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PP.~ACE 

Tne "Depa:toent of D:fense Authorization Act, .1984" directed. the Secretary of 
I:efense to conduct a: study on the non-strategic nuclear posture of the North 
Atlantic Ti-eaty Organization (NATO) and su'o!llit a report on the results of such 
study to the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and the House of Renresent-
ati ves not later than 1 M.zy 1934. This study was directed to include: -

(1) a detailed assessment of the curr·ent non-strategic nuclear force (NSNF) 
balance in furope and that projected for 1990; 

(2) an assessment of the current, respective operational doctrines of the 
Warsaw Pact and NATO for the use of N'SNF nuclear weapons in furope; 

(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 a.'ld types of nuclear warheads, if a:ny, 
considered to be non-essential to the defense structure of Western furone, 
the quantity and type of such weapons that could be eliminated from "furope 
under appropriate circumstances without jeopardizing the security of NATO nations 
and an assessment of what such circumsta.'lces mig.l}t be; 

•.' -·~ ~ 

(5) an explanation of the steps that ca.n be taken to, develop a rational 
and coordinated nuclear posture by NATO in a ma.'1l1er that' is consistent with 
proper emphasis on conventional defense forces; and 

(6) an identification of any notable releva.'lt developments that have occurred 
since the submission to the Congress in April 1975 of the report entitled "The 
Theater Nuclear Force Posture in E.lrope", prepared by the Secretary of I:efense 
pursuant to Section 302 of the I:epartment of Defense Appropriation Authorization 
Act, 1975 (fublic 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 O::tober 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 minimUm number of warheads needed for credible deterrence and defense. 
NPG Defense Ministers, acting on a report from the Hi~ Ievel Group, established a 
minil!!\l!ll level for the land-based N'SNF stockpile over the period of the next decade 
and invited SACEOR 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 Nuclear Weapons Requirements Study a.'ld are confident that a basis for Ninis­
terial discussion can be provided by Spring 1985. Consequently, this report does 
not fully address the task delineated in paragraph (4) above. 
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D2ClJTIYr: SUMMA?.Y (U) 

(U) PURPOSE 

(U) This report sets forth the results of a review of NATO's nuclear posture 
undertaken in response to the 198~ Department of Defense Authorization 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 land-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. . .... _ .. 

(U) 1975 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

- - -- --.--- :.: __ -:...:.·::::~.7.: . .:.. •. .: •.. .:.· ·:·:.:-

(U) To provide continuity and backgro~.md for this report, a review of the major 
findiJJSS .and conclusions of the 1975 Report to Congress, The Theater Nuclear 
Posture:;. is helpful. The future goaYs established in 1975 for force :posture 
Lmprovements were in the following context: (i) enhance the ~eterrent capability 
of NATO's conventional, non-strategic and strategic forces,i (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 rema tod 
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PREFACE 

The "Depa:tcent of Defense Authorization Act, .1984" directed. the Secretary of 
Defense to conduct a study on the non-strategic nuclear posture of the North 
Atlantic Tr-eaty Organization (NATO) a11d su·omt a report on the results of such 
study to the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and the Rouse of Reoresent-
ati ves not later than 1 JVey 1984. This study was directed to include: -

(1) a detailed assessment of the current non-strategic nuclear force (NS1lF) 
balance in :EUrope and that projected for 1990; 

(2) an assessment of the current, respective operational doctrines of the 
Warsaw Pact and NJ>.TO for the use of NSllF nuclear weapons in :EUrope; 

(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 e..'1d types of nuclear warheads, if 21JY, 
considered to be non-essential to the defense structure of Western :EUrope, 
the quantity and type of such weapons that could be eliminated from :EJ..uoope 
under appropriate circumstances Without jeo~dizing the security of NATO nations 
and an assessment of what such circumste..'1ces mig.~t be; 

-·-- ~ (5) an explanation of the steps that can be taken to, develop a rational 
and coordinated nuclear posture by NATO in a me..'1Iler that' is consistent With 
proper emphasis on conventional defense forces; and 

(6) an identification of any notable releve..'1t developments that have occurred 
since the submission to the Congress in April 1975 of the report entitled "The 
Theater Nuclear Force Posture in :EUrope", prepared by the Secretary of Defense 
pursuant to Section 302 of the Department of Defense Appropriation Authorization 
Act, 1975 (Ptlblic 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 Q:tober 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 minimum number of warheads needed for credible deterrence and defense. 
NPG Defense Ministers, acting on a report 'from the Ri,tl 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 making those determinations based on the forthcoming findings from SHAPE's on­
going Nuclear Weapons Requirements Study a.'1d are confident that a basis for Ninis­
terial discussion can be provided by Spring 1985. Consequently, this report does 
not fully address the task delineated in paragraph (4) above. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMA?.Y (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 ciefe."!se forces. The focus of this report 
is on the land-based NSNF posture -- those land-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. . . ___ _ . 

(U) 1975 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

- -- ------ -----·-::-;.:.·.-;· ·-------·- -----

(U) To provide continuity and backgro~.md for this report, a review of the major 
findi_ngs and conclusions of the 1975 Report to Congress, The Theater Nuclear 
Posture;. is helpful. The future goaYs established in 1975 for force :posture 
llDprovenents were in the following context: (i) enhance the ~eterrent capabllity 
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 id 
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(U) NOTABLE: DE:VE:LO?~ENTS SINCE: 1975 

I . 

r;'.,.( Since the 1975 DoD re;:>or';. to the Ccr.gress, :;~.TO r.o:s I7lade mo:jo:- cecisio~s 
1'-(c~cerning i:s NSNF postu:-e. .~!ATO' s mos~ funCa.r':'lental policy deci.sion \.;as to main­

tain the rnini.rm..rn number of w-arheads in its nuclear stock?ile consistent with 
credible deterrence and defense. In Dece:nbe:- 1979 in response to the rapid build­
up of Sovie';. MI?.Ved SS-20 missiles, the tlliance decided on a dual-track approach 
of arms control negotiations and if necessary beginning at the end of 1983 to 
deploy 572 Longer-Range Intermediate-Range Nuclear Force (LiliNFr missiles: Ground­
Launched Cruise Missiles (GLCM) and P:E:?.SHING II (PII). Integral to that 'decision 
was the 1Ji thdrawal of 1000 warheads from the stockpile of approximately Wwar­
heads. In addition, consistent with its policy of maintaining the minimum number 
of 1.12rheads in ·the stockpile, for eac!l of the ~6~ GLCM warheads deployed, a 
shorter-range warhead would be IJi thdraiJTl 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 develoj:X!lent was "The M::>ntebello Decision" in October 1983 by NATO Defense. 
Mini.sters .attending . the Fall Nuclear· Planning ·Group· (NPG) meeting:. Min.isters 
approved the High Level Group (HLG) conclusion that the P~liance must undertake the 
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necessary modernization and i'llprove:Dents to maintain a credible llhile . . _ 1
_ .••. •. 

agreeing to. thdraw 
it to 

(U) 'J\."(_the same time, notable developnents trcve occurred in the Warsaw f::~t (WP) 
threat.· Soviet force improvenents have quantitatively far outdistancW those 
undertaken by the NATO Alliance and, \Jhen coupled with sir:nificant qualitative 
improvenents, 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 NATOIW? NSNF BALANCE 

(U) The most striking observations derived from a review of the NATO/WP NSNF 
balance are the vigorous modernization 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 gro~.~n. 

2 



. . 

(U) NATO Doctrine. NATO nuclear doctrine is best explained in the context of 
NATO's objectives ·and its strategy of Fle£ibre Response· ·an_d ___ for'-'ard Defense-:·· 
NATO's overriding purpose is to deter ag<,ression and preserve the peace and 
freedom of the menbers of the Alliance. Tnrough the NA70 triad of conventional . 

