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Abstract

FROFPOSELD DEFERMNSE FLAHN:

1325-1935:  Heztern Euwrope unilaterally removes

4000 Roskilde
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land-based

and tactical nuclear weapons, and agrees on the operation of

a common strategic nuclear force pliaced on submarines.

1933-2931° The Harsaw Pact 1n rezponze removes its tactical

and intermediate range ruclear weapons from the European

scene, and a transformation of West European forces into a

non-of fenzive area defense is initiated.

2001-2093: Negotiations on the removal of all

are undertaken, with participation of all nuclear powers.

and an agreement is finally reached.

nuclear arms

20053-2815 and beyond: Negotiations on total disarmament are

initiated, ivvolving more ard more of the worlds nations.

Stepwise arms reductions in all areas of weaponry is the

result owe hopes to see SHErge. ..
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‘A rumber of alternatives to the current west European

defenze po=tuye has been proposed. The- propoaals have come

from military and ‘academic c1rc1°s; as wéll as from

political parties and peace mnuements. The common aim of ail

the propo:ﬂd pol1ri iz to improve :ecur1tg against _

destriction and coersion caused by foreign powers. H}thbugh'
Cthe d1f¢er9nt propocalc may appear irreroncilable, i shall
arque that thero a<1st= 3. =fepwise pollrg which may sat1s¢g
the mo=t 1mpnrtant demanda made by the diffﬂrent groups “and
. Awnid the problems that ﬁach group sees in the proposals |
made by others. »: o . )
The pedce mbvemgnts want Western Eunoﬁe to -renounce on ail'
'f.nucfé{r Qéééoné, and to form a;nﬁnéoffensive,'tonventiona}l
.defence, ir.angi Milit%rg phopdgals c#l} F&r_ 4 stronger -
i cbﬁﬁentional defense and - Tiel, spphisiicated“convenﬁibnal
' weapons, while maintaining or increasing " the 'nucle;rr
4£Esenals. Betuedn these extremes are proposals for strategy
change: such, as the "no first strike" campaign, 4nd gpécific .
/ sugges tions surh 35 changing - the . conﬁentional‘ﬁosture'from ’
the  current foruward defense to a teﬁritoriﬁl one, "and
creating limited melear—free zonés. Furthehmnéé; there are
political ideas of decoupling Western Europe from the &rms
race of the supérpoﬁers;'Por example by basing -4 European.
defense .union o the deterring effect of an upéraded French
nuclear force ‘exteﬁﬁing ftsiumbrellg to other West European

nations.

The  propozed defense alternatives have all been
criticized, and I shall briefly mention some key objecticns.
. The most radical alternative is one of completely rendut;ihg

on nuclear weapons  and  of  transforming the conventional
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defenze into some sort of civil defense. This would make
attack easier, but it is argued that the money ‘saved by not
having to maintain a wilitary defenze could be spent on
inﬁérnat}on&l conflict péeventian. Az 3. rezult, aggressive
inténtions aré believed to diminish. Against this gpeaks &
lot of historical evidence: Heakness invites interference
and  attempts of coercion, and should submission  not
materialize, invasion and occupancy may follow. Thiszs is
usually acknowledged by proponents of demilitarization, and
schemes of civil discbedience are conceived for dealing with
an ocﬁupging power. The idea is cbviously "rather red than
dead”, —since  the security against nuclear destruction will
be high, but the security as regards foreign interference
low. Az 4 unilatersl meassure, the scheme of demilitarization
i= obviously lacking, because 1t doez not satisfy the
averall security aim, which {8 security sgainst both
destruction and foreign coercion.

A less extreme proposal is to abandon nuclear weapons
unilaterally and to modify the conventional forces to become
"non—of fensive". The definition of a "non-offenzive" weapon
is not entirely clear, but it would seem to involve
characteristics such as short range and low mobility. Most
weapons can  in principle be used both for sttack and
defenze, 8o the distinction i3 one of degree. .One way of
determining if a given pozture is offensive or not would be
to - ask the opinion of potential aggresszors. However, their
evaluation might depend on whether they hold aggrezsive
intentions or rnot. The fundamental criticism againat a
defenze posture based on a non-offensive, conventional force

and without nuclear arms is, that it does not prevent an
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,

enémg-rrom using nuclear weapons; if he has them. Should an

‘aggression take place. bu+ the conventicnal defense agaznst

[y

Tt pro¢e effective; then it would be temptlng for- the
7agqr szar to settle the fight bg use of nuclear weapons, or
-bgAult1matiue threats of us1ng them.
V D'r.s.; could envisage a non-offensive, 'cohveﬁ't‘.’ionél force
backed by a minimum cize strategié nuclear deterrent. This
uauld make it imposzible for an enemy  to use ruciear”
blaPPm311 to reach his obJect Howeweh;,'theklnotion.or 3
‘nonro fen;xuell conventional force may étill_,bg uﬁclear.
_because .no ékperience'exisﬁs wfth' such . a deféﬁse.z If it
means hav1ng convent1ona1 wars on onﬂ’s'own terrztorq rather
than at its boundarips- it is likelg to have a negatlva,-;
1nf1u=uce on the securitu aqainst r1vilian\ destruEﬁion and
-casualt1e~. ,and if . the potent1al opponent éontinueé‘tﬁ
f:pmz ez an offensjve and possibly vsdpefioﬁf convéntionai
force,; then it is hard to - see any advartage in making one’s
A- o forces less of fensive,’ unless oF"c’cnu'rse ’vfhe' opponent .
5295‘ an imminent‘hi P of - us 1nwad1ng hxs terrltorg At
.pr ent, 1t appeatrs that the Sov1et Union is less worried
aboutt tho offﬁns1ue nature of Ueetern conuenb{oﬁalufor&es
than about the upgrading of offensive nu&lear weapons; Yet,
if 2 futual decrease in the risk of a nuclear exéhange can
be achieved. then a cleser look at the concept of a less .
-Aoffensivelconventionai postuFe seens wo#thuhilg.-

. The present srsenals of nuclear weapons go far beyond the
mdnimn - réqujfed for detevrence. I'ndeed, nuclear uweapons
wiih‘a range . of different‘zpeéificapions and possible uses -
- are’ inteqgrated at ‘a1l levels  of HHTO deferse. This is a

result. of the' “flexible resporize” doctrine, which “has
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prevailed in HATO planning for the last tuwenty uyears., It
calls for the ability to meet any kind of and combination of -
aggressions with a measured responge. and to be able to
cdﬁtrol fresgalatioﬁ witﬁ angg conceivable stepsize. The
nucleat weapéﬁs associated with thiz doctrivne comprise
tactical battlefield wespons. intermediate and ‘long range
nuclear  arms  deployed on land, on surface ghips  and
submarines, and on many types of aircrafts.

Many West European observers see the doctrine of flexible
rezsponse 3s reflecting the interest of the United States in
attempting to confing a wuclesr war to the  European
"theatewﬂ.l -Although the Soviet Uniow haz denizd such a
pozsibility, it is not difficult to construct war scenarios
in which such a limited nuclear var would offer advantages
to the Soviet Union 33 well as to the United States. The
presence of theater nuclear arms iz thus seen as 3szsociated
with a lowering of West European security, and it is natural
to ask, if these weapons zerve any us=ful purpose.

It is a Western <{and originally Eurcpean? tradition to
azsume certain rules for the conduct of war, for example
making a declakation of war and revouncing on “wnfair®
weipons. The United States and NATO seem to continue this
tradition, as evidenced by their war models and strategies.
The picture of a Soviet attack on lestern Europe i3 one of
zlowly escalating stagez: First the Soviet will invade
Germany using only conventional forces. NATO will respond in
meisure and is supéosed to have time inearly a week) to call
An reinforcement from the U.5, Then, if the Soviet Union
does too well, the Mest will start to uge tactical nuclear

weapons, and if the Sowviet Union doez so too, HRATO will
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‘escalate to the use of intermediate range nuclear missiles
2g93inst  command” and control facilities far behind the zones '
of combat. Follewing flr;is, further steps of escalation may

inrlnde demonstration use of strategic nuclear borbs against

ﬁnﬁmq cztxﬁe and ult1mat91u all—out stﬁatﬁng war. kKey .
phrases used to de:crxba the aszumed strategy are "mea;ured
rasponﬂe" and "1b111+g to fight protracted nuclear wars".

