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22 Febzuary 1974

Vinrsaw I ct. Views on the Inclusion ol

\

Y] 1(.] Car Weapons in MAL'R

- 1. Sovict and Warsaw Pact MBIR 9pokia:
continue to insist that any agreenent nusc provide
for tha rocxunt.mn 6f? huclear ag well as conven=
tiorzl armaments. The draft agreement prezented
by the CdleL,uOVleL delegate on & MNovanli

specifically would require the parties "to reduce
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Cthedir ground and air forces and armamants

. including uclear weapons."* This point has since
baeen repeated reguldrly ln hoth plena;v statements
and bilaterzl discussions, Emphasis on reduction
oZ nuclecar weapons is not.surpxisinc in viszw of
traditional Pact interest in this subject. In
bilateral meetings, however, Soviet and Polish
dzlecates have occasionally hinted that there might

be some.flexibility in the Pact vogition.
.2, In presenting their case for the inclusion
nuclear weapons in an MBI'R agreaaal =
gpokesnen have referred to the inheren 213
ness3 0f zuch weapons, thelr role in the cres
Lcnr~o“u, and the need to satisfy popular do
for thelr reduction. The main Pact argument
novevar, has been presented in texms of %the concapt
that an MEFR agreement must result in “equal
BETU rltj" for both sides, Pact spokesmen have
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*  Although the term "nuelear weapona® ic used in
the Faect draft agraement, 1t 16 used in o uxy which
dakes clear they are viewed ao a pavi of Hepound
end air ]‘orcns a,pn,amcnta_" Tha p-no:)oqc‘_ riatiiod of
reduction 18 by "units and gub-units equigpsd with
ruclea '

» weapong.,
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th aceeptance the NATO Iranawor.s
prapcsalls omdscion of nuclear weapons wonld wesult
L@ wnilatesral advantage for the West kecuause it
treats only one portion of the militevy bLoilancae in
Central Burope, that portion which is mozt ITavorable
Lo tha Puct.
. 3. In etressing thut the purpose: of M3PX isz
Lo maintain’ the current balance in Csntral Zurone,
ut 2t a lowar levael, Pact spokesmen hzve axphasized
.at this balance has not resulted from ithe
ation of opposing forxces which are mirror images
OL one ancther in =zize and structure: © On the
contrary, each gide has, for various reazons,
cmzhasized Gifferent elements in. the composition of
- its forces. Such differences in emphasis have
resulted in various disparities, some of which favor
the Puact and some NATO, although the overall result
has been the creation of a balance.,

4. One of the major differences noted by Pact
spokesmen has been that the Pact, in ordey to mzet .
its defenaive reguiroments, has ﬁl’\.os_'{.:* ty opphamize
tho mainkenance of large numbers of cround forces,

mﬂiﬁh_Q.P wrticular stress on armored units. According
to the Pact spokesman, NATO has decided, For itg own
reasons, not to try to match the Pact in this
regard but rather to emphasize tactical nivcleser
weapens. The rcuult, accordlna to Pact vpokesmen,
Nas mcen that the "disparitv" in ground Zorces
favoring the Pact has been countercd v a “dispaxity”
in tactical nuclear weapons favoring NATG. DPact
media frequently refer to the NATO stockpile of
7.0C0 nu~lbar weapons in Western Europz, alithough
such reports do not speclfy how many of thase
m;apons arc in the NGA.

