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FOREWORD

This document has been prepared by the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S.
Army War College. It does not reflect the official position of the Army War
College, the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans or the Department
of the Army.

Members of the study team were Lieutenant Colonel David E. Shaver (Study
Manager), Dr. Michael F. Altfeld, Dr. Regina Gaillard, and Mr. John Scott.
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benefited from valuable assistance from faculty of the U.S. Army War College,
especially Colcnel Edward A. Hamilton, Jr., Colonel Jay C. Mumford, Colonel
David Jablonsky, Colonel John J. Hickey, Jr., Colonel Charles A. P. Woodbeck,
and Dr. Alan N. Sabrosky; and from DA and other Service staffs, 0JCS, OSD,
ACDA, State Department, CIA and DIA.

This document has been cleared for "public release” by the Department of
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EXRECUTIVE SUMMARY

The opposing alliances in Europe stand at the threshold of renewed
conventional arms control (CAC) negotiations. These talks might produce
results that echo the positive tone of Mr. Gorbachev's rhetoric, or they might
prove to be as unproductive as the moribund MBFR negotiations. NATO must be

ready in any case. This study of "how to think about CAC" is intended to
present a candidate concept.

STUDY ORIGIN

In early March of 1987, the Director of Strategy, Plans, and Policy,
0DCSOPS, DA, commissioned the Strategic Studies Institute (SSI) of the U.S.
Army War College to do a six-month study on "Conventional Arms Control in
Europe: Army Perspectives.” A working draft of the study was used by ODCSOPS
and 0JCS in June of 1987 and the study was published on 1 October 1987. As
many additional conventional arms issues emerged after the President signed
the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty, the ODCSOPS tasked the
Director of the Strategic Studies Institute to support the U.S. Army's
preparations for CAC. On 26 February 1988, the Commandant, U.S. Army War
College, tasked SSI to prepare a briefing for presentation to the Chief of
Staff, Army (CSA) and to the senior Army leadership. This study, "How to
Think About Conventional Arms Control: A Framework,” was initially prepared
to provide data from which the briefing could be drawn.

STUDY APPROACH

The study 1s intended to identify critical strategic variables for CAC in
Europe, propose positions on important issues, and consolidate the results in
a candidate U.S. Government position on CAC.

Numerous conventional arms control proposals seem to lack strategic
context. Methodologicelly, a proper context should provide means to connect
the results of arms reductions with implications for security both in the
Alliance and in independent foreign policies. A strategic perspective which
provides context should focus on those interests and implicatlons that cannot
be explained solely by either military or political reasoning. The study's
context {ncludes CAC principles appropriate for Europe, precedents and lessons
from other East-West arms talks, and aggregate variables which index
ceanections hetween possible outcomes and ifmplications. A series of issues
with recommended positions on each issue contributes to the context and is
uded to propose an approach to CAC senaitive to {mplications for the Army in
the near and long term.
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CAC MOMENTUM

The current mowentum towards CAC talks began with the following recent
events:

A Gorbachev proposal in April 1986 for substantial reductions (from

the Atlantic to the Urals) in land and air forces, including tactical
nuclear weapons.

NATO establishment of a high level task force to consiler the Soviet
proposal.

The Warsaw Pact's Budapest Appeal of June 1986 which added detail to
Gorbachev's earlier announcement. The Appeal suggested troop cuts of
100,000 to 150,000 on each side as well as cuts in air forces and
theater nuclear weapons.

NATO's Brussels Declaration of December 1986 calling for negotiations
to establish a verifiable, comprehensive, and stable balance of
conventional forces at lower levels from the Atlantic to the Urals.

Preliminary mandate talks for new negotiations which began early in
1987.

CAC PRINCIPLES AND OBJECTIVES

Selected principles of conventional arms control in Europe constitute one
way to organize our thinking about this important subject:

- Arms control is a component of defense.

Nuclear and conventional arms control are interdependent because of
the role of nuclear forces in NATO strategy.

Conventional arms control is more complicated than nuclear arms
control and its results are more difficult to verify.

NATO political solidarity will be tested in CAC by neceasary
reexaminations of compromised issues, regardless of whether Soviet
intentions include placing this strain on the Alliance. -

- NATO's CAC objectives are clear; the means to achieve them must be
developed.

- NATO military institutions should provide advice, analysis, and
judgment pertaining to CAC proposals and positions.

Public and government support and understanding are essential
ingredients for CAC agreements and for adjusting to the results.

- CAC lacks successful precedents.
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NATO objectives for the CST were announced as part of the Brussels
Declaration in December 1986:

- Establish a stable/secure level of forces by eliminating disparities.

- Conduct step-by-step talks so that security 1s maintained throughout
the negotlating process.

- Eliminate Pact surprise attack capability.

~ Expand Confidence- and Security-Bullding Measures (CSBMs) toward more
visibility.

- Expand the focus from the old NATO Guidelines Area (NGA) to the
Atlantic to the Urals (ATTU) area to address regional imbalances and
to prevent circumvention.

-~ Establish an effective verification regime that includes detailed
information exchanges and on site inspections.

ISSUES

Major CAC issues, including pros and cons of the existing arguments and
the positions of the relevant actors, are developed as strategic issues and
operational issues which may impact on the CST. Recommended positions are
presented later in this summary.

USG POSITION

There 18 more to developing an overall position than adding up the
decisions on individual issues. A tonsensus USG proposal is a function of the
principles of CAC, lessons from past negotiations, individual issue decisions,
selection of strategic criteria, and a vision of the future.

A position, rather than a specific proposal, is more appropriate in the
pre-negotiating phase of CST. A position allows the negotiator to state a
declared issue decision above-the-line, while shielding an undeclared decision
from view. This approach is analogous to the strategic concepts of initiative
and deception, although its intent is not to deceive but to protect.

Seven core criteria are essential to the development of a USG position. A
psychometric technique known as subjective pairwise comparison was used to
determine the seven core criteria which form the basis for the development of
the USG position, future proposals, and evaluations.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
1. Conclusions. The question--how to think about conventional arms control
in Europe--asks for an informed perspective, not a set of rules or laws. The

conclusions of this study, moving from the general to the specific, are the
following:
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a. CAC should be seen in the context of Europe and of contemporary
international politics and military strength. Lessons from the past and from
the modern history of U.S.-USSR arms negotlations are valuable but limited In
application. Like the principles of war, those lessons must be applied to
each situation, with a view to consequences and initiatives for the future.

b. The NATO objective for CAC of reducing or eliminating Pact surprise
attack capabilities should be the focus for U.S. Army participation within
NATO and in NATO-Pact conventional stability talks. Additional objectives are
important but lack purpose without this focus.

c¢. The objective of placing the Pact in a position where it must mobilize
visibly before major conventional attacks is a corollary to eliminating
surprise attack capabilities and will become of first-order importance if and
when the primary objective 1s realized.

d. Reductions and control proposals in the CST will necessarily expose
long~standing, unresolved issues of strategy within NATO. The expected debate
has the potential for the loss of political cohesion whether or not this

effect 18 intended by the East and whether or not an agreement actually is
reached in the CST.

e. Although NATO nations will view CAC proposals and consequences in
terms of current Alliance strategic guidance, the allies should also include
analyses of proposals in terms of adaptation of the strategy, of new
strategles, and in terms of a variety of possible operational concepts to
defend in the pust-CAC situation. Alliance military analysts should ask how

remaining NATO assets could be organized and employed to deter and fight the
remaining threat.

f. Substantial U.S. force redeployments from Europe will change the
distribution of political power in NATO. One or a few leading European
nations are unlikely to attract a strong commitment to a commoa defense from
other members. The United States must ask what it wants to see as the future
of NATO and specifically ask about its own role in the Allilance.

g. The possibility that U,S. Army forces will be returned from Europe as
part of a CAC agreement requires thought about new missions for these forces
to retain them in our force structure. Potential missions are:

(1) Activate Air Defense Initiative (ADI). The Army should consider
participation in the U.S. Air Force ADI program by applying
Pat:iot to critical CONUS defense installation protection and
using a reduced U.S. target base-~1in concert with recent paring
of the Strateglc Defense Initiative (SDI) program.

(2) Support National Anti~Drug War. Army resources could be devoted
to interdicting illegal drugs without acute conflict with other
Army missions.




(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

Nationbuilding. Active Army units could play a greater role in
this mission and meet needs expressel by CINCs for appropriately
structured forces,

U.S. Space Command Force Structuring. Forces redeployed as a
result of CAC could be included in the force structure needed for
establishing a U.S. Army Space Command (USARSPACECOM).

Integration of Active Component (AC)/Reserve Component (RC)
Units. New units with an equal AC/RC mix would allow daily
training for AC members, improved training for RC members, and a
more ready unit overall compared to current marginal units in the
Regerve structure.

Fi1l Light Division and Combat Support/Combat Service Support
(Cs/CSS) Shortfall. Although thia mission might not utilize all
forces returning under a CAC agreement, it is one of several
possible post-CAC uses and has some support in the Congress.

2. Recommendations.

a.

b.

Recommendations concerning the strategic issues for CST are:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

The autonomy of CST within the framework of the CSCE process must
be preserved in the new forum.

Understand that a poat-CAC world will find a new competitive
political and psychological game with the East.

Keep nuclear and conventional forces at moderate strength, as
opposed to primary reliance on one or the other to deter
conventional war.

Understand that the Soviets will attempt to increase their
advantages through CAC.

Recommendations concerning the operational issues for CST are:

(D

(2)
(3)

(4)

Determine bargaining assets to reach an equitable agreement with
the ERast.

Discuss Dual Capable Systems (DCS) in CST.

Define modernization and limit introduction of new hi-tech
weapons in theater, not elsewhere.

Select weapons in large units as the unit of account.
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(5)

(6)
(7
(8)

(9)

(10)

(11
(12)
(13)
14)

(15)

(16)

Destroy and demobilize Soviet reductions; remove or POMCUS U.S.
reductions from theater.

Insist on a Central European subzone.
Reduce forces and equipment by alliance rather than by nation.

Model the verification regime after INF and Western proposals in
MBFR.

Do not regulate remalning force structure since weaponry will be
greatly reduced. Reep flexibllity-—our scrength.

Do not allow POMCUS stocks to be counted; use them to make up for
geographical diasparity.

Do not phase the negotiations. Get a whole product.

Phase the implementation.

Include air forces.

Do not include naval forces (which are strategic, not regional).

Shift Confldence- and Security-Building Measures (CSBMs) to the
proper forum-Conference on Disarmament in Europe (CDE II).

Insure that weapon system quality is accounted for so that the
Soviets cannot trade off obsolete equipment.

c. U.S Army input to the JCS position golng into CAC should include the
followine core criteria:

(1)

(2)

(3)

We must maintain our theater nuclear deterrent by establishing

nuclear partf&, 1nc1ud1ng development of a Lance replacement.

improving our tactical mobility and survivability; our
reconnaissance, surveillance, and target acquisition (RSTA)

capabilities; our conventional weapons accuracy and lethality;
and our command, control and communications.

the USSR on the land with U.S. POMCUS and destruction of Soviet
weaponry and demobilization of units, and in the air by parity,
not only in numbers and capablilities, but also by air
reinforcement travel time.
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(4)

(5)

(6)

(7

We must maintain the ability in NATO for forward defense to the
degree and extent necessary for the post-agreement situation.

Any agreement reached must contain stringent compliance/
verification measures including permanent and on call
inspections, National Technical Means (NTM), risk reduction
centers and sanctions for violations.

We must focus on Soviet forces. We will not accept anything less

than parity between U.S. and Soviet forces in the NGA nor will we
accept a trade for outmoded weaponry.

Any proposal for reductions of NATO forces will not impose a
disproportionate obligation on any one NATO nation.
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CHAPTFR 1
INTRODUCTION

1. Origins of Study. In early March of 1987, the Director of Strategy,
Plans, and Policy, ODCSOPS, DA, commissioned the Strategic Studies Institute
(SSI) to develop a study on "Conveatlcnal Arms Control in Europe: Army
Perapectives.” A working draft of the stuly was used by ODCSOPS and 0JCS 1in
June of 1987 and the study was published on 1 October 1987. As many addi-
tional conventional arms 1ssues emerged subsequent to the presidential
. signing of the INF Treaty, the Director of the Strategic Studies Institute
(SSI), U.S. Army War College, was tasked by ODCSOPS to provide issue papers
in support of the development of a U.S. Army position on conventional arms
control (CAC). On 26 February 1988, the Commandant, U.S. Army War College,
tasked SSI to prepare a briefing for presentatlion to the Chief of Staff,
Army (CSA) and senior Army leadership. Thic study, "How to Think About
Conventional Arms Control: A Framework,” 1s the basis from which the
briefing was prepared.

2. Background,

a. Conventlonal arms control in Europe demands renewed interest and
attention. The Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR) negotiations have
been in progress since 1973 but produced no treaty. Fundamental
disagreements between NATO and the Warsaw Pact concerning exchanges of
military information and methods of verification contributed significantly
to the failure of MBFR. A new forum for conventional talks 1s now pending.
These potential negotiations have been labelled Conventional Stability Talks
(CST) and they are to cover military forces from the Atlantic to the Urals
(ATTU), a much larger area than that covered in MBFR. The region covered by
MBFR 18 called the NATO Guidelines Area (NGA) and i{s shown 1in Appendix B,
page B-1. The ATTU is depicted on page B-2. The CST await a mandate but
both NATO (including France, which did not participate {n MBFR) and the Pact
have Indicated their willingness to enter Into them. Clearly, understanding
conventional arms control is a necessary and timely undertaking.

b. The U.S. Army will be expected to provide military leadership to
develop initial U.S. Government positions for submission to NATO, to assess
NATO's conventional arme control optlions and proposals, and to evaluate
Warsaw Pact proposals.

3. Objective. This study is intended tc identify critical strateglc
varlables for CAC in Europe, assess and propose positions on lmportaat
i1ssues, and recommend essential points for a U.S. Government pnsition on CAC.

4. Scope. This study is confined to issues and problems of conventional
arms control negotiations {n Europe and their implications for the Army.

5. Limitations. The study hag been prepared as an unclassified volume.
Classified discussions have been reported in a separate classified volume

for release to only those individuals and organizations as authorized by the
Director, SSI.




6. Hethodology. The study team developed principles of conventional arms
control in Europe; summarized the significant historical backgroundi;
described, discussed and assessed each important issue; developed those
individual positions into a compreheunsive U.S. Government position; further
developed the position into supportive proposals; designed an evaluation
regime for use in initial proposal development and counterproposal
assessment; and recommended an approach for preparing the environment aand
the alternative options for the near and long-term future.

7. Assumptions.

a. The United States will engage in NATO-to-Warsaw Pact Conventlonal
Stability Talks beginning as early as Fall 1988.

b. The course of negotiatlons will be long; at least two to three years
before any agreement will be reached.

c. The U.S. Army will play an {mportant role in the development of the
U.S. Government's initial position and in the evaluations of both NATO and
Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTQ) proposals.

4. The U.S. Army's principal interest is 1n an agreement which
increases U.S. and NATO security.

8. Definitions. The terms "parity” and "stability” are used throughout
this study in the sense that seems to be comsistent with U.S. and NATO usage
prior to actual CAC negotliations. Parity 1s being used to denote equal
numbers of some specified military assets. Sometimes in the CAC literature,
parity refers to a close equivalence of military capability, a much more
complicated concept than equality of numbers. Stability, defined in Chapter
2, refers to a sltuation where neither side feels it must attack the other
preemptively or deliberately--it 1s the absence of incentive to a' ack.




CHAPTER 2

STRATEGIC PRINCIPLES AND PROPOSITIONS FOR
CONVENTIONAL ARMS CONTROL

1. Introduction. Arms control principlas are better stated as propositions
because of the ambiguous record of previous efforts to control and reduce
arms Iin thie century. Perhaps the only “principle” attracting consensus is
that we should use arms control to promote our national security interests
when arms negotlations are an effective means to do so. If the propositions
in this chapter are not principles, tiiey constitute one way tu organize our
thinking about conventional arms control.

2. Roles of Arms Control: Arms control is a component of, not an
alternative to, defense.

a. We would not need a defense unless we percelved threats from hostile
nations. Arms control--limiting the use of arms, the growth of arms, or
reducing and eliminating arms--also makes sense only 1f we perceive threats
that could be leassened by agreement with politically hostile natlions. Arms
control is necessary only because defense 1s necessary.

b. This view of arms control reflects our own national security
strategyl and the ambiguous record of arms control results. A 1986 study
completed for the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) contained
findings of little comfort to people predisposed for or against arms control
negotiations and agreements. The evidence from U.S.-Soviet negotiations
spanning 40 years suggests that neither side's interests were served more
than the other's. "Both sides have benefitted from the reduced uncertainty
and enhanced predictability” of the process.2 “Neither has been forced to
compromise important interests or capabilities."3 If the arms control age
has seen a shift in the strategic balance towards the Soviet Union, “this
may indeed be a correct assessment, but to point out that arms control
reflects this charge is not to hold it responsible."4 Moreover, arms
control negotiations and treaties are "unlikely to lull the country into
military complacency.">

c. "What emerges above all," the study concludes, “is the modesty of
what arms control has wrought. Expectations, for better or worse, have not
been realized. . . . If history reveals anything, it 1s that arms control
has proved nelther as promising as some had hoped nor as dangerous as others
had feared."®

d. Since that study of arms control history was completed, President
Reagan and Party Secretary Gorbachev signed a treaty to eliminate
intermediate~range nuclear forces (INF) worldwide. The INF Treaty
egtablishes precedents by specifying the elimination of an entire clags of
nuclear weapons and by includiag intrusive inspections heretofore rejected
by the Soviet Union. The President's 1988 National Security Strategy
document also notes that:




The INF treaty provides that the systems the Soviets must
eliminate are primarily based within the Soviet Union,
where they are not particularly vulonerable to
conventional attack In a possible NATO-Warsaw Pact
conflict. In contrast, the U.S. systems to be eliminated
are high-priority targets for Soviet conventinnal

attack.

e. But the treaty does not remove the large Soviet conventional and
chemical threat to Europe. Therefore, the next NATO priority for arms
control is to redress existing imbalances in coaventional and chemical
warfare capabilities which favor the Warsaw Pact.8 1In effect, a treaty
that will eliminate intermediate-range nuclear weapons worldwide has a
generally acknowledged, immediate bearing on conventional forces and their
ability to perform their missions 1In Europe.

3. Nuclear and Cocaventional Arms Control Connections: Negotiations and
treaties to control nuclear arms and conventional arms are interdependent.

a. Nuclear and conventional forces for deterrence and defense are
interdependent and mutually reinforcing within our national security
strategy concepts of forward defense and alliance solidarity.9 It
follows, then, that agreements to reduce and control either nuclear or
conventional forces will affect the other and, in sum, affect our securlity
and that of our allles.

b. It may be argued that of three kinds of contemporary treaties--
Strategic (Nuclear) Arms Reductions Talks (START), INF, and conveational--a
conventional treaty should have come first because the greatest disparities
between forces are in conventional forces in Europe. But, conventional
agreements probably will require much more time than the INF treaty to
construct, negotiate, and implement. And, with the end of the Reagan
Administration in sight, it 1s plausible that the Soviets made concessions
to conclude the INF treaty before a new U.S administration took office.10

c. In any event, {f U.S. intent in INF was not only to eliminate
weapons according to NATO's 1979 pledge to attempt to do so, but also to set
precedents useful for future negotiations, INF was the most practical means
to these ends.ll

d. Although nuclear and conventional arms control need not be linked,
they are linked in Europe because nuclear and conventional forces are
essential elements of NATO's strategy. The Alliance has been unwilling to
match the Warsaw Pact's massive conventlonal forces and has relled on a
conventional-nuclear deterrent triadl? that includes "extended deterrence”
provided by U.S strategic nuclear forces.

e. From an arms control perspective, the side with superior nuclear
forces should offer to trade some of its advantage for 1ts opponent's
conventional forces. Unfortunately, in Europe, the Soviets match or exceed
both the nuclear and conventional forces of NATO, which eliminates that
trading option. However, even current circumstances provide a basls for




linking nuclear and cqnventional arms control. The Soviets want to
denuclearize EurOpe,l which means they could want to “pay" more for the
removal of NATO nuclear weapons than a simple nuclear-for-nuclear trade.
But, as noted earlier, NATO needs 1ts nuclear forces, especially those
stationed in Europe, primarily because of the Soviet conventional
advantage. Theoretically NATO could trade the denuclearization of Europe,
which the Pact wants, for conventional parity, which NATO wants. (This is
"theoretical™ because French and British leaders have indicated consistently
that thelr countries will not relinquish their independent nuclear forces;
nevertheless, the removal of all U.S. nuclear weapons from the European
continent could be tantamount to denuclearization.)

f. None of this ia to suggest that nuclear and conventional weapons
must or should be discussed in the same negotiating forum, as that would add
to the complexity of talks which are already extremely complicated.

4. Complexities of Conventional Arms Conirol: Conventional arms control is
not analogous to nuclear arms control,

a. The importance of nuclear forces and their missions cannot be
exaggerated, but conventional forces bear more directly on aggressions which
are more likely to occur than nuclear war, and conventlonal force
capabilities for deterrence and defense are more difficult to measure and
predict.15

b. Conventional arms negotiations are more complicated politically.
Nuclear talks, with the exception of the Non-proliferation Treaty, have
directly involved only the United States and the Soviet Union. The coming
Conventional Stability Talks (CST) in the Atlantic to the Urals (ATTU) forum
will include at least 23 nations from two alliances. During the Mutual and
Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR) talks, some 200-300 NATO officials had a
role in approving each move in negotiations.l6

c. Conventional negotiations deal with a great variety of military
resources whose effectiveness depends on their coordinated, “"synergistic"”
relationships. (The importance of artillery, for example, depends on the
existence of mobile armor and troops to exploit artillery's effects.

Indeed, the essence of the term "combined arms” 1s that the several forms of
arms in proper combination will "multiply” force to make the whole greater
than the sum of its parts.) Conventional arms talks deal with resources
that are more difficult than nuclear forces to verify and monitor. They
deal with forces where it 1is more difficult to assess the consequences of
reductions on deterrence and defense. In sum, conventional talks must
include a great varlety of armaments, types of equipment, deployments, and
numbers. Conventional talks include questions of mobilization and readiness
of the forces involved; and information, predictability, and confidence
about those forces.

d. Finally, one of the most important and certalanly the most
contextually specific factor in conventional arms control in Furope is
geography. NATO's north-to-south range of area to be defended is very long
and its depth is very shallow. Warsaw Pact countries are contiguous and




NATO's countries, such as Norway, Turkey, Canada, and the United States, are
separated from the European continent. The eastern United States is over
3,000 miles from the inter-German border; Soviet Russia is less than 600
niles from that same border.

e. These differences played no small part in the fallure of the Mutual
and Balanced Force Reduction talks to produce tangible results after many
years of negotiation.

5. Lessons of Coaventional Arms Negotlations: Mutual and Balanced Force
Reduction (MBFR) talks provide lessons but not precedents Ior new
conventional negotiz*lions.

a. MBFR talks began in 1973 and produced no agreements to reduce forces
after almost 15 years of proposals and counterproposals. The two sides
could not agree on exchanges of data on numbers and kinds of military forces
in the area of negotiation, and they disagreed on verification measures.
NATO wanted detailed information and intrusive inspections; the Warsaw Pact

denied the need for precige data and sald verification should be limited to
the m :ans avallable to each side.

b. Other important points of disagreemcut were these:

- NATO wanied {nitial reductions by the two superpowers; the Pact
wanted to reduce national and foreign troops at the same time,

- NATO wanted to confine reductions to ground forces; the Pact
wanted to include alr forces.

- NATO wanted to limit reductions to coanventional arms; the Pact
wanted to include nuclear arms.

~ NATO said the Pact should make bigger cuts because of the force
imbalance; the Pact refused to recognize an imbalance and wanted both sides
to make equal cuts.

c. U.S. theater nuclear forces were included in Western proposals,
primarily to break the existing impasse, but these proposals were not
accepted as such by the Pact which wanted to include NATO's non-U.S. nuclear
forces, contrary to NATO's position.

d. Lack of progress in MBFR must be seen in the context of developments
in the later years of the talks. First, many of the confidence- and
security-building measures (CSBMs) agreed to at Stockholm in September 1986
originated as NATO proposals for "associated measures” in MBFR. 9 Second,
the Pact seemed to accept the principle of parity--that troops should be
reduced to equal residual numbers. Finally, a strong suggestion that the
Pact acknowledged asymmetries in its favor was evident in an exchange of
proposals in 1985. NATO proposed a reduction of 5,000 NATO for 11,500 Pact
ground troops; the Pact counterproposal differed (6,500 for 11,500) but
reflected asymmetry. At the time, Ambassador Robert Blackwill asserted that
NATO's proposed fiﬁures “"reflect the ratio of U.S and Soviet forces in the
reductions area."2




e. Although Pact negotiators showed that they are amenable to changing
their positions, MBFR set no clear precedents. The acknowledged asymmetry
of troops referred only to U.S. and Soviet troops, not to both alliances'’
forces in Europe. In the Atlantic to the Urals forum, the Pact is likely to
adopt the position taken by Mr. Gorbachev in Prague in April 1987, when he
sald that asymmetries existed in Europe "due to history, geography, and
other factors,” and that “we are in favor of removing disparities . . . by
reducing their numbers on the side that has superiority in them."21

f. As NATO enters the new negotiations it will 4o so by focusing on
military capabilities rather than on troops as the medium of exchange. The
Alliance's initial perspective for judging the value of possible force
reductions is likely to be their effects on its strategy of flexible
response.