Eut  zuppoze. the " enemy is not willing to play by these
rnl 227 1 the Soviet Unio% ever decides to attack Weztern
Enropﬁ. it will very 11Lﬁlg be - a3 a3 result of a desp#wate_.

©situation whare it seez no V1Able Alternative. Europe being
.one of tHe \most heavily armed regions in thevwor}d; the
ch:nce* of suctosﬁ_ jh 2 limited at*ack (such SQ'a.purélg -
coney cu+1nnal one) are highly. uncortaln. If the Soviet Union.
sconziders 1t:¢1€ forced to af+ark, it w111 surely vse everq
'meangA at its disposal to ensure the qu1cPes+ possible -
kiﬁwﬂhent of its ob jective, whether it be occupation or
dezstruction oF uﬁetorn Europe.z The tactical mclear arms of
“the ‘Soviet Union_are .35 dntegrated with the conventio nal”
forces as those 1n -the West, and they have a much higher
Jmega atonnage. I bﬁliexe thiat  théy would be 'used in the
earliest poszible phase to hit Western command and control
S facilities. as m»ll s vfiMQ-urgeht military - targefs
: including maclear arms depots ahd>facilities for receiving

Tranzatlantic r21nfor:ement. Combined with an all-out  air

deztroyed or occupied all of lHestern. Europe; before any
reinforcement could arrive, and it would then be able to ask

\“> the an*»d Statez to' acce Ft the situation {n return for

]

|
.. and land attack, the  Soviet Union weuld hope to have -
avoiding 3 strategic excﬁaﬁge betweenrthe';yo-supeﬁpowérs.“
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1f the above 18 a realistic description of the threat
facing Western Eurcpe, then sericus quesbicns must be raised
against the Western force posture demandsd by the doctrine
of flexible responze. Tactical nuclear armz om Mest Euroggan
8011 2an only speed up its destruction. and strategic arms
under U.S. control cannot be counted on to deter the Soviet
Union or to actually become releazed early In a European
conflict, due to the U.8. acceptance  of limited uar

concepts.

11

From a West European point_of view, 3 _szensible_response

to this analysis would be A) to renounce on weapons which
aim at reducing Soviet security, and B} to contemplate the
formation of an  independent, MWest European strategic
deterrence force, specifically dedicated to be used in case
af an uncontainable Soviet sttack on Western Europs.

Recent NATO defense decisions to deploy Ferching 2 and
cruise missiles in Hestern Eurcpe and to prepare for ‘“deep
strike” attacks on Soviet follow-on forcez can well be
construed as directly aiming at reducing the zecurity of the
Soviet Union. The expsrience of the last thirty years ocught
to have taught us, that the Soviet Union caniot be deterted
by mezsures which lower its level of security. Soviet
leaders will make any sacrifice to “catch up", and the risk
of bringing them in a situation, where they think a war with
the West 18 unavoidable. increases with each such measure.
Az argued above, thiz will incressze the risk of Hest
European destruction. and thus our attempts of lwproving our

security have lead to the opposite effect.
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f.Hﬁ obwicus'alternatiue'ié.to lock for measures, thch will
improve  our -securitg.‘without deteriorating . that of the
Sjyiet Union. Zuch considerationz have clearlgﬁbeéﬂ'-absent
in previous HATO pl;ﬁﬁing az well az  in 'Petentlg proposed
plans for raising the nuclear treghold.+ It follows from the

dizcuszion above. that remc:al of béttﬂefield and medivm

- rangs  nuclear weapons from the Mest European territory will

indeed improve the security of both the Soviet Union and of
Western Eurdpe. Howewer. giving up tactical wsuclear weapons
by a unilateral ztep, uhile the other side still has them,

is feazible only 2z long az & sufficient strategic nuclear

‘deterrent iz available. -

Uncertainty cpnceEning the availability of U.5. strategic
arts  in a Edropean conflict (say a non—ﬁuclear ‘attack in

which the Soviet Union doss too well) ‘makes it natural to

conking the formaticn of a nuclear-free zone comprising all

of Mzztern Eurcpe with the establizhment of an  independent

West European strategic miclear detefrent force. . In fact,

the existjng such force - - owned by France and the United

Kingdow - may ke sufficient in magnitude to be -able ltqv

infFlict unaccephable damage o the Soviet Union and whatever:
othér\ agareszor one might consider. The idea that these.
naticnal weapon5~zhouid aszzume 3 common. Mest European role
may wnot be  so far fetched,  because discussions on the

extention of the French muclear unbrella to Hest  Germany,

3

Kave already started.” The indépendent -kest' European

C.strategic force would  continue to be submarine-based, =o

that ot anly land-bazed. but also air -lauwached wwclear

-

reapons could become  eliminated and with them the majority

of targets which might invite the apponent  to use nuclear
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weapons. The largest problem for a common lWest European
nuclear’ defense ~ is the coordination of decisionmaking.
During a conflict, there will hardly be time for complex
nggotiationz  between  the individual natisns, so it is
important, that clear rules exist concerning the conditions
under which the common strategic ruclear arms  should be
relesdsed. A similar but even more complicated problem exists
with todays variety of nuclear arms in Western Europe. The
strategic submarine-bazed weapons would be targetea on enemy
rezources  Cincluding leadership, population and industrial
centers), énd should be released if a conventional attack on
liestern Europe by the Soviet Union cannct be stopped, oF if
the Soviet Union uses nuclear arms against Weztern Europe.
The  security implications for Western Europe are
definitely positive, if the present vuclear arsenal assigned
to 4 Eurcpean role - but largely owned by the United States
- iz replaced by a =submarine-based ﬁtrategic nuclear
deterrent force under West European control. Let me look
separately at the risk of nuclear destruction and that of
Soviet invasion and coccupation. The present reliance on
tactical nuclear weapons and intermediate range nuclear
missiles capable of reaching Soviet territory in few minutes
makes nuclear destruction of MWesztern Europe practically
certain in any major armed conflict with the Soviet Union.
As stated above. the Scoviet Unicn is likely ko seize the
initiative with a8 full-scale nuclear attack. 2z zoon Az it
thinks that a confrontation is unavoidable. There i3 no
advantage associated with this type of behavior, in case
Western Europe has removed its theater nuclear weapons, so

the riszk of a full-scale Soviet nuclear attack resulting
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from such judgement (or mis- judgement) 6f the situatidh is
qrﬁatlg reduced. Furthermore., the intentions of ' the Soviei
Uﬁlon o eﬂqaqﬁ in a nuclear war thh Wes tarn Europe, Uhich,i
e &t.pteient must  be fon,idered as wery small, will
further ,dimiﬁiéh, when  MHeztern Eurc-pp by creating "~ a

miclear—free zone on its t&rrxtorg has signaled ite lack of

Cintentionz to attack the -OW19t Unlon
- \,

Hhile & ruclear lﬁxrhanqe iiould render the West Enrupean
'terr1+nrw uninteresting for a long uhile; one might =n¢1:ag¢
2 - Zoviet ofcupaf1on with uze of . conventional forces. An

irvazion attempt would: be met with  the same kestern

" conventional résponse as todag,.'ahd the success of 4 Soviet
“invasion would be as uncertain as it iz at pre:ent. The

d1f+crauce 1, the ab enze of the po=s1b111tg of -a graduallg-

escalating use of thﬁa er nuclear arms, in exchange FOP

~_ prezenting the aggressor with the certainty, that if he -

proceed= oo far,  a trategir hucleaﬁv‘reﬂaliation will

' become releazed upon. him;'vThe Scviet Union would not kﬁpwv'

the precise criterion, and would'be deterred - 'in the first :
place  from startxng an invasion, and once attempted - from
carvying it further thin the border area.-THus Hest Europesn-

security with ro~pect to Soviet occupation would also be‘

©improved by the EUggES tzd policy.

