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FZPORT ON TiE NUCLZAR POSTURE OF KA™0
FREFACE

The "Depariment of Defense Authorization Act, 1984" directed the Secretary of
Defense to conduct =z study on the non-sirategic nuclear posture of the North
tlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and submit a report on the results of such
study to the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and the House of Represent-
atives not later than 1 Moy 1984. This study wes directed to include:

(1) 2 detailed assessment of the current non-strategic nuclear force (NSYT)
balance in Burope and that projected for 1990; _

(2) an assessment of the current, respective operational doctrines of the
Warsaw Pact and NATO for the use of NSNF nuclear weapons in Barope;

(3) an explanation of how the threat of the use of such weapons relates to
deterrence and to conventional defense;

(4) an identification ol the number and types of nuclear warheads, if any,
considered to be non-essential to the defense structure of Western Zurope,
the quantity and type of such weapons that could be eliminated from Zuro
under appropriate circumstances without Jeopardizing the security of NATO nations
and an assessment of what such circumstances right be;

——— - gt

(5) an explanation of the steps that can be taken to, develop 2 rational
and coordinated nuclear posture by MATO in a2 menner thatis consistent with
proper emphasis on conventional defense forces; and

(6) an identification of any notable relevant developments that have oceurred
Since the submission to the Congress in April 1975 of the report entitled "The
Theater Muclear Force Posture in Burope”, prepared by the Secretary of Defense
oursuant to Section 302 of the Department of Defense Appropriation Authorization
Act, 1975 (Public Iaw 93-365), which might cause the findings and conclusions of
that report to require revision and such revisions in such report as the Secre-
tary considers appropriate.

In October 198%, NATO's Muclear Planning Group (NPG) concluded an extensive exami-
nation of the NATO NSNF requirements with the goal of maintaining in the stockpile
only the minimm number of warheads needed for credible deterrence and defense.
NPG Defense Ministers, acting on 2 report from the Hizh Ievel Group, established a
minimum level for the land-based NSNF stockpile over the period of the next decade
and invited SACEUR to determine the specific iypes and numbers (i.e., the.mix) and
locations of those warheads to be removed. SACEUR and his staff are in the process
of making those determinations based on the forthcoming findings from SHAPE's on-
going Muclear Weapons Reguirements Study and are confident that a basis for Minis-
terial discussion can be provided by Spring 1985. Consequently, this report does
not fully address the task delinezted in raragraph (4) z2bove.
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EXZCUTIVE SUMMARY (U)

(U) PURPOSE

(U) This report sets forth the results of a review of NATO's nuclear posture
undertaken in response to the 1984 Department of Defense Authorization Act
(Senate Conference Report No. 98-213). Tne primary purpose of this report is
to explain the steps that are being undertzken to develop a more rational and
coordinated Non-Strategic Nuclear Force (NSNF) posture in a manner consistent
with proper emphasis on conventional defense forces. The focus of this report
is on the land-based NSNF posture -- those lznd-based nuclear forces in NATO

with ranges less than strategic (i.e., 5,500 kilometers) and under the responsi-.
“bility of the Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR). Requirements to improve

NATO's conventional and chemical forces have been taken into consideration in
this re_port. :

(U) 1975 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

continuity and background for this report, 2 review of the major
findings and conclusions of the 1975 Report to Congress, The Theater Nuclear

Posture; is helpful. The future goals established in 1975 for force pdsture

wmprovements were in the following context: {i) enhance the r'_leter‘rent capability

of NATO's conventional, non-strategic and strategic forces, (ii) preserve the
role of direct Allied participation in the nuclear posture, and (iii) ensure that
any changes in the posture are made with due consideration for overall Alliance
objectives. These goals remain valid todav,
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FEPORT ON T:E NUCLZAR POSTURE OF NATO
PRZFACT

Tne "Department of Dsfense Authorizetion Act, 1984" directed tne Secretary of
Defense to conduct a study on the non-sirategic nuclear posture of the North
tlantic Treaty Orgenization (NATO) and submit a report on the results of such
study to the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and the House of Represent-
atives not later than 1 May 1984. This study was directed to include:

(1) 2 detailed assessment of the current non-strategic nuclear force (NSNF)
balance in Burope and that projected for 19090; _

(2) an assessment of the current, respective operational doctrines of the
Warsaw Pact and NATO for the use of NSNF nuclear wezpons in Barope;

(3} an explanation of how the threat of the use of such weapons relates to
deterrence and to conventional defense;

(4) an identification of the number and types of nuclear warheads, if eny,
considered to be non-essential %o the defense structure of Western Rurope,
the quantity ~and type of such ‘weapons that could be eliminated from Zurope
under appropriate circumstances without jeopardizing the security of NATO nztions
and an assessment of what such circumstznees might be;

(5) an_explenation of the steps that canm be “aken to:develop a rational
and coordinated nuclear posture by NATO in a manner that. is consistent with
proper emphasis on conventional defense forces; and

(6) an identification of any notable relevant developments that have occurred
since the submission to the Congress in April 1975 of the report entitled "The
Theater Muclear Force Posture in Burope", prepared by the Secretary of Defense
mursuant to Section 302 of the Department of Defense Appropriation Authorization
Act, 1975 (Public law 93-365), which might cause the findings and conclusions of
that report to require revision and such revisions in such report as the Secre-
tary considers appropriate.

In October 1983, NATO's Muclear Flanning Group (NPG) concluded an extensive exami-
nation of the NATO NSNF requirements with the goal of maintaining in the stockpile
only the minimum number of warheads needed for credible deterrence and defense.
NPG Defense Ministers, acting on 2 revort from the High Ievel Group, established a
miniom level for the land-based NSNF stockpile over the period of the next decade
and invited SACEUR to determine the specific types and numbers (i.e., the mix) znd
locations of those warheads to be removed. SACEUR and his staff are in the process
of malting those determinstions based on the forthcoming findings from SHAFE's on-
going Muclear Weapons Reguirements Study and are confident that a basis for Minis-
terial discussion can be provided by Spring 1985. Consequently, this report does
not fully address the task delinezted in paragraph (4) ahove.

i
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (U)

(U) PURPOSE

(U) This report sets forth the results of a review of NATO'S nuclear pesture
undertaken In response to the 1984 Department of Defense Authorizetion Act
(Senate Conference Report No. 98-213). The primary purpose of this report is
to explain the steps that are being undertaken to develop a more rational and
coordinated Non-Strategic Nuclear Force (NSNF) posture in a manner consistent
with proper emphasis on conventional defense forces. The focus of this report
is on the land-based NSNF posture -~ those lznd-based nuclear forces in NATO

with ranges less than strategic (i.e., 5,500 kilometers) and under the responsi-.
"bility of the Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR). Requirements to improve

NATO's conventional and chemical forces have been taken into consideration in
this report. - e e .