6. NATO's Strategic Concept: NATO's strategy of flexible response provides
the Alliance a common but problematic perspective for judging the value of
conventional arms agreeaments,.

a. The member natlons of NATO agree that the strategy they adopted in
1967 requires their forces to have nuclear and conventional forces to deter
or to fight in a varlety of poasible crises and wars in Europe. As
expressed by U.S. Defense Secretary Schlesinger in 1975, during the early
years of interpretation and implementation of the strategy, the 1967
guldance called for doctrine and planning which could accomplish the
following objectives:

To deter [Warsaw Pact] aggression.

If deterrence fails, to defeat aggression at any level of
attack (conventional or nuclear) made by the enemy.

If direct defense fails, to use deliberately increased
military force as necessary to make the cost and risk
disproportionate to the enemy's objectives and cause him
to cease his aggression and withdraw.

In the event of general nuclear war, to inflict extensive
damage on the Soviet Union and other WP countries. This
objective would be accomplished in conjunction with the
gtrategic forces of the NATO nuclear powers.

b. NATO members differ about the necessary strength of the conventional
and nuclear components of the forces required to accomplish these
objJectives. This difference tends to be most pronounced between the United
States and some European states. The United States holds that:

Allied ground forces, supported by tactical air power,
require the capability to halt a Pact attack and restore
the integrity of Alliance territory i{f NATO political and
military objectives are to be achieved. Absent such




capability, Alliance strategy becomes heavily dependent
on the threat of resorting to nuclear weapons to achleve
essential deterrence and warfighting objectives.

A European view, as expressed by Davld Yost, an American analyst, places
emphasis on nuclear deterrence:

An attitude widespread in pgoverument circles in Western
Europe. . . may be summarized in the followlng
propositions: conventional defense preparations beyond a
certain level would be detrimental to the credibility of
the nuclear retaliatory threats on which deterrence of
Soviet aggression truly rests; being prepared for a
conventional counflict of more than a few days in duration
would {mply a willingness to accept a longer conflict,
which would entall unacceptable levels of destruction in
Europe; while improved conventional capabllities based on
energing technologles should be pursued, partly because
the United States favors them, {only] marginal increases
in defense spending are Bolttically tolerable or
strategically necessary. 4

c. Senator Nunn has graphically described some consequences of these
different views.

Under the Long-Term Defence Programme, the United States
pledged to send to Europe within 10 days a total of about
six divislons . . . and more than 1,500 of our first-line
alrcraft. Yet General Rogers' [former Supreme Allled
Commuander in Europe who retired from that position in
1987 ] assessment was that he could not hold out
conventionally long enough for these promised US
reinforcements to reach the European theater and make
thelr presence felt in combat. The main reason was that
most of our allies were woefully short of munitions. . .
Running out of ammunition in the midst of a pitched
battle. . .13 definitely a nuclear escalator.

If NATO could not fight and fight well with conventional
forces for its own 30-day declared goal, we would not
have a flexible response capability to wmatch our
strategy. If US forces are merely a delayed trip wire
connecting American nuclear might to NATO defence, the
United States should recognize that and adjust
accordingly. . . . America should not plan and pay for a
robust conventional defence when our alllies are planning
for and paying for a trip wire strategy.

d. This reasoning has been taken a step further by the British
strategist Michael Howard who wrote that the forces of the Alliance should,
ideally, present the "distinct possibility that the conflict might eacalate
to nuclear war and the certalnty that, even if it did not, their [the




Pact's] armed forces would suffer casualties out of all proportion to likely
gains."26 Nuclear weapons should be put in the context of the

“fundamental task which only non~nuclear forces can effectlively carry
out--the defense of territory. Nuclear deterrence needs to be sgg9rdinated
to this primary task of territorial defense, and not vice versa.

e. Given these views of the relative importance of nuclear and
conventional forces in NATO's strategy, all under the rubric of flexible
responge, the current dispute about the consequences of the INF treaty was
to be expected. Generally, the INF debate i3 about interpretations of
flexible reaponse in today's conditions of threat and response in Europe,
and specifically about the credibility of NATO's threat to strike targets in
the Soviet Union. In summary, the European-based Pershing IIs are believed
by many Europeans and others in the West to be a credible deterrent because
a major Soviet attack would have to take them under attack quickly, thereby
provoking thelr use. Others see advantage to NATO from eliminating SS-20's
and Pact medium-range missiles while seelng Pershing II's "early use” as a
symbol of NATO's conventional weakness and an impediment to improving
conventional forces' stayling power. Also implied and usually unstated is
the i1dea that the decision to strike Soviet territory with nuclear weapons
must be deliberate and not automatic, consgistent with political control.28

f. As the Alliance enters conventional arms negotiations, then, it must
agk, among other things,

-Whether it can improve its conventional force component 1if
reductions are not negotiated, or if reductions are negotiated.

-Whether it can simultaneously negotliate for reductions and modernize
and even increase conventional forces.

-Whether 1t can reconcile mutual reductions which are prima facie
progress toward conventional stability while retaining force
elements and doctrines necessary for flexible response.

~Whether it can retaln current numbers of U.S. forces in Rurope {if
reductions are not negotiated or if conventional force improvements
are not made toward expanding the conventional option of flexible
response.

~Whether it can bargain with the Warsaw Pact on issues of contertion
within NATO and retain political cohesion and confidence.

7. Soviet Motives and Intentions: The Soviets may want conventional
stability in Europe or they may not, but they need not intend to undermine
NATO securlty and coheslon for conventlonal negotiatlons to have that effect.

a. A number of European and U.S. strategists believe that Scviet
long-term strategy 18 to go from missile reductions (the INF) to trogp
reductions "which could further lessen U.S. ties to the continent."?
Because the Pact has a large advantage in numbers of conventicaal forces in




Europe, reduction proposals are easy for the Soviets to make and have wide
popular appeal in West Europe "while posing a dilemma for NATO leaders."” 30

b. NATO's dilemma refers to the perceptions of {ts own publics who may
favor further reductions in nuclear weapons and who will be the objects of
Soviet claims that an overall military balance in Europe does exist,
coantrary to NATO claims. The Poles are repeating the Soviet iusistence that
balance, not disparity, between eastern and western forces "more or lass”
exlsts, and have announced force reduction {deas with four main agpects:

-Gradual reductlon nf all "operational and battlefield nuclear
weapons’;

-Similar reductions of conventional weapons, first those representing
the greatest potential for surprise attack;

-Mutually binding changes in military doctrine to the "strictly
defensive”; and,

-Intensified negotiations about confidence-building measures and
strict verification.

The Poles have also offered to negotiate reductions in the Pact's tank
forces in return for cuts in NATO's bomber aircraft based {n Western Rurope.

c¢. Although such proposals have surface appeal, they gloss over the
western view on disparities in conventional forces. The Pact will probably
point to the overall balance of troops in the Atlantic to the Urals region
to discredit NATO's argument. NATO's negotiators, on the other hand, will
point to the disparities in equipment in both the ATTY and the NATO
Guidelines Area (see Figure 1), as well as to the Pact's capacity for
surprise or short-warning attack across the inter-German border. This

capacity 1s unaffected by NATO forces In Greece and Turkey which are counted
in the ATTU balance.

d. Soviet intentions are unclear. They may not want reductions at all
but want to use negotiations to divide Europe and the United States through
diplomacy and propaganda.32 Another view is that attempts to split NATO
will be counterproductive; the European far left is not strong enough 1in
Alliance circles to make the attempt work.33 The Soviets may have been
successful in the past on a few occasions In influencing NATO decislions
through NATO publics. But heavy-handed public relatinns also have
backfired. 1In dealing with Mr. Gorbachev, NATO may face a different
challenge. Jack Snyder suggests that, "the Gorbachev reforms see a world in
which the defense has the advantage and aggressive opponents can be
demobilized by Soviet concessions and self-restraint."34 Certalnly the
Soviets will enter conventional arms talks to Improve thelr own security;

the question for NATO is whether it can lmprove its security in those same
negotiations.




Manpower (000)

Total active ground forces
NDivisions

Manned in peacetime

Selected Ground Force
Equipment

Main Battle Tanks
MICV
Artillery, MRL, AT Guns

Armed Helicopters

NATO Guidelines

Atlantic to

Area Urals Global
NATO WP NATO WP NATO WP
796 995 2,385 2,292 2,992 2,829
33-1/3 48-2/3 107-1/3 101-1/3 127-1/3 131
12,700 18,000 22,200 52,200 30,500 68,300
3,400 8,000 4,200 25,800 8,000 34,400
3,600 9,500 11,100 37,000 21,500 50,400
550 430 780 1,630 2,020 2,130

Source: From International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance,

"This table presents aggregated data for a
Targe number of national forces, divided on the basie of their geographical deploymc~t.

1987-1988, London: Autumn 1987, p. 231.

The level of confidence as to the many components varles; the aggregated figures

therefore embody a measure of estimation.”

Figure 1, Conventional Force Data:
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e. Differences are suggeated by Snyder in the followlng line of
reasoning:

Of course, even Khrushchev understood that superficial
concessions could demobillize the West, buying time and
preparing the ground for a strategy of offensive
detente. But the articulatlon nf the correlation of
forces theory by Khrushchev and Brezhnev clearly
gignalled thelr intentions from the outset of their
detente diplomacy. There 18 nothing analogous to the
correlation of forces theory in Gorbachev's strategic
arguments. On the contrary, he inslsts that this kind of
one-way approach to security constitutes a "world of
illusions.”

f. It is worth speculating that the Gorbachev view includes an attempt
to revise the Soviet "conventional strategy” in furope by restructuring Pact
forces to defensive postures and to a defensive doctrine, thereby defusing
the West's perception of objective aggressiveness. The current Soviet
conventional strategy dates from about 1967. The Soviet Exercise Dnleper,
24 September to 1 October 1967, "in essence . . . set the tone for future
exercises”~-reflecting the notion that war in Furope would be fought with
conventional arms after a "long march” and that airborne forces would be
used to paralvze and confuse the enemy's logistics system.36 The idea,
the driving rationale, was that the Soviets ghould be prepared to go to war
if necessary without provoking the destructlion of the Soviet Union.

g. If the Soviets wish to move away from their offensive and expensive
doctrine and force structure, it seems sensible that they would prefer to do
so while NATO reduces and redeploys some of its own forces, thus reinforcing
those Soviets whn advocate the change, and confirming that the defensgive
orientation would not risk Sovlet security. Whether this 3oviet approach
will prove evident In negotlations or whether any other approach comes to
the fore, 1t remains for NATO to sec to its own interests; to know what It
wants of the Pact; and what it would be willing to give up to get what it
wants.

8. NATO Objectives for Conventional Arms Talks: NATO's broad arms control
objectives are clear, but the changes needed to achileve them are not.

a. NATO's alm in pending conventional arms negotiatlons 18 stability,
which means an absence of incentives for war as these lncentives may be
manifest in military capablility. Or, as John Borawski defines it,
“"conventional stability, like nuclear stability, means a slituation in which
neither side has to fear that the other ls able to take It by surprise and
to launch a large scale offensive." 37

b. NATO announced its objectives in its Brussels Declaration of
December 12, 1986.38  These objectives were to:
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-egtablish stable and secure levels of forces, a key to which is the
elimination of disparities;

-negotiate in a step-by-step process so that security 1s undiminished
at each step;

-eliminate the Pact capability for surprise attack, or force the Pact
to mobilize visibly to initiate any large-scale offensive;

-expand and improve measures to build confidence, openness, and
calculability about military behavior;

-negotliate measures that apply to the whole of Europe, but in a way
which addresses regional imbalances and prevents circumvention; and

—establish effective verification with detailed exchanges of
information and on-site inspections which insure compliance with
agreements and guarantee that limitatlons on forces are not exceeded.

c. In his 1988 National Security Strategy document, President Reagan
echoed the NATO ministers' objectives and added an American idiom to our
approach to conventional arms talks.

We seek alllance-to-alliance negotiations to establish a
more secure and stable balance in conventional forces at
lower levels from the Atlantic to the Urals. Any steps
ultimately taken in this area must be effectively
verifiable and must recognize the geographic and force
asymmetries between the two sides. Alliance policy in
this regard, which we Ffully support, i1s quite clear--
increased security and stability, not reductions per se,
are the objectives of Western conveational arms control
efforta. Given the Warsaw Pact's conventional
superiority in certain key areas . . . even modest
reductions in NATO forces, in the absence of larger
reductions from the Warsaw Pact, would reduce NATO's
gsecurity and would not promote stability. The challenge
18 to synchronize NATO's force improvement plans and
conventional arms control efforts toward the long-term
goals of increased security and stability.39

d. NATO must devise control and reduction proposals to achieve its
objectives while not giving up military capabilities that would have the net
result of reducing its own military strength or sundering its political
cohesion. What the Pact might want in the form of NATO reductions to
satisfy NATO objJectives may not be what NATO is willing to give up, even to
achieve better conventional stability. Phillip Karber suggests these
principles for NATO:
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-focus on militarily significant 1ssues--the process of negotlation
is not more ilmportant than the product;

-focus on stability--what kind of reductions, and where, would reduce
the danger of preemptive incentives 1n a crisis?

-focus on asymmetry in offensive, conventional weaponry (MBFR proved
that manpower-troops 18 the wrong focus); and

-gtart with U.S. and Soviet forces whi:h, reduced at an equal rate,
would have the Soviets reducing five times wmore than the United
States.%0

e. Senator Nunn recently suggested a negotiated withdrawal of about
half of the U.S. and Soviet ground forces in the NATO Guidelines Area
(Poland, Czechoslovakla, East Germany, West Germany, Belgium, the
Netherlands, and Luxembourg) that would faclude:

-withdrawal of complete combat units, "including the appropriate
slice of helicopter aviation assets.” Removing entire units
simplifies verification, as opposed to reducing tanks or manpower;

-withdrawal of forces to beyond the Atlantic to Urals region.
A unit withdrawn would be monitored at its new location and the site
from which it moved would also be monitored;

-withdrawal of equipment to distances that would equalize
reinforcement times. "With US troops returned to CONUS, even if
their equipment remains prepositioned . . . in Europe, we are
looking at 10 days to two weeks for their return--at best;" 2

-establishment of an latrusive verification regime to verify that
withdrawn units have not been returned, and to provide early warning
of Soviet mobilization.

f. If the Soviets should agree to proposals of this nature, the
consequences could support NATO objectives, but other consequences could be
ironic for both East and West. Withdrawal of substantial numbers of Soviet
units from East Europe could affect the East European and Soviet governments
in terms of how Shey might permit "internal reforms and greater cooperation
with the West."%> In other words, the Soviets will have to worry about

reform getting out of hand at a time when their-occupation force has been
considerably reduced. Political considerations also apply to the

credibility of the U.S. commitment to NATO Europe. The United States must
ask what it wants to see in Europe in the 21st century.

g. Of the several NATO objectlves, the one most clearly the centerpiece
for military planning and analysis i3 to eliminate the Pact capability for
surprise attack or to make the Pact mobilize visibly. To this end, military
advice and judgment will be essential to possible agreements of value to
NATO.
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9. Military Standards for Arms Control Agreements: Military criteria,
Jjudgment, and analysis should be the primary arbiters of the military value
of mutual arms control and reductlon agreements.

a. Any conventional force reductions agreement should meet military
standards for a confident defense in a manner that supports national
policy. The defense ministries of the member countries of NATO must put
forward criteria and conditions to be satisfied before agreements are
signed. Potentlal treaties must be analyzed by the military tc uncover
those effects not immediately visible as well as to =2e the consequences of
change through treaties for each country's national military mission. The
United States most obviously has worldwide interests and commitments and the
capacity of our armed forces to carry out the national strategy outside
Europe must be studied for sensitlvity to arms agreements.

b. Mititary sta.idards must be realistic and qualified. Realistic
standards are tliose not impossible for negotlators to meet, other things
equal, and are those which are not mutually contradictory. Qualified
standards are those subject to political decisions such as force
wodernization or infrastructuce changes for the post-agreement situation.
An agreement that gains much for NATO's balance in terms of Pact reductions
in exchange for redeployling aircraft to the United States, for example,
depends for its military worth on NATO commltments to provide sufficient
alrfields and aircraft shelters for rapid redeployment and support of the
alrcraft. In effect, almost any provision of a potential agreement 1is
subject to qualified advice because the military value depends not only on
the elimination of threatening resources but also on the post-agreement

changes necessary to adjust to the new situation, changes which may only be
possible with political action.

c. The following general military criterla may be expected in NATO
circles going into the conventional stability talks:

-Data on forces must be eichanged hefore we sign a treaty;

~Verificatlc. 18 the sine qua non of any treaty;

-NATO units withdrawn from current locationg must be retained in the
force structure;

~Force modernization must not be affected by a treaty;

~Nuclear, naval, and chemical forces should be excluded from
conventional arms negotiations;

-Units of account should be weapons in units;

-Parity 18 the goal of reductions; untll parity 18 achieved,
reductions must be asymmetrical.

d. Generally, military advice and judgment must focus on estimates of
how well the territory of NATO would be defended in war, before and after
arms agreements. The final arbiters of the value of possible agreements are
the elected political leaders of NATO and the people of NATO countries.
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10. Support of Governments and Publics: The support cf governments and
publics 1s necessary to ratify a treaty, carry out its provisions, and
ad just to the new military situation created by the terms of the treaty.

a. Altrough ratification and implementation are obvious needs, support
for adjustments, as noted in the previous sectlon, 18 not. One example of
an adjustment to be expected if agreement is reached to reduce conventional
arms in Europe is that our European allies would be very reluctant to agree
to the removal of U.S. forces from Germany unless they are assured that the
removed forces will remaln as an actlve strategic reserve for NATGC
contingencies, at least for some unspecified time. Clearly, this is

ultimately a political decision and one that must be made before a treaty is
signed.

b. Discussions of public support tend to lapse into platitudes about
public education and counterpropaganda campaigns. A more sensible meaning
of public education is to provide NATO publics with information so that they
can understand the stakes and issues in conventional arms coatrol. Judging
by the public debate through most of 1987 about the INF treaty, education
will be extremely difficult. It is part of the character of the West to be
contentious in public about national and international issues., We can,
however, identify a few specific areas of gublic doubt and division
pertinent to conventional arms reductions. 5

~-A growing nuclear "allergy” in the West. West Germany is
particularly affected. Many Germans seem to favor negotiations on
short-range nuclear arms and question the need to modernize them. 46

-Changing public attitudes toward the United States and the Soviet
Union. This may be transitory, in the wake of Mr. Gorbachev's
public relations offensive, but it suggests the value of
initiative. Germans who believed the Soviet Union was a threat five
years ago compared to last year went from 55 to 24 percent.47 The
Soviets receive the most credit from Europeans for recent progress
in arms control. Other polls show growing skepticism in Europe
about the credibility of the U.S. nuclear guarantee.

-Budget realities. Governments and publics may expect short-term
savings in defense spending after an arms reduction agreement, but
there is as yet no evidence for this, Initial costs to carry out
negotiated changes probably will be high, as will the continuing
costs of verification. Substantial reductions should mean savings
in the long run, of course, but this i8 a benefit which may be very
11fficult to communicate to governments and publics.
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11. Summary of the Arms Control Challenge.

a., Arms control i1s a political process; it deals with the distribution
of power and it affects the general welfare. Politlcs, Aristotle sald, is
the highest art because {t includes everything else; each proposition
advanced in this chapter raises political challenges and obligations.

b. Arms control can supplement defense in achieving national security.
Although they involve dealing with politically hostile nations, arms control
treaties do not change 1deologies or necessarily reduce hostility. If
treatles reduce confrontation and improve predictability, they support
diplomatic efforts to reduce tensions.

¢. Nuclear and conventional arms controls affect each other. They
interact not only in how they affect the distribution of military options
but also, and often more dramatically, in how thelr interaction affects the
perceptions of national leaders concerned with their countries' security.

d. Conventional arms control is more complicated than nuclear arms
control. The military resources at issue in conventlonal talks are complex
components of military capability. But the character of conventional
negotiations 18 that they are coalition ~ndertakings, with many nations'
political and economic institutions involved in and affected by the results.

e. Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction talks provide lessons, not
precedents. NATO and the Warsaw Pact dlsagreed about the fundamental issues
of exchanging data on military forces and necessary measures of
verification. Still, the MBFR talks are the only example in the nuclear age
of many natlons in two alliances negotiating with and among cach other about
the reduction of conventional forces, a proces:  hat is, by definition,
political.

f. NATO strategy is likely to be the NATO perspective for judging
conventional arms control. Both the retention of the strategy's maln
elements and the modification of those elements stemming from arms
agreements bear directly on the principle of political control. Nuclear
weapons are and will remaln a critical component of NATO's deterrent, and
their possible use dcpends on decislons of political authorities.

g. Soviet intentions are unclear but fundamentally political. The
possibility that Soviet objectives may be served by reducing Warsaw Pact
forces in Europe, thereby possibly improving the stability of the military
balance in Europe sought by NATO, 18 no guarantee that NATO will remain
politically cohesive. NATO minlsters and parliamentarians must think beyond
the immediate effects of arms treaties to the kind and quality of Alliance
they want in the next century.

h. Military criteria and judgment are essential elements of
conventional arms control negotiations, Strategy joins political and
military consideratlions. Beyond the details of military hardware and
tactics, military advice 18 always subject to political decisions because it
i3 subject to the availability of national resources. Where strategic goals
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and security risks depend on calculable warfighting outcomes, unvarnished
military advice should be the essential consideration.

1. Support from governments and publics 1s needed to make arms control
worthwhile. Military advisors and arms control negotiators can propose;

political leaders must dispose in an atmosphere of an aware and alert public
which, in a democracy, 18 the final arbiter of the value of all political
processes. Conventional arms control is a legitimate force for improving

national security when it supports, but does not replace, diplomacy and
defense.

18




CHAPTER 2

ENDNOTES

1. U.S. President Ronald W. Reagan, National Security Strategy of the
United States, The White House: January 1988, p. 15 (Hereafter, ﬂgﬁ:gg); and
U.S Army War College, Strateglic Studies Institute, Conventional Arms Control
in Burrpc: Army Perspectives, Carlisle Barracks, PA: 1937, (SECRET). The
latter is a study of conventional arms control issues and problems from a
strategic perspective. This chapter draws extensively on unclassified
portions of the Army study. (Of course, the idea that hostility is the
problem and that arma are z symptom of hostility must also yleld the logical
inference that if arms are reduced, hostility may also be diminished in
intensity, at least in the sense that hostility is a product of one's
perception of another's arms.)

2. Albert Carnesale, Learning from Experience with Arms Control: A
Final Report, Cambridge, MA: President and Fellows of Harvard College,
September 1986, p. 39.

3. Ibid,
4. Ibid.

5. 1bid., p. 40, and R. Jeffrey Smith, "Arms Talks: 20 Years of Duds?”
Washington Post, November 5, 1986, p. Al6.

6. Carnesale, p. 40.

7- NSS-BB’ po 16.
8. Ibid.
9. 1Ibid., also see p. 18.

10. A conclusion of former U.S negotiators in Leon Sloss and M. Scott
Davis, eds., A Game for High Stakes: Lessons Learned in Negotiating with
the Soviet Union, Cambridge, MA: Ballinger Publishing Company, 1986,
especially the articles on Soviet negotiating styles and practices by Helmut

Sonnenfeidt, Sidney N. Graybeal, Howard Stoertz, Edward L. Rowney, Paul C.
Warnke, Walter Slocombe, and Jonathan Dean.

11. A representative sampling of arguments pro and con during 1987 on
the provisions of the then expected INF treaty 1s Zbigniew Brzezinski, "An
Acceptable Arms Control Agreement,” Washington Post, May 13, 1987, p. A23;
John Deutch, Brent Scowcroft, and R. James Woolsey, "The Danger of the Zero
Option,” Washington Post, March 31, 1987, p. A2l; Henry Kissinger,
"Removing Missiles from Europe Will Help Moscow and Hurt Our Friends,”
Washington Post, April 5, 1987, p. C2; Paul H. Nitze, “"The Zero-Option is
Not Bean-Counting,"” Washington Post, April 24, 1987, p. A27; and Bernard W.
Rogera, "Why Compromise Our Deterrent Strength in Europe?” The New York
Times, June 28, 1987, p. 25E,

19




12. NATO Information Service, NATO Handbook, Paris: 1983, p. 22
(printed and distributed by U.S. Department of State).

13. Denuclearization is a Soviet intention rather clearly inferred from
Soviet words and behavior dating back at least to the "Rapacki Plan” to make
Europe a nuclear-free zone. The Soviets have tried to include British and
French nuclear forces in reductions in the SALT talks; they have, of course,
worked to eliminate INF; and now, in light of the pending Atlantic to Urals
talks, they have said that they would like to reduce battlefield nuclear
weapons and nuclear-armed aircraft in Europe. References to denucleari-
zation are in Paul Lewis, "The Soviet Misslle Strategy Makes the French
Nervous,” The New York Times, May 24, 1987, p. 3E; and James M. Markhan,
"Soviet Bloc Seeks Battlefield Nuclear Arms Talks,” The New York Times,
January 6, 1987, p. A3.

14. In Michael R. Gordom, "Debate On Ending Missiles in Europe Dividing
Experts,” The New York Times, April 24, 1987, p. 1, mention is made of the
"psychology” of denuclearization which refers not to the actual absence of
nuclear weapons but to the perceptions of European NATO countries if and
when the Alliance's nuclear arms might be 80 much reduced as to make them
inconsequential for deterring conventlonal war.