Fxnallg one may conzider, whether or not the altered
pniicg haz any effect on the risk of Soviet - interference and
coers{on_bg non-military pressure or threats. Since there is

no increase in the real risk. the MWest European countries -

should be able te  take a fir stand against any attempt of

coersion. To this  end, Cone. may rnote that by agreeing on

commov  management of the independent wnuclear deterrent
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force, Western Europe would “have gained considerably in
pblitical strength, and would ke sble to negotiate with the-
Soviet Union Fnom;fa much better position than the present
one of ever lurking disunions The one arguable point in the
new palicy is If the Soviet Union could get the idea that
Western Europe might after all hesitate Lo use its nuclear
deterrent force in an actual situation of Soviet aggression.

It is for this reason that the rulez for relesze of the

strategic nuclear missiles must be predetermined (although
not  rnecezsarily revealed to the Soviet Union), and the

release must be made with a  substantial degree  of

automaticity.

III

The policy cutlined abowve does not satisfy the demands of
all the groups contributing to the Eurcpean debate. because
it still relies on an ultimate nuclear deterrent. A
sibstantial minority wonld prefer foreign occupation to any
use of wnuclear wespons. In my view, renouncing on nuclear
weapons could become 4 my jority-endorsed point of wview, if
the conditions far abandoning nuclear weapons could be
created without jeopardizing security during a transition
period. The policy of wunilaterally removing tactical and
medium range nuclear wegpons while forming 4 more credible
strategic nuclear umbrella for MHestern Europe may be the
first step on the road to total nuclear disarmament. Given
the improvement of not only Mest European but also of Soviet
security entailed by thiszs unilateral step, it is to be
expected, that the Soviet Union will respond by similarly

removing its tactical and intermediate range nuclear weapons
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directed 'against Hestern Eurdpe. If it did not do 50, the
Soviet Union would have exposed itself as holdivng agaressive

. intentions and . as being magsively untrustworthy in its

no-first-uze pledgez. -
It is iherefove of interest to consider ‘the possible next
stepz,  after a reciprocated removal of theater- nuclear. - .
e ARONE from all of Europe. In _viewi%g the conventiénai o
force posturez remaining in  that situaﬁion, both sides
Apﬁear unnecessarily )oFFensjve. . The offenzive 'post?fes
» gssbciated with ;he'Neatern deep strike capability and the
, o ;.Soviét rapid retaliation or,prevenﬁive‘attacﬁ préparations -
- Vrfare motivated by the nzed to rapidly destoy enahg command

and control centers, as well as nuclear ieapon deposits, and .

in the bestern.case slzo bg ﬁhe 1neédv to stop an ifvading

forqg as eaflg_as pozziblszl Nucﬁ of tﬁis offengive posture o ’
shouid thus be ﬁéevalﬁatedAin a zituation with wo théaterA
mclear  arms. Each side could gain seturiﬁg Eg'makihg its
cpozture lezs affensive. Betauge that uauia reducé:the chance
of - bringing. the other side to doubt whether the’ actual’
intentions -are to attack or to defend. It is possible that’
mutual_modi#icationé of the conventional force structdré
could be’ negbtiatéd, iiﬁcldding the question of redﬁcing
:Mawsaw'Pact numbers of zoldiers and tinks). The formation of
2 ruclear-free envircnment might have created a positive:
climate for negotiated reductions in offensivensss, but a
nu%ber of‘changes would be warranted-already as unilateral
- measures, because 'theg: would imp%qye security without ' N

reducing that of the other side. )
Among the proposals made for-a non—oFFensive West Eufrpean

6 - .
. defenze ,  the most realiztic one ig in my view an area
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defence based on precision quided weaponz of modest
mobility. The mobility should be low, in .order that the
pqgtuFeWrcannot become construed as offensive, but there
sh;uld ;ba some mobilitg; in ofder ihat éne 'mag cﬁase an
iﬁ;ading force and drive it back. Since warfare uould be
conducted on one’s own territory, it is  important that high
. precizion is associated with all weapons, 2o that they can
surgically dezstroy enemy rezources with the lowest poszible
collateral damage;

“ One argument againzt forming 3 territorial defernsze
unilaterally is, that the enemy may use weapons of longer
range —to inflict™ any ™ amoufit of  damige fFom B8 "safe”
distance. The possezsion by Mestern Eurcpe of a2 strategic
muclear deterrent force may to some extent deter the enemy
from such action, but the credibility of this deterrence
would be low unlesgs the damage inflicted by the aggressor
rose  towards unacceptable levels. A rnegotiated arms
agreement which banned coffensive f(mobile or long range)
‘uweaponz on both sides would aveid this credibility problem

and would clearly add to the security of both sides.

v

Azsuming now that the nuclear-free zone in Europe has been
created and the conventional forces have  begn made
non=offensive, then the vext step would be to get rid of the
remaining nuclear arms: that 1z the strategic wnuclear
deterrent force. Such 3 step could  hardly  be taken
unilaterally by Western Europe uwithout zericus security
problems. On the otker hand. megotistions camact  be

conducted just between lestern Europe and the Soviet Union,
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'because the Soviet strategic nucleér weapons have important -
Lfunctions outside.Europeil At this st%ge; coriplete auclear
:diéarmsmpht is the goélg and  thus. all nuclear’ pouers must
par Licipate in the nggotiations. The Unitpd States and China
are both. important. counterparts in the Sovig} nuclear
strategy. The U.5. could hirdly have any oblﬁction to tot’al'
- nuclear ‘disarmamenps since it is not threa+°ned by
K canvgﬁtiona1 f¢orces of any other na+1on. Phxha would be
‘liéeig to preFer,a pu1ze removal of nurleab arns, coupled
to a modi+zfa+1 ot of its ‘conyenthnal h..arn:e'= and those of
the Soviet Union into a non—o?(én;ive posture,  based -on an
agreement similar to the one assumed to have been reached
betueen the Soviet Union and He;tern_ Eurppe. Hlthough thE’.
emphasiz  in my discission has  been on ‘European security
‘option;, moves  tonards 4 Etep@ise disarmanent could
,5imﬁ1péneoqslg hawve been taken in léth?rm regions of the'
world. Still. the question of - battlefield nuclear ueapons
doez ot at present have as much urgzncg'anguheﬂeiélsé as in
Europe. _ ' ) ' )
Should 2 negotiated forsaking of - all nuclear lérms
’_ materialize, and . éhe nOh—JFfeniivéJ‘bconventionél forces
. become 3 reality throughout  the regions | méntiOhed, then #
final' disarmament step' would be a- move towards the
non-military defense ;ugée:tnd by part of - the peace
moﬁement. The conditiﬁw‘ for ‘this to become ‘a realzstirl
propozal is- globa} ac&eptance. This - means acceptance by
Third borld countries and’ presen£ troublespots; e.g. in the .
Hiﬁdlc ‘East. Feace in the ' Third Norld' requires
now-intprforonc» by powor blocks. a, well as the removal « )

econoiic reazons for conflick, that is formation of
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non-exploitative trade relations and solidaric knowledge
" transfer. It is clear that such policies may cost the
industrialized céuwtrigs as much as thelr  current military
J;Fensé. Ho;ever, it is not certain that economic commitment
to these policies will be sufficient to create a péaceéul
world, Many armed conflicts have reasons  involving
hiztorical and normative factors vhich are almozt impossible
to deal with bgA the international sociegty, at least on 2
ghort time séale. While the preceding chain of disarmament
steps could be envizaged to take place over a3 few decades,

the last step of total demilitarization is likely to have a

— —  “time frame measured if hundreds of years.
The important thing is. that there exists a procesz,

which step by step leads from the present situation of
acknowledged low security, over intermediate situations of

greatly improved security for everyone involved, to the

final goal of a humane human society. I hawe further arqued

that lestern Eurcpe has the possibility to start this

procesz by taking the first step unilaterally, without any

interim decline in its sgecurity.
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Dougl.as in’ h1=."50uxe+ H111t=rg atratégg in Europe”, Hew
ok Fergamon Press 1988, and in several contributions to
the survey "Sowie£~ Military Thinking" edited by Derek

