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FZPORT OF THE NUCLZAR POSTURE OF NATO
PREFACE

Tne "Department of Defense Authorization Act, 1984" directed the Secretery 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 bouse of Represent-
atives not later than 1 Mzy 1884. This study was directed to include:

(1) 2 detailed 2ssessment of the current non-strategic nuclear force (NSNF)
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 wezpons in Europe;

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

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

—— o L

(5) an explanation of the steps that can be taken to.develop a rational
and coordinated nuclear posture by NATO in a meznner thatiis 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 Maclear Force Posture in Rurope", prepared by the Secretary of Defense
pursuant to Section 302 of the Department of Defense Appropriation Authorization
Act, 1975 (Public lew 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 Nuclear Planning Group (NPG) concluded an extensive exami-
nation of the NATO NSNF requirements with the goal of maintaining in the stockpile
only the minimuwm muber of warheads needed for credible deterrence and defense.
NPG Defense Ministers, acting on a2 report from the Zigh 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 types 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 zddress the task delineated in paragraph (4) adove.
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o Uy To provideucontinuity and background

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 report. C e e e e e ..

(U) 1975 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

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 pdsture

improvenents were in the following context: (i) enhance the r!!eter'rent capability

of NATO's conventional, non-strategic and strategic forces, (ii) preserve the
role of direct Mllied 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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EETORT ON TEZ NUCLEAR POSTURE OF NATO
PRSFACE

Tne "Department of Defense Authorization Act, 1984" directed tne Secretary of
Defense to conduct & study on the non—-s\.raueglc nuclear. posture of the North

tlentic 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 Mey 1984. This study was directed to include:

(1) 2 detailed assessment of the current non-strategic muclear force (NSNF)
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 NSNT 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 identificetion of the number and types of nuclear warheads, if any,
considered to be non-esseniial to the defense structure of Western Europe,
the quantity and type of such weapens that could be eliminated from Zurope
under appropriate circumstances without jeopardizing the security of NATO nztions
and an assessment of what such circumstances might be;

— - -~ P

(5) 2n explanation of the steps that can be taken to:.develop a rational
and coordinated nuclear posture by NATO in a mznner 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 Furope", prepared by the Secretary of Defense
pursuant to Section 302 of the Department of Defense Appropriation Authorization
Act, 1975 (Public lew 93-365), which might cause the findings and conclusions of
that report to reguire revision and such revisions in such report as the Secre-
tary considers appropriate.

In October 1983, NATO's Muclear Planning Group (NPG) concluded an extensive exami-
nation of the NATO NSNF requirements with the goal of meintaining in the stockpile
ordy the minimum number of werheads needed for credible deterrence and defense.
NPG Defense Ministers, acting on a report from the Eigh level 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 types and numbers (i.e., the mix) and
locations of those warheads to be removed. SACEUR and his staff are in the process
of malding those determinations based on the forthecoming findings from SHAPE's on~
going Muclear Weapons Regquirements Study and are confident that a basis for Minis-
terial discussion can be provided by Sprmg, 1285. Consequently, this report does
not fully zddress the task delineated in paragraph (4) above.

i
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o -(U) To provide

EXCCUTIVE 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 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 re_port. e e e ..

(U) 1975 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

.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 _poscure

Tmprovements were in the following context: (i) enhance the deterrent 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.

A



(U) NOTABLE DEVELOPMENTS SINCE 1975
4

NtA A

{ Since the 1575 DoD repert to the Cengress, KATO has made mzjor decisions

oncerning its MNSNF posture. NATQ's most funcamentzl policy decision was to mzine
tain the minimum number of warheads in 1ts nuclezr stockpile ceonsistent with
credible deterrence and defense. In December 1979 in respense to the repid build-
up of Soviet MIRVed SS5-20 missiles, the Alliance decided on a cduel-track approach
of arms control negotiations zand if necessery beginning st the end of 1983 to
deploy 572 Longer-Range Intermediate-Range Nuclear Force (LRINF) missiles: Ground-
Launched Cruise Missiles (GLCM) and PZIRSHING II (PII). Integral to that’ dec151on
was the withdrawal of 1000 warheads from the stockpile of approximately 'war-
heads. In addition, consistent with its policy of maintzining the minimum number
of werbheads in ‘the stockpile, for each of the U464 GLCM warheads deployed, a
shorter-range warhead would be withdrawn on a one-for-one basis and 108 PERSHING i
missiles and warheads were to be converted to the longer-range PI] 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 mamtam a credible deterrent while
agreelng to. mthdrau an addltlonpl 1400 'werheads ha "Furope: r-lfowle. re-

(U) Y _the same time, notzble developments tisve occurred in the Warsaw {szt (WP)
threat. Soviet force improvements have quantitatively far outdistancsd those
undertaken by the NATO Alliznce and, when coupled with s:.gnlﬁcant qualitative
improvements, have yielded a WP posture that is larger, more flex:Lble more Ssurviv-
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 observations derived from 2 review of the NATO/WP MNSNF
balance are the vigorous mcdernization of the WP's nuclear capabilities and the age
of NATO's stockpile. Although NATO has been improving 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.

