RATIO OF B .
Accuracy . 5 3 | 1
_ REFIRE . L o
CAPABILITY vesZ/ ves¥ 0 yEs
RANGE ' 1900KM 4100 KM- 4400 KM ';

1/ THE SS-201S THREE TIMES AS ACCURATE AS THE $5-5 AND SIX TIMES AS ACCURATE
AS THE SS4. - ‘ )

2/ THOSE $8-4’s AND SS-5°s THAT ARE DEPLOYED IN HARBENED SILOS 00 f_VOT HAVE
A REFIRE CAPABILITY; THOSE DEPLOYED IN "SOFT” SITES DO.

BADGER BLINDER . - BACKFIRE
"'7'—_"" . ——————— ' —_——
raplws Y - 2800KM N00KM 4200 KM
SPEED © SUBSONIC ~ SUPERSONICAT  SUPERSONIC AT HIGH

HIGH ALTITUDES; - ALTITUDES; HIGH SUB-

' SUBSONIC AT LOW SONIC AT LOW ALTITUDES.
ALTITUDES. - 5

1/ FOR BADGER AND BLINDER, THE RA’BIUS USED IS UNDER A SUBSONIC HIGH-HIGH-HIGH
MISSION PROFILE. FOR BACKFIRE, THE PROFILE IS A SUBSONIC HIGH-LOW-LOW-HIGH.

[ ’ 4




FACT SHEETS FOR SELECTED LONG RANGE THEATER ~ ° ..
~ NUCLEAR SYSTEMS -- MiSSILES I

C
THE SOVIET UNION’S $5-20 IS A TWO-STAGE, SUI.IU-I'HDFELLANT INTEHMEDIA‘[E HANGE BALLISTIC MISSILE. THE MISSI!.E 1S '
COMPRISED OF THE LOWER TWO STAGES OF THE $S-16 ICBM, A POST- BUOST VEHICLE (PBV) AND MIRVS. I

THE US SOLID-PROPELLANT PERSHING I, WHICH IS CURRENTLY IN DEVELOPMENT ISA FOLLOW-ON TO THE PERSHING 1a WHICH
WAS FIRST DEPLOYED IN 1969, THE P1a’s LAUNCHERS WOULD BE MODIFIED TO. ACCEPTTHE Pll MISSILE WHICH WOULD HAVE !
LONGER RANGE, HIGHER ACCURACY AND BETTER SURVIVABILITY. :

THE GROUND LAUNCHED CRUISE M!SSII.E (GLCM) SYSTEM IS THE TOMAHAWK CRUISE MISSILE ADAPTED FOR A GROUND LAUNCH.
ITIS A LIGHTWEIGHT, WINGED, SELF-NAWGATINB 'VEHICLE POWERED BY A "MAI.I. TURBOFAN ENGINE,

, RATIO OF .
10.C.  RANGE(KM) - TIMEOF FLIGHTY ACGURACY;U | WEAPONSLOAD  MOBILE  RELOAD

. | :
$8-20 1977 4400 20 MIN. kPPRIJX 10-11 - X 3 MIRV’s, YES YES i

U/ NOMINAL TIME FROM LAUNCH TO IMPACT AT MAXIMUM RANGE.

asee 8




FACT SHEET FOR SELECTED LONG HANGE THEATER ' ¥
- NUCLEAR WEAPONS -- AIHCHAFI' o

THE SOVIET UNION'S BACKFIRE B (BACKFIBE AIS A PROTOTYPE, FIHST UBSEBVED IN 1970) ISA VhﬁIABLE WING, TWIN-

.JET BOMBER. BACKFIRE IS DESIGNED FOR SUBSONIC CRUISE WITH UNS‘WEPT WINGS THEN SEA-LEVEL FENETHATIDN WITH
WINGS SWEPT FOR SURVIVABILITY, - . ) .

THE UNITED STATES'F-111ISA SUPERSUNIG VARIABLE WING, ALL WEATHER FIGHTEHIBUMBEH CAPABLE OF DELIVERING
WEAPONS WITH HIGH SUHVIVABILITY :

. COMBAT MAX SPEED MAX SPEIED,, WEAPONS _ f
1L0.C. ~ RADIUS(KM)  SEALEVEL (MACH)  OPTIMUMALT (MACH)  LOAD _ &
BACKFIREB 1974 4200 UNDER MACH, 1 OVER MACH. 2 4, VARIABLE YIELD -
F-111 1969 1800 . DVERMACH. 1 OVER MACH. 2 =

. h iql

1/ ESTIMATES OF THE EFFECTIVE COMBAT RADIUS OF AN AIRCRAFT ARE HIGHLY DEPENDENT UPON.THE ASSUMPTION MADE
ABOUT THE FLIGHT PROFILE FOR A PARTICULAR MISSION. FOR THE SOVIET AIRCRAFT, A HIGH-LOW-HIGH PROFILE FOR
A NUCLEAR MISSION IS ASSUMED. FOR THE F-111, A HIGH-LOW-LOW-HIGH IS ASSUMED, ALL AIRCRAFT ARE ASSUMED TO
* RETURN TO HOME BASE; A MORE LIKELY PROFILE FOR A NUCLEAR MISSION FOR BOTH UK- AND SOVIET- BASED AIRCRAFT
MIGHT BE TO LEAVE HOME BASE WITH AUXILLIARY FUEL TANKS, DELIVER WEAPONS AND RETURN TO NEAREST FRIENDLY
AIR BASE. THIS COMBAT RANGE WOULD ENHANCE SIGNIFIBANTLY THE NUMBER OF ENEMY TARGETS WITHIN RANGE.