. -. . ,, .. . .. ,..- .. --- . ······ ....... -- ... ·------·--·· ·- .. -· '' . -'-~----------· 
non-strategic nuclear, and strategic forces, the Alliance seeks to influence . 
the w7's calculation of risks and benefits attending the initiation of aggression, 
or the continuation of aggression, should deterrence fail. In peacetime, NATO's 
forces deter by: ( i) r::aking evident that an attack against the ftlliance would be 

-met by an· .i.rr.:11ediate and effective defe:1se.;. and .. (ii) -.maintaining·. an effective·::::~--­
military posture, and the denonstrable resolve to use it, to convi:1ce the.WP that 
neith~r intimidation nor aggression would succeed. Should deterrence fail and 
aggression occur, NATO would seek to cause a..,-·t;arly political decision by :c_:?e w7 to 
cease aggression and lolithdraw. N'-TO's principal air::s under these conditions would 
be: (i) the preservation of the territorial integrity of t:.e Alliance; (ii) the 
termination of conflict at the lo'.-Jest J:OSSible level of violence consistent w'ith 
NATO's interest; and (iii) the restoration of deterrence. 

(U) NATO's poli tico-;nili tary objectives are incorporated in its strategy of Forward 
Defense and Flexible Response. Fo;-•-ard Defense reflects NATO's collective conrni t­
me!lt that any aggression w'ill be met by a:1 i1J"nediate and effective NATO military 
response to preve:1t an aggressor from seizing and holCing Nt.TO territory. The 
Flexible Response strategy reflects NhTO' s· determination to p~eve:1t a potential 
aggressor from predicting lolith any confidence NATO's specific respor.se to aggres­
sion. Flexibility in the range of response options available to NATO Authorities, 
supported by a credible military capability across the full spectnl'n of the NATO 
t:""iad, c:""eates unce:-tai;.'=-y fer a potential aggressor, fo:-cing hi::J to conclude that 
i:1calculable risks ;.;oulc be involve=, F1exi·ole Response p;-ovides for three types 
of response to aggr-ession in ·,.;hie!"~ NSN? hove a centr-cl role: Direc~ Defer.se, Deli­
berate E.scala~ion, a:1d C-e:-:era~ Nuclea:- Res;>0:1se (GNR). T.r:e capabili:y for engaging 
in selective use of NS~;? in Direc:. De:ense 2:1d Delit:e:-a':e Esc2lctio:'i, tcsether '"ith 
:he u!.tirr.ate response o: GNP. (i:1 coi1junc';..io:"l t,.."ith cthe:-- ~S s:.:-a:e;ic fo;ces) presents 
:.:,e Soviets with U!'lce:"'tainty as to · ... ·:-:at ti.!.lQ' s :-esp::1se to a~g;-ession might be 
any a~gression could i:-:i.':.iate a sec;ue!1ce .o: eve:-:':.s · ... -:--::.ch coulC not ':Je deter.nine-: in 



.. 
advance and which ~uld involve risks out of all propor~ion to any advantages the 
aggressor might hope to gain. 

(U) Tnus, NATO's selective use of nuclear ''eapo~s has both political and milita:-y 
. ele:nents. Tne fundamental objective of any nuclear use ~.'ill ah:ays be political. 

NATO as a defensive P~liance, would neve:- be ~he first to use force. jio:.eve:-, 
once aggression has occurred, NATO reserves the right to apply whatever force is 
necessary to convince the w? to make the decision to cease aggression a:1d wi. thdraw. 
At the sa::Je time the Alliance has recognized that for nuclear use to convey an 
effective signal of NATO resolve, such use :nust have a significant military impact. 

(U) RELATIONSHIP OF' .NSNF TO DETERRENCE AND DEFENSE 

. .l 

(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 advanced conventional capabilities and needed NSNF improve-
men'ts 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 conventional 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 a cualitative change in the conflict -
and conventional weapons cannot deter enemy use of nuclear or chemical weapons, 
or political coercion from the threat of their use. 

I 

5 

i. 



•• 

(U) 1ne relationship of t1SllF to deterrence is multifaceted. Tne role of t:s:w is 
not to substitute nuclear capa!)ili ty for conventional force shortfalls. Rather, 
IISNF have intrinsic value: (i) in peacetime, NSh'F demonstrate the resolve and 
solidarity of the Alliance through the willingness to share the costs and potential 
risks accruing from NSNF deployments; ( ii) JISNF contribute to deterrence by providing 
credible, militarily effective nuclear options; (iii) NSNF cause the WP to maintain a 
dispersed posture, and (iv) NSNF provide linkage to strategic nuclear.forces. Thus, 
the role of NSNF, 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 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 match the WP warhead-for-warhead or system­
for-system. It is this ~ogic_which permits setting a minimum nu~ber of warheads in 
the NSNF stockpile commensurate with the scale and quality of the threat and consis­
tent with maintenance of a credible deterrence and defense. 

(U) ACHIEVING THE: MINIMUM NSNF STOCKPILE: 

c:ill' lii--:O:::tober 1983 at the Fall NPG t::eeting;~.NATO Defense Ministers rec-.c~ed the 
"fi:~dings and recClll!nendations of the HLG stu:iy which reviewed !JATO's nuclear-forces. 
Ministers agreed with the HLG report and also agreed to withdr-.1w 1400 warheads from 
the European stockpile during the next five to six yea:-s.. Taken with the withdrawal 
of 1000 warheads 1980 this reduction when· completed will bring the 
1 to ·the lowest level in over 20 

•·. 
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(U) S!::?S TO A MJE ?ct.7IONAL ~JlD COORDDU.!::D l'iUCLE:hR POSTURE 

(U) An integral and essential step for the US in developing a more coordinated 
N.t.TO nuclear postu:-e has been the close and continuous consultation ;;i th the ft~lies. 
t.efense 1-'.i.nisters ~ogether ;..i th the l".ajor NAT.O Commaodet:_s .. m.eet .. t;..ice-yearly as 

·- tbe NPG. to discuss nuclear rr.atters and the HLG, a supportive organization to the 
NPC, has provided a forum for more frequent consultation. Consequently, the 
decisions on NATO's futu:-e NSNF post)Jr~ . .have __ been .. _coll.ective., .. well-coordinated 
.uiiarice decisions. 

r£' Although much has been. accomplished by ."a~ of strengthening both conve:1tional ·. pnd nuclear forces -·s1nce tne 1975 report', 1t 1s a· DoD-Judgment· that ·much 
to be done to ensure the continued credibility of NATO's nuclear 
5U'DrX>rtS COntinued forCeS . 
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(U) NSNr Replacement and Modernization. Since 1975, it has been the collective 
judgment of all of the NATO Allies· that, despite qualitative and quantitative 
changes in the WP threat, NATO's current strategy will remain sound for the foresee­
able future. In reaffirming the wisdom of HC 14/3, hc...,ever, NATO has also concluded 
that, in light of the gro~o.th in ll'arsa'.l Pact capabilities over the last decade, " 
judicioL:.S replaceme!'lt and modernization of NP.TO 's NSI'i7, as well as improvements to 
NATO conve!'ltional forces, are essential to ensure the contim:ing viability of NATO's 
strategy. 

~With regard to alleviating particular force-1.~de deficie!'lces, the NATO Allies 
have paid particular attention in their deliberations to seve:-al ge!"leral areas in 
·-'hich iroprovenents should First, the age o: NATO's nuclear forces is 2 

rr.atter of gro~ 
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Allies that timely, judicious replac~ent and mode:-nization of current NSN? and 
its supporting C5I are ne-::essary in light of (i) the .L.llia:1ce goal t.o achieve a 
ruin~t.-u level nuclea:- stockpile to maintain effective deter:-ence and (ii) the 
trends in 'w'? force capabilities. Tnis rec;uireme:1t for mode:-niz.;;tion p:-ovides 
opportunity for greater· coordination >lith our NHO AlLes for the maintenance of 
ade~Jate deterrence under changing circUTistances. 

