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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
Sccunty Studics of the Los Alamos National
Laboratory sponsored a onc-day workshop on
The Future of Nuclear Weaponsin Europe.
(A list of workshop participants is found at the
cnd of this repont.) The workshop participants
represented a mix of individuals from the De-
panment of Encrgy and its national laborato-
rics. other govemment agencics, the military
scrvices, academia, andindustry. Allattendcees
were chosen for their interest and cxpertisc in
thie ficlds of Europcan politics, intcmational
sconrity policy, and American theater nuclear
policy.

Workshop spcakers were asked to prepare
informal presentations on the views of the
United States, the nations of Europe. and rcl-
cvant intemational orcanizations, and 1o ¢m-
phasizc (1) the | alitics and military strategy
associated with nuclear werpons and (2) the
changing interrclationships between those po-
litical and military factors in today’s rapidly
Jongingintemationalenvironment. The work-
shop lcaders hoped the reby to stimulate critical
thinking into the likely future of nucicar weap-
ons in Europe, both East and West. Bcecause
the workshop took place befor: the failed mid-
August coup in the Sovict Union, those who
gavc preseniations at the workshop were given
the oppontunity to revise their remarks in light
of the post-coup situation in the Sovict Union.

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

‘The workshop also 0ok place before Presi-
dent Bush'sSeptember 27,1991, specch, which
outlined a number of unilateral steps that the
Un‘ted States would take with respect tonuclear
wceapons, and that he hoped would be matehed
by the Sovict Union. Somc of these measures
will dircctly or indirectly affect the future of
nuclcar weapons in Europe, and the workshop
proceedings should be read in this light:

e The United States will withdraw all land-
based. shont-range tactical nuclear weap-
ons (antillery shells and Lance missiles)
from Europec and clsewhere in the world,
and will destioy these weapons without
rccourse to U.S.-Sovict arms-control ne-
gotiations on this subjcct. According 1o
the president, “starting these talks now
would only perpetuate these systems, while
wc cngage in engthy ncgotiations. Last
month’s cvents (i.c., the Soviet coup and
its failurc) not only permit, but indced
decmand swifter, bolder action.”

¢ The Uniied States will at the same time
retain "an cffective air-delivered capabil-
ity in Europe. That is cssential to NATO
sccurity,” The United States will not de-
velop or deploy the proposed tactical air-
to-surface missilc known as the SRAM.-T,
however.



+ Noictical nuclear weapons will routinely
be deployed at sea or onnaval aireralt, e g.,
nuclear gravity bombs, nuclear depth
charges. Morcover, cruise missiles will
not be deployed on surface ships or subnta-
rines. Most of these nuclear weipons will
be destroyed; some will be retained in
central arcas, whete they would be aviil-
able if necessary duning a crisis.

+ The United States calls onthe Sovict Union
to yake similar actions - o 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-pange nuclear weapons from unstable
arcas and the establishment of finm central
control over those that reagin.

SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS

‘The follow iy represents o sutmntary of wlit
the workshop orgamzers toak away from the
workshop; itis not intended to be comprehen-
sive or represent the views of any er all of the
paricipants, This summary includes an edito-
nial sharpening of the iines of argument that
caierged lom the workshop discussions, at the
rish af overlooking sonic important arcas of
contiovensy anduncentainty. Forthisthie reader
shoutd consult the full synopses of the presen-
taions and pancl discussions that begin on
page 4.

U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe

Bascd onthe presentations and discussion at
the workshop, we conclude that the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) will iry
to ¢xtablish a mipimum deterremt foice of be.
tween 100 and 1,000 nuclear weapons based in
Europe. most likely towaid the lower end of
that range. (Additional weapons will he made
available, as at present, in the form of subma.
rine-launched systems.) These Furopean-based
systems will consist entirely of dual-capable
aircraft and gravity bombs. There will be no
deployment of modemized U.S. nuclcar sys-
tems. By the middle of the decadce, however,

political pressures in Germany will probably
lead to the removal ot U.S. nuclear weapons - -
and possibly all allicd mititny forces --fiom
German soil. This development, along witht
othier politicad treuds that are now evident, will
torce a ngjor readjustinent ol the Euwopean
security system. leading to g marginalization
of the Anicrican role on the continent (as that
1ole lias traditionally been detined since the
Late 1940s). Recent remarks by Gemin Far.
cign Mimster Hans-Dictrich Genschier suggest
that these pressures may hegin to build even
carlicr than anticipated by the warkshop par-
ticipants. '

U.S. Poficy Options

Few waorkshop participants believed that this
wis i good outcome cither for American inter
ests or for Jong-term European sceunity. ‘The
central question is: What is the best way 0
1clegitimate the presence of U.S. nuclear weap-
ons in Europe and their positive role in allicd
strategy, especially 1o the Gesmans? (No one
atthe workshop challenged the point that nuclear
weipons should continue to play an importint
role in allicd sceurity policy.?

There were two general lines of argumicnt on
this question. ‘The first policy altemative in-
volved reaching a grand bangain with the Ger-
mans in the form of a dramati¢ arms-control/
policy initiative that would scek 1o precipt
German concems about nuclear weapons (e g,
by proclaiming a no-first-use policy) in retum
for Genman agreement to continue Lo accept a
small number of air-delivered weapons. ide-
ally modemized nuclear systems, on German
soil. The sccond policy altemative was based
on the assumption that such preemptive con-
cessions to German public opinion would only
reinforce the delegitimation of nuclear weap-
ons, and that there remain imponant, perhaps
dominant, ciements in German politics that
understand (o1 can be reminded) of the impor-
tance of nuclcar deterrence. This second alter-
native preferred to focus onthe fact that nuclear
weapons will scem more, rather than less,
central to the war-prevention task of the alli-
ance as NATO sconventional forcesarc sharply



reduced in the wake of impending budget re-
ductions.

The Future of European Security

Contiary 1o the conimion wisdom of a year
ago, NATO scems likely 1o survive for some
time as an intportant instruieent of European
sceurity and trans-Atlantic cooperation. (The
prospects for ine Conference on Sceurity and
Cooperiition iit Europe (CSCE], by contrast,
have dunmed considerably.) Despite the con-
sensus on the preservation of NATO. thereis a
scnse that e wtility of the Adantic Alliance
will decrease sigmficantly over time, as the
task for which it is uniquely suitcd—1to provide
political- military sccurity of the European al-
lies against the Sovict threat—becoties much
less prominent. Also, the Westem Europeans
arc anxious, lora varicty ol reasons, to develop
some son of a European defense/sccurity iden-
tity that will correspond to the cconomic and
political union to which they arc committed.
The Europcan Comununity (EC) is the logical
umbrella for tie formulation of this defense/
sceurity identity, but much remains uncertain
and contoversial, especially in hght of the
difficult Ewtopean experience 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, cven to themselves. At the
present time there is simply no conscnsus
amonyg German political elites about the funda-
mental national securnity interests of theirncwly
united regime. To be sure. there is 1o indica-
tion of a revival of traditional German nation-
alism andmilitarism. Quitc the contrary: There
arc strong popular trends toward sccing Ger-
many as a very large Switzerland (or Den-
mark ) inward-looking. focused on cconomic
matters. convineed that it does not face a seri-
ous military threat, and pensuaded that military
power really does not matter very much in the
post-Cold Warcra. A tum in German politics
in this dircction would point toward the end of
traditional German suppon for nuclear deter-

rence and a U.S. nuclear presence on German
soil. By the terms of the Two-Plus-Four agree-
mcnt that endced the division of Gennany, the
temitory of the former East Germany s to
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 castem ftermitorics, but rather by
denucleanizing the rest of Germany (and of
Europe).

Theie is currently o significant German
interest in acquiring nuclear weapons. Beyond
the ycar 2000, however, one c¢an postulate
scenanios in which an independent German
option might scem attractive. This would
require not only a reemergence of the Sovict
thrcat, but olso 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/French security guarantee. Shon
of such a dramatic change in the strategic
cnvirmnment, the domestic political barriers to
German acquisition of nuclcar weapons, and
the fcars of neighborirg states, are currently
too strong for such a drastic change in
Gcermany's nuclear status.

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

These two European nuclcar powers will
unqucstionably maintain national nuclcar forces
irespective of how Europe, collcctively o1
nationally, defines its future securnity. Perhaps
thc mest intetesting question concems the pos-
sibility of incrcased British-French nucicar
cooperativit. The Conservative govemment in
London has yet 1o sclect a missile to carry its
projccted new tactical nuclear warhead. de-
signed to replace its nuclcar gravity bombs.
Candidates for the British Tactical Air-10-Sur-
facc-Missilc (TASM)arc the American SRAM-
T, (which was cancelled in Sepiember 1991),
the American supersonic fow-altitude target
(SLAT). or the Air-Sol Longuc Poné (ASL.P).
which would be coproduccd with the French
(This decision is alrcady overduc, and there are
indications of further deliys by the British)



‘The outcome of this decision will provide a
strong indication about where the British, at
least under Pnme Minister Johnt Major, scc
their tuture—-with the American special rela.
tionship or with Eutope.

Grven the dilficultics 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 cication of an independent
European nuclear capability and policy that
wouldinvolve the Gemansthrough such agen-
cies as the European Community or the West.
cemzuropean Union (WEYJ). Such acapability
would presumably consist of some or all of the
currcat British and French nuclear forces. The
presentation given at the workshop on this
subject, however, concluded that there is now
appatently no serious interest in the idea by the
present govemments of France, Britain, or
Gemany, §t was also noted that this attitude
could change with a shift in govemmient, espe-
clally in Germany.

The Soviet Union and Nuclear Weapons

The Soviet govemment (and very likely any
successar regime. Russian or otherwise) has
vonie 10 aceept the Amencan presence in Eu-
rape —including U.S. nuclear weapons - as
cssentially stabilizing.  The Sovicts remain
cancemed about the fong-term future of Ger-
iztany and believe that American forces/nuclear
weapons offer an imponant restraint against
future German ambitions in the East. On this
basis Moscow would like to reach an Ameni-
can-Sovict understanding on minimum deter-
roree for theater nuclear forces (TNF) as the
only way 1o legitimate any future nuclear de-
plasmentsin Europe. “The broad parameters of
a potential deal on shont.range nuclear forces

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

nuclecar-capablc aircraft. withalevel of roughly -

500 warhcads on cach side.

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

Sovict officials that they cannot compete with
the Westin high-technology conventional forces
and that nuclear weapons represent the only
mcans to sustain even alimited panticipationin
thestrategic competition with the West. Nuclear
weapons are relatively cheap, thie Sovicts know
that they can build them with confidence, and
they do not have to work perfectly to fulfill
their polirical and military pu:posc. 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
inheritthe nuclearlegacy of the USSR, and that
thc other republics would not possess indepen-
dent nuclear forces.  Recent developments
have also called this assumption into question.