15. Alexander George and Richard Smoke showed the difference among
strategic nuclear, theater, and other deterrence problems in their
Deterrence in American Foreign Policy, New York: Columbia University Press,
1974, especially the chart on pp. 52-53.

16. Jonathan Dean, "East-West Arms Control Negotiations: The
Multilateral Dimension,” pp. 79-106 in Sloss and Davis, p. 96.

17. John Borawski, "Toward Conventional Stability in Europe,”
Washington Quarterly, Autuman 1987, pp. 13-29, at p. 19.

18. James F. Sattler, MBFR: Its Origins and Perspectives, Paris: The
Atlantic Treaty Association, August 19/4, p. 11.

19. U.S. Department of State, Bureau of Public Affairs, Security and
Arms Control: The Search for a More Stable Peace, Washington, DC:
September 1984, recounts MBFR proceedings, pp. 44-57.

20. "Ambassador Blackwill's Statement,” December 12, 1985, Department
of State Bulletin, February 1986, p. 63.

21. AQuoted by Les Aspin, "Conventional Forces in Europe: Unilateral
Moves for Stability,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, December 1987,
pp. 12-15, at p. 15.

20




22. Secretary of Defense James R. Schlesinger, The Theater Nuclear
Force Posture in EFurope: A Report to the United States Congress in
Compliance with Public Law 93-365, Washington, DC: circa. April 1975,
pp- 4_50

23. NSS-88, p. 18.

24, David S. Yost, France and Conventional Defense in Central Europe,
Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1985, pp. 110-111.

25. Sam Nunn, "NATO Challenges and Opportunities: A Three Track
Approach,” NATO Review, June 1987, pp. 1-7, at pp. 3-4.
26. Michael Howard, "Reassurance and Deterrence,”

Foreign Affairs,
~ Winter 1982/83, pp. 309-324, at p. 323.

27. Ibid., p. 324.

28. Senator Nunn makes this point diplomatically in his article above
and in The American/Soviet Disarmament Negotiations and Their Consequences
for NATO, remarks prepared for delivery to the Wehrkunde conference,
avallable from the Senate office of Senator Nunn, February 7, 1988,
especlally p. 6.

29, Edward A. Cody, "W. Europe Reevaluates Its Defenses,” Washington
Post, July 13, 1987, p. Al3.

30. Ibid.

31. Eric Bourne, “"Poles Propose Weapons Cuts for Central Europe,”
Christian Science Monitor, May 12, 1987, p. 12, and Jim Hoagland and Jackson
Diehl, "Poles Propose Cuts in Blocs' Tanks, Planes,” Washington Post,
November 12, 1987, p. Al. The Poles first raised their ideas at the Vienna
meeting of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in FEurope on May 12,
1987. These 1deas were expanded in a document issued at Warsaw on July 17,
1987, and circulated as United Nations General Assembly Document A/42/413,
July 23, 1987.

32, David B. Rivkin, Jr., “"The Soviet Approach to Huclear Arms
Control,” Survival, November/December 1987, pp. 483-510, at p. 491.

33, Ibid.

34, Jack Snyder, "The Gorbachev Revolution: A Waning of Soviet

Expansionism?”, International Security, Winter 1987/88, pp. 93-101, at
p. 117.

35. 1Ibid., p. 120.

21




36. Jeffrey Simon, Warsaw Pact Forces: Problems of Command and
Control, Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1985, p. 35.

37. Borawski, p. 20.

38. "Declaration on Conventional Arms Control [by NATO miunisters]
December 12, 1986," in Department of State Bulletin, March 1987, p. 43.

39. NSS-88, p. 17.

40. Benjamin F. Schemmer, "An Exclusive Interview with Phillip A,
Karber,” Armed Forces Journal International, June 1987, pp. 112-137, at
pp. 136-137,

41. Nunn, Remarks to Wehrkunde Conference, p. 7.

42. Ibid.
43. Borawski, p. 27.
44. 1bid.

45. See Nuna, Remarks to Wehrkunde Conference.

46, Ibid., p. 3.

47. 1Ibid., and Michael R. Gordon, "On Arms, Muscow Has a Winning
Image,” The New York Times, July 26, 1987, p. E3.

48, Nunn, Remarks to Wehrkunde Conference, p. 3.

22




CHAPTER 3
THE BACKGROUND OF CONVENTIONAL ARMS CONTROL
1. Introduction.

a. The Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR) talks that began in
1973 are the only history we have of NATO-Warsaw Pact negotiations to reduce
conventional forces. Although MBFR has not produced a treaty, we have
learned from it and it has supported our efforts tn other arms coatrol
negotiations. MBFR remains in effect as a forum until {t might be
superseded by the Conventional Stability Talks (CST) which are to deal with
forces from the Atlantic to the Urals (ATTU). Activity in MBFR may stop,
but the forum may remaln as a fall-back option for the two alliances 1if the
CST fall to receive a mandate or reach an impasse.

b. This chapter containe a summary of the interim and latest results of
MBFR talks in the context of other significant events and simultaneous
negotlations, and a summary of lessons from MBFR with possible relevance to
the coming CST negotiations. The countrles and conferences and their
relationghips in CAC are depicted in Appendix B, figure B-3.

2. Brief Descriptions of Negotiations.

a. The Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) convened
at Helsink!l in July 1973.1 Except for Albania, the talks include all
European countries, the United States, and Canada--35 nations. CSCE began
primarily as political negotiations about unresolved political issues since
WW II. Its agenda developed into four areas, called "baskets”: Basket I
covers interstate behavior, human rights, and the use of force. Basket Il
addresses cooperation Iin economics, technology, and commerce. Basket I[I[I
applies to humanitarian practices and to the flow of information, ideas, and
people. Basket IV provides for the continuation of the CSCE at follow-up

meetings and conferences which are held in one or another major city in the
member states.

b. The Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures and
Disarmament in Europe (CDE) was established within the CSCE at the latter's
Madrid meeting, November 11, 1980-September 9, 1983. CDE began at Stockholm
on January 17, 1984, to negotiate militarily significant, politically-
binding, verifiable confidence- and security-building measures _for the whole
of Europe, including the European portion of the Soviet Union.

Participants are the same 35 natlons as in CSCE. The CDE forum has not been
uged to negotiate force reductions; i{ts purpose 18 to place restrictions on
the activities of military forces.&

c. MBFR 18 a NATO title meaning Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions.
The complete title is Mutual Reductionsa of Armed Forces and Armaments and
Assoclated Measures in Central Europe. Talks began in Vienna on October 30,
1973, after preliminary discussions about terms of reference which began on
January 31, 1973. The forum was a NATO inftiative and the purpose of the
talks 18 to reduce Eastern and Western military manpower in Central Europe
to equal but significantly lower levels. Participants include only the
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members of NATO (less France) and the Warsaw Pact. The talks cover the
region that NATO calls the NATO Guidelines Area (NGA) which is made up of
Poland, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, West Germany, Belglum, Luxembourg, and
the Netherlands.?

d. Conventional Stabllity Talks (CST) in the Atlantic to the Urals
(ATTU) region have not yet begun, although preliminary negotiations are in
progress to develop a mandate. Participants and agenda have not been
decided, but expectations are that the talks will include all NATO
countries, including France, and all Warsaw Pact countries.

3. Evolution of MBFR.

a. The first postwar proposals to reduce forces in Europe began as NATO
efforts to bring the FRG into the Allfance neared completion. The Soviet
Union proposed a conference on gsecurity in Europe at a Foreign Ministers’
meeting of the Four Great Powers in Berlin on February 10, 1954. The
Soviets called for the withdrawal of all occupatlon troops from Germany and
a 50-year treaty on collective security in Europe. The West rejected this
proposal which did not provide for J.S. participation. The Soviets
presented other draft treaties in 1955, 1957, and 1959, but NATO found then
unacceptable.6

b. The Soviets renewed their call for a coanference in the late 19603
and, in June 1968, NATO spokesmen sald they were ready to discuss force
reductions. Two months later, the Soviets invaded Czechoslovakla,
interrupting the process leading to negotiations. The Pact proposed agaln
from Budapest on March 17, 1969, « conference to "strengthen political,
economic, and cultural links.” On May 5, 1969, the Finnish government
offered Helsinkl as the conference site for what was to become the CSCE.
NATO responded favorably to the Pact on December 5, 1969, but insisted on
progress in German relations (FRG Chancellor Brandt's Ostpolitik) with the
East and on Berlin-related 1ssues as prerequlisites. The FRG and the USSR
signed a treaty on August 12, 1970, in which they agreed to regard the
frontiers of all states as "inviolable.” On December 7, 1970, the FRG
signed a treaty with Poland to give up any claim to territories east of the
Oder-Neisse line. On December 21, 1971, the two Germanies sligned an
"inviolable” borders treaty, concluding territorial {ssues that delayed the
start of the CSCE.S8

c. MBFR alsg had {ts genesis in {deas expressed as carly as the 1950s,
but it was aot until the NATO Ministers' report (known as the "Harmel”
Report) in December 1967 on the Future Tasks of the Alliance that the
process began to move toward a conference with the East. The report
recommended that NATO should try to arrange a forum for mutual arms
reductions. In 1968 NATO ministers formally proposed force reduction talks
with the East.9 Although the Pact showed no enthusiasm for MBFR, the
United States and its allies in NATO would not agree to th- CSCE until and
unless the East agreed to meet In the MBFR forum.
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d. Indeed, various colncident pressures and events moved both sides to
MBFR {in aidition to the quid pro quo cur the CSCE. First, Senator Mansfieli
i1atroduced legislation 1n 1966 deslgned to bring about substantial U.S.
troop reductions in Europe; his efforts continuel to 1975, two vears into
the MBFR talks.!0 The Mansfield Amendments, as they were called, were
clear incentives for NATO-Europe to negotiate for mutual reductions and, at
the same time, to use the potential of MBFR to warl off unilateral cuts by
the United States.

e. Second, NATO developed new strategic guidance at the ead of 1967.
Flexible Response, compared to the replacel guidance, demanded that NATO
countries improve thelr collective conventionil defenses. Conventional
forces would no longer be a limited defense against large-scale conventional
aggressfon, a "trip-wire” to set off NATO nuclear use. The new strategy set
as the objective for conventional forces the capabllity tc stop and repel
limited conventlonal attacks, and to sustain a conventional 1efense in the
forward areas of NATO territory against large-scale conventional
aggression.11 In the face of the formidable task of meeting this
objective for conventinnal forces, mutual arms reductions were attractive
possibilities.

f. Third, America's extra-NATO Interests and commitments were an issue
that waxed and waned (contemporarily manifested in Vietnam), an tssue that
impiied that U.S. forces currently in Furope might be put to use elsewhere.
America's {nterests, and 1ts strategy to safeguard those interests, exceeded
its military resources. This Roint was in fact one of the elements of
Senator Mansfield's reasoning. 2 (Incidentally, the extra=NATO issue
became stressful for NATO as soon as MBFR began, during the Arab-Israell War
In October 1973. Some of our Furopean allies dented us overflight rights
and were generally uncooperative about redeployments of U.S. troops and
materiel.)

g. Finally, the SALT [ treaty was negotidated between the United States
and the Soviet Union from October 1969 to the signing in Moscow on May 26,
1972.13  president Nixon and Secretary Brezhnev also endorsel the goal of
force reductions in Europe, clearing the way for MBFR and CSCE to begin.

h. In summary, the M3FR talks that began in Vienna on Octeober 30, 1973,
were, wlith some exceptions, proposals and counterproposals to reduce the
numbers of troops on both sides to an equal level. The exceptions were
NATO's attempts to break a negotlating tmpagse in 1975 and 1976 by proposing
reductions in some nuclear forces.?! The talks foundered on disagreements
about providing information on forces and about verification measures.

Where initial proposals would have required reducing close to 100,000 troops
on each slde, the latest propusals I{n 1985 were for the reduction of 11,509
Pact forces for about half as many JATO troops. (Table 1 shows areas of
disagreement in early talks and {nto the 1980s.)
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1. =Zarly Positions (1973-74)

NATO

WARSAW PACT

FORM OF AGREEMENT

Inittal reductions should be
made by the two superpowers.

Tnitial reductions should lnclude
natlional and foreign troops.

ATR AND GROUND FORCES

Reductions should be confined
to ground forces.

Reductions should be limited
to conventional arms.

The Warsaw Pact should make
bigger cuts because of the
existing military imbalance.

2. Later Positions (1980s)

NATO

—

Reductions should include ground
and air forces.

ARAAMENTS

Reductions should include conven-
tional and nuclear arms.

BALANCE
There 13 no exlsting imbalance

and therefore both sides should
make equal cuts.

WARSAW PACT

FORM OF AGREEMENT

Initial agreement with U.S.-
Soviet reductions, a no-
increase (freeze) comnitment
for 3 years.

At end of freeze period, West
reassesses satisfaction with
compliance and decides whether
to proceed with further nego-
tiated reductions.

Table 1. NATO and

Initlal agreement with U.S.-Soviet
reductions, a no-increase commit-
ment for 3 years with follow-on
reductions to be negotiated.

PARITY

Equal alliance ceilings of 700,000
ground forces and 200,000 air
forces.

wWwarsaw Pact Positions in MBFR.
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CONSTRAINTS
No exercise limitations are Limits on exercises in an area
acceptable. to 40,000 to 50,000 men.
ARMAMENTS
Each side should determine the Withdrawing units take organic
disposition of armaments of armaments with them.

withdrawn forces.

SIZE OF INITIAL REDUCTIONS

5,000 U.S. and 11,500 Soviet 6,500 U.S. and 11,500 Soviet
ground forces. ground forces.

CEILINGS
Subceilings on U.S.-Soviet National subceilings on ground
ground force persoanel only; force personnel.

no national ceilings but
collective freeze on force size.

AIR FORCES

No limit on air forces but, Limited to 200,000 troops in
within the 900,000 overall whole alltiance.

ceiling, ailr forces over

200,000 would come at the

expense of ground forces.

EXCEPTIONS
Residual cellings may be No exceeding of residual limits
temporarily exceeded to would be allowed.

cover rotation, tralning
and exercises

Table 1. NATO and Warsaw Pact Positions in MBFR (continued).
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3. Later Positions on Associated Measures.

NATO WARSAW PACT

EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION

Detailed exchange of informa-
tion on forces being withdrawn
and annual exchange on residual
forces at a battalion level of
disaggregation.

Detailed exchange of information
on forces being withdrawn and
annual exchange on residual
forces; detailed disaggregation
not required.

NATLONAL TECHNICAL MEANS
(NTM)

Noninterference with NTM of
verification.

Noninterference with NTM of
verification.

CONSULTATIVE COMMISSION

Perwaanent commission for all
participants.

Joint commission for direct
participants only; meets at
regular intervals.

[NSPECTLON
30 annual, mandatory on-demand

inspections conducted from
ground or air, or both.

[nspection on request; other
side has right of refusal.

OUT-OF-GARRISON ACTIVITIES

Advance notification of division-
size, out-of-garrison activities
in wider area of application than
other provisions.

Mandatory invitation for observers

to attend notified activities.

OBSERVERS

Advance notification of military
exercises; firmly opposed to any
extension of the notification
area.

No provisious for observers.

Table 1. NATO and Warsaw Pact Positlons in MBFR (continued).
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MOVEMENTS
Advance notification of movements Prenotification of movements
into the MBFR area. into, within and out of the MBFR

area

EXIT AND ENTRY POINTS

Permanent troop entry and exit Permanent troop exit and entry
points to observe all nonindigenous points to observe unit movements
troop withdrawals and movements into and out of the MBFR area.

into and out of the MBFR ares.

Sources: Early MBFR is from James F. Sattler, M.B.F.R.: Its Origins and
Perspectives, Paris: Atlantic Treaty Association, 1975, p. 1l1; Tater MBFR
18 quoted from Navid C. Skaggs, “"Update: MBFR," Military Review, February
1987, pp. 85-94, at pp. 90-91.

Table 1. NATO and Warsaw Pact Positions in MBFR (concluded).

i. During the course of the MBFR talks, these events influenced thelr
pace and content:

-SALT II negotlations began immediately after the signing of SALT I
in 1972 and continued until June 1979 with the signing of a
treaty.15

-The Sovlets began to deploy $5-20 intermedfate-range missiles and
Backfire bombers in 1977. NATO then stopped offering to include
nuclear weapons in its MBFR proposals and in 1979 formulated jte
dual-track Intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF) decision to
deploy cruise missiles and Pershing II missiles in Europe while
being willing to negotiate with the Soviets to reduce INF.

~-INF negotiations began in October 1980 and resulted in a treaty
signed on December 8, 1987 designed to eliminate INF worliwide.

j. The information-exchange and verification 1ssues were never
regolved. Near the end of active negottations in 1385-86, when the West
proposed to reduce 5,000 U.S. troops for 11,500 Soviet troops in Europe, the
proposal included verification measures that would include yearly exchanges
of detailed information on units down to battalion level, 30 annual on-site
inspections, and permanent exit-entry points for the reductions zone. The
East reacted with statements that seemed to hold promise for 1 reasonable
verification regime, but the Pact's draft agreement of Februdary 1986 showed
no signs of change from the Pact's refusal to open its territory to
inspection and monttorlng.16
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k. The wisdom of retrospect is that the 3Soviets and their allles
probably did not intend to reach an agreement {n MBFR. They were maneuvered
into the talks by the West In exchange for the CSCE that the Soviets wanted
{but which was shaped substantially by the West), and they may “ave belleved
that NATO was acting out a process to avoid U.S. trnop withdrawals. The
Soviets tried to use the talks to establish the bellel that numerical and
geographical digparities 411 not exist between the two alliances. Jonathan
Dean, once the U.S. negotiator at the MBFR, said later that the USSR "ghowed
the low priority it asstgned to MBFR when it pushed for a follow-on
conference [of the CSCE] on FEurnpeau security despite 1ts knowledge that
this rival conference, which ultimately took the f9rm of the Stockholm CDF,
would undermine the authority of the MBFR forum."!

a. The CDE was established in 1933, but the French had proposed such a
conference asg early as 1978.18  The forum was to have two stages, the
first to butild trust among the countries of Europe through ncasures to
provide information about armed forces and notification of their activities,
and the second to reduce weapons from the Atlantic to the Urals. These two
stages have taken the forw of the CDE coaference that produced an agreement
on confidence- and security-buildling measures (CSBMs) that was signed in
September 1986,19 and the forthcoming CST negotiations. The CDFE ramaine
an active forum for the posslible expansion of the CS5BHs.

b. NATO had three objectives for the CDE: (1) to reduce the risk of
surprise attack, (2) to diminish the threat of armed conflict in Kurope
resulting from misunderstanding and miscalculation, and (3) to inhibit the
use of force for political intimidation.

c. The September 1986 treaty moved the parties toward these
objectives., The parties agreed on (1) prior notification of certain
military activities, (2) mandatory observations of certain military
activities, (3) the exchange of annual calendars of plannel military
activitiesg, (4) constraining provisions such as 15 months prior notification
about activities involving 75,000 or more troops, and (5) inspections for
compliance and verification.20 The agreement was a modest advance. But
the treaty was significaant because the Pact agreed to a degree of intrusive
monitoring and inspection that it had avolded in past negotiations.

5. CsT.

a. Although the roots of the peadin~ Conventional Stabllity Talks are
in MBFR and CDE, they began to take form with an exchange of announcements
between East and West {n 1986, 1In Aprll 1986, Gorbachev proposed
substantial reductions in all components of the land and air forces of the
European states and of the U.S. ani Canadian forces in Furope. He included
tactical nuclear weapons in the proposal and specified that the area to be
covered should be from the Atlantic to the Urals.?!

b. NATO answered with 1ts Brussels Declaration of December 11, 1986,
apreeing that the area should be the ATTU and the negntiations should aim to

30




establish a veriflable, comprehensive, and gtable balance of conventional
forces at lower levels, The NATO declaration also called for continued
negotiations in the CDE to build on the treaty of September 1986, 22

c. NATO currently 1s negotlating among its own members about the ternms
¢f the CST and its representatives are talking with the Pact's about a

mandate, The CST seems likely to include 16 NATO states and 7 Pact

members. The neutral and nonaligned states of Europe may not be direct
participants but probably will be kept informed and perhaps consulted.?3

(The neutral and nonaligned states will cont!nue as participants in the CDE.)

d. Premature comments about CST are unwarranted here, but we should
note a few of the significant differences between MBFR and what is shaping
up as the CST:

-The CDE confidence- and security-building measures suggest greater
Soviet openness to verification, a major, unresolved issue in MBFR;

-The INF Treaty of December 1987 also may have inspectlon and
monitoring precedents useful for possible agreements in the CST;

—The French will participate in the CST;

-Gorbachev seems, 80 far, to add a new element to Soviet thianking and
possibly to Soviet negotlating approaches. It remains to be seen
1f his activism will outlast President Reagan's term In office.

6. Lcasoans. Although the ZJCE and CDE provide context, and CDE produced
related arms contrcl measures, MBFR i3 the logical source of possible
lessons for arms control negotiations on conventlonal arms. The following
observations might have value for the forthcoming CST.

a. MBFR's primary focus on troops rather than on units, equipment, and
weapons only added to the data and verificatlion issues separating the
alliances.

b. Late in MBFR, the Pact recognized disparities between U.S. and
Soviet forces in Furope, and Llts proposals reflected acceptance of the
principle of parity. However, this Pact recognition did not extend to the
forces of the two alllances as a whole. The Pact has never almitted to
having overall net advantages.

¢. Both sides recognized the fmportance of the two superpower members
and accorded thelr forces first priority in force reduction proposals.

4. When nuclear and conventional talks were simultaneous, the nuclear
talks had priority cn both sides.

e. Persuasive evlidence 18 not available to support a conclusion that
elther side was sufficiently motivated to accomplish tangible results in
MBFR. NATO lacked consensus on key issues. Reductions in the VGA were not
likely to improve NATO's security because the depth of the Fastern NGA
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allowed nearby stationing of removed Pact troops. And, the Pact was
intractable on key issues,

f. MBFR talks lacked continuity in negotiators and {in top political
authorities. The United States had six different delegation heads in the
first 12 years; the Soviets had three. Each new administration in the
democratic countries brought a wholesale turnover of key people involved
with MBFR. About 200-300 NATO officials had to approve each important move
in negotiations. Fastern negotiators were even less flexible than
NATO's, 2%

g. MBFR produced positive results =ven 1f it d1d not produce a treaty:

-It continued and sustained the NATO cousensus that arms control
negotliations are a necessary component of Alliance defense strategy.

-The talks contributed to a developlng Fast-West dialogue and uutual
understanding of some key military issues.

-When the Soviets walked out of INF talks in November 1983, the MBFR
forum gave both sides an opportunity to show their continued
interest in improving relations through arms control. MBFR also
helped offset European pressures on the United States to make
concessions in START and INF as a way to get the Soviets back to
the bargaining table.

-MBFR gave NATO's European wembers direct participation in arms
control, and in that way played a complementary rcle in East-West

relations in nuclear and space negotiations.

-As a continulng, active negotiation, MBFR was important for
maintaining public support for conveational defense spending.
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CHAPTER 4

[SSUES IN CONVENTIONAL ARMS CONTROL

1. Introduction.

a. [n attempting to understand conventional arms countrol, a number of
issues emerge for discussion and debate. These issues comprise two types:
those which might be called "strategic" and those which might be called
“operational.” Strateglc lssues generally involve the role which
conventlonal arms control can and should play in the strategies of the two
blocs. Strategic 1ssues are lmportant to assess because they enable us to
gain insight into the overall willingness of our adversary to do what we
want him to, the price we might be willlng to offer to persuade him to do
what we want him to, and the consequences of the success or failure of the
negotiations for the future course of the strategic competition.

b. Operational issues generally deal with the mechanics of arms
control. They concern what should be controlled, how it will be controlled,
and the regime to monitor the agreement and prevent its circumvention. It
18 clear, of course, that these two types of 1issues overlap because one's
position on strategy will often play a controlling role in deciding one's
position on the final form which an agreement will take. Nonetheless, the
distinction holds up well enough for analytical purposes.

c. This chapter will discuss both strategic and operational issues
assoclated with conventlonal arms control. The strategic dlscussion will
serve the purpose of introducing some of the problems which NATO faces in
deterring war and coercion in Europe in the wake of the INF treaty, the role
which conventional arms control can play in ameliorating those problems, and
the kinds of trades which the West wmight be able to offer in exchange for
conventional parity in the Atlantic to the Urals region. The 4Aiscussion of
operational 1ssues will serve to {llustrate the complexities inherent in
attempting to obtaln effective arms control as well as to introduce
theoretical variables defining any arms control agreement. These variables
will be encountered again in the Aiscussion of proposals in Chapter 5. At
the end of this chapter we will also briefly discuss other issues which,
though obvious in most cases, may impact on mandate development and future
negotiations. The study team will take a firm position on all issues
presented.

2, Issue 1: FEast-West Mandate.

a., Description.

Should the United States agree to negotiate conventional arms
control in the CSCE/CDE forum, an expanded MBFR, or a new forum? At one
extreme the CSCE includes the Neutral and Nonaligned Nattons (NNA) and at
the other 1s a direct alliance negotiation without the NNA.

CSCE/CDE MBFR Plus New Forum
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b. Discussion.