(U) 1975 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

W) To provide“continuity and background for this report, a review of the major

findings and conclusions of the 1975 Report to Congress, The Theater Nuclear

Posture;. is helpful. The future goals established in 1975 for force Bsture
improvements were in the following context: (i) enhance the rieterrent capability
of NATO's conventional, non-strategic and strategic forces; (ii) preserve the
role of direct Allied participation in the nuclear posture, and (iii) ensure that
any changes in the posture are made with due consideration for overall Alliance
objectives. These goals remain valid todav,

T e
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(U) NOTABLE DEVELOPMENTS SINCE 1975 3
F 4

" { Since the 1675 DoD report to the Cerngress, NATO has made mejor decisions ..
oncerning its NSNF posture. NATO's most funcamentzl policy cecision was to main-
tain the minimum number of warheads in its nuclear stockpile censistent with °
credible deterrence and defense. In December 1979 in respense to the rapid builg- &
up of Soviet MIRVed S5-20 missiles, the Alliance decided on 3 cual-track epproach -
of arms control negotiations znd if necessary beginning at the end of 1983 to ..
deploy 572 Longer-Range Intermediate-Range Nuclear Force (LRINF) missiles: Ground- |
Launched Cruise Missiles (CLCM) and PEZRSHING II (PII). Integral to that decision
was the withdrawal of 1000 warheads from the stockpile of approximately X war-
heads. In addition, consistent with its policy of maintzining the minimum number
of warheads in 'the stockpile, for each of the 464 GLCM warheads deployed, a 2
shorter-range warhead would be withdrawn on a one-for-one basis and 108 PERSHING 1 ¢
missiles and warheads were to be converted to the longer-range PII system. Another
notable development was "The Montebello Decision" in October 1983 by NATO Defense
Ministers.attending --the Fall Nuclear - Planning - Group™"(NPG) meeting. Ministers
approved the High Level Group (HLG) conclusion that the Alliance must undertake the
necessary modernization and improvements to maintzin a credible deterrent while _*
agreeing to.withdraw an additional 1400 ‘warheads f{rem tha Furdness < oekoile, re- _
ducing it to - AF ' ’

—_—— ]

(U) %Y _the same time, notable developments f5sve occurred in the Warsaw Tezt (WP)
threat. Soviet force improvements have quantitatively far outdistancid” those
undertaken by the NATO Alliance and, when coupled with sig',nificant qualitative
improvements, have yielded a WP posture that is larger, more flexible, more surviv-
able and more capable of striking a greater range of targets than in 1975.

(U) ASSESSMENT OF TRE NATO/WP NSNF BALANCE

(U) The most striking observstions derived from 2 review of the NATO/WP NSNF i~
balance are the vigorous modernization of the WP's nuclear capabilities and the age ¥
of NATO's stockpile. Although NATO has been impreving both its conventional and
non-strategic nuclear forces since 1975, the gap between NATO's total military
capabilities and those of the WP has inexorably grown.




(U) NATO Doctrine. NATO nuclear doctrine is best explained in the context of

NATO'S objectives and its strategy of Flexible Response and Forward Defense.
NATO's overriding purpose is to deter aggression and preserve the pezce and
freedom of the members of the Alliznce. Tnrough the NATO triad of conventional, |
non-strategic nbélear, and sirategic forces, the Alliance seeks to influence
the wWP's czlculation of risks and benefits zttending the initiation of aggression,
or the continuztion of aggression, should deterrence fzil. In pezceltime, NATO's
forces deter by: (i) making evident that an attack agzinst the Alliance would be
met by =zn. immedizte and effective defense;. and. (ii) -maintaining-an effectivess=s.-:=
military posture, and the demonstrable resolve to use it, to convince the WP that
neither intimidation nor aggression would succeed, Siould deterrence fzil znd
aggression occur, NATO would seek to csuse 2n €zrly politicezl cecision by ine WP Lo

cease aggression and withdraw. NATO's principal aims under these conditions would

be: (i) the preservation of the territorial integrity of t..e Alliance; (ii) the
termination of conflict 2t the lowest possible level of violence consistent with
NATO's interest; and (iii) the restoration of deterrence. -

(U) NATO's politico—military objectives are incorporzted in iis strategy of Forward
Defense and Flexible Response. Forward Defense reflects NATO's collective comit-
ment that anv aggression will be met by zn immedizte and effective NATO military
response £Lo prevent an aggressor from seizing ané nolding NATO territory. The
Flexible Response strategy reflects KNATO's determination to prevent a potenticl
aggressor from predicting with any confidence NATO's specific respense to aggres-
sion. Flexibility in the range of response options availzble to NATO Authorities,
supported by a credible military capability across the full spectrum of the NATO
triad, creates uncertainty for 2 potential 2ggressor, forcing him to conclude that
inczleulable risks would be invelved, TFlexible Response provides for three lypes
of response to aggression in which NSNF heve a central role: Direct Defense, Deli~
berate Escalation, and Ceneral Kuclear Response (GNR). Tne capebility for engaging
in selective use of NSNT in Direct Defense and Delirberzte Tscalation, tezether with
the ultimate response of GKR (in conjunction with cther US sirztegic forces) presents
tme Soviets with uncertezinty as to what KATO’s respcnse O aggression might be —

zny zggression could initiate 2 secuence .ol event wich could not be determined in



advance and which would involve risks out of zll proporiion to any advantages the
aggressor might hope to gain.

(U) Thus, NATO's selective use of nucleer weapons has both political znd militar y
-elements. The fundamental objective of any auclezr use will always be politiczal.
NATO 25 a defensive Alliance, would never be the first to use force. However,
once 2ggression has occurred, NATO reserves the right to apply whatever force is
necessary to convince the WP to make the decision to cezse aggression and withdraw.
At the szme time the Alliance has recognized that for nuclear use %o convey an
effective signal of NATO resolve, such use must have 2 significant military impact.

(U) RELATIONSHIP OF NSNF TO DETERRENCE AND DEFENSE

(U) Advanced conventional munitions {ACMs) could contribute to the enforcement of
WP dispersal; thus, efforts to enhance conventional capabilities must take into
account promising advanced technologies, where it is appropriate to do so, Conven-
tional force improvements are needed and supported; however, care must be exercised
that investments in advariced conventional capab111t1es and needed NSNF improve-
ments zre kept in balance. A balanced azpproach to improving conventional and
nuclear capabilities is recommended because both are necessary and complementary
in providing credible deterrence and defense., ACMs compliment NSNF in providing
deterrence across the conflict spectrum, and, therefore, we must pursuve ways to
enhance conventional capabilities. Nevertheless, even with conventionzl improve-
ments, NSNF will continue to remain necessary to deter WP nuclear or large scale
chemical use for several reasons. ACMs cannot carry the same psychological
message to the enemy — nuclear use is 2 oualitative change in the conflict —
and conventional weapons cannot deter enemy use of nuclear or chemlcal weapons,
or political coercion from the threat of thelr use,