Leebaert, Lendon: Georéé'ﬁllen:é‘Unwin; 1551,
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Hoaﬂmbsr/necembbr 1979, p. 266, It is further dizcussed by
Ribert, NrHamara in "The H111+arq Polo waf Hurlnar Mﬁapons'
.Pﬁrr¢p+1ons and stparcaptxons", Fore1gn Hffaxrs, Fall 198°

pp. S59-80.
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Bernard Rogers, "The  Atlantic Alliahce!
Prescriptions for & -Difficult Decade”, Foreign Affairs,
Summer 1982, pp. 1145-1136. General Fogers’ propozal has

received support from the Euroﬁean Security  Study,

’"“fraugthen1ng Fonaﬁnflonal Detﬁrrﬁn:ﬁ in Europe”, Lgnddn{

- MeMillan Press 1983, and from-.Robert McNamara, op cit. ‘R

military 1mp1°mentation of Rogers’ idpas mag bé seen in the

U.5.-lest German jo1n. statement enf1+led "AirLand Battle

2088". Most of this document is unclassified (Hest German -

Army Inzpectorate, 13835,

. Helmut Schmidt proposed an. automatic release of‘ the

‘
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French strategic nuclear ueapons by attack on either lest
Germany or France (H? Kautholz, "French nuclear umbrella
over West Germany", Politiken, June 38, ~ 13847. In return
West Bérmangzwoutﬁ boozt iﬁs conwen%ional def;hsé; o that
the two countries alone could withstand 3 conventionsl
attack by the Soviet Union. In this way, there would be no
need - for the United States oﬁ other nations to maintain
forces or weapons  in Mest Germany. The Schmidt proposal has
been the subject of talks between French and West German
leaders Mitterand and Kohl. The question of whether an
independent Mest European nuclear force wuwould _violate the
Nuclear Proliferation freatg is discuzzed by Daniel Charles
and David Albricht in "Eurcpeanization of NATO", Bulletin. of
the Atomic Scientists, Movember 1984, pp. 43-46. They point
out that all parties to the treaty already seem to accept
that rnon-iyeapons states <(NATO alliez) play a role in

decigions regarding the use of certain U.3. nuclear weapons.

5. Excellent summaries have been written by Ben Dankbaar
("Alternative Defense Policies and the Peace Movement"> and
by Hans Brauch and Lutz Unterscher ("Getting Rid of Huclear
HWeaponz: A Review of a few Froposals for a Conwentional
Defense of Europe"). both published in Jourmal of Peace

Research, vol. 21 No. 2, 1924 (pp. 141-135 and 123-133).




1

! ) I
) Lo ’ ! i k
 DEFEMSE RLTERMATIVES
 FOR WESTERM EUROFE e

" By choosing fto‘v<become,'ndcleér¥fkee except‘ _for an
independent, . submarine-based nuclear deterrent force, -

;v“ue;terpVEurope could increase its securitg and haQe the road -

»

for general dizarmament. - -

by EBent Sorensen

.
p
\
|
N
.

.~ \

'
2

1

A : !

, . : . g



)

- The post World MWar II- armament hiztory is one of a
repeated introduction of new weapon systems. Although each
new weapon system seen in iscolation has increaseq the
sécuritg of the nation or alliance deploying it, this i2 not
. tbﬁe Fér thé overall de&elopﬁeht. The éeason is, that most.
of the weapon systems introdﬁted have imprqvéd security by
reducing the security of potential oppondnts. They have in
turn  introduced countermeazures to allsviate the reduction
in their level of security, and mosf often these
countermeasures have . égain involved rnew weapon systems
supposed to match thoze introduced by the other zide. The
effect of the countermedsures is therefore to reduce the
security of the-nation or-alliance-Which fikst "uwanted to~
improve its security. The combined outcome is often that
both sides become less secure after the introduction of each
new weapon system and its counterpart. Thiz description
characterizez rather precizely the arme race between the
United States and the Soviet Union (or between thé NATO and
Warsaw Pact alliances) during the last forty years. HMany
feel, that the zecurity against ruclear destruction has
duindlied to such a4 low level, that alternative directions in
defenze policy must be found now.

An obvious method iz to look for defense alternatives,
which will improve our security without deteriorating the
security of the potential oppornent. A number of such options
will be dezcribed below. It iz iwportant to distinguish
between actions, which can be carried out wnilaterally and
still meet the objective;, and those uwhich will not work
without coordinsted efforts from the opponent. RAs viewed

from the smaller defense alliance members, there are really
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three tgpos of measures! " those which 4 natidn can carry out(
rgiona; those which reduire coordinated action by alliance
members on one side, and Pinallg those which demand
: 'negbti&tions between opponents, thatv is in the pre,ent,
situatibnhbetweeh the tuo ma jor defancéyalliances. Previcus
-.efforts have almoszt ﬁntirelg been devoted to negotiated arms
reductions, and although agreements have ocaasionallg beon
reached (for example SALT 1), theg have never led to
discernable improvements . in security, but -perhahs to a
reduced pace of ,ocuritg reductions. o
The risk of nuclear destructlon is partxcularlg acute‘in
‘Europe, because the h;gh conrentratxon of oppoeed weapon
. sustems in this regzon»makes it dangerouslg posszble, that
: aﬁg conflict between ihé auperpowers may sp111 over, 1nto‘
_Eukoﬁe. For deﬁogkaphic heasons, the destruction caused by
even a limited hﬁcléar war in Europe'uill be disastrous.  In
" the light of" thzs; it ig not- surprzs1ng; that Europeaﬂ’ in-
~_both East and West see the current coolness in U.8.-Boviet
pelations as a secqritgv threat, and. ’that the - smaller
European countries .on both sides. are looking. for uags of
diminishing the’ lxnkagﬁ between thvir fates and those of the
two supﬁrpowers. For this reason, de€°nse alternatxves aimed .
: at improving West European security have beeén  increasingly
seen as entailing a disengééement-or'western Eurcpe from the
interests of the Uﬁ%ted Stated. The gifference betueen U.S.
Cand West Euf*ope’ap goals and interests as cohcerns economic
~policy. and global development policy has become more and
more apparenﬁ, and fhe nufleﬂé umbrella ofice offered bg the
U.8. ac a protection: of Western EurOpe agaxnst aggress1on

l,has lost its credibxlxtg. Mo one ang more beliﬂves, that “he_.
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U.S. would usze its strategic nucledr weapons in a conflict
35 long as it seems confinable to Europe. Moving the entire
NATO alliance towards an alternative kind of defenze appears
4t present out of veach, but _it iz _pozsible that-the West
European countries could themzelves  agres on a coordinated
policy change. Thiz wuwould offer definite advantiges over
individual, national efforts, due to territorial connections
and . dus to the cozt reduction which could be acieved by

sharing technology development expenses.

I first loock at thoze defense alternatives fér Westernm

Europe. which can be implemented wunilaterally, that is

“policiéz on which the West Eurcpean countries would agree,
or which at 1leaszt would have the participation of most West
European countri?s; but policies which have not  been
negotisted with the U.S. or the Warsaw Pact members. I
describe four alternative policies, the results of which I
call zcenarios 2 to 3. They represent alternatives to the
reference scenario (zcenarioc 1) rezulting from continued
adherence to the current policy.

