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The Future of Nuclear Weapons In Europe
Workshop Summary

Jeffrey A. Larsen
Patrick J. Garrity

INTRODUCTION

On July 26, 1991, the Center for National
Secunity Studies of the Los Alamos National
Laboratory sponsored a one-day workshop on
The Future of Nuclear Weaponsin Europe.
(A listof workshop participants is found at the
cnd of this report.) The workshop participants
represented a mix of individuals from the De-
partment of Encrgy and its national laborato-
rics, other government agencies, the military
services, academia, andindustry. Allattendecs
were chosen for their interest and expertisc in
the ficlds of Europcan politics, intemational
scennty policy, and American theater nuclear
policy.

Workshop spcakers were asked 1o prepare
informal presentations on the views of the
United States, the nations of Europe. and rcl-
cvant intemational oreanizations, and o ¢imn-
phasizc (1) the | olites and military strategy
assoctated with nuclear weepons and (2) the
changing interrelationships between those po-
litical and military factors in today’s rapidly
changing intemational environment. The work-
shopleaders hoped the rchy tostimulate critical
thinking into the likcly futurc of nuclear weap-
ons in Europe, both East and West. Because
the workshop took place befor: the failed mid-
August coup in the Sovict Union, those who
gavce prescntations at the workshop were given
the opportunity to revise their remarks in light
of the post-coup situation in the Sovict Union,

The summary below reflects any changes that
the parnticipants clected to make, in addition to
our own cditorial adjustments.

‘The workshop also took place before Presi-
dent Bush’s September27, 1991, speech, which
outlined a number of unilateral steps that the
United States would take with respectto nuclear
weapons, and that he hoped would be matched
by the Sovict Union. Somc of these measurcs
will dircctly or indirectly affect the future of
nuclcar weapons in Europe, and the workshop
proceedings should be read in this light:

» The United States will withdraw all land-
bascd, short-range tactical nuclear weap-
ons (antillery shells and Lance missiles)
from Europe and clscwhere in the world,
and will destroy these weapons without
rccourse to U.S.-Sovict arms-control ne-
gotiations on this subject. According to
the president, “staning these talks now
wouldonly perpetuate these systems, while
we cngage in lengthy negotiations. Last
month’s cvents (i.c., the Sovict coup and
its failurc) not only permit, but indced
demand swifter, bolder action.”

e The Uniied States will at the same time
rctain “an cffective air-dcelivered capabil-
ity in Europe. That is essential 10 NATO
sccurity.” The United States will not de-
vclop or deploy the proposcd tactical air-
to-surface missilc known as the SRAM-T,
however.



+ Notactical nuclear weapons will routinely
be deployed at sea oron navabaireraft, e.g.,
nuclear gravity bombs, nuclear depth
charges. Morcover, cruise missiles will
not be deployed on surface ships or subma-
rines. Most of these nuclear weapons will
be destroyed; some will be retained in
central arcas, where they would be avail-
able if necessary duning a crisis.

+ The United States calls onthe Sovict Union
to rake similar actions - to destroy many
of these tactical weapons and 10 “*consoli-
date what remains at central locations.”
The Bush administration is clearly inter-
ested inencouraging the removal of Soviet
short-range nuclear weapons from unstable
arcas and the establishment of firm central
control over those that remain.

SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS

The following represents a summary of wha
the workshop organizers ook away from the
workshop; it is not intended to be comprehen-
sive or represent the views of any or all of the
participants, This summary includes an edito-
nal sharpening of the dines of argument that
ciierged from the workshop discussions, atthe
riah of overlooking some important areas of
controvensy anduncertainty. Forthisthereader
should consult the tull synopses of the presen-
tations and paned discussions that begin on
prage 4,

U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe

Bused onthe presentations and discussion at
the workshop, we conclude thiat the North
Athantic Treaty Organization (NATO) will try
to extablish a minimum deterrent force of be-
tacen OO and 1,000 nuclear weapons based in
Europe, most hikely toward the lower end of
that range. (Additional weapons will he made
available, as at present. in the form of subma-
rine-launched systems.) These European-based
systems will consist entirely of dual-capable
aircraft and gravity bombs, There will be no
deployment of modemized U.S. nuclear sys-
tems. By the middle of the decade, however,

political pressures in Germany will probably
tead 10 the removal of U.S. nuclear weapons - -
and possibly all allicd military forces --from
German soil. This development, along with
other political trends that are now evident, will
torce a major readjustment of the European
security system, leading (o g margmahzation
of the Amcrican role on the continent (as that
role has traditionally been defined since the
Fate 1940x5). Recent remarks by Gennan For-
cign Minister Hans-Dictrich Genscher suggest
that these pressures may begin to build even
carlicr than anticipated by the workshop par-
ticipants. '

U.S. Policy Options

Few workshop participants believed that this
wits i good outcome either for American inter
ests or for long-term European sccurity. The
central question is: What is the best way o
relegitimate the presence of U.S. nuclear weap-
ons in Europe and their positive role in allicd
strategy, especiatly to the Germans? (Noone
atthe workshop challenged the pointthatnuclear
wcapons should contipue to play an important
role in allied security policy.)

There were two general lines of argument on
this question. ‘The first policy altemative in-
volved reaching a grand bargain with the Ger-
mans in the form of a dramatic arms-control/
policy initiative that would scek 10 preempt
German concemns about nuclcar weapons (c g.,
by proclaiming a no-first-use policy) in retumn
for German agreement 10 continue 10 accept a
small number of air-delivered weapons. ide-
aly modemized nuclear systems, on German
soil. The second policy altemative was hased
on the assumption that such preemplive con-
cessions 10 German public opinion would only
reinforce the delegitimation of nuclear weap-
ons, and that there remain imponant, perhaps
dominant, clements in German politics that
understand (or can be remindced) of the impor-
tance of nuclecar deterrence. This second alter-
native preferred to focus on the fact that nuclear
weapons will seem more, rather than less,
central to the war-prevention task of the alhi-
ance as NATO s comventional forces arc shamply



reduced in the wake of impending budget re-
ductions.

The Future of European Security

Contrary to the common wisdom of a ycar
ago, NATO scems likely to survive for some
time as an impontant instrutaent of European
security and trans-Atlantic cooperation. (The
prospects for ine Conference on Sccurity and
Cooperation it Europe (CSCE], by contrast,
have dunmed consicerably.) Despite the con-
sensus on the preseivation of NATO. thereis a
sense that e utility of the Atantic Alliance
will decrease significantly over time, as the
task for whichitis uniquely suited—to provide
political-military sccurity of the European al-
lies against the Sovict threat—becories much
less prominent. Also, the Westemn Europeans
arc anxious, for a varicty of reasons, to develop
some sort of 4 European defense/sccurity iden-
tity that will correspond to the cconomic and
political union to which they are committed.
The Europcan Community (EC) is the logical
umbrelia for the formulation of this defense/
secunty identity, but much remains uncertain
and controversial, especially in light of the
difficult European expenence in the Gulf war
and this summer’s Yugosiavian crisis.

The German Question

The key to all of this is the Germans, who
remain an cnigma, even to themselves. Atthe
present time there is simply no conscnsus
among German political clites about the funda-
mental national security interestsof theirnewly
united regime. To be sure, there is no indica-
tion of a revival of traditional German nation-
alism and militarism. Quitc the contrary: There
arc strong popular trends toward secing Ger-
many as a very large Switserland (or Den-
mark »-- inward-looking, focused on cconomic
matters, convinced that it does not face a seni-
ous military threat, and persuaded that military
powcer really does not matter very much in the
post-Cold Warcra. A tum in Genman politics
in this dirccion would point toward the cnd of
traditional German suppornt for nuclear deter-

rence and a U.S. nuclear presence on German
soil. By the terms of the Two-Plus-Four agree-
ment that ended the division of Genmany, the
termitory of the former East Germany is 1o
remain nuclear-free. A future German govern-
ment may well wishtoend this anomaly, not by
insisting on the deployment of nuclear weap-
ons in its castern termitorics, but rather by
denuclearizing the rest of Genmany (and of
Europe).

There is currently no significant German
interest in acquiring nuclear weapons. Beyond
the year 2000, however, one can postulate
sccnarios in which an independent German
option might scem attractive. This would
require not only a reemergence of the Sovicet
threat, but @lso a brecakdown in the
nonprolifcration regime and the spread of
nuclcar weapons to other European states,
coupled with the lack of a convincing Amen-
canor British/Frenchsecurity guarantee. Shont
of such a dramatic change in the stratcgic
cnvirmmment, the domestic political barriers to
German acquisition of nuclcar weapons, and
the fears of ncighboring states, are currently
too strong for such a drastic change n
Germany''s nuclear status.

Britain, France, and the Prospects for an
Independent European Nuclear Deterrent

These two European nuclear powers will
unqucstionably maintainnational nuclcar forces
irrespective of how Europe, collechively or
nationally, defines its futurce sccurity. Perhaps
the most interesting question concems the pos-
sibility of incrcased British-French nuclcar
cooperatiun. The Conscrvative govemmcent in
London has yct to sclect a missile to carry its
projected new tactical nuclear warhcad, dc-
signed to replace ils nuclear gravity bombs.
Candidatcs for the British Tactical Air-to-Sur-
face-Missilc (TASM)arcthc American SRAM-
T, (which was cancelled in September 1991).
the Amcerican supersonic low-altitude target
(SLAT), or the Air-Sol Longuc Poné (ASLP),
which would be coproduced with the French
(This decision is already overdue, and there are
indications of further delays by the British)



‘The outcome of this decision will provide a
strong indication about where the British, at
least under Prime Minister John Major, sce
their luture—-with the American special rela-
tionship or with Europe.

Gisven the difficultics that may emerge be-
tween the United States and Germany over
nuclear weapons, some Europeans have at-
tempted to revive an old proposed solution to
this problem: the creation of an independent
European nuclear capability and policy that
wouldinvolve the Germans through such agen-
cies as the European Commurity or the West-
c¢m European Union (WEY). Sucha capability
would presumably consistof some or all of the
currcat Brtish and French nuclear forces. The
presentation given at the workshop on this
subject, however, concluded that there is now
apparently no senous interestin the idea by the
present govemments of France, Brtain, or
Germany. 1t was also noted that this attitude
could change with a shiftin govemment, espe-
clally in Gemany.

The Soviet Union and Nuclear Weapons

The Soviet govemment (and very likely any
suecessor regime, Russian or otherwise) has
vome 1o accept the Amencan presence in Eu-
rope —including U.S. nuclear weapons.- as
casentially stabilizing.  The Sovicts remain
voncemed about the long-term future of Ger-
inany andbelieve that Amenican forces/nuclear
weapons offer an imponant restraint against
tuture German ambitions in the East. On this
basis Moscow would like to reach an Ameri-
can-Sovict undenstanding on minimum deter-
renve for theater nuclear forees (TNF) as the
only way o legitimate any future nuclear de-
ployments in Europe. “The broad parumeters of
a potential deat on shont-range nuclear forces

SNF), from the Sov.ct perspective, might
involve the total climination of land-bascd
ssstems and constraints on the numbers of

nuclear-capable aircraft, withalevel of soughly -

500 warhcads on cach side.