ol




(U) NATD Doctrine. NATO nuclear doctrine is best explazined 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 peace and
freedom of the members of the Alliznce. Tnrough the NATO triad of conventional,
non-strategic nuclear, and strategic forces, the Alliance “seeks to mfluence
the WP's cziculsation of risks and benefits atuenozng the initiation cof aggressien,
or the continustion of 2zgression, should deterrence fzil. In pezcetime, NATO's

forces deter by: (i) making evident that an attack 2gzinst the Alliance would be

-met by zn- immedizte and effective defense;. znd. (ii) -mzintaining .an effective-:

military posture, and the demonstrzble resolve {o use i%, to convince the WP that
neither intimidation nor aggression would subceed Should deterrence fzil zand
2ggression occur, NATO would seek t{o cause an €2 "ly politiczl decision by Ape WP to
cease z2ggression and withdraw. NATO's principal aims under these conditions would
be: (i) the preservation of the territorial integrity of t.e Alliance; (ii) the
terminaticn of conflict a2t the lowest possible level of viclence consistent with
NATO's interest; and (iii) the restoration of deterrence. :

(U) NATO's politico-military objectives are incorporzted in its strategy of Forward
Defense and Flexible Response. Forward Defense refliects NATO's collective commit-
rent that any aggression will be met by zn immediate and effective NATO military
response to prevent an aggressor from seizing ané nolding NATO territory. The
Flexible FResponse strategy reflects NATO's determination to prevent a potentizl
2ggressor from predicting with any confidence NATO's specific respornse to zggres-
sion. Flexibility in the range of response options avazilable to NATO Authorities,
supported by a credible militery capsbility across the full spectrum of the KATO
triad, creates uncertainty for z potentizl asggressor, forcing him to conclude that
incalculzble risks would be invelved, Flexible Response provides for three types
of response to aggression in which KSNT have a central role: Direct Defense, Deli-
berzte Iscalation, and Ceneral Kuclear Response (GNR). The capability for engaging
in selective use of NSENF inm Direct Delense and Deliberzte isceletion, tegether with
the Wltimate response of GHR (in conjunction with cther US sirztegic forces) presents
the Soviets with uncertzinty as to what KATO's resoonse o aggression might be —

Eny zggression could initizte a secuence.of evenis which coculd not be determined in



advance and which would involve risks out of 2ll proportion to any advantsges the
aggressor might hope to gzin.,

(V) Tnus, NATO's selective use of nuclear weapons has both political and militaery

. elements. Tne fundamentel objective of any nuclear use will a2lways be political.

NATO 2s a defensive Alliance, would never be the first to use force. However,
once aggression has occurred, NATO reserves the right to apply whatever force is
necessary to convince the WP to make the deciszsion Lo cease 2ggression and withdraw.
At the szme time the Alliance has recognized that for nuclear use to convey an
effective signal of NATO resolve, such use must have a 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 se. Conven-
tional force improvements are needed and supported; however, care must be exercised
that investments in advarnced conventional capab111t1es and needed NSNF improve-
ments are kept in balance. A balanced approach 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 pursue 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 psychologieal
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) Tne relztionship of MNSNF to deterrence is multifzceted. Tne role of NSWF is
not to substitute nuclear capsbility for conventionzl force shorifells. Rather,
NSNF have intrinsic value: (i) in peacetime, NSKNF 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 providing
credible, militarily effective nuclear options; (iii) NSNF cause the WP to maintzin a
dispersed posture, and (iv) NSNF provide linkage to strategic nuclear.forces. Thus,
the role of NSHF, in conjunction with the strategy of Flexible Response, is to
deter zggression through the threat of selective use and by providing a credible

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

does not envisage continued fighting at the nuclear level to achieve a classic
military victory, the Alliance need not mstch the WP warhead-for-warhead or system-
for-system. It is this logic which permits settiing 2 minimum number of warheads in
the NSNF stockpile commensurate with the sczle and quzlity of the threat and consis-
tent with mzintenance of a2 credible deterrence and defense.

‘(U) ACHTEVING THE MINIMUM NSNF STOCKPILE-

Tr-October 1983 at the Fall NPG meetings™*NATO Defense Ministers rect-xed the
indings and recomendations of the HLG suuay which reviewed NATO's nuclear forces.,
Ministers agreed with the HLG report and also agreed to withdraw 1400 warheads from
the European stockpile during the next five to six years. Taken with the withdrawal
of 1000 warheads completed in 1980, this reduction when completed will bring the
1and-bas d NSNF stockplle down to ‘the lowest level in over 20
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(U) ST=PS TO A MORE RATIONAL END COORDINATED NUCLEAR POSTURE

(U)

HATO nuclezr posture has been the close and continuous consultation with the Allies,
Defense Ministers Gtogether with the Mzjor NATO. Commanders. .meet twice-yearly =zs
“the NPG to discuss nuclear matters znd the HLG, 2 supportive organization to the
NPG, has provided & forum for more freguent consultation. Consequenily, the

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

“ Miiance decisions.

Although much has been accomplished by way of strengthening both conventionzl
f2nd nuclear forces -since the 1975 report, it is

to be done to ensure the continued credidbi y of NATC's nuclear posture.
supports continuved imorovements ip conventi orees, > : :
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An integral and essentizl step for the US in develcping 2 more coordinated !




(U) NSNF Replacement and Modernizztion. Since 1975, it has been the collective

Jjudgment of ail of the NATO Allies- that, despite quzlitative and quantitative
changes in the WP threat, NATO's current strategy will remain sound for the foresee-
agble futwe. Inreaffirming the wisdom of MC 14/3, hcwever, NATO has also concluded
thet, in light of the growth in Warsaw Pact capzsbilities over the last decade,
judicious replacement and modernization of NATO's NSNF, as well as improvements to
NATO conventional forces, are essentizal to ensure the continuing viability of NATO's

strategy.