--
~I 
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REFDRT ON THE NUCLEE FDSTURE 0? N;.To (U) 

I. (U) INTRODUCTION. 

A. (U) This report sets forth the resul "-s of a review of NATO's nu::lear 
posture undertake:"~ in response to the 198~ Depar:..nent of Defense Authorization 
Act (Senate Conference Report No. 98-213). T.'le primary purpose· of this report is 
to explain the steps being taken to develop a more coordinated Non-St:-ategic 
Nuclear Force (NSN?) posture in a manner consistent with proper enphasis on con­
ventional defense forces. The fccus of this report is on the land-based NSNF 
posture - those land-based nuclear forces in NATO with ranges less than 5500 
lOll and under the responsibility of ·the Sup:-ene Allied Ccxnrnander 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 strengthen NATO's conven­
tional and chemical forces have been taken into consideration in this report. 
Conventional force improvE':llents are disc~:.Ssed in greater detail in the companion 
Departlnent of Defense report, Improving NATO Conventional Caoabili ties, submitted 
under separate cover. 

C. (U) The Congressional request for an explanation 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 adjus'i::!le.'lt-~ ~-in its nuclear posture, ar;~~-,;addi­
tional adjustments are planned. NATO's Defense l'linisters t~ve taken steps and 
provided recamnendations essential to strengthening NATO's Nuclear Postlire (See 
Annex A: The NATO/WP Nuclear Balance) and maintaining the integrity of NATO's 
nuclear deterrent. The introduction of Longer-Range Intermediate-range Nuclear 
Forces· (LRDIF) (PERSHING II and Ground Launched Cruise Missiles (GLCM)), absent 
any arms control agree:nent reducing the .level of or obviating the need fr;>r these 
deployments, is essential to the maintena:Jce of NATO's deterrent posture. NPG 

-Hiniste:-s also have ide.'ltified and approved other improvenents 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 prese.'lted for their consideration, to with­
draw 1,400 warheads frocn the European stockpile during the next five to six 
years. Additionally, Hi.'listers approved the HLG conclusion that the Alliance 
must undertake the necessary actions to improve its forces across the entire 
spectrUD of capabilities in order to ensu-e a continuing and credible deterrent 
(See ANNEX B: NATO Decisions on the Future NSN? Posture). 

D. (U) An underlying thene in the Congressional requests for reports on 
both the conventional a.'ld nuclear postures is the need to review 1-klether NATO's 
current policies remain appropriate. Accordingly, this report and the companion 
report on improving NATO's conventional forces, collectively reexa:nine NATO's 
deterrent posture in its entirety. 

E. (U) A funda:nental conclusion of this review is that the existing NATO 
strategy renains valid. At the sa:ne ti1:e, due to trends in Warsaw Pact ('n'P) 
capabilities, improvenents ·to NATO's NS~, conventional, and chemical force 
postures are required. This require::Jen: for moder-nization, coupled with new 
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tec!"'.'1ological o;oportu:Jities for L-nproving t!le deterrent effec:ive~ess of NATO 
for::es, ~:--ovides an OpPJrtt.::-Ji ty for- even ~:-eater coorCination of NJ..TO' s de!"ense 
forces and, t.!"'je:--eby, the waintenance of deterrence. 

!'. (U) These conclusions are develop~ in t!le following sections of the 
report. Section II of t!lis report s~~arizes the NATO strategy and operational 
doctrine and the relationship of·NSh~ to deterrence and to conventional a:1d ch~­
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 a rational and coordinated nuclear 
posture. 

---=-. -·-:- -:; ....... 
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Oi3JECTIVE:S' STRA TE:GY .
1 OPE?..!.TIO~!.~l. DOSTR!!IE I. FORCE RE!..ATIONSHIPS. II. (U) NATO 

A. (U) N;.TQ O':>iectives. 

1. (U) Purpose. Tne overrlClng p;;~p:;se of NhTO is to deter aggression 
anc:! ;:>reserve the peace and freedom of the t:H:CJ":)ers of the Uliance. Through its 
triad of forces -- conventional, non-strategic, and strategic nuclear forces -­
t)')e Allianc;e influences the 'riP's calculation of risks and be:1efits attendin~; the 
initiation of aggression, or the continuation of aggression, should deterrence 
fail. 

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

. intimidation. \.JOUld not succeed and that ag&ression would initiate a sequence of 
events \.'hich could not be determined in advance and ·whfch· would involve· risks out 
of all proportion to any advantages that might accrue from aggression. 

3. (U) Defense. Should deterrence·· !aif·,··-NAiO ·would ·seelCto· cause an 
early political decision by the WP to cease the aggression and withdraw. The 
P~liance' s objectives would involve three principal aims: the preservation of 
the territorial integrity of. the ft~liance, the termination of the conflict at the 
lowest ·possible level-of violence, and the restoration of deterrence •. 

-B. (U) Strategy. Present NATO_ strategy embodies the appropriate balance 
bet we err the conventlonal and nuclear extremes of earlier NATO strategie-s-( pre-
1967). By presenting a spectrum of possible -conventional, c;\emical, and <nuclear 
responses, NATO forces and strategy ensure a range of option~ well-suited to any 
contingency that might result from WP aggression. These forces and strategy also 
provide a fr2!1lework in which both the political and rnili tary needs of NATO's 
Defense are met. And, they do so in a manner that reconciles the requirenents 
for a peacetime posture with those of a flexible and effective posture should ag­
gression occur. The distinctly politico-~itary 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 make 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 spectru:n of the triad, creates uncertainty 
for an aggressor, forcing him to conclude that incalculable risks would be invol­
ved regardless of the nature of an attack. Should deterrence fail, NATO must 
possess the capability to respond at whatever level of force is deemed necessary 
to stop aggression, to convey the P~liance's resolve, and to achieve the desired 
outcome w-hile minimizing dc:nage to NATO terri tory. Such a response could, for 
example, under certain circumstances, involve escalation by the t.:se of nuclear 
weapons to halt a W? advance, to ~;i ve pause to WP planners, and to make them 
reassess the objectives of their attack. 

.· 
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2. (U) Forward Defe:1se. Forward defense, as an elenent of strategv 
seeks to wake c:-edible to the HF the co:1vic~ion that c::y aggression \.:ill be m~t. 
with an i.n:tediate and -effective respor.se by N~.TO. For,.,c;d defense recuires 
sufficient forces in a high state of readi:1ess, ccmmitted to NATO for p~ornpt 
integrated action in times of tension or against any limited or major aggression: 
Forces-in-being, with conventional and nuclear capabilities, ~~st be c~7.nitted to 
NATO in peaceti.:ne to present a credible deterrent to any level of aggression 
ranging fr~11 incursion. to major aggression. · 

C. (U) Basic Force Relationshios and Principles of NATO Doctrine. 

(U) As noted in the 1975 !):)D Report to Congress, within the overall NATO 
strategy delineated in the NATO docl.mlent MC 14/3, NATO's nuclear doctrine and 
force posture must continue to evolve tci maintain and improve the effectiveness of 
the deterrent under changing circunstances. Nevertheless, several basic relation- ·· 
ships and principles renain 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· NSiiF; 
(iv) planning of NATO nuclear options to enhance flexibility; (v) wides.pread 
sharing of risks and responsibilities in r;;.ro; and' (vi) peacetime coordination of 
participation in the NATO planning process. Each merits consideration. 
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(L:) ~;s;;; ?.elatic~s~ics. 

(2) (U) NSN? provide an essential el~e:1t of deterre:1ce and 
defensive capability and are not deployed ;;s a substitute for conventional force 
shortfalls. Rather, NSNF have an intrinsic value: ( i) in peacetime, NSN? demon­
strate the resolve and solidarity of the Alliance through the willingness to 

. 'i 

.. _ ·-·-· .... share .. the .. costs .. arni. potential·. risks acc-rui-ng-f'rem-N-S!r~epl-oyme:J-t-s-;--( ii-) · NSNF-· ·······-­
contribute to deterrence by providing credible, militarily effective nuclear 
options; (iii) NSN? provide linkage to str;;tegic nuclear forces; and (iv) should 

--·--····· ..• aggr.ess.ion .. .occ.u:-. ,. selective -use- of NSNF -141-l-r-e-i-se--'c·l'le-~os~nd-r·i.-sks-of··-this···-····-­
aggression and serve to signal to WP planner-s that they have miscalculated Alli-
ance resolve and solidarity. Flexibility in escalatory optio:1s e:1ha:1ces cete:--
rence because it renders the risks of even limited w1' ;;ggression incalculable. 

