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‘The purpose of this paper 15 to examine the Intermedlate-Range
Nuclear Force (INF) Treaty in histcrical perspective. The thessis
of the paper 1s that the treaty 1s an 11lusion. It 1s an 11lusion
tnat cromotes the 1dea that security can be achieved exclusively
through arms control, at the expense of talanced and diverse forces
across the entire spectrum of deterrence. Although the treaty has
peen fully ratified, and U.S. and Soviet officials have begun the
precess of destroying launchers, debate sti1l1l rages 1n NATC
cap'tals over the treaty’s 1mpact on alliance security ana
cchesien.

This paper begins with a discussion of the evoiution of NATO's

deterrent strategy. It continues with a chronoiogy of events
leading to the si1gning of the treaty by President Reagan and
Gererai Secretary Gorbachev on December 8. 198&7. The paper

assesses the military and pbolitical impact of the treaty ana ends
with pcssible implicaticns for NATO's future and recommencations
for further arms control negotiations.

The paper concludes that the treaty has not achieved what 1ts
supporters claim. In fact the treaty 1s an arms control agreesment
that: (1) is not remotely related tc 1ts original purpose; (2) has
reinforced NATO military 1nferiority: and (3) may have iald the
arzundwork for the unraveling of the Atlantic Ailirance. <
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Zn Decemter 3., 1987 President Reagan and General Secretar.

cacnhev signed a treaty providing for the etiminaticn of American

(W]
O
~

ani Scvi1et iong-range and short-range 1ntermediate nuciear forces.
Tre Intermediate Nuclear Force (INF) Treaty eliminates 867 American
ard 1826 Soviet missiles from NATO and Warsaw Pact arsenals by the
end of 1291 with intrusive verification measures to be employed
over the following decade.f The treaty has been hailed as the most
important arms control agreement 1n the cold war era, representing
the first negotiated reversal of the Soviet buildup of nuclear
weapons. Former Secretary of State George Shultz stated that
..historians may come to see the INF experience as one of NATO’s
finest hours.”’ Former Secretary of State Cyrus vVance stated that
“...the INF treaty is a victory of allied cohesion and resolve. "
Ambassador Max Kampelman, former Head of the U.S. Delegaticn on
Nuciear Talks 1n Geneva has said that "...the treaty stands on 1its
own as a contribution to our secur1t‘.y."j
The thesis of this paper 1s that the INF treaty 1s an
11lusion. It 1s an illusion nct because of what 1t has or has not
achieved, but because it is a treaty in which the ends themselves

became the sole focus of 1ts negotiators. The 1l1lusion exists

because 1t promotes the notion that Western security can be easily
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an agreement in tne making for sver 12 years., 13 the resu it ot =
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arms contr2l agreement that: (1, i1s not remctel, reiated to 1t
Cri3inal purpose; {Z) ras reintorced NATC milatary infericrity: ang
{31 may have 1aicd the grcundwork for the unraveiing of tne Atianti:z
£-Y1ance. My methcaolcgy wrll be *to examine the chronclogy of
events leading to the signing of the treaty and the military ana
peciitical i1mpacts of the treaty. I will also outline some future
implications, draw conclusions and make recommendations for NATO's
future,
CHRONOLOGY

To understand the INF treaty it is necessary to first examine
the evoiution of NATO's deterrent strategy primarily because
nuclear weapons have played such an 1mportant role 1n that
strategy. It 1s equally important to examine the evolution of the
treaty itself in order to be able to place key decisions 1in
perspective.

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization was founded 1n 1949
following the end of a long and bitter world war. The basis for
its formation can be traced to American and West European desires
to prevent the expansion of Soviet 1nfluence and domination 1in
Europe. NATO's 1nitial exclusive reliance on American nuclear
weapons guickly came under criticism in 1949 as the Soviet uUnion