)} With regard to alleviating particular force-wide deficiences, the NATO Allies
have paid particular attention in their deliberztions to severzl generzl areas in
which improvements should be made. First, the age of NATO's nuclear forces is =
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Allies that timely, judicious replacement and modernizetion of current NSNF and
its supporting C3I are necessary in light of (i) the illiance gozl to achieve 2
minizun level nuclear stockpile to maintzin effective deterrence and (ii) the
trends in WP force capebilities. Tnis recuirement for modernization provides
opportunity for greater coordinztion with our NATO Allies {or the mzintenance of
adecuzte deterrence under changing circumstances.
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REPORT ON THE NUCLZAS POSTURE OF NaTO (U)

"I. (U)Y INTRODUCTION.

A. (U) This report sets forth the r_es‘i_..s of z review of NATO'sS nuclear
posture undertzken iIn response to the 1683 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
ko 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 (NPG)., Measures to sirengthen NATO's conven-

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

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

C. (U) The Congressionzl regquest for an explanation of the steps being
taken to develop a more raticnal 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 its nuclear posture, aruaddi-
tional adjustments are planned. NATO's Defense Ministers l'ave taken steps and
provided recammendations essential to strengthening NATO's Nuclear Posture (See
Annex A: The NATO/WP Nuclear Balance) 21d maintaining the integrity of NATO's
nuclear deterrent. The introduction of longer-Range Intermediate-range Nuclear
Forces (LRINF) (PERSHING II and Ground lzunched 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. NPG
-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 1,400 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 ensure 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 aznd nuclear postures is the need to review wiether NATO's
current policies remzin appropriate. Accordingly, this report and the companion
report on improving NATO's conventional forces, collectively reexamine NATO's
deterrent posture in its entirety. ‘ '

E. (U) A fundamental conclusion of this review is that the existing NATO
strategy remains valid. At the same tize, due to trends in Warsaw Pact (.{P)
capabilities, improvements "to NATO's NSNF, conventional, and chemical force
postures are required. This requirexent for moderniz atlon coupled with new
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technological opportunities for improving the deterrent effectiveness of NATOD
forces, provides zan opportunity for even greater coordination of NATO's defense
forces and, therety, the mzintenance of deterrence.

F. (U) These conclusions are developed in the following sections of the
report. Sectien II of this report summarizes the NiATO strategy znd operationezl
doctrine and the relationship of NSNF tc deterrence and to conventional znd chep-
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.
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iI. (W vATO O3JECTIVES, STPATECV OPZPATIOMNAL DOCTRINE & FORCE RELATIONSKIPS.

4. (U) RATO Objectives.

Ty =

1. (U) Purpese. Tne overriding purpcse of NATO is to deter z2ggression

and preserve the peace &nd {reedom c¢f the memdbers of the Alliance. Through its

triac of forces -- cecnventionzl, non-strategic, &nd strztegic nuclesr forces --
the Alliance influences the WP's calculaticn of risks and benefits zttending the

- initiztion of abgr9551on or the continustion of zggression, should deterrence

fail.

2. (U) Deterrence. 1In peacetime, NATO seeks to convince the WP that
any military action 2geinst NATO would not lead to victory and would pose un-
acceptable risks., NATO's forces deter by: (i) mzking evident that an attack
against the Alliance would be met by an impedizte and effective defense; and (ii)
maintaining a credible military posture, &nd the demonstratable resolve to use it
in war. Through capability and resolve, MNLTO seeks to convince the Soviets that

/intimidation would not succeed and that aggression would initiate 2 sequence of o
events which could not be determined in advance and Which wéuld involve risks out =~ ~ -

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

3. (U} Defense. Should deterrence fail, NATO “would 's&ek td cause an~
early political decision by the WP to cezse the aggression and withdraw. The
Mliance's objectives would involve three principal =2ims: the preservation of
the territorizl integrity of the Alliance, the termination of the conflict at the

* lowest possible level of violence, znd the restoration of deterrence. .

-B. (U) Strategy. Present NATO strztegy embodies the approprizte balance
between- the conventional and nuclear exiremes of earlier MNATO strategies—(pre-
1967). By presenting a spectrum of possible conventional, c&emlcal and *uclear
responses, NATO forces and strategy ensure a 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 menner that reconciles the requirements
for a peacetime posture with those of a2 flexible and effective posture should ag-
gression occur. The 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 deflense 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, supperted by a credible
military capability across the full specirun of the triad, creates uncertainty
for an aggressor, forcing him to conclude that inczlculable risks would be invel-
ved regardless of the nzture of an zttack. Should deterrence f{zil, NATO must
possess the capability to respond azt whatever level of force is deemed necessary
to stop aggression, to convey the Alliznce's resolve, and to achieve the desired
outcome while minimizing dzmage to NATO territory. Such z response could, for
example, under certain circumstances, involve esczlation by the use of nuclear
weapons to halt a WP advance, to give pzuse to WP planners, and to make them
rezssess the objectives of their attzck.
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2. (V) Forward Defense. rorward defense, as an element of strategy,
seeks to make creditle to the WF the convicticn thcb gny aggression will be met
with an immedizte and effective response Dy HNaTC. Forward defense requires
sullicient forces in a high state of rezdiness, committed to NATO for prompt,
integrated action in times of tension or zzzinst any limited or major zggression.
Forces-in-being, with conventionzl znd nuclear czpabilities, must be comitted to
NATO in peacetime to present 2 credible deterrent to any level of agbre551on
ranging from incursion. to major aggression. -