· (3) (U) Tne import;;nce~:-of" riiiiEU~tiin'ing'_'.NATOi's- NSH? ·posture 
in order to deter w7 the;;ter nuclear attacks, discussed in detail in the 1975 
D:lD report to Congress, is evident._ .. Even if NATO were to deploy g:::.eatly 
i.mprov·ea· ·conve:1tional forces, the mai:Jtene.'1ce·- .:rr so=e NSN? would be nece;::;ary, 
if for no other reasons tha'l to preclude nuclear coer-cion of; the Alliance or to 
deter W? nuclear use intended to defeat NATO conve.'1tional defenses. The W? 
deployrne:1t of substantial theater nuclear forces precludes any pcssibili ty that 
NhTO could rely solely on conventional forces for deterrence. 

(4) (U) Less widely understood, however, is the role that NSNF 
;llay in deterring W? chemical and biological force e:nployrne:1t and in permitting 
NATO to field a viable conventional defense. 

b. ( U) 
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(2) (U) Although such 'w'? dispersal enhances the survivability 
of key ccnbat ele:nents, it also imposes operational limitations on WP offensive 
tactics. In turn, the prospects for a successful ~;;..TO conve:1tion2l defe:1se are 
i.mp;oved substa'1tially. Dispe;sal redu::es the WP' s offensive effe-:tiveness and 
;..ork.s agai:ist the Soviet doctrinal principle of achieving force supe:-io:-ity 
tr:ough r:assing. Not only does N.!.TO' s nuclear ~b:eat create doct:-inal j:):-oble::s 
for the ~?, but i ~ also co:n~licates co.: .. LJ2.:1d a'ld control ar"Jd logistics support.. 
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3y forcing W? forces to disperse (and to sc:Je extent increase the distance between 
echelons), it also constrains the ra;:>idi':.y ·.ith ·.-;,ich these forces can be brought 
to bear. 

(3) (U) Today, w? forces would be ccnpelled to operate in 
·dispe:-sed for.nations to limit the risks atte:1din;;; ;x:>ssible NATO nuclear use. In 
the future, if the NSNF posture is I::aintained through judicious replace:nent and 
mode:-nization, it will be possible for l\HO to capi ':.alize fully on premising 
conventional force technologies to exploit wealrnesses in W? conventional tactics 
that are created by the deployment of NATO NSNF. 

(4) The above discussion denonstrates clearly the close and 
and an effective conventional 

2. (U) Objectives of NATO Selective Nuclear Use. 
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3. (U) Political Control of NSNF. 

Procedures to e~sure 

acetime and hostili 
over tlATQ_,_,_nuclea:-
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FIGURE II-1 (U) SACEUR NUCLEAR REQUEST AND RELEASE 
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a. (U) Widespread coordination and participation in NATO nuclear 
pla~ning during peacetime is a f~d~e~tal p•inciple that compl~e~ts collective 

_ sharing. of responsibilities and risks, and guides the .. evolution of nuclea• doc­
trine. Impl~entation of NATO st•ategy requires coordinated planning -- at both 
the political and the mili ta:-y level -- and ... .-ides Fe ad participation in terms of 
resou:'-9_es a1long the members of the Alliance. 
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b. (U) Coordinated planning at the political level is achieved • · 
through several mechanisms, notably the Defense Pla~nin< Committee (DPC) and the 
Nuclear Planning Group (NPG). 

(1) (U) General policy and broad politico-military planning is 
provided by the NATO DPC, ;;hich consists of the Defense Ministe•s under the 
ch2irmanship of the Secretary General. 

(2) (U) The NPG provides nuclear policy and ccnducts broad 
politico-;:nilita:-y nuclear planning. It consists of Defe~se Mi.niste:-s of the 1~ 
countries directly involved in nuclea!"' m2tter s. .t.. rece:1t excmple of the NPG 's 
planning responsibility is the decision taker. on October 27, 1983, at Montebello, 
Canada, that NATO ca~, through 1\SNF i1Ilp:-ovene<1ts and judicious organiz;;tion of 
resources and LRINF deployments, wi thdra;; l, 400 nuclear wa•heads f:-orn the NATO 
stockpile over the next five to six years. 

c. (U) Coordinated r:n:J.ita:-y pla:1ning for the defense of the NATO 
Ulia:1ce is accmplished ·by t~e three Major NATO C=ande:-s: ( i) SuprEne Allied 
Co:rrnander, Europe (SACEU?.), respo:1sible for t~e defense of Europe; (ii) Su;m:~ne 
Allied ~ander, Atla."'ltic (S.!.CLt:.hl), reSpJ:1sible :o.- p;-o':ecti:-:g t~e sea ler:es of 
the Atlantic O:ea'1; and (iii) .ta..llieC Coi~ ..... a"1de:--i:1-Chief, C:~a:;nel (CINCr.AN), 
resp:lnsible for protec~ing the E:nglish C.12.""J:iel e::1C the sot:theiil 2:""ee:s o!' the 
North Sea. 
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2. (U) Warsaw Pact Strategy and Doctrine. 

·a. liiiii1 Intr-oduction. Soviet·· mili ta~-y~·doctrine-- is ·a body· of views -- -·· ·· 
officially adop~by the political a."Jd military leade~s on the nature of a future 
~o-ar, how to prepare for it a:1d how it will be waged. Military doct:-ine determines 
the objectives a.nd charac a potential future · . .-ar and the ation of the 
country and its forces. 
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b. (U) Erooloyment Conceots fo~ Nuclear Weaoons. The specific em-
ployment concepts for nuclear w-ar are contained within the theory of military art 
;.nose component parts are str<1tegy, operational art, and tactics. Key principles 
of Soviet military art that ~uld apply to the conduct of either a nuc~ear or con­
ventional/chemical W'2r with NATO are Co:;Jbined arms, force superiority, surprise, 
and offensive initiative. 

(1) (U) Combined Ar::lso 'w"? =ilita~y ;.Titers st:-ess that a 
w'ar w"ill be won only by combined use of all the fo:-ces and means available. 
The importance of coordination by military units on the objectives, tasks, place, 
time, and means of fulfilling the objective of an operation permeates vi? strategy o 
O;:>erations in which resources are combined for the simultaneous solution of tasks 
are defi!1e:::i as "combined ar.:s" operations and are condu::ted \..-:th the participation 
of elements froo all or cx::st of the military services or branch a:<::s of the 
individual services 0 The combined ar:ns approach would apply in 2 c:::~flict in 
·"7Jich nuclear ·..;eapons '..lere enployed as ·well as ::..:-~ a non-nUclear co:1frontation. 
:..lthoug!1 W"? planners fc-iesee the e:1ployoe:1t of nucl-.=a:- weaiX'ns -- in 2:1 initial 
rzassive strike - to be de~isive to t:,e tattle and/o:- the 'w'2:"', they a::.. so ~lan for 
ra;:-iC exploitation of the st:-ike to be :::cde '='Y ge::e:-c:l pu:--p:)se fc:--ces. ?~uclear 
;..reapons wvuld be employe-:! p:--e-dor::ina::tly in st.:p?Q:-':. o: .. for::es on a :::2::1 cxis, t.o 
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hasten the breakth:'ough. Forces on so:Je axe's rnigh':. receive li:nitee or no nuclear 
1.1eapo:1s support. Move:Jent of forces in a nuclear e:wiror.::Je:Jt 1.10uld be planned ta 
avoid the a;eas of highest. contacination on the b2sis of :-econnaissa:1ce data. In 
·the context of theater nuclear 1.1arfare, the com!)ined a:o::s approach dictates the 
coordinated use of all varieties of 1.1ea;::or.s in the nuclear arsenal -- f:-an stra­
tegic ballistic missiles ta tactical artille:-y -- as required to destroy designated 
targets in an initial massive nuclear strike. It also dictates the- 'coordination ' · 
of the operations of conventional forces l.lith the massed nuclear strike (or 
strikes) to exploit the blow inflicted on the enemy. 