From a military-strategic perspective, the
lessons of the Gulf war, coupled with the
collapsing Sovict cconomy, have convineed

Sovict officials that they cannot compete with
the Westinhigh-technology conventional forces
and that nuclear weapons represent the only
means to sustain even alimited participationin
the strategic competition with the West. Nuclear
weaponsarc relatively cheap, the Sovictsknow
that they can build them with confidence, and
they do not have to work perfectly to fulfill
their political and military purposc. In the
future, strategic nuclear forces will represent a
first-order defense for the Soviet Union.

In this analysis it was assumed that if there
was a breakup of the Union, Russia would
inherit the nuclearlegacy of the USSR, and that
the other republics would not possess indepen-
dent nuclear forces.  Recent developments
have also called this assumption into question.

The Eastern European Question

The most important of the Eastern European
states (Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary)
continue to favor an Amencan presence in
Europe under the auspices of NATO, which
imiplicitly includes an Amencan nuclear pres-
cnce. The presentation to the workshop on this
subject concluded that there is now no scrious
interest in the acquisition of nuclear weapons
by any statc in Eastemn Furope, but that there
werce imaginable circumstances in which such
an option might be considered. One combina-
tion of circumstances would be a situation in
which it appcarcd that the Sovict Union had
immevocable designs to rcoccupy these states,
that the Westhad nointention of extending any
mcaningful nuclcar guaraniec over Eastern
Europe, and that war was incvitable. Also, if
several Sovict republics (c.g., the Ukraine)
acquired nuclear weapons as a conscquence of
the breakupofthe USSR, this too might trigger
proliferation throughout the region. Such cir-
cumstances do not appear very likely at the
momcnl, but they cannot be definitely rulcd out
over the longer term,

THE EVOLVING EUROPEAN
SECURITY ENVIRONMENT

The first workshop session offered a broad
political and diplomatic overview of a Europe



that has undergone dramatic changes over the
past two ycars. This session was intended to
provide the backdrop for the subscquent pancls
that dealt with nuclear issues in more detal.

The underlying theme of this session’s pre-
senation was that the old order in Europe has
disappeared. Europe is currcntly a continent in
search of itself.  All of the old verities and
assumptions about European security are being
challenged. if they have not already been over-
tumcd. Wc arc going through a period of
transition, with the end-st::¢ not quitc clear,
although in the past year some of the probable
clements of the new framework have become
more visible. Forexample, a conscensus seems
to have emerged, especially since the NATO
mectings of spring 1991, that the Atlantic
Alliance should continue to cxist and perform
the core functions it has performed in the past
and that the United States should retain a role
in Europcan sccurity. But these assumptions
are hedged, at lcast in some of the Europecan
countrics, by a number of (often unspoken)
preconditions and expectations about how the
alliance’s decision-making and military struc-
tures will change.

The most critical part of the European scarch
for identity is Germany: the Germans appear
unsurc what they think of themselves. The
emotional overload of the cvents of the past
two ycars, coupled with the very large sct of
adjustments that the Germans have had to
make, has led toa collcctive sclf-absorption on
the part of Germany, approaching a“collective
nervous breakdown.” Many critical issucs arc
not yct cven being discusscd in Germany, and
no anticulated plan for the future has emerged,
cvenamong the political elites. This point was
reemphasized in scveral subscquent presenta-
tions.

There are several other points to make as
Europe scarches foritsclf. The first involves a
rcthinking of very basic political questions.
What is a statc? What purpose docs the mili-
tary serve, if onc assum~< an cnvironment in
which there is a very low (or no) probability of
a major conflict in Europe for the foresceable
future? Sccond. we must take into account the
tyranny of cxisting organizations—the pro-

pensity 1o tum to familiar ways of doing busi-
ness when faced with difficultics and uncer
taintics. Third, the new democratic political
leaderships in cast-central Europe and the new
Germman Ldnder will undoubtedly expericnee
growing pains as they go through the process of
on-the-job-training.  Founh, in the West the
old clites are being replaced by new leaders; in
most of the major countries, there will also be
crucial clections in the uext few ycars that
could bring about a significant change in the
profile of European politics.  Finally, there
remains a fundamental uncentainty over the
futurc of the former USSR and how it (or its
constituent pants) will relate politicatly and
militarily to Europe.

T'he Institutions of European Security

The most hikely outcome of the Europeun
scarch for identify over the next decade will b
amix of old and new institutions, coupled with
an assertion of 4 European defense/security
identity (rhetorically if not organizationally).
NATO in panticular appcars likely to survive,
in parnt because of the determination of the
Amcricans and the British to kcep it alive, and
in pan because it represents a time-proven and
successful way for the nations of Westem
Europe and North America to deal with one
another. This is a different answer than one
might have given a ycar ago, when the domi-
nant notions pointed toward a very different
kind of sccurity structure (c.g., the CSCE or
some other type of pan-Europcan sccurity or-
ganization, onc in which the United States
might not fully panticipatc).

Why has the promisc of pan-European sccu-
rity, circa 1990, not been completely realized?
On the positive side somc institutionalization
of thc CSCE has taken place, and the govem-
ments of Eastern Europe and Germany remain
interested in using the CSCE as a mcans of
bringing the Soviet Union inlo Europe peace-
fully, as well as a means of conflict prevention
and containment. But the simple inability to
makc the instifution responsive tomajor devel-
opments in Europe. most notably the Baltic
and Yugoslavian criscs of rccent months, has



chastened, if not dashed, those who would
promote the CSCE as the dominant European
security mechanism.

H the European Community continues along
the path on which it has started, it will be the
core around which a future European secunty
wdeniity will be detined. The EC continues its
progress on the paoiditical and cconomic side
toward the goais of 1992, but there are gues-
tions about whether much more can or will be
done. (The basic problem for the EC is that
many of the onginal conditions and balances
on which it was founded have changed, given
Germany s new weight and the guestions that
have emerged in the Franco-German relation-
ship.whichis thecenterof the EC.) Clearly. on
the secunity side the failure of the EC toachicve
any kind of realistic coordination with respect
to the Gult war has had an cnormous psycho-
logical impact. The promise to come up with
the rudiments of an agreement by December
1991 as to what precisely its secunty goals will
heisasigmticantindicatorof the Community 's
inferest in this arca.

Central Political Relationships

{ rom the Amencanpenpective, the Guif war
brought many issucs surrounding the relation-
ships betweenthe European and North Atlantic
states to the fore. There are some who would
conclude that the U.S.-German relationship, in
which the Bush administration placed somuch
stock, simply fell apant when confronted with
an out-of-area threat. On the other hand, the
Anglo-Amencan special relationship was re-
vived dunng the war, and the case with which
Amencan and Bntish military establishments
dealt wath one another has had a significant
impact on the thinking of many about what will
be possible in terms of intensive military rela-
tuonships with Europe in the future.

France emerged from the war, in the Euro-
peanand the Atantic context, as sloser, France's
conventional performance duning the war was
poor, and President Frangois Mittcrrand's Jast-
minute diplomatic mancuvering won him no
points with anyone. Paris hasalsoheen largely
unsuccessful in its effonts 10 work out new

relations with the United States, the Soviet
Union, Eastem Europe, and even some of the
smaller states in the EC. By their own actions
the French may have thus contributed to the
outcome they most feared: o Europe shifting
castward, led by a strong, reunified Germany
with interests and ambitions in the East. Paris
must also be concemed that, if the EC fails 1o
maintain its forward momentum, the Germans
may look fordifferent realms of action and will
be fess integrated into Europe than the French
would want,

Great Britain finds itsclf inonce more phascin
the diplomacy of downward adjustment, as the
transition of power from Margaret Thatcher to
John Major points toward the conclusion that
Britain will become, over time, a better Euro-
pean state with much closer ties to Germmany.
The major strategic constraints on Brtain are
its cconomic weakness and social problems,
which in tum affces the amount of money
av ailable to the military. This suggests that a
different sctof arrangements for Britainmay be
inorder--- perhaps tuming more toward Europe
and European organizations as a lifchoat and a
means of preserving some level of Bntish
influcnce—especially if the Anglo-Amernican
special relationship docs not continue,

Germany remains the central element in the
unfolding Europcandrama. Everyonc, includ-
ingthe Germans, is waiting and watchingto see
what develops there. Germany's allies are just
beginning to realize the immense psychologi-
cal dynamics of reunification, as the Germans
ask themsclves “who arc we?” and *where do
we belong?” There is something 1o the carica- -
ture of Germany wanting 0 be Switzerland:
fat, wealthy, happy, and uncncumbcered by
outside obligations. The result of thistendency
1s a setof diplomatic moves that could be called
a “campaign of smiles,” saying “yes” 10 all
comers but hoping that everyonc will cventu-
ally go away and Icave the Germans alonc.

Given this uncertainty about the future of
Germany, there arc two critical factors
undergirding the role of nuclcar weapons in
Europe that have nit received cnough atten-
tion. The first factor involves the politically
undigested lump of East Germany. The popu-



lation cf the castemn Lénder feel cheated by the
Kohl govemment’s promiscs on their eco-
nomic well-being. The clectorate in the cast is
discouraged and politically alicnated, facts that
could cost Helmut Kohl and the Christian
Democratic party (CDU) the next clection.
This could also upsct the long-standing Ger-
man pany structure as it has emerged between
the CDU, the Social Democrats, and the Free
Democrats, in which there was a common
discoursc and sct of issucs up for competition.
Onc of the most sensitive political topics that
could trigger a revolution in German politics is
the issuc of nuclear weapons and the nuclear
rclationship with the United States.

The second under-appreciated factor is the
status imposcd on the eastern regions of Ger-
miny as a result of the Sovict-Genman bargain
of February 199%). (Undcr the terms of this
bargain the temitory of the former German
Democratic Republic is 1o be nonnuclcar, and
no allied forces are to be stationed or deployed
there.) Pressurcs are alrcady cvident to main-
tain this status and cven exiend the special
demilitanized region westward, once Sovict
troops complcte their withdrawal in 1994,

Both of these issucs demonstrate the critical
importance of German domestic politics in
determning the course of German forcign
policy. The situation today may be similar to
that o7 the carly 19805, in which the Germman
government adjusts its foreign policy in order
to keep domestic political harmony —cven it
suchforcign policy changes have more danger-
ous ramifications than the domestic troubles
would have. No German politician has any
idca what the intcmal political situation will
look like after the Sovict forces Icave, cspe-
cially if the general economic situation re-
mains blcak. But it could result, as noted
above, in the political defeat of the CDU and a
sca change in German politics.

Firally, the management of relations with
Eastem Europe and the Soviet Union will be
morc in German hands than thosc of any other
power. The new Central European Pentagonale
group (ltaly, Austria, Yugoslavia, Hungary,
and Czcchoslovakia, with Poland also inter-
csted in membership) is an intriguing attempt

atdcvcloping a regional framework—attempt-
ing to create a countervailing trade and policy
bloc outside of German influence. Such bal-
ancing games hark back to similareffortsinthe
Balkans in the 1890s and 1920s.

The real key to this and other important
qucstions will be the cvolution of German-
Sovict relations after the withdrawal of Sovict
forces from German soil in 1994, Will it
become a relationship in which Germany is the
fricnd of and entreprencur for the Soviets (or
Russians)? Will Germany play the gamic of
backing the more promising political and na-
tional candidates in a fractured Soviet Union?
The Germans have historically perceived high
stakes in a reach toward the cast, in a civilizing
mission that the Germans have ofien felt to-
ward Russiaand Eastcmn Europe. The German-
Sovict Treaty of July 199) contains hints as 10
how that relationship might evolve post- 1994
intcrms of sccurity relationships and cconomic
understandings. In short, it would appear that
this spccial role of Germany toward
Miticlcuropa will again be very high on the
German list of preferences for its future inter-
national rolc.