(U) Baesic Force Relationships 2nd Principles of NATO Doctrine,

(U) As noted in the 1975 DoD Report to Congress, within the overall NATO
strategy delineated in the NATO document MC 14/3, MATO's nuclear doctrine and
force posture must continue 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 eveolution 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 nuclezr options to enhance flexlbllluy, (v} wldespread
sharing of risks and responsibilities in NATO; and’ (vi) peacetime coordination of
participation in the NATO planning process. EIach merits consideration.
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(2) (W
defensive capability and are not deploved zs &

NSNF provide an essentizl element of deterrence and
substitute for ccnventionzl force
Rather, NSNF have an intrinsic value: (i) in peacetime, NSNF demon-
and sclidarity of the Alliaznce through the willingness to

shortfzlls,
strate the resolve

eeeoeme..-Share the_.cosis.- and. potential- risks accruing—frem—NSNE—deploymentst—{(i¥)- NSKF-- -

contribute to deterrence by providing credible, militerily effective nuclear
options; (iii) NSNF provide linkage to strztegic nuclear forces; and (iv) should
aggression and serve to signal to WP planners that they have miscalculated AXli-
ance resolve and solidarity. Flexibility in escalaztory options enhances cdeler-
rence beczuse it renders the risks of even limited WP zggression inczlculable.

(3} (U) Tne importancé  of "Ciintzining NATO's NSNF posture
in order to deter WP thezter nuclear zttacks, discussed in detail in the 19875

DoD report to Congress, 1is evident... Even if NATO were to deploy grezstly
improveéd conventional forces, the maintenence~df soze NSNT would be necéczsary,
if for no other reasons than to preclude nuclear coercion cf.the flliance or to
deter WP nuclear use intended to defeat NATO conventional defenses. The WP
deployment of substantizl theater nuclear forces precludes any possibility that
NATO could rely solely on conventional forces for deterrence,

P (4) (U) Less widely understood, however, is the role that NSNF
piay in deterring WP chemical and bioclogical force eamployment and in permitting
NATO to field a vizble conventional defense.

The Relationship of NSNF to Chenical and Bioleogical Forces,

b, (U)

+
1

aggression.occur,. selective.vuse. of NSNF —will—reise-the-<costs—and—risks-of-this-————r0



(2) (U) Although such WP disperszl enhances the survivability
I key coabat elements, it also imposes operztional limitaticns on WP offensive
tactics. In turn, the prospects for a successful NATO conventionzl defense are
improved substantially. Disperszl reduces the WP's offensive effectiveness and
works ageinst the Soviet docirinzl principle of zachieving force superiority :
through massing. Kot only does NATO's nuclear threzt create doctrinzl problets |
for the wr, but it also complicztes command and centrecl and logistics support.
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By forcing WP lorces to disperse (and to scze extent increase the distance between
echelens), it also constrains the rapidity with which these forces can be brought
to bear,

(3) (U) Todzy, WP forces would be compelled to operate in

‘dispersed formations to limit the risks 2titending possible NATO nuclezr use. 1In

the future, if the NSNT posture is maintzined through judicious replacement and
modernizetion, it will be possible for NATO to czpitalize fully on promising
conventional force technologies to explcit wezknesses in WP conventional tactics
that are created by the deployment of NATO NSNF.

(4) (S) The =2bove discussion demonstirates clearly the close and
continuing relatignship between MNEWT demovments and an effective conven._lonal

2. (U) Objectives of NATO Selective Nuclear Use.

R as a defens:we Alll:nce wou-.‘Lnever be the ;1r‘st to use«-orce.
HOwever - once aggression has occurred, NA'PD reserves +he rlht to apply wa'tever-
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3. (U) Political Control of NSNF.

- a. LS{ Procedures to ensure political conirol over NATQ..nuclear .
weapons during both peacetime and hostilitie€s are 4e11 structured and Cumrehen- _

sive,
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FIGURE II-1 (U) SACEUR NUCLEAR REQUEST AND RELEASE

—

(U) Planning of NATO Nuclear Options.
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5. (U) S8rzres Risk znd Resoonsibilitey.
s s s s s (1)) Coordination and ParticimEtion in NATO “NUElémr Planding -

a. {U) \‘Wwidespread coordination znd participztion in NATO nucleazr
planning during peacetime is z fundamentel principle that complements collective
sharing. of responsibilities and risks, and guides the .evolution of nuclezr doc-
trine. Implementation of NATO strategy reguires cocrdinzted planning — 2t both
the political and the military level — anc¢ widespread participaticn in terms of
resourgces among the members of the Alliance,

AL -

b. (U) Coordinated planning zt the politiczl level is achieved
through severzl mechanisms, notably the Defense Planning Committee (DPC) and the
Nuclear Planning Group (NPG). :

(1) (U) Generzl poliecy and broad pelitico-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 ccnducts broad
politico-military nuclear planning. It consists of Defense Ministers of the 14
countries directly involved in nuclezr matters. & recent example of the NPG's
planning responsibility is the decision taken on October 27, 1983, at Montebello,
Canada, that NATO can, through NSNr improvements and judicious organizaztion of
resources and LRINF deployments, withdraw 1,400 nuclear warheads from the NATO
stockpile over the next five to six vyears.