(2) (U) Force Suoeriority. In addition to employing all vari­
ety of resources available, Soviet writers also stress that military success \Jill 
depend on the massed employment of forces to achieve and exploit superiority in 
decisive directions or axes. In conventional operations, tro.ops \Jill not be de-

., .. 

ployed equally along the e:1tire front but concentrated at key points; in operations .. 
- --- ---- - · l.lith nuclear weapons,· massed strike·s ·by missiles-of VarT·ous· typeis ·anaaitillery· ar·e------;;;:-

to be substituted for concentrations of troops. Tne WP anticipates that massed ·i:. 
nuclear strikes \Jill be so shattering as to acccxnplish most of the required de- , ~- . 

· struction of enemy forces, IJi th maneuver ~.mi ts merely exploiting gains made by 'the 
weapons. 

., 
.• 

{3) (U) Surorise. Soviet writers consider that the advent of ,• 
..... ,.nuclear,. weapons considerably_ increases .th)!., decisive, ,significance-.. of-.. -surprise ·in-~·-_,_._, .. " 

modern warfare. They envision the possibility of a NATO surprise attack (1./hich · 
they consider likely) and prepare to launch a surprise pree:uptive attack the:n- -, 
selves._when they have acquired wa:-ning of NATO nuclear attack preparations·. The 
princfpie of surprise translates into -.a· major emphasis on high ccxnbat re-atliness' 
particularly for the means of nuclear attack and force-I./ide en''loyment of deceptive 

. .. 
measures. 

(ll) (U) Offensive Initiative. The Soviets believe that the 
outccxne 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 ta 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) Ooerational-Tactie2l and Tactical Forces. ' 

a. (U) Short-Ra~ge Ballistic ~~ssiles (SRB~s). 

(1) (S) Over the rest of the century the W1' SRBM force '.'ill 
improve both quantitatively and qualitatively as 1.'1 th 
improved guidance enhanced warhead 
cies are deo~Lo,,eo 
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C. (U) WAHSAW PACT RE:SPOiiSE TO NATO FO;lC!:: IH?RO~MENTS. 

l. fila/ Tne basic fcl.t1Ca~ions of Soviet c;il i t.ary doctrL"'le a'1d strate~<:v 
have ~een consistent fer seve:-al decades end H~sco"' has r..istoric2.lly st:-uctt:"'ed 
its oil i ~a;y prcg:--ams cal ob · ves of i :.s 
doct:-:.ne and st:-ategy. il: · ~ 
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the doctrinal <=rea, despite the attention gi Ve:J to the new 
US A:-::.y "air-land battle" doctrine in the Soviet press, this new e:nployrnent con­
cept -.'ill not likely change basic \oiP doctrinal concepts, such as the decisive 
nature of offe<1si ve ope:-ations or the critical imp::>rtance of superiority in nu::J­
bers a~d types of weap::>ns systems llhich it continues to enjoy over NATO fo:;-ces. 

-3~ (U) Tne. expansion a'1d--rooce~nTiatTon 'of'Its USSR.r~'P- military forces 
can be expected to continue. Cespi te econanic difficulties, the USSR leadership 
can be expected to extract sacrifices from ':.he Soviet people a'ld 'w"P allies to main­
tain or enhance its relative p::>sition as a \./Orld p::>wer. 
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IV. (U) til. TO's No;,-Stratedc Nuclea!" Forces (NSN:l Posture. 

A. (U) Ove:-vie;;: The Adeouacy of NATO's tiSNF Posture. 

1. (U l Cornposi tion of the Postur-e. NF.TO' s nuclear posture croprises 
NSNF delivery systems and their associat.e-:l >Jar-heads; the safety, security, and 
survivability of nuclear >Jarheads; and their supporting co:mand, control, cCY.n!!lu-
nication and intelligence (C3I) systens. · 

2. (U) Five Central Tasks. The adequacy of this posture is assessed in 
terms of its contribution to the Alli~nce objectives of deterrence and defense as 
discussed in Section II. The specific contribution of NSNF to these objectives 
flow from five central tasks: 

,. 
'. 

. ' i. 

.. 

' " ' 

' ...... ..... ···---~- ,_,_,, .. _, c;; ·. (U) 
deterrent posture. 

.... 

Provide opportunities for Allied participation in NATO's NSNF 

d.· (U) Provide a capability for Direct Defense and options for 
'Deliberate Escalation. 

e. (U) Preserve the linkage of NATO's de.~errence and defense forces 
loli th str:ategic nuclear forces. ·. ·. -:~~ ~;::. 

3. (U) Operational Criteria. To fulfill the central tasks, NSNF must 
be able to meet four fundamental 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 associated >Jarheads; 
canmand, control, ccmnunications, and intelligence ( c3r) ; and ·safety, security, 
and survivability of nuclear >Jarheads. 

B. (U) DEJ.IVERY SYSTEMS AND ASSOCIATED WARHEADS. 

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

a. (U) Short-range Nuclear Forces (SNF): 155mm a:1d 203Dl!ll nuclear 
artillery; HONEST JOHN and LANCE·missiles. 

b. (U) Inter-mediate-range Nuclear Forces (INF): 

(1) (U) Missiles -- PERSHING 1a (Shorter-Range I~~ or SRINF) and 
PERSHDIG II (Pill and the Ground Launched Cruise Missile (GLCM) (Lor.ger-Range INF 
or LRINF). 
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c. 
::..:ss:.les 
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. :..:.:-::.:c 
:Je:-e:--.s:-.·~ !;'..1:::ec:- ?'o:--::es (J~~~): 
: .. :::Jc:.:.:::.o:-1 t-t.;nltio:;s (.:.J)~-'.sJ . 

, .. -.. .-:-··----- s -.;:- :a-:e--w-air 

strategic and rr.aritirne nuclear forces are outside the scope of 
this 

2. (U) Short-range Nuclear Forces (Sh~). 

:. ' ·.· , . 

·, 
,:·l' 

~. ~' . 

't •!' 

a. (U) Contribution to Deterrence. NATO's SN? contribute to deter­
rence by reducing the l-iP's conve:1tional effectiveness and confide:1ce t~.at they 

· ................. could .. break- through .. NATO' s defense.·· ror·.=:a:-d-a:1d-·widespread .. dep"loyme:1t-.. of ·suffi---·-· --­
,,, cient numbers of SNF, along with the enemy's ~~certainty as to wnen, where, and to 

what degree NATO will resort to the use of nuclear weapons, would limit w'? :nassing 
·- .... -·---- ..... ···and. c'i;'(Jse-· ctosi'ng" fOllOW-'O'n- .. fO')"c·e S"t'O· .. di."S~l"'S'e-"'Ut -o-r-- fe al'"'··of-nuc-l'eo:r attack·=.---­

That NATO can and, if ne-cessary, will use nuclear weapons decreases the Soviet 
pla~ners' certainty of achieving the desired force ratios through extensive mass-
ing, thus greatly reducing his confidence of success. Acditionally, a militarily 

------ ....... effe-ctive.SNF deter:s Soviet first. use of [1\JC:lear:",':'!'.?PQ!l!;,".by=·.P..r.-"'v.iding. NATO .. the .... ...:~---
option to respond in kind or to escalate the intensity or scope of-the conflict·:·- .............. ·· 
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3. (U) Internediate-ran~e Nuclear :orces (INF). 

a. (U) Co:1tribut:on to Deterre:1ce. Nf..TO Ilir are o:ssigned a c~i tical 
role u:1der NATO's policy of aeterrence. T:1ey provide selective use options which 

..... hold o:t risk. a_wid.e. range _of wilit;:ry to:rgets ~n both the NS'vJP and the Soviet 
Union, thus denying the Soviets a sanctuc.ry from which to ca.e"i-ce.or attac·k-·NAto; 
NATO's INF therefore contribute to deterrence by generating doubt among W? 