2/ THE NUMBER OF WARHEADS (S BASED UPON A CONFIGURATION THAT ASSUMES THAT NUCLEAR WARHEADS WILL BE CARRIED
ONLY WITH SPECIAL HANDLING EQUIPMENT, A PRE-ARMED NUCLEAR BOMB CAN BE CARRIED ANYWHERE THAT A
CONVENTIONAL ONE CAN BE BUT ONLY SPECIAL HANDLING EQUIPMENT ALLOWS THE PII.I]T TO WAIT AND ACTIVATE THE
BOMB OVER ENEMY TERRITORY,




PACKAGE OF Q'S AND A'S CONCERNING TNF
MODERNIZATION/ARMS CONTROL

Mission and Rationale for TNF Modernization
Questzons 1-7

Ana1y51s of Trends in SOV1et and NATO LRTNF
Questlons 8 - 14

Arms Race and Arms Control Implications of TNF Modernization
Questions 15 - 28

On the Impacﬁ of LRTNF Modermization upon the "Coupling“ of
US- Strategic Deterrence to Western European Defense
Questions 28 --32 - : )
-'On European Acceptance of TNF,“both Publlc and Governmental
" Questions 32 - 38

Justification for Actual Package -- Those Who Argue Not
Enough or Too Much
Questions 39 - 45




a. mission and Kationale for TNF Modernization
v 1. Q. Is LRTNF modernization necessary just because the
Soviets are doing it, or is there some- doctrinal
reason for LRINF modernization?

A. NATO's basic strategy is one of flexible response.
That means tﬁat NATO requires a wide variety of options,
conventional, theater nuclear, and strategic -- all linked

"to pose the threat of unacceptable costs to, and therefore .
deterring, our potentlal enemles. LRTNF is and has been a
criticai part of that sfrategy -"To deter agressxon NATO must

“have the capablllty both to.respond approprlately -at whatever
level of violence the ‘aggressor chooses and have the percelved
ability to respond at greater levels of violence -- thus demon-
strating to the enemy the risks and costs of continuing the

conflict. The potential challenge to NATO's strategy poéed by

Soviet LRTNF deployments has caused NATO tq consider an evolu-

" tionary program of LRTNF modernlzatlon - ‘,;,f."._.,_:.;_;a-_-

2. 'Q. 'Doesn t thlS modernlzatlon, in fact, creaté a new
role <- one previously reserved to US strategic
forces -- for NATO TNF to strike the Soviet Union?

A, No. NATO has long maintained forces capable of
conducting nuclear etrikes against the territory of the
Soviet Union. Rather, TNF modernlzatlon would contribute

" to deterrence by deploying LRTNF having greater survivability

and capability and by demonstrating the Alliance's will to

meet the challenge of Soviet deployments.




- . . ViAL CTAGL LAY 4D bl Mbwvwawis wa omeo s o ccccmeim e o

do the capabilities of cruise missiles and PIIs con-
. tribute to this mission?

A.  The mission of LRINF in NATO's strategy of flexible
_ - response is to promote deterrence by providing a wide rangé of
options -~- the capacity to respond approprial;ly to any kind
of-potential Soviet/Warsaw Pact attack. - H mix of
" cruise missiles and ballistic mi ssiles would confront the
Warsaw Pact planner with a number of problenms. _Ballistic

m1ss11es have greater assurance of penetratlng SOVlet territory.
Cruise m15511es will be highly" moblle, thereby ensurlng greater
pre-launch survivability. The systems could be employed

either selectively or massively against the enemy.

. -

4, Q. 1f deterrence were to fail, how would LRTNF help
.to defend Europe and prevent the agressor from
achieving its.goals? .. .

o a4 o o - 8 s R - n o im -

P o o —— s e

-~ =r U AL While we procure for ‘the malntenance .of denerrence, PRI
four queétlon and,our plann;ng recognlze ‘that dgterrence is

not -an abstraction and that our forces must demonstrate real
miliiary capability both.to reinforce deterrence and, should
deterrence fail, to prevent the aggressor from realizing the

goals of his'aggression: In the case of NATO. long-range TNF,

we believe that the improved capability and survivability of

thésg new sys;gps.will require the Warsaw Pact forces, to the

full depth of the theater, to operate in less thqn.oﬁtimum
configuratibﬁs. In addition,‘selective strikes by our m§dern-

ized LRTNF against kEy iogistics and transportation nodes, as




well as other military targets, can deprive. the Warsaw Pact

- _forces of the momentum which their doctrine seems to require.

- .. 5. Q. Won't LRTNF moderhization --’and its application to
the battlefield -- simply lower the nuclear threshold
and increase the likelihood of muclear war in Europe?

AL No. In.the flrst place, the predominant functlon of
LRTINF is to strengthen deterrence’ by providing addmtlonal TNF
optlons to complement conventlonal forces, Short -range TNF and
_ strategic capab111t1es.— Such a LRTNF capab111ty w111 most
llkely raise the nuclear threshold because it will 1essen the
possibility that the Soviets nght mlscalculate that they
could win the war by using thelr theater nuclear weapons

against Europe, without putting Soylet,terrlto:y at risk. -

Such a Soviet act would'be a serious miscalculation because
.the US's etrategic deterrent is inextricably linked éo Western .
270 European defense . “nevertheless; the existence’ and survivability -
ef a 1ong-range‘theater nuclear capebilify based in’Eﬁfope
would remove any possible room for such an erroneous belijief.
A credible NATO LRINF capability will raise the nuclear threshol:

by increasing the risks and costs associated with any use of

nuclear weapons by a potential aggressor.

6. Q. Does the LRTNF modernization program mean that NATO
T T T ™ is increasing its reliance on nuclear as opposed to
conventional forces.

A. No, it does not. NATO has always included nuclear

options ~- both short-range and battlefield, as well as long-




,range --as part of its flexible response strategy. Until the

Soviet Union undertook to modernize its LRTNF, the balance at

this level was stable and appeared to satisfy both NATO's and

-

the Warsaw Pact s defensive purposes. Soviet modernization
plus the aging of NATO systems has led the alliance to consider
~modernizing its own LRTNF capabilities. -We‘plan only to
maintain our deterrent capablllty 1n the face of a changlng
S1tuatlon, not increase our re11ance on any partlcular type of
capablllty. NATO's pollcy places the highest-priority-on
contznuzng to improve its convent10nal forces, this commitment

Wlll not be affected by any LRTNF,podernlzatlon programh

7. Q. Assuming the validity of your rationale for TNF
modernization, doesn't NATO's flexible response .
strategy and the role of the TNF within it --in the
.context of Warsaw Pact conventional superiority --
necessitate that the West initiate the use of . ’

..nuclear weapons.w e e e et U S

A.‘t The princ1pal functlon of NATO's mllltary capab111t1es_
is to deter acts of aggression at all levels and, furthermore,
if deterrence fails at any level, to prevent the continuation
of aggression by ﬁosing ﬁnabcepfable risks to the enemy. The
Warsaw Pact must understand that NATO conventional and nuclear
forces are 11nked that any act of aggression risks the use of
all NATO weapons, including US intercontinental forces.
B. Analysis of Trends in Soviet and NATO LRTNF -

8. . Q. Why is your analysis of NATO and Soviet Long- Range _
Theater Nuclear Force balances limited only to IRBMs




" and aircraft such as the Backfire and F-111? Aren't
there a number of other Soviet systems which are
capable of delivering nuclear weapons against targets

. in Western Europe?

S A, Any discussion of comparative theater nuclear balances
runs into definitional problems because the line differentiating
lbng-range from short~range nuclear systems can sometimes be
quite blurry. 'Customatily we say a system is long-range if it
has a range or combat radius of over 1000 kms. It is certainly
true that there are .a number- of weapons systems not included
in this analysis that can peffqrm nuclear missions. A princi-

pal example would be the Soviet Fencer aircraft, a dual-capable -

-

“aircraft with a combat range of about 1000 kms. The Soviet

'~dlstances into Western Europe Any prudent analyst must

Union has deployed somewhat over two hundred of these aircraft
in the Soviet Union against NATO Europe and, under certain

combat conditions, these aircraft can reach cons1derab1e

- .

consxder these.systems as well‘ In. much the same fashion,
however, NATO has aircraft Which ‘could concexvably carry out
nuclear missions against the Soviet Union even thqugh that is
not their principal missionl Fbr the sake of clarity, however, -

we have not inclhded these systems in our analysis. Neverthe-

~1éss, their impact should not be neglected.

9. " "Q.” What has been past NATO policy on TNF modernization?

A, NATO's ﬁolicy on TNF modernization has been that of

evolutionary modernization NATO never has advocated radical




,increases in our theater nuclear capabilities. Rather, the
policy has been to replace and update as necessary to ensure

that NATO's TNF can maintain its role as ome facet of the

-

spectrum of deterrence.

-10. Q. What is it ébout recent developments in Soviet
deployments that is cause for such great alarm?

v A. The Soviets are deploying an increasing number.of
modernized systems apposite Western-Europe which are fér more-

effeé;iVé'than the older systems they replace“o; suppléﬁent.
'Thesevnewer systems; speéifically the SS-20 missile and the

" Backfire bpmber, have greater ;angé, accuracy and mobility,
thus allowing them to strike into Western Europe with a higher
probability of mission success. Further, these systems can

carry a substantially greater number of nuclear warheads,

= - - - — - -ty .-

] il.‘-élul‘Why aren't NATO s current LRTNE Capabllltles sufflclent
. to counter the Soviet deployments of $$-20s and
Backfires?
T A, 1 Current LRTINF capabilities consist of sea-based -
missiles (UK Polaris and US Poseidon) and land-based aircraft
(UK Vulcan and US F-111s). While thé sea-based systems are
highly su;viVable (as is the mobile SS-20), they are not as
. accurate as land-based missile systems and thus not as éapable
"of ﬁérfﬁrmipg'géleétive strikes against military targets.
NATO's land-based systems are .aging (;he‘Vulcan is soon to ‘be

retired) and increasingly vulnerable, particularly with the

[ ——




deployments of the SS-20 which is con51derably more accurate
than the S§-4 or S§-5. A LRINF modernizatlon program by NATO
involving land-based missile systéms, would diversify NATO's
“LRfNF capabilities, thus enhancing the credibility of LRTNF
response 0ptions.v Current capabilities are sufficiept'to meet

. current threats; we afg concerned about the.risks associated

with meeting future threats with -current capabilities, only

more aged.