¢. (U) Coordinsted military plenning feor the defense of the NATO
flliance is accomplished by the three Mzjor NATO Cormanders: (i) Supreme Allied

l-dl
Commander, EZurope (SACZUR), responsitle for the cdefense of Eurcpe; (ii) Suprere
Klied Cormnander, Atlantie (SACLENT), responsible for protecting the sez lanes of
the Atlantic Ocean; and (iii) Allied Comrmander-in-Chief, Channel (CINCHAN),
responsible for protecting the Inglish Chaznnel end the socuthern zrezs of the

North Seaz. }
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4. (U) CEBJICTIVES, STRATECY, AND DOCTRINE.

3

2. (U) Warsaw Pact Strategy and Doctrine.

the political and military lezders on the nature of a future

officially ado
be waged. Military doctrine determines

war, how to prepare for it and how it will

-

IIT-1

a. ﬁ(ﬁ introduction. Soviet-military“doctrine is -2 body of views
ptea DYy
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b. (U) Emplovment Concepts for Nuclezr Weapons. The specific em-
ployment concepts for nuclear war are contained within the theory of military art
whose component parts are strategy, operationzl art, and tacties. Key principles
of Soviet military art that would apply to the conduct of either a nuclear or con-
ventional/chemical war with NATO are combined arms, force superiority, surprise,
and offensive initiative.

(1) (U) Combined Arms. WP =military writers stress that 2
war will be won only by combined use of 2l1 the forces zand mezans zvailable,
The importance of coordinaticn by military units on the objectives, tasks, place,
time, and means of fulfilling the objective of an operztion permeztes WP strategy.
Operztions in which resources are combined for the simultznecus selution of tasks
are defined as "combined arzs" operations and are concducted with the participation
of elements from zll or mest of the military services or branch arms of the
individual services. The combined arms apprezch would apply in e confliict in
wiich nuclear weapons were emploved zs well as in & non-nucleazr confrontation.
ricthough WP planners fcreses the employvmeat of nuclear wezpons -- i1n an initial
mzssive sirike — to be decisive to the battle znd/or the war, they also clan for
rzpid exploitation of the strike to be zade Dy generzl purpose ferces.  huclear
wezpons would be emploved predeominantly in support of forces on 2 mein zxis,to
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hasten the breakthrough. Forces on some zxes might receive limited or no nuclear

weapons support., Movement of forces in a nuclear enavirorment would be planned to
zveid the areas of highest contaminaticn on the besis of reconnaissznce data. In
‘the context of theater nuclear warfare, the combined zrms approach dictates the
coordinated use of zll varieties of wezpons in the nuclear arsenal -- from stra-
tegic ballistic missiles to tactical artillery —- as required to destroy cesa.gnated
targets in an initial messive nuclear strike. It also dictates the coordination
of the operations of conventiocnal forces with the massed nuclear strike (or
strikes) to exploit the blow inflicted on the enemy.

(2) (U) Force Superiority. In addition 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 various typés 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 eiploiting gains made by the

weapons.

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

...huclear weapons considerably increases .the. 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 swprise preemptive attack then—
selves when they have acquired warning of NATO nuclear attack preparations. The
principle of surprise translates into~a mzjor enphasis on hlgh combat readiness,
particularly for the means of nuclear attack and force-wide en loymem. of deceptive
measures.

(4) (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 enewmy 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.
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3. (U) Operational-Tactical and Tacticzl Forces.

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

(1) (S) Over the rest of the century the WP SRBM force will

improve both quantitatively and qualitatively as new systems with greater ranges,
improved guidance angd. pl. enhanced warhead capabilities and reater :




c. }  Tactical Aircraft. In the tactical air forces, the potentizl

for nuclear delivery is expected to grow as the aircraft medernizatio Zn8
s - et ar .

C. (U) WARSAW PACT RESPONSE TO NATO FORCE IMPROVEMENTS.

“1

1. h7 The basic foundations cof Soviet military doctrine and stra
have been consistent for severzl decades znd Moscow has historically structised
its military pregrams te politicel and wmiliterv j
doctrine and strategy. : ;
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. (U) 1In the doctrinal zrea, cespite the attention given to the new
US Arcy "air-land battle" doctrine in the Soviet press, this new employnent 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 nuo-
bers and types of weapons systems wnich it continues to enjoy over NATO forces.

can be expected to continue. Despite econcuic difficulties, the USSR leadership
can be expected to exiract sacrifices from the Soviet people and WP zllies to main-
tain or enhance its relative position as 2 world power.

1117
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3. (U) The expansion and modernization of its USSR/WP military forces
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V. (U) HNATO's Non-Strztegic Nuclezr Forces (NSNF) Posture.

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

1. (U) Composition of the Posture. NATO's nuclear posture comprises
NSNF celivery systems and their associzted warheads; the safety, security, and
survivability of nuclear warheads; and their supportlng comzand, control, commu-
nication and 1n»e111gence (C31) systems.

Z. (U) Five Central Tasks. The adegquacy of this postu"e 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:

" (U) Provide a capability for D1rect Defense and optlons for
‘Deliberate Escalatlon. )

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

with strategic nuclear forces. L e i

3. (U) Operational Criteria. To fulfill the central tasks, NSNF must
be able to meet four funcamental operational criteria: adequate coverage at all
ranges, effective deployments, force stability and survivability, and responsive-
ness, The ability of NATO NSNF to meet these operational criteria can be assessed
from a revie~ of the land-based delivery systems and their associsted warheads:
camnand, control, ccomunications, and intelligence (C3I); and -safety, security,

and survivability of nuclear warheads.