emerged as a nuclear power; followed by United States 1nvolvement
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a 3223 Tor 2TrInier CINL.&NTIChRALT TorCes. In 1322 MNATL aglnotel Tws
-tubon force gcals wnich cailed ror 26 NATC divisicns oy 1324, na'if
CT WnlZr wers “C e active comporent d1vis1one.5 Atlieqg aovernments
zzcn naag te face the economic difficulties of thnis decisicn arg
were Tforced to return to the American nuclear umbretlla. This
return £O ma<imum deterrence at an affcrdable cost. or as cthers
nave put 1t, ‘defense on the cnheap” led to what was termed tre
American "new 0ok’ 1n deterrent strategyf President Ei1senhcwer
Celieved tnat American forces coulid not be forward deployed around
the werld in crder to meet every threat. Instead he asserted that
a strong national economy was the true key to American security.
In 1954 Jchn Foster Dulles unveiled the strategy of massive
retaliation, Dulles stated the United States wculd depend
"primarily upon a great capacity to retaliate instantly. by means
and at places of our own choosing, as the major deterrent to
aggression large or sma11.“- This was followed by National Security
Council Directive 162/2 in which the President directed the Joint
Chiefs of staff (JCS) to plan to use “"nuclear armaments cof all
tvypes in the event of general or local war."3 In 1956 the North
Atlantic Council formally adopted massive retaiiation 1n Military
Committee document MC 14/2.9 The strategy came under direct attack
at the outset. Probably 1ts most notable and vociferous critic was
Army Chief of Staff General Maxwell Taylor. Taylor favored a mcre
balanced approach with a wide range of forces that coula be

employed at any level of cconflict. He believed that overreilrance
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wou:d reduce Tne AmeriZan TOorces v EUrcce < osmatrl oatomhl ovosie
fcr:es.'f Tavlor was overruled by Eirsenhower and Thrdugancut .ne
Zhsenhcwer vears the American nuciear stockhplrie, T2  nclude

tacticzal nuci=2ar weapons forward deplovyed 1n Europe. cocnt nued to
3riw as conventionail forces grew smaller.

The emphasis on nuclear weapons by the Er1senncaer
aaministration became a major political 1ssue during the 13¢&0
presicential campaign. John Kennedy favored military options which
wouid give him more to choose from than total annihilation or
surrender. The first step in developing these options had already
been taken 1n 13857 when the SACEUR, General Norstad proposed the
development of a limited war fighting capability. In 1959, General
Tayior published his book calling for the development of the
"strategy of flexible response” in order to provide “a capability
to react across the entire spectrum of possible challenge, for
~oeping with anything from general atomic war to local infiltrations
and aggressions."” Following his election, President kennedv set
about the task of correcting what he considered to be serious
errcrs in overreliance on nuclear weapons made by the Ei1senhower
administration. In 1962 Defense Secretary McNamara publicaliy
unveiled the new administration’s strategy 1in a speech which
clearly reflected a greater emphasis on conventional forces and
deemphasized the "trip-wire” strategy of massive retaliation.
McMNamara also critized the independent nuclear forces of France and

the United Kingdom. The European reaction was less than
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Jz2pate ensued. 1nziuding tne withdrawal of FranZe from tne MNATLC
tegrated mrltary structure., befcre tne Alitance f1nal:'y adcptaz
fle<iple response 'n MC 14/2,

That trne strategyvy of flexible response has survi.ea f-r mor

1y

than 20 years 1s not altcgether surprising. when one ungerstarcs
=t was adopted as a compromise 1n both military and politicai
terms. Militarily 1t was a compromise between the trip-wire
strategy of massive retaliation and full scale conventional
defense. Politically it was a compromise between U.S. desires to
build strong conventional forces and European desires fcr continued
reliance on a direct nuclear exchange between the U.S. and the
Soviet Union. The common ground was ambiguity. One of tne
drafters of MC 14/3 notes, "whatever i1ts defects, fiexible respgonse
was sO flexibie that 1t coula be interpreted ir any way - 't nad
tc be or it wouldn't have been adopted. It was quite a
considerable achievement to produce a text which peopie could agree

to as a foundation for the development of operational concepts and

Il“
focrce structure. "’

The strategy of flexible response calls for: (1) direct
defense to defeat an attack placing the burden of escalation on tne
aggressor; (2) deliberate escalation by NATO which 1nciudes the

possible first use of nuclear weapons, and (3) a general nuclear
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302 .peratiinal Loncepts geveloped by The warsaw Facti. In order
t) impiement tne strategy, NATO 's reguired to maintaln ajeduate
ir ez at each ‘evel of the triad; strateg'c nucliear. theater
“uColear and conventional forces.