The Conference on Securlty and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) and
{ts arms control creation, the CDE, havse been discussed {n Chapter 3.
CSCE's primary purpose 1s to address nonmilitary issues such as human
rights, information flow, technology, and trade. CDE's purpose has bheen
confidence- and securlty-building measures (CSBMs). CSCE/CDE consist of the
16 NATO members, the 7 Warsaw Pact members, and 12 NNA members (in sum, the

United States, Canada, and all European countries except Albania). The NNA
are:

-Austria -Lichtenstelin -Swedoen
-Cyprus -Malta -Switzerland
-Finland -Monaco -The Vatican
-Ireland -5an Marino -Yugnslavia

With the exception of Yugoslavia, the NNAl obviously are not major
military powers. But they have a deep security interest in NATO-WP
confrontation and competition in Europe. The principal argument for

including negotiations in the CSCE/CDE {s that outcomes of CAC could have
significant impact on the NNA,
Arguments for a forum that includes the NNA in the CSCE/CDE are:
-Most are pro-West (culture, tourism, etc.).
-Few are directly influenced by the WP,
-Many have had bad experiences with the USSR since WW II.
-Yugoslavia is seeking closer ties to the West.
~Mogt perceive the USSR as a threat.
Arguments agalnst negotiating in CSCE/CDE are:
-NNA are not militarily relevant to the threat facling the West.
—-NNA input is not germane to military issues.
-NATO might lose control.
-An Alliance/NNA forum is too large; too much delay for all to be heard.
~NNA do not have nuclear weapons; may desire denuclearization.
An expanded MBFR 18 another choice open to East and West. The

expansion refers to geographical scope and to membership. The scope could
be ATTU and France could join. Arguments for this MBFR-Plus forum are:
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~It 1s essentially already established.

-It excludes the NNA, which could still be consulted.
-MBFR was a Western creatlon.

Arguments agalnst the MBFR-Plus are:

-The East would lose face 1f it changed positions it took to block
progress in the past 1n MBFR.

=It would have to builld on a history of failure.
-It would confuse and complicate negotiating mandate 1ssues.

A third cholce, a new forum that includes only the two alliances, cculd
have possible links to the NNA through the continuing CDE Jdiscussions of
CSBMs. Arguments in favor are:

-A fresh start; allows both sides to save face on positions taken in
the past that they would rather forget or change.

-It allows concentration on force reductions and associated measures.

-It provides the Soviets and the French a forum they seem to favor over
MBFR.

Arguments agalnst are:
-The Soviets will clatam credit for the 1idea.
-It may alienate NNA sympathetlic to NATO.

-In the context of MBFR, CDE, and CSCE, 1t may confuse Western publics,
especlially 1f on some issues the West seems i{ntransigent because those
i1ssues belong 1n another forum.

A new forum, perhaps entitled "Conference on Conventional Stability”
(€CS), can be offered as a compromise. A forum could be established which
includes representatives of the three groups--NATO, WP and NNA--but does not
consist of "full house” participation. Proposals presented by the West, for
example, would be discussed by selected represgsentatives; removed from the
forum for separate consultations and position determination within each
group; and returned with the consensus position or counterproposals during
the course of the conference. Only the eventual agreement between alliances
would be binding, but the inclusion of the NNA in the political process will
be beneficial to overall successful conclusion. Within the NNA capitals, a
political sense of {mportance In the prucess could have a positive,
gignificant impact on the final agreement.
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¢c. Positions of Relevant Actors on This Issue.

CSCE/CDE MRFR Plus New Forum

NNA T T N P O
France UK
USSR

*J.S. in this chapter refers to the incumbent Administration.

France wants CAfC negotiations in the CSCE fnr two reasons. Flrst,
since France is not a member of NATO's millitary commanl structure, more
autonomy from NATO would be provided in CSCE. Second, France would have
substantial influence with the NNA. The United States and UK favor a new,
23-nation forum for the reasons outlined in the previous discussion, but
both nations recognize the need for consultative links with the NNA. The
Soviets may want a CSCE forum because they proposed the ATTU area
specifically to allow participation of all Europeans in what the Soviets
consider a European-only issue. The NNA want, obviously, to particlpate.

d. Study Team Position.

We believe that a new forum (as described above) with specific
rules of engagement on selection and participatlion of NATO, WP and the NNA
is the right solution, and very similar to the U.S./UK position of
consultative links. Mandate talks are in segsion today. This 18 why we
have selected this as the first issue. Let the NNA have a say {n what
happens in Europe. Build up their importance in the political process of
negotiation, but Jo not let them fog the 1ssues between the alliances.

3. Issue 2: The INF Treaty and Strateglc Coupling.

a., Description.

Has the INF Ireaty resulted in significant decoupling of the
United States from its NATO allies? At one extreme is the vlew that the INF
Treaty has thoroughly decoupled the Alliance and that the damage 1is
irreparable. At the other extreme s the view that the INF Treaty has
resulted in no significant damage to the coupling of the alliance. Between
these positions 1s the view that the INF Treaty has done damage to coupling
but that this damage 1s repalrable. These positions are shown in the
diagram,

Massive Some Namage/ o No Damage
Damage Repairable
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b. Discussion.

The view that the INF Treaty has done major and irreparable damage
to coupling is based on the unique nature of the systems affected by it,
especlally the Pershing II (PITI). It is argued that these missiles,
targeted on the Soviet Union itself and based in the path of a Pact invasion
of the FRG, placed a level of pressure on the NATO leadership to escalate,
which is essentfial in a strategic envlironment in which the United States has
lost escalation domin.nce at the strategic and theater nuclear levels.
Furthermore, no other gystem can recapture the pressure provided by the PII.

The position that the INF Treaty has resulted in no damage to coupling
is based on the view that these forces represented only a small portion of
the total NATO nuclear force, including long-range dual-capable aircraft and
the 400 Poseldon warheads allocated to the Supreme Allied Commander Europe
(SACEUR). Thus, this position argues that there will still be plenty of
American nuclear weaponry in Furope even after the removal of the Pershing
IIs (PII) and Ground Launched Cruise HMissiles (GLCH).

The middle position 1is based on the view that coupling can be continued
with remaining and new weapons deployments to cover the targets covered by
PII and GLCM, although, admittedly, the confidence of West Europeans in
coupling may be less following the INF Treaty. The likelihood that these
replacement systems will actually be ugsed will be less than that of the PII

because of the absence of pressure. But the likelihood of crises escalating
out of control also will be less.

c. Positions of the Relevant Actors on the Issue.

Masslve Some Damage/ No Damage
Damage Repairable
FRG (Mil) UK FRG (Pol)
France U.s.

The positlon of the U.S. Administration, including the JCS, SECDEF ani
SACKUR, 1is that there is little or no damage to repalr. The elimination of
an entire nuclear weapons class, as asymmetrical as INF was, helps, not
damages, NATO's ablility to deter and defend. Senator Nunn spoke favorably
of the INF accord at Wehrkunde, but he warned of the "slippery slope™ we
might be on en route to a denuclearized Furope and the need, therefore, to
improve NATO's conventlonal option. Senator Quayle feels we should have
negotliated CAC first. The FRG has a political and a military position.
Politically, the FRG has wholeheartedly supported nuclear reductions and
wants to consider reducing Short-Range Nuclear Forces (SNF), Dual Capable
Alrcraft (DCA), and Surface-to-Surface Missiles (SSM) now so that a nuclear
hattlefield will not be confined to the territory of West Germany. Large
segments of the FRG public fully support this view. The FRG military
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believe that we have taken a glant step towards decouplilng as a result of
the INF Treaty. France supported the INF Treaty politically, but believes
we have made a big move to decouple from NATO, although French lack of
confidence in "coupling” helped to move them to leave the military
organization of the Alliance ln 1966. France's current efforts in promoting
the Western Kuropean Union and her lack of an arms reductlon constituency
tend to confirm her position. The UK privately acknowledges damage bhut
politically supports the INF treaty; Mrs. Thatcher has inststed that
remaining nuclear weapons and conventlonal weapons should be modernized.

i, Study Team Positlon.

The study team position is that the INF treaty has damaged
coupling but that the damage 18 repairable. Repalr cnuld take the form of
the modernization and increase in 1.S. nuclear 5358, nuclear-capable
alrcraft, and air-launched, stand-off nuclear systems uot outlawed by the
INF Treaty. These measures could not fully recapture what the PII1 does, but
they are more consistent with long—-staadaing U.S. policy on the release of
nuclear weapons which is, In effect, that release will not be predelegated
anl, therefore, not be automatic.

4. Issue 3: Strategic Consequences of Successful CAC.

a. Description.

What happens to the U.S.-Soviet conflict of interests in Furope if
Conventional Stability Talks are successful-—-from NATO's perspective? At
one extreme is the view that the conflict ends; that successful CAC amounts
to a declaration of stalemate. At the other extreme 18 the view that after
successful CAC the cc “lict will simply enter a new phase in which it
becomes a contest for. che allegiance of the European electorate.

Stalemate/ New Phase
Conflict Ends of Conflict

b. Discussion.

Those hnlding the first view base their position on the assumption
that the Soviet Unlon is transforming itself, under Gorbachev and glasnost,
into a normal natlon-state rather than a revisionist power standing at the
head of a worldwide revolutionary movement. They thus believe that CAC will
be successful and that the Soviets will cooperate to deconstruct the
East-West conflict in Europe.

Those who hold the opposing view believe the Soviets have not abandoned
their goals of revolution and dominance in Europe. Instead they will
replace military competition with political and psychological warfare, the
best supplement to which is an apparently nonthreatening military posture.
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c. Positions of the Relevant Actors on the Issue.

Stalemate/ New Phase
Conflict Ends of Conflict
Publics Governments

The opinions of gome Weatern publics may be that successful CAC will be
the end of serious conflict in Europe. But all governments, East and West,
know that 1f the CST succeed, we will still have a qualitative arms race on
our hands, as well as the strong possibility of a new game introduced by the
USSR. Moreover, we cannot predict the extent of possible arms reductions
agreements, and “successful” has yet to be defined.

d. Study Team Position.

CAC agreements that meet NATO's objectlives will not end the
U.S./Soviet conflict over Europe. We believe agreements simply transform
that conflict from one dominated by military competition to one dominated by
political and psychologlical warfare.

5. Issue 4: Nuclear vs. Conventlonal Strategy.

a. Description.

Should WATO continue to malntain a strategy to deter coanventional
war that relles heavily on nuclear escalation, or should {t attempt to shift
to greater rellance on conventional defense? The extreme positions on this
188ue are, on the one haand, to emphasize nuclear escalation with relatively
weak conventional forces, or, on the other hand, to emphasize conventional
forces with relatively weak nuclear forces. Between these extremes 1s the
view that NATO should maintain moderately strong conventional and nuclear
forces.

Strong Nuclear Both at Strong Conventional
Weak Conventlonal Moderate Weak Nuclear
Strength

b. DNDiscussion.

The nuclear emphasis view Is based on the premise that any
strategy emphasizing conventional forces Is doomed to failure. Advocates of
this view argue that conventional deterrence requires a capacity to win, and
that NATO cannot achleve that capacity. NATO must place its reliance on
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nuclear forces and, especially, on elther the possession of escalation
dominance at the theater and strateglc levels or the creation of a situation
in which escalation to those levels 13 made virtually automatic.

Advocates of the conventional empiasis approach argue that to deter,
NATO does not have to show that it can win; in any event, to "win" a
conventional war is to destroy the NATO countries in which it occurs, an
event which 1s hardly a persuasive deterrent. In addition, they argue that
NATO's loss of escalation dominance can never be reversed and that the INF
Treaty and the possibility of a third zero make clear that auteomatic
escalation i{s {mpossible. Thus, they argue that there 18 no alternative to
a conventional emphasis approach.

Those advocating moderately strong conventlonal and nuclear forces base
their position on uncertainty. Moderately strong conventional forces
(relative to Pact forces) mean that the Soviets could believe that the risks
of conventional fallure are reasonably high. Moderately strong nuclear
forces mean that NATO might decide to escalate. In this view, escalation to
nuclear use, although not automatic, 18 more credible when a couventional
attack 1s met by a stalwart conventional defense rather than a "tripwire”
conventional effort that lacks credibility. A conventional defense force in
NATO should be large enough to force an enemy to mobllize before a major
attack or to doubt the success of a short-warning attack.

c. Positions of the Relevant Actors.

Strong ‘wclear Both at Strong Conventional
Weak Ccnventlonal Moderate Weak Nuclear
Strength

NATO (-) U.S. FRG
France

Key Congressmen
UK

NATO will have to choose which of these positions, under flexible
response, it prefers with or without CST that reduce forces in Rurope. The
Soviets are likely to maintain their position of strong nuclear and
conventional forces. Until NATO agrees to trade off some nuclear strength
in CST, the talks may be held hostage. The Soviets adamantly prefer a
position of a denuclearized Europe but will not unilaterally fall off an
escalation dominant stance. Costs drive all actors to the middle left of
the continuum with the exception of the FRG, which is calling for additional

reductions of nuclear weapons after INF, especlally in SNF deployed in the
FRG.
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d. Study Team Position.

Both nuclear and conventional forces must be strong enough to
carry out the astrategy of the Alllance. As long as flexible response
remains the Alllance strateglic concept, NATO will require conventional
forces strong enough to sustaln a defense against major attack as well as
nuclear forces for deliberate eascalation. The relative strengths of nuclear
and conventional forces in NATO became an lssue only because Alliance
members d1d not live up to that strategy's own requirements. But relative
requirements also are a product of the threat. If the threat is changed
through CAC agreements, NATO's need for nuclear weapons will depend on how
1t sees the threat and how 1t uses 1ts own capabllity for conventional
defense. NATO faces a dilemma on this 1issue.

6. Isgsue 5: Soviet Goals in Arms Control,.

a. Description.

What do the Soviets want from conventional arms control? At one
extreme is the view that they genuinely want conventlonal parity. At the
other extreme 18 the view that CAC is gimply another tactlc to ifmprove thelr
conventional position and decouple the Western alllance.

Want Stability/ Want to Increase
Parity/Economlc Advantage & Decouple
Restructure

b. Discussion.

Those who argue that the Soviets genulnely want parlty emphasize
Soviet economic difficulties. These difficultles, 1t {s argued, have driven
the Sovlets to seek arms control to reduce thelr military burlen, so that
they can concentrate on domestic development.

Those who argue that CAC is another Soviet tactlc do not Jeny that the
Soviets may have economic difficulties. They do not, however, believe that
the Soviets are prepared to simply surrender the massive advantages which
they have worked so hard to achieve. Thus, they argue that the Sovlets
probably would like to cut their forces, but not in any way that would
reduce those advantages, at least nrot without compensation.
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c. Positions of the Relevant Actors on the Issue.

Want Stability Want to Increase
Parity/Economic Advantage & Decouple
Restructure
USSR - U.s.
NATO

Key Congressumen

Because it {s posslble and Is consistent wlith Soviet behavior for them
to have multiple objectives, it would serve no purpose of the West to
believe that Soviet aims in CAC are benign. Soviet negotlateors and public
spokesmen could, at the same time, make deals leading to genulne parity,
while raising i{ssues for NATO that could threaten the cohesion of the
Alliance.

The Soviets should be expected to maintaln nuclear parity or nuclear
advantages not denied them by treaties; try to remove nuclear weapons as
factors in deterrence and war; return the emphasis on war to conventional
forces; decrease the West's perception of threat; undercut SDI research and
Jevelopment; lmprove the Soviet position on the correlation of conventional
forces; and increase Soviet political Influence in Hurope and elsewhere.

d. Study Team Positlon.

The Soviet Union will not give up its advantages without
compensation, but will attempt to use the CAC process to Increase those
advantages and separate the United States from its European allies. The
Pact's Budapest Appeal calls for equal percentage cuts, whose effect would
be negative for NATO. The Jaruzelski proposal ianvolves the further
deconstruction of NATO's escalation capability. It may also tnvolve the
trade of one Pact advantage (on the ground) for another (in the air) with no
net reduction {in the overall balance of forces. These early Pact proposals
are conslstent with the idea that reductions that can move the central
European conventional balance closer to parity also are not enough and not
of the right kind for NATO to i{mprove its position militarily or, in
dealings within NATO, politically.

7. 1Issue 6: Bargaining Asgsets.

a. Description.
Should the West be prepared to give up anything to get what 1t

wants from the Pact In CST? At one extrewme 18 the view that the West ghould
not offer the East any compensation st ail. At the other extreme is the
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view that the Wect should actively search for assets or create bargaining
chips which it can trade for conventional parity.

No Compensation T 'Cbmpensation

b. Discussion.

Those advocating the no trade position tend either to believe that
the Soviets are sincere in their motives or that Soviet economic
difficulties are 80 great that the only exchange the West needs to offer is
a respilte from the conventional arms race. On the other hand, the position
that the West must give up something 18 justified on the grounds that the
Soviets will not agree to genulne parity without compensation, even if it
means that less money will be available for their domestic development. In
addition, it 18 argued, even if the Soviets want arms control very badly, it
still could uot hurt to have a few chips 1n reserve to sweeten the pot at a
propltious moment in the negotiations.

c. Positions of the Relevant Actors on the Issue.

No Compensation .--‘—_hg---'"""Cbhbénsation
NATO- —— -2l T T e T g eR
Poland

Key Congressmen

The Soviets have offered to trade off advantages. They say they will
make cuts in their conventional forces to eliminate asymmetries {f NATO will
cut 1its advantages, specifically in what they call "tactical strike
aviation.” Jonathan Dean's thought that we ought to consider such a trade
appears to have some support on Senator Nunn's Subcommittee on Conventional
Forcea and Alliance Defense.3 The Soviets have told us that we do have
bargalning assets, when many on the NATO side thought we had none.

d. Study Team Position.

Thg West will have to qacpiftce certaln assets of value {f {t wants

genulne barigy on conventional forces. This ﬁosition {s based on our view

of Soviet goals and motives {n CAC. Thus, we belleve that NATO should act
now to begin to develop hargaining assets. Examples include a separate
agreement on DCS that would reduce U.S. and Pact nuclear forces from Rurope




and a conventional “dual-track” strategy in which, like the INF deployment,
reductions may be negotiated while improving the forces nf the Alliance,

8. Issue 7: Dual-Capable Systems (NCS).

a. Description.

The question here 1s how to deal with dual-capable systems lncluding
dual-capable aircraft (DCA) and short-range surface-to-surface missiles
(SSM). The diagram shows the continuum,

Separate Separate CST
But Linked

At one extreme is the position of dealing with gsuch systems in 3 totally
separate forum. At the other extreme is the position of including such
forces in the CST. A middle course would be to deal with these forces in a
separate forum which would be linked such that progress on DCS would be
connected to progress in the CST.

b. Discussion.

There are fairly clear reasons why individuals might hold each of
the major positions noted on the issue coantinuum. First, totally separating
the fora would allow NATO to avold making any concessions to the Soviets on
DCS in exchange for Soviet concessions in CST. Indeed, this position would
allow NATO to avold talking about DCS at all, 1f {t so chose.

Discussing DCS in a forum linked to CST would require NATO to discuss
DCS but would link agreements reduciny such weapons to Soviet agreement to
parity in conventional forces. This pnsition would be adopted by those who
hope to increase the likelihood of achieving conventional parity in Europe
by offering the Soviets something they want in returu.

The third position, that DCS should be "thrown into the same pot" with
conventional forces, would be taken by those who feel that the main
capability of DCS 1is conventional and that all conventional weapons should
be available for trades. They would argue that the treatment of DCS in a
separate forum linked to CST would place too many limitations on the
possible trades which might be made.

c. Positions of Relevant Actors on the Issue.

To the extent we have been able to glean them, the positions on this
issue of the relevant players in the arms control game are depicted
notionally on the next page.
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Separate Separate CST

But Linked
NATO~===m— oo USSR
France FRG
UK
UDSQ ————————————————————————

The Soviets, who have the advantage in SSM and DCA, want all such
systems included in the CST. NATO has agreed to discuss DCS in the CST but
does not want such systems singled out for separate treatment. Within NATO,
the FRG appears to want the elimination of SSM and 1s willing to discuss
them in the CST. The FRG position on DCA is less clear. France wants to
keep DCS totally separate from the CST. Indeed, the French appear to prefer
that no negotiations take place on such systems at all, at least until

conventional parity is a reality. The British position is similar to that
of the French.

In the United States, administration officlals regard a mix of nuclear
and conventional forces as essential even if conventional arms control is
successful. Within Congress, the statements of Senators Levin and Nunn
would appear to place them in opposition to the inclusion of DCS in the CST,
but not as vehemently as the administration.

d. Study Team Position.

We should discuss DCS in a separate but linked forum. First, we do
not believe that the Soviets are likely to give us conventional parity for
free. We will likely have to give them something they value in exchange,
Unfortunately, NATO does not currently have available to it a very broad
array of military resovurces witlh which to compel Soviet interest in our
proposals for parity. Convening separate but linked fora offers the Soviets
the prospect of achieving something like "zero" on DCS, but only 1f they
give the West something like "parity"” on conventional forces.

Second, we believe that the primary strategic value of DCS are their
nuclear capability which helps to couple NATO by the threat of escalation
and strikes against the Soviet Union in the event NATO faces conventional
defeat. Thus, we view the option of including DCS as highly dangerous on
two counts. First, it allows offers, such as the Jaruzelski proposal, which
would result in NATO giving up its SSM for compensation in Pact tanks while
Pact SSM remain intact. Second, it allows trades of SSM for SSM while
leaving the Pact's conventional superiority intact.

The concept of separate but linked fora appears to be the most

appropriate from a strategic standpoint. The reasons why nuclear weapons
were emplaced in Europe were the Soviet nuclear threat to West Europe and as
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compensation for NATO's conventional weakness. Should the Soviets be
willing to grant NATO parity with the Pact on all major measures of
capability, there would be no further reason to maintain nuclear weapons as
an escalatory threat. They could, therefore, be eliminated within the

context of a genuinely equitable conventional arms control agreement, but
not under any other circumstances.

Mandate wording has now made this study team position moot. Therefore,
the recommendations at the end of this chapter, in Chapter 7, and in the
Executive Summary have been changed to accommodate the fact that DCS are
implicitly in the initial mandate by virtue of their conventional capability.

9. 1Issue 8: Force Modernization.

a. Description.

Should a CAC agreement regulate the extent and/or pace ut
modernization of each side's equipment? As depicted in the diagram, there
are two main views on this issue. At one extreme 1s the view that the
modernization of forces in the ATTU region should be highly regulated,
perhaps even banned. At the other extreme is the view that modernlzation
should be left totally unregulated.

Highly Regulated Some Unregulated
Regulation

b. Discussion.

The case for detailed regulation of modernization is simple. There
is no sense in taking the time and effort to obtaln a successful CAC

agreement only to have the purpose of that agreement circumvented by

arranging for a new and expensive qualitative arms race (similar to the one
begun by the Washington Naval Agreements of 1922) which would have
unforeseeable consequences.

The argument for leaving modernization unregulated is jJjust as simple.
Since technology is the main strength of the West, a qualitative arms race
would tend to favor NATO. As a result, over the long run, leaving
modernization unregulated would tend to place NATO in a superior military
position relative to Pact forces.

¢. Positions of Relevant Actors on the Issue.

Although this 1issue is belng addressed by analysts outside the USG,
the study team did not find any other relevant positions within the USG on
this issue besides our own. At the present time there 18 no serious effort
in the USG to limit modernization, including new physical principles.

d. Study Team Position.

Our recommended solution to these problems is to permit
modernization so long as it does not involve the emplacement in ATTU-Europe
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of weapons embodying so-called "new phlﬁlﬁﬁl“R£iﬂﬁiRl§§1" Such weapons
1including, for example, electromagnetic guns, laser weapons, and particle
beams could be built by each side and deployed anywhere but in Europe.

In general, the West does tend to lcad the Pact in basic technology
relevant to military use. However, there Las also been a tendency for the
East to actually fleld new systems before the West does. This may be due to
the East's more rapid pace of modernization or the West's political
unwillingness to translate its technologlcal prowess into fielded weaponry
until forced to do s0. Whatever the reason, there appear to be few
instances of the West's technological advantage resulting in major
superiorities in flelded equipment. Thus, it would appear that there 1s no
significant advantage for the West in leaving modernization unregulated.

On the other hand, it is unlikely that the advance of technology can be
stopped or that we would want to stop it if we could, even for application

to weaponry. The question then becomes how to regulate modernization in the
ATTU arena without attempting the impossible.

An additional problem is just how one defines "modernization.” 1If a
tank employing a diesel engine 1s replaced with another one identical in
every major way except that it uses a turbine, should that be
"modernization” for our purposes?

10. Issue 9: The Unit of Account

d. Introduction.

Defining the unit of account for conventional arms control is not an
easy matter. The reason for this 18 that, to decide on a unit of account
requires that a position be taken on each of three separate subissues:

equipment, personnel, and units. We will discuss each of these subissues 1in
this section.

b. Equipment.
(1) Description.

There are basically two main choices when dealing with
equipment. One can attempt to limit one or two major types of equipment
(say, tanks or tanks and artillery), or one can attempt to limit many types
of equipment including, perhaps, even equipment which 1s not itself
weaponry, such as trucks or communications equipment.

(2) Discussion.

The case to be made for limiting only one or two types of
equipment 18 clear. The fewer items limited, the easler it should be to
agree on data. In addition, the fewer items limited, the easier it should

be to verify compliance since monitoring resources can be concentrated on
those few {items.
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The case for limiting a large number of equipment types rests on the
belief that, unless the Soviets are tightly regulated, they will attempt to
circumvent the treaty. This can be done in two ways. First, armies could
be reorganized and doctrine rethought to emphasize systems which have not
been controlled. Thus, limitations on tanks and artillerv alone might well
lead to a Pact army just as laige as before but now heavy in Infantry
Fighting Vehicles (IFVs) and attack helicopters.

