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The Soviefs may try to=-pxaeﬁ'upt__t‘:h’ai .énic;;ci- g
pated NATO proposal for. theater: nuclear arms -
control, due this Decembexr, witl a.prior
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! BAD RESEARCH initiative of their own. Their aim will be to
: ¥ rally West European opposition to NATO glans y
# to deploy new long-range theater systems, L
%@ Moscow likely will calculate that, €O have the T
k8 desired political appeal, the initial Soviet X
#% proposal should be simple in content and focus S
gs on first steps, not ultimate outcomes.
X3
§§ Moscow might open with a proposal to freeze
%g deployment (but not production) "in Europe" of
#  all new types of missiles of more than, say,

1,000-km. range. This freeze might be agreed

by the conference of all CSCE participants on
*military detente” that the Warsaw Pact has
already suggested should meet this year. After
taking this concrete first step, the participants
5 ghould then, in Moscow's view, negotiate cor-

#. prehensive reductions of nuclear weapons in
Europe.

LAk ;_'3:«.!

The impracticality ot thas proposal {impos-
sibility of serious negotiations among 35
participants; likely NATO rejection) would be
irrelevant to Moscow's immediatz puxposes--to
throw sand in NATC's decisionmaking machinery
by offering negotiations as a plausible alterna-
tive o new nuclear deployments in Westexn
Eurcpe. and NATO could decline the invitat:
onlv at politicai cost, given its irkely oypre
Lo many smaller prospective participants, -
and cutside b~ Alllance.
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If tbis postulated copening gambit ﬁailad;.Mbscbw likely ffﬁt“_‘
would fall back fairly promptly (but withng,shgw ‘off :eluc-";. Co
tance) to the bilateral (US-USSR) nugotiat¥mg: mo&aﬁfwhm&h L
most NATO members currently prefer for thoatey: sucledAr drmg-" -
contrel. Stubborn insistence on Soviet prta(:eauraa. preferences .

wotld become self-defeating, on the premise. thét the USSR will
see arms control talks as a promising means to SLQW'or blouk ’
new NATO daployments.

Whatever the precise form of Moscow's openihg arms con-
trol move, it will be fashioned to advance basic Soviet o
objectives: to protect deployment programs of the new e e
Soviet systems, especially the $S5-20; to seize the politzcal/ L
propaganda high ground on the theater nuclear force issue; T
and to impede the development of an added NATC long-range R
theater nuclear capability.

Moscow probably has not yet sorted cut its thinking on
the best tactical means tc these ends; there are signs of
muddle in the Soviet leaders' efforts to position themselvas
to deal with the problem. They have, for the first time,
agreed that their medium~range nuclear forces, including 5 &
the 88~20 and the Backfire, could be the subject of arms
control negotiations (e.g., Brezhnev's speech of March 2).
Erezhnev in March asserted that the bargain should cover US
forward-based systems (FBS) in Zurcpe, but Gromyko in June
reiterated that US FBS must figure in SALT III. Yet Brezhnev
implied a preference for kszeping theater nuclear negotiations
outside the SALT framework, although he did not say what the
alternative forum should he or who should participate.

Mosccw is dcubtless even further from resolving the
basic substantive complexities 02f %heater nuclear arms c¢on-~
trol: interface be*ween central and peripheral nuclsax
and shorteyr rance theater

systems; interface petween !

P
bt

i
longer
weaponry:; global vs. regional approach; and Zermulas for
sovering PRC, Pre=nch, and UK Icrces These uncertainties
zbout ultimate cutcomes give Moscow addeld reasons for makinz
a szmple opeaning move in the Zorsgean context, shaped o
address the immediite prozlen w»ilzhoor Zoreclosing lcnger

term cotions.
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I. INTRODUCTION - = R PRI
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oo A I TR
Moscow recognizes that NATO may weil deciidé: ip-Detambes’
to: L) deploy long-range theater ﬁuclﬁﬁ‘*térﬁgﬁﬁﬁrnﬂﬂgﬁﬁiaadﬁ
based systems capable of striking well: ifvtd theUSFR from: i i

L3 .
E el
5 Y

Western LCurope}; and 2) propose arms control. negdtiations” Aba
those forces and ccmparable Soviet nudlear: wedpohly targeted™:
on NATO Europe (particularly thke new S8-20" nlsflet aalsthe ¢
Backfire bomber). The Soviets have already'Begumi id ¢ffi-. " - =
cial statements and media comuentary, to-pouitiot tlidmadiVes ;.7i:
for that eventuality. No doubt they are refledting’ on:AH@ixw -4
own arms control proposal to preempt or respond to° whatever. ' ' g
NATO dacides to put forward. ‘ ' o

This paper:

--descripes Moscow's current posture on theater nudlear
force (TNP) * arms control; :

——32ts out basic Soviet objectives that will determine
Moscow's approach:

--assesses, against that background, possible Soviet
gambits prior to or during the opening rounds of any
INF arms control talks; but

--does not attempt tc es:imate the detailed Soviet nego-
t.ating positicn thaw would unfold as such talks progressed.