For the strategy to remain viable, NATCO must re atcie t:z
zredrtly threaten escalation at each level. while this goes not
require that NATO achieve superiority at each level, 1ts 1nabiitty
tc maintain “adequate” forces would severely undermine the
escalat:on process. By threatening escalation. the strategy 1s
designed tc end hostilities at the lowest possibie level.

It 1s generally agreed that the birthplace of the INF treaty
was 1n a 1377 speech by then Chancellor Helmut Schmidt to the
International Institute of Strategic Stud’nes.'5 In his speech
Schmidt warned that the credibility of NATO's deterrent was 1n
Jeopardy, particularly in light of the recent Soviet deployment of
$5-20 missiles on Eastern European sol1l. Schmidt pointed cut that
the Soviets had already reached parity at the strategic level
foitowing a rapid buildup 1n the 60s and 70s. This strategic
parity put the Soviet Union in the position to hold the U.S. 1n
check while it relied on 1ts superior conventional and newly
acquired i1ntermediate nuclear forces to completely 1i1ntimidate
western Europe,

The $5-20 had an 1mproved range and accuracy over the $5-4 and
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ittt iatie’d o oMot te plattIrms.,  In 2ICTTUIn. tne II-C20 a38 ar ned
winv three warneads tnat Zould e I1ndependentiy targeted arc
deir.2ar2a." Tne S3-23 haa "2 NATI zZcountergart, therec, zreatinra
a2 Izviet mongpely 1n theater nuciear forces. The net effect was

3 tremendcus gap 1n NATC's deterrent strategy.
NATC olanners had, since the earlv seventies, agreed +hat a

jaz favering the Soviets already exi1sted at the conventiornal ‘e

gl

NMcw. another gan had develcped at the level of theater nucliear
forces and the alarm was sounded that the Soviets were 1n tne
pcsition to use their power to blackmail wWestern Europe. Schmidt’'s
speech was the catalyst for rapid action to correct this imbalance.
Immediately following Schmidt's speech, NATO's Nucliear Planning
Group (NPG) directed that a High Level Group (HLG) be established
o conduct a study of Alliance INF modernization needs that woulgz
be consistent with the doctrine of flexible response.” Cne way
tc sclve the nuclear imbalance would be to 1mpose limits on the
number of £S-20s and Backfire bombers that could be deployed. It
was hoped that these 1imits coulid be 1mposed through the Strategic
Arms Limitation Talks (SALT). Another method would te for NATO to
depiocy 1ts own new weapons to take away the Soviet monopcly at tne
intermediate level. It 1s widely agreed that Chancellor Schmidt
was not 1interested in matching Soviet deployments missiie for
missile. His principle concern was a guarantee that the U.S. wcuid
nct abandon its allies 11n a European conflict. what Schmigt

envisioned was an American made missile, land based on west
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the U.S., would have to use them or 1zse them. By using them

Jirectiy agai~st the Soviet uUnion, the U.S. wouid pe couciing its
miiitary resconse to the defense of Eurcpe.“i

Curing the 1ni1tial stages 1t was the European members of tne
High Level Group who pushed hard for the 1introduction c¢f new
American missiles on European soil, to counter the threat 'mposed
by the SS$-:20s. Ironically, it was the American delegation which
resisted this proposal on the grounds that Warsaw Pact targets were
already adeguately covered by existing nuclear systems.q As the
European members continued to push for deployment, 1t became
apparent that the deployment issue was not merely a military one.
It was also clearly becoming a political issue and the Eurcpeanr
members were looking for some tangible sign of confidence from the
United States.