Second, the way weapons and other equipment are defined could also leave
loopholes to be exploited. For example, a tank could be defined as a
tracked vehicle weighing at least 50 tons and carrying a main gun of at
least 90 millimeters. If so, we might find the Soviets buflding large
aumbers of tracked vehicles welghing 49 tons and carrying a main gun of 89
millimeters. Ingenious modifications might even be made to supply trucks.

As a result, this argument goes, virtually all types of equipment must be
defined and regulated.

(3) Study Team Position.

We should take a middle course between the dangers of extreme

simplicity and extreme complexipz We recommend that all convertional

weapon systems which have offensive potential should be limited. This would

include, at least, tanks, artillery, self-propelled artillery, IFVs, armored
personnel carriers and attack helicopters. In addition, we recommend that
weapons be defined not by their physical characteristics, but according to
their capability in attack or defense. Thus, for example, a tank could be
defined as any vehicle whose armor cannot be penetrated by the lightest
anti-armor weapon currently in use. Then, 1f the other side wished to build
many easily destroyable tanks, that would be up to them. In addition, we
would recommend a very tight noncircumvention regime to prevent the Soviets

from, for example, doing ingenious things with supply trucks and cargo
helicopters.

c. Personnel.

(1) Description.

In dealing with personnel, there are also two major positions,
One i1s to place an explicit ceiling on the number of personnel which each
side may have. The second is to ignore personnel, concentrate on weapons,
and allow each side to deal with personnel as it sees fit.

(2) Discussion.

The case for an explicit personnel ceiling is that, without it,
the personnel liberated by weapons cuts might not be demobilized on the Pact
side or even moved east of the Urals. Instead, they might be formed into
new units or inserted into newly enlarged old units and armed with
unregulated weaponry. This, in turn, could undermine the purpose of a CAC
agreement by providing the Pact with additional usable combat capability.
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The case against an explicit personnel ceiling, in essence, is that it
i8 more trouble than it 1is worth. First, one of the lessons of MBFR is, or
should be, that even had the Soviets been cooperative, the difference in
pergonnel practices on the two sides would have made agreement on these
numbers very difficult. There 1s no need to broach this problem yet again.

Second, it 18 not at all clear that such a ceiling could be adequately
monitored. But, attempts to do so might take valuable resources away from
monitoring compliance with other, more important aspects of the agreement.
Further, a ceiling which can't be monitored 1s an open invitation to cheat
and, as a result, creates a generally bad climate between the parties to the
agreement. Third, if we have done our homework and limited all of the major
weapon systems we are concerned about, the additional offensive capability
obtainable by the use of any personnel liberated by weapons cuts in
unregulated ways ought to be minimal.

(3) Study Team Position.

We should not attempt to impose any explicit ceiling on
pergonnel. We recommend, however, that NATO make clear to the Soviet/Pact
delegatlion that NATO will carefully monitor what the Pact does with
personnel liberated by the proposed weapons cuts and will (1) make public
any attempt by the Pact to achieve unilateral advantages by utilizing these
personnel to circumvent the purpose of the agreement, and (2) take action to
prevent the Pact from achlieving any such advantage. We view this as, again,
a mlddle course between attempting to impose a ceiling which cannot be made
to stick and ignoring personnel entirely, which 1s, after all, probably
dangerous since there may be unforeseen ways to employ such personnel to
achieve real advantage.

d. Urits,
(1) Description.

Basically three main positions can be identified on whether
cuts should be taken by units. First is the position that cuts should be
taken by “"thinning the 1line"” with units per se left untouched. Second is
the position that cuts should be taken by very large units, say armies.
Between these two extremes is the position that cuts should be taken by
modestly-sized units, say battalions (bns) and regiments (rgts).

(2) Discussion.

The case for cutting by thinning i{s based, in essence, on
flexibility. Cutting in this manner would allow each side the greatest
flexibility in determining where and how to cut. In addition, it would
allow each side to cut in ways which would reduce combat power least and
would enable each side to adapt best to changing objective circumstances
including enemy deployments and requirements for force modernization.
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Those opposed to cuts by thinning base their argument on two points.
First, cuts by thinning may be much more difficult to monitor and verity
than cuts by units. Second, they do not belleve that too much flexibility
in the matter of cuts is necessarily a good thing. Instead, they would like
to reduce flexibility that otherwise might add to the attacker's power.

The difference between cutting by smaller units and cuts by larger units
is the degree of equipment in addition to the specifically regulated weapons
which are "captured” by the cut. When cuts are made by rgts or bns, little
or no additional equipment is eliminated. However, as the size of the unit
goes up (division, corps, army), the amount of additional, "attached”
equipment required to be eliminated also increases. Thus, those who favor
cuts by smaller units would tend to feel that there is no need to capture
additional equipment or that it might even be dangerous to us. On the other
hand, those who advocate cuts by larger units would argue that eliminating
all of the equipment associated with the larger units 1s a good thing.

(3) Study Team Position.

lack of a strict personnel ceiling, it may be best if arms control were to
eliminate at least some equipment in addition to that which 1is strictly
regulated. On the other hand, we do not wish to go too far with this as 1t
may result in too much equipment and flexibility being lost. Reductions by
divisions on the NATQO side (assuming NATO 1s required to cut as many weapouns
as are found in a NATO division) and so-called "new army corps” on the
Soviet side seem to be our best option. Such cuts, however, should not be
required to include SSM on either side. To the extent SSM are attached to
division or (in the Soviet case) corps headquarters, these would be allowed
to reattach to the next higher headquarters (corps or army) .

e. Positions of Relevant Actors (on all subissues).

Troops Tanks/ - Offensive Units
Arty Weapons
NATO "7 Xey Congressmen
U.sS. Dean
0JCS FRG
————————————————————————— USSR-==mm===m === mm o mmmm e

The FRG wants to limit many offensive systems, but has steadfastly opposed
unit reductions as they want to maintain their current structure at lowet
levels of readiness.
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The Soviets do not seem to be against any of the possible units of
account, but are primarily interested in trading to reduce existing
advantages. They want the United States to trade DCS for their conven:lonal
superiorities., NATO is on record as preferring tanks and artillery, a
position supported by 0JCS. Jonathan Dean has testified before Congress
that 1f we and the Soviets agree to tanks and artillery, we should go
further and offer to negotiate our air power as well. Senators Nunn and
Levin have expressed frustration with the lack of military input to this
equation and want offensive weapons, in general, cut. Levin professes a
capabilities cut, as opposed to a weapons cut, a position more favorable to
SACEUR's desire to address capabilities rather than "bean counts.”™ No one,
after MBFR's fallure, wants a troops-only cut.

f. Study Team Unit of Account.

To summarize the previous discussion, the overall unit of account
can be characterized as "weapons in units.” The “"weapons" consist of a
moderate number of weapon types which possess some significant offensive
potential. The "units” are divisions for NATO and divisions and corps for
the Pact with all associated equipment except for SSM. Supporting this unit
of account would be a set of definitions of weapons which are crafted to
limit circumvention as well as a generalized noncircumvention regime
combined with a pledge by NATO to watch Soviet actions vis-a-vis personnel
very closely, to call attention to ary questionable Pact activity regarding
personnel and to take action to insure that the Pact cannot gain any

advantage from the use, in whatever manner, of personnel liberated through
wedpons and equipment cuts.

11. Issue 10: Fate of Reduced Forces.

a. Description.

Assuming that conventional arms control is successful, what is to be

done with the forces which the agreement mandates eliminating? As shown
below, there are two primary positions on this issue.

Demobilize “Temove from
and Destroy Theater

At one extreme there is the positfon that the equipment cut should be
destroyed, with assoclated manpower demobllized. At the other extreme is
the view that all equipment cut be removed from the the theater with
manpower disposed of as each side sees fit.

b. Discussion.

The reasons why eaclh majJor position might be adopted are as
follows. The first extreme position--equipment destroyed and personnel
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demobilized--ensures that no equlpment cut by treaty will ever agaln enter
the controlled region. 1In addition, the demobiiization ot assoclated
personnel ensures that personnel llberated by equlpment cuts cannot be used
to circumvent the agreement in any of the ways alluded to in the section on
Unit of Account. It also results in the highest probability that any

savings obtained by cutting forces will not go back Into willtary
expenditures.

The second extreme position--removing equipment from the theater but
making the disposition of that equipment and any perscnnecl liberated by
equipment cuts a matter of national discretlou—-can be adopted on the basis
of flexibility. This position allows each side the greatest flemibility to
adapt to the cuts most effectively from 1ts perspective,

c. Positions of Relevant Actors on the Issue.

The positions dre not clearly deflined on the West's side:

Demobilize

" Remove [rom
and Destroy

Theater

The Soviets are clear in their positlion. They have publicly staied that
forces and equipment subject to reduction agreement should be demobilized
and destroyed, respectively. We have taken the position that troops are not
verifiable and that U.S. equipment disposition should be a U.S. decision
based upon the outcome of final agreement and its positional stance on
geographical disparity. The United States, 1f 1t wants to POMCUS equlpment,
will take a strong position. But the United States may want to use the
equipment elsewhere, dependling upon CAC results. Although an important
1ssue, NATO and the Congress have not taken positions, but are deemed
supportive of a U.S. decision on this issue at the appropriate time.

d. Study Team Position.

destroyea and theater totals of all reguldted equipment types should be

capped on both sides at the theater totals possessed by the Soviets after
such destructlon. Any U.S. equlpment mandated cut by such a treaty can be

removed from the theater or placed in POMCUS Howevor, s0 long as the U.S.

theater equipment totals were less tth or equal to the Soviet totals,
destruction would not be required.  This issue {8 very complex, reflecting
the geographical disparities 3 between the United States and Soviet Unifon as
well as the differences between the overall sizes of thelr armed forces. We
argue that these differences provide a basis to treat the two sldes
differently with respect to the fate of equipment cut by a CAC treaty and
any personnel liberated by those cuts.




A problem with the first position 1s {ts view that personnel should be
demobilized. 1In fact, as has already been noted, personnel levels are
extremely difficult to monitor and verify. As a result, it would be
difficult tc¢ know 1f Soviet personnel had really been cut as far as
mandated. Recall that the difference in personnel estimates in MBFR was
about 150,000 troops.

On the othe: hand, the major problem with the other extreme position
from the U.S. standpoint is that, if the United States and the Soviet Union
remove any equipment they must cut from the theater, it will take far longer
for the United States tc return it to the theater than for the Soviet Union
to do so. Furthermore, it will be far less risky for the Soviets to
interdict that return than it will be for the United States to interdict any
attempt by the Soviets to return their equipment. The reason for this 1s
that the Soviets can interdict U.S. shipping and cargo aircraft over the
Atlantic. The interdiction of Soviet transport, however, would require
strikes deep inside of the Soviet Union itself. An American President could
well be self-deterred from ordering such strikes for fear of escalation.

Another problem for the West is that simply allowing the Soviets to
withdraw their equipment east of the Urals would create a major threat to
China and Japan since we do not believe that there is any way to store or
base such equipment without them perceiving such a threat. This could
result in these nations feeling increased pressure to accommodate rather
than oppose Soviet interests in the Asian region. To allow Soviet equipment
to simply be withdrawn east of the Urals (regardless of what happens to

personnel) could be to improve the situation in Europe at the expense of
Asia.

Disposition of personnel would be a matter of national discretion. As a
result, the United States could maintain ('n the United States or other
theaters) any units withdrawn from Europe while both the Soviets and the
United States could form new units armed with unregulated equipment.

12. Issue 11: Subzones,

a. Description.

Should a CAC agreement mandate subzones within the ATTU arena?
There are two major positions on this issue. One extreme is that any cuts
mandated by a CAC treaty be allowed to be taken by each side from anywhere
within 1ts portion of the ATTU arena. The other extreme 1s that the
location of cuts should be regulated by an elaborate set of subzones.

No Subzones Many Subzones

b. Discussion.

The case in favor of the first position is agaln one based on
simplicity and flexibility. This position would allow each side the
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greatest flexibility in dealing with the impact of cuts. The simpliicity of
this position would also present the least difficulty to negotiators
attempting to reach agreement. The requirement for an elaborate set of
subzones will raise problems in defining them, obtaining data for each
subzone, etc., which may make negotiating a final agreement difficult.

The case 1in favor of an elaborate set of many subzones is one based on
safety. If it can be agreed to, this position allows each gide to attempt
to direct the other's cuts to its greatest advantage and insure that
monitoring resources are employed most efficlently by being concentrated on
the subzones of greatest concern. Additionally, the exlstence of many
subzones implies that movement between them would have to be monitored.
This of itself would greatly facilitate monitoring of compliance.

c. Positions of Relevant Actors on the Issue.

No Subzones Subzones

USSR U.S. ' T NaTO

The United States favors a single zone and the most anyone In NATO has
considered is three.

d. Study Teawm Position.

any successful CAC agreement should include a "Central European
Subzone.” Without such a subzone, the Soviets might be able to take most or
411l of their cut from their reserve military districts. NATO, on the other
hand, due simply to the distribution of 1its troops, will have to take the
bulk of any cut that may be mandated for it from the FRG or the Benelux
nations. Thus, without a central subzone the balance of forces at and near
the inter-bloc border could be worse after arms control than before.

wWith a Central European subzone, however, the Soviets could be required
to cut in such a manner that the balance in the central reglon is
rectified. This would reduce the Pact's capacity for surprise attack by
improving NATO's conventional position where it needs improvement most.

More complex schemes for subzones might also be consldered. However, a
judgment must be made as to the trade-off between the additional safety
derived from further zoning and the complexity which further zoning would
inject into the negotlations.

with regard to the exact nature of the Central European Subzone, our

judgment is that it should include the old NGA plus the Soviet Union's
Western Military Districts.
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13, Issue 12: National vs. Alliance Reductions.

a. Description,

This iesue involves how any cuts mandated by a CAC agreement should
be applied to the alliances. As illustrated below, there are two main
positions on this issue. At one extreme is the view that cuts should apply
to each alliance as a whole. On the other hand is the view that limits
should be placed on the forces of each specific member of each alliance.

National Cuts U.S./USSR " Alliance Cuts
Requirements

b. Discussion.

The argument for collective limits is that this approach allows each
side the flexibility of taking its cuts where it will find them least
damaging. Thus, the Pact could take its cuts mainly from, say, Hungarian
and Bulgarian forces while leaving Soviet and GDR forces untouched. NATO,
on the other hand, might choose to tuke 1ts cuts from, say, the Danish,
Belgian, and Dutch forces while leaving the U.S., FRG, and UK forces pretty
much alone.

The argument for individual limits is that they would allow each side to
preass for large cuts in the forces of their most capable adversaries. Thus,
we could press for the Pact's largest cuts to come from the forces of the
Soviet Union and GDR. The Soviets, on the other hand, could press for
NATO's largest cuts to come from the forces of the U.S. and the FRG, which
they did during some phases of MBFR.

c. Positions of Relevant Actors on the Issue.

National Cuts U.S./USSR Alliance Cuts
Requirements
- Soviets B T TTTTTT T T TTTTTTTTTRRG
France
———————————— NATQ===m——m——————
———————————— U.Se====mmm—m=

Throughout MBFR talks, NATO and WP negotiations focused on U.S./USSR
reductions. The Pact gave strong indications, however, that it wanted
reductions in FRG as well as U.S. forces and strongly supported national
cuts. NATO was willing to fully support U.S./USSR cuts, but hedged when
alliance cuts were discussed. NATO seems to prefer Alliance cuts with
U.S./USSR cuts as the primary focus, while individual members within NATO
prefer not to "show their hands,” politically or militarily. The U.S.
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Administration prefers NATO Alliance cuts and USSR cuts, due to the higher

caliber and mass of USSR weapons in comparison to WP capabilities~-the real
threat in Central Europe.

d. Study Team Position.

The best solution appears to us to be mandating tuat a certain
percentage of each side's cuts come from U.S. and Soviet forces, although
this 1ssue presents a dilemma between conveniencing ourselves and
inconveniencing our opponents. Such cuts, to the extent we had to make
them, could come from theater stocks and so avoid the appearance of
decoupling. The Soviets, however, would be forced to withdraw, perhaps
beyond the Western Military Districts. As a result, their ability to hold

their "allies™ in thrall might diminish somewhat, thus allowing for the
possibility of "reverse decoupling.”

14. 1Issue 13: Verification Measures.

a. Description.

This issue involves the extent and intrusiveness cf any verification
regime adopted in support of a CAC agreement. There are two main positions
on this issue. At one extreme is the view that an extremely elaborate and
intrusive regime is required. At the other extreme is the view that such a
regime 1s not required and that National Technical Means (NTM) of
verification can do the whole job.

Nonintrusive " Highly Intrusive

b. Discussion.

The argument in favor of an extremely extensive and intrusive
verification regime rests on considerations of safety. Only such a regime,

it is arued, can lnsure sufficlently against Soviet cheating to justify
assenting to a CAC agreement.

The argument for the position taken against such a regime is twofold.
First is the problem that any such regime would have to be reciprocal.
Thus, it is argued that such a regime would enable the Soviets to do too
much "snooping” around our installations and those of our allies. In
arddition, it 18 argued that a very extensive and intrusive verification
regime 1s not really necessary since, s0 long as cuts concern only equipment

and are taken by units, so-called NTM can provide sufficient insurance
agalnst cheating.
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c. Positions of Relevant Actors on the Issue.

Nonintrusive Highly Intrusive

“U.S.
NATO
Key Congressmen

The Soviets objected to highly intrusive verification measures in MBFR,
but accepted them in INF and will likely accept them in CST. They will also
accept nonintrusive measures. There are those in the United States who
think that if the cuts are substantial, intrusive measures will not be

required, but not many. Congress must be fully satisfied that verification
measures are highly intrusive.

d. Study Team Position.

In general, we favor a fairly intrusive regime modeled on provisions
which the Soviets have already agreed to in the INF treaty as well as those
proposed by the West (but not agreed to by the Soviets) In MBFR. This
regime should entail, at least, a detailed data exchange, the establishment
of agreed entry/exit points to any subzones, on-site inspection of factorles
producing regulated equipment types, challenge inspections of units and
locations where contraband equipment might be hidden, and full observation
of the disposition of withdrawn equipment at both the old and new locations.

We recognize that these provisions will entall the presence of large
numbers of Soviet/Pact personnel in the West. However, we believe that this

1s a price which must be paid if we are to obtain an agreement in which we
can believe.

15. Issue l4: Organization of Residual Forces.

a. Description.

Should a CAC agreement regulate the ways in which the forces
remaining after cuts can be organized and with what equipment? As shown
below, there are two main positions on this issue. At one extreme 1s the
view that, after cuts, TOEs should be frozen. At the other extreme is the

position that no restriction at all should be placed on how units are
organized or reorganized after cuts.

Highly Regulated " Unregulated
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b. Discussion.

The position favoring a freeze on TOEs is based on the view that
without 1t the manpower liberated by equipment cuts could be used to
reorganize units with large amounts of unregulated equipment. The position
which favors leaving unit organization unregulated is based on the principle
that each side should be allowed to organize or reorganize in any manner it
wishes so as to accommodate arms control and force modernization. Those
favoring no regulation would also argue that, if we have done our homework
and regulated all the equipment types we fear, we should have no qualms

about reorganization to emphasize equipment which we did not fear enough to
limit.

c. Positions of Relevant Actors on the Issue,

iighly Regulated Unregulated

USSR

Positions on whether or not to place severe limitations on remaining
organizations are not well developed on either side. It is the study team's
best judgment that the highly structured Soviets will attempt to regulate
residual organizational structure while the United States, which places a
high priority on {lexibility, will refuse such restrictions. Future
restrictions over time will surely not work well if implemented.

d. Study Team Position.

There is no need to regulate organization if all weapons have been
significantly reduced. However, there may be some problems associated with
{t such as the fielding of many new units emphasizing new equipment which
does not meet the definition of regulated equipment but can perform its
mission. This problem, however, can be eliminated through a combination of

a strong noncircumvention regime with the kind of force modernization regime
suggested above.

16. Other Issues.

Strategic and operational issues such as those detailed above are the
issues which the study team deems most important in developing its suggested
overall USG position. Other issues affect our negotiating position;
however, one can take a simple stance on each without describing the issues
in detail, specifying who stands where, and without incorporating strategic
analysis. A list of the study team's positions on these issues follows:
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Egggg Position

Count POMCUS stocks NO--Needed to offset geography
Phase the negotiations NO--Go for complete agreement
Phase the implementation YES--Central Europe first
Include alr power YES--Great contributor

Include naval power NO--Strategic in nature
Include CSBMs NO--Pass to CDE Il

Include weapons quality YES--Don't trade for junk

in final formula

17. Summary.

a. In summary, we have discussed what the important issues in CAC are,
who stands where on each issue, the arguments for and against, and a

position on each one. A recap of our positions 1s presented below:

11.

12,

13.

Develop a new forum for CAC which includes representatives from
NATO, WP and NNA.

The INF treaty has caused repairable damage to NATO coupling.
A post-CAC world will find a new competitive game with the East.

Nuclear and conventional forces must be kept at adequate
strength.

The Soviets will attempt to Increase thelr advantages through
CAC,

We will have to use bargaining chips to reach an equitable
agreement with the East.

We should discuss DCS in CST,.

Define modernization and limit introduction of new hi-tech
weapons in theater, not elsewhere.

Select weapons in divisional units as the unit of account.

Soviet reductions should be destroyed; U.S. should remove its
reductions from theater or to POMCUS.

Insist on a Central Furopean subzone.

Mandate that a certain reduction percentage comes from both U.S.
and USSR forces.

Model the verification regime after INF and Western proposals in
MBFR.
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14.

L5.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20,

21.

b. The
evaluation.

There 18 no need to regulate remaining force structure since

offensive weaponry will be greatly reduced. Keep
flexibility--our strength.

Do not allow POMCUS stocks to be counted; use them to make up
for geographical disparity.

Do not phase the negotiations. Get a whole product.
Phase the implementation to insure step-by-step security.
Include air forces; great contributor for bargaining.

Do not include naval forces (global).

Shift CSBMs to the proper forum--CDE 11.

Insure that weapon system quality 18 accounted for so that the
Soviets cannot trade off thelir junk.

next chapter deals with U.5. Government position development and
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CHAPTER 4
ENDNOTES

1. Developed by study team from numerous newspaper articles and trade
periodicals. Throughout this chapter the descriptions of the issues, the
pros and cons of each argument, and the recommended positions were developed
from research during the October 1987 to March 1988 time frame.

2. Developed by study team from numerous newspaper articles,
periodicals, political speeches, and open literature pertinent to national
defense. Throughout this chapter the "positions of relevant actors on this
issue” paragraphs have been derived by the study team. The intent is to

record what 18 normally common knowledge within the defense analytical
community.

3. See Jonathan Dean, "Will Negotiated Force Reductions Build Down the
NATO-Warsaw Pact Confrontation?” Washington Quarterly, Vol. 11, No. 2,
Spring 1988, p. 78. For NATO position see "NATO Shifts Stand on Standard
Arms,"” New York Times, March 3, 1988.
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CHAPTER 5
DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION OF A PROPOSED U.S. GOVERNMENT (USG) POSITION

1. Introduction. This chapter describes the outlines of a proposed 1.S.
Government position for the Conventional Stability Talks (CST). The chapter
includes what the position should contaln; how to derive its substance; and
how to evaluate its effectiveness. The basic argument is that what 1s
needed 18 not a U.S. proposal, but a consensus U.S. Government position for
use in a NATO negotiating strategy.

2. The Whole Is More Than the Sum of Its Parts. There is a lot more to
developing an overall position than adding up the {ndividual positions. A
consensus USG proposal should be a function of the propositions on
conventional arms control in Europe, lessons from past negotiations,
individual issue positlons, the selection and priorities of criteria, and a

future vision en route to discovery of a U.S. strategy. Depicted below is a
formula:

principles
lessons

Position = function of individual positions
variables
criteria
future vision
strategy

We have previously discussed the principles, lessons learned, and individual
issue positions. In this chapter we will concentrate on looking at
strategy, NATO objectives, and some criteria relevant to CAC.

3. Strategy.

a. In the determination of the U.S. arms control strategy or analysis
of the Soviet strategy, a postulate exists concerning the aim or objectives
of all strategy, which is universal in 1ts application: the aim or purpose
of a strategy 1s to dislocate your enemy. The tools of the dislocation
process are Ilnitiative and dcception. Acceptance of the alms or objectives
of strategy includes the "given" that you and your opponent both have the
ways and means to dislocate each other. Converted to a CAC context,
initiative and deception become initiative and "cover,” the latter being

analogous to denylng an enemy access to information about your capabilities
and plans,

b. Ambassador Jonathan Dean, former U.S. representative to the MBFR
talks, in hearings before the Senate Armed Services Committee, Subcommittee
on Conventional Forces and Alliance Defense, on November 3, 1987,
incorporated both tools of iritiative and cover when he stated:
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We ought to approach the Eastern bloc with relish, with a
strategic plan, and explain to them what it is that
bothers us (about their deployments and force structure).

» « Then let us hear from them what it 1s they want us
to do about 1t. That is then the time to get into the
interesting intra-alllance, intra-bureaucratic debates on
what 1s acceptable . . . . If we focus on trying to come
up with a proposal . . . we glve away our cwn bargaining
position.l

The Ambassador says it all. Tell the Soviets what we don't like; ask them

what they are golng to do about 1t; and quietly study and develop a strategy
which s shielded from others.