(U) The relztionship of NSNF to deterrence is multifaceted. The role of NSNF is
not to substitute nuclear capebility for conventionzl force shortfzlls. Rather,

NSNT have intrinsic value: (i) in peacetime, NSNF demonstrate the resolve and
solidarity of the Alliance through the willingness to share the costs and potentizl
risks accruing from NSNF deployments; (ii) NSNF contribute to deterrence by prov1d1ng
crecible, militarily effective nuclear options; (iii) NSNF cause the WP to ma2intzin 2
dlspersed posture, and (iv) NSNF provide linkage to strategic nuclear.forces. Thus,
the role of NSWF, in conjunction with the strategy of Flexible Response, is to
deter aggression through the threat of selective use and by providing a credible

linkage between conventionzl and strategic forces. Since NATO's defensive concept .

does not envisage continued fighting =zt the nuclear level to achieve 2 classie
military victory, the Alliance need not match the WP warhead-for-warhead or system-
for-system. It is this logic which permits setting 2 minimum number of warheads in
the NSNF stockpile commensurate with the sczle and quality of the threat znd consis-
tent with mzintenance of 2 credible deterrence and defense.

(U ACHIEVING THE MINIMUM NSNF STOCKPILE-

Tr-October 1983 at the Fzll NPG ceetingt™NATO Defense Ministers rect-xed the
indings and reccmnendations of the HLG study which reviewed HATO's nuclear forces.
Ministers agreed with the HLG report and also agreed to withdruw 1300 warheads from
the European stockpile during the next five to six yezrs. Taken with the withdrawal
of 1000 warheads completed in 1980, this reduction uhen completed w1ll bring the
land-bas d NSNF stockp11e down to :
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(U) STZPS TO A MORE RATIONAL AND COORDINATED NUCLEZAR POSTURE

(U) An integral and essentizl step for the US in develeping 2 more coordinated
HATO nuclear posture has been the close znd continuous consultation with the Alljes.
Defense Ministers together with the Mzjor NATQ Commanders. .meet _twice-yearly as
the NPG to discuss nuclear matters and the HLG, 2 supportive organization to the
NPG, has provided & forum for wmore freguent consultztion. Consequently, the

decisions on NATO's {uture NSNF posture have_ been._collective, .well-coordinated.

Mliance decisions.

Although much has been accomplished by way of strengthening both conventionzl
f2nd nuclezr forces -since the 1875 report, it is'a
to be done to ensure the continued credibility of NATC's nuclear posture, DoD
supports continuved imorovements din conventicn=zl L ;
eariyp T .

“DoD*judgment that much remzins

]
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(UY NSNF Replacement and Modernization. Since 1975, it has been the collective

Jjudgment of 211 of the NATO Allies- that, despite quzlitative and quantitative
changes in the WP threat, NATO's current strategy will remain sound for the foresee-
© able future. In reaffirming the wisdom of MC 14/3, hcwever, NATO has also concluded
thet, in light of the growth in Warsaw Pact capzbilities over the last decade,
Judicious replacement and modernization of KATO's KSKF, as well as improvements to
NATO conventional forces, are essentizl to ensure the continuing viability of NATO's

trategy.

} With regard to alleviating perticular force-wide deficiences, the NATO Allies
have paid particular attention in their deliberations to severzl generzl areas in
which improvements should be made. First, the age of NATO's nuclear forces is =

vaae 0y . '
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Mlies that timely, judicious replacement and mocdernization of current NSNF and
its supporting C3I are necessary in light of (i) the illiznce gozl to achieve 2
minimum level nuclear stockpile to mzintzin effective deterrence and (ii) the
trends in WP force capabilities. Tnis recuirement for modernization provides
opportunity for greater coordinztion with our NATO Allies for the mzintenance of
adecuate deterrence under changing circumstances.
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REPORT ON THZ NUCLZAZ POSTURE OF NATO (U)

" I. (U) INTRODUCTION.

A. (U) This report sets forth the results of z review of NATO's nuclear
posture undertzken in response to the 1G8Y% Depariment of Defense Authorization
Act (Senate Conference Report No. 98-213). Tne primary purpose of this report is
to explain the steps being taken to develop a more coordinated Non-Strategic
Nuclear Force (NSNF) posture in a manner consistent with proper emphasis on con-
ventional defense forces. The focus of this report is on the land-based NSNF
posture -- those land-based nuclear forces in NATO with ranges less than 5500
km and under the responsibility of the Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR).

B. (U) The Department of Defense's conclusions and recommendations regarding
steps to strengthen -NATO's nuclear posture and NATO's deterrent are set forth be-
low and draw upon previous work conducted by the Alliance's military authorities
and the NATO Nuclear Planning Group (NFG). Measures to strengthen NATO's conven-

tional and chemical forces have been teken into consideration in this report.

Conventional force improvements are discussed in greater deta2il in the companion
Department of Defense report, Improving NATO Conventionzl Capabilities, submitted
under separate cover,

C. (U) The Congressionzl request for an explanztion of the steps being
taken to develop a more rational and coordinated nuclear posture is particularly
timely. Since the 1975 report to Congress on The Theater Nuclear Posture in
Europe, ‘NATO has made significant adjustment=~in 1its nuclear posture, ar’%addi-
tional adjustments are planned. NATO's Defense Ministers rave taken steps and
provided recommendations essential to strengthening NATO's Nuclear Posture (See
Annex A: The NATO/WP Nuclear Balance) =nd maintaining the integrity of NATO's
nuclear deterrent. The introduction of Llonger-Range Intermediate-range Nuclear
Forces (LRINF) (PERSHING II and Ground Lzaunched Cruise Missiles (GLCM)), absent
any arms control agreement reducing the .level of or obviating the need for these
deployments, is essential to the maintenznce of NATO's deterrent posture. NFG
~Ministers also have identified and approved other improvements to the NSNF pos-
ture. At the October 1983 meeting of the NPG, Ministers agreed, in the context
of the High Level Group (HLG) report presented for their consideration, to with-
draw 1,800 warheads from the European stockpile during the next five to six
years. Additionally, Ministers approved the HLG conclusion that the Alliance
must undertake the necessary actions to improve its forces across the entire
spectrun of capabilities in order to ensu-e 2 continuing and credible deterrent
(See ANNEX B: NATO Decisions on the Future NSNF Pos..ure). -

D. (U) An underlying theme in the Congressmnal requests for reports on
both the conventional and nuclear postures is the need to review whether NATO's
current policies remzin appropriate. Accordingly, this report and the companion
report on improving HNATO's conventional forces, collectively reexanine NATO's
deterrent posture in its entirety. ‘ '

E. (U) A fund=pental conclusion of this review 1s that the existing NATO
strategy remains valid. At the same tize, due to trends in Warsaw Pact (.{P)
capebilities, improvements ‘to NATO's NSNT, conventional, and chemiczl force
postures are required. This requirement “or moderniz atlon, coupled with new
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technological opportunities for improving the deterrent effectiveress of N&ATO
- -t s

forces, provides zan opportunity for even greazter coordination of NALTO's cefense
forces and, therety, the maintenance of deterrence.