Discussion

The participants cxpressed a number of opin-
ions about Europe’s future sccurity identity in
general, and the prospects for NATO in par-
ticular. In onc view NATO may be facing a
long, slow retircment, rather than an abrupt
dismissal. NATO'’s corc functions limit (¢
alliance to dcaling with issues that arc becom-
ing increasingly remotc, most notably, dircct
threats to the territorial integrity of NATO
members. Emcrging threats will not involve
NATO, as cvidenced by the Yugoslav crisis, in
which the EC took the Icad. How the Unitcd
Statcs responds to this shift will be very impor-
tant. The Europcans have obscrved our actions
during the Gulf crisis, where we took the lead.
and during the Yugoslav crisis, where we pushed
the Europceans out front. This suggests (o the
Europecans those kinds of problems that the
United States regards as contral (0 its interests
andthosc itdoes not. Ifthisisin factour policy,



the Europeans will undoubtedly realize even
more the need for the EC or a Euro-centric
seeunty organization. A significant danger in
the process of redefining European secunity is
immobility: under the prresent circumstances it
is difficult 1o believe that the current political
lcadens will undentake serious changes in the
structure of alliances or national contnibutions.

Another panticipant expressed the view that
NATO wasinlittle dangerof being replaced by
some altemative sceurnity structure. Most Eu-
ropeans regard NATO as the principal struc-
ture for the inmegration of political-military
decision making, both in the European and the
Atlantic framework.  (To be sure, political-
military issucs are becoming less salient, but
thatis anotherissuc.) The ECistrying tomove
in this dircction, but the trends today —versus
those of just six months ago—do not scem o
favor a strong, independent European defense
identity.

Furthermore, according to this panticipant,
nuclear weapons may actually become aneven
morc important and more legitimate pant of the
European defense structure in years ahead as
conventional ammed forees become more frag-
tlc and arc gutted by budget cuts. As weapons
of mass destruction proliferate in the third
world, people should see the value of existen-
tial deterrence tnuclear weapons deter because
they existythrough some residual nuclear capa-
bility.  Whom will the Germans (and other
Furopean states) tum to for such protection?
Most likely the United States, assuming the
United States can then base such weapons there
i a way that does not cause serious political
problems. Stationing nuclcar weapons in Ger-
many is net a lost cause yet, but the alliance can
make this a sclf-fulfilling prophecy by assum-
ing that there is no future for nuclear weapons
there. [f the United States believes that nuclear
weapons should remain an impontant pan of
the European defense posture, then it must
publicly make a persuasive case.

Anather panticipant noted that there is no
conscnsus emerging yet on what Europe’s fu-
ture sccurity identity will look like. The dis-
cussions about a European sccurity identity
have notbeen going well. Inaddition, the flank

states of the alliance are concemed about agree-
ing 1o a French-German-dominated securnity
arrangement. These states also guestion how
they shall receive military support and nuclear
deterrence that only Washington has been able
to provide in the past. All of this points 10 a
continuing important role for the United States
and Amcrican nuclear weapons.

That said, there is much below the surface
that challenges the old strategic bargain—i.c.,
the European recognition that in the face of the
Sovict threat there was a need for a close
strategic refationship with the United States
and the presence of Amenican nuclear weapons
on European soil. With the diminution in the
Sov:ct threat, there is an increasing view that
the Europeans do not need the old partnership,
wherehy decisions about nuclear weapons were
largely made by Washington without adequate
altied consultation. Such trends will tend to
undermine the long-term future of nuclear
weapons in Europe tat least of those not under.
the control of the governments that will be
deciding their use). ‘These issues need to be
openly discussed among the allied govem-
ments. There may be dangers in continuing the
present conspiracy of silence on these ques-
tions.

THE SOVIET UNION, EASTERN
EUROPE, AND NUCLEAR WEAPONS

In the day’s sccond session three speakers
presented viewpoints from the Sovict Foreign
Ministry. the Soviet Defense Ministry, and the
former Wanaw Pact members of Eastern Eu-
rope. The govemment and military cstablish-
mcnts in the Sovict Union are in a period of
transition and reconfiguration, trying to undcr-
stand their new roles in a more open socicty
whilc devcloping ncw working relationships
withonc another. Nuclear weaponsandnuclear
stratcgy will play akey role inthis rccvaluation
and its likely vuicome. Eastemn Europe, mean-
whilc, is trying 10 create its own identity and
devclop closcr tics to the West.

Thesc presentations were givenseveral weeks
before the failed coup altempt in the Sovict
Union. The panticipants were subscquently
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askcd whetherthateventinany signiticanm way
changed their remarks, and were oftered the
opponunity 10 alter the text of the proceedings
accordingly.  With the exception of a few
minor changes, they did not do so, on the
grounds ihat the fundamental points of their
argument about the Sovict Hnion and nuclear
weapons remained unchang :d—-that a central
catitx is likely to retain control of nuclear
weapons (whether that entity is Russia or a
Union govemment), and hat this entity is
likely to have the same conzems and interests
as those that were put forward at the ime of the
workshop. The terms Sovict and Soviet Union
used in this report are irtended to reter to
whatever core entity emerges from the old
Sovict Liton.

The View from the Sovie: Foreign
Ministry

A member of the Ams Control and Disarma-
ment Directorate of the Foreign Ministry in
Moscow visited Los Alamos a week prior 1o
this workshop. He saw the pimary mission of
Soviet forcign policy as twofold: to facilitate
the integration of the USSR into the European
community of nations and to overcome the
vicw of the Sovict Union as the enemy.

There is a renewed appreciation in Moscow
for the political and military value of nuclcar
wcapons. The reasons {or this belic” include
the Gulf war (with the tremendous success of
advanced Westem conventional weapons), the
changing strategic realities facing the USSR,
and panticularly the continuing intcmal Sovict
cCOromic crisis, A conscnsus . xists within the
Sovict polic / commurity that the USSR will
continuc to rely on nuclear weapons for sccu-
rity. indccd. somc within the military and
clsewhere belicve that the Sovicts will increase
their reliance on nuclear forces during the
1990s~-that nuclcar weapons represent the
only mcans to sustain cven a limited participa-
tion in the strategic competition with the West.

This said, there is a vigorous intemal debatc
over the nature, scope, and contours of nuclcar
deterrence. The Forcign Ministry has takenon
the responsibility of forcing all other agencics

1o accept nuclear deterrence as the modus
operandiof the Sovict Unionduring the 1990k
The development of the U.S.-Sovict relation-
ship may mean different (lJower) numbers, dif-
fcrent force structures, and different opera-
tional concepts, but nuclear weapons will re-
main the central focus of that relationship. The
debate is currently focused on concepts of
unaccepable damage as a key force-sizing
cnterion. (‘The present calculations are based
on a balance of forces and not on the potential
tointlict unacceptable damage.) Inthe context
of a future Strategic Ams Reduction Treaty
(STAR'T), the Sovict Forcign Ministry be-
licves that the military has scttled on a mini-
mum accepiable level for delerrent purposes:
4,000 strate pic warheads, which should ensure
that at lcast 1.000 would strikc the United
Statcs, therchy reducing the United States to
the statys of a third-world state with a thinty-
year recovery period. Having less than 4,(00
weapons would be viewed by Sovict military
planners as destabilizing.

In the futurc the Sovict nuclcar weapons
program, both tactical and strategic, will be
driven not just by arms contro! or caleulations
of military cffcctiveness, but by a range of new
pressurcs, for cxample, center-repubiic rela-
tions. The ministry official claimed that ail
tactical nuclcar warhcads had now been rc-
movcd from Eastcm Europe and from the outer
rim of the Sovict empire (c.g., the Baltics, the
Caucasus) and that Moscow inay soon nccd to
consolidate all its nuclear forces inthe Russian
rcpublic.

Tuming to Europcan secunity, the official
stressed the value of the Conventional Forces
in Europe (CFE) Treaty, which puts Europe on
the threshold of the post-Cold War ¢cra and
represents a major step loward stability. The
level of forces is stitl too high, and the agree-
ment did not capturc qualitative factors, but by
focusing on quantity, the treaty addressed the
kcy Westem concem about the offensive po
tential of the Sovict Union. The major political
result of CFE was therefore to pave the way for
Sovict intcgration into Europe and Western
civilization, a result that was possible only
once the threat to the West was removed and
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the new foree feve!s were “odified. He hopes
that the in.plementation of CSCE will point
ioward the transition o a comprehensive, all-
European sccurity system. But he recognizes
that a sct of latent uncertainties is emerging.
‘The first, paradoxically, is the climination of
the Western threat to the USSR, which re-
moves acohesive clementin Soviet society and
increases the tendencey towards disintegration.
Sccond, the removal of the Sovict threat re-
moves an element of cohesion for the Westemn
< urily system, perhaps leading to the reemer-
aence of naiional ambitions.  Third, “he Sovi-
cts are concemed with the cmergence of a
united Germany as @ major player in Eastern
Eurcpe, which is being brought about by geo-
potitical reality and which wilt continue irre-
spective of which political pert. . ems Ger-
ma. . ALthe seme timie, Die Suvicls see an
cocntual Russter-German rapspsrociement as
iney.thie, at least in the political and cco-
nomic realms, and they see a united Germany
as the most impontant pantner supporting the
integration of the Sovict Union into Europe
and the world commirnity.

The removdl of the extemal threat puts in
doubt a continucd Amernican role in Eurex:,
The otficial anticipates great pressties en e
tniied Sttestoleave Europe, but ' oy will nit
ol “he Soviet Union. Ttis aclear Soviet
interest 4o cop the United States or. .ne Con-
tinent. 1 Soviet Union would (ke to aeep
U.S. troops i Enrope for three disuina rea-
sons:  as a guenantee against German ambhi-
ticas, as a hedge against potential instat .1y,
and as a way of constraining American global
ambitions.

The issue of nuclear weapons in Europe s
pnmarly a political onc, and the official ac-
knowledged the fact that the United States had
deployed its nuclear weapons on the Continent
as a means of keeping trans-Atlantic coupling
alive. The Soviet Union, for its pan, docs not
necd theater nuclear weapons as long as it has
a very survivable strategic nuclear force pos-
ture. The Soviet theaternuclear weapons build-
upof the past had represen. :d only a symmetri-
cal response to the U.S, deployment, and there

is no need for panty in TNF.  Asymmetnic
reductions are therefore possible.

The official outlined the deveiopment of the
shuft in the Soviet position on the so-called
third zero. The Soviets previously appreciated
the impontance of theater nuclear weapons (o
the United States, but ideology, the military's
insistence on the denucleanization of Europe,
and simple burcaucratic inertia sustained the
old approach.  The tuming point in Sovict
intemal deliberations came in 1988, and
Gorbachev gave a clcar political signal in his
1989 Strasboury speech: the denucleanization
of Western Lurope was nolonger a Soviet goal,
and the Soviets were now ready 10 discuss a
minimum deterrence posture for theater nuclear
weapons. Within the Soviet national security
community at large, and cven within the Sovict
military itself, there is now anacceptance of the
necessity of the U.S. presence in Europe, and a
recognition of e fact that pantof the prce they
must pay for that is the continued stationing of
Amcrican TNF on the Continent. In terms of
future TNF posture, the Soviets would preferto
sce a minimal deterrent made up primarily of
air-launched weapons.  For the West, these
would act as weapons of last resort; for the
Sovict Union, air-delivered weapons would
cnable them to counter NATO': naval nuclear
strength, which has great political symbolisin
in the USSR.