.. ·-·-- .... plarJ1ers oL.their __ ao.ilHy ___ to __ control __ and sustain combat ope~ations and on their 
capability to enploy their own nucle-ar -optior;;;··:··· ··- · ······· ·---------·------··· --···--

"SECRf+-____ 
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~. (U)· Defensive Nuclear forces. Nuclear ci' defense syst~s (NIKE 
~::~CULSS) and Atcuuc Denoli:.ion Ht:::i:.io:-:s (;.l)~s) can;::,ise Nt.TO's DNf. 
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C. (U) NATO's Cor:r:nand Control, Corrrnunications and Intelligence (C3I) 
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(U) Defe~se Co~~ications System (DCS) a~d Co~oo~e~t 
Se:-vice Syste:n . Su?oor':.. Tne European CCS cmprises a network of ::ra'ls.nission 
systems ·using micro\..cve, t:--opospheric sca~t.er, satellite, r? radio, and cable 

: ·.·· 

_______ .. . _ C(;Ili!Jun~cat~.Q.!JS ._ Switched_ networks incl!l_:ie ___ f.liTOV_QN , .. AJJTOSE.VOCOM, _and -Al.ITODIN •. __ ... ---·- ·•--
AUTOVON is a long-haul, non-secure voice co_"~icatio~s telephone network desibned 
to provide service for operational a~d sup;::ort req~ire:rJe~ts. AUTOS:::VOCOM :s 2:1 
automatic secll:"'e voice syste!Il designed to provide secure voice ccm:m . .:-Jications ':o 
specified use:-s. AUTODIN is 2 c=on use:- long-haul digital net\o/Ork cesigne:: to 
p:-ovide secure data tra.."'lsnission. To ccc:m.J .. licat.e wi ~h the individual US delivery 
u:1its, US AJ·7ny and ;.J.r Force Service syst~s 2!'E used dependi:~g on wi1ethe:- the 
trJit is mobile or located at a fixed site. !:"Je ~SA::\:::UR Tactical Ale:-t Net (TAN) 
p!"'ovides U.'1Secure voic.e co.'Wiunication \ .. ;ith mc:jor CO:ii'::at and coobat st.:p~rt. com-
ma.'1ds via leased ci:-cui ts. '~'hen units are deployed to the fielC, CD:7r:'lt.r1ications 
foi land forces· are provided by a ccmbincticn of radio teletype, 1-:: voice, and 
\~-:/FH .voice SJ"St~so Tne USA..o:-r: Pri..~2.r"Y J.lect. Sys:.e:-:: (PAS), a non-secur_e __ voice 
syste:n; provides ca::ruu.Jicaticns to tactical -t:..-d t c~and posts via rnili t,:::.-=.¥ anC 
leased circu: ts. P.~S will be upgraded to secure te:etype i:1- u:id-1984, A ~SP.F::: 
liF/SS3 sys~~ (IIi:'"Oi'.J-1) p:-ovides nonsecure radio vc:.ce coruwunications to subor-
dinate units. Tact.ic2l corrrnunications are provided ~y a combination cf :--:=, VtF I 
FM, and UE? radio syst~s providing nonse::ure voice. 

(2) (U) Cw-ren~ N.4TO and Ulied Co:rr:ru:Jications Syste:ns. 

(;;) (U) Ma ior TY"es of Tr\Jnk Svste:ns. l'U.TO' s c=2nd a~c 
contr-ol syste::J relies on a coobination of c~unica~ions syst~s caa-e u;> of US 
and othe:- /l~lieC sys':..e:s as wrell as NATO elenents. Feu; :::ajo:- types cf trt.:1k 
syste!:ls exist. First, the:-e ere NATO-fi:1c."1ced. .syste!JS such as the AC::: ~IG:-i t:--o~ 
oposphe:-ic scatter syste:n cove:-ing all of NATO Europe (Norway to Turkey) a~d the 
NATO Satellite Communications (SATCOM) system. Seconc, there is the US worldwide 
O:S w-hich p:-ovides tra"1.s-;..tlar:tic a!1d muc~ i:1t:-a-Eu:-·:i~-e2n se:-vice. T.'le t~ird is 
the military se:-vice "hlc!-1 each NATO nation p;ovides se~a:'"'ately bet'..Je€!'1 its Nt..TO­
Ceployed forces 2nd i t.s orgc:nic natio:1al defe:-~se es-:.a:,li.sh:ne:it o ?ourth, t~ere 
a:-e le2sed circuits b~long:_.,g to the r;ation2l p:lSta::..-telep:Jone-teleg:-aphic (?TI) 
organizatio:-:s w"ith ""hie:, both the inC:viCt.:a.l natic::.s a:1C r\.!:.70 su;:~l~ent their 
national syste~s. 

("~) (U) M-....:1 ':iDle l~et.s and ?at:-. .s. Tne evolutic:-:a:-y devel­
c;:r.;er.t. of N.t.TO car.unica':.:.c.:-:s ::e:.·..J:.:--ks 2:1: syst~s r.2.s :--est.:lted i:: r.:~l':.i~~e paths 
::-o~ and to S.~c:::UR anC c::;er key ~;.:..TO c:x=-.2...-::ers o s;.:.r;,?::: cperctes :-1e:s sue!: as 
:;,e Sta:...:s Cont:-ol Ale;':.::.ng a:iC F.e~:-~.:.:-:; Sys~e:-:-. (SC..:.:::S) · .. ;;;ich t:ses l::.::~s prc­
·;ide-: by .~c::: t-:IG'::, C:i:::::.:.c.=':.i:::-:s ~;::-::·:e=.:e:-:~ ~-:-:;;;2::::-67 (C:?-~7), ?:!, a:1: 
·;~;i::~.:.s :-:2~ional r.:ilita-:: sys:e:::s ':...:) ~2:-::::..e ::essa~es .s;..;~;:·;):-':.ir.~ t~e !;.~_70 r;sK?o 
;-..,~.:; t.."':" nets CS:=.IG:-:7 SAi·n~ ;:;:1C ::.~(_· ::..=- ::..-::::::c.::.:!:·:::.:: .--:::-0 ;:l:~.o t;:.:.c··: :c.:- ~.,.:.~ins 

,, ; 
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nu::lea:- co~::-ol o;de:-s. Additionally, a NATO Se:::t..::-e V~ice ~etwurk a:1d a Selec­
~:ve ~elecse ~~:-ov~e:1':. ?T'og:--am (S::Lt:I?) support. nuclec;-- :iessage disse::.:1a:.icrL 

UNCUSSIFED 
...... -· --· -·~--·· ·-' --·- ···- ''" ·-·--·-------··-··-····· . . ·--·"·• -. 

INTELLIGENCE GATHERING 
& TACTlCAL WARNING 

--~EMPLOYMENT PLANNING 
& TARGETING 
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d. (U) Decision Center: C~~d and Control. Co~and and control for 
NSN? enccrnpasses both a spectrll:ll oi requirenents to include planning, directing, 
controlling, and executing forces as \.iell as the positive control, protection, 
and custody of nuclear weapons. 

:CV-11 

'' 

: .. 'r'' 
. ( .. ~ 

..... 

,. 

{ ::_;: . 
..... ;. 
I ·, 

., 

r .. 

'' ~ '. 
' '·' ,, 
j· 

·I 

.·.)· 
. ' ' 

' 
. '' 

. · .. 