¢. Unfortunately, the Soviets are using the tools of dislocation.
They have selzed the initiative of the moment in INF, START, chemical and
conventional talks. If they are in fact using initiative and deception-~if
their aim i{s to disrupt and dislocate us--then they appear to be
succeeding. Consider the Reykjavik and Washington summits and their
impacts. NATO hurriedly called a summit to show Alliance cohesion, but we
have seen the outcome of that cohesion in the break away position on 3NF
which the FRG has firmly expressed. NATO is reviewing its doctrine; we are
reviewing ours. Should we develop a Lance replacement and will the FRG
permit fielding? A quick review of the 1ssues in the previous chapter
reveals a strain on cohesion, an attack on coupling, and complexity of
contenti{ous !s3ues. There is both optimism and grave doubt among different
segments of the U.S. Congress and public.

4. To counter Soviet strategy, we must develop a simple but
coapreheasive strategy which dislocates the other side. Our strategy will
depend on whether we really want conventional arms control or not. Some
J.S. conservatives Inside and outside the government want conventional and
nuclear improvements, leading to greater battlefield strength. Some U.S.
Iiberals want to reduce U.S. conventional forces ln Furope, and to reduce

U.S. defense spendilng. Both groups scem to want NATO-Europe to increase its
share of the alllance burden.

c. If we are to develop a strategy of initiative and deception, we
must consider the Soviet/Warsaw Pact version of the threat. Clearly, the
S5oviets view nuclear war as the greatest threat, as we do. Their extensive
civil defense preparations, hardened construction of command and control
facilitles, cxpansive missile production, and the current admission of a
Soviet SDI program indicate that their fear of nuclear war 1s real. Perhaps
this is an lmportant reason for their active rhetoric concerning INF, START,
and 53F. [f we view Sovliet nuclear fears as a weakness, then how do we
oxploit them? Our "Dual Track” strategy worked in INF negotiations. If we
really and truly want conventional arms negotiations, in which we will
lemand massive WP asymmetrical reductions, then it 18 in our best interests
to “threaten” the Soviets to agree. The Soviets, Germans and French are all
iviily studylang the battlefield of the future. Ample evidence suggests that
smill, anti-tank forces, properly equipped, can wreak havoc on an attacking
tank army. The Yugoslav militia model, which encompasses a small, standing
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army and a seven million person militia has deterred the USSR for decades.
Even an announcement of force restructuring in USAREUR may be enough to

temporarily dislocate the Soviets and divert thelr attention from thelir
current strategy.

f. The strategles presented in this section are not meant to be
answers, but merely "food” for policymaker consumption. Whdatever strategy
18 ultimately selected for CAC must have a slmple, easy-to-understand
exterior and a shielded interior.

g. Another ilmportant role and tool in strategy develiopment is the
establishment of negotiatlng "stop points.” The SALT [ negotiators in 1971
lost control of their position due to political pressures for 4 speedy
conclusion.? If the negotiators had stop points as part of this overall
strategy, we would have a better treaty.

h. In summary, the alm of the negotiating strategy wmust be the
dislocation and disrupticn of our opponents through frank anl honest
discussions. We can use initlative and deception as tools in strategy
construction. We wmust revisit the essence of competitive strategles policy
to find the exploitable weaknesses. We must build in "stop polnts” to
insure we consolidate on the right objective. There are no brakes 1in the
process unless we put them there.

1. We have thus far developed only the inputs to the process depicted
in Figure 2 by which we will construct and evaluate a USG position and an
accompanying negotlating strategy. These inputs are the principles, lessons
learned, and 1ssues involved in the arms control process. These inputs will
now be "processed” by means of a paychometric technique known as subjective
palrwlse comparison to create variables anl welght criteria. The output of
the process In this case will be a set of seven core criteria. These
ordinally ranked criteria will be used to form the basls of a recommended
lISG position and a set of negotiating proposals to which action options can

be added. They can also be used to evaluate competing pnsitions and
proposals.

CREATE |
VARIABLES ORDINAL
- RANKED
WEICHT CRITERIA
CRITERIA
ADD
ACTION
OPTIONS
POSTTION

Fioure 20 The Haman Computer.
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4, Criterta.

a. Overall, an arms reductlion agreement or a serles of agreements
shouli move the military situatlon !'n Europe toward counventional stability
(and by implicattion to unqualifled stablility, nuclear and conventional), by
reducing Pact capability for surprise attack In return for reasonable
conpensating changes. Neither side would have incentive to attack.

b. But this definition of what is an obvious NATO criterion for a good
arms control agreement 1s too abstract for use even at an agsgregate level of
anilysis. The task here is to propose a set of criteria that breaks down
the broad alm of NATO into more useful narts for analyses.

c. Two potential criteria for arms reduction proposals have been
e cluded from the list that follows. The first is that a proposal should
apoeal to the ponsitive opinions of Western publics as understandable, falr,
1nd therefore sincere. This is necessary to galn support for NATO's overall
approach to negotiations through {ts publicly known proposals as against
possible Pact proposals with surface attraction but whose unfalrness will be
evident in comparigson with NATO's propogsals. Although this 1s a sensible
criterion for democraclies, it places too low a prlority on the life and
death consequences of not satisfying other criterla that bear on NATO's
ability to defend {tself. We shall instead assume that any NATO proposal
will be fair and understandable as a precedent condition for bringing it to
the bargainlng table,

d. The sccond excepted criterion is that, if our internt is to reach
any agreement, our proposals must take into account the legitimate security
concerns of the Warsaw Pact, as we can best determine them. If a proposal
does not have this quality, then of course it will not be negotiable and
there Is uo need to subject it to a get of criteria. Therefore, we assume
that any NATO proposal will be reasonable to the Warsaw Pact {f our intent
is to lmprove our security in Europe through arms control.

e. The following set of criterla is derived from NATO's objectives for
CAC as stated in the Brussels Declaration (see Chapter 2), and from other
expositions and analyses In this study. Criteria to evaluate a proposed
apreement are that the prcposal should:

(1) compensate for NATO's geographical disadvantages by
asyametrical reductions in Pact forces with emphasis on Pact armor and
artillery;

(2) impose no disproportionate obligations on any one NATO naticn;

(3) be verifiable to the satisfaction of NATO depending on the
extent and tvpe of reductions or controls;

74) maintain the ability fa NATO for forward defense to the degree
ani »xtent necessary for the post-agreement situation;
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(5) permit NATO tn amodernize forces not excluded by treaty;

(6) maintaln theater—based nuclear weapons for defense and to couple
the theater by nuclear wmeans to U,S. strategic nuclear forces to the degree
necessary 1n the post—-iaplementation situatlon;

2 R

(7) focus on the
i

retiuction and cemoval from the ATTU of Soviet
forces; move to varicy )

.S, and Soviet forces.

5. Priorities Exerclse.

4. A maximum outcoas, a5 jutged by criteria such as these, is
impossible because maxiaizlag assumes that each and every criterion would be
satisfled to lts greatest degree and the opposition would agree to such a
proposal. [t is uniikely that the securlty concerns of the opposition would
be satisfled at the san: time that 211 of "JATO's criteria ire 2et fully. An
optlmum outcome is one {n which wany !f not all eriteria are met, This
ralses the question of whicihi eriteria are more lmportant than others. A
study can only approxiaate what policymaxers decide as the preferred
priorities.

b, Testing the effort to asslgn prlorities revealed that it is first
necessary to atlpulate alrernative, governing conditlons. One should assign
priorities to the act of criterla under wnore than one governing condition.
Two conditions are usedl here, as follows:

(L) Conditlon A - The proposal, if it hecame an agreeaent, will

have the net effect, after NHATO'a compensating move to achieve a Pact

reduction or change, of improving HATO's capabilitv to Jdefend in
coaventional

7,

d T

(2) Conituion 3 = jue proposal, {f 1t became an agreeaneat, would

have the net ¢ifect, wfver NATO's conpensating move to achieve a Pact
reductlon, of allewing HATO to defend s well ag before the change but at a

lower leve! of ioroes and auoociated loag-run costs,

e Hlgure % ol Plaonre U slow eawaaples of prioritles assiuned to the
eriterta vwoder o cos rntay) condtilon, Appendix A suggests relevant
factors for aay oo wiaivsts, and discusses how they might be used.

d. Sluace Coditicon A tes tine most favorable results, the oriinal
priocitles wore ooy e casitton, with Taction” options., We
have afded o o e b Gnt o Betow in presenting the following
USG position:

CLo et it ey tneet e e lears deterrent by ocstahlishing
paclty, ‘ool e gamel oot 0 lace renoscenent.

i) Lo Dot ee e G convent lonal ieterrent by
developto. o -0 00 Lo .  IR .'-'irlr‘m';_"'t'u:;' DHT e as e,
gurve i Lo, SRS ST RV S et AL canabl Mt les; nar eonnvent tonal
WeADOTS Geeit ‘ R T ooy el contrad aad commanications.,
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Governlng Condition A:
NATO's abllity to defend 1s ilmproved

CRITERIA e S _ L
Geographiical compensation /177 i h > . .
Proportionate obligations / (jlj> .
- <,
Verifiable /1 2 )
~—=
Maintain forward defense / / / (»34> .
Permit modernization P/ / / / / 54) .
4
Maiatain nuclear deterrent / / / /o / <‘b‘j
I 4
Focus on Soviet forces/U.S5~Sov. parity] | ! | \71‘>
~—7

RESULTS

Ordinal Rﬁnk EEEEHE

Maiantain nuclear deterrent

Permit modernization

Geographical compensation

Maintain forward defense

Verifiable

Focus on Soviet forces/U.S.-Sov. parity
Froportionate obligations

—_— N W S

Note on method: Compare each criterion to each other criterion and record
which of each pair is more important (the marks after each criterion show
how many times they were the more important of a pair). The result gives
the ordinal ranklngs, and the number of marks gives the weights. When two
or more criteria have the same total rating, break the tie by comparing them
{n a second round to establish their ordinal rank, but do not change thelir
weight. A final rule 1s that every criterion must have a weight of at least
| because the welghts will be used as multipliers in analvses.

“jgure 1. Fstimating the Relative Priorities In a Set of Criteria.
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Governing Condition B:
NATO's ability to defend is the same,
but at lower levels of forces and costs

CRITERIA -

Geographical compensation <;l, . )
Proportionate obligations / / <:é;) .

Verifiable / /L1 (\5/)4, L
Maintain forward defense / / / <;;;Z o
Permit modernization / / / / Z:Ej)
Maintain nuclear deterrent / / / / / / <jf; a
Focus on Soviet forces/U.S.-Sov. parity] / ]

N

RESULTS
Ordinal rank Welght

Maintain nuclear deterrent

Verifiable

Permit modernizatlon

Maintaln forward defense

Proportionate obligations

Focus on Soviet forces/U.S.-Sov. parity
Geographical compensation

= N S~ O

RANK OF CRITERIA UNDER EACH GOVERNING CONDITION

Condition A Condition B

Geographical compensation 3
Proportionate obligations 7
Verifiable 5
Maintaln forward defense 4
2
1
6

Permit modernization
Maintain nuclear deterrent
Focus on Soviet forces/U.S.-Sov. parity

~N O SSW N
.
= o N

Flgure 4. Estimating Priorities Under Different Governing Conditions.
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(3) We must demand compensation for our geographical asymmetry with
the USSR on the land with U.S. POMCHUS and destruction of Soviet weaponry and
demobilization of units, and in the air by parity not only in numbers and
capabllities, but also in alr reinforcement travel time.

(4) We reallze that at the center of any agreement there will be
asyumetric reductions of both U.S. and USSR forces, but we must continue to
leploy a significant number of U.S. forces in Europe in positions that
n1intain forward defense.

(5) Any agreement reached must contain stringent compliance
measures iucluding permanent inspection teams and on call inspections,
Natlonal Technlical Means (NTM), risk reduction centers and sanctions for
violations.

(6) Warsaw Pact cuts must come primarily from modernized Soviet
forces. We will not accept a trade for outmoded weapoary, nor will we
accept anythlng less than parlty between U.S. and Soviet forces in the NGA,

(7)  Any proposal for reductions of NATO forces wiil not impuse a
disproportionate obligatlion on any one NATO nation,

e. By comblning both the focus on Soviet cuts with a firm positionn on
U.5./USSR parity in the NGA, we have developed a USG propnsal of sevean
simple componeants-—each easy to understand. Because of {ts seven
components, which arose to the surface, we have nicknamed this position the
"7-Up" position for use in the medla In much th2 same way that the "zero"
option and its siblings "double zero”™ and "triple zero” have been assoctated
in nuclear arms control.

tf. As presented, thls USG position Is of little value without a
negotiating strategy for {ts acceptance at NATO position and proposal
levelopment talks prior to East-West negotiatlons. A review of strategy
tells us we must have a simple, easy to understand proposal. Our USG
position meets that standard. We will now add below the line optlons to
each of the components of the USG proposal:

(1) ™Maintain the nuclear deterrent.

(a) Trade off DCA for hoth nuclear and cnnventional parity.

(b) Insure SLCMs and developing ALCMs are excluded from
negotfations,

(c) Ffgtablieh stop point at 1,000 warheads per side.

(2) Permit modernization.

(a) Refuse Adiscusslon of $DI; refer to NDefenan {n 3pace talks.

(b) Refuse to dlgcuss $5M; continue with Lance replacement
research.,

{(¢) Ffxpress concern for emerglng technologies; but only agren
to limits on theater flelding, not development.
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(3) Geographical compensation.

Establish European cooperating air and naval basing in neutral
countries.

(4) Maintailn forward d:fense.

(a) Consider conversion of NATO unmodernized combat forces to
support forces.

(b) Insure that USAREUR 1s granted the highest prlority in
1ssue of modernization assets.

(c) FEstablish stop point of reductions at one U.S. division.
(5) Verifiable.

(a) Propose density 1limits for post—-CAC environment.

(b) Include NNA in the inspecting, not NATO-WP alone.

(c¢) Let NNA establish the sanctions for violatlons.

(6) Focus on Sovliet forces.

(a) Press for reduction of all offensive weapons to avoid
circumvention.

(b) Take initiatives on tough assoclated measures, e.g.,
centralized storage of ammunition, bridging, and limitation on numbers of
Heavy Equipment Transporters (HET)--all are asymmetric in Soviet's favor,
Don't let associated measures of this type be relegated to a CDE forum; only

CSBMs 1imiting military activities should be shifted for discussion to the
CDE,

(7) visproportionate obligations.

(a) Establish reduction wlan by prlority with U.S. cuts first
and unmodernized combat forces second.

{b) 1If NATO agrees to a 50 percent cut Iin NGA for equality on
the WP slde, a prlority reduction plan could look like this:

-1 U.S. Divistion

-2 Dutch Dtvisions (1 actlve, 1 reserva)
-1 Belglan Division (reserve)

-3 ¥rench Divistons (small brigade-like)
-2 UK Divisions (1 is atationed in UK)

-4 FRG Divistions (1 {8 nmountaln)
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(c) Then restructure the U.5. Reserve Component to compensate
for lost dlvisional capabliities.

g. The negotlating strategy as discussed in subsection f could he the
surface USG position, the coancealed or subsurface action options and tactics
and the stop points. Three questions remain. Can we reach a 1JSG consensus
in the military, the interagency group and in Congress? Can we market the
pos'~lon to NATO ag the NATO position, or what must we modify? And will the
WP agree to {t?

h.  We think that this "7-Up" position or something very similar is
marketable. Conseansus on the gurface poslitlions [3 attainable in the USG.
The negotiating strategy to Include the subsurface optlons, tactlcs and stop
points will certainly receive close scrutliany and undergo geveral iteratlions
tn the process of consensus-bullding. NATO reactlions are less clear and a
second, classified volume of this study presents a "real world” look at the
positions of all the significant participants. A review of where the open
literature places the relevant NATO players on the {ssues serves to indicate
that only the FRG may object to our position. Current sentiment within the
FRG is to reduce or eliminate tactical nuclear weapons.

i. We now turn our attentlon to the development of proposals. We
independently developed three hypothetical proposals, the core of which will

be used to test our candidate USG position.

6. The 70 Percent Proposal.

a. This proposal consists of a 70 percent reduction of WP forces in the
NGA with zero percent reduction from the NGA to the Urals; and a 50 percent
VATO reduction {n the NGA and a 20 percent reductlon in NATO external to the
NGA. The objective of this proposal is to substantially reduce bcth gides
to parity and inhibit surprise attack capabilities. The planned results are
15 NATO divisions vs 15 WP divisions In the NGA and 60 NATO divisions vs 52
WP divislons in the area outside the NGA (the lower number of WP divisions

s an attempt to compensate for "unity of command” capability on the Soviet
side). Let's evaluate it agalnst our USG position.

USG Posgition Evaluation

l. Maintain nuclear deterreunce Implied

2. Enhance conventional deterrence Hodernization not conatrained

3. Allows geographic compensation To some Jdegree because of hetter
force balance

4, Malntalns forward defensge NDeployment locations of remainlng
forces not covered

5. VJerifiable Reducing whole divigions should atd
vertfication

6. VFocus on Soviets/achieve parity Yesg

7. No disproportionate obligations Implies NATO-wide participation

Figure 5. The 70% Preposal Evaluation,
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b. As a counteroffer to this proposal, using our negotiating strategy
we would:

(1) Demand U.S. POMCUS and Soviet destruction of weapons.
(2) Limit U.S. reduction to one division.
(3) Add unit of account--weapons {n units.

(4) Propose our verificatlon measures to include lNA inspectors and
noncompliance sanctions.

(5) Propose our NATO priority reduction plan.

(6) Insure 70 percent WP reductions include 70 percent Soviet
forces.

(7) Add a celling on theater nuclear weapons to preclude escalattion
dominance.

¢. This proposal could be that “"boid” proposal that Seaator Sam Nunn
has been lookling for the West to advance or counteroffer. We will now
examine another proposal.

7. The "20-4" Proposal.

a. Thls proposal consists of reduction of 20 USSR divislons In exchange
for four NATO divisions. Thls would obviously be one which would be put
forward by the Uest since it ts a 5:1 reductlon when the military balance is
closer to 3:i. The area 1s NGA. The objectlve of the proposal is to
substantially reduce the Soviet threat in the GDR. The planned results are
reduction of one Belglan division, one Netherlands division, one FRG
Alvision, and one U.S. division in exchange for 20 USSR Aivisions.

USG Positlon Evaluation
1. Malntain nuclear deterrence [mplied
2. FEnhance conventional deterrence Reduces capability for surprise
attack
3. Allows geographic compensation Asymmetry contribhutes
4, Malntains forward defense Matntains, does not improve
5. Verifiable Whole divisions aid verification
6. Focus on Soviets/achieve parity Yes
7. No disproportionate obligations Yes

Flgure 6. The "20-4" Proposal FEvaluation.
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b. At first glance, this proposal 1s very favorable to the Wesat. With
the aidition of nuclear parity, verificatlon measures and fate of residual
forces added, the "20-4" could qulickly be formed into a very positive

proposal. A likely Soviet proposal follows:

8. The "80-50" Proposal.

a. This proposal consists of a 50 percent HATO reduction and an 80
percent WP reduction in ATTU of all units and offensive weapons systems. It
of fers full parity over the ATTU reglon and equality in the NGA. It also
offers complete denuclearization of Europe with an option of a 500 warhead
ceiling. Its verification procedures match the NATO criteria. It allows
for equal ceiling POMCUS of retiring units at asymmetrical distances with
Soviet equal POMCUS at a distance selected by NATO. Its objective is
political in nature. Its planned results include a 50+ NATO division

reduction and an 890 WP division reductioa.

USG Position
1. Maintain nuclear Jeterrence
2. Enhance conventional deterrence

3. Allows geographical compensation
. aintains forward defense

5. Verifiable

6. Focus on Soviets/achieve parity
7. No disproportlionate obligations

igure 7. The "80-50" Proposal Evaluation.

b. The 80-50 Proposal is potentially what the Soviets will offer. A
proposal such as thls one certalnly would have public appeal. To meet the
needs of our USG proposal only the following optious must be added:

(1) Nuclear weapon ceiling raised to 1,000.
(2) No limits on emerging technologies; only on theater filelding.
(3) Only one U.S. divislon reduction to preserve coupling.

(4) Propose conversion of some Dutch and Belgian units to CS/CSS.

(5) Seize initiative wilth NNA verification and sanction.

(6) Propose our USG nosltion assocliated measures.

An evaluation follows.

Fvaluation

Probably not to satisfaction
of NATG-REurope

Can expect Soviets to want
modernization constraints

Yes

Subject to details of allow-
able positioning of NATO
units

Units verifiable; weapons may
be difficult

Implied

Implied by ita extenslvenesgs
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¢, We geek to attaln our positional stop points. We must now recxamine
our shielded positions. The magnitude of the reductions directly impacts on
many of them. We, perhaps, are stuck with thls proposal, which seems to
answer all our stipulations. But will we accept such a deal? What {f we
could not stop the momentum generated on the political side which could
result in a true 50 percent reduction of our land and ailr forces (a movement
well beyond our stop point)? We may be forced by events to take the actions
in our forward defense subsurface position (consider conversion of NATO
unmodernized combat forces to support forces), which would be costly. This
- gcenario does show the lmportance of stop polnts and shielded positions.

d. As we will see in the next chapter on preparing the post-CAC

. environment, these 80-50 or 70-50 Pruposals are likely ones. A great deal
of planning effort must be accomplished prior to commencement of the
negotlations.
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CHAPTER 6
PREPARING THE POST-CAC ENVIRONMENT

l. Introduction., The U.S. mllilitary leadership has an essential role in the
Conventlonal Arms Control process and in its potential outcomes. Critical
concerns, scenarlos for those outcomes, alternative missions, and visions
for the post-rAC future are presented In this chapter.

2. Critical Concerus. At the outset, the Army must address it least seven
critical concerns:

-Loss of U.S. force structure

-Defensge budget cuts

~A denuclearized Europe

=NATO Alliance decoupling

~Public view of diminished threat--a new detente
-New Soviet hi-tech weaponry--gap closing
-Warfightlng-~outnumbered and lose

2. Loss of U.S. Force Structure. The loss of current force structure
18 perhaps the greatest concern of our military leadership. This year the
U.S. Army will lose 10,000 soldiers as a result of budget cuts, while the
Soviots malntain thelr current strength. Hr. Gorbachev is indicating that
he will table a bold, new CAC proposal which may cu:t his own force structure
by 50 percent or more. ! U.S. bargaining assets may not be necessary to
bring the Soviets to agree to huge asymmetrical cuts as previously stated {in
this study. Mr. Gorbachev probably will selze the initiative, similar to
the 80-50 Proposal discussed in the preceding chapter. What do we do then?
Since the U.S. Army will soon be no larger than the North Korean Army, there
18 genulne cause for alarm in facing the realities which CAC may bring--a
substantially reduced force structure, while the demands of our national
strategy remaln the same.

b. Defense Budget Cuts. The second greatest concern is undoubtedly
future defense budget cuts. As early as August 1986 Senator Sam Nunn, in 4
speech to the Senate entitled "The Defense Budget Squeeze,"” graphically
projected the dangers and the budget ceality of substantial defense
cutbacks.? The 1988 and 1989 Army budgets contaln no real growth and,
when adjusted for inflation, may contaln a slight decrease.3 This appears
to he a substantlal reason why the Army and the 0JCS are sc cautious and
concerned with the CAC process: 1in addition to necessgary spending to carry
out a CAC aygreement, U.S. forces remalnlng in Europe must be modernized and
CONUS forces will requ..e alditieral strateglic l{ft for Furopean
contingencies,

79




c. Denuclearizztion and Decoupling. The third and fourth najor
concerns are interrelated. If CAC produces parity and lower levels of
forces both in conventional and in nuclear forces (to triple zero), our
policy of extended deterrence will seem even less cradible to NATO-Lurope.
Denuclearization and decoupling of the lUnited States from its NATO allies
seem to be one and the same. Regardless of the benefits of the INF Treaty,
there is real concern on both sides of the Atlantic that decoupling has
begun; that a glant step towards the Soviet goal of a denuclearized Europe
hias begun. We must provide i{aput to exert some control over the security
aspects of the process,

d. Diminished Threat. Whetlher or aot an agreement s actuiily reached
in CAC, there is a strong possibility that a new perlod of detente I«
blossoming. Cultural and sports activities betweea tihe Unlted Gtates and
the USSR are cropplng up everywhere, lncluding establishment of countrywide
Little League baseball in the USSR next year. If the Unlted States and NATO
reject the probable sweeping reduction proposals of Mr. Gorhachev, the
strong possibility remains that the Soviets will make unspecified unilateral
withdrawals to politically appear to ralse the threshold of war in Europe.
Since the United States and {ts major NATO Alliance partners rely heavily on
a threat-driven strategy to construct military budgets, the dimintishing
threat may logically lead to diminishing military budgets, which in turn
lead to diminishing force structure, and the ever smaller bhudget spiral
continues unabaited as the threat continues to diminish.

e. New Soviet Hi-Tech Weaponry. There 1is another cnucern, uarelated to
those which we have so far expressed--the concern for the rapid development
of Soviet technology on the battlefield. We develop the technology faster,
but the Soviets field technology faster. The sudden appearance of Soviet
reactive armor ani a blinding laser have concerned us considerably. There
is always a shroud or fog covering 3oviet intentlons, generic to their
closed, secret soclety. In 197! Mr. Brezhnev shot the arms contrcl puck to
our end of the ice while he changed his lines. Detente and arms control
initiatives then shlelded his strong tactical nuclear and conventlonal
buildups. Mr., Gorbachev may be dolng the same thing. Analysts at the
Soviet Army Studies Office at Fort lLeasvenworth, Kansas, boldly state that
the Soviets are shieldlng the restructuring of their forces while we are
deliberating and concentrating on arms control. The only way we are
going tou understand what is under or behind the fog is to use all of our
senses, not just sight. We have to smell the fog; feel 1t; taste 1t In
allition to just looking at it. If for example the Soviets have developed a
new hi-tech weapon, 1t logically will not work against large troop
concentrations, gince the Soviets are trying so hard to reduce large troop
concentrations in Europe as well as gimualtanenusly through CAC nn the Korean
Peninsula. This thesis ls one that uses "feel” as opposed to "see.” We
must use all our genses ia the discovery process before we enter CAC
negotiations to alleviate thils major concera,

f. Warfighting. The final concern 1s that NATO 1s faced with the
possibility of having to fight outnumbered, and lose. The present and
former SACEURS both agree that NATO cannot accomplish 1ty warfighting
mission without regorting to nuclear weapons. The SACEURs say that NATO can
only fight a conventional war "for days, not weeks,” with current flrepower




and ammunttion.5 Their rationale coaslders the overwhelming superiority

of WP numbers of offensive weapon systems and the 60-90 days of ammunition
which 18 stockpiled well forward on the potential battlefield, as well as
the lack nf modernization and fair shar: defense budget comamltments ot
certaln NATO partners to produce the numbers of systems and a~aunition
stockpliles necessary to counter a WP offensive., Senator Nunn wants to
switch around days and weeks to be able to fight for "weeks, not days,” and
has pgoposed a glmple prougram to reverse the conventional weakness in

NATO:

~Eliminate automatlic escalators

-—-lncrease NATO member ammunition stockplles

--build aircraft shelters and refuel/reloading capabilities

-—continue the Balanced Technology Initlative

—~Expand cooperative research and development

Such a program would certainly improve our conventional deterrent, but the
WP inassive anumbers and closing technology gap still ralse concerns as to
whether the NATO Alliance, with its very {ndependent member-state
convictloans, can fight outnumbered and win, even with solid improvements in
capablilities.