3. Current Soviet 2gsture

Tr authoritative statements to date, the Soviets have:

~~agree¢ that *heir medium-range nuclear forcas, including
she £5-7) and the Backfire, cculd be the susject of arms

control negotiationg,

’ irnoiLogy: This paper uses the cerm "long-range
ear forces’ (LRTNF; to Zescribe NATC weapons
sting ©r zro-ected, varaple of hltting the USSHR
rope---nd The analogius Soviet {orces i{especialil
& mack.irei, whioh have rseen at cthe ceater =7
cvarsv and decwte. The shorter label o>f "cheacer
- S ~loyax n th2 arXms IorLrol uontext =t

zaner: sacze and un ra2cognition of the fiot
nTooL JCL3t.Sns Ay eventaally TrRas caTvnes
NS 33 WS
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--indicated indirectly a preferenca for holding the nego-
tiations outside the SALT III Sramawork but have not
categorically refused to open them in- A bxlatexal SALT
context, yat L.

~-net sdzé what the forum should be. cm uhc should taka
partr and

: -~made;canflictzng statements about how'ﬁha subjact.mattar
. should be addressed.

xt appears that Mostcow has not yet soxted out iﬁs thinking

on the form and content of eventual TNE talks

The first expression of willingness to nagot:ate about
Soviet LRTNF was elicited from Brezhnev by FRG Chancelloxr
Schmidt during the former's visit to Boan .in May 1378.
Brezhnev's statement was in response to FRG anxiety, con-
veyed to him by Schmidt, over new Soviet LRTNF deployments.
the Backfire bomber, and the mobile SS~20. Those privats
assurances to Schmidt were later confirmed in Brezhnev's
public statements. In Prague, shortly after his talks with
Schmidt, Brezhnev said publicly, but without specific re‘er-
ence to LRTNF: .

"There is no type of armaments which the USSR would no

be ready to limit, to ban on a mutual basis...on condition
of full reciprocity of the states possessing respective
armaments.”

The Warsaw Pact Political Consultative Conmittee made essen-
tially the same points in its declaration of November 1978.

Brezhnev picked up this theme in his electoral speech
of March 2, 1979, hut this time he directly linked the matter
to prospective NATO LRTNF devloyments. He reiterated that
the USSR would reduce nuclear wgapcns "on the basis of com-

plete reciprocity,” addirg, "this concerns also medium-range
weapons in Europe, but wiih dus acccount., of course, for =ha
existance there of American military pases as well."

Neither Erezhnev's statements noy othes official Scviet
commentary have said whom Moscow would expect to take pars Lo
s.ich negotiations. 3Butr =“ne saguae 1ce oI topics in Brezhnav's
“arch 2 speech--first SALT, <hen MBFX, then the TNF issus--
saggests that the bilaveral LaLT :amewo*k 18 NOLT MOSCOow':w
sreferred Zforum for negeotiations Later, the Soviets 2zTanr-
2ntly were more explicit on this soint. Gremyke told Schmids,
Zuring the Chancellsr’'s stopover 1n MOScCOw ia late June L37%,
20 route < Tokyo, that the 52-20 sheould act bBe nagotiared -
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SALT III because it was not a strategic weapon. as defined iw
SALT 1--this according to savaral FRG a¢rounts df thc canvarnau
tion. :
thle Soviet statements have baen vagua’on ﬁhe faxwﬁ. . 3'
they have besn contradictory on tha content oi‘any INE: naaa-vﬁ-ﬂ
tiations. Soviet spokesmen have long idsisted: that'Us foredgie:. -
based systems must figure on the SALT III aqendaﬂwa poditionsi.
confirmed by Gromyko during his press conferende”in. Viennd: -0~
after signature of SALT II. Yet Brezhnev's Mardhi 2+ speéch.
together with Gromyko's reported remark to Schmi&b‘on the
$8-20, points instead toward a bargain of 50vieb-LRm8? for .
US FBS.

It is barely conceivable that the Soviets would divide
US FBS into two segments, proposing to negotiate about some
of these systems in SALT III and others in the still unspeci-
fied TNF forum. More likely, Moscow has not yet thoroughly
thought its way through the issue.

To £ill in the remainder of this blurred picturs,
aathocitative Soviet spokesmen have also said repeatedly
that, at some (undefined) point, other nuclear powers must
also participate in SALT 1II--a pcsition Gromyko confiirmed.
during his Vienna summit press conference. The underlying:
military rationale undoubtedly is that Moscow sgsees the level
of 3cviet central systems as a function partly of the Franch,
UK, and PRC nuclear forces {as well as of US FBS) capable of
reaching the USSR, Yet the level of Soviet peripheral attack
svstems also relates te the level of those same adversary
forces. (These issues are treated in more detail in Section
11T belicw.)

w. Boviel lactical uprions

Moscow will have several tactical choices t> make in
fasnizning its cpening TNF arms o-ntrol rosition. incliudira

adopt 21 reactive stance,
wp with before making 4

a ccmprehensuyve d
simpler 1nitial o
LonGer Yrocess;
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The Soviet leaders will make-th&irmnbc$n¢§tigfiﬁq' “ﬁ&ﬁ?&fi#

2 Rl ol Lt

their basic objectives, described i Hewkicn-ITibelow

SR
i SENTAN

of their analysis of tha inharent complexitiss.af thi bt S
loms, dealt with in Section I11I. R R A g
B . . [’ ; "'.
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In rough order of ptieritywusam#gtgahﬁgggigdt o B g

\ b i & oy Rk o2

A) Keep open Soviet LRTNFP depmcgmgntipiygaﬁ.

B) block, delay, or reduce the extent of iny:ﬁﬁwﬁ: V

LRTNF deploymsnts; and o ,u.t.ij;'i,,

.y

F—

C) (partly to further B above) saize tﬁ!ﬁ?ﬁii&iﬁi@lﬁ
propaganda high ground. : A

A. To Protect Sovier LRTNF Options

Deployment of both the $$~20 and the Backfire regponds
to deep-seated and traditional Soviet views about .deferse of
the homeland. Moscow's calculus begins with the pramige -
that NATOQ has superiori~, in technology, industrial base,
and manpower. It follows that, if war breaks out, the Sovietsas
should have, in their view, forces powerful emugh to overrun
NATO Europe quickly, before latent Western strength can be
mobilized and brought to bear militarily.

Barly destruction of NATO's nuclear potential and other
key targets in Western Eurcpe will be crucial, in Soviet
thinking, to early success of the Warsaw pPact ground offen-
sive. There is good evidence that the Soviets assume that a
period of tension and crisis would precede a major European
onilict. They also calculate that NATO would ute the pclit-
ical and strategic warnwng =ime t5 disperse targets and kring
its axr defenses, which the Sov.iet myilitary regards as effec-
tive, tu 2 hizh state of readiness.

Thus Soviet flanners lack high confidence that their
[ - ' .
< D

SERaCK airnraft oould ef 1t enetrate NATO defenses in
wne o :

E oo el
P Nl ua.J
Tucial central redion, acguire and destroy their targets
& ~ <

-y
Given the snonerent diirfizuluy Larget Aacguisition in the
Qweievel atitack mode! . and Tecovaer o home pases without
NEeELVY Lo sses,

PSS B
~ Gl e

FUtoshT .l othe Stitial, -~ arentionail arr ¢ffensive
S o ; M s.on, and alsc suffe-

e e e >

S e A - e g ppen v e
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heavy losses, the Warsaw Pact ground offensive would beiis
grava jeopardy. (Th2 evidence suggasts that a Soviet attack
on NATO Europe would be conventional, rather than,guclee¥,.
in its initial phase., The Soviets probably, have Jittle:ggms - -~
fidence that the fighting, once bejunm, wiuld' remadhiac the: -
conventional level. They neverthe a&é-havé'ﬁnyéaviﬁhﬁﬁiﬁiﬁﬁ*'_.
interast in keeping the battle below the nucledr thieshold ' ...
if an all possible and apparently have ddatred theifwazx’ - . . .
planning accordincly.) o . S SR S

. Jes L. 0

N . LAY 3 .
The Soviets' risk assessment with respect to thé. ipitial . ..

air offensive, cited above, gives them compelling:regasoua.to. . . °

improve the quality of their attack aircraft (henve Bickfire,

among othe: new, higher capability models) and. to dégaigy move -

effective nuclear missilery (the $5-20) for periphe¢ral &ttack.

missions. “he S$S$-20 provides, in Soviat thinking, an essen-

tial insurance factor to be called upon to destroy NATO's

theater nuclear potential if the Soviet air offendive falls

short. Recognizing the uncertainty of target location in

meny cases (e.g., mdobile Lance and Pershing missiles), Soviet

pianning apparently involves nuclear barrage rather than

point attacks.

dence the perceived Soviet need for large numbers of =
accurate, relatively high-yield reentry vehicles, which the
S5-20 system especially 15 designed te provide (four missiles
per transport erecto:r launchner, three MIRV's per missile,
rapid reload capability, high~yield warheads). The Soviets,
of course, also prize the relatively invulnerability of the
mobile SS-20 to preemptive attack.

Western opinion reads these characteristics of the
38-30 as providing a threatening nuclear capability well
ayend ratlional defensive neeus. Moscow, however, sees lhe
pacity zuickly <o ovecwh=2im NATC 03 essential to homelanu
fense—--and the 55-20 2s a vital =slement of that capacity.

l . - ot - .
thus one mav expect ztout
ad veductions Lo tne viet
N .
}

Soviet resistance LO any 2ro-

And Lf NATO itself deploays new
his will increase the set of
will pelisve L+ neeus -<he

: eli
ddzmer s Ly nnt 2ifered w0 contest
nSL 3 tnat new Westzrt leniov-
*hat =he orospect o soch
realbric ey 28 NATS arms con-
regory of weapcns. =Rather, zhe
e rs will tend %o Looroase
STance to sursail 5=l
red level e e . Tomhan Lmvel

e R
DRTCIGC NATTUINALS




LR AP 4% Y

UNCLASSIFTED L

may be) and could aves diive upward the pumbeg W
gidered sufficient. B PRI E

N Coerl ’5“ '- ,:;.' ;. ~
Much of the same reasoning app;ggg;ﬁggééégigg":gf‘: X
multipurposs system, however, Backfire praguatyt i : i
Plex case, for reasens addrsssed $nyg§¢géqngg§;;w :

Y

o

3. To Impeds or Delay New NATQ Deplévinghes . @ 5

by year's end to deploy new nuclear gystems. LAl Wédehyn
capable of striking the western USSR.. Their’ média:’

A by

‘ e L S e
) Pt ettt e W T g
The Soviats see NATO moving towdid“dipesnible’du¢lstc

: e

on the NATO spring ministerials showed &n unchirddferifbicslTye’

lccurate reading of the tenor of the LRTNF discusefcnsy thed. o)

decisions they foreshadowed, and the hesitency "that s€ill - )

persists in some Allied countrias. SRS
Yet the tone of Soviet media commentary has stayed in -

the middle register, deploring NATO's allegedly nisguided mil-

itarism but avoiding shrill denunciatisn. Why such modera=- .

tion? Partly, no doubt, because (in contrast to the enhanced

radiation weapons episode) nc large and vocal body ¢f Western.

opinion has so far emerged te zttack the proposed deployments.

Pessidbly also, Moscow simply is resigned to something it -

regards as inevitable. It is more likely, howaver, that

30viet restraint on this issue reflects both a disinclination

to roil the waters before the US Senate finishes the SALT II

debate and a calculated decision to hold back a while longer

o see whetier NATO can work its way around the nervous

reticence within some member-states.

in any event, Moscow probably recognizes that a decision

it principle =0 dev_oy would be one thing, actual deployment
Guite another, and that in the interim, there would be time

o ferestall, delay, or rveduce the extent of the latter.

Thus. the Soviets likelvy will remain alert for anvy
SEPOITUnRLLY o retard Or block tne actual Zeployinents. They
andzucstedly will put forward on due sourse an arms <ontroL
Fropesal designed o strengther thie hand ~f NATO's "doves, "
wne prefar negotiatiorn to degloyvment isee below ror farther
TiscussLand

~ave peth »elizical and mrlitary reascons for
TONRETO's irocectac additians LU tts auclear
cally, e USSR has alwa s shown zarsionular
4 nuslear deplovments 1a the FRG, aven L:
S-owned and Live noe “"German finsev soocne
2 HDVISTE oo rrult o oagsume +<has, Lf O NATL s

- T TLINEAD LT TOREDTNONATIONALS
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plan: are carried cut, much or most. of thidg: netys

be based in tha FRa. ﬂﬁ:‘°“°”;"h‘W%*$@I¥iTRQt:;j'41'

LRINF Jdeployments will Bind: the:US 'sohbwhit: s
the defensa of itas trnhﬂ;ﬁ&nnt&a&i@_ﬁ; Ursi,. IRy
. RS B e s )
Militarily, naw NATO. LRTNF-wgig: j\._,f-‘;& Griw ¥
of extendad-vange Paishing ballistle hissl

launched cruice mis&ilei”(GhCﬁ’iFEfiﬁﬁﬁgg "y
crulise mlasilo-cnmponnnt'is:natk}*ﬁlﬁ@ﬁ@h'gvﬂ:}ﬁﬂ*-
capability for deep interdicétion: iﬁgiggﬂ?i-ﬁi;}—;*”g;
forcements moving from: the westarws ff‘ﬁ&~w33?§§-5§k'dﬁb
the central front. The Soviate as§usid; Thithersl f'x”f5;,_
conflict, that the ground forces bémring=the: BYUA RCERE.
initial Warsaw Pact assault would quigklysends %;fffh:' HOARLE - ]
ties. They would therefore rely oh ripid rédnfascesyne by = “¢.
fresh units from the USSR to sustain: thé mémeneum gfhehe i 1%
offensive. The Scviets of course would havesno e2fgbtlve - 1 " .
defense against extended-range Pershinyg Ballletis migdiles ' ' .
and virtually none, for several years at leagt, against - g,
cruise missiles. : : :

One can only speculate on how much weight the Soviet mil-

~itary would ascribe to the incremental addition to NATO's

capacity in this area. It probably reckons that nuclear -
strikes designed to slow Soviet reinforcement of the cantral
front already figure in SACEUR's General Strike Flan and in
the US SIOP.

Neverthelass, there is ample evidence that Soviet mili-
tary threat analysis tends to make worst-case assumptions
about NATO capabilities. Moreover, the new systems (if
deployed) would add an array of relatively mobile targats to
what the Soviet military probably considers an already formi-
vot se NATC durope cargel Lis:.  rinaliy, Moscouw may have an
imeasy sensa2 that NATO is now preparing, for the first time,
“2 wsonfroat the USSR on a tarrain (land-based thaater nuclear
weapenry of longer range) where the Soviet advan:age had :
Hrevioustly aene unchallenged.

dence one may conclude that ~he Soviets vould ascribe a
Tadn Blan marginal significance o NATO's projacted new
itabamg--aven though the nurbers of warheads (290-5600) now
22,00 canslderad by the Al)lins for cthese forsos ines not
Tamsar  freat fombarac vy hp tho it o papenler o sw-zEne t18

et “t e A o 2 4 -
AGUE AT sy S SRR s s

aes o dnplovment dectaion is caken, Moscow undoukbkoedliy

ey s bt Ugc et oand P landishment o sap Allied nublie
VRD o iaamontary o oppert Cow the projected incroase 1n NATC':
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LRTNF. The Soviets will bluster abouhthé*dgtfqgrw 7
and the added military risks: to. candidaty hath ¢aund
while simuitanebunxy;puttinqvfofwhrd&%gmsﬁq&ﬁwm&

that would allegedly remover ahy:politfcaliye mpR

A

P 2L d
o
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B ANy
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2
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v e
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ale for thHe new systems. -
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C. ‘To Seize the.Political Bigh: GEounmly n.*g
T L il e g W :