Following the neutron bomb fiasco 1in 1978, the Carter
administraticn realized that military considerations were secondary
to the political necessities of healing some very deep wounds
within the A]]iance.x Carter’'s National Security Advisor Zbigniew
Brezinski stated, long after the decision was made to deploy
American missiles on West Eurcpean soil, that he never really
supported the deployment on miiitary grounds:

I was persuaded reluctantly that we needed
{them] to obtain European support for SALT.
This was largely because Chancellor Schmidt
made such a big deal out of the so-called
Euro-Strategic imbalance that was being

- 8 -
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N whe summer of 1972 the High Level Group and the newly
formed Spacial Zeonsultative Greocup cn Arms Contrcl (SCG) producec
twe diverging reports on the situation facing NATQO., The High Levad

- arcup recommended deployment of American missiles on European soil

fer military reasons, and selected the Pershing II (PII; and the

Sround Launched Cruise Missile (GLCM). PII and GLCM were chosen

for a number <f reasons. Their ranges (1800 and 2500 kilometers)

ware adeguate for striking targets deep into the Soviet homeland.

Both systems would be land based, presenting a more visible symboil

cf American commitment to its European allies. And lastly, it was

reasoned that an American President would be more inclined to
authorize the use of these weapons, because a theater strike would
be less 1ikely to trigger a strategic exchange between the U.S. and

U.S.S.Rff The SCG proposed arms control initiatives that were

aimed at eliminating the need for any deployment. At a summit

meating in Guadeloupe, attended by President Carter, President

Giscard d’Estaing, Prime Minister James Callaghan and Chancellor

Schmidt, Giscard proposed combining both deployment and arms

control in one initiative." Carter liked the idea so much that

he adopted it as his own. Shortly therafter, the results of the

HLG and SCG were simply "stapled” together and became known as the

Integrated Decision Document (IDD).” The Alliance had thus found

a way to make the deployment of new nuclear systems not only
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~.~ added to the American arms control lexicen and woula socn
pe-ome the slcgan for American and European poiiltical and miirtary,
leaders.

The ICD was presented to the NATO mintsters 1n December, 1379,
It emerged publicly as the now famous “duai-track” decision of
Cecember. 1979. The Alliance was now committed to the deployment
of new American missiles alocng one track, while the U.S.
simultanecusly pursued reductions in Soviet missiles along the
other.

The connection between the two tracks was
clear, at least in theory: if the Soviets
were sufficiently forthcoming 1in accepting
negotiated limitations on their intermediate-
range forces, and in particular the $8-20, the
West might nqQt introduce agl11 572 of its own
new missiles.

As time passed, Alliance leaders found it easier to explain
the need for modernizing nuclear forces as a direct response to
Soviet S$5-20s instead of the intended purpose of eliminating the
huge gap in NATO’s strategy of flexible response., After the Reagan
administration came 1into power it found itself hopelessly
entrenched in one squabble after another over the correct approach
to take regarding the dual-track decision. To make matters worse,
European governments were pressing the new administration for a
firm date to resume SALT with the Soviets. At the same time

hundreds of thousands of Europeans had taken to the streets to

protest the inevitable stationing of a new class of nuclear weapons

- 10 -
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new s1tuation appearad cn the horizon as ancther coessible advartaze

.- the So.7st Union. If thae Soviets cculd drive another wedge
between the U.S. and its ailies, they cculd wail away with the
ultimate prize - ha't the deployment of the feared FII and GLIM.

and possitly decouple the U.S. from the Atlantic Alliance.

The Peagan administration ultimately turned to a proposal made
1n early 1231 by Chancellor Schmidt. Schmidt reascned that 1f the
Scvists agreed to remove all of their 1ntermediate range forces,
then the American deployment would not be necessary. Schmidt's
proposal was termed Null-Losuing or the “"zero soh,l'c,ion.":5 For
near'y nine months debate raged within the Reagan administration
over the zero option. Although 1in the end both the State
Department and the Defense Department endorsed the zero ogtion,
they both preferred significantly different versions. The State
Department was more in favor of the original dual track proposal.
Secretary of State Haig wanted to accommodate the Europeans. As
the former Supreme Allied Commander, Europe (SACEUR), he understocd
the operational necessity of modernizing NATO’s nuclear fcrces.
Richard Perle, the Defense Department’s point man on INF. had not
supported the dual track decision in the first place. Perle felt
the decision was a mistake. He termed the decision a "marginail
military fix" and ridiculed a decision that would involve paying
"billions of dollars for a mere 572 weapons."r Perle remarked

".,..the whotle sorry story is a classic example of how so-cailed

- 11 -
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It was at this séage n the treaty’s evolution that the mc
impcortant aspect of the deployment decision was lost. The origina’
decision did not 1n any way 1mply that successful arms control
would lead to the cancellation of PII and GLCM deployment. In fact

the Integrated Decision Document clearly stated that the “arms

18
]

zontrol track should not overtake the deployment track..."™*’ In
other words the dual track desision should lead to "some deployment

and gsome arms <:ontr'o1."3c It is also at this point that the

original objective for modernization of theater nuclear forces
started to become more and more obscure, only to become lost 1n
subsequent political debates.

In November, 1981, just prior to the first round of INF
negctiations in Geneva, President Reagan unveiled the U.S. version
of the zero option proposal in a speech at the National Press Club.
The President offered to forego deployment of PII and GLCM, if the
Soviets would eliminate their S$8-20, SS-4 and SS-5 missiles. The
President stressed that the zero option solution would eliminate
an entire class of American and Soviet nuclear weapons.y Reagan’s
proposal was viewed in Europe as nothing more than a political

ploy. Although it was reluctantly endorsed, the feeling in Europe

- 12 -
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GJefisyment desizcon of Cecempter 13T Man in the Jnttzsld ZTates
and  Europe who o ultimately ndorsed the prcecpcsal comfeortes
tnemzel ez £y pDal-=2ving that there was nc chance that Thne fou12t:
wcu'ld ever accept the Z.ro opticn. RBut by November, 13532 as

ccmpenents of the first U.S. cruilse missiles began arriving in
arcat Eritain and west Germany, the Scviet position began to chanage
- dramatically. Although the Scoviets walked out of the IMF talks
following deployment of the cruise missiles, the real i1ssue of
deciding what ccncessions would be necessary to ensure zero
inventories of PII and GLCM remained. As PII and GLCM depioyments
cecntinued over the next two years, it became evident that the
Scviets were willing to trade S$S-20 missiles that could "...only
strike America’s allies for U.S. missiles that could strike Soviet
soil. ™ NATO found 1tself bracing for a dilemma they had nct
imagined.
In a November, 1985 meeting, President Reagan and General
Secretary Gorbachev agreed to focus on an interim INF agreement,
In a January, 1986 Jletter to Reagan, Gorbachev proposed the
complete elimination of nuclear weapons over a 15 year period and
. agreed to exclude British and French nuclear forces. NATO ncw
found itself in a difficult position. In order to avoid appearing
hypocritical by wishing to back out of the zero option proposal,
NATO now raised three additional problems that they stipulated had
to be resolved before an agreement could be reached. These were

the issues of short-range intermediate nuclear forces (SRINF),

- 13 -
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A prcolem witn eiimirating 12nNg ranis theatar nuciear TIries
was that thneir tarjets couil De Tcvered by sncrter range systems.
The J.3. pcsition was that SRINF snould be inciuded 1 the CMF
taiks. Gerbachev again caught everycne ¢ff guard by procosing that
trhe SRINF should aiso pe reduced to zero. NATC was now faced with
a doubis-zero opticn and total confusion ensued among European
governments. Political and miiitary leaders tegan to zuesticn the
wisdom of eliminating the second leg of NATO's triad. General
Bernard Rogers, stated at the time., "...I am concerned that...the
long-term credibility 27 NATO's deterrent 1s being sacrificed by
this treaty on the altar of short term political expediency.’ He

further said, "the treaty puts NATC on the slippery sicpe of

X
AR

denuclearization of Western Europe....
Tne United States had no short range missiies that were
decioved 1n Europe. Germany operated 72 Pershing IA missiies under
a dual key arrangement, but 1t had not been a participant 1n the
reduction talks and could not be forced to remove the Pershing IAs
1f it chose not to. In fact. Germany's Defense Minister Manfred
wWcerner argued that NATC shouid 1ncrease 1ts 1nventcry of shorter
range forces by deplioying an improved version cf the Persrhing IA -
thhe Pershing IB. Woerner sharea General Rogers’' concern that NATO
was unauestionably headed towards denuclearization. But, he was
atle tc muster 1ittle support among Allied jeaders." Since tre

first zero had already been agreed upon, 1t was impossible to make
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Tner2 e«13Ls tcday. 3tring sent ment 1 Eurzpe Tl 33 ST
furttier - a th ' Zerc. The argument 1s that S1nce trhe remaining
ractical nucisar weapcn systems, all withn ranges geicw S17
viicmeters, wiilt fal® only on German sc1! (this inciudes East
Sermany; These w~eapons shouid pe remcoved as weili. If the Tnird

Zers 1s aaopted., exi1sting wWarsaw Pact agvantages 1in conventional
and chemical arms wiil only te enhanced.

MILITARY AND POLTITICAL IMPACT

The European missile agreement goes too far. yet 1t does
not go far enough., It eliminates a vital part of NATO's
deterrent before we have assured that other parts of tre
deterrent can bear the increased burden.
Alexander Hai1g. 1987
Its supporters claim that the INF treaty 1s an arms controil
breakthrough of monumental prcportions. It Inciuges on-site
rspections 1nside the Soviet Union as well as the ability to
permanently monitor Soviet compllance. It eliminates over four
t1imes as many Soviet warheads as American. It imposes a worid wide
ban on the highly mobile Soviet $5-20 missile. and as Secretary of
State has said, "It strergthens U.S. and ailieg security
and...enhances 1nternational st:abi‘.‘nty.":5 with all of these
H

benefits cculd there possibiy be any adverse miiitary or pclitica

cchnseqgquences?




Tiere ar<c Trzoe wrZ  LZntend —eat o Tne Treit, 33> tEl
n23ative miittary impact cn NATO. In fact thne JCS posiTior T3 AT
the treaty, "...1s 1n the best 1nterests of the United States and
1ts 3liies...and has T1ttie impact o©on  NATZ's furndamenrnta’
strategy.': HCcwever, General Bernard Rogers has puclicly stated
that. "... NATO wi1ll be eliminating both of the credible LRINF

escalatory ortions between 1ts conventional forces ard *the
strategic nuclear fcrces, returning NATO to 1ts posture 1n 1979.";E

The fact s that the treaty has eliminated an important rung
in NATC’s escalatory ladder. The result is that NATO is left with
an ineffective and obsolete inventory of nuclear systems that
eliminates the SACEUR’s ability to strike militarily significant
targets in the Soviet Union with nuclear systems. What he is left
with is hundreds of artillery fired atomic projectiles (AFAP) with
a range of about nine miles. Because they must be deployed at
sufficient distances behind our own forward line of troops (FLOT)
these projectiles will only fall on NATO soil. The proximity of
these nuclear capable artillery systems poses another problem 1in
that they can be overrun before being used. There are 88 LANCE
tallistic missile launchers, with a range of about 66 miles, which
must be Jlocated even farther to the rear of the FLOT to reduce
their vu]nerab1’11‘ty.3g They are capable of reaching only to the
western edge of East Germany. There are hundreds of nuciear bombs
which can be delivered by NATO's 1500 dual capable aircraft (DCA).
This is contingent upen the notion that they will not already be

overcommitted to conventional close air support and interdiction

- 16 -
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capat1lity at night and 1n 1nciement weathner. '’ They are zisc t©1

to a few vulnerable airbases which might be rendered 11nrizrerable

eariy 1n the fight. The use of Submarine Launchec Baliist:c
Missiles (SLBM!), as some have proposed, 1i1s nc substitute for
theater ground tased systems. Strategic planners worry that

assigning the Trident, D5 missile to NATO will allow 1mpocrtant
Soviet targets to go uncovered. Additionally, 1t 1s feared the
Soviets will perceive the use of SLBM as part of a strategic strike
and will respond with a strike against the United States. It is
widely believed that the use of a theater nuclear system is more
1ikely to lead to an end to hostilities rather than escalate to a
strategic exchange.

If the strategic and theater nuclear legs of the NATO triad
have been made less effective, what has been the impact of the INF
treaty on the final leg - conventional forces? If anything, the
treaty has served to highlight the critical need to strengthen
NATO's conventional posture. Yet it is in the conventional area
that improvements are least likely to be addressed either through
modernization or arms control. Conventional force improvements
have 1little chance of success 1in 1ight of current economic
constraints. National contributions to NATO are more likely to

shrink than to grow over the next several years. Between 1980 and

- 17 -
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2ffort T2 builta a conventin
r213:13 Trhe nuciear threshcid (foring the burden ¢f escaiaticn T

e ZTner si1de. Eurcpean leaders have resisted the American

-t

effort cartiy for fear of decoupling the U.S. strategic geterrent
from Eurcopean defense. There 1s nc reason to bpelieve that
conysentionai imbalances will not continue to be tolerated. even 1n
Tight of the possible denuclearization of Europe. There 1s aisc
li1ttle hcpe that future arms control negotilations wiit neip tc
correzt the imbalances. Instead, they are more 1ikelvy to strain
the <chesion of the Alliance 1n light of recent attractis/e sScviet
proposais.

The sad fact 1s that NATC has not been able tc reach a
consensus on the long term implications for conventionai deterrence
and defense 1n the aftermath ¢¥ tne INF treaty.

If the military 1mpact of +the INF treaty cn NATZ s
significant, the political 1mpact 1s potentiaiiy fatal. Most
e«perts aaree that 1n the atftermath of INF, theater nuciear forces

must De mcdernized. The follow-cn to LANCE (FCTL) 1s ccnsi1dered

particularly craiticai. vet. even with modernization, west Germany

_18_
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VMSELiN T8 LT Lnaware of tnis si1tuation and will o Zontinuee o oCoa.
< Sut 2Zean LCubils opinicn by offering tc mare adaiticral

4ntiateral funs on cnventicnal ard nuclear fIrZes 1 Easter~n
Eurcoe. Both of these proposals will reinfeorce west European
resi1starce =o the modernization of NATC's nuclear systems,

"As nuclear weapocns disacgcear from Eurcpe and

the allied defense consensus further eroages,

tne Soviet Union wi1ll be able to ccncentrate

its efforts on politically dividing the ailies

frocm the United States and each other. ™

Mcst Eurcpeans will coppcse modernization ¢©f NATC's nucizar

Forces as an impediment tc arms controi. One of the rey iesscns
learned from the INF treaty 1s that tnhe Alliance (grmariiy wne
Untted States:) favlled to 1ink the strateg9ic and pcittiza:
imolications of its arms controt proposals. Althcough the tTreat.
haz been warmly embraced by mcst governments, pecause 1t €iiminatec
an entire class of nuclear weapons. the net effect may mean tnat
iz wlll be 1I1mpossible to attain public support for future
strategies that reauire the retenticn of '...some nuciear weacons

1

irresgective of Soviet deployments.’ This point 1s mcre
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Zga: arld it 3J0es i1ttle good to complailn apout 1ts fail:ngs or t2
Tr, tc change 't nNnOow. It 1s however constructive T recodnize how
tne treaty may "mpact on the future of the aliltanze and the
neactrations 1N wh'sh 1t will be 1nvoived. Ironicaliyv. the most
s gniticant contripution the INF treaty has made s to bryna %2
Tignt the fact that alilance weaknesses have reached a polnt that
Jramatiz <noices must now De made.

*“ATC has not survived for over forty vears wilthout 1ts srare
ot crises. Followning the si1gning of the INF treat,. a nian NATZ

offrcial responding to a guestion concerning the recent INF crisis

gz1d, "...there 1s a crisis 1n the alliance. Tnere ras aiwavs geen
a 2r=si1s in the alliance. It s a natural concomitant of a unicn
of si1xteen 1ndependent nations. In that sense. 1t 1s als: i

symptom of NATO's 1nherent health and vigor. I would be deep'v
cecncerned 1f there were no ¢risis 1in the aliwance.‘* This

zava'ier answer 1s not too different Trcm past reactions by MNATC
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Z.8r alllance probliems b, reiegating trem £2 & £rocess that re 12z
cr time to “heal all wounds” that hnas finally ercded ailiarce
cpt mism ara cchesion and exposed a numter &f profound weakresses
that must be uitimateiy dealt with,

The United States and 1ts aliies have backea themselves intc
a positizn in which they are at a serious strategic disadvantage.
MATZ's mission of deterrence is essentially the same tcday as 1t
~as fcrty years ago - to make the cost of aggression prchibitive
tc the aggressor. Theater nuclear forces have played a vital role
'n NATO's deterrent strategy, yet the INF treaty has cancelled the
mcdernization of a key element in NATO’s nuclear strategy. As a
result, NATO is forced to rely on the less credible use of United
States strategic forces, or battlefield nuclear weapons that will
ensure the devastation of both West and East Germany. At the same
time, new and far greater demands are being imposed on NATO's
conventional forces. The 1oss of INF has cost NATO 1ts ability
to,"... hold Soviet forces at risk throughout the depth of their
deployments giving them the rejative freedom of mass and

4

maneuver. " The burden of delivering nuclear weapons has thus
fallen on the overworked shoulders of NATO's dual capable aircraft
eliminating a number of them from conventional missions to 1nclude
the establishment of air superiority, considered to be essential
in the early phases of a conventional conflict. The result is a

return to the situation in the 1950s when NATO relied on aircraft

to penetrate Warsaw Pact airspace. But, air defenses 1n 1989 are
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need TIor ymprovements 1n conventicnal forces. EuTl reirancte 2on
con/sentional forces as a substitute for nuclear weaczIrs w it oniy,

amg’''fTv Lid orcblems and may heip Tc Ccreate new ones., AT 3 Time

when ali naticns are trying tc reduce military szse2nd ng 5T seenm
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unliikely that any siagnificant improvements 1n NATO s conventicnal
posture wili be possibie. The INF treaty therefcra fcrces NATC
packh I1nto tne old bex of relying on the Soviet Unicn to make huge
asymmetric reducticns 1n 1ts conventional forces - an area 1n ~hicn
they have refused to recognize an 1mbalance for cver fifteen vears
of Mutual ana Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR) negotiations. in
the past the problem of conventional 1imbalance was resolived Dy
relying on nuclear weapons. But with NATO on the verge cr7
accepting a third zero as a byproduct of the INF treaty. therebty
leading to total denuciearization. ancther problem will pe created.
The abandcnment of a strategy that has relieqQ on the threat of
escalation, to include the possible first use ¢f nuciear weapcns,
exposes Western Europe to Scviet Iintimidation, coercion anc
blackmail. As a result, the Soviets stand on the verge of
acthieving their long standing goal of neutralizing western Eurcoe.
A NATO that must rely principaliy on 1ts conventicnal geterrent 1s
faced with only two options; (1) to successfully defend with 1ts

conventional forces or, {2) to resort to strategic nuciear
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~cefully relscred the strateg, <f mMUTUa' 338ursd J23Trual= .0,
trn: s seems ironic 1ndeed. "

Althcugh debate has barely zubsided cver tne INF treaty. naw
pressure s aiready being apriied to accelerate the Strategic Arms
Reduzticn Talks (START) toward an early outcome. START calls for
an agreement on strategic arms aimed at reduced ievels <f U.S. andg
Soviet strategic systems 1in contrast to the total ban on theater
systems negotiated in the INF treaty. The risks in moving forward
tzo quickly in new arms reductions negotiaticns will be compounded
by a failure to grasp the lessons of the INF experience. Most of
the deficiencies associated with the INF treaty are a product of
haste and not necessarily the result of a clash of 1ideologies
between the two superpowers. Although START negotiations are
infinitely more complex than the INF negotiations, and are not
within the scope of this paper, 1t only seems prudent that the
United States learn from the experience of the INF treaty before
rushing head first into another agreement that could jeopardi:ze
vital U.S. and alliance security interests.

In the wake of the INF treaty, it 1s more important than ever
that NATO develop a strategy for arms control. The INF treaty 1is
an example of an arms reduction agreement that did not 1mprove
security at lower force levels. A new approach 1s clearly

necessary. It must include both the nuclear and conventional
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