3. Possible CAC Outcomes and the Army. Now that we have presented the

ma jor concerns of military leaders and defense analysts, our discussion will
turn to the possible outcomes of CAC talks. As we view the outcomes, we
only see four alternatives: no agreement, token agreement, agreement to
U.S. Army and Air Force reduction of up to 50,000 in the process, and a very
large U.S. reduction of up to 100,000 or more./ To facilitate case of
expression we will term these alternatives uone, symbolic, significant, and
very large, respectively.

a. No CAC Agreewent. The possibility that no CAC agreement will be
reached 1s a very real alternatlve. The potentlal for complications arising
from the complexities inherent in this arena {s gubatantial. Due to the
many concerns which U.S. military leaders have in approaching CAC, 1t may be
very doubtful that we actually reach an agreement. If we make the general
assumption that we will not reach agreement, there are subassumptions which
may logically follow.

(1) First of all, 1f there 18 no agreement, there will be Soviet
improvements and expansion only at the margins. Based on unclassified
Soviet production data, this appears to be true. NATO will only be a little
worse off tomorrow, in the post-POM years, tha. today. NATO butldup and
lncreased expenditure by non-U.S. NATO members, although doubtful, could
result in an {improvement {u the correlation of forces.

(2) Another possible consequence of no agreement is that the
Soviets will make significant unilateral withdrawals to attain parity,




reduce the threat, fmprove thelir political leverige {n Kurope anl hasten the
decoupling process.

b. Symbolic Agreement. A symbolic agreement may be !'mportant
politically, if not militarily. Such an agreement miy he aanful, 17 gnly
narginally, 1f it is linked with substantial Confldence— 2al 5o arity -
Building Measures (CSBM) developed in the CDHE. Tough C534s whi~h we
addressed in our previous study, e.g., centrallizatlon of forwari depiloyed
bridging storage. removed from the NGA; centralized atorage ol anan’ tlon,
wall removed from the NGA; and placing a celling o Tleavy o inaen
Transporters (HET), used tn trangport of heavy armorad wetsyis., may
accomplish a substantive gtep fa relucing the threat ol sirprin: SR
I[f CSBMs developed Lln the CSCE-CDE confereunce procedures ooy i at
increased transparency of military operationg, the Suviets, mastors of
ieception, will pe little-affected. A symbollc agreement wiv conslist of one
simllar to the MBFR proposal presented by NATO for rodace’. as a7 5,009 U5,
troops in exchange for 11,500 Soviet troops. Such an agre =50 forg Littie
to reduce the threat; subsequeatly, military concerns ahont 7o o gtracture
loss and deep defense budget cuts would uve relaxed.

c. A Signiticant Agreement. A slgalficant agreement a0 present cause

for alarm. The study team enviglons that a alpgntfiicant -y
consist of:

roaemant would

-reductions to NATU-WP parity

~theater nuclear warhead cetillings

-reduction of at least 1 U.S. diviaslon and {ts cerps support stice
~reduction of 1 or more DCA wings

-some restrictions, perhaps flelding, on emerging anhnwlog!esq

. Very large Agreement. One possible outcome of CAC {8 the very large
agreemeat of from 50,000-100,000 or more. Thls could be the Gorbachev
proposal. Looklng to Northeast Asia, the North Koreans seized the
inttlatlve In CAC on the Korean Peninsula with a proposal to reduce
~onventional force gtructure on elther side of the 33th parallel to just
100,000 soliters. !V Under such a bold proposal, both armies would have to
raoduce thelr standing acmjes by more than 500,000 each. Tuae Norti Korean
proposal may well indicate what NATO will be offered by the Warsi - Pact.
Our discussinn and evaluation of one such proposal, the 85-50 Proposal,
point out the difficulty In defeating or countering such a prapeoral without
huge reductlons In force gtructure. Once onffered, NATO will have few
cholces 1in response, since sguch a proposal can be constructed to meel o1
oxcead all of NATO's declared arms cont=ol objectives, tneluding the
shielded negotiating strategy of the linfted States. A Soviet proposal of
this magnitude will nearly force us to lay all of our cards on the
nepotiating table and also to exemine development of new YATO Adoctelae.
tinder such a potentially large reduction agreement, the H.S. Army wili lose
force structure. After filling potenttal migslonn or uges for the reduaced
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forces, there may still be significant leftover forces which exit the
military or convert to other unilitary service force structure neeis. There
i8 nothing comfortable about thi13 magnitude of reductions to defense
proponents. What we have in this poteatial outcome 18 achievement of all
NATO goals and increased risk. Oir stop points in the USG negotiating
strategy must not be exceeded without complete agreement as to the effects
on U.S./NATO deterrent posture. Such an agreement is indeed significant
and, unlike the previous alternatives, will require new strategies,
doctrine, and development of new migslons for the retiring forces.

4. Alternatlves for a Post-CAC World. A significant agreement is the most
likely optioa and must recelve firat priority for study. We must be
creative in our approach to the near-term future. We must use backward
planning to develop uses and missions for a reduction in Ruropean forward
defense of up to 50,000 U.S. soldiers and alrmen. Once we termine what
alternative missions and uses we have for the returning fo 5, we must
aggressively market the selected missions to the Congress aad to the
American public. Failure to do so will mean loss of force structure,
partially or in entirety. This mission search and decision and marketing
process will be crucial. We can understand the principles of CAC, know the
lessons of the past, identify the major 1ssues, develop the USS position and
an evaluation regime, but still lose this important game because of a
fallure to visualize the future,

a. Recommended potential uses and missions for the reduced forces are
as follows:ll

~Activate Alr Defense Initiative

-Support anti-drug war efforts

-Regource Natfoubullding

-U,S. Space Command force structuring

-Integration of AC/RC units

~F111 Light Dlvisions and CS/CS3 shortfall

b. We will dlscuss ecach potential mission briefly.

(1) Actlvate Alr Defense Initiative., With the termination of
Safeguard, the ewmergence of SDI, and the gradual buildup of Soviet
alr-breathlag crulse mlssiles (to circumvent SDI), there is certainly
Justification for development of the Alr Defense Initiative (ADI). Use of
CONUS Alr Defense Enhanced Patriot Missile Systems appears politically
marketable, militarily significant, but economically prohibitive. Tho.7
current $600M cost to equlp one hattalton of Patriot qulckly adds up.1“

(a) Previous ADI study concerning use of Patriot {n an

anti-cruise missile CONUS Atr Defense System ancompassed missile range fans
of the existing Patriot In a missfon role sfunilar to SDI. As a result of




attempting border and coastal coverage, a slignificant number of firing
batteries were required, pressing costs beyond budget reality. With the
recent decision to downshift SDI from nationwide defense to protection of
critical military installations, perhaps the same loglc should be applled to
enhanced Patriot coverage, so that the number of firing batterles is
dramatically reduced to a number within budget reality.

(b) The Air Defense Initiative (ADI), an Alr Force program,
shiould be revisited by the Army to apply Patrlot in a reduced role of
significant defense installation coverage and to develop this viable mission
for use of troops returned as a result of the CAC process.

(2) Support Anti-Drug War Efforts. The Fosse Comitatus Act
Revision of 1981 and the Anti-drug Abuse Act of 1986 both authorize the loan
of DOD equipment to civilian agencics for use In anti-drug operations. 1In
summary, the enabling legislation allows the U.S. Army to share
intelligence, provide military facilities, and participate ‘n anti-drug
operations short of capture and seizure.lj The support prouvided by DOD
has increased substantially every year. Both the liberal and conservative
sides of Congress and state and local governments seem to be in harmony in
their desire for greater military invoivement in the anti-drug war. Mayor
Ed Koch and Senator Bob Dole have both recently called for a strong military
role to the polint of subordinating civilian agency responsibilities to
military leadership.l“ Both Republicans and Democrats think that Ll1legal
drugs and porous borders are a threat to our national gecurity, and
therefore, the military obviously must take the lead. Seccretaries of
Defense Caspar W. Weinberger and now Frank C. Carlucci have stated
emphatically that the military should not take the lead and that a military
role in this war is proscribed by law. OQutside the military, only the
southwestern border states seem to side directly with the SECDEF.
Conservative legislators seem to be considering greater military involvement
in what may turn out to be a powerful bipartisan position in favor of
increased military involvement and perhaps lead on this issue.

(a) The Air Force is taking advantage of this 1issue.
Currently, the Air Force is establishing a Reserve SOF squadron in Tucson,
Arizona, with a primary mission of anti-drug operations support. The
equipment was paid for with federal anti-drug funds. The Air Force is also
involved in the purchase of seven Aerostats (stationary, cable-tethered,
lighter than air radar platforms) for installation along the 2,000-mile
U.S./Mexican border.l0 Sophisticated radars and force structure support
are helping the Air Force to receive kudos and real dollars from Congress.
There are traditional, historical roles for the military in border
security. With the passage of enabling legislation or providing support
within the restrictions of existing legislation, there are real world
missions in the anti-drug war effort, missions that can easily justify and
consume returning Army force structure. The incumbent adwinistration now
seems to understand the Increased role of the military in accomplishing this

{mportant mission, as evidenced by the recent Presidential reversal on ure
of the military in the anti-drug war.

(b) The presentation of creative thought in the abbreviated
scenario below 18 considered appropriate for purposes of generating
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discussion on both sides of the iasue of military support in the anti-drug
war:

- The U.S, Coast Guard is integrated into the Department of
Defense to enhance 1ts budget competitiveness with the
other military servicea., It will no loager diiecctly
compete with mass transit.

- The JCS designate two new unified commands, Maritime
Defense Zone (MARDEZ)-tastern Command and Maritime Defense
Zone-Wegtern Command. Tach new command i{s headed by the
existing MARDEZ three star USCG admiral currently on site.
The new commands are each given land, alr and sea component
commands from the other services.

- The Army convincin.ly argues for a new divisional-size
force for each new Maritime Defense Zone. The new land
component command restructure includes emphasis on SOF,
intelligence, communications, and aviation.

(¢) If this natlon is publicly and politically committed to
winning the druj;;, war, then such a scenario is possible. This mission {38 an
alternative which could absorb all reductions of a significant CAC agreement.

(3) Nationbuilding. There 18 considerable support both inside and
outside the military for a nationbuilding force. Recent and current
SOUTHCOM CINCs have talked with anyone who would listen to recommend that
the United States needs a force structure capable of fighting a different
kind of war in the Third World. These leaders want a nationbuilding
organization rather than mechanized infantry to help fight an insurgent
war. The volces of these CINCs were heard and RC Engineers and other units
involved in the nationbuilding business were dispatched to Central America.
But the unsettled political conditions and hot LIC environment have causel a
backlash of state governor protests over the use of National G%§rd troops to
accomplish nationbuilding in potentially hostile environments. Rather
than mount political opposition to state house protests, we recommend that
AC nationbuilding units be structured aud sgent to the CINCs as requested.
The force structure for such a mission could certeinly come from returning
USAREUR units at a low political cost given the current Central American
crisig. Natlonbullding as a mission for returning U.S. troops is certainly
politically acceptable and a well-needed mission.

(4) U.S. Space Command Force Structuring. The Army has initiated
an Army Space Master Plan (ASMP) to:18

~Posture the Army for operations in the space age
~Exploit cnrrant gpace capablilities

~Develop additional space-related capabilities
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This initiative involves accomplishing
U.S. Army Space Command (USARSPACECOM)
Command (USSPACECOM), with the misslon
executing Army space activities. This
but requires short-term organizational
timeliness of development of the U.S5. A
recommend that the Army Space Master T1
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returning European troops. The Army sh
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action now, much in the manner and
rmy Strateglc Defense Command. We
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returning troops are eliminated from overall force structure.
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Reserve components. The General Accoun
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ting Office, Congressional Research
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tinulag readiness prehlems,
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structure. Such a structure, particula
would enhance readiness and consume for
reductions. Although this use of force
should be considered a poteniial, if no

(6) Fill Light Divisions and C
[hurman created a minor uproar in a Sen
in March 19837 when he admitted upon que
125,000 soldiers short of requirements
our force structure was 10,000 more tha
There i3 definitely political concern t
posture of "hollowness™ 1t occupled {n
Light Divisions and CS/CSS shortfalls i
supportable in the Congress, but ft wil
magnit.de of the returning forces. Thi
one or more of the misslons discussed a

(7) Summary. Under a potentia
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a2 strategy and a plan must be developed
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recommendation. The study team has provided six alternative uses/missions,
integrating pros and cons of each alternative. There are other viable
alternativea. We need to analyze them and eatablish our preferences before
we lose the force structure, as a result of a significant agreement.

5. Doctrinal Vision.

a. Whea considering elther the signiflcant or very large agreements,
there 1s a need to reexamine both U.S. and NATO strategy. The tendency to
judge CAC agreements only in terms of current NATO strategy can liait both

. our judgment of an agreement and our preparations for a post-CAC Europe.
NATO should begin to study new gtrategles as well as the adaptation of
flexible response to the post—-CAC threat. Revised deployment locations,
warning and response procedures, improred Interoperability, and even revised

campaign plans for FEuropean defense are all obvious potential adjustments to
CAC.

b. For example, both the FRG and USSR are currently studying a series
of cluster defenses, centered on performance by small antitank forces, with
a strong reserve counterattack force and increased reliance on SOF and
intelligence.

c. The United States, 1f such 4 defensive posture 1s adopted by NATO,
will have little choice in its defensive strategy. We envision that U.S.
contribution to NATO strategy will become its counterattack force. To
perform that role, the United States must continue to support development of
rapld, efficient sea and ailrlift to carry out our new European strategy.

The same rationale for support of 1ift development 1s appropriate for
virtually all possible CAC outcomes. This is one of the few comforting
thoughts about CAC and the future: what we are doing today in support of
increased air and sea 1lift development 18 exactly what we must continue to
do under virtually any scenarlo for the future. Whether the results of CAC
are as dynamic and as influential as we have expressed them or not, the need
for improved 1ift support will remain the same.

d. In summarlzing preparation for the future environment, we have
provided military concerns about CAC, discussed potential outcomes,
presented alternative uses and misstfons to match returning force structure,
and provided an overview of doctrinal 1ssues to consider In post-CAC Europe.
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CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Conclusions. The question--how to think about conventional arms control
in Europe-—aske for an informed perspective, not a set of rules or laws.
The conclusions of this study, moving from the general to the specific, are:

a. CAC should be seen in the context of Europe and of contemporary
international politics and military strength. Lessons from the past and
from the modern history of U.S.-USSR arms negotiations can be valuable.

- Like the principles of war, these lessons must be applied to each situation,
with a view to consequences and initlatives for the future.

b. The NATO cbhiective for CAC of reducing or eliminating Pact surprise
attack capabilities should be the focus for U.S. Army participation within
NATO and in NATO-Pact conventional stability talks. Additiornal objectives
are important but lack purpose without this focus.

c. The objective of placing the Pact in a position where it must
mobilize visibly before major conventional attacks 1s a corollary to
eliminating surprise attack capabilitles and will become of first-order
importance if and when the primary objective 1s realized. Although this is
obvious, evidence is not yet availlable that NATO is thinking beyond the
focus of its current strategy and the current threat.

d. Reductions and control proposals in the CST will necessarily expose
long-standing, unresolved issues of straiegy within NATO. The expected
debate has the potential for the loss of political cohesion whether or not

this effect 18 Intended by the East and whether or not an agreement actually
18 reached in the CST.

e. Currently, NATO lacks a political foundation for consensual
positions in the CST on force reductions. Because of various members'
special positions, potential NATO reductions cannot be fairly allocated
among members in the zones or regions of reduction.

f. Although NATO nations will view CAC proposals and consequences in
terms of current Alliance strategic guidance, the allies should also include
analyses of proposals in terms of adaptation of the strategy, of new
strategles, and in terms of a varlety of possible opecrational concepts to
defend in the post-CAC situation. Alliance military analysts should ask how

remalning NATO assets could be organized and employed to deter and fight the
remaining threat.

8. Substantial U.S. force redeployments from Europe will change the
distribution of political power in NATO. One or a few leading European
nations are unlikely to attract a strong commitment to a common defense from
other members. The United States must ask what it wants to see as the
future of NATO and specifically ask about its own role in the Alliance.
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h. European NATO nations are unllkely to agree to negotiated reductions

unless U.S.
preferably

forces redeployed to CONUS remain in the force structure,
as a strategic reserve for NATO contlngencies.

1. The possibility that U.S. Army forces will be returned from Europe

as part of

a CAC agreement requires thought about new missions for these

forces to retain them in our force structure. Potential missions are:

Activate Alr Defense Initiative (ADI). The Army should consider
participation in the U.S. Air Force ADI program by applying
Patriot to critical CONUS defense installation protection and

using a reduced potential target base--in concert with recent
paring of the SDI program.

Support National Anti-Drug War. Army resources could be devoted

to interdicting i1llegal drugs without acute conflict with other
Army missions.

Nationbuilding. Active Army units could play a greater role 1in

this mission and meet needs expressed by CINCs for appropriately
structured forces.

U.S. Space Command Force Structuring. Forces redeployed as a
result of CAC could be included in the force structurz needed for
establishing a U.S. Army Space Command (USARSPACECOM).

Tntegration of Active Component (AC)/Reserve Component (RC)
Units. New units with an equal AC/RC mix would allow daily
training for AC members, improved training for RC members, and a

more ready unit overall compared to current marginal units in the
Reserve structure.

Fi1i Light Division and CS/CSS Shortfall. Although this mission
would not consume large numbers of returning forces, it is one of

several possible post-CAC uses and has some support 1n the
Congress.

2. Recommendations.

a. Recommendations concerning the strategic issues for CST are:

(1)

(2)

Develop a new forum for CAC which includes representatives from
NATO, WP and Neutral and Nonaligned Nations (NNA), but only
NATO-WP agreement would be binding.

Understand that a post-CAC world will find a new competitive
political and psychological game with the East.
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b.

(3)

(4)

Keep nuclear and conventiondl forces at molerate strength, 18
opposed to primary reliance on one or the other to Jdeter
conventlonal war.

Understand that the Soviets will attempt to {ncrease thair
advantages through CAC.

Recommendations concerning the operational {ssues for CST are:

(D)

(2)
(3)

)
(5)

(6)
(7)
(8)

(M

(10)

(11)
(12)
(13)
(14)
(15)

(16)

Determine bhargaining assets to reach an equitable agreement
with the EKast.

Discuss Dual Capable Systems (DCS) in CST.

Define modernization and llmit {ntroduction of new hi-tech
weapons In theater, not elsewhere,

Select weaponsg tn large unlts as the unit of account.

Destroy anl demobilize Soviet reductions; remcve from the
theater or POMCUS U.S. reductions.

Inslst on a Central Ruropean subzone.
Reduce forces and equipment by alliance rather thin by nation.

Model the verlfication reglme after INF and Western proposals
in MBFR.

Do not regulate remaitning force structure since weaponry will
be greatly reduced. Keep flexibility-—our strength.

Do not allow POMCUS stocks to be counted; use them to make up
for geographical disnarity.

Do not phase the negotiations. Get a whole product.

Phase the implementation.

Include alir forces.

Do not Include naval forces (which are global, not regional).

Shift Confldence- and Security-Bullding Measures (CSBMs) to the
pruper forum--—-Conferance on DIsarmament In Rurope (CDE I1).

Insure that weapon system quality s accounted for so that the
Soviets cannot trade off obsolete equlpment.
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¢. U.S Army input to a U.S. Government position going {into CAC should

include the

(D

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7

following core criteria:

We must maintain our theater nuclear deterrent by establishing
nuclear parity, including development of a Lance replacement.

We must enhance our conventional deterrent by developing and
improving our tactical mobility and survivability; our
reconnalssance, survelllance, and target acquisition (RSTA)
capabilities; our conventional weapons accuracy and lethality;
and our command, control and communications.

We must demand compensation for our geographical asymmetry with
the USSR on the land wiilhh U.S. POMCUS and destruction of Soviet
weaponry and demobilization of units, and In the air by parity,
not only in numbers and capabilities, but also by air

reinforcement travel tlme.

We must maintain the ability in NATO for forward defenmse to the
degree and extent necessary for the post-agreement situation.

Any agreement reached must contain stringent compliance/
verification measures including permanent and on call
inspections, National Technical Means (NTM), risk reduction
centers and sanctions for violations.

We must focus on Soviet forces. We will not accept anything
less than parity between U.S5. and Soviet forces 1n the NGA nor
will we accept a trade for outmoded weaponry.

Any proposal for reductions of NATO forces will not impose a
disproportionate obligation on any one NATO nation.




BIBLIOGRAPHY

"Ambassador Blackwlll's Statement.” December 12, 1985. Department of State
Bulletin, February 1986, p. 63.

Aspin, Les. "Conventional Forces in Europe: Unilateral Moves for
Stability.” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, December 1987, pp. 12-15.

Borawski, John. "Toward Conventional Stability in Europe.” Washington
Quarterly, Autumn 1987, pp. 13-29.

———————— s Weeks, Stan, and Thompson, Charlotte E. "The Stockholm Agreement
of September 1986." Orbis, Winter 1987, pp. 643-662.

Bourne, Eric. "Poles Propose Weapons Cuts for Central Europe.” Christian
Sclence Monitor, May 12, 1987, p. 1l2.

Brcezinski, Zbigniew. "An Acceptable Arms Control Agreement.” Washington
Post, May 13, 1987, p. A23.

Carnesale, Albert. Learning from Experience with Arms Control: A Final

Report. Cambridge, MA: President and Fellows of Harvard College,
September 1986.

Chol Young. Cenfidence Bullding and Arms Control on the Korean Peninsula.

Institute of Forelign Affalrs and National Security, MOFA, Seoul, Korea,
December 2, 1987.

Churchville, Victoria. "Dole: Use Military in Drug War, Candidate Links
Issue to Natlonal Security.” Washington Post, March 4, 1988, p. Al4.

Cody, Edward A. "W. Europe Reevaluates Its Defenses.” Washingtun Post,
July 13, 1987, p. Al3.

Comptroller of the Army. The Army Budget Amended FY 88-89. Washington:
April 1988.

Darilek, Richard. "The Future of Conventlonal Arms Control in Europe,
A Tale of Two Cities: Stockholm, Vienna.” Survival, January-February
1987, pp. 5-20.

"Declaration on Conventional Arms Control [by NATO ministers]| December 12,
1986." Department of State Bulletin, March 1987, p. 43.

Deutch, John, Scowcrott, Brent and Woolsey, R. James. “The Danger of the
Zero Option.” Washington Post, March 31, 1987, p. A2l.

Eaton, William. Alr Operntions Branch Chief, U.S. Customs Service.
Personal Interview. Phoenix, AZ: September 23, 1987.

Geurge, Alexander and Smoke, Richard. Derrence in American Forelgn Policy.
New York: Columbia University Press, 1974.

95




Gordon, Michael R. "Debate On Ending Missiles in Europe Dividing Experts.”
The New York Times, April 24, 1987, p. 1.

———————— . "On Arms, Moscow Has a Winning Image.” The New York Times,

July 26, 1987, p. E3.

Hoagland, Jim and Diehl, Jackson. "Poles Proupose Cuts {n Blocs' Tanks,

Planes.”

Washington Post, November 12, 1987, p. AL.

Howard, Michael. "Reassurance and lLeterrence.” Forelgn Affalirs, Winter

1982/83, pp. 309-324.

Kissinger, Henry. “Removing Missiles from Europe Will Help Moscow and Hurt
Qur Friends.” Washington Post, April 5, 1987, p. C2.

Lewis, Paul.

"The Soviet Missile Strategy Makes the Frernch Nervous.”

The New York Times, May 24, 1987, p. 3E.

Markham, James M. “Soviet Bloc Seeks Battlefield Nuclear Arms Talks."
The New York Times, January €, 1987, p. A3.

McCartney, Robert J. "NATO Sets Goals for Arms Cuts.” The Washington Post,
March 3, 1988, pp. A27, A30.

Nitze, Paul H. "The Zero~Option is Not Bean-Counting.” Washington Post,

April 24,

1987, p. A27.

NATO Information Service. NATO Handbook. Paris: 1985.

"NATO Shifts Stand on Standard Arms.”’ New York Times, March 3, 1988, p.A3.

Nunn, Sam.

The American/Soviet Disarmament Negotiations and Their

Counsequences for NATO. Remarks prepared for dellivery to the Wehrkunde

Conference, February 7, 1988.

-------- . "NATO Challenges and Opportunities: A Three Track Approach.”
NATO Review, June 1987, pp. 1-7.

Owens, Donald L., Major General. The Adjutant General, Arizona National
Guard. Personal Interview. Phoenix, AZ: September 21, 1987.

Re.igan, Ronald W. National Security Strategy of the Unlited States.

Washington: The White House, January 1988,

Rivkin, David B. Jr. "The Soviet Approach to Nuclear Arms Contro'."
Survival, November/December 1987, pp. 483-510.

Roge~s, Bernard W. "Why Compromise Our Deterrent Strength in Europe?”
The New York Times, June 28, 1987, p. 25E.

96

S




Sattler, James F. MBFR: Its Origins and Perspectives. Paris:
The Atlantic Treaty Association, August 1974,

Schemmer, Benjamin . "An Exciusive Interview with Phillip A. Karber.”
Armed Forces Journal international, June 1987, pp. 112-137.

———————— . "Army Planning Revealed at Its Worst in Testimony on Its
Modernization Plan." Armed Forces Journal International, April 1987,
p. 1l4.

Schlesinger, James R. The Theater Nuclear Force Posture in Europe: A
Report to the United States Congress in Compliance with Public Law
93-365. Washington: circa. April 1975.

Simon, Jeffrey. Warsaw Pact Forcea: Proktlems of Command and Control.
Bculder, CO: Westview Press, 1985,

Sloss Leon and Davis, M. Scott eds. A Game for High Stakes: Lessons

Learned in Negotiating with the Soviet Union. Cambridge, MA: Ballinger
Publishing Company, 1986.

Smith, R. Jeffrey. "Arms Talks: 20 Years of Duds?” Washington Post,
November 5, 1986, p. Al6,

Snyder, Jack. "The Gorbachev Revolution: A Waning of Soviet
Expansionism?” International Security, Winter 1987/88, pp. 93-101.

Strategic Studles Tnstitute, U.5 Army War College. Conventional Arms

Control in Europe: Army Perapectives. Carlisle Barracks, PA: 1987.
(SECRET).

Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College. The Militia's Role in

National Defense: A Historical Perspective. Carlisle Barracks: May 15,
1987.

Soviet Army Studies Office, U.S. Combined Arms Center and Fort Leavenworth.
Gorbachev and the Struggle for the Future. Fort Leavenworth, KS:
December 8, 1987.

U.S. Army Space Agency. Army Space Issues in Support of the Army Space
Master Plan (ASMP). Prepared by ARINC Research Corporation, Contract
Number DAABO7-85-C-F-81/2013. Colorado Springs, CO: February 16, 1988.

U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Armed Services. Subcommittee on
Conventional Forces and Alllance Defense. Conventional Arms Control in

Europe. Hearings, 100-504. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office,
November 3, 1987.

U.S. Department of State, Bureau of Public Affairs. Security and Arms
Control: The Search for a More Stable Peace. Washington: September 1984.

_+ Offlce of the Historian. The Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe, by Karen A. Collius. Washington: October 1986.

97




U.S. Laws, Statutes, etc. Public Law 99-570 (H.R. 5484), October 27, 1986.
"Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1986."

Van Loon, Henry. "An Exclusive AFJ Interview with: General John R. Galvin,
USA.” Armed Forces Journal, March 1988, p. 50.

Wayne, E. A. "Momentum Sought for Talks on Cutting Conventional Weapons.”
The Christian Science Monitor, February 17, 1988, p. 5.

Williams, Phiil. "American Troops in Europe: A New Great Debate?”
The World Today, December 1987, p. 217.

Yost, David S. France and Conventional Defense in Central Europe.
Boulder, CO: Wwestview Press, 1985.




APPENL.X A
RELEVANT FACTORS AND THEIR USES

1. Introduction. Relevant factors are the important variables to be
considered in any analysis of arms control, from pre-negotiations to
post—treaty effects. These factors include the known or assumed objectives
of the two sides in the pending Conventional Stability Talks (CST) in Europe
from the Atlantic to the Urals. 1In its simplest form, conventional arms
control consists of two categories of factors: the objectives of the
players, and those factors limiting what is possible or probable when the
players and their objectives interact. In the following scheme, NATO
objectives are established as the independent, unchanging factors and the

remalning variables, including Pact objectives, are established as the
limiting factors.

2. Relevant Factors. (The number of each factor corresponds to 1ts number
in the accompanying figures; the numbers have no other significance.)

a. NATO Objectives. The aim of NATO in CAC is to produce conventional
stability (reduce or eliminate the Pact's capabilities for surprise attack,
or cause the Pact to mobilize visibly before being able to attack, with

agreements applicable to the entire ATTU area, and able to be effectively
verified). Instrumental objectives are to:

1 - reduce Pact material advantages (reduce asymmetries);
2 - revise Pact force deployments;

3 - compensate for geographical disadvantages to NATO;

4 - 1improve the transparency of Pact forces;

5 - revise Pact offensive doctrine;

6 - establish stable, secure levels of forces; and improve security
at lower levels of forces in the ATTU.

b. Pact Objectives (assumed).

1

maintaln or improve security at lower levels of forces;

2 - malntaln confldence in the manageability of change in Eastern
Europe at lower levels of deployed Soviet forces;

3 - eliminate or reduce NATO nuclear weapons in Europe;
4 - move East-West competition away from a military focus;

5 - slow technological competition in conventional and nuclear
wedponry;




6 - weaken European tles to the United States in long run;

7 - use CAC for gains In other areas of East-West relations such as
credits, trade, SDI.

c. Other Limiting Factors.

1 - Poslitions on isdues of arms control or reductions peculiar to
any one country;

2 - coansensual positions [n NATO;
3 - what will and will not be subject to negotiation;

4 - the opinions of publics in each Alliance nation, and the
opinions of orher publics and governments which may influence
the two sides;

5 - the strength of ruling coalitions in parliamentary
player-governments;

6 - the stablility and expected durability of leadership in the
communist player-states, especially in the Soviet Union;

7 - the influence of government agencles withlin each NATO
government;

8 - pressures to reduce or expand defense spending in each NATO
country;

9 - competition from other national security missions for the
forces at issue In CAC;

10 - forces able to be brought to bear during a war or crisis in the
ATTU, depending on assumed length of the war;

11 - dual- and tri-capable weapons systems;

12 - the force structures of armed forces as subjects of revision
after force reductions;

13 - the doctrines and strategies of opposing forces for war;

14 - estimates of amounts and capabllities of the forces at 1ssue;

15 - distances, and the technology tc shorten closing time, from
critical defended areas to a defender’'s military reserve

strength;

16 -~ depth of the defended area In West Furope compared to East
Europe;
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17
18
19
20

21

22
23
24
25

26

3. Criteria.

demographics of military dervice population;

urban-rural characteristics of defended areas;

LOC's and thelr vulnerability or durability;

terrain, Iin the sense of whether 1t favors defender or attacker;

national policies on support and infrastruccure:

availability of French territory;

—- Norweglan policy on stationing nuclear weapons;

-~ limited access to Iceland;

~— Spain's limited role in NATO;

-- access to bases in Portugal over long term;

-—- access to bases in Greece;

forward defense;

coupling theater forces to U.S. strategic nuclear forces;
strength of NATO's conventional forces;

reliance on nuclear forces to deter major conventional attacks;

assumptions about warning, alert, and political decisions to
mobilize.

Seven criteria by which to evaluate proposals and to shape

policy were derived mainly from the list of NATO objectives. These criteria
are discussed in the body of the study. They are used here in Figure A-2.
The criteria are:

a. Compensate for NATO's geographical disadvantage.

b, Impose no disproportionate obligations on any one NATO nation.

c. Verify to the satisfaction of NATO's post-reduction situation.

d. Maintain forward defense.

e. Permit NATO to modernize 1ts forces.

f. Maintain NATO's nuclear deterrent.

g. Focus on reducing Soviet forces in the ATTU.
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4, Uses of Data.

a. The figures that follow are Inteaded tov show how tae relevant
factors can be alds to thinking. The first use shown here (Figure A-1) is
the placing of NATO objectives agalnst assumed Pict objectives to see which
combinations are in conflict and which seem compatible.

b. Figure A-1 can be understood {u several ways, but the most pertinent
perspective is to see it for what it may tell us about NATC's ability to
achieve 1its CAC oubjectives in the face of assumed Pact oibjectives.

(1) First, the objectives ot increasing the transparency of Pact
forces in the ATTIU and arriving at stable, lower [orce levels in tie ATTU
seem to be compatlible with Pact objectives. Paci openncss 2nd compromises
on these points might even serve [ts own objectives uf changing East-West
competition and opening the way for rewards in other negotiatlons and
relations. (The reasoning 1s based on the idea that any vi~iding by the Pact
to NATO demands 1s a source of a trade for something else the Pact wants to
satisfy In i1cs list of objectives.) Stable, lower force levels might also
help the Pact wring concessions from NATO to slow tecimological competition
in weaponry.

(2) Second, the largest obstacle to changing the Pact's offensive
doctrine could be fear of the West's technical potential to improve NATO
forces after achieving some measure of parity with the Pact. Connected to
this 1s the insecurity that the Pact could face at lower force levels in
Eastern Europe, where the Soviets, and at least some East European leaders,
might insist on a continuing Soviet military presence large enough to deter
political unrest. But revising their doctrine might also gain for the Pact
a weakeninyg of U.S.-European ties because the perceived threat to NATO would
be less, challenging NATO to continue {ts close connecticns and sacrifices
for defense.

(3) Third, reducing Pact material advantages is Iincompatible with
the Pact's determination to reduce NATO's nuclear arsenal and slow technical
competition. In effect, these two Pact objectives are what the Part might
very well want In return for glving up its material advantages.

(4) Fourth, revising Pact force deployments and compensation for
the Pact's geographical advantages run into several obstacles. Current Pact
force deployu:nts in East Europe probably are most sensitive to what the
Soviet Union and other Pact countries bellieve to be necessary as the East
European countries change in the "spirit” of glasnost and perestroika. Or,
even if these movements were irrelevant, just the fact of change itself
after forty years is something the Soviets and their allies in Fast Europe
probably must worry about. They might be willing to risk more redeployments
the mcre successful they are in getting rid of NATO nuclear systeams,.
Finally, if the Pact makes large changes to compensate NATO for its
geographic disadvantage, then that could serve to loosen Atlantic tles
because of the lessening of a threat to NATO.
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PACT OBJECTIVES

SECURITY AT LOWER LEVELS
MANAGE E. EUROPE CHANGE
REDUCE NATO NUKES
CHANGE E-W COMPETITION
SLOW TECH. COMPETITION
GAINS IN COMMERCE

WEAKEN U S. TIES

NATO OBJECTIVES

REDUCE PACT MATERIAL ADVS

+
!
+

REVISE PACT FORCE CEPLOY - - - + | + +

GEOGRAPH. COMPENSATION = - + - +

MORE PACT TRANSPARENCY + +

REVISE PACT OFF. DOCTRINE = + - + | +

STABLE, LOWER FORCE LEVELS | + + |+ |+ |+

+ means, to the degree one side wants to achieve 1ts objective. its objective 1s compatible with the
other's objective

- means, to the degree one side wants {o achieve its objective its objective 1s incompatible with
the other's objective

Figure A-1. Compatibility of NATO and Pact Objectives




(5) What tends to break through these subjective analyses 18 the
idea that if the driving philosophy of the Soviets in CAC 1s to change the
nature of East-West competition away from the military gphere, then it must
act to cause the dissipation of NATO as a militarv ailiance by removing the
threat that keeps the Alllance together. The Sovivi; coull fry to remove
the reason for NATO as a defensive alliance,

(6) Although at great risk in some Soviets' eyes, the Soviets could
remove unilaterally from the ATTU all but a minimam wacebdoy Torce in Fast
Europe, cha-ge the doctrine of the remaining foarces to 1 cleariy defensive
one, and thereafter silmply dare NATO to hoid together aite: o few years of
testing the permanence of the Soviet changes.

(7) To do this. however, would threaten Corioev o 0003 on iils
office. Soviet military leaders and skeptical »oliric” ‘eadare could poinmt
to NATO capabilities, now the domlnant force aftev the Sov'et pull-out, Aand
say that NATO intentions could change .t any time and that the Eagt would be
in constant danger.

(8) Consequently, it would be better, and certainly more
politically acceptable for the Sovlets, to reduce their forces through CAC
negotiations that also reduced NATO rorces. In elither case, the Soviets
would be secure at home in Soviet Russia while risking toss of Soviet
influence in East Euroupe needed to bolster favored regimes and prevent
political unrest.

c. Another use shown in Flgure A-2 is to compare the criteria one
chooses to use to evaluate an arms control proposal with each of the
relevant factors for NATO. As an aid to thinking, this serles of
juxtapositions simply says that when consldering how criterion X should be
applied to the terms of a potentlal agreement, take into account that it is
sensitive to, or the product of, some series of factors. Conversely, any
one factor, or any factor someone may beileve Is pertinent, can be traced to
the criteria of which it is a part.

d. Figure A-2 shows how any one analyst might estimate how sensitive
each criterion is to the set of relevant factors for NATO. Although each
criterion might be sensitive in some way to all of the factors, the aim here
is to try to identify the most important factors for each criterion.

(1) The criterion of Geographical Compensation is sensitive to the
expected Eastern concern about Pact country stability during and following
an arms reduction process that could drastically change Fastern force
deployments. This should probably be understood as an Eastern iimitation on
how much it would be willing to compensate NATO for geographical
disadvantages. On the other hand, spending pressures might limit how firmly
NATO can stand agalinst marginally acceptable Eastern offers. And,
doctrines/strategies positions in NATO could limit agreements on
geographical compensaiious if the Paci insists that NATO renounce, for
example, Follow-on Forces Attack (FOFA) and AirLand battle.
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(2) Another example {s Verification, which here refers to the

rigor of the verification regime. Verification would have to be more
rigorous, from NATO's point of view, the more that other military missions

(outside NATO) make a clalm on Alliance members in the post-CAC.
Verification 18 more important when NATO's 9chnng In reserve is weak, and

when NATO {s less confident in Its cstimate of Pact capabilities. Also,

verification might be more or less relaxed depending ou NATO's warning/alert
assumptions.

(3) A final example is to Permit Modernization as a component of
CAC agreements. The scorlng In the figure sdggeh[, that modernization will
be a subject of talks and therefore a subject of trade-offs; that public
opinion could play a role in NATO's position, especially on Lhn T
modernization of theater nuclear systems: that somo goves
be expected to strongiy advocate modernizatlon; that spend! CessUre
other military missions may limit moderufzation directily /and iadirectly

through competition for the same budget, and so on.

HC'Ll 15' v“(‘ AC\" can

& p essures and

e. Figure A-3 1ndicates NATO and Warsaw Pact objectlves set agalnst the
list of relevant factors to try to uncover clashes between au bjective and
a factor.

f. This figure shows NATO and Pact objectives with thoae factors that
tend to push for or against reaching any one objectlive. !Here {s one example

from each of the two sets of objectives, discussing only the negative or
constraining factors.

(1) The NATO objective of Revising Pact Offensive Doctrine could
be a problem If NATO trles to establish it as a subject for CAC talks unless
NATO's military doctrines also are subjects of the talks. Further, Pact
country stability, to the extent this Is a worry for the Sovlets, is a
greater worry 1f NATO is allowed to keep a doctrine the Soviets claim Isg
offensive--or, to put it bluntly, one that looks like it would help NATO
forces cross the border and exploit local troubles in Last Germany or
Czechoslovakia. Dual-capable systems, force structures, and doctrines 1in
NATO are negatives In the sense that they are things the Pact would want
revised in return for changing i{ts doctrine to satisfy NATO. Finally,
forward defense, coupling, and the reliance of some NATO members on nuclear
weapons as the Alliance's principal deterrent will be unpersuasive
inducements for the Pact to change its doctrine. Forward defense, in the
NATO use of the term, means being cloge to the border in strength. It may
be difficult to persuade the Pact to reduce its forces, withdraw many of
them from the old NGA, and revise ductrine too, while NATO insists on

maintaining a visible forward defense even though 1t also reduced overall
forces.

(2) The Pact objective of weakenlng U.S.~European ties should run
into obstacles from strongly held country and Alliance-wide positions on
this feature of NATO strength; public opinions in Europe should be agalnst
it, excepting minority opinions; coalition governments such as the FRG's may
not be able to stay in office if the tles are weakened; and Pact country
stability plays a4 role In a reverse way in the sense that the Pact 1s
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unllkely to persuade the United States to reduce its role In Europe unless
it gives up a great deal 1n terms of Soviet deployments in Fast lurope.
Dual-capable forces, a factor in coupling the United States to Furope, and
the distance from North America to the central Furopcan lorders are
constraints on NATO's willingness to galn gomething frem the Fast §f the
costs mean weaker ties. Similar reasonfag applies to rhe seif-prreeived
conventional strength of NATO compared to the Pact that would mate NATO
cautious about depleting the U.S. presence in Furopc., In eclfect, the Pact
may weaken U.S.-Furopean ties only by maklng dramatlc changes "n {te own
furces in East Furope so that NATO cou’d feol contident ood aguin-ed oven
with markedly reduced U.S. torces !n Lurope.

g. Finally, in Flgure A-4 an anolyst can ceme back to the

factors—against-factors matrix after using some other ma' i1 “o “race any
one factor's connections to others. Explanations and cvamp'en 10 Hlow each
figure.

h.  In Figure A-4 the factuor interrelationships are, a0 wiyht o
expected, many and complicated., Consequently, by forcing 4 cicice, the

relationships were narrowe! somewhat by Identifying on'ly he nest
influential components.

(1) Country positions, for example, are thoupht bere to be most
sensitive to dual-capable systems In the sense that some Allies might he
much more willing than others to include tnem in the nepotiations.
pusitions would be subject to positions, as in the Unlted States, on
doctrines and strategies such as FOFA and Afrland battle, the Iatter of
which remains a U.S., not a NATO, doctrine. And, country posittons,
especlally the FRG's, should be strongly Influenced by what has become a
principle in NATO of forward defense.

Country

(2) Using this matrix in conjunction with one of the previous
figures might go like this: Some objective or criterfon seema to be
dependent on the avallablility of allles' territory. Gaing to Flgure A-4 and
ro avallability of allles territory on the A Axis, one finds that it {s most
sensitive to public opinions (because the majority publics in France and
Norway, for example, presumably support thelr governments' positions).

Next, going to public opinions on the A Axis, one finds them to be most
sensitive to the dual-capable issue, to doctrines/strategles, and to forward
defense. Theoretically, this tracing through the matrix could go on in a
search for insights and ideas that might not otherwise have occurred to us.
In this example, one of the obvious insights turns up--that forward defense
{s a principle that 1s very important in NATO because, among other reasons,
French territory 1s not available to the Aliliance for defense in depth and
for the location of lines of communicatlion (LOC). 1t is true that forward
defense was a NATO principle long before France left the military
organization of the Alllance, but the absence of French territory as a

factor In the post-CAC situation also underlines the FRG's attachment to the
principle.
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APPENDIX B

MAPS AND CHARTS

NATO GUIDEI.INES AHEA (NGA)

UNION OF SOVIET
® MOSCOW

SOCIALIST REPUBLICS

.,/"\,_
\..

" NG j RUMANIA

FRANCE ' ) “Neee
W" b\l'u;.«m,{\
SWInz, YUGOSLAVIA ¢,

D A
“\f(m CE

Al REECE 2
’
L NGV
\%""- ¢
\
ALGERIA y TUNSIA

MUTUAL AND BALANCED FORCE REDUCTIONS

TURKEY




ATLANTIC TO THE URAI.S (A'ITU)

~ UNION OF SOVIET |

SOCIALIST REPUBLICS

Qz‘éﬁ]; J" ‘\
“UNQJ ﬁUﬂANlA

I(I-RIA TUNMSIA

CDNVENTIDNAI. STABILITY TALKS (CST)

B-2




CONVENTIONAL ARMS CONTROL ¢ EUROPE

B-3

MNATO CAMTALS MAYO WARSAW PACT
conranancE NAC . MUTUAL AND
ON SECURITY —— . BALANCED
AND COOPERATION . PORCE
N SUROPE 0 AEDUCTIONS
1973-1078 33 NATIONS : 1973- 11 A
cscom [ ] . IBrR
SELORADS ¥
FOLLOW-UP
fﬂllﬂﬂﬁ
1977-1978 23
- o
MADRID
FOLLOW-UP LEQEND
MEsT™a -=--~ FRUTURE NEGOTIATIONS
1980-1983 STOCKNOLM (COM S OVECT RRATIONSP
_;J 1084-1006 HATO QLB
VIENNA ¢ o o WARBAW PACT GUEDNMCE
FOLLOW-UP
MEETING #8llsl::l:llllSlllllllill‘llllllt==I=!ttttitllllllll SS8 WATHIN THE PRAMEWORK
OFf vl COCE PROCERS
— g SUT AUTONOMOUS
CSBMS CONVENTIONAL
NEQGOTIATIONS STABLITY g
NEOOTIATIONS :
36 MATIONS 2 manoe |
AUTONOMOUS 1




APPENDIX C

GLOSSARY

ABM - Anti-Ballistic Missile

AC - Active Component (Army)

ACDA - U.S Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
ADI - Air Defense Initiative

ALCM - Alr-Launched Cruise Missile

ALO - Authorized Level of Organization
ARSTAF - U.S. Army Staff

ASMP - Army Space Master Plan

AT - Anti-tank

ATTU - Atlantic to the Urals

BNS - Battalions

CAC - Conventlonal Arms Control

CDE - The Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures and
Disarmament in Europe

CINCs - Commanders-in-Chief (of Unified or Specified Commands)
CONUS - Continental United States

CSA - Chief of Staff, U.S. Army

CSBM(8) - Confidence- and Security-Building Measure(s)

CSCE ~ Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe

CS/CSS - Combat Support/Combat Service Support

CST - Conventional Stability Talks
DCA - Dual-Capable Alrcraft

DCS - Dual-Capable Systems

DFE - Division Force Equivalent
DOD - U.S. Department of Defense




FOFA -~ Follow-on Forces Attack

FOKSCOM - Forces Command

FRG - The Federal Republic of Germany (West Germany)
GDR - The German Democratic Republic (East Germany)
GLC!l = Ground-Launched Cruise Misslile

HET

Heavy Equipwent Transporters

1FV Infantry Fighting Veliicle

INF - Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces

JCS - U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff

LAW - Light Anti-Tank Weapon
LIC - Low Intensity Conflict
LOC - Lines of Communication

LRINF - Long-Range Intermediate Nuclear Forces {see INF)
MARDEZ - Maritime Defense Zone

MBFR - Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction

MC 14/3 - (NATO) Military Committee Document Number 14/3
MICV - Mechanized Infantry Combat Vehicle

MRL - Multiple Rocket Launcher

NATO - North Atlantic Treaty Organization

NGA ~ NATO Gulidelines Area

NNA - The Neutral and Nonaligned Nations of Europe.

NTM ~ National Technlcal Means

ODCSOPS - Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans
0JCS - Organization of the U.S. Joint Chlefs of Staff

PII - Pershing 11, an Intermediate-range, land-based ballistic missile.

Pact - The Warsaw Treaty Organizatlion, or Warsaw Pact

c-2




POM - Program Objective Memorandum

POMCUS - Prepositioning of Materiel Configured to Unit Sets
RC - Army Reserve Components (National Guard and Army Reserve)
RGTS - Regiments

RSTA -~ Reconnaissance, Surveillance, and Target Acquisition
SACEUR - Supreme Allied Commander Europe

SALT - Strategic Arms Limitations Talks

SDI - Strategic Defense Initiative

SECDEF - U.S. Secretary of Defense

SLCM - Sea~Launched Cruise Missile

SNF - Short-Range Nuclear Forces

SOF -~ Special Operations Forces

SOUTHCOM - U.S Southern Command

SSM - Surface-to-Surface Missiles

START - Strategic (Nuclear) Arms Reduction Talks

TOE - Table of Organization and Equipment

TPFDL - Time-Phased Force Deployment List

TRADOC - U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command

UK - United Kingdom

USAREUR - U.S. Army Europe

USARSPACECOM - U.S. Army Space Command

USCG - U.S. Coast Guard

USG - U.S. Government

USSPACECOM - U.S. Space Command

WP - Warsaw Pact

C-3
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