\' 

IV-l2 



.. 
SEC REf 

3. (U) s3 !r;;e>rove!!lents. 

a. (U) Physical Securitv. Tnere are many on-going initia'::ives to 
im;:>rove the security aspe-:ts of o\.L"" nuclez: forces. 
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4. (U) Force Stability. Tne ability to maintain operational readiness 
.... under a wide ·variety of scenarios is- an---fr.ipiirtaiit--require_;;]ent-for -NATO nuclear 

forces. The stability of NATO's nuclear posture is dependent upon sufficient 
survivability and endurance \.lhi_ch ,.;_ip _p_r_o_:'_~Q_e __ NAI!L~h~ _ -~ld_stai,_~-~-C:!l.P_<!b_iJi ty _to __ ------­

·-- ---- ·--respo-nd appropr1ately- after any level of aggression. 
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V. (U) SE?S TO A HJRE FJ,TIO!W PSD COORDINt.ED u.:;;:-!:~.S::D l:SN? PC:STIJ?.::. 

A. (U) Notable Develoooents Since 1975. Significa.'lt develop:nents in the 
force postu:-e a.'ld operating e.'lviro:'l.OJe:Jt of NJ.TO's NSt~ have been add:-essed as 
appropriate throughout the course of this report. In brief, it is DoD's con­
clusion that there exist no grounds for revising the fu.'1d2!llental conclusions and 
recaJIDendations reached· in 1975. NATO st:-ategy remains sound: ·the NATO nations 
continue to support deterrence and defense with a force posture that is both 
coordinated and rational. At the sane time, develop:nents in Soviet forces, as 
~11 as opport~mi ties for improving the deterrent effecti ve.'1ess of NATO forces, 
indicate that the 1975 findings should be supplemented in scme areas. l<breover, 
a review of earlier recCX!llllendations reveals areas W'here additional efforts ._"ill 
be needed to ca.ry on-going programs to successful conclusion. 

1. (U) · NATO ·and the Changing B;:lance of Forces. The ·introduction of 
PII, GLCM, F-16 and TORNAOO 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 scme force improveilents·,··· · Sovi"et··· force ·· :improvements have 
quantitatively far out distanced those ~mdertaken by the NATO Alliance and, ""hen 
coupled with significa.'lt qualitative :iJnprove:nents, have yielded a WP posture that r·. 
is larger, more flexible, more survivable and more capable of striking a greater 
range of targets than in 1975. 
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3. (U) B.asis for Reconnendations to I:n;::--cve t;,e ?~StE Pcstu:e. Tnree 
:::::~cjc:-- conside:-atio:1s snape the s:.eps be::..ng taKe:1 t:J redress r.he existii:g 
Ce!"iciencies in NATO's NS~7 posture: ( i) c:: assess-Je:lt of the prope:- e::~:1as:s to 
be placed on NATO's conventional defenses, taking ir.to accou;'Jt new technological 

· oj);::>crtunities; (ii) DoD goals established by the i:-:fe:1se <?Jidance (DG) for llSNF; 
and (iii) NATO dedsions on its futu:-e posture. iake:1 toget.he:-, these th:'ee con­
siderations provide the basis for the st.e;::s being take:1 to stre.'lgthen NATO • s 
NS!f:" posture. 

1. (U) Prooer Emohasis on Conve~t.ional Defense Forces. 

a. (U) The companion to this report, Irnoroving NATO Conventional 
Caoabilities, docunents the _critical and pressing need to strengthen NATO's 
conventlona:I 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- moderni-z-e- its- forces. Qualitative 
and quantitative improvenents to ·WP conventional forces have increased the 
reliance on NATO's nuclear forces due to the lack of comparable improvements to 

.. NA TO.!.s .conventional---de f.enses. -· Al the ugh d-Hfi cult-, ··the--achiev en en t-··or-a-cred ibn­
conventional capability is feasible, both economically and politically. Signifi­
cant progress towards achieving an adequate conventional capability by the end of 
this decade can be made if the NATO me:obers fulfill their biannually-agreed Force 
Goals on the established schedule. 

a. 

,,_, 
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3. (U) NATO Decisions on the Future Nuclear Posture 

a. (U) An integ:-al and esse.'ltial ste;:- for the U.S. L'l developi:Jg a 
more coordinated NhTO nuclear pcsture is consultation ;.;ith the Hlies. Consulta­
tion is continuous and Defe:Jse Ministers meet t·-"ice-yea:-ly as the Nuclear ?lanning 
G:-o~? (N?G) tc discuss nuclear matters. The .P~gh Level Group (~lG), a suppcrtir.g 
orea"'liz.c~ion, is another for-u:n for cor.sult2tio:1 c:r.d pr-ovides recC:m:ne;~Ca:.ic:'ls en 
the •'hole spectnn of NSNF moderr.izatior. to N.HO Defense Ministers. Since 1977, 
the E!..G has conducted a cet.Giled exa:nination of the land-based ccr.Dpcnent of the 
.!.llia.'1ce NSI'f:"' posttre. 

b. (U) The ~i~/2.-G ef!'"or:.s bet~e:1 1977 2nd 1979 i.Jcluded eval~a­
::or:s o: ,!~J..i.a:-1ce L~::'f? ~C'Ce:-:i.:::a:.ion :-e<;"Ll::e:Je:-::.s; :.:,e c:::m.side:-ation :L'1 1980 of 
... ._~ --c' o c"' :-"~re"S;"Q "1uc1 e~ ... ':""r~es (Dir-:) .;~ ,.., 1 ; -..,ce .,-.-a•e ..... , ...... n~ ~os• r~en•lv ......... • ....... 0. _. .... •• ........ j'o - ~ •'-' '- >;. ~l 1"--.o.C;I _.,., ._. b.'t C:lW W I.. I'!;;"-.. .JI.. "I 

:.:; ~S23, ccncJ..ude:! .... -:.th 2:1 c.ssessr.Je:1t cf ~~!.TO n~"?!Sif:='i9N"?. 1.."1 19C.3, l~f..TO Cefe:1se 
~:..:;is:.e:-s rea:-fi:-:ne-:! ~he C~c:-t.:-c:k cp;::::-cacr. to !.3:1;'? r::!ode!'"'7liz.a";io:~, ca.l2.eC fo"r 
~ode:-~i~tion of-·the ~uc~ea:- ?=S:~e, c~d es~cb~is~~ c :-ctic~ale for the =:n~u= 
:-:e-:essc:-y level of ·..;2::-,ez.:::s :-:e-=-:e-:: :..::, s~s~:.., a c:-~:.~:e dete:-ie:;~- :.:-:e !'-bn':..e­
~e::.l.c C-=(:isic:i. .:.. ;~.:::;:-:. ~~:c::or. c: :.:-:ese .!..lliance C~isic;;s is ~:-oviCe-: :.n 
.t.Jn~x ::.: r~.!-.70 De-:is:~;.s c:-. <:.:--;e ~;.;:L::"e t:5:;; ?os:.~e. 
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2. (U) C~and, Control, Communications and Intelligence (C3I) Systems. 
..... -- -- ·-- ... ---------- -- _::..:_ ~--~--=.:::=::-:7:. . --- --'- . 

a. (U) Areas of Irnorove:nents. Generally, nee-ded improve:nents to 
c3r supporting NATO NSNf can be categorized into t·..o major areas - i.:nprovene!'lts 
designe-:;1. to e!'lhance the deterrent posture by st:-e:lgthening positive political 
and military control over- these 'Wea~ns during h2s':.ilities

1 
and those-ae'sig!'le<:l 

to improve NSNF effectiveness by providing enhanced target ace Jisi tion. 
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JTF. The .11'? is an_ '<utomated intellige.'lce fusio" .svstem 
\.;hich-will process, analyze;-and distribute reports obtained fro:n JSTARS~ ASARS, 
PLSS, and other sources. This information ·-i.ll ass::.st batt,'efield ccmnande:-s in 
assessing the status and disposition of e.'le:JY forces and selected targets. An 
advanced fusion syste!D, described i'1 ~tion IV, to provide direct, real-time 
intelligence and targeting is in development. 