B. (U) DELIVERY SYSTEMS AND ASSOCIATD WARHEADS.

1. (U) Delivery System Categories. NATO's NSNF are divided into three
m2in categories. Additionally, NATO has 2t its disposal & limited number of
strategic and maritime nuclear forces.

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

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

(1) () Missiles -- PERSEING la (Shorter-Range INF or SRINF) and
PERSHING II (PII) and the Ground Launched Cruise Missile (GLCM) (Longer-Range INI-‘
or LRINF).

(n P'rbvid‘e“ oppoi-tﬁn-ities-‘ i"orh Allled partlclpatlon :LnNATO's NSNF
deterrent posture.
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2. (U) Short-range Nuclear Forces (SNF). N
s. (U) Contribution to Deterrence. HNATO's SNT contribute to deter- i

rence by reducing the WP's conventional efiectiveness and confidence thet they e
could break through ‘NATO's defense.” Forwar —and”widespread"deployment"of-suff‘Aw——4f*“m
cient mumbers of SNF, along with the enemy's uncertzinty as to when, where, and to T
what degree NATO will resort to the use of nuclear weapons, would limit WP massing = 7

That NATO can and, if necessary, will use nuclear wezpons decreases the Soviet ok

planners' certainty of achieving the desired force rztics through extensive mass-

ing, thus gresztly reducing his confidence of success. Additionally, z militarily o
_effective SNF deters. Soviet first.use of nuclear. weapons DY pr. viging. MATO. the . . .

option to respond in kind or to escalate the intensily or scope of the conflict. .
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3. (U) Intermedizte-ranze Nuclear Forces {INF).

2. (U) Contribution to Deterrence. NATO INF are assigned a critical

role under NATO's policy of deterrence. Iaey provide selective use options which

. hold at risk a_wide range of military targets in both the NSWP and the Soviet
Union, thus denying the Soviets a sanctuary {rom which to coerce or attack NATO. [~
NATO's INF therefore contribute to deterrence by generzting doubt among WP -

. ..plenners of_their. ability to control and _sustzin combat operztions and on their
capebility to employ their own nuclear options. : I
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4. (U)- Defensive Nuclear Forces. Nuclear zir defense systems
CULES) and Atcmic Depolition Mumitions (;_D."'.s) comzrise NATO's DNF.
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“¢c. (U) "DNF Assessment. L e e
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c. (W

Structure,

NATO's Command, Conirol, Comomunications and Intelligence

(c31)
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(U) Defense Cosmunications Svstem (DCS) and Component
Service Svstem . Suppert. The European DCS comprises & neiwork of transmission
systiens -using microwave, tropospheric sceatter, satellite, HF radio, and czble

_comunications.  Switched. networks include. AUTONVON,. AUTOSEVOCOM, _and AUTODIN. ... ...

AUTOVON is & long=haul, non-secure veice commmications telepheone network desizned
to provide service for ¢perational and support recuirendents. AUTOSZVOCOM is an

automatic secure voice system designed to provide secure voice commmications <o .

specified users. AUTODIN is 2 comon user long-hzul digital network designed to
provide secure data transopission. 7o commniczste with the individual US delivery
tmits, US Aoy and Air Force Service systens are used depending on whether the
unit is rebile or locsted 2t 2 fixed site. Thne USARIUR Tactical Alert Net (TAN)
provides unsecure voice comunicztien with mejor combst and combat support com-
mands via leesed circuits. ‘when units are deploved to the field, communications
for land forces are provided by & combinsticn of radio teletype, HF voice, and
Vi /M voice systems. Tne USAFT Primary Alert Svstem (PAS), & non-secure voice
system; provides communicaticns to tacticzl wnit cormand posts via milite-y and
leased circuits. PAS will be upgraded to secure teletype in. mid-1GB4, & USAFZ
HF/5S3 systen (INFORM) provides nonsecure radio veice communications to subor-
dinate units. Tactical communications are provided by & combination cof ¥, ViE/
M, and UKEF radio systems providing nonsezure voice.

(2) (U) Current NATD and illied Communications Svstems.

(a) (U) Major Tvpes of Trunk Svstems. NATO's command and
control system relies on 2 combinzgticn ¢f commounicstions systems mede up of US
and other Allied systens as well as NATO elements. Four mzjor types of trunk
systens exist. First, there are NATO-Tinanced systems such as the ACZ HICE trop-
opospheric scatter system covering all of NATO Eurcpe (Norway to Turkey) and the
NATO Satelliite Communicstions (SATCOM) svstem. Second, there is the US worldwide
DCS wnich provides trans-Atlantic and much intra-furcpean service., The third is
the military service which each NATO naticn provices sepzreately between its NATO-
ceployed forces and its corgznic national defense establismment. Fourth, there
zre leased circuits belenging to the nationzl postzl-telephone-telegrephic (PIT)
organizations with which both the individual naticns and NATO sugzlement cheir
national systems.