F. (U) These conclusions are developed in the following sections of the
report. Secticn II of this report summarizes the NiTO strategy znd operational
doctrine and the relationship of NSNF tc deterrence and Lo conventional =zad chen-
ical forces. Tnis is followed by a synopsis of the threat in Section III. Section
IV reviews the status of NATO's NSNF posture. Section V provides a description
of the steps being taken in the development of 2 rational and coordinated nuclear
posture,

- - . . — A
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iI. (UY NATO OBJECTIVES, STRA?EGY,?OPERATIONAL DOZTRINE & FORCE RELATIONSHKIPS.

A. (U) HKATO Objectives.

1. (U) Purpese. Tne overricing purpese of NATO is to deter 2ggression

and preserve the peace and {reecom of the pempers of the Alliance. Through its

triad of forces -- conventionzl, non-strategic, and strategic nuclezr forces --
the Alliance influences the WP's cazlculaticn of risks and benefits zitending the

£ A

. initiation of aggression, or the continuztion of eggression, should cdeterrence

fail. .

2. (U) Deterrence. In peacetime, NATO seeks to convince the WP that
any military action against NATO would not lead to victory and would pose un-
acceptable risks. NATO's forces deter by: (i) making evident that an attack
against the Alliance would be met by an immedizte and effective defense; and (ii)
maintaining a credible military posture, and the demonstratable resolve to use it
in war. Through capability and resolve, NITO seeks to convince the Soviets that

intimidation would not succeed and that sggression would initiate 2 sequence of

events which could not be determined in advance and Which wéuld involve risks out = o e

of all proportion to any advantages that might accrue from aggression.

3.  (U) Defense. Should deterrence fail  "NATO “would 's€€k td cause an’
early political decision by the WP to cease the aggression and withdraw, The
Alliance's objectives would involve three principal aims: the preservation of

i the territorial integrity of the Alliance, the termination of the conflict at the

lowest possible level of viclence, znd the restoration of deterrence.. .. .

-B. (U) Strategy. Present NATO _strztegy embodies the approprizte balance
between: the conventional and nucleer extremes of earlier NATO strategie¥—(pre-
1967). By presenting a spectrum of possible conventional , ciiemical, and Tuclear
responses, NATO forces and sirategy ensure 2 range of optiony well-suited to any
contingency that might result from WP aggression. These forces and strategy also
provide a framework in which both the political and military needs of NATO's
Defense are met. And, they do so in a manner that reconciles the requirements
for a peacetime posture with those of a2 flexible and effective posture should ag-
gression occur. TJThe distinctly politico-military character of NATO's objectives
provides the backdrop for any discussion of NATO's strategy of Flexible Response

and Forward Defense.

1. (U) Flexible Response. Flexible response is a defense principle
which calls for a force structure that will meke it impossible for a potential
aggressor to predict with confidence NATO's specific response to aggression.
This flexibility in NATO's choice of response options, supported by a credible
military capability across the full specirum of the triad, creates uncertainty
for an aggressor, forcing him to conclude thzt incalculable risks would be invol-
ved regardless of the neture of an zttack. Should deterrence fzil, NATO must
possess the capability to respond 2t whatever level of force is deemed necessary
to stop aggression, to convey the Mliznce's resolve, and to achieve the desired
outcome while minimizing dazmage to NATO territory. Such z response could, for
example, under certein circumstances, involve esczlation by the use of nuclear
weapons to halt a WP advance, to give peuse to WP planners, and to meke them
resssess the objectives of their attack.

&:S_;_ Tﬁ
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2. (U) Forward Defense. Forward defense, 2s an element of strategy,
seeks Lo mzke creditle to the WF the conviction thzat any aggression will be met
with an inmedizte and effective response oy NATO. Forwsrd defense recuires
suilicient forces in a high state of readiness, committed to NATO for prompt
integrated action in times of tension or ezzzinst any limited or major zggression.
Forces-in-being, with conventionzl znd nuclezr capabilities, must be committed to
NATO in peacetime to present 2 credible deterrent to any level of a2ggression
ranging from incursion. to major aggression. - :

C. (U) Easic Force Relationships and Principles of NATO Doctrine.

(U) As noted in the 1975 DoD Report to Congress, within the overzll NATO
strategy delineated in the NATO document MC 14/3, MATO's nuclear doctrine and
force posture must continuve to evolve to mzintzin and improve the effectiveness of
the deterrent under changing circumstances. Nevertheless, several basic relation- ~
ships and principles remzin constant and serve to guide the evolution of both
doctrine and force posture. These include: (i) the relationship of non-strategic
nuclear forces (NSNF) to deterrence and other forces; (ii) the objectives of NATO
selective nuclear use; (iii) the importance of political control of NATO's® NSNF;
(iv) planning of NATO nuclear options to enhance flexibility; (v} widespread
sharing of risks and responsibilities in RATO; and (vi) peacetime coordination of
participation in the NATO planning process. Each merits considerztion.

SEERET
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(2) (U} NSNF provide an essentizl element of deterrence and
cdefensive capability and azre not deploved zs & substitute for ccnventionzl force
shortfalls. Rather, NSNF have an intrinsic value: (i) in peacetime, NSNF demon-
sirate the resolve and solidarity of the Alliance through the willingness to

cim e ..Share the..costs.- and potential - risks accruing—frem--NSNF—deplovmentss—(ii)  NSNF-- - ==

contribute to deterrence by providing credible, militarily effective nuclear
options; (iii) NSNF provide linkage to stretegic nuclear forces; and (iv) should
aggression and serve to signal to WP planners that they have miscalculated £11i-
ance resclve and solidarity. Flexibility in escalztory options enhances deter-
rence becszuse it renders the risks of even limited WP zggression incalculzble.

e (3) {U)  The importancé” of "maintzining NATOs NSNF pesture
in order to cdeter WP thezter nuclear zttacks, discussed in detail in the 1975
DoD report to Congress, is evident... Even if NATO were to deploy gresily
improved ‘conventional forces, the mezintenence~df soze NSNF would be necézsary,
if for no other reasons than to preclude nuclear coercion cf.the &lliance or o
deter WP nuclear use intended to defeat NATO conventional defenses. The WP
deployment of substantial theater nuclear forces precludes any possibility that
NATO could rely sclely on conventional forces for deterrence,

P (4) (U) Less widely understood, however, is the role thzt NSNF
play in deterring WP chemical and biological force employmwent and in permitting
NATO to field a viable conventional defense.

b. (U) The Relationship of KSNF to Chemical and Biological Forces,

L

.- 2ggression.occur,. selective-use. of NSNF -will—raise-the-costs—and—risks—of-+hig: -m--——
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(2) (U) Although such WP disperszl enhances the survivability
f key combat elements, it zlsc imposes operztional limitaticns on WP offensive
tacties. In turn, the prospects for a successful KNATO conventionzl defense are
improved substantially. Disperszl reduces the WP's offensive effectiveness and
works agzinst the Sovist docirinzl principle of zachieving force superiority
through massing. Not onlv does NATO's nuclear threztl crezte doctrinzl problexs .
for the WP, but it also complicates comsand and control and logistics support. .