5. The FATO proposal is said to ig
2rities which favor tho West and to
in which the Pact is

12 reduction of clemonts

sunericor The result would be a unilaterzal advantage
fox the Weszt, particulaxly since a reduction
limited to conventional weapons would incroase the

relubive inportance of nuclear WLQDOﬂu in the

gnore those.
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’ post-reduction period. "¥or this reason, Lhe vack
insists that nuclcar systens bo included iw any
reduction, '

6. Thc Pact‘s interest in the incluzicn of
nucloear syctems in any agreoment appears gonavelly
consiscant w1Ln its doctrine regarding the nuture
of iy duture war in Central furopa. Thero i3 no
reason -o believe that the Pact hasg abandcnzi-its
belief that any such war would cventually involve
the vwsz of nuclear weawpons, although it might first
paus thirough a conventional sltage, Nor i3 thiaye

- - - any weason to dou that the Pact really docs view
. itsels as boing 1nfcz.lor to NATO in terms of nuclear
weapons in the NGA.¥  Conseguently, the raduction
of such weapons would be desirable in terms Ox its
eifects on an aspect of MATO's military capability
which is of particularx concern.

7. Pact spokesmen have not vet stated precisely
wihiich of NATO's nucleaxr capabilities theyv wculd
want to see reduced through MBFR. - Tt is imperiant

: o note, hewever, that the draft agreement and many
other statements on the subject emphasize that any
reduotions would include units eguipped witn nuclear
weapons. This emphasis on-units clearivy iwplies

“that a reduction of walhcad alone would not be
satisZactory, but would have to be concomiiant with
! the reduction of the dellVbrV systoms croganic Lo
units. Such an emphasis on delivery systons, rather
than on the warhecads themselves, is consistent with
carlier'es»lnatcu ©0f Pact MBFR oojeclecs and is

? . - % From what we know ¢f Pact plane for nusloer uar
in Zurope, fewer nuclegr strikca are cailed for then
. in iT0 plana., The Pact, however, regulasriy
includee atrikes by otravugzc migeiins and mediun
bomberc from baces in the USSR. Fuvthor, ¢ part of
Tie Paet taetical nuclear ctocel ‘pile zrt~ndei Jor wuca
i thz Buropean theater s storad in ithe USSEH to
oo

protect it from aqttack by NATO, iy tranasert would
be uced to urlng theso weapone forvard and they wvewld

be dclivered directly to field unite »athar tian %0
gtorage. dcpoto. '
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enlilkely Lo chanae, althouqh\

has suggested that

those nuclear weapons not integrated with wniig--
prosunably stockpiled warheads—--might be the subject
0L o sepavate negotiation.

sion
Lloexible on the nuclaar issué. In Decamberr a Sovielt
diplemat stated that he was certain that NATO would
sooner or later introduce a proposal on nuclear
veopoeans. e added that the inclusion of air forces
was more inportant than the inclusion of nuclaar

Vol w

elements. However, it is probable that the Pact’
desgire to rxeduce ailr forces stems primarily firam an
appraciation of thely role as NATO's main delivery
system for tactical nuclearxr weapons. Anothair Soviet
> te cewwmented that an acrcement wihicii ¢id not
nucleaxr weapons vould meet with public
ism, but he added that a withdrawal of nuc’nar
probably not make nuch cﬁ,;urc
either side. Frowm their
Dolish delegate's recent
,» 1t is possible to conclude
£he Pact have knowledge of at le
ls of Option 2, and that it pro‘“'
a swaectener forx Option 1.
have suggested that it might be
first stage reductions to
and put off any nucleor raduc-~
They have also expressed the
desire that, in the absence of actual reductions
nuclzar we¢apons, there might at least be an agreement
©O establish a.ceiling on such weapons in the .
. ¥educcion .. Such points, however, have not yet
been develo to any great extent.
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9.  The Soviets and their allies probably axe
Oeﬂh-uclv -concerned about the number of tactical
nuclear dolivery vehicles in the NATO arsensl. They
PrO”“u’j &leo reallze that NATO's discussion of
reducing nuclear vicapons will be difficult and

PObcnuidlL“ QlVl°lVC. They might be willing to maks
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som conpromises concoerning the timing of an
cgrocomncnt and the numbers of weaspons Lo bo redueed,
sitt are lilely. to conbtinug insloting that nuclearxr
syskoins be-included in an MBFR agreemont.
. ad -
¥ -
*
\ .
» .. . .

u

[RYO.

T AT Ta

e et

o