The Sovict desire 10 move toward a minimal
deterrent posture on both sides is the only
conccivable way of legitimizing any futurc
nuclear preseace in Europe. The official pro-
fessed not 1o understand the American delay in
dealing with this topic; without such a Sovict-
American undenstanding the Germans might
causc problems (i.c., once Soviet forces arc
withdrawn from castem Germany in 1994,
Berlin may request an American withdrawal as
wcll). Hebelicves that negotiations could help
overcome the reluctance of the Germans 1o
accept modemized TNF. The broad param-
cters of a potential deal on SNF would involve
the total climination of land-bascd systcms and
constraints on the numbers of nuclear-capable
aircraft, with a level of roughly S(X) warhcads



on cach side. Bilateral U.S.-Sovict negotia-
tions can act as a guarantce against German
nuclear potential, and against any other third-
party ambitions.

The View from the Minisi~y of Defense

The traditional Sovict military doctrinal and
stratepic view will be presented finst because it
contiasts so starkly with the way in which
business is currently being done by the senior
military leadership.

The traditional military-sirategic perspec-
tive from the Ministry of Defense is quite
bleak. Fimst, the Warsaw Pact is gone; in the
past, Sovict military analysis had assumicd that
the Eastermn Europe allics would fight in a war
with NATO (whatever political problems might
havc cxisted with this assumption). Sccond,
and morc imponant to the Sovict military, is
the loss of Eastem Europe as a sccurity glacis
and as a forward deployment and operating
arca. Third, the Sovict armed forces must face
the obvious and demonstrated qualiiative su-
periority of ¥ ‘estem forces. as demonstrated so
visibly dun..g the Gulf war. The American
ability to project substantial conventional forces
at great distances was cspecially impressive.
Fourth, the unification of Germany has very
scrious potentially military implications. Fifth,
new nuclecar delivery systems—notably the
next generation of cruisc missiles and dual-
capablc systems—have begun to concem the
Sovict military-technical community. Sixth,
there is the potential growth and development
of U.S. strawcgic nuclcar defense, which, in
lightofthe U.S. Scnate’s views on this subject,
now sccms more realistic to the Soviet General
Staaff thar it did in the mid-to-laic 1980s.
Finally, Sovict military planners arc now look-
ing at the prospect of initial conventional de-
fensive opcrations on Sovict territory, which
probably cnvisions the trading of termritory for
timc and the opportunity to mobilize. This
dcfensive phase might extend not just forweceks
but for months before the Sovicts could under-

take counter-offensive operations. :
~Intraditional terms all this points toward the
development of qualitatively improved gen-

cral-purposc forces with a strong high-technol-
ogy push. These forces would be smaller, and
more flexible and mobile. There should alsobe
astrong interest indefensive engincering (c.g.,
fortifications and obstacles) and on mass mobi-
lization for major military threats.

But this military-strategic analysis must not
be taken out of context. The Ministry of
Dcfense actually sces its real problems much
differently. First, the Soviet military recog-
nizes that there cxist in Sovict society two
strong political-social sentiments that will act
as severe constraints on their future. Onc
sentimentis antimilitary: the military isblamed
for the country’s cconomic, tcchnological, and
social problems. This antimilitary viewpoint
is strongly intentwincd with a widespread
antitechnology scntiment.  Sccond, the mili-
tary realizes that it can no longer count on the
unfailing support of the political leadership to
overcome such societal opposition. The most
imponant reality is the diffusion of political
power: the loss of authority by the center and
the growth of republicanism within the USSR.
The combination of these twofactors has causcd
the Ministry of Defense to realize that the
military has lost many of its long-standing
claims on resources and prestige in Sovicl
socicty.

In the past, Sovict political Icaders fully
supported the view that Sovict power could be
cquatcd with the strength of the atmed forces.,
and the military benefitted accordingly. To-
day, the new political lcadership, in the context
of resurgent republicanism, comes down in a
very diffcrent direction on this issuc. The
republican governments strongly favor reduc-
tions in the sizc of the military as well as
breaking down the defense industrics and tum-
ing them toward civil production. A ncw
political phcnomcnon has also cmerged that
further complicates the military s position: the
risc of localism. No onc is ccriain who is in
control, or who has the right to cxcrcise author-
ity and command in the new political systcm.
It is a chaotic situation, dominatcd by a power
strugglc between central and regional govem-
ments. Local governments now have much
more power and can determine military policy,



tor example, by refusing to allow nuclear test-
ing or by closing bases arbitranily.

Adding to this confusing situation is the
“panty-ization” of Sovicet life. In the past the
Communist party was in & position 10 make
things happen, and largely in the military's
tavor, but the military cannot now tum to the
party for assistance in overcoming this local
resistance.  In addition, new political parties
areemerging (e.g.. the New Democratic Move-
meant) that, with the exception of some insig-
nificant reactionary groups, are antimilitary.
Finally, there is the impact of the mass
politicization of the country. ‘The military no
longer has to deal just with the elites, or even
withareform wing of the party. Ininstitutional
terms the Sovict military must now do much
more than just report 1o and interact with a
small group of tnendly officials and defense
industnialists - - there are other ministies with
designs on the military 's resources and author-
ity. as wellas aninquisitive national legislature
and republic governments. This is a radically
different decision-making cnvironment, com-
phicated by the fact that glasnost and democra-
tization have opened up defense policy toscru-
1iny by the public for the firsttime. Andalmost
universally the popular press is antimiliary
and antitechnology.

Inshon. the political and social environment
that has nurtured Sovict military power for the
past forty years has collapsed. Giventhisblcak
silwation the Sovict genceral staff is planning a
future based on a core Sovict stale, consisting
of Russia, the Ukraine, and Byclorussia. But
the sort of ideal high-technology general-pur-
pose force described above is not a realistic
goal.  The defense of this core statc must
therefore rely in the first instance on nuclear
weapons, bascdon alow-manpowcr, low-qual-
ity conventional suppon cstablishment.

This position is also supponed by cconomic
realitics. The Sovict military understands that
it will sce significantly declining resources in
the decade ahcad. The defensc industrics have
lower priority access to—aterials, coupled with
a marked decline in the cfficicncy and the
quality of defense production. The technology

basc itself is crumbling through a pr
degenerative conversion as defense res
arc cut and the most talented individua.
hazardly find other avenues ot employment.
The technical coordination system  the Miah-
tan -Industnal Commissiont VPK) - which s
been so essential to the defense industries., is
also breaking down. As a result the conven:
tional force system will sutler with respect 1o
both technical and mission capabiity. But
evenif the defense industry could dehver well
made, high-technology conventional weapons,
the Soviel military would stll have to over-
come tile poor quahity of the average soldier.

Sothe planners are lett with those things that
they can bulld with contidence, that are rela-
tively cheap, and that work even il they do not
functior. perfectly. that 1s, they are left with
nuclear weapons. Soviet nuclear technologies
arc mature and comparable 10 Amencan tech-
nologics. This is the onc remaining arca in
which the military feels that it can compete
with thc West.  To be sure, Sovict nuclcar
wecapons R&D is also in troubie for the same
political and cconomic reasons descnibed above,
and the Sovict military remains concemed with
the new U.S. nuclear technology programs,
Even so, nuclear technologics can to some
cxtent be isolated and protected from the gen-
cral collapsc of the Sovict economy, unlike
conventional technologies, which depend on a
much broadcer industrial and technology basc.

The bottom line is therefore that stratepic
nuclear forces will represent the finst order of
defense for the Soviet Union under all contin-
gencics.  Strategic nuclcar par” 7 can be ex-
pected to act as a deterrent agains all forms of
attack against the Sovict state because it allows
the USSR 10 destroy the homeland of the
would-be aggressor. A modemized 1actical
nuclear force is a possibility as a sccond order
of defense, in combination with defensive ob-
stacles and fonifications.

Finally, Russiais likcly toinherit the nuclear
shicld of the Sovict Union over the nexi de-
cade, and this will be the context in which
future nuclcar policy will evolve.
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Perspectives from Eastern Europe

For the past fonty yeans the United States has
paid retatively hittle attention 1o the states of
Eastem Europe on the assumption that they
were merely adjuncts to Sovict foreign and
military policy.  We ane pow attemnting to
leamm about these individual countries from
scratch o daunting task.

Three hasic themes are evident in a study of
Eastem Europe today. First,the region’s future
is uncenain - it faces economic difficultics,
cthnic disputes, and other problems that will
impent the newly-formed democratic govem-
ments. The very nature of the region could
change over the next few years, with some
coumtnes breaking up and others emerging.
We will have toleam increasingly how to deal
with ambiguous forms of s:atchood. Scecond.
there is no consensus over Eastern Europe’s
future role in European security. Most states
want 1o join the West in some fashion, but they
are receiving little favorable response to such
requests from Westem institutions. Moscow
still wants to maintain a sphere of influcnce in
the region, so the people of Eastern Europe are
understandably insecure.  Third, the Sovict
Union (or whatcver core state might emerge
from the present union) will continue to be the
most powcerful military actor on the European
continent, andthe West will retain aninierest in
balancing that power, although perhaps differ-
ently than it has donc in the past.  Eastern
Europe will affect that balance in ways that will
affect its own sccunity.

The Eastem European nations have entered a
period of considerable instability that may not
cnd indemocracy. Bulgaria and Romania have
ot yet broken with communism. Yugoslavia,
in all probability, is approaching a violent cnd.,
which will dcstroy the fragile stability of the
Balkans for somc time to come. Albania has
morc the character of a third-world than a
Earopean statc. Poland, Czechoslovakia, and
Hungary stand the best chance, but they (oo
facc very serious obstacles in moving toward
democracy. All of these nations face the chal-
lenge of sanitizing their socictics aficr four
decades of communism. The single most im-

portant clement affecting Eastemn Europe’s
chance of success is that of economic reform.
‘Their economies all suffer from excessive de-
pendence on trade with the Sovict Union and
from foreign debt, aging and uncompetitive
industrics, 4 disintegrating infrastructure, and
the costs associated with cleaning up massive
amounts of cavironmental pollution.  All of
these probiems must be faced simultancously,
withvery limited resources. ‘The Eastern Euro-
pean states have not yet been able to create a
climate that would attract Westem investment
on the scale that would be needed to tum their
cconomics around.

The Sovict Union, in the meantime, 1s mak-
ing these problems more difficult. The Eastem
Europoan states arc highly dependent on the
Sovict Union for encrgy and for markets. The
USSR has been cutting back on deliveries of
cnergy while insisting on being paid in hard
currency at free market prices, but Moscow
then spends that currency in the West rather
than for Eastem European goods. The cco-
nomic crsis in Easticm Europe places great
pressure on the nascent democracies and could
lead to the emergence of authoritanan govern-
ments. Thorough cconomic reform is essential
tocstablish democracy. but most of the Eastern
Europcan govemments are afraid (o proceed
rapidly with rcform, given the fear that funher
austerity measures will inflamc cthnic and
social tensions.