-4
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3y forcing WP forces to disperse (and to scze extent increase the distance between
echelcns), it 2lso constrzins the reapidity with which these forces can be brought
to bear.

(3) (U) Today, WP forces would be compelled to operate in
‘Cispersed formations to limit the risks atiencing possible NATO nuclear use. In
the future, if the NSNF posture is mzintzined through judicious replacement and
modernization, it will be possible for NATO to capitalize fully on promising
conventional force technologies to exploii wezknesses in WP conventional tactics
that are created by the deployment of NATO NSNF.

(4) (S) The above discussion demonsirstes clearly the close and
continuinq.relationshi- between MNSN- deplovments and an effective conventional
defense. B¥% : PR T e s e
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’ efensive Allizance, )
However, once aggression has occurred, NATO reserves the right to apply whatever
force is nece to achieve this political objective. e

S g

would. never be the first to use¢farce.’
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3. (U) Poli

tical Control of NSNF.

- a. LS{ Procedures to ensure politica2l control over HATQ..nuclear
nd hostilities are well structured
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FIGURE II-1 (U) SACEUR NUCLEAR REQUEST AND RELEASE

(U) Plannin




e e eneee e (] ) - Coordination and ParticiBEtion in NATO NUEleédr Planaing ™

a. {(U) \Widespread coordinztion and participziion in NATO nuclear
planning during pescetime is & fundamentzl principle that complements collective
sharing of responsibilities and risks, and guides the .evolution of nuclear doc-
trine. Implementation of NATO strategy reguires cocrdinzted planning — zt both
the political 2nd the military level — zané wicdespread participaticn in terms of
resources among the members of the Alliance. )

b. (U} Coordinated planning st the politiczl level is schieved
throuvgh several mechanisms, notably the Defense Planning Committee (DPC) and the
Nuclear Planning Group (NPG). :

(1) (U) General policy and broad politico-military planning is
provided by the NATO DPC, which consists of the Defense Ministers under the
chairmanship of the Secretary Generzl.

(2) (U) The NPG provides nuclear policy and conducts broad
politico-military nuclear planning. It consists of Defense Ministers of the 14
couniries directly involved in nuclezr matters. & recent example of the NPG's
planning responsibility is the decision taken on October 27, 1883, &t Montebello,
Canada, that NATO can, through NSNF improvements and judicicus organizetion of
resources and LRINT deployments, withdraw 1,800 nuclear warheads Irom the NATO
stockpile over the next five to six years.

c. (U) Coordinsted military planning for the defense of the NATO
tlliance is accomplished by the three Mzjor NATO Commanders: (i) Supreme Allied
Commander, Europe (SACEUR), responsible for the cdefense of Europe; (il
K lied Comander, Atlantic (SACLANT), responsible for protecting the sesa
the Atlantic Ccean; and (iii) Allied Commander-in-Chief, Channel (CINCHAN),
responsible for protecting the Inglish Channel and the southern arees
North Sea. i
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The specific ep-
ployment concepts for nuclear war are contained within the theory of military art

b. (U) Emplovment Concepts for Nuclezr Weapons.

wnose component parts are strategy, operationzal art, and tactics. Key principles
of Soviet military art that would zpply to the conduct of either a nuclear or con-
ventional/chemical war with NATO are combined arms, force superiority, surprise,
and offensive initiative,

(1y (U) Combined Arzs. WP zmilitary writers stress thet 2
war will be won only by combined use of 211 the forces and reans avezilable.
The importance of coordination by military unitis on the objectives, tasks, place,
time, and means of fulfilling the objective of an operation permeztes WP stirategy.
Operztions in which resources are combined for the simultaneous solution of tasks
are cdefined as "combined arms" operations andé are conducted with the participation
of elements from zll1 or mcst of the military services or branch agmms of the
individual services. The combined arms epprcach would epply in 2 cenfiict in
wiich nuclear weapons were empploved zs well as in & non-nuclear confrontation.
rithough WP planners {creses the emplovment of nuclear wezpons -- in an initial
messive strike — to be dezisive to the tattle znd/or the war, they also plan for
rzpid exploitation of the strike to be zade by generel purpose ferces. HNuclear
wezpons would be emploved predominantly in support of forces on 2 mein axis,to

iII-2
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hasten Lthe breakthrough. Forces on some axes might receive limited or no nuclear
weapons Support. Movement of forces in a nuclear envirorment would be planned to
aveid the areas of highest contemination on the basis of reconnaissance data. In
the context of theater nuclear warfare, the combined arms approacn dictzies the
coordinated use of =211 varieties of wezpons in the nuclear arsenal -- from stra-
tegic ballistic missiles to tactical artillery —- 2s required to destroy designated
targets in an initial massive nuclear strike. It also dictates the coordination
of the operations of conventionzl forces with the massed nuclear strike (or
strikes) to exploit the blow inflicted on the enemy.

(2) (U) Force Superiority. In 2ddition to employing all vari-
ety of resources available, Soviet writers also stress that military success will
depend on the massed employment of forces to achieve and exploit superiority in
decisive directions or axes. In conventional operations, troops will not be de-
ployed equally along the entire front but concentrated at key points; in operations

- with-nuclear weapons, massed strikes by missilés of variots types and artillery ‘are

to be substituted for concentrations of troops. Tne WP anticipates that massed
nuclear strikes will be so shattering as to accomplish most of the required de-

- struction of enemy forces, with maneuver units merely exploiting gains made by the

weapons.

(3) (U) Surprise. Soviet writers consider that the advent of

_..huclear weapons considerably increases ihe. decisive..significance. of-.surprise -in.
modern warfare. They envision the possibility of a NATO surprise attack (which

they consider 1likely) and prepare to launch a surprise preemptive attack them-
selves when they have acquired warning of NATO nuclear attack preparations. The
principle of surprise translates into~a mejor emphasis on high combat re=diness,
particularly for the means of nuclear attack and force-wide e:nf‘;loyment of deceptive

measures.