. Tne evolutigrary devel-

1]
J
i3
g
[tH
ct
]

(o) {U) Mueldd

=
cmrent of KATO communiczticons netw tens nag resuvlied inpultiple peths
Trom and to SACEZUR and ciher key ders, SHLFI cperzies nets such 23
whe Stzius Control ftlerting and R vstem (SCARE) which uses links pro-
vided by 2ACI FIGE, Coztimiceticns Imz zent PFrogrzm-87 (CIFETI, FTT, and
varizsus national military svetens ] DesszZes sunporting the KhATO RSNT.
Two M onets (EBREICET LAWN and the ot Net: are ples usel Tor o passing
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4. (U) Decision Center: Command 2nC LONTIOL. LOMBENU &1Q Cuiiuivl vl i
NSNF encompasses both a spectrum of recuirements o Tholude pianning, direecting,

controlling, and executing forces as well as the positive control, protection,

and custody of nuclear weapons.
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D. - (U) SAFEZTY, SECURITY, AND SURVIVABILITY (S3) OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS.
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(U) C(ESERVATIONS ON THE ADSQUACY OF NATO'S NOTIEAR FCRCE POSTTEE.
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4. (U) Force Stability. Tne ability %o maintain operational readiness

pi_pieipeihy [ -

“under 3 wide variety of scemarios is an imporiant requirement for NATO nuclear

forces. The stability of NATO's nuclear posture is dependent upon sufficient ,
survivability and endurance wiich will provide NATO the sustained capability to . . .
"respond appropriztely after any level of aggression. '
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V. (U) STEPS TO A MORE RATIONAL AND COORDINATED LANI-EASED NSNF POSTURES.

A. (U} |Notable Developments Since 1¢75.  Significant developments in the
force posture and operating environment of NATO's NSNT have been addressed as
appropriate throughout the course of this report. In brief, it is DoD's con-
clusion that there exist no grounds for revising the fundamental conclusions and
recamendations reached in 1675. NATO strategy remains 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 scme areas, Moreover,
a review of earlier recommendations revezls 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 Union.
While NATO™ has made some force improvements,” Soviet™ forée” improvements have
quantitatively far out distanced those undertaken by the NATO Alliance and, when
coupled with significant qualitative improvements, have ylelded a WP posture that
is larger, more flexible, more survivable and more capable of striking 2 greater




.. NATO's conventional-defenses. - Although difficult;-the—achievement-of = ¢redible

2. (U) 3asis for Recommendztions to Imoreve the NSHT Posture., Tnree
ngjer consicerations snape the steps Deing taken 0 redress ithe existing
ceficiencies in NATO's NSNI posture: (i) = ezssessment of the proper emphasis to
be placed on NATO's conventional defenses, teking inte acccunt new technclogical
-oppersunities; (ii) DoD goals established by the Cefense Cuidance (DG) for HSNT;
and {iii) NATO decisions on its future posture. Taken together, these three con-
siderations provide the basis for the stegs being taken to  strengthen HATO's

hSNr posture. . .

1. (U) Proper Emphasis on Conventional Defense Forces.

a. (U) The campanion to this report, Improving NATO Conventional
Capabilities, documents the critical and pressing need to strengthen NATO's
conventional capability. Although NATO has been improving its conventional
forces, the gap between NATO's total wmilitary capzbilities 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
reliance on NATO's nuclear forces due to the lack of comparable improvements to

conventional capability is feasible, both econamically and politically. Signifi-
cant progress towards achieving an adequate conventionzl capability by the end of
this decade can be made if the NATO members fulfill their biannuvally-agreed Force
Goals on the established schedule. e e -
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2. (U) An integrzl and essentizl step for the U.S. in developing a
more coordinated NATO nuclear posture is consuliztion with the Allies. Consultz-
tion is continuvous and Defense Ministers meet twice-yearly zs the Nuclezr Flanning
Group (NPG) to discuss nuclear matters. The Figh Level Greup (HELC), a supporting
organization, is another forum for consultation and sreovides recompencaticns on
the whole spectruxz of NSNF modernization to NATO Defense Ministers. Since 1977,
the FLG has conducted a detailed examinztion of the land-based component of the
f2iiance NSKF posture.

BE. (U) The NPCG/HLZ efforts between 1577 and 167¢ included evaluz-
ticns of fllianc 2INT oodernization requirements; the consicderztion in 1680 of
the rcle of Defensive Nuclear Torces (DNT) in Ailiance strategy; ang most recently,
in 1383, cencluded with 2n zssessment of NATO INT/SHD/DNT.  In 1GR3, NATO Defense
Yinisters reaffirmed Lhe cual-track espprececn to LEINT podermization, called for
modernization of-the nuclear postise, and esteblished 2 retionzle for the sinimum
necessary level of werhesds needed Lo sustzin g credfitle deterrent — Lhe Mente-
belle lecisien, A recezitulztion ¢f these [flliaznce decisicns is grovided in
ENNZX 20 KRATC Decisionms cn the Suture NENT Posture. .
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2. (U) Cozsand, Conurol COrT"'BU"IlC ticns and Intelli gence (C3I) Sys..ems o

a. (U) Areas of Improvements. GCene ral ly, needed lmprovenents to _.-:'

c31 supporting NATO NSNr can be Cctegcrleed inte two mejor aress — improvementis y
designed to enhance the deterrent posture bv strengthen J.n._‘, positive political i«
and military control over these weapdns during hcs :;.llt and those~aesigned ..'.°
to improve WSNF effectiveness by providing enhanced target ECC'-JiSition.
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R TU) JIF.  The JIT is an_automated intelligence fusion system

which™will process, analyze, and distribute reperts cbtzined from JSTARST ASARS,

PLSS, and other sources. This information will assist battlefield comanders in

assessing the status and disposition cof enemy forces and selected targets., An

advanced fusion system, described in Section IV, to provide direct, rezl-time
telligence and targeting is in developuent.