L

12. Q. wWhy are the Soviets deploylng the §S- 20 and Backfire
- bomber?

A. Of course, we really,caﬁ‘t answer that question.
The balance of TNF between the Soviet Union and EATO appeared
to be reasonably stable until the recent Soviet modernization

program and that balance seemed to satisfy both sides‘ defensive

. needs. _Their present LRTNF deployment, however, changes the
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level of . the prev1ous balance upward and prOV1des, through 1ts
Increased moblllty, accuracy, and number of weapons, an enhanced
Warsaw Pact offensive capability. It is this recent dévelopment

that is cause for concernm.

13. Q. How reliable are your estimates of Soviet LRTNF

" capabilities? How do we really know that they are
in fact increasing the numbers and capabilities of
their LRTNF systems?

A. Our information about deployed systems is acdepted

as being reasonably reliable. Based upon our intelligence

about qurreﬁt production rates, weapons production lead times,

‘our understanding of Warsaw Pact.strategy and doctrines, and

-




.so forth, we can project the general nature of future Soviet

capabilities.

14. Q. Why has NATO allowed the Soviet Union to gain a lead
in LRTNF? .

A. NATO has never had a policy of matching the Soviet
Union LRfNE sy;tem—for¥§ystem or‘ygrhead-fof~warhead, so the
question of'a simﬁle numerical "lead" is not the critical
- - 1issue. What is 1mportant is- that NATO contlnue, as 1t has in

" the past to prov1de forces -- LRINF and the rest of the range

“of conventional and nuclear capabllzties -- to ensure that

déterrence_is preserved and thax iﬁe Soviets cannot use the

threat of military force as an effectiye instrument of policy

in Europe. It is in this context that LRINF modernization is

being considered.
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c. Arms Race and Arms Control Impllcatlons of TNF
Modernlzatlon .
15. Q. Why should NATO, after the US and the Soviet Union
. " reached 'a new SALT agreement, seek to move into an
entirely new arms race with the Soviet Union?
A. If the result of NATO's modernization of its Long-
Range Theater Nuclear Forces were to be an arms race, it would
indeed be unfortunate and completely uncalled for on ths part
_of the Soviet Union. Until recently both NATO and the Soviet
Union maiﬁtéined relatively stable LRTNF and it is the recent

Soviet modernization and deployment program that is causing
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concern. NATO believes it must, for its own security, respond

to these developments. In doing so we wish only to correct an

_emerging asymmetry in the two force structures. We see no

~

L —
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need to match the projected Soviet deployments but we must

retain credible options to respond to them, as well as other

- possible actions. If the Soviet Union is willing to assist us

in correcting this asymmetry in forces through arms control we

are ready to do so.

.

16. Q. What will NATO do if the Soviet response to its
‘ LRTNF modernization is simply to increase the number
of SS-20s it deploys or.not retire SS-4s and S55-~5s
at the current rate? = Or even deploy some forward
based systems of their own -- for example, S$$-20s in
Cuba? . _ - .

A, NATO is respondlng to a Soviet deployment program -
one which. -they cannot deny -~ that is occurrlng 1n the face of
a stat1c NATO force posture wlth respect to LRTNF Whlle 1t
W1ll ensure the credlblllty of our TNF options, any. llkely
NATO LRTNF modernization program would not approach the scope
of the Soviet programs. The Soviets could respond by keeping
their older systems or ekpdnding their LRTNF deployments. 1If
they do, NATO would have to reconsider the scope of its own

modernization prbgram; In parallel, however, the Alliance

will be supporting arms control negotiations on LRTINF to

" constrain potential Soviet deployments, thus contributing to

future stability in Europe. As for the possibility that the

Soviets might station $5-20s in Cuba, such an action would be




¢« politically reckless given the history of US-Soviet agreements
on nuclear offensive systems deployed in Cuba.

R

17. Q. Didn't fhe US withdraw Thor and Jupiter missiles
' from Europe as a result of a US-USSR agreement in -
conncetion with the Cuban Missile Crisis?  How will
this affect any new US deployments at this time?
A, The US has nb agreement with the Soviet Uniop_éon-
cerning deﬁloymenf of US LRINF in Europe in connection with
the Cuban Missile Crisis. US withdrawal of medium-range
missileé from Europg in 1963 was carried. out és a‘resuit of
normal force modernization décisiqgs -- more vulnerable and
less accurate systems were replaced with more capable intercon-
tinental systems. The US ﬁs not constrained with respect to -
any future iRTNF deplpy@ents. ‘ : K .
:.%8:"§.f.‘lf NATO proceeds w1th 1ts LRTNF modernlzatlon plan,

~'doesn't that obviate “any poss:ble nieed for the~"~
neutron bomb? .

A. As you know, the US is‘continuing development of

enhanced radiation weapons -- the neutron bomb as .it is called --

but has deferred decisioﬁs ébouf production and deployment of
these systems. As President Carter éiéted these decisions
w111 be 1nfluenced by the degree of SOVlet restraint in its
weapons programs and force deployments which affect NATO
"security. The intended role for enhanced radiation weapons is

short-range tactical use. Decisions about whether to procure

such weapons will be taken separately from those involving




. long-range theater nuclear weapons. As of this time, however,
no final decisions about.enhanced radiation weapons have been
‘made within the US or the Alliance.

-

19. Q. Would it be better to-see if arms control for LRINF
could succeed before beglnnlng LRTNF modernization?

'A.’ As you know the Statement of Pr1nc1ples included in
the SALT 11 agreeﬁent opens the ;;ysfor US and Sovxet negot1a-
tions on nuclear systems not.constralned by SALT 11 prov151ons.
The Unlted States has stated 1ts position that any future
'llmltatlons on US systems pr1nc1pally deszgned for theater
missions should be accompanied by approprlate limitations on
Soviet theater systems. In terms of ;he Alliance LRTNF modern-
ization decisions, wg_need to go ahead. We will then have

ample opportunity to see if meaningful arms agreéments will be

"p0551b1e 51nce the first new systems wouldn't be deployed

- - - »._..p = oee

1mmed1ate1y Reallstlcally,'1t~1s unllkely that the Sovxet
Union would accept meaningful constraints on their systems in

the absence of real programs and the demonstrated public and
political resolve‘on the'part of NATO to respond to the Soviet
modernizatiop program. .Otherwise, they .would have no ihcent%ve to
'%”engage in ;erious negotiations. 1In additidn, since the Soviets

 have already modernized substantial portions of their long

"range TNF, some "NATO modernization will probably be necessary,

even if arms control efforts are successful.




+20. Q. If TNF modernization is "required,” how can arms
control lessen the need for some modernization?

- A, NATO's LRINF is aging. For example, the British
-~ Vulcan bombers will soon be retired. Even if the Soviets had

not modernlzed their LRTNF we would be considering the moderni-

_ zation of our own LRTNF. At the same timé, however, the
So;iet Union has changed the balance “of forces at the LRTNF
level with the. 1ntroduct10n of the Ss- -20 m15511e and Backfire -

-~  .bomber. The glze and scope of NAfajs modernization will be

éffectgd, of course, by tﬁe level of Soviet LRTNF-deploymepts:

‘ and by the willipgnegg of the Sov%ft Union to engage in meaning-

ful arms control negotiations. We intend to pursue this

subject seriously. Realistically, we do not expect the outcome -

of arms control negotiations to eliminate the need for some
NATO TNF .modernization. o ' z
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21. Q.- Are the plans for .the introduction of P1Is and GLCMs
. simply "bargaining chips" for future arms 11m1tat10n'
talks?

A. PIls and GLCMs are two promising candidates for
NATO's TNF modernization program, the size and characteristics

of which have not yet been determined and which could be

affected by the course of arms limitation talks. But they are

.

not .to be viewed as "bargaining chips" in any sense of the

term because they will constltute the modernization program

that NATO will have to pursue.




22, Q. How will the provisions of SALT 1I, assuming that it

- . is ratified by the US Senate with no changes, affect
NATO's program for LRTNF modernization/arms control?

A. SALT II puts no limitationS'oﬁ options of current

interest for LRINF modernizationm, .for example, ground-and

sea-launched cruise missiles and Pershing II ballistic missiles.

" ‘- The Protocol to SALT II.(which'bans deployment, but not testing,

of long-range cruise missiles) expires—oﬁ a fixed date, Dec. 31

1981, which would be befére any LRTNF deployments could occur.

23. Q.- Given'tﬁe magnitude of currént.and projected $5-20
o and Backfire deployments, wouldn't any feasible arms
‘control agreement simply. freeze NATO into a position
of inferiority with respect to LRTNFs?

A. In order to strengthen the NATO deterrent, it is
necessary that NATO have sufficient LRTNF to provide credible
options of defense and deterrenée to respond to Soviet LRTNF
',capabllltles. For thlS purpose we do not need to match ..
.SOViet deployments. At the same tlme, however, we Wlll not
agree to any limitation of NATO's LRTNFs that is not equitable
and that would. leave us with capabilities that are not sufficient
to meet our legitimate defensive needs. Realistically, we are

" not optlmlstlc that the Soviet Union would accept such restrictions

on its capabllltles as would obviate our need to modernize.

24. Q.” 1f NATO has indeed committed itself to the pursuit
- of arms control agreements covering LRTNFs, will it
be through SALT III talks or MBFR talks? If through
SALT, how will NATO allies participate in the
negotiations?




" ]
. A. As you know, the question of NATO's LRINF arose in

-

MBFR when the West presented Option III for consideration --

) ,esggntially_Option ITII proposed a reduction of a combination ‘
of NAiO's TNFs and conventional forcgs in return for a substan-
tially larger reduction of Warsaw Pact conventional forces.

'fhe Unifed States undertakes the closest possible consultations
wlth its NATO Allies on all quest;ons concernlng TNF modernlza-
tlon/arms coutrol Through what forum, and the precise form
‘that Alliance consultation will take, has nbt yet been dec1ded
and is itself a.matter for Alliance ch01ce.

25. Q. How can we increase LRTNF with Option TII on the .
; table in MBFR? Does this spell the end- of the .
West's MBFR negotiating position? .
A.. The fact that we have made the Option I11 offer can

be taken as. in no way constralnlng the West until such. tlme as .

:both'51des reach an MBFR- agreement on the substance of‘that
offer. Optloq_III proposed a reduct1on of_nuclear,capable .
F-4s, 36 Pershing ballistic missiles and 1000 US nuclear

warheads (and limitation to residual levels) in return for a

. Warsaw Pact reduction to common collective manpower ceiling

based upon agreed manpower data as well as a reduction of 1700
tanks (and limitation to residual levels). NATO is in the
process of deciding the substance of its entire LRTNF moderni-
zation and related arms control recoﬁmendations, and will o

' consider Option III1 in that context.




A
26. Q. After signing the SAL1 Ll agreemeut iu vicuua,

~ ' President Carter told Congress that if SALT II were

' ‘ not ratified, NATO defense would be hurt by a diver-
sion of US resources from strengthening NATO capabili-
ties to an unrestrained strategic arms race with the
- . Soviet Union. Is this true?

A, As you know, our NATO Allies have strongly endorsed
SALT 11 as serving the.interests of the NATO Alliance. Rejec~

tion of SALT II by the Senate will servé neither US nor

NATO interests. We do not expect, however, that it will be

rejected and, in any case, the United States' commitment to

- European defense will remaln flrm and we will continue- to
malnta1n strong US 1ntercont1nental nuclear forces which are

the ultimate bulwark in NATO‘shdeterrent posture.

e -

27. Q. The Soviet Union has no nuclear weapons, unconstrained
by SALT, which are capable of attacking the US. Why
does the US seek to circumvent the intent of SALT by
.deploying new strategic systems. into the Europeéan
‘continent?

. A: 'KThe terms of SALT II are qu1te expliclt as to whlch
éystehs are constrained and which are not. The US (and NATO)
has absolutely no intent or interest in circumven;ihg the
terms of the treaéy. The Sovief Union has deployed in the

Soviet Union sizeable numbers of ballistic missiles (SS-20s,

'sS-4s, and SS-5s) and bombers (Backfire, Badger and Blinder)
against Western Europe. These forces, unconstrained by any
- agreement (except for production limits on Backfire) cannot be

ignored. I1f the Alliance decides to modernize its LRTINF, it




owill be to reinforce NATO strategy and to respong Lo dovier
LRTNF modernization, and not to circumvent the limits in

_SALT II.

28. Q. France has indicated forcefully that she will not
part1c1paté in any talks concerning LRTNF limitation
and it appears that she is about to embark on a
significant modernization program of her nuclear
capabilities. Doesn't ‘this seriously undermine any’
prospect of reaching an’ agreement with the Soviet
Union?

A. - Obviously French ﬂhcléar capabilities complicate the
negotiating process over LRTNFsS because these forces figure in
any Soviet calculations. However ~the French program has not
precluded serious arms control negotlatlons regarding intercon-
tinental nuclear systems. The French program --or thg Chinese

or British program for that matter -~ should preclude serious

.negotiations over LRINF. . .. . S . L. .
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D. On the Impact of LRTNF Moderniiation‘ﬁpon the i'Cc'ﬁ.lpling"”
‘ of US Strategic Deterrence to West European Defense

29.. Q. ° Is it meaningful to talk about the ”Eurq-SErategic
balance?" . :

A. Any discussion of the balance of nuclear forces in
the European Theater must consider US aﬁd Soviet intercontinen-
tal capabilities. Parts of both the US and the Soviet Union's
"s;;égegiq forces a;e‘committed to the Eu;ﬁpean theater’and'a
basic component of the NATO deterrent is.its inextricable link

to US intercontinental forces. To consider LRINF balances




»without including the US/USSR intercontinentrai vataice so o

negiect an essential element in this theater.

- 730~ Q. Doesn't the existence of strategic parity -- together
with the increasing vulnerability of US land-based
strategic forces ~- reduce the likelihood that the
US will respond to major Warsaw Pact provocations in
Western Europe ~- a likelihood that would be further
reduced if NATO provides itself with a minimal
assured destruction capablllty through LRTNF
modernization?

A. NATO's LRTNF.modernizaﬁioﬁ‘p;ogram does not in anf‘
‘lsegég rgp;esent‘an attempt to procure a Europeén-baéedjminimal
assured aestruction capabiIity; TS do so‘might~témpt a potential
aggressor into the misperception that the United States might
possibly reméin ﬁninvolyed_in a general European nuclear war.
This would be a grave miscalculation since the cé%ﬁ;rspone of B
US policy is our commitment to European defense. . NATO'é LRTINF

A,modernizaiion program has as one 6f its principalipurposés the

. contlnuxng prov1s:on -of credib1a~LRTNF options .50 as to-prevent'~1f
any p0551b1e m1sca1cu1atlon by the Soviets about whether a
European-based” confllct could be conta1ned without risk of
escalatlng to general nuclegr war -- a purpose central to

. NATO's continuum of deterrence.
31:4.Q. Does the stationing of cruise and ballistic missiles

- in Europe presage the decoupling of the US strategic
. . arsenal from the defense of Europe?
- A, On the contrary, NATO's LRTNF'program infno way

should be interprétéd as contributing to any "decoupling" of

US intercontinental forces from European defense. The security

‘




in the United States is indivisible trom tne secuiivy wva
Western Europe ;nd US strategic forces remain firmly linked to
hthé defEnse‘of Europe. A principal reagon-for the proposed
- dé#&oyments of LRTNF is to make this linkage clear to the
Soviet Union -~ té correct any possible mispereeptién on their

" part that they could initiate a war which would be confined to

Europe, leaving US and Soviet territory as sanctuaries.
. 1 . . .

32-- Q. In listening to some of the US MX debate of recent
months can one detect a moré sinister reason ~for the
American initiative to put new weapons into Europe?
Wouldn't this new deployment have the effect of
‘drawing Soviet nuclear weapons on Europe instead of
the US in the event of a-war between the super-powers?

A. ‘Thé American people will continue to shoulder the
responsibilities required for theif own security;:-'a gecurity
which is indivisible”frbm European security. The recenﬁ
.decision fo proceed with the qusﬁéuld_make this clear. ?The
~~ ;“-Amerfcan peqplevaiso.kno%‘thgreuis nd“sanccuéfy in 2 nucleaf.ia-§ﬁ:

war. The purpose of credible LRTNF options is not to provide

a sanctuary for the United States but to gainsay perceptions

of a Soviet sanctuary and thereby to deter aggression.

" E. On European Acceptance of TNF, both Public and Governmental
33. Q. If the European public, and consequently many
" governments, would not accept the neutron bomb, why
should they accept Pershing 1Is and GLCMs?
T 7 "TALT The mission of the neutron -bomb -- enhanced radiation
weapons -- and long-range theater nuclear weapons (which may

or may not be a combination of PIIs and GLCMs -- this has not

L



*vet been determined) are very different and 1 expect tuaw ﬂ

European publics will react very differently to them. First,

X -thq‘Soviets_have been modernizing their LRTNF for the past
-five years, while NATO has not. NATO's decision will follow
Soviet decisions énd,will not represent the introduction of a
“new TNF capability int§ the theater. Second, while the prin-
cipal purpose of both types of capab111t1es is deterrence, ERW
deter prlncxpally by providlng credlble options for battlefield

. use =~ 1nc1ud1ng on NATO terrltory -- while LRTNF deter princi-

_pally by warning the aggressor of the risk of aggre551on

becduse of the high costs associated with escalation -- that

e -
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is, the cost of strikes against the home territory of the

aggressor (with Europe-Based Systems).

34, Q. .VWon't the stationing of these new nuclear weapons
simply make new targets out of European countries if

a nuclear war occurs”

A. . 2 Any LRTNF modernlzatlon program W111 not 1ncrease
ﬁhe total number bf’nuclear weapons in Western Europe since
there will be a reduction in the existing stockpile at least
as large as the increase in new weapons. In any case, if a

general nuclear war were to occur, it is uncertain whether

those Western European countries which did not have any nuclear,

s

weapons at all would suffer significantly less damage than

" those that did."’
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-35. Q. I1f the European allies say "no" to LRINF deployments,

what will the US do? Will this be a signal of the
approaching end of the NATO Alliance?

- A. We don't believe that the Allies will say "no" to
NATO's LRTNF modernization program. Moreover, it is not
productive to speéulate on what "the United States or any other
-natipn ﬁight ao in thaﬁ unlikely event. - In. any event, the

solidarity of the Alliadnce is strong and does not depend

solely on this or any other singie factor. -

-~

36. Q.  Why should Europeans endorse additional deployments
of nuclear weapons in Europe when all that will do
is ensure higher levels of destruction for them if

~they are drawn into a superpower war?

A. Obviously we are all aware of the horrendous destruc-
tion which would result from any general nuclear war.  Unfor-
tunately it is one of the ironies of the nuclear -era that in’
.order to deter war and aggression -- the. prime purpose of the
© NATO Alliance -- we'must often-increase the costs to thénénemy-'r'.~
(and us) associated with war if deterrence fails. beépité the
existence of massive destructive power from nuclear weapons, -

this logic of deterrence. remains compelling and continues to

" help preserve peace in Europe, as it has for the past 30
}eafs. - -

37. Q. Are Norway and Denmark (or Greece or Turkey) being
. considered as host countries for LRTNF deployment?
A.  As in tlie past, the type and degree of‘pafticipation
is up to the individual NATO member to decide. We are #ntici-

pating widespread support for and participation in LRTINF

>




smodernization. Over and above this, it is not our poiicy wu
discuss specifics on which countries would have nuclear

_weapons stationed on their territories.

-

38. Q. Wouldn’'t the national security interest of all the
smaller NATO nations be best served by their
excluding new long-range theater nuclear weapons
from their soil? ) -

A.  The foundation upon which NATO is built is the
premise that the national securiﬁy'interests of members states
. is best served by addressing these interest as an Alliance.
" The cohesiveness and solidarity of the Alliance is predicated
on the willingness of each of its member states to share
appropriately in the risks and burdens associated with main-
taining the security of the Alliance -- a securiiy }hap all

states enjoy, large or small.

v

'F.  Justification for Actual Package - Those Who Argue Not
Enough or Too Much - RS o ‘ = . S ST

38, Q.  In its issue of 25 June, Newswéek reports'thét the
: - United States will soon propose the deployment in
Western Europe of between 200 and 600 nuclear war-
heads with increased capabilities (such as the PII)
to counter the. Soviets' SS5-20 Backfire systems. 1Is
this true?
A. A general consensus has beén reached within NATO
" that Soviet LRTNF deployments -- which include $S-20 and
. Backfire -- necessitates an appropriate response from NATO in
" terms of LRINF ‘modeérnization. The precise size and characteris-
tics of the modernization program has not yet been determined

either within NATO or the United States.




«40. Q. Assuming that the reported range of 200-600

- . deliverable warheads is correct, why aren't we
deploying more LRTNF systems to meet the projected

. threat posed by 5§5-20 and Backfire deployments which
by 1985 could increase by between 200 and 300 per-

- - cent?

A, The nature of NATO's LRTNF modernization program has
.nbt yet been determined but I want to remind you that the
intention of our modernization program is not to match the
Soviet Union missile for missile, warhead for warheéad. NATO's
principal pﬁrpose in LRTNF modernization is to provide itself
with credible response options. For NATO's defensive purposes,
" credible options at the LRTNF level will be provided by survivable,
accurate systems at far fewer numbers than is currently projeéted
for the Soviet deployment ﬁrogram. ) - e
41. Q. The French have long insisted that they needed a
"minimum massive retaliation" capability to deter
the .Soviet Union. Yet the proposed mission for-
Pershing II stresses military targets and Moscow is
beyond its range.-. How-exactly will Pershing TI% ---= = -
strengthen deterrence given its relatively short
range (in comparison to. the $S-20) and counterforce
mission? - ' ’
A. The purpose of NATO's LRTNF modermization prograﬁ is

not to provide NATO with a Eurobean - based minimal massive

" retaliation capability.. Such a capability might lead the
Soviet Union to make the fundamental miscalculation that US
strategic forces are not inextricably linked to European

"defense. The purpose of our LRINF is to provide credible

options linking conventional forces, theater nuclear weapons

and strategic weapons into a single continuum of deterrence

L — 7
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+which will leave no room for the Soviets to miscalculate about

the.readiness of NATO to respond appropriately to any acts of

_aggression by strikes against various kinds of targets.

42. Q. Accepting for the moment that NATO needs additional
LRTNF, we have only heard reports of systems that ~
are based in -Europe -- that is, PIls and GLCMs. Why
wouldn't it be more appropriately sea-based -- thus
prov:dlng greater survivability, reducing Soviet
inceritives to use nuclear weapons against Europe and
avoiding the political. dlfflcultles of arranglng
national bases?

_ ‘A.i NATO has, “and will contlnue to have, a s:gnlflcant
- portion of its LRINF capability deployed -at sea.” New land-
based Systems with good pre-launch~survivability will greatly
d{versify NATO's LRTNF, thus éﬂhancing the credibility of
LRTNF response option. Land-basing in the different allied

countries convincingly and visibly conveys the vitality,

_cohesivénéss,‘and”solidarity of -the NATO Alliance..
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43. Q. N Why do we need TNF modernization-at all when _
. everyone knows that NATO forces have approximately
EJclear warheads as Warsaw Pact forces

BXT) ,
A. In the first place, we do not know that we have
twice as many nuclear warheads as does the Warsaw Pact -- you

.may seriously underestimate the number of Soviet nuclear

warheads. Secondly, NATO's nuclear warhead capability is
_hgaﬁély“weighpﬁq_pgwgrds short-?ange tac;ical weapons. ~ Our
LRTNF moderﬁization_program is aimedlét redressing any short
falls in long range theater nﬁclear'capability that maj 

endanger the credibility of NATO's deterrent. Afvthe same




o time we do not plan to increase the total number of nuclear

warheads in NATO's inventory, or the role of TNF in NATO's

strategy.

46, Q. I simply don't understand how proliferating still .
more nuclear weapons will improve the security of
Western Europe. If the tens of thousands of
existing nuclear weapons cannot deter the Soviets
how can we expect a few hundred more in Europe to

~deter them?

A. Deterrence is not established or maintained by some
514§1e count1ng of nucl;ar Qéapons NATO'strategic doctrine
. _recognizes that deterrence depends on what types of actions
are intended to be deterred and the credibility of actually
employing the forces if deterrence fails. We believe that the
proposed improvements to NATO's. LRTNF will strengthen the

deterrence of Soviet aggression well beyond their ntmerical ~

.contribution.by their demonstration of NATO's. will.to respond.
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45. Q. Is the Soviet build-up of S5-20s (which after all,
may just be a replacement for obsolescent SS-4s and
SS~5s) any more threatening than the general nuclear
build-up in both theater and strategic systems?
A. Your question seems to imply that Alliance does not
find the gengfal nuclear build-up of the Soviet Union cause
" for considerable alarm. The fact is that we do. In the
strategic arena, the U.S. is responding by pursuing a general
‘'modernization/arms control program. -The most recent products,
of course, have been the SALT Il agreement and the MX missile

decision. . NATO is now considering how to respond in the area

" of LRTNF.