(1) (U) Offensive Initiative. The Soviets believe that the
outcome of a future war will be predetermined by actions taken in its initial
period. They stress the need to defeat the enemy as quickly and thoroughly as
possible in order to prevent a coordinated response and reinforcement., Speed and
decisiveness of action are necessary for the achievement of surprise. Once the
war has gone nuclear, the mass nature of the initial strike and the simultaneous
destruction of targets to the entire depth of the theater, including rear echelon
elements, are seen as a means to thoroughly defeat NATO.

g
.

te
%




POSTURE:

EAR

ENDS IN WARSAW PACT-NU

‘TR

)

(U




L e

3. (U) Operational-Tactical and Tactical Forces. » ;

a. (U) Short-Range Ballistic Missiles (SRBMs). N

Over the rest of the century the WP SRBY force will =

(1) (8)
improve both quantitatively and qualitatively as new systems with greater ranges,
improved guidance ang. -ol. enhanced warnpead cazpabilities and creater :
, o " O g " e .
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progress over the next decade.

C.

)

WARSAW PACT

RESPONSE

TO NATO FORCE

IMPROVEMENTS.

In the tactical air forces,
elivery is expected to g*‘ow as the aircraft modermzatlon ’DT“O

the potential

=103

*
H
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1. WTne basic feundations ¢f Soviet wilitary doctrine and strategy

have been consistent for severzl decades znd Moscow has historically struchtio -
its military pregrams Y=-achieve the politiczl and quta*v ob.eﬁ,ivns of ics
doctrine and strategy. A .,,“f:%f.:“:: : R R '
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. (U} In the doctrinal zrea, despite the zttention given to the new
US Aroy "air-land battle" doctrine in the Soviet press, this new employment con-
cept will not 1likely change basic WP doctrinal cencepts, such as the decisive
neture of offensive operations or the critical importance of superiority in num-
bers and types of weapons systems which it continues to enjoy over NATO forces.

T T T30 (U)  Tne expansion and moderrization of its USSR/WP military forces

can be expected to continue. Despite econcmic difficulties, the USSR leadership
can be expected to extract sacrifices from the Soviet people and WP allies to main-
tain or enhance its relative position as a world power,
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IV. (U) HATO's Non-Strztegic Nuclear Forces (NSNF) Posture.

-

A. (U) OQverview: The Adeguacy of NATO's NSNr Posture.

1. (U) Composition of the Posture. NETO's nuclear posture comprises
NSNF delivery systems and their associzted warheads; the safety, security, and
survivability of nuclear warheads; and their supporting command, control, commu-
nication and intelligence (C3I) systems. .

2. (U) Five Central Tasks. The adequacy of this posturé is assessed in

terms of its contribution to the Alliznce objectives of deterrence and defense as
discussed in Section II. The specific contribution of NSNF to these objectives

flow from five central tasks:

deterrent posture.

d. (U) Provide a capability for Direct Defense and options for

‘Deliberate Escalation.

e. (U) Preserve the linkage of NATO's deterrence and defense forces

with strategic nuclear forces. T il S

3. (U) Operational Criteria. To fulfill the central tasks, NSNF must
be able to meet four funcamental operatiocnal criteria: adequate coverage at all
ranges, effective deployments, force stability and survivability, and responsive-
pess. The ability of NATO NSNF to meet these operational criteria can be assessed
from a review of the land-based delivery systems and their associated warheads;
cammand, control, commmnications, and intelligence (€31); and 'safety, security,

and survivability of nuclear warheads.

B. (U) DELIVERY SYSTEMS AND ASSOCIATED WARHEADS.

1. (U) Delivery System Categories. NATO's NSNF are divided into three
main categories.” Additionally, NATO has at its disposal a2 limited number of
strategic and maritime nuclear forces.

2. (U) Short-range Nuclear Forces (SNF): 155mm and 203m nuclear
artillery; HONEST JOHN anc LANCE-missiles.

b. (U) Intermediste-range Nuclear Forces (INF):

(1) (U} Missiles -- PERSHING la (Shorter-Range INF or SRINF) and
PERSHING II (PII) and the Ground Launched Cruise Missile (GLCM) (Longer-range INF

or LRINF).

6..(U) Provide opportimities for Allied participation in NATO's NSNF
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2. (U) Short-range Nuclear Forces (SNF). B

z. (U) Contribution to Deterrence. HNATO's SNI contribute to deter- f,_

rence by reducing the WP's conventional effectiveness and confidence thazt they e
eould-break through NATO's deflense.” Torwar —znd-widespread- deployment—of -suf fi-—————-
cient numbers of SNF, along with the enemy's uncertzinty as to when, where, and to i L
what degree NATO will resort to the use of nuclear weapons, would limit WP massing T
'“énd'déUSé”cIosihg“follow;dﬂ“foraeS“tb”dispETSE'bUt"Tﬂ““fear“of*nuciear attack:
That NATO can and, if necessary, will use nuclear wezpons decreases the Soviet ok
nlanners' certainty of achieving the desired force rztics through extensive mass-
ing, thus grestly reducing his confidence of success. Additionally, & militarily b
coeeom .. effective SNF deters. Soviet first. use of nuclear. weapons. Dby, providing MATO the ... _

option to respend in kind or to escalate the intensity or scope of the conflict.
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_ 3. (U) Intermedizte-ranze Nuclear Forces (INF).

2. (U) Contribution to Deterrence. NATO INr are & i

are assigned a critical
role under NATO's policy of deterrence. 1Iney provide selective use optlons which

. nold zt risk a_wide range of military targets in both the RSWP and the Soviet

Union, thus denying the Soviets a sanctuary from which to coerce or attack NATO.

NATO's INF tnerefore contribute to deterrence by generating doubt among W?
<. ...plenners of _their ability to control and_sustzin combat operations and on their

capzbility to employ their own nuclear options.







4. (U)- Defensive Nuclear Forces. Nuclear zir cefense sysiems (NIKE
HTRCULSS) and Atcmic Devolition Mmitions (ADMs) comprise NATO's DNr.
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C. (U) RNATO's Command, Control, Commmumnications and Intelligence (C3I)

Structure.
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(U) Defense Comminicztions Svstem (DCS) and Component v
Service System  Support. The Eurcpean DCS comprises 2 network of transaission

_ systems ‘using microwave, tropospheric scetter, satellite, K& radio, and czble "

coampunications.,  Switched networks inclpge AUTOVON,. AUTOSEVOCOM, _and _AUTODIN. .. .. ...
AUTOVON is a2 long-haul, non-secure veice commrmications telephone network designed S
to provide service for e¢perational and suppert requirements. AUTOSZVOIOM is an '
automatic secure voice sysiem designed to provide secure voice commmications o . ..o .
specified users. AUTODIN is 2 comon user long-hzul digital network designed to E
provide secure date transpission. 7o communiczte with the individual US delivery
wmits, US Army and Alr Force Service svstens azre used depending on whether the

wmit is mcbile or leocsted 2t 2 fixed site. The USARZIUR Tactical Alert Net {TaN)
provides unsecure voice comunicztion with major combat and combat support com-
mands via leesed circuits. ‘when units are deploved to the field, communications

for land forces are provided by & combinzticn of radio teletvpe, HF voice, zand

Vi /M voice systems. The USAFT Primary Aert Svstem {PAS), & non-secure voice
system; provides communications to tactical wnit cormand pests via militz-y and
leased circuits. PAS will be upgraded to secure teletype in mid-16€B4, & USAFZ
HF/SS3 system (INFORM) provides nonsecure radio veice communications to subor-
dinate units. Tactical commmications are provided >y & combination of ¥, Wi/ o
FM, and UKF radic systems providing nonsecure voice.

(2) (U) Current NATO and Allied Communications Svstems.

{a) (U) Major Tvpes of Trunk Svstems. NATO's comsand and ,
control system relies on & combinzstion ¢f cormunications systems cade up of US L
and other Allied svstens as well as NATO elements. Four major types of trunk
systens exist. First, there are NATO-{inanced systems such as the ACE FIGE trop-
opospheric scatter system covering all of NATO Eurcpe (Norway to Turkey) and the
NATO Satellite Communicstions (SATCOM) svstem. Second, there is the US worldwide
DCS wnich provides trans-stlantic and much intre-European service. The third is
the military service which each NATO naticn provides separately between itls NATO-

.
t

ceploved forces and its corgaznic national defense esteblisment. Fourth, there ;

zre leased circuits belonging to the nationzl postal-itelephone-telegrephic (PIT) i
N .

- H
CgiT

organizaticons with which both the incdivicual natiens and NATD succlemen

e

nztional systezxs.

() {YU) Multionle Nats ar
coment of NLTO communicaiions neTtworks ant s: e | resulted in mul

from and to SACSUR and coher key WATO ooz I cperzies ne :
the Stzrus Control tLleriing anc fe : Sy waich ’
vided by ACI FIGHE, Commumisseticons =-57 (CIF
varicus nationzl military svsiems Lo supporting
Two HY nets (BRIGET DAWN and the M Zrocafezst hetl oare alno ou
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nuclear contrel orders. Additionally, & NATD Secure Voice Network znd & Selan.
tive helezse Improvement Prograz (SILRIP) support nuclezr message dissesinzticn. .
FE AR h .,1.,_{: gy :
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INTELLIGENCE GATHERING

/ & TACTICAL WARNING \

DATA PROCESSING
& INTELUGENCE FUSION

= I - =

EXCUTION

DECISION MAKERS

EMPLOYMENT PLANNING b~
& TARGETING ol

2. (U) Tacticzl Warning and Attack Assessment.




d. (U) Decision Center: Command anc Control. Command and control for

NSNT encompasses both a spectrum of reguirements o include pilanning, directing,
protection,

controlling, and executing forces as well as the positive control,
and custody of nuclear weapons. ‘
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D. . (U) SAFETY, SECURITY, AND SURVIVABILITY (S3) OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS.
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2. (U) Physical Securitv. Tnere are many on-going initiztives to
improve the security aspects of o nuclez forces. '
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V. (U) STEPS TO A MORE RATIONAL AND COORDINATED LiND-EASED NSNF PCSTURE.

A. (U) |Notable Developments Since 1¢75. Signiflicant developments in the
force posture and operating environment of NATO's NSKF have been addressed as
appropriate throughout the course of this report. In briefl, it is DoD's con-
clusion that there exist no grounds for revising the {undamental cecnclusions and
recamnendations reached’ in 1675. NATO strategy rewains sound: "the NATO nations
continue to support deterrence and defense with a force posture that is both
coordinated and rational. At the same time, developments in Soviet forces, as
well as opportunities for improving the deterrent effectiveness of NATO forces,
indicate that the 1975 findings should be supplemented in scwe areas, Moreover,
a review of earlier recommendations reveals areas where additional efforts will
be needed to czry on-going programs to successiul conclusion.

= - 1. (U) - NATO and the Changing Bzlance of Forces. ' The ‘'introduction of"
PII, GLCM, F-16 and TORNADO notwithstanding, the pace of nuclear force moderniza-
tion in Europe over the last eight years has strongly favored the Soviet Unien.
While NATO™ has made scme force improvenents,” Soviet™ force ™ improvements have
quantitatively far out distanced those undertaken by the NATO Alliance and, vhen
coupled with significant qualitative improvements, have ylelded a WP posture that
is larger, more flexible, more survivable and more capable of striking a2 greater

range of targets than in 1875.

.
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ve the KSNF Pesture.
7

8. (U) 3Basis for Recommendztions to Imcre
nzjor consideration snape the steps obpeing Lzre L0 redress the exis
ceficiencies in NATO's NSNF posture: (i) = zssessment of &
be placed on NATO's conventional defenses, tzking into account new technelogical
-oppertunities; (ii) DoD goals established by the Defense Cuidance (DG) for HSNF ;
and (iii) NATO decisions on its future posture. Tzken togetiher, these three con- L
siderations provide the basis for the steps being taken to strengthen KATO's N
WSNF posture. : ) . '

1. (U) Proper Emphasis on Conventionzl Defense Forces. v

a. (U) The ccmpanion to this report, Improving NATO Conventional .
Capabilities, documents the critical znd pressing need to strengthen NATO'S :
conventional capability. Although NATO has been improving its conventional
forces, the gap between NATO's total military capabilities and those of the WP ;
_-has_inexorably grown, as.the WP has continued -to modernize-its forces. Qualitative " ~———
and quantitative improvements to WP conventional forces have increased the o
reliance on NATO's nuclear forces due to the lack of comparable improvements to
.o .. NATOLs. conventional -defenses. - Although dif ficulty-the~achievementof* = tredible 7
conventional capability is feasible, both econcmically and politically. Signifi- '
cant progress towards achieving an adequate conventional capability by the end of
this decade can be made if the NATO members fulfill their biannually-agreed Force v
Coals on the established schedule. e e Jp—
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3, (U) NATO Decisions on the Future Nuclezr Posture

cr
L)

2. (U) An integral and essentizl step for the U.S. in ceveloping a
more coordinated NATO nuclear posture is consultztion with the fllies. Consulte-
tion is continuous and Defense Ministers meet twice-vezrly zs the Nuciear Flanning
Group (NPG) to discuss nuclear matters. The High Level Croup (HLG), a supporting
organization, is another forum for consultation znd srovides recommencations on
the whole spectrus of NSNF modernization to NATO Defense Ministers. Since 1977,
the FLG has conducted a cetailed examinztion of the land-based component of the

Illiance NSNT posture.

b. (U) The N2G/HLG efforts between 1677 and 1679 included evaiye-
tions of Alliance L3INT modernization recuirements; the considerztion in 1680 cf
tme rcle of Defensive Nuclear rorces (DNF) in Ailiance sirategy; and oost recently,
fn 1383, concluded with an assessment of NATO INF/SIT/DNT. in 1683, NATO Defense
Winigters reatfirmed the cuzl-frack aporeach to LRINT modernization, called Jor
mofernization of-the nuclear postiTe, and establizhed z raticnale for the minimuz
necessary level ol tle deterrent — Lhe Monte-
bellc Tecisic : decisicns is provided in
ENNZX E: RARTO ;
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2. (U) Comzand, Control, Communicztions and Intelligence (C31) Systerms.

1

a. (U) Arees of Izmorovements. Generally, needed improvements to .|
c31 supporting NATO NSNr can be cztegerized into (Wo major areas — improvements -
designed to enhance the deterrent posture by strengthening positive political &
and military control over these weapons during hostilities, and those “aesigned .0

target accuisition,
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—_——— \2)  \U) JIF. The JIF is an_ automated intelligence fusic» systenm
wnich™will process, analyze, and distfibute reporis obtained from JSTARST™ ASARS,
PLSS, and other sources. This information will assist battiefield comnanders in
assessing the status and disposition cof eneny forces and selected targets. An
advanced fusion system, described in Section IV, to provide cirect, real-time

telligence and targeting is in development.

(3) (U) INCA. In a much broader context, there is an on-~going
initiative to develop an inteiligence architectire o support cperational comsan-
ders. This irnitiative is the European Theater Intelligence Architecture Program.
Mis program responds both to Alliance and theater imperztives to consiruct an
intelligence structure that can satisfy essential wartime tactical reguirements.
SHAPE has a similar initiztive and the results of th progrzz=s will aiso be fed
into the Congressionally-wandated Intelligence Commnmications Architecture (INCA)
Program.

3. (U) Observations on Stocksile Level, Cezmoesition and Warhead Storage.

a. (U) Stockpile Level and Cozpesition.

(1) (U) Stockpile Acjustmen!

. T Congress nas reguested an
identification of the nutber zngd Lypes of AHSh: warheas
-

5 thst are not essentizl for
deterrence and which could be withdrawn frox western Eursose, Contingent on judicious
reorganizaticn of resources end improvements in the NSNT posture, the £illiance
agreeZ that the existing Zurcpean-based NSNT stockpile can be reduced by 1400
warheads.
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(2) (U) SACEDR's Worl. At the Ocicber 1683 NIG meeting, NATO

Defense Ministers "noted that SACEUR annuzlly reviews stockpile reguiremenis with a

view to removing umnecessary weapons while maintazining and recommending imorovementis B

of those capebilities necessary Lo implecent a2t & prudent level of risk, and are '

looking forward %o his advice concerning izmplementation of their decisions."™ V'

Further, Ministers "invited SACEUR to determine as soon as possible the specific T

- types, mumbers and locations o thcse werheads to be removed and to report his a
findings at & future meeting of the Miclear Zlanning Group." SACEUR has indicated :

that 2 firm basis for Ministerial discussions of siockpile reductions will be .

available by Spring 1985 and will provide reccmmendations on the specific composition

. = -.. of the-warhead reductions. :
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== THE NATO/WARSEW PACT NUCLSAR BALANCE :
* L

RESTRICTED DATA

This material contains Restricted Data

as defined in the Atomic Energy Act

of 1954, Unauthorized disclosure subject
to adrninistrative and criminal sanctions.
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1is Annex provides a detailed assessment ol the current

land-based NSNP balance in Turope.

Comperison of NATO and Wersaw Fact SNF Systems A2
in Europe: Artillery Tubes '

Compp_nson of FATO and Warsaw Pect SNF Systems A=3
-~ ..in-Barope:. Missiles.. e e e e en e s e e n e e et e = e o

Comparison of RATO and Warsaw Fact INF Sys‘cems A4

~-in-Birope:---Missiles . - i i

Comparison of NATO and Wre_w:sav,;y Parct INF Systems A5
in Burope: ICA

NA’m 'chkp'i'le Age : oo TSI LTIV TTIL TLIL LT mm "',A'..é LA TTe

Trends and Composition” of NATO Iend-Fesed Stockpile AT

- i

Record of RSNF Modernization 'fl- A8
NATO/Warsaw Pact Artillery Comperison A-9
NATO/Warsaw Pact SRINF/SIT Missile Comparison A-10

¥ATO/Warsaw FPact IRDF Comparison A-11
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and intelligence (C3I) capabilities. The 1679 LRINT decision was important for
bothi political and military reasons. From 2 military perspective, GLCM cerloyments
and PII conversions close a gap in the spectrun of targets which could not be held
‘at risk by existing NATO forces. They also provide important escalatory options
and strengthen 1linkasge to strategic responses. Politically, LRINF deplovments
underscore Alliance cohesion and the comitment to nuclear escalation while deny-
ing the Soviet Union political and military advantaze. The resulting 1979 NATO
Integrated Decision Document (IDD) symbolizes NATO's resolve through the deployment
of 464 GLCM and coversion of Pla to PERSHING IT. The IDD provided that, as the 5§72
new warheads for LRINF are deployed, the same number of warheads will be withdrawn
frem the nuclear stockpile in Europe. Additionally, in 1979 the Alliance agreed on
the withdrawal of 1,000 US nuclear warheads from Europe. This withdrawal of war-
heads was completed in 1980. At the same time, the IDD symbolizes NATO's resolve
to seek, through negotiations with the Soviet Union, meaningful and equitable
limitations on LRINF.

b. (U) The HLG study on Defensive Nuclear Forces (DNF),. completed
in 1980, examined the role of both NIKE HERCULES nuclear air defense and Atomic
Demolition Munitions (ADMs) in NATO's deterrent posture.




d. (U) Context of the Masntebello Decision. Ministers at the NPG, whnile

agreeing to withdraw Y00 warheads from the turopean stockpile over the next five to
six years, approved the HLG conclusion thzt the Alliance must undertake the necessary
actions to improve its forces scross the entire spectrum of capabilities inorder to .-
ensure a continuing credible deterrent. Specific HLG findings and recommendations

included:

Izorovements o SRINF/SNF Svstems and Warheads

- (U) Further, it is important tmzt NATO continue efforts

i
to improve its ccnventional force capabilities.

g
“w

(2) (U) Irsrovements to Survivabilit
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the NSNF posture be completed on schedule.
eraft such as the F-16 and TORNADQ with their greater capability to penetrate en-

route defenses and defended targets is improving responsiveness.

Improvements to Responsiveness:

It is important that current programmed changes to
The introduction of more modern air-

(3 W)
-

An improvement in the ability of NATO forces to

- (U)
acquire, identify, and process data concerning mobile targets beyond line of sight
of the FLOT "would strengthen both responsiveness and effectiveness of weapon
systemns.
1

(U) Improvements to Effectiveness:

(4)

- (U) Additionally, concurrent measures to make commmnica-
signatures associated with

tions-more survivable via the reduction of umique C ate
nuclear forces and hardening sites against conventional attack and electromagnetic

pulse, together with the provision of back-up communication cnannels would enhance

effectiveness.
to the Nuclear Stockpile:

(5) (U) Adjustments






