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3 _ NUCLEAR STOCKPILE REPLACEMENT

R ¥hen older warheads In the European nuclear stockplle sre replaced

. Wwith warheads associated with LRTNF modernization, should the replacement
occur on a one-for-one or greater than one-for-one baslis?
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The High Level Group concluded that LRTNF modernization should otcur
without I[ncreasing the size of the nuclear warhead stockplle In Europe.
Thus, as LRTNF warheads are deployed, older warheads assocloted with
obsolete systems will have to be reduced at least at a rate of one extess

" warhead golng out for every long range warhead coming in.

thle the High Level Group has not Indicated that warhead replacement

should occur at a greater than one-for-one rate, this approach could be
s Iderad 1 tieaniy t0 setinfy the mncerns% (b)(1)
thHat the role of nuclear forces not be Increased as modernization

takes place. Although the effect of such a replacemsnt policy would be

to reduce the overal) slize of the European nuclear weapon stockpile, it
could be a useful way to promote widespread participation In LRTHF moderni-
zation. On the other hand, we should guard agalnst taking so many warheads
out that It adverscly affects our millitary capabllity, for, In addition,

we must conslder the NATO/Marsaw Paoct nuclear balance In short and medium
range nuclear capabllity, which [s projected to continue to move ln the
Pact's fevor during the 1980s.
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" The table below shows the warheads authorlzed for deployment in
Europe at the end of FY 1979. For comparison purposes SACEUR's stated
nuclear weapons requirements for 1979 Is a benehmark oF the military view
of what |s needed.

Warhead Type Humber
Authorized SACEUR Requiremeat
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Candidates for Withdrawal

If we must toke warheads out of the stockplle to fecllitate Adljes’
consensus on LRTHF modernization, we should do so in o way which mininizes
the advorse effects such reductions would have en our military capabllity.
By 1985, we project that the stockpile will contalin those warhcads which
are In cxcess of SACEUR's militery needs:

(b)(1),(b)(3)HJUSC K _
§2168(a) (D{E)-~(FRD) :* There might also be some excess bombs in the stockpile - by one

- gstimate == which could be taken out without substantial loss in
. aff i 5
effectiveness (b)(1) (b)(1)

In addition, while the remaininglNIKE HERCULES end[II Atomic
" Demolition Munitlons (ADMs) have some military capabllity, there Is a

v... -. body of oplnion which argues that scme of these systems could be dropped

from the stockplle because, as defensive systems, they lack the requisite

shock and decisiveness to be a strong deterrent to the enemy. Howevesr,

SACEUR believes these defenslve systems could be effective in support of

- conventional forces In critical tactical situations. Also, the NIKE

HERCULES Is capable of employment [n a surface-to-surface role, which
enhances its military utility 25 a nuclear dellvery system. HMoreover,

: ; the JCS consider that the nuclear defense of Europe requires the milltary

capabilfty which thcse weapons provide, thus justlfy ing their relenl.ion

in the stockplle.
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Nonethaless, If these addltlnnal bombs, ADMs and NIKE IERWLES war-
heads wora olso subject to wit cess warheads
o avallable could range from the However,

-

(b)(1),(b)(3):42 USC §2168(a)
(1)C)-—-(FRD)
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- These potentlial withdrawals are compared with the warheeds which could be
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-the Joint Staff belleves that a respdrsible upper 1lmit should be

determined only ofter detalled study. While recognizing that such a

.. study may show some addittonal excess warheads, the Joint Staff cannot

endorse any withdrawals beyond the presently projected excess of

-.. at thls tlm-

Warhead Reductions Requlred (b)([)’(b)(3'};42 usc §2|68(a)(1)(C)__(FRD)

The number of warheads to be taken out during modernizatlion would

depend in part on the slze of tha LATHF [ncrease. Forcuo:&
. Options A through D,belng considered by the SCC, range fr

warheads. included In these Options, however, are varylng numbers of
Pershing 1) missiles whose warheads replace Pershing )1.8. warhesds on

% a one-for-one basis, maklng the net Incfease due to Pershing replacement
. effectively zero. - 5.5

Another factor which wuuld influence the size of reductions is that
we may wish to take out warheads at a greater than one-for-one rate --
for example, taking two or three excess warheads out for every LRTNF
deployed. The following table shows warhead reductlon requirements for
various assumpttons of excess for LATNF warhead auchange rates.

Opt ien D

0p ﬂtlon c

Warhead Exchange Rate tion A __ Option B

In addition to withdrawlng warheads associated with LRTNF moderniza-

tion, there may be other reasons for withdrawals. For example, en KBFR

1t contalining our current Optlon |1l offer would require withdrawal
jarheads. (Approximately(b)(] fould go out with nuclear deljvery
systems also withdrawn under KBFR, requiring a net reduction of | war- .
heeds associated with other svstcms.) More warheads might also be replaced
on a one-for-one basls In conjunction w!th modernization of other than long
rahge systems .g., SACEUR's Short Term Measures Program which could .
Involve around(D)(l warheads.

TNF Stockplle Declsions

Figure 1 depicts for each of the LRTNF options various combdlnations
of warhends that could be withdrown depending on the exchonge ratlos of
excess warheads taken out for long range warheads put In; on whether XBFR
Option {1l Is cxccuted; and on whether the Short Torm Meesures teke place.

4n cxcess of milltary peeds.
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Figure 1 serves to 1llustrate the very complex nature of decisions
associated with withdrawal of excess warheads associated with LRTRF
‘modernization. For example, If Option B were selected, the Figure shows
that with o warhead exchange rate of 1:1, we can.modernlze LATHF and
protect MBFR Option 111 and handle most of the Short Term Heasures Program
with the excess warheads we know we will have avaitable. If wa were to
decide to trade for long range warhcads at a 3:1 ratio, however, wo would
have to elther teke out more NIKE HERCULES, Atomlc Pemolition Kunitions,
and bombs than we now have plans for, or we would have to forego improve-
ments Vike the Short Term Measures Program and KBFR Option Hil.

More Importantly, Figure 1 illustrates the range of uncertaiatles
which we would have to resolve before we could be assured that a more
than one-for-one exchange could be accommodated without opening up the
possibility of cutting Into the military utility of the European stockpile
Primarily, the future of ADMs end Allled NIKE ‘HERCULES systems would be
at stake. And beyond that, the de facto residual stockplle celling such
reductions would Infer may 1imit the f§lexibility needed for future stock-

pile modernization.