‘The Eastern European Question

The most impartant of the Eastem European
states (Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary)
continuc 1o favor an American prescnce in
Europe under the auspices of NATO, which
iniplicitly includes an American nuclear pres-
cnce. The presentation to the workshop on this
subject concluded that there is now no scrious
interest in the acquisition of nuclcar weapons
by any statc in Eastem Furope, but that there
were imaginable circumstances in which such
an option might be considered. One combina-
tion of ¢ircumstances would be a situation in
which it appcarcd that the Soviet Union had
imevocable designs to reoccupy these states,
that the West had nointention of extending any
mcaningful nuclear guarantec over Eastem
Lurope, and that war was incvitable. Also, if
scveral Sovict republics (c.g., the Ukraine)
acquired nuclear weapons as a consequence of
the breakupofthe USSR. this too mighttrigger
proliferation throughout the region. Such ¢ir-
cumstances do not appear very likely at the
momcnt, but they cannot be definitely ruled 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 uudergone dramatic changes over the
past two ycars. This scssion was intended to
provide the backdrop for the subscquent pancls
that dealt with nuclear issues in more detasl.

The utiderlying theme of this session’s pre-
sentation was that the old order in Europe has
disappearcd. Europe is currently a continent in
scarch of itsclf.  All of the old veritics and
assumptions about Europearnt security are being
challenged. if they have not already been over-
tumed. We are going thiough a peniod of
transition, with the end-s1::¢ not quite clear,
although in the past year some of the probable
clements of the new framework have become
more visible. For examplc, a consciisus scems
to have emerged. especially since the NATO
mectings of spring 1991, that the Atlantic
Alliance should continuc to cxist and perform
the core functions it has peiformed in the past
and thiu the United States should retain a role
in European sccurity. But these assumptions
are hedged. at lcast in some of the Europcan
countrics, by a number of (often unspokcn)
preconditions and cxpectations about how the
alliance's decision-making and military struc-
tures will change.

The most ¢nitical pant of the European scarch
for identity is Germany: the Germans appear
unsure what they think of themselves. The
cmotional overload of the cvents of the past
two ycars, coupled with the very large set of
adjustments that the Germans have had to
makc. has led to a collective sclf-absorpiion on
the part of Germany, approuching a “colicclive
ncrvous breakdown.” Many critical issucs are
not yct cven being discussed in Germany, and
no articulated plan for the future has cmerged.
cvenamong the political clites. This point was
reemphasized in several rubsequent presenta.
tions.

There are scveral other points 10 make as
Europc scarches for itself. The first involves a
rcthinking of very basic political questions.
What is a statc?” What purposc docs the mili-
lary scrve, if one assum~< an cnvironment in
which there is a very low (or no) probability of
a major conflict in Europe for the foresccable
future? Sccond. we must take into account the
tyranny of cxisting organizations—the pro-

pensity to tum to familiar ways of doing busi-
ness when faced with difficultics and uncer
taintics. Third, the new democratic political
Icaderships in cast-central Europe and the new
German Linder will undoubtedly cxperience
growing pains as they go throughthe process of
on-the<job-taining.  Fourth, in the West thie
old clites are being replaced by new leader; int
most of the major countrics, there will also he
crucial clections in the vuext few years tht
could bring about a significant change in the
profile of Europcan politics.  Finally, there
remains a fundamental uncertainty over the
future of the former USSR and how it (or its
constitucnt pans) will relate politically and
miilitarily to Europe.

I'he Institutions of European Sccurity

The most likely outcome of the Eutopean
scarch for identify over the next decade will be
amix of old and new institutions, coupled with
an assertion of a European defense/security
identity (rhetorically if not organizationally).
NATO in particular appcars likcly to survive,
in part because of the determination of thie
Amcricans and the British to keep it alive, and
in pant because it represents a time-proven and
successful way for the nations of Westen
Europc and North Amecrica to deal with onc
another. This is a diffcrent answer than one
might have given a yecar ago, when the domi-
nant notions pointcd toward a very different
kind of sccurity structure (c.g.. the CSCE or
somc other type of pan-Europcan sccurity or-
ganization, onc in which the United States
might not fully panticipate).

Why has the promisc of pan-European sccu-
rity, circa 1990, not been completcely realized?
On the positive side some institutionalization
of the CSCE has taken place, and the govemn-
ments of Eastem Europc and Germany remain
interested in using the CSCE as a means of
bringing the Sovict Union into Europe peace-
fully, as well as a means of conflict prevention
and containment. But the simple inability to
make the institution responsive tomajordevcl-
opments in Europe. most notably the Baftic
and Yugoslavian crises of recent months, has



chasiened, if not dashed, those who would
promotc 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 scecunty
identity will be defined, The EC continuces its
progicss on the political and cconomic side
toward the goais of 1992, but there are gucs-
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 tounded have changed. given
Germany s new weight and the questions that
have emerged in the Franco-German relation.
ship.whichis thecenterofthe EC.) Clearly. on
the security side the faiture ot the ECtoachieve
Jany kind of realistic coordination with respect
to the Gult war las had an enomous psycho-
logical impact. The promise to come up with
the rudinients of an agreement by December
1991 as to what precisely its sceurity goals will
heis asigniticantindicatorof the Community s
mierest in this arca.

Central Political Relationships

{ rom the Americanpenspective, the Guif war
brought many issucs surrounding the relation-
ships between the European and North Atlantic
states to the fore. There are some who would
conclude thatthe U.S.-German relationship. in
wlitch the Bush administration placed so much
stock, simply fell apart when confronted with
an out-of-arca threat. On the other hand. the
Anglo-American special relationship was re-
vived dunng the war, and the case with which
Amencan and British military establishments
dealt with one another has had a significant
inipact on the thinkinng of many about what will
be possible in terms of intensive military rela-
tonships with Eutope in the future.

France emerged from the war. in the Euro-
peanand the Atantic context. as aloser, France's
conventional performance during the war was
poor, and President Frangois Mitterrand's last-
minutc diplomatic mancuvering won him no
points with anyone. Paris has alsoheen largely
unsuccessful in its efforts 10 work out new

relations with the United States, the Sovict
Union, Eastem Europe, and cven some of the
smaller states in the EC. By their own actions
the French may have thus contributed to the
outcome they most feared: a Europe shifting
castward, led by a strong, reunificd Germany
with interests and ambitions in the Fast. Paris
must also be concemed that, if the £C fails to
maintain its forward momentam, the Germans
may look fordifferent realms of action and will
be less integrated into Europe than the French
would want,

Grceat Britain finds itsclf inone more phasc in
the diplomacy of downward adjustment, as the
transition of powcer from Margarcet Thatcher to
John Major points toward the conclusion that
Britain will beconmie, over tiine, a better Euro-
pean state with much closer ties to Germany.
The major strategic constraints on Britain arc
its cconomic weakness and social problems,
which in tum affcct the amount of moncy
awailable to the military. This suggests that a
ditferent sctof arrangements for Britainmay be
inorder--- perhaps tuming more toward Europe
and Europcan organizations as a lifchoat and a
mcans of preserving some level of British
influcnce—cespecially if the Anglo-American
speoral relationship does not continue,

Germany remains the central clement in the
unfolding Europcandrama. Everyone, includ-
ingthe Germans. is waiting and watching tosce
what develops there. Germany's allics are just
beginning to realize the immense psychologi.
cal dynamics of reunilication. as the Germans
ask themsclves “who are we?™ and “where do
we belong?™ There is something to the carnica- -
ture of Germany wanting to be Switzeiland:
fat. wcalthy, happy. and uncncumbered by
outside obligarions. The resultof thistendency
is asctof diplomatic moves that could be called
a “campaign of smiles.,” saying “yes” to all
comers but hoping that everyone will cventu-
ally go away and Icave the Germans alonc.

Given this uncertainty about the future of
Giermany, there are two critical factors
undergirding the role of nuclcar weapons in
Europe that have not received cnough atten-
tion. The first factor involves the politically
undigested lump of East Germany. The popu-



fation cf the castem Lander feel cheated by the
Kohl govemment's promises on their cco-
nomic well-being. The clectorate in the cast is
discouraged and politically alicnated, facts that
could cost ficimut Kohl and the Christian
Democratic party (CDU) the next clection.
This could also upset the long-standing Ger-
man pany structure as it has cniciged between
the CDU. the Social Democrats, and the Free
Democrats, in which there was a common
discounc and sct of issucs up for competition.
One of the most sensitive political topics that
could trigger a revolution in German politics is
the issuc of nuclecar weapons and the nuclear
relationship with the United Statcs.

The second under-appreciated factor is the
status imposcd on the castemn regions of Ger-
many as a result or' the Sovict-German bargain
of February 1990. (Under the terms of this
bargain the temitory of the former German
Democratic Republic is 1o be nennuclear, and
no allicd forces are to be stationed or deployed
there.) Pressures are already cvident to main-
tain this status and cven cxtend the special
demilitarized region westward, once Sovict
troops complete their withdrawal in 1994,

Both of these issucs demonstrate the critical
impontance of German domestic politics in
dctermning the course of German foreign
policy. The situation today may be similar to
that o7 the carly 1980, in which the Geman
govemment adjusts its forcign policy in order
to keep domestic political harmony—cven it
such forcign policy changes have more danger-
ous ramifications than the domestic troubles
would have. No German politician has any
idca what the intemnal political situation will
look like after the Sovict forces leave, cspe-
cially if the gencral cconmnic 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 Sovict Union will be
more in German hands than those of any other
powcer. The new Central European Pentagonale
group (haly, Austria, Yugoslavia, Hungary,
and Crcchoslovakia. with Poland also inter-
csted in membership) is an intriguing attempt

atdevcloping a regional framework—attempt.
ing 1o create a countervailing trade and policy
bloc outside of German influence. Such bal-
ancing games hark back tosimilar cfforts inthe
Balkans in the 1890s and 1920s.

The real key to this and other important
qucstions will be the cvolution of German-
Sovict relations afier the withdrawal of Sovict
forces from German soil in 1994, Wil it
become a relationship in which Germany is the
fricnd of and entreprencur for the Sovicts (or
Russians)? Will Germany play the gasice of
backing the more promising political and na-
tional candidates in a fracturcd Sovict Union?
The Germans have historically perecived high
stakcs in a reach toward the cast, in a civilizing
mission that the Germans have often felt to-
ward Russiaand Eastcm Europe. The German-
Sovict Treaty of July 1990 contains hints as 1o
how that relationship might evolve post- 1994
interms of sccurity relationships and cconomic
undcrstandings. in short, it would appcar that
this spccial role of Germany toward
Miucicuropa will again be very high on the
German list of preferences for its future inter-
national rolc.

Discussion

The participants cxpresscd a number of opin-
ions about Europe’s future sccurity identity in
gencral, and the prospects for NATO in par.
ticular. In one view NATO may be facing a
long, stow rctirement, rather than an abrupt
dismissal. NATO's corc functions limit e
alliance to dealing with issucs that arc becom.
ing increasingly remotc, most notably, dircct
threats to the territorial integrity of NATO
mcmbers. Emecrging threats will not involve
NATO, as cvidenced by the Yugoslav crisis, in
which the EC took the lcad. How the United
Statcs responds to this shift will be very impor-
tant. The Europcans have observed our actions
during the Gulf crisis, where we took the lcad.,
and during the Yugostav crisis, where we pushed
the Europeans out front. This suggests 10 the
Europeans those kinds of problems that the
United States regards as central to its intcrests
andthosc itdoes not. ifthisis in factour policy,



the Europeans will undoubtedly realize cven
more the need for the EC or a Euro-centric
sccunty organization. A significant dunger in
the process of redefining European sccurity is
immobility: under the prresent circumstances it
is difficult to believe that the current political
lcaders will undentake serious changes in the
structure of alliances or national contributions.

Another participant cxpressed the view that
NATO wasinlittle dangerot being replaced by
some altemative secunty structure. Most Eu-
1opeans regard NATO as the principal struc-
ture for the integration of political-military
decision making, bothin the European and the
Atlantic framewoilk.  (To be sure, political-
military issucs are becoming less salient, but
thatis anotherissuc.) The ECistrying tomove
in this dircction, but the trends today -—versus
thosce of just six months ago—do not seem Lo
favor a strong, independent European defense
identity.,

Furthermore, according to this parnticipant,
nuclear weapons may actually become aneven
more important and more legitimate pan of the
Europcan defense structure in years ahead as
conventional armed forces become more frag.
ilc and arc gutted by budget cuts. As weapons
of mass destruction proliferate in the third
world. people should sce the valuce of existen-
tial deterrence (nuclear weapons deter because
they existythrough some residual nuclear capa-
bility. Whom will the Germans (and other
Furopean states) tum to for such pratection”?
Most likely the United States, assuming the
F'nited States can then base such weapons there
in a way that does not cause serious political
problems. Stationing nuclcar weapons in Ger -
many isnodalost cause yet, but the alliance can
make this a sclf-fulfilling prophecy by assum-
ing that there is no future for nuclear weapons
there. Hfthe United States helieves that nuclear
weapons shoald remain an important pan of
the European defense posture, then it must
publicly make a persuasive case.

Another participant noted that there is no
conscnsus emerging yet on what Europe’s fu-
turc sccurity identity will look like. The dis-
cussions about a European security identity
havc notbeen going well. fnaddition, the flank

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

That said, there is much below the surface
that challenges the old stiategic bargain—i.c.,
the European recognition that in the face of the
Sovict threat theie was a need for a close
strategic relationship with the United Stites
and the presence of Amenican nuclear weapons
on luropean soil. With the diminution in the
Sov:et threat, there is an increasing view that
the Europeans do not need the old pantnership,
whereby decisions about nuclear weapons were
largely made by Washington without adequate
allicd consultation.  Such trends will tend to
undermine the long-term future of nuclear
wcapons in Europe tat least of those not under.
the control of the govemments that will be
deciding their usc). “These issucs need to be
openly discussed among the alticd 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 Forcign
Ministry. the Sovict Defense Ministry, and thic
former Warsaw Pact members of Easten Eu-
rope. The govemnient and military cstablish-
ments in the Sovict Union are in a period of
transition and reconfiguration, trying to under-
stand their new roles in a more open socicty
while developing new working relationships
withonc another. Nuclear weapons and nuclcar
strategy will play akey rolc inthis reevaluation
and its likely vuicome. Eastem Europe, mean-
while, is trying to create its own identity and
develop closer ties 1o the West.

These presentations were givenscveral weeks
before the failed coup attempt in the Sovict
Union. The participants were subsequently
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askcd whether thateventinary signiticam way
changed theit remarks, and were oftered the
opporntunity 1o 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 Union and nuclear
weapons 1iemitined unchang :d—-that a central
cntits is hikely to retain control ol nuclear
weapons (whether that entity is Russia or a
Union govemment), amed clast this entity s
likely to have the same conzems and interests
as thosc that were put forward at the time of the
workshop. ‘The terms Soviet and Soviet Union
nsed in this repont are irtended to reter to
whatever core entity emerges from the old
Sovict Liiton.

The View front the Sovie: Foreign
Ministry

Amember of the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Directorate of the Forcign Ministry in
Moscow visited Los Alamos a weel: prior to
this workshop. te saw the primary mission of
Sovirt forcign policy as twofold: to facilitate
the integration of the USSR into the European
community of pations and to overcomce the
vicw of the Soviet Unian as the encmy.

There is a renewed appreciation in Moscow
for the political and military valuc of nuclcar
wcapons. The reasons for this belic” include
the Gulf war (with the tremendous success of
advanced Western conventional weapons), the
changing strategic realities facing the USSR,
and panicularly the continuing intcmal Sovict
CCOromic crsis. A conscnsus . xists within the
Soviet polic / commurity that the USSR will
continue to rely on nuclear weapons for sccu-
rity. indeed. some within the military and
clsewhcere belicve that the Soviets will increase
their reliance on nuclear forces during the
19905~ -that nuclcar weapons represent the
only mcans to sustain cven a limited panticipa-
tivnin the strategic competition with the West.

This said, there is a vigorous intemal debate
over the nature, scope, and contours of nuclcar
deterrence. The Forecign Ministry has taken on
the responsibility of forcing all other agencics

10 accept nuclear deterrence as the modus
operandiof the Sovict Unionduring the 1990s.
The developnient of the U.S.-Soviet refation.
ship may mean different (lower) numbers, dil-
ferent force structures, and diffcrent opera-
tional concepts, but nuclear weapons will 1c-
main the central focus of that rel wtionship. The
debate is cnrrently focused on concepts of
unacccpiable damage as a key force-sizing
criterion. (‘The present calculaions are based
on a balance of forces and not on the potemial
toinflict unacceptable damage.) Inthe conteat
of a futute Strategic Arms Reduction Freary
(START), the Sovict Forcign Ministry be-
licves that the military has scttled on a mini-
mum acceptable level for deterrent purposes:
4,000 strate pic warheads, which should ensure
that at lcast 1.OOO would strike the United
States, thereby reducing the United States to
the status of a third-world state with a thiny-
year recovery period. Having less than 4,000
weapons would be viewed by Soviet military
planncrs as destabilizing.

in the futurc the Sovict nuclcar weapons
program, both tactical and strategic, will be
driven not just by arms control or calculations
of military cffcctivencss, but by a range of new
pressures, for cxample, center-republic rela-
tions. The ministry official claimed that ail
tactical nuclcar warhcads had now been re-
moved from Eastemn Europe and from the outer
rim of the Sovict cmpire (c.g.. the Baltics, the
Caucasus) and that Moscow inay soon nced 1o
consolidate all its nuclcar foices in the Russian
republic.

Tuming to Furopcan sccurity, the ofticial
stressed the valuc of the Conventional Forces
in Europe (CIE) Treaty, which puts Europe on
the threshold of the post-Cold War cra and
represcnts a major step toward stability. The
lcvel of forces is still 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 integration into Europe and Westem
civilization, a rcsult that was possible only
once the threat 1o the West was removed and
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the new foree leveds were adified. He hopes
that the in_plementation of CSCE will point
;oward the transition to a compichensive, all
European sccurity system. But he recognizes
that a st of fatent uncertaintics is emerging.
‘The tirst, paradoxically, is the clintination of
the Western threat to the USSR, whicht re-
moves acoliesive clementin Soviet society and
increases the tendency 1owards disintegration.
Sceond, the icmoval of the Sovict threat re-
ntoves an clement of cohesion for the Westem
s eurity xysiem, perhaps teading to the reemer-
sence of naidonal ambitions. Third. *he Sovi-
cts are concemed with the emergence of a
united Germany as a major playcr in Eastern
Euepe, whichis being broughit about by geo-
potitical reality and which wilt ai=ttinue irre-
spective of which political pert.— ems Ger-
ma: .. AL the spme tinge, S Suviets see an
cestual Russus-German ragspsrocitement as
ey hie, at least in the political and cco-
nomic realms, and they see a united Germany
as the most impontant partner supporting the
integration of the Soviet Union into Europe
and the world comminity.

The removal of the extemal thireat puts in
doubt a continued American role vt Eunex:,
‘The otticial anticipates great pres:-eces ci e
tUnised Statestoleave Europe, butt' ¢y will it
o e Sovict Union. s aclear Soviet
interest to . cop the United States ot .ne Con.
tinens. i Soviet Union would fike to aeep
U.S. troops in Ea:ope for three distinat rea-
sONs;  as a persmtee against German ambhie
tiens, as a hedge against potential instat iy,
and as a way of constraining Amcrican global
ambitions,

The issuc of nuclcar weapons in Europe is
pnmanly a political onc, and the official ac-
knowledged the fact that the United States had
deploycd its nuclear weapons on the Continent
as a means of keeping trans- Atlantic coupling
alive. The Sovict Union, for its pan, docs not
nced theater nuclcar weapons as long as it has
a very survivable stratcgic nuclcar force pos-
ture. The Soviet theaternuclear weapons build-
upof the past had represen. :d only asymmetri-
cal response to the U.S. deploymient, and there

is no need for panty in TNF. Asymmeiric
reductions arc therefore possible.

The official outlined the devesopment of the
shufi i the Sovict position on the so-called
third zcro. The Sovicts previously appreciated
the importance of theater nucledr weapons o
the Untited States, but ideology, the military's
insistence on the denucleanization ol Furope,
and simple burcauciatic inertia sustained the
old approach.  ‘The tuming point ine Sovict
intemal deliberations came in 1988, and
Gorbachev gave a clcar potitical signal in his
1989 Strasbouny speech: the denucleanization
of Westeri Lurope was nolonger a Sovict goal,
and the Sovicts were now 1cady 10 discuss i
minimuin deterrence posture fortheaternuclean
weapons. Within the Soviet national sceurity
community atlarge. and cven withinthe Sovict
military itself, there is now anaceeptance of the
necessity of the U.S. presence in Europe, and a
recognition of ine fact that partof the prce they
must pay for that is the continued stationing ol
Amgrican TNF on the Cortinent. In terms of
futurc TNF posture, the Sovicts would prefertd
sce a minimal deterrent made up pnmarily of
air-launched weapons.  For the West, these
would act as weapons of last resort; for the
Sovict Union, air-delivered weapons would
cnablc them 1o counter NATO': naval nuclear
strength, which has great political symbolisin
in the USSR.

The Sovict desire 1o move toward a minimal
detcrrent posture on both sides is the only
conccivablec way of legitimizing any future
nucicar presence in Europe. The official pro-
fessed not to understand the American delay in
dealing with this topic; without such a Sovict-
American understanding the Germans might
causc problems (i.c., once Sovict forces are
withdrawn fromn castcm Germany in 1994,
Berlin may request an American withdrawal as
wcll). He belicves that negotiations could help
overcome the reluctance of the Germans 1o
accept modemised TNF. The broad param-
cters of a potential dcal on SNF would involve
the total climination of land-bascd systcms and
constraints on the rumbers of nuclcar-capable
aircraft, with a level of roughly SO0 warhcads:



on cach sidc. Bilateral U.S.-Sovict negotia.
tions can act as a guarantee 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
strategic view will be presented first because it
contiasts so starkly with the way in which
business is currently being done by the senior
military lcadership.

The traditional military-strategic perspec-
tive fromt the Ministry of Defense is quite
blcak. Fimst, the Warsaw Pact is gone: in the
past, Sovict military analysis had assumed that
the Eastern Europe allics would fight in a war
with NATO (whatcver political problems might
havc cxisted with this assumption). Sccond,
and morc important to the Sovict military, is
the loss of Eastern 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 ¥ 'estemn 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 potcntially military implications. Fifth,
new nuclcar delivery systems—notably the
next generation of cruise missiles and dual-
capablc systcms—have begun to concem the
Sovict military-technical conmunity. Sixth,
there is the poiential growth and development
of U.S. strawegic nuclcar defense, which, in
light of the U.S. Scnate s vicws on this subject,
now sccms more realistic (o the Sovict General
Staff thar it did in the mid-to-latc 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 tcrritory for
time and the opportunity to mobifize. This
dcfensive phase might cxtend not just for weeks
but for months before the Sovicts could under-

take countcr-offensive operations. :
~Intraditional tcrms alf this points toward the
devclopment of qualitatively improved gen-

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

But this military-stratcgic analysis must not
be taken out of context. The Mnistry of
Defensc actually sces its real problems much
differently. First, the Sovict military recog-
nizes that there exist in Soviet society two
strong political-social sentiments that will act
as scvere constraints on their future. Onc
sentimentis antimilitary: the military is blamed
for the country 's cconomic, technological, and
social problems. This antimilitary vicwpoint
is strongly intentwincd with a widcspread
antitechnology scntiment.  Sccond, the mili-
tary realives that it can no longer count on the
unfailing support of the political lcadership to
overcome such socictal opposition. The most
imponant rcality is the diffusion of political
powcr: the loss of authority by the center and
the growth of republicanism within the USSR.
The combination of these twofactors has caused
the Ministry of Defense to realize that the
military has lost many of its long-standing
claims on resources and prestige in Soviet
socicty.

In the past, Sovict political lcaders fully
supported the vicw that Sovict power could be
cquated with the strength of the armed forges.
and the military benefitted accordingly. To-
day, the new political lcadership, in the context
of rcsurgent republicanism, comes down in a
very different direction on this issuc. The
republican govemments strongly favor reduc-
tions in the sizc of the military as wcll as
breaking down the defense industrics and tum-
ing them toward civil production. A ncw
pofitical phcnomcnon has also cmerged that
further complicates the military's position: the
risc of localism. No onc is ccriain who is in
controf, or who has the right tocxcrcise author-
ity and command in the ncw political system.
it is a chaotic situation, dominatcd by a powcr
strugglc between central and regional govem-
ments. Local governments now have much
more power and can detcrmine military policy.



for example, by refusing to allow nuclear test-
mig 01 by closing bases arbitranily.

Adding 10 this confusing situation 1s the
“party-ization” ol Sovict life. In the past the
Communist party was in a position (o make
things happen, and largely in the military’s
favor, but the military cannot iow tum to the
panty for assistance in overcoming this local
wesistance.  In addition. new political partics
arcemerging (c.g. . the New Democratic Move-
meat) that, with the exception of sopie insiyg-
nificant reactionary groups, are antimilitary,
Finally, there is the unpact of the mass
politicization of the country. “The military no
fonger has 1o deal just with the clites, or even
witharcform wing of the party. frtinstitutional
terms the Soviet militars must now do much
more than just 1epon to and interact with a
smalt group ot tnendly ofticials and defense
industnialists - - there are other ministics with
Jdesigns on the military s resources and author-
ity as well as aninquisitive national Jegislature
and republic govemnments. This is a radically
different decision-making environment, com-
phcated by the fact that glasnost and democra.
tization have opened up defense policy to scru-
tiny by the public for the first time. And almost
umivensally the popular press is antimibtary
and antitcchnology.

Inshon. the political and social environment
that has nurtured Soviet military power for the
past forty ycars has collaps:d. Giventhisblcak
situation the Sovict general staff is planning a
futurc based o1 a coie Sovicet state, consisting
of Russia, the Ukraine, and Byclorussia. But
the sont of idcal 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 nuclcar
wcapons, bascdonalow-manpower, low-qual-
ity conventional support cstablishment.

This position is also supported by cconomic
realitics. The Sovict military understands that
it will scc significantly declining resources in
the decade ahcad. The defensc industrics have
fower priority accesstoatcrials, coupled with
a marked decline in the cfficicncy and the
quality of defense production. The tcchnology

basc itsclf is crumbling through a pr-
degenerative convernsion as defense res

arc cut and the most talented individuat.
hasardly 1ind other avenues of employment.
The technical coordination systen  thie Mbbh.
tany -Industnal Commission(VPK ) whichhas
been so essential to thie detense industnes. s
also breaking down.  As g result the conven:
tonal torce system will sutfer with respect to
both technical and mission capability.  But
cven it the defense industry could deliver welt.
madec. high-tcchnology conventional weapons,
the Sovict military would still have to over-
come tite poor quality of the average soldver.

Sothe planners are lett with those thangs that
they can butld with contidence. that are rela-
tively cheap. and that work even it they do not
function. peifectly: that s, they are left with
nuclcar weapons. Soviet nuclear technologies
arc mature and comparable to Amencan tech-
nologics. ‘This is the one 1cmaining alca in
which the military feels that it can compete
with the West.  To be sure, Soviet nuclear
weapons R&D is also in troubice for the same
political and cconomi¢ reasons desciibed above,
and the Sovict military remains concerned with
the new U.S. nuclear technology programs.
FEven so, nuclear technologics can to some
extent be isolated and prtected from the gen.
cral collapsc of the Sovict cconomy, unlike
conventional technologics, whichdepend on a
much broadcr industrial and technology basc.

The bottom line is therefore that strategic
nuclcar forces will represent the first order of
defense for the Sovict Union under all contin.
gencies.  Strategic nuclear 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 tactical
nuclcal force is a possibility as a second order
of defense, in combination with defensive ob-
stacles and fortifications.

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

For the past Jorty years the United States has
paid relatively hittle attention to the states of
Easiem Europe on the assumption that they
were merely adjuncts 1o Soviet foreign and
military pobcy. We ane now attemnling o
lcam about these individual countries from
scratch o daunting task.

Three basic themes are evident in a study of
Eastem urope today. First.the region’s future
is uncentaint - it faces cconomic diflicultics,
cthuic disputes. and other problems that will
inipent the newly-formed democratic govem-
ments. The very nature of the region could
change over the next few years, with some
countnes breaking up and others emerging.
We will have to leam inereasingly how to deal
with ambiguous forms of s.atchood. Sccond.
there is no consensus over Eastem Europe’s
future role in European security. Most states
want to 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 Eastemn Europe are
understandably insccure.  Third, the Sovict
Union (or whatever core state might emerge
from the present union) will continuc 10 be the
most powerful miditary actor o the European
continent. and the West will retainanirterestin
balancing that powcr, although perhaps differ-
cntly than it has donc in the past. Eastemn
Europe will affect that balance in ways that will
affcct its own sccurity.

The Eastem European nations have entered a
period of considerable instability that may not
cnd in democracy. Bulgariaand Romaniahave
not yet bioken with communism. Yugoslavia,
in all probability. is approaching aviolent end,
which will aestroy the fragilc stability of the
Balkans for some time to come. Albania has
morc the character of a third-world than a
Earopcan statc. Poland, Czechoslovakia, and
Hungary stand the best chance, but they 100
facc very serious obstacics in moving toward
democracy. All of these nations face the chal-
fenge of sanitizing their socictics after four
decades of communism. The single most im-

portant clement affecting Easten Europe’s
chance of success is that of cconomic reform.
“their cconomics all sulfer from excessive de-
pendence on trade with the Soviet Union and
from forcign debt, aging and uncompelitive
industrics, a disintegrating infrastructure, and
the costs associated with cleaning up mussive
amounts of cavironmental pollution. Al of
these problems must be faced simultancously,
with very limited resources. The Eastern Fuio-
pean states have not yet been able o create a
climate that would attract Westem investment
on the scale that would be needed to tum their
cconongics around.

The Sovict Union, in the meantime, is mak-
ing these problems more ditficult. ‘The Eastern
Europ.an states are highly dependent on the
Sovict Union for cnergy and for markets. The
USSR has been cutting back on delivenies of
cnergy while insisting on being paid in hard
currency at free maiket prices, but Moscow
then spends that currency in the West rather
than for Eastcm European goods. The cco-
nomic ¢risis in Eastern Europe places great
pressure on the nascent democracies and could
lcad to the emergence of authonitanan govem-
ments. Thorough cconomic reform is essential
tocstablish democracy. but most of the Eastemn
Europcan govemments arc afraid to proceed
rapidly with reform, given the fear that further
austerity measurcs will inflame cthnic and
social tensions.

The Eastcm Europcans arc presently fecling
insccurc in the more traditional gecopolitical
context as well. When the new govemments
first came 10 powcr, they argucd that the con-
tinuation of NATO once the Warsaw Pact had
been dissolved would perpetuate the division
of Europe. That vicw is now gone. it has been
replaced by a consensus that NATOanda U S.
military presence in Europe is indispensable.
They arc alarmced at the lack of an expressed
Westemn intcrest in their security, this mcans
that futurc sccurity could be dependcat on the
good will or forbcarance of the Sovict Union/
Russia. and they are very pessimistic about
their future relationships with Moscow, Onthe
one hand, the Easicmn European statcs tend 1o
anticipatc a greater continuity of interests and
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policy between the old Soviet Uniow and what-
cver core state might emerge there in the long
term than does the United States or Westemn
Eurape. On the other hand. the Eastem Buro-
peans ate probably cven more concemed that
domesticinstability will cause the Sovict Union
10 break up violently. thus destabilizing Euro-
peansceunty  andthe Eastem European states
would be the tirst 1o feel the ctfects.

In the short tem Eastem Europeans beheve
that the Sovicet Union is seeking to maintain its
spheire of influence in the region through new
bilateral treaties that will replace the old War-
saw Pact armangement.  These proposed trea-
tics, which surfaced in Februany -March of this
sear.would place severe constraints on Easten
European nationasl sovereignty, sccurity, and
Jdetense. ‘The neaties would prohibit the ast-
cm Europeans llom jpining groups against the
mterests of the Soviet Union and from permit-
ting the sttioning of forcign troops on Eastem
Europeanterniton, ‘There are also vague clauses
that would guarantee the Soviets undisturbed
transit across Fastem European pational termni-
tory for the twenty -vear 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 lcast
some oi these conditions.

Inageneral sense the Eastem Europeans fear
being left outside the emerging structure of
Furopean scecunty. ‘They are concenmiedthat 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 Germany other than one of deep
integration into Europe and panticipation in a
LS. ded alliance will endanger fastem Eu-
rope —if not directly from Germany. then from
an adverse Sovict reaction. For the most pan,
the Eastem Europeans no longer belicve that
CSCE can provide real sceunty if a serious
threat anses, and they fearbeing excluded from
any Westem Europecan sccurity system that
might be huilt around the EC and the WEU.
Some have expressed a preference for NATO
to transform itself into a European-wide secu-
nty and defense system that they could join.

To these prublems we should add that mem-
bership in Easiem Europe may soon expand,
with all of the complications that thus might
crtail. 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 ol
friction with Russia over the substantial Rus.
sian population that will remain in these newly
formed countries. Also, these states may have
to make defense concessions 1o the central
Union govemment (c.g.. naval basing rights
and airdetense) that will gave them a somew hat
ambiguous castin the eyes of Westem defense
planners. Inthe Slavic pan of the Sovicet Union
both the Ukraine and Byclorussia have grow.
ing nationalist movements, and they may stay
in or leave the Union. But they alrcady have
their own forcign policy and, in the case of the
Ukraine, an interest in their own temitonial
amied forces. Tt is not hard to imagine a
conflict at some pointin the future betweenthe
Ukraine and Poland over a varniety of issucs - -
a conflict that would have the shadow of a
much larger Sovict military power looming in
the background.

t:rom the standpoint of the defense of West-
cm Europe against a renewed Soviet threat,
Poland, Czcchoslovakia, and Hungary arc the
three mostimportant countrics becausc they lic
on the main routes of invasion from the East.
Allthree of these countries are severely cutting,
their defense posture and budget. These reduc-
tions arc being driven by cconomic impera-
tives, not doctrine or strategy. Many of these
reductions make good sensc: there is no necd
for the heavy armmored forces or logistics capa-
bilitics that were required under the Soviet
offensive concept of operations. Still, if these
reductions are carricd t0o far, thcy could tum
the region into a dangcrous strategic vacusm
that would invite Sovict pressure and open the
possibibity of their reoccupation during acrisis.

ldcally, Eastem European military forces
should be sufficicnt to prevent such a vacuum,
whilc at thc samc time 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-
sessiftg: major oflfensive options.  Uutonu.
nately. this is a very big order. ‘The cost of
cffective ain defense, for example, is probably
prohibitive. In all probability the individual
Easterii European states will be unable to create
a conventionit force capability that will elimi.
nate considerable and enduring nisks for them,
They will have to find other ways to deal with
these nisks.

Onc way 1o deal with these risks would be
some sont of a regional defense alliance among
the Eastern Europeans.  Discussions concem-
ing military cooperation are now under way
between Wamaw. Praguce, and Bodapest  In
practice, this counsce is likely to prove limited.
There could be cooperation among defense
industrics, but more ambitious undertakings —
for example, an intcgrated air defense sys-
tem— are muchmore problematic. Once more,
cachof these countrics wants to become part of
the West, and they do not want to encourage the
pereeption that they can be left to form a buffer
zonc of weak ncutral staies between the West
and the Sovict Union.

Another possible means for Eastem Euro-
pean stares to deal with these risks, of course,
would be Oy the acquisition of nuclear weapons
(or other weaponis of mass destruction). These
states have senous cconomic difficultics and
limited resources, butnonctheless at least some
of them do have the technical and industrial
capability to design and build nuclcar weap-
ons. But there are strong antinuclicar feclings
throughout the region today, both toward the
civil nuclcarindustry andtoward nuclcar weap-
ons. The Chemobyl disaster had a profound
cffect on Exstem European attitudes, as well as
thosc in the Baltic states, Byclorussia, and the
Ukraine. All of the Eastem European states,
with the cxception of Albania, arc signatorics
of the Nuclcar Nonprolifcration Treaty, and
several of the Soviet republics have declared
their intention 1o become nuclear-frec zones.

The fcaders of the new Eastem Europcan
govemments have professed a lack of intcrest
inacquiring nucicar wcapons, and this appcars
to be genuine today. A nation such as Poland

fully understands the risks of cven being seen
as moving in the direction of acquiring an
ability to threaten the survival of the Sovicet
Union (or Germany). But in the future, it is
conccivable that the Eastem Europeans could
be dniven toward the development of nuclear
weapons if it appearcd that the Sovict Union
had irrevocable designs on them, if they gave
up all hope that the West was prepared to
extend a meaningfu! sccurity guaranice, and it
they feared that war was incvitable. Another
theoretically possible set of conditions would
involve the acquisition of nuclear weapons by
onc or morc westem Soviet republics as pant of
the breakup of the Union. This might trigger
proliferavon throughout the region, as one
Eastem Furopean state afteranotherconcluded
that it could not go without nuclcar weapons as
long as its ncighbors posscessed them.,

In short, the arguments against the acquisi-
tion of nuclcar weapons by the Eastemn Euro-
pcan states are very strong, but there may be
perecived incentives as well. These states do
facc some very real threats, whether from the
Sovict Union, from their ncishhors, or from
cthnicturmoilin he region; incxtreme circum-
stances nuclcar weapons may look o be attrac-
tive as the ultimate credential for indepen-
dence, as ancqualizer for aninferior positionin
a sccunty rclationship (cspeoally with the
Sovict Ution), and as a cheap means of de-
fense. Thosce circumstances do not scem 10 be
very likely at the moment, but they cannot be
definitively ruled out over the longer term.

THE UNITED STATES, NATO, AND
NUCLEAR WEAPONS

The third pancl focuscd on changesin Ameri-
can national defense policy. particularly short.
rangenuclear policy, during the past two years,
as well as on the major changes beng undes-
takcn by the North Atlantic Alliance in its
intcmal stratcgy revicw,

Background to the Changes in NATQ
Nuclear Policy

Onc presentation to this pancl revicwed the
major revision of NATO nuctcar strategy ant
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force posture that began with an intensive
serics of interagency deliberations in Washing-
ton. D.C.. in Maich 1990. The United States.
having cincrged successiully the previous sprang
trom a dilficult dispute withm the athance over
SNE modemization and amis control, was not
anvioustorcopen nuelearissues within NAT0)
However, four 1casans persutded the Bush
Admimistration (o mmave away troang conbinucd
cvolutioni adaptation and push mstead for
sweeping change:

- o empt av cxpected Cotgressional de-
cistamo hill the Lanc e nuxdemizai v pro
.ram and be able to embed sucn amove in

positive adjustment of NATO strategy

b dotuse s potennatly L xplosive issue i
Gemuany sctectord pohtiosatatime when
Germany - polaseal tutare was avital con.
cern for the United Staies

- to bluni a possibic Sovivr callvin the Two.
Plas-Four :1ks) tar the denueleanzaion
of Germany as o condiion of vty by
displaying amarked shittin NATO's stra-
fegie approac i

- 1o epsure a3 comdinated LS govemment
appreach 10 upcominy ollicd meetings of
Loreaen annd Qo tense mnngstens

The presisent antounced the cancellation of
Lan e modemization in May 1690, as he also
esentysl the agenda tor an cxdraordinary
NTO Summit. The London Declaration
ado ptedd at the July 19960 NATO Summit re-
shy, -4 the alluance ton the post-Cold War era.
It in "uded initiatives for a changed atlicd
appruach to theater nuclear forees.

+ NATOabandoncd its cmphasis on forward
defense and moved o smaller torees with
a more multinational commuind structure.

- The doctrine of Hexible iesponse was re-
placed with a rale for nuclear weapons
only as weapons of Jast resort, abandoning
rchance on carly fint usc.

- The United States invited the £ SSR 1o join
m withdrawing all nuclcar antiliery from
fiurope.

- ‘The United States agreed 1o hegin SNF
arms-control talks with the Soviet Union

upon signature of a CFE agreement, rather
thase warting Yor the agreemen 10 be unple-
mented (the May 1989 position).

In claborating the new doctnne of last reson
during the balance of 1990, NATO s Fhgh
Level Group (HLGh tunther explained that the
new stiategy would cncompass much more
texibility i phmnngy a spaaller, principally
air-dehivered theaer nucleitr deterrent. Areas
outside at the Sovier hiomcland were diopped
trom the target dist. PPreplanned options tor
selective nuclear use were dropped. The con-
cept ot generat augtear response beeame nican-
mgless, withthe planmed w atidiaw alatnuclear
artillery il most other iheatee nuchear weap-
atis other than those camed by arcnalt.

Instead. NATO's strategy emphasized the
need tor inuci smaller. venatile long- range
torces that can hold a vancty of targets at nsk
and demonstiate the readiness to emplos ULS.
stratepic nuclear forces. A public desenption
of NATO's new nuclear strategy can be ox-
pected 1 congunction with the Rome NATO
Summit in November 1991,

The most demanding contingency for
NATOs nuclear forees, althosgh a remote one
now, would be to deter military aggression by
whichever state ultimately controls the bulk of
the largest ammed forces on the Eurasian land-
mass, the Sovict military. NATO would do
this by retaining a residual capability to strike
a vanicty of targets in the temitory of this state
and underscore the eredibility of the U.S. stra.
tegic nuclear commitment to Europe’s safety.

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

NATO's curreit nuclear forces arc mot well -
suitcd to performing nceded missions in cither
the most demanding or the most likely conun.
gengics for their usc.  Nuclem anillery and



short-range missiles hased it central Furope
have neitherthie nnge non the e xibitity teeded
for these nussions Tlas as wready utrderstod
by NATO planners, and both nuclear arullery
and thie Lance shontrange ballisie aasales
will siseretore be withdiawn entireds tne Fu

rpe

Yot the Upated States and the st e still
constder the US puclear contnbutians o ix
essental, and basagg U S0 sweapanes e other
Luropeds states involves these athes it shan. .
the risks assoaiated with a puctedr deterrern
capatsiny Only the United States can provide
citcctive extended deterrence onalic aropean
contitent. Neithier Loadog nor Pans - moach
ess othier NATO allies consader thie Batish
and Freachaaclear capabadity large of venatile
cnough e naatedt the eovre range of possable
threats.

Germany, which has foreswom the prodae
t1on of nuclear weapons. play also not wish 1o
rely on Brtain or Fracee for uitmete secunty
against intimidation by other courees boss
inhibited about acquinng weaims of mass
destruction. ‘Ihe United Suates certainly docs
not want any Furopean suate that currently
Licks its own nuctear weapons (o stan building
them. Both as i nullear snoerpowet and as 3
state that 1s ac onee detached from European
nvalnes yetboundtofiur 'pe sdefense througl:
NATO. the Uaited States is like'y toremain the
paramount contributor 10 the athace's deter-
FCRCC OF 1 eression.

‘The London eclaration

The miggor feaures of the big changein U -
NATO thinking about pucicar weapons inpat-
ticular. and secunity policy in gencral, emerged
in the London Summit Declaration of July
1990, Ihe alliance used the declaration to
bring itselfl up 10 date wah the events of the
previous ccar. Sever mitiatives were taken
that are cxpected to culnunate in public jiro-
nouncements at tic November 1991 Rome
Sumniat. ‘The key arcas of concern expressedin
the London Declaration include: (a)ending the
advenariasl relationship with the Soviet Union
and the former Wanaw Pact states, and further

developing the CSCE process: (b) changiny!
the character of conventional detense:; and (¢
alapting the nuclear dimensions of NA 1)
Anttegy ta the new enviromnent.

O thas tast point the T oadon Declinang
sopressedisdimunished etpbasison the nuclear
g peats oF NATO strategy and less reliance v
subsirategic weapons  Nucledr weapsans are
now charactenzed as weapons of Listreson
The alhance recogmizes the important amd cu-
Jdunig cantnbutian o nuclear weapons ta de
wrmenee. but i alhance also achnowledges
tha! there are g tumber ol future scenanos in
Atuch conneavonal weapons, inand ¢ et
sehves might be able to repel aggression and
broge the hosiihitees ta a conclusion at the
carhiest possibucinome: . The s 'tance sechs o
actiis ve the fawest, most stable level of nuclear
weapons ne-sdal mogaintan the deterrent pos.
e Watlogg this contient the sllisanee agrees
that it is important 1o revaes uncertenty cheut
how anw. «hen we might acuatly ase nuclea
weaponts s way of suengthening v . ader.
pnaangs of tas deterren: -ole.

In thie London Declaranean the alliance e
pressed its wilingness o begin fon al b-ateral
Negowaions wiws the Soveet cas <oon as the
CHE treaty was ssgnedi on the reduction or
climnation of land-based SNI. The all'=s
began workitg together on an agreed frumce-
work fcr the talks in e Speaial Consultativ,
Group (SCG)

Genemment officials in W ashington are not
deludiny thermselves that futuie n leas ue,
cmization, should it T« deemed 1 ccessaes fon
milit.ry rcasons, will be casy or cven b
because of poditical. coonomic. ! technical
consiraints. Somc allic ! goscmnwents tespxe-
catly German:  are currently ashing tees ch
questions abowt the rof- of reeiaimng wuclear
weapons in Eurepe, questions with direct ap-
phicability to new systems as well.  For int-
stance, against whom will such weapons b
targeted? Evenifoncargucs that suchwe o
in principic would not be targeted agamst kast-
c¢m Europe, their range and likely operaticnal
purpose suggest otherwise. This is of particu-
lar concem to the Germans, who fccl a special
resporsiiingy or the securnty of Central $ou-



nepe. Taking this argument even tunther, the
alliance has declared that the USSR is no
bgel an advensan: how same allies contend,
can we then pubboty clam tat the alliance
needs o mantan thester-based nuclear forces
an o hedpe ageanst 1estdual Soviet capabilities?
1 addition. there are also concems in Western
Furope thatnew nuciear systentssuchas TASM
would circumvent the Intermediate-Range
Nuclear Forees 1INE) Treaty.

Fhe NATO Strategy Review

The NATOstrategy review has proceeded on
two tracks since the London Summit of July
19690, First. theie was @ brainstoming session
within the North Atlantic Council onthie tutuie
pohitz.al role of the alliance. Some results ol
this acuwity were seenin the public statements
tolowing i May 1991 Copenhagen council
nocting wlach st out a rough agenda and
go b puidelines tor NATO's tuture role in
Furope  1hie upeoming Rome Summit will
further spetl ou? she evolving role of NATO 0
the o called trans- Atlantic sceunty panner-
ship or the Euro- Atlantic Community.

Scoond, 3 Stracery Review Group (SRG),
chaired by Michael Legge. has beent formubat-
1.2 . new strategic coneept for defense in
NATO, which will fil the purpose once served
by MC 14/3 ahe old flexible-response strat-
ey, Thisislikely tobe a public document that
will serve as a guide 1o the major commanders
and other military plannens i NATO for the
Jescelopment of a specific military striicgy.
Accordingly, Supreme Headqguaners Allied
Powcers Europe (SHAPE) and national staffs
have been working together on what that strat-
cgy might look like. The HLG has alsocontrib.
uted 1o this discussion. based on 1ts October
1989 ministenal tasking 1o :oview the mles,
mis .ons, ana charaer 5 s of NATO<

nuclear postuic ie b i+ el
LRSS 1 | KRR R .o
WNCIAC T O Y e s e SO

ronment w | future NATO force composition.
The HLG » tindings will form the principal
basi for the puclear clements of the new stra-
tepic concept The ML < final report will he

provided 1o the NATO ministers this fall, in
tandem with the submission of the strategic
coneept.

NATO necds 10 naintain coucrete military
capabilitics as a hedge against instability in
Central and Eastem Europe, 1o offset sesidual
Soviet capahititics, andtomect poteatial threats
fromn thie Meduerrancan region. ‘There willthus
he much fess of a Central European focus
because the alliance must now deal witha more
diverse range of probleias; future military torees
must accordingly be more subtle, flexible, dis-
peised. and mohile. “They must be capable of
supparting a strategs of deescalating a cnisis,
ruther than, as before, remorcing the region in
acrisis. The tew tucats aie less obvious than
before and are more likely to be a single-ans
threat against NATO's flanks rather than a
multiaxis antack in Central Europe.

Broad details of the new military order were
relcased following the Defense Planning Com.
mittce mecting in the spring of 1991, NATO's
forces in the future will be more mobile, with
lower readiness, alowerexcreise tempo, greater
multinational intcgration, and with more reli-
ancconrescrves. The firstto fight would be the
Rapid Reaction Forges, consisting of a 6(.((0-
troop multinational corps. (The most readily
available of those forces would be the long.
standing ACE Mobile Force.) The Main De-
fense Forces would consist of six comps. re-
aligned to some eatent to build up NATO's
Southem Flank at the expense of the Central
Front. The Linited States has made it clear that
it would contribute at Icast two divisions, plus
one armored cavalry regiment and three taeti-
cal fighter wings, to these restructured NATO
forces. The U.S. contribution would be orga-.
nized into two of the multinational curps, one
Amcnican-led, the other a German-led corps.
These forces would be part of the Main De-
fense. but the United States would also provide
wppont 1o the Rapid Reactien Corps.,

ihie it tenet of the Strategy Review is a
recmphasis of the idca that nuclcar weapons
fulfill a largely political purposc. The alfics
belicve that most crises in the future can be
resolved through diplomacy. and that somce of
the limited contingencies can be handled cx-
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clusively through i densonstration of our inili-
tary resolve with conventional forces,  ‘This
again reinfarces the rion that nuclear weap-
ons can be seen as weapons of last reson.
However. the SRG s reiterating the ideas ol the
London Dectaranion that it will be intponant 1o
maintun uncertainty about how and when
nuclearweaponsmightbe cmploved  andthat
while we cannot identify evactly the specific
threat against which these weapons will be
addressed. the alliance sull believes that these
weapons should be available to demonstrate its
determunationtorahe all measures necessary 1o
defend NATO terntory from aggression.

The Strategy Review is being kept at a iow
profile, and is currently at a4 very sensitive
Juncture with the allies. The hope is to bring i
to closure by the Rome Summit or shonly
thercatter. The review is being stretched out
because there is considerabie interest among
some of the allies in having a more structured
and formal ams-control negotiating process to
reduce nuclear weapons in Europe, onc that
would go heyond an attempt simply 10 codify
the military changes that have come about as a
corsequence of the political changes in Central
Europe i far trom clear where the alliance
may come out,

Evolving U.S. Nanstrategic Nuclear Farce
Structure ang Policy

With the plannced climination of short. range
nuclcar missiles and artillery - fired atomic pro-
jectiles from the US. force posture, both in
Europe and for other contingencies, longer-
range air-andsca-delivercd nonstrategic nuclear
forces (NSNFs) will become relatively promi.
nent.  This said. Amcrican thinking on
nonstrategic nuclear forces is moving in the
dircction of less reliance on such systems, a
corresponding reduction in the stockpile, and
possibly greater reliance on reinforcement ca-
pability. (‘This corresponds 1o the general
dircction of the new U.S. defense strategy., and
ithasmct withahighdcgree of consensus inthe
alliancc.) There has been public discussion of
moving most or alf of the U.S. nuclcar wcapons
dedicated 10 NATO off the Continent, 1o be

redeployed inthe eventof a crisis (the so-called
reconstitution approacn). The current thinking
within the alliance. bowever, scems o point
toward a continued peacctime U.S. nuclear
prescrice in Europe. Tlic need 1o ensure broad
national participation it nuclear roles sees
be drving the physical reteaionof U.S. nuclear
weaIpOns

As noted above, with the change inchanicter
of the threat, conventional defense becomnes
more leasible and the use o nuclear weapons
less necessary. Neventheless. it is recognized
that NSNE systenis do provide some militarity
significant contributions 10 a force planner.
They actas adeterment against Sovictand third-
world nuclear use, as a hedge against conven-
tional failure, as an agent of excalation control,
as a means of burden sharing. as a deterrent or
response to chemacal and biological weapons,
ard as militanly effective instruments. The
United States is also making a conscious etton
10 move away from Euro-centnic views of
sccunity, taking amore global perspective when
it comes 0 NSNE strategics and weapens
systems.

Optians for the Future

Once of the workshop participants set out he
views on how the United States ought to thnk
about. and try to shape, the future of shon.
range nuclear forces especially as they apply
to Europe. According to this view the cumment
periad 1s one of transition. *.uclcar-weapon
deployments are no longer a public issue. ‘The
aliiance has ycars before any new force deci-
sions need 1o be made. This gives NATO ar |
the United States a rare political opponunity.
The old niles have been broken, there is no
pressure 10 make immediate decisions o re-
placc the old structurcs, and there is bme and
opportunity toshape thedebate on future NSNF
forces to the alliance's liking.

Because the direct threat o NATO has now
decvolved into a latent threat, many states have
begun drastically cutting their defense struc-
tures. Conventional forces in European states
may soon becomce 100 fragifc and unbalanced
10 capably conduct modem, combined arms
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warfare. Tias could give nuclear weapons a
wrcater role in fisture cnsis namagement. In
addition. as countries outsiae Europe increas.
mgly rely on weapons of mass destruction to
counter Amencan global pawer, NSNEF may
prove valuable as determems orcountensto such
WCIPOIS.  AS 3 CONSCyuUence we May sec a
greatly mereased rehiance onnorsirategic weap-
ons as adeterrent. Tomove inthis direction we
need a radically restructuied NSNF foree with-
out resoring 1o ams control.

Managenient requirements for lutare NSNJ-
torces tall into three categones.

- Politcalmanagement. Political chites need
1o skape the debate on the role ot nuclear
weapons, combine force modemization
with the necessary restructuning of mili-
tany torees, and avord arms-contiol nego-
tiationss on SNE- They can preempt and
outflank pressures tor nuclear ams control
thiough proper restructunng. In addition,
to avoid conttovensy they should considey
the qualitative modemizaticn of dual-cas-
pable platforms ruther than of the weapons
themsclves.

Operanonal management. §.cader: need

1o caplain their plans and contingencics.,

The athance needs formidable -sounding

numbers of weapons; too few become a

joke instcad of adeterrent. These weapons

need 10 be mobile, long-ranged. penctra-
tive, and have tlexible command. control,
and communications. “fhese requirements
are best fulfilled by aircraft-- sun usttradi-

nonal European-hascd Tighters but a mix

of types, depending on the mission.,

- Rudical restructuring of American SNF
forees. The United States should consider
chminating the Ammy’s nuclear role. #t
should protectits dual-capable aircratt from
arms-control cuts by creating an
unassailable position, thereby out- tank -
ing probable German opposition (0 new
wCapins.

The U.S. Navy should climinate its sur-
facc nuclear mission. This would improve

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

Discussion

in the shost discussion period that fotlowed
the pancl presentations. severdl participants
stressed that the HE.G and SRG have done
admirable work so far in attempting to revamp
NATO s entire strategy onsuch a scale. 1t was
noted. however, that this is unlikely to be the
lastmajor change required in NATO's history,
only the most recent one.

With respect to the Amencan position on
armis control, one person suggested that itis the
older political chites who maintain traditional
notions of the value of ams-control negotia-
tions, while younger mid-level bureaucrats rec-
ognize the rationale for the United States 1o
avoid NSNE negotiations and attempt ta ¢du-
cate the European allics and their supeniors as
to the new situation. “The Uinited States needs
10 be cauticus, however, not 10 appear to be
determining this future nuclear strtegy over
the “e:ds of its European allies, especially
because it is announcing that any new strategy
must include broad allicd participation.

Finally, the likely outcome that the United
States and NATO will rely on air-delivered
wcapons in the future runs up against a major
burcaucratic roadblick:  the U.S. Air Foree
does not like the tactical nuclear mission, nor
does it care to plan or prepare for it.

WESTERN EUROPE AND NUCLEAR
WEAPONS

In the day's Ainal session two speakers gave
presentations on the major European powcrs.
The first addressed the projected force modemn-
ization programs of France and Great Britain,
and other European nuclear issucs, and the
sccond presented an analysis of Germany and
its probable position relative to European sccu-
Aty in the decade ahcad. '

Rritish Nuclear Forces

“the British plan to maintain an independent
nuclear deterrent capability for an indefinite
future and arc currentfy procunng four Van-
guard-class submarines with Trident 11 (1)-$)
missilesto replace theirold Polans flect begin-
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ning in the mid 19%s. The British may deploy
fewer warhcads per missile than the maximum
numbei of warhcads cach missile could carry.
This will still represent a major increasc intotal
deliverable warheads over the current nuclear-
powered, ballistic-missile submarine (SSBN)
force, and the British retain the option to in-
crease the D-S warhcad loading if Soviet ballis.
tic-missile defenses should increase.

Finding a replacement for the other British
nuclear weapon, the WE-177 gravity bomb, is
more contentious. The Britishsceminclinedto
postpone this decision as long as possibice. The
candidate systems are all air-launched mis-
stles: the ASLP, which would be a cooperative
program with the French to develop an ex-
tended-range Air-Sol Moyenne Porté ( ASMP);
avenion of the Araerican SRAM «canceliedin
September 1991y, or the Amesican SEAT. The
cntenia for the Brtish decision involve cost,
operationai cffectiveness, timing, and political
symbolism, Cooperation with the French would
promote Westem European defense coopera-
tion ana diversify Britain's options. Coopcera.
tion with the Americans would suppon the
long-standing special relationship between
Washington and London. (Somc British ob-
servers are concerned that a decision to
coproduce the ASLP with Panis might mect
with disapproval from the United States, de-
spite the official American position of n:-fiffer-
cnec.) Some British experts anc also concemed
that the French might dedicate their ASLP
systems to both the prestrategic and strategic
missions; this could raisc questions about csca-
lation control. Finally, some British obscrvers
fcar that the sclection of the ASLP. whose
range would excecd the limits for air-launched
Cruisc missiles in START and for ground-
launched systems in INF, could causc percep-
tual problems. even though Britain is not a
party 1o 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 10 power, 10
keep Trident. It might cancet the air-launched
replacement program, however, in order 10

save moncey and placate the antinuclear faction
within its ranks.

French Nuclear Forces

The French will continue to have a more
diverse nuclear posture than the British, al-
though there are a number of iltemal contro-
versics over the future composition ana pur-
posc of France's nuclear forces. There is no
controversy overthe strategic SSBN fleet, which
1s regarded as the most reliable and survivable
clement. (Current plans call for the deploy-
ment of six SSBNs, but if the French navy is
ablc to demonstrate an ability to keep three
submarines on station with a fleet of only live
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 SLBM will be deploycd in
the mi¢ 1 late 1990s, and the cven more
advanced missilc, the M-S, may be delayed
until 2005,

The Frenchintermediate-range ballistic mis-
sile (IRBM) forcc. consisting of cightcen silo-
bascd S- 3 missiles. is aging. and there has been
a long debate over whether 1o ficld a mobile
replacement.  President Mitterrand and the
Sacialists have opposcd the mobile IRBM
concept forthree principal reasons: cost (cspe-
cially if thc IRBM program would detract from
the higher-priority SSBN and SLBM pro-
grams); the nisk that mobile IRBM cxcrciscs
might stir public anxictics: and the judgment
that France's territosy is too small 10 make
land-mobilc deployments advaniageous.
Mitterrand’s July 1991 decision to cancel the
S$-45 missile development prgram was con-
sistent with these long-standing rescrvations.
The Socialists may be inclined to replace some
or all of the S-3 missiles with land-bascd
versions of the M-45 or M-5 SL.BMs in refur-
bished silos. The center-right, on the other
hand. tcnds 10 suppont 2 mobile IRBM for
reasons of survivability and flexibifity, and
points 10 the survivability of the Iraqi Scuds
during the Gulf war 1o refute cfaims about the
potential vuinerability of mobile missiles.



The Mirage 1V-P bombers cquipped 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
J000Ns, also cquipped with the ASMP, will be
limited 10 the present 48 instead of the pro-
jected 78, The French AirForceisinterested in
replacing the Mirage 1V-P with Rafale fighter-
bombers cquipped with the ASIL.P for both
strategic and prestrategic missions. A decision
on this may be made this fall, when anew five-
scar military program law is expected.

France's prestrategic amsenal in the 1990s
will consist of 20 Hades Taunchers with ()
missiles(sealed back from the oniginally planned
60 taunchers and 120 missiless 45 Mirage
200N aircraft with the shornt-range ASMP
missile: and 20 Super Etendurd sircratt with
ASMP. The Hades, a land-based nuclear mis-
sile. has been enticized since 1989 as being
unsuited 1o the new Europe (that is, given its
4%0-kilometer range, the Hades canonly reach
Germman or Eastern European temitory).  In
September 991, the French decided to funther
reduce the naniber of Hades 1o be pricured.
and to keep them i central sworage rather than
deploy them with sield amits,

Other Furopean Nuclear Issues

Given the difficultics that may emerge be-
tween the United States and Germany over
nuclcar weapons, some Europeans have at-
tempted to revive an old proposed solution 1o
this problem: the eatension by Britain and/or
t'rance of a nuclcar guarantce over the Westem
European nations, cither on a pational basis, or
through the creation of an independent Euro-
pean nuclear capabty and policy. (‘The latter
would presumably consist of some or all of the
current British and French nuclear forees.)
This solution remains dabious because of the
traditional reluctance of Bretain and France to
extend explicit or precise nuclear guarantees to
nonnucicarallicx. Aside from Britain’s partici-
pation in NATO s Nuclcar Planning Group.
ncither Britain nor France appears ready to
share much infornation with noanuclear al-
lies, much less decision-making. Germany and

othernonnuclcar Western Europeanstates have
also shown iclatively little interest in such 3
Furopcan nuclear solution, presumably be-
causc theirconfidence inthe Amercan nuclear
guarantcc remains higherthan their confidence
in London and Pans

With respect to nuclear targeting, the British
and French, like the Uinited States, will now
find it politically awkward to plan nuclear
strikes against non-Sovict territory. In particu-
lar. French nuclear employment strategy has
been overcome by cvents since 1989, its
prestrategic forces are no longer usable in
Eastern Europe as a final waming prior to anti-
city attacks on the USSR because there will
soon be no Soviet military targets outside of
Sovict territory.  As a conscquence, the two
Westemn Furopean nuclear powers may in the
future think about ronstrategic cmiployment in
terms of attacking remotely situated military
tagets atscaor inthe Sovict Linion (or Russiio.

Questions have also been raised about ttie
role thit British and French nuclear forees
might play in the context of nuclear prolifera.
tion outside but near Europe- -for examplc. in
a future Desert Shicld/Storm operation against
a regional power that possessed nuclear weap-
ons or other weapons of mass destructior.. The
maost likely policy was articulated by President
Mitterrand in February 1991, when he argued
that the coalition should not usc chemical
weapons (or puclear or biological weapons),
cven in retalistion, on the ground that the
coalition had sufficient conventional means to
cnsure victory and that the use of such weapons
would be i retreat towards barbansm.” Brit.
ish and French feaders will be reluctant to
aniculate emplesment policies for nuclcar
forces outside of Europe because of the risk
that doing so would provoie domestic contro-
versy over the primary function of Western
nuclcar forces—which remains to balance So-
vict (or Russian) capabilitics and deter cocr-
cion or aggression by Moscow.

Germany

There arc four critical points 1© make about
CGermany and tic future ¢f nuclcar weapons in



furope. Finst, Germany is heading towaird a
miaimal deterrence policy. Under the best of
circuimstances, it might allow. at most, up to
100 modemized air-dehivered nuclear war-
heads on German soil through the mad 1990 as
an aceeptable form of existential deterrence.
These weapons would not be targeted at any-
onc in panticular. Second. Germany will not
1aise the issue of SNIF modemization at this
time. ‘The Gennans do not wish to complicate
their relations with cither the Amencans or the
Sovicts.  Third, Germman securnity views are
adntt and will not sohidity mto a coherent
policy position until after the Sovict forces
withdraw in 1994, Insuch a fluid situation the
United States may be able to exercise some
influence over Gemuany's pereeptions, al-
though until the Soviets leave, Berlin will be
extremely sensitive to avoid taking on a pew
nuclear roie or otherwise sceming 1o pose a
ncew threat 10 other countries. Fourth, unlike
the: Brtish and the French, who have and will
retain theor independent nuclear forees, the
Germans face several fundamental nuclear de-
cisions in theirnear future. Shouldthey pursue
an armis control track” A Ewropean nuclear
option?  Or an independent German nuclean
capability?

Of thic options listed above, the Germans are
most hkely to follow the amms-control track
through the 1990s. Germany is now legally
sovereign. but it is not equal 1o its major
European pantners inone major respect: itdocs
not possess nuclear weapons. By emphasizing
nuclcar amms-control negotiations, Berlin can.
in pan, level the intra- West European playing
ficld and reduce the advantages that military
issucs hav~traditionally provided tothe French
and Bntish. This German interest will prob-
ably cxtend beyond NSNFinto a post-START
strategic armms.control process that ultimately
reduces LS. and Sovict forees 10 a fevel at
which the French and British nuclear forces
become included. (One of the consequences of
unification may be that the Germans arc less
sensitive o the concems of Paris and London
that their national nuclear forees not be in-
cluded.)

Over the longer term, Berlin might consider
a Europeandcterrent, depending o the progress
that L.ondon and Panis might makc in nuclear
cooperation by the year 2000), but the Germans
are unlikely to push this development them-
sclves. Beyondthe yean 2000 0ne canpostutate
scenanios in which an independent Gennan
nuclear option might scem attractive. This
woeld require not only a reemergenice of the
Sovict threat, but also a breakdown in the
nomproliferation regime and the spicad ol
nuclear weapons 1o other Furopean states,
coupled with the lack of a convincing Amen-
canor Bntish/French secunty guatantee. Shon
of such a diamatic change in the stetegic
cnvironment, the domestic political hainiens to
German acquisition of nuclear weapons and
the fears of ncighboning states are for now
much oo great for any clhange in Gemany s
nuclcar status,

There are several underlying factors that will
decisively influence Germany and the nuclear
future. First 2and foremost, there is the dramati-
cally changed secunty environment. The battle
line has moved 1,000 kilometers 1o the cast.
Germany is no longer a front-line state. ‘This
fundamcntally alters the way C -raany sees its
own sccunty—the world is seen as being much
less threatening to the Germans,  There is a
scnsc that the deutschemark is stronger thanthe
Sorce de fruppe—that cconomic power is the
mcans by which Gem, sy will exercise its
intflucnce.  There is no substantial boady of
German opinion that grants military po acrany
uscfulness in today's world, or that can con-
ceiveof circumstnces inwhichGermany might
use military force.

Sceond. German unification raiscs questions
about refations with the Soviet Union. Getting
the Sovict forees out of castem Germany is the
number one sccurity prionty in Germany Lo-
day. This.intum. affcctsdecisionson NATO's
future force strecture, because the Germans do
not want to agree 1o anything that might an.
tagonizc the Sovicts and cause them to recon-
sidcr their commitment to withdraw, This will
bc a major constraint on the way that the
Germans think about the future role of nuclcar
W PORS
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modirmization, despite the thacd strategic envi-
rocment
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Svespectadly (an SPD goveiment emerges,
Such a govemnmiert would cenainly not ;-
Jrove amy auciear modemization and would
prohably seek the removal of any remaining
nuciear forces from German soil. The logic of
nuclear first-usc. in the absence af forward-
deploved Soviet forces, will also be challenged.
The old congressional argument, “no nukes, no
troaps.” waill increasingly become a threat that
could actuat v backlire if Germany sees no
< sed o U S troops stationed there.

W.h this declinmg US. leverage. there i
liul- likehhood of nuclcarmodemizationinthe
fireseeable future, unless there would be dra.
matr and negative developments in the Sovict
Umon and Eastern Furope. Even then it might
not be possible to push the Germans in the
direction of 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
thatdemonstratcd NATO's willingnesstomove
furthcr down the path of cventual denucleariza-
tion. Such a package would go beyond the
declaration that nuclear weapons were weap-
ons of Last resort: it mightinclude an eaplica

stratcgy of minimum deterrence and no-first-
us¢, and the decision to reduce NATOs stock -
pile to something on the order of 100 nuclear
weapots.  This package would be jormally
-~ cgotiated with the Sovicts, and the Germans
would be key participasis inthis process. Such
an ctfort o legitimate a smalt NATO deterrent
force would admittedly complicate ULS. rela-
tions with the United Kingdom and France.
And there is no indication thia cither the U.S.
or the German govemment is inclined o pur-
suc suclta major initiative at thas tinge, particu-
larly in light of the unilateral steps set forth in
President Bush's September 27, 1991, specch.

Discussion

The workshiop participants emphasized that
the future of nuclear weapons in Europe would
ultimately be detennined by gross political
factors rather than by refined discussiens about
doctnine, force structure, and targeting. Sim-
ply put, the Wesiem Europcan nations are
going through a revolution in their thinking
about sccunity and in their relationships among
themsclves and with the United States. The
outcome of this process is unclcar. most espe-
cially to the Europecans themsclves.,

The key to all of this is the Germans, who
remain an cnigma, cven to themselves. Atthe
present time there is simply no consensus
among German political elites about the funda-
mental national security interests of this newly-
united regime. Too much has happened over
the past few years. and too much remains 1o be
donc with the new cast German states, for a
serious public consideration of Germany and
its placz in the world. The workshop partici-
pants savs two factors that might trigger this sca
change in German politics:  the final with-
drawal of Sovict forces from German teritory,
now scheduled for 1994, and a victory by the
Social Democratic Party in the next national
clections, also scheduled for 1994, The partici-
pants vicwed the former cvent as almost cer-
tain, and the latter quitce likcly.

Scveral panticipants cxpressed the view that,
by the middie of the decade, political pressurcs
in Giermany will prbably lead ta the removal
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of U.S. nuclear weapons and possibly all
allied military forces-— from German soil. This
development, atong with other political trends
that arc now cvident, will Torce a major read-
justmentofthe European sccurity system, most
likely leading o amarginalizationofthe Ameri-
can role on the contincnt (as that role has
traditionally been defined sinee the late 1940s).

On the whole the workshop participants did
not belicve thatthis was a good outcome, cither
for Amcrican interests or for long-term Euro.
pean sceurity. The central question is: What is
the best waty to relegitimate the presence of
U.S. nuclcar weapons in Europe and their
positive rolein allicd strategy. especially tothe
Germans? (Noonce at the workshop challenged
the point that nuclear weapons should continue
to play an imponant role in allicd sccurity
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, it the form of a dramatic arms-control/
policy initiative that would seek to preempt
German concems about nuclear weapons. One
approach, prior 1o the cancellation of TASM,
might have been to proclaim a no-first-use
policy in retum for German agreement o con-
tinue 10 accept a small number of modemized
nuclcar systems (TASM) on German soil. The
U.S. unilateral initiative on September 27,
1991, clcarly hopes, by climinating ground-
based TNFE. to achicve agreement on the reten-
tion of a reduced stockpile of nuclear gravity
bombs in Europe. ‘The second policy altema.
tive was bascd on the assumption that such
preemptive concessions o German public opin-
ion would only reinforee the delegitimation of
nuclcar weapons, and that there remain impor-
tant, pcrhaps dominant. clements in Geiman
politics that understand (or can be reminded) of
the imponance of nuclcar deterrence.  This
sccond altcmative preferred 10 focus on the fact
that nuclcar weapons will scem more, rather
than fcss, central to the war-prevention task of
the alliance asNATO's conventional forces arc
sharply reduced in the wake of impending
budgct reductions. ‘

In cither case the workshop participants ¢x-
pressed concem that toomany pressing nuctean
issucs arc not being discussed or scriously
considered—the Germans, in panticular, scent
inclined toward a conspiracy of silence (de-
spite the fact that generally 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 betteroff tobegin to put
these issues on the table now—presumably in
such a way, howcever, as to avoid triggering a
major public controversy.

CONCLUSION

The issues under discussiont at this work.
shop, it tumed out, were not about weapons, or
modcmization, or arms control, although those
were tie terms in which the discussion was
couched. The real issuc was the future political
arrangement of Furope, with Germany playing
the central role in that question.  Future allicd
discussions in these arcas are going tobe much
more of atwo-way strect than the United States
would like.

The future of nucicar weapons in Europe
remains highly uncertain.  The most likely
scenanio, and the onc to which most workshop
participants scemedtosubscribe, is that Ameni-
can nuclcar weapons will be climinated from
the Europcan continent through public and
political pressurcs inthe mid tolate 1990s. The
most optimistic scenario would involve reach.
ing an agrcement with the Europeans—cffec-
tively, the Germans—to kcep a small number
of t1.S. nucicar wecapons in Europe as a mini-
mum deterrent force. There is strong cvidence
that the Sovict government, or a successor
central govemment, would accept such a solu-
tion. These U.S. systems would almost cer-
tainfy be air-delivered.

The major changes witnessed in the intema-
tional political cnvironment over the past two
ycars mean that the United States canno longer
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be satisfied with tinkering with minor adjust.
ments 1o bilateral relations. Barring a retumeof
a dircct Sovict threat and the reemergence of
East-West conflict, there is no chance of re-

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