The current NATO force posture is based on 4 variety of
conventional, rnuclear and chemical weapon systems, designed
to meet any tupe of or combinition of enémy aggressions by a
meazured rezponze, and the ability to control eszcalation
step by step. This is moré a doctrine than a dezcription of
the actual defenze capability. because of sericus technical
flawz, particularly regarding the survivability of the
command and control structure during a protracted var. The
known deficiencies of the present defense system tranzlate

into concrete demands for future developments associated
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s uith 'scenario 1: Creating less ‘vulnerable intelligence
' gathﬁr1ng facilities that.allow real-txme analysis of data,
introducing more independentlg targetablg nqclear'mdssiles
of vargjﬁg‘range, eztablizhing miséile defense protection of
_ command structures, ground reception stétions for szatellite
information, and pol&tical ipader,hip' This ;s' to be
ffrombxﬁﬁd with an 1nrrﬁnsxﬁg numbnr of both conventional and
nu:l»ar;,offen:ive Wweapons aimed 4t destroging enemy rommand
and control facilities, his backfup forces and. his support
infrastricture. The other side will . of course act in
- reciprocity, so this type ot . §cenario cannct. have angv‘
- "endpointﬁ. 1t is a spirdl of continued arms race, and. it
‘ wili lead to continu1ng Mutual reduct1on in ;ecur1tu; which.

as stated is the reason for =eek1ng alterna+1v9 S

" In scenario 2, all - land-based and tactical nuclear
weapons . are removad _from- Western Europ9 bg 3 unilateral
'\dec1d1on. The conventxonal force posture remains similar to .
'fhe current one. It "is considered to cons tituté a strong
‘ "detc«rre'nt agamat ang conventional attack on Nﬂatern Europe,-
.'andv 19 is operational is case such én' attack should
: ﬁevehﬁheless‘be attempted.i Thie 'opéfational nature Follows
from Athe Facﬁ; that the-cukrent doctrine"in addifion to
muclear options does conside er  the pos 1b111tg of a punelg

condﬁntional fight, and tra;n, the forces- accordinglu.
- There is a finite chance, that a full-scdle conventidnal
attack on Hestern Eqrope~bg the Warzau Pact members cannot
'beirejected by conventional forces alone, For this caze, and

for the caze in which the ernemy uses nuclear wedpons against

- Hest Edropean:-terri;org;' there should be‘ an ultimate
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strategic nuclear deterrent available to the West European
nations. Since the U.S. strategic ndcledr weapon$ cannot be
counted on in 311 circumstances, a sufficient strategic
deterrence _force must be aﬁz the dispozal of the Uest
- European  countries themselves. According to- present
estimates of the relative vulnerability of bomber planesrand
submarines, it would be maost reasonagle to place - the
- independent West Eurcpean strategic rnuclear force on
submarines. There are alresdy some 278  such nuclear
warheads, with 144 laurcherz on four British and five Frerch
submarines, and substantial enlargeménts and modernizations

of these forces are planned by the two céuntiries,

The tws main gquestichs related to the realization of
scenario 2 are then how large the stritegic nuclear force
h2s to be to become a zufficient deterrent, and how the
Britizh and French submarine based missiles could become
Jointly operated as part of a future Mest Eurcpean defense.,
1 would define "a zufficient nuclear deterrent force" as
one  capable of ensuring leadership destruction and
unacceptable damage to  any potential aggressor. Leaderzhip
destruction has been a rather controversial iszue, dlthough
it is certainly incerporated in the war fighting plans of
both  alliances. Some would argue, that without eneiy
leadarship there ig nobody with whom ceasefire or peace can
be negotisted. I would maintain that, since the strategic
nuclear force would only becomé used if the war has turned
nuclear, or if the lest Europegan conventional defense has
been overthroun, then the conflict will anyuay have passed
the point uhere peace negobiations could be contemplated.

Leaderz engaging their pepulations in 2 war of such
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dlenﬂlons could ot hope - to be, Forgiven by neither their

own or the other side, g0 their el;minat1on may rather pave

" the wag for_a new set ofv_uncomprdmised leaders icapable of

negoeiating fair terms of peace, than be an obstacie to such
“negotiations. The 'advantage of leadership threats is of
cource the direct deterrinq e¢ffect on prec1=elg those people
that would be respons1ble for attark decislons.

The second part of the deterrent effect of & strategic

" nuclear force of 11m1ted size would be. ach1eved by targeting

population centers and maJor Pac111t1es for production and
economic tran;actiona. The minimum 2ize of zuch a deterrence
force is d1€?icu1t to estimate. For years, Chiha seems to
have been able to cuccessfully .deter the Soviet- Union with

. ju:t Pive 1ntﬁrcontinental misziles. Invthe. earlg 136Ries.

" Defensze Socretarg Robert McNamara . in the United States

calculated - that 400 one-megaton bcmbs would constxtutp a
suff1c1ﬁnt deterrent. capable af killing at least a quartpr
of! the Soviet population and destioying  half of its
1ndustrg The - preszent Brxtich and French =ubmar1ﬂ9: already
cearry  three quarters of that vumber of bomba, but " with

" amaller warheads (289 kxloton) on the Br1t1sh ones. Franre

‘plans  to add.one submar:ne in 1985-and another in 1992. The

first will have 16 launch platforms with 6x158 kt uarheads,

which cannot be fully independently targeted. In the United B

Kingdom,. present Polaris misziles are being replaced by the
Chevaline system, and four neii submarines Qith Trident T or
II missiles” are planmed, for introduiction from the - late

198B1es, It would thus seem,  that' scenaric 2 does not

require enlargement of the lest Eurspean strategic nuclear

'program; but only a reorientation of its role.

\
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The political problem of placing the existing strategic
submarine force at the disposal of all Western Europe (or at
leazt itz HNATO members) is still 4 formidable one, The
experience _with economic cooperatidnfthrough the European
Common Market iz largely negative. After séveral years of
evistence, the Common Markeb his achisved nething more than
eliminating the market forces in the field of Eurcpean
agricultural products, by means of elaborate schemes of
producer support, and it has created a new  pampered
bureéucracg, but hai not been able to change the political
process  away from one, in which edch member state persues

its own nationalistic interests irrespective of any gain

that could have been cbtained by focussing on the overall
benefiis for the Europsan community,

Ideas of a clozer defense cooperation have been forwarded
by French and Hest German politicians. In 1984, forner West
German Chancellor Helfut Schmidt proposed to the French
Prime Minizter Francols Mitterand, that the French strategic
miclear force should automatically become released by a
ruclear attack on West Germany as well as by one on France.
In return for this extention of the French "nuclear
umbrella”, HWest Germany would increase its conventional
army. so that the French and German armies could alone
withstand any conventional attack, without having to rely on
United States or British forces. The s=maller Common Market
nations have been opposing this kind of defence union,
because they fear that they would Iose any say on defensze
matters, and of course becavse theq are influenced by
centuries of Eurcpean history characterized by French and

German aggressions.

S
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“On thﬁ other hand- the dﬁcsatisfactiﬁn With the present.

ki of defense relying on battlefield nucledr Weapons

'unable to defend uithout destroying whit theg Wwere suppose

to dwfﬂnd; may make the Europedn wnations more open to a

propozal, which totally eliminates such weapons. A Cofdition

. ,hould b2 that there are clear riules as to the sztuatxons,

in which the commanly owned (or at leazt commonly opﬁratod)

_'<trat°gic nuclear w2apons should be released. If these rules

are clear  and the responie automatic, then decizions |

’ rﬁgardlng use . of the _nuclear weapons would not have to be |
'made during the hectic .period follou1ng an actual attack

_Th;a is an important point for the smaller Wezt European B

couﬁtfie=J because theg may -otherwise fear that 1mportant"

.décizions could be made without them baing heard. Az for the

willingness of France and =~ the U.K.  to let  their

" submarine-based strategic nuclear weapons. overgs  to a

broader misaion, the rather positive reception in theze tuo

countries of the Schmidt blaﬂAwduld indicate, that this is

ot quite out of line with realities. Yet there are bound to~
be hard pol1t1ca1 debates in each country over the uwhole
issue,. - and  the phoblem'of the future of NATO and of the

“nations not presently memberz of either NATO or the European

Economic Community are bound to come up.
The ‘driving argument in favor of scenario 2, which ma

overcome all the objections, is of  course that Hlestern

° Europe will become much safer againzt nuclear destruction,

witﬁi'the "side effect" that thé Soviet Union will also

become more safe. Rz for nor-nuclear offences, the level of

1safetg‘011}aat leazt not be deteriorated.