This objegtive will be -esssntialycifiSoyist: s

AL kL

to the carefully nurtured climate:sof!Europganiggcent
which the regime already:has:a very congidaranles L i
and to a strategy of undermining’ NNIQ).8‘prajsdfadsives
LRTNF. An arms control proposal’ grabah&ngn&g% BT
centarpiece’of'thiswaffort;w‘SQViétépéﬁi&uﬂﬁﬁd§§§?,ﬂ£

the inventory of the regime's "peadesinitiatdvesi i wnish
already clutter theé international-andiEuropepnpsiitidal ...
agendas. The Kremlin undoubtedly will. congurt dbpéacaiiinitia ..
ative to fit this issue, by conditioned:reflew:as: much’&s - - . -
from rational calculation of political advantadges.’ LR S '

{7
srka?

-

III. CCMPLEXITIES OF THE PROBLEM,
AS SEEN I'ROM MOSCOW

The analysis that follows suggests that Moscow will
prefer to open with a simple, straightforward initiative,
con+rived to appear as a plausible first step in a long-
term negotiation, rather than with the outline of a compre-
hensive "solution."” The almost intractable substantive
complexities of TNF arms control will likely persuade Moscow
that the simpler the opening gambit, the more effectively it
will serve Soviet purposes.

A. The LRTNF-Central Systems Interface

Moscow «annot easily separate, either for military
“hreat analysis or for arms coatrol purposes, the peripheral
nuclesar strike forces--those deployed by the Soviets and
rhose aimed at the USSR-—~from US and Soviet central srstems.
Tn fact, the wvery notion of theater as aistinect from global
~onflict is alien to Soviet aistorical experience. The
2ussiap homeland was very nearly overrun during two "theat2r”
wars in this centurvy.

Moracver, scme Soviet ceptral systems are assigned ce-
ripheral. not intercontinental. nargeus. Hence, substant:ial
38LT TIT *uts in scviet centra  systems would, in Mostow's
uew, regulre commensurate red . L1lons in US zenural systems

-
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and in tne peripheral systams &nrgeted‘qn +H ~-‘f3
Ttantly, inareases in -adversary paripharal-donSense:
to the military requiramenta placed updh Sovidi:
systems, peripharal syﬂtame’; or bcﬂt At

2
<

3 g 00
PN 5

o feoa

th s s BN e

St TN <.

2Lk

pressed to produce in short: o:aar u#aﬁﬁ % QE”
a comprehensive proposal striking: an,,jﬁ&ﬁ#ibﬁ
balance amorg ‘the widely divergsni’seglrivy th
weapons systems of all the nuclear. pawardr L
fusion between Brezhnev's reécently $ug cscga!ewﬂ
LRTNF for US FBS, cutside SALT III, and Gromyk

shortly theraafter that the latter: systaes: kmm&g
SALT III, suggests that systamatid analysit’of’tﬂﬁ&ﬁahﬁir
a politically relevant level had hardly begun: in Mﬁse N

B. The Interface 3etwasen LRTNF and Shorter Rangp Théatér
"5“—":“—'-*-‘"'——-'—'—-—""-“*"—

stams

Once arms control negotiations begin to deal with ﬁheater
nuclear systems, there is no logical stopping place anywhere
along the range spactrum--between, for example, the 8§-20 at
one end and the FROG missile (organic to Soviet divisions,
range about 70 km.) at the other. Each zystem ¢an wreak enor-
mous havoc and decimate large cities. Any cutoff point, based
on operational range, automatically establishes an invidious
distinction between the populated areas within and those out-
side the "privileged" zones thus created. Moreover, a sgtate
that is party to agreed constraints on LRTNF might circumvent
those limitations by increases in its shorter range weaponry.

Any comprehensive proposal for LRTNF limits probably
would have :o address this circumvention issue, at least in
rough outline, yet there is no evidence that Moscow has even
begun to reflect seriously on the matter, Admittedly, the
crobliam 1s more troublesome for Western (and Eastern) Euro-
peans tnan for the Soviets; few 0of NATG's shorter range,
land-based systems can effectively reach the USSR.

£, whose forces Should Be Counted?

This guestion woild arise immediately if Moscow ualti-
mately ¢ac14¢d to acc:pt a bHilateral negotiating forum for
“heater nuclear forces. Zpeciiis rules or general criteria

for lealung with the jorces of the nonparticipant nuclear
cowers woi1ld be exceptionally difficult to devise., Aay con-
ceavable concxate Soviet proposal tor resolving this problem
wonld he subject 0o zhellenge over Lts data oase (in the
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AR cass of PRC forces) and over . the. critqmi
% military weight. of dispaxate-

The SOVletS probaBly wbul aQ{“;
deal sericusly with: thia: problem gm '
trol proposal, tha a:foxﬁ wouLdﬁ a.a

Dealirq wiﬁh TNF arms contgdl é@kg@" L1y, athi
globally would simplify matters in- sdne. rﬁ&F@Lp«"“ ¥ osmbiie
cate them in others. PRC and Sovidt far egssarm:forosNiwoul
not be directly addressed, but the puzzme of hﬁﬂ'tdéﬁfgktgf“'
Prench and UK forces would remain. . oo m.a¢uﬁ,”_r., '

Moreover, Soviet planners would also recognize that a \
regional approach, :f presented as a long-terit dolution, would
lack credibility because their own aircraft could ba flown
very cuickly from the far eastern to the western military
disctricts of the USSR, or even into Eastern EBurope (and .
Amecican aircraft from CONUS %o the European. theatar). The
missiles in question (the S§S- 20 and probably the extended-
range Pershing plus GLCM on the Westarn side) are also mobile
but, as a general rule, would take more time and effort to
move over long distances than aircraft.

Another problem the Soviets might foresee in the inclusion
of aircraft woul:! be disputes over the counting rule applying
to their own medium-range models. They would doubtless wish
to exclude, and expect the West to insist on including, Back-
fires (as well as the older Radgers and Blinders) assigned to
Soviet. Naval Aviation. Those airxcraft have external charac~
teristics not significartlv different from aircraft of the
same model assigned to Soviet Long-Range Aviation, with a
primarily iand attack role.

Yec a propesed lLong-term regional "solution" without
aircraft would be open to cha'lenge b2cause it left out of
acc much < each side‘s nuclizar potential.

* x * L 4
\e ahcve dascrigtion ¢f 'he likely evolution of

aking on THE arms control comes fairlv close ¢

then Moscow will e ta2moted to evadw the more
2 oYL o2ams oY delerriog them.  The 3oviets would
CEORET NCT FELEASAZLE TO O FOREIGN NATICONALS
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see more inmediata political advantaQéiigﬁ '
appealing first step that could baiggggplgqggié
a commitment to'goad faith but necesdazily ‘mbE:
subsequent nagotiations on a compravehsive:

package,

A. Assumptions

o
PT 2

5 e
£

This discussion assumes that ei:nér.ﬂhf§ﬁ§¥;&§g§i}‘
gion in principle to deploy new LRTNF or fhaﬁfﬂﬁhéﬁg%%‘

course, will judge such a decision to be immiment.:THE!SE
would then take it as given that NATO wo 14, ot miml Wi, s
taneounly prrnclaim its desire for early TNF dtiis . contfo

t ContEol legds
tiations or even accompany announcement of the déploymént
dezision with the outline of an arms control approach.,

B. Soviet Tactics

Under thesa circumstances, the Soviets would almost
certainly try to seize the initiative by preempting NATO and
putting forward first their own arms control proposal (for
reasons set out in Section III;. Failing that, Moscow would

wish at least to respond promptly to the NATO arms control
cffer.

The Soviet proposal would almost certainly be uncompli-
cated in substance and portrayed as a first step in a longer
negotiating process. A more specific and comprehensive arms
control scheme, foreshadowing an outcome consonant with
litimate Soviet military objectives, would unavoidably stir
up considerable controversy. Most Western capitals would
find much tc quarrel with in it,

SBu<= the Soviets, in advancing rtheixr Propesal, would try
act o scuch off an BEast-Wesrt controverzy. Rather, they would
1im 1t intensifying the internal west Zuitopean debate on the
-maedlaLe issue 0f whether NATC's © RTNO wcapons development-
Frocdrement-deployment process need becin before arms control
Tes33.bililiczies have been thorsuchly expl: -~d, Maoscow probably
WOUld reckon that thit could best = acc-mplished by a pro-

£98aL tlat contained ¢nough deranl. Lo be wnticing, buw aot
SO0UNN Lo Troveke distracting irgunents, and which focused
0 ILrst stess, 0% uitimate cutcomes.
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Undar this approach, Moscow presumably wo&id‘bﬂ, qut i3

O wait for the Weatarn substantive position. go n.1 1
negotiations had actually begun, before: oo 3
hard issues like system types, rimbérs,- counﬁgﬁ
regional vs. giobal scope, relationahip~to Maﬁﬁﬂ
s g .(':

Section V cutlines a possgibla SOVict 1nit£uti#

C. What Forum?

The Soviets would certainly prefsr to naqaﬂi&%igﬁﬁ*
nuclear arms control in a broader than. bilatctal~¢j 5. .
have said that they cannsct continue theé SALD: pLOS édi,.3
nitely with the US alone. Given the military o#d:i&p;
central and peripheral systrms, this preferanca*pq*

extend to arms control talks dealing with theatey’ ‘Wei n&y i
(The Scviets have implied, as noted in Section I, tREL Ehasa~

talks should have their own procedural identity, distzhct from-
the SALT processg.)

PP

nescretically, four options are available:

l. A broad multilateral conference (e.g., all CSCE
participants) ;

2. A five-power confernnce {US, USSR, France, UK,
PRC) ;

3. A four-power conference {the above, lesg the PRC):;
4. Bllateral negotiations (US, U5SR).
cow'’s pesition 57 record favors 2, wmplies a preference

o33
or ¢ Sver 3, and has praiparad the ground, at least, for
feniag winh 1.

Mo3cow night s2e advantiages .~ oa "wucliear CSCE," ralca-
~ating <hat thez presence F -1e neutrals and nori~aligned and
AT 's "3ovag” !txe Netherlands and the 3candinaviarn members)
2.a8, of Tourse, 11l tha Warsaw Pact states, would assure a
altoLn o the "right" irecticn. indeed, the Soviets have
1. r2ady called for a conference o 19"* cf CSCE osarticipants
T3 dlscuse "militarvy dotente.” The” i¢ht welcome an ogpor-
TanLty ot oadd a0 fresh ond tosical L mue v tme rather stale
yrovra Viready sugces ¢ o smgs “9&»*":1¢.

FUTRCTTTITT T EIE warsaw Pace Foranan Ministers meetino
Y Lsapees last Ay
0 NG TLINMGAT L TROIITY INT INAL S
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“he gSoviets would recogn.ze that a meeting &¥ somy’Ps:
countries could do little or no serioum~nag¢tiatig§w§*3@&%-
this would be irrelevant to Moscow 's: purposes=sthia: SLininLz:
tion of West Europesn resistance to NATO. LRINI: dep ikt

of excluding the smaller Zuropaan govermsnte: fEont & dissui.
sion of important nuclear issues. A namber’of: thend awarna:. i
ments, including some NATO members, would happdlys attend a-.. -’
gathering where they could exart some: Influunteion agdleXsl; ¢
arms control or at least ba gsaen to ba: attamptings

; ' SR

roidn ey

™
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Thus NATC could not raject such an 1nitia£1§3#”¥ﬁﬁpm‘&£,.:

LRTNF deployment program. The Soviets would not' e uaawars
of the discomfort that such a proposal would caugse on the
Western sida. ’

Moscow would also calculate that France would refuse to
attend a nuclear CSCE; that the UK would also join the US in
cppos/ing it; and that, whatever their own inclinations, the
sma.ler NATO powers would not take part in the absence of the
larger ones. Even so, Moscow might decide ko advance the.
pronosal to demonstrate its own benign intentions and to
rhrow some sard into NATO's LRTNF decisionmaking machinery.

A call for a five-vower conference on theater nuclear
issues wonld not imnress the audience MoScow most wants tc
inpress-~the influential, serious-minded peace and disarma-
ment coastituencies in soin: West Lurcpean countries. It is
sommon <nowledge that the PRC and Frarce, and zlmost certainly
whe UK as well, would refuse to attenc. “foreover, the Soviet
W coptral o arparatyus one tia c n3falc assvwme, could not
I3ssion the satlines ol a persuas,: o iimitations and reduc-
TIONS Protoal tc accompany tae - el procedural initiarios
SUosncoestlira Taat the sonfersnce nvera. This would reoin-
TteTe "ne TnT inaction, Lo Vest urste, <o ‘lisnlss the

: sdea 25 were rrongganda. Moscow prob-

, s S

Tl S IONSlderations VoLl L 4LTLly to any proncsa.
- ey - - 5 - - -~ Rl g . -
DU T Twar conmraraeoe M (R e SONBZTYTaLNNS ST
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And 1f NATO decliner the invitation, it wouldl Beas: Ches o f?j@;gzg

some pclitical cost. Yet participation by NATO membexs:iould:. " :
slow, or perhaps arrest altogethar, the momentum of the Allied. ..
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the US-USSR billateral mode, which most NATO- mambetw curreutly- B
prefer. This judgnent is basad on- the. pramis@n*th&t#@ha*ﬂﬁﬁ& i
will attach importance to blocking. oxk alawinqahuw- Ardﬁagpl@mh
ments and will see arms control. talks:as); &»pxaﬁirtuq,manar' :
that end. Long and stubbora insistencs: ox& Mast;bw' 'b:!....ﬁ :
preferances would then become sélﬁ*dbﬁaatinq.“
R SO AR S
Even so, tha four options are: notfmatuailyndﬁdlni <A
could bhe orchestrated into a single: score,,modulatndwnsﬁsufe.‘”
different circumstances. For example, an initial-calirfor a
broadly multilateral nagotiation might have tactical: -and propi- e
ganda advantages. When that failed, stressing the;need for a -
five-~ (cr four-) power approach would help establiéh the USER's
claim to compensation for the forces of:other nuclear péwers~-
a claim Soviet negotiators would certainly prass in any
bilateral talks. By moving down the scale from broader to
narrcw forums, Moscow could dress up as coacessions its recogni-
tion of reality.

Even after bilateral talks had begun, the multilateral
thenes would allow Moscow to go on dangling the prospect of
ambiticas nuclear disarmament programs, either in the European
region or globally, if the absent nuclear powers agreed to
ioin in. Finally, if the bilateral talks tended to focus cn
I'NF constraints applying to the European region (ircluding
the westexn USSR), this could alarm Peking and Tokzo. The two
capitals might worry that any constraints that the Soviets
accepted for the western USSR would be translated into even
larger far zastern deployrwerts of the systems concerned. Iu
~hat case, Moscow could p:ay its five-power conference mood
music.

V. CONTENT P A SOVIET ARMS CONTROL PROPOSAL:
A FTREEZE OW NEW MISSILE DEPLOYMEWNTS?

3 o et
54ay, g,30u~ﬁm.

- 3USEDLUeN T LECOTIAULD tinn and comtrehen
.. SRR 8 [ i .
3L raivan.ans oAl apons asd Jelincas
PUeTE L0 oThe ok
“m L S
g SRS A AE L T mar Ry e NIATICINALS

UNCLASSIFIED




SECRET

UNCLASSIFIED

past disarmament proposals, and receat “peace
initiatives”;

about NA10's projected new deployments; ahd’

opening gambit.

B. Analxsis

skimulated.

couple 1ts first-step propesal (the deployment free

UNCLASSIFIED

A move of this sort wmight, {u Moscow's 3iudgment, sﬁWfb-g
--put the USSR on the right cide of tha pgge.y i#a {:ﬁ;:

~-fit neatly with Moscow's general detente atraﬁaqyfu,-*{'

--serve as a rallying point for thosa, inside &nd»outside-
certain Western European governments, who' ara:! una&my

--give Moscow the diplomatic initlative and'ils§"
maneuver in response to the reactions evcked by its

. i
| . b

confusion and perplexity within NATG. It would alsoc ' ~Ngéﬁ,*f;

b 11,-

. ,‘:a".

s v

. T

.

roonm to

This type of propcsal would entail a Soviet decision to
opmen with a regional rather than a giobal approach t5 theater
nuclear arms ~ontrol. It would play %o the West European
audience and address an immediate problem--NATO's LRTNF
deployment pluns. Yet it would close no doors and could be
shaped in various wavs, depending on the responses it

It woulud be uncharacteristic of Moscow to neglect a
chance to reaffirm the cldenr, more ambitiocus disarmament initi-
atives cherisbed by the Soviet arms cuntrol bureaucracy and
repeatedly blessed in high-level Soviet and Warsaw Pact pro-
nouicements. Hencea the judgment that Moscow would wish to

ze) with

»owvesnlng pointing toward bolder long-range "soluticas.®

- Shoice of Forum
In 3 vossible, even lixe.y, that Moscow would suggest a
ucLtar O3CE" as the fcorum of che'ce. The procedural qround
126 he=2n prepared (Warsaw Pact cadd for a meeting in 1979 cf
1L TEJE participants o discuss military detente). The
veeesal weould have enough political appear Lo he troublesome
TroNATT Ard 1z owonld averd in sontrast o & call fer a
U -oower ::nf@re. ) 1 Zirecs ~hallenge to the French,
~ oWt L e (too narmeny wnnh Mescow's broader Turspean
oo 1k SRR DRET N I ONALL
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2. System Ceoveragd

[N

Tha Soviets would justify thae narrow scupe of thy freede:
proposal by emphasizing that they werea qffar&nﬁgrcgi;;a.l.@?@dﬁzf&p
ments of the waeapon system (the 55-20): thak hHadi'ardyaedimasg::
anxiety in the West. They might axplain exclusion pflmue Lyl
ranga2 bombers on the grounds that the mobility'of’ girerufty ™
raises difficult problems for a ragidgnally. fobusad negofidsw «:
tion, problems that would require len "y”dfddgﬁﬁiohﬁﬁﬁaﬁis,’i.‘\
resolve. ‘he freeze was suggested mersly as aﬁpgé}qgtﬁﬁﬁ.‘. ;
broader negotiations, which could encompass afrofafi as we:
as missilas. T 5

.
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3. Range ) oL
A limit fixed at about 1,000 kilometers would catch the. b
extencied-range Pershing and GLCM's, the central elements in
the projected NATO program, and of course the S5S8+20 on the
Soviet side. It might also constrain the 8$-22, the follow-dn
verszion of the Scaleboard missile, but the Soviets seem to
feel no pressure to accalerate the SS5-~22 program.

4. Area

The crucial issue would be the precise definition of

"the European regior” and how much of the USSR was coverad by
it. Brezhnev's public offer to negotiate about "medium~-range”
weapons systems implies necessarily the inclusion of some
Soviet territory. OCbviously, in the Soviet view, the less the
set=er. The Soviets might open by proposing to define "Europe,
for purgoses of TNF arms control, as the area fixed in CSCE
for prinr notification of naneuvers (which, on the Soviet side,
ircludes a band 250 kilometers in width along the western
Coontici). ey RLuht rac hint at eome {lexibil:ity

canizing that nore Soviet «erritory would have to be
= rake 'he offer aturactive to Western opinicn.

fLovy et
here, re
tovezed

-
-

Tffects con the $53-20 Deplovment Progran

-
- . 13
— N

ader the provogsal postulati zbove, the effect would

e 1l 4t tte aurses and Lernans ceite iimited over the
.nmzex run.  In othe first place, une sreoposal would zan
fenluvrent in o tle EBuropean regior, Dut not proaduction. More-
mrav . wmae 3eviets would neon osxpest @ ceplovment raezie U De
SR ST wmoent o DL Wil O U IS A S ¥ - DU S - B L U
L G Gootiat.ons. Lf sallls necan, Y0SCOw Soald o -
TreeL R s LaCr S oE o v3rLen P acshantive or proceduri.

ERIR -3 Gssimeeme ez Tould IrmTinue UnNRLL agrIensent
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was 1oached. #ven then, a ban ot Buropsan deplosment would .
aot, of itself, hlock production for daploym&wt als«wharc-_;;

Tha Soviatzs, of course, would pol ‘gntar upbn sugh: t&lkﬂ B
eipeCCing to have aeverything their way. They: woa g’ récuqht@hl e
rhe possibility of reaching a point whers they woifld tu.wl?tm“'.
choose batween unacceptable constraings on thelr Bysens dt -
no constraints on NATO., But that would be a prdbﬁem 8. . ~:}ZT_
qidd.ie- or end-game strategy and should not datnr thay Sovietsi= .

from the cpening gambit postulated here. ‘ AR &
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