The Eastcm Europeans are presently fecling
insccure in the morc traditional geopolitical
context as well. When the new govemments
first came (o power, thcy argucd that the con-
tinuation of NATO once thc Warsaw Pact had
been dissolved would perpetuate the division
of Europe. That view is now gone. Ithas been
replaced by a conscnsus that NATOanda U S.
military prescnce in Europe is indispensable.
They arc alarmed at the lack of an cxpressed
Western interest in their security; this mcans
that future sccurity could be dependeat on the
good will or forbearance of the Sovict Union/
Russia, and they are very pessimistic about
their future relationships with Moscow. Onthe
onc hand, the Eastcm European states tend 10
anticipatc a greater continuity of interests and
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policy between the old Soviet Union and what-
ever core state might emerge there in the long
tem than does the United States or Western
Europe. On the other hand. the Eastern Euro-
peans are probably cven more concemed that
domestic instability will cause the Soviet Union
10 break up violently, thus destabilizing Euro-
peansccunty  andthe Eastem Europeanstates
would be the first to feel the effects.

In the shont tem Eastern Europeans believe
that the Sovict Umonis seeking to maintain sts
sphere of influchcee in the region through new
bilateral treaties that will replace the old War-
saw Pact arrangement. These proposed trea-
tics, which surfaced in Februan -March of this
sear.would place severe constraints on Eastern
European national sovercignty, sceurity, and
defense. ‘Fhe treaties would prohibit the East-
cm Europeans from joining groups against the
interests of the Sovict Union and from permit-
ung the stationing of forcign troops on Eastern
Europeanternitony, There are alsovague clauses
that would guarantee the Sovicts undisturbed
transit across Eastem European national temi-
tory for the twenty -year duration of the agree-
ments. The Poles have said that they will not
sign, but other states in the region have indi-
cated a possible interest in accepiing at Icast
some oi these conditions.

In a gencral sensce the Eastem Europeans fear
being left outside the emerging structure of
Europeanscecunty. They are concemed that the
West might accept Moscow’s view of sccurity
in Eastemn Europe rather than their own. They
worry about the possibility of U.S. discngage-
ment from European defense. They fear that
any course for Genmany other than one of deep
integration into Europe and participation in a
U.S.-led alliance will endanger Easiem Eu-
rope —if notdirectly from Germany, then from
an advernse Sovict reaction. For the most pant,
the Eastem Europeans no longer belicve that
CSCE can provide real sccunity if a senous
threat anses. andthey fear being excluded from
any Wesicm European sccurity system that
might be built around the EC and the WEU.
Some have expressed a preference for NATO
to transform itsclf into a European-wide secu-
nty and defense system that they could join.

To these problems we should add that mem-
bership in Eastemn Europe may soon expand,
with all of the complications that this might
entail. Independence for the Baltic republics
could create new problems. Once the Baltic
states formalize their independence from the
Sovict Union, there will be the possibility of
faction with Russia over the substantial Rus-
sian population that will remainin these newly
formed countries. Also, these stites may have
10 make defense concessions 10 the central
Union govermment (e.g.. naval basing rghits
and air defense) that will give them a somewhat
ambiguous castin the eyes of Western defense
plannens. Inthe Slavic part of the Sovict Union
both the Ukraine and Byclorussia have grow-
ing nationalist movements, and they may stay
in or lcave the Union. But they alrcady have
theirown foreign policy and, in the case of the
Ukraine, an interest in their own temitonal
amed forees. 1t is not hard 1o imagine a
conflict at some point inthe future between the
Ukraine and Poland over a varicty of issues - -
a conflict that would have the shadow of 3
much larger Sovict military power looming in
the background.

From the standpoint of the defense of West-
cm Europe against a renewed Sovict threat,
Poland, Crechaoslovakia, and Hungary arc the
three most important countrics because they lic
on the main routes of invasion from the East.
All three of these countries are severely cutting
theirdefense posture and budget. These reduc-
tions arc being driven by cconomic impera-
tives, not doctrine or stratcgy. Many of these
reductions make good sensc: there is no necd
for the heavy armored forces or logistics capa-
bilitics that were required under the Sovict
offensive concept of operations. Still, if these
reductions are carmicd oo far, they could tum
the region into a dangcerous strategic vacusm
that would invitc Sovict pressure and open the
possibility of their rcoccupation during acrisis.

Idcally, Eastcm European military forces
should be sufficicnt to prevent such a vacuum,
whilc at the same timc being cheap cnough so
as not 1o retard cconomic development, and
small cnough so as not to tarcaten their neigh-
bors. A happy mcdium would be a force



posture capable of raising the political and
military price of Sovict invasion without pos-
sessing major offensive options.  Untortu-
natcly. this is a very big order. The cost of
cffective air defense, for example, is probably
prohibitive. In all probability the individual
EastemEuropean states will beunable tocreate
aconventionl force capability that will climi-
nate considerable and enduning nsks for them.
They will have to find other ways to deal with
these risks.

Onc way to deal with these risks would be
some sort of a regional defense alliance among
the Eastem Europeans.  Discussions concem-
ing military cooperation arc now under way
between Wanaw. Prague, and Budapest  in
practice, this course is likely to prove limited.
There could be cooperation among defense
industrics, but more ambitious undentakings —
for example, an integrated air defense sys-
tem— are much more problematic. Once more,
cachof these countries wants (o become partof
the West, and they donot wanttocncourage the
pereeption that they can be left to form a buffer
zonc of weak neutral stawes between the West
and the Soviet Union,

Another possible mcans for Eastem Euro-
pean stares 1o deal with thesce risks, of course,
would be vy the acquisitionof nuclear weapons
(or other weapors of mass destruction). These
states have scrious cconomic difficultics and
limited resources. but nonctheless at least some
of them do have the technical and industrial
capability to design and build nuclcar weap-
ons. But there are strong antinuclear feclings
throughout the region today, both toward the
civit nuclearindustry andtoward nuclcar weap-
ons. The Chemobyl disaster had a profound
cffect on Eastern European attitudes. as well as
those in the Baltic states, Byclorussia, and the
Ukrainc. All of the Eastcm European statcs,
with the cxception of Albania, arc signatorics
of thc Nuclcar Nonproliferation Treaty, and
several of the Sovict republics have declarcd
their intention 10 become nuclear-free zones.

The lcaders of the new Eastem European
govemnments have profcssed a lack of intcrest
in acquinng nuclcar wcapons, and this appears
to be genuine today. A nation such as Poland

fully understands the risks of even being seen
as moving in the dircction of acquiring an
ability to threaten the survival of the Sovict
Union (or Germany). But in the future, it is
conceivable that the Eastem Europeans could
be dnven toward the development of nuclear
weapons if it appeared that the Soviet Union
had trrevocable designs on them, if they gave
up all hope that the West was prepared to
extend a meaningfu! secunity guaraniee, and it
they feared that war was incvitable. Another
theorctically possible scet of conditions would
involve the acquisition of nuclear weapons by
one or morc westem Sovict republics as pant of
the breakup of the Union. This might tngger
proliferation throughout the region, as one
Eastem European state after another concluded
thatit could not go without nuclear weapons as
long as its ncighbors posscssed them.

In shon, the arguments against the acquisi-
tion of nuclcar weapons by the Eastem Euro-
pcan states arc very strong, but there may be
pereeived incentives as well. These states do
face some very real threats, whether from the
Sovict Union, from their ncishbors, or from
cthnicturmoil inthe region. incxtreme circum-
stances nuclcar weapons may look to be attrac-
tive as the ultimate credential for indepen-
dence, as ancqualizer for aninferior positionin
a sccunty rclationship (especially with the
Sovict Union), ani as a cheap means of de-
fense. Those circumstances do not scem (o be
very likely at the moment. but they cannot be
definitively ruled out over the longer term.

THE UNITED STATES, NAT(, AND
NUCLEAR WEAPONS

The third pancl focused on changesin Ameri-
can national defense policy, panticularly shon-
rangc nuclcarpolicy. during the past two yeass,
as well as on the major changes being undes-
takcn by the Normth Atlantic Alliance in its
intcmal stratcgy review.

Background to the Changes in NATQ
Nuclear Policy

Onc presentation to this pancl revicwed the
major revision of NATO niuctcar strategy ant
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force posture that began with an intensive
serics of interagency deliberations in Washing-
ton, D.C..in March 1990, ‘The United States,
having emncrged successtully the previous spring
trom adithcultdispute within the athiance over
SNE modermization and arms control, was it
anvioustorcopen nuclearissues within NATO
However, four reasons persuaded the Bush
Admnisiration to mose away from conbnued
cvolutionar  adaptation and push instead lor
sweeping chunge:

- o emptan cxpected Congressional de-
civion tohill the Lanc e modemization pro
-ram and be able toembed such a move in

positive adjustment of NATO stratey

L douse aopotentially Cxplosive issye i
Gegnany selectontd poht s atatime when
Germany - pohncal futune was avital con-
cern for the United Staies

- bluni a4 possibic Sovictcall tinthe Two-
Plas-Four :Iksy for the denucleanzation
of Gemany as 3 condition of urity by
displaying amarked stutt in NATO s stra-
legic approvach

- o ensure 3 coordinated US government
approach to upconnny allicd mectings of
toreign and dolense munsters

The presivent announced the cancellation of
Lance modemization in May 1590, as he also
esentd the agenda tor an oxtraordinary
NTO summit. The London Declaration
adu pted at the July 1990 NATO Summit re-
sha ~d the alliance tor the post-Cold War cra.
Itin Tuded inttiatives for a changed allied
appruach to theater nuclear forees.

- NATOabandoncd its emphusis on forward
detense and moved 1o smaller torces with
a more multinational command structure.

- The doctrine of flexible response was re-
placed with & mle for nuclear weapons
only as weapons of List resort, abandoning
rchiance on carly first use.

- The United States invited the USSR 10 join
in withdrawing all nuclear antillery from
Europe.

- The Umited States agreed 1o begin SNF
arms-control talks with the Soviet Union

upon signature of a CFE agreement, rather
than waiing torthe agreement 1o he imple-
mented (the May 1989 position).

In ¢laborating the new doctnne of fast reson
during the balance of 1990, NATO's High
Level Group (HLG turther explained that the
new strategy would encompass much mone
Lexibility moplanming a smgller, pancipally
air-dehivered theater nuclear deterrent. Arcas
outside o1 the Soviet homeland were dropped
from the target tist. Preplanned oplions for
selective nucle ar use were dropped. The con-
ceptof general nucleas response became mean-
ingless. withthe planned withdraw gl ol nuclear
artiliery and maost other theater nuclear weap-
vns other than those camcd by awrreralt.

Instead, NATO S stratepy emphasized the
need tor mucit smaller, versatile long-range
torces that can hold a vancty of targets at nsk
and demonstrate the readiness o emplos ULS.
strategic nuclear forces. A public desenption
of NATO's new nuclear strategy can be ox-
pected i congunction with the Rome NATO
Summit in November 1991,

The most demanding contingency for
NATO’s nuclear forees. although a remote one
now, would be to deter military aggression by
whichever state ultimatcly controls the bulk of
the largest amced forces on the Furasian land-
mass, the Sovict military. NATO would do
this by retaining a residual capability to strike
a varicty of targets in the termitory of this state
and underscore the credibihity of the U.S. stra-
tegic nuclear commitment to Europe’s safety.

A somewhatmorc likcly contingency, though
still remote at this time, could be to deter
aggression against a NATO member from a
state other than the Sovict Union or Russia,
such as a state in the Middle East or North
Alrnica. Such deterrence would require NATO
o be able to threaten nuclear retaliation if
wcapons of mass destruction were used, or .
were about to be uscd, against the termitory of a
NATO member state. :

NATO’s current nuclear forces arc naot well -
suitcd 10 performing nceded missions in cither
the most demanding or the most likcly conun-
gengics for their usc.  Nuclear antillery and



short-range massiles based in central Furope
have neitherthe range nor the tlexibility needed
tor these missions This s already understood
by NATO planners, and both nuclear artiliery
aned the Lance short-range balhisiie musstes
will teerctore be withdrawn entirely fror Fu

ﬂ\'\‘

Yot the United States and the alligme sl
consider the US puclear contnbunion o ix
essenial, and basing 1S weapons i other
Fuiopean states involves these allies inoshani .
the Asks associated with a nudear deterrent
capabiiity . Only the United States can provide
citeatine entended deterrence on the Buropean
contineme Neither London nor Pans mach
less other NATO allies consider the Bniish
and French naclear capability large of vensatile
cnough 1 match 1he entire range of possable
threats.

Germany, which has foreswom the produc
ton of nuclear weapons. may also not wish o
rely on Brtain or Frarce for uinmate scounty
against intimidation by other courntnies doss
inhibited about acquinng wcaons of mass
destrucnion. ‘Ihe United States certainly docs
not want any Furopean sute that currently
Tacks its own nuclear weapons 1o stan building
them. Both as a4 nu.lear superpowet and as
state that s ac onee detached from European
nvalnes yetboundiobur 'pe’sdefens througl:
NATO. the United Statesis like 'y toremainthe
paramuunt contributor 10 the atrarcc’s deter-
FeNEC OF 1egression.

The London Declaration

The major features of the big changein U -
NATO thinking aboul pucicar weapons in par-
ticular, und sccunity policy in gencral, emerged
in the London Summit Declaration of July
1990, The alliance used the declaration o
bring itself up to date with the events of the
previous year. Several imnatives were taken
that are expected 10 culimnate in public ro-
nouncements at the November 1991 Rome
Summnat. Thekey arcas of concemexpressedin
the London Declarationinclude: (a)ending the
advenanial relationship with the Sovict Union
and the former Wanaw Pact states, and further

developing the CSCE process: (b) changing
the character of conventional detense; and (¢
adapting the nuclear dimensions ol NAL)
rategy to the new environment.

O this ast point the T ondon Declaration
sepressed adimunished ctphasisonthe nucleuar
e pects o NATO strategy and less reliance on
substrategic weapons  Nuclear woapeons are
now charactenzed as weapons o List reson
The athance recogmizes the important and cn-
duning contnbution of nuclear weapons o de
wmenee. but Ui alliance also achpnowledges
that there are o number of tuture scepanos in
Ahich comennonal weapons, inand ¢ iem-
sehves might be able to repel aggression and
brige the hostihites to g conclusion at the
carliestpossibicsnome: - The o'hance seehs (o
achivve the lowest most stable level of nucleas
weapons nessded to maintan the deterrent pos
wre  Withi this conieat the alliance agrees
that it s important o rewaes uncertrinty cheut
how an.. when we might crdally ase nuclear
weapons as a waw of strengthemng dae - der-
pansings of thas deterren: -ole.

In the London Declarauon the alliaice cx-
pressedits withingness to begin forr i biateral
NCEOLAlIONS Wikl the Soveett (as <oon as the
CFE treaty was signeds o the reduction or
climination of land-hased SNE, The altos
began working togeter on an agreed {rame-
work fcr the talks in e Speaial Consultatis.
Group (SCG)

Genemment offictals in W ashington are not
deluding themselves that future i lea e
cmization, should it T« deemed 1 ecessar. for
milit.ry reasons, will e casy or cven I
because of poditical, ceonomic. ! technical
consiraints.  Somc allic ! govemients tespe-
cally Geman:  are currently ashing tow ch
questions about the ra' of reriaimng wuckear
weapons in Eurepe, gquestions with direct ap-
phicabibity to new systems as well.  For in-
stance, against whom will such weapons b
1argetcd? Evenifonc argucs that suchweooer
inprinciple would not be tasgeted against kast-
cm Europe, their range and likely operaticnal
purpose suggest otherwisc. This is of particu-
lar concermn to the Germans, who fecl a special
responsibiitty Tor the secunty of Central Eu-



rope. Fahing this argument even tunther, the
athance has declared that the USSR s no
tonger an advenan: how ., some allies contend,
can we then publicly clam that the alliance
needs e mauntain theater-based nuclear forces
as o hedye apanst restdual Soviet capabilities?
In addivon. there are also concems in Western
Furope thatnew nuclearsystemssuchas TASM
would circumvent the Intermediate-Range
Nuclear Forces UINE) Treaty.

The NATO Strategy Review

‘The NATOstrategy review has procecded on
two tracks since the London Summit of July
1990 First, there was 3 brainstorming session
within the North Atlantic Council onthe tuture
pohiti.al role of the alliance. Some resulis o
thas activity were seenin the public statements
toltowing the May 1991 Copenhagen council
uoocting wlich wt out a rough agenda and
ga 4l guidelines for NATO's future role in
Furope  The upecoming Rome Sumnut will
further spell out the evolving role of NATOin
the so called trans- Atlantic sccurity panner-
ship or the Euro- Atlantic Community.

Scoond, a Strawesy Review Group (SRG),
chaired by Michael Legge, has been formulat-
e« new strategic concept for defense in
NATO, which will fill the purpose once served
by MC 14/3 the old flexible-response strat-
cryy. Thisislikely tobe a public documentthat
will serve as a guide 1o the major commanders
and other military plannens i NATO for the
desclopment of a specific military straicgy.
Accordingly, Supreme Headquanens Allied
Powcrs Europe (SHAPE) and national staffs
have been working together on what that strat-
cgy might look fike. The HLG has alsocontrib-
uted 1o this discussion, based on its October
19R9 ministcnial tasking (o0 ;oview the mes,
mis .ons, ang characr 5 nes of NATO <

nuclear pmlurc 1 e g aemen
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ronment w | future NATO fosce composition.
The HLG » findings will form the principal
basi for the nuclear clements of the new stra-
tegie concept The HLG s final report will he

provided 1o the NATO minisiers this {11, in
tandem with the submission of the strategic
concept.

NATO necds 1o maintain concrele military
capabilitics as a hedge against instability in
Central and Eastem Europe, 1o offset residual
Soviet capahilitics, andto mectpotential threats
from the Mediterrancan region. There will thus
he much fess of a Central European focus
because the allisnce must now deal with s more
diverse range of problems; future military torces
must accordingly be more subtle, flexible, dis-
persed. and mohile. “They must be capable of
supporting a strategs of deescalating a crisis,
rather than, as before, ranforcing the region in
acrisis. The new threats are fess obvious than
belore and are more Jikely 10 be a single-axs
threat against NATO's flanks rather than a
multiaxis attack in Cemral Europe.

Broad details of the new military order were
released following the Defense Planning Com-
mittce meeting in the spring of 1991, NATO's
forces in the future will be more mobilc, with
lower readiness, alowerexcrcise tempo, greater
multinational intcgration, and with more reli-
ancconrescrves. The firstto fight wouldbe the
Rapid Reaction Forces, consisting of a 6(0.((0-
troop multinational corps.  (‘The most readily
availablc of these forces would be the long-
standing ACE Mobile Foree.) The Main De-
fense Forces would consist of six comps, re-
aligned to some extent 10 build up NATO's
Southem Flank at the expense of the Central
Front. The Uinited States has made it clcar that
it would contribute at Icast two divisions, plus
one amored cavalry regiment and three tach-
cal fighter wings, 1o these restructured NATO
forces. The U.S. contribution would be orga-
nized into two of the multinational corps, onc
Amcrican-led. the other 3 German-led corps.
These forces would be pant of the Main De-
fense. but the United States would also provide
weppont to the Rapid Reaction Comps.

i hie tinst tenet of the Sirategy Review is a
recmphasis of the idca that nuclear weapons
fulfill a largely political purposc. The allics
belicve that most crises in the future can be
resolved through diplomacy. and that some of
the limited contingencies can be handled cv-
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clusively through a demonstration of our mnili-
tary resolve with conventional torces,  Thas
again reinforces the notion that nuclear weap-
ons can be seen as weapons of last resort.
However. the SRGis reiterating the ideas of the
London Declaration that it will be impontant 10
maimam uncentainty about how and when
nuclearweaponsmightbeemployed  andthat
while we cannot identify exactly the specific
threat aganst which these weapons will be
addressed. the alliance stll believes that these
weapons should be avaitable to demonstrate its
determination to tahe all measunes necessary 1o
defend NATO terntory from aggression.

The Strategy Review is being kept at a iow
profile, and s currently at g very sensitive
Juncture with the allies. The hope is to bring i
10 closure by the Rome Summit or shortly
thereatier. The review is heing stretched out
because there is considerabic interest among
some of the allies s having 3 more structured
and formal anms-control negatiating process (o
reduce nuclear weapons in Europe, onc that
would go besond an attempt simply to codify
the military changes that have come about as a
cotneyuence of the political changes in Central
Europe  11as far from clear where the atliance
may come out,

Evolving U.S. Nonstrategic Nuclear Force
Structure and Policy

With the planncd chimination of shont-range
nuclear missiles and artillery - fired atomic pro-
jectiles from the U.S. force posture, both in
Europe and for other contingencies, longer-
range air- andsca-delivercdnonstrategic nuclear
forces ENSNEs) will become relatively promi-
nent.  This said, Amcrican thinking on
nonstrategic nuclear forces is moving in the
direction ¢f less reliance on such systems, a
corresponding reduction in the stockpile. and
possibly greater reliance on reinforcement ca-
puability. (This corresponds 1o the gencral
dircction of the new U.S. defense strategy . and
ithasmet withahighdcgrec of consensus inthe
alliance.) ‘There has been public discussion of
moving mostorall of the U.S. nuclcar weapons
dedicated 10 NATO off the Continent, 1o be

redeployedinthe eventof acrsis (the so-catled
reconstitution approacin). The current thinking
within the alliance, however, seems 1o point
toward a continued peacctime US. nuclear
presence in Europe. ‘The need 1o ensure broad
national participation in nuclear roles scems 1o
bedriving thk physical retendonof U.S. nuclear
WUCAPONS

As noted above, with the change inchanicter
of the threat, conventional defense becomes
more teasible and the use of nuclear weapons
less necessary. Neventheless, it is secognized
that NSNF systems do provide some militanly
significant contributions to a force planner.
They actas adeterrent against Sovictand third-
world nuclear use, as a hedge against conven-
tional failure, as an agent of escalation control,
as a means of burden sharing. as a deterrent or
response to chemical and biological weapons,
andd as militanly cffective instruments. The
United States is alsomaking a conscious effon
10 move away from Euro-cemtne views ol
sccunty, taking amore global perspective when
it comes to NSNFE stratcgies and weapens
systems.

Options for the Future

Once of the workshop participants sct oui his
vicws on how the United States ought to think
aboul, and try to shape, the future of shorn-
range nuclear forces especally as they applsy
1o Europe. According to this view the curment
penad is one of transition. *.uclcar-weapon
deployments are no longer a public issuc. The
aliiance has ycars before any new foree deci-
stons need (o be made. This gives NATO ar §
the United States a rarc political opporntunity.
The old rules have been broken, there is no
pressure 10 make immediate decisions Lo re-
placc the old structurcs, and there is time and
opporntunity toshape the debate on future NSNF
forces to the alliance’s liking.

Because the direct threat o NATO has now
devolved into a laient threat, many states have
begun drastically cutting their defense struc-
turcs. Conventional forces in European states
may soon become too fragilc and unbalanced
o capably conduct medem, combincd amms
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warfare. Tias could give nuclear weapons a
greater role in future cnsis ngnagement. In
addition, as countaics outsiae Europe increas-
wmply rely on weapons of mass destruction to
connter Amencan global power, NSNE may
pros e valuable as determenis orcountersto such
WCIPONS.  AS d CONSCYUENLE wo May see
greatly ncrcased rehance on notsirstegic weap-
onsas adeterrent. Tomove inthis direction we
need a radically restructured NSNF foree with-
out resorting 1o ams control.

Management requirements for future NSNF
lorces tall into three categones.

- Polit,calmanagemeni. Political chiesneed
to skape the debate on the role of nuclear
weapons, comhine force modemization
with the necessany restructunng of mili-
tany forees, and averd arms-control acgo-
tiations on SNE. They can preempt and
outllank pressures for nuclear arms control
through proper restructunng. In addition,
to avoid controvernsy they should consides
the qualitative modermization of dual-ca-
pable platforms rather than of the weapons
themsclves.

Operanonal management. Leadesr: need

to explan their plans and contingencics.

The alliance needs formidable-sounding

numbers of weapons; 100 few become a

Joke instcad of adeterrent. These weapons

need 1o be mobile, long-ranged. penctra-

tive. and have lexible command. control,
and commumications. These requirements
are best fulfilled by atrcraft-- sun usttradi-

tonal European-bascd fighters but a mix

of types, depending on the mission,

- Rudical restructuring of American SNF
foreces. The United States should consider
climmnating the Ammy’s nuclear role. It
should protectits dual-capable arrcraft from
arms-control cuts by creating an
unassailable position, thereby out-flank -
ing probable German opposition 10 new
weapons.

The U.S. Navy should climinate its sus-

face nuclcar mission. This would improve

~ naval survivability and gain political capi-
tal with the Soviet Union.

Discussion

in the short discussion peniod that followed
the panel presentations, severel partcipants
stressed that the HLG and SRG have done
admirable work so far i attempting 10 revamp
NATO s entire strategy on such a scale. It was
noted. however, that this is unlikely to be the
last major change required in NATO's history,
only the most recent one.

With respect 1o the Amencan position on
arms control, one person suggested that itis the
older political clites who maintain traditional
notions of the value of ams-control negotia-
nons, while younger mid-level bureaucrats rec-
ognize the rationale for the United States to
avoird NSNE negotiations and attempt 10 cdu-
cate the European allies and their supenors as
to the new situation. The United States necds
o be cautinus, however, not to appear to be
determining this future nuclear strategy over
the "o ds of its European allies, especially
because 1t 1s announcing that any new stralegy
must include broad allicd panticipation.

Finally, the likely outcome that the United
States and NATO will rely on air-delivered
wcapons in the future runs up against 3 major
burcaucratic roadblock: the U.S. Air Force
does not hke the tactical nuclcar mission, nor
docs it care 10 plan or prepare for it

WESTERN EUROPE AND NUCLEAR
WEAPONS

In the day’s final session two speakers gave
presentations on the major European powcrs.
The finst addressed the progected force modemn-
ization programs of France and Great Britain,
and other European nuclcar issucs, and the
sccond presented an analysis of Germany and
its probablc position relative 10 European sccu-
rity in the decade ahcad. '

British Nuclear Forces

‘The Bnitish plan to maintain an indcpendent
nuclear deterrent capability for an indefinite
futurc and arc currently procurning four Van-
guard-class submanncs with Tridents 1 (D-S)
missiles (o replace theirold Polans flcet begin-
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ning inthe mid 19%)s. The British may deploy
fewer warheads per missile than the maximum
number of warheads cach missile could carry.
This will still represent a major increasc intotal
detiverable warheads over the current nuclear-
powcered, ballistic-missile submarine (SSBN)
force, and the British retain the option 10 in-
crease the D-5 warhead loading if Sovict ballis-
tic-missile defenses should increase.

Finding a replacement for the other British
nuclear weapon, the WE-177 gravity bomb, is
more contentious. The Britishscem inclined o
postpone this decision as long as possible. The
candidate systems are all air-launched mis-
stles: the ASLP, which would be a cooperative
program with the French to develop an cx-
tended-range Air-Sol Moyenne Porté ( ASMP);
avenionof the Arercan SRAM (cancelledin
September 1991), orthe Amesican SILAT. The
entenia for the Bntish decision involve cost,
operationai cffectivencess, iming, and political
symbaolism. Cooperation with the French would
promote Westem European defense coopera-
tion and diversify Britain's options. Coopcra-
tion with the Amcricans would suppon the
long-standing special relationship between
Washington and London. (Somc British ob-
serveres are concerned that a decision 1o
coproduce the ASLP with Panis might mect
with disapproval from the United States, de-
spite the official American position of :differ-
cnce.) Some British experts are also concemed
that the French might dedicate their ASLP
systems to both the prestrategic and strategic
missions; this could raisc questions about ¢sca-
lation control. Finally, some British obscrvers
fcar that the sclection of the ASLP, whose
range would excecd the limits for air-launched
cruise missiles in START and for ground-
launched systems in INF, could cause percep-
tual problems. cven though Britain is mo a
panty to cither of these agreements.

‘The Labour Panty has recently shifted back
toward the middie of the political spectrum
under the leadership of Neil Kinnock and now
scems likcly. should it come back 1o power, (0
keep Trident. It might cancel the air-launched
replacement program, however, in order 10

save moncy and placate the antinuclcar faction
within its ranks.

French Nuclear Forces

The French will continue to have a more
diverse nuclcar posture than the British, al-
though there are a number of intemal contro-
versics over the future composition ana pur-
posc of France's nuclear forces. There is no
controversy overthe strategic SSBN ficet, which
is regarded as the most reliable and survivable
clement. (Current plans call for the deploy-
ment of six SSBNs, but if the French navy is
able 1o demonstrate an ability 10 keep three
submarines on station with a flect of only five
boats, it may become difficult politically to
justify the purchase of a sixth SSBN.) The
current force is cquipped with the M-4 and the
M-20 submarinc-launched ballistic missiles
(SLBMs}; the M-45 SL.BM will be deployedin
the mi¢ v latic 1990s, and the cven more
advanced missilc, the M-S, may be delaycd
until 2005,

The Frenchintermediate-range ballistic mis-
sile (IRBM) force, consisting of cightcen silo-
bascd S-3 missiles. is aging. and there has been
a long debate over whether to ficld a mobile
replacement.  President Miticrrand and the
Sacialists have opposcd the mobile IRBM
concept for three principal reasons: cost (espe-
cially if thc IRBM program would detract from
the higher-priority SSBN and SLBM pro-
grams); the risk that mobile IRBM cxerciscs
might stir public anxictics; and the judgment
that France’s territory is too small 10 make
land-mobilc deployments advamagcous.
Mitterrand’s July 1991 dccision to cancel the
5-45 missilc development program was con-
sistent with these long-standing rescrvations.
The Socialists may be inclined 1o replace some
or all of the S-3 missiles with land-based
versions of the M-4S or M-S SL.BMs in refur-
bished silos. The center-right. on the other
hand. tends to suppont a mobile IRBM for
reasons of survivability and flexibility, and
points 10 the survivability of the Iraqi Scuds
during the Gulf war (o refute claims about the
potential vulnerability of mobife missilcs.



The Mirage 1V-P bombens equipped with
medium-range ASMP missiles are to be retired
in 1996, and the development of the ASLP is
unlikcly before the year 2000, The Mirage
JOO00ONS, also cquipped withthe ASMP, will be
limited to the present 45 instead of the pro-
jected 75, The French AirForcee is inteiested in
replacing the Mirage IV-P with Ralale fighter-
bombers cquipped with the ASLP for both
strategic and prestrategic missions. A decision
on this may be made this fail. whenanew five-
year military program faw is expected.

France's prestrategic ansenal in the 19908
will consist of 20 Hades launchers with )
missiles (scaled back trom the onginally planned
60 launchers and 120 missilesy, 45 Mirage
Q000N aircralt with the short-range ASMP
missile: and 20 Super Etendurd sireraft with
ASMP._ The Hades, aland-bascd nuclear mis-
sife. has been eniticized since 1989 as being
unsuited to the new Europe (that is, given its
4R0-kitometer range. the Hades canonly reach
Germman or Eastern European temitory).  In
September 991, the French decided to further
reduce the numiber of Hades to be procured,
and to keep them in central sworage rather than
deploy them with Seld units.

Other Furopean Nuclear Issues

Given the difficultics that may emerge be-
tween the United States and Gemany over
nuclear weapons, some Europeans have at-
tempted to revive an old proposed solution to
this problem: the eatension by Brtain and/or
France of a nuclcar guarantee over the Westermn
European nations, cither on a national basis, of
through the creation of an independent Eurco-
pean nuclear capabibity and policy. (‘The latter
would presumably consist of some or all of the
current British and French nuclear forces.)
This solution remains dabious because of the
traditional reluctance of Betain and France o
cxtend explicit or precise nuclear guarantees o
nonnuclear allicx. Aside from Britain’s partici-
pation in NATO's Nuclear Planning Group,
ncither Britain nor France appears ready to
share much inforenation with nonnuclear al-
lies, muchlcssdecision-making. Germany and

other nonnuclear Westemn Europeansstates have
also shown relatvely little interest in such a
Europcan nuclear solution, presumably be-
causce their confidence inthe Amercan nuclear
guarantce remains higher than their confidence
in London and Pans

With respect to nuclear targeting, the British
and French, like the United States, will now
find it politically awkward to plan nuclear
strikes against non-Sovict terntory. In particu-
lar. French nuclear employment strategy has
been overcome by cvents since 1989, its
prestrategic forces are no longer usable 1n
Easten Europe as a final waming pnor to anti-
city attacks on the USSR because there will
soon be no Sovict military targets outside of
Sovict temritory.  As a conscquence, the two
Western European nuclear powers may in the
future think about ronstrategic cmployment in
terms of attacking remotely situated military
targets atscaorinthe Sovict Union (or Russico.

Questions have also been raised about the
role that Brtish and French nuclear forees
might play in the context of nuclear prolifera-
tion outside but near Europe- -for cxample, in
a future Desert Shicld/Storm operation against
a eegional powcer that possessed nuclear weap-
ons or other weapons of mass destructior.. The
most likely policy was articulated by President
Mitterrand in February 1991, when he argued
that the coalition should not use chemical
weapons (or puclear or biological weapons),
cven in retaliation, on the ground that the
coalition had sufficicnt conventional means to
cnsure victory and that the use of such weapons
would be “a retreat towards barbansm.” Bne-
ish and French Jeaders will be reluctant to
aniculate emplesment policies for nuclear
forces outside of Europe because of the fisk
that doing so would provokce domestic contro-
versy over the primary function of Western
nuclear forces—which remains 1o balance So-
vict {or Russian) capabilitics and deter cocr-
cion or aggression by Moscow.

Germany

There arc four critical points 0 make about
CGermany and tie future ¢f nuclcar weapons in



Europe.  Finst, Germany is heading toward a
minimal deterrence policy. Under the best of
circumstances, it might allow, at most, up to
100 modemized air-delivered nuclear war-
heads on German soil through the mid 1990s as
an acceptable form of existential deterrence.
These weapons would not be targeted at any-
one in particular. Sccond, Germany will not
raise the issue of SNF modemnization at this
time. The Germans do not wish to complicate
their relations with either the Amencans or the
Sovicts.  Third, German sccurity views are
adntt and will not sohidity into a coherent
policy position until after the Soviet forces
withdraw in 1994, Insuch a fluid situation the
United States may be able to exercise some
influcnce over Genmnany's pereeptions, al-
though until the Soviets feave, Berlin will be
extremely sensitive to avoid taking on a new
nuclear roic or otherwise seeming (o pose a
new threat to other countries. Fourth, unlike
the Bntish and the French, who have and will
retain the.r independent nuclear forees, the
Gemans face several tundamental nuclear de-
cisions in theirnear future. Should they pursue
an arms control track”? A European nuclear
option”  Or an independent German nuclear
capability?

Of the options listed above, the Germans are
most hikely 1o follow the arms-control track
through the 1990s. Germany is now legally
sovereign. but it as not cqual to its major
European pantners inone major respect: itdocs
not possess nuclear weapons. By cmphasizing
nuclcar arms-control negotiations, Berlin can,
in pan, level the intra-West European playing
ficld and reduce the advantages that military
issucs hav~ iraditionally provided tothe French
and Brtish. This German interest will prob-
ably extend bevond NSNF into a post-START
strategic arms-control process that ultimatcely
reduces LS. and Sovict forces to a level at
which the French and British nuclear forces
become included. (One of the consequences of
unification may be that the Germans arc lcss
sensitive to the concems of Panis and London
that their national nuclear forces not be in-
cluded.)

Over the longer term, Berlin might consider
aEuropeandceterrent, depending onthe progress
that London and Pans might make in nuclear
cooperation by the year 2000), but the Germans
are unlikely 1o push this development them-
selves. Beyondithe year 20000n¢ can postulate
scenanos in which an independemt Genman
nuclear option might scem attractive. This
would require not only a reemergence of the
Sovict threat, but also g breakdown in the
nonproliferation regime and the spread of
nuclear weapons 10 other FEuropean states,
coupled with the fack of a convincing Amen-
canor Batsh/French secunty guaraniee. Shon
of such a dramatic change in the stretegic
cnvironment, the domestic political barnens to
German acquisitton of nuclear weapons and
the fears of neighbonng states are for now
much too great for any change in Genmany s
nuclear status,

There are several underlying factors that will
decisively influence Germany and the nuclear
futurc. First and foremost, there is the dramati-
cally changed sccunty cnvironment. The battlc
linc has moved 1.0 kilometers 1o the ecast.
Germany is no longer a front-line state. This
fundamcntally alten the way C srnany sces its
own sccunty—the world is scen as being much
less threatening to the Germans.,  There is a
scnse that the deutschemark is stronger than the
Jorce de fruppe—that cconomic power is the
mcans by which Gem. -y will exercise its
influcnce.  There is no substantial body of
German opinion that grants military poacrany
uscfulness in today's world, or that can con-
ceive of circumstances in which Germany might
usc military forcce.

Sccond, Germanunification raiscs questions
about re’ations with the Sovict Union. Getting
the Sovict forces out of castern Germany is the
number one sceunty priority in Germany to-
day. This.intum, affcctsdecisionson NATO's
future force structure, because the Geimmans do
not want to agrec (o anything that might an-
tagonize the Soviets and cause them (o recon-
sidcr their commitment to withdraw, This will
bc a major constraint on the way that the
Germans think about the future role of nuclear
W Capons



Thir . there are strong wianil et
ruclear sentiments i Germe g
that could reemcice . coventhe ¢ - Loty.
Thonostiooent, e apuon T
over SO percent of West ceren iy
Svicadb it the castem fain ion s r
Hodloar weapaing oy . N8 ))
retins s et o W st pro-
nuclear Geria the Y jas lost a

sy oo nte electn s ane o~ therefore un-
“Reive . aay issucdealing with nuclear
v osinthe preseatpolitical situation. (Also,
TR D leaders are not inclined to
Ioeus on defense issues.)

At these constraining domestic factoss point
(e ne maior Geiman commitment to nuclear
maodeemization, despite the fucd strategic envi-
racment

Finally, a tourth undadying factor is the
United Staros” dechiming leverage on German
poaacy, a trend it man aceelerate after Soviet
triw "o o and the next elections are held in

Svespedtdiy itan SPD govemmentemerges,
Such a govermmient would certainly not ays-
crove amy uuclear modemization and would
prohably seek the removal of any remaining
nuclear forces from German soil. The logic of
nuclear first-use, in the absence of forward-
deploved Sovict forces, will also be chatlenged.
The old congressional argument, “*no nukes, no
troops,” will increasingly become a threat that
could actuaty backhire if Germany sees no
coed tor U S troops stationed there.

With this declimng US. leverage, there is
httde likehhood of nuclearmodemizationinthe
foresecable future, unless there would be dra-
mahand negative developments in the Soviet
Umon and Eastern Europe. Even then it might
not be possible to push the Germans in the
directionof new nuclear weapons—Berlin will
not want o provoke an unstable and fearful
Sovict Union. The only possible scenario for
any form of modemization would be in the
context of a dramatic arms-control initiative
thatdemonstrated NATO's willingness tomove
furthcr down the path of eventual denucleariza-
tion. Such a package would go bevond the
declaration that nuclear weapons were weap-
ons of Yast resort: it might include an eaplicit

strategy of minimum deterrence and no-finst-
use, and the decision to reduce NATO's stock -
pile 1o something on the order of 100 nuclear
weapons,  This package would be iormally
- cgotiated with the Sovicets, and the Germans
would be key participants in this process. Such
an cffort to legitimate a small NATO deterrent
force would admittedly complicate U.S. rela-
tions with the United Kingdom and france.
And there is no indication that cither the U.S.
or the Geman govermiment is inclined {o pur-
suc such a major initiative at this time, panticu-
larly in light of the unilateral steps sct forth in
President Bush's September 27, 1991, speech.

Discussion

The workshop participants emphasized that
the future of nuclear weapons in Europe would
ultimately be determined by gross political
factors rather than by refined discussiens about
doctnane, force structure, and targeting. Sim-
ply put, the Westem Europcan nations arc
going through a revolution in their thinking
about sccurity and in their relationships among
themselves and with the United States. The
outcome of this process is unclcar. most espe-
cially to the Europcans themsclves.

‘The key 10 all of this is the Germans, who
remain an cnigma, cven to themsclves. At the
present time there is simply no consensus
among German political clites about the funda-
mental national sccunty interests of thisncwly-
united regime. Too much has happened oves
the past few years, and too much remains 1o be
donc with the new cast German states, for a
scrious public consideration of Germany and
its place in the world. The workshop partici-
pants save two factors that might ingger thissca
change in Genman politics:  the final with-
drawal of Sovicet forces from German tesritory,
now scheduled for 1994, and a victory by the
Social Democratic Panty in the next national
clections, alsoscheduled for 1994. The partici-
pants vicwed the former cvent as almost cer-
tain, and the latter quite likely.

Scveral participants cxpressed the vicw that,
by the middlc of the decade, political pressurcs
in CGrermany will prbhably lead ta the removal
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of U.S. nuclear weapons and possibly all
altied military forces-—from German soil. This
development, along with other political trends
that are now cvident, will force a major read-
Justment of the European security system, most
likely leading toamarginalizationofthe Ameri-
can role on the continent (as that role has
traditionally beendefined since the late 1940s).

On the whole the workshop participants did
not believe that this was a good outcome, cither
for American interests or for long-term Euro-
peansccurity. The central question is: What is
the best way to relegitimate the presence of
U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe and their
positive role in allied strategy, especially tothe
Germans? (Noone at the workshop challenged
the point that nuclear weapons should continue
1o play an impontant role in allicd sccunity
policy.)

There were two general lines of argument on
this question. The first policy altemative in-
volved reaching a grand bargain with the Ger-
mans, in the form of a dramatic arms-control/
policy initiative that would seck 10 preempt
German concems about nuclear weapons. One
approach. prior to the cancellation of TASM,
might have been o proclaim a no-first-use
policy in retum for German agreement 1o con-
tinue to accept a small number of modemized
nuclcar systems (TASM) on German soil. The
U.S. unilateral initiative on September 27,
1991, clearly hopes, by climinating ground-
based TNF, to achieve agreement on the reten-
tion of a reduced stockpile of nuclear gravity
bombs in Europe. The second policy altema-
live was bascd on the assumption that such
preemplive concessions toGemman public opin-
ion would only reinforce the delegitimation of
nuclcar weapons, and that therc remain impor-
tant, perhaps dominant, clements in Geiman
politics that undenstand (orcan be reminded) of
the imponance of nuclear deterrence.  This
sccond aliemative preferred to focus onthe fact
that nuclcar weapons will scem more, rather
than less, central to the war-prevention task of
the alliance as NATO's conventional forces arc
sharply reduced in the wake of impending
budgct reductions. ‘

In cither casc the workshop participants ex-
pressed concem that too many pressing nuclcar
issucs arc not being discussed or seriously
considered—the Germans, in panticular, scem
inclined toward a conspiracy of silence (de-
spite the fact that gencrally high marks were
given to the alliance deliberations on nuclear
policy that are now taking place under the
rubric of the NATO Strategy Review). The
workshop discussion pointed to the conclusion
that the nuclear problem in the alliance will not
go away for lack of atiention, and that the
United States would be betterofftobeginto put
these issues on the table now—presumably in
such a way, howcever, as 10 avoid triggering a
major public controversy.

CONCLUSION

The issues under discussion at this work-
shop, it tumed out, were not about weapons, or
modcmization, or arms control, although those
were the terms in which the discussion was
couched. The real issuc was the future political
arrangement of Europe, with Germany playing
the central role in that question. Future allicd
discussions in thesc arcas are going to be much
morc of atwo-way street than the United States
would likc.

The future of nuclcar weapons in Europe
rcmains highly uncentain.  The most likely
scenario, and the onc to which most workshop
panticipants scemed tosubscribe, is that Amcri-
can nuclcar weapons will be climinated from
the Europcan continent through public and
political pressurcs inthe mid tolate 1990s. The
most optimistic sccnario would involve reach-
ing an agrcement with the Europeans—cffec-
tively, the Germans—to0 keep a small number
of U1.S. nuclcar weapons in Europe as a mini-
mum deterrent force. Therc is strong cvidence
that the Sovict govermnment, or 3 successor
central govemment, would accept such a solu-
tion. These U.S. systems would almost cer-
tainly be air-delivered.

The major changes witnessed in the intema-
tional political cnvironment over the past iwo
ycars mean that the United States canno longer
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be satisfied with tinkering with minor adjust-
ments to bilateral relations. Barring a retlum of
a direct Sovict threat and the reemergence of
East-West conflict, there is no chance of re-

tuming to the old ways of doing business in
Europc—including NATO’s traditional nuclcar
business.
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