The ‘third scenario is based on the. point of view, that
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not only is the present nuclear posture in Mestern Europe
unrealistic, but also the conventional force posture is
problematic, because of its ‘wery offensive ;haracter.'ﬂlso
the Warsay Pact side haz a4 wery offenzive, conventional
poszture, in;pddition to largs quantities.of tactical nuclear
ueapons-iniéghated with the conventional forces. Indeed,
there has been an arms race on.conwentional weapons no  lece
interse than that on nuclear arms. The latest escalation has
been associsted with the adoption of 3 "deep strike"
doctrine, first as an agreement betuween the United States
and West Germany, but in 1584 extended to become an official
NATO policy (termed “Follow-On Forced Attack"). It calls for
the ability—to identifythe locaticn of second and third
echelon ernemy forces by resl-time intelligence analysis, and
then to attack these forces by deeply striking C(nov~nuclear)
micgiles or air raids. The Soviet Union has responded by the
introduction of a new interceptor airplane (MIG-21) claimed
to possess "anti-deep-strike” capabilities, and by
increazing itz numbers of fighter-bombers  and  attack
helicopters,

The zpiralling nature of the conventional arms race makes
it natural to lock for actions analogous to those introduced
in scemaric 2 as regards nuclear arms, which can improve
security against conventional attacks without reducing the
security of the opponent. A number of such proposals have
been put forward in Western Europe, using terms such as
"territorial defenze' or "non-offensive defense’. They may
be categorized as either a "border defense or an "area
defenze". A border defense may consist of a fire-barrier

zone extended all the way along the Eazt-West German border,
¥
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while an area defense mag‘be based on decentralized unitzs

----- - armed with precision guided minition (to use- against enemy
tanks or planez), ess sehtially covnrzng all of the MWest
EGropean territory. Because the material is light, some
mbbilitg =an be achieved by using civil wvehicles such aé

bikes, motorcgcles ;r'light trucks. Too much ﬁobi{itg is,

| howevér; to be avoided, in order that the enémg doés not cee

the units as a potential 1nvad1ng force.

R cr1+1c1;m ada1nst border defencﬁ is that tho enemy ag_

- ~3it at a4 zafe .d1;tance from the border (on his side) “and’

shoot missfles of suitable range  against any inportant

target - within the territory guarded by the fire-barrier,

- until the morale getsz sufficientlg ldu for coercive demands j

to become accepted. The common  criticism -against ared

dePpnse is. that fighting and destruction wifl take place on

one’s own terr:torg, and that such a defensﬁ is i1l sultod.4

for chasing an enemy out of the tprr1torg; once he is in, -

Both of these criticisms would seen unvalxd for a

territor;al defﬁnsﬁ combxned with a pract:rallu 1nvu1norable

stratﬁgir nuclear deterrent force, because the threat of
using the strategic Forre if the enemg does too well or
refuses to withdraw will in thé first place deter the enemy
from attacking, and in the second place force him to
withdraw Frombuntenable‘positiohé.'éhould the enemy invazion
‘be successful, the automatic rélease of the submarine-based
strategic arms will plainly take place. It is precisely in
order to mako thl: retaliation credible, that a high degree
of automatism. will have to be built ints the launch
conditions.

The fire-barrier concepﬁ was developed for countries with

e
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boﬁders, which due to mountainz or other terrain features.
could be benetrated by an invading force Cassumed to employ
tanks) only in a limited number of plices. Mations with open
land  borders and nations surrounided by sea (uhich Would be
invaded from landing shipe) coild not easily use this
corcept., Scenario 3 assumes the area defenze optibn with
modest mobility to be 3 sSuitable soluticn for all the Hest
European countries, in combination with their independent
strategic nuclear force., Coordination between units of the
highly decentralized defenze would make uze of the
subtérranean network of light guides and cables installed or
. béingfinggglled_bg«mgﬂg"west European countries_at present._
‘ These  communication systems allow a high density of
information to be transmitted, and they coﬁld in wartime
serve as  control  and command channels for a - highly
decentralized leadership, allowing full cross-communication
and the‘conduction of well coordinated acticns. At the zame
time, this system . exhibits lots 'of redundancy and a
substantial invulnerability, making both it and the
disperzed leadership very difficult to target. '

Scenaric 3 offers as fuch security against nuclear
destruction of Western Europe as scenario 2 does. The Soviet
block will be more zecure against attack in scenario 3, and
initially, wunilateral execution of scenario 3 is likely to
make Western Europe more secure againat Warsaw Pact invasion
and  occupation than scenario 2. If the Soviet Union
maintaing its mixed conventional and tactical nuclear
posture against Western Eurcpes |t may with time be led to
think that Western Europe might not, after all, use its

atrategic nuclear arszenal after a quick and successful
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invazion of itz territory by the Warsaw Pact. Howsver: the
hope associated with both scenario 2 and scenario 3 is of
course, that tHe Warsaw Pact will respondliﬁ reciprocity by
unilateral withdrawal of all tactical nuclear WeApONE na&r
the. European scene, and later by modifying its conventional
posture in'a less threatening direction, : '

Scenario 4 assumes a teﬁfitbrial.défénse but no ruclear
weapqﬁé uhatgver..The‘purpose of & qon—nuclea? defense is .
clearly to ﬁemove.ang purpose ﬁhattAh enemy may conveive for
usidg nuclear weapons againzt one’s territory., In order to .
_become credible, the territorial defense would have to be
more mobile than thé one considered in‘scéhaﬁio 3, g0 thait
T it may not only wait for #n -iﬁvadihglror;e: but‘also engage
in  active persuit of such a force, if arder to Eegain fiost'
tefriporg.“’ . ‘

If scenario 4 wére-embafkeﬁ upon as 4 unilateral measure

‘by Weztern Europe, it is not even sure, that the security

Y .- against - nuclear destruction would increase, because the

opponert ‘could; use his nuczlear  arms uiﬁhout fear of
-Eetaliation. Alzo the security against conventional invasion
and occup#tion by foreign #orces is uncertain. Teﬁritﬁrial
defenze has néuer been tried in practice, and if it should
fail, theré would not in scenario 4 be any nuclear deterrent
to back it up. ' ‘ , .
Howeveé,.scenario‘4 would become an ihterestihg opiion
for Western Europe as a continuation .of scevarios 2 and 3,
once thg Qar;aw Pact 1; dssumed to have responded by
eliminating itz land-based and tactical vuclear weapons. It

would be a wnatural move from denouncing nuclear weapons in

-
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the béttlérield; to denocuncing such we;pﬁns under ;all
circumstances. This move would have to take place in  all
nuclear states at aﬁproximatelg the szame time, presunsbly as
3 rezult of negotiations. The sSituation wduld be diFféﬁent
from that of previous negoﬁz;tions ot rnuclear arms
reductiéﬁ, because the preczding reciprocal removal of
.battlerield muclear Weapons wﬁuld greatly enhance the

chances. of success in such negotiations.

The fifth scenario iz one, in which Western Europe
chooses  to  spent its current military  budget on

international conflict prevention. This Could be in the form

of aszistance to hegibns with social problems, and by
undértaking an  initiating role in promoting better
understanding and  furthering negotiations between the
superpowers and between any aggressive regimes or movements
of international relevance. Rnother method could be the use
of zanctions in  the form of political or economic pressures
levied against nations unwilling to move in the direction of
pedceful and equitable coexistence.

Western Europe would in scenario S develop a non-military
defenze. Should international pressures be insufficient to
prevent foreign invasion of West European lands, then
. mon-military Cbut not necessarily non-vielent) actions would
be directed againzt the octcupying force, including eivil
disobedience and guerilla activities.