(3) (U) INCA. In a much broader context, there is an on-going
initiative to develop an intelligence architectire to support cperational comsan-
ders. This initiative 1is the European Theeter Intelligence Architecture Program.
This prograa responds both to Alliance and theater imperziives to construct an
intelligence stiructure that can satisfy essentizl wertime tectical reguirements.
SHAPT has a sigilar initiztive and the results of th prograns will zlso be fed

into the Congressionally-mandated Intelligence Commnications Architecture (INCA)
Progream.

3. (U) Observations on Stocksile Level, Coxmpesiticon and Werhead Storage.

a, (U) Stockpile Level and Cozpesition.

T

(1) (U) Stockpile Acdjustments. Tne Congress has reguested an
identificztion of the nusber and types of KSNF warneais that are not essentizl for
deterrence and wWhicn could be withdrawn frox western EZursze. Contingent on judicious
reorganizacicn of resources and imgrovements in the ANSNT posture, the Alliance
agreed that the existing rzuropean-based RSN stockpile can be reduced by 14800

warheads.




(2) (U) SACETR's Worlk. At the Ocicber 19683 KPG meeting, NATO
Defense Ministers "noted that SACEUR zamuzlly reviews stockpile repuiremsnis with a2
view 10 removing unnecessary wezpons while maintaining and recommendlng improvements
of those capsbilities necessary to igplement a2t z prudent level of risk, and are
locking forward %o his advice concerning izplementetion of their decisions.”
FPurther, Ministers "invited SACEUR to determine 2s soon 2s possible the specific
types, numbers and locations of these werheads to be removed and to report his
findings at & future meeting of the Muclear Zlanning Group." SACEUR has indicated
that & firm besis for Ministerial discussions of stockpile reductions will be
available by Spring 1985 and will prov1de recommendaulons on the spec1f1c comp051t10n
of- the- warhead reductions. ST

b. (U) Warhead Storaze.
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ANNEX A
- THE NATO/WARSAW PACT NUCLZAR BALANCE o
RESTRICTED DATA WARN‘NG NOTICE
Thist material contains Restricted Data .
as defined in the Atomic Energy Act Intelligence Sources or
of 1854, Unauthorized disclosure subject -
1o sdministrative and criminal sanctions. M ethods [nvolved
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1is Arnnex provides 2 detailed assesscent of the current

1and-based NSKF balance in Burope.

A1

UNCLASSIFIED

Comparison of NATO and Wersaw Pact SNF Systems A2

in Burope: Artillery Tubes '
Comparison of FATO and Wersaw Pact SNF Systems A=3

~.in-Earope:. Missiles. ... .... e e e e et e e e+ et e e e

Comparison of RATO and Warsaw Fect INF Sy‘s‘cems A4
-~-in--Rrope:---Missiles. ... ... - = et -
Comparison of NATO and Warsa'.} Pact INT Systems A5

in Europe: ICA
NA'I\O ‘chkp'iie %e ' TSI LTIV I L L T = 'A‘4 ST
Trends and Composition” of NATO Isnd-fesed Stockpile  A-T
Record of NSNF Modernization | * A8
NATO/Warsaw Pact Artillery Comperison A-Q
NATO/Warsaw Pact SRINF/SIF Missile Comparison A-10
NATO/Warsaw Fact IRDNF Comparison ) A-1L
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ANNEX B

ATO DECISIONS ON TEE FUTIRE NSNF PCSTURE

!

BN

vide a backdrop against
[ the HLG and NPG since

]
squires the capability
dequate target coverage
tzbility and resilience
control, communications




and intelligence (C31) capabilities. Tne 1679 LRINT decision wes important for
both political and military reasons. From & military perspective, GLCM deployments
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 linkage to strategic responses. Politically, LRINF deplovments
underscore Alliance cohesion and the compitzent to nuclear escalation while deny-
ing the Soviet Union political and wmilitery advantage. The resulting 1979 NATO
Integrated Decision Document (IDD) symbolizes NATO's resolve through the deployment
of 464 GLCM and coversion of Pila to PERSHING II. The IDD provided that, as the 5§72
new warheads for LRINF are deployed, the same number of warheads will be withdrawn
from the nuclear stockpile in Europe. Additionzlly, 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 szwe 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.

K
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d. (U) Context of the Montebello Decision. Ministers zt the NPG, while

azreeing to withdraw 1000 warheads {ron the Luropean stockpile over the next [ive to
six years, approved the HLG conclusion that the Alliance must undertake the necessary
actions to improve its forces zcross the entire spectrut of capabilities in order to ..
ensure a continuing credible deterrent. Specific HLG f{indings and recommendations
included:

(1) (U) Improvements to SRINT/SNF Svstems and Warheads )

i,

.-'.

- (U) Further, it
to improve its cenventional force capabilities.

(2) W)
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Improvements to Responsiveness:

(3 (W)

- (U) It is important that current programmed changes to

the NSNF posture be completed on schedule. The introduction of more medern air-
craft such as the F-16 and TORNADO with their greater capability to penetrate en-

route defenses and defended targets is improving responsiveness,
An improvement in the ability of KATC forces to

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

Improvements to Effectiveness:

(%) (W)

- (U) Additionally, ;:oncurrent measures to make communica-
signatures associated with

tions-more survivable via the reduction of amique C

nuclear forces and hardening sites against conventional attack and electromagnetic
pulse, together with the provision of back-up communication cnannels would enhance

effectiveness.
(5) (U) Adjustments to the Nuclear Stockpile:






