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SECRET with TOP SECRET ATTACHMENT

TO: The Secretary
THROUGH: C ~ Mr. Sonnenfeldt fﬁa
FROM:  EUR - James G. Lowenstein, Acting @/}

PM - James E. Goodby, Acting
S/P - Winston Lord

,&Mu NPG: Rumsfeld Briefing on Nuclear Balance

Sir :

2 ) - The Problem:

el

C{D“ ' We have encountered serious resistance in DOD to
Ly ! shaping Secretary Rumsfeld's briefing to the NPG
N November 17-18 on the nuclear balance along the
th ' lines you approved in our memo of October 18. DOD/ISA

has prepared a briefing which would divide NATO and
Warsaw Pact nuclear systems into "central strategic"
and "non-central" systems (also referred to as "gray
areas") directly paralleling the "Eurostrategic" di-
vision we have been seeking to avoid. The present DOD
draft could damage Alliance relationships, has ele-
ments which are directly prejudicial to the SALT and
MBFR negotiations, could create a platform to promote
alternative approaches to arms control, and be used
to rationalize introduction of new weapons systems in
Europe. We need your further intervention with
Secretary Rumsfeld to reorient the briefing properly.

Discussion:

DOD/ISA circulated at the end of last week a first Cf?
draft of'Rumsfeld's briefing on the nuclear balance Vi
which divided nuclear weapons of NATO ahd the Warsaw
Pact into three categories:

-— Central strategic systems as defined in SALT;

-- Non-central systems, long-range systems fall-
ing outside the SALT definition;

‘~~ Tactical air and battlefield systems.
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DOD's category of "non-central" systems includes
Prench and UK SLBMs, French IRBMs and FB~1lls for MNATO,
while Warsaw Pact "non-central" systems consist of
Soviet M/IRBMs (including SS5-X-20) and medium bombers.
By choosing this approach, DOD's "central" wvs. "non-
central" categorization directly parallels the "stra-
tegic" vs. "Eurostrategic" divisions we have been
seeking to avoid.

In line with the objectives set forth in our Oc-
tober. 18 memoc to you {Tab 1), we proposed amendments
t® DOD/ISA which would have altered this framework by
merging the central and non-—-central systems to avoid
“the presentation of a distinct European regional sub-
balance. (The principal DOD/ISA charts are at Tab 2;
our proposed amendment at Tab 3.) DOD/ISA, on Novem-
ber 8, rejected the proposed amendments, arguing that
the script of this briefing clears up any difficul-
ties caused by graphic presentation” of sub-balances of
forces in that the text reassures the Allies that
there is a spectrum of forces, and it is the total
capability which needs to be assessed. However, we
feel the DOD/ISA charts in the. briefing do not sup-
port these reassurances, and the script in places en-
courages examination.of exploitable asymmetries in
nuclear forces. DOD/ISA also argues that the Euro-
pean balance, in longer range strike systems deserves
serious attention, and that to mix it together with
central strategic systems would lessen its visibility.
Moreover, ISA argued that putting all long-range sys-
tems together could suggest that we intended or were
willing to expand SALT to cover the European regional
systems.

Our objections to a specific focus on the Euror
pemlbalance, as stated in the memo of October 18, re-
main petrtinent, and we do not believe that the argu-
ments advanced by ISA are valid. On the question of
the European balance, it is in our interest and that
of the Allies, that the integrity of the NATO deter-
rent Triad not be divided into sub-balances. It is
particularly important that we do not allow the in-
troduction of new weapons by the Soviets, such as the
imminent deployment of the S§S8-X-20, to create the il-
Jlusion that Europe is subject to "blackmail," or that
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a major European "response" is required. In this regard,
it is worth noting that since ocur memo of October 18,
Embassy Bonn has had conversations with top-ranking Ger-
man military officers who stressed that the FRG did not
want to see a focus on a separate European balance or any
division of the NATO Triad (Bonn 18556 attached, Tab 4).

With regard to DOD/ISA contentions that merging
"central" and "non-central" systems in the presenta-
tion could have SALT implications, we would note,
first, that the NPG meeting is not intended or under-
stood as an arms control discussion, and there is no
implication for SALT, or requirement to follow SALT
-terminology. In addition, there is little likelihood
that the Soviets would find attractive inclusion of
their "non-central" systems in SALT, Although the
traditional NPG "balance briefing" has, in the past,
been structured on the SALT definition of "central
systems," this has been so primarily for convenience.
While DOD has talked in past NPG Ministerials about
individual "non-central" systems (e.g., 55-X-20),
they have never provided a description of the balance
of "non-central" systems which invites concern by
Ministers over force disparities in this area.

The briefing as set up by DOD does .prejudice
another SALT issue, and that is the role of "Backfire."
In the DOD/ISA draft, the Backfire is presented as a
Soviet central system in a shaded area on top of other
strategic systems. Projecting estimated Backfire de-
ployments through 1986, the draft shows the Soviets
well in excess of the Vladivostok 2400 ceiling at the
end of the period. The DOD presentation shows that
Backfire poses an increased strategic threat to the US
and, at the same time, a threat to the European
theater which is unconstrained by SALT limits. While
the uncertainties surrounding Backfire's role could be
dealt with by appropriate amendments to the text of
the briefing, the problem is most cleanly dealt with
by our proposed restructuring the briefing which would
merge "central" and "non-central' systems, making the

- locus of the Backfire unimportant.
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- AND, that you authorize the Counselor to follow-
up as necessary with DOD and Mr. Scowcroft.

Approve: " Disapprove:

Attachments:

Tab 1 - October 18 Memo:
Nuclear Balance Issues at NPG Mlnlsterlal
Tab 2 - DOD/ISA Briefing Charts
‘Tab 3 - State Revised Briefing Charts
Tab 4 - BONN 18556:
, FRG-NATO Military Matters
TAB 5 - Suggested Talking Points

- Drafted:EUR/RPM: JHHawes/lm
11/10/76:%28050
Clearances: INR/STA - Mr. Henkin

: _ S/P - Mr. Bartholomew
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Nuclear Balance Issues at. NPG Ministerial A

1
>
The Problem ‘ ) f % mEEZE t
T v . - A g e, 0w
i ¥ :

An FRG request for review at the NPG of what it)
suggests could be'a potential imbalance' in European j
theater-nuclear’ systems raises problems for'the : o A
credibility of -the NATO deterrent, current and future
USs arms control stratégies, and-Alliance solidarity. Y
The German request-appears to reflect some . confusion :
cornicerning PRG interests. We need to begin con-
sidering strategies on the .long~term aspects of the
problem.. In the shorter term, this memorandum

describes the course of action we are following in |

German questions for Secretary Rumsfeld to use at
the NPG in London, November 17-18. o

* What are the Germans Seeking?

.Beginning at the Hamburg NPG session last. January,
the FRG has given increasing emphasis to trends in , ¢
the theater-nuclear balance, with particular stress
on .longer range strike systems. ‘At the June NPG
tinisterial’ in Brussels, the FPRG proposed that the
traditionﬁl,strategic balance briefing. given by the
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: US be expanded at the November meeting to include

: separate discussion of a .so-called “"Eurostrategic
balance." At the October 5 briefing to NPG PermReps
by Donald Cotter on Warsaw Pact theater-nuclear
systems, German Ambassador Pauls made a formal state-
ment outlining what the FRG would hope to see covered

. in such  an expanded balance brleflng, including:

-- A breakdown and East-Wes® numerical
comparison of categories I EBuropean
theater weapons, accordir« to range:
battlefield {(e.g. Lance, urtillery);
extended area (e.g. Pershing, Scaleboard,

“tacair); "BEurostrategic" (e.g. SLBM,
MR/IRBM, medium bombers); other forces
(e.g. ADMs, alr defense).

~- Discussion of whether, in the context of
strategic parity, Soviet deployment of
- new theater systems such as Backfire and
the §5-X-20 poses a qualitatively and
: ” quantitatively "new" threat to Europe
- which could offer opportunltles for
‘ “blackmall " _

D , — Whether "new technolﬁgies“w(read ¢ruise
- ’ missiles} offer a'solution" to these
pexceived problems; :

~- Whether there are prospects fory new arms
" control negotiations with the USSR on
theater systems.

Sources of German Concern

The German concerns arise from the matrix of
‘the SALT negotiations, MBFR, and the continuing US
proposals for European theater-nuclear foxce
modernization. .

—— On SALT IT, German and Allied concerns have
related to potentlal provisions. for non~circumvention
and non~transfer, and to the treatment of weapons
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systems of particular interest to the European theater,
especially cruise missiles and Backfire. The Germans
have followed the intense-and frequently public US
debate on these issues, and appear to have absorbed

at least some of the argumentation of US opponents of
tight limits on cruise missiles. Their apparent fear
that a .significant theater imbalance may now exist or
may develop as a result of new Soviet deployments of

" the 85-X-20 and Backfire, directly parallels similar
arguments made by some US officiszls. The Germans,
however, have long been concerner: «7ith the MR/IRBM
question, ¢going back to the early 1960s. The MLF

3 © proposals, and ultimately the for.iation of the NPG,

i were in part designed to deal witn the problems of
percelved theater imbalance at that time, by glVlng
the FRG greater participation in the nuclear deterxrent.
In more recent years, the Germans reluctantly sub-
ordinated concerns over MR/IRBM in order to avert

_limitations on US FBS. The statements by some
Administration officials may have helped to reawaken
these long- standlng concerns over the theater
balance.

-~ In MBFR, the Germans were willing to go along
with the US Option III nuclear offer, but fought
vigorously in NATO consultations to avert the
o : possibility. of ceilings on all Allied nuclear systems
1 in the NGA. Although the lengthy internal Alliance
negotiations on the subject of Allied equipment limits
ultimately proved successful, the intense.bargaining

. and eventual compromise probably did not assuage
longer-term German concerns over possible US inten-
tions regarding the European theater—-nuclear posture.

‘ ~=_.With regard to. Lheaterhnuclear force modernl—
zation, the Germans have been susgpicious of’US motives
from the outset, bellev1ng—-correctly—-that some

- senior off1c1als in DOD desired to remove large
nuibers of nuclear warheads from Europe, while
seeking to shift away from theater-based nuclear-
capable tacair 'towards coverage of theater targets
with SLBMs. The Germans see grave lmpllcatlons of
strategic decoupllng and battlefield warflghtlng in
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the entire modernlzatlon effort. For the moment,

the thrust of the original DOD. TNF modernization
effort has been blunted by German resistance,
expressed in a thoroughly staffed FRG counterpapex
tabled at the NPG'last June, and by State interven-
tion. The positive US decision on F-16 nuclear
capablllty, and your insistence on retalnlng all

_existing F-4s in the FRG when the F-15 is introduced

next year, have signaled to Bonn “hat the US is
aware of German concerns over "dcnuclearlzatlon.

Where are the Germans Headedl?

The nuclear-capable aircraft guestion has not
been definitively resolved and other TNF issues such’

'‘as Nike Hercules are still under study in the

Alliance. The overall modernization exercise has
accentuated German nervoushness over US intentions

. and stimulated German thinking on possible successor

systems for existing nuclear-capable tacair in the
deep strike role. In this situation, some German
MOD officials may view the cruise missile as opeéning
the possibility of new theater-based force posture

‘options which could keep viable deep strike systems

in Germany indefinitely, even if future decisions
ultimately should downgrade the role of nuclear-
capable tacair, .

| The "Eurostrategic balance" argument which
the Germans have advanced as a vehicle for dlscu551ng

© their fears holds that:

—-- the existence or potentlal existence of a
significant disparity in levels of nuclear
dellvery systems at the theater level could

. give the Soviets opportunltles for black-
-mail against FEurope:;

~~ because of strategic parity, to be codified
in SALT, the ability .of the US to offset
regional imbalances with its strategic
unbrella is less credible, at least in
political terms; and

SECRET



. DECLASSIHED
Quthonty Va4 D‘T/”?SQO

3y latny__ NARA 0t uﬂ/iV

—- the mobile capability of the 85-X~20 makes it
far harder to target than earlier MR/IRBMs;
(we had specifically assured the Europeans in
the 1960s that the MR/IRBM threat was balanced
because the launcher sites were covered by
external'US strategic missile forces). '

The Germans do not appear to have thoroughly thought

out the implications of this line of argument. The
1oglc of the "Eurostrategic" balance runs counter to the

" long~-standing assumptions of US-Enropean solidarity, and
many of its potential corollaries could work against
basic German interest in the coupiing of US strategic
forces to deterrence of war in Evrope and in general
BEast-West stability. At the stai. level, FRG officers
deny that they are interestedin doing anything that would
appear to divide the doctrinal and operational unity of
the NATQO triad of conventional, theater-nuclear, and
strategic forces. Nor. do they suggest the future
creation of an independent European deterrent~-which

. could be an lmpllcatlon of arguing the need. for a -
European based cruise missile force to offset the SS- X~20.
The evident implicatibns of an independent German nuclear-
capability are daunting, and a relationship with the UK
and France, even if possible,-could never provide a
satisfactory deterrent from the German viewpoint. Even
"a conventlonally—armed long-range crulse missile force

in German hands could be an unsettling factor given
uncertainties on the part of other European countries
both as to German intentions and as to what kinds of
warhead was, in fact, mounted on such missiles.

_ The Germans are also aware of the acute difficulties
and potential unattractiveness of negotiating on theater
weapons systems. They were quick to inquire when ideas
for TALT-type negotiations were fleoated this summer.

It is not clear that the FRG has decided that it
nmust £ind a “hardware" solution to the yet ill~defined
balance problem or that, if go, the hardware should be
the cruise missile. They have been very cautious
in evaluatlng the implications of cruise missile tech-
nology in NPG study groups and have avoided leaping on ‘
popular theories about "strateglcﬁconventlonal" options
or other slogans related to cruise missile development.
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State rand DOD have received conflicting signals on -
whether the FRG considers the application of the
cruise missile to Burope to be primarily for close
range interdiction (up to 600 kms) or for long -
range strike into the USSR. It is possible that,
as in the mid-~ 60s with the NPG, the FRG could
ultimately be satisfied with a "consultational"
rather than hardware response to its concerns. In

* any case, with the MLF history in mind, we will
want to be careful about flashy "solutions" to a
long~standing problem.

By advancing the "Buros+t riteglc balance" argu-
ment, the Germans may be sigr.ating less a fear of
specific theater imbalance -- :lthough that should
L not be ignored ~- than a generdl malaise with the
: course of US and Western nuclear defense deploy-
ments and thinking in a period of strategic parity.
Throughout the postwar period, the Germans have
feared that the systems analysis approach to mili~
tary problems advanced by some in the Pentagon,
without ‘due attention to political aspects, could
I ultimately come to drive US policy and thereby dam-
ERE age FRG interests. This concern continues to be fed
: by an intense campaign by some in DOD, in official
and unofficial channels, to convince the Germans
that they face a new and greater nuclear threat
from Soviet theater forces.

In sum, there is considerable confusion in FRG
statements to date on the European nuclear balance,
suggesting that the Germans are still .thinking the.
issue through. This may afford us an opportunity to
get across the US viewpoint at the NPG Ministerial
before the FRG concerns harden.

T T i e T i g

US Interests and Options for November Ministerial

A iU K

US interests in the European balance gquestion are
both immediate and long range, and include: :

e N S e
/

-~ maintaining Allied confidence while avoiding _
potential difficulties for SALT II over
cruise missiles and theater systems;
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~-~ ensuring that the Germans and other Allies
continue to perceive effective coupling of
the US strategic deterrent to Europe;

-~ avoiding unnecessary disagreements with the
Allies over nuclear employment policy, and
the gradual and pragmatic modernization of
theater nuclear forces.

We believe that these interests can best be pur-
sued by a US approach to the lovember NPG Ministerial
which talks candidly about th=2 current state of NATO
i and Warsaw Pact systems, incl.ding the controversial
g ) 55-X~20. However, it should i: ace all nuclear sys-

: tems within the context of a < .obal balance of forces

] and explicitly reject the logic of single numerical

: ) sub-balances for particular elements of the Triad. We

i would reaffirm our commitment to deter Soviet attack

] . . on NATO, including nuclear attack, and reiterate the

' ) continuing logic, of common deterrence and shared
risks within the Alliance. We would need to counter
the assumption that strategic parity has led to a
weakening of this ‘commitment and point to the en-
hanced flelelllty of US strategic targeting doctrine
and improvements in all aspects of the NATO Triad as -
an indication of our seriousness in maintaining it.

: We would also have to describe specifically the capa-
3. bilities of the S$S5-X-20 and Backfire, placing them in
the context of evolutlonary developnent of Soviet

capabilities against the theater. While acknowledging
that the $5-X-20's mobility could make it far more
difficult to target, we would point out that the real
counter to such missiles, as to SLBMs, is not coun—
terforce targeting, but assured retaliatory capacxty

‘« which the US and NATO continue to possess. There is
no way that the USSR could employ or threaten to em-
ploy the S85-X-20 against NATO Eurcope- without risking
totally unacceptable levels of retaliation by NATO,
including ‘US strategic forces.
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With regard- to the cruise missile, we believe that
the Secretary of Defense should focus his remarks on a
description of the state of technical development of
the weapons system, and avoid discussion of hypotheti-
cal operational roles it might £ill, or of the state of
play of the SALT negotiations regarding cruise missiles.
This may not meet the expectations of the Germans, and
the issue will remain alive for future discussions, but
* it would be the surest approach given the present state
of play. It would also avoid exacerbating internal US
arguments over the merits of the system. K Finally, we
would deny that we contemplated any new negotiations on
Eurcopean theater systems. ;

In addition to preparing for the November Ministerxi-
al, we need to begin thinking about longer term
approaches to the problem. This could, for example, en~
tail bilateral consultations with the FRG (and perhaps
the UK and others). Considerable interagency work would
be required here, however, to iron out present sharp
Lt differences of perception of the naturxe of the European
oo reglonal threat and our preferred options for dealing
' ) with it. Much of this latter gquestion is now being de-~
bated in the context of work on the NSSM 246 response.
£} B We may be in a better position to make recommendations
Tho ” ©  for further work and consultations as we see how NSSM

! 246 develops and we work with DOD in preparing for
S IER Secretary Rumsfeld's participation in the Ministerial.

N Recommendation:

In worklng with DOD on the development of Secretary
Rumsfeld's presentation for the November NPG Ministerial,
we intend to follow the course outlined above which would.
{a) describe Buropean theater systems but integrate them .in- .
. to the overall strategic balance; (b) reaffirm the US
'} . commitment to the integrity of the- NATO Triad; (c) focus
o discussion of cruise missiles on technical description
e of system development; and (d) deny interest in European
e theater-nuclear arms control talks. We request your
- approval of this course. ‘

Approve: ;;F<:, Disapprbve: : -"_

ot Drafted:EUR/RPM:JHHawes . NOV 5 176 Lo g = iy
§; 10/15/76:%28050 : Syl R
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SUGGESTED TALKING POINTS
for use with Secretary Rumsfeld

- v -~ We are concerned that the draft of yvour pres-.
entation +to the NPG on the nuclear balance separates
central and non-central systems, thus making possible
a focus on the European regional balance. You will
recall our discussion of that subject at breakfast
last month.

-~ It is essential that the Allies continue to
perceive the unity of the NATO Triad and the US
strategic commitment to Europe.

~- Pocusing on a separate balance of non-central,
perlpheral Oor gray area systems can only feed European
anxieties about their strategic position and suggest
that a military and political weakness exists in the .
Alliance when this is not the case.

~~ This Administration should leave to its suc-
cessor a” functioning -foreign policy in all fields
including our military relationship with the Euro~ =~
pean Allies and the possibility of arms control nego-

. tiations with the Soviet Union. The focus on a

European regional balance can only damage both of
those areas.

-~ We believe that a satisfactory solution to this
problem would be to merge the so~called non-central
systems into the central systems for presentational
purposes. We recognize that your script makes the
point that central and non-central systems are part of
a continuum of forces. We feel that the graphics you
use as illustrations should be consistent with this
point. 1In addition, we believe this merging of central
and non-central systems would not have any SALT impli-
cations since we would not be presenting a SALT brief-
ing at the NPG and would not use SALT terminology.
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