Az a2 unilateral measipe, hiztorical evidence dces not
warrant much optimism regarding such demilitarizatison. One
possibly relevant exsmple is that of Japan after World War

11. It has been (forced to be) more or less demilitarized
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despite the upcoming of strong’ military poueﬁs cloze to its

terh}pqrg. However, it did have a fibh defenze . guarantee

from  the ﬁnited States, as well as»hiiitarg basez on its

soil. Presently, the U.3. zeems to Ee urging Japan to resume.
more respopsabilitg for 1its own aef&nge. Hestern Europ?

could h;rdly expect dPFanae guarantee from the U. S.; in

case it réjected'the military defenze. ph:lo-ophg upon which
the NATO alliance is formed. One might expect = that

demilitarization of Neétérn Europe would totally elimingte.
thg' risk dF"nucrear destruction, but ubuld lncrease | the

possibility of - foreign .. occupation._" However,  the-
demilitarization proress, propos¢d in - scenario 5  would

ﬁlﬁarlg:become ctretrhed over a proponged per1od fdecades)(
and if! the potential aggressors (nofablg the Soviet . Uniond

.shoued s;gns of offensive intent or made attemﬁtS'to exert

political pressu}e, then the demilitarization pro;eé§ uoﬁld
surely became reverted, at leﬁst for a period. "The risé.or‘
‘inwasion> would thus. bﬁimarilg be associated with either
conceileé'inten£é or with sudden chéhgé of . intentions <(for
~_instance in connection with éovietAleadership chiange).

The prospects - for  achieving peace  through
demilitafizationnuduld be gréatlg. improved, if it could be -
‘turned into a global process, involvi%g first reciprocity
froQ the ‘Warsaw Pact,membérs, and iater from other countries
including those of the Third World. At  present, no signs of .

willingness to embark of this route are visible.

.Pictures of the Soviet Union as an invader of MWeztern
Europe are common in HATO  rhetoric  and  in  French
justification of France’s vuclear arms. In reality, Seviet

\
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intent to invade Mestehn,:Europe as aniisolated act must be
conzidered 3z virtually absent, deséite the dreams of
expanding iés >sphere of  influevnce, - seeming tor be an
“.attribute of any superpouer. A more likely cause of a uap
which affects Europe is the zpill-over of conflicts i:'hr other
partz  of the world. and most likely in ﬁeighbouring parts
such as the Middle East. If both NATO and MWarsaw Pact
countrries were to interfere. in a local conflict in the
Middle East. the hostilities could develop in a uag, which
led the Soviet Union to think, that a w;} with HATO would be
unavoidable, and it might then seek the advantage of
the NATO countries to remove the causez, which call them to
waink to interfere in & local conflict, Chief aﬁung these
canzes is the accezes to oil from the Hiddle East, while
present mineral supply from Central and HMorthern Africa is
easier to substitute. If  HWestern Eurcope made itself
independent of oil supﬁlg and other raw materials from
war-prone  areas, it would be much lesz likely to become
drawn  into a2 conflict that could evolve into a war in
Europe. The same iz true for the United States, although its
reazons for interfering might be a mixture of rezource
supply considerations and superpouer interestz. lHeztern
Europe would gain additional zecurity be dizengaging itself
from zuch superpower interests. Some¢ independence az regards
Middle Eazt oil has already been achieved by Hezt European
exploration of o0il and gas fields in the Horth Sea.
Additional irdependence could be gained by persuing some of
the potentisl demonstrated to be associated with more

efficient uze of enzrgy. Furthermore, uze of renewsble
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sources of ehérgg in combination with controllable fleows of
energy based on North Sea resources could lead to 4 wvery.
resilient enérgy supply =zystem in complete 1ndigenou=

control. The nuclear energy alternative ha: some of theze

R0

advantages, but it is vuluﬁrable in 4 war :1tuat1on, ez i

Morth Ses il and gas fields but not dizpersed ranewable

energy systems

Viewed as unxlaferal polic ;és, the scenarios canzidered
above becoﬁe_lncreasinglg uncertain with increasing scenario
number, as regabd; their security implications, The actual
pol1cg could then be one of, 1mmod1atelg moving from 'cenarib
1 to scénario 2, becau's thiz will mprove security alrbadg.
as a unilaﬁérai atﬂp Uactﬂrn Europe could then wait .and,
see, if the Warsaw Pact would similariy remao e.lts tactical
nuclear arms from the European scene, H1thou 5u£h‘i gesture .

of recognitfcn, it would: be difficult to argue for the

‘ réorganization of conventional forces into a less of fensive
.poature. On the other hand, if bofh West European and Marsay
Pact battlﬁfxﬁld nuclear weapons were out of the-way,. thgn
Hestern Eurcpe could ser1ou51g conzider, whether “scenario 3
should be effectuated unilaterally, oP\a balanced removal of
bffensi?e dePense com%onents should Ee sought  throigh
.nﬁgﬂtlatlons befueen HWestern Europe and fhp Soviet Union ~and

its East European all:es. .

The reciprocity of the Warsau Pact would be a cﬁndition

for comtenplating a move from scenario. 3 into scenaric 4.
The zecurity implications of scenario 4’are such; that it iz
d1f+1cu1t to enwvizage it Lo be carried 6ut.unilaterallg.

Hhile 3 reciprocated scenaric 3 creates a nuclear~free zone



throughout Eurcpe, scenario 4 requires the removal of all

tupes of nuclear arms. This affects the balance of strategic
arms betueen the Soviet Union and the United States (and
other. nuclear powersy, andTregotiations would this have €p
irvolve all the fuclear poweis. Th;% aim would ke totél
nuclear dizarmament. Finalig, any consideration of Zeenario
S would be unrealistic. wnless totil nuclear dizarmament
were already achieved, and even then it would have to be
based on carefully negotiated understanding, first of all
betwgen HWestern Europe and the  tus superpowers, but
ultimately between all nations in the world., Guarantees of

national zovereignty would have to be provided: for instance

through an upgraded United Mations institution. The iséues
involved are very complex due to the pogsibility of rapidly
emerging belligerance in some regions, and a detailed
dizcuzsion of these izsues would seem premature until the
shape of a global community having successfully transformed
through scenarios 2 to-4 has become viszible.

Stepz that could and should be taken at an garly stage
are thoze of  reducing  international arms trade. The
industrialized countries know, that the economic gains from
military production are usuaily smaller than for civil
products (as seen from the point of view of society, not the
point  of  view of the individual arms manufacturing
enterprise, of coursed. The arms import by Third World
countries in part prevents them from entering a path of
zocial development, and in part 1ead§ to mere frequent
conflicte and more serious conflicts, which as mentioned may
spill over into the J{arms exporting) industrialized

countries. Third Horld  armament may thus soon become 3
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5e;1busiobstacle to the kind of development conﬁained'in the
succeszive scenarios dizcuésed above, -and  Western Europe
would, 1ﬁ order to progress along these lines, have riot anly
- to gurb itz cwn arms  export.,. but alzo to try to influence
the SURErpouWErs to give up their arms exports, and to 1nduce
Third World countries ﬁotlto.engage in  Arms produrtion -or
import. Differentiated trade conditicns could zerwe this
. purpose, for instance by rewarding non-belligerent_tréde
partrers and szevering ﬁelatiohs withlbefligerent ones.
, I .
_ . : .
Finally I shall comment brinflu an the costs of the 11V°
scenarios.  Scenaric 1 involves persistent. real term .
increases in miliﬁ;rg expenditures. The e&penses'associated
with the‘ cépabilitg to wage protracted ﬂutlegr wars are’
.estimated' aé‘rrequiring a 3 pct. anﬁua& incréa?e'~in NATO
.expenditpéeé. The-mizzsile defenze and space war efforts are
additional sxpenzes incured by the. U;S. The - FOFR ("deep
‘striko") plan iz e=timated to ivwolve an additional 3-7 pct. -
- annual incresse in NHTU budgetd. Since 'scenarlo 1 is bazed.
' on the cont1nu1n3. upcom1n9 of new  such expenses, it is’
cleawlg”ah Qntenable loﬁg-term policy. oOOﬁ the militaru'
ekpenditures will be the largest item on. national budgeta:
and  ewentually they will excesd total imcomes. For this
reason alove, alternatives to zcenario 1 must b2 found.
Scenario 2ihaz a stable cosﬁ if one acceptz the argument,
that egpendituwes on coﬁuentipﬂai defenze will not have to
incréése, as long az the vuclear deterrent is in place, and
that a “sufficient dzterrent" iz a quantity not increazing -

with time. The latter azzertion is quite a reazonable one,

becauze the deterrence force is wot defined in terms of
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enemny strength, but in terms of fixed damage objectives. It
could be modified, héwever, if the other side Féuﬁd an
effective missile defense for its citiez, or were able to
introduce significant 1mprovemehts of leadershxp protection.