(3) (U) INCA. In a rnuc~ broa-de:- context, the:-e is an on-going 
L'litiative to develop an intelligence arch:tectu:-e to support operational ccm;;an­
de:-s. This ir.i tiati ve is the European Theater Intell:.gence Arc:U tecture Progra:n. 
ir.is progran responds both to Alliance and theate:- iJ:lperatives to construct an 
int.el!.iger1ce st1ucture that can satisfy esse:1tial ;..c.-time tactical requirEDe:1ts. 
SHA?!: has a si:nilar initiative and the results of both progr=s wi.ll also be fed 
into the Congressionally-mandated Intellige!'lce Con!llunications Architecture (INCA) 
Progra:n. 

3. (U) Obse,-vations on Stoc!G::.le Level, Co:::x>sitio:1 and Wa:-head Stora.:e. 

a. (U) Stockoile Level and Co::ocs::.tion. 

( 1) (U) Stockoil e Ad icst;ne~ ts. T..:e Cong:-ess has •equested a.'l 
ident! fication of ~;,e ntn:>er a:1d t.y;.es of NSN: · .. ·a.-hec:s t!--.at a:-e not esse:1tial for 
dete:-:-e:1ce a."1d -..tlich could be .... -: :.hCra· .. n f;--oo: 'ries:.e;n E::.1r:;;.e. Ccnti:1ge:1:. on judicious 
reor~2..'iizaticn of :-esou:-ces c::1d b;:::-ov~e:i:.s i:1 the NS~r::- p:)stcre, the Alliance 
agree-:! that the exis:i~; iliropean-base<J )~SNr s<:.ockpile ca.; be reduced by 1400 
l.'arneads. 
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(2) (U) SACEU:l's Wor}::. J..t the CX::tober 1983 li'ro meeting, NATO 
I::efe~.se 1-!i.:liste:rs "noted tha~ SAC.t.:u:t a.'U1u.ally revie'WS stockpile require:Jents wi. th a 
view to re:novL"lg unnecessc:y weapons w'hile !!.2i.ntair.~:1g and recoomending ilnprove::Jents 
of those canabil.i ties necessary to ilnPle2e:1t at a prudent level of risk, and are 
loak:i.ng for • ."=ard to his advice conce-rnin,;; i.!:;plementation of their decisions." 
Further, Ministers "invited SACEOR to determine as soon as possible the specific 
types, mmbers and locations of these wa:'hea.ds to be removed a."ld to report his 
fincJ.inBs at e. future meeting of the Nu.clea: ?lanning 'Group." SACEDR has indicated 
that e. firm basis for !IUnisterial discussions of stoclqlile reductions will be 
e.vaila:ble by Spring 1985 and will provide rec=endations on the specific cO!llposition 
of- the- warhead reductions. ---- · - ...... - · ... ·· -- · _ ...... --
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ANNEX A 

THE AATOIWARSAW PACT NUCLS.AR BALANCE 

RESTRICTED DATA 
This material conuins Renricted Data 
as defined in the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954. Unauthori<ed disclosure subject 
to administrative and criminal unctions. 
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WARNING NOTICE 

Intelligence Sources or 
Methods Involved 
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UnCLASSIFIED .··· 

'. 

Tr~s P~-~ex provides a detailed asses~ent of t~e current 

land-based :t:.'SNF balance in :EUrope. 

- Conn:e.rison of NATO and Warsaw Pact SN? Systems A-2 
iii :EUrope: Artillery Tubes 

Comparison of NATO and Warsaw Pact SNF Systems A-3 
- ·· ·· ---- - -·---- - --- ----- --- -- i.n--:Ellrope :.. ~tissiles. ----- _____ . __ .. -------------------- _______________ .. __ .... ___________ . __ . ····-------------· 

- COI!lparison of NATO and Warsaw Fact Th"F Systems A-4 
·· ··-· · ···-in·-:furope :----l'l.issiles ................ - .... ____ .. --------.. --------- ....... _________ _ 

- Comparison of NATO and Warsaw Fact Th'F Systems A-? 
in :fur ope: J:CA 

NATO Stockpile Age 
------ -·· -------- .. ... --- ---... -- -··---- .... A'-6 . 

.. - Trends and Cooposi tion· of NATO Ie.nd-resed Stockpile A-7 

Record of NSNF Modernization 

NATO/Warsaw Pact Artillery Comparison 

NATO/Warsaw Pact SRINF /SNF Missile Comparison 

NATO/Warsaw Fact IRINF Comparison 
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ANNEX B 

ATO DE:ISIONS ON TEE FUTURE NSNF POsTURE 

.l, 
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URE 

•vide a backdrop against 
r the Hl.G and N?G since 

' equires the capability 
~eq~ate target coverage 
tability and resilience 
control, communications 
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and intelligence (C3I) capabilities. The 1979 LRTil? decision 1.-as imp::>rtant for 
both p::>litical and military reasons. From a military pe:-spective, GLCM deployments 
and PII conversions close a gap in the spectn .. ""ll of targets \.lhich could not be held 

·at risk by existing NATO forces. They also p:-ovide irop::>rtant escalatcry options 
and strengthen linkage tc strategic responses. Politically, LRINF deployments 
underscore Alliance cohesion and the co;liDi~e."lt tc nuclear escalation \.lhile deny­
ing the Soviet Union p::>1i tical and rnili t2ry advantage. Tne resulting 1979 NATO 
Integrated Decision l:t>cunent (IDD) symbolizes NATO's resolve through the deployment 
of 464 GLCM and coversion of P1a tc PERSHING II. The IDD provided that, as the 572 
ne\.1 \.Ia!" heads for LRINF are deployed, the =e nuilber of 1.'2rheads \./ill be \.11 thdra\.ln 
fran the nuclear stockpile in Europe. Additionally, in 1979 the Alliance agreed on 
the \.11 thdra1.'2l of 1, ODD US nuclear \.larheads from Europe. This \.11 thdra\.lal of \.lar­
heads \.las canpleted in 198D. At the same time, the IDD symbolizes NATO's resolve 
tc seek, through negotiations \.11th the Soviet Union, meaningful and equitable 
limitations on LRINF. · · 

b. (U) The HLG study on Defensive Nuclear Forces (DNF) '·.completed 
in 198D, examined the role of both NIKE HERCULES nuclear air defense and Atcrnic 
Demolition Munitions (P.I:Ms) in NATO's deterrent posture. 
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d. (U) Con~ext of the Montebello Decision. ~inisters at the ~?G, While 
agreeing to withdraw l~OO warheads fro~ che Suropean stockpile over the next five to 
six years, approved the !1LG concll:sion th2t the nliance must undertake the necessary 
actions to improve its forces across the e1tire spectn ... '1l of capabilities in order to 
ensure a continuing credible deterrent. Specific HLG findings and recornrne~dations 
included: 

(U) Further, it is L~por~n~ that NATO continue efforts 
to i.1lprove its ccnventional force capabilities. 
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(3) (U) Imorovements to Resoonsiveness: 

-· (U) It is important that current progr2Imled changes to 
the NSNF posture be cc:mpleted on schedule. Tne intr-oduction of more modern air­
craft such as the F-16 and TORNAOO with their greater capability to penetrate en-

•. route defenses and defended targets is improving responsiveness. 

(U) An improve:Dent in the ability of NATO forces to 
acquire, identify, and process data concerning mobile targets beyond line of sight 
of the FLOT ·would strengthen both responsive.'less and effectiveness of weapon 
systems. 

(4) (U) 

(U) Additionally, concurrent measures to make ccm:nunica­
tions--iiiore survivable via the reduction of ..~JPique c3 signatures associ~ted with 
nuclear forces and hardening sites against conventional attac~ and electroroasnetic 
pulse, together with the provision of back-up cClmlunication cnannels lo'Ould enhance 
effectiveness. 




