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SUBJECT: * SCC Meetlng on PRM-BB, August 23

I. Introduction

‘AA-. V_PR,M-éB"s objectives are, in brief:

F,l.'.'}. To assess the theater nuclear "problem”.

2. " To set the direction of further internal USG
analysn.s, and of. pollcy with the Allies.

3. 'I'o produce guldance for the fall ngh Level Group . (HLG)

nzeet;mg and the Fall bilaterals on theater nuclear 1ssues.

B. US'.objectives“ and interests relative to.the PRM are:
1. To preserv.ev the consensus within the Alliance
‘that fthe’ }US nuc‘lear- guarantée is credible (givén '
that the US guarantee is the binding force in
the Alliance). | o .
2.v To malntaa.n the mn.lltary/deterrent effectlveness
of NATO s TNF posture while preserving . the con-
' tn.mmm of the NATO Trlad and avoiding decoupllng.
3. To sustain the SALT _-p‘récess as a méans for ménaging
‘t'he US~-Soviet strategic ba‘i‘iance, and as the under— .
pinnings of the US-Soviet political relationship
| (and, more specifically, to decide how to deai
"with cruise.missiles_in SALT III).

4. To strengthen our defense of the SALT II Protocol

in the ratification process by having a coherent
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policy under developmenii in. the Alliance. ‘

C. Structure of PRM-38.(Executive Summary at Tab __)

1.

Section I (by Sfafe)., an assessment of NATO's
theater nuclear "problem™ -~- historical background,

current military situation,_ Allied political

. concerns. (Tab __ )’

 Section II (by OSD), a discussion ef mi‘livt‘ary con-

- siderations involved in enhancement offlong-range o

TNF capablln.tles, with 8 mot:.onal force postures ('l‘ab_

Sectlon III (by ACDA), a &scusss_on of the technlcal :

and political aspects -of 3_30551ble arms control

'negotlatlons on long-range TNF, Wlth 4 :Lllustratn_ve :

- approaches . (Tab )

" Section IV .(by ‘State)siran :anélytlcal’dis&:ﬁssion of the

four basic altefziatiiref‘f"‘strategies' maintain. status 'quc
arms control alone,’”long-—range TNF deployments alone,

and an 1ntegrated deplcyments-—cum-—arms control

| trategy . (Tab )

Section Vv (by CIA) ,l' “ansassessment of Soviet theavter
nuclear objectives 'afxd?sspeculatibn on Soviet ref
actions to NATO long-range TNF initiatives. (Tab . __)

Section VI‘ (by NSC) 2 .is.sues‘ for scc discussion- thls

vzlll be the agenda paper for the August 23 meetlng.
Tab __ ). _

II. Des:.red Outcome for the SCC Meetlng

A, Consensus on the combined polltz.cal-mllltary character

of the problem. i.e., that the theater sﬂ:uatlon has
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: , ) changed, but not in funda;ﬁental: terms (i.e., a non-

alarmist assessment).

B. Consensus that the character of problem dictates an,

’ integrated strategy: i.e., if the Alliance decides’
ultimately to make long-range TNF déployments; then
they would have to be accompanied by a strong arms

control effort, and that both these tracks would be

~guided by an Aintegraf;ed. strategy.

C. Decision that. vfurther internali USG work, .and :th’e sub-

stance of consultations in’{HLG and on arms control, ..

shbuld focus on inﬁegfatefa%z;fapproaches ‘in analyzing

‘possible force postuiéﬁf{d@fams control objectives.

.D. Elimination of (or at lea’s“i:'@deemphasis on) extreme

. force posture options ihi',ifii’rther internal USG and

HLG analysis. -

E. Consensus Ath‘a‘t‘ ‘fundirigv decisions in DOD btidget should
not have the effect of prejudicing possible deployment

decisions in favor of. any one System, and .should.be- ex-
- amined. for -their-impact on potential arms .control approach

III. Issues for SCC Discussion (paralleling PRM-38, Section VI)

‘ .A. What is thé nature df ﬁhe‘ theater nuclear problem?A

| B . 1. The adve‘nt.o‘f strategic parity and Soviet TNF
modernization (85-20, Backfire, plus. improved'
short-range capabilities) have'reawaken'ed‘Allied"
concerns about the cfedibility of NATO's posture
. : and the US commitment.
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. In military terms, the $5-20 has not so much

' undermined NATO doctrine as reopened the old

question of xg;hether in-theater or external ‘long-‘

- range forces are the better deterrent and means

of controlllng escalation.

The gravity of polltlcal problem depends in part

a,.

on how we assess FRG concerns:

To some extent the FRG prbblem‘is a iongstanding

;onAe. the Germans may never be wholly satlsfz.ed

‘with American nuclear guarantees, perlodlc re-—

assurances (some in concrete form) have always

been necessary.

‘Traditional FRG fears have, however, been

- ‘heightened considerably b}} the advent of strategic

'parity’ (expressed numerically for the first t"i'me
in SALT II) and by what they see as an Amerlcan

:anllnat:x.on to move away from dependence on

, nuclear weapons :(;naugura'l address, ERW declslon,

' emphasis on conventional force modernization) .

The SS-20 both catalyzes, .énd symbolizes, German

anxieties: arguing that it--adds only marginally
| to Soviet military capability to devastate Europe

~does not solve the problem.

Managing the problem of FRG confidence will be a

continuing process, not a one-shot affair, so
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long as the FRG is in the historically anomalous
situation of being'the most important military
power in Europe, and yet deny:\.ng :x.tself (by

domestic and - 1nternatz.onal consensus) access to

nuclear weapons. -

Nonetheless, in the final analysm the problem is

susceptible to management, and there ;Ls no need to

a.

~move hastily with the Allies: :

We don't want to accept German assessment of the

problem, since this could feed their anxieties.

A constructive US. stance in the upcominq consul-~.

'tatlons, plus actlve development programs for -

long—-range TNFS, honlﬁ reassure the Germans in.
the 3.nter1m, andz prevem&: them from locklng them-

selves 1nto a set pos:x.t:mn prematurely.

B. Strategles/Approaches

1.

The polltlcal—m:.lltary character of the problem rules

-out pure-—arms control and 'xmre-deployment approaches.

If we decide to do one, swe mmst do both. -

‘a.

Arms control alone is umlikely to succeed in

V{achieving'constraints on Soviet TNF deploymehts,

\
s:ane the West's bargaining p051t3.on Wlll be _

weak without US deployments J.mm:Lnent or underway.
Deployments alone are polltlcally unacceptable -
to the Germans, who see a need for arms control

as at least a "cover", J.f not a complement, to
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NATO deployments. Moreover, déplbyments alone
could jeopardize US interests in SALT, and in v
stable East-West relations ’6vera11.

2. We need to keep the"politicra‘ll/am'ts control consulta-
tions and. the work of the HLG in stép, .-and'to use
both fora to focus analysis on integrated ‘_ (deploy—
ments-cum-arms control) approaches. :

.3. Decudlng now that an J_ntegrated approach 13 the only

| way to go does not mean we have made a. dec1smn to
pursue elther deployments or arms control. It means
only that we have dec::.ded that nelther track can be
followed 5élone. o | |

‘a. Such a decision-in-principle provides a con-
ceptuél framewoz.;k for thé upcdming consultati,on's,
and a focus for further analysis. |

b. Specific policies on deployments éhd arms control
would bé determined later, after intra-USG and
intra-NATO analys'is.

c.. The options thué are tw;o:‘ (1) ldﬁg-range TNF
deployments §_r_1§ arms dontrol; orl (2) rﬁaintain
the status quo (TNF modernization without a shift
toward more long-rahge capability, and no arms
control).

C. Decisions.hequired for Fall Consultations -

1. HLG Meeting:

a. The fall meeting should focus on the

| SEGREL
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quest:wns of basn.ng modes, range

recjuirements;‘ surv;wablllty, cost-shar1ng, etc.

The US should not table 1llustrat3.ve force
posture options (Section II of PRM-38 minus the
notional forces should be the basis of an HLG

paper)

---The Alliance must face up to these 1ssues,

"wh::,ch were bypassed in prevn.ous rounds of o
the HLG. | |
-- Our programé would oontinue to move forward,
A‘th_e'rebyr t‘rrér;Smitt'i'ng a po;sitiVe.signal to the

Alliés that-we“are mot draggingvour»féet.‘

- Su'ch‘ a Vdeiibérate?ﬁappréach to ‘the HLG will

.permlt the polltlcal/arms control consulta-—

_t:t.ve process “to catch up with the purely
mJ.lltary analysxs of the HLG., o
b.  We should venturef«hthe motion in the HLG that

Cif the Alllance decuies to make deployments of

long-range systems, these would have to be ac-

comp‘ariiéd by an. arms comntrol effort.
2. Bllaterals on TNF. Issues b (note: these bilaLterals,’ ah& ;
' a subsequent NAC on the same themes, will inevitably
deal w:u;h‘ overall Alllance pollcy for TNF moderniza-
tion and arms. control ; not juét with arms control |

in isolation).

SECRET

~ UNCLASSIFIED




" UNCLASSIFIED
Q r“ f‘\ {3 t”"T

= 3 -

a. We should indicete.oui: view that the questionsk
of possible theater arms control and TNF deploy-
ments shdu.lc‘i be approeched in Ac‘omb‘inat'ion, ‘and
seek Ailied‘agreement‘ on this scere. (Sec~ " |
tions III and IV of PRM-38 should serve as the
basis for discussion}. i |

b. The bilaterals should examine the
considerations involved in‘theater arms contro_i
(systems to be involved, geographic scope,’ éar-
ficipation, verification‘,. etc.) a;nd‘ eiternative )
fora. N | |

c. . We sheuld 1nd::.cate ‘that if- the Alliance dec:Ldes
to pursue a strategy of deployments plus arms
control, the«US“belleves it likely that ‘the negotlations

would place in SALT --' glven the deflClenc:Les of

' other fora,' and the. lnev:f.tablllty of ‘the Sovn.ets ‘
.ralslng theater issues in SALT IIT, but that we
._,:_ arewiiling te‘;‘fliscuss the ferum question.
3. Eliminating Optioz*x‘s:’t‘*fi%bm;%Enrther'Analysis,£
a. ~Extreme.'ferce posture ;alternatives {(those po'stu—
“ 1ating very large "."dep'loymentvs to "match" or
“mirror—iinage" Soviet deployments) should- be
elimihated; or at least deemphasized:
- They-are inconsistent with HLG's call for

an "evolutionary adjustment”.
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- == They could lead to" decoupling notions of
a sepératé Eurost’rategic‘ balance.
—-= They could lead to lai:ge So?iét counterdeﬁ)loy-—
ments, charges of c1rcumventlon of SAL’I‘, and
a general downturn in East—West relatlons.
AHowever, the "null set" '(no additional long-
ranqe TNFs) should remain an optlon,‘smce we -
are not- ready to endorse the HIL.G consensu’s.
b. Analysis of deployments without arms control,
~ and vicévérsé, should be . dropped, since théy
are inéonsistent”with us iﬁteresﬁs and probéblj
incompatible with Allied political ~1fequireménts. _
c. Fora other than éALTjshould_ be downplayed = .

:"'i'ii”aeiieléping' arms control approaches, in. .

‘ view of: o
-- Allied preferenées Efor," SALT;
i‘..- Complexity and geographic narro'wness‘ofi MBFR;
--~Decouplin§ connotations of a sepai:'ate.fbfum:
- Fact that the questn.on will 1nev1tably arise.
in SALT IIzI, since Protocol issues are auto- -

matlcally on the agenda.

' 4. Status of Programs

a. We don't want our budgetary choices to rule out
potentially interesting options.
b. As it now stands, GLCM is the only .long-range

missile which could achieve an early I0OC (1982).
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- In the context of :.ntegrated strategles, an

extended-—range Pershlng II could have certa:.n

. polltlcal advantages with both the Allies and

the Soviets, as well as negotiating advantages.
A baliié,tic Pershing II-XR might also have mili-

tary advantages over crulse mlssm.es.

If force posture alternatlves other than those

1nvolv1ng GLCM are to be viable optlons and not
strawmen, we should -consider increased funding

for Pershlng ITI- XR m the FY 80 budget.

- We should also de01de BOON whether a new MRBM 1is

a serious opt;qng-:f'“gl?ven'lts late IOC, high R&D

costs , and conséquent dmconsistency with the HLG

requlrement that new TNZE'S not dlvert resources

from conventlonal force modernlzatlon. ‘A

,Pershing-—based MRBM 1s .a more realistic prospect.
It would be helpful if DOD could prepare a study

of the implications of program I0Cs in the. process

of developing'’ concrete 1ntegrated strategles.

' D. Further Work s~{in additibn‘.::to ;subjects in discussion pé.per)

1. Development and énaleis 0f integrated deployment/ams

control options, with strategies for managing them

(including considerations of timing, consultative

mechanisms, initial demarches to Soviets, etc.)

2. DOD review of the status of our TNF programs, with

hypothetical funding options for accelerating the:
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IOCs of Persh:.ng II-XR or other MRBMs.

"~ 3. Preparat:.on of a calendar for consultatlons over

"the next year (timing of a NAC after the fall

‘bilaterals, perhaps late October, future bilaterals

and HLG meetings, etc., with goals»f'or' each stage-

 of the process.

Attacmnents T

- -.Drafted PM/ISP: ARVershbow dlj
; 8/16/78:x24930

Clearances:. PM - Mr.: Gelb (Sub) - PM ~ Mr. Kahan ‘

- ‘ " PM - Mr. Gompert EUR/RPM - Mr . Breckon
'PM/ISP - Mr. Newsom PM/DCA - Mr. Palmer
S/P - Mr. Kreisberg . ' S
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