Both ‘scenarios 2 and ] have sav:ngs associated with
abandonned types of nuclear arms. but ccenario 3 may have
additional corventional force expenditures, if the area
defenze should turn out imore expernsive than the present one
Can issue hotly debated, but in my view still quite open).
Scenario 4 is less expensive than scenario 3, and scenario 5
by definition has a fixed cost derived from uwhichever

alternative that is chozen as a reference.
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THE: FOLLOWING ARE SUGGESTIOHS FOR ILLUSTRATIONS  AMD/OR
© T IMZERTS: '

BOX 1

- 2]

DEFEHSE FOLICY OFTIONS:
A. Unilateral actions
" B. Alliance coordinated actions

C. Opponent negotiated actions

BOX 2°¢

-

THE FI%E SCEMNARIQOS

SCENARIOD 1 iz a straightforuward continuation of the curikent
ruclear and conventional force posture. ALl types of arms
are considered rneceszary, in order to be able to meet any
combination of aggressions with a measured responsze and to
control eszcalation from local conflict to situations with
employment of HATO reinforcement, wnuclear  battlefield
wespons and ultimately strategic nuclear arms.

SCEHARIO 2 maintains the conventional part of the HNATO
defense,  but unilaterally removes all land-bazed and
tactical vuclear armz from Western Europe, including thosze

owned by the United Statez. The submarine based strategic

mizsile force of

n

rance and the United Kingdom is dewveloped
into 3 common West European strategic deterrence force
etrong enough  to ensure  leadership  destruction and
infliction of unacceptable damage upon any aggresszor. It
would be used if the aggressor uyzes nuclear arms against

Western Eurcpe or fares too well against its conventional

defenze,
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ECEWARIO 3 has an independent MWest Eurcpean strategic
nuclear force az in scenario 2, but_a conventional defenze
with Iow'hobilitg and bazed entirely . on ;hort4range WEARONS
Can "area’ defenze"). High-technology command  and control
facilities combined with precision guided munition should
make thiz kind ar. defenze eFFeétiué against an invading
| force, even one that is strong in numbers, tanks and combat
, aircf&?fs. Still, the strategic nuclear weaponz  remain az
the ultimate deterrent. SCEMARID 4 i< one without. any
nuclear defense of Nésterﬂ Eurcpe. ﬁ' territorial defenze of
the type described in zcenanio 3 is pmplogod, with barv—up
" plans  for ‘deéiing thh ;ucce ful invaders (civil
dléobedienéer guerilla warfare, etc.). The won-offenzive
area defense is to be zomewhat more mobile than in acenar1o
"3, in order to be able to chase an enemy and force "him out
of the ter»1t0hg.

f éﬁEHHRIO J propozes 3 non—mtlitarg de?ense.. Its ~ba:-,ic'ide.a.
iz to spend'the money saved by not having a military defenze
on international conf}ici prevention. Sﬁould thiz fail td,

preﬁent “invaszion and foreign occupation, the measures

=

N

described in scenario 4 would be ehploged.

| -




FROFOSED -DEFEHSE FPLAH :

1985-1933: Mestern Europe unilaterally removes land-based

and tactical nuclear weaﬁons, and agrees on the operation of
a.zommon strategic nuclear force placed on submarines.
1955-2681: The Warssw Pact in response removes its tactical
and intermediate range nuclear weapons from the European
scene, and a transformation of West European torces into a
——non-offensive arei-defense—is—initiated,

2861-2693: Megotiations on the removal of all nuclear arms
are undertsken, with participation of all nuclear powers,
and an agreement is finally reached.

2085-2013 and beyond: Negotiations on total disarmament are

initiated, {nvolving more and more of the worlds nations.

o)

tepwise arms reducticns in all aress of uweaponry is the

rezult one hopes to see emerge...




' FRESEMNT FORCE PIC‘;TLJP.E/
| ' us WE - EE su c
SoldisFs (thousands) . 2050 . 2800 1000 2800 4400
Tanks 3000 - 12000 13500 40000 . 7
Cormbat aircrafts v 4000 . 3400 © 2200 . 43%0 . 3e00
| Combat helicopters 5000 N ? 2000;' . 300
5trategic bombers 500 w - o 180 - o
Eombat surface sh'i‘Pis 2 " 240 250 & - 400 40
Subfharines S j25 23 4 370 33
Landing Ships 3 ' ‘ > 210 = 246 31
ECOnomic & technol. threats  none  WS) © WE US & WE  (apan)
“Normative threat - . none . (5W) WE  USWE(EE) (Japan)
'iFireDower 4 N o | large - latge  large large- Sizable
‘;command & CONTrol Capability  Very high Very high hish  high modest
‘Nuclear missile warheads * : o ‘ o
Short rangs (100-1000 kmi: T ‘
. Ground launched . Boose00  qOO - ~/700 -
| mir taunched 18001600 . 608 . - -r3000 =
| Ship launched 0 W - 0 -
! Mediumn range (1000~3000 Km) ‘ '
: Ground launched ' or/g0. 0 “ - . . =/ 100
1 Air launched s 0300 146 - ~/700 »200
% Shie launched 4007100 0 Co- . =/60 o
! Long range ( » 3000 ) ) | ) '
Ground launched o © 200/ 20 ;- 40001000 B
' air taunched 360040 0 - 400/600 0
Ship launched - . 5300/400 272 - 100040 0

‘Chemical weapors 5 35 Kt - - » 100 Kt -




FOOTMOTES TO TABLE

1 ExCcluding a similar number of SuUpport a{rcrafts.

2 Ex€luding patrol boats and Other rinor vessels,

3 Some of those listed for WE kélong to the US.

4 Excluding spare or reload warkeads, The humber following
the S1ash Pertains to weapons stationed in WE
(for US) or EE (for SU.

5 Some Such warheads may for the US appealr as short range,

% some deployed in WE (for US) or EE (for SUl

Us=United States, WE=Western Europe, EE=Eastern Europe, SUs=3oviet

Union and C=China.
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, F—’IC:-LIF'E LEGENDS o o
NHLLEHP DE°TRUCTIOH OF NEoTEPH EUROPE. The trends in
st;matﬁd capab111tg of potential aggressors to accomplish
nuclear destruction of Mestern Eurcpe, and thﬁxr. intent to
do 30 (top framesd are uzed to evaluatﬂ Hest Europeén. -
security against zuch desthuction (louer framed. The measure™
of securitg iz simplg taken as one over the product of enemy
capability ahd ‘intent. The modﬂl covers the past per1ad 1345 3
to 198 ,;nd eviluates rach of the €1ve alternative dﬁfen=e
scenarios described in this article, for the pericd. 1985
2869 (Tabﬂlled by scenaric humbéri. In this agraph., each
alternative has been a;sumed to become realized unitaterallg

»bg ‘the Hest European countr1e;. The eftect of nﬂqotlatcd

reciprocity by the potential aggressor countr1¢~ is

illustrated in the proposed defense plan,( Fig. 3

FOREIGN OCCUPATION OF WESTERM EUROPE. This illustration is
similar’ to the previous one, except thaf.fpreign occupation

is considered instesd of ruclear destruction.




HNUCLEAR ITIESTRUCTION OF MWESTERMN EUROPE

Model bazis:
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OREIGN OCCUPATION OF ‘WMESTERM EUROPE.
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PROPOSED DEFENSE PLAM. The gradual development associated

with succeszively moving from the present defense postdre
Eh»ough alternatives 2 " to $ is illustrated by changez in
ensmy capability and intent, and hence in West European
security. In period A, Western Europs unilaterally removes
-~ ——tactical -nuclear arms.—In-—period--B, the Warsaw Pact-agreez— -
to transform Europe intoe a rnucléar—frée zone and Western
Europe starts to modify itz conventional forces into an area
defenze. In period C. muclear pouers negotiate the removal
of all nuclear armz, and in period D negotiations on gener#l
dizarmanent follow succesaful agreements on elimination of

nuclear arms,




FPROPOSED DEFENSE